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Justice, Community and Selfhood*

KANCHANA MAHADEVAN

Department of Philosophy,
University of Mumbai, Mumbai

‘Philosophers are not teaghers of the nation. They can sometimes
.. . be useful people. If they are, they may write books like that of

Rawls, for instance.’!
JURGEN HABERMAS

John Rawls aims at reconstructing Kant’s deontological ethics within an
empirical framework, by severing it from its assumptions of
transcendental idealism.2 The latter is seen by Rawls as the source of the
dilemmas facing Kantian deontology. Hence, Rawls aims at providing a
viable deontological ethics by replacing Kant’s noumenal agent with a
situated moral subject.

The following paper attempts to evaluate the degree of Rawls’s
success in overcoming Kant's difficulties by his reformulation of
proceduralism. It begins by spelling out the basic insights of procedural
theory and detailing Rawls’s critique of Kant. Next, Rawls’s reformulation
of Kantian ethics is presented and his success evaluated. Further, the
communitarian alternative of overcoming justice and morality suggested
by Michael Sandel is examined. Finally, the concluding section ponders
over the prospects that are in store for procedural theory.

THE RAWLSIAN CRITIQUE OF KANT

Kant initiated the procedural approach to morality. This approach
justifies norms through a process characterized by abstraction from
given values and a commitment to freedom.? Kant’s turn to
proceduralism arose from a dissatisfaction with teleological theories of
morality. The latter, which accorded normative priority to either
metaphysical or empirical givens, had the basic dilemma of justifying
the specific given selected.? In recommending to all individuals a specific

*This article is an extended and revised version of 2 paper presented at the Bombay
Philosophical Society on 2 February 1996, entitled ‘John Rawls' Detranscendental

Turn: The Original Position’
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given goal, out of a plurality of such goals, the standpoint of those who
are committed to the specific goal is arbitrarily privileged. Proceduralism
aims at avoiding this arbitrariness by not being committed to any given
goal. Rather it is committed to the equal freedom of all persons in
pr0_v1dmg an impartial moral point of view that will allow for the
maintenance of such a commitment.

Procedural theory offers a method, rather than recommend a specific
goall.f' This procedure allows moral agents to actively and freely arrive at
their principles of conduct. It does this by not being committed to any
values given antecedently to freedom. The procedure, hence, consists
ina mfethod of willing where the freedom of all can be exercise:i equally
by taking inte account the rights of all agents to such a freedom. The
freedom provided by such a method of willing consists in the moral
agent actively determining his/her goal. Negative freedom treats the
moral agent as a passive subject to whom goals are given in a
prede.te'rmined manner. Procedural theory, on the other hand, treats
as positive freedom the capacity of moral agents to construct valid goals
within the framework of the procedure.® The latter is meant to reflect
the moral point of view, which is the source of all norms.

Kant’s Categorical Imperative

Kapt construes the moral point of view as the categorical imperative
which is a rule of thought.” The thought-experimental procedure offered
by Kant operates as follows. The agent mentally reflects upon whether
or not a principle of conduct is compatible with the agent’s own
freedom and that of others. Thus, rather than any predetermined goal
the equal freedom of all is the basis of value. If it is congruous in this
manner, the principle can be said to have a universal realm of application
and is consequently valid.® Kant imposes a constraint on the moral agent
in order to make this universality possible: The agent cannot have
knowle(!gelof his/her interests.? For this would tempt the agent in its
favour, 4ett130ning the requisite impartial attitude for universality. By
abstracting from all interests in this manner, the agent can only have
the end of the intrinsic rationality of all human subjects.'® Further, this
abstraction from inclinations is conducive to the individual’s autoné;my
where 1]t1 is not coerced by any externally given entity to arrive at valid
norms.

The Problems of Formalism and Idealism

Rawls is, however, critical of the Kantian formulation of proceduralism.
A(,:cordmg to Rawls, the thought-experiment prescribed by Kant can
orily be employed by a2 noumenal agent. The latter is divorced from the
phenomenal world, in virtue of its abstraction from physiological
interests. QOnsequently, Rawls argues that the Kantian categorical
imperative is plagued by the problems of formalism and idealism.!?
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The problem of idealism consists in the impossibility of the empirical
actualization of the procedure. It is a result of the noumenal subject of
morality’s detachment from the real structures of the world of interests.
Actions that occur in the empirically real world have their motivations
in the agent’s physiological wants and desires. However, given Kant's
restriction that all the reference to desires must be eschewed, they
cannot motivate actions. The Kantian moral agent can only be motivated
by a respect for the moral law. Consequently, the agent lacks the
necessary basis for engaging in actions within the framework of the
empirical world.!3

The difficulty of formalism is the categorical imperative’s inability to
specify principles of conduct, which have relevant applicability in the
phenomenal world. For its abstraction from interests makes the moral
agent bereft of all content from the empirical world. This absence, in
turn, makes the Kantian procedure a purely formal principle of
universality that is indifferent to the validity of content and arbitrary in

the phenomenal world.**

RAWLS'S REHABILITATION OF PROCEDURALISM

Rawls revamps Kantian procedural theory in an alternative thought-
experiment whose goal is to meet the criticisms of idealism and formalism
plaguing Kantian ethics without introducing given contents as
teleological - theories do. Rawls is sympathetic to the fundamental
principles of Kantian proceduralism. These include the primacy of the
right over the good and the free subject as the source of norms. Rawls’
original position aims at maintaining these insights of procedural theory
and in being rooted in certain assumptions regarding human nature
and its milien.’? Further, the original position is committed to an
empirical account of human freedom that is located within these
assumptions. Rawls incorporates certain concrete circumstances into
the original position to overcome the difficulties of the categorical
imperative. Further, it is precisely the limits that these concrete
circumstances pose to the moral agent’s empirical freedom that the
procedure of the original position becomes necessary.

Rawls's Account of Empirical Freedom

The basic problem with teleological ethical theories, according to Rawls,
is that they hinder human freedom by recommending a specific goal as
the object of choice. However, although Rawls, like Kant, places freedom
at the centre of normativity, he does not entirely ignore the content of
interests ¢ la Kant. For it is precisely this indifference which catapults
Kantian freedom onto an ideal plane and thereby makes the categorical
imperative ineffective in actual practice. On the Rawlsian view of freedom
each individual is entitled to pursue his or her object of choice. Rawls
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initially d:-hr_u-a freedom in negative terms, as the absence of restriction
in the pursuit of goals.!®

At first sight, Rawls® depiction of freedom seems to hive echoes of

the It'!t'ﬂlﬂgﬂﬁﬂ strategy’ characterization of freedom as a ptssive subject’s
apprehension of a given goal. However, there is a basic distinction
hrlwm‘nl Rawls’ construal of empirical freedom and the stritegy ol
f'{'ﬂﬂllﬂgtca_l ethics. For Rawls introduces the notion af positive freedom
a5 primary in mamtaining and enhancing such a pluralistic and neganve
freedom. 'ih‘.r. latter’s concrete character confronts it with the limits
imposed by its concrete circumstances, Hence 4 procedire specifying
the moral point of view becomes necessary, lts necessity fies in miking
available 1o all agents the unhindered freedom 1o pursie goals within a
prescribed framework that respects the might of all ageats to such a
freedom. Agents are free in a positive sense when they follow such a
procedure of rational willing. |7 '

The Factual lf:'r'rrumﬂanms of Fresdom: From the above discussion it follows
1hat._.‘acmfdmg to Rawls, individuals are free 1o parsue their goals in
kcrpmg w_uh their external and internal natiire. Henee, Rawls provides
A description of these empirical circumstances consisting of external
and internal nature,'® .

External nature, according 1o Rawls, is characterized by a scarcity of
resources that are conducive to individuhl wants, "™ tnclividuals, Rawls
assumes, are psychologically so constituted as 1 only care for their selt:
in rf:rEi_t. Consequently, lhs‘y compete for the gi“;-n' resources that are
the objects of their desires ® Here, Rawls assutmes with Kant that human
action is motivated by naturally given wants and desires. Consequently
individuals often hinder each other in their pursuit of freedom.
Therefore, a procedure providing norms is NECCSSArY 30 that individuals
are not left 1o the vagaries of their circumstances in aintaning their
fremlq-:nn. The procedure aims at giving all agents an equal chance o
exercise their freedom by a fair distribution of these linsited tesources
amongst them, .

Rawls maintains that individuals should develop & apicity for
rannn'alstg.-. in order to equitably acquire the lmited ressuroes bor their
henflll!;. Such a capacity consists in the pursuit of 4 set of Primary
goods.* Rawls defines primary goods us universally applicable resources
that are instrumental in the pursiife of any privite, individual goal e
Rawls specifies primary goods concretely as the right to hasic liberties of
thought, expression, the access to opportunities and powers, selfworth
fmd. the right to accumulate property.** These primary gundﬁ'allnﬁ-{:ar_h
individual to acquire his or her particular goods. The fair distribution
ol limited resources is guaranteed by the prmary goods. Thus, the
Rawlsian capacity for rationality aims a1 prudentially ma.inlm'nlmi the
selt-interest of all agents upon, which the pluralistic canception of
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freedom is hinged. The norms which result from the original position
are meant to give all agents their share of primary goods and the
resultant freedom.

Rawls also prescribes certain parameters of reasonableness that that
are required of normative principles. These include generality,
universality, ordering, publicity and equality of the participants.?* The
above definition of reasonableness assumes the validity of primary
goods provided by rationality. The conditions of reasonableness and
rationality are necessary to allow all individuals to pursue the primary
goods in an unhindered and prudential manner.

The principles of conduct embodying rationality and reasonableness
ought not to be biased towards any specific goals of a particular person.
Hence, the original position is offered by Rawls as a procedure
embodying the moral point of view. It defines the fair terms for a
cooperative pursuit of primary goods by means of the conditions of

reasonableness.

Rawls’s Thought-Experiment: The Original Position: The original position
represents the moral point of view from which norms can be determined.
It allows individuals to arrive at norms on the basis of a certain type of
knowledge and the deprivation of a different type of knowledge.

Within the original position agents have knowledge of various general
facts. These include the general sociological, psychological and economic
conditions surrounding the primary goods delineated above.® Further,
agents also have knowledge of formal conditions, that is, the criteria of
‘reasonableness’ delineated above that norms should possess. Such a
general knowledge pertaining to the real world is meant to facilitate
non-arbitrary moral legislation. However, agents should also arrive at
impartial norms that do not capriciously privilege the standpoint of a
particular person, or a group of people. To enable this, there is a ‘veil of
ignorance’?® thrown over the legislating agent’s particular interests,
socio-economic position and psychological dimension. Such a
deprivation of the particular facts pertaining to the moral agent would,
according to Rawls, enable the agent to choose norms in a non-
discriminatory manner.

Individuals who engage in the refltective exercisc delineated above
arrive at the two principles of justice.?” These are:

{a) The right of all individuals to the maximum amount of freedom

that is compatible with the like freedom of others.
(b) Any inequality in society should promote the interests of the

worst off people in society.

The original position and the two principles of justice constitute the
framework of ‘justice as fairness’, 28 which Rawls maintains is the basis of

social institutions.
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The Origi ition’s D
¢ Uriginal Position’s Divergence from the Categorical Imperative

The Rawlsi i
e siamn rtl_loral agent is autonomous, like the Kantian agent, in
prescribe% }:k))ar 1;:1u1ar Interests and pursuing the path of rationality
i I){fa t e procedure. Yet there are significant differences
S € Kantan and Rawlsian versions of proceduralism.
el g;s;su ertnphasm (I?ln tl:ie agent’s general knowledge of a specific
cture so that determinate principl
JPe S o principles of conduct result
ginal position. Rawls offers a we
m tl . ak sense of a
9 _ uton
V\;(l)llcflfl 1s not a complete absence of interests. As his critic Robert C}’)I;l&’i
bt points out, an autonomous agent’s acts are guidéd by general
! fsStfi rath;:{ra than specific ones.® Given this Rawls’ original position
om Kant’s categorical imperative in th i
i, ‘ p ve in the following two ways:
s y ensconced in the empirical real i s
irm _ : m, where it
E; ta d‘esclrlptlve artlxcu;gtlon of the basic convictions of a spgclilfri}():c:;z'to
g7 I(;):Slcayc_(;smmumty. Second, it views moral subjects as physiologié;
S by 1ts commitment to the empirical vi
pu;sult of the concrete good. pimical view of B
i~ ;
e deoalipvg d;ffereng@ are meant to prevent arbitrary outcomes from
S P d1on of the original position.?! According to Rawls, the original
ll:ala r:::)::l ocs not suffer from the Kantian problem of form,alism F%)Irnii
i g _corlnpeUng_clal.ms to primary goods, it provides agerits with
primao pl;n((;llpl;s of Justice, which aim at an equitable distribution of
L 127 ;gt oms‘.]idurd}ller, in (?r!suring‘the prudential self-interest of all
P Ther,efo}:- : (ils the requisite motivation for individuals to actualize
mftie s if[’l plft:ratci)es (11’101: fa(irre the difficulty of idealism, as Kant’s
ve does, o ini ,
e remaining on the noumenal level as a
The fi i 1 i
. toof)lg;;ng section examines whether the changes introduced b
ome Kant’s dilemmas are compatible with the goals o)fl

proceduralism initiated by Ka i i
s p()siti()[);, nt by discussing some of the problems

AN APPRAISAL

By vir i i

inytere;?se w?ti;] ;Egiﬁora;:lmg concrete factual assumptions and general
Ry L hin ru]fl texperimental framework, the original position
RanS’assumption}: :ndetrﬁls. The first set concerns the justiﬁability‘of
of which are the products g?f}:(ir;;;tiﬁlfet"()fgenfral e
o . . . re's employment. Sec
gualiflllltt;xgerlnmex_ital formulation of the origiﬁaly;:)sition docl:e(:,;l};

on-arbitrary consequences on its employment.

The Empirical Assumptions

InaH i i i isti
beingsogz)e}jil'l vein, Rawls plprall§t1c view of freedom treats all human
ing. a selfish disposition in a condition of scarcity of
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.goods.’ Consequently, in the competitive scramble for these goods,
there is the danger of the strong few apportioning a large measure of
the scarce resources for themselves. The original position with its stress
an positive freedom enters in to resolve the chaos of a lawless negative
freedom. Given this, the original position could be viewed as an
embodiment of purposive rationality. It allows individuals to pursue
private interests that are already given to them, without the mediation
of common interests.? This is done by an equitable distribution of
primary goods, which are defined by Rawls as general interests whose
acquisition is a requisite condition for all agents’ rational preservation
of self-interest.

Rawls justifies his introduction of material assumptions into his
procedure by referring to his critique of teleological ethics and the
method of reflective equilibrium.? The teleological attempt to forward
a given goal as the Archimedian principle of normativity is regarded by
Rawls as a failure 3 The Kantian formulation of procedural theory vainly
aimed at an unconditional moral standpoint without any reference to
the content of interests. From Kant’s presumed failure, Rawls concludes
that any attempt to specily a presuppositionless criterion of morality is
bound to collapse.®® Hence, Rawls attempts to provide an alternative
route in moral theory. This consists in reconstructing and coherently
clarifying the shared moral intuitions of the specific community of the
moral theorist.>” The original position purports to be suchan articulation
of western society to which Rawls belongs. The methodology of reflective
equilibrinm, with which Rawls arrives at the original position, validates
philosophical concepts by balancing them with ordinary pre-
philosophical class of judgements.® This balance, which is neither
automatic nor absolute, is maintained by a constant change in the
philosopher’s assumptions. Rawls professes that his assumptions of
individual freedom, primary goods and the circumstances of justice are
normatively neutral, revealed merely through his reflections upon his
culture.?® However, despite Rawls’s claims to the contrary, his normative
commitment to the pluralistic conception of freedom is clear. The

e original position and the veil of ignorance, which

antecedent
- 40

significance of th
bars all reference to particular goals, makes clear the
normative status of the Rawlsian brand of individualistic freedom.

Rawls faces an additional set of problems stemming from his relativist
standpoint. He claims that his procedure offers a theory of justice, rather
than the theory of justice.41 However, an examination of the original
position reveals that valid norms ought to have the features of generality,
universality and publicity. Consequently, rather than being the products
of the contingencies of one particular society, as Rawls secems to uphold,
norms have cross-cultural applicability. Moreover, as some critics have
argued, Rawls’s assumptions reflect the lifestyle of possessive
individualism that applies only to some sections of western society.*
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However, given Rawls’s tacit normative aspirations, this lifestyle is
extended to the whole of western society. The basis of such an extension
stands in need of justification. In the absence of such a justification
given the diversity of human traits and conditions, Rawls cannot motivate
mdwiczluals who do not have the human nature he specifies, to adopt
the original posttion. As Jiirgen Habermas observes, if 3’ philosophical
theory could do no more than report the intuitions of ordinary
consciousness, without their critical evaluation, it cannot adopt a
normative stance towards these mtuitions.*® If given intuitions are
accorded normative worth, as Rawis’s theory does albeit tacitly, then the
criteria that underscores their legitimacy ought to be speciﬁedj Further,

The Monological Framework of the Original Position

Thf: or:ig_inal position is an Imaginative exercise conducted in thought
by individuals bereft of their particularities. Rawls requires all moral

are assumed to have identical structures that enables each to deliberate
monologically in isolation from others.** Such solitary, self-sufficient
agents are assumed to determine validity in congruity with one another
becau_se of their desire for primary goods. The latter ensures the pre-
establ;shed ha}r_rnony of the results of the various moral agents. Yet, as
Rawls own critique of Kant shows, any atternpt by agents to singul:;rly
determine principles of conduct has the possibility of being vacuous.
The assumptions of self-sufficiency and pre-established harmony of
results are not warranged 4 Hence, the Rawlsian agent could very well
€ncounter the quandries of formalism and idealism afflicting Kantian
ethlc_s. For by disengaging itself from knowledge of its particular social
location and interests, the Rawlsian agent is transformed into an
unencumbered _sul)jfect of thought. The latter fictitiously adopts the
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a variety of agents.® The solitary agent is not in a position to determine
the accuracy of the original position’s employment. Further, the Rawlsian
moral agent could also involve itself in the perplexity of idealism. It
could lack the necessary motivation to actualize its moral deliberation
by virtue of being severed from the knowledge of the particular interests
necessary for action on the empirical plane.

From the above discussion, one can conclude with Rawls’ critics such
as Wolff and Benhabib that the basic difficulty confronting Rawls is that
his moral agents have to both know too much and too little.*” On one
hand, the Rawlsian agents are supposed to know everything that concerns
their interests. This can be seen in Rawls introduction of the various
material presuppositions into the original position. Yet, on the other
hand, from the ‘veil of ignorance’ it is clear that these agents cannot
know how these assumptions apply to their individual lives.”® The
Rawlsian moral agent then oscillates between the poles of situated
submersion and transcendental jaunts.

A COMMUNITARIAN SOLUTION?

Michael Sandel and Charles Taylor argue that Rawls’ predicaments can
be overcome by supplanting his disembodied subject of thought with a
cormunitarian subject. Subsequently, according to them, need for
procedural theories of justice and morality will become redundant %
This suggestion is explored in what follows.

The Communitarian Subject

On the communitarian account, the moral subject’s identity is
constituted by its community.? The Rawlsian deontological seif is
individuated apart from its community. Consequently, it can detach
itself from its community to revise and evaluate its aims. However,
unlike this Rawlsian agent, the communitarian subject acquires its
identity only within the context of the community. Hence, it cannot
disengage itself from its community to engage in moral deliberation.
Rather, the community to which it belongs defines its personhood and
its character, which it cannot freely change.

Sandel distinguishes such a constitutive notion of the community
from the instrumental and sentimental accounts of the community.’! The
former views social institutions as a liability that is necessary for agents
to fulfil their personal goals. The Rawlsian sentimental view of the
community treats social institutions as having intrinsic value. Here,
individuals have a sentimental attachment to altruism and are not
completely governed by their selfiinterest. Despite this, Sandel
characterizes the sentimental account of the community as
individualistic. For the Rawlsian subject is individuated prior to its
involvement in its community. Consequently, Rawls’ agent faces the
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difficulty of legislating moral norms that have empirical applicability.
Sandel sees the constitutive notion as non-individualistic, in that there
is no subject given prior to the community. Such a subject, unlike the
Rawlsian subject, can reflect upon its goals without arbitrary
consequences. Its reflections are in coherence with its communitarian
character. Although the latter is fixed, its contours are flexible enough
to admit constant change in keeping with its community. Such a subject
can distinguish between goals that are incidental and important on the
basis of a vocabulary of socially accepted norms, which it inherits from
its community.

Sandel and Taylor argue that the need for justice/morality becomes
redundant for such a communitarian subject that can competently
distinguish between significant and ordinary goals. According to Taylor,
all attempts at morality are bound to collapse. This is because such
attempts either postulate arbitrary goals as ideals a la utilitarianism, or
formulate a single procedure that refers to the ideals of a disembodied
subject.>? The latter move is exemplified in the deontological decision
procedures of Kant and Rawls. Such procedural theories, according to
Sandel and Taylor, evade the complexities of the moral agent’s historical
engagement by offering a single scale procedure for measuring the
diversity of goods. Thus, deontological ethics presupposes that it is
possible for moral agents to distance themselves from their forms of life
in order to contemplate the path of morality. Taylor and Sandel uphold
the improbability of such a withdrawal. Further, even if such a
disengagement were possible it would only result in findings that have
no place in the social world. Thus, the communitarian recommendation
consists in putting aside issues of justice, by turning to a situated subject
and its socially accepted norms.” Taylor and Sandel view the situated
agent’s community as an intractable, harmonious whole, which provides
human agency with a sense of belonging, identity, and a diverse set of
goods to pursue.

It will be argued below that the watertight community and the uni-
tary picture of subjective identity envisaged by Sandel and Taylor is not
self-evident. Given this it is suggested that the notion of the subject’s
identity be treated as critical rather than communitarian. Consequently,
justice is not dispensable, but crucial when a turn is made to the
situated subject.

Critical Identity. A situated subject reveals a social environment with
glaring interstices of race, caste, class and gender, rather than a
harmonious community. The social milien of the agent consists of
diverse assemblages that are constituted by factors such as caste, gender,
etc. These complex formations often share a pattern of unequal relations
with one another. This pattern often reveals the dominant groups to be
the centre and the subordinated groups at the periphery. Thus, for
example, in a patriarchal society women are marginalized, while men
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are at the centre. Although such a general pattern of inequality is
evident, in a patriarchal society, there is no bi-polar opposition between
two exclusively gendered collectivities. Such a division presupposes that
men and women have fixed and eternal roles without any reference to
the forces that interact with gender within history. To comprehend the
structures of patriarchy, gender cannot be understood in such an
ahistorical manner. Rather the interaction of gender with various factors
like race, class, etc. has to be taken into account by historically locating
gender. This entails taking into account the various social formations at
the centre and at the periphery that depend on the way class, race and
caste interact with gender. The oppressions faced by women are tied to
the imbalances and inequalities between the dominant groups at the
centre and the marginal groups at the periphery. Thus, the identity of
the gendered subject is a complex one, where the intricacies of history
and the myriad life forms that are generated by an assortment of factors
other than gender have to be taken into consideration.’® From this
example it is clear that the formation of a subject’s identity, whether
gendered or any other, is a constant process. Sandel also recognizes this
when he upholds that the subject’s character-is not fixed. An engaged
subject could be located either at the centre or at the periphery. The
description of the subject’s location and the multifarious complex
relations generated by this location, however, unlike Sandel’s
assumption, forms only a part of the subject’s identity. To be socially
located does not consist in inertly possessing a space, rather it involves
the performance of activities. Since the latter are not done mechanically,
subjects can be said to shape their selfhood and their environment
through their practices. Given the prevailing structural inequalities (as
the example of patriarchy shows) agents cannot continue their socially
given practices in an unproblematic way, through their socially allocated
roles. The activities of the situated agent could no doubt be in conformity
with the demands of social location. On the other hand, agents could
act in ways that critically evaluate their social locations and correct the
existing imbalances of power. In the former case, agents identify with
their social location and accept by conformity to it. On the other hand,
critical agents donot accept their social locations, whether central or
peripheral, as valid. Rather, they subject them to critical scrutiny. Hence
in both cases, of conformism and critical evaluations, there is a normative
point of view.?® The conformist identity becomes problematic where
there are coercions and obstacles to freedom faced by the marginalized
groups. For it arbitrarily privileges the central, dominant point of view
over all others as valid. Therefore, the critical identity which aims at
correcting such arbitrary domination is preferable by virtue of its
impartiality. Since the identity of the subject is tied with its social world,
freedom in the latter becomes necessary for the agent’s freedom. It is
precisely due to this that there is a need for justice when a turn is made



12 KANCHANA MAHADEVAN

t0 a socialized account of the subject. For justice and morality help in
the selective rather than a blind renewal of practices.5 Thus, for example,
in a patriarchal society, subjects who have the descriptivc; u.:lentlty of
‘male, namely, the central location and women who descriptively have
marginalized identities, could critically constitute themselves as subjects
with a feminist identity. Unlike the Rawlsian subject, these subjects are
not under a ‘veil of ignorance’ with respect to their particularities. They
are very much aware of their gender and the way in which it interacts
with the other factors of race, class and caste to give them the privileges
they enjoy or to be the cause of their oppressions. Thus, in its critical
moment of moral deliberation, the subject is not divorced from historical
engagement. Rather this subject anchors the norms of freedom and
equality within its life forms. It sees certain social relations as lacking in
these norms. Consequently, with its dissent it aims at social change in
order to incorporate these norms. The socially constituted agent is
thereby enabled to pursue the bonds of solidarities, with which its
identity is tied, without hinderances. Thus, Sandel’s alternatives of
either communitarian identity or an arbitrary moral point of view do
not reflect the complete range of choices.’” As the critical account of
the subject’s identity suggested above hints, morality can critically ta}(e
community into account and can show new ways of forging social
solidarities.

LESSONS FOR PROCEDURALISM

The above discussion has suggested that the notion of selthood be
construed critically, when the moral agent is socially situated. The
communitarian resolution of Rawls’ dilemmas is not satisfactory. For it
does not heed to the normative dimension of selfhood that does not
always conform to socially accepted norms. The compelling criticisms
of Kant and Rawls against teleological ethics do not leave it open‘as a
ready option in moral theory. A procedural theory of morality is more
compatible than a teleological one with the critical identity of subjects.
This is because of its commitment to impartiality and the equal freedom
of all agents. Kant and Rawls help us in understanding the importance
of this commitment. However, the specific articulation of procedural
theory provided by Kant and Rawls remain troubling. Kant's
transcendental idealism, Rawls’ culture-specific assumptions and their
thought-experimental models do not provide a procedural framework
that can be employed by situated agents without hesitation. Hence, an
alternate account of procedural ethics that is compatible with the
critical identity of the situated subject is required. Given that the
quandries faced by Kant and Rawls result from their abstraction of all
interests, a refurbished procedural theory would have to allow as its
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content particular interests and not dismiss them as individual
preferences. However, the procedure in being impartial should not
commit itself to particular interests or a determinate set of general
interests like the Rawlsian primary goods. Rather, particular interests
would enter the procedure, as content when it is employed by situated
moral agents. Moral legislation would have to take the circumstances
and the needs of the moral agent into account as Rawls rightly
recognized. However, procedural theory cannot forward a specific set
of duties, it can only provide a moral point of view. The participants
who adopt the moral point of view would have to determine the concrete
norms and relevant to them.

Moreover, since the procedure aims at arbitrating the immediate
interests of agents among one another it cannot be confined to a
mental framework. Indeed, such a framework does not allow moral
agents to adopt the standpoint of the othér. As Albrecht Wellmer points
out merely to think from the standpoint of others does not guarantee
that this may in fact occur.?8 For agents could very well be mistaken in
determining whatcounts as the standpoints of others. Yet the procedural
notion of the moral point of view, to which Kant and Rawls want to be
faithful, aims at providing such an impartial perspective.

The critical theory of Jiirgen Habermas is an attempt to linguistically
reconstruct procedural theory. It aims at correcting the lacunae in
Kant’s and Rawls’s versions of proceduralism by incorporating the
content of interests in an intersubjective framework. Critical theory also
wishes to retain the central insight of the Kantian and Rawlsian
conception of normativity, namely, the impartiality of the moral point
of view and the primacy of equal freedom of all agents. The extent of
critical theory’s success in this regard will have to be the subject of
another discussion.>?
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This paper is essentially a critique of the concept of justice in
philosophical liberalism. We are using the concepts of justice in the
liberal thoughts of John Locke and John Rawls as case studies. Since
political liberalism has its root in the philosophical liberalism, its import
on African politics will be examined with citations from some works by
African and Nigerian thinkers. Some of the salient features of
philosophical liberalism are:

(a) Itappealed to natural law to answer questions of obligation, right
and morality;

(b) Itstressed individualism and individual rights and sought to justify
its position by an appeal to reason;

(c) Liberalism is marked by a distrust of government and a complete
trust on man;

(d) Power and authority must be limited by the ends they serve,
because they are but means to an end; and

(e) The concept of power and authority are to be judged by reference
to their purpose as well as the regularities of the natural law that
define mutual obligations and duties.

These are the basic propositions which the individual liberalists and
liberalists of different western countries and epochs share. It is believed
that liberalism is difficulty to define because some liberalists would
uphold proposition ‘b’ and reject proposition ‘c’.

In the history of western liberal traditions, we have the English
liberalism, the French liberalism and the German liberalism.

JOHN LOCKE'S THEORY OF JUSTICE

It is often believed that John Locke is the founder of the Age of Reason,
He was in the forefront of those who explicitly formulated the philosophy
of modern, western, bourgeots industrial democracies. He lived between
1632 and 1704. He is a systematic philosopher who made profound to
philosophy.

For the purpose of clarity let us look at the philosophical origin of
Locke’s concept of property right. A Dutch natural law writer, Hugo
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Grotius contended that non-human nature belonged to all human
beings in common and that individual men or women could come by
agreement privately to own parts of it. Filmer could not see this argument
sound because it is inconsistent for God to have created a community
and at the same time prescribed private ownership. Firstly, Filmer could
not see the historical plausibility in which human species as a whole
coming together and agreeing unanimously to divide up ownership
over all that they collectively possessed. ‘If property is a matter of right
and if all men originally owned everything, then no man could lose his
right to everything without consciously choosing to abandon it’.!
Secondly, he questioned whether the unanimous consent of all living
human beings at a particular time could bind any subsequent human
beings who had not themselves been a party to the agreement, or
whether even such unanimous consent would necessarily bind any of
the original contractor who had subsequently changed his mind about
its merits. Filmer contended ‘that property could only be practically
secure and legally valid, if, like political authority itself, it were the
direct expression of the will of God. Once it was seen as resting on
human decision and commitment any right was open to indefinite
revision’.? John Locke was largely in agreement with Filmer on this
point. However, it prompted him to answer fully the main critical trust
of Filmer’s attack on Grotius, the question of how men can come to
have a private right to any part of a common heritage. It is his answer to
these questions which constitutes his theory of property.

According to Locke, ‘Labour is what distinguishes what is privately
owned from what is held in common; the labour of man’s body and the
works of his hands’.? He says that labour is creative activity that puts the
difference of value of everything we enjoy in this world. He emphasizes
the dependence of wealth on labour, and of labour on individual
freedom. He says, ‘if we will rightly consider things as they come to our
use, and cast up what in them is purely owing to nature and what to
labour, we shall find that in most of them ninety-nine hundredth are
wholly to be put on account of labour’.* According to him, ‘it is labour
that puts the greatest part of the value on land, without which it would
scarcely be.worth anything’.® The logic or reasoning of Locke’s argument
is that labour is the criterion or yardstick of measuring who owns
property. A man’s labour, therefore is the foundation of individual
property.

Locke’s principles are at the bottom of the science of wealth. And it
incidentally touches principles which are at the root of modern socialism.
From Lockean analysis, it is observed that a man could not with his
labour appropriate what is more than enough for him. Therefore,
according to John Dunn, ‘Right and convenience went together; for as
a man had right to all he could employ his labour upon so he had no
temptation to labour for more than he could make use of’ 5 But,
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according to John Locke, the invention of money increases the inequality
of possessions made possible by the different degrees of industry which
men display. ‘It makes it possible for a man fairly to possess more than
he can use the product of. Since he can hoard up, without injury to
anyone, the value of the surplus which his property produces in the
form of gold and silver’.” Although John Locke did seem to appreciate
the effect of money on right to properties, his doctrine of rights and
labour paradoxically lead to the greatest inequality in the modern
capitalist world.

Locke’s doctrine is the direct ancestor of the famous Bill of Rights in
the American constitution. The Bill of Rights maintains ‘that the
government is powerless to abridge certain types of conduct of the
citizenry; such as the freedom to speak, to worship as one pleases and so
on’® The main right which Locke emphasized, however, was the right
to own private property. This is because, private property is, to a great
extent the fruit of one’s labour.

CRITICAL ANALYSIS OF JOHN LOCKE

It could be recalled that John Locke says that labour is the origin of
property, and that it would be unjust to deny somebody the property
he/she acquires through his labour. It could be recalled that Karl Marx
used the concept of labour to illustrate the inhuman process in the
capitalist economy. But the difference is that in Marx, everyone is to
participate in the labour process without owners of labour while in John
Locke’s doctrine, there is ownership of labour and therein lies the root
of capitalism. Critics have pointed out that if labour is the origin of
property, then at least at its origin, entitlement and merit would be
fused together and the consequences for mankind as a whole can leave
little ground for anxiety. Those who possess more will be those who
deserve to do so and they would have no reason to apologise to those
who deserve and possess less. But it is a fact that there has been a lot of
anxiety especially in the capitalist societies over wide disparities in
income and properties among individuals. According to C.S. Momoh,
Nigeria suffers from problems which are universal with capitalism. The
most fundamental of those problems is the issue property wealth and
riches and their acquisition and distribution. The other universal
problem at capitalism is that of government control of big businesses.
Any Nigerian government has a modicum of responsibility to its
sovereignty and it is natural that it cannot just allow big business to
operate with a blank cheque and on a tabula rasa’’

If there is anything that dealt a serious blow on John Locke’s doctrine,
it is money. The invention and the introduction of money in the market
has encouraged the primitive accumulation of wealth by the few to the
detriment and resentment of many. According to John Dunn, ‘Money
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had introduced in full measure reasons for quarrelling about title, and
dou‘th a'bout largeness of possession.'® Money encouraged and ab,ajted
the. irrational traits of man to sublimate, thereby encouraging injustices
which under rational circumstances should not have occurred. In Africa
before the introduction of western monetary system, man was relativel);
rational and had no need to unduly accumulate properties or agricultural
assets and products. Indeed, it could be recalled that John Locke noted
with misgiving the barter system which existed before the introduction
of money in market. And according to him it was to safeguard
agrlcu}tural products from perishing that the need for money or
unperishable means of exchange arose. He says, ‘And thus came in the
use of money, some lasting thing that men might keep without spoiling

and that by mutual consent man would take in exchange for the truf ’
useful ‘but perishable supports of life’.!! According to Locke, by thg
invention of money, men solved the basic economic problems,of their
original condition. The original condition here is the condition of
waste and spoiling of agricultural produce which, according to him

had to be rectified by the introduction of money. John Locke used thé
invention of currency or durable material in exchange of the perishable

products to justify inequalities of possession. To him it is natural. He
says:

‘itis pla.in that men have agreed to a disproportionate and unequal
possession of the earth. They, having by a tacit and voluntary
consent, found out a way how a man may fairly possess more than
he himself can use the product of, by receiving in exchange for the
overplus, gold and silver, which may be hoarded up without injury
to anyone, these metals not spoiling or decaying in the hands of
the possessor.’!2

L_ocke bc‘:lieved that the inequalities of possessions, necessitated b

differentials in industry and expertise of men, would better the conditior):
of the worstoff man. If john Locke had been alive today, he would
definitely be disappointed over how his theory has been convenientl

}lsed_ to e?\(ploit the majority in the capitalist West. Man is a genus o};
irrationality and rationality. Sometimes, the irrationality overtakes and
overshadows the rational aspect of man. So man should not be trusted
because these are irrational traits in him. Some conditions, philosophies

ideologies, theories and so on can promote the irration;ﬂ elements in,
man and this is what John Locke’s theory on justice with regard to
rights and properties did. Today, western capitalism and its influences
in African countries like Nigeria is a testimoeny. Professor Claude Eke
argues that it is difficult to escape the pitfalls of capitalism. ‘Capitalism
tendentially irivializes the problem of unemployment and though it
uniquely produces it in its most tragic form. It is the capitalist mode of
production which has produced the workless person. . . . The workless
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person is the outcome of two related aspects of capitalism, the
automization of precapitalist social structures and the emergence of
market society, the society of individuals who relate to each other
according to the calculus of selfinterest’.!® But for C.S. Momoh, the
problem of capitalism though local, can be said to be general in the
sense that they apply to countries that are also developing using the
capitalistic mode of operation. Some of the problems are created in
association. . . . To use a current example (1986) many Nigerians
agreed with multinationals because the IMF did not give Nigeria a loan
on a platter as generosity and philanthropy.'*

Again it could be recalled that Locke’s doctrine of rights is based on
the idea of ‘natural rights’. That is rights that men enjoyed in the state
of nature before the emergence of organized society. Critics have
observed that such a claim is incomprehensible since it is difficult to
know how rights could exist before there existed a government and a
system of law to grant them and to uphold them. Locke makes a
prescriptive claim that men ought to have certain rights. Critics say this
must cast some doubts on the validity of Locke’s argument, which
seems to be based on a belief that in a state of nature men do have these
rights in some literal descriptive sense. He says:

‘And reason, which is that law, teaches all mankind who will but
consult it that, being all equal and independent, no one ought to
harm another in his life, health, liberty or possessions. . . . And
being furnished with like faculties sharing all in one community of
nature there cannot be supposed only such subordination among
us that may authorize us to destroy one another, as if we were
made for one another’s uses, as the inferior ranks of creatures are

for ours.’!®

So the dictate of the law of nature is not only descriptive but also
different from Hobbes’s state of nature which is a state of war. It seems
that Hobbes's state of nature which was a state of peace was in the
subsequent generations and the present day turned into a state of war
and irrationality by Locke’s doctrine of rights. Again, the rights we feel
men ought to have may be incompatible with the notion of ‘the public
good’. Locke had held that the purpose of government is to preserve
certain rights and at the same time work for the public good. But there
may be cases where we cannot do both if we are the government. Take
for example the Nigerian law that stipulates the killing of armed robbers
by a firing squad. Should we say that the armed robbers should not be
killed because man has a right to life? But it is not for public good that
armed robbers should live to kill and terminate the lives of other
people in the community. So 1 think it is just that the right to live of
some killers or armed robbers should be taken away from them for
public good. Democratic philosophers have agreed that men cannot
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The Concept of Justice in Liberalism

THFE TWO PRINCIPLES OF JUSTICE

‘Fach person is to have an equal right to the most extensive basic

liberty compatible with a similar liberty for others. (2) Social and
economic inequalities are to be arranged so that they are both:
(a) reasonably expected to be to everyone’s advantage and

(b) attached to positions and offices open 1o all.’1?

He says that the principle of justice 1s helpful in formulating
restrictions as to how practises may define positions and offices, and
assign these to powers and liabilities, rights and duties. By persons, he
means either particular human beings or collective agencies, and by

ractises he means ‘any form of activity specified by a system of rules
which define offices and roles, rights and duties’.2? These principles
express justice as a complex of three ideas: liberty, equality and reward
1o services contributing to the common goal.

According to Rawls, justice and fairness are different concepts but
they share a fundamental element in common, that is the concept of
reciprocity. They represent this concept in two distinct cases: ‘justice to
a practise in which there is no option whether to engage in itor not and
fairness to a practice in which there is such an e:)p'citt)n.’21 Rawls’s
conception of justice as reciprocity when applied to the practise of
slavery with its offices of slaveholder and slave, would not allow one to
consider the advantages of the slaveholder in the first place. This is
because that office is notin accordance with the principle which could
be mutually acknowledged. Rawls argues that unless justice is founded
upon ‘the mutual acknowledgement of principle by fee and equal
persons’ 22 i1 becomes subject to the contingencies of force and
circumstances. The principle of reciprocity requires of a practice that it
satisfies those principles which the person who participates in it could
reasonably propose for mutual acceptance under the circumstance and
conditions of hypothetical account,

In his theory of justice, Rawls argued for the economic adequacy for
worst-off man. Economic adequacy, 2 future of the special conception
of justice, is attained when the search for food, shelter, and work has
become routine rather than urgent. The economic condition for the
priority of the basic liberties is sufficient wealth for basic liberties to be
effectively exercised. This is economic adequacy which must extend to
the citizens who are economically the worst off in a society in order for

that society to meet this condition.

C_RITICAL ANALYSIS OF JOHN RAWLS

Criticism of Rawls’s theory of justice has taken different forms. Some
have criticized him from the left, that is, from the vantage point of its
underlying conception of self-respect and human dignity. Others have
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with the toil of their body and the sweat of their brow produces this
fruit. This aspect of capitalism makes it irreconcilable with those basic
principles which animate the traditional African society. Capitalism is
unjust; in our newly independent countries, itisnot only too complicated -
to be workable, it is also alien.’®®
It seems from the leftist point of view that Rawls’s theory does not
recognize any problems of social injustice arising from the unequal
positions characteristic of a capitalist economy, other than whether
they admit of equality of opportunity and maximize the income of the
worst-off. According to Obafemi Awolowo, capitalism is an incurably
exploitative and corruptive systerm. It helped to destroy feudalism and
slavery and, as a result, the Seifs were released and the slaves became
free. But it continues, under various subtle guises, to exploit the masses
of the people in the same way as the feudal lords and the slave owners
had done. He says that ‘Capitalism is an incorrigibly planless system.
What planning can there be int a community or state where the rule is
that every person or group of persons should pursue their own self-
interest in order more effectively to promote, the interests of others. . .
as a result of plannlessness, the system is plagued with interminable
crises.2’ There is good reason to believe that under capitalism inequalities
of power positions surrounding the labour process and various sorts of
inequalities connected with the way income and wealth are distributed
both generate serious injuries to self-respect. Rawls’s second principle,
to the leftists, is reformist. It tolerates inequalities of power and income
that better the condition of the worst-off. Rawls's way of distinguishing
between the public and private sectors of society reflects an essential
feature of capitalism. The injuries to selfrespect in the labour process,
according to Gerald Doppelt party stems from the self-stultification
implicit in its most powerless positions. Critics of Rawls’s system do not
dispute the importance of the classical democratic liberties and political
participation for human dignity. However, they believe itis implausible
to discount the central role which positions of individuals within
productive life play in shaping and distributing social access to
recognition and self-respect. Rawlsian reform, according to them, will
continue to generate serious injuries to human dignity resulting from
iis characteristic division of economic power. ‘Itis not the case thatina
Rawlsian social system, as opposed to a utilitarian one, ordinary
individuals will experience rough equality. in the social basis of self-
respect and on this basis support its principles and institutions.’?®
Researchers have traced alcoholism, crime, drug addiction, political
cynicism, juvenile delinquency, and so on, to the injustice of self-
respect in the labour process. Rawls’s system in allowing unemployment,
powerlessness on the job may have similar problems. For Julius Nyerere,
defenders of capitalism claim that millionaires wealth is the just reward
for his ability or enterprise. But this claim is not borne out by the facts.
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T‘n.e. wealth of the millionaire depends as little on the enterprise or
abilities of the millionaires himself as the power of feudal monarchs
depended on his own efforts, enterprise or brain. Both are users
?xploiters, of the abilities and enterprise of other people. He says that,
even when we have an exceptionally intelligent and hardworking’
millionaire, the difference between his intelligence, his enterprise, his
hardwor_k, and those of other members of society, cannot possibl’ be
proportionate to the difference between their ‘rewards’. There musz; be
something wrong in a society where one man, however hardwerking or
clever l,le may be, can acquire as great a reward ‘as a thousand of his
fellows’ can acquire between them.? Rawls’s system appropriates the
.hlst_oylcai achievement of bourgeois democracy; the assumption that all
individuals possess equal dignity, the demand that a just society must
embody this equality of dignity, the equal liberties of bourgeois
democratic citizenship and formal equality of opportunity, of self-
respect is uncritically derived. Rawls’s theory seems to inc’orporate
capitalist 'der.nocracy’_s own official assumptions concerning the basis of
human dignity instead of developing an independent socio—enipirical
argument for or against the tenability of these assumptions. It uncriticall
Incorporates a major structural limitation which capitalism places u 031/
t}}e extension of human dignity. This constitutes the negative ideolo I;cal
dimension of Rawls’s thought. ¢
From t.he' Left, critics contend the derivation of the bourgeois
democratlc liberties because they excluded a kind of self-determination
which has become increasingly important in the social dynamics of self-
developmept and respect in modern society. This kind. of self-
determm_atmn calls for a system of democratic socialist liberties
surrounding the labour process which goes well beyond the Rawlsian
liberties of the first principle and which is incompatible with the kind of
unequal economic rights and powers permitted by the second principle
Acg:ordmg_ to Gerald Doppelt, Rawls’s discussions do not ielg a
phlloso_phlcal .criterion of basic liberty. Therefore he has no argyument
from his Kantian conception of the person. And his social conception
of bou.rge_o:s democratic liberties as the true content ofpself—
determlqaqu and proper social basis of selfrespect is ideological
because it is uncritically derived from the structure and official self-
und‘erstam.:lmg of capitalist democracy. Professor Claude Ake stresses
‘the inapplicability of bourgeois democratic right in Africa. He says that
.the notion of human rights stresses rights which are not very interestin
In the context of African realities. . . . They appeal to people with a ful%
stomach who can now afford to pursue the more esoteric aspects of self-
reahzagon. The vast majority of our people are not in this position
T.here is ;éo freedom for hungry people, or those eternally oppresse.d. bv
_dlsease: ‘There is no democracy where there is no equality for as
inequality increases it reduces human relations to subordination and
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domination. Theorists seem to agree that traditional African societies
are structurally communalistic. But some have been careful enough to
explain the difference between communalism and communism to ensure
that the description does not imply a rejection of the capitalist form in
favour of socialism. 3! However the efforts of these theorists to formulate
a new social and political formula that reflects the uniqueness of African
society has been either a balanced synthesis at the two dominant world
ideologies or a framework that leans on one of the ideologies.

Critics have also pointed out some areas of superiority of Marxian
tradition over Rawlsian bourgeois-democratic liberties. ‘Marxian
paradigm postulates an essential link between human freedom and the
division of labour within economic life: as such it marks a significant
break with the bourgeois-democratic conception of freedom. For on
this paradigm, the freedom and dignity of the individual requires in the
first instance that they exercise control over their labouring activity.’3?
In Marxian tradition, ‘the labour process involved human interests,
activities and aspect of life sufficiently important to ground claims of
basic liberties and rights for all. Free and equal rational beings will be
concerned with the domain of labour or an area of life and activity in
which their most essential human capacities as free and equal rational
beings will either be nurtured or starved. The dignity of self-
determination will require the practise of freedom not simply in personal
and national political life but within the institutions of labour.” Given
this socialist paradigm, it is worthy of note that Rawls-Kantian conception
of the person failed to appreciate that individuals in modern industrial
society ought to identify the social basis of self-respect with their

participation in the labour process.

CONCLUSION

Apart from the theoretical and practical difficulties we have observed in
liberal conceptions of justice, it seems to me that the injustices inherent
in liberal individualism are attributable to their metaphysical conceptions
of the society. The nature of their theories seems to portray them as
idealists. To the liberal idealists, the apartheid in South Africa was
brought about by the ‘ill will’ or ‘evil intention’ of white people who
don’t wish to face up to reality while a materislist would attribute
apartheid to the material system of capitalist exploitation which makes
apartheid highly profitable for financial investors, factory owners and
the giant farms.

Some believe that the injustices Africa and her people suffer were
sowed and nurtured by western and Christian idealism, using their
liberal democracy as an ideological front. It is against this background
that some critics have advocated materialism as an epistemological and
theoretical doctrine for the explanation of the society. Some of those
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critics argued that materialism is the only philosophy today which can
rationally explain the world of nature and society and thus enable
people to control their own lives and rid mankind of injustices,
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inequalities and exploitations of capitalism.

w

14.
. John Locke, op. cit., p. 451,
16,

17.

O ST G G0 R =

NOTES AND REFERENCES

- John Locke, edited by John Dunn, Oxford University Press, 1984, pp. 36, 37.
. Ibid., p. 37,
. Tbid,, p. 38.

Jokn Locke, edited by A.C. Fraser, Kannikat Press, London, 1980, p. 1010.

- Ibid., pp. 1010, 1012.

. John Dunn, op. cit., p- 39.

- Ibid., p. 39,

- Philosophy Made Simple,-edited by Richard II, Popkin and Avrum Stroll, Made

Simple Book, A. Howard and Windham Co., London, 1979, p. 69.

. C.5. Momoh, Philosophy of a New Past and an Old Future, African Philosophy Projects

Publication, Auchi Nigeria, 1991, p- 61. Dr C. S. Momoh is currently a Professor
of Philosophy at University of Lagos, Nigeria. He is the first man to earn a PhD in
African Philosophy. He is the senior editor of the fourvolume work on ‘Nigerian
Studies in Religious Tolerance’. At present, he teaches philosophies of law,
history, logic, social sciences, and so on.

. John Dunn, Locke, edited by Keith Thomas, Oxford University Press, London, 1984,
- John Locke, quoted by Golden Robert, op. cit., p. 467.

. Ibid., p. 468.

. Claude Ake, The Political Economy of Crisis and Underdgvelopment in Africa edited by

Julius Thonvbere, Jad Publishers Ltd., Lagos, Nigeria, 1989, p. 69. Professor Ake
was Nigeria National Merit Award winner. He is one of the world’s leading
political economists. Among his numerousworks are: Social Science as Imperialism;
Revolutionary Pressures in Africa and Political Economy of Africa. He retired from the
University of Port Harcourt, Nigeria, where he had been a Professor of Political
Science for several years.

C.S. Momoh, op. cit., p. 47.

R. H. Popkin and Avrum Stroll, Philosophy Made Simple, A. Howard and Wyndham
Co., London, 1979, p. 73.

Kwasi Wiredu, Conceptual Decolonization in African Philosophy, Essays edited by.
Olusegun Oladipo, Hope Publications, Ibadan, Nigeria, 1995, p- 59. Professor
Kwasi Wiredu was Professor and Head of Department at the University of Ghana
for a number of years, He is currently a Professor of Philosophy at the University
of South Florida, Tampa, Florida, USA. His book Philosophy and an African Culture,
published by the Cambridge University Press in 1980 earned a 1982 Ghana
National Book Award.

. John Rawls, A Theory of Justics, The Belknap Press of Harvard University Press,

Boston, Massachussetts, 1971, p. 3.

. Ibid.,, p. 60.
. John Rawls, ‘Ethics and Social Justice’, Great Traditions in Ethics, edited by Albert,

Dennis and Peter Friend, Wadsworth Publishing Co., California, 1980, p. 435.

. Tbid., p. 435,
. Thid., p. 444.

27.

28.
29.

30.
31.

22
33.

The Concept of Justice in Liberalism 29

Gerald Doppelt, ‘Rawls System of Justice, A Critique from the Left’, Nous, Vol. XX,
No. 3, Indiana University, September, 1981.
Ibid., p. 263. ‘

. Ibid., p. 270.

Kwame Nkruma, Consciencism, U.G. Monthly Review Press, 1970, p. 76. He was the
first civilian President of Ghana in 1957. His other works include: Neo-Colonialism:
The Last Stage of Imperialism, Ghana, The Autobiography of Kwame Nkruma, Dark Days
in Ghana, Africa Must Unite, I Speak of Freedom, Class Struggle in Afn'ca, etc. ]
Obafemi Awolowo, The Problems of Africa: The Need for Ideological Reappraisal,
University of Cape Coast, Ghana Macmillan Education Ltd., 1977, p- 60. Obafemi
Awoclowo was a famous Nigerian politician and first Premier of the Western
Region.

Ibid., p. 280. . o
Julius K. Nyerere, Ujamaa: Essays On Socz‘ahsrr_t, Oxford Umve{snt'y Press, London,
1968, pp. 2, 3. Julius K. Nyerere, former President of Tanzania is :_1150 the author
of Freedom and Development / Thuru Na Maendeleo, Freedom and Unity / Uhuru Na
Umoja, A Selection from Writings and Speeches, 1965-1967, etc.

Claude Ake, op. cit., pp. 86, 87. .

Sogolo Godwin, Foundations of African Philosophy, Tbadan University Press, I!)ada‘n,
Nigeria, 1993, pp. 193. Dr Sogolo Godwin is a Professor of Philosophy, University
of Ibadan.

Ibid., p. 294.

Ibid., p. 295.



QOakeshott on Present, Future and Past

G.P. RAMACHANDRA

School of International Relations
Mahatma Gandhi University, Kottayam, Kerala

INTRODUCTION

Michael Oakeshott in his essay ‘Present, Future and Past’ advances a
theory of present, future and past, and then classifies and discusses the
various modes of future and past, including the specifically historical
mode of past.! This essay is part of a trilogy; the second and third essays
are entitled ‘Historical Events’ and ‘Historical Change’ respectively.?
There is a sharp divide between the discussion of present, future and
past in the first essay and the content of the second and third essays.
The discussion is philosophy of mind, because the various sorts of
future and past are treated as different kinds of awarenesses of present,
while the second and third essays are epistemological in orientation,
being concerned with the structure of historical explanation, and how
it differs from non-historical types of explanation.®

The present paper attempts a critique of Oakeshott's theory of
present, future and past, using the tools of linguistic analysis. It is
organized in three parts. The first part sets out Oakeshott’s argument in
detail, the second examines his theory of present, future and past and
the third examines his discussion of the different types of past.

OAKESHOTT'S ARGUMENT
Oakeshott writes:

The world upon which I open my eyes is unmistakably present. If I
stand at the street corner and describe to myself what I perceive I
speak to myself in the present tense. But even for me, a relatively
unconcerned spectator, this present may be (and usually is)
quali4ﬁec1 by an awareness of future or of past or of both future-and
past. '

If I perceive a man standing on the kerb, the present is not significantly
qualified but if what I perceive (owing to the way he stands, the expression
on his face) is a man waiting to cross the street, present is qualified by
awareness of future, and this awareness is evoked by attending exactly
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to the present.5 ‘Future, then, is an understanding of present in terms
of a change it may be perceived to intimate’.®

If I perceive a man with a wooden leg hobbling by, present is not
significantly qualified but if what I perceive is a man who has lost a leg,
present has been qualified by awareness of past, and this awareness is
achieved in a reading of the present which evokes the past. ‘Past, then,
is an understanding of present in terms of a change it may be perceived
to record or to conserve’.”

Both future and past therefore emerge only in a reading of the
present.

There are a variety of modes of future and past. Each of these is
related to a particular sort of present (is, in fact, a particular sort of
present) and is to be distinguished in terms of the distinguishing
conditions of that present, which include a procedure in which it is
evoked. We begin in a present of objects and happenings and future
and past are evoked from them. An object or happening is identified or
recognized not only as something perceived, but in terms of some
modal condition, for example, practical value, aesthetic value, historical
significance. When we perceive an object or happening in terms of its
practical value, we understand it in terms of its eligibility in satisfying
our wants. But with every want, we evoke the future. Therefore whenever
we recognize an object or happening in terms of its eligibility in satisfying
our wants, we live in a future. We can call this present a present-future
of practical engagement.

There is also a practical concern with the past which is ‘our concern
with present objects in relation to ourselves, to ascertain their worth to
us and to use them for the satisfaction of our wants’.® This practical
present-past is diverse. There is first an encapsulated past. The
encapsulated (or assimilated) past is everything that has happened to
us which gives us our present capacities and tendencies, for example,
the past training which gives me my present musical skill, the past
exposure which gives me my rheumatic shoulder. There is a remembered
past. Then, there is a recollected or consulted past which is composed
of two different sorts of things. It is composed partly of those of our
experiences which we recollect for our guidance and those of others
which are recollected by them when we approach them for guidance.
What is significant is not the pastness of the experiences but their
relevance to present circumstances. It is also composed of message-
bearing survivals. These are partly references to historical events
preserved in our practical vocabulary which we use to express our
understandings of situations, for example, ‘So and so has met his
Waterloo'. It is composed as well of artefacts surviving from the past
which we identify in terms of their practical value, for example, a gold
Roman coin perceived as a commercial object, the Babri Masjid perceived
as a political instrument by Hindu nationalists, who use this recently
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demolished medieval mosque allegedly built on the site of a Hindu
temple to mobilize Hindu support for themsélves by holding out the
prospect of building a temple on the site.

Then, there is a non-practical historical past. Historical understanding
is concerned solely with the past. The objects of historical understanding
are in the present but speak solely of the past. They are understood as
survivals only and not as having messages or practical significance for
us. These objects—utterances and artefacts—were once performances,
res gestae (things done). They ‘belong to a bygone presentfuture of
practical engagment’® and it is the historian’s task to evoke the
antecedents of these objects from these objects.

OAKESHOTT’S THEORY OF PRESENT, FUTURE AND PAST

To begin with, Oakeshott talks continuously of ‘present’, ‘future’ and
‘past’ as if they were entities in their own right, things we can know or
think about or experience by themselves. But ‘present’, ‘future’ and
‘past’ are relation-words like ‘before’, ‘after’, ‘above’ and ‘below’. They
do not denote anything independent of objects and happenings and
capable of being known, or thought about, or experienced by themselves.
They indicate the temporal order in which things and events appear
cannot be known or thought about or experienced apart from those
things or events. Oakeshott uses these concepts in a substantive and not
an adjectival way. He writes as if he has never heard of Aristotle’s
distinction between the category of substances, which alone exist
separately, and the other categories like temporality, which exist only
as qualities of substances.

One can know or think about future and past objects and events but
one cannot experience them. One can know or think about or
experience (or perceive or attend to) present objects and events. But
here one must enter a qualification. ‘Present’ is a word without sharp
boundaries and can lead us into confusion. We can talk of the objects
and events we experience being in the present provided our definition
of present is sufficiently broad to allow for the time taken for the light
from the man who is waiting to cross the street to reach my eyes, the
airwaves created by a flash of lightning to reach my ears, so that I can
hear the clap of thunder and so on. Oakeshott’s ‘The world upon which
I open my eyes is unmistakably present’ is not an unchallengeable
statement.!® This is an important point in astronomy; the galaxy I see is
what it was millions of years ago and I would not say it is ‘present’. But
for the historian, this point is not of much importance. The Battle of
Waterloo is ‘past’ and he cannot experience it, although he can know
and think about it. The documents concerning the battle are ‘present’
and he can know or think about them or perceive them.

‘Present’ can give difficulty not just in regard to what we experience,
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but in regard to experiencing itself. When we say we experience
something, our use of the present tense requires the act of experiencing
to be_ in _the present. But, as Saint Augustine noted, whatever has
durau(?n is spmething that has gone into the past, even if the duration is
f(_)r an infinitesimal fraction of a second. Therefore, we could take the
view that we never experience anything; we are always in the position of
being about to experience something or having already experienced it
Of course, this paradox can be avoided if our understanding of preseni
1s the conventional one, if it is sufficiently broad to cover what in certain
moods we ‘might be tempted to call the immediate past, if our
:?flflaﬁtandmg of present is not that of a point-instant with no e);tension
We come next to Oakeshott’s use of ‘aware’. Oakeshott relies ve
heawl}r on this word, both in the verb and noun forms. The word h;};
two filff(?rent_ meanings in everyday usage. It can mean ‘know about’
and itis invariably used in this way when it makes sense to say one is ‘not
aware’. (11211 On Certainty, Wittgenstein makes the same point in regard to
know’).* For example, a lawyer may point out a difficulty in executing
a lega.l document and I may say I am aware of it or not aware of it. The
word is algo u_se'd pf experience, that is, of the deliverances of the se.nses
Here again, it is invariably used when it makes sense to say one is no£
aware. For example, if I am coming out of a coma, the doctor may want
to know lf: I am aware, or not aware, of his presence in the room);3
According to Oakeshott, when I perceive that a man is wait.ing to
cross the street or has lost a leg, present is qualified by awareness of
future or past. It is unclear which use of ‘aware’ Oakeshott is thinkin
f)f- If the ﬁrst_use is intended, the use is a tautologous extension of thg
idea ?f perceiving that a man is waiting to cross the street or has lost a
leg. P?I"CCIVC’ is a philosopher’s word which connotes knowing
something about a sense-datum. When I perceive that a man is waitin
to cross the street or has lost a leg, I know, or am aware, that he 1%
walting to cross the street or has lost a leg. And if I know,this I also
know, or am aware, that the crossing of the street will take place’ in the
future .a_nd the loss of the leg happened in the past. Oakeshott’s
proposiuons.are what Wittgenstein calls grammatical propositions—that
is, ana]ytlc. propositions whose truth is guaranteed by the meanings of
words, which contain no additional information about the worl%i It
makes no sense to deny them, one cannot imagine what it would be l.ike
for them to be untrue. They can be mistaken for empirical propositions
as may be happening in Oakeshott’s case.! . ’
If aw?zre' is being used in the second sense, Qakeshott is making a
false claim, because we do not experience the future crossing of the
street, or the past loss of a leg. .
In z}ll probability, Oakeshott is unconsciously mingling the two uses
and his repeated use of ‘aware’ in regard to ‘future’ and ‘past’ beguiles
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the reader into thinking that future and past are somehow items in the
flow of our experience. There is no state of awareness of future or past
over and above my perceiving that the man will cross the street or has
lost a leg. Oakeshott talks of becoming aware of ‘future’ and ‘past’ by
‘attending exactly’ to a present (that is, a present object or event).
There is no act of attending to the present over and above my noticing
that a man is going to cross the street or has lost a leg. Qakeshott’s
verbal structures involving ‘aware’ and ‘attend’ do not denote
independent structures in the world of experience. One can apply
these concepts of awareness of future and past, and attending to the
present, only through the concepts of perceiving or noticing thata man
in going to cross the street or has lost a leg. One cannot say anything
about this awareness of or attending to a temporal mode in its own
right, that is, independently of the perceiving or the noticing of the
marn.

Moreover, ‘aware’ is being used in an innovative way, of what is
unmistakably there, of what will unmistakably happen or has
unmistakably happened. It does not make sense to say that someone is
not aware in these circumstances, unless that someone is an infant or a
retarded person,

Oakeshott’s terminology is innovative and idle, just as it would be
innovative and idle to say, when I understand a sentence in the future
or past tense, that the understanding ‘evokes awareness of future or
past’ (In fact, Oakeshott does say at one point that the word ‘lost’
evokes past).!> The expression would have no separate correlative in
the world of experience. Understanding, like perception, connotes
awareness (that is, knowledge) of something. The concept of ‘evoking
awareness of future or past’ can be applied only through the concept of
understanding a sentence in the future or past tense.

Again, Oakeshott’s assertion that future and past ‘emerge’ onlyin a
reading of present'® encourages us to think that future or past have
somehow become contemporancous with us. But this use of ‘emerge’

makes sense only as a metaphorical way of saying that an object or event
which suggests a future or past object or event to us, does so in the
present, or that when we think of a future or past object or cvent, we do
so in the present. Since a metaphor is a description or term that is only
imaginatively and not literally applicable to the thing described or
named,!? one cannot think in metaphors in analytical work. The use of
metaphors is a sign that the analysis is still in an infantile stage, that the
analyst lacks familiarity with his real subject-matter.!® Which
meteorologist would want to say that the cloud pattern he is studying
resembles a camel? And if he does so, how could he develop the idea?
The literal meaning given here is true by definition. The use of the
present tense (‘suggests’, ‘think’) requires the action to be in the

present.
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Future, according to Qakeshott, is an understanding of present in
terms of a change it may be perceived to intimate, and past an
understanding of present in terms of a change it may be perceived to
conserve.'? If I perceive a man standing on a kerb or hobbling by, there
1s no awareness of future or past, because no change is intima,ted or
conserv.ed. . Oakeshott is guilty of a categorial confusion. Whether
something is future or past depends on when it happens, not on what it
is. Continuation, which is the opposite of change, may al’so be future or
past. If I perceive a man who will go on standing on a kerb, or a man
who has been hobbling along, I am aware (in Qakeshott’s n(,)tation) of
futur‘e and p_ast,. although these are cases of continuation, not change.

Itis a subjectivist exaggeration to say, as Oakeshott does, that future
and past are particular sorts of understandings of preéent. What
happer}ed i the past, or will happen in the future, had and will have a
rea_lhty independent of any understanding of present objects or events
It is true—and this is what the formulation amounts to—that if I am
g::r';irt;:ﬁ of a future or past object or event, I am aware of it in the present,
i ns tl}s1 :r}; fer;ilﬁ;c truth; where else can I b¢ aware of anything other

Agal{l, when Oakeshott talks of future and past as each a particular
sort of undf;rstanding’ or ‘reading’ of present (of present objects and
events, that is),?’ ‘understanding’ and ‘reading’ are used in distorted
ways. We talk of ‘understanding’ when what is understood is likely to be
dlffi(‘:u_lt_ for a competent person to discern, when there is a distinct
possibility of his not understanding, when deliberation would be

ju_stlﬁ‘:flble even if it does not happen. ‘Reading’ here is synonymous
with ‘interpretation’. What is read or interpreted is something that a
competent person finds puzzling, which leads to deliberation which
results in a reading or interpretation. But the man who is waiting to
cross the street or who has lost a leg does not enter my life as an enigma
but as something thoroughly familiar (he may be an enigma for a child
or a retarded person).The effect of Oakeshott’s terminology is to
_muddy Fhe psychological waters, to make something ‘given’, a pre-
inferential awareness, an everyday phenomenon, appear as inf;erer{)tial
knowledgse or recondite knowledge of some sort.

] According to Oakeshott again, each time we €Xperience a want, we
‘evoke a future’?! It is a complete delusion to think that the words
evoke a future’ have, as a correlative in the world of experience

anything different from experiencing the want. The concept is parasitic,
upon that of experiencing the want. It can be applied only through it;
we cannot say anything about it in its own right. ‘Live in the future:
which Oakeshott uses,?® does not again denote anything different from

experiencing the want. Both are metaphors im : .
iti ) roperly use
writing. P properly used in analytical
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Oakeshott uses the word ‘evoke’ very often.?® The meaning of ‘evoke’
is specific. It refers to the stirring of the imagination by something, the
arousing of certain sorts of feelings or thoughts (this is not the result of
the stirring of the imagination, but what the stirring of the imagination
amounts to). There is a dualism, there is something that evokes and
something that is evoked. But in the case of the man who is waiting to
cross the street or has lost a leg, there is a perception but no second
thing which is evoked, Although Oakeshott says that future and past
are forms of present, he tends to think about them in dualistic terms, as
shown by his use of ‘evoke’. Another example is when he talks of the
practical present as a counterpart of the practical past.2t

Oakeshott maintains that each of his modes is evoked from a present
object or event by a particular procedure.” In most of these cases, there
is, in fact, no procedure at all. A procedure is a preordained series of
steps. When I perceive a man who will cross the street, or has lost a leg,
there is no procedure which I use to get to know that he will eross the
street or has lost a leg. The perception is not one thing and the
knowledge another, which I get to know through a preordained series
of steps; the knowledge is contained in the perception. The man who
will cross the street or has lost a leg enters my life as a man who will cross
the street or has lost a leg.

Oakeshott says that we always identify or recognize objects and events
(‘at least tacitly’) in terms of some modal condition®® such as practical
value, aesthetic value or historical value. The words ‘identify’ and
‘recognize’ are used in a distorted way. These words are properly used
in contexts where there is difficulty or likely difficulty in identifying or
recognizing, where the phenomena in question are unfamiliar, when it
would make sense not to be able to identify or recognize. It is not at all
necessary, for the use of these words to be correct, that there should be
an effort to identify or recognize although an effort would be
understandable. But the man who will cross the street or has lost a leg is
familiar, an everyday occurrence, so it does not make sense for me to
talk of identifying or recognizing or of not identifying or not recognizing.

Moreover, Qakeshott’s man who is waiting to cross the street or has
lost the leg has no evident practical, aesthetic or historical significance.
It is clear that objects can be neutral in this respect. The concept of
‘tacit’ identification or recognition poses problems. The word ‘tacit’
derives its meaning from the possibility of doing sgmething publicly.
One agrees tacitly, or acquiesces tacitly, instead of agreeing or
acquiescing publicly. But mentalistic concepts like ‘recognition’ and
‘identification’ (Oakeshott uses the second word to mean a private
process; he is not thinking of something public, like identification at a
police line-up) are inherently private and it is unclear what it is to do
such things publicly. Perhaps Oakeshott means that one is aware (that
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is, one I_mov'vs) that any object or event one perceives has the potential
to acquire significance, but this is not tacit recognition.

Oakeshott’s position leads us unavoidably into extravagances. If we
are tempted to say, with Oakeshott, that the perception of a man
waiting to cross the street cvokes awareness of future, we could cure
ourselves of the temptation by reflecting that by the same logic, the
perception should evoke awareness of other categories as well—of
substa.nce_ twice over (man and street) and action twice over (waiting
and crossing). Similarly, if the perception that a man has lost a leg
evokes awareness of past, it must also evoke awareness of substance
twice over (man and leg) and undergoing (losing). There is no way of
av01d.1ng such excesses once Oakeshott’s position is granted. This
position leads us into uncertainties as well. If Tunderstand a sentence in
a historical document, is the awareness of past evoked once or twice—first
by the document and then by the sentence? If the sentence in question
is in the present tense, is the present evoked as well? The heart of the
matter, of course, is that the awareness is not a second thing which is
dlf‘ferelnt from the perception or the understanding, but simply a new
and misleading label for the perception or understanding. g

QAKESHOTT'S CLASSIFICATION SCHEME

Let us turn now to the various temporal modes. Oakeshott discusses in
detail a present-future of practical engagement, a present-past of practical
engagement, which is subdivided into an encapsulated present-past, a
remembered present-past, a recollected or consulted present-past and
finally a non-practical historical present-past. However, both logic and
references elsewhere in the text make it clear that ther,e must be other
temporal modes. There is (1) a non-practical present unqualified b
awareness of future and past (the man with the wooden leg hobbliny
by); (2) an aesthetic present, in which an object is-enjoyed without an%‘
i{v;;ltli"ﬁnetsg of futur;le or past; (3) a non-practical present-future (the man
r ; i

L, wgh N h(; Soliss: ael es;rfet), and (4) a non-practical present-past (the

O‘akeshott’s position is that each mode is a form of present, is a
parn.cular understanding or reading of a present object or happe’nin
and is evokefl by means of a particular procedure from a present ob'ecgtr
and happening. We have criticized this position in detail in regartji to
the non-practical present-future (the man waiting to cross the street)
and the non-practical present-past (the man who has lost a leg). We
cannot speak of understanding, reading, of a procedure, etc Tilese
criticisms generally hold for the other modes as well. M(’)reow.’er the
classification scheme is open to a variety of other objections Tt is
proposed to confine the analysis to the various modes of past. .

To take Oakeshott’s encapsulated or assimilated past first. Oakeshott
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does not seem to realize just how pervasive a role this past has in our
lives. The encapsulated past enters into every one of our present
perceptions?’ and into all our purposeful behaviour, and not just into
such things as the exercise of our musical skills and our rheumatic
pains. It is my previous experience which enables me to perceive a man
standing on a kerb, whereas a newly-born baby would only see a flat
surface of coloured patches. It is my previous experience which makes
me reach for a pen and paper when I want to write. In fact, were it not
for my previous experience, I would not want to write at all. A new-born
baby does not want to write. .

Oakeshott says that a particular sort of future or past is evoked froma
present perception of an object or event by means of a particular
procedure. But his encapsulated past cannot be fitted into this
overarching conception because it refers to something entirely
different—the assimilated experience which makes perception possible.
Nor can this encapsulated past be considered a variety of the practical
past. What is assimilated is usually beyond recall and cannot be
understood in terms of its eligibility in satisfying a want or used for that
purpose.

After talking briefly and obscurely about a remembered past,
Oakeshott goes on to discuss a recollected or consulted past, which 1s
supposed to be another variety of the practical past. This is, in part, a
matter of ‘joining a puzzling or intractable present with a known and
unproblematic past to compose a less puzzling or more manageable
practical present’.?® We often have to make sens¢ of a current situation
by drawing on information we already have, and this information may
become available to us without effort or after a mental search. However,
is it right to call this recollection? We use the word ‘recollection’ in
situations where information which it would make sense to say we do
not recollect (owing to the lapse of time, the triviality of the item, etc.)
is in fact available to us, either without effort, or after a mental search.
But the information we draw upon to throw light on present problems
need not be of the sort it would make sense to deny we recollect. What
Oakeshott has in mind is a correlated past, and not a recollected past.®?

Oakeshott next discusses another alleged variety of recollected
asi—one of message-bearing survivals. These are stories (perhaps
mythical) of past human conduct, which are preserved in our practical
vocabulary, and artefacts—testimonials, diplomas, historical monuments,
etc. We use both for practical purposes—to express our understanding
of situations, for example, by saying that so and so is inclined ‘to cut the
Gordian knot’, or to promote a practical purpose, for example, by using
the Babri Masjid as a political symbol and instrument.
But how are these cases of recollection? When I use an expression
which is in my practical vocabulary—when, for example, I say that
someone ‘cut the Gordian knot’—what am I recollecting? Is it the
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expression itself? If it is in my practical vocabulary, I must be familiar
with it, and I cannot be said to be recollecting it. Or is it the historical
incident to which the expression owes its existence? But this incident
need not be present in my mind when I use the expression. When I say
that someone is putting the cart before the horse, I am not recollecting
the expression when I use it, nor am I recollecting a cart and a horse.
Our familiar linguistic resources are not something we recollect when
we use them and neither are the things they denote.

Moreover, all the words and expressions in our vocabulary are survivals
which carry some message (in the sense that they have meanings) and it
is artificial to have a category of expressions connected with historical
events only.

The second category of message-bearing survivals is artefacts. What
strikes us immediately is that these are ‘survivals’ in a totally different
sense. While the first category, our entire vocabulary, in fact, can be said
to exist only when we use it, artefacts are continuants. More importantly,
when I use an artefact (the Babri Masjid) for a practical purpose (as an
emotive issue for votes), | am not recollecting something. When [ use a
knife (another artefact, and, in a broad sense of the word, a survival} to
carve up a chicken, I am not recollecting something. Instead, I have
and I express an attitude towards the Babri Masjid and an attitude
towards the knife.

What we have in the case of 2 man who is waiting to cross the street or
has lost a leg is the circumstances of a perception, and it is these
circumstances which are supposed to evoke future and past. But in the
case of correlating some item of information, or of using a message-
bearing expression, or of using an artefact for practical purposes, we
are doing something categorially different from perceiving; we are
correlating in the first case, operating with symbols in the second and
having and expressing an attitude in the third. These cannot be fitted
into Oakeshott’s overarching conception of the various modes of future
and past being evoked from particular perceptions.

Obviously, in none of these cases can we talk of ‘consulting’—except
in a metaphorical sense. Nor is there anything we could call
evocation—except in a metaphorical sense. When we rack our brains
for some fact, there is a process, but no procedure. In the case of using
message-bearing expressions or artefacts, there is again no procedure;
there is only a process. A process, which is a series of steps, cannot be
equated with procedure, which is a preordained series of steps.

Finally, there is Oakeshott’s historical present-past. In this present-
past, we are concerned with survivals for their own sake, we are concerned
to understand them solely in terms of the mediation of their emergence.
Oakeshott is at his best when dealing with the historical past. But even
here he makes mistakes. Historical enquiry is not the evoking of
antecedent circumstances of survivals from those survivals. To evoke is
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to cause images, thoughts and feelings to pass through a mind by the
imaginative use of words or music. Historical enquiry is the inferring,
through an extended critical enquiry (which is not evocation, but
which could charitably be termed a procedure since it is guided by the
broad rules of historical method) of the antecedent and also the
attendant and subsequent circumstances of survivals and this is not
done from just the survivals; the historian’s previous Iife-experlenc,e
(his encapsulated past) enters into the enquiry. However, 'Oakes‘hott $
dualistic language does find its justification at last; the historian’s picture
of the past is a different thing from the res gestaehe began with and could
in a sense be said to be a counterpart of it. Talk of ‘reading’ and
‘interpretation’ would also be justified.

CONCLUSION

The list of concepts which Oakeshott uses in distorted ways isa formid_ablfz
one—'present’, ‘future’, ‘past’, ‘aware’, ‘emerge’, ‘live’, ‘understanding’,
‘reading’, ‘evoke’, ‘recollect’, ‘consult’, ‘procedure’. Oakeshott, through
these distorted uses, unconsciously builds up a philosophically
astonishing edifice. The edifice ceases to be astonishing once we realize
that he is expressing trivialities in misleading ways. Oakeshott’s categorial
scheme is open to grave objections as well.

[This paper is written from the standpoint of Wittgenstein’s philosophy of mind. I owe
my understanding of that philosophy to discussions with Mr 5.V. Kasynathan, formerly
lecturer in Philosophy at the Peradeniya University, Sri Lanka. The paper has been
.improved as a result of comments made on an earlier version submitted to the fournal ?f
Indian Council of Philosophical Research. The final version was written during a month’s
residence at the Indian Institute of Advanced Study, Shimla, in November, 1996.]
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Does Ayer’s Verificationism Exonerate Him
from Phenomenalism?

A. KANTHAMANI
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1. THE DILEMMA ABOUT AYER'S PHENOMENALISM

Phenomenalism is said to be an ‘iron-curtain’ theory which never allows
us to directly perceive physical objects.! Hence, it is widely believed to
be non-realistic or anti-realistic for it never enlightens us.about the
nature of physical objects. Phenomenalism, therefore, never gets
reconciled with realism. Such a reconciliation is forsworn by dint of the
opposition, or even rivalry, between realism and anti-realism. In recent
years, the opposition or rivalry becomes questionable, and the continuum
between them is on the cards. More than anyone else, Dummett has
contributed towards this in the context of phenomenalism. This is what
is in broad focus here.

Within the evolution of Ayer’s thought, it passes through many stages
beginning with the classical formulation (an objectis a configuration of
sense-data), the linguistic (the statement of physical object is translatable
into statements of sense-data), and finally, not the least, is what can be
called a qualia phenomenalism, or constructivistic version of
phenomenalism (the term qualia stands for properties of one’s own
experience). A staunch verificationist as he was, Ayer was never able to
reconcile his verificationism with any one of the above varieties of
phenomenalism. To have done so would have robbed him of his
antimetaphysical stance which he maintained throughout. Recently,
Dummett has argued that this need not necessarily be so understood
and has put forward a proof of such a reconciliation. His verificationism
(a sort of anti-realism). can go in tandem with his phenomenalism. In
fact Dummett’s view challenges at least one important study of Ayer’s
phenomenalism according to which if verificationism (evidence as well
as content versions) has to get its (realistic) status, then phenomenalism
would turn out to be false. In Foster’s view, linguistic (statement)
phenomenalism can only lead us to idealism, once it is agreed that his
reductivism is a species of translation between statements.? That is what
the statements to which they are translated show, since they can never
show the original physical object statement.
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What is missed here is the axiom that for any philosophy of perception
to become viable, we need to retain both sides of the statement, and
hence translation or its cognate notions such as synonymy, equivocation,
or identity must be preserved. This is what is demonstrated by the way
Dummett preserves this (Dummett identifies phenomenalism as
sophisticated realism which speaks of one possible way of interpretation
of both sides) and thereby retaining a continuum between realism and
anti-realism. The question I am concerned with here is whether an
equally viable case can be built for Ayer’s later day qualia phenomenalism,
once it is agreed that it is also modelled on the above. That is to say, if
qualia phenomenalism is also shown to be linguistic, in a sense, then
Dummett’s challenge succeeds to reconcile it with realism as well, What
we need for this is a certain verificationist reading of qualia, and the way
this is also realistic. Ayer also has experimented with phenomenalism as
a sophisticated realism. Dissatisfied as he was, he also has not dealt with
qualia extensively, though writers agree that he was a votary for qualia.

Now, verificationist readings of qualia are indeed available, which
provide the cue for the above continuim, Within cognitive science, a
form of this appears in Daniel Dennett’s attempt to quinise qualia (his
famous article is titled as ‘Quining Qualia’) at least from one reading
proposed by Don Ross.® A standard objection to such a view is that since
Ayer himself has abandoned phenomenalism, why the fuss then about
qualia phenomenalism which looks like an artifact. Dummett does not
even care to mention such a stance in Ayer’s last ditch effort to save
phenomenalism.* If Dummett is right about his interpretation about
the relation between verificationism and phenomenalism, then a viable
case can be made out for the relation between qualia phenomenalism,
and qualia verificationism within the framework of cognitive science
and consequently the above continuum could be provably correct.
There is another important objection here which is due to Hilary
Putnam,” according to which it may not serve any strictly scientific
purpose as the theory of qualia which backs up holistically the statements
on one side may only be crude and not ideal: but even on Putnam’s
view, this does not deter one from naturalising realism. In what follows,
we can show that Dummett’s argument could be extended after all in
this unique direction.

The exact point we need for formulating an argument for Ayer has
starting point in what Dennett calls as quining qualia. Qualia are
quinean posits. So, quining quinean qualia inevitably makes them fall
under Quinean science (theory) and Quinean language (content). On
Ross’ reading, quining qualia need not necessarily eliminate qualia, but
posits them within a theory. The mistake of functionalists like Paul
Churchland is that they eliminate qualia for the simple reason that any
attribution of an essential property (like privacy, ineffability, intrinsicality
and directly apprehensible within consciousness) can never be reconciled
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with their account of functionalism. Quine’s placebo here is that the
posits could be accommodated within a Quinean theory of content
within a broader framework of his account of theory. This is what he
means when he remarks that Quine’s razor (to be is to be the value of
the variable in a scientific theory) makes short work of qualia without
succumbing to the classical eliminativism.

Let me elaborate Ross’s solution a little more. He envisages two types
of solutions for qualia. Both seem to be essential in this context. The
first type of solution is given in terms of a theory of mental content. The
second type of solution is given in terms of a theory of ascription of
content.® What exactly is the way in which both could be differentiated?
One suggestion here is that though they are apparently related to each
other, the relation involves a certain asymmetry. This indicates that one
of them must assume a certain primacy, that is to say, the theory of
ascription of mental content can accommodate the theory of mental
content but not the other way round. This is what strongly supported by
what Dennett introduces as a third-person (heterophenomenological)
account. Now, a third person account demands that we ascribe content
to others but it need not necessarily depend on a first person account of
mental content. This not only denies a mentalistic (or boxological)
account of mental content but it makes it impossible to separate it from
an externalist theory of (broad) content. Assuming that Dummett has a
similar account of ascription of content within his theory of meaning,
and he is justified in attributing a similar motivation to Ayer, we can
prove that this richly contributes towards a new way of understand}ng
the reconciliation between verificationism and qualia phenomenalism
as suggested by Dummett in his recent reading of verificationism and
phenomenalism. _ _ _

The upshot is to show that there is a veriﬁcation1§t case for saving
qualia from the point of view of content. If Dummett is proved to have
advanced a theory of ascription of content along the lines, then he will
have demonstrated the verificationist case for qualia phenomenalism as
well. No one has attributed such a theory to Dummett so far as I know.
Towards the end, I develop such a theory and substantiate my claim
that Ayer’s qualia phenomenalism can be defended along the
Dummettian lines against the attack by critics. Now what we ha\.fe
discovered is that the particular theory of content that a qualia
phenomenalist needs need not be necessarily be internalist (it would
meet the same fate as phenomenalism which results in a sort of first
personal epistemology), but an externalist of the type Dennett advocates
in his third personal epistemology. Ross’ verficationist gloss is l.)asec.l on
Dennett’s externalist account of qualia and it is based on a linguistic
premise: no quale is inaccessible to language and theory, in Quine’s
sense. Like Quine, Dennett also replaces qualia with ‘C(.)mpl_ex'es of
mechanically accomplished dispositions to react’ to stimuli. This is the
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nerve centre of quinising qualia as his own ‘drinking beer example’
amply attests to.

On Ross’ reading there is a more interesting contrast between the
earlier attack on qualia and the more sophisticated mechanism that
informs his later critiue in his book length study on Consciousness.” In
contrast to Dennett’s earlier ‘indirect’ attack against the four putative
properties of qualia, namely ineffability, intrinsicalness, privacy, and
directly apprehended property in consciousness, the second attack was
‘direct’ in that it attacks the last-mentioned property as part of the
positive programme of explaining consciousness. There is no apparently
hard and fast distinction between a self-ascription and other ascription
of content within Dennett’s theorization, as also the lack of clarity
about their relationship. But on Ross’ reading, there is a definite
passage from the other ascription towards a self-ascription as-this 1s
what is directly entailed by his heterophenomenological method.® The
earlier argument by intuition pump (though experiments in Dennett’s
sense) is acknowledged to be a variant of Quine’s indeterminacy of
translation.? If so what is actually critiqued is not the existence of qualia
but their indeterminacy within the context of a theory of content.
Dennett’s aim is to block any theory of self-ascription by denying the
postulate concerning the content of introspective consciousness, leaving
only a third person ascription (heterophenomenological step) about
which there is no fact of the matter. Such a step ensures how one can
explain the behaviour of another by ascribing to him non-verbal beliefs,
verbal opinion and desires with a certain content. Sprigge, ! for example,
gives a clue as to how this could happen in terms of 2 counterfactuals. It
consists in describing a world such that if he were living in it be would
be acting in a manner well calculated to bring about what he wants. We
can modify the above to read: if such and such made of verbal
signification works, then it would have been caused by such mental
content (thus reversing the nature of causal relation in psvchological
explanation). The mental content like the one I'used to have, but need
not necessarily be so (no cognitive analogy). If the above interpretation
is agreeable, then counterfactuals have heterophenomenological
antecedents.

So, quantify over real ‘patterns’—a word Dennett uses to refer to
third-person description of qualia which have anti-individualistic
contents. The anti-individualistic externalist overtones of such a move
have considerable merit as something similar to this is under work in
the theory of understanding adopted by Dummett (infra).!! In order to
see it clearly, let us first take Dummett’s theory of understanding as
closely analogous to Davidson’s theory, and in a sense for both Davidson
and Ross, attitudes are ‘non-individuative’ and extensional.'” There is
no question about the consistency of this stance with what is expressed
by saying that while Churchland is an eliminativist about everything
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except gua,lia, Dennett’s functionalism is an eliminativism only about
qualia.!® Ross is an externalist about qualia, where qualia-contents are
regarded as Quinean posits. This is what undergrids the claim about
quining qualia in Quine’s way.

But Quinean posits are not neutral in Russell’s sense, but neutral to

self and other ascriptions I think, it is here that Ross’ interpretation
works an important solution to the Quinean posits. Ross does not
advocate the banishment of qualia as the benchmark of full-blown
Dennettism (anti-realism), but he underlines the synchronicity of public
(intersubjective) language and scientific language, calling attention to
the fact that ‘what makes language public is roughly the same as that
which makes science objective’.'* A major fallout of the above thesis is
that qualia cannot be classified as natural kinds. In Ross’ development,
the verificationist argument depends on a thesis about the co-
evolutionary character of language and mind (when self is regarded as
the notational centre of narrative activity, that is, self spews out strings
or streams of narrative, thus constituting the semiiotic or interpretative
materialism step), that is, it cannot develop unless there is both utility
and it is non-idiosyncratic (and hence they are not ineffable). Dennett'’s
argument, as presented in Ross’ terms, amounts to the following: if it is
idiosyncratic, it is private and given the fact that we’ve not fully worked
out the theory of consciousness, no theory-ladenness, and hence no
sense can be made of private apprehension within one’s own
consciousness. If the above argument is correct, then to say that the
content of Nolan Ryan’s mental state ¢ cannot be the way the ball feels
to Ryan, but it amounts to making a reference to some actual features of
the ball. Since, the naturalist route is thus blocked, it must be understood
as that in which no theory will bind a variable whose range of possible
value is a unique individual, but it can bind individualist’s non-
individualistic content or qualia.

What I argue here, therefore, is that a verificationist case for qualia,
as explained in the above way, can sustain Ayer’s verificationist case for
qualia phenomenalism. So; in an indirect sense, analytical
phenomenalism can imply qualia phenomenalism. Dummett correctly
reads Ayer as not being able to demonstrate that his verification principle
implies phenomenalism.!> But that was not his fault. What prevented
Ayer from establishing that the ‘logical connection’ between
verificationism and phenomenalism as a ‘valid transition’ is that Ayer
wanted to maintain that his analysis of physical object statements in
terms of sense-data statements cannot be totally inconsistent with certain
ideal conditionals without which the physical object statemerits couid
not be verified. This speit doom for Ayet’s project of phenomenalism as
a form of realism. Ayer cannot make this possible because he could not
understand the tight connection between meaning and verification.
Once verificationism takes on a Dummettian hue (we shall discuss and
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contrast it with other options; for the present, we shall call Dummett’s
second option), he can prove that verificationism can imply
phenomenalism.

Ayer’s dilemma comes to this: if he allows the physical object
statements to be equivalent to certain ideal conditionals, he should
make it consistent with other statements about sense-data; on the other
hand, if he could not include ideal conditionals, he could not secure
his reductive programme in a successful way. His options are limited to
two; to accept the ideal conditionals and work out an elaborate scheme
in terms of ‘primary’ and ‘secondary’ systems so as to reconcile the two
classes of statements with statements of physical objects. It is at this
juncture that Ayer exercised Dummett’s first option according to which
he could agree with both sides of analysis (calling it as a species of
descriptive analysis), and describing it as a sophisticated realism. Such a
position was introduced first in his Problem %f Knowledge, and later
claborated in his Central Questions of Philosophy.!

Ayer's second option is to reject the idea of reductionism altogether
and pursue a line of thinking according to which qualia are quinean
posits within the ambit of Quinean ontological theory. Later Ayer is said
to move to qualia phenomenalism after renouncing phenomenalism
itself, Qualia phenomenalism is anti-metaphysical and is bereft of any
semantical support because they are hangovers from Ayer’s early
attempts. The anti-metaphysical streak throughout and semantic grounds
are lost after he abandoned his statement account of phenomenalism.
The fallout here is that he loses his ultimate grounds which bespeak
about the tight connection between meaning and truth. A verificationist
of the Dummettian hue (anti-realistic) must restore this to Ayer so as to
bolster up a case for fostering a relation between verificationism and
phenomenalism. Ayer in his ‘Reply’ agrees with Dummett’s
reformulation of verificationism, but his only objection is that it should
not lead towards anti-realism. As far as phenomenalism is concerned,
the question may be treatd as open.

If the foregoing account is correct, then Ayer commits two mistakes
instead of one. In contrast to the above, Ayer’s sophisticated realism 1s
reductive as well as realistic, since it accepts both of the above classes of
statements as true, bivalent together with the objectivist (referential)
status. Besides it is metaphysical, but its metaphysical import is dubious.
Hence Dummett expresses his own reservations about this particular
version and so he suggests the second option which he calls a generalized
verificationism. A generalized form of verificationism accepts the priority
of verification over truth and its theory of meaning is composite in the
sense that it is both truth—conditional and verificationist. Incidentally,
it must be noted that this represents the most advanced form of
verificationism which does not reject realism. If what he says is correct,
then anti-realistic verificationism alone does not entail phenomenalism
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except when it is associated with truth-conditional theory of meaning.
The thesis which asserts that phenomenalism is a form of anti-realism
must be automatically resisted.

On Dummett’s diagnosis the supporting pillar for a generalized
verificationism is found in the idea of indirect verification. To some
extent, such a move is aimed to undermine direct verification. In no
way does it mean that there should be sharp distinction between them.
Nor is there any ground for believing that such a distinction could be
conflated. Verificationist realists like Crispin Wright, for example, argues
for such a conflation to sponsor a justification for a classical (atomic)
version of the principle of verifiability (every sentence has impirical
content on account of a direction of fit). May be verificationist realism
according to Wright's plea, implies a sophisticated verificationism as
mentioned above,!” much in the same way a generalized verificationism
must imply a sophisticated realism. But Dummett goes a little further
than this. Nevertheless, the implications of the former are far from
clear. Contra Wright, Dummettian indirect verificationism is holistic
about theory as well as language. Its cognitive significance is fully
brought out by the Dennett-type of verificationism as read through the
spectacles of Ross. Dummett offers what he calls as Argument A in support
of his reading so as to demonstrate that a generalized form of
verificationism is still available for Ayer. If this argument succeeds, then
we have a reconstruction of Ayer’s verificationism as well as
phenomenalism. Let us examine the steps of his Argument A.

2. DUMMETT'S ARGUMENT-A

The first three of the argument may be said to state the three different
versions of verificationism, of which the first two are classical (positivistic)
and the last one is Dummett’s own which is recognized as the heir of the
above. The steps of the argument are recounted as follows:

(1) The positivistic axiom: The meaning of a statement is its method
of verification (first generation verification) is given fillip by
Schlick’s original formulation, and it is given as a meaning axiom
for synthetic statements that occur within scientific theory.

(2) A statement is meaningful iff it is verifiable. (2) is given as a
criterion of verifiability or criterion of meaningfulness of a
statement given by Ayer. It represents the second-generation
verificationism, now (2) is regarded as an evolute of (1).

(3) A statement is verifiable iff its meaning is understood. (3) is given
as the third-generation verificationism. Dummett calls this as
generalized verificationism for the specific reason the it is an alley
of (1). Generalized verificationism poses a challenge to linguistic/
analytic versions of phenomenalism given in (4).

(4) M-statements are verifiable iff they are statements about sense-
data.
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What undergrids (4) is a principle of metaphysical necessity which
states that our statements about the physical object say something
metaphysical about sense-data (despite the arguments against sense-
data). There appears to be no reason, therefore, to think that sense-
data statements might be changed into qualia statement. As we shall see
later, this need not be taken as true.

(4) is different from its linguistic counterpart given as the principle of
linguistic necessity, which is very often stated as issuing in the following
principle of analyticity (5):

(5) A statement is analytic iff it is true by meaning alone.

Quinean counters to (4) and (5) draw the difference between these two
principles in a rather different way. It is this which provides a strategy
for Dummett to charge Ayer that the above distinction is drawn in the
wrong way. A Quinean way of merging them invites us to restate analytical
(statement) phenomenalism in a rather different way, as given in (6),
which according to Dummett, is the most usual form of phenomenalism.

(6) M-statements of physical objects are verifiable iff certain ideal
conditionals are verifiable;

thus making the O-statements as ideal, and leaving the contingent part
only as antecedent of those ideal conditionals. This accrues an advantage
of making the antecedents as true while the consequent as false. The
last clause is just to obviate the necessity of thinking of them as part of
metaphysical necessity. What is rejected by (6) is that a phenomenalist
cannot assert consistently certain counterfactuals along with other sense-
datum statements. If this is agreed upon, then (6), on Dummett’s
showing, amounts to stating something about understanding the
meaning of statements. Its verificationist character is to be seen in the
way in which the antecedent states something about the one who
cognizes its meaning while the consequent states the required sense-
data. Both of them roughly correspond to the verificationist and truth-
conditional theories of meaning respectively. In a sense, therefore, the
two types of necessity roughly correspond to these two theories of
meaning. (6) is said to be a weaker form of generalized form of
verificationism. for it does not entail (7) below:

(7) Even if statement is true, then the. appropriate sense-data would
occur in favourable circumstances, thus entailing further (8) below:
(8) Even if no sense data occurs, the statement might be true.

(8) in its strong form leads to (3), which becomes, therefore, the most
appropriate form of (4). Now, the proper way to understand (3),
therefore, is to see it as tightening the connection between meaning
and understanding. A reformulation of this for qualia phenomenalism
is all that we need to prove that qualia verificationism implies qualia
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phenomenalism. It is only from such proviso, Dummett elsewhere
deduces the dictum which holds that the theory of meaning is a theory
of understanding. The point that needs further stress here is that
whereas a theory of meaning is an internalist plea for self-ascription, a
theory of understanding is an externalist map for other-ascription and
both are not mutually exclusive to each other. If this were so, the entire
point about Dummett’s verificationist case goes through a premise
about meaning in the above sense, which undoubtedly carries externalist
implications.

Dummett’s new thesis is thus poised to warrant a close link between
verificationism and phenomenalism. This is offered as a corrective to
Dummett’s earlier interpretation of phenomenalism according to which
the analysis of counterfactual statements leads towards a rejection of
bivalence for those statements, and hence a thorough repudiation of
realism.'® However, the tendency of phenomenalists is to resist it along
with lingering attachment to realism about material object statements.
But now, Dummett thinks that a different analysis of counterfactual
statements would sponsor a composite theory of meaning where it is
seen that any direct opposition between realism and anti-realism is a
red-herring. Earlier, the close link was to be described as one between
sophisticated realism and phenomenalism. On Dummett’s reading,
this has two explicit disadvantages. On the one hand, it keeps a distance
hetween verificationism and on the other hand, it only states a relation
between two types of metaphysical schools of thinking. On Dummett’s
understanding, sophisticated realism cannot provide the real succour
for an adequate defence of phenomenalism. And Ayer is right to waver.
A thorough defence requires a verificationist standpoint such as the
one formulated by Dummett himself. Thus, the conclusion becomes
plausible which states that there is verificationist case for phenomenalism.

Dummett, I think, offers a corrective to his earlier stances where he
makes a distinction between strongly reductionist (based on
translatability between two classes of statements) and weakly reductionist
(reductive) where the concern is about truth rather than about meaning.
Now I think, Dummett is ready to abandon the above distinction. The
strong and weak versions after all were oriented towards bringing out
the semantic status of reductive programmes. More precisely, whereas
the earlier one revolves around translation, meaning, and truth, the
latter has no truck with translation (It is effective repudiation of Foster’s
reading of Ayer’s phenomenalism mentioned at the beginning). So,
abandoning the distinction might be said to restore the idea of translation
into its original place. So long as we need translation, we preserve both
sides of the identity symbol.

In my understanding, the later choice does not work and hence no
stronger sense of reduction is viable without this. Given the Quinean
strictures on translation, the weaker version also cannot be said to
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escape its efficacy. On the other hand, the semantic status is now
allowed to rely on a semantic thesis which offers primacy to meaning.
The primacy thus offered makes realism as well as anti-realism as
semantic theses. The sophistication thiat was earlier offered is the
acceptance of both sides of the identity symbol (for their truth values);
but now the sophistication is changed into something that is less
concerned with the identity symbol, but it embodies only a dictum
which says that meaning implies truth. Nevertheless, one need not look
at this as one that totally excludes translation or synonymy altogether.
Given a material object statement, there may be more than one set of
equivalent statements, and hence no fact of the matter about translation.
Thus, it must presuppose a modus vivendi between translation and
meaning.'® A verificationist (sophisticated irrealist/anti-realist) case is
built on the opposition it gives to ‘meaning = df. truth-conditions’ by
‘truth = meaning conditions’ with a circamscribed reductionism as
given in the above formula, (that is, meaning implies truth). It is pos-
sible to read the identity sign as one about mutual implication (—~ <} in
order to preserve the theorem that meaning implies truth. A direct
consequence is that it only denies truth implies meaning. An indirect
consequence is that truth is nowhere denied and but it is given a status
next to meaning. This is what is understood by saying that meaning
implies truth. It is by no means claimed that these definitions should be
symbiotic to realism and anti-realism. -

3. FROM SOPHISTICATED REALISM TO QUALIA PHENOMENALISM

We can restate the three stages of Ayer’s thinking on phenomenalism as
follows:

(1) The classical version: physical objects are reducible to a class of
sense-data.

(2) The analytical version: statements of physical objects are translatable
to sentences about sense-data.

(3) The qualia version: statements of phg/sical object can be translated
into statements about sense-qualia.®

(3) is more appropriately characterized as a constructivistic variety of
phenomenalism given as (4) below:

(4) Constructivistic version: statements about physical object are
constructed, in part from qualia statements.

(Iam indebted to Ted Honderich for the above formulation, especially
the last two versions).?! The partially constructive clause is ominous for
it invites its complementary part found in the Humean account of
imagination (such an interpretation cannot argued out of court and
hence it is fully consistent with Ayer’s own interpretation of Hume). Itis
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conceded by all hands that (3) and (4) do not represent a sense of
logical construction.?? There is no logical relation between the two
types of statements like the one that obtains between the right hand
side and left hand side of analytical version. Honderich terms it as a
‘looser’ relation and a fortiori, the class of qualia statements cannot be
understood to provide necessary and sufficient conditions for physical
object statements given above as (7). Nor is there reason to believe that
it is a kind of logical construction as claimed in (4).

Now Ayer abandoned (1) and (2), but that is not a reason believe that
it should convey that all efforts to reconstruct it are blocked. His 1947
essay is said to mark an official renouncement of phenomenalism.
‘“Traces’ of it appear later in his Problems of Knowledge which focuses
exclusively on the difficulties, along with an admission of sophisticated
realism classifying it as a species of ‘scientific philosophy’. As Ayer
recounts, his main reason for abandonment of (2) is the infinite regress
of ‘unfulfilled’ (ideal) conditionals, which according to Dummett, is
the first step in the reductive programme of phenomenalism. In his
Ceniral Questions of Philosophy, Ayer pursues an alternative model which
he calls the ‘constructivist account of physical world on the basis of
qualia’. It is also apparent that sophisticated realism has been elaborated
leaving the impression that Ayer en route gives a last try to reconcile with
phenomenalism. What can one draw from this? We cannot definitely
say that he has totally abandoned, but what is clear is that he cannot
reconcile it with qualia phenomenalism. Ayer’s blunt assertion in the
foreword to Fact, Science, and Morality that he has given up.
phenomenalism does not warrant a literary interpretation. Moreover,
the reconciliation efforts to combine phenomenalism with sophisticated
realism attest to the fact that serious efforts are made in a number of
logical moves (some of which are reconstructed by Hemjith Balakrishnan
with a modicum of coherence).?® But the relation between analytical
and qualia version is given up by saying that the former is not implied by
the latter, thus warranting an independent version of qualia
phenomenalism. Let us take the demand for independence as
tantamount to the demand for empirical significance. Nevertheless,
there is no reason to think that qualia and constructivist version cannot
go together. The stumbling block in the above reconstruction is the
critique of qualia. If we know how to meet some of the major criticisms,
we can sustain the above programme, and then proceed to restate
Dummett’s second option with renewed vigour. The following two
sections will reveal this.

4. AYER ON QUALIA

The term ‘qualia’ itself is so vulnerably placed within the matrix of
Ayer’s phenomenalism so much so that any criticisms against it mufalis
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mutandis apply to qualia phenomenalism as well. There seems to be
nothing wrong in treating sense qualia on par with sense data though
their epistemological and ontological status seem to be different. Ayer
thinks that sense-qualia is quite unlike sense data at least in one respect,
namely that they are not private. Basically qualia are defined to be the
propertes attributed to one’s own experience. Nevertheless, unlike
sense-data, they are non-intentional, non-private, neutral universal stuff
with which physical objects are constructed. They are particularized
like sense-data while the actual construction takes place. In view of the
above, one may hazard the following hypothesis: particularized sense-
qualia are sense-data whereas universalized sense-data are sense-qualia.
This enables us to strike down a complete separation between sense-
qualia and sense-data. The most vulnerable part of Ayer’s qualia is that
is they are ‘posits’ and hence they are said to be ‘capacious and vague’. %4
So, the only option is to quinise it within cognitive science.

Ted Honderich, a leading critic, wonders whether Ayer’s positing is
to be understood to involve logical inference and charges him by saying
that since this does not get explained, the only alternative is that it
should be non-inferential. This criticism could be silenced by holding
that since they are posits, they are quinean posits and they are backed
by the stratagem of quining qualia, within the matrix of theory. The
second most important criticism is that it concedes too much to naive
realism: if it is agreed then, it leads to naive realism and if it is not
agreed, then it is useless (we shall omit any other major criticisms made
outside of the context of Ayer). I think that there is a great deal to save
Ayer’s qualia within a context put forward by Putnam. However, Putnam
has a stronger objection 1o theory.

The second dilemma about qualia is about their privileging: if they
are privileged, it is private; if not, it is not amenable for explanation. Itis
here that the externalist accounts come in handy to sustain the Quinean
strategy given in the form of Quine’s razor: ‘to be is to be the value of
qualia as it is given in any scientific theory’.?> Honderich has no worry
about this verificationist thrust for he is not for saving qualia. Ross’
reading of Dennett reinforces this verificationist gloss. Quining qualia
for Ayer will lead to externalization of the qualia which is what Ayer
needs. Following Tyler Burge, we can say that it carries anti-individuating
tendencies backed up by an analysis of language. The last clause assures
the interface between semantics and metaphysics.

The above viewpoint is also consistent with a viewpoint which Dummett
has expressed, namely that Quine has not refuted verificationism. That
is to say, verificationism is organic within a holistic pattern of theory. To
some extent, Ayer has accepted holism. But his preference is for
Poincare’s type which implicitly accepts a distinction between empirical
and analytical. It is only against this distinction Dummett’s argument
mounts an attack. Such a distinction, like the distinction between two
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kinds of necessities, separates metaphysics from semantics. That is, as
against the positivists, who held that all necessity is linguistic Dummett
wants to argue that since both metaphysical and linguistic necessity are
linguistic in origin because they both raise out of meanings, the necessity
they posit must be transformed into ‘contingence’. It is contingent in
the sense that it distinguishes between something which is true and the
effects by which we recognize it (the two necessities, of course, roughly
correspond to epistemological and metaphysical necessity, as conceived
by Kripke, but Dummett would deny any such watertight distinction).
Ayer’s counter seems to have been bypassed by Dummett for what it is
worth.

Given the fact that Ayer’s verificationism was a linguistic thesis and his
realism a metaphysical thesis, there is no reason to believe that they are
totally unrelated. It is only from some such premise that Dummett
passes on to the observation that Ayer’s verificationism has no other
choice than to imply phenomenalism so much so that phenomenalism
itself is the metaphysics of verificationism. This is true of Ayer as it is
true for any other thinker. That is, it does not advocate that there is a
unique way of describing the world. On Dummett’s reading, Ayer’s
fault lies in that he does not pursue his phenomenalism to its logical
conclusion.

Secondly, Ayer has not been able to explain the relation of
‘reductionist’ or ‘reductive’ programme to a species of realism. A
‘reductionist’ programme rests solely on a translation of physical object
statements to statements of sense-data or sense-qualia, while a reductive
programme has to do with the relationship between the truth of
statements of a given class to the truth of a reductive class of statements.
The former designs a specific type of relation that obtains between the
meaning of both sides, and hence makes a stronger claim, while the
reductivist programme talks in general of a relation, or more particularly
the truth of statements and hence making a weaker claim. In fact there
seems fo be a certain basic opposition between them. The opposition
lies in that while the stronger claim is said to adopt truth as definable in
terms of meaning, the latter makes meaning in terms truth-conditions.
If anything, it shows that it admits a modus vivendi at least in the case of
former, that is between meaning and translation.?® Quine, for example,
is always understood to take translation as a necessary model or a
dispositional analysis of speech. Dummett_is not inclined to go the
whole hog with this plea as he takes verificationist case as arising from
the primacy of meaning. Hence the issuc about the relation between
the verificationism and externalism hardly arises for him.

However, it arises within the way Dummett theorises about the
knowledge of meaning at different levels. The reason why a weaker
claim is preferable is that translation model is vitiated by the following
objections, some of which are to be discussed below (sec. 5). On
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Dummett’s view, Ayer need not shy away from his phenomenalistic
stance, simply for the reason that they are open to anti-realistic invectives.
Since neither a reductive nor a reductionist thesis is sufficient for a
rejection of realism, Ayer need not be understood as an anti-realist at
all.?” Such a genuine option is open to him in his endeavour of
sophisticating phenomenalism which accepts both its reductive character
aswell as its realistic import. As is too well-known, the major shortcoming
of this is the analysis of counterfactuals. Hence it calls for a fresh
interpretation of counterfactuals,

5. MORE LIGHT ON DUMMETT'S SECOND OPTION

Qualia-phenomenalism may be said to be as linguistic as the analytical
version is. The only feature that distinguishes the former is that it is not
implied by analytical phenomenalism or analytical methods in general
according to Ted Honderich. This shows that Honderich is not open to
the Dummettian option that arises mainly out of two considerations,
which he terms as stronger reductionist {(meaning-oriented} and weaker
reductive {truth-oriented) programmes. The former is open to several
objections, of which the first is that about the actual impossibility
translation as revealed in the case of infinite reductive class; the second
is the scepticism about translation as revealed in the case of statements
which require proof, the third is the overlap of meaning and translation;
and lastly, the Davidsonian type of non-identity as revealed in the way
we have identity without psycho-physical laws. If the above Dummettian
schema reveals anything, it squarely places its emphasis on the way we
move from the left to the right hand side, while translating from one to
the other. The point is not as much about the primac; of translation as
about the relation between meaning and translation.?®* On Dummett’s
reading, sophisticated realism is to be classified as a full-fledged realism
with no anti-realistic overtones because it enables us to move from the
left to the right hand side (for example, centre-state materialism
stipulated that there must be a one-to-one correspondence between the
psychological statements and neurophysiological statements).? Such a
position has the following three features:

(i} we can give truth-conditional account of the given class;
(ii) bivalence holds for the class; and
(iii) it is objectivist (that is, referential}.

A fourth trait is that it is compatible with the reductive (meaning-
oriented) thesis.

A reductive thesis may be either realistic (two types, namely the naive
irreducible variety or sophisticated realist) or anti-realistic (reductivists
or non-reductivist). Two points are noticeable: first is that the above
supercedes any other previous classification; secondly, the compatibility
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between realism and anti-realism depends much on compatibility of
meaning and truth. This is what Dummett prefers to call the composite
character of meaning which serves as a supporting pillar {or the entire
argument. I shall sketch this view in the following section.

6. THE COMPOSITE THEORY OF MEANING
A ‘complete’ theory of meaning is composite for the following levels:

(1) meaning is compositional;

(2) semantics as a theory of meaning states the condition under
which the given sentence is true if it is true; and

(3) the semantic theory which thrives on a distinction between a
capacity version and conditional version.

The conditional version is associated with a speaker with whom it is
credited what is known as the knowledge of meaning. It states the
conditions under which a speaker knows the sentence as true, if it is
true. The capacity version includes the condition for recognition, which
is much more than what Dummett calls as the ‘unmediated recognition’
which characterizes the second level. Since it is much more than
‘unmediated’, it should be mediated in its aspect of recognition. It is
mediated through a third-person point of view. Dummettian capacity is
not merely Chomskyan ability simpliciter. This much is warranted by-the
above levels and not found a place on anyone’s interpretation as far as I
understand. A natural consequence of this is that it calls for such an
externalist theory of meaning. The circumstances that call for an
externalist theory involve the following simple argument. It starts with a
Fregean premise (1):

(1) A Fregean thought (other than a proposition) is true if it is true,
and we can understand truth or falsity as it is applicable to it.

(2) Butwe cannot recognize under what conditions we ascribe truth-
values to them (equivalent to saying that we cannot know any fact
with reference to which we can verify them to be true);

(2} repudiates the following assumption (3):

{(3) There is a metaphysical plenum without any indeterminable
gaps.

A simple way of understanding the above piece of argument is that
verificationist character of meaning is logically priorto the realist notion
of truth even while granting that there is no meaningful opposition
between them. This is what underlies the composite theory of meaning
which includes a theory of content ascription as well.

In the case of phenomenalism, the first step in the reductive

programme has to do with counterfactuals or ideal conditionals. It is
not easy to work out the truth of the conditionals unless we know the
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meaning of these statements. The way these statements mean are not
quite independent of the way certain empirical statements are deduced
out of it. The truth of the latter follow from the former. The verification
thus arrived at is called generalized verificationism, as opposed to
Ayer’s verificationism. Ayer defends it by saying that these counterfactuals
are true in cases like:

If 1 had jumped out of my window a moment ago, I should have
been injured.

and hence he makes an implicit distinction between logical and empirical
necessity. The reason for this is that there is a fact of the matter as to its
affirmation and negation whereas in the instance such as the following:

‘If I had taken a coin out of my pocket a moment ago, it would have
emerged heads uppermost’

where there is none. Dummett’s counter is that such a distinction is
wrongly drawn because such statements are indeterminate.
Generalized verificationism is a somewhat developed form of organic
verificationism.3® While organic verificationism is purported to be a
repudiation of atomistic formulations of verificationism, generalized
verificationism is not. Quine’s diagnosis of the ills of the analytic-

synthetic distinction contains no refutation of the fundamental idea of -

the verificationist theory of meaning. It leaves us free to explore this
possibility. So long as we admit a sufficiently generous conception of
what in general may constitute verificationism.®' The ‘composite’ is
opposed to ‘unitary’. Its self-application is limited by its lack of self-
application (we cannot ask whether a composite theory is eomposite),
and thus it has a counter-theoretical edge. This is so because it is more
a theory of thought than a theory of language. On Dummett’s reading
the exact relation between them is only contingent.®? In a sense, the
language and thought are separable, but this is not exactly in the sense
in which thought is prior to language, which implies events of a unique
sequential order, but only with respect to their relationship.

There is, therefore, a certain agreement between a verificationist
reading of qualia and the qualia version of phenomenalism, and this
comes through in Dummett’s reconstruction of Ayer’s verificationism
and his composite theory of meaning which backs up his theory of
content ascription and the analysis of thought structures. To a great
extent, Dummett’s new way of understanding verificationism set at rest
the distinction between direct and indirect verifiability with which Ayer
struggles. It becomes preferable to any plausible-looking atomistic
formulation attempted by Crispin Wright. Wright is a verificationist of
the classical variety, with no reductionist commitments and contra-
holistic as well as anti-Dennettian. Ironically, Wright never speaks about
qualia nor about phenomenalism, and hence he is less metaphysical.?
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Dummett’s case can be extended to cover Ayer’s qualia version without
harming his analytical interests as attested to by Ross’s reading of
Dennett’s verificationism. If the above reading is correct, then qualia-
verificationism will imply qualia phenomenalism.**

[I owe this revised form to the extensive comments made by an anonymous referee of
the Journal. I am indebted to the Editor for encouraging me to resubmit the article. I
believe that he is convinced about the topicality of the above, as much as T am, against

the criticism.]
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Textual Anonymity
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I

The anonymous does not amount to the unknown. It is made up of two
components—one, a deed, an act or a product which is tangible,
apprehensible and concrete; two, a point or source of origin, usually
human, which is either unknown or amorphous.

The anonymous covers a very wide field—a painting, a musical
composition, a temple or even a murder can be anonymous. But in this
paper I shall concentrate upon anonymity only in the context of spoken
and written texts.

A text is tangible and concrete—a given sequence of signs—a book, a
memorized poem or a ballad. But a book or a poem does not write
itself. It is bound to have a source—a human source. Let us call this
point or source an author, not in the sense of authority with its legal
implications, but in the sense of one who ‘brings into being’, the
originator—the one who is assumed to be at the origin of an act or
product. I prefer this word to writer since the one who writes may be a
scribe. But more important, because in the Indian context, written texts
came very late and in an oral tradition ‘writer’ is a meaningless word.
Now if this point or source, which we call author, is not locatable or
identifiable a text becomes anonymous. This is possible in various ways.

The name of the writer of a book may be lostin time. In the Buddhist
tradition who wrote Milindapariha? Who wrote Beowulftowards the end
of the first millennia in Britain? The authors are unknown to us. But
was this loss accidental or causal? In case of Milindapaniha, it was in all
probabilities accidental since the Buddhists were keen about their
authors’ identities and a century later (second century ap) we have
Buddhacharita authored by Aswagosha. But in case of Beowulfand most
extant texts of that period in England, the anonymity that surrounds
the works could be the result of an unawareness of the implications of
an authorship. In other words, authorship of a text, in the then society,
was not considered significant enough to be recorded. Perhaps man’s
memory was short about authors, poems like houses built for comfort
and pleasure and thus, by the next generation, the author forgotten.
On the other hand a text (for instance, a ballad) may be modified and
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reworked by so many hands over decades and centuries that it cannot
be attributed to anyone. This kind of anonymity is very distinct in an
oral tradition where texts are written in memory. Interestingly, here,
the texts are not only anonymous, they are also very much livingsince they
perpetually change their forms until finally recorded in the written
form. .
In modern times, a close parallel would be jokes which are not only
anonymous but also keep on changing their forms even after they are
rinted. Perhaps, the reasons behind the changes and anonymity in
both cases are identical. It seems, such texts as these are considered
community property and yet not something which is sacred like a
religious text, and hence open to modifications according to one’s
needs. The Buddhist ]&takas, interestingly, show 2 similar movement.
These moral tales about the previous births of the Buddha, recorded in
the Buddhist canonical writings were lifted from various SOUrCes
including folk tales, and modified to suit the purpose of the Buddhist
missionaries. In all probability, such tales were anonymous. But even if
and when they were not, they were codified in the canonical texts and
hence, here, became anonymous. In these cases authorship gets lost
and diffused in time. Both these can be called temporal anonymity since
time plays a significant role in causing it.

Anonymity can also occur due to diffusion in space. For instance, a
dictionary, though it has an editor, for all purposes is aNONYMOUS. This
is so because it has many collaborators. In other words, the sources of the
work are so many thatan identification of an authorship (or authorships)
is not possible. This is an instance of spatial anonymity where authorship
is diffused in the same space as to become unidentifiable. The Tripitakas
or the canonical texts of the Buddhists, which were probably compiled
during the reign of Asoka, are early examples. Here, various Buddhist
scholars from different sects cat and debated for nine months before
the rules were laid down. But who authored them? No one. First, they
were essentially assumed to be the words of the Buddha or his teachings.
Secondly, hundreds participated. Voices got lost. But most important,
they were books of rules, a body of unanimous opinion that belonged to
all and not works of remarkable skill or brilliance that would need the
question, who did it? Besides, in religion ego always has a secondary

osition, especially when such a text is canonical. And ego and the

acknowledgement of such an ego by others are necessary conditions of
authorship. .

In these synchronic and diachronic losses of authorial identities a
most fundamental guiding principle that can be detected is value. Certain
ancient texts like the Vedas, the Bible or the Quran, for all practical
purposes are considered anonymous. Here, they are considered so
valuable that they cannot be attributed to ahuman source like a 752, a se€r
or a prophet. On the other hand, 2 newspaper report may be anonymous
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“What is the root, Nigasena, of past time, and what of present and
what of future time?’
“Ignorance . ..." (79)

The Rg-Veda (X, 129)? asks:

.. .who is succeeded in finding out
wherefrom the world has come, who has seen it?
¥ * E

He who has created it or not created it
He knows it or does not he too know?

In Greece, Heraclitus concludes: The universe was not created by
anyone . . . but it was ever.?

‘Whatever the answer to this question of who—be it God, ignorance,
Brahman or Fire the first principle—it clearly points to man’s eternal
quest to find out the root, the origin, the cause, the author, the father
of what he considers valuable.

Once the question has been asked, the answer can basically be
three—either the world is selfcreated, or it has a supernatural or
human source. It is only with the human source of origin that anonymity
or authorship is linked.

But by merely saying that value determines the very possibility of
anonymity or authorship we will not make much progress. A palace is
valuable but one may not ask who built (I do not mean the king) it or
designed it.

In other words, the value should not be merely utilitarian or economic,
but one where elments of brilliance, skill, wonder or fear come in. Who
could make such a thing! In other words, a perceiver—an ego or
identity—must suddenly become aware of and be fascinated by the
who—the source—behind the work or text. When such an awareness
has caught a noticeable chunk of society or civilization the possibility of
anonymity or authorship emerges.

It is in this context that all the ancient revealed traditions pose an
interesting question. Why is it that they are anonymous? Is it accidental
or intentional? True, much of it must be accidentally lost in time. But
divinity is something which is imposed from outside upon these texts in
a tradition. In other words, man is replaced by God or a suprahuman
source and authorship is snatched away. Thus texts, such as the Vedas,
the Bible or the Quran become anonymous by convention.

Earlier, I had made a distinction between an author and a writer as
scribe. In revealed texts, the authors are bereft of their authorship and
are considered mere scribes. The Vedas are considered apaurasya, that
is, not written by human agency. Sruti, the body of Vedic texts, is that
which is communicated from the beginning; sacred knowledge orally
transmitted by the Brahmins from generation to generation, wisdom
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directly heard or revealed to the old sages. The Bibleis the word of God.
In The New Testament, the four apostles are the four scribes. The Quran is
imparted to Muhammad and is later transcribed while in Zend Avesta
God speaks to Zoroaster.

Interestingly, in case of Rg-Vedawe have an exhaustive list of names of
authors in anukramanis (which follows Vedangas)—Viswamitra, Atri, etc.
But for all that the Vedas are apaurasya. This instance might be critical
for it could point to a juncture in history when the Vedas became
ordained divine texts.

In all these cases, why is authorship snatched away or wilfully
sublimated and anonymity imposed upon them? It is because they are
deemed too valuable to have been written by human beings. In two
words, excess value. But the other very significant reason is the very
nature of language.

Man is born into language. Surrounded by echoes he uses language
and language uses him. In the modern context, this free-play of language
and its echoes is considered purposeless like the random Brownian
movement of molecular particles. But for the ancients language was
sacred—an ephemeral, mystical physically graspable manifestation of
the Almighty.

The Bible says:

In the beginning was the word (New Testament)

The Rg-Veda (X, 71,4) says:

One man hath never seen vak (speech) and yet he seeth; one man
hath hearing but he never heard her/But to another hath she
shown her beauty as a fond well-dressed woman to her husband.

It is perhaps these features of language—as an act, as memory, as
echo—that made it different from the builder’s bricks or the artist’s
paints and thus could lead to a distinctly different kind of anonymity
that was only possible with a text, not with a painting, a music score or
an architecture.

In other words, it could only be words—a text—that could be deemed
so immensely valuable as to lose theirhuman authorship to divinity.

But here, if another significant concept is not mentioned, the
discussion will remain incomplete—the role and significance of
inspiration in the ancient texts.

Revelation of any kind is always intimately linked to inspiration.
According to Plato*:

a poet is an airy thing, a winged and holy thing; and he cannot
make poetry until he becomes inspired and goes out of his senses
and no mind is left in him . . . the poets are nothing but God’s
interpreters. . . . (fon, 18)

Naively put, all revelations are inspirations but all inspirations are
not revelations.
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Revelations, in a civilization, are what are considered absolute truths to
which nothing can be added and from which nothing can be taken. On
the contrary, many wise sayings that are inspired may be considered
only relative truths and hence cannot become anonymous even if their
authors want them to. Two significant points strike us here, First, in the
early days of civilization, all creative writing was considered inspired.
Anything out of the ordinary was considered supernatural and stripped
of its authorship. Over time, authorship was gradually restored to them,
On the other hand, those writings which were considered too valuable
were stripped of their authorship and incorporated into the revealed
tradition.

Secondly, it is not the author who decides anonymity or authorship
but a tradition. Many ancient writers, in their humility, considered their
works too good to have been written by them. They attributed such
texts to God or divinity. And yet after all this, authorship was still
imposed upon them. On the other hand, it is possible (though we do
not know for sure) than an author insisted that Aehad written a text and
yet it passed into some revealed tradition. Thus, it is the tradition that
decides the fate of many such texts. It was like the state deciding the fate
of the son once he was born. Language was still very mysterious in its
origin and inspiration was considered to come from outside. Authorship
with all its legal implications came much later in civilization.

We have earlier mentioned that anonymity or authorship was
s_omething imposed from outside. The Mahabharata, a huge body of
literature written over at least six hundred years is an interesting example
which is ascribed to Vyasadeva. For all practical purposes it has an
author (with his history, biography, legends and anecdotes) even though
like ballads it underwent modifications, revisions and enlargement over
centuries. This is so because $ruti is what can be equated with revealed
texts while the Mahabharata does not fulfil those norms. Thus, here it is
the degree of value that decides the nature of anonymity or authorship.
Here, either an authorship is arbitrarily thrust upon them or they
become anonymous in a more human way.

Authorship is generally external. I am not talking about the fact that
there is one or more subjects inside the narrative network. I am not
talking about the writer disappearing in the echoes of his words. But in
fact, the author’s name usually does not form a part of the text. In other
words, it is external to the text. It is usually not to be found inside the
space of the text which is what happens when a painter puts a signature
on his painting. But in certain later Indian traditions, mostly oral, the
author makes it a point to incorporate his name into the knitting of the
text.

This could be a significant point in the story of Indian texts when the
author no longer takes the risk of leaving his name to the memories of
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other men. He makes it an integral part of the text so that it would not
be lost in memory.

Speech, at its origin served a most utilitarian function as a counterpart
to action. It elicited action or was response to it. For instance, a hunter
used speech to tell where the deer were or got some information which
would help him in locating his game. But with the growth of memory,
strings of words could be remembered accurately and chanted, isolated
from their immediate living. Whether they served some magical function
or some aesthetic craving these ancient strings of remembered words in
a particular sequence can be considered the first texts. It seems, though
somebody made up these songs or someone modified them, they
belonged to all the people of the tribe and hence were anonymous.
Tribes usually had some kind of communism in which most things
belonged to all. Early songs were like that. They belonged to all. It must
have been difficult for them to privatize something like language which
everyone shared.

Another thing common to ancient tribes was the fact that the
individual was not deemed very valuable. In those primitive communisms
a magic charm or a song could be a treasure, but no specific man could
be considered significant enough to be linked to it. Perhaps such texts
later became the property of a select few—the priests. But they were
handed down and belonged to them as a piece of property, like a chair.
The important question then, possibly, was not who made the chair but
who possessed it.

But a text is more than property, and its author need not necessarily
possess it. Shakespeare and other Elizabethan dramatists sold their
plays. But the plays still belonged to them in a different sense. The
author may not have any specific claim over his text but the society
recognized and did not deny the umbilical bond between the two.

The emergence of legalized authorship, as Foucault points out, came
pretty late in civilization and can be related to capitalism or individualism.
Authorship was licensed and a text became a kind of wealth with money
involved. This was possible through printing which gave the physical
dimension of a text (namely, a book) a more concrete shape. A book
was made to be sold, yielded money, and hence a text as property was
graspable. The reason for pointing this out is two-fold. One, it is
important to realize that a text also had a physical economically graspable
dimension and indeed became a matter of business. But much more
important, it points clearly to the fact that ownership, prior to this stage
must have posed a strange problem. Property assumes that it is both
unique and limited. It also implies that it is concrete and hence its
ownership can be located. But a text is unique in the sense that it can be
transmitted by memory and hence stolen. In this process haif a
community can manage to possess the text. This unique quality of the
text, that it can be stolen from one by way of transmission makes it
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impossible for one to assume that the one who possesses it owns it.
Thus, inevitably, its relation to its author must have argued in favour of
his rightful ownership. This could be another reason which determined
the relation between text and author or anonymity.

1i1

A revealed text is not possible today. Its emergence is simply an
impossibility. Even if one suddenly discovers a very antiquated and
invaluable text, it can neverbe incorporated into a tradition of revelation.
In other words, today, a text cannot ever become anonymous because
of immense value. ;

Language is still enigmatic. But it has been stripped of its mysteries,
of its magic. The immense value of words came from their link with
truth—word is wisdom, word is God. It arose from the fact that meaning
could never be separated from word. It evolved from the
acknowledgement that words came as inspiration, voices spoke from
within the space inside. Such miracles had to be preserved as they were,
without the slightest change.

But today inspiration has been explained away by psychologists. The
centre has also been abolished. It is no longer possible to believe that
codified words or texts can say anything outside of or beyond themselves.
But in the process language has regained its enigma in a more baffling
way. It is unpredictable, its meanings innumerable, a jumble of echoes
without an origin.

This state of affairs has come about in an interesting way. When
Saussure defined language as a system—a vast repertoire at a given
moment of time from which man used some—the possibility of language
using man became more distinct. On the other hand, he pointed to the
ephemeral quality of meaning. When meaning could no longer be
considered independent of the word, language as a system could no
longer be attached to an umbilical mother or Supreme being. In this
background, the attack upon the author was perhaps a reaction to the
excess of attention that he had received during the last two centuries. It
was also because of the fact that the authors themselves showed a keen
awareness of language using them rather than they using language. To
name a few, Mallarme, Kafka, Brecht, Beckett. Barthes in “The Death of
the Author’, says:

Though the sway of the Author remains powerful . . . it goes
without saying that certain writers have long since attempted to
loosen it '

He adds:

Once the Author is removed, the claim to decipher a text becomes
quite futile.®
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What he tries to emphasize here is that the authors or writers do not
perhaps try to say anything. Itis as if language speaks through them—they
only compile the echoes and combinations of words and cultures which
move in the space of their minds. '

Here, two kinds of anonymities are being indicated. One, a text has
multiple identities. There are fictions within fictions, voices within
voices. When we look at a book, we immediately link it to the name of its
author written on its cover. But within a book, a voice speaks, a narrator
narrates. Who is he? He may or may not be the author. In the novels of
Kafka the narrator is without a name—anonymous. In Eliot’s Waste Land,
there are many voices, not only without names, but without identities,
without sexes, without history. This can be called internalanonymity since
this anonymity is within the text. But it does not affect the external
relation of the text and its author. We still know what Kafka, Brecht or
Beckett wrote.

But the other kind of attempted anonymity comes when the author
attempts, in his text to show that he has not written it, but as Levi-Strauss
phrases, it is written within the space called man. In other words, since
the author denies having written it, we may as well say that the text
writes itself in him. Ironically, this situation is similar to inspiration. But
here language is assumed to be playing a game without any purpose,
not directed at any meaning outside of itself. In other words, we cannot
impart it any value.

In this manner, a text’s very unity is threatened to be disrupted.
Barthes tries to find an alternate unity in the reader into whom the text
enters and who tries to give it his own meaning. But Foucault simply
changes the line of inquiry to the organizational elements of a text
rather than its intention or meaning.

In this scenario the possibilities of anonymity come in a haze, in a
hallucinatory vision where there can be nothing called meaning, nothing
can be pointed to and identified as this, where incoherence leads to a
dissolution of identity.

On the other hand, in the post-modern culture everything is mass-
produced, mass-designed in a desperate urgency, in a hurry, where
there is no time. Recognition needs time, enough time to reflect, think
at least twice about something. It also needs a space where a thing
stands out, where it is slightly different from other things and where
there is enough opportunity to recognize this slight difference. Where
we do not have these there is anonymity. A text becomes a thing like an
ice-cream to be consumed. And in the flurry of voices, echoes and
memories floating around it becomes another echo in the brain’s
digestive space. Where, thus, a text’s very identity is threatened, where
there is not enough time, enough memory, anonymity is an imminent
possibility.

But here we actually encounter two issues. As said earlier, it is a
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culture that determines anonymity and authorship. It determines what
is significant enough to have an author, In mass production each text is
similar. They have a utilitarian purpose to serve. The author’s attitude is
also determined by the sociological conditions. In the texts he produces
daily for a newspaper for his living, he may see no intimations of
immortality. He may not find what he writes valuable enough to carry
his name, the possibility of authorship or fame. On the other hand,
there are many advertisement legends which are authored by the agency,
namely Mudra or Visiontek. Here, it is possible that many people
collaborated. But it is more likely that the legend is bought. Authorship
and the possibilities of immortality are sacrificed to money.

As mentioned earlier most pornographic confessions have been
anonymous. But these days in much pulp fiction or pornographic
journals actual names are replaced by fictitious names. This is interesting
since here, as a token gesture to convention, a name is added like an
appendage to the text. But it is a name without a history, without a
responsibility, without a human being to attach itself to.

At the end of this paper I wish to discuss two issues which I consider
most significant. What gave rise to this emphasis on the relation between
text, authorship and anonymity? Can anonymity really claim texts in the
present context as Barthes and Foucault have predicted?

The two issues, I strongly believe, are related. The possibility of
anonymity or authorship arise only when one raises the question who. At
some point of time, in the history of language, in various cultures this
question was raised. Why? Because authorship in not only related to a
text, but to immortality through the text. When man became aware of
the durable nature of codified language, he must have tried to seek
through it his sustenance. Kings built monuments to be remembered.
So also with texts.

Foucault speaks of discourse, power and authority. Who wrote this
order? The king. The text assumes power though its author. He also
points to the fact that ancient scientific texts got their authority through
their authors and their credence. But at the same time, a scientific
discourse sustained its author and his immortality only as a codified
text.

Due to these and various other reasons, a text was linked to a who, an
originator, a father. And thus a text became also an extension of an ego,
the outward articulation of a mind. It became a link between two egos,
two selves, two identities——the one who authored and the one who
received it or read it.

Barthes says:

... the reader . . . is simply someone who holds together in a single
field all the traces by which the written text is constituted . . . . We
know that to give writing its future, it is necessary to overthrow the
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myth: the birth of the reader must be at the cost of the death of the
author.’

Foucault on the other hand predicts in ‘What is an Author™

We would no longer hear the questions that have been rehashed
for so long: Who really spoke? Is it really he and not someone else?

With what authenticity and originality? . . . . Instead, there would
be other questions, like these: What are the modes of existence of
this discourse ... .8

But for such a thing to happen the first step is to remove the names of
Foucault and Barthes from these quotations; to remove their names
from their texts; to remove all names from all texts. Are we prepared to
do so? For my part, I will stubbornly resist anyone removing my name
from what I have written. For this, which I have written, I consider an
extension of myself, however fragmented, neurotic and multi-
dimensional that myself might be; because I still consider language
significant enough to carry the memory of my voice, the hope of my
immortality.

Unless I crack up and am sent to a madhouse or sublimate and
dissolve into something larger I will hold on to my unstable ‘T'. Tt is
something instinctive to me, which sustains my very existence. Are we
prepared for such a large self-denial? Is it possible to lose our curiosity
about the author of a text which we find skilful, brilliant or fascinating,
even if the author is an empty space in a mind where the words write
themselves?
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(I) On Humanism, Secularism and Socialism+

PAULOS MAR GREGORIOS

I will begin by making a confession that to socialism, I have some
commitment, but to humanism and secularism, [ have no commitment.
I am a fundamental critic of both humanism and secularism. And I tell
you why? Let us start with humanism. As you all know, all ‘ism’ words
with two or three exceptions are of nineteenth century origin. Before
that you would not find any ‘ism’. Before the nineteenth century,
nobody talked about Hinduism, Buddhism, Jainism, Mohammedanism
and all that. And the reason for that is in the nineteenth century,
thinkers wanted to classify everything in the world as systems or doctrines
or dogmas or ideologies—a set of interconnected ideas. That’s what
‘ism’ really means—a set of ideas. However, it does not work everywhere
in the same way. Hinduism, for instance, is not simply a set of ideas, it is
a series of practice. We, in our classical languages, do not have a word
for ‘ism’. We have schools, darianas, sampradayas, but ‘ism’ is not one of
our approaches. It is basically the peculiarity of our new enlightenment
culture that we want to know everything as an ‘ism’. What is the idea
behind any ‘ism’? For example, in Christianity somebody asked me,
‘what do you orthodox believe which is different from Catholics and
Protestants?’ Well, the assumption is that orthodoxy is a set of beliefs,
and Catholic and Protestant are schools. Orthodoxy is not a set of ideas
but a way of life, practice and all that. So ‘ism’ comes itself as a concept
which can distort reality. '
About humanism which Oxford Dictionary defines as ‘system of beliefs
that concentrate on common human needs and seeks rational rather
than divine ways of solving human problems’. Humanism is a system of
beliefs which mainly concentrates on human needs and a rational
solution to those needs. This is the essential feature of humanism. I
would say that humanism is the central product of the process which we
call European enlightenment. I tell you why. There are two kinds of
humanism—liberal humanism and Marxist humanism. These are two
different kinds of humanism and we have to look into how they came

*These lectures were transcribéd by Dr R.P. Singh, Reader, Group of Philosophy, Jawaharlal
Nehru University, New Delhi.
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into being. Humanism of the liberal variety has no consistent ideological
structure. Liberal humanism simply says that none of the dogma should
be accepted, everything should be opened, everything could be
examined critically by reason. It is humanism in the sense that it makes
human being its central concern. In Marxism also human being is the
central concern. Liberal humanism has set arbitrary commitments
usually to Justice and to the Freedom of man as its central commitments.
But this commitment is not based on any consistent ideology. Whereas
Marxism has a very highly developed sophisticated philosophical
ideology, that ideology has one basic difference from Western liberalism.
Marxism will not regard humanity and the world as two separate,
disjunct realities. In liberal humanism, human being stands as the
subject and the world as the object. Marxism does not like that. Marxism
sees human beings themselves as the natural development of the process
of evolution. It comes out of nature, not apart from nature, it is an
extension of nature, it is an integral part of nature, it is dependent on
nature for its very being. Engels said humanity is an ‘exchange of
material’ and it means ‘metabolism’. Human being becomes human
being with his metabolism of interaction with material things, only by
handling it, by touching it, feeling it, and also in the process of changing
it becomes human being. You do not become human being without this
metabolism with nature. In liberal humanism, human being is regarded
as ‘given’ and nature is regarded as another ‘given’, and nature is
something for you to ‘use’. Our environmental problem comes out of
the basic separation of humanity from nature. Marxism does not do
that. In Marxism, humanity itself is an aspect of nature, integrally
related to it and dependent on it for its very being. But in the European
enlightenment, as you know, it was an ideological movement. The basic
thing about European enlightenment is an attempt to totally undermine
the feudal system and to give a rationale to new bourgeoisie, that is
where the enlightenment begins. Bourgeoisie means ‘city dwellers’,
‘Bour’ means ‘city’. Bourgeoisie was a new class of people comprising of
artisans, craftsmen, traders and others, just coming out around the
seventeenth century as a result of the economic and social developments.
They wanted in the first place to overthrow feudalism and to establish a
new philosophical justification for the new class. The class is the new
bourgeoisie—the citizens. In doing so one thing became very clear as a
historical fact. The old feudal system was so integrally related to the
religion and it was very clear that as long as religion and feudal system
work together, any attack on feudal system would not work. So in the
European enlightenment, it was decided that religion as such should be
put out. Even in the French revolution, there were some people who
were ‘deists’ believing that God started the whole thing, then He went
away and everything goes on in accordance with the natural laws, that is,
deists. Even Voltaire was like that. But others were strongly convinced
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that you cannot defeat feudalism unless you defeat the religion. The
best example of that is Heinrich Heine—the great German poet and
writer. He said that in France you are able to beat religion but in
Germany we are not because religion is so deeply rooted and unless we
defeat this religious entrenchment, we cannot begin our task. This was
one side of it. Voltaire was also influenced by this idea that religion was
a reactionary force. Nehru himself was partly of the same point of view
that religion was an obstacle to progress. If you want progress, not only
should you attack religion but also put it aside.

Until enlightenment, the integrating intellectual principle was the
belief in- God. It was in theology that all the human problems in
experience were integrated. Now the enlightenment threw out that
integrating principle—the religion as the matrix of thought process. In
that place enlightenment put the human reason which could integrate
everything. This was the basic change which European enlightenment
brought. T myself do not subscribe to that theology as integrating
element. But once you subscribe to enlightenment reason, you find
that the integrating principle does not fully work. So you divide
‘experience’ into three compartments—science, ethics and art. In the
new enlightenment thinking, technically it is human reason that

reconciles the three. But that integration is very flimsy. It does not have

adequate foundation. Immanuel Kant particularly was the one who was
trying to distinguish between three kinds of reason—pure reason,
practical reason and the judgment. In the one, you know the things
(phenomenay), in the other, you know how to act, in the third, you have
to discern what is good. By making this separation, he held on the ‘idea
of reason’ which was already divided in three compartments. European
enlightenment has this problem that ‘reason’ as such is not able to fulfil
the task of integrating everything. But the enlightenment was able to
assert on the ‘autonomy’ and ‘adulthood’ (maturity). According to the
evolutionary ideology which was going through that time, humanity has
been developing into three phases; one is the religious stage, the
second stage is metaphysics. These two stages are the stages of
‘immaturity’ of humanity. Humanity becomes ‘mature’ when its
knowledge becomes ‘scientific’ which is the third stage. Science is the
mature form of human dealing with reality. Both religion and

metaphysics belong to the ‘childhood’ of humanity. Maturity means

repudiating religion and metaphysics. The positive thing is that it
affirms humanity. In the eighteenth century, Immanuel Kant wrote
‘What Is Enlightenment?’ In that pamphlet he says, ‘Enlightenment is
the coming of the age of maturity throwing away all that belongs to
childhood’. And why is humanity languished because, it does not have
the ‘courage’ to trust its own ‘reason’, it is too dependent on religion
and metaphysics. So the enlightenment means that human being has to
have the ‘courage’, to think beldly, to overthrow childishness. It was
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industrial revolution which was coming out of feudal relationship and
was trying to affirm human autonomy. Individual’s dignity, freedom
and rights are affirmed in enlightenment reason. If reason has to be
criticized, it has to be critisized by reason alone. That is what we mean
by ‘critical reason’. . .

Now interestingly enough, socialism is a reaction against
enlightenment rationality, because socialism says that in the industrial
revolution, since individual is central and his property is the source of
his freedom. Immanuel Kant says that if you are, for example, a tutor at
a rich man's house and if you share his table for breakfast, you are not
free. You will be free if you have your own property or a job so that you
are not dependent on any body for your livelihood. If you have no
property, you cannot even vote. If you have private property, you w1ll.be
law-maker and obeyer. And this is the thrust of enlightenment rationality.
Propertied citizens have the rights to vote and to legislate. This p::inciple
ultimately led to individualism and acquisitive greed. This is what
socialism reacts with.

Now I ask the question—what is socialism? The essential thing for
socialism is not equality or social justice but to change the extreme
individualist orientation of enlightenment. It is an attempt to create a
social being who is not like the human beings of the commodity
culture. Socialism believes that unless the total structure of
society—economic, social, political and cultural—is transformed, the
socialist kind of human being cannot emerge. Human being is not
produced by preaching alone. Socialism believes that in the very process
of ‘socially organized labour’, human beings get transformed. The
essence of Marxist socialism lies in ‘socially organized labour’ in order
to produce a new kind of human personality. If you say that you want to
produce to have justice, it does not work. Socialism wants to change the
human ‘psyche’, from an individual psyche to a social psyche: In
capitalism, you work in order to get something for yourself. In socialism,
you work in order that other people satisfy their needs. Labour is not
the purpose of fulfilling your own needs. Labour is the purpose of
making sure that all human beings can fulfil their needs. This is a
different orientation to labour.

But the question is how do you go about finding out—what is man?
There is no answer to it. There is no methodology on the basis of which
you can make out the basic understanding of what a human being is.
Phenomenologically, we can say this is what the human being is now.
But ‘what should a human being be’ is a very difficult question. Now
this is all that I have to say on humanism.

On secularism, let me say, there are three words with different
meanings—secular, secularization and secularism. In India we confuse
one with the other. India as a state is secular but as a nation, it is
communal. At the time of partition, Mr Jinnah said that Pakistan would
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be a religious country. In reaction to that, Jawaharlal Nehru said that
India would be a secular state. Because there was no other word available
that time as non-religious state or something. Therefore Nehru chose
the word ‘secular state’. I do not question that decision. That was a
period of big crisis in which he had to take the decisions very quickly,
and Nehru took over this word for his liberal education without
understanding the history of this word.

The word ‘secular’ has a very old origin, ‘secularization’ originated
during the sixteenth century and ‘secularism’ in the nineteenth century.
The word secular as an adjective goes back to the Latin culture. It is a
Latin word ‘saecularis’ and it comes as an adjective after the word
‘saeculum’ which in pre-Christian Latin meant ‘a long period of time’
almost something like our ‘yugam’ which means ‘world structure’ but
not the world as *basically conceived’ but as ‘time conceived’. [Likewise]
‘a long period of time’ is called saeculum. Then it came to be, saeculum
meant ‘century’ or ‘a hundred years’. Already in the time of Julius
Caesar that is 44 B, at the end of every century, they had saeculum
games, once in a one hundred years, celebrating the century that is
passing and welcoming the new century that is coming. It is a good time
for us to do it now. But then saeculum meant ‘belonging to the century’.
After he beginning of the Christian church, the word secular takes on a
new meaning. Itis distinguished from seecularis and religious. What does
it mean? Religious means ‘monastric’, attached to a monastry community
under a given set of rules. This is the meaning of religious till the
eighteenth century. Opposed to that was the word ‘secular’.

Then the word ‘secularization’ (sixteenth century). The word was
first used in the Treaty of West Falia in Germany which was signed by
ihe European nations fighting for the Thirty Years War. The drafters of
the treaty had used the word ‘secularization’. What does it mean? When
you take away the property that belonged to the Catholic Church and
give it to public, it meant secularization. Then it meant that not only
property but also institutions and ideas should be taken away from the
control of the Church and be given to public openness. That is the way
secularization came into being.

Secularism is a peculiar nineteenth century word like all other ‘isms’
and has a specific meaning. Around the beginning of nineteenth and
twentieth century, a man called G.J. Holiock in England started a view
called ‘secularism’. It was very popular promoted by some of the highest
scientists of the time. What he said was this: ‘All the religions belonged
to the immature past of humanity. Now we are at the stage of science
and positive thought.” In the beginning, it was very popular in England
and America. But it collapsed in the 30s. When Hitler came up, people
said ‘this is what secularism has produced’. There was a reaction against
fascism and in that reaction secularism was also more or less abandoned
by a large number of people. Indian secularism is a peculiar thing. Tt
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moves away from the western model and makes certain basic principles.
One of them is separation of religion and politics. But it does not really
work. Religion is the heart of politics in India. The other principles
are—state is not religious or anti-religious and that all religions are
equal.

Now I shall falk about something which Marxist socialist has to take
into account especially if he has learned a lesson from what happened
in Central and Eastern Europe in the 1980s of which the Chinese just
managed to survive. I would say that there are ten things which socialism
has to re-think: _

(1) It must rediscover its original purpose, namely transformation of
human mind from an individual to social psyche. That has been lost
very quickly after the achievement of socialism. The fundamental part is
the human being and the transformation of the human being from
individualistic, inquisited, property oriented to social being. Inside the
Soviet Union, there is so much interest in private property and individual
greed which Marxism was not able to stop.

(2) The notion that progress is automatic. That is to say the assumption
that as means of production become stronger and better, the
corresponding new relations of production will automatically emerge.
And in a sense, science and technology is that which brings about this
change. Science and technology improve the means of production so
that human beings per capita or according to the number can produce
more, and when they produce more, they cannot be organized as they
were before. In feudalism, there was a particular kind of organization
which was mostly agriculture, there were feudal lords, serfs and all that.
When industrial culture came that feudal system of social relations
became obsolete and you had wage labour emerging as a new
phenomenon which required a new organization to accept it. The idea
that as capitalism fades away, socialism comes into being, and that it is
automatic, is questionable because it has not happened that way. Again
and again capitalism develops techniques of survival. It was a dogmatic
confidence that capitalism will fall down from its internal weight. You
cannot say that automatically socialism will come when technology
comes, organizations will change and socialisin will emerge. We have to
think of other factors than just the relations of production which are
changes by the means of production.

(3) The inevitability of socialism out of historical necessity is too
much a dogma. It has no adequate philosophical basis. In Marxism,
history is a substitute for God because it is history that will accomplish
the final fulfilment. Here is a dogma which is just the secularization of
an earlier dogma. A Christian will say—God is going to bring justice. A
Marxist will say—history is going to bring justice. I do not think there is
any philosophical foundation to it.

(4) We have to re-examine the value theory developed by Marx
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mainly as you see it in Capital. This is one of the most sophisticated
theories in human history. It says value is created in human labour. But
this is not true. In fact, human labour is one of the factors that creates
value. There are other factors too depending on-the market mechanism.
The very word ‘value’ has been abandoned by the economists. Value
was meant that which you desire to appropriate. Among post-Marxist
economists there was tremendous discussion on it. Economists have
abandoned the value theory and phenomenologists picked it up and
made value-theory and so on. One of the things which classical Marxism
has not taken into account is the sales-technique of capitalism like
advertisement and with it mind-washing, making people buy things
which they do not need. Not that it has got value in the ordinary sense
but that is there as a commodity and you acquire it. This is a great power
of capitalism because capitalism creates new desires and then creates
the commodity which will fulfil that desire. Socialism could not take
adequate account of it.

(5) That class-struggle is the only decisive principle for understanding
everything that happens is one of the exaggerations of Marxism. There
is no doubt about it that—class struggle is very powerful, but that is not
the only means. We have in our Indian politics ethnic struggles which
cut across class-struggle. When you come out of European societies,
there are other struggles, religious struggles, community struggles.
These too have been taken into account if you want to prepare an
adequate socialism for the future.

(6) The role of the party in socialism has to be re-assessed. What
happened is that you developed a theory that there is the proletariat
and on behalf of the proletariat, the party will exercise its power. In
practice, the proletariat was almost side-tracked and the party became
the dictator of the society. The lack of democracy within the Party was
the big problem in the whole of Central and Eastern European socialism.
The Party must be accountable to the proletariat. Also you must forgive
me for saying so. The Party members should not seck comfort, should
notwant privilege. They are the monks of the new era. A true communist
does not seek anything for himself. Unfortunately this has not happened.
I can say the same thing about Christianity. So long as Bishops and
priests are seeking comfort, privilege and pleasure, the church will go
down.

(7) Decentralization of property relationship. The idea that Party
should own all means of production is a stupid idea. How can you do
that? We must make a distinction between private property and personal
property. If I have a flat inr which I live, that is, my personal property.
But if I have a flat which I rent out, that is my private property because I
am making money out of that. Personal property is the basic necessity
of life which everybody will like to have. But private property is a means
of production including land, building and industry and so on. We
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need to decentralize the private property. On personal property, there
should be limits and controls, I agree with that. But private property as
a means of production cannot be centrally owned by the Party. In fact,
the Party is not competent, especially in a large country like Soviet
Union, the party is not able to adequately control the private property.

(8) There must be international democracy within the Party of which
I spoke at the SovietInstitute of Philosophy. There must be democracy
among the communist parties of different countries along with CPSU.
Even our communist party should not have just accepted whatever was
given to them from Moscow. We must be bold enough to participate
and say what we think about economy. There must also be cultural
internationalism within the Party structure.

(9) Minimalization of unnecessary violence. At one time Marxism
said that violence was necessary in some cases, and then it became a
licence for all the time. Even in Kerala, it just goes on.

(10) Some of the ideological questions have to be reopened, though
it is a very difficult task. The fundamental basis of Marxism is a kind of
historical-dialectical materialism. It says that the only reality that exists
is matter in the process of dialectical development. In 1980, Soviet
thinkers made a small change in it and said that it is not matter alone
but matter and energy that are developing dialectically. This is a very
difficult issue. Matter, as we know, exists by itself, self-existent, uncaused.
But in cosmic evolution, matter is something which has come out of
energy.

Let me now conclude this lecture. I believe in the principle of a
pluralistic society. [ would even say a cosmopolitan society. For example,
in south India where I come from, we have alinost welcomed everybody
who came from abroad. Jews came, Parsees came, Jains came, Buddhists
came, all were welcome, because we are cosmopolitan. You have a right
to follow your own religion and at the same time you can live with us.
This is what we need today.

[The lecture was followed by a question-answer session |.

Dr R.P. Sinch: Father, what do you think—does socialism have a future?
The classical Marxist foundation of socialism practised by Lenin has
failed. Do you think by incorporating ten points that you have
suggested, socialism could be revived?

Dr Grecorios: I think it is only socialism that has a future, capitalism
does not have it. Capitalism survives on two factors; constant renewal
of technology and availability of markets. But logically and
philosophically there is definitely an end to it.

Dr RanjaN K. GHosH: The present society is almost a global society. So
what kind of relationship do we envisage between technology and
human relationship?
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Dr ‘GREGORIOS: We cannot live without technology. The big problem
with technology is that it has run away from human control.
Technology is made into commodity which is sold in the market. It
has become one way of exploiting the people. At the same time,
without technology even science cannot develop.
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Today, we shall talk on ‘postmodernism’. Unfortunately, everything is
called an ‘ism’ these days. Normally, ‘ism’ means ‘a clear set of ideas’
and a programme based on it. If you ask any postmodernist to say what
postmodernism is, he is lost. There in no way of defining it. It is a
‘movement’, it is an ‘attitude’ or a ‘mood’, but not a systematic thing
where you can develop concepts and relationships, precisely what the
postmodernists are against. Any attempt to oversystematize thought by
being reduced to any kind of system is to reduce thinking as such. So
postmodernism is basically a ‘mood’. We must be careful of those
people who include everything in postmodernism so that it becomes
too all inclusive. Anything that happens after the modern period becomes
postmodern. That's not true. Then there is opposite critique of
postmodernism which largely came from the Left. It says that
postmodernism is an expression of decadence of late capitalism. This is
a negative kind of an approach towards postmodernism. I do not want
to take that line. Of course, the Left thinks that postmodernism is a
deviation, it stops you from taking a social action.

Postmodernism exists in different disciplines—in philosophy, in
architecture, in music, in literature, in politics and so on—in different
‘moods’ . Each of these has certain qualities. The first question is—what
is the relation of postmodernism to modernism? For that, we have to
see what modernism is? Then to find out the relationship. No
postmodernist will say that postmodernism is a denial of modernism.
They say it is a reconstruction, reinterpretation, an attempt to give a
new meaning to modernism. This is what the spokesman of
postmodernism, Jean-Francois Lyotard says that ‘re-writing modernity
is what is postmodernity’ not postmodernism because ‘ism’ is very bad.
For that we have to know what ‘modernity’ is? Modernity may be
defined as ‘quality of the new type’. The word came from Modoin Latin.
Modo is the same as ‘mode’ or ‘fashion’. What is in ‘mode’ now is
‘modern’. So much so in English language ‘our modern queen’ means
‘our present queen’.

Of course, there is no way of coming to terms with postmodernity
{most post-modern writers are allergic to the term ‘postmodernism’
since they do not regard it as one of those ‘isms’ of the modern lingo;
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they prefer postmodernity), we have to have some grasp of modernity,
and the movement away from modernity in post-Nietzschian thought.
‘We shall later have a look at these movements, mainly the post-Marxist
or New Left, the post-structuralist or deconstructionist, post-linguist or
post-positivist.

Max Weber characterized cultural modernity as the separation of
‘substantive reason’ expressed in religion and metaphysics into three
autonomous regions: Science, Morality and Art. Peter Berger in his
Facing up to Modernity (New York, 1977) suggested five phenomena
characteristic of modernity:

{(a) Abstraction
(b) Futurity

{c) Individualism
(d) Liberation

(e) Secularization

I prefer Max Weber’s definition for a start, but would amend that
slightly. For behind that separation of ‘substantive reason’ from the
religious consciousness, and also from its basic unity, is the fundamental
act of the Modern—the repudiation of the transcendent as the unifying
principle, and its replacement by human rationality as sovereign and as
the new unifying principle of all experience and all understanding. The
central and fundamental thrust of the modern, seems to me, is the bold
and unhesitating affirmation of the autonomy of the human individual
and society, as not dependent on, or answerable to, any other reality. It
is this affirmation that repudiates all external authority, outside of
human reason, whether of religion or of tradition. From that repudiation
of external authority and the affirmation of human autonomy and
sovereignty have come the other trappings of the Modern—for example,
Modern Science/Technology, Modern Urban-industrial civilization,
Modern Philosophy and Literature, and so on.

The beginnings of the Modern can be traced to that intellectual
fervour that spread in Europe from the middle of the eighteenth
century. The French Revolution of 1789 was a high point in the spread
of this intellectual-spiritual as well as political-economic-social ferment
in western society. The process lasted from mid-eighteenth to mid-
nineteenth century, and is still spreading geographically, encompassing
all cultures which adopt the urban-technological-industrial system, with
its capitalist mode of production, Calvinist—individualist.‘value—system’,
culture, medicine, communications system, educational system and
political-economic institutions, all based on human sovereignty. and
autonomy. We ‘modern educated people’ are all today, in large measure,
products of that ferment and process. In India, the process is pervasive,
but has not yet conquered all the people, since all the people have not
yet been educated:
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What is the European Enlightenment? It was Immanuel Kant
(1724-1804), one of its earliest prophets, who asked that question and
answered it in his article (in the Berlinischer Monaisschrift, December 1783
issue, entitled: Beantwortung der Frage: Was ist Aufklaerung® or) ‘Answer
to the Question: What is the Enlightenment?’

His answer: ‘Aufklaerung ist der Ausgang des Menschen aus seiner Selbst-
verschuldeten Unmuendigheit: Let me give his full answer:

Enlightenment is the coming out of Man from his self-imposed
immaturity. Immaturity is the incapacity to serve one’s own
understanding without direction (Leitung) from another. This
immaturity is self-imposed; Reason languishes, not because it lacks
understanding; what it lacks is resolution and courage; it is unwilling
to serve itself without an external authority. ‘Wise up! Wake up! Be
bold! (Sapere Aude! Habe Mut!) Take courage to serve your own
understanding’. This is therefore the Motto (Walspruch) of the
Enlightenment.

Jean-Francois Lyotard’s ‘Answering the Question: What is
Postmodernism?’ See Hassan . and Hassan S., (eds.), Imnovation/
Renovation, University of Wisconsin Press, Madison, Wisconsin, 1983,
pp- 71-82, seems to be a take-off from the title of Kant’s above-mentioned
article on the Enlightenment.

The Modern, if not identical with that process, is certainly a
consequence of that intellectual-spiritual ferment, which is sometimes
referred to as the European Enlightenment, to distinguish it from
other enlightenments like the Buddhist, to whom perhaps the term
originally belongs. Enlightenment Liberalism with its twin children of
modern Science/Technology and the Urban-industrial society, and its
two outcomes, namely the Marxist attempt to construct the ideal society,
and the Positivist-Linguistic/Discourse endeavour to capture the truth
in words, all are based on the affirmation of the autonomy of the
human individual and his/her capacity to know, shape and order the
world. If these four constitute the hallmarks of the Modern, Postmodern
is Post-Enlightenment, Post-Marxist/Freudian and Post-Discourse. We
should give some attention to all three aspects, in order to come to
terms with the inchoate and imprecise term ‘postmodern’.

The first major post-Nietzschian systematic criticism of the European
Enlightenment came in this century from the Frankfurt School of
Social Research, at Frankfurt University in Germany. Max Horkheimer
and Theodor Adorno published their Dialectics of the Enlightenment in
1944, but the ideas were already brewing at the Frankfurt School during
the Hitler years. ‘Enlightenment is totalitarian’, declared both Adorno
and Horkheimer; the implication was that Nazi totalitarianism was a
product of Enlightenment Liberalism, whose central thrust is to establish
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human domination over everything, and to eliminate that which resists
such domination.

(‘From now on, matter would at last be mastered without any illusion
of ruling or inherent powers (in it), of hidden qualities. For the
Enlightenment, whatever does not conform to the rule of computation
and utility is suspect’ (Dialectics, op. cit., p. 6):

Elsewhere in the same book they said: “The fully enlightened earth
radiates disaster triumphant.’” The Enlightenment’s attempt was to
capture Nature and keep it in the straitjacket of abstract reason, which
it misinterpreted as scientific reason?

Adorno’s Against Epistemology was an even more violent attack on the
claim of scientific rationality to be resting on secure epistemic
foundations. Adorno raised the question about the basic flaw in all
epistemology, namely that no epistemology can itself be established by
that Epistemology. Hegel had earlier raised that question apropos of
Kant’s epistemology of the categories. By what categories were these
categories themselves established? That was Hegel’s question, which
had been formulated in India by our great genius Nagarjuna in his
Vigrahavyavartini, already 18 centuries before Hegel. ‘If your Sasira is
based on certain pramdnas, then may I ask by what pramanas were those
pramdnas themselves established?” '

Post-modernism recognizes the difficulty in establishing any system
of knowledge on an indubitable basis of certainty. Goedel’s theorem
had already in 1932 mathematically demonstrated that in any given
system, there will be one or more elements not provable within the
system, but are brought in from the outside by assumption. The modern
was a quest for that indubitable certainty of knowledge as ‘proven and
objective’, yielded by experience and logic. For a while science thought
that it could state truth objectively and prove it. Now we know all proof
is inductive, and therefore, tentative, and can be questioned by
subsequent experience. We know also that there is no such thing as a
non-subjective objectivity, that all perception involves subjectivity, that
the perceiver is always part of the reality perceived. No scientific theory
is handed down by the objective reality; it is the human subjectivity that
formulates scientific hypotheses, and then tests their validity by
experimentation. Science is neither non-subjectively objective, nor finally
proven. :

The Enlightenment, as a tyrannical-absolutist quest to master the
world through human rationality—is a project that has failed—the
attempt to unify all experience through the single dialectical logic of
unaided human reason. Nietzsche in the last century had decried the
Enlightenment as well as its emaciating and freedom-smothering
rationality, scientism and historicism. Postmodernism is post-
enlightenment, in a very Nietzschian sense, in fact in a Dionysian-
Bacchanalian style of repudiation of all rules and conventions, a creativity
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that springs from excess of energy, an excess that is sexual and orgiastic,
which Nietzsche commended as the antidote to this insipid rulebound
rationality of the Enlightenment. Hence Lyotard’s intriguing title:
Economic libidinale.

Jiirgen Habermas, the last of the Frankfurt scholars, has sought to
put some legitimacy to modernity by integrating it with a universal
pragmatism. Habermas, in his Philosophical Discourse of Modernity (MIT
Press, 1987), recognizes the fact that the whole western project of
replacing religion with reason as the comprehensive uniting factor has
simply exploded. Nietzsche doubted whether modernity can be
redeemed at all; it cannot fashion out of itself the criteria for itself. ‘For
from ourselves we moderns have nothing at all’ (On the Advantage and
Disadvantage of History for Life, Cambridge, 1980, p. 24, original Vom Nutzen
und Nachieil der Historie fuer das Leben, 1874). But Habermas has made an
attempt, rather uhcharacteristic of the Frankfurt School, to say that
while proof is not possible, validation of propositions is possible, though
the validation criteria may vary from discipline to discipline. The
validation criteria appropriate for the physical sciences cannot be used
for fhe social sciences, for example, as you go higher into art criticism
or {iterary criticism, even the criteria of the social sciences will not fit;
ideology formation requires another set of validation or legitimation
criteria.

This attempt of Habermas fixes him in the modernist rather than the
postmodernist:camp. He is still talking about propositional truths and
their legitimation, thus he is still in the positivist line.

In a sense, 1968 was a watershed year for Europe and America. In
that year the students led by new Left thinkers like Herbert Marcuse, hit
at the vitals of society in an effort to demolish it and reconstruct
something fresh and new. It was the year of the student revolts of
California and France, which mushroomed first to gigantic proportions,
only to fizzle out very soon. Marcuse had convinced them that humanity
was ready for a revolution, and that the students, who, unlike industrial
labour, had no vested interests of their own 10 defend, should strike,
wherever possible assisted by others. The edifice of society was so shaky
that one little knock from the students would bring it down, and out of
the ashes of the old the new would spontaneously spring up. In France
Daniel Cohn-Bendit and others led the revolt and students took over
the universities by force and began running them.

1 remember very well the excitement of those days. The students
captured the University in Sorbonne and Nanterre, and in that process
captured the Word, la Parole. It was touted as the most important event
in human history, more significant than the taking of the Bastille in the
French Revolution. The Word was power and that was now in the hands
of the young students. Everything was going to be all right, since the
students wanted only the welfare of humanity.
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Alas, how quickly that dream went sour even before two years had
passed!

It was, however a major trauma for the European-American younger
generation. They would never again, for a long time, try anything
revolutionary. They lost faith in the Parole they had captured. The
Word did not have the power they thought it had. Here was the
beginning of Derrida’s Deconstructionism, beginning in the wake of
the tragic discomfiture of the student revolt. Cohn-Bendit minced no
words. Liberalism had gone sour, and Marxism had gone senile. No
good was to be expected from either of these sources.

It was the quest for an emancipatory cultural politics, the blending of
aesthetics or art/literature with politics, that launched almost all the
post-modern thinkers on the new path. Scholastic-philosophical- or
foundational modes of thinking had proved to be sterile and
unproductive. You cannot always have a praxis fully conforming to
theory. Theory has sometimes to be thrown to the winds, if you want to
get some action. The Marxist ideology was also seen as shot through
with totalitarianism and corruption. Something new had to be tried;
the Apollonian or Rational-Harmonious had failed; only the Dionysian,
which has no time for theoretical reflection, but operates from joyful
abandon to libidinal energy, would do.

[After the presentation, the following questions were raised]

DR R.P. SiNgH: Father, the postmodern reaction to the modern European
philosephy is a story which is yet to be settled, for the story is far from
over. I have a twofold question. First, the postmodernists have
questioned the basic premises of medern philosophy; such as,
subjectivity, rationality, freedom, scientific knowledge, and so on. Do
you think' postmodernists could construct an alternative to those
issues? Secondly, in Derrida’s deconstruction, there is a doctrine of
tetrapharmekon. Is this doctrine closer to Nagarjuna’s tetralemas

Dr GrEGoRios: I entirely agree with you on both of your questions.
Postmodernists in reaction to modernists could regard reality
following diverse models, rich in conflicts. So far as Nagarjuna’s
tetralema is concerned, it has to be seen within Pratityasamutpada.
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‘The besetting sin of philosophers’, observes Hilary Putnam in his
Dewey lectures, (March 1994, Columbia University) ‘seems to be
throwing the baby out with the bathwater.” ‘From the beginning ’, he
continues, ‘each “new wave” of philosophers has simply ignored the
insights of the previous wave in the coursé of advancing its own. Today,
we stand near the end of a century in which there have been many new
insights in philosophy; but at the same time there. has been an
unprecedented forgetting of the insights of previous centuries and
millennia.” What better example could one find of such a situation than
Locke's whose views expressed in the four books which constitute his
monumental An Essay Concerning Human Understanding were, and still
are, severely criticized—and in some cases abandoned—Dby, not only-his
immediate successors but, even contemporary philosophers today
without acknowledging his basic insights. For instance, Ryle, while
commenting that the historians of philosophy have ‘written oft’ Locke
not merely as an empiricist but as the founder of the school of English
Empiricism, observes, ‘It is not quite clear what an empiricist is, but it is
quite clear that most of the doctrines which an empiricist should hold
are strenuously denied by Locke. That the evidence of particular
perceptions can never be a foundation for true knowledge, that true
knowledge is both completely general and completely certain and is of
the type of pure mathematics, that inductive generalizations from
collected observations can never yield better than probable
generalizations giving us opinion but not knowledge, are doctrines
which Locke’'s whole ‘essay’ is intended to establish. He even goes so far
with the rationalist metaphysician as to hold that the existence of God is
demonstrable. and he is at one with the Cambridge Platonists in arguing
the that principles of morality are demonstrable by the same methods
and with the same certainty as any of the propesitions of geometry.!
Coming nearer home to the issue at hand, namely the concept of
person and its identity (personal identity) Antony Flew claims to have
shown in his paper, ‘Locke and the Problem of Personal Identity’ that
Locke’s ‘central answer was wrong’, and that ‘the sources of his mistakes’,
he claims, ‘are five’. He concludes by observing thus: ‘We neither began
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nor intended to begin to tackle the problem itself, it was a sufficient,
and very Lockean, task to clear the ground of a few obstructions and to
point out some of the dangers which beset the road.’? It is beyond the
scope of this paper to enter into considering what is the ‘baby’ and what
is the ‘bath-water’ in Locke’s ‘Essay’. Its purpose is modest and its scope
limited. to consider only the concept of person as explicated by Locke,
in the light of modern philosophical thought, especially of David Wiggins
and Hilary Putnam. .

Locke defined a person as ‘a thinking intelligent being, that has
reason and reflection, and can consider itself as itself, the same thinking
thing, in different times and places.’ It is generally accepted, on the
basis of this definition, that according to Locke continuily of consciousness
seems to be an integral part of what he means by a person. And to
secure the continuing identity of a person, one experience must flow
into the next experience in some stream of consciousness. Such a
continyity of consicousness is then explained in terms of memory. In

.

other words, a person, according to Locke’s conception, is an ‘object’

(something) essentially aware of its progress and persistence through

time, and peculiar among all other kinds of things by virtue of the fact
that its present being is always under the cognitive and effective influence

of its experiential memory of what it was in the past. In short, according

to Locke, memory and reflection in terms of mental connectedness 13
part of the concept of person for they help to constitute the continuity of
person. Continuity of consciousness is the condition of identity of persom,

that is, knowledge of being the same person and it is always instructive to
avoid the serious confusion between how we know something and what
it is for that thing to be so, or in other words, between an account of
what a thingis and the elucidation of the identity conditions for members
of its kind or, to follow David Wiggins, between sameness and substance. 1t
is not this distinction, however important it is, between what a person is
and what - its identity conditions are and their intimate but complex
relation that will occupy us in the rest of the paper but only the former,
that is, what a person is and it needs to be acknowledged at this stage
that I owe the subsequent discussion primarily, if not entirely, to David
Wiggins’ very interesting book Sameness and Substance,® where he
considers arguments for and against Locke’s position on these questions,
that is, questions about nature and identity of person—in the background
of modern philosophical thought suggesting in the end his own position
regarding these questions.

What then isa person? Isita body, an animal, a man (human being)
or a disembodied being, transcending bodiesr
It is almost universally believed that a person cannot be equated with

the body on the ground that the lifeless corpse is not the person, and on
the fact that there is something absurd in the proposition that people’s
bodies play chess, talk sense, know arithmetic, or even run or jump or
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sit do“_m. As Wiggins observes ‘A person is material in the sense of being
ess‘c‘entlall}.f constituted by matter; but in some strict and different sense
of “material”, namely, being definable or properly describable in terms
of the concepts of the sciences of matter (physics, chemistry, and
biology even) personisnota material concept.’® And in this sense pe’rsons
can be said to transcend bodies. However although person cannot be
equated with a body, which is a material entity, it may be held that a
person is a persisting material entity ‘essentially endowed with the
E:nologlcal potentiality for the exercise of afl the faculties and capacities
con'ceptually constitutive of personhood——sentiment, desire, belief,
motion, memory, and the various other elements which are involved ir;
the particular mode of activity that marks the extension of the concept of
person. This can be called the naturalist view of the concept of person as
different from the materalist physicalist view of the concept of person
consrderfzd.earlier. What about equating person with man? Locke does
make a distinction between a person and man. Locke’s claim is that X is
a person only if x has and exercises some sufficient capacity to remember
or recqrd sufficiently well from one time to the next enough of his
immediately previous states or actions. Thus memory—actual and
potent{al—is the necessary and sufficient condition for l;eing a person
acqordmg to Locke. But there are situations like amnesia, sleep etc’
which \_Nould disallow us to call x a person, but not disallow 1;5 to call x a;
man, since man is ‘vitally united’ to the organized body which persists.
So man and person needs to be kept apart according to Locke. Against
tl'.ns.wev'v of Locke’s Wiggins observes that however well one makes the
distinctions befween the concepts man and person, this can hardly show that
nothing falls under both concepts and asks under which is John Locke?
Instead, he tries to show that the concepts man and person are ‘soﬂallly
co‘mmfdant’ a‘nd determine for anything falling in the extension of both
a ‘unitary principle of persistence.’® Wiggins thus finds both the naturalist
and the materialist/physicalist/ ‘scientific’ view of persons unsatisfactory
His own sgggestion is what he calls animal atiribute view. -
According to the animal attribute view person is a concépt whose
defining marks are to be given in terms of a natural kind determinable, say
animal, plU:s what may be called a functional or, what Wiggins prefe;s 1o
say, systemic component (that is, finite list of non-extension involving
attributes) so X is a person if and only if x is an animal falling under the
?xter}smn of a kind whose typical members perceiife, feel, remember
imagine, desire, make projects, move themselves at will, speék, Carry oul’:
projects, acquire a character as they age, are happy or miserable, are
susceptible to concern for members of their own or like species,.
conceive of themselves as perceiving, feeling, remembering, imaginin-g.
desu'u_lg, making projects, speaking . . ., have and conceive of themselve;
as having, a part accessible in experience-memory and a future accessible
in intention . . ., etc. “On this account’, observes Wiggins, ‘person is a non-
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biological qualification of animal a*.nd further.adds,' ‘accordlnhg to t:;;z
view, a person is any animal that is such by its kl_nd as to have -
biological capacity to enjoy fully the psychological att'nbutes enumera o
and whether or not a given animal kind qualifies is left to be a strictly
empirical matter.’”  we accept such a view of person then the ex;enmlon
of the concept person would include not only human beings but a S(;
such creatures as chimpanzees or dolphins. There would be no Ol?e real
essence of pei"son as such; but every person could sall have the rea
essence of a certain kind of animal. This would be the re?.l esse:méle z’r;
virtue of which he was a person. The real essences of the various kin 1s 0
persons would be for empirical investigation on the levels pf l;}o ogy
and neurophysiology and psychology, even of history, econorlm(.:s,S iterary
art (not excluding descriptive philosophy), and Psychoana ysis.® 1
Tt should be stressed at this stage that unglerlymg such an zmlmaf
attribute view of person is Wiggins' contention that the f:oncePﬁ t(,)
person,, though not corresponding to 2 single natural kmc_'_i, might sti el
akin to a natural kind concept. What thenisa patural kind and natpr;:tl
kind concept or term? Itis generally held that Hilary Putnam popularize
the notion of natural kind and natural kind concept. Whether ornot 2
particular objectisa natural kindwill be determined according to FPutnam
by some lawlike principles that will collect tog(—;ther th'e actu_al extension of
the kind around an arbitrary good specimen of it, t_hat is, of its extension,
S riefly try to understand Putnam’s view. _
Leirll1 bh‘ir:rxzrcgl—knzw;y paper ‘Is semantics If.)OSSible'?’ Putnam C‘OHSId}EirS
one kind of general names which are associated with naturql kinds, t a%
is. ‘with classes of things that we regard as of explanato‘ry importance;
cl’asses whose normal distinguishing chara(.:teristics‘ are ‘held.togc.:ther
or even explained by deep-lying mechanisims.” Hls,contentlon is tha;"
the traditional theories of meaning ‘radically falsify’ the properties of.
such words. Quoting Austin he observe‘s that w_ha’t we ha.ve b‘eenhgw:en
by philosophlers, logicians, and ‘semantic theories’ alike, 1s a ‘myth-ealen
ription.’ ‘ —
deifcclzl:c))rding to the traditional view, the mear_ling of, say 1en;_or11~l , 18
given by specifying a conjunction of properties. For ?z_u:h of ¢ lets.e
pro'perties, the statement ‘Lemons have thfe p.roperty P s an amat r}; lrf;
truth, and if P,, P, . . ., P ghie all the properties in the con!gngtlionz e
‘anything with all of the properties Py, . ., P_isalemon s li ew{;se ;iln
analytic truth. In other words, according to V\_’hat Putnam calls the
fraditionalview the term ‘lemon’ is definable by simply conjoining these
‘defining characteristics’, and this view Putnam c_ontends is fals? becausel
the ‘most obvious' difficulty is that a natural kind may have ‘abnorma
members’. For example, taking ‘yellow peel’ as one of the ldeﬂn{ng
characteristics of ‘lemon’ a green lemon is still a lemon—even if, owing
me abnormality, it never turns yellow. _
3 ’51“00 meet this difﬁ?ulty the following definition may be suggested: X is
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a lemon = df. X belongs to a natural kind whose normal members have
vellow peel, etc. Putnam focuses his analysis on two notions involved in
this definition, the notions of naturel kind and normal member, with an
observation that ‘Meta-science is today in its infancy and terms like
“natural kind” and “normal member”, are in the same boat as the more
familiar meta-scientific terms “theory” and “explanation”, as far as
resisting a speedy and definitive analysis is concerned.’!! However, Putnam
adds that, that the proposed definition of ‘lemon’ use terms which
themselves resist definition is ‘not a fatal objection’. What is wrong with
the definition according to Putnam is that if it is correct then the
traditional idea of the * force of general terms’ is badly mistaken.!? To say that
something is a lemon is, by the above definition, to say that it belongs to
natural kind whose normal members have certain properties; but not to
say that it necessarily has those properties itself. There are no analytic
truths of the form every lemon has P. What has happened, contends
Putnam, is this: the traditional theory has taken an account which is
correct for the ‘one-criterion’ concepts (that is, for such concepts as
‘bachelor’), and make it a general account of the meaning of general
names. As he puts it: ‘A theory which correctly describes the behaviour
of perhaps three hundred words has been asserted to correctly describe
the behaviour of ten of thousands of general names.’* Putham concludes
after a thorough analysis of the above definition that the above definition

is correct to the extent that what is it says isn’t analytic indeed isn’t (for
example, lemon has yellow peel), but it is incorrect in that what would be

analytic if it were correct isn’t (for example, every lemon has P).!4 and
recommends the following analysis of natural kind words as‘lemon’
and ‘tiger’:

There is somehow associated with the word ‘tiger’ a theory; not the
actual theory we believe about tigers, which is very complex, but an
oversimplified theory which describes a tiger stereotype. It describes a
normal member of the natural kind. It is not necessary that we believe this
theory, though in the case of ‘tiger’ we do. But it is necessary that we be
aware that this theory is associated with the word: if our stereotype of a
tiger ever changes, then the word ‘tiger’ would have changed its meaning.
If lemons, for example, all turn blue, the word ‘lemon’ will not immediately
change its meaning—but in time. To sum up, according to Putnam the
are a few core facts about term ‘lemon’ or ‘tiger’ such that one can
convey the use of ‘lemon’ or ‘tiger’ by simply conveying those facts,
more precisely. One cannot convey the approximate use uniess one gets
the core facts across.!> Thus in the case of a natural kind word, the core
fats are that a normal member of the kind has certain characteristics, or
that this idea is at least the stereotype associated with word. However, it is
not enough, according to Putnam, that by the use of a natural kind word
one conveys the associated stereotype (that is, the associated idea of the
characteristics of the normal member of the kind); one must also
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convey the extension, one must indicate which kind the stereotype 1s
supposed to ‘i’ 16 Without entering into the problem as to whether
giving extension is part of giving the meaning of a term let us turn from
this necessary and useful digression to our main issue and note the
moral of the above discussion for the concept of person.

We recall that Wiggins contended that the concept of person, though
not corresponding can be akin to a natural kind concept. And relying
on Putnam’s view about natural kind and natural kind concept like
‘lemon’ we can say about person that there are a few core facts about
‘person’ such that one can convey the use of ‘person’ by simply conveying
those facts. More precisely, one cannot convey the approximate use of
‘person’ unless one gets the core facts across. Thus, as in the case of
natural kind word, the core facts about ‘person’ are that a normal member
of the kind has certain characteristics or that a stereofype s associated with
the word ‘person’. Now whereas according to Wiggins the core facts
about ‘person’ include ‘animal’ and ‘psychological attributes’
enumerated above, according to Locke as witnessed in his definition
above, they are ‘continuity of consciousness or memory . Nevertheless’
we can rewrite ‘Locke’s famous definition given above as suggested by
Wiggins by saying that a person is any animal the physical make-up of
whose species constitutes the species’ typical members thinking intelligent
beings with reason and reflection, and typically enables them to consider
themselves as themselves, the same thinking things, in different times
and places.!”

One interesting question can be asked, before we conclude: Are the
“core facts' of person identical with the ‘real essence of person? One is
tempted to answer this question in the affirmative. But will not such an
affirmative answer lead us—and Locke, if he would agree—to rationalistic
metaphysics which Ryle refers and not to empiricism for which Locke is
known in history? A way out might be to say that just as certain marks of
birth, shape and appearance have to stand proxy for the real essence of
man or the concept man, so being a man or being a human being is the
only thing that we can make stand proxy for what it is to be a person. A
human being is our only stereotype tor person.

It must be noted and stressed finally that the concept of person in
Locke, howsoever vague and open textured and opaque it may be, does
not remain merely a formal or theoretical concept. It finds its applications
in substantial political, social, moral and legal issues the consideration
of which, however, is beyond the scope of this paper.
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Among the large numbers of works of Nyaya, written during the eighteenth
and nineteenth centuries, we come across two types of works which have
made a unique contribution in the development of Nyiya school. They
are Vadasand Krodapatras. Between the two, the Vadasare generally small
treatises which aim at upholding a Nyaya view of a concept through a
thorough discussion of the same. In fact, the genesis of these Vadaworks
can be traced during the eighteenth century itself. It seems that it is
Raghunitha Siromani who started writing such vadagranthas. Akhyatavada,
Naivada, Krtisadhyatanumanavada, Vajapeyavada, etc. are a few Vadas
written by him. As their very title indicates they were written to discuss
thoroughly certain topics. Later, Harirama Tarkavagisa, Gadadhara
Bhatticarya and others continued to write such treatises. Gadadhara
Bhattacarya’s Vyutpattivada, Visayatavada, Pramanyavada, etc. are of that
type. During the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries innumerable such
Vadaswere written. A list of these Vadas, based on the Darsana-Manjariof
Sri R. Tafigaswami, is given separately here.

The Krodapatras are slightly different from the Vadas. They are not as
lengthy as the Vadas. Though these Krodapatras are written to explain
certain sentences that occur in the original text they cannot be considered
as commentaries because they do not continue to explain each and every
sentence of the text. They pick up only certain points made in the
original text and discuss them thoroughly. Thus, they deserve to be
treated as independent works of the author, because except at the
starting point, the author nowhere explains or comments on any part of
the text; he never takes the trouble of summarizing the points made in
the text, which a commentator generally does. He keeps himself off the
text and concentrates on a particular point. He starts by raising an
objection on it. Further, he goes on rejecting any modification or
clarification by pointing out the loopholes in it. When it thus reaches a
certain stage beyond which no further objection is possible, he comes out
with his own solution, normally by suggesting an anugama, a technical
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device discovered by the Navya Naiyayikas, by which the point under
discussion is ultimately vindicated by piugging all the loopholes. The
ingenuity with which the author of a Krodapaira imagines peculiar ins-
tances which nobody can ever think of and points out the untenability of
the arguments defending the pointunder discussion, isindeed something
remarkable. He can be compared to averyshrewd chess-player whowhile
practicing the game, plays the role of two players, one strongly defending
a position and the other savagely attacking the same.

The very title ‘ Krodapaira’ suggests the purpose and scope of the small
treatises that are called Krodapatras. ‘Kroda’ means ‘Madhya’ or middle.
The term ‘patra’ which in common parlance means a letter, also means
an article, analytical in nature. Thus, a Krodapatraisanarticleora collection
of articles with a critical perspective that aims at discussing a pointwhich
occurs in the middle of a topic being discussed in the original text.
Another explanation given to the term is that Krodapatrais a paper kept
in between the pages. While copying the manuscripts, sometimes the
copyist may miss some sentences and in such cases, it becomes necessary
to offer some explanation for that portion. Sometimes some scholar may
write something to express his own views on a certain point discussed in
the text. Krodapatra, as per this explanation is an ariicle written with
either of the intentions mentioned above and kept in the middle of the
pages. But, as we see the Krodapatras, it is seldom found that the author
is trying to fill in the gaps that were created by the person who copied the
manuscript. As a matter of fact, generally the authors of the Krodapatras
commence their discussion on the point which the original writer has
stated asfinal. Here, I shall try to give an example to show the contribution
of the Krodapatras for the development of the Navya—-Nyaya tradition.
The example thatI have chosen isfrom the two Krodapatras—Kalisankarya
and Candran@rayaniya named after the authors Kali§ankara Bhatticarya
and Candranirayana Bhattacarya who flourished during the eighteenth
century AD. These two Krodapatras are held in high esteem in the Nyaya
circle and even today they are studied as a part of the advanced study of
Nyaya. These two Krodapatras are on the Hetvibhasasamanyanirukti of
Gadadbara Bhattacarya, whichinitsturn isacommentary on Raghunatha
Siromani’s Didhiti on the Hetvabhasaportion of Gangésa’s Tattvaciniamani.

Gangésa in the Hetvabhdsaprakarana of his Tattvacintdmani suggests,
one after the other, three definitions of fallacies of reason. The second
definition is:

| | FigEEC SRR RiAidegwe T | |

It means that a fallacy of reason is that by comprehending which a
cognition prevents an inferential cognition. Vanhyabhavavadhrada is an
instance of this definition. It is called the fallacy of badha, while the
inference is ‘ hrado vanhiman dhivmat’. The definition is applicable here
because, the cognition of this fallacy, which arises in the form ‘hrade
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Vanhyabhavavan’ prevents the inferential cognition ‘hkrado vanhiman g
Commenting on thisdefinition, Raghunitha Siromani suggestsa slight
modification byreplacing yadvisayakatvenainto yadriavisistavisyakatvena.
Suppose this modification is not made, the definition would not be
applicable to any fallacy. For, since ‘mere hrada’ is identical with the
‘ hrada qualified by vanhyabhava’ the cognition of ‘mere hrada’also is the
cognition vanhyabhavavadhrada. But, the cognition of ‘mere hrada’ does
not prevent the inferential cognition ‘hrado vanhiman’. Therefore the
cognition of Vanhyabhauavadhrada cannot be said as preventive of the
inferential cognition. Thus, the definition suffers from the defect of
asambhava. If the term ‘yadvisayakatvend', is replaced by the term
‘ y&drﬁavis’ig;avigayakatvena’ , this defect can be avoided. Apparently, this
modification suggested by Siromaniis meaningless. For, since aqualified
object is identical with the ‘mere object’, the hrada qualified with
vanhyabhdava is the same as the ‘mere hradaand hence the cognition of
‘mere hrada’ is also the cognition of the visista—the hrada qualified with
vanhyabhdva. But, as Gadadhara suggests here, the term
‘Yadriavisistavisayakatvena’, should be taken in the sense of
‘Yadripdvacchinnavisayakatvena . Now the definition is:

qEATeEHsEE FAE SRS TgIASwcaH |

It means a failacy of reason is the possessing of that property, by
comprehending the thing possessed of which property, a cognition
prevents the inferential cognition’.

In case of the instance, ‘hrado vanhiman dhumat Gadadhara seems to
hold the view that the property, the cognition of the thing possessed of
which is the preventor of the above inference, is ‘vanhyabhavavadgrdatvd
or ‘lakeness qualified with the absence of fire’. However, he does not
specifically spell it out and moves to the next topic. From this point, the
Krodapatras commence their analysis.

Kaliéarikara Bhattacirya raises the question—atha yadripapadena kim
dhartavyam—Whatis signified by the term ‘yadriipa’ (which property) in
the definition? The ready answer would be ‘vanhyabhavavadhradatvam’
in case of the fallacious inference—"hrado vanhiman dhumat’. But,
Kalisankara continues to question——vanhyabhﬁvavadhmdatva means the
propertycalledlakeness qualified with vanhyabhava and whatisthisrelation
with which hradatva is said to be qualified with vanhyabhava? Of course,
the relation cannot be the relation of svaripa by which an absence is
normally expected to be present wherever its counterpositive does not
exist. For, since fire, the counterpositive in the above case, can never even
be imagined to exist in ‘hradatva’, its absence naturally always exists in it
and the cognition ‘the lake has lakeness that has no fire’ cannot prevent the
inferential cognition ‘hrado vanhiman’. Therefore, the possible relation
with vanhyabhdva here should be the relation of samanadhikaranya or co-
existence. It may be held that one, who knows hradaiva and vanhyabhava
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existing t_ogether cannot have the cognition ‘hrado vanhimdan’and hence
tl}e cognition that ‘the lake has the property lakeness which is qualified
with vanhyab.hdva by the relation of samd@nadhikaranyawill definitely prevent
thf: 1r1_ferffnt1al cognition— ‘hrado vanhiman'. Kalisankara points out that
this view is not tenable, because there are some such cognitions which
cannot prevent the inferential cognition but comprehend a thing which
is _possessed of the said property. For instance, the cognition—
sama'.na.dhzkamnyasambandhéna vanhyabhdvavadhradatvevan’. The
peculiarity of this cognition is that it has hrada as its qualiﬁcanduin and
hradatva qualified with vanhyabhava by the relation of samanadhikaranya
as its qualifier. But it does not comprehend any limitor of fge
qualificandumness. For the same reason it cannot prevent the inferential
cognition ‘hrado vanhiman’, which has a limitor of qualificandumness
namely, hradatva. Since these two cognitions mentioned above do noE
havq the same limitor of qualificandumness, they cannot be held as
pratibadhya—pratibandhaka. But, this cognition also compréhends hradatva
as qualified with vanhyabhdva by the relation of saméanadhikaranya
Therefore, ‘samdanadhikaranya sambandhena vanhyabhdvavadhmdaiva"
cannot be the property signified by the term ‘yadriipa’ in the definition
The otheralternative is to hold that vanhyabhévaand hradatva—the two
properties as denoted by the term ‘yadriipa’. But, asin the case of the first
alternative, here also it can be shown that even a cognition, which is a
non-preventor of the inferential cognition ‘hrado vanhimdn: has as its
content the thing possessed of the two properties-wvanhya:bhdva and
hradatva. For instance, the cognition® vanhyabhdvavadhradatvavan 'which
comprehends both vanhyabhavaand hradatvatogetherin hrada. Asin the
carlier case, even this cognition does not have Aradatva as the limitor of
the qualificandumness, and hence cannot be the preventor of the
inferential cfognition ‘hrado vanhiman’ which has hradatva as the limitor
of d}glquahﬁca{;dumness. Thus, Kalisankara points out that it is not
{::;inm ‘yz ;?a ;I;?cxﬁcal.ly state as to what could be the denotation of the
Kahsankar'a Bhattacarya then refers to several attempts made to solve
the problem, including thatof the ‘Navyas' who could be his contempora
Naiyayikas. He finds fault in some of them. He also refers to the othg
viewswithout criticizing them, therebyindicating that theyare acéepmble
Only with one view, he first, finds fault with it and on the suggestion of
anamendment, he gives hisassent to it. I shall try to explain here only that

view v‘vhlch he concedes as admissible with an amendment. The following
are his words: .

EE R B i | e R B I R [ B R B R ek Fe i | e R
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ElESE —Hﬁmaﬁzﬁmﬁammwﬁmﬁsﬁw@mﬁam—
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The solution suggested by kécit (some) is this—in case of the fallacious
inference—*hrado vanhiman dhimal, the term yadripa denotes the
property hradatva which has the limitorness in respect to the
qualificandumness determined byan abhava, the property—abhavatvaof
which has the limitornessinrespect to the qualificandumness determined
by vanhi. The above solution will be easy to understand if we analyse the
structure of the cognition—‘hrado vanhyabhavavan'. Here abhava is
comprehended as qualified with vanhi. Thus with reference to vanhi,
abhdvais the qualificandum and the abhdvatva, residing in it, is the limitor
of the qualificandumness that resides in the abhauva. Hence it can be said
that abhdvatve has the limitorness in respect to the qualificandumness
residing in the abhdvaand this qualificandumness is determined by the
vanhi. Similarly with reference to the abhava,hrada has the
qualificandumness and hradatoa is its limitor.

In short, the term ‘yadritpa’ in the definition, refers to that hradatva
which hasthe limitornessin respect to the qualificandumness determined
by the abhdva; abhavatva, the property of which also has the limitorness
in respect to the qualificandumness determined by vanhi. Only by
comprehending a thing possessed of such a krdatva, the cognition ‘hrado
vanhyabhavavan’could preventthe inferential cognition' krado vanhiman’.
Since the other cognitions such as ‘samanadhikaranyasambandhena
vanhyabhavavaviSistahradatvavan ’, “vanhyabhavahradatvobhayavan’etc., do
not comprehend such a hradatva, they cannot prevent the inferential
cognition krado vanhiman.

The fault that Kalisankara Bhatticarya finds with this second
explanation is that if such a property as shown above is denoted by the
term ‘yadrigpa’, then the definition of hétvabhasa will become too wide.
For, the inference ‘parvato vanhiman dhumat’ which is a valid inference
can also be shown as having a fallacy. The point that is being made by him
is this—just as the cognition ‘hrado vanhyabhdqvavan’ prevents the
inferential cognition ‘krade vanhiman’, the cognition ‘parvaio

vanhyabhavavan’ also actually prevents the inferential cognition ‘parvato
vanhyabhdvavan'. The only difference is that while the cognition ‘hrado
vanhyabhavavan’ is a valid cognition, the cognition ‘parvato
vanhyabhcivavdn’is an erroneous one. Anyway, when it occurs, it prevents
the inferential cognition ‘parvato vanhiman’. Now, just as the cognition
‘hrado vanhyabhavavén’ comprehends thatwhich is possessed of hradatva
which has dharmitavacchhedakatadetermined by the abhava, abhavatvathe
property of which also has dharmitavacchhedakatd determined by vanhi,
the cognition ‘parvato vanhyabhavavan’ also comprehends that which is
possessed of parvatatva which has dharmitdvacchedakata determined by
the adhdva, abhavatva the property of which has dharmitavacchhedahata



104 D. PRAHLADACHAR

lde termined by vanhi. Therefore, if the inference ‘ hrado vanhiman dhumat
is fallacious, similarly, the inference, ‘parvato vanhiman dhumat’ also will
have to be considered as fallacious.

Kalisankara himself shows the way to overcome the above problem. He
suggests that in addition to all that is said it must also be said that the
hradatvaqualified with vanhyabhava, is denoted by the term ‘yadrizpa’. Since
hz’adatva is naturally qualified with vanhyabhdva by the relation of
samciw‘_cidhikamnya such a hradatvawhich also has dharmitavacchedakata as
faxplalned earlier, can be taken as the meaning of the term ‘yadrigpa’. But
in the. case of parvatatva it is not so. Parvatatva might be having
dharmilavacchedakatd as shown earlier. Bug, it is not qualified with
vanhyabhava as the smoky hill has no vanhyabhava. In other words, since
s:uch a parvatatva does not exist, it cannot be the meaning of the term
yadripa’ and it is also not possible to claim that the inference ‘parvato
vanhi?nén dhuimai’ will have to be considered as fallacious.

. This is the amendment that Kali§ankara suggests here and he is of the
view that with this modification the explanation of the meaning of the
term ‘yadricpa’ given by ‘kecit’ is acceptable. We do not know who are
these ‘ke'cit 'Naiyayikas. There isalso a custom among the §@stricwriters to
float their own views by the name of others. Kalisarikara too might have
followed that custom here.

Candranarayana Bhatticarya’s work, which also isa Krodapatraon the
same textof Gadadhara, discusses more elaborately than the'Kziliéar'lkariya
does, thfe meaning of the term ‘yadrizpa’. In addition to the two possible
alternatives that Kalisankara referred to in the begining of his analysis
(‘Jand_ranéréyar_xé refers to one more possible meaning of the term
yadripa’and thoroughly explainsall the three alternatives. Itisinteresting
to note that Candranariyana also, without offering his own solution to
the pr-ol.)lems, Jjustcriticizesthe explanations offered by the others. While
examining the third explanation of the term ‘“adripa’ and also the
explanation offered by some, what ultimately he points out is that if these
expla.nati‘ons along with the amendments suggested are accepted, then
certain videsanas later included in the definition by Gadadhara would
become redundant. Thus he is candid enough to show the inadequacies
in the process of analyzing the things connected with the definition of
hetvabhasaby Gadadharawho first, blindly, introduced the term ‘yadripa’
in the definition, without bothering to analyse its significance and later
included some more visesanas which would become redundant if the
denotation of the term is properly analyzed.

Here Ishall try to highlight briefly some of the interesting observations
that Candranarayana makes while discussing the significance of the term
yadrupa’.

The firstpossible explanation of the term ‘yadriipa’thatCandranariyana
re_ft;{‘s to is ‘samanddhikaranyasambandhena vanhyabha“vavijistahmdatv(-z [
Kalisankaraalso refersto this explanation. The fault that Canc-i-ranﬁriyana
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finds here is this that if this is the ‘yadrizpa’ then it should have been
comprehended by the cognition hrado vanhyabhdvavan which actually
prevents the inferential cognition ‘hrado vanhiman’, Butit is obvious that
the cognition ‘hrado vanhyabhavavan’doesnot comprehend vanhyabhava
in hradatva by the relation of samanadhikaranya. It may be argued that
since, in the said cognition, hradatva is the limitor of the qualifi-
candumness through the qualificandum that is hrada, vanhyabhava is
comprehended by the relation of samandadhikaranya in hradatva. But,
Candranarayana draws our attention to the subtle but significant point
that though thus the cognition is comprehending vanhyabhava in hradatva
by the samanadhikaranya relation, it cannot be said that the cognition is
comprehending yadrupavacchinna. To be more precise, what is meant by
comprehending the yadrizpdvacchinna, is that the cognition must be the
determinant of the qualificandumness which has the yadripaasits limitor
(yadrupavacchinnavisesyatakatva) . But, while vahnyabhavais, byan indirect
relation samanadhikaranyagrasped in hradatva, the objecthood thatis the
visayata in hradatva, is not the limitorness determined by the
qualificandumness (visesyatavacchedakata). Hence the cognition hrado
vahnyabhdvavan cannot be said as yadrispavacchhinnavisayakain the sense
of ‘yadriipanisthavacchedakatakavisesyataha'.
Candranariyana also rejects the second explanation according to
which vanhyabhava and hradatva—these two are meant by the term
yadrizpa. In thatcase, the cognition ‘hradovahnyabhavavan "which prevents
the inferential cognition ‘hrado vahnyiman’, will have to be regarded as
yadripavacchhinnavisayaka which means yadrupa has the limitorness
(avacchedakati) determined by the objecthood of the cognition. It further
indicates that yadripa, that is, vahnyabhdava-hradatva together have a
limitorness determined by the objecthood of the cognition. But, if we
analyze the structure of the cognition “hrade vahnyabhavavan’itbecomes
clear that it is not so. In this cognition, vaknyabhdva is the mode and its
modenessis limited by the property vaknyabhavatvaand also by the relation
called visesanatavisesa. But, though hradatve also is a content of this
cognition it is not a mode. It is the limitor of the qualificandumness
residingin the hrada. Thus the hradatva hasthe limitorness, which though
is limited by the relation of samavaya, is not limited by any property.
Hence itis clear that the objecthood residing in the vahnyabhavais of the
nature of modeness, whereas the objecthood residing in hradatvais of the
nature of the limitorness and thusare absolutely different. Thisbeing the
case, it is not correct to say that vahnyabhdvaand hradatva are the yadripa
and that both have the same limitorness determined by qualificandumness
of the cognition ‘hrado vahnyabhdvavan'. Thus the second explanation
also does not hold good.
As per the third explanation, mere ‘vaknyabhava’ with the relation of
viSesanata qualified with hradatvavacchinnanuyogitakatva is the yadrupa..
This explanation and also the explanation offered by some according to
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which hradatva—vahnyabhava—these two only are the yadripa, are rejected
by Candranarayana, pointing out that if these explanations with all the
amgndments that will be suggested are admitted, then the visesanas
which Gadadhara will include later in the definition would become
redundant. I do not propose here to discuss these two explanations and
Candrandrayana’s criticism thereon. I would only like to point out the
frankness and the unbiased attitude of the authors of the Krodapatras
who after a thorough examination of a problem, are prepared. even to
reject the stand considered as final by the earlier Naiyayikas.

Among the large number of Krodapatras that are known to us, only a
few are published and are rarely studied. Some of them were secretly
guarded by some scholars. Tritaldvacchedakatavada published by the
Mithila .Institute of Darbhanga is an example of it. It is said that for
generations, this Krodapaira was secretly guarded by a tradition which
would make use of the arguments and pariskaras contained in the
Krodapatra, in the debates just to baffle the opponents. During the last
century, and also the earlier part of this century, the Naiyayikdas got used
to_th(? study of the Krodapatras with much enthustasm and consequently
criticism and justification of the Krodapairas was also going on. Mysore
Rama Sastry’s Satakoti Krodapatras on the satpratipaksaof Gadadharais an
example ofit. This, which contains one hundred aréuments, thoroughly
examines the definition of the fallacy—satpratipaksa, offered by
Gadadhara. Two Naiyayikas, namely Anantalvarand Krisna.titécﬁrya wrote
Krodapatrascalled Satakotikhandana and attacked the argumentscontained
in the Satakoti. Later, another Naiyayika authored a Krbdapatm called
Satakotikhandanamandana to justify RAma Sastry’s Krodapdtm. Thus, till
the earlier part of this century the Krodapatra tradition was a living force
and now the tradition is no more alive.

This article_ on the Krodapatras, will be incomplete if the structure of
anugamas which are frequently made use of in the Krodapatras is not
explained. Hence, an attempt is made here to explain the technique of
anugama.

The anugamas that are suggested as a final solution to a problem are
of a wonderful structure. In the beginning they appear to be of a very
simple nature. But, soon theywill developintoa comi)lex and (:'omplicated
structure with the peculiar and the multiple relations involved. The
structure of an anugame thus created is so complex that an ordinary
_student will find it impossible to penetrate into this fort containing
innumerable inner circles.

Here an attemptis made to illustrate an anugamawith its background:

ANUGAMA

While (.:Iiﬁcgssing Fhe meaning of singular case suffix, (ekavacanapratyaya)
the Naiyayikas reject the contention that the number—being one, is the
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meaning of the suffix. For, such a number is universally present and
hence even when there are several jars on the ground, the sentence “atra
ghatosti’—'there is one jar on the ground’—will have to be considered as
valid. Therefore, they define ekatva—the meaning of the singular suffix.
in adifferentmanner. Accordingly, ekatvameans ‘sajaliyadvittyarahitatva’
that is, being devoid of a second which is sirnilar. Now, when several jars
are on the ground, the sentence ‘atra ghatosti’becomes incorrect, because
there is another jar similar to it. Here the similarity consists in possessing

the attribute:

S IR R LGN Sl is bR E i e ]

that is the limitor of being the meaning of the nominal base
(pmk:rtyarthatdvaccheddaka) that co-exists with the relation of the locus
conveyed by a word used in the same sentence. In the sentence— ‘atra
ghatosti’the nominal base of the singular number is the word— ‘ghata’. The
limitor of being the meaning of this word, is jarness. This jarness, co-
existing with the relation of the locus conveyed by the word ‘atra’ used
in the same sentence, is to be regarded here as the similarity and itis the
absence of a similar object of that kind that is the ekatva—the meaning
of a singular case suffix. When there are several jars on the ground, each
jar has a jar similar to it. For, the other jar has not only the
pmkﬁyaﬂhatdvacchedaka or jarness, but also ‘the relation of the locus
conveyed by the word atraof the sentence. Thatis whyinasituation when
there are severaljarson the ground, the sentence—"atra ghaiosti’becomes
invalid.

Now an objection is raised against this explanation. Suppose there are
twojars on the ground, one isblack and the otheris yellow—the sentence
‘atra nilaghatosti’cannot be said to be incorrect, because actually there is
onlyone black jar on the ground. But, as per the above explanation of the
meaning of the singular case suffix, even such sentences will have to be
rejected as incorrect as in the given situation, the black jar has a similar
jarwith it. In other words, the yellow jar is similar to the black jar, because
it has both the prakrtyarthatdvacchedaka—jarness and also the ‘relation of
the locus’ conveyed by the term ‘atra’. Thus, as the black jar has another
similar jar with it, and, if the singular case suffix conveys the meaning as
is described above, then the sentence when there isa priaghata also, will
have to be rejected as incorrect.

The untenability of the explanation of the meaning of the singular
case suffix, is shown by another instance also. ‘ :

The sentence ‘brahmano brahmandya gam dadati’— one Brahmin gives
awayacow to another Brahmin’, conveys ekatvaof two Brahmins, of whom
one is the giver and other is the receiver. The singular case suffix added
to the two ‘brahmana’ words here, conveys ekatva of both of them. But,
if the meaning of the singular case suffix is as above then that cannot be
explained in either case. For, as per the explanation, each of them,
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should be svasajatiyadvitiyarahita, that is, must have been having the
absence of the second similar to it. And the similarity as explained earlier
consists in having the prakrtyarthatavacchedaka and also samabhivyahrta-
samsarga. Here the nominal base for the ekavacanais the word ‘brahmana’
and hence ‘Brahminhood’ is the praktyarthatavacchedaka. Thisis present
in both the giver and the receiver here. Again both of them possess
samabhivyahrtasamsarga—the relation of the object conveyed by a word
used in the sentence. Here, such an object is the action ‘giving away’ or
‘sampradanakriya’ conveyed by the word ‘dadati’. It is obvious that the
relation of this object is present in both the giver and the receiver. Thus,
both the Brahmins denoted by the two ‘Brahmana’ terms of the sentence
have the samabhivyahytasamsarga. Therefore each of the two Brahmanas
here, has a sajatiya, a second person similar to him. Hence none of them
can besaid as having the ekatve denoted by the singular case suffix here.

In order to aviod the above objections the following anugama is
suggested:

UHaTAITSeH UHeaH Tha=Te: |

This simply means that a singular case suffix means the ekatva, that is,
‘being one’ which isrelated with an e¢kavacana—singular case suffix. Thus
in the instance ‘atra ghatosti’the singular suffix thatisadded to the term
‘ghata’, means the ekatvathatis related with the ekavacana (the singular
case suffix}. N

Now, naturally, the question arises as to what is the relation of
ekavacana in ekatva. In reply, the following relation is suggested:

e aha - S T H e T e ehed OG-8 Jeeams o

In the second relation mentioned above, certain samsargatdis to be
related with the ekavacana which is referred to by the term ‘sva’. The
following is the relation of ‘sva’ in the samsargata:

TS TISG S e ST AR T AT e 0 - S AT e LU o gTTeg-
SRR T |

The understanding of the above relations demands the familiarity
with various technicalities, used by the Navya Nyaya school. I take it for
granted that the reader is sufficiently familiar with those technicalities
and will try to explain the above relations as simply as possible.

Letme take an instance and try to explain it. Let us suppose that there
isonlyonejaron the ground. Onlyin suchasituation the ékatva— oneness’
the numberresiding in the ghatabecomesrelated with the ekavacanathat
is added to the nominal base ‘ghata’. This ekatva which is in the ghata is
related with the ekavacana by a relation which involves in it two relations
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such as svaprakrtyarthatavacchedakavatva and svavisistasamsargati-
niripakatva. Since this is the relation of ekavacana, here ‘sva’ refers to the
¢kavacana. Its prakyti (the nominal base), is the word ‘ghata’. The
prakytyarthatavacchedaka, thatis the limitor of ‘being the meaning’ of the
prakrtiis ghatatva. As a matter of fact, this ghatatvais present even in ajar
kept somewhere else. But, that jar does not have the second relation of
the ekavacana, namely, svavisistasamsargatanirupakatva. Here the term
samsargatarefersonly to that samsargatd which residesin the samsarga—the
relation between the ground and the jar thatare before us. Thatrelation
isthe adheyataresiding in the jar before and isdetermined by the grounid.
At present, we have to assume that only this samsargata is related with the
svaand not any other samsargata. This pointwill become clear when we
try to analyze the relation of svz in the samsargata. The relation is:

T R TTeqE 1 SRR T Rr e XU
AT TS S G AT S TH e - UG T =] |
The above relation, actually, contains two relations and the samsargata

is intended to be related with sva by either of the two relations. The two
relations are:

1. SISO E G oEcaR T H T and
2. EHTT TS ST I Ig A ST TR oy |

In the case of the instance ‘atra ghatah asti’, ‘sva’, agalready said, refers
to the ekavacanasuffix added to the word ‘ghata’. The ‘ghata’, mentioned
here in this sentence, is the ghatawhich is on the ground before us (atra).
That ghatahas the samsarga, namely etaddesaniriypita adhéyata. This adhéyata
being a samsarga has a samsargata. This samsargita is svavisista is related
with the ekavacana by the second relation of the two mentioned above.
This can be explained as follows:

The relation is TTTAFTFOTSSGISTISE S 4 AT

sva is the ekavacana that we hear after the word ‘ghata’. Sva-
samanadhikaranapratyayameans the suffix that co-existswith the ekavacana.
In the sentence ‘aira ghatah asti’ both the ekavacana and the suffix tral
which is a part of the word atra, are present. Hence the tralsuffix can be
said as svasamanadhikaranapratyaya. The meaning of the tralis adheyata.
By conveying that meaning the tralmakes it possible for this adheyatva to
become an object of the verbal cognition produced by the sentence ‘atra
ghatah asti’. Therefore the adheyatd has the objectness. This objectness,
that is, visayata resides here as svasamanadhikaranapratyaya-
prayofyasabdabodhavisyata. Since this visayatd resides in the samsarga
—etaddeianirupitadheyatd, itisnow clear that the samsargataof this samsarga,
has the coexistence of the above visayata. Thus the samsargatd which is in
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the ddhéyata, has svasamanadhikarana-pratyayaprayofya—sabdabodhavisyata
—samanadhikaranya. In other words, the samsargatais related with the
sva, that is, svavisista by the above relation. Since this samsargata is
determined by the ghatewhich actually has the samsarga, that is, ddhéyata,
it is now clear that ghatais svavisista-samsargataniritpaka. Thus, by the two
relations, namely, svaprakytyartha-tdvacchedakavatva and svavisisia-
samsargatanirivpakatva, sva is related to the ghata or, in other words by
these two relations, the locus of the svais the ghata before us. The ekatva
with which we are concerned now and which has to be shown by us as
being related with the ekavacana of the word ‘ghatak’, also belongs to the
same ghata. The difference which may be said to be present in the
svadhikarana ghata, is the difference of some other ghafa, and is never
that of the same ghata. Hence, the counterpositive (pratiyog?) of the
difference is another jar and the ekatvaresiding in that ghata can be said
as being the limitor of the counterpositiveness. But the ekatvaresiding in
the same ghata cannot be the limitor of the counterpositiveness. Hence,
when thereisonlyone jar on the ground then onlythe sentence *atraghatah
asti’ becomesvalid. For,asalready explained above, the jarwhichis there
alone on the ground can be the possessor of the meaning of the singular
case suffix, the meaning being ‘ ekavacanavisistam ekatvam’.

Suppose there are twojars on the ground, then the sentence ‘atraghatah
asti’ becomes incorrect, because none of the two jars, has the meaning of
the singular case suffix. This can be briefly explained as follows:

The meaning of the singular case suffix is ‘ ekavacanavisistam ekatvam’.
The vaisistya or the relation of ekavacana in the ekatva is:

svaprakrtyarthiavacchedakavattva—svavisistasamsargatanirivpakatvobhaya
sambandhena yat svadhikaranam tannisthabhedapratiyogitanavacchedakatva.
Since both the jars are present on the same ground, both of them become
svadhikarana, that is the locus of ekavacana by the two relations,
namely-—svaprakrtyarthatavacchedakavattva and svavisistasamsargata-
niriipakatva. Since the ekatva that is oneness of each jar can be the
pratiyogitvacchedaka of the bheda residing in the other, none of the jars
does possess the ¢katvawhich is not the limitor of the counterpositiveness
of the difference.

Similarly, when there are two jars on the ground—one being nilaand
the other pita—the sentence ‘atra nilaghatah asti’ can be justified.

Here the singular case suffix, added to the word ghata, can be said to
be related with only the nilajar and not with the pitajar for the following
reasons. Between the two relations, namely, svaprakrtyarthatdva-
cchedakavattva and svavisistasamsargataniripakatva, the pitaghata, as a
matter of fact, isrelated with the ekavacana in the word *ghatal’ by the first
relation, because the prakrtyarthativacchedaka—the limitor of being the
meaning of the nominal base ‘ghataly’, thatis, ghatatva’ is very much present
in the pitaghata also. But, the pitaghata is not related with the singular
case suffix, by the relation—svavisistasamsargataniripakatva, for, the
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samsargata which is svavisista, that is, related with the ekavacana here, is
the samsargatd residing in the adheyata that belongs to nilaghata alone.
This is because that samsargata alone has the relation of sva, namely
svasamanadhikarana-pratyayaprayopyasabdabodhavisayata-samanddhikaranya.
Abrief explanation of this is as follows: Svais the singular case suffix. The
pratyaya co-existing with svg, is the tralin the word ‘atra’. The visayata-
objectness determined by the verbal cognition, resides in the adheyataof
nilaghata only, Since the pztaghata isnotan Ob_]CCt of the verbal cognition
produced by the sentence ‘atra ntlaghatah asti’, the question of its adheyatd
having the objectness belonging to pztagha;a and that too being caused
by the #ral, does not arise. In short, the pitaghata though exists on the
same ground on which the nilaghataexists, is notrelated with the e¢kavacana
by the second of the two relations, What actually is thus related with the
ekavacanahere, is nilaghata. Since nilaghatahas the bheda of pitaghata, the
ekatva of pitaghata becomes the bhedapratiyogitavacchedaka. On the other
hand, since nilaghata, cannot have the bheda of itself, the ekatva of it,
becomes the bhedapratiyogitanavacchedaka. The meaning of the ekavacana
suffix, as pointed out earlier, is the ekavacanavisista-ekatva. Such an ekatva
is actually present in the nilaghata, in spite of the fact that pitaghata also
is present on the same ground. Thus, the sentence ‘atra nilaghatah
ast’—when there are nilaghate and pitaghata on the ground, can be
Jjustified.

The origin of this complicated structure of ekatvacan be traced in the
simple statement ‘sajatiyadvitiyarahitatvam ekatvam’ made by Gadadhara
inhis Wutpattivada, while discussing the meaning of ekavacana. To make
the concept more clear, Gadadhara himself elaborated it as
svasajattyanisthabhedapratiyogianavacchedakaikatva and further clarified
by stating the s@jatya, that is, similarity, contained in it, as—sajatyam ca
svasamabhivyahrtapadarthasamsargitva—visistaprakriyarthatavacchedaka-
vatvarupena. The above anugamasuggested by Pt. Baccha Jha, is clear now
that it is based only on these certain statements made by Gadadhara.

As a matter of fact, the anugama now shown is a simple one compared
to the still complicated structure which Pt. Baccha Jha suggested later in
order to avoid certain objections raised against the above anugama. I do
not propose here either to discuss or elaborately explain the objections
raised and the structure of anugama suggested to avoid the objections.
But, just to show the mind-boggling complicatedness of it, which is the
result of the various relations that are involved in it, I shall merely
demonstrate the anugama with all the relations contained in it.

THATATIITE Uheds] THIoH:

This just means that the meaning of a singular case suffix is the ekatva
which is related with the singular case suffix. Thus, in the sentence ‘atra
nilaghatah ast?’ , the singular case suffix added to the word * nilaghata’ means
the ekatva of nilaghata, denoted by the term ‘nilaghata’. The following is
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the relation of the singular case suffix in the ekatva:

§ b,

demafadag e aiarassehcan | (Here, ‘sva’ refers to the

¢kavacana.)

In the above relation, ‘niripakatd’ is stated as related with
‘svaprakrtiprayojyavisayatd . The relation of the visayatdin the nirupakala
is one of the following four relations:

There are four possible, different instances in which a singular case
suffix can be found. They are:

1. Where the singular case suffix is added to a word that denotes the
main qualificandum (mukhyavisesya) for example, ‘atra ghatah ast’. Here
the word ‘ghata’ denotes the main qualificandum. The singular case
suffix added to thisis taken care of by the first of the above fourrelations.

2. The second type of singular case suffix is that which is added to the
word that denotesthe ‘limitor of the qualifierness’ (prakaratdvacchedaka).
For example ‘purusoyam rajfiak’— This is a king’s servant’. Here the
sasthi—ekavacana added to the word ‘rdjan’ is being covered. In the
cognition produced by this sentence, ‘servant’ is the qualifier and the
king is the limitor of the qualifierness. To explain the meaning of this
ekavacana the second of the above foui relations, is mentioned.

3. Among the above four relations, the third one, namely
‘suabhinnamukhyaprakaratavatva’ is included to cover the instance

—‘Ramadarah Janaki’. Here the word ‘Ramadard’ denotes the

qualificandum and the word ‘Janaki’ refers to the qualifier. Since the
word Ramadara is in plural number, that suffix cannot convey the ekatva
of ‘Ramadira’—consortof Rama. Asamatter fact, the suffix is considered
here as meaningless, butadded just for the sake of grammatical correctness
of the word. Hence the ekatva of Ramadara, will have to be conveyed by
the singular case suffix which we hear after the word ‘Janaki’. As told
above, this instance is covered by the third relation.

4. The fourth of the four relations being explained now, is
svabhinnamukhyavisesyata-vacchedakatavattva. This is included here to
cover the instance ‘rajiah purusah atrasti . Here there are two terms ending
with a singular case suffix. One is the term ‘r@jiah’ which is in
sasthi—ékavacana. Again, the main qualificandum of the cognition
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produced by this sentence is ‘purusa’. The ekatva of him is conveyed by
the singular case affix added to the word ‘purusa’. But, if the ekatva of the
‘rajan’ also is intended in the given sentence, to cover it, this fourth
relation becomes necessary.

Before we continue further with this anugama, it will be helpful, if we
briefly repeat what we have explained so far:

The meaning of a singular case affix is:

o
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The niripakata underlined above is related with one of the four
relations, mentioned below:

g, e AIGET |
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In all the above four relations, ‘sva’ refersto svaprakﬁipmyoﬁavi;qya;d’

in which ‘sva’ refers to the singular case suffix, the meaning of which is
being discussed now. It may be noticed here that each of the above
relations, involves relations. Thus the first relation involves relations of

svabhinnamukhyavisesyata in the nirapakata. The relations of the
mukhyavisesyatd in the niriipakatais either of the following two relations:

9. T rETh AT gRaaTy,
3. ERERTGESEHREaT |
It is obvious that both the above relations which are the relations of
svabhinnamukhyavisesyatd in nirupakatd, involve relations. The relations

of svasdksannirupakatdvacchedakatdvatva in the niripakata, are four. They
are:
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So far we have explained the first relation of svabhinnamukhyavisesyata.
The second relation of svabhinnamukhyavisesyata in the nirupakata is
svanirupitamukhyaprakarata-vattva. mukhyaprakaratavattva means ‘being
replaced with the mukhyaprakarat@ . The relations of the mukhyaprakarata
in the nirupakata, are two. They are:

S G e Bl R B B U R e S US| R LS E N
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. Here endsthe chain of the relations with which svaprakrtiprayojyavisayata
is connected with the first of the four relations, namely svabhinna-
mukhyavisesyatavatva.

The second relation of svaprakrtiprayojyavisayata in the niripakata, is
svabhinnamukhyaprakaratavacchedakatavattva. Since this is a relation of
svaprakrtiprayojyavisayata, as before, here also ‘sva’ refers to sva-
prakriiprayojyavisayata.

The relation svabhinnamukhyaprakaratavacchedakatavattva means ‘being
related with svabhinnamukhyaprakaratavacchedakata’. Now, we have to
show as to how this mukhyaprakaratavacchedakatd has the relation in
nirupakata. Either of the following, is the relation of mukhya-
prakaratavacchedakata in the niriipakata,

7. wiifirea=sanaas

. EEPEIET |
. The first of the above two relations, viz., svevifistdvacchedakatavativa
involves two_ relations. One is the relation of ‘sva’, that is, sv@bhinna-
ﬁukhyaprakaratdvacchedakat,d, in a certain avacchedakata. We call this as
certain avacchedakal@ as we are not, at this stage, familiar with this
f:wacchedakgta which isbriefly stated as ‘svavisistavacchedakatd . The other
is the relation of this avacchédakatain the niripakata. The following two

are the relations of mukhyaprakaratavacchedakata in the particular
avacchedakata:

9 TEHIEATIEThdT
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The relations of the particular avacchedakata in the nirigpakata are the
following four:

. WEHATS T
3. WEEReHHa Ao
3. WHa=oehHaowa

¥ wgfted |
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So far we have explained the first chain of the relations of mukhya-
prakaratavacchedakata with the niriipakata. Now, we have to explain the
second relation, namely svasrayatva. Here ‘sva’ is mukhya-
prakaratavacchedakata. The niripakatd is said to be the locus of mukhya-
prakaratdvacchedakata with the three relations. They are:

2_ 5 e .r".r RN

The last of the above relations again involves two more relations. One
s the relation of ‘sva’ in the visayatd and the other is the relation with
which vyapakatva, that is pervasiveness of the nirupakata, is limited. The
relations of the ‘sva’ in the visayata, are the following:

9. EEeRd IS ISRRE PP IE P e
3. EiRENdE

The vydpakatdvacchedakasambandha, that is, the relation which is the
limitor of wyapakata is:

S FIEERIEE I a T IE ]

As per the above relation, the nirupakata is pervasive of visayalatuva as
it resides in all the instances of visayatatva by the relation of
svaniripitavacchedakatavrititva. This relation holds good when the
niripakataresidesin the svanirupitavacchedakata. The relation with which
the néirigpakata is required to be present in the svanirupitavacchedakald, 1s
actually not one, but two. They are:

Y. WEaTSEHE ST
O L EleAE AN PR L R L R ]
In the second of the above relations, certain vilesyata s required to be
svavisista—related with sva. The relations of svain the visesyata, are three.

They are:

. ©EHIcd
3. TAAEIEEHA A
3. wfca
Of the above three, as per the first, visesyatdis supposed to be the locus
of sva. Here the relation is either of the following two:
RGBS
3. TAEEdA |
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So far, of the two relations with which niriipakatd is required to be
present in the. nirupakatdvacchedakatva, the second, namely
svavisistavisesyatanirupita, etc. is explained. The other, that is, the first
relation is svavacchédakdvacchinnatva. This is described as
svabhavavadavacchedakatvanirupitatva. Here, sugbhava means the absence
of sva. the pratiyogitavacchedakasambandha of this absence, that is the
relation with which the sva is negated, is either of the following two:

Y. Weqe=eshrarw
R. WEES AR aiasrsgda

Of the above two relations, the first one refers to the possession of
avacchedakata and the second one to the possession of viesyatd. The
tollowing are the relations with which the possession of avacchedakataand
visesyata, is intended. |

Y. TGRSR
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Here ends the chain of relations connected with the second relation
referred to in the original definition of ekatva, that is, svaprakrti-
prayofyavisayatavisistanirupakatokadhikaranatatvivacchinna, etc. The third
relation with which svaprakytiprayofyavisayata isrelated with the niripakata,
is—svabhinnamukhyaprakdratavastva. The relation of mukhyaprakaratin
the niripakatd, is either of the following two:

9. WFrelaE=eesaEtT
3. T |

The second relation svasrayaiva means being the locus of sva, namely,
the mukhyaprakarata. The following two are the relations with which
niripakata is intended to be the locus of mukhyaprakarata:

Y. WS eRHE- YA eae e e E e
3. WHREdaesdE

viSesyatavattva in the second relation here means ‘possessing visesyatd’.
Similarly, in the first relation of the two mentioned a bit earlier as the
relations of mukhyaprakarata in the niritpakald, avacchedakatavattva is
included. avvacchedakatavattva means ‘possessing the avacchedakatd . The
relations with which niripakata is intended to be possessed of this
avacchedakataand also the relations of visesyatd which is mentioned above,
are:
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9. THHFAISHY,
3. @O RhGaUEewd
3. TFa=RehHaSwca
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Here ends the chain of the relations of mukhyaprakarata in the
niriipakata. The fourth and the final relation of svapraktiprayojyavisayata
in the niripakata of the original definition of ekatva, 18 svabhinna-

mukhyaviesyatavacchedakatavattva, Either of the following is the relation
of mukhyavisesyatdvacchedakata in nirupakata.

7. iR E=sHaET
. WU
The first of the above two relations, involves the relation of sva in the

avacchedakatd and also the relation of avacchedakatd in the nirupakata.
Those relations are the following:

2. TR
3. WEseThYIdE ST
3. EWHA=SehFa T
The second relation, svasrayatva, means that the nirupakatais the locus

of visésyatavacchedakata. The following are the relations with which the
nirigpakata is intended to be the locus:

2.@1‘&%@&?@@@13%%1?;% T

The last relation here involves the relations of svain a visayataand also
vyapakatva, that is, pervasiveness. The relations of sva in the visayati are
the following:

The vyapakata mentioned earlier, is intended with either of the
following relations:

9. gl

2. EHENaE=ThE
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Though this chain of relations can be developed further, we may stop
here and can say that this explanation of ¢katva, can cover all the instances
of ekatva. For a layman, why, even for a scholar who is able to follow the
Navya Nyaya terminology only up to an extent, all this exercise may seem
to be absolutely meaningless. It is also impossible to convince a layman
the necessity of conceiving innumerable relations, each of which involves
many otherrelations and are mostly unintelligible. But when one notices
the use of the singular case in different contexts, it becomes clear that
asimple explanation cannot cover all the cases. For instance, take the
sentene ‘purusoyam rajiak’. Here singular case suffix is used more than
once. The singular case that we hear after the term ‘purusa’ denotes the
ekatvathatbelongs to the qualificandum, whereas the singular case suffix
heard after the word ‘rgjan’ denotes the ekatva that is related to the
qualifier, because as per the Sanskrit linguistic rules—purusa is the
qualificandum and r@jan is the qualifier here. Any explanation of ekatva
will have to cover all these instances. There are also some peculiar
instances wherein the use of singular case affix poses a problem. Baccha
Jharefersto many such instances. When a servant is carrying some money
which actually belongs to two kings, the use of asentence—rajaah dhanam
grhitva jigamisati rajro dasah—“The servant of the king desires to go,
taking the moneyof the king’ is notvalid if the ekatvaof the rajan isintended
in both cases— ‘rajriah dhanam’ and ‘rdjiiah dasah’. In one case, that is,
‘rajfiah dasal’ the use of ekavacana is quite valid because the person is a
servant of only one king, but the same cannotbe said in the case of ‘rdjiah
dhanam’, because the money, actually does not belong to only one king.
The various relations involved in this anugama take care of this instance
also, the validity of which, otherwise cannot be established.

Similarly there are sentences like ‘Ramadarah Janaki'. Here, as per
the desire of the speaker, either the term ‘Ramadarah’ can be taken as
the term denoting the qualificandum (wisesya) or the term ‘Janaki’, In
either case, the plural number used after the word Riamadara is not
intended. Since the word dara, as per the Sanskrit linguistic rules, for the
sake of grammatical correctness has to be used in plural number, itis so
used. But, the singular number after the word Janaki, denotes the ekatva.
Certain relations introduced in the anugama are intended to cover
instances such as these also. Therefore, though it is very difficult even to
make an attempt to explain the utility of the seemingly meaningless
relations included in an anugama, it can only be said that an anugama is
employed as a last weapon by the Naiyayikas through which they can
avoid many inconvenient questions and achieve precision toa maximum
extent. The anugama mentioned above, which satisfactorily explains the
ekatva that the singular case suffixes used in different situations denote,
was designed by the great Naiyayikas of this century, Baccha Jha3, in his
Gudharthatattvaloka, a commentary on the Wyutpattivada of Gadadhara.
Though Gadadhara discusses the meaning of singular case suffix in his
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Vyutpattivadaand offers an explanation of ekatvm'vhich is,by and‘lar.ge,
acceptable to all, Baccha Jha tontinues the discussion further, pointing
out the problems that cannot be solved by the explanation of ékatva
offered by Gadadhara. The objections that he raises ar}dvthe solutions,
including the above anugama, are entirely his own. This is only a small
instance of the amazing ingenuity for which Baccha Jha is recognized as

a legendary Naiyayika of this century.
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The ecarliest extant usage of the term antarvyapti, meaning ‘intrinsic
inseparable connection’ or ‘intrinsic invariable concomitance’ can be
traced to the Tarka-iastra of Vasubandhu (ap 410-490), an early Buddhist
logician. Although the original Sanskrit work is no longer available
now, it survives in the form of a Chinese version of this work called Zu-
shih-bun, prepared by Paramartha of the Chan dynasty in Ap 550. In the
first chapter of this work, Vasubandhu treats of a proposition (pratijid).
areason (hetu), an example (uddharana), an application (upanaya), and
a conclusion (nigamana), which constitute the five parts of a syllogism. !

Though, according to the Tarka-$astra, a syllogism consisted of five
parts, in the Ronki, quoted by Kwei-ke, Vasubandhu maintained that a
thesis could be proved by two parts only, namely, a proposition and a
reason, and that, therefore, the necessary terms in a syllogistic inference
were only three, namely, the minor term (paksa), the major term (sadhya),
and the middle term (hetu).? _

Although neither the Ronki nor its Sanskrit original is available.
Vasubandhu seems, however, to have used two forms of syllogism,
namely, a syllogism of five parts at the time of a debate and a syllogism
of two parts on an ordinary occasion. The two forms are exhibited
below:

A syllogism of five parts (1) Sound is non-eternal.
(2) Because it is a product.
(3) Products are non-eternal like a pot,
which is a product and is non-eternal.
(4) Sound isan instance of a product.
(5) Therefore, sound is non-eternal.

A syllogism of two parts (1) Sound is"ifffin,—eternal.
(2) Because itis a product.?

The actual usage of the term antarvyapti is found in the Nyayavatara
(NA) of Siddhasena Divikara, the Jaina logician, who flourished in AD
700. Siddhasena refers to the opinion of the celebrated logicians
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(nyayavidah) in the verse 20, thus:

Antamyciﬁtyaiva sadhyasya siddher bahirudahrtih/
Vyartha syat tadasadbhdve’ pyevam nyayavido viduh //20/ /4

Here, he probably refers to the Buddhist logician Vasubandhu, when
he says that, according to some logicians, antarvyapti (internal inseparable
connection) consisting of paksa or minor term, sédhya or major term and
hetu or middle term, is quite enough in establishing a thesis, and that
drstanta or example if altogether useless.?

Being a type of vyapti (inseparable concomitance}, it is something
intimately concerned with the relation between the major term and the
middle term, and being concerned with such a relation, it is further
concerned with the problem of the number of the members of a
syllogism. This in its turn relates to the necessity or utility of inference
as a means of knowledge, or real cognition.

Since all real cognition, that is, all cognition of reality, reduces to
judgements, that is, to interpretation of sensations in concepts, and
since cognition can be distinguished as a direct and indirect one, the
judgement can also be divided in a direct and indirect one. The direct
one is perception, the indirect one is inference. The direct one is a
synthesia between a sensation and a conception, the indirect one is a
synthesis between a sensation and two concepts. The direct one has two
terms, the indirect one has three terms. The direct one reduces to the
form ‘this is blue’ or ‘this is smoke’. The indirect one can be reduced to
the form ‘this is smoke produced by fire’, or ‘there is some fire, because
there is smoke’. The smoke is perceived, the judgement ‘this is smoke’
is perceptual and direct. The fire is hidden, the judgement ‘there is
here fire’ is inferential and indirect. All things may be either perceived
or unperceived. The cognition of an unperceived through a perceived
is called inference. It is an indirect cognition, a cognitton, so to speak,
round the corner, a cognition of an object through its ‘mark’. The
hidden object has a mark, and this mark is, in its turn, the characteristic,
or the mark of a point of reality. The cognition of a point of reality, as
possessing the double mark, as possessing the mark of its mark, is
inference.®

The inferential judgement will then become a judgement of
concomitance (vyapti = sahacarya = avinabhava). However, not every

cognition containing three terms, of which. one is a substratum for the .~

two others, will be an inference. Only such a combination of them,
where the two attributes are necessarily interrelated, the one deducible
from the other, represents an inference. The judgement *there is a fiery
hill’ contains three terms; however, they are not necessarily interrelated.
But the judgement ‘there is here a fire, because there is smoke’, ‘there
is no smoke without a fire’ are inferential, since smoke is represented as
necessarily connected with its cause, the fire.”
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The Science of Logic (nyaya-éastra) developed in India out of a Science
of Dialectics (tarka-sastra). Inference appears in the latter as one of the
methods of proof, but its part is insignificant; it is lost in a multitude of
dialectical tricks resorted to in public debates. Its gradual rise in
importance runs parallel with the gradual decrease in the importance
of dialectics. The origin of the Indian doctrine of inference and syllogism
is indigenous. Its whole conception as one of the ‘sources of knowledge’
(pramana) gives it from the start an epistemological character. During
the Hinayana period, the Buddhists seem to know nothing about either
syllogism or inference.? In the oldest records of the Jains, the Agamas, it
appears that in the treatment of knowledge there existed from very
early times a school of metaphysicians who divided knowledge into five

-varieties, namely, mati, Sruta, avadhi, manahparyaya and kevala, while the

school of logicians would have divided it into paroksaand pratyaksa. They
included, in paroksa, it seems, the sources of valid knowledge, namely,
pratyaksa, anumana, upamana and dgama.’ Among the Brahmins in the
post-Vedic age, Atmd-vidya, was at a later stage called Anviksiki, the science
of inquiry. It treated two subjects, namely, the soul and the theory of
reasons. In so far as it was mainly concerned with the soul, Anviksiki was
developed into a philosophy called Darsana; and in so far as it dealt
largely with the theory of reasons it developed into a logic called pre-
eminently the Anvikstki or Hetu-vidyd or Hetu-$astra. It was also called
Tarka-vidya, the art of debate, or Vada-vidya, the art of discussion,
inasmuch as it dealt with rules for carrying on disputes in learned
assemblies called parisad.'®

But with the advent of a new age, at a period of Indian philosophy
when the teaching of the leading schools were put into systematic order
and their fundamental treatises composed, inference appears in the
majority of them as one of the chief sources of our knowledge, second
in order and .in importance to sense-perception. The orthodox
Mimarsakas deny inference as a source of real knowledge because
neither sense-perception nor inference is a source of cognizing religious
duty. The materialists, on the other side, deny it because direct sense-
perception is for them the only source of knowledge. Between these
two extremes we have the schools of Nyaya, Vaiesika and Sammkhya
which, in the period preceding Dignaga, framed their definitions of
inference as the second source of our knowledge of the empirical
world. With Vasubandhu the Buddhists enter into the movement and
produce, in the Vadavidhi, their own first definition. All these definitions
are mercilessly criticized and rejected by Dignaga.'!

The VaisSesikas, from among all non-Buddhist schools, come the
nearest to the Buddhists, both in their definition of inference and in
their classification of relations. They acknowledge four kinds of relations,
namely, causality, coherence in a common substrate, conjunction {or
simple concomitance) and opposition or negation. Digniga records
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that at his time (that is, during ap 450~520), the VaiSesikas explained
the generalizing step which the understanding makes when it moves
from a particular case to a universal premise as supernatural intuition,

“evidéntly because it was unexplainable from experience. It seems from
PraSastapada, the author of the Bhasya on the Vaisesika-sutras of Kanida,
that the idea of a fixed number of relations was nevertheless dropped
by them in the sequel.!?

Siddhasena Divakara, a Jaina logician who flourished in Ap 480-550,
referred 1o the opinion of Vasubandhu, maintains that perception and
inference are of two varieties in accordance with the two kinds of valid
knowledge, namely, for one’s own sake (svdrtha) and for the sake of
others (parartha). In NAverse 10 he says that both Pratyaksa and Anumana
disclose objects which are familiar (prasiddha) to us; and as both these
kinds of knowledge are a means of communicating the same to others,
they are knowledge for the sake of others (pardrtha). Pararthanumana, or
inference for the sake of others, is defined as a statement expressive of
the reason (hetu, linga, middle term) which is inseparably connected
with s@dhya or that which is to be proved. This statement should consist
of paksa, or minor term, and four or nine other terms according to the
form of syllogism chosen. Generally a syllogism of five parts is quite
sufficient for an average man. Aksapada Gautama (circa ap 150), the
author of the Nydya-sutra, has propounded these five parts of syllogism
as proposition (pratifiia), reason (hetu), example (udaharana or drstanta),
application of the example (upanaya) and statement of the conclusion
{nigamana).'®* Among the Jains, Bhadrabahu (circa 473-357 BC), in his
Dasavaikalika-niryukti,'* elaborated a syllogism consisting of ten parts
(dasavayava-vikya), which contain, over and above, the four of the five
enumerated above, six more, namely, limitation of the proposition
(pratijiia-vibhakti), limitation of the reason (hetu-vibhakti), the counter-
proposition (vipaksa), opposition to the counter-proposition (vipaksa-
pratisedha), questioning the validity of the instance or example (akansa),
and the meeting of the question (@kansa-pratisedha); the order being
pratijna, pratijiia-vibhakti, hetu, hetu-vibhakti, vipaksa, vipaksa-pratisedha,
drstanta, akansa, akansa-pratisedha, and nigamana;'® the Upanaya of
Aksapada is broken up into the eighth and the ninth parts. Thus, both
the Brahmanic and the Jaina tradition recognize the importance of five
or ten members of a syllogism. And, Bhadrabahu further categorizes
the syllogism with ten parts as best (utkrsta), that with nine to two parts
as mediocre (madhyama) and that with one part as worst (jaghanya).!®
This is the authentic and very ancient Jaina perspective. .

The reason for such a perspective of having a syllogism of at least five
members or, if possible, that of all the ten members is worth exploring.
The difference between the inference, or svarthanumana, and syllogism,
or pararthanumana, is a difference between that form of inferential
judgement which has in the natural run of our thinking and acting
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process, and another form which is most suitable in science and in
public debate. In a public debate the universal proposition is rightly put
forward as the foundation of the reasoning to which should follow the
applying proposition, or the minor; whereas in the actual thought-
process the universal judgement is never present to the mind in its
necessity; it seems hidden in the depths of our consciousness, as though
controlling the march of our thought from behind a screen. Our
thought leaps from one particular case to another one, and a reason
seems to suggest itself to the mind. Its universal and necessary connection
with the predicate lies apparently dormant in the instinct and reveals
only when duly attended to. In inference for the individual, the thought-
process more closely corresponds to the natural process of transition
from one particular case to another one. In syllogism, that is, the
inference for others, it is very difficult to always distinguish between
what belongs to inference as a thought-process and what to its expression
in speech, since we cannot deal with the thoughtprocess without
expressing it in some way.”

When Dignaga started on his logical reform he was faced by the
theory of a five-membered syllogism established in the school of the
Naiyayikas. This syllogism was supposed to represent five interrelated
steps of an ascending and descending reasoning. It started by a thesis
and ended in a conclusion. From these five members, Dignaga retained
only two, the general rule including the examples, and the application
including the conclusion. Indeed the main point in every syllogism, just
as in every inference, is the fact of the necessary interrelation between
two terms as it is expressed in the major premise. The second point
consists in the application of the general rule to a particular case. This
is the real aim of an inference, that is, the cognition of an object on the
basis of the knowledge of its mark. When these two steps are made, the
aim of the syllogism is attained, other members are superfluous. It thus
consists of a general rule and its application to an individual case. But
the syllogism of the Naiyayikas contains much more details, resembling
a mathematical demonstration; it begins by proclaiming the probandum
and concludes by stating that its demonstration has been made. Dignaga
and Dharmakirti enlarge upon the definition of a correct thesis. Evidently
this was a point at issue between the schools of their time, They maintain
that a thesis in a public debate should be correctly formulated, but at
the same time it is not at all an indispensible member of every deduction.
It can be safely dropped even in a debate when in the course of
debating it is clearly understood without special mention. Thus a series
of rules were established to which an acceptable thesis must satisfy. But
later on this chapter on a correctly formulated thesis gradually sunk
into insignificance, since all the fallacies of a thesis became merged in
the doctrine of false reasons. But, according to Dignaga and Dharmakirt,
real members of a syllogism, the necessary members of the logical
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process, are thus only two, the general rule and its application to an
individual instance. The first establishes a necessary interdependence
between two terms, the second applies this general rule to the point in
question. The first is called inseparable connection (avinabhava =
antariyakatva = avyabhicara = ydgtz). The second is called qualification
of the subject (paksa-dharmatd).!

Dharmottara testifies that Digniga was the first to draw a hard and
fast line between inference and syllogism. He envisaged inference as a
process of cognition, one of the two ‘sources’ of our knowledge, and
called it inference ‘for one self’, or ‘in one self’ (sv@rthanumana); the
second was regarded by him not as a source of knowledge atall, butas a
method of correctly and convincingly expressing it in a series of
propositions for the benefit of an audience. This doctrine is but a
consequence of the theory of a difference in principle between the two
sources of our knowledge. There are two, and only two, sources of
knowledge, because there are two, and only two, kinds of cognized
‘essences’. The senses apprehend the expreme concrete and particular
only; inference apprehends the general alone. Inference and
understanding are, thus, convertible terms. Such an inference must be
separated from a series of propositions used for conveying a thesis to an
audience. Such a separation is a direct outflow of the fundamental
principle of his philosophy. We find in the works preceding the reform
of Digniga no mention of the inference ‘for one self’ and ‘for others’.
Neither Gotama, nor Kanida, nor Vitsyayana, nor, for ought we know,
Vasubandhu refer to it. But almost every post-Dignagan work on logic
contains it. Prasastapada, who most probably was a contemporary of
Digniga, was the first to introduce it in the logic of the Vaisesika
school.®

But the fate of Dignaga’s innovation in the school of the Naiyayikas
was somewhat different. The original aphorisms of Aksapada Gotama
already contain a distinction between inference as one of the ‘sources’
of cognition (pramana) and the ‘five membered syllogism’ which is
treated not under the head of the four ‘sources’ of cognition, but under
the head of one of the sixteen topics of discourse (padartha). It scems as
though the innovation of Dignaga was simply borrowed, or extracted,
out of these rules of Gotama. However, the five-membered syllogism is
regarded, in the Nyaya school, not as an inference evoked in the head
of the hearer, but as a faithful and adequate description of the gradual
steps of our thought in a process of inference. These steps must be
repeated when an inference is commu-nicated to somebody else. The
five-membered syllogism is itself already an abbreviation of another,
ten-membered, syllogism which was in vogue in that school previously
to the establishment of the five-membered one.?’ It aimed at describing
all the gradual steps of our inferential cognition, beginning with the
first moment of inquisitiveness (jijiase) and ending in an inferred
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conclusion. The same psychological stand-Point prevails in this school
in regard of the five-membered syllogism.2 '

_ It is thus clear that it was in view of Digniga’s innovation that
inference as svarthanumana was separated from syllogism as
Pamthdnumdna, in post-Digndgan period of Indian logic. This was the
llnﬂuence of Buddhist Logic on Brahmanic Logic. This Buddhist
mﬂuence worked on the Jaina logic too. We, thus, find Siddhasena
Divakara separating the ‘svartha’ and the ‘pararthe’ perception and
inference in NA.2 Pararthanumana, or inference for the sake of others,
is defined as a statement 'expressive of the reason (hetu, linga, middle
term) which is inseparably connected with s@dhya or that which is to be
proved; it should consist of paksa and other terms.2?

The normal form of syllogism, according to Siddhasena Divikara, is
the well known five-membered one, namely pratiffia, hetu, dystanta,
upanaya and nigamana. Paksa or minor term is one which is admitted to
be connected with sddhya, the major term; it should not be such as not
to be opposed to perception, one’s own assertion, inference and the
worldly notions (Ioka). This pakia must be expressly stated in the syllogism
to intllicate the abode of the reason (ketu). Siddhasena Divakara illustrates
his view by citing the instance of an archer who aims an arrow at the
target without mentioning what that target is; his aim may be right, but
the person who has come to see the archer’s skill may regard it to be
wrong. Similarly, if the disputant does not mention the minor term on
which the existence of the major term is to be proved, his opponent
may understand the minor term to be something else and thus
misunderstand the argument of the disputant. The middle term, reason
or hetu, in the syllogism can be used in two ways: (1) Presence or
existence of the major term is inferred from the presence or existence
of the middle term or hefu, as it can only then be accounted for
(upapateh). (2) The presence or existence of the major term is inferred
from the presence or existence of the middle term or Aety, as it cannot
otherwise be accounted for (anyathdnupapaiieh). It is necessary to use
the reason in both these ways as either way of expressing hetu is quite
sufficient to make a valid reasoning. It is only the mode that differs and
not the sense. The drstante or illustration is defined as one where
inseparable connection between sadhya and sadhana, that is, the major
term and the minor term, is well ascertained. It is of two kinds, namely
sadharmya-dystanta or homogeneous illustration, and vaidharmya-drstanta
or heterogeneous illustration. The first is used only when the (causal)
relationship, as for instance, between fire and smoke, is admitted. The
second is one which shows that the absence of the major term leads to
the absence of the middle term. The majority of logicians among the
Brahmanists, the Buddhists and the Jainas advocate a syllogism of five
parts, but some among them, obviously under the influence of Dignaga’s
mnovation, think that drstanta is not an essential part of a syllogism.?
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Siddhasena Divikara has referred to this latter view in the verse 20 of
his NA, as quoted and elaborated at the outset to e).cp.lain the concept of
antaroyapti- Dr S.C. Vidyabhusana thinks that the opinion of \lfafubandhu,
the teacher of Digniga is cited in this verse. Siddhasena Divakara pere
speaks of ‘antarvyapti and ‘bahirvyapti’. Siddharsi Gani has explained
the term‘antarvyapts as one where the inseparable connection between
the major term and the middle term is ascertained with reference to the

minor term (paksa) only,? the term ‘bahirvyapti is explained as the

statement of the inseparable connection between the major term and
the middle term in an illustration from outside, as in the kitchen in the
stock example.?® Thus, according to some logicians, an out‘side exarpple
is unnecessary, when the inseparable intrinsic connection is ascertained
with reference to the minor term. Both Vasubandhu and Siddhasena
Divikara seem to admit this alternative view, and further hold that the
drstanta is also useless if the inseparable intrinsic connection is not
understood with reference to the minor term (tad-asadbhave ‘pi).
Siddhasena Divikara does not combat this view, showing thereby that
the view does not deserve special consideration. In his view, the form of
syllogism depends on the capacity of the hearer; if he is clever enough,
he may understand it even with two parts; for an average man the form
with five parts would suit well, while for a dullard the form with ten parts
should be used.2” Dr $.C. Vidyabhusana has translated ‘antarvyapti’ as
‘intrinsic inseparable connection’, and ‘bahirvyapti’ as ‘extrinsic
inseparable connection’.2® N

Among the Jaina logicians who came after Siddhasena Divakara, the
names of Jinabhadra Gano Ksamasramana, Siddhasena Gani,
Samantabhadra, Akalankadeva, Vidyananda and Manikya Nandi are
notable. All these were Digambara Jainas. Among these Akalarika (about
AD 750) was a famous logician, who has been called ‘the crest gem of the
circle of all logicians’ ( sakala-tarkika-cakra-cidamani) *® In his Laghiyastraya
(LT), he defines anumdna as the knowledge solelzr based on the
concomitance (avindbhava) of the lingawith the sadhya.> This avindbhava
is the same as anyathGnupapatti, and as antarvyapti, according to his
commentator Prabhicandra, the author of the Nyayekumudacandra
(NKC), a commentary on the LT.3! Minikya Nandi (about ap 800}, the
author of the Pariksamukha (PM) has been said to have ‘churned the
nectar of the knowledge of Nyiya from the ocean of the words of
Akalanka’,3? and culled all the subject matter from the works of Akalaﬁ!ca.
Manikya Nandi has defined anumana as the knowledge of the major
term from the middle term, hetu as that which is fixed in concomitance
with the major term, and has then declared that these two only are the
limbs of anumana, and not the udaharana.’® The universal concomitance
(avinabhava) is both the rule of co-existence and the existencelof one
following the other as in the case of cause and effect; it is exemplified by
sahabhava as can be seen in the form and colour in a fruit, and by

[ ——————————
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kramabhava as exemplified in smoke following fire; this is ascertained by
Tarka. The rule of co-existence is that which inheres in a relationship of
wdpye and vyapaka.>* Manikya Nandi has propounded the view here
that only paksa and hetu are the two essential limbs of Anumdna. In his
Prameya-kamalamarttanda (PKM), the commentary on the PM,
Prabhicandra (about ap 825) while discussing the nature of vydpti with
reference to the definition of hetu, mentions three types of vyapti, namely
bahing;ipti, sakalyavyapti and antarvyapti, and rules out all the three of
them,

Devasiiri (ap 1086-1169), also called Vadidevasiiri or the foremost of
disputants, who belonged to the Svetambara sect of Jainism, and well-
known as the author of the important treatise entitled Pramana-naya-
tattvalokalanjara (PNT) as also of the exhaustive auto-commentary called
Syadvada-ratnakara on it, has specifically adopted the post-Dignaga
innovation regarding the essential members of a syllogism, by following
in the footsteps of the Digambara Jain logicians from Siddhasena
Divakara onwards.

He has mentioned that inference is of two kinds: sv@rtha or for one’s
ownself; and parartha or for the sake of others.’® He defines svartha
inference as that which consists in a knowledge of the proven, through
the apprehension of the mark and a recollection of its inseparable
relation to the dherma3? And, parartha inference is defined as one
consisting in a statement of the abode and the mark; it being granted
the status of an inference only by transference of epithet, that is,
metaphorically. To convince a cultured mind, a syllogism consisting of
a statement of the abode (paksa) and the mark (hetu) is enough; for a
highly cultured mind, however, the statement of the Fefu only is enough.
A dull mind, on the contrary, requires a long chain of premises, namely
example application, conclusion, to be convinced of a truth. It should
be noted that the statements of the abode and of the mark, are after all
propositions, consisting of words. Inference, however, is a mode of
knowledge. So, when it is said that the statements of the paksa and the
hetu constitute inference, it is to be understood only by transference of
epithet, that is, metaphorically only. The position is this. An intelligent
man makes an inference. This is svarthanumana or inference-for-one’s-
own-self. When he communicates the matter of this inference to others
he uses the statements of the pakse and the hetu. These statements or
propositions are, on the one hand, the effects of this svarthanumana or
subjective inference and, on the other, the cause of the pararthanumana
or the inference-n-others. So, when it is stated that statements of the
paksa and the hetu are the pararthanumana, it is to be understood that
the word anumana is applied to either its cause or to its effect here.3®

As regards the example, Devasiiri says that in the matter of convincing
others the premise stating the example is not potent; that is done
through stating the abode and the reason. It has been already pointed
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out by Devasiiri above that the example-premise is unnecessary even in
an inference<for-others. It is by the statement of the abode and the
statement of the reason that one may be made to understand the truth
of the matter (conclusion) of the inference. The statement of the
example-premise is incompetent to convince one of the matter of the
Inference.®®

Then he proceeds to refer to the intrinsic inseparable connection,
that is antarvyapti and declares that since because of its ‘internal
inseparable connection’ (pervasion) the mark is capable or incapable
of establishing the Proven, because of its ‘internal inseparable
connection’ (pervasion), the development of the ‘external inseparable
connection’ is valueless.*® Whether the mark is capable or not to prove
the Proven is dependent on whether it is essentially connected
(antarvyapti) with it. An example shows the external, that is, superficial
connection- (bahiruyapts) only; it does not prove the inseparable
connection between the sadhya and the sidhana.'® Ratnaprabha, the
author of the Ratnavatarika (RA) commentary on the PNT, explains this
thus: ‘This is the meaning. If the internal inseparable connection has
the capacity to establish the proven, the description of the external
inseparable connection is certainly useless.‘That is my son, because
such voice is not to be heard anywhere else’; here the mark leads to the
proven, although there is no (example showing) external inseparable
connection here. “He is green-black, because he is his (a given person’s}
son, like his other sons”™; here, however, although there is the example,
the mark does not establish the proven.™! ‘

We have the internal inseparable connection where there is the
‘pervasion’ of the mark by the proven in the very object denoted as the
abode; elsewhere, however, we have external connection. For instance,
‘A thing has many aspects, because a substance is cognized to be so.’
Here the inference is based on antarvyapti. But in ‘That place has fire,
because it has smoke; whatever is such is such; as for example, the
kitchen;’ the inference is a case of bahiroyapti.*?

Devasiiri further points out that in the matter of convincing others,
application (upanaya) and conclusion (nigamana) also are not potent;
for, it is effected through the use of the abode and the reason. To
convince others, supporting the mark is essential; without this, that is
impossible though the example, etc., may be used.*? Application and
conclusion are the last two premises in the five-limbed nyaya syllogism.
Devasiiri says that these two like the example-premises, are useless, so
far as arguments for convincing others are concerned. An intelligent
man will understand a truth, (for example, ‘This hill has fire.”) and the
mark (for example, ‘Because it has smoke’) are stated to him. The
essential thing in the argument for-the-sake-of-convincing-others of a
truth is to support and demonstrate the reason and for establishing it,
the hetu must be verified, even though the ‘example-premise’ or the
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other premises are used. If the reason is not well-established, it is
impossible the proven in any way. Hence in an anumana, it is the hetu
alone which must be stated and verified. The premises of example,
application and conclusion are superfluous.**

Finally, Devasiiri points out to the utility of the ten-membered or the
five-membered syllogism by stating that to convince the dullminded
persons, however, the premises of the example, the application and the
conclusion etc. are to be used.*® Pararthanumana or inference for others
is two-limbed as Devasiri has been so long maintaining. Such a two-
limbed argument, however, is meant for an intelligent pupil only.
Where the pupil is a dull or uninformed person, a more elaborate
process of argumentation is necessary. To teach such a person, not only
are all the five premises of a Nyaya syllogism necessary, but Devasun
goes even further than this in his auto-commentary and conceives of a
ten limbed syllogism for such a person. These ten premises are:
(1) paksa premise or the proposttion indicating the abode; (2) paksa-
suddhi-premise or the proposition verifying the abode; (3) hefu-premise
or the proposition stating the reason; (4) hetu-§iddhi-premise or the
proposition demonstrating the reason; (5) drstanta-premise or the
proposition stating the example; (6) drstinta-fuddhipremise or the
proposition verifying the example; (7) upanaya-premise or the
proposition describing the application; (8) upanaya-Suddhi-premise or the
proposition verifying the application; (9) nigamana-premise or the
proposition stating the conclusion; (10) nigamana-§uddhi-premise or the
proposition verifying the conclusion.*® On this, Ratnaprabha adds in
the Ratnavatarika: ‘Of these the best (utkrsta) form of an inference-for-
others is said to be ten-limbed. The mediocre (madhyama) form contains
limbs from nine to two. The worst (jaghanya), however, consists in a
statement of the mark only. These three forms of an ‘inference-for-
others’ are meant for dull, intelligent and super-intelligent learners,
respectively.??

Devastiri was a contemporary of Hemacandrasari (ap 1088-1172) well-
known as Kalikala-sarvajfia. About eighteen Jaina logicians are known to
have been the authors of various treatises on Jaina logic. They are
Candraprabha, Nemicandra, Anandasuri, Amaracandra, Haribhadra,
Parsvadeva, Sricandra, Devabhadra, Candrasena, Ratnaprabha,
Tilakicirya, Mallisena, Rajasekhara, Jitanacandra, Gunaratna,
Srutasigara, Dharmabhusana and Vinayavijaya. But none of these seem
to have even once referred to the term ‘antarvyapti’:

But, the last savant in the field of Jaina logic is Yasovijaya Gani (AD
1608-1688) of the Svetimbara sect and more famous as Upadhyaya and
Nydya-visarada. In his famous work on Jaina logic, namely the Jaira-tarka-

- bhasa, he has referred to the concept of antarvyapti, in the first chapter

called Pramana-pariccheda in the course of his discussion about the
nature of reason {hety). Here Yasovijaya poses a prima facieview by quoting
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the siitra 3.38 of the PNT, and rejects it as follows: As for the view that
association of the subject with the probandum is felt by grasping the
relationship of the probandum and the probane of the subject in the
internal concomitance, as it is said that ‘in the subject which is treated
as thesis, the concomitance of the probane with the probandum is the
internal concomitance, at other places itis external concomitance’ (PNT.
3.38); it is not so. When, by the internal concomitance, the cause is
capable of giving the knowledge of the probandum, the external
concomitance would have to be accepted as futile invention. The
concomitance, being defined as innate without any exception, and the
external concomitance being only an associate, the concomitance of
universal nature can hardly be said to have any variety only on account
of its subject. If it is not so, then only at the time of grasping an internal
concomitance, there would be the experience of the relationship of the
subject and the probandum and the inference would be futile without
the knowledge ‘The mountain has fire’; this should be thought upon by
the scholars in accordance with the scriptures.*

Ratnikarasanti (about ap 1040), called Kalikz}la—sarvajﬁa among the
Buddhists and known to the Tibetans as Acarya Santi or simply Santipa,
was the author of the Antarvyapti (in Tibetan, Nari-gi-khyab-pa, signifying
‘internal insparable connection’. The Tibetan translation was prepared
by the Indian sage Kumira Kalasa and the interpreter-monk Sakya-hod.
The work argues that the inseparable connection between the middle
term and the major term can be conceived without the aid of an
example in which the thing signified by the two terms co-abide, nay,
without the aid even of the minor term in which we are to 4[;rove the co-
presence of the things, for example, fiery because smoky.

From the doctrine of ten-membered syllogism reduced to five-
membered one in the Nyayasastra, and still further reduced to two in
the Buddhist logic, we can trace the history of the evolution of syllogism.
Naturally, the psychological and logical factors were mixed in the
doctrine of ten-membered syllogism. In the Naiyayika’s syllogism there
has been a bold attempt to shake off the psychological incubus, but still
the psychological influence did not cease to be at work. In the Buddhist
syllogism as propounded by Dignaga and Dharmakirti the psychological
factors were carefully eliminated and the syllogism received a perfectly
logical shape. But the survival of the example was a relic of the ancient
sway of psychology and this was destined to be unceremoniously brushed
aside by the onslaughts of Jaina logicians, who propounded the doctrine
of internal concomitance (antarvyapti),’® taking up the clue from
Siddhasena Divakara. The incompatibility with the contradictory should
be regarded as the only logical attribute of valid probans and the triple
or quadruple character without this is powerless to prove the necessary
connection. The Jaina logicians, and later on, Ratnakaraganti, a Buddhist,
call this fact ‘internal concomitance (antarvyapts) as opposed to the
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Naiyayikas who hold that universal concomitance is apprehended outside
the subject of inference, for example, in a kitchen and not in the hill.
This conception of universal concomitance is characterized as ‘external
concomitance’ (bahirvyapti). The Jainas emphasize that the relation of
probans and probandum must be natural constitutional, appertaining
to the inherent nature of the things and so wherever concomitance may
be apprehended, the concomitance must be understood in respect of
the probans and propandum per se without reference to the place of
occurrence which is an accidental coincidence.”!

We have seen that the doctrine of antarvyapti (internal concomitance)
is originally the creation of Vasubandhu, 2 Buddhist logician, which was
adopted by Siddhasena Divakara, a Jaina logician of the Digambara
sect, and was further developed as the exclusive doctrine of Jaina logic
as a modification of the post-Dignaga innovation adopted by the Jaina
logicians of both the Digambara and Svetambara sects. This doctrine
has been supported by Jaina logicians from beginning to end, from
Siddhasena Divakara of the sixth century ap down to Hemacandra Suri
of the twelfth century ap. Santiraksita has made frantic atiempts to refute
this doctrine, and this was natural because the doctrine is antagonistic
to the doctrine of triple probans and the fallacy of the uncommon
inclusive reason propounded by Dignaga. Later on, Ratnakirti, though
not expressly advocating the claims of antarvyapti, has adopted the exact
principle on which it is based. He expressly declares that the
concomitance of ‘existing” (sattva) with momentariness (ksanikatva) is
not attested by perception in the familiar example, ghata (earthen jar).
The concomitance is proved by means of prasanga or prasanga-viparyaya,
which are two cases of inference (anumana). He also admits that the
aniversal concomitance is capable of being comprehended in the subject
of inference, provided the arguer has the energy to appeal to the
evidence at every step. In this case, reference to an outside example is
unnecessary and unprofitable.’?

Ratnikaradanti, a worthy disciple of Ratnakirti, more fully than the
latter, adopted this doctrine and incorporated it into the corpus of
Buddhist logic, thus bringing the prodigal son of Vasubandhu back to
home, and made bold and almost frantic efforts to reconcile this
doctrine with the fundamental logical position of Dignaga and his
followers. It is but a self-evident and indisputable fact that the world is
much indebted to the Buddhists and Jainas, whose logical and
philosophical contributions have distinctly extended the frontiers of
human knowledge.??

And, now, we consider the implications of the concept of ‘antarvyapts' .
The problem of logic is pre-eminently the discovery of universal
concomitance of the probans (hetu) and the probandum (sadhya),
because this is the pivot and ground on which inference is based. We
can infer the existence of fire from the existence of smoke in all places.
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and times only if we can persuade ourselves by uninflinching logic that
smoke cannot exist without fire. We cannot certainly arrive at this truth
from perceptual observation, because all the individual cases of fire and
smoke, present, past and future, near and distant, are not amenable to
pbservauon; even if it had been possible, it would have rendered all
inference nugatory. Nor can this invariable concomitance be known
with the help of inference, because inference is itself possible only if
there is an invariable concomitance at its back, and for this again
another inference would be in request and for that a third, and s’o on ad
infinitum. The upshot will be that no inference would be possible. So
the problem of problems that logic has to face and solve is to enquire
mto and discover the grounds of the universal concommitance 5
) _Ther Materialists of the Carvaka school, and later on Bhartrhari and
Sriharsa, emphatically denied the possibility of ascertaining this universal
concomitance and consequently the validity of inference as a medium
of authentic knowledge. Buddhists affirm that inference of the
probandum is possible if the probans is ascertained to be endowed with
triple characteristics, which can be easily established if the probans can
be shown to stand in the relation of causality or essential identity to the
probandum in question.®® The relation of causality or of essential identity
(tada,tmj_;a), on which the Buddhist logician bases the universal
concomitance, has, by itself, no special virtue to commend itself in
prc:fe_re_nce to repeated observation of co-presence (sahacara), which the
Naiyayika claims to be guarantee of the validity of inferential
knowledge.’® Apart from the metaphysical doubts, which lay axe at the
very root of all inference, the empirical validity of inference is not
doubted_ even by the greatest sceptic. The importance of universal
concomitance both in subjective inference (svarthanumdina) and
syllogistic argument (parirthanumina) was emphasized by Dignaga
Per‘haps for the first time and ever since it has been recognized as an
mdlspensajble part of syllogistic argument. Though the Nyayasiitra does
not contain any reference to this all-important factor of inference
thqre are indications that Vatsyayana was conscious of the necessity oi"
um_vers_al concomitance. Uddyotakara, however, interpreted the
Nyayasiitras (1.1.35-36:‘Tatha vaidharmyat and ‘sadhya-sadharmyat
Paddh.armafbhavi drstanta udaharanam’') in such a way that he brought it
into line with the triple condition emphasized in Buddhist logic. Digniga
was perhaps the first logician to insist on the universal concomitance
being stated in a syllogism and the violation of the rule was stated to give
rise to two falllacies of the example, namely (1) non-statement of
concomitance in agreement (apradarsitanvaya) and (2) non-staterent
of concomitance in difference (apradarsitavyatirekay > The Buddhist says
that if the concomitance be based upon causality or essential identity.
the relation cannot but be conceived to be invariable, as an effeci
cannot be conceived to be independent of a cause and hence the effect
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is the proof of the cause; and as regards two things, whose nature is
fundamentally identical, there can be no separation between the two, as
that would be tantamount to forfeiture of their essential character,
which is inconceivable. So long as the supposition of the contrary
possibility is not ruled out of court by a reductio ad absurdum, the doubt
as to their concomitance being a case of accidental coincidence will not
be removed. And the reductio ad absurdum can come into operation only
if the facts in question are known to be related as set forth above.5®

The Jaina logicians contend that the iriple characteristic and the

fivefold characteristic of the probans, respectively maintained by the
Buddhists and the Naiyayikas as the conditio sine qua non of valid
inference, are absolutely inane and ineffectual, because the triple or
the fivefold condition, if unbacked by knowledge of the impossibility of
the contradictory supposition, cannot be a sufficient guarantee of
universal concomitance. It is, therefore, perfecily reasonable to hold
this ‘logical incompatibility of the contradictory supposition’ to be the
only legitimate character of avalid probans, when the triple character is
absolutely abortive in the absence of this condition and this condition
alone is found to prove the thesis, though the triple character may be
absent. The triple character of the Buddhist and the fivefold attribute
of the Naiyayika are only logical offshoots of this condition alone,
namely the incompatibility of the probans with the contradictory and
all their cogency and validity are derived from this factor alone. ? So,
universal concomitance can be understood only by ruling out the
contradictory supposition, though the contradictory may be a fiction.%
It follows, therefore, that incompatibility with the contradictory should
be regarded as the only attribute of a valid probans and the triple or
quantuple character without this is powerless to prove the necessary
connection. The Jaina logicians and later on Ratnikarasant, a Buddhist,
call this fact ‘internal concomitance’ (antarvyapti) as opposed to the
Naiyayikas who hold that universal concormitance is apprehended outside
the subject of inference, for example, in a kitchen and not in the hill.
This conception of universal concomitance is characterized as ‘external
concomitance’ { bahirvyapti). The Jainas emphasize that the relation of
probans and probandum must be a natural constitutional relation,
appertaining to the inherent nature of things and so wherever
concomitance may be apprehended, the concomitance must be
understood in respect of the probans and the probandum per se without
reference to the place of occurrence, which is an accidental
coincidence.%

Though this doctrine of internal concomitance has been established
by Ratnakarasina with ardour and emphasis, and he has left no stone
unturned to reconcile this theory with the logical position of Dignaga,
it is absolutely certain that the orthodox Buddhist logicians did not
accept this theory for a long time to come. On the other hand, they
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attacked this doctrine with all the emphasis at their command, because
the doctrine of internal concomitance is antagonistic to the doctrine of
the triple condition of the probans advocated by Digniga and also the
fallacy of the inconclusive-reason-peculiar-to-the-subject. Thus,
Santaraksita, a Buddhist, has attacked Patrasvimin, a Jaina, and tried to
uphold the position of Dignaga.5?

In reply to the contentions of the advocate of bahirvyapti, the adherent
of antarvyapti observes that the order of syllogistic premises has nothing
to do with our subjective experience. Whatever be the customary
arrangement of propositions in a syllogism, we have nothing to quarrel
with, because, after all, it is 2 question of arrangement of words, and
words have no bearing on objective facts and much less on concomitance
and the like, which are relations of facts. Words are employed only to
indicate these factual relations and so the verbal order has no essential
relation with factual order of our ratiocinative process. Whatever be the
arrangement of premises, the knowledge of the probans subsisting in
the subject is the first step in the ratiocinative process and then the
universal concomitance is ascertained by a reductio ad absurdum of the
contradictory position. And this is exactly the psychological process
involved in all cases of inference irrespective of the order of propositions
in a syllogism. Moreover, the syllogistic order is not the same in all
schools of thought, and if the order of ratiocination is made contingent
upon verbal order, there will be no uniformity in inferential knowledge
as a psychological fact. The statement of the minor premise is, therefore,
not redundant in the theory of internal concommitance.5?

It may be urged that mention of a concrete example is necessary for
bringing home the universal truth to a dull understanding. In that case,
the statement of example should be confined within a manual of logic
and should not be stated in a logical disputation, because only an
expertis eligible for debate. Besides, a debate or a logical disputation is
not the occasion for the instruction of pupils, as its objective is only to
score a victory by an effective refutation of the opponent’s theses.®

According to Dignaga, such inference as ‘word is impermanent,
because it is audible’ is not valid, as the quality of audibility is the
exclusive property of word and its concomitance with impermanence is
not attested in a homologous instance. For the advocate of internal
concomitance, however, since the testimony of a homologous instance
is deemed unnecessary, this argument would be legitimate and valid.
But this is in express contravention of the position of Dignaga. Since
the Jaina logicians are not obliged to profess allegiance to Dignaga, this
discrepancy cannot be a case of disloyalty. But Ratnakarasanti, who
tried to rejuvenate this theory of internal concomitance advocated by
the Jainas, perhaps in a bid to return to the position of Vasubandhu,
had to face this charge of treason against Dignaga, whose authority he
could not disown being a Buddhist by profession. Accordingly, he has
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endeavoured to bring into line with Dignaga’s conception of valid
probans; and he has succeeded in doing so only by explaining away
Digniga’s theory of triple character. The obvious implication is that it
should be ascertained wherever possible. In the case of inference such
as ‘All that exists is momentary’, the ‘momentariness’ is predicted of all
existents without exception and as such there is no homologue external
to and apart from the subject, where the agreemental aspect could be
verified. The agreement, therefore, must be admitted to be
comprehended in the subject on the strength of the absurdity of the
contrary possibility. Subsistence in a homologue in and by itself has no
cogency, unless it is ratified by the absurdity of the counter-issue. So the
fallacy of the uncommon inclusive probans is no fallacy in reality. It has
been formulated by the master only as a concession to persons of dull
intellect, who labour under the delusion that concomitance can be
ascertained only in an external example outside the scope of the
subject. But this is not really so, as concomitance is apprehended in a
universal reference.5

We have seen that concomitance is comprehended by means of
reductio ad absurdum of the contrary thesis and examples have no bearing
upon it. Reductio ad absurdumis a species of tarka {hypothetical reasonir}g)
and tarka is not regarded as an independent means of proof. There is a
vital difference between tarka and inference, as tarke has no reference
to the probans or its subsistence in the subject (paksadharmata). But tarka
is not fettered like this. It may prove something regarding a particular
subject om the basis of an attribute found in the other, as for example
in a reasoning like this, ‘certainly there are human beings here, because
we see that horses are used as beasts of burden.’ Now, a horse as bearer
of burden is no attribute of human beings, but nevertheless it signifies
their existence. Thus, the tradition among the Naiyayikas is uniformly
consistent with regard to the neutral character of tarka and about its lack
of probative value. We do not come across any speculation of tarkein any
Buddhist work. But Ratnakarasanti always characterized it as vipaksa-
badhaka-pramana (the proof refuting the contradictory), and Ratnakirti
treated this proof of contradiction as a fullfledged syllogistic argument
in his Ksanabhangasiddhi. The obvious implication is that it is regarded
as a proof and as a species of inference, according to the Budfihists. The
Jainas, however, regard tarka as a separate pramana. It is the instrument
of knowledge of universal concomitance and perception and the like
do but give the occasion for it.5®
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45,
46,
47.

48.
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Intreduction, p. xxx, fin.1 : Akalanika-vacombhodher uddadhre yena dhimaia/
Nyaya-vidyamriam tasmai namo manikyanaendine/ / :

PM. 3.14—8adhandt sadhya-vifhdnam anumanam//14//; 3.15—Sadhya-
vindbhdvitvena niscito hetuh//15//; 3.37—Etad-dvayam evanumanangam
noddaharanam //37//
PM., 3.16—Saha-krama-bhiva-niyamo vinabhavah/ /16/ /; 3.17—Saha-carinor vyapya-
vyapakayos co sahabhavah //17//; 3.18—Pirvottara-carinoh karya-haranayoé ca
kramabhavah / /18/ /; 3.19—Tarkat tannirnayah//19//
Prameya-kamala-martianda of Prabhacandra on PM, edited by Pt. Mahendra Kumar
Shastri, Nirnaya Sagar Press, Bombay, 1941, pp. 364-66, on PM, 3.15: Kifica anvayo
wyaptir abhidhiyate / Sa ca tridha-bahir-vyaptibh sakalyaryaptih, antarvyaptos ceti /...
Etenantarvyaptir api cintita/Ne khalu pratyahsaditahsd’pi prasiddhyati/
Pramana-naye-tattvaloka'lankére (PNT) of Vadi-devasuri with the commentary
Ratnakaravatiriki of Ratnaprabhacarya, edited by Pt. Hargovinddas and Pt.
Bechardas, Yashovijaya Jaina, Granthamala, Benares, Veer Era 2437 (A.D.), 3.9:
Anumanam dvi-prakarakam svértham parartham ca/
Ibid., 3.10 : Tatra hetu-grahana-sambandha-smarana-karanakam sadhya-vijiidnam
svartham//10//
Ibid., 3.23 : Paksa-hetu-vacanatmakarm parartham anumanam upacarat/ /23//;
H.S. Bhattacharya, on PNT., 3.23, pp. 208-09.
Ibid., 3.38 : Na drstanta-vacanam parapratipattaye prabhavati, tasyam paksa-hetu-
vacanayor eva vyaparopalabdhel //33//; H.S. Bhattacharya, on PNT, 3.33, p. 216.
Ibid., 3.37 : Antarvyaptya hetoh sidhya-pratydyane Saklacasakiou ca bahirvyapier
udbhdavanan vyartham //%7//; HLS. Bhattacharya, on PNT, 3.37, pp. 218-19.
Rainakarduatarikid on PNT. 3.37, p.19 : Ayam arthah—

Antarvyapteh sadhya-samsiddhi-Sakiou

Bahyavyapter varpanam vyartham eva/

Antarvyapteh sadhya-samsiddhyasakiau

Bahyavyapter varpanam vyartha eva//
Mat-putro’yam bahir vakti, evam-rupa-svara’nupapateh, ityatra bahirvyaptyabhave'pi
gamakatvasya, sa Syamah, tat-putratvdl, itaralal-putraval, ityatra tu tadbhdave’py
agamakatvasyopalabdher iti/
PNT, 3.38-39 : Paksikrta eva visaye sadhanasya sadhyena vyaptir antarvyaptir anyatra
tu bakirvyaptih //38//; Yalha'nekdntatmekam vastu saitvasya lathaivopapater ifi,
agniman ayam deso dhitmavattvdt, yo evam sa evam yatha paka-sthanam it ca//39//
Bhattacharya, pp. 219-20.
ibid., 3.40-41 : Nepanaya-nigamanayor api para-pratipatian samarthyam paksa-hetu-
prayogad eva tasyah sadbhavat //40//; Samarthanam eva param parapratipatty-angam
tad-antarena drstantadi-prayoge’pi tadasambhavat //41//
H.S. Bhattacharya, PNT, pp. 220-21.
PNT, 3.42 : Mandamalims fu vyulpadeyitum drsianiopanayanigamananyapi prayojyani
/74277 .
H.S. Bhattacharya, PNT, p. 222
RA on PNT, 3.42 : Tata uthrstam dasa@vayavam pararthanumanam ityuktawn bhavali /
Madhyaman tu navavayavad drabhya ydvat dvyavayavam / [Jaghayam punah
sadhanamatropanydsasvaripam / Pratipadyanam mandavyuipannd-tivyuipennatvat/
Jaina-tarka-bhasa (JTB) of Mahopadhyaya Yadovijaya, edited with ranstation and
critical notes, by Dr Dayananda Bhargava, Motilal Banarsidass, Delhi, 1973, Sec.
36, pp. 12-13: Ya! tu aniarvydaptyd peksiya-sadhya-sadhana-sambandh a-grahat
paksa-sadhya-samsarga-manam, tad ukiam—'paksikrta eva visaye sidhanasya sadhyena
vyaptir antarvyapiih, anyatra lu bakirvyaptir’ (Pra. Na. 3.38) iti; tan na; antarvyaptya
hetoh sadhya-pratydyanalakteu satyam bahirvyapter udbhavana-vyarthatva-
pratipadanenanena tasyah svarupaprayukia (kid') vyabhicara-laksanatvasya, bahirvyapies
ca sahacdra-matratvasya labhdl, sdrvatrikya vyapter visaya-bheda-matrena bhedasya
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durvacatvat / Na ced evam tad@ ntary » 7] 7l 7

_ /N yopti-grahakdala esa eva (hala ev ksa-sadhya-

mmfc{rgg—éhana_d anwmdana-vaika-(ph) lyapaitih ving parvato vahmz&fza igluiidejiz- PISGUSSIONMNEICORARNTS
pratitim iti yathalaniram bhaveniyam sudhibhik/

49. HIL, pp. 342-43. '

50. Satkari Mookerjee, The Buddhist Philosophy of Universal Flux (BPUF), Motilal

Ba'narsidass, Delhi, 1980, p. 364. g . .

gé ﬁ:_lg., p. 3;315 i On Excessive Politeness:
. Thid., pp. 388-39; Ksanabhasga-siddhik of Ratnakirti, published in Six Buddhist Ny ' iStori
g‘;’fzfts t;n CSc;nskﬁt, tlfgitgcz by 1;/[01? Haraprasad Shastri in Bibliotheca Indica, Asiya{?ig A RCSPODSC to the SPCCIH.I Issue on Hlstorlography
iety, Calcutta, . 20-53)., . eqe g
55, Toid b, 56 PP ) of Civilizations
54. Ihid., p. 366,
55, Ibid,, pp. 366-67. 5 q g g q
56. Ibid., pp?gﬁ& I am a social anthropologist, not a philosopher or historian, and therefore
57. Ibid., p. 371, an outsider to the debates in the Special Issue on Historiography of
58. Ibid., p. 372. Civilizations. Nonetheless, these debates do touch on questions that
gg- ig'g p- ggs- arise in my field, and in what follows my aim will be to indicate some
61 Ib; o pP 3 8(1). links between points made in the Special Issue and important discussions
62. Thid., p. 382. that have taken place in anthropology. Let me add that although I was
instructed by all the papers in the Special Issue, I do not intend to

63. Ibid., pp. 387-88.
64. Ibid., pp. 391-92.
65. Ibid., pp. 393-94; Antarvpaptisamarthanam of Ratnikaraganti published in Six

address them all separately or to consider all of the issues raised.
Actually, historians and anthropologists (and maybe even

%ﬁfgﬁﬁ?gg% OTC”i‘;Ct;‘ %@af:l?:t’;migeldoit?d bifohéln;éﬂaraprasad Shastri, Bibliotheca philosophers) have more in common than is commonly supposed.
Asidhiranatinh hewudosan mﬁdha-nyal;)gémya; ); pp. 112-13: Both, after all, are stuglents of culture, notwithstanding tl}e tendency.of
Abravid agrahad vyapter naivar sarvopasamhriau/ / anthropologists to think of the culture concept as their own special

66. BPUF, pp. 395-98, preserve. Historians can be seen as anthropologists who travel in time,

students of cultural difference (among other things to be sure) as a
product of recorded change.

! Which brings us to our first issue. At the heart of the culture
concept—indeed, at the heart of all so-called social science—is a
quandary. In general terms, the issue is whether human conduct can or
should be treated as if it were an object in nature, or whether it must be
understood in some other manner. This problem arises in several of the
papers in the Special Issue, albeit in different guises. For anthropologists
it is an old debate centring on the epistemological status of culture
itself. What is one actually describing when one renders an account of a
culture? How does one come to know a cultural ‘thing’, if indeed one
can speak in such terms at all?

One of the clearest formulations of this problem in anthropological
writings—somewhat dated now, but still of interest—is the distinction
between two somewhat arcane words, ‘emic’ and ‘etic’. These terms,
first used by the linguist Kenneth Clark and brought into more general
anthropological discourse in a famous essay by Marvin Harris!, derive
from the linguistic distinction between phonetic and phonemic
description and analysis. Briefly, a phonetic description of a language is
a description of the sounds actually produced by the speakers of a\
language. By contrast, a phonemic description focuses on how speakers |
of a language discriminate the sounds they produce and hear. The
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difference between these two approaches is the difference between two
totally distinct ways of knowing. Because it is concerned with sounds,
and not with the ways speakers distinguish sounds, a phonetic description
can be done using categories meaningful only to outsiders to the
language in question (in this case, linguists). Concepts like ‘voiced’,
‘alveolar’, or ‘aspiration’, will do all the work that needs to be done, and
these are linguists’ concepts, not the concepts of most speakers of a
language. But only a speaker of a language knows whether, let us say, the
aspiration of a bilabial stop does (as in Hindi) or does not (as in
English) make an actual difference in the meaning of a word. To do a
phonemic analysis of a language, in other words, one must at some level
understand the world of sound as it is understood by a community of
speakers; to do a phonetic analysis it is enough to be 2 member of the
community of linguists.

Now, the derivative terms ‘etic’ and ‘emic’ are used to denote general
approaches to the study of culture that are analogous to phonetic and
phonemic descriptions in linguistics. Etic descriptions of culture are
concerned with conduct as observed from the outside using outsiders’
categories. Emic descriptions are concerned with conduct as it is
understood by the actors themselves; in this mode it is the actors’
categories that count, not the outside observers’. Such descriptions are
not really Collingwoodian (or Diltheyian) ‘re-experiencings’
(Ramachandra); they are more akin to acts of translation.

Is it then possible to have a social science (anthropological or
historical) that is either entirely ‘etic’ or entirely ‘emic’? In responding
to this question, I think it is useful to look more closely at the phonetic/
phonemic distinction in linguistics. Here we discover that, although
they are different in principle, phonemic and phonetic descriptions are
both necessary in any account of how a language conveys meaning through
the medium of sound. Obviously, no human language can be described
in any sense at all without taking into account its phonemic system. But
this requires an understanding of phonetics. The phoneticist’s domain
is a physical context, one that exists for all languages, that makes
language possible and limits the possibilities of what a language can
be—the raw material, one might say, of all language. Moreover, and
precisely because of this, phonetic categories provide a common ground
that enables phonemic systems to be describable cross-linguistically. A
phonemic description of a language must use universal phonetic
categories in order to convey itself intelligibly to non-speakers of the
language in question.

This same doubleness seems to be characteristic of human affairs in
general. Human conduct exists in time and space, and can be described
in the same manner as anything ‘out there’. But human conduct (or
much of it) is also meaningful to actors, and thus it has an inward
dimension as well. The point surely is that our behaviour is both inward
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and outward at the same time, and an adequate understanding of
human life must take that into account.

How exactly these two sides of life interact with each other on the
stage of social life is a mysterious matter, the social-scientific version (I
suppose) of the mind-body problem. But we at least know that they do
interact. The facts of, let us say, sexual attraction—the drifting
pheromone's, and maybe even the gestures and demeanours of men
and women in such situations—are biological givens. Also, the hard
realities of subsistence needs and limitations are a set of external (and
universal) constraints that any assessment of the regulation of sexual
activity in human socicties (or any other aspect of human life) must
consider. Still, the ‘emic’ webs of meanings in which such ‘etic’ basics
become embedded, and the resulting patterns of behaviour, are very
different in different cultures. '

But although it seems obvious that anthropologists and historians
should be concerned with both sides of the ‘emic’/‘etic’ divide, there
exists nonetheless a tendency in anthropology to privilege what is often
called the ‘hermeneutic’ (that is, the emic) approach. That is, many
anthropologists seem to have come to believe that an account of
‘meaning’ suffices as an account of the way of life of a given society. This
same tendency seems to me to be echoed in at least some of the essays
in the Special Issue. In particular, G.C. Pande, in a piece remarkable for
its intelligence and clarity, suggests that the historian’s craft, rightly
understood, is to produce only ‘particular studies, narrative and
reflective, bearing on past experience so far as it has recorded itself” (p.
47). History thus becomes the recording of the world “as it appeared (o
men in the past’ (p. 42). This is precisely the emic approach, detached
from its etic moorings.

While I have to agree with Pande’s critique of kneejerk scientism,
the question remains, is this really the kind of history we want historians
to write? And perhaps more fundamentally, is it even possible to write
intelligible history this way? I certainly do not think this is the kind of
anthropology we should encourage, and I believe the same holds true
for history.

On the one hand, there is just no doubt that good historical {or
ethnographic) writing strives to convey the inwardness of a society or
civilization. This means that the historian or ethnographer must treat
the culturally conditioned purposes and understandings of men and
women who bear a culture as a partly autonomous domain: the web of
meaning within which all human life is conducted. On the other hand,
human understandings, purposes, and values also react against features
of the human situation that might or might not be understood or even
registered by actors. These, however, must be considered if sense is to
be made of the things the people of a society do. And they must also be
considered if any understanding is to be achieved of the cultural and
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social change that it is the historian’s office to record.

It is surely a thin sort of history {(or anthropology)} that makes no
reference to universal human capacities, limitations, urges, and
propensities. And how can an account be rendered of change that fails
to consider the impact of such universal factors in the human situation
as climate, soil, demography, and the facts of scarcity, competition,
exploitation, and conflict. One could add to this list. These are enabling
and limiting conditions of all societies and civilizations, I suppose it is
the philosopher’s task to argue about whether they belong to an
‘independent reality’, but independent of our perceptions or not, they
certainly present hard surfaces to which human institutions and
understandings must react and against which they are often sorely
tested.

These considerations lead naturally to our next issue, which is the
question of relativism that lurks, ghostlike, around many of the papers
in the Special Issue. Certainly one has to agree with Shri Krishari’s,
condemnation of western invidiousness, a theme echoed in many of the
contributions to the Issue. And one can only agree, too, with Krause’s
rejection of the ‘single right answer’ fantasy. In our eagerness to avoid
all appearance of ethnocentrism, however, we must take care that we
avoid the trap of excessive relativism. It will be objected that there are
no excessive relativists in the Issue. Perhaps not. But it must be
remembered that few, if any, extreme relativists are prepared to confess
their sins. Most are careful to state (as is Pande, on whom I pick
precisely because of the exemplary lucidity of his writing) that they
intend no ‘radical incommensurability’.2 And yet it seems to me that
some of the papers flirt with precisely this.

Cultural relativism, as we now understand it, is a view of things that is
largely traceable to the influence of anthropology and especially to the
writings of the redoubtable Franz Boas and his students. Whatever its
virtues or problems in anthropology, it has come to exercise enormous
influence on the sensibility of most who study ways of life, including
historians. In part its justifications are methodological, in part high-
theoretical. ButI fear that too often cultural relativism is actually rooted
in a simple desire to be polite.

Many skirmishes and battles have been fought over the issue of
relativism in anthropology, but it is probably fair to say that the classic
debate, a debate that certainly defined the issues with superlative clarity,
was a discussion that involved a philosopher. I refer of course to Peter
Winch'’s famous critique® of E.E. Evans-Pritchard’s Witcheraft, Oracles and
Magic among the Azande.*

In this very influential book, Evans-Pritchard attempted to address a
deceptively simple question. How, he asked, is it that the Azande
believe in witches in view of the plain fact (or so he believed) that

witches do not exist? His answer became a paradigm for anthropological:
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analysis of systems of thought; he said that, in the context of Zande
culture, a belief in witchcraft is entirely reasonable. But more, if you
were a Zande your thinking would be so deeply embedded in a dense
network of Zande assumptions, beliefs, and values that it would be
impossible not to believe in witches.

As many readers of this journal will know, Winch'’s objection was not
to Evans-Pritchard’s analysis as such, but to its premise, namely, that
witches do not exist. What is the ‘independentreality’, he asked, against
which this claim is to be tested? Is it the reality of scientific investigation?
Fine, but scientific reality cannot be shown to be independent of the
presuppositions of scientific investigation. Science is itself a ‘culture’
(though Winch did not put it quite this way) within which the Zande
belief in witchcraft seems out of touch with reality. But from the Zande
standpoint, the scientist’s disbelief in witches likewise seems to be a
kind of fantastic superstition. Who is to choose, and on what grounds,
between these entirely separate conceptual worlds?

This is extreme relativism (of the conceptual as opposed to the
ethical variety), although Winch himself denies that it is. And it illustrates
well the limitations of extreme relativism. Winch'’s most serious difficulty
is obviously the fact that the Azande seem to share some of the scientist’s
sense of reality. It is true that Zande divination techniques are different
from the scientist’s experimental method, and it is true too {as has been
pointed out many times) that the predictions of Zande divination are
protected from empirical disconfirmation (in ways that Evans-Pritchard
describes in great detail). But when all is said and done, the Zande
diviner wishes his prediction to be vindicated by observable events and believes
that the accuracy of his predictions is both empirically measurable and
consequential for persons who depend on them. This is conceptual common
ground shared by Zande diviners, scientists, Evans-Pritchard, and I
suspect most readers of this journal. Indeed, were this common ground
not to exist, it is hard to see how Evans-Pritchard or Peter Winch could make
statements about Zande life that would be both in some way truthful
and intelligible to non-Zande readers.?

But what does this hairsplitting about Zande witchcraft have to do
with the Special Issue? Only this, that Winch’s challenge to Evans-
Pritchard brings directly to the fore the question of how we should
decide who ‘really’ is or is not a historian. This is the principal guise
assumed by the problem of relativism in the Special Issue.

Let us dispose of one highly contentious matter right away. Is it the
case that some societies lack historical consciousness? Obviously, it
depends on what you mean by the term. At the very outset of the Special
Issue, D.P. Chattopadhyaya reminds us that modern historiography—the
‘reconstruction of human ideas and activities’ on the basis of a ‘reliable
record’ (p. 1)—is a product of the late eighteenth and early nineteenth
centuries.? If this is what one means by historical consciousness, then
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clerflrly it is not universal. But the same author also suggests that every
society recollects its past in some way, and that this recollection is
re:latefl to a ‘more or less distinct self-perception’ (p. 28). This is
historical consciousness in a legitimate, although extended .sense of
the term (for t:he greatest extension, see Shekhawat). ,

. Of course, it is sometimes claimed that even in this broader sense
!nstor.lcal consciousness is absent in some societies. The indigenous
inhabitants of Australia, with their celebrated and apparently ahistorical
concept of ‘dreamtime’, are often cited as examples. And in fact it does
seem possﬂ_)]e that in the absence of written records, and in the absence
also of social structures of the sort that register the passage of time
some simple hunting and gathering societies might have notions of the,
past t_hat. are radically flattened or foreshortened by comparison with
};gzrate cgliza;ions. Even here, however, we must proceed with caution

ause ious i
2 can full(;( El ?"va.nt ethnography could well be tendentious in ways we
In most slocieties, however—and certainly in all complex societies
and cmhzauo_ns—-—the past is always present in the sense that it leaves
traces, often in social structure itself, of which some sense must be
made. And although the presence of written records obviously greatl
increases the current saliency of the past, writing is not a necessa (
ingredient of historical consciousness {in our extended serse) Fcl;l}j
examplt?, non-literate societies whose organization is based on deécent
have a vital interest in the past, an account of which is rendered in the
form of genealogy. To the assertion that genealogy is merely a kind of
reflex of social structure, the response is surely that (as Chattopadhyaya
and others. in the special issue stress) the historian’s craft has nZ:zr
been exercised in a social vacuum. Much historical writing is, at least in
part, a searching of the past in an effort to shed light on tl’le present
identity of groups and communities, an activity of which genealogy is
tbe probable cultural-evolutionary precursor. In any case, it seiyms
likely that for most of humanity the past is present whether péople wish
it to be or not, and that actual amnesia (Vinay Lal) is probably neither a
cultural nor a social possibility. g
_But_ if we concede that almost all societies possess something like
historical consciousness, does that mean that those ‘traditional’ specialists
In recounting the past in such societies (the genealogists, chroniclers
lcl}ymnc:lo}oglst§, etc._) are actually colleagues of moderr’l historians?,
o ;’:Ei};llilsgu:?th this vexed question is an important subplot in the
T‘he response of the non-relativist hard-liner-to this issue is to dismiss
the ‘traditional historian’ out of hand (I think it is fair to cite Vinav Lal
as an example). These critics maintain (and often rightly in m \zew)
that traditional specialists have no respect for evidence and no }1"10ti0n
of systematic testing of findings against a ‘reliable record’. Their
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productions can be used by historians as evidence, but they themselves
are not producing ‘history’. Do you really believe—such a hard-liner
might ask—that the writings of modern historians could possibly belong
to the same category as such works as Hemacandra's
TrisastiSalakapurusacarita? Whatever else might be said of this work, its
historical content is simply fantasy by the standards of modern historians.

I suggest, however, that the use of such an egregious case, for this is
sort of case the hard-liner usually cites, makes the line between history
and what is dismissed as ‘myth’ seem easier to draw than it really is. To
begin with, Daya Krishna’s essay is an important reminder that the most
cherished assumptions of modern historians may well turn out to be
tomorrow’s ‘myth’ (to use this term in an unanthropological semnse).
Moreover, the choices we face are not always between the most modern
historiography and the most flagrant examples of (for want of a better
term) historiographic unmodernity. For example, in the course of my
own current rescarch (dealing with the links between religion and
concepts of group origin among trading communities) 1 found myself
relying on such works as S.R. Bhandari’s Osval Jati ka Itihas.” This
study—belonging to a large class of similar works—is based is based on
massive research and certainly makes critical use of evidence, drawing
sensible distinctions between more and less plausible versions of Osval
origins. At the same time, the family histories of which the book mostly
consists are, in their emphasis on the positive, much like the panegyrics
of traditional genealogists. So is this book historical or is it not?

Of course, one can also approach this problem in the spirit of
extreme relativism. Here we find a surprise. One might have thought
that the relativist would be in some sense kinder than the non-relativist
to the traditional specialist. But we find instead, and unexpectedly, that
the road of cultural relativism leads to the worst kind of condescension.

To illustrate what I mean, I would like to return to Winch’s critique
of Evans-Pritchard. Here we encounter a parallel question, namely,
whether the Zande diviner is a scientist’s colleague or not.. Winch’s
response (by implication) is that he is not. He deserves the same esteem
as the scientist, for he does what he does well, but he is engaged in a
project fundamentally different from that of science. The scientist is
interested in predicting the behaviour of the world (and perhaps in
controlling it). Zande divination, however, is less about predicting and
controlling events in the world than it is about supplying meaning to
misfortune, and integrating matters of destiny and the social experience
of men and women. Does divination work? It depends on what you
mean by ‘work’. Yes, in its cultural context it does work. In other words,
the diviner’s craft and that of the scientist are simply incommensurate.

Now clearly this approach is designed in some sense to get the
diviner off the hook. If the diviner seems less successful in predicting
and controlling events than scientists are, then so be it. His successes
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and failures must be judged by a different set of standards, standards
internal to the culture and system of thought in which he operates. If
we transpose this reasoning to the concerns of the Special Issue, then
we would say that the question of whether the traditional historian
passes muster by modern historiographic standards is inadmissible. It
depends on what you mean by ‘accurate’. Different cultures, different
standards.

I think this kind of cultural relativism is actually a form of disdain
masquerading as respect.® It reflects a type of cross-cultural
embarrassment. Philosopher Winch wants to make the best of what he,
in his heart, thinks is a bad job. If the Zande diviner is some kind of
primitive scientist, then (or so I believe the unspoken thought to be) he
will always lose out to the real scientist, who actually does know how to
predict and control some natural events. Better, then, that the Zande
diviner be playing a different game. Is the diviner attempting to predict
and control? Maybe, but only ‘symbolically’.

But with such friends, who needs enemies? This is killing with kindness.
We must also ask if it is a view with which the Azande themselves would
agree. | think it is not. By my reading of Evans-Pritchard’s ethnoegraphy,
the diviner does indeed wish to achieve prediction and control of
events in the sensible world. Moreover, and crucially, when he fails to
do s0 he recognizes it as a failure.? In other words, he holds himseif to a

standard to which many cultural relativists are unwilling to hold him.-

Furthermore, it is not a standard that he (or others like him) is necessarily
unable to meet. The theory, for example, that social relationships gone
sour can cause illness (a premise of some African beliefs about witchcraft)
may indeed be borne out by studies of the impact of such mental states
as depression on the body’s immune system.

I do not think it is possible to transpose these considerations to the
situation of histortans in any exact way. Let me hasten to say also that I
do not think any author in the Special Issue is guilty of the kind of
misplaced charity that I have described. But I do believe that the issue
has important implications for one’s view of the potential colleagueship
of ‘traditional’ historians. Certainly, these specialists do not see
themselves as purveyors of ‘myth’, for (as Chattopadhyaya points out)
in the cultural milieus in which they operate the concept denoted by
that English term does not exist. Nor can the traditional specialists be
explained away as traffickers in ‘symbolic’ forms of truth, for that idea
has no place in the cultures (or at least many of the cultures) in
question. Perhaps it is best simply to assume, extending the benefit of
the doubt, that ‘traditional’ specialists are interested—as are ‘modern’
historians, albeit differently—in the socially significant past.

But then what exactly are they? And how are we to judge the things
they say about the past? This is not just a matter of playing with words.
Among other things, it bears on the question of how we should react to
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Vinay Lal and others when they take some historians (including Romila
Thapar) to task for trying to find historical consciousness in the itihdsa-

rana tradition. It also bears on the question of the level of seriousness
with which we treat such works as Bhandari’s history of the Osvals (cited
above).

Rigid formulas fail us. Still, if we believe that, despite cultural
differences in the way we construe the world, we all live in the same
world, then we have said that, whatever the cultural context, some
common ground potentially exists between all efforts to understand
the past and its effects on the present. Whether that common ground is
actually occupied in particular cases has to be determined by careful
looking and tested by discussion, and this should be discussion that
takes careful (and non-invidious) account of the influence of culture
on the way the past is interpreted. That conceded, then in some sense
all students of the past (and this does indeed include the authors of the
Puranas) must be considered potential colleagues. That does not mean
that any particular text has to be read as history, for there are many
other contexts—theological, cosmological, and more besides—within
which such works should be read. But, of course, if they are read as
history, then they should be read critically, as all history should be read
critically, and let the chips fall where they may.
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A Rejoinder to Daya Krishna*

Professor Daya Krishna's thought—‘?rovoking’ and scholarly approach
to Indian philosophyis well-known." Now in his recent article, ‘Vedanta
in the First Millennium AD: The-ease study of a Retrospective Illusion
Imposed by the Historiography of Indian Philosophy’,? he has given scope
for the Vedantins to answer some of the issues raised by him. This
rejoinder is an attempt to answer him.

No doubt, Daya’s article is excellent and anyone who reads it with all
seriousness would definitely appreciate him for his neat and systematic
presentation. But it must also be admitted that the approach of Daya,
unfortunately has not taken into account some of the important points.
First of all, it is not clear whether his attack is on Badarayana or on
Sankara. The first three pages are directed towards Badarayana and to
prove his claim, Daya takes support both from Vedic and non-Vedic
systems and concludes, rather hastily, that there was no Vedanta in the
first millennium AD. He could not stop himself with this. By his sarcastic
remarks he concludes his paper by saying that in the ‘idea of the
presence of the Vedanta in the first millennium AD, there is a
superimposition by the historiography of Indian philosophy due to its
being dazzled by the picture in the second millennium AD.’ (p. 207)
This remark of Daya definitely disturbs the Vedantin and let us see how
a Vedantin would react to Daya.

1

Daya Krishna’s problem arises due to his approach to Indian philosophy
from the standpoint of mere historical time. He approaches Indian
philosophy in the chronological order and hence lands himself into
trouble, thus making the distinction between the first and second
millennium ap. Daya need not find fault with the Advaitins for this
‘superimposition’, because historical facts are always interpreted and
theorised. This historical approach to Indian philosophy will not help
anyone; especially it will not help a philosopher. It is because a
philosopher is not merely interested in the succession of events which
are accidentally connected; he is concerned with the ultimate cause of
events. A philosopher disentangles the essential truths of history from
the purely local and temporal accretions, and discerns the inner reality
or the inwardness behind the outer expressions.® Thus, a philosopher is
not merely interested in analyzing the data on-the basis of chronological
order. S.5. Suryanarayana Sastri’s remarks on this is very interesting.

*T am thankful to Professor R. Balasubramanian under whose inspiration this paper was
prepared. I thank him for listening to the rough draft of this paper.
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In philosophy too there has been no consistent or steady advance.
For the Advaitin, his own non-dualism stands for the high water-
mark of philosophy and revelation alike. If we lost all records
relating to Indian history from the fifth to the thirteenth century
AD, and were left only with the three main varieties of Vedanta, an
Advaitin reconstructing their order of development would, it has
been said,? place Madhva’s first, Ramanuja’s next and Sartkara’s
last; extreme pluralism would appear to him the attitude of naive
common sense; a stress on identity without being able to give up
difference in some form would appear to be the next stage; last
would come the realization of pure identity as the absolute truth.
The actual course of history has tended in just the reverse direction.
Pluralism comes last instead of first. Can the Advaitin be blamed if
he sees history as anything but a tale of progress.”

R.G. Collingwood’s approach to the idea of history will help us here.
For him,® there are two features of the idea of history: (i) the emphasis
on thought, and (ii) the unimportance of time. ‘Historical knowledge
has for its proper object thought; not things thought about, but the act
of thinking itself’, says Collingwood.” The study of history has for its
aim, self-knowledge and not the knowledge of objective events. Similarly,
time is not theimportant factor in history. Hence the question of ‘before’
or ‘after’ is not very much important. If we accept Collingwood’s idea of
history according to which, time is not the important factor in history, it
can be said that for the Advaitins for whom the reality itself is timeless,
the distinction between the first and the second millennium AD is really
insignificant.

Daya Krishna, following Badarayana, acknowledges earlier thinkers
like, Kirsnajini, Kasakrtsna, Atreya, Audulomi, ASamarthya, Badari and
Jaimini. From these thinkers one can understand the prevalence of
Advaita prior to Badarayana. T.M.P. Mahadevan mentions about the
importance of Kasakrtsna, for whom, the immutable supreme Lord
himself is the individual soul and the soul is not a product of the
supreme and it is non-different from the supreme.® Sankara expounds
this view of Kasakrtsna in his commentary, on the Brahmasutras. T.M.P.
Mahadevan also mentions about another pre-Sankara teacher of Advaita,
namely, Dravidacarya (or Dramidacarya), whom Daya also refers to. But
what is important is that Dravidacarya seems to have written a
commentary on the Chandogya-Upanisad-Vértika.® Daya states that Brakma-
sittras have very little impact on the philosophical scene in India for a
very long time and reference to it has been made only after five
hundred years of its composition. But there is no reason for the Advaitins
to worry over this remark of Daya because the Upanisads which form
the crux of the Brahmasutras emerged in the philosophical scene much
before the origin of other schools of philosophy.
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Quoting Haribhadra Suri, Daya Krishna argues that in it there is no
reference to Vedanta as a separate, distinctive school of philosophy.
From here he takes a leap into Sanikara Digvijaya to make a claim that it
may not be authentic. But a close study of important works like!®
Govindanitha’s Sarkaracarya-carita, Cidvilasa's Sankaravijaya-vildsa,
Vyasacala’s Sankaravijaye and Anantanandagisi’s Sarnkaravijaya would
prove how Sankara’s thought was prominent over other schools.
Anantinandagiri’s work which is said to be the earliest and important
one, gives a detailed aceount of the places and of the discussions
chapters, 4-5, 6-10, 12-13, 25-26, 29, 36, 4041, 42, 49-51, etc., will go
to show how Advaita was predominant over the other schools of
thought.!!

Daya Krishna approaches the question, namely, whether Vedanta
was predominant in the first millennium AD, under two periods:
(i) the period after the Brahmasutras and before Sankara’s Bhasyas and
(i) the period of Sankara. But very conveniently he has not taken into
account the pre-Sankara Advaita works and authors. Scholars have
fixed the age of pre-Sankara Advaita from the first century to the eighth
century AD, that is, a period of 700 years at least. This was the period of
the rise and fall of Buddhism and the debate between pre-Sankara
Advaita philosophy and Buddhism must have taken place. ‘If Sri
Sankaricarya is credited to have extirpated Buddhism from India, his
success is largely due to the forces of pre-Sankara Advaita that had
strongly resisted Buddhism’, says S.L. Pandey.'” It is true that pre-Sartkara
Advaita works and authors are little known but researches made by
modern scholars like Kuppuswami Sastri, M. Hiriyanna, Gopinatha
Kaviraja and others, have shown the importance and the role of pre-
Sankara Advaita.ls’ For example, these scholars have cpllected the
fragments of pre-Saiikara Advaita from later works of Sankara and
others. This means reconstructing pre-Saiikara Advaita authors and
their works on the basis of their references and quotations in the later
works.!* The pre-Sarikara Advaita is sometimes called Karika Advaita, as
most of pre-Sankara Advaita thinkers have used Karikd as their medium
of expression.'® A distinction between aghoristic Advaita Vedanta and
pre-Sankara Advaita is also maintained.'® For example, Kasakrtsna and
Badarayana are the aphoristic Advaitins and others like, Upavarsa,
Sundarapindya, Brahmanandin, Dravidacirya, Bhartrprapanca, and
Brahmadatta are pré-Sankara Advaitins. The contributions of these pre-
Sankara Advaitins have really shaped the Advaitic thought. For example,
that in Upavarsa, one can see the epistemology of Advaita. The six
means of valid knowledge and the concept of intrinsic validity of
knowledge are said to be his contribution. Similarly, Brahmanandin's
doctrine of vivarta, Dravidacarya’s argument for the existence of the
soul, Bhartrpraparica’s doctrine of bhedabheda have really shaped the

Sanikara had with the different schools and cults of philosophy. Especially .
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Advaitic thought considerably.!” Daya, undoubtedly, has not taken these
points into consideration while discussing the predominance of Advaita
in the first millennium AD. Since Advaita was dominant even in the first
millennium AD, the question of its superimposition on any period of
history does not arise at all.
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University of Madras S. PANNEERSELVAM

Some Remarks on
‘Wittgenstein on Religious Belief and Superstition’

This discussion is devoted to the article entitled ‘Wittgenstein on
Religious Belief and Superstition’ forwarded by the editor of JICPR for
evaluation. There are various ways in which evaluation is done. We
evaluate examination scripts. This is not a suitable way for evaluating
philosophers. So I decided to discuss the philosophical dimension of
the article. The following remarks have been made in the spirit of
evaluation.
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(1) Wittgenstein, as is well known, did not have a very high opinion
about those who write articles for publication in philosophy journals.
He was afraid of his views being misinterpreted. Therefore, those who
write articles for philosophy journals should be very careful. And
extraordinary care has to be taken by those who contemplate writing
about Wittgenstein’s views on religion, or his views on ethics (for him
they coincide). For Wittgenstein ‘Theology . . . wants to say something
and does not know how to express it."! Concerning ethics, he said, ‘If a
man could write a book on ethics . . . this book would, with an explosion,
destroy all the other books in the world’.2 So religion belongs to a high
sensitive zone, and one should be fully prepared to enter into this zone.

(2) Concerning the source-material for writing on Wittgenstein’s
later views on religion, the author of WRBS (‘Wittgenstein on Religious
Belief and Superstition’) exhibits complete ignorance about
‘Wittgenstein’s Remarks on Frazer’s “Golden Bough™,® ‘Lecture on
Ethics’* and ‘Drury’s Conversations with Wittgenstein'®. The former two
contain Wittgenstein’s direct remarks, and the last one contains those
remarks on religion which were recorded by Drury during his
conversations with Wittgenstein. Even the stray remarks from
Investigations 5, Remarks on Colour’, etc., are quite helpful. Wittgenstein
had the habit of making all kinds of remarks in all kinds of contexts.

(3) The writer of WRBS has restricted himself to the analysis of a few
remarks from Culture and Value and Lectures on Religious Belief. One has
to be careful while studying the latter work, because it contains notes
taken by Wittgenstein’s students. Consider Wittgenstein’s reaction to
those notes. Drury writes, ‘During this lecture one of the students was
rapidly writing notes. Wittgenstein told him not to do so. “If you write
these spontaneous remarks down, some day someone may publish
them as my considered opinions. I don’t want that done. For I am
talking now freely as my ideas come, but all this will need a lot more
thought and better expression.”® Immediately after this Drury inserted
his note ‘(This indeed was done later in the volume called Lectures and
Conversations on Aesthetics, Psychology, and Religious Belief.)’® Wittgenstein’s
Lectures on Religious Beliefcoupled with his Remarks on Frazer’s Golden Bough
produce better results, but the writer of WRBS is ignorant of the latter
work.

(4) Consider the two respectable personalities, one a priest, Father
O’Hara, and the other a social scientist, Sir James George Frazer. The
views of the former are subjected to criticism in Lectures on Religious Belief
and the latter becomes a target in Remarks on the Golden Bough. It is
interesting to note that O’Hara speaks with_the voice of Frazer, and
Frazer with the voice of O’Hara (The distinction between science and
religion is totally demolished). ‘I would definitely caill O"Hara
unreasonable. '

I would say, if this is religious belief, then it’s all su_perstiti()n.’10 A
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religious belief has become superstition in the hands of O'Hara because
‘Father O’Hara is one of those people who make it a question of
science.’!! The position of Frazer is no better than that of O’Hara.
Frazer converts the ‘magical and religious views of mankind . . . look
like errors.’'2 They aré rooted in the ‘faulty views about the physics of
things.’!® Do not Father O’Hara and Sir James Frazer exhibit the same
attitude towards religious beliefs? Is Father O’Hara a social scientist? Is
Frazer a modern theologian? Wittgenstein was led to remark ‘Frazer
cannot imagine a priest who is not basicallzr a present-day English
parson with the same stupidity and dullness."!

(5) The writer of WRBS comments ‘in Wittgenstein's treatment it is
admissibility of empirical evidence that makes a religious belief
superstitious.”!? Yet the only remark of Wittgenstein in the whole of his
Lectures on Religious Belief which would have given some support to his
view has not been quoted by the writer. There is reference to
‘superstition’ in the context of scientific interpretation given by Father
O’Hara, and this is perhaps the only reference. Perhaps the writer has
the same attitude to Father O’Hara which a social scientist has to Sir
James Frazer. Church Fathers should not be questioned as a “Sir’ cannot
be questioned.

(6) When Wittgenstein calls Father O’Hara ‘unreasonable’ and
‘superstitious’ he is not producing a theory about superstitions. To think
that Wittgenstein has a theory about superstitions would be one of the
greatest blunders. Wittgenstein says ‘“unreasonable” implies, with
everyone, rebuke.’'® So in calling O'Hara unreasonable and his
interpretation superstitious, Wittgenstein is simply rebuking Father
O’Hara. Suppose a person rebukes someone in an abusive tone—‘You,
son of a bitch’—would you say that this person had advanced a theory
about the sons of bitches? Philosophers have a bad tendency to introduce
theories where none is required. If at all Wittgenstein can be said to
have a theory, he has a theory about religious belief, and superstition is
only a by-product of this theory.

(7) Does Wittgenstein rebuke Father O’Hara simply because he has
given a scientific interpretation to religious belief? Or, is it because he
has attempted to make such belief reasonable? Are scientific reasons the
only kind of reasons? Wittgenstein says: ‘What seems to me ludicrous
about O’Hara is his making it appear reasonable.’!” No kind of reasons,
including the scientific ones, should be given in support of a religious
belief. Then why should one stare at scientific reasons alone? Wittgenstein
rejects Frazer’s scientific explanation, because it is explanation. ‘Every
explanation is an hypothesis.”’® No kind of explanation, including the
scientific one, be given for religious beliefs and practices. These beliefs
and practices speak for themselves. They do not require any external
support.

(8) The writer of WRBS avoids Wittgenstein’s reference to the
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connection between a dream and the Last Judgement. ‘Suppose someone
dreamt of the Last Judgement, and said he now knew what it would be
like.”'® His dream cannot be a scientific basis for his belief in the Last
Judgement. No inductive step has been taken in arguing like ‘Well, 1
find this dream . . . therefore . . . Last Judgement.’®® Does it mean that
this belief is religious because scientific reasoning is absent? But the
attitude of the believer may not be that of fear, terror and torment (The
writer of WRBS knows the relation of fear, torment, etc., to a religious
belief).’?! Instead, he reacts by saying ‘It will be in about 2000 years. It
will be bad For so and so, etc.’?2 How can then what he holds be a religious
belief? Would it be superstition if not a religious belief. But how can it
be superstition when the scientific ground for the belief is missing? No
terror and torment, therefore, no religious belief. No induction, there-
fore, there is no superstition. Then what is the status of such a belief?
Fither the writer of WRBS is wrong or Wittgenstein is wrong. May be
both of them are right, only my understanding of them is wrong. :

(9) ‘Superstition’ is a very muddled concept. Let us be clear about its
grammar by studying WRBS from the beginning. The writer of WRBS
begins his reflection by quoting the dictionary definition: ‘The Oxford
English Dictionary (1911) gives the meaning of “superstition” as “credulity
regarding the supernatural, irrational fear of the unknown or mysterious,
misdirected reverence and a religion or practice or particular opinion
based on such tendencies.” (p. 1375).”% There follows no comment on
the dictionary definition. Then why was it introduced? Perhaps for
beautification purposes.

(10) What immediately follows the dictionary definition of
‘superstition’ is the remark ‘As ordinarily understood a belief is
superstitious when not based on sufficient evidence, whereas a well
grounded belief is not superstitious.’”* What is meant by ‘ordinary
understanding’ ? This is the kind of understanding, according to the
writer, which can distinguish between sufficient and insufficient evidence
for a belief, which can make a distinction between well-grounded and
illgrounded beliefs? Then how can such an understanding be ordinary?
Itis certainly an extraordinary understanding, the kind of understanding
which philosophers and scientists are supposed to have. Of course, they
too have this understanding in their rare moments. Some of the
philosophers exhibit very poor understanding, poorer than the ordinary
understanding. Sometimes they know not what they talk, perhaps
thinking that it will add a philosophical dimension to their talk.

(11) Instead of clarifying the notion of ‘superstition’ as ‘ordinarily
understood’, the succeeding remark makes things more difficult. ‘A
fear of or reverence for some supernatural beings is superstitious when
sufficient evidence is not available for the existence or powers of these
beings.’? What would count as *sufficient evidence’ for the existence of
supernatural beings? Is it similar to the sufficient evidence for the
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existence of natural beings? Are people afraid of supernatural beings
because they have ‘sufficient evidence’ for their existence? Then, are
their fears rooted in superstitions? Search for ‘sufficient’ evidence for
.the existence of supernatural beings would make ‘religious fears’
1mp0551.b‘1e4 All fears, all terrors, all torments, will be the result of
superstition.

(12) While coming to the religious traditions the writer of WRBS
remarks ‘We find that most religious traditions declare certain beliefs
and practices to be superstitious, specially those that do not fit in with
the basic doctrines of these traditions. Thus practices relating to magic
and witchraft are generally looked down as superstitious.’? So certain
bel‘iefs and practices are superstitious, not because of the Oxford Dictionary
or ord.n}ary understanding’ but because they have been so declared by
the religious traditions. Since there is multiplicity of religious tradition
it cannot be ruled out that the beliefs and practices of one relig'ious,
!ll‘adltIOI:l may be considered as superstitions in the other tradition. So
superstition” is a kind of ‘system dependent concept’. It is only in a
system—in a tradition—that a belief is superstitious. And two different
rellglous traditions may behave like two alternative systems of geometry
having certain beliefs and practices in common, in spite of their
differences in other respects. However, all this cannot lead one to
concluc:.le that ‘magic and witchcraft are generally looked down as
superstition.” Perhaps the writer of WRBS does not know the logic of
magic and witchcraft. A magical practice is not qualitatively different
from a religious practice. But this is an independent issue which Iwould
like to avoid. Wittgenstein’s Remarks on Frazer are quite helpful for
understanding the logic of magic and witchcraft.

(13) According to the writer of WRBS Wittenstein’s notion of
superstition is different, not only from the Oxford Dictionary, ‘ordinary
un‘de:rstanding’ or the so-called ‘common pa.rlance’”, but also from the
religious traditions. It is a novel notion. But how is that possible?
Witigenstein’s notion of religious belief certainly belongs to a religious
trad!t_lon. And if his notion of religious belief belongs to a religious
tradft{on, then his notion of superstition too must belong to a religious
I:rac}mon, and precisely to the same religious tradition to which his
notion of religious belief belongs. For one’s mistakes must be rooted in
thfe same game in which one’s correct moves are rooted. There is no such
thing as a game played only with correct moves, and another only with
false moves. A given game has correct moves because there is a possibility

for it to have false moves.

(1.4_) Wittgenstein has not only taken his birth in the JudaeoChristian
tr':'.idltlon, he has philosophized about this tradition. (Incidently,
Wlt_tgenstein had Jewish blood). While discussing the nature of religious
belief he has picked up the concept of Last Judgement. Has not the

Judaeo-Christian tradition handed over this concept to him? And what
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is the substance of belief in the Last Judgement? ‘No igglucﬂon. Terror.
That is, as it were, part of the substance of the belief. Th(?refore, thle
inductive path, the scientific path, to the Last Judgement will iead only
to superstition. Father O’Hara is prescribing the inductive path, therefore
he is converting religious belief into superstition. Terror, fea.r, torment
characterize belief in the Last Judgement or any other Judgel'rn?nt
which is genuinely religious in the Christian sense.‘The Ch_nstla.n religion
is only for the man who needs infinite .help, solely, tha_t is, for t_he man
who experiences infinite torment.'?® His Lectures on Religious Belief make
this absolutely clear. Consider his remark, ‘If a man said to me after a
dream that he believed in the Last Judgement., I'd try to find what
impression it gave him. One attitude: “It will be in about ?3%00 years. It
will be bad for so and so, etc.” Or it may be one of terror.” The laFter
attitude characterizes religious belief whereas the former characterizes
only superstition. Having belief in Fh'e Last Judgement does not
necessarily mean that one has a religious belief. One may have a
superstitious attitude towards The Last‘]u(.i_gemgnt. o
(15) Wittgenstein did not stick to the position of the Izctur_as on ngu.ts_
Belief for a long time. Later what was the substm?ce of religious belie
became the substance of superstition. A conversion has c‘)ccu.rrcd. In
1948 he remarked ‘Religious faith and superstition are quite different.
One of them results from fear and is a sort of false science. ”_I'l,le other is
trusting.’3! After reading this remark one realizes Wittgenstem s warning
to his students who were taking down notes of his lectures on religion;
Wittgenstein was against the publication of his lectures. Just after ten
years of his lectures, what was a genuine rehgmus'behef beca‘me a
superstition. What was a duck has now become a rabbit; a change 1n his
view has occurred, he is viewing the same thing now dlfferer.ltly. 0_f
course, this is not against the Wittgensteinian thinking. Consider his
remark ‘What men consider reasonable and unreason?.ble alters. At
certain periods men find reasonable what at other periods they find
unreasonable and vice versa.’®? Thus, fear, terror and torment which
were the substance of religious belief have now becqrpe the‘ substam':e
of superstition. Of course, even with his revised position Witigenstein
does not wish that religion should be explained in terms of science.
Religion must remain free from the impurities of science.

(16) To the admirers of Wittgenstein there has 0(.:cu}'red no change
in Wittgenstein’s view. Their minds do not register significant changes.
They try to introduce consistency and coherence wherfe no such th.mgs
are possible. For the sake of their stereotyped ideas, which lack all kinds
of freshness, they do not hesitate in misrepresenting Wittgenstein. Like
them Wittgenstein too should continue holding the same stereotyped
views. The writer of WRBS is no exception. Reacting to the Culture c.md
Value statement of 1948 quoted above he remarks .‘Thls statement like
LC identifies the source of superstition as confusion between uses of

=
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“belief” in science and religion but it goes further in identifying the
non-rational factors from which religious belief and superstition
emanate. A genuine religious belief is based on trust, a trusting
acceptance of what the authority says. A superstition on the other hand
results (from) . . . fear.”3® A CV statement has been identified with an
LC statement. This is possible only when one has not seriously studied
the position of Wittgenstein. And where is the question of ‘finding out
mistake in the uses of “belief” in science and religion’? Has Wittgenstein
succeeded in fixing the boundary of belief in two spheres, religion and
science? The boundaries are not fixed, he is only making effort to fix
them. Does not the writer of WRBS think that both religious belief and
superstition emanate from non-rational sources? Fear is a non-rational
source, no one reasons in order to become frightened, Can the same be
said about ‘trusting authority’? Suppose ‘religious faith’ is like ‘fear’, a
spontaneous blind occurrence without any rational calculation. So it
requires no rational explanation, including the scientific one. But what
about superstition? Superstition too is free from any kind of rational
explanation, because it is rooted in fear.

In his Lectures on Religious Belief, Wittgenstein made fearas the ground
for religious belief, because he wished to avoid a rational ground. Once
a rational ground is introduced, rational explanation of religious belief
cannot be avoided. He allowed superstition to have a rational ground.
But in the Culture and Value remark of 1948 he has made fear as the
ground of superstition. Then like religious belief, superstition too
becomes free from any rational explanation. Of course, Wittgenstein is
silent now about the question whether religious belief is based on a
rational or non-rational ground. In saying ‘Religious faith is trusting’
ground of the religious faith has not been made explicit. Suppose the
ground of the religious belief is also non-rational, then the distinction
between religious belief and superstition disappears.

(17) There is a third alternative to rational and irrational grounds,
beliefs may be ‘groundless’. During the last years of his life Wittgenstein
started developing the idea that certain beliefs must be accepted as
groundless in order for other beliefs to have grounds. On Certainty is
devoted to groundless beliefs, the beliefs which are basic to our world-
pictures. Wittgenstein uses religious belief as a paradigm case of ground-
less belief. A groundless non-religious belief is compared with a ‘religious
belief.”** Malcolm explains Wittgenstein’s meaning ‘What does he mean
by belief “in the sense of religious belief”? He explicitly distinguishes it
from conjecture (Vermutung). I think that this means that there is nothing
tentative about it; it is not adopted as a hypothesis that might later be
withdrawn in the light of new evidence. This also makes. explicit an
important feature of Wittgenstein's understanding of belief, in the
sense of “religious belief,” namely, that it does not rise or fall on the
basis of evidence or grounds: Itis “groundless”.’3? Thus a religious belief
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belief is groundless. It is not grounded in fear or submission to authority,
etc. Therefore, the conclusion about superstition is obvious. A supersti-
tion is a belief which has irrational or rational grounds. The writer of
WRBS has not seen the progress of Wittgenstein’s thought. In his Lectures on
Religious Belief delivered in 1938 Witigenstein thought that fear and
torments, etc., are the grounds of religious belief. But a decade’s time
changed his views. He started thinking that the religious beliefs are
groundless. What has grounds is superstition. But at no time Wittgenstein
gave up the idea that religion cannot be justified through science.

(18) The writer of WRBS gets very disturbed when he comes to know
through the papers of Winch and Philips that religion for Wittgenstein
was a personal affair.3® He thinks that ‘Christianity as well as most of the
monotheistic religions, as reflected in general practice, do not allow
this kind of freedom where every believer can speak for himself.’%”
Wittgenstein was a Christian without rejecting other religions and having
a personal attitude towards religion. He said:3®

The symbclism of Catholicism are wonderful beyond words. But
any attempt to make it into a philosophical system is offensive.

All religions are wonderful, even those of the most primitive
tribes. The ways in which people express their religious feelings
differ enormously.

Make sure that your religion is a matter between you and God
only.

The last refers to an advice given to Drury. These three statements
have been presented as a body, » coherent body. What is incoherent
about them? Cannot one praise Catholicism and praise other religions
t0o? And how can religion prohibit one’s personal equation with God?
Different religions may not be very different from different geometrical
systems, having common and uncommon elements.

(19) The writer of WRBS thinks that there cannot be any language
game of religion if ‘your religion is a matter between you and God
only,” Consider his remark, ‘The concept of language game revolves
around two basic suppositions, one that the linguistic community use
words in accordance with certain rules and two that their basic
judgements agree. If uses of words and expressions in religious contexts
constitute language games then it cannot be allowed that each believer
i free to use words and sentences the way he/she likes.” How does the
advice of Wittgenstein to Drury—Make sure that your religion is a
matter between you and God—would lead to the consequence that
‘each believer is free to use words and sentences the way he/she likes’?
Of course if each believer (that is, each member of the linguistic
community) uses words and sentences the way he likes, then no language-
game of religion is possible. The genuine objection which can be raised
against Wittgenstein has not occurred to the writer of WRBS.
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Wit.tgenstein’s advice is operative only within the context of God-
believers. Suppose, Drury is a Buddhist, then the advice is a non-starter.
Thus the question can be raised whether ‘belief in God’ can be
considered as a ‘basic judgement of rehigion’. It may be a basic judgement
{(an axiom-like thing) in Christianity, Islam and some form of Hinduism.
But it is not a basic judgement in Buddhism. The writer of WRBS1s aware
that the believers (that is, the members of linguistic community) must
agree about their ‘basic judgements’. But he does not throw any further
light on this issue. He does not tell us what those basic judgements of
religion are. If he would have made an attempt to enumerate the basic
judgements of religion, he would have really helped the Wittgensteinian
scholars. When one tries to pick holes in a wall, one must know the stuff
out of which the wall is constituted {constructed). One should not
prove a bad workman. There are so many problems connected with the
lar}guage-game of religion, but they have not even been touched by the
writer of WRBS.

(20) From p. 10 onwards the writer of WRBS speaks with the voice of
Father O’Hara rather than that of a philosopher. Wittgenstein's views
have been expounded only to be rejected. In rejecting Wittgenstein it
appears as if one is serving the Church. Let me consider a few sample
rerrgarks: ‘Granting that scientific criteria of reasonable belief are not to
be imposed upon religious belief, it does not necessarily follow that
reason has no application in religion.”? It seems that the writer has
totally forgotten the remark of Wittgenstein which he himself quoted
earlier, ‘For every reason it offers there is a valid counter-reason.’*! It is
not the case that reasons have not been given in religion, but for all
those reasons we can provide valid counter-reasons. It is this pitiable
state of reason that led Wittgenstein to remark, which has also been
quoted by the writer of WRBS, ‘An honest religious thinker is like a
ughtrppe walker. He almost looks as though he were walking on nothing
but air. His support is the slenderest imaginable. And yet it really is
possible to walk on it.’42 “‘Walking on nothing but air’ means having no
evidence, no support, no reasons. The reasons are so flimsy that having
thf:m is as good as not having them, So what would have gone against
Wittgenstein is the production of such reasons for which no valid
counter-reasons could be produced. But the writer of WRBS has not
demonstrated his position by citing cases of reasons for which no
counter-reasons could possibly be produced.

(21) Reacting on the option ‘that the distinction between reasonable
and unreasonable belief has no place in religion’, the writer of WRBS
writes, “This . . . does not appear plausible since most religions reject
certain beliefs and practices as superstitious and unreasonable.’® This
treats as if Wittgenstein’s views on religious belief and superstition are
the result of an empirical survey of religions; Wittgenstein has produced
false data. '
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The right kind of data is that most religions contain both sorts of
beliefs, reasonable beliefs and unreasonable beliefs, the former are
those which they accept and the latter are those which they reject. So
reasonability of a belief consists in its being accepted by a religion (a
system) and its unreasonability in its being rejected by a religion (a
system). Then why add the adjectives ‘reasonable’ and ‘ureasonable’?
They become superfluous. ‘Religious belief’ simply means ‘a belief
accepted by a religious system’ and ‘superstition’ means a belief rejected
by a religious system.” But certainly it is a significant question to ask
“Why should a belief be accepted by a system?’ It is possible that the
belief is foundational, it is essential to the survival of the system. Take,
for example, ‘belief in God'. For Christianity this is a foundational
belief. Perhaps ‘belief in the Bible’ is also a foundational belief. Without
these beliefs Christianity cannot survive. If they are foundational, then
Wittgenstein would call them ‘groundless’. They function as grounds
for other beliefs. If they are not groundless, then they will have other
beliefs as their grounds, and they will lose their character as foundational
beliefs. These groundless beliefs are neither rational nor non-rational;
these characterizations do not apply to them.

If ‘unreasonable’ means ‘having no reason’ then superstition cannot
be unreasonable. It is quite reasonable. Following Philips, the writer of
WRBS describes the reasonable character of superstition when he says it
is ‘believing in a queer causal connection between sin and worldly
punishment, thinking of the Last Judgement as a future event . . . and
taking prayer to be a means to avoid certain consequences or make
certain things happen.’#* A superstitious belief is rejected by a religious
system, not because it is unreasonable, but because it questions the very
foundations of a religious system. If a religion is to be saved then certain
beliefs must be considered as mere superstitions. This is a way of
degrading the status of a belief.

(22) The writer of WRBS perhaps thinks that Wittgenstein is the first
philosopher who has rejected scientific and philosophical interpretation
to Christianity. Before Wittgenstein, Kierkegaard already did it. So also
Kierkegaard explained religious beliefs in terms of passionate
commitment rather than a matter of theoretical (logical) understanding.
If one has read Kierkegaard’s interpretation of Christianity, one may
find only idiomatic departure of Witigenstein from Kierkegaard. Perhaps
the idea of foundational beliefs or groundless beliefs is Wittgenstein'’s
own invention. Wittgenstein never claimed ‘originality of the seed’, he
only claimed ‘originality of the soil’.*> So the seed of Kierkegaard has
sprouted differently on the soil of Wittgenstein. Perhaps the writer of
WRBS has not attempted to study Kierkegaard. If he had studied
Kierkegaard he would not have made so many objections to Wittgenstein
which he has made. Unfortunately Kierkegaard does not find his place
in the Anglo-American study circles. We seem to forget that Wittgenstein

Discussion and Comments 163

was basically a Continental thinker, he was not an English philosopher.

{23) Consider the remarks from WRBS, ‘It is clear that Wittgenstein .
. . wants to brush aside all questions of explanation and justification
from the domain of religion . . . For him what matters in religion is how
a belief affects a believer and regulates his thinking and life. This had
led to an overemphasis upon affective commissive aspect of religious
beliefs and ignoring of their conative aspect. His excessive emphasis
upon belief in the last judgement as a typical case of religious belief may
also be responsible for this factor.'*® Has Wittgenstein ‘brushed aside’
and ‘ignored’ the questions of explanation and justification? What is
meant by ignoring a question. A'question is ignored when you bypass it,
you do not give a serious thought to it. So also brushing aside means not
giving a serious thought to it. Wittgenstein has given more serious
thought to the questions of explanations and justification of religious
beliefs than any other philosopher of our age except, perhaps,
Kierkegaard. As a matter of fact, his work on religion is basically on the
nature of explanation and justification. He came to reject them after
serious contemplation. Rejecting a view is not the same thing as ignoring
it. Why did Wittgenstein take up the Last Judgement? Perhaps for
Christianity belief in the Last Judgement may be one of the foundational
beliefs. Can Christianity give up this belief and retain its original
character? Being foundational this belief cannot be grounded in any
other set of beliefs. If belief in the Last Judgement is allowed to have
explanation and justification, then it will lose its foundational character.

(24) Though the paper has more material for reflection I would like
to end my discussion with the concluding remarks of WRBS. According
to the writer Wittgenstein’s ‘ohsession with affective and regulative
function of religious beliefs has resulted in a lopsided view of religion
where questions of explanation, justification and truth are relegated to
the background, consequently the distinction between science and
religion has been overemphasized and their links ignored.’*”
Wittgenstein has certainly not produced a ‘lopsided view’ of religious
beliefs. It is not the case that the weight of ‘affective and regulative func-
tion’ is more than the weight of ‘explanation and justification.” Explana-
tion and justification are given no weight at all by Wittgenstein, therefore,
the view is not lopsided but one-sided. Religion may have links with science,
but the apologists like Father O'Hara are interested in those links
which make possible scietific justification of religious beliefs. This would
convert religion into one of the sciences. Wittgenstein is simply trying
to stop the conversion of religion into one of the natural sciences.
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XV -3
Notes and Quernes

Why Nyaya Remains Realist:
Second Round

Let us assume that Navya Nyaya cennot make the distinction between
sense and reference. Whyshould thatentail (as Daya Krishna provocatively
avers in the interrogative, vide May—August 1996 issue of JICPR) thatitis
idealistic par exellence?

Russell proudly failed to make that distinction, claiming in On Denoting
that if you try to preserve the connection between sense and reference,
as Frege would understand them, then you cannot stop them becoming
the same. And this is not the voice of Russell during his idealistic
adolescence. Indeed, itis pretty obvious that Russell thought that drawing
the sense-reference distinction would go against that ‘robust sense of
reality’ which he took to be the hallmark of a realist. If there are no senses
of names like ‘Pegasus’ in zoology, then there are none such in reality,
he would tell us.

So Daya Krishna's implicit premise: Whoever is a realist must draw the
distinction between sense and reference is simply false. Where could he
have got that from? A charitable attempt to speculate turns out to be very
uncharitable on Daya Krishna. For, the following argument is a classic
case of fallacious reasoning:

Frege was a realist.
Frege drew the sense-reference distinction.
Therefore, every realist must draw the sense-reference distinction.

And, of course, there is a sense in which Navya Nyaya does draw that
distinction. What is known or understood when one hears the sentence
‘Gadadhara is Safikhapani’ is surely different from what you know when
you hear ‘Gadadhara is Gadadhara’ because, for one thing, according to
Navya Nyaya, you do not know anything when you hear the latter
sentence. Yet it is clear that both the sentences speak of the same
referent, namely Visnu. Apart from the vacya, therefore, Navya Nyaya
includes the reason for application or the limitor of designatumhood
(pravrttinimitta or vacyatavacchedaka) within the content of the awareness
generated by the use of a word in the context of a sentence.

Whether this notion of a limitor of referentness—that in virtue of
which, on a particular occasion, an object is picked out as the intended
referent—is quite the same as Frege's notion of sinn is a matter of deep
and difficult debate. Mohanty’s discussion of this point in pp. 65-66 of
his Reason and Tradition (Oxford, 1992) is the best record of the current
state of that debate, apart from the relevant pages of Samvada.
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Navya Nyaya and the Russell of 1910 to 1919 (including the famous
Problems of Philosophy) are verysimilar in this regard. Both are realist about
external objects and universals and both give an account of error or false
beliefwhich eschews the positing of false propositions/Fregean thoughts
or unobtaining complexes like that-Desdemona-loves-Cassio or that
(=rope)-which-is-a-snake. The sophisticated ‘multiple relation theory of
belief’ or ‘anyathakhyati theory of error’ was precisely an answer to the
question: How can you be a realist about what is referred to by a false
belief or the constituents of an erroneous perceptual judgement without
giving ontological status to Fregean senses. The urge to avoid Fregean
senses comes actually from a deep commitment to hard realism which
fears that once we allow the veil of objective modes of presentation to
come between our seeings or graspings from words and the objects and
properties seen and grasped, we shall for ever be stuck in a rut of thought-
contents. That, to succumb to an old pun, would be as sinful for a
Naiyayika as holding like a Buddhist that ‘these words never touch real
objects but only capture vikalpas.’

Itisnot clear atall what Daya Krishna is getting at when he links up the
sense-reference distinction with accepting the idea that ‘the same fact
makes two different knowledges true.’ If we mean by ‘fact’ what Frege
explicitly meant by that word, that is, true thoughts, then ‘Gadiadhara
saved me’ and ‘Sankhapani saved me’ would express two different facts.
Even Nyaya analysis of those two awarenesses would go via invoking
different properties ‘vacyopasthitiprakara’~—the manner in which the
referent was presented to the knower. And it is by showing sensitivity to
this difference between what is meant, in other words, by showing the
meaning-non-equivalence of the two formulations, that Navya Nyaya
shows that it can do justice to the phenomenon that Frege needed the
sense-reference distinction for, withoutactually drawing that distinction.
As to how to honour the realistic intuition that, after all, the same
objective circumstance (Visnu saving the speaker) makes both of them
true, Nydya does that by the apparently innocent but extremely far-
sighted doctrine that a qualified entity is no distinct from that very entity in its
unqualified state, (Suddha-padartho visistapadarthat na atiricyate: the man
with the stick is no other than man). The real hallmarks of Nyaya realism
are the following apparently distinct doctrines:

(1) The relation of inherence is mind-independently real.

(2) The object of very unlike kinds of knowing, for example, seeing
and touching, perceiving and inferring, perceiving
Jjudgementally and perceiving indeterminately, can be exactly
the same object or object complex.

{3) Awareness 1s not self-aware.

(4) Universals are mind-independently real and can be directlyand
indeterminately perceived.

(5) No awareness is self-certified to be true and false awarenessesdo
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not require any non-existent or intentional entities in order to

be accounted for. _

(6) Apart from a man with the stick, who is identical with the man,
there isno fact or true thought that the man hasastickanywhere
in any sector of reality.

How Frege could be a realist while dropping 2 and 6 is at most as
interesting a question as how Prabhéakara could be a realist while
dropping 3 and 5. But just as you do not become an idealist if you believe
that awarenesses are sometimes unwittingly false, you do not become an
idealist if you do not draw the distinction between sense and reference

in the way that Frege would.

University of Hawait and University of Delhi ARINDAM CHAKRABARTI

Is ‘Tattvam Asi’ the same type of identity statement as the ‘Evening star is
the same as Moming star’?

Does the assertion of meaningfulidentity-statement necessarily involve
a distinction between ‘sense’ and ‘reference’? Frege’s analysis seems to
imply that this is so, while the advaitic analysis of the Upanisadic
statement prima facie seems to deny this.

But, if there isno distinction whatsoever between the identity statement
on the one hand and the belief-distinction, however mistaken, then how
can the advaitic analysis make any sense at ali?

Dava Krisuna

What is the exact difference between @ha, tarka, yukti and upapatti?
Dava KRISHNA
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‘Is Udayana a Pracchnna Advaitin?’: A Reply

Daya Krishna has raised the question! whether Udayana, the author of
Atmatatvaviveka and other works on Nyaya-Vaisesika philosophy is a
disguised Advaitin. The grounds for raising such a question are, as stated
by Daya Krishna, certain remarks made towards the end of Atmatatvaviveka
by Udayana. In these remarks Udayana secks to highlight the distinction
between the ultimate philosophical positions of Nyaya-Vaisesika and
Advaita. Elsewhere in Atmatatvavivekaand in Nyayakusumdafijalias also in
his commentaries Udayana has either criticised the Advaitic position or
cast aspersions on it by making slightly disparaging remarks about it. In
the aforementioned remarks, Udayana goes one step further in his
denunciation of Advaita by maintaining that the quintessence of Advaita
isto be found only in the Nyaya-Vaisesika doctrine of the absolute self and
notin the doctrine of self-conscious Brahman as upheld by the so-called
Advaita of Sankara. The dtman or self as understood by Nyaya-Vaisesika
becomes totally devoid of all its special qualities, even including knowledge

in the state of release. The Advaita of Sanikara, despite its claim to

Advaitism, does not subscribe to such a view of absoluteness of self or

Brahman which is nothing but pure consciousness. In the Nyaya-Vaisésika

view the knowledge that leads to the release of self from bondage is

dissipated of itself in the state of release leaving the self by itself. In the
Advaita of Sankara however the last vritti jidna which brings about self’s

release is, of course, dissipated in release but with this dissipation the

conscious being of the self stands revealed. There is, thus, no real

absolutism in the Advaita of Sarikara. The real absolutism or Advaitism

is that of Nyaya-Vaisésika only in Udayana’s considered view.

Hanuman Nagar, Nagpur N.S. Dravip

Siokardhana pravaksyami yad uktam granthakotibhah
Brahmasatyam Jagganmithya Brahmajivaiva Naparah

Who said this and in which book it is said?

SANGHAMTITRA DASGUPTA

1 J1CPR, vol. XHII, No. 3, p. 151,

Review Article

Understanding the ‘Social’ Through the ‘Indian’ Tradition:
The Ideal and the Real

ANANTA KUMAR GIRI

Madras Institute of Development Studies, Chennai

The order of our social world is that of value-based norms arising
ultimately from the idea of the person as’the supreme value. The
being or reality of person is in self-consciousness which contains
within itself a tension between ideality and actuality. Corres-
pondingly, the categories relevant to the comprehension of 5(1)1(':12;1
reality can only be definitions of norms based upon value whic
itself is truly apprehended in terms of self-enlightenment.

G.C. Pande (1982)
The Nature of Social Categories

To confine oneself to the individual alone is to not do justice to the
notion of purusartha. The idea of dharmain traditional thought in
India tries to consider the purus@rthaof society, but the very fact that
it does not know how to deal with law and polity on the one hand,
and moksa on the other, shows that it was not able to dea_l with the
robleni effectively. In fact, it did not formulate the idea of: a
collective purusartha without which the real pro.blqns ofa ph:lrahty
of jvas who are aware of each other for the realization of their own
purusarthas cannot even be formulated, let alone understood.

Daya Krishna (1996)
The Problematic and Conceptual Structure of f]lasszcal
Indian Thought about Man, Society and Polity’, p- 149

An individual’s capacity to make sense of.the‘“forld ... presupposes
the existence of collective traditions; but 1nd1v1du.als mustbe ablq to
experiment with these collective traditions by being allowed to live
at their limits.

Veena Das (1995)

Critical Events: An Anthropological Perspective
on Contemporary India, p. 116.

* Govind Chandra Pande, Bhdratiya Samdj: Aitihasik Aur Tattvik Vivecana, National
Publishing House, Delhi, 1994.
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I

Govind Chandra Pande has written enormously on many aspects of
Indian traditions and has enriched our understanding of the wider
questions of self, culture and spirituality. His Meaning and Process of Culture
as Philosophy of History is a significant contribution to thinking about
culture as a spiritual quest (Pande, 1989). In the present work, which
consists of three lectures presented at the G.B. Pant Social Science
Institute, Allahabad, as part of its annual Govind Ballav Pant Memorial
Lecture, Pande discusses the problem of thinking of society from the
point of view of classical Indian tradition.

In hisfirstlecture entitled, abadharandgtmaka paripreksya,” Pande offers
his critique of sociological reasoning. For him, there are two modes of
social inquiry—the classical and the modern. While in all classical
traditions, the knowledge of society is linked to philosophical and
religious worldviews, in modernity this is partofscience. The foundation
of modern sociological knowledge is not ‘sdstric text-based and
transcendental but scientific. But Pande is quick to point out that
modern sociology, claiming scientific status for itself, is not free from
philosophical presuppositions. The foundational principle of modern
science is the presupposition that unconscious matter is the foundation
of the world. Such a philosophy is also at the root of modern soctological
thinking where the dynamics of consciousness, particularly self-
consciousness, hasbeen banished from the sociological coneeptualization
of societyas an objective reality. Pande strives to correct this lopsidedness
by bringing the perspective of Indian tradition to bear on our thinking.

For Pande, sociology deals with human beings and the knowledge of
human life is linked to their atmabodha—self-knowledge—and, in fact,
should be based on it. But selfin Pande’s thinking is not merelya societal
being or even a ‘reflective self'—a la Giddens {1991)—but a soul—a soul
which is primarily transcendental and divine. It seems closer to the
Heideggerian Dasein (cf, Dallmayr, 1993) and ‘self’ in Charles Taylor’s
(1989} recent formulation. Pande would like sociology to be a study of
the work of soul in the field called society. For Pande, soul is not a mere
object of knowledge; it is also its subject. Pande makes clear that in a
deeper sense, while being the subject of knowledge it is also not totally
subjective. Soul occupies an intermediary space between the subjective
and objective dimension of the seeking of knowledge.

Pande argues that ‘ Atmanam Biddhi —know thyself—and ‘ Purusa Ebam
Idam Sarvam'—All this is Purusha, All this is God—are the foundational
principles of the classical approach to sociology. Pande gives primary
significance to the knowledge of the soul in the study of society. For him,
the awakened conscience is the key to self-knowledge and self-knowledge
is the educational foundation of society. Pande argues thatin a society it
isimportant forhuman happiness that the opportunity for self-realization
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exists for individuals. Pande finds problems in modern sociology’s
reduction of self to external and physical determinants without paying
i its inner dialectics. . ]
att;!;:llg: ;(;gl:.z us to rethink the taken-for-granted beliefin thf: vu‘tuefof
social inquiry conducted on the model of science. Modern sociology, 0111
him, is closer to science than religion on the ground that the cla;)ms c(I)
religions are contradictory, while those of science are not. But Pande
argues that the existence of non-coqtrgdmuczn cannot be the Cslgzur_tmg
point for any inquiry; if atall, it can be itsideal. “In so faras cont;a ti’llctlons
between propositions of a philosophical system are concern(;l , ‘e}'ltal:l
characteristic of all philosophies. If for this reason, we keep the spiri uld
philosophies outside the foundations of our social inquiry then we wlou
also have toleave the scientific ones. Butitis not,po.smble for man tod eave
all philosophical presuppositions and lead one’s life only in accord zn;e
with the principles of science’ (p. 17.)' To take religious presqucfmh ot i
seriously in the conduct of our social inquiry may make us (;16' that 1
would take us to the Middle Ages but for Pande wh.et.herl faith is mon;
important than science is not a matter of fact alone; itis glso a matter (;1
value. Itisa matter of what he calls drstimiilak mulyauibyaktior perspectiv
ssiveness (p. 25).
val;:;nec)lcffz) (l?-l‘i:scusses thgi)mplication of taking the atmabodh or sense of i;allf
of human beings seriously in the study of society. Once we turn tol e
inner world of persons, the evidence of the.external world becorges a;::ts_
helpful. Here Pande builds upon the distinction between pum;aanthpr ; :
in the Indian tradition and argues that the Being of the purusa—the soud
of the person—is not governed by the objective and norm-governe
prakti. It is governed by the autonomy of consciousness, a corls::lo_uts;:e?f
characterized by swatantraid (mde_pendence) and atmard a_ttsz
{(conscicusness, conscious of its own sigmﬁr:fmce) (p. 27). Pande admi A
that the study of society clearly means studying the observable aclt&op o
individuals in the field of society but the tra.nscendental wor w;;vs
which inspire human beings is not a matter of dlr.ect o'bser_vanon (p_. _ ).
For Pande, society is the world of human action; in his words, it 15:1 a
karmaloka. But the analysis of karma takes one on the one hand to stu );
the aspired world of purusdrthas and on the other to study the nature o
actors, what he calls kartaka svaripa. For_Pandf:, ur}derstarzdn}g the n;}:t_nre
of actors is possible only through self-lr!vegtlgauon or atmanusai? ha-mltlz
which can be of two kinds. One isan inquiry 1r-1to thv.e pure self,ase ‘¥1 icl
is not dependent upon externally attributed identifications. Thcfl: other li
an inquiry into the dialectic between self as pure self an s;vex:la
attributed identities of societywhich work asa marker of self. Thu?1 ande
argues thatsociologyshould be concerped with the study of the fo oia:ifmgf
four phenomena—self/soul, the attributes of self/soul, the world o
action or karma and purusartha.
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In hissecond chapter entitled, ‘Bharatiya Samaj; Sadhana Aur Bidhana,’
Pande argues that society consists of two intertwining streams—one is the
stream of sadhana—creative quest—and the other is the stream of bidhana
or regulation. Modern sociology gives primacy to the world of social
regulation epitomized by the Durkheimian principle that society consists
of coercive social facts of which individuals are bonded /bound bearers.
Pande here urges us to realize the significance of sadhana in the
constitution, functioning and transformation of societies. Recentlysocial
inquiry hasreoriented itself from the emphasis on structure to afocus on
practice (Ortner, 1984; Bourdieu, 1977). But sadhana refers not merely
to the logic of practice—a la Bourdieu; it refers to the world of ideal
practice and a continued striving to realize this ideal in relationships.
Sadhanais the practice of individuals which is governed by an ideal vision
of self and society. While transformation is outside the realm of modern
sociological theory of practice, for example asit s in the case of the work
of Bourdieu (see Fox, 1984), it is at the heart of sddkana. Pande argues
that Indian society should not only be studied through the prism of its
world of regulations, say the caste system, but also through its sadhana
such asitsspiritual movements. For Pande, the classical Indian culture is
the foundation of Indian society and it is characterized by spirituality,
tolerance and the influence of Sanskrit language (p. 39).

For Pande, taking sadhanaseriously in the study of society means that
we would have toattend to the distinction between $reyaand preyain human
life. Sreya refers to the world of ‘ought’ while preya refers to the world of
pleasure. While in modern sociology, §reya is the logical culmination of
preye, in the traditional perspective, $reya has an autonomy of its own; it
has a locus in the transcendental dimension of self, society and cosmos.
Pande seems to suggest that sreyahas a universal significance. But how do
individuals perceive $reya in their lives? Is $reya the same for different
peopler How do people struggle with their preyas as they seek for the
realization of $reya in their lives? Can a universal distinction be made
between $reya and preya? Keeping in view the transformation in the
discourse of desire at the contemporary juncture, can we also find preya
in the sreya and $reya in the preya?!

Pande’s writing suggests that dharma is a source of $reya in the life of
individuals and society. Pande argues that dharma is not religion as it is
conceived in the modern West. An Indian approach to study of society
emphasizes the need to take a dharmicview in our understanding of the
*soctal’. Dharma is a creative force in society; in fact, for Pande, it is a
primary principle of creativity. Dkarmais characterized by spiritual sadhana,
the work of the saints and prophets; it refers to their world and their
examples which express highest human possibility. Pande realizes that
there is a gap between dharma and society inasmuch as, at a given point
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in history, the structure and functioning of an existent society does not
embody the principle of dharma. Therefore, like sadhand, dharmaprovides
acontinuouschallenge to asociety’s existing arrangement and structure.
But Pande’s uncritical adoration of dharma and his failure to realize the
distinction between dharma and adhyatma®—religion and
spirituality—does not makeit clearwhether dharmais constitutive of society
as an ideal or it permeates its real social arrangements. Speaking of
Indian society Pande writes thatin this dharmais both ritiand bidhi; svabhava
and adarsa; guna and kriya; system and justice. But if dharma is both the
law of the social system and principle of justice, then is there no
contradiction between these dual locations and meanings of dharma??
Pande’s explorations do not help us understand the contradiction
between these multiple roles of dharma in the life of individual and
society.

In this context, itmust be mentioned that dharmasankataisan important
aspect of traditional Indian thinking about dharma. In other words, what
characterizes the calling of dharma is not simply a set of clear principles
whose significance is unambiguous and universal but dharmasankata. As
Daya Krishna argues, ‘. . . the deepest dharmasarikata is between the
conflicting claims of self-consciousness, at every level, to be different
from that one is and the claims of others which one’s consciousness is
aware of all the time’ {Daya Krishna, 1996: 26). Following dharma means
confronting alot of dilemmas.* How does a society and an individual deal
with such dilemmas? Is the option available at the level of self the same
at the level of society? While at the societal level, we require reflexive
structures which is the other name of institutions, to deal with the
dilemmas arising out of the following of dharma at the individual level
we also require a critical reflexivity. But can societies as they exist
promote such a critical reflexivity? Can traditional Indian society foster
such a critical sujectivity? What kind of institutions can we build upon
from the perspectives of classical tradition to cope with the challenge of
dharmasankata?

Pande himself writes that if the problem with modern sociology is to
study self-consciousness in terms of reference of a lower self, then the
problem with the classical/traditional perspective is to look at society
through the idiom of rituals and not through the ‘eternal sovereignty’ of
the Vedas.

Both the present chapter aswell as the succeeding chapter on tradition
and change makes some remarks about structure of Indian society which
helps us to understand Pande. Pande argues that in classical Indian
society, caste was conceived not primarily as a division of labour but asan
expression of the distinction of dharma. Caste was supposedlya system for
the exercise of karmayoga since for the conduct of karmayoga it is not
important what karma has been determined for whom but the important
thing is how one does it. But Pande himself writes that karma has been
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determined in the caste system; it is not an object of se}f—deterqlination.
Then if the object of one’s most important aspect of life, that is, karma,
is not determined by self-consciousness then how does t.he free and pure
self reconcile with such a system of determination? Inviting our attention
to the Vedic times, Pande writes that even in the time of the Vedas, the
Siidras were debarred only from reading the Vedas but they were free to
read other texts. But the very fact that Stdras were debarred from
reading the Vedas, which for Pande himself is‘the source of dharma, does
it not pose any problem of incoherence to the seekers of dharma, what
about the assault to the self realization of the Siidras because of their lg.ck
of access to the Vedas? Did the Stidras have nosoulin the Ved‘ic times like
the Jews lacking in the Heideggerian Dasein under the Nazis? _
These chapters also bring to the fore Pande’s dialogue with thq ghost
of Mandal. Pande resents the fact that castes today are the soldiers of
political parties and argues: ‘The economic condition of the so-called
backward castes is not a product of the caste system rather a product of
economic deprivation for which not caste but medieval feudalism and
modern colonialism is responsible’ (p. 61). .
Pande also observes that the Arya in the Indian tradi'go_n has not been
a category of racial distinction but one of cultural distinction. In his
words, ‘The racial meaning of the Arya is very new while its clasmc‘al
meaning refers to the one who is ista, sajjanaor dharmika’ (p.73). Again
for Pande, this certainly was the case in the Vedic Age. Pgnde sees the
ideals of Indian society realized in the Vedic age. In the Vedic §qc1etfy, the
Rsis constituted the frame of reference of society. They were living in the
forests and the culture of the forest was considered the highest. Paqde
writes that in the Vedic society, people had an affirmative attitude to life.
They were not characterized by the suffering pathos of the later day
renouncers. The fundamental mantra of their life was: ‘ fiavasayam Sarvam
Idam’, that is, all this is Brahma, all this is God. _ ‘
Pande argues that the role of woman in traditional Indian culture is
that of a mother while in modern society it is that of worker. For Papd_e,
the contemporary attempts to ameliorate the condition of women is in
line with the perspective of tradition while the displacement of dharmic
sraddhd from the collective styles of life is a systematic annihilation ofit.

11T

Pande’sarguments to make self-knowledge the foundat?on of sociolloglcal
knowledge is exciting but raises a number of questions. How is self-
knowledge going to be the foundation of sociological knowl_edg'e? Pande
suggests that this should be in both a constitutive and an objective sense.
In a constitutive sense, it means that the self-knowledge of the subject of
inquiry is an important factor in the study of society.But what are the
processes by which self-knowledge of the student of society becomes
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sociological? Through a deeper knowledge of one’s self—its
transcendental dimension as well as interactive dimension—one can
have illuminative knowledge about society. But knowledge of the
transcendental universalism of selfis not the same as that ofits interactive
universalism. Fields of social scientific inquiry such as anthropology and
psychology have all along emphasized the significance of selt-knowledge
of the students of society and culture but have always invited us to
understand the complexity of the problem and process of movement
from one level to the other. Moreover, even in their critique of positivism,
they have pointed to us the significance of evidence (see Obeyeseckere,
1990). True in sociology, validity cannot be scientific and has to be
interpretative but how do we establish the interpretative validity of our
self-knowledge? How do we distinguish between self-knowledge and self-
delusion?

In an objective sense, when sociological inquiry makes self-knowledge
of human beingsan important object of study then it certainly hasamuch
more salutary significance. For instance, it can lead to a welcome
emphasis on the narratives of the actors. And here Pande’s insights are
helpful. The atmabodha of persons cannot be understood only through
an objective, manifest consciousness. A sociologist has to go down or go
up to the level of consciousness of the actors.’ And in this Jjourney an
inquiry into the rational self-knowledge of actors is not enough.

The sense of self or self-knowledge of the actors is important for the
sociological knowledge but what about their sense of the other? Studying
the sense of the other or the other-regarding orientation of the actors is
important since it is the capacity for otherness which constitutes socie
as a moral entity. As Swami Vivekananda tells us so forcefully: ‘The
watchword of all well-being, of all moral good is not “I” but “thou”. Who
cares whether there is a heaven or a hell, who cares if there is an
unchangeable or not? Here is the world and it is full of misery. Go outinto
the world as Buddha did, and struggle to lessen it or die in the attempt’
(1991: 353). But Pande’s work on religion, spirituality, culture and
society privilegesself rather than other. Butlogicallyaswell as contextually,
there is no guarantee of one-to-one relationship between the two.

Of course, to be fair to Pande, it has to be noted that he does argue that
the task of cultural realization is to overcome the distinction between the
self and the non-self, @tma and the andtma, self and the other. But the
dissolution of this distinction may not be a fact of life; in other words we
may not encounter our given self this way. Therefore, we need to pay
special attention to the reality of the other and attend to its multifarious
moral demands on the self. In this context, what Daya Krishna argues is
significant. For Daya Krishna, even the Gita which widens the notion of
action and sees it in a ‘social and even political context’ seems to have
completely forgotten that ‘action is, and ought tobe, primarily concerned

with others—their happiness, their freedom, their abhyudayaand nihsreaya’
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(Daya Krishna, 1996: 58). Furthermore, once we beg'in to ‘see the “othe1:”
as a subjectin his or her ownrightand capable of being affected by one’s
actions one will begin to see the self as “responsible” to the “other” and
not just be concerned with the state of one’s own being. Yﬁjﬁz!valkya’s
giman-centric analysis of the human situation and his contention that
everything is dear for the sake of the self would, then, seem toresultfrom
a one-sided analysis’ (Daya Krishna, 1996: 58). .

Working on the question and practice of intersubjectivity can cert-amly
help usmediate the relationship between the selfand the other. Butifthe
problem with modern sociology and even the critical theory of
interlocutors such as Habermas is that it does not have a rich notion of
intersubjectivity (cf. Giri, 1995), similaris also the case with scholars such
as Pande. Pande argues that soul is neither objective nor subjective but
does not describe its nature in this space of mediation. Nor does he
discuss the sociological implication of such a perspective on soul.

In his critique of sociological knowledge, Pande builds upon the
distinction between Purusaand Prakrtiin the Indian tradition. Purusais
self-conscious while Prakrti is not. But this is an outmoded view of reality
as the narrative of quantum physics now attests. In quantum physics, an
all-pervading consciousness permeates reality, physical and social, and
this can have radical implications for our conceptions of society (cf.
7Zohar and Marshall, 1994). A quantum view of reality can help us break
the hierarchic conceptions of society existing in the Indian tradition
where the Brahmanas are all Purusas and Sudras are all Prakrti. Even
contemporary social scientists seem to have gone a step ahead of the
Adbvaita Vedantins as they urge us to overcome the distinction between
the human and the natural in our conceptualization of relationships
(see, Gulbenkian Commission, 1995; Haraway, 1990; and Habermas,
1990).

Coming to the existing social relationship in the Indian tradition as
presented by Pande one fails to see how one can defend the caste system
in consideration of some esoteric notion of dharmaor in the light of what
supposedly existed in the Vedic times. Pande does notfind it problema}tic
that even in the Vedic times the Sudras were debarred from the reading
of the Vedas. Varnasrama dharma, for Pande, is the foundation of Indian
society but as Daya Krishna argues: “The so-called vernasrama dharma is
amisnomerasevery varnaisnotentitled toall the asramas™ (DayaKrishna,
1996: 60). ‘As is well- known, the Sidras are not entitled to sannyasa and
vanaprastha and presumably not to brakmacarya ifitis interpreted in the
technical sense of going to the guru and living in the gurukula after the
upanayana of the yangyopavita ceremony” (Daya Krishna, 1996: 61) .

 Purusartha is another important concept in Indian tradition with
which Pande works and it has a wider significance. But the four
conventional purusarthas are drawn by the ideal of moksa—salvation.
Usually, salvation has meant the salvation of the self and this does not
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necessarily mean the salvation of the world. The predominantsignificance
of moksa as a purusartha has tended to obliterate the need for developing
the capacity for otherness in other purusarthas. Daya Krishna (1996: 28)
again helps us understand this: ‘From the perspective of moksa, dharma
is seen not as an other-oriented consciousness or even as the fulfilment
of categorical imperatives, but rather in terms of the effects it has on
one’sconsciousness. The consciousness-centric perspective of moksathus
turns the ‘other-centric’ perspective of dharma completely around the
discussion of one’s consciousness. Thus, instead of being concerned with
the consciousness and self-consciousness of others . . . one begins to be
concerned with the effects thatactions have on one’s own consciousness.’

Finally, Pande argues that tolerance has been an essential ingredient
of Indian culture and Islam has been an integral part of it But Pande has
maintained total silence over the demolition of the Babri Masjid which
took place one year after the delivery of these lectures and two years
before their publication. What would be the response of traditional faith
to such fundamentalist onslaught on society which paradoxically uses
some of the elements of the same vocabulary, for instance as that of
sandtana dharma, as Pande does?

NOTES AND REFERENCES

1. The pursuit of pleasure and th:e seeking of $reya or a noble desire may not be
altogether different processes. In fact, in the journey of our self-development, the
seeking of freya can be pleasure-giving. '

2. Inthis context, itisimportanttorecall the arguments of Sri Aurobindo (1962) that
because of their proximity to the structure of power, history is replete with
examples where systems of religions have annihilated spirituality.

3. For understanding the disjunction between systemic law and principles of justice
which-uphold human dignity, seec Unger (1987), Das (1995) and Giri (1996).

4. The same is true about the predicament of ethics today which is characterized by
the persistence of ethical dilemmas. See, Giri, 1994.

5. Stichan approachis differentfrom the interpretative approaches in contemporary
anthropology, for instance, as in the work of Clifford Geertz. Geertz argues that
‘understanding the form and pressure of . . . native’s inner lives is more like
grasping a proverb, catching an allusion, seeing a joke . . . than itis like achieving
a communion’ (quoted in Buraway, 1991: 4). But Pande would like to emphasize
the communion that takes place between two souls in conversations and
anthropological interactions.
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Book Reviews

R.N. NucGavev: Reconstruction of Scientific Theory Change, translated from the
Russian, Kazam University Press, Kazam, 1989, pp. 200.

Originally published in Russian, the book has been translated into English
specifically for the purpose of reviewing. Though the translation is quite
poor and one often faces difficulty in grasping the correct purport of the
author, the work is yet quite impressive displaying keen understanding of
contemporary attempts at tackling the problem of theory-change in the
cognitive enterprise that is modern science. The author critically examines
major trends of thought in the area, namely the monotheoretic approach,
Lakatosian approach, Kuhnian approach and the descriptive approach;
shows their inadequacies and then, choosing the descriptive/normative
approach as the most promising one, develops it further and succeeds in
explaining various methodological events in actual history of modern
science which have presumably remained unexplained so far by these
ecarlier models. The model developed by the author is novel in certain
respect as it employs novel concepts such as that of ‘cross-coordination’,
or, that of ‘resolution of contradiction’, not employed so far by.the
philosophers of science as far as we know. Yet the model remains by and
large simple and compact, not becoming very clumsy, which thus is an
advantage often not accruing to complicated extended models that have
emerged during the last decade or so.

The main thrust of the author seems to be this: Any adequate model of
methodology of modern science ought to explain the process of theory-
change and since the process involves situations of choice between
‘empirically equivalent’ theories, the model ought to provide criteria of
theory choice that work within actual historical unfolding. Thus, according
to the author, ‘If an anomaly is caused by the cross of several fundamental
theories contradicting each other, it cannot be eliminated by usual
methods that consist in the modification of partial theoretical systems. Its
real and effective elimination demands the resolution of the cross-
contradiction. And the latter is possible only by the global theory
construction that should contain the cross-theories as its partial ones.’

Borrowing some concepts from earlier works in Russian by Stjopin
(1976), Bransky (1973), and Podgoretzky and Smorodinsky (1980), the
author develops a normative model of theorychange and shows by
instantiation of actual historical situations of theory change (such as
electrodynamics, quantum theory and relativity theory) that change of
any given fundamental theory is caused by clashes with anomalies
connected with other fundamental theories existing in the field and
contradicting the fundamental theory undergoing change. The anomalies
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could be eliminated only by the resolution of the cross-contradictions
between the several fundamental theories, that is, by the construction
of a global theory. The global theory emerges by realization of
reductionist or synthetic programmes. In the Jong run, that programme
wins which can effectively eliminate the cross-contradiction. Thus, “The
link connecting the anomalies existence with the cross-contradiction
appearance constitutes one of the main disunctions of the model
proposed here from Lakatos’s methodology. The historical agents that
take part in a scientific revolution can sometimes not {"eahzc that
puzzling anomalies are connected with the cross-contradiction. Yet this
contradiction will be resolved by them in any way. They will try to
eliminate the anomalies until they find such a theory that can resolve
the contradiction.’ _

Now the central concepts in this model are the ‘crossbred objects’,
‘crossbred theory’ and ‘cross-contradiction’. Problem situations in
science arise when two theories are simultaneously employed for
explaining certain experimental data. This is achieved by constructing
a system of derivative objects/concepts from the basic objects/concepts
of the theories. Such derivative objects are the cross-bred objects of the
model. The two theories that are employed jointly for explanation are
called cross-theories and the set of statements describing the relations
between cross-bred objects is called a crossbred theory. In the system of
crossbred objects, the objects characterized by incompatible properties
give rise to mutually contradicting statements in both cross-theories.
Such appearance of incompatible statements when theories cross is
called a cross-contradiction which thus is required to be resolved and is
subsequently achieved by the synthetic/reductive activity of global theory
construction.

The distinction between a cross-theory and a cross-bred theory requires
further elaboration since it is quite crucial to the model. From the
indications available in the text one may say that a cross-theory is one of
the two or more theories that are jointly employed for explaining the
puzzling facts or the problematic situation or the anomalies; whereas a
crosshred theory is that which is constituted exclusively by the set of
statements describing the relations between crossbred objects alone.
The crossbred theory, then, may be visualized as a ‘new offspring’ with
the potential of attaining a global status, it is a seedling which may possibly
grow into a full blown global theory upon.proper systematization and
success in resolution of the cross-contradiction (s). The author has cited
many instances from actual history for illustration of this point but the
sort of cognitive processes that are taking place during this ‘period of
incubation’ are required to be worked out more thoroughly.

The important role of historical agents in affecting a scientific
revolution specifically and in cognitive pursuit generally was brought to
notice, first of all, by Kuhn, and Nugayev has preserved this feature n
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his model also. Since then the activity of historical agents in this regard
has been described as puzzle solving activity or the activity of eliminating
anomalies or the activity of resolving problems or that of explaining
novel facts, etc., in the very wide sense of the terms. Nugayev now holds
that it is essentially the activity of resolving the cross-contradictions in
spite of the fact that the historical agents may themselves not realize
that they are actually resolving some cross-contradiction (s). The concept
of resolution of a cross-contradiction is certainly more precise, or, at
least as precise as that of ‘explaining novel facts’. What is more important
however is that the historical agents seem to be moving forward in their
cognitive pursuit without thorough understanding of the methodological
significance of their activity. And yet, had the historical agents understood
such significance, actual history would have been different. This, then,
is the paradox of methodological models! The more. the historical
agents appreciate and understand the methodological significance of
their cognitive activity, the more would be the need for reconstruction
of history. Indeed, such situations have availed in the history of cognitive
seeking of man. Indian seer-thinkers consciously sought proper
methodology of cosmological theorizing as early as 600 bCE and worked
out fundamental methodological principles of generation, construction
and appraisal of rational knowledge systems on the one hand and of
inner-seeing of the early origins of cosmos on the other hand (by the
well-known methodology of samddhi). Such situations burden the task
of methodologist for he has now to investigate how the increasing
methodological awareness amongst historical agents affects the actual
history of modern scientific seeking itself?

The idea of emergence of global theory resolving the cros-
contradictions is also beset with difficulties and here, again, we may
learn from the experience of cosmological theorizers in India. Firstly,
the search for more and more global theories cannot be an endless
pursuit and we expect final global or Grand Unified Theory/Theories
(GUT) to emerge. The Final Global Theory (FGT) or GUT is bound to
emerge because of the observational limit of historical agents beyond
which further deeper facts cannot be unearthed by instruments or any
other means whatsoever. Moreover several FGTs or GUTs are likely to
emerge because alternative explanations of available fact are logically
possible. Secondly, the process of theory globalization implies that as
theories become more and more global, they become less and less
refutable as has been well recognized. Thus, several such theories
would come into existence each explaining a large mass of facts and
each having its attendant anomalies—the theory-specific anomalies so
to say. Since no more FGT or GUT would be possible in principle, a
situation of theory choice would arise in a different way: each FGT/
GUT has emerged after resolving some cross-contradictions and each
has attendant anomalies and each explains a wide mass of facts. Which
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FGT/GUT ought to be chosen in such a situation? Would it be a matter
of personal preference of historical agents or can they evolve some
criteria of choice different from, say, that of cross-contradiction
resolution? Or, can the historical agents conclude that since no FGT/
GUT entirely free from anomalies cxplaining all the accessible facts is
possible, the idea of theorization itself is defunct and such pursuit
ought to be given up once and for all? Needless to elaborate, numerous
directions are possible in such a situation and this requires deeper
thinking on the cognitive process of globalization of theories itself.

Thirdly, if at a certain stage, any FGT/GUT is not refutable in
principle, what is its cognitive status? For instance, how does it differ
from ‘meta-physics’ of scholastics or dogmatic rationalists such as
Descartes and Leibniz? Finally, if no FGT/GUT entirely free from
anomalies is possible, does it not point towards deeper limitations of
historical agents (as theorisers) themselves, that is, towards the
fundamental nature of man himself? Is the human mind by nature such
that it can never exceed a certain limit to theoretical access to deepest
available facts?

The seer-thinkers of India as theorizers of rational cosmologies,

came to the conclusion as early as 600 bCE that certain cosmically

universal, methodological principles such as the principle of cause-and-
effect or the principle of regularity/uniformity of cosmos/nature are in
principle irrefutable in the face of any number of evidences to the
contrary. They claimed to ‘know’ such principles by innerseeing.
However, the realization that grand cosmological theories are also not
refutable in spite of their admitting some anomalies, came as late as 300
bCE or so. Such realization triggered the search for logics different
from the ordinary two-valued logic—namely, the four-valued logic of
the Buddhists and the seven-valued logic of the Jainas. A remarkable
feature of all the diverse cosmological theories that emerged was that
these first and foremost sought criteria for defining the logical-All so
that the area of rational discourse may be marked out in advance
demarcating that about which humans can speak/systematize/propound
from that about which nothing can be said. Several alternative
cosmological theories were systematically constructed rationally and
attempts were made to sharpen them logically by criticism and
defence,—realising that no such theory can ever be refuted conclusively.
The idea of a well defined logical-All preliminary to detailed theorization
itself rested on admittance of cognitive limits of human mind,—the
limits were presumably reached by the methodology of inner-seeing,
sophisticated instrumental observation not being available at the time.

* Kk ¥

The idea that any adequate model of modern scientific methodology
ought to be sensitive to actual historical unfolding of cognitive events
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has been very fruitful in enriching thinkers about historiographical
methods although one can be easily skeptical about the actualization of
such a programme in methodological models themselves. For one
thing, there can be no unique series of event unfolding in history and
historical agents can actualize the goals by several diverse series of event
unfolding. For another, if the model concentrates on any such series of
event unfolding, that, is on actual history, then the principles of
methodology it is likely to discover would be too specific and are likely
to prove inadequate when tested against some alternative series of
event unfolding as historical agents of some future process actualize
same or similar goal(s). For this reason, would it not be prudent to
construct a model that provides only the central principles of practice/
method providing guidelines only to the seekers. Moreover, since no
methodological model, howsoever fine-tuned, can ever ensure success
of the goal(s), what are such finer and finer models aiming at? If they
are aiming at more and more thorough understanding of modern
scientific enterprise itself, would not the central principles of practice/
method as guidelines attended by actual practice suffice for a thorough
understanding? Further, would not the study of history of event unfolding
of modern scientific enterprise itself aid in such understanding? Indeed,
historical agents participating in the cognitive process seem to pay
greater attention to the history of the enterprise rather than to its
methodology, for awareness of history itself enriches the mind regarding
the underlying principles of practice/method in a general way.

% % %

Study and review of the present work has afforded the opportunity to
know'the sort of intellectual activity going on in Russia in scientific
methodological thought. Limitations of language prevent us from more
thorough acquaintance with such activity and the present work is likely
to be quite popular in intellectual circles here if it is translated into
Hindi. Limitations of space in the present journal as also reviewer’s
anxiety to avoid technicalities have prevented him from presenting a
more thorough and detailed review of the work which it certainly
deserves. It is hoped that an improved English translation of the work
will be published sooner or later.

Department of Philosophy, VIRENDRA SHEKHAWAT

University of Rajasthan, Jaipur
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UbAvYANACARYA: Nyayavarttikatatparyaparisuddhi, edited by Anantalal
Thakur, ICPR, New Delhi, 1976, XIV + 608 pp., Rs. 680.

This deluxe edition of the complete text of Nyayavarttikatatparyaparisuddhi

brought out by the Indian Council of Philosophical Research is sure to
gladden the hearts of all ardent lovers and scholars of ancient Indian
logic. It will be no exaggeration to say that no ancient Sanskrit treatise
has so far been printed in such an impeccable and attractive form,
except Nyayavarttikatatparyatika, which is the Council’s own publication,
as this. The credit for the beautiful get up, neat and tidy printing of the
treatise goes to Sri Buddhadev Bhattacharya, the Executive Editor of
the Council who is quite well known for his publication work in the
field of Sanskrit philosophical literature for the past several decades.
The editor of the text, Professor Anantalal Thakur, deserves high praise
for his extraordinary zeal for pursuing his pet project which he had
nicknamed as Nydyacaturgranthikd (as it comprises the four major
commentaries and sub-commentaries of Nyaya aphorisms. namely
Vatsyayana’s Bhasya, Uddyotakara’s commentary called Nydyavarttika
on the Bhdsya besides the above-mentioned two treatises) for over forty
years and bringing it to a successful end. Earlier, Professor Thakur
himself had edited the first chapter of Tatparyaparisuddhi under the
auspices of the Mithila Institute of Darbhanga in one volume consisting
of the first chapter only of all the remaining three commentaries. Since
that time Nyaya scholars—some of whom might have passed away by
this time—have been eagerly waiting for the complete edition of
Tatparyaparisuddhi. They would never have expected that their long-
cherished desire would be so excellently fulfilled.

There is ample reason for feeling so euphoric about this publication.
The published work is of extraordinary importance for the study of the
older Nyiya school, more important than even the text Nyaya-
varttikatatparyatika of which it is the commentary, because many logical
issues in Nyaya arising from its opposition to Buddhist logical doctrines
have been raised by Vicaspati Misra, the author of Tatparyatika but
insufficiently discussed by him. It is Udayana, the author of the present
work, who has thoroughly thrashed out these issues by meeting squarely
all arguments that have been and could be raised by the Buddhist and
other critics of Nyaya. Udayana’s ingenuity in elaborating and
interpreting the text is simply marvellous. Right from the first prayer-
verse of the text the interpretative originality of this great logician of
ancient India manifests itself. In fact, every important logical or
philosophical issue concerned with the older Nyaya and some basic
issues of Navya Nyaya or the Neological School which came into existence
long after Udayana, have been raised and discussed by him in this
monumental commentary of his.
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It is not surprising therefore that Udayana _cherisl:lgq reasonable
pride of his vast learning and capacity of onglpal thiriking. A verse
expressing his pride and composed by Udayz'ma'hlmself has come down
to us from antiquity. The verse reads like this:

FefiE Ugaar gEATATee! ar |
IR oy By ar adom: 'O 0

oty Rt gea sEEE @l |
7 & qeiredy R wde i o

Udayana says in this verse that whichiever way he handled the doctrines
of logic, the science of grammar or any other school o_f tl}ought, he
must be regarded as justified. He is like the sun who by his rise 'mari‘(s a
direction as eastern. It is not by ascertaining first the eastern direction

he sun rises there. ] .
th?\t/[;my apocryphal stories about Udayana are “gi_dely current in Sanskrit
Jiterature. Udayana was a great devotee of Lord Siva ?.nd his incarnations.
At one time he even publicly challenged God to ml‘raculously open the
gates of a temple which were shut by his critics in his face. It is said that
when even after a couple of days’ waiting of Udayana the gates did n?dt
open Udayana warned the deity that nobody would care foritifit dl1
not listen to his prayer. At this, the gates of the temple opened suddenly
and Udayana’s faith was vindicated.

Professor’s Colony, Hanuman Nagar, Nagpur N.S. DraviD

VAcaseaTl Misra: Nyayavdarttikatatparyalika, edited by An'antalal :fhakur,
Indian Council of Philosophical Research, New Delhi, pp. xii + 709,
1996 Rs. 800.

The Indian Council of Philosophical Research has done a great service
to the philosophical community in general and to those interested in
Nyayasastrain particular, by presenting in beauu_ful print and attracttll\;e
decor the Nyayavaritikatatparyatika of Vacaspatl Misra edited by the
authoritative learned professor of Ny&yadarsana—Srl Anantalal_Thakur,
providing, in addition, a compendium in a modern analytical way.
Professor Thakur has already devoted more than fifty years to the
editing of the fourfold Nyaya text‘s—-Ny_dyabhagya, Nyayavarttika,
Nydyatatparyatikd and Nyayatatparyaparisuddhi. Whenever we look at this
ition we feel happy. .
edl[;uleofore this, Nyd?gt}étpmyaﬁkd was earlier pt_ljbligl.ne‘d two Or three times.
It was published from Varanasi by Pandit Rajarajeswara Sastri Dravida.
Professor Taranath Tarkatirtha and Professor Amarendra Mohan
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Tarkatirtha published it from Calcutta. But it did not contain the
authoritative and absolutely correct text as one would desire. Hence, a
thorough expert in the discipline was needed who could present it in
the rectified form. Professor Thakur met the requirement, devoted a
long time to the text and has succeeded in his undertaking. This can be
stated with conviction. The reason for this is the success that the editor
has attained in tracing other matykis by hard work. Constantly reflecting
on the text of those mairkds, the publication of Buddhist and Naiyayika
texts presenting positions and counterpositions and collection of and
reflection on the corresponding and similar expressions. These fourfold
texts have fulfilled the supportive need of presenting and leading the
ancient Nyaya further, just as the exegetic texts of Vardhamina
Upadhyaya entitled Prakdsa, Nydyalnkara of the Jain Abhayatilakacarya
and Tippanaka of Srikanthacirya do.

Both these texts were edited by Professor Thakur and have been
brought out successively from Baroda and Calcutta. This is well known
to the learned experts in the field.

Between Vicaspati and Udayanicarya, Tatparyavivaranapaiijika of
Aniruddhacirya had taken care of the school, Though incomplete, yet
being important from the point of view of research this text was edited
by Sri Thakur and was published by the Mithilasarhskrita Vidyapith,
Darbhangi. The learned scholar has not merely been engaged in
editing the unpublished texts of Nyaya, but he has also edited the works
of Jianasrimitra nibandhavali, Ratnakirtinibandhévali—the competitive
texts—with great dedication. The authenticity and the integrity needed
for preparing and editing ancient source texts are amply present in this
scholar.

In the present work we have seen how the editing of the mdtrka
secured from Jaisalmer has proved greatly beneficial. For illustration an
example is being presented here: There is an expression to be found in
the Tatparyaftkd published from Varanasi and Calcutta in its old
editions—* Krtsnasadivadarabhiitadiva’ The passage as given in the mairka
of Calcutta is—* Krtrrasadivadara bhrata’. The passage from the personal
matrka of Visuddhanand Saraswati reads as—' Krirmasadivadara bhiitdiva .

But the matrka from Jaisalmer provides us here the correct reading, ‘Kr
ir va sa divadarq bhut diva’. The correct version and authenticity of this
reading gets corroborated by the reading quoted from Nyayalankara of
Abhayatilakacarya. Because here its meaning is correctly stated. Since
the rest three steps are mentioned here the passage is clear in its
complete form. In the Tka:

Krtrrasadivadarabhutadiva’ iti
Suar&._s;adivaikmpﬂmdivé

Yadi candragatisca tithisca samé.
It vistiganam pravadanti budhah
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These are the remaining three padas. The m?aning is thus: kr—in the
krsnapaksa (dark fortnight), tr—in trizya (thntd Fla_ty of the fortnight},
ré;-m';;ti in ratri (night) and sa—uvisti in sapiam: c?,’wa (seventl} d-a_y or Ehf.:
fortnight), da—dasmi (tenth day of the _fortmght_) ra—uvisti 0 ratr,
bhiita—in bhutastmi (eighth day of bhym forEmgh't) , in caturdasi
(fourteenth day of the fortnight) vi;{z, .and su—sucipaksa (Flgan
fortnight), ca—caturdasi, ra—in the rairi, asta—on _thp astmi day,
ek—ekddasi (eleventh day of the fortnight), ra—in the 7atr, plrna—uist:
in purnima diva (fifteenth day of the fortnight) (Nyayalankara, pp.
77?:1?1)15 passage the well-known visti ——indicatioP aFcE)rding to ]yonsa
gistra has been established.* Having edited Ny@yalarikara earlier, it was
possible for Sri Thakur to have presented the related part in the
Jaisalmer matrka of Tatparyattkain away in which one could be convinced
of its correctness with little effort. Sri Thqkur alone has thorqughly
discussed the confusion prevalent in the earlier scholgrs, and the sﬂencp
observed by the commentators of the Nyaya texts in respect of tl;)ls
passage in the preface to Nyayalankara. This text has been published by
the Oriental Institute of Baroda. . .
In the Calcutta edition, both the very learned ecilltors, t?a_chers‘of this
edition, have mentioned in several places in Tatparyatika, their own
reading in their comments which has been supported by the ]alsalrr;er
matrka: Tatparyaiikd. We bow with respect before these two teachers for
such an evaluation, whose intelligence and thinking followed an objective
and open-minded approach while editing the text. These intellectuals
are blessed and have done credit to our country, thqse r_ef:lecm.on
resulted in the construction of the text of the same T{afpa’wa_nkz_z wl_nch
coincided with mdtrkd though they had not seen it. As Tarandth Nyayam.'tha
comments in the Tatparyagikaon p. 27, ‘1 believe’that Ehe_corr,c::ct readm%
would be nisedhan in place of nisedhat, and drsyantarabhavamin place o
syantarbhdvam.’ B
drsly?:::gf;niﬁlap. 31, only this reading—tadbhdvapratisedhah isorbhav 1s
right. Therefore, this needs the attention of the scho_lars. —
Again on p. 63, only parijianarthameva kevalam, this reading is 11'1g t
in our view. In the same way, this has been shown that the Jaisalmer
mdtrka gives this text antecedently as given here in the correcteFi forlin
by the editor. The indicated reading in t1’1e comment there having the
support of the mdirka, the published textin the comment is the same as
alcutta edition. .
tha‘lvt\f(e)f}::vi(f:ound this after examining the matter anfl in (_)rder to back
our statement have shown it here only to point the direction.
In the same way, reflecting on the hidd?n and missing teytfof t}l;l.e
Tatparyattka before matrkd, the editor feels highly satisfied. We infer this

*If the moticn of moon and the date (fithi) coincide then the learned call it vistigana.
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by noticing his partiality there. This is natural also. The great poet
Harsa has also said ‘one is partial to the greats’, Here one finds three
passages in the end of Chapter IV which have been taken from the
Jaisalmer matrkd. They are not to be found in any (other) matrka or
edition.

For example:

Nivaritaneknibandhameghpankitih

sphurannirmaladigvisesi/
Tikeyamudyotakarprsangamatanvaty’

bhanti saraddvitya// 1//
Parihrtadusana kantakamaphatkunibandha

Pariksamparkam/
Udyotakargavinam margam

dariayati tikeyam// 2 //
Tikamimam vadamrnaladandam

jalpormimalam sarasimvapya/
Adyayamudyotakarah samartho .

vikdsitum surimanombujani// 3//**

This has not escaped the notice of the learned scholar that these
passages are meaningful, useful and relevant. The reading of the ancient
texts is correct, authentic and rectified, so feel the learned. The reasons
for this are: reflection of different experts, the investigation of the
reading of the other matrka which remains hidden, the availability of
other passages having similarity with the one in question.

The discerning editor has used all these facts in that edition. This fact
does not need overemphasis.

Therefore, in this respect, the editor and the publisher both are to
be congratulated. We hope that soon Indian Council of Philosophical
Research would publish the remaining parts of the fourfold texts
— Bhasyavartika and Parisuddhiripa, in the historical perspective with an
extensive and authoritative introduction as edited by Sri Thakur himself.

Ganganath Jha Kendriya Sanskrit Vidyapith, KIisSHORE NATH JHA

Chandrashekhar Azad Park, Allahabad-211002

**This commentary is like a luminous flawless specific quarter which has dispelled
several essays like cloud lines, having cool weather, spreading the splendour of the
expanse of Uddyotakara like moon.

Getting rid of defects like thorns, distantcing from the touch of Hl-written essay like
mire, this commentary indicates the path of the word of Uddyotakara.

Full of jalpa like waves, having vida like lotus stems, having attained the pond like
commentary, this Uddyotakara has succeeded in causing the heart like lotuses of
learned to bloom,
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R.C. PraDHAN: Philosophy of Meaning and Representafion, Printworld Pvt.
Lid., New Delhi, 1996, pp. 256, Rs. 275.

This is a neat litle book which while ‘surveying all the landmark
developmentsin the recent philosophy of language’ seeks to demonstrate
that ‘meaning arises only when the linguistic representation of the
world take place. This is to say that language acquires meaning only by
virtue of being about the world’ (p. viii). In contrast to the anti-
representationism of the late Wittgenstein and more recently of Richard
Rorty, Dr Pradhan holds that ‘linguistic representations say something
about the world in their very structure’ (p. ix).

The immediate and natural question is: what exactly does ‘being
about the world’ entail, that is, what is at stake in the author’s notion of
representation which is so central to the book?

Dr Pradhan does tell us in numerous contexts and in many ways
which are worth repeating here.

The linguistic representations of the world reveal the fact that the
world is what it is because of its being represented in language’ (p.
ix).

Again, ‘language is involved in the world. ThisI call a representational
relation between language and the world’ (p.x). He suggests that the
issue is not between representation and the notion of a game but
‘whether we can think of language that is not about the world at all.’
Nor is there a conflict between realism and anti-realism as far as the
author’s notion of representation goes. In the holistic framework that
he argues for, ohjectivity and the human world are easily reconciled in
meaning which let us recall, arises only when linguistic representations
of the world take place. Much of the book examines the views of
prominent philosophers of language in order to demonstrate that
representationism is embedded in them.

Take the later Wittgenstein, Dr Pradhan has this to say about the
transition from the Tractatus to the Investigations:

So a more radical turn was made to show that language games
alone can be taken as the ways of world representation. The
demand is no more that we describe the world in our language.
Rather it is now necessary to throw open the world to language as
it is, that is, to make it available in the natural language
formations.(p. 58)
In explanation of his use of the term ‘representation’, the author says:
“To call language games the methods of representations is to say that in
language alone there is talk of representation’ (p. 57). “This is the
underlying principle of representation which we have taken for granted’

(p. 58).
So far, so good though one might reasonably protest that Dr Pradhan
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is stretching the notion of representation here. However, later in the
book discussing “Truth Reference and the World Order’ (which last he
claims is ‘the foundation of modern semantics’ (p. 126), Dr Pradhan
says: ‘. .. it is the notion of the world which is the basis of all language
and so language itself stands as surety of the world . . . "(p. 126)

Taken all together, these claims are rather perplexing and the crucial
question that now arises is: what does such a principle of representation
rule out as a possible relation between language and the world? The
answer (as far as [ could make out), is, very little, except perhaps the
possibility of there being no world at all, since Ianguage at least is in the
world. This then is the Achilles’ heel of a book that otherwise does a
commendable job of representing (sic!) the most well-known positions
in current philosophy of language.

Although the title of the book mentions meaning and representation,
the crucial intermediary between these, about which Dr Pradhan has
much to say, is the notion of truth. It is truth that secures both meaning
and representation and truth is inbuilt in the very notion of language.
Indeed, it turns out to be indistinguishable from representation. Thus,
in his discussion of Davidson’s article on ‘Truth and Meaning’ the
author easily concludes that since truth is a primitive concept, immanent
to language, Davidson’s position is that language is representational.
Davidson himself in a noncommital statement (not quoted by Pradhan)
says: ‘We could take truth to be a property not of sentences but of
utterances, or speech acts or ordered triples of sentences, times and
persons but it is simplest just to view truth as a relation between a
sentence, a person and a time ( The Philosophy of Language edited by A.P.
Martinich, p. 88). In fact the author himself notes that since Davidson
has in any case given up the classical correspondence theory, it can be
argued (as Rorty has done) that Davidson is a non-representationalist.
How does he counter this reading? In his words:* . . . it is yet admissible
that for Davidson truth is anticipating representations in language
since without them there is no necessity of truth in language at all’ (p.
70). Itwas perhaps necessary to deal with Davidson’s theory of reference
at this point rather than much later in the book, when without too
much analysis the author simply dismisses this aspect of Davidson's
theory because it ‘does not conform to our intuitive understanding of
language’ (p.113).

In sum: truth is a necessary feature of language. Representation is a
necessary condition of truth. Meaning is given in the act of representing.
All these relations are treated as given a priori. But if (for instance) Dr
Pradhan had looked at the literature in the philosophy of science, he
would have perhaps been a little less confident than he is on the subject
of language as a vehicle of truth. Certainly for theoretical languages the
whole notion of truth and representation is far more problematic than
is hinted at in this book.
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The same somewhat cavalier attitude characterizes discussion on
Dummett’s constructionist theory of language. After a lucid presentation
of the position we are told that ‘from our point of view Dummett’s
theory of meaning is representational as it has not ruled out the
possibility of truth being a representational concept’ (p. 93). This

[despite an earlier observation that for Dummett ‘both truth and meaning

are subject to the decision of the people using language’ (p. 92). And so
on and on. Whether they are about Quine’s principle of the inscrutability
of reference about which the somewhat circular comment is: ‘The very
idea of alternative systems of interpretation of the reference of words is
a semantic myth as it leads to extreme scepticis regarding reference’
(p- 113) or about his epistemological naturalism that is dismissed
because it leads to ‘semantic undeterminacy of all kinds and ultimately
... led to the loss of semantic facts’ (p. 180), we are presented with too
many conclusions reached by fiat. Dr Pradhan’s greatest weapon appears
to be a dogged insistence based on an unshakable faith that his premises
cannot be controverted. All positions either conform or are served the
reductio ad absurdum notice. This is unfortunate for the book based is on
considerable scholarship and understanding. However, a major
protagonist, Richard Rorty, is not discussed at all.

A few comments on the language, style and production values of the
book. There are numerous printing errors that I am sure were avoidable.
Some unusual locutions are used by the author: a conspicious example
is his use of the word ‘telling’” which is a transitive verb but frequently
employed as an intransitive verb by him. I reproduce one set of such
occurrences,

‘He has gone to the extent of telling that meaning is not possible in
the classical sense. . . . Itis a first philosophy in the sense that it is telling
something about language . ... Besides it is telling that there is no
meaning’ (p. 179). It must also be remarked here that although
references are given to the writings of the philosophers discussed, the
book is almast totally devoid of quotations from their works. In offering
an interpretation of the views of others, some support from their actual
writings is not just helpful—it is a necessary principle of argumentation
—at least in this reviewer’s view.

Finally, a general comment. That our young philosophers choosing
to write books on truth, meaning and the philosophy of language
generally, concern themselves exclusively with foreign authors is
understandable if regrettable. But that they do not flinch at making
reference to Bhartrhari in a footnote (see note 7, p. 131) is nothing
short of tragic.

New Delhi MouiNt MULLICK
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R. THANGASWAMI SARMA: Mimarisa Madijari, Indian Council of Philosophical
Research, New Delhi, 1996, 298 pp., Rs. 375.

Professor Thangaswami Sarma has done a yeoman service, both for the
layman and for the scholars and students of Mimarisa by writing this
monograph on Mimiarmsa. He has culled information from more than
250 works of Mimdrhsa starting from the $utras of Jaimini and up to the
recent works on the {astra by modern scholars.

The ontological, etymological, epistemological and philosophical,
not to mention the ritual details that he has gathered from these works
are enormous and need a lot of elucidation, which is not possible to be
compressed in a volume like this. That may spill over to several volumes.
This volume gives a bird’s eye view in as short a space as possible. For
instance, he has described the philosophical tenets of this school, namely
the reality of the world, the relation between the word and its meaning,
the nature of the goal, etc. in just 18 pages in the first chapter. In the
second chapter he has delineated the various epistemological aspects. In
the third and following chapters, up to the fifth, the special rules of
interpretation of this school are discussed succinctly. In the sixth chapter
the ontological aspects are elucidated. The seventh chapter deals with
the different sub-divisions of the Mimarhsi school, the eighth with the
major works of different schools of Mimarisa and the ninth consists of
various indices.

Itis a very useful work for research scholars and I am happy to see such
a work as this and recommend to all the university and college libraries
to make it available to their readers.

The Indian Council of Philosophical Research deserves kudos for
coming forward to finance and publish such a work. But one word of
regret will not be out of place; the book is full of printing and proof
reading mistakes, which the publishers should strive to remove in the
second edition.

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

Tribute

Sundara Rajan’s Last Philosophical Testament*

[Professor R. Sundara Rajan passed away on 24 June 1997 at a particularly inopportune
time as he was in the midst of giving a final shape to the philosophical thought which he
had been developing for the last so many years, Fortunately, a few months back, I had
requested him to write a brief account of what he regarded as his main contentions in the
field of philosophy and he had kindly sent us the following which has now become the
last formulation of his philosophical position.

Editor]

When Ilook upon some of my writings in the last eight to ten years, I seem
to see a few basic issues being present in all of them, in the background
asitwere, although each one of these texts on the surface was preoccupied
with a different problem. If I were to start naming these subliminal
dispositions of thought, I would like to formulate them in the form of
three basic questions.

1. The Question of the Second Copernican turn

In some of my recent work such as The Humanization of Transcendental
Philosophy and Beyond the Crisis of the European Sciences 1 have explicitly
formulated this movement from Cartesian presuppositions as the
execution of the second Copernican turn, but the question, Inow believe
has been with me as early as my very first book Structure and Change in
Philosophy. If the first Copernican movement is the Kantian regress from
the world to self-consciousness as the condition of possibility of our
knowledge of the world, the second is a return to the world, without
however cancelling or negating the achievements of the first, it 1s to see
the self as in the world and the world as the home of the self, as such it
is the condition of the possibility of life. In my work, I have sought to
follow some of the consequences of the two Copernican turns on the
method as well as problems of philosophising.

2. The transformation of transcendental philosophy

The most visible effect of the two turns in my work is the question of new
formsof transcendental inquiry. Pursuing thislead, T have, first, attempted
to give a hermeneutical turn to the transcendental method (Towards a

¥Written just a few months before his passing away on 24 June 1997.
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Critique of Cultural Reason). A second methodological issue has been the
rethinking of the Critique (The Concept of Critigue and Critique and
Imagination) (IPQ)). But the most extended discussion had been given to
what I would like to call ‘the linguistic turn’ within transcendental
philosophy ( Studies in Phenomenology, Hermeneutics and Deconstructionand
Transformations of Transcendental Philosophy.

3. From Constitution to Participation

The first problematics of the two Copernican turns has led to the second
of my pre-occupations. Ever since Kant, we have come to realize that our
experience and knowledge is no mere passive reflection of what is
antecendentally given, but that we organise our experiences in the form
of an objective world of meaningful order by means of a certain activity
or spontaneity of the mind. This is the demand of the transcendental
orientation that sees the world as the accomplishment of the subject. But
there is another side to the story, namely that man has to find himself as
sharing and participating in the world. The problem for philosophyis to
understand this mystery of a constituting consciousness being also a
participating one. This theme has been one of the guiding motivations
of Transformations of Transcendental Philosophy while the ecological
implications of the idea of participation was explained in my Philosophy
as Ges Philia. But more recently the philosophy of participation has
figured as one of the chief concerns of Beyond the Crisis of the European
Science.

4. The Humanization of Transcendental Philosophy

The concern with participation finally took the form of an attempt to re-
understand the transcendental subject as in some sense also the natural,
embodied linguistic subject. It is the understanding of the paradoxical
unity of the transcendental and the natural that is the theme of The
Humanization of Transcendental Philosophy which is a study of the conse-
quences of the discovery of the life world by Husserl, of the discovery of
Dasein by Heidegger and of participation by Merleau Ponty.

Beyond the Crisis of the European Sciences

My current two-volume work in the philosophy of the human sciences is
an attempt to study the implications for science in general and of the
human sciences in particular of the above philosophical tendencies. At
the same time, it also offers a critical perspective on contemporary
western formulations of the problem of philosophy of sciences. In the
first volume I study the epistemological transformations effected by the
linguistic, the feminist and the ecological turns in general; the second
volume proposes to study the changing relationship between philosophy
and the sciences in the form of a life cycle of science.
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1. Science as a possibility
2. Science as a fact

3. Science as a problem
4. Science as Hope

In the process, I attempt a detailed critique of Husserl’s eurocentrism in
Transcendental Phenomenology and The Crisis of the European Sciences.

Other Preoccupations )
Besides the above concerns, I would like to mention a few other concerns

which have motivated some of my work; as such, I would like to mention
three themes:

1. A transcendental understanding of the purusharthas has been thg pre-
occupation of three articles (1) Purusharthas understood in the light of
Critical Theory (IPQ), (2) The Theory of the Purusarthas (JICPR),
(8) Purusharthas of Life. (ITAS). N ' ;

9. The Hermeneutics of Political Theoryhas been the basic issue in my The
Primacy of the Political. . .

3. A phenomenological perspective on innovation and social change;
the objective of my book Innovative Competence and Social Change.

Of contemporary thinkers, I have concentrated most on Husserl,

Heidegger and Ricoeur. I would like to mention what perhaps may be

called a certain individual or particular approach to these thinkers,

though with regard to Husserl, I have concentrated ht?avﬂy on the far

reaching consequences of the life world. In this connection, perh;a}ps the

discussion I offer of Husserl on the cthnologist Levy Brohl in The
Humanisation of Transcendental Philosophymay be somewhat novel..Sirr.nlarly
the discussion of Heidegger on Science in The Humanisation of
Transcendental Philosophy and Beyond the Crisis of the Furopean Sciences, Vol.
11 may be mentioned. And, finally in several of my articles on Paul
Ricoeur, I have sought to formulate a principle of unity which may
integrate a variety of his insights and further I have sought o develop
some ideas on the human sciences based on his theory.
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Richard V. De Smet, S.J. (1916-1997)

Richard De Smet was born in Charleroi, Belgium in 1916. Educated by
Jesuits, he himselfjoined them in 1934. In the course of hisJesuit training
he had the good fortune of being a student of Joseph Marechal, perhaps
the most outstanding neo-Thomist philosopher. This was to have a
permanent impact on the life and thought of the budding philosopher
in De Smet. He arrived in India in 1946. For the next seven years he
engaged himself in theological and Indological studies and completed
his doctorate in 1953 from the Gregorian University, Rome. His thesis
was The Theological Method of Savikara. Upon his return to India in 1954 he
became the Professor of Metaphysics, Natural Theology and Indian
Philosophy in Jnana Deepa Vidyapeeth, Pune. Pune was to remain the
base of his numerous activities till his last illness forced him to go to
Belgium for treatment.

Philosophy, for him, was not an achievement of individual, Cartesian
cogitations but the fruit of a dialogical encounter. Accordingly, he took
an active part in the meetings of various philosophical forums. From his
first year in Pune, he was a regular participant in the annual sessions of
The Indian Philosophical Congress. He took an active part in the
monthly meetings of the Pune University Philosophy Union and other
similar associations. He went on lecture tours in Ahmedabad, Allahabad,
Nagpur, Benaras and Visva-Bharati Universities and the Ramakrishna
Mission Institute of Culture, Calcutta. He was also associated with the
Radhakrishnan Centre for Advanced Study directed by T.M.P. Mahadevan
and Institute of Advanced Study, Shimla. His reputation took him
overseas to attend the International Society for Metaphysics in Jerusalem
and Nairobi, International Association of New Era in San Diego, Irish
School of Economics (Dublin), Divinity School (Cambridge), Vrije
Universitait (Amsterdam), Department of Philosophy, Louvain, Brussels
and Bordeaux in Belgium, Warsaw and Lublin in Poland. His book,
Philosophical Activity in Pakistanwas occasioned by his participation in the
Pakistan Philosophical Congress at Karachi.

His literary output is enormous. They include three books which he
wrote or edited, and over 600 articles and book reviews. The books are:
The Theological Method of Sankara, Philosophical Activity in Pakistan and
Religious Hinduism. He has contributed 68 articles to the Marathi
Encyclopedia of Philosophy and about a hundred shorter ones to the
Portuguese-Brasilian Encyclopedia, VERBO. His main themes are Indian
Philosophy (prominently Sankara’s Advaita Vedanta, and History of
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Indian Thought), Indian Religions, Inter-religious Dialogue, Ecumenism
and General Philosophy.

One of his former students narrates this incident: ‘In 1995, on my first
visit to Kalady, the birthplace of Sri Sarikaracarya in Kerala, I sent him a
note to thank him for his lectures of infectious enthusiasm on the great
thinker. He replied with a few lines from Kabir to the effect that the vow
of the truth-seeker is harder than that of the warrior, for the warrior fights
for a few hours, but the truth-seeker’s battle goes on day and night
ceaselessly, as long as life lasts.” That was Professor De Smet: a relentless
truth-seeker, Whatimpelled him on this life-long search was the conviction
that “Whatever is true, by whomsoever it is uttered, is from the Holy
Spirit.” It must have been this conviction that led him to consider people
ofall cultures and religious traditions as ‘converging brethren’ marching
together towards unity in faith and love. He called himself a ‘hyphen-
priest’, hyphening between the Catholic Church and our converging
brethren”, whether Protestants, Orthodox, Hindus, Sikhs, Jains, Muslims,
atheists, and even some Russian and East German communists.

Philosophically, it was Sankaracirya’s Advaita Vedanta, together with
the neo-Thomism of Marechal that were to remain his life-long love and
inspiration. ‘Thomism’, according to him, ‘offers the best Western
palcﬂrllel to Advaita’. He rejects the illusionistic interpretation of Advaita
and argues that Sankara and St. Thomas converge on a number of
significant points, Both have a correct view of the Absolute which
preserves the divine transcendence even when the world is accepted as
real. Both make liberation the ultimate goal of their teaching and regard
liberation as ‘the blissful intellectual experience of the Godhead and the
complete cessation of man’s ignorance.’ Both have the starting-point of
their analogical method in divine revelation and according to De Smet,
the three steps to divine transcendence of the via aﬂimwtiqnis, via negationis,
and viaeminentiaehave their perfect correspondence in Safikara’s process
of laksana or analogy. His initerpretation of Sankara, although radically
different from that of others, has gained the respect of many, not only
because it provides an alternative and plausible interpretation but also
because he studied the texts well and admired Sankara and the Advaitic
tradition. Eventually De Smetcame to be regarded as one of the foremost
Vedantinsin India. Butitwas not merelya matter of interpreting Vedanta
at the academic level. His quest regarding the authentic meaning of
Advaita finally led him to the realization. that the Christian faith as
expounded by the early thinkers of the Church could be described as an
authentic Advaita experience, Besides his interpretation of Advaita, his
attempt to trace the history of the concept of person in Indian thought
will be of lasting value.

His hyphening activity did not stop at the intellectual level. He was a
welcome visitor to the Divine Life Society’s Shivananda Ashram at
Rishikesh, where he would be invited to address crowds of Indian and
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foreign visitors for their evening Safsang. One year he gave an intensive
six-week course on Indian Spirituality to such a group. He spoke about
the ‘striking similarities between Guru Nanak and Jesus’ at Punjabi
University, Patiala, at their international Sikh Seminar. To the Jains he
spoke in Pune about the parallel significance of the nakedness of
Mahavira and that of Jesus Christ (on the cross). Though no specialist in
Islam, Professor De Smet was invited by the Jamia Millia team of ‘Islam
and the Modern Age’ for seminars and to contribute articles. Indeed, he
was a sage who could delve deep into any religious tradition and emerge
with shining pearls.

Above all, Fr. Richard was a warm human being who could be at home
not only with the learned and the intellectuals but also with the children
and the poor. It wasa common sight to find him playing with the children
of the neighbourhood. And the time he spent in telling them stories,
playing games and showing them tricks was as much a delight to him as
it was to them. He was specially concerned about the welfare of the
children of the workers: helping them in their studies and guiding them
to choose suitable careers. This was another side of the man: a warm-
hearted philanthropist with the simplicity of a child.

Fr. De Smet once said of his teacher Joseph Marechal that he ‘was
outstanding in those virtues which Socrates (in Plato’s Gorgias 487, 2-7)
defines as proper to a genuine partner in dialogue: ‘learning (episteme),
friendly feelings (eunoia) and frankness of speech (parrhesia)’. These very
same words could as well have been a self-description, for Richard was all
these; and that made him truly a man of dialogue.

De Nobili College, Pune GEORGE KARUVELIL



ANNOUNCEMENT

The Journal of Indian Council of Philosophical Research plans to
pubhsh an issue dealing with implications of developments
in modern logic for philosophy under the editorship of
Prof. Anil Gupta and Dr Andre Chapuis, under the title

Clrculanty, Definition and Truth”. Papers are ivited for
inclusion in this issue. Authors should send their manuscripts
to the following address:

Dr Andre Chapuis
Department of Philosophy
Indiana University
Bloomington IN 47405
USA

The deadline for the submission of manuscripts is 1 July
1998. It is expected that the issue will appear some time in
the year 1999,

ANNOUNCEMENT

Some recent outstanding new publications of classsical texts in Indian
Philosophy.

1. Nyayatativaloka by Vacaspatl Midra, 11
Kishor Nath Jha
G.N. Jha Research Institute, Allahabad, 1992.
2. Nydyavarttikatatparyaparisuddhi of Udayanacarya
Anantalal Thakur
ICPR, New Delhi, 1996,
3. Nydyamratam of Vyidsatirtha along with

(a) Advaitasiddhi of Madhusudana Saraswati

(b) Nyayamriataranginiby Vyasa Ramacarya

(c) Nyayamriakantakodhara by Anand Bhattaraka Pandurangi
(d) Nyayamrtaprakase by Srinivasa Tirtha

edited in three volumes by Prof. K.T. Pandurangi

Dvaita Vedanta Studies and Research Foundation, Bangalore,
1994.




