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From the Editor’s Desk

Dear Readers,

The jICPRis entering its fifteenth year and we thought it is time to look
back and see if what we had promised four years ago when I last
addressed you in the pages of this Journal has been fulfilled. Also, we
think it is time to look ahead and think afresh and plan for something
new, something different.

When we look back, we find that our idea of having a dialogue between
western Indologists and traditional scholars did not make much head-
way, mainly because we discovered to our surprise that the former were
not willing to enter into a real dialogue on equal terms on the subject.
In fact, many of them did not even care to respond to our repeated
invitations to do so. The idea of a giobal community of intellect is
perhaps only a distant dream to be realized only when greater ‘equality’
prevails in other realms which, incidentally, have nothing to do with
matters that pertain to intellect or reason.

In any case, the last such attempt was made in the context of Professor

J.C. Heesterman’s contention regarding the radical distinction between

the Suklaand the Krsna Yajurveda and the presence of the renunciatory
tradition in the latter, as reported in the JICPRVol. XII, No. 1 and then
given up altogether.

More successful was the attempt in the ‘Notes and Queries’ section
where a number of issues were raised which met with immediate
response from the philosophical community in India. Starting from Vol.
X1, No. 2, a number of queries were raised such as ‘Does Miméarsa treat
the theory of karma as pivrva paksa?’ (XI, 2), ‘Kant’s Doctrine of Catego-
ries: Some Problems’ (XI, 3), ‘What Exactly is Meant when We Talk of
Different types of Philosophical Texts in the Indian Tradition?” (XI, 3),
‘Is Nyaya Realist or Idealist?’ (XII, 1}, ‘Different Forms of Advaita : What
Do they Mean?’ (XII, 3), ‘The Concept of Ahérya-jhiana: Some Queries’
(XIII, 1), ‘Can Navya Nydya analysis make a distinction between sense
and reference?’ (XII1, 8), ‘Is Udayana a pracchanna advaitin?’ (XIII, 3.

These queries evoked a number of responses from various persons
and provided some clarification regarding the issues that were raised.
However, they themselves brought to light not only deep differences in
the understanding of what was sought to be clarified, but also raised new
issues which have not yet been highlighted or become the focus of
further discussion.

One of the disturbing features of the responses has been that most of
those who have chosen to comment and clarify have seen the questions
as aimed at unsettling the settled orthodoxies which appear to provide
asafe haven for the conventional understanding of the issues concerned.
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This seems even truer of the queries that were raised regarding the issues
in Indian philosophy. Instead of treating the questions as opening
horizons for further thinking on the subject, almost everyone appears to
have taken it as an attack on the traditionally built citadels of their
sampradayasand rushed to defend them as if something disastrous would
happen if the walls were breached and fresh air or waters allowed to flow
in.

This has also seemed to be the case with those who have responded to
articles questioning the positions considered sacrosanct by almost all
those who have written on traditional Indian philosophy-till now. The
responses to the article ‘Vedania in the first millennium AD—A Case
Study of a Retrospective Illusion Imposed by the Historiography of
Indian Philosophy’ illustrates it in a more focal manner. Itis heartening
to find that scholars such as R. Balasubramanian and Suresh Chandra
have cared to respond to the issue raised, just as the issues with respect
to Nyaya and Mimarhsa were responded to by Sibajiban Bhattacharyya,
N.S. Dravid, ].N. Mohanty, Arindam Chakravarthy, Ramesh Kumar
Sharma (Nyaya) and Sampat Narayan, Sri Ram Sharma, N.S.R.
Tatacharyaswami, Surya Prakash Shastri, E.S. Varadacharya,
Laxminarayana Murti Sharmaand N.K. Ramanujatatacharya (Mimarmnsa).
Surprisingly, however, no one has seen the important discrepancies in
the replies that have been given by these scholars, nor has any one of
them tried to respond to what the others have said on the issue.

The same is the case with the discussion on Kant’s categories where
well-known students of Kant such as Herbert Herring, Kaushal Kishore
Sharma and Rajendra Gupta have tried to clarify the issues raised
without seeing the fundamental nature of the questions and their far-
reaching implications for Kant's whole system as it is usually understood
by scholars until now. Still, there can be little doubt that we have had a
good beginning, particularlyas, besides these, we have also had comments
on the articles published in the Journaland sometimes even on a whole
issue such as the one devoted to ‘Issues in the Historiography of
Civilizations’, which has attracted responses from Professor R.K. Kaul
(XIV, 1) and Professor Lawrence A. Babb (XIV, 3).

Yet, however satisfying these may be, alot still remains to be done. Qur
promise to publish articles on Indian thinkers of the recent past has
hardly been fulfilled. We have, of course, published two articles on
Professor Rasvihary Das in Vol. XIII, No.2 and have been indirectly
responsible for the publication of a full length volume on the work of
G.R. Malkani by Sharad Deshpande, published recently by the ICPR
(1997). There has also been an article on Basant Kumar Malik in Vol.
XIV, No. 1 and some discussion on the work of recent philosophers such
as B.K. Matilal and Sundara Rajan in Vols. XI, 3, XII, 1, XIII, 1. However,
there remain a large number of eminent thinkers of the recent past
whose contributions still await articulation and critical evaluation.
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Similar seems to have been the case of our promise to publish survey
articles on recent developments in various fields of philosophy. We were
able to publish only one survey article, that is, “The Deflationary View of
Truth’ byJerry Kapus in Vol. XII, No. 2. But, however little, these isolated
examples reveal that the ‘promises’ made were still in our mind and that
we tried to fulfil them at least to some extent.

There have been other shortcomings which we have not been able to
overcome even partially. There is the inordinate delay in conveying to
the authors the decision about the publication of their article in the
Journal This primarily emanates not only from the fact that our evalu-
ators sometimes take a long time to convey their opinion, but also
because we first write to them to ask if they would be willing to evaluate
the article. This itself takes quite some time as the scholars do not reply
immediately to our request. Also, in manyfields, the concerned specialists
who are both able and willing to evaluate the articles received by us are
too few and we do not like to overburden them with too many requests
of this kind. In order to remedy this, we have enlarged the Editorial
Board of the Journaland have formally included many scholars who had
been helping us with such work during the past few years. We have also
decided that we will not ask members of the Editorial Board if they would
be willing to evaluate the articles as we had been doing until now. This,
hopefully, would cut short the period of decision-making, at least to
some extent.

The same has been true of reviews; butlittle can be done in thisregard
unless the philosophical community in India feels that itis a part of their
responsibility to critically evatuate the work of their peers. People take
years even after formally agreeing to undertake the review of a book and
even then do not do so or care to reply to our letters or acknowledge
them. This has happened with some of the best persons in the country.
But then, it cannot be helped. Still, we can derive some satisfaction from
the fact that our reviews, particularly review articles, have been consis-
tently of high quality and scholars have taken seriously their responsibil-
ity of critically evaluating the book they were asked to review.

Asfor specialissues of the  Journaldevoted to a particular topic, we have
been able to bring out only the one concerned with -issues in the
Historiography of Civilizations. We propose, in the near future, as
announced in Vol. XIV, No. 3, a special issue devoted to developments
in philosophical logic entitled ‘Circularity, Definition and Truth’. We
are also thinking of bringing out issues on ‘Modernity and Post Mod-
ernism: a critical evaluation’ and ‘Issues in Philosophy of the Social
Sciences’. In case our readers would like to make any suggestions
regarding these or any other subject which they would like to see
specially discussed in the pages of this Journal, we will welcome them.

We are introducing two new sections with this issue of the JICPR
entitled ‘Focus’ and ‘Agenda for Research’. We hope our readers will
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find both interesting. Prof. D.P. Chattopadhyaya, the founder editor of
the JICPRand a member of our Editorial Board has warned us that, like
the ‘Notes and Queries’ section, we might have to ‘fill in’ these sections
On our own as we may not find many persons who would be willing to
write for them. We hope the community of readers of the JICPR will prove
him wrong.

With all these modifications and additions, there is still the problem
of time-lag as our Journalis published only three times a year. We have
been thinking of overcoming this limitation by opening a network of
f:ommunication between those readers of the Journalwho would like to
interact and be informed of the answers to the queries or the discussion,
comments and responses on the articles published in the Journal
However, this would be possible only if a significant number of our
r‘?aders write to us in this regard so that we can initiate steps in this
direction. Many of our younger contributors have complained of
‘academic loneliness’ as they find few persons to interact with. This
might take care of their problem at least partiaily.

There is only one thing more that Iwould like to bring to your notice.
The quality of production that the JJCPR has maintained over the last
fourteen years of its publication has been mainly due to the efforts,
commitment and dedication of Shri Buddhadev Bhattacharya who,
unfortunately, has had toleave hisformal association with the journal The
loss is almost irreparable, but we hope that the standards he had set will
continue to be maintained by those who succeed him.

Dava KrisHNA

The Issue of Autonomy of Professional Ethics

P.R. BHAT
I_ndian Institute of Technology, Mumbai

As human society grows more and more complex, its problems also grow
in the same proportion. Science and technology extend a helping hand
to solve many of the problems of modern society, but add a few of their
own. As knowledge grows, the need for specialization grows. This results
in certain gifted individuals with high inteiligence and the right aptitude
taking special interest in acquiring greater skills and specialized
knowledge. When the society recognizes the services of such specialists,
itallows organizationsand institutionsto comeup and organize themselves
better so that they can serve the society efficiently apart from taking the
initiative for the welfare of the professionals themselves. The legal,
medical and military professionsare traditionallyrecognized professions,
but we have felt the need for skilled personnel for designing, producing,
advertising and marketing after the society has gone through
industrialization. We have also felt the need to revitalize and modernize
the older professions with the aid of modern science and technology. We
would like to be better prepared to face the ferocity of nature manifested
in the form of famines, floods, fire and earthquakes. We would like to
minimize evils perpetrated by humans, such as terrorism, war, death and
suffering due to environmental pollution, radiation and variousaccidents
of dangerous dimensions with the help of professionals equipped with
sophisticated instruments developed bymodern scienceand technology.

Not everyone is in a position to competently handle modern
technological instruments. A person who is competent to handle these
instruments must have adequate knowledge of both the instruments and
the professions they relate to. Itis not easy to acquire this training and
specialized knowledge; and the opportunity and costs involved, apart
from the motivational aspect, are significant. Thus, the modern
professional, a heartspecialist for instance, in addition to his professional
knowledge and skills should know how to use a computer-controlled,
sophisticated scientific instrument to monitor a heart surgery. Modern
society felt the need to formulate codes of conduct for professionals.
Most of us are aware of the existence of different codes of conduct for
professionals such as the Hippocratic Oath and the Indian Medical
Codes-1956. Time and again some of these codes have been examined by
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experts and competent authorities, who have introduced modifications
wherever necessary. On the basis of the existence of such professional
ethical codes and the continued interest in evaluating and modifying
them, one might think that the relation between a professional code and
the general code of ethics has become definitive. Unfortunately, despite
the best efforts, confusion exists in this regard.

Philosophical treatises on professional ethics and applied ethics were
written mainlyin the eighties. This can be considered to be the first phase
of the development of professional ethics, where the authors are moved
by the urgency of the issues that confronted the professionals while
working and the common man by the behaviour of the professionals.
Thisfirststage is, therefore, the stage of identifying the ethical dimension
of professions. The second stage is where integration of professional
morality with general morality is attempted in one way or the other,
without much success. Three extreme positions are held. One, by the
group of philosophers who believe in universal ethics. Those who believe
that all men are equal have the view that ethics can only be one whether
the person is a professional or a non-professional. These philosophers
are normally absolutists. Two, by philosophers who believe in ethical
relativism. These philosophers want to contextualize ethics and believe
that the same moral norms are applicable even in the professional
conditions. Some would argue for the identity of moral norms operative
both in the general context and the professional context with the sole
difference of the criterion of their applicability. Some others would take
this to be the extension of the same moral principle and yet others believe
it to be the concretization of the same norm. Gewirth, who believes in
universal ethics, makes room for professional ethics by making certain
exceptions to general ethical norms. His approach is one of infringement
rather than overruling of rights of non-professionals when there is a
genuine conflict. Three, by a group of philosophers who believe in the
complete autonomy of professional ethics. Views are again further
divided within this group. Some believe in the total autonomy in the
sense that the source of the professional ethics is the same as that of
general ethics. Freedman, for instance, believes that professional ethics
is branching off from the general ethics making use of the norm of the
general ethics. He believes that professional ethics is a form of acquired
obligation which, of course, is in the form of an implicit contract.
Goldman’s view of professional ethics would differ from this. He would
believe in strongly differentiated roles of professionals where he believes
that rights of professionals are more weighed in comparison to the rights
of non-professionals.

We shall not speak much about the position of the universal ethics
here. The position of this group of philosophers is too well known to be
discussed. Kantian philosophy, for instance, would not be in a position
to make room for a separate code of conduct for professionals. Even

The Issue of Autonomy of Professional Ethics

others who believe in rational ethics with universal applicability cannot
agree for a separate code of conduct. If there is any moral conflict
between a professional and the moral interest of a non-professional, the
issue would be treated at par with other ethical conflicts; and the method
to resolve the conflict would be similar to the methods that we adopt to
resolve the conflicts in general ethics.

We may thus begin with the views of the second group of philosophers.
These group of philosophers holding the position of ethical relativism
treat the issue of professional ethics as a special case of general ethics or
general ethics made more concrete. Professional code of conduct would
be nothing but the re-enforcement of the general ethical code of
conduct in the professional context. Professional ethical norms are
identical to the ethical norms practiced by the ordinary people. However,
the professional situations are such that an ordinary person is not in a
position to know because of the lack of the knowledge of the specialized
field and context. What a professional does is to apply the same moral
norms such as do notkill others, be truthful, be helpful, be kind to others,
etc., in the professional context. For instance, an ordinary person may
not know what the physician knows. One may tend to think thata certain
type of extra growth on certain part of the body is harmless as it does not
interfere with day-to-day activities, but it is the physician who will be able
to judge whether the growth may turn malignant if not removed. It may
not be possible for a non-expert to decide whether the extra growth
should be operated upon or should be left as itis without interfering with
the bodily mechanism. Similarly, it may be difficult for a non-expert to
judge whether a person is a thief or whether the person in question is
suffering from a certain form of psychological disease.

The general thrust of this view is that ethical norms are very general,
and hence they can provide only general guidelines. All delicate contexts
of modern industrialized society cannot be so clearly handled by the
traditional general ethical principles. This may be due to the fact that
principles of general ethics are too general to be of any help to us in
certain professional situations or the professional context itself is so
complex that a non-professional is not able to visualize how the norms
are to be applied. This eventually results in the formulation of separate
codes of conductfor differentgroups of specialized individuals belonging
to different professions. There were always, professional ethics in practice
whether theywere made explicit or not. Butsuch professional codeswere
changed often to suit the needs of the society as society and culture have
changed. Though professional codes of conduct derive their validity
from one or more basic principles of general ethics, once formulated in
order to enhance the goal set by the said norm(s), they gain a certain
amount of operational autonomy within a certain social environment.

The philosophical position that moral principles being quite general,
and the professional codes of conduct are quite specific in order to cater
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to the need of limited professional contexts, need not acknowledge any
possibility of conflict of a fundamental nature between professional
ethics on the one hand, and general ethics on the other. Both professional
ethics and general ethics would be complementary to one another
according to this view. If there is any conflict of a superficial kind,
professional ethics would infringe on the rights of general ethics only as
exceptions. Thisis because anything thatisbacked by a professional code
of ethics is also backed by a general code of ethics. For instance,
confidentiality is a form of institutionalized promise for a professional.
A client may reveal in confidence certain things to his lawyer, but as a
professional, the lawyer may notwant to divulge everything thathe knows
about his client to the judge even if he is expected to tell the truth by the
norms of general ethics.! The manner in which the behaviour of a
professional is upheld as against the behaviour of a non-professional is
the following: The professional, in addition to professional norms, isalso
governed by some basic norms of general ethics. For instance, that a
professional should keep confidentiality is pitched against the norm that
one should keep one’s promise of general ethics. Gewirth believes that
the professional has professional obligationsaswell as general obligations.
Butwhen there is a conflict between professional obligation and general
obligation, especially in the professional context, the professional is
obliged to meet his professional obligation first even if it comes in
conflicts with the general norm.

A professional is said to have double commitment for the following
reason: first, when he joined the profession he acquired professional
obligations, for example, of healing the patientasa doctor, and second,
his normal moral commitment as a member of the society. If there is any
conflict that concerns non-professionals, it would normally be between
one moral norm and another of general ethics. We can visualize the
following possibilities: (1) A professional norm comes in conflict with
another professional norm. For instance, the interests of a lawyer conflict
with the interests of another lawyer. (2) A professional norm comes in
conflict with a general norm. The interests of workers in an essential
service sector come in conflictwith the general interest of the masses. For
instance, the workers in the energy sector cannot go on strike because
that would affect the essential services of the society. (3) A general norm
comes in conflict with another general norm. Something uttered in
confidence may have to be breached for saving someone’s life. For
instance, if a friend informs in confidence that he plans to murder
someone, the promise might have to be breached to save the life of the
person in question.

When a professional norm comes in conflict withanother professional
norm, then the professional bodies look into the matter and modify one
of the professional norms at least. All the conflicts of this type get settled
within the professional context itself. The second type of conflict,
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namely, a professional norm comes in contflict with the general norm, is
notvisualizable according to this group of philosophers. After adequate
understanding, it is believed that the problem gets re-classified as the
third alternative. All the cases of professional norms coming in conflict
with general norms are the cases of general norms coming in contlict
with other general norms if professional norms are based on general
norms. The second type of conflict slips itself into the third kind, that is,
a general norm comes in conflict with another general norm. Thus, a
conflict between a professional normand the general norm would always
be nothing but the conflict between two general norms.

A professional should act as a professional rather than like a non-
professional. For instance, an advocate should not give valuable
information to his opponent for double reasons: as a professional, he is
obliged to keep certain valuable documents of his client as confidential
and in addition to that he is expected to keep his promise as the member
of this society. But there can be only one obligation to others, that is, he
should speak the truth. This is the reason why a professional obligation
outweighs the general obligation of a professional according to this line
of thinking.

The third group of philosophers who subscribe to the view that
professional ethics is autonomous believe that one is not dependent on
the other. Freedman, for instance, believes that professional ethics is
acquired. He makes the distinction between acquired obligations and
non-acquired obligations. He explains thatby making a contract, one has
bound oneself morally to perform the terms of the contract. He calls this
additional obligation that one has acquired by making a contract the
acquired obligation, while the obligation to keep one’s promise is the
non-acquired requirement of morality.? According to Freedman,
professional morality is an acquired morality and is based on the tacit
promise that a professional makes by joining that profession. Professions
are social institutions of society rendering certain crucial services. There
are normal expectations from these professional bodies; we expect
physicians to promote health, judiciary to promote justice, police and
military to provide basic protection to civilians and so on. Thus an agent,
in adopting the role he has chosen, has obligated himself through a tacit
promise to follow professional morality.

But Freedman feels that this is inadequate to justify the professional
morality. He feels that not keeping the promise in certain circumstances
is not a breach of promise from the moral point of view. For instance, if
one promises to do evil, that promise is not binding on a moral agent.
Whenever and wherever professional ethics is in conflict with ordinary
ethics, by promising to obey professional morality one has promised to
disobey the general morality. But this cannot be binding on the
professionals as moral agents, because promise to do anything contrary
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to ordinary morality is to promise to do evil and such a promise is not
binding on the agent at all.?

Speaking of confidendality in medicine as an example, Freedman
holds that this does not originate with the medical, or any other,
profession, however far back we may trace professional confidentiality,
but, rather, in ordinary human interaction.* But ordinary confidentiality
differs from professional confidentiality in important respects. Medical
confidentiality, for instance is based on the tacit promise made by the
physician to his patient by joining the profession and confidentiality in
the ordinary context has to be extracted in the form of a promise in
ordinary discourse. Medical confidentialityismore binding than ordinary
confidentiality, and finally, medical confidentiality is more stringent than
ordinary confidentiality. Because of these said reasons Freedman believes
that a professional has the right to infringe on the rights of the ordinary
person. A genuine test of autonomy would be the one where itis morally
right for the professional to act in a certain way, whereas it is immoral for
a non-professional to act in that particular fashion. For instance, the
surgery conducted by a physician is moral and ifitis conducted by a non-
professional, thenitisimmoral. Thus, professional morality is autonomous
according to Freedman because it has the right to infringe.®

Goldman, another thinker, who believes that there is autonomy to
professional ethics holds a partially different view. He distinguishes
between strongly differentiated roles and weakly differentiated roles. He calls a
professional role strongly differentiated if its norms are to be weighed
more heavily than they would be against other principles.in other
contexts. And if the professional roles involve relations with unique
morally relevant features, and if these features can be evaluated by
applying in the usual way the moral principles then he would call the role
with such institutional relations and obligations weakly differentiated.®
He explains his conceptof strongly differentiated rolesby giving the example
of family. Parents have authority to make crucial decisions for their
children and responsibility to provide for their welfare. Children owe
duties of obedience. Thus preference for family may extend even to
violation of claims that would normally constitute moral rights of others.
Clearly special norms are in operation here.” The justification for strong
role differentiation requires that the institution in question serves a vital
moral function in society. And if the function is so central to society, then
the elevation of the norm central to that institution, whether it is legal
advocacy, health or profits must be necessary to the fulfilment of that
function claims Goldman ®

Professional ethics could be said to be autonomous only when an
action of a professional is upheld even when the action in question is
normally considered wrong going by the standards of ordinary morality.
A decisive situation would be one where rights of at least two individuals
are involved and one deriving rights from general ethics and the other
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deriving his rights from professional roles. Goldman uses the example of
judges to argue his case. The moral position of judges is different from
that of citizens for: (1) The Iaw should be consistent and predictable and
therefore judges ought to be consistent and predictable. The consistency
and inconsistency in the behaviour of ordinary people does not matter
to law. (2) Judges need not consider cach case on the basis of moral
merits alone. An ordinary man can behave in one way with his friend and
in another way with a stranger, but a judge cannot do this, he should
apply the law in exactly the same way to both his friend as well as to the
stranger. (3) Citizens and private corporations can be given sanctions for
their slant decisions, while we cannot demand punishment of judges for
everylegallyincorrect decision because (a) in many cases correctdecision
is a matter of controversy, (b) no one would be willing to seck careers on
the bench under such threats.

For the above stated reasons, Goldman recognizes only enforcement
officials as proper examples of strong role differentiation. He opinesthat
law enforcement officials, including judges, prosecutors and police, have
special obligations to law that private citizens lack, and that these officials
have a moral duty to accept these institutional obligations even at the
expense of more important moral rights of others, and hence he
concludes that the roles of these officials have an obligation to obey the
law as such, independent of normal consequential calculations. Only this
special obligation to obey the law as such makes the role of enforcement
officials strongly differentiated.”

In the same line as was argued by Freedman and Gewirth, Goldman
argues that the contractual obligations are acquired by the professionals
by joining their professions. However, Goldman would not agree with
Freedman that such an obligation would have higher weightage in
comparison to our obligations to others in the normal circumstances.!?
But he believes that strongly differentiated roles that the enforcement
officials have to perform necessitates infringement of rights of non-
professionals as noted above.

So far, we have examined the three different views on the relation
between professional ethics and general ethics. The expectation does
notseem to be unreasonable if one expects thatgeneral ethical principles
would change in order to cope with the needs of the time. Contrary to
one’s normal expectations, there arise new sets of professional codes of
ethics for different professions, and they are modified time and again to
suit the needs of the day. In the context of language, for instance, we
expect the grammar of a language to be flexible and accommodative; it
would absorb the changes that emerge over the years. If general ethical
normswere flexible, then there would have been no need of formulation
of different sets of professional codes of conduct for different professions.
The fact that the basic moral norms have never changed makes one
wonder whether they have the ability to adopt at all.
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Fthics and ethical norms do not seem to change. To be very sure, one
may point out that an act of stealing has remained an immoral actand it
would remain so, even though, we have newly emerging sciences like
criminology and psychiatry which have made our job of identifying
criminals and psychological patients simpler and indisputable. An
immoral act can never be re-named as moral and the reverse is almost
true a priori. Under no circumstance, 2 morally neutral activity can
become moral or immoral if it is not so already. Therefore, no amount
of details of knowledge on the matter could turn such a morally neutral
act into a different one. However, developments in psychology have
helped us to sharpen our criteria of application of moral principlesto the
actual situations, especially in the context of modern industrialized
society where the cases of psychiatry are numerically growing.

If ethics does notrecognize these developments in the allied disciplines,
it would not be able to live up to the level of expectations of people and
would naturally become ineffective and out-dated. Those who are
interested in making ethics more relevant to the modern context, would
note the developments in sciences and allied branches with a view to
incorporate the useful findings into the fold of ethics. The findings are
normallyused to sharpen the criteriaof applicability of certain judgements
to certain social situations.

Itis only the criterion thatis being changed, and not the general norm.
The contexts are specialized and we need different criteria to measure
the norms that are applicable. The situation is one like the following: we
measure the distance between any two points on earth in terms of metres,
but when it is the matter of the distance between earth and stars we
measure the distance in terms of light years, yet distance remains the

same. There isno ground to believe thatsince the criterion for measuring
the norm has been changed the norm itself has been changed. R.M. Hare
forinstance, hasheld the view that changein criterion does not necessarily
lead to the change in meaning.!! This may not be true in all cases. For
instance, change in the criterion of deciding who is below the poverty
line if changed would necessarily change the meaning of the term ‘poor’.
What is meant by poor largely depends on the criterion we adopt to
classity people on the basis of economic parameters. Similarly, by
changing the criterion of human rights, we certainly change the norm.

Whether or not we consider professional norms to be an extension of
the generalnorms,ora concretization or specification, the issue remains
the same. The issue at hand is: would the change in the criterion in the
professional context change the norm? For instance, what we expect
from a bus driver, cannot be expected of a motorman of a train, and what
can be expected of these two cannot be expected of a pilot of a jet plane.
This is because, the speeds of the vehicle that they drive are different
whereas the speed at which human beings react to any obstacle remains
the same in all three contexts. We cannot expect a pilot of a jet plane to
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notice aflying bird and avoid collision, whereas we expect the motorman
to notice danger from a distance, and we certainly expect the bus driver.
to be careful about the pedestrians. i
The society permits professionals to emerge because, given the
complexity of the society, there is no way one can keeI; pace with
knowledge gnd skill required for a dignified living in the society.
Therefore, division of labour is the only method thata society can invoke.
Demand and supply principle would prevail if we allow professionals to
compete with one another, and competition would normally lead to
professionalization of the services. !
Freedman, Goldman and Gewirth base professional morality on one
Version or_th‘e otherofinstitutionalized contract. Since promise keeping
cor'lﬁdentlaht.y, etc. are part of general norm, philosophers have tril;d tc;
I?UI.ld professional morality on the basis of these general norms. After
listing the difference between a professional and his context on tl;le one
hand, and a non-professional on the other, these philosophers have
jumped to the conclusion that they deserve a separate ethical treatment
If morality has universal application, then there cannot be competin :
moral systems, one for non-professionals and another for professionalsg

We.often say ‘ought’ cannot be derived from ‘is’ and here we seem to

be doing ex_actly what we claim to be impossible. From the fact that there
are professional institutions, we argue that professionals have made a
tac1‘t contract by joining those institutions, and asa consequence theyare
obliged to do some favours to their clients. If joining a profession iz the
basic cause of acquired obligation it would not be fair not to meet the
ot?llgathqs; but society can discourage its members from repeating this
mistake if it is a mistake. Freedman fails to meet his own argument when
he pleads for a separate code of conduct on the basis of the difference
between a professional and a non-professional. From the fact that there
are professional institutions, one cannot judge the desirability of their
existence. Therefore, the argument based on acquired obligation by
making tacit contract by joining a profession, if not invalid, is misplaced

Let us make a fresh attempt to justify the autonomy of professionai
ethics. As afirst step towards it, let us first clear some of the hurdles that
fog the issue. These issues are: (1) the norms and their applicability and
(2) ethicality of professional codes.

In order to understand the issue of applicability of moral norms, let us
draw some insight into the issue from the debate between Malcoim on
the one hand and Baker and Hacker on the other.!? According to Malcolm
Baker apd Hacker are quite mistaken in holding the thesis that meaning,
determines extension. Malcolm is of the opinion that it is not enough
thatwe know the rules, we must have the knowledge of where to apply the
rules. But there seems to be a fundamental problem here. If rules do not
give us the knowledge and ability to apply them, then nothing can help
us. One cannot invoke a rule for application of a rule, because if we do
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not know how to apply a rule, the problem is multiplied when we make
another rule. And if one speaks of decisions in the context of applying a
rule every time, then rules are made redundant and irrelevant. Despite
the rules of income tax, if the tax officials have to look into every file and
judge on the merit of the case without being guided by the rules so to
speak, then income tax laws are made redundant and usele;s. Therefore,
how far do the rules help us to apply them to a context is a matter of
serious debate. .

The parallel question, in the context of professional norms and the
general codes of conduct, is: Are professional norms identical to,
application of, an extension of, general norms? If general norms are the
ones that are re-enforced in the form of professional codes, why were
professional codes needed in addition to general codes? And if
professional codes achieve something which the general codes could
never achieve, then professional codes are different from the general
codes and the question now would arise whether all of them are moral
atall, atleast in those cases where there are genuine conflicts between the
professional codes and the general codes.

One case of truth telling is not in any way pure or corrupt as a case of
truth telling in comparison to another like a triangle is neither less nor
more of a triangle with respect to triangularity. We cannot §peak of
degree of applicability or non-applicability of a mqral norm. Elther the
norm applies or does not apply. If it applies, it applies fully or it does not
apply at all. This is the spirit of the universal ethics. .

Our second issue is regarding the nature of professional codes
themselves. Why call professional codes ethical if they are autonomous?
This does not seem to be a historical accident that we use the term “ethics’
to refer to two value systems, professional and general. If proff:ssional
codes have the power to override general moral codes, they are in some
way independent and more powerful. Do the professional codes derive
their overriding power from society because the society cannot afford to
lose the service of professionals? If this is so, what makes us ad'mlt th!s
exertion of power on non-professionals, ethical and not unet}qxcal as is
the case with certain form of pricing of commodities by industries having
monopoly in the market? There is an element of doubt whether' this
superiority is due to the power that professionals possess to bargain or
whether there are any stronger moral grounds. And if this superiority 1s
managed by exploiting the weakness of the psychology of people, then
is there any case for calling professional codes ethical? i

To acknowledge that professionals have special knowledge and skill is
one thing, and to hold that they deserve a set of separate moral ches is
another. The plea for separate moral codes could be entertained if and
only if one would be able to show that injustice is being done to
professionals or to the common man or to both in the absence of such
special moral codes.
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No other argument can really make room for a separate set of codes
for professionals. Factors like additional investment of time, effort and
money by professionals to acquire certain training, skill, knowledge, etc.,
can at best make room for plea for better return either in terms of money
or recognition, but notin the realm of ethics. These are not the ones that
distinguish human beings essentially from one another for differential
treatment. Universal ethics does not find this argument convincing
enough for the separatists’ thesis. If such difference, like training, skill,
etc., should make a difference to ethics, then certainly one should speak
of children ethics, old-age ethics, women ethics, etc., because there is
significant difference between an adult male on the one hand and
children, the aged and women in terms of knowledge, skill, ability and
the resources on the other.

What one needs to show is that the essential services rendered by
different professions are necessary to have a morally just and fair society.
This cannot be shown unless we show how injustice would be done to a
non-professional if he cannot avail of the services of professionals. This
is the reason why professionals with extra training, knowledge and skill
are there to serve the needy. If there are no physicians, individuals suffer
from discases and eventually die. And if there are no lawyers, the justice
to individuals would be denied as each and every individual would not be
in a position to present one’s own case competently and so on.

Certain new professions have come into being only in the recent past,
and therefore the issue of injustice to the professionals has only arisen
lately. When they became pressing issues they were attended promptly
by formulating appropriate professional codes of conduct for different
professions in the past. Professional codes of ethics had to be spelled out
indetailin order to dojustice to both non-professionals and professionals.

The common man may wish that professionals have a separate code of
conduct for genuine reasons. For instance, if confidentialityisnota code
of conduct for professionals, then all the clients of doctors, lawyers and
priests, journalists would suffer. They would not find enough safeguard
to reveal certain information to their professionals and take advantage of
the knowledge and skill of the professionals if the professionals have no

way to keep the information confidential with moral justification. Speaking
from this perspective, professionals having their own code of conduct
different from the general norms may be more desirable for the common
man rather than the professionals themselves. In addition to this, since
there would be some fee charged by the professionals for rendering their
service, the clients have the right to seek justice in a consumer court in
case the professional does not behave according to the codes of conduct.
This would not be possible in the absence of codes of conduct, for not
always are immoral actsrecognized asillegal acts. Legality doesnot all the
time match with morality.!®
As is obvious to everyone, a professional has invested more in
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comparison to others in quality and quantity of labour and money in
order to acquire professional knowledge, skill and expertise. That is to
say, from a certain point of view, he has sacrificed a certain amount of
freedom to do many other things thathe would have chosen and enjoyed
otherwise. Here, we have assumed that psychological hedonism is
necessarily false. A professional being different from an ordinary man,
should be treated differently at least in the professional situations where
this difference isimportant. And if the society fails to treat him differently,
one may call the society unjust, for itis not enough to ‘treatsimilar things
similarly’ to be just, itisalso necessary to ‘treat different things differently’
to obtain justice. Professionals would argue that they are different from
the rest of the masses, and therefore deserve different treatment.

There could be many reasons among which the lack of proper legal
protection may be a prominent reason for which professionals feel that
they are harassed sometimes. If the injustice is due to the very secondary
treatment that the professionals getin the hands of people, that is, “use
them whenever necessary and leave them to their fate’ attitude of people
which causes a certain sense of feeling of insecurity and neglect in the
minds of professionals, professional codes of ethics can help much to
improve the situation.

The question may be raised if we show that injustice would be done if
there is no separate code of conduct, we are repeating the mistakes that
Gewirth, Freedman and Goldman have committed of basing professional
morality on certain norms of general morality. Certainly not in the
manner in which the thinkers we have examined have done it. Of course,
we would not have called professional codes of conduct ethical if there
were no point of comparison. In fact, there ought to be basic ethical
values common to these two systems in order to recognize them to be
ethical as is the case with any two languages that they share certain
features to be recognized as languages. However, there is a significant
difference in our approach and the approaches of the others surveyed.
We have based our professional ethics on the notion of justice thatis the
most basic value of general ethicsas well as professional ethics. And more
importantly, professional ethics cannot be treated as an extension, or an
application of general ethics. The need to formulate professional ethics
arose because the general norms of ethics could not meet the ethical
requirement of justice. ‘

What follows is that professionals ought to obey their professional
codes rather than follow the general ethical norms while acting
professionally. This is because, if it is true that the same action is
performed by a professional it is moral and if performed by a non-
professional, it is immoral, then a professional should not attempt to act
in a professional context on the norms of general ethics. If he uses his
general norms to act professionally, then if not in all cases, at least in
some cases, he would be immoral as is the case with a non—professional.

P.R. BHAT 13

The philosophical position that has been ipheld in this paper has all
the _advantages of the views that we have examined. We admit, that the
institutional obligation is inevitable if we join a profession. However, as
is felt by both Gewirth and Freedman, that would not be enough to sh,ow
that professionals need a separate code of conduct. We have tried to add
an argument from justice to strengthen the separatist thesis.
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The Causal Theory of Perception: Ayer and Beyond
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Rabindra Bharati University, Calcutta

In science explanation of perception of a medium-sized physical object
is ordinarily given in terms of unobservable physical cause. What we
perceive here and now is connectable to a causal chain arising out of
what is there and then. The causal impetus transmitted by initial thrust’
is received along a continuous causal chain, leading from the real cause
to the percipient’s body. When we look closely into this formulation of
the causal theory of perception, we find that the following components
underlie the theory.

(i) The effect felt through in mybody is here but the cause of the effect
lies clsewhere, and somehow that initial impetus or thrust is
sustained along the causal chain.

(i) The percipient’s body and the original source of perception are
causally linked and, what is more important to note, this relation
is a sort of continuum.

(iii) The unobservable cause isinferred from that which is immediately
perceived.

In short, a chain of events like transmission of light from the physical
cause, its perception by the visual organ and the resulting neuro-
physiological change sustain our perceptions.

Ayer seems to be notably responsive to the causal theory of perception.
The treatment of the problem in his later works shows the movement of
his thought from the early phase of phenomenalism to what he calls
sophisticated realism. In asense he purports to defend physical causation
and show its compatibility with naive realism. In this respect he differs
from Russell and Locke and claims to be nearer to Mackie.

In the sections that follow I take ‘The Causal Theory of Perception’!
of Ayer as my basic text and largely concentrate on his later work, The
Central Questions of Philosophy.? First, I shall try to spell out his attempts to
reconcile naive realism with his causal account of perception. Thereafter,
I shall suggest a reconstruction of Ayer’s pro-phenomenalist and realist
theory of perception vis-g-visthe modern theory of quantum mechanics.
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COMMONSENSE AND SCIENCE

Do we perceive physical objects as they really are? If this question is put
to an ordinary adult, his answer will be in the affirmative and kindred
to naive realism. On Ayer’s view, * . . . the ordinary man in our culture is
surely a naive realist . .. " who believes that objects . . . retain their colour
in a literal sense which cannot simply be equated with their power to
produce sensations of colour in us.”® Contrary to naive realism, the
physicist deploys a rather sharp distinction between real things having
certain propertiesin themselves and things as they appear tous. Following
the scientific mode of understanding, many philosophers, Russellamong
others, make a distinction between directly perceived percepts and the
real thing which is supposed to be the cause of perception. A percept
which occupies a position in the perceptual space is distinct from its
unobservable cause lying in physical space. The confused view of
commonsense is largely due to its failure to distinguish between the
perceptual space and the physical space consisting of imperceptible
relations between the unobservable entities. Science as Russell
understands it, has developed from the naive realist attitude of
commonsense but the latter has failed to keep up with science. Grass is
perceived as green, snow as cold and stone as hard and it is a common
belief that the said objects really possess these properties. But the
physicist thinks that there is no good enough reason to endorse the
commonsense view that the perceived effect and the supposed cause are
identical entities in unified space. Russell writes: ‘Naive realism leads to
physics and physics, if true, shows that naive realism is false. Therefore,
naive realism, if true, is falsé, therefore it is false.’

Western science since the Galilean revolution finds it important to
distinguish between properties which are expressible in mathematical
terms, and properties which are not so expressible, for instance, colour.
This distinction is sharpened by the realist interpretation of causal
entities given by Locke. Being committed as he was to Euclidian geometry
and Newtonian physics, Locke finds that only primary qualites really
exist in things-in-themselves. Ideas of secondary qualities have a sort of
‘mental status’ and correspond to nothing extra-mental. But as such,
secondary qualities can be realistically construed. This is indicated by
Locke himself: ‘Secondary qualities in truth are nothing in the objects
themselves, but powers to produce various sensations in us by their
primary qualities, that is, by the bulk of figure, texture and motion of
their insensible parts, as colours, sounds, tastes, etc.’?

In a sense, secondary quality-related experiences are rooted in the
‘power’ of real things. Without any realistic root, Locke fears, the world
of ordinary objects will be reduced to phenomenal experiences which is
incompatible with the reality of Newtonian physics and Euclidian
geometry.
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In the physical world-picture of Russell and Locke, causes do exist and
are credited with causal efficacy or power. Terms like ‘force’, ‘field of
force’, ‘gravity’, or whatever physics concocts are permissible in the
theory of physical causation. The view that cause is a category is rejected
both by Russell and Locke, though they often concede that the concept
of cause is an inductively derived empirical concept. Ayer agrees that
causal entities have ontic status. About the epistemological basis of
causality, he asserts that our belief in causality is based on sensory
experience. We need not metaphysically presuppose the reality of cause
and assume, like Russell and Locke, a gap between the perceptual world
of commonsense populated with medium-sized objectsand the scientific
world of causal entities. This reminds us of Hume who rejects the
rationality of the metaphysical notion of cause, tries to trace its root in
experience and finds its justification in practice. Though a follower of
Hume, Ayer takes a serious note of Kant’s epistemological reconstruction
of Newton's paradigm. But debunking Kant, in his defence of the notion
of causality as a process he sought to bridge the gap by tracing the
continuity between the thing-in-itself and the content of a particular
percipient’s sense-field, that is, percepts.

To the sensible qualities of the sense-field for which C.1. Lewis and
Nelson Goodman use the term ‘qualia’, Ayer adds the qualia of a set of
patterns. Certain terms like ‘chair-pattern’, leaf-pattern’, etc., describe
these qualia. Though the terms are borrowed from the names of ordinary
middle-sized physical objects, Ayer is careful enough to point out that
such terms do not have usual reference. To apply the term ‘cat-pattern’
in a sense-field is not to assert that there are cats. The terms are used
phenomenallyand refer to experiencible qualities. Percepts as conceived
by Ayer are the particularized contents of one’s sense-ficld which can be
identified demonstratively and here Ayer differs from Russell. In fact
Russell and Ayer owe their insight to Peirce and James who use the term
percept as a complex of qualities. As contents of sense-field, percepts
change with the changing perspectives of different observers and also of
the same observer. Nonetheless, they largely overlap. By the aid of his
memory one is able to trace the continuity between percepts. The
traceable continuity of successive percepts is indicative of their objective
character and we are able to conceive of a stable, spatially extended world
of physical objects. In other words, percepts are notobjects butregistering
them facilitates projection of objects. Very often changes in the sense-
field in respect of their respective contexts do notlead to any perceptible
difference. The sceming continuity often leads to the beliefthat the world
is inhabited by stable objects.

In principle, Ayer argues, there is no conflict between science and
commonsense. That astronomers have good reason to believe in the
existence of the planet Neptune prior to its actual observation which
Ayer asserts, is indicative of his support for causalism. But, if perception
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is linked with cause from the outset then the object of perception will be
converted to ‘unobservable object of an unobservable space’. The
existence of space itselfin which physical objects are situated can only be
inferred. But Ayer thinks that our belief in physical causes as inferred
entities of physical space, though ‘inaccessible to our observation’, * . . .
allows for some latitude in the interpretation that we put upon them; we
may, for example, be able to construe them as relating to perceptual
data’.” He suggests that we have to assume a primitive notion of physical
object and introduce the notion of causal entities at a later stage in the
explanatory hypothesis of perception. All this implies that the causal
hypothesis of perception is justified by its connectability to the
commonsense account of perception. This conclusion of Ayer is a
hangover of the principle of verificationism as expressed in his earlier
work, for example, Language, Truth and Logic®

Perceptual judgements of the common man, as said earlier, are
embedded in a naive realist theory about the physical world. When a
common man by raising his hand says that he looks at his ‘own hand’ and
his ‘own hand’ is causally responsible for his perception, his judgement
is based on his commitment to an already accepted theory that there is
just one object to which his ‘own hand’ refers. Acceptance of naive
realism about ‘what there is’, Ayer claims, is empirically justified. This
does not mean dental of the fact that the cause of perception, being
imperceptible, is largely unknown. Ayer’s objection is directed against
the ‘iron curtain theory' that there is an unbridgeable gap between a
percept and its cause The distinction between physical space and
perceptual spaceis ur:acceptable to him. If cause isin physical space then
its sensory address cannot be located and it remains empirically
unaccountable. Perceived effect and supposed cause both exist in
measurable space and the distance between them is measurable. We may
be mistaken in measuring the distance but corrigibility proves that there
is 2 measurable gap between the domains of perceived object and the
unperceived cause thereof, which makes causal explanations empirically
significant. If cause is imperceptible in principle then one cannot
meaningfully speak of their causal role in the production of empirical
events. We cannot suppose that the perceived effect and the physical
cause are linked unless we assume that the causal chain is a continuum
and this assumption is justified by a further supposition that physical
space and visual space themselves form a continuum. It is true that
sometimes we do distinguish between the place where an object is
physically present and where it appears to be. But this does not disprove
the fact that space is a continuum. Verifiable results can be obtained by
calculations on the assumption that percepts, physical objects around us,
and supposed cause exist in one unified space. To account for the
ontological warrant of cause Ayer is obliged to refute both the sceptical
realism of Hume and the transcendental idealism of Kant. He is emphatic
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on the question of the physical world. There is a distinction between
cause which induces our belief in the existence of an object external to
perceiving mind and the perceived object. But the causal efficacy of what
maylead us to believe in the existence of external bodies makes no sense
unlesswe believe thatitis connectable to the object of perception. On the
basis of this point some philosophers like Davidson argue that there is no
gulf between belicfand non-belief, or what causes belief, and that cause
of belief lies within belief itself.

Ayer seems to draw our attention to the fact that causal hypothesis is
a generalization from experiential statements about what we directly
perceive. Butneither the statements about physical objects norabout the
causes of their perceptions are completely reducible to the statements
about percepts.® Ayer’s thrust here is on the point that the notions of
medium-sized objects and imperceptible causal entities are projections
from what sentient beings perceive directly. In effect, he isarguing for a
weaker form of phenomenalism. The causal theory of perception is
erected on the basis of ‘primitive experiential propositions’ about
percepts. Given the primacy of theory, the existence of causal entities
becomes an ‘objective fact’. It indicates the limit of phenomenalism,
Jeaving room for what he calls sophisticated realism.

To round off this part of my discussion: Ayer seems to reject strict
phenomenalism which implies that to ensure the truth of a material
object statement, the latter should be in principle, reducible to an
infinite set of statements about actual and possible percepts. In that case,
a true material object statement would be a subjunctive conditional
statement formulable in if-then form. But infinite conjunctions cannot
be formed by available logical apparatus. So, in principle, it is not
possible to realize the conditions in their totality and exhaustively, and
the statement remains irreducible in principle, that is, not adequately
translatable to the phenomenalist language. Ayer finds it reasonable to
be amodest phenomenalistand torejectthe strong thesis of reductionism.
His claim of being a sophisticated realist is based on the strength of his
rejection of phenomenalism in its strong sense. It appears that Ayer’s
realist claim is based on the irreducibility of the statements of what
Ramsay calls secondary system, to statements about the factual content
of those statements which constitute the primary system. Within the
unified field of visual space there lies the domain of theoretical entities
along with the observable qualia.

The special feature of the causal theory of perception, as Ayer
understands it, is that epistemologically the theory is rooted in the
occurrence of some sense experience, but later it is ‘cut loose from its
moorings’, Interestingly enough, the elements which provide the
epistemological basis of causal theory are later interpreted in terms of
theory, and objects or entities which are developed out of them are held
to be causally responsible for the occurrence of perceptual experience.
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Due to this process of projection of causal entities from the perceptual
content, Ayer characterizes his realism as sophisticated. However,
Dummett argues that unless one strictly adheres to the reductionist
thesis and makes the given class of statements, in Ayer’s case the class of
statements about causes of perception, determinately either true or false
in virtue of what he calls the statements of ‘reductive class’, one cannot
claim to be a realist, not even in a sophisticated sense. Realism without
reductionism is simply a naive form of realism. Not being a realist in the
literal sense, Ayer can at most be a naive realist.1%In a sense Dummett is
justified because the principle of bivalenceisthe central plank of today’s
realism. In fact, when Ayer tatks of realism he is more an entify realist than
a truth realist, and also a reductionist in a weaker sense, the causal
statements being connectable with perceptual ones.

Ayer purports to bridge the gap between the content of perception
and medium-sized objects in the Humean way. What enables us to believe
in continued existence of physical objects is our émagination. Itis pointed
out by Hume thatimpressions which are received from the senses cannot
suggest existence of an ‘independent’, ‘distinct’ object. Nor can we
consistently suppose that interrupted and fleeting perceptions on their
own have continued existence. For, impressioris not being sensed,
cannot exist. However, by the power of imagination we can ‘conceive
them as existent’. The ground of this conception is the ‘constancy and
coherence’ exhibited by impressions. The latter makes it natural for us
to believe in the continued existence of physical object, but the said belief
though natural is not justified, and here Ayer differs from Hume. The
seeming persistence of percepts, on Ayer’s view, exhibits a means for
‘justifying’ commonsense theory that things exist independent of our
perceiving them.

Hume’s contention that scientific knowledge has its origin in sense
impressions in a way is due consideration to common man’s natural
belief. As a neo-Humean thinker Ayer insistently points out that unless
we recognize the world of commonsense the question of causal efficacy
makes hardly any sense. It is because we, as philosophers, take the
commonsense world in its unbracketed sense seriously thatextrapolation
of cause by the use of our speculative propensity is quite pertinent. The
supposed cause of perception is born of experience; it is imaginatively
developed under the constraint of perceptual content. Though a radical
empiricist, Hume does not think that our knowledge is confined within
the realm of sensible entities. Non-sensible object is accepted by Hume
on practical considerations. In asomewhat different way, withoutinvoking
the notion of practice Ayer purports to show that there is no real paradox
in our acceptance of the commonsense view of things and the physicist’s
view of the same if we keep in mind that though we move beyond
experience our knowledge in principle is traceable to sense experience.
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PHENOMENALISTIC ROUTE TO REALISM

Modern science explains perception as the effect of causal action of
atomic and sub-atomic particles upon the percipient and the particles
are supposed to be unobservable ‘occupants of unobservable space’.
Realism about imperceptible entities is indeed a defensible hypothesis
for the scientific realist against the phenomenalist alternative. In a way it
fills the gaps between successive appearances and purports to justify our
belief that objects of perception have continued existence. Due to this
special sort of simplicity and explanatory power, scientific realism rather
than its phenomenalist alternative is preferred by Mackie. But he feels
thatif causal entities are in principle imperceptible then causal hypothesis
cannot be justified. Justification of causal inference rests on empirical
confirmation of the causal law. But causal entities being imperceptible
and distinct from perceived effects, the event of observing the occurrence
of cause being followed by effect cannot even be conceived. Interestingly
enough, Mackie does not renounce physical causation altogether and on
this point his position is comparable to that of Ayer’s. .
Commitment to empiricism makes it difficult for Mackie to conceive
cause in a strict realist way. He denies a rather sharp distinction between
the perceived object and thing-in-itself and suggests a modification
within the framework of realism itself. Referring to the perceived object
as ‘appearance’, he insists that it is not a ‘special kind of entity’, *. . . to
speak’ of appearance is just to speak generally of such matters as how -it
(object)-looks or how-it-feels’.!! Repeated occurrence of a certain
sensation in the presence of the object, referred to as appearance, and
its non-occurrence in the absence of it is taken to be the evidence of the
fact that sensation has a real cause. As a causal relation obtains between
sensation and appearance, Mackie feels that thereis * ... no difficulty in
checking that things cause our sensations’. The causal law in a sense is
empirically confirmable. Conception of appearance as how things look
also serves to justify our belicf that the causal chain is extendable from
appearance to reality. It is instructive to quote Mackie at this point.'?

...whatI seem to be presented with isjust that when a feelable cup-
shaped object comes to be before my eyes, I begin to have a certain
visual sensation and when the object is removed I cease to have it,
the whole set of observations being repeatable in just the ways
needed to confirm a causal relationship. I seem to be getting
evidence of a real solid object causing sensations. . . . If to speak of
an appearance is just to speak of how itlooks, then .. . appearances
can be its looking as if there were a causal relation between a real
thing and, . . . my having a certain sensation.

Mackie seems to give the impression that unless some minute causes
are postulated the sort of gapsand discontinuities found in the secondary
quality-related experiences cannot be accounted for. This seems to be
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unacceptable to Ayer because of his pro-phenomenalist orientation.
Following Hume, he suggests that the role of postulating entities may be
ascribed to imagination so that the alleged problems of discontinuity,
incuisistenicy and otherrelated problems do notarise. With the resuiting
modification of Mackie’s position, Ayer does not find much difference
between his position and Mackie's. For example, a cup is not ‘feelable’
unless it is there as an object and also sending sensible signals to the
percipient. A causal entity cannot be a substratum, sending experiential
signals but separable from the same. The theory of physical causation as
a realist thesis can be upheld without entertaining Mackie’s distinction
between the cup-shaped object (appearance) and the cup itself (reality).
Perceived object need not be claimed as a duplication of whatever the
objectislike. The ground of causal perception and perception itself need
not have point-to-point correspondence. This does not prevent Ayer
from maintaining that what is perceived is really there. The gap in
perception may well be compensated, if that is what is needed, by
imagnative projection of perception itself. Like Hume, he sought to
dispense with the ‘essentialism’ of primary qualities and yet to retain the
advantages of realism. He seems to maintain that while the perception of
colour need not be caused exclusively by objects which are themselves
coloured, for logical reasons we are required to believe that the colour-
generating properties are in the real objects or in the field in which the
objects are moving and interacting. The quality of colour cannot be
attributed to the object if it, in any way, is not related to the colour-
generating property of the object. The point, * .. .. (I}sitentirely obvious
that colour is a relational property?’!® which Ayer raises in the relevant
context is suggestive of the above line of argument. In the same context
he maintains that the primary qualities are required to be relational.
Ascription of properties like ‘mass’ or ‘electric charge’ to a physical
object is not significant if we cannot consider the ways in which other
things are affected by it. The strength of the theoretical statements of
science is guaranteed by their comnectability with statements about
observable states of affairs. If the distinction between primary and
secondary qualities is not conceived in this way then the vestiges of a
Lockean variety of essentialism would vitiate the causal account of
perception.

Realism does not require primary qualities to be intrinsic to an object
in a literal sense. The theory, the Lockean one for instance, which
demands this sort of intrinsic properties cannot tell us what are the
conditions underwhich a causal statement can be true. As these conditions
are the occurrence of directly observable states of affairs, and cause being
in principle not connectable to observable states of affairs, we cannot
even understand the statement in which terms of primary qualities in the
Lockean sense figure. Ayer tries to indicate the plausibility of non-
essentialist realism with accent on what we perceive at the percipient’s
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end, and argues for an acceptable theory of property. An object can by
said to be coloured, red or brown, if all the persons with similar sense
capacity and opportunitysituated vis-a-visthe object can perceive itasred
or brown and this strategy is extended to the geometrical properties
ascribed to the object. The key concept here is the ‘possible perception’
of the object by normal persons. That ensures two things: (i) no property
is intrinsic to the nature of object; (ii) objectivity is ensured in terms of
similarity of the perceived content of different percipients. It purports to
be realism without essentialist stigma.

Ayer’saccountrests much on what may be called idealized description.
It is descriptive because it relies substantially on the observed properties
of the objects under considerations. It is also idealized in the sense that
the descriptive content is not exhaustively reducible to the observable
entities, but the unobservables attended to, need not be postulated as
essentialist entities. They are distinguishable from the observables in
terms of the latter themselves. To argue back to the theoretical ‘bottom’
or ‘essence’ of the observables, we have to use a suitable empirical
criterion. For example, one and the same observable object, in fact, is
observed differently from different standpoints or under different
circumstances. From this seeming difference between different
‘appearance’ of the same object, one is not logically obliged to postulate
that there is a real and unique object underneath the said appearance.

Ayer’s account of the real existence of objects is not contingent upon
Berkeleyan principle, like esse est percepii. The ‘minute’ objects of Locke
or light ‘corpuscles’ of Newton, for example, are not themselves visible
under normal circumstances. Yet their admissibility into a plausible
account of colour perception is not rejected outright by Ayer. For, he
holds, the Lockean ‘minutes’ and Newtonian ‘corpuscles’ are correlatable
towhatis perceptible and therefore need not be accepted as ‘essentialist’
presuppositions. But, as indicated earlier, he insists on the distinction
between the ‘minutes’ and ‘corpuscles’ on the one hand, and their
ascertainability on the other. The presupposition need not be essentialist
but this does not mean that Ayer’s defence of process causality is a
presupposition-free exercise. In fairness to Ayer we can say that he
purports to vindicate a modest form of realism, and true to his aim,
presupposes structural minutes whose imperceptibility is due to the
empirically contingent fact of their being minute. His causal account of
perception, consistently with his modest version of realism, is not very
robust. -

It is worth noting the point that with the advent of Newtonian
mechanics, there have been liberal uses of ideal objects in science. Ayer
finds nothing objectionable to the postulation of unobservable entities
in causal theories so far as they have empirical consequences. When one
perceives an object like an apple, what is directly perceived is much less
than the real apple. But this does notentail the denial of the commonsense
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belief that a solid, opaque, medium-sized object exists independent of

our perception. Ayer writes:!*

... my judgement that this is a table embodies an inference . . . in
the sense that it affirms more than can logically be entailed by any
strict account of the experience on which it is based. What I mean
here by a strict account is one that is tailored to the experience in
that it describes the quality of what is sensibly presented, without
carrying any further implication of any sort.

All perceptual judgements ‘go beyond’ sensory experience. This
provides Ayer with good enough reason to distinguish between that
which is immediately perceived and the projections to which it leads.
Objects are developed by transmuting percepts. Transmutations of
percepts enable one to posit objects which are also credited with causal
powers. This is indeed an attempt to defend realism in a modest way,
arbitrary idealization being prevented by the constraint that a scientific
hypothesis must have empirically testable consequences.

Indeed Ayer neither lends support to experience transcendent sense
of the notion of ‘exist’ nor accepts the direct access thesis of the naive
realist. Experiencing subject backed by imagination posits physical
objects. The gap between perceptand objectisovercome byimagination.
The idea of causal power suggests a line of defence of the causal theory
of perception but the resulting thesis of Ayer is not a duplicate of the
theory of physical causation of causal realists.

The whole endeavour of Ayer to develop a pro-phenomenalist—realist
account of perception aims at the elimination of the supposed
incompatibility between science and commonsense. If percepts are
linked with cause from the beginning then the object, as indicated
before, will be converted into ‘unobservable occupant of unobservable
space’, which Ayer cannotacceptdue to his pro-phenomen alist—empiricist
orientation. At the outset, a primitive notion of object as medium-sized
entity has to be assumed and then ata secondary stage where one intends
to offer an explanatory account of perception its connection with cause
can be traced. But the problem is with the supposed primitive notion of
object. It is difficult to fix the objective standard for ‘normal individuals’
and ‘normal conditions of perception’ in view of spatial-geometrical and
temporal-durational limitations. In the face of these difficulties, Ayer’s
attempt to express the primitive notion of object as one which is
perceived by normal individuals under normal conditions seems to be

spurious. He remarks that our perceptual judgements embody arealistic
theory about objects. If perceptual judgements of commonsense are
theory-loaded then there is no good reason to suppose that the
commonsense notion of object is primitive.
From what I have just said it follows that the realist theory of physical
objects, which is by and large acceptable, has the status of a theory with
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respect to the immediate data of perception. But it is difficult to provide
a strict account of experience in relation to which the realist view of
objects would be a theory. The puzzle is that it is not possible to describe
faithfully the sensible experience without presupposing the realist view
of the world. Anticipating this objection, Ayer makes a distinction
between experiential statements about immediate data of perception
and perceptual statements about ordinary objects. He is cautious enough
to point out that for identifying immediate data of perception concepts
are uscd in a theoryneutral way, and he discusses at length how the
realist view which is also the commonsense view evolved from perceptual
data. That a physicist cannot disown his affiliation to the commonsense

view of the world isa more reasonable conclusion for Ayer., The physicist’s

mode of description is indeed different from that of commonsense, but it

isnot distinctfrom the latter. The common man describes in observational

terms what he ordinarily perceives from a certain perspective. The

physicistexplains the waysin which perceptions of solid, opaque, medium-

sized objects takes place. Science starts with commonsense and also

sustains it.

Through phenomenalist realism Ayer tries to show the compatibility
between two world-views, commonsensical and scientific, one based on
perceptually available data, the other though notfounded on perception,
relat.abie to the latter. The two world-views are almost concordant or
comnsistent. I use the word ‘almost’ because due to his empiricism Ayer
cannot claim that the causal mode of understanding is definitive or
ultimate. For, in the context of the empiricist account of causation, the
questions of empirical identifiability, neither of the effect which is to be
explained nor of the cause by which the former is sought to be explained,
in a clear-cut manner, makes sense. The durable events of the world may
be construed as a plenum. In the plenum of events in the world there is no
dividing line between events which have identifying marks of cause and
events which have identifying marks of effect.

_ Similarly, in the continuum of events where a particular event which
1s a cause.ends and a particular event which is an effect starts are not
clearlyindicated. In the absence of thisindication, the beginning and the
enFi-points of the causal chain cannot be continuously traced.'® This isa
point which Hume tries to highlight in his argument that causal power
1s not a perceptible quality but projected habitually to the external body
_from repeated experience of the union of perceived impressions. ‘Fire
1s the cause of burning’; this casual statement does not imply the reality
of causal power intrinsic to fire. Due to his strong disavowal of essentialism
of the Lockean variety and his affiliation to comprehensive empiricism,
Hume rejects the notion of causal power. The said statement, as Hume
suggests, means, ‘the event, like fire is always followed by the event, like
burmn_g’. Butthisconclusion isnotacceptable to Ayer. The transcendental
cause is admisstble in Ayer’s schema of thought if it is empirically
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accountable. Throughout Ayer’s account of causation there is a trace _Of
dualism between the ontology of physical objects and the phenomenal‘lst
ontology of whathe calls percepts. Heisnot committed to the redu_ctWCf
thesis of the phenomenalist and Dummett doubts whether his .clzlum 0
being a sophisticated realist is actually justified. Tt seems due to his ‘eg;fz
to Humean empiricism that Ayer prefers to be a pheno'mer.lahst in
weaker sense rather than subscribing to a purely physicalist omolog,y
leading to one kind of monism. Sense-impressions, to use H}\ln’r}e i
expression, are passively received by the perceving mind a.md physica
objects, medium or minute, are products dlrawn bymeans of imagination
under the constraint of perceptual experience. T.cstal_)lc consegqence;
of statements about physical’ objects lead to realism in a sophisticate
ay. _
o }\J'Vhy does Ayer posit the ontology of pl_lysical o.bje.cts whenheis unag!c
1o cut off his moorings in phenomenalist _emp1r1c1sm? He posits habit-
transcendent physical objects but fails to disown the phenomenahslt( way
of conceiving .he connectability of physical objects even of the Loc (?ar;
minutes to the elements of sensory experience. To the m.etaphysma.l
question of ‘what there is?’ Ayer’s response is extremely ambiguous. His
ambivalence leads to an unstable view of ontology. But Ayer 18
unambiguous regarding one basic point, tha_t our perceptual experience
has a non-mental cause. However minu_te it p’nght be, the cause 1shm
principle perceptible. The ground (_)f this _behef is the .assumptcllorlll 'Lt z;
the physical position of external things, dl_stal or pr_oxn’nal, an t1 i‘ .
standardized percepts are traceable toa umf}ed spatial field. Postuia u;l
of unobservable entities can lead to’ verlﬁa.ble results because t el
perceiving subjects, percepts and posited entities are loc_ated ina s%atl?t
system which fundamentally consists of the spatial relations that obtain
between observable objects. Itis abundantly clear that subjective sensory
clements with total exclusion of physical objects cannot suffice for ar(;
explanatory account of perception ip causal terms. Ithasbeen suggeste
by Mackie, for example, that postulation of minute subgratum is nece;sa;lry
for mitigating the gap between appearance and rgahty. T_he look of the
thing is the look of the thing-in—it_self. Mackie admits that if alppearances1
are completely cut off from reality then_el.ther one has to deny causa
rocess oF move in ambivalence. Committing to the thmg-lln—ltsglf in z;:
non-Kantian way, he insists that appearances are not special kn;%s‘;f o
entities. Hisapproach to the causal theoryof percepuon therefore 11' ers
both from Locke’s resemblance theory and Ayer’s pro-phenomena istic
causality, although Ayer claims tobe close to Mackie. The bridge conclept
for Mackie is that of ‘appearance’ which a}llows h}m to postu ate
unobservable cause and defend process causality. Ayer s'ambwalence is
indeed due to bis inability to find a reas_onablf: a}tematwe to Humeamf
empiricism by suggesting a modification within the framework o

empiricism itself.
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When I make the above comment I have in mind the view of some
philosophers of recent decades, Quine among others, who regard the
question of the epistemological basis of causal relation as misconceived.
Unlike Hume and Ayer, Quine’s sole concern is with the nature of the
ontology of causal relation. Causal relation holds between events and all
events are effects of physical force upon particies. This implies that all
events of nature, mental or physical, belong to the single category of
matter. Taking the notion of energy as basic, Quine says that our
perceptual experiences can be explained as the ‘flow of energy fromthe
surrounding body to the body or body-mind complex of the individual.
Conceding to the difficulties of projecting physical objects from sensory
evidence (internally available to the cognitive mind), but not giving up
the conviction . . . that whatever evidence there is for science is sensory
evidence’.'8 Quine has suggested the possibility of new empiricism. He
agrees thatitis difficult tojustify the ontology of physical objects if objects
are posited phenomenalistically from the internal domain of qualia.
Consideration of memory, what we actually notice, led Quine to believe
that physicalism provides us with an adequate conceptual scheme for
systematic organization of experience. Imagination, which plays a
significant role in Ayer’s pro-phenomenalist-realist scheme, connects
present experience with our memory of experiences of the past. But
recollected experience is usually the memory of physical things and
events, the sensoryaspects being very feeble or almost forgotten, Itisonly
with reference to physical objects that our experiences are held together.
When an empiricist like Ayer is emphatic on the role of imagination in
talking about the cause of perception he actually means projection of
canse from the physical content of past experience. What Quine intends
to point out is that we can perceive external objects because of...the
impact of molecules and light rays on our sensory receptors’, and this
again is facilitated by our prior knowledge of physical objects. Without
subscribing to the internal-external distinction of the traditional
empiricists, Quine regards the body-mind complex of the human
subjectasone bodyamong other physical bodies. Perceptual experiences
have the physical force of energy as cause. All effects are ‘actions of
physical force”. Itis by the ‘thermodynamical’ notion of cause that Quine
sought to overcome the dualism between the physical and the mental.
The effect of the new naturalized empiricism of Quine isthe ‘reduction’
of the supposed Lockean essence or, in Ayer’s terminology, ‘minutes’, to
neural intake so far as perception of physical objects is concerned.

Nothing in addition to physical object is needed to account for our
perceptual experience. Neuralintake, medium-sized objectsand inferred
entities are homogeneous and continuous and we need not postulate a
distinct ontology of causal entitities. The causal world and the perceptual
content are not only connectable but connected. Realizing that
phenomenalism cannot account for the continuity that underlies the
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causal theory of perception, Quine suggests:'7 ‘Causality .is a relanor} of
events and all events . . . are a matter ultimately of the action of phy31.ca1
forces upon particles.” Indicating his difference ﬁ:om ‘Hume, 'Qulne
writes:'® ‘My concern . . . is different frqm Hurr}e 8, 1}15 was w_lth the
epistemological basis for a causal relation, Whlle mine is with the’
ontological nature of the causal relation asan _object of sgfen_tlﬁc theory.

In a sense, what Quine purports to achieve is a reconciliation between

a liberal form of realism and empiricism and in this contexthisreductionist
programme is comparable to that of Ayer’s. Unlike Moore, neither Ayer
nor Quine proposes to prove the existence of the world of lreal things.
Both of them try to vindicate the posited o_ntology of physical objects.
While Ayer’s sophisticated route to realism is through ph'e:nomengllsm,
Quine’s liberal route is through physicalism. The qnderlymg monism of
Quine’s doctrine of physicalism enables him to arrive at an optologlcally
coherent view. Both object-energy or thing-particles an('i brain-energy or
in-taking neural particles are subject to the uncertainty principle of
quantum mechanics. That explains the non'-rigld and liberal character
of Quine’s causal physicalism. It might be 1nterpre_te_d.as a purpor'ted
attempt to overcome the ambivalence between empiricism and realism
so profound in the pro-phenomenalist, realist conceptual scheme of
Ayer. ' ‘

In the Indian context the classical Buddhist thoughtisa cqmpzflrable
view. On Nagiarjuna’saccount, the causal theory of perceptionis rejected
for the following reasons: (i} momentariness {(ksna) and 411) dependept
origination (pratitya). The pastis notin the present, noris the future in
the present. Present as present is not available either. It is either
imaginary past or expected future. Neither past, nor present, nor future
assuch is a definite link in a chain. Butall these so-called segments of time
and what happens ‘in’ them are inter-dependen.t, n.ot _independer.lt, not
discrete. They are like a continuum, yet the continuity 1snot perce1'vable.
Itis imaginary (kalpand) and the contents of imagination may be, in fact
are, alternatively organized and presented, rather presgqtablt_a. "lfher(‘efore,
the supposed causal link from the object to the percipient isimaginary.
What is more important to note is that the content of this imagination is
notunique or definite. From this analysis the causal theory of perception
as it is often defended, is untenable, if not collapsable.19

However, it may be argued in defence of Nagarjuna, that the causal
world which is imaginable in alternative ways is not so u_nstructured as to
permit every sort of alteration, every kind Qf alternative. Aftel_‘ al-l, the
account of the empirical world, Samsara, gwen'b_y t.he' Buddhist is not
fictitious or arbitrary in the bad sense, because, 1t1s pointed out_,.the so-
called imaginary or empirically constructed world, due to kalpanainspite

of its alternative (vikalpa) and changing representations, 1s sqstamed l_)y
what is §inya or nirvana. Otherwise the Buddhist account fails to be in
accord notonlywith the science of the time but alsowith the commonsense
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ofall times. Itis notatall surprising that Nagarjuna says Nirvanais Sawmsara
or Samsarais Nirvana. In modern times one may put the solution in this
way: The empirical is transcendental and the transcendental isempirical.

It seems that the above view of Nagarjuna can satisfy at least partially
Ayer’s demand that the transcendental ‘cause’ is admissible in his
schema of thought ifit is empirically accountable. The notion of essence
is denied by the Buddhist.?* ‘Firehood’ has nothing to do with ‘burning’.
All that matters when the event ‘burning of fire’ takes place is the
arthakriyasamarthya (causal efficacy) of the object ‘fire’. Empirical
accountability of ‘cause’ in terms of practice which Hume speaks of or
verifiability as Ayer contends was anticipated by the Buddhist notion of
fulfilment of purpose (artha) of humans. One might say that Sarikara’s
view of the empirical world on the locus of Brahman and Berkeley’s god
based account of the- scientific world, both perceptible and non-
perceptible, are, given suitable elucidations, not incompatible with the
broad scheme of Nagarjuna.

AYER AND QUANTUM MECHANICS

From the scientific point of view causal account of perception is often
associated with the conceptual framework of deterministic mechanics.
Till quantum mechanics made its appearance in the early part of this
century, itwas assumed thatall physical bodies are reducible to few kinds
of elements or few kinds of elements and few kinds of fields. The view
regarding the nature of basic elements changed over time. To the
classical determinists individual atoms were the fundamental elements.
It was discovered later that atoms were composed of electrons, protons,
neutrons, etc. in motion. With the discovery of these fundamental
subatomic elements it is supposed that physics has ‘touched’ the ontic
essence. There persists now a belief that quantum mechanics is a ‘never-
to-be surpassed revohution in physics’.

But problem was felt when experimental explorations started showing
that subatomic elements have a peculiar combination of wave-and-
particle-like properties. For this ‘puzzling’ feature the position and
momentum of subatomic elements cannot be simultaneously measured.
So against the Newtonian and the post-Newtonian determinists, quantum,
mechanists maintain that strict causal account of the physical reality
cannot possibly be given. Under thisrevolutionary perspective of science,
the mechanistic assumption that all events at various levels can be
explained as effects of some permanently fixed fundamental elements of
physical reality proves seriously problematic.

Ayer’s response to this new perspective of science is very general. On
his view, terms and postulates of quantum mechanics are only indirectly
connectable with the observable objects. The general tendency ofadopting
highly general laws and principles in advanced scientific theories is
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indicative of an idealized world that appears to be incompatible, at least
in some respects, with the world which we ordinarily experience. Ayer
optimistically concludes that, compared to Newton and post-Newtonian
determinism, quantum mechanics exploits the strategy ofidealization in
much higher degree no doubt but in rinciple it is also connectable to
the range of available states of affairs. i

There is only a remote and devious connection between the terms
of contemporary quantum theory and any observable event.

But this general observation of Ayer would be unacceptable to those who
subscribe to the Copenhagen interpretation of quantum mechanics
given by Bohr and Heisenberg.

According to Bohr, one cannot meaningfully state thata causal system
passes through a continuous series of intermediate states of physical
bodies, similar to initial and final states. This limitation is the result of
indivisibility of quantum of action. It seems that Bohr equates the notion
of causality with that of interaction between bodies which involve
transference of energy from one body to another.??

Search for the connection of quantum elements with experimental
evidence may not be a totally hopeless enterprise. But there are certain
practical and theoretical (or philosophical) difficulties. To show the said
connection, a highly ‘complex theory on the basis of very little
experimental evidence’ has to be developed. This would require °. . .
solution of some as yet unsolved mathematical problems of the highest
order of difficulty, that is of the properties of the solutions of non-linear
equations’.2® Theoretical (or philosophical) reason for renunciation of
causality in connection with the domain of quantum elements is due to
our ‘subjective’ limitations to know precisely the nature of the elements.
For in the quantum nature of the interaction between the observer
(measuring apparatus together with the discrete quanta of light which is
used in microscope) and the observed (subatomic elements),
indeterminacy is at work. The subject’s or the knower’s psychosomatic
conditions themselves obey the principle of indeterminacy. ‘The
philosophical reasons’ attending the conditions of ascertaining cause-
effect connection, Bohrwrites, ‘ (are) based on the famous indeterminacy
principle of Heisenberg’.** In view of these practical and theoretical
considerations one might conclude; connectability of quantum elements
with experimental-experiental evidence which Ayer speaks of isnoteven
remotely possible.

1 don’t think Ayer has paid much attention to the problem of
indeterminacy due to quantum mechanics in the perceptual or, more
generally speaking, epistemological context. WhatI thinkisthat hismain
preoccupation is with the problem of perception or, to be more precise,
the cause of perception. This intercst is not elaborately extended to the
area of quantum mechanics. Aswe know, according to Einstein, Podolsky
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and Rosen, among others, even in quantum area there is the substratum
where lies the cause of everything that happens in physical reality. Now
the main difficulty of Einsteinian interpretation of quantum behaviour
liesin the speculation of unified causal field. In fact scientific investigation
doesinvolve speculation. Without the adventure of informed speculation
scientific enquiry becomes positivist, less explorative, almost restrictive.
In the form of thought experiment speculation often leads to new
developments in science. Hypothesis based on speculation is entertained
so far as it is open to appropriate experimental tests under favourable
conditions. Einstein-Podolsky-Rosen write:®

If without in any way disturbing a system, we can predict with
certainty the value of a physical quantity, then there exists an
element of physical reality corresponding to this physical quantity.

The above statement is criticized on the ground that it wrongly
assumes that quantum-theoretic system is free from disturbance. The
system is construed in the framework of classical mechanics. But Bohr
points out that the quantum-theoretic system by its very nature cannot be
free from disturbance. The conditions required for prediction cannot
obtain in the domain of quantum mechanics.

Bohr, Heisenberg and their followers, Dirac among others, think that
the concept which helps in understanding the behaviour of quantum
phenomena is probability and not causality. The concept of probability
on this interpretation is a ‘subjective’ concept. Itis connected with the
incomplete information which we possess in respect of certain events.
Probabilistic considerations enter in physics only because we cannot
possibly know the precise measurements of relevant elements. Though
Heisenberg finds physical reality by its very nature indeterminate, his
thrustis on the point that probabilities represent ‘our lack of knowledge’.
Primacy of the role of subjective uncertainty in the Bohr-Heisenberg
interpretation of probability leads to the renunciation of causality
together with the rejection, at least to a certain extent, of realism in
physics.

The whole situation takes a different turn when one tries tounderstand
quantum mechanics in terms of objective probability or what thinkers
like Popper calls propensity interpretation of probability. There are real
physical tendenciesor propensitiesor dispositionsto realize the possible states
of affairs. Probability is the measure of the propensity to realize the
possibility.2® The relative strength of tendencies or propensities to
realize the possibilities expresses itself in terms of the relative frequency
of success in realizing the possibilities. Frequency or statistical probability
is the test of such realizations.

In view of the limited context of the present paper 1 need not enter
into the details of subjective and objective probabilities. But it may be
pointed out that from the point of view of objective probability, a physical
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systern may be realistic even if it employs the concept of probability.
Rather it has to be thought of as a description of the possibilities or
potentialities within the physical situation. Quantum theory is an
explanation of actualization of propensities of basic elements of physical
reality in probabilistic terms. It provides us with the statistical laws of the
physical system to predict the probability measure of the actualization of
propensities of subatomic elements. So itis said, the subjectivism of Bohr
and Heisenbergis to be taken with circumspection. Given the propensity
interpretation of probability, the role of probability in physics receives a
different interpretation. As Popper writes:*’". . . quantum physics . . . is
regarded as objectively indeterministic, and probability as something
objective . . .’

What I want to point out is that Ayer has not discussed in detail the
problem of probabilityin connection with quantum mechanics. Butif we
go carefully through his writings and stray references made by him to
both theory of relativity and quantum mechanics then we can reconstruct
his view therefrom.

Broadly speaking, scientific theories are open at least to two different
approaches. One is that a scientific theory must be answerable at least in
principle to observable phenomena. This is an old empiricist view but in
the modern time this view is repeatedly ascribed to Hume. Though
scientifically speaking Hume is a Newtonian, there is a dilemma between
his philosophical commitment to the Newtonian paradigm and his
commitment to commonsense. Commonsense requires him to maintain
thatscientific theories must be answerable to sense experience somehow
or other. But there is another view that we call primacy of theory which
isoften ascribed to Kantand neo-Kantians who maintain even observation
is theory loaded. Now, in this connection we can recall the noted
phenomenologist, particularly, Merleau-Ponty who is fond of saying that
knowledge isdistorted in twoways.?® There isan ultra-theoretic distortion
from above by those who believe in primacy of theory. Another way of
distorting knowledge is from below by the perceptualist or sensationalist
who thinks that unless theoretical knowledge is accountable, or more
preferably, reducible to sense impressions, sensory evidence, they are
not scientific in a - strict sense. Empiricists from Hume to Quine uphold
this view of theoretical knowledge though the concept of ‘sensory
evidence' has changed over time and Merleau-Ponty would say that they
distort knowledge from below. In this spectrum of primacy of theory at
one end and primacy of sense impressions/sensory evidence on the
other, where does Ayer stand? Certainly early Ayer is a phenomenalist
and therefore closer to ‘distortion from below’. But with the passage of
time one finds that Ayer’s theory becomes a little less phenomenalist, a
little less sensationalist and a little more realist.

Now let us see how Ayer’s commitment to realism influences our
reconstruction of his theory of perception wis-g-vis quantum theory.
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Quantum phenomena like distant astrophysical or galactic phenomena
are not visible to the naked eye. Quantum behaviour is understandable
to us and also to the professional scientists themselves, mainly in terms
of certain theories. Only incidentally in some cases, when smashers of
physical particles are used, we can see the visible effect of quantum
behaviour but what we see is only a subsidiary part, only a part. Quantum
mechanics, to us, to quantum mechanists themselves and also to
philosophers of quantum mechanics is more a theoretical affair than a
perceptual one. So realism of Ayer obliges him, somewhat as a follower
of Finstein to maintain that seemingly non-causal and non-realist
behaviour of the quantum phenomena is the surface structure of the
physical phenomena called quanta. By implication he wants to maintain
that underneath these quanta behaviours there is a sort of causal field
connectable with observable phenomena. One has to be very careful of
the distinction between connectable and connected. When Ayer is saying
‘connectable’ his claim is weaker: his perceptualist claim, hisrealist claim
have been putacrossin asober modestway. Though quantum mechanists
maintain that the quanta phenomena are discrete and have to be
understood probabilistically, he continues to maintain that they can be
understood perceptually, and here comes our last point.

Percepiion and causal perception should not be lumped together.
The famous critique of causality offered by Hume needs to be borne in
mind. Cause-effect relationship is undeniable but observability of the
things or events between which such relation obtains is extremely
important. Therefore, in a way, says Ayer, cause-effect relationship is
observable only in an indirect way, that is at least in principle they are
observationally connectable. If this connectability requirement is in
principle conceded to, then one is obliged to fall back upon a sort of
metaphysical realism, a sortof transcendentalism whichisnot to the taste
of Ayer, not even of later Ayer. That is why, if we closely scrutiny his later
works then we find that he wants to make a sort of compromise between
his realism, fidelity to commonsense on the one hand and theory-
ladenness of quantum mechanics on the other.

[An earlicr version of this paper was presented before the Friday Group, Calcutta and
I had the benefit of the comments and criticisms of the members of the Group,
particularly Professor Pranab Kumar Sen. Extensive discussions with Professor D.P.
Chattopadhyaya on the first draft of the paper has helped me immensely to revise it to

its present form.]
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Telling a Lie

RK GUPTA
ZB-5, Sah-Vikas, 68 Patparganj, Delhi

1

Telling alie may be defined as a person’s stating the facts to be other than
what they actuallyare, knowing that he is stating the facts to be other than
what they actually are; or,as a person’s stating something to be the case,
knowing that what he is stating to be the case is other than what is actually
the case.

A person may tellalic in so manywords, ornotinso manywords. Thus,
for example, the persons A and B are involved in doing something
conjointly. However, the people somehowbelieve that A alone isinvolved
in doing it, and therefore they blame him alone for something that may
have gone wrong with it. B does not say anything in the matter. Now, it
seems to me that B’s not saying anything in the matter is as good as his
saying that he is not involved in doing it, knowing that he is involved in
doing it, and thus it is as good as his telling a lie. It will be seen thatin not
saying anything in the matter and consequently telling a lie, B is also
disowning collective responsibility and as a result betraying A’s trust.

Telling a lie may be distinguished from the following: (1) saying what
isfalse: (2) making a mistake; (3) misrepresenting something or somebody;
(4) deceiving somebody else (in one sense); {5 being crooked;
(6) concealing, or avoiding telling, the truth; (7yexaggerating; (8) being
justso much story-telling; (9) telling a half-truth; (10) avoiding giving an
answer; (11) rumouring; (12) saying something which is not warranted
by the facts of the case; (13) giving an answer which is no answer; and
(14) boasting.

(1) Saying what is false is a person’s saying what is not the case. Thisis
not done knowingly, but, say, on the basis of misperception, or fallacious
reasoning, or hearsay, or unpreparedness or unwillingness to find out.

(2) Making a mistake is a person’s doing something which he should
not have done, or his not doing something which he should have done,
as a result of a failure of proper understanding on his part.

(3} Misrepresenting something or somebody is a person’s saying
something about something or somebody which is not the case, or which
he knows not to be the case; or misrepresenting something or somebody
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is a person’s saying somethin i ich i
falser,) Agneis }ils agl ks g about something or somebody which is
(4) Deceiving somebody else (in one sense) is (a) a person’s making
somebody else believe what is not the case, or (b) a person’s makin
somebody else not believe what is the case. .
A person may deceive somebody else in a variety of ways, say, by talking
ambiguously, or through telling a lie, or through telling a lie repeatedly
or by means of propaganda, or by concealing the truth. ,
Let me 'mention here an example of a person’s deceiving somebody
else by talking ambiguously. In the Mahabharata, Dronaasks Yudhishthira,
whom he trusted because of his righteousness, whether his (Drona’s),
son, Aswatthama, had really been killed in the battle. Yudhishthira tells
Dro_na that Aswatthama had been killed; and then he goes on to add in
a voice hard}y audible that the elephant Aswatthama had been killed. It
has been said that this was the only lie which Yudhishthira ever spoke
‘However, I find that here Yudhishthira did not tell a lie. He spoke the
truth; Aswatthama, although the elephant Aswatthama, had indeed been
killed. What he did was to deceive Drona into believing that his son had
been killed, by talking ambiguously about Aswatthama. It is true that
Yudhishthira tried to remove this ambiguity by saying that the elephant
Aswatthama had been killed, butin avoice which was hardlyaudible. This
was plainlya case of being crooked. One would have already noticed that
in not speaking in clear terms, Yudhishthira also betrayed Drona’s trust
in him. Thus, what we have in the course of Yudhishthira’s short speech
is (E.i)‘ his urying to deceive Drona by talking ambiguously; and, in
1ifldltl()n, (b) his being crooked, and (c) his betrayal of Drona’s trus’t in
im.

(5)Being crooked is a person’s being dishonest.

I have alfeady mentioned an example of being crooked under the
above—mentloned head ‘Deceiving somebody else (in one sense).” T have
said that Yudhishthira was being crooked in telling Drona that it was the
elt?phant Aswatthama which had been killed, but telling him this in a
voice which was hardly audible.

(.6) Cor}cealing, or avoiding telling, the truth is as good as a person’s
telling a lie, although not in so many words; that is, it is as good as a
person’s {knowingly)saying that nothing is the matter when something
1s the matter, although not in so many words.

(7 Ex_aggerating is a person’s more or less wittingly or unwittingly
overlooking the facts of the case, and presenting something as being ir;
some sense more than it actually is. To the extent one overlooks the facts
of the case, and presents something as being in some sense more than it
actually is, wittingly, exaggerating is a case of telling a lie.

(8) Belng just so much story-telling is a person’s knowingly or
unknowingly talking imaginarily or fictitiously or about things which may
have no relation with reality.
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(9) Telling a half- truth is a person’s telling a part of the truth, but not
telling some other part of the truth which is of vital importance.

Somebody who does not know the whole truth, would evidently have
a highly mistaken notion of the whole truth, if he is told only a half-truth.

One may tell a half-truth deliberately or undeliberately. When one
tells a half-truth deliberately, then one is teiling a lie about that part of
the truth which is of vital importance, although not in so many words.
Telling a halftruth deliberately is the same thing as concealing, or
avoiding telling, that part of the truth which is of vital importance. (See
‘(6)’ above, ‘Concealing, or avoiding telling, the truth.’)

(10) Avoiding giving an answer is this:'in response to a question, a
person’s neither speaking the truth nor telling a lie, but, say, keeping
quietorattempting diversionsaimed at showing thathewasnotinterested
in answering that question.

(11) Rumouring is a person’s spreading report without checking the
truth of that report.

It is astonishing how many people find rumouring titillating, and also
how many of them find it titillating to be the recipients of rumouring. In
fact, the area of rumouring would be a rather rich area of investigation.

(12) Saying something which is not warranted by the facts of the case
is, to say it in only slightly different words, a person’s saying something
which the facts of the case do not support.

Saying something which is not warranted by the facts of the case, that
is, saying something which the facts of the case do not support, is saying
something which is not the case, and this means that it is saying
something which is false.

One says something which is notwarranted by the facts of the case, that
is, one says something which is false, say, on the basis of misperception,
or fallacious reasoning, or hearsay, or unpreparedness or unwillingness
to find out. {See ‘(1) above, ‘What is false.”)

Saying something which is not warranted by the facts of the case,
knowing that one is saying something which is not warranted by the facts
of the case, is a case of telling a lie. (See the definition of teiling a lie
above.)

(13) Giving an answer which is no answer is this: in response to a
question, a person’s saying somethingwhichisnoanswer to thatquestion,
but is of the nature of sidetracking.

In giving an answer which is no answer, onc does not deny that
somethingis the case. One simplyrefuses o take cognisance of something
being or not being the case.

(14) Boasting is a person’s speaking in praise of himself for one thing
or another: say, for something which he has done, or even for something
which he has not done but which he would like it to be known that he has
done it; or for something which he has, or even for something which he
does not have but which he would like it to be known thathe hasit; or for
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his knowing such and such people, or even for his not knowing such and

such people but he would like it to be known that he knows such and such-

people (for example, name-dropping).

One may boast in so many words or not in so many words. Boasting is
a case of telling a lie, whatever else it may be, when one boasts for
something being the case which is not the case, knowing that he is
boasting for something being the case which is not the case.

11

Generally speaking, the notion of telling a lie is said to belong to the
moral realm. Here two things are said about it. Firstly, there is the view
that there is the moral law that one should not tell a lie. Kant is a well-
known representative of.this view. Secondly, there is the view that there
are exceptions to the moral law that one should not tell alic, just as there
are exceptions to many other moral laws. This view is commonly held. I
will mention examples in respect of both these views. In doing so I'will be
moving within a familiar territory.

I will begin with mentioning some examplesin respect of the firstview,
thatis, examples where, following the first view, in telling a lie one would
be doing something which one ought not to do from the moral point of
view, or which it is immoral to do.

(1) The first example which Tam going to mention hereisan extended
and slightly modified version of the example which I have mentioned at
the beginning of this paper. The persons A and B are involved in doing
something conjointly, say, in producing a report on the state of the
institution of which they are members. The report contains a certain
amount of criticism of those in authority, and as a result it arouses
hostility of these people. In order that he is not affected adversely, B tells
a lie. He says that, although he was a member of the team which was to
produce that report, he was not actually involved in producing it; Aalone
was responsible for doing so.

(2) In a certain society, those of its classes of people which have
somehow suffered great deprivation over a long period of time are
provided with special benefitsin order to ameliorate their lot. Thus there
is a reservation of seats for them in educational institutions, and they
receive a considerable amount of material help while they are there.
There is a reservation of seats for them in matters of appointment. There
is free or highly subsidized medical aid for them in public hospitals. Now,
various people who do not belong to the classes just-mentioned but who
would like to take advantage of the special benefits given to these classes
tell a lie. They adopt all kinds of dubious ways towards showing that they
also belong to these classes.

(3) Somebody has had, say, a cataract operation. However, there are
certain complications. Thus there is swelling in the eye which has been
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operatedupon and thisswelling refuses to subside; there s the dislocation
of the lens which has been put in the eye; and, more seriously, the vision
in the eye is becoming weaker with passage of time. But the doctor, in
order to protect himself against something that may have gone wrong
with the operation, tells a lie. He says to the patient that everything is all
right; and that he (the patient) is simply being misled into believing all
sorts of things and is a'victim of his own psychology.

(4) Some article is selling well in the market. It has been produced by
awell-known firm. Now, a trader, in order to make much and easy money,
tells a lie. He produces an article apparently similar to the one which is
selling well and which has been produced by that well-known firm, and-
tells the customers that the article which he has himself produced has
been produced by that well-known firm. He may do so by putting the
mark of that well-known firm on his own article.

I will now mention some examples in respect of the above-mentioned
second view (the view that there are exceptions to the moral law that one
should not tell a lie) ; that is, examples where, following the second view,
in telling a lie one would not be doing something which one ought not
do or which it is immoral to do. There are two kinds of cases here. Firstly,
there are cases in which in telling a liec one would be doing something
which is of a moral nature. And, secondly, there are cases in which in
telling a lie one would be doing something which is not of an immoral
nature. The first three examples which I am going to mention relate 1o
the first kind of cases; and the other three examples which 1 am going to
mention relate to the second kind of cases.

(1) The persons A and B are very close to one another. A is B's dear
teacher, and B is A’s dear pupil. After several years, A, whoisnow old and
weak, along with his wife is going to visit for some reason the place where
B lives. He would very much like B to meet him and his wife on their
arrivalin that place. B has every intention of doing so, and isin factkeenly
looking forward to deing so. But when the time comes, he quite
inexplicably completely forgets the whole thing. Now, he could go to A,
explain everything and apologise. However, Aisan exceptionally sensitive
person, and B knows that he would be shocked to hear that B was not
there because he had forgotten to do so. As aresult, B finds himself left
with no alternative except to tell a lie. He says to A, when he meets him,
that he is sorry that he could not make it, because he had to be away from
the place on some pressing business and at a very short notice.

(i1) The person C is looking after his children, who have lost their
mother. He is himself suffering from some painful and possibly incurable
ailment. But he would not like his children, who have already lost their
mother when they were still relatively young, to have an inkling of it. On
occasions when the children see signs of their father not feeling quite
well, they ask him how he is, and he tells them a lie. He says to them that
he is all right. He would like, while he is there, that his children are happy
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as far as possible, and he is able to provide for their future as much as
possible.

(iii) The person D has gone far, far away from home on some rather
important work. However, in his absence, there is a tragedy in the family.
He makes his usual enquiry from home, from wherever he is, whether
everything wasallright. Now, in order notto disturb him in the important
work in which he is engaged so far away from home, the people in the
family tell him a lie. They say to him that everything was all right, except,
of course, those minor irritants which are taking place in a family all the
time, but which are not worth bothering about.

(iv} The person E is an insistent, and not always a welcome, visitor. He
would come and stay on, even if the family have some other plans of their
own or have visitors with whom they would like to be by themselves. On
some occasion, when they are settling down to doing something by
themselves, they see this visitor making his way to them. And then they
find that they simply have to tell him a lic. They tell him that they have
to be going somewhere, and as aresuit they are rather busy preparing for
1t.

(v) The person F goes to attend a party. Going by his past experience,
he expects this party to be in no way very different from the other of these
parties. There would be a good deal of talking; the children would be
playing among themselves, of course, making a certain amount of noise;
there would be feasting; and so on. But when F arrives there, he is met
with deafening noise. There is a band playing, and it is left to them to
make as much noise as they like; in fact, the louder, the more welcome.
And the people are themselves shouting, trying their best to keep pace
with the band. F finds the whole scene unexpectedly unpleasant and
nerve-shattering. And so he decides to tell a lie. He tells the host that he
is sorry that he has to leave early, because he has to attend a couple of
other parties as well.

(vi) The person G is an ambitious person, and as a result, irrespective
of his level of competence, he would like to do one thing or another to
acquire public recognition. He approaches the person H, whom he
considers as his friend but who himself sees no such relationship between
them, in whatever place the latter may be living, and suggests to him the
various things which he would like him to do in that place to bring him
(G) into prominence there. H does not respond to G’s request. And
when they happen to meet, he tells him a lic. He tells him that he is sorry
that he cannot do anything in the matter because he is caught up in his
own rather serious problems.

111

In the preceding section of this paper, I have been concerned with the
thesis of the moral role or function of the notion of telling a lie in our life.
According to this thesis, the moral role is the major role which the notion
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of telling a lie plays in our life; by and large, to talk of the notion of telling
alie is to have before one’s mind its moral role. However, we find that the
moral role is not the only major, letalone the only, role, which the notion
of telling a lie plays in our life; it plays many other roles as well. I am going
to mention only some of them. (1) A role, which may not be very far
behind the moral role, which the notion of telling a lie plays in our life
is its role in our life of politeness. (2) There are occasions when telling
a lie is a folly; and there are occasions when not telling a lie is a folly.
(3) There are occasions when telling a lie is just a matter of joke.
(4) There are occasions when telling a lie is an expression of our concern
and affection for somebody. We find that these otherroles, atleast collec-
tively, which the notion of telling a lie plays in our life, may be as promi-
nent as the moral role. We also find that, in virtue of some of these other”
roles, the notion of telling a lie has additional respectability, that is, in
addition to the respectability which it has in virtue of there being times
when telling a lie is not of an immoral nature. Telling a lie is not always
an object of condemnation; often enough it is also an object of appre-
ciation. In the following part of this section, I would mention examples
in respect of the above-mentioned four roles which the notion of telling’
a lie plays in our life; and I would mention these examples in respect of
these four roles in the order in which these roles are given above.

(1) Itwill be noted that a good deal of our life of politeness takes place
through our telling a lie. It will also be noted that telling a lie in the life
of politeness is not really telling a lie; it is a polite way of doing something
or saying something else. {The role of telling a lie in our life of politeness
could be a theme of enquiry by itself.) Let me now mention a few
examples. ‘

(i) The person lisinvited to attend some function. Butlisnotinclined
to go. And so he informs the people concerned that, although he would
very much like to come, he is not able to do so on account of some
preoccupation. Here telling a lie is a polite way of saying that one does
not want to come or is not interested in coming. The people who have
some experience of I in the matter would also interpret it in that way.

(ii) The person | has something, which the person K would like to
borrow from him. But ] would not like to lend it to K (or to anybody else
for that matter). And so he tells K that he is sorry that he cannot lend it
to him, because he is needing it himself all the tme. Here telling a lie is
a polite way of saying that one does not want to lend something which he
has.

(iii) The person L would like to give something as a present to the
person M. But M is not at all keen to have it for whatever reason. But he
knows that L would be hurt if he did not accept it, and he would be happy
if he accepted it. And so M accepts L’s present and says to him that he is
so very happy to have it. Here telling a lie is a polite way of going along
for one reason or another.
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(iv) The person N writes to the publishers of a book to allow him to
publish a translation of that book. After some hesitation, the publishers
give him the permission. However, in the course of time, in a state of
sheer negligence or what can only be called a state of madness, he
destroys the permission. And then he writes to the publishers once more
for the permission. He says to them that he has misplaced the permission
which they had kindly given him and is notable to trace it any:where, and,
therefore, he would be grateful to them if they give him a_nother
permission. Here telling alicisa polite way of saying that something has

one wrong. '

. {(v) The gerson O visits a place aftera long time; and, while he 1s-there,
he makes it a point to meet several of his friends. Later on, the friend P
comes to know of O having been there, and he is annoyed that O did not
meet him, and complains to him aboutit. And then O tells P alie. He says
1o him that he is sorry that he did not meet him, but, knowing Fhat P was
arather busy person, he did not want to disturb him. Here telling a lie is
a polite way of saying or confessing that things had gone wrong. .

(2) 1 am going to mention two examples here; the ﬁrst_ example 13
about telling a lie being a folly; and the second example is about not
telling a lie being a folly. - '

(i) A person has developed some extremely serious, and possibly some
terminal, malady. The members of the family, out of concern for him, tell
him a lie about it. They tell him, even invoking the name of a doctor, that
there is nothing very serious with him, and he should be_all rlght soom.
However, there is, or is emerging, a view, according to which, telling this
person a lie is a folly. According to this view, this person should know
exactly what the matter with him is, so that he knows exactly what all he
is required or expected to do to get well or face the worst.

(ii) The person Q borrows things from just anybody, but never returns
them. This is well-known. On some occasion, he asks the person Rto lenfl
something to him. Now, knowing things, R considers it a folly to lend it
to him; unless, of course, he is prepared to forgo what he lends, and this
he is not prepared to do. And as a result, he considersita folly not to tell
a lie, if by doing so one can escape lending the thing to h1r_n. And. so he
tells R a lie. He says to him, say, that he does not have the thing which he
has asked him to lend. _ . .

(3) Iwill mention here two examples of telling a lie asa matter of joke.

(i) The person S is infatuated with the person T, without the.latter
having the slightest inkling of the former’s condmon,_or even w1th?ut
her having the least awareness of his existence. Some t:rlend:? (?f S decide
to have some fun at his expense. They write aletter to him, asifithasbeen
written by T herself. In this letter they represent T as saying to S
something to the following effect: ‘Tam deeplyin love w_lth you. Now and
again ] have tried to give you an indication in that direction, but you have
not taken any notice. Kindly do something in the matter, so that my
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anxiety can be setatrest.” Itisnotfor us toworryhere aboutwhat happens
to S after he receives this letter. I only wish to say at present that in the
given case telling a lie is just a matter of joke.

(ii) The person U is fond of children and is easily able to establish a
rapportwith them. He is playing with the child V. He tells her, in fun, that
there is a cat behind her. V, in a state of something of a panic, looks
behind her, finds that there is nothing, and is a little embarrassed. U tells
V that he was only trying to make an ‘April fool’ of her. U repeats the
game at some other time, but this time V is already wiser.

(4) Iwillmention here just one example of telling alie asan expression
of one’s concern and affection for somebody.

The persons W and X are lovers. Each of them would like to do
something for the other. They sit down to a meal. Both of them are
excessively fond of some item in the meal. But W says to X that she is not
feeling like eating that item; she would be happy if X could take it,
otherwise it would be wasted. X says to W that he was himself going to say
exactly the same thing to her. Itis not for us to worry here about how they
work out things. WhatIwish to sayis that their telling a lie is an expression
of their concern and affection for one another.

While talking of telling a lie in our life of politeness, I have said that
there telling a lie is not really telling a lie, but a polite way of doing
something or saying something else. We now find that, in telling a lie as
a matter of joke, once again, telling a lie is not really telling a lie; itis a
way of having fun. And, likewise, in telling a lie as an expression of one’s
concern and affection for somebody, telling a lie is not really telling a lie;
it is a way of caring for somebody or saying that one cares for somebody.

v

In this section, I wish to deal with a problem which is not directly
connected with the notion of telling a lie. But I find that the notion of
telling a lie enables us to discuss this problem rather well. This problem
relates to moral knowledge. Itis about how we know a moral law, like ‘Do
not tell alie’ or ‘Do not tell a lie except under conditions x.’ I find that,
in our moral deliberations, the problem of moral knowledge is no less
important than the problem of the foundation of morality. However,
somehow for sometime these problems have received very little attention
in philosophy.

Take the following two cases:

(i) The chief of a state is charged with monumental corruption. There
is more than a prima facie case against him in this connection. Now, in his
anxiety to clear his name and believing that the people would be taken
in, he declares to them, on oath, thathe is completely innocentand isnot
at all involved in any corrupt practices. He goes on to say, showing how
hurthe is, thatitis his enemies who are responsible for dragging himinto
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the whole affair. However, in the course of time, the charges against him
are found to be conclusively established.

(ii) There is communal violence in some area. Members of community
C1 are after members of community C2, for the simple reason that they
are members of C2. It does not matter to them whether members of C2
whom they are after have harmed members of C1 or are innocent. It is
enough that they are members of C2. The person Y, who isa member of
C2 and is innocent, has found shelter with his friend Z, who isa member
of C1. Members of C1, with some suspicion in their mind, come to Z and
ask him whether Y was staying with him. Z answers in the negative. We
need not worry at the moment about what follows.

Now, being confronted with the above-mentioned first case, that is,
with the case of the chief of a state, who has been charged with
monumental corruption and who is also later on found to be guiltyof that
charge, telling a lie that he is not involved in corrupt practices; we find
that we are simply morally shocked at that. We say how, for heaven’s sake,
he could tell that blatant lie. (We find that we are also morally shocked
at that chief of a state being involved in that corruption. But for the time
being Iam only taking the case of our being morally shocked at his telling
that lie.) Likewise, being confronted with the above-mentioned second
case, thatis, with the case of Z’s telling a lie in order to protect the life of
innocent Y: we find that we simply morally approve of Z's telling that lie.
We say that 7 has acted in a morally right manner in telling that lie. We
find that we are morally shocked at the first case, and we morally approve
of the second case; and I do not how to deny this.

At least on the face of it, there is a similarity between these cases, and,
say, the cases in which we are confronted with certain objects and then
characterize them as red, or hot, or loud. The similarityis this: in all these
cases we are confronted with such and such objects, and then apparently
as a result of this confrontation, and not as a result of something clse, we
characterize them in such and such ways (as morally shocking, or morally
approvable, or red, or hot, or loud). Thus we do not characterize them
in such and such ways because we want to characterize themin those ways.
There is no urge on our part to tell a story. Here it does not matter that
in one case there aré physical objects, and in the other case there are what
may be called moral objects. Here it does not also matter thatin relation
to physical objects there are sense-organs, butin relation to moral objects
there are no what may be called moral organs.

A word of explanation here. I have said that we are confronted with
such and such objects, and then we characterize them in such and such
ways. It may be asked in this place: what does ‘we’ in this statement stand
for? It does notstand for a group of people, large or small. It doesnotalso
stand for a number of people, large or small. It stands for any number of

people, from one to all. The important thing is that whatever ‘we’ in the
given statement stands for, whether for one or more than one person,
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that by itself has no significance whatsoever for the truth of our
characterization.

Now, I have said that we are confronted with such and such objects,
and then apparently as a result of this confrontation, and not as a result
of something else, we characterize them in such and such ways. The
question arises: how do we know that when we characterize these objects
in these ways, we are doing so purely and simply as a result of this
confrontation, and not as a result of something else, not even partly in
that way? That something else because of which we characterize these
objects in these ways may not be that we want to characterize them in
these ways, that we want to tell a story. It may be something other than
this. How do we know that it is nothing else whatsoeverr

Now, I have not tried to find out what all can be imagined to fall under
that something else, on account of which, and not purely and simply out
of confrontation, we may characterize such and such objectsin such and
such ways. But there is one thing which we can well imagine, which in fact
we even know well, to fall under that something else. This thing is of the
subjective kind. Thuswe can say that when we characterize such and such
objects in such and such ways, we may do so for subjective reasons. There
are numerous things which come under or are of the subjective kind. Let
me mention some of them. (i) Human beings have this as a necessary
constitution of their nature that when, for example, they are confronted
with the case of that chief of a state telling that lie, they are bound to
characterize it as morally shocking. (ii) Human beings, collectively or
individually, have had this become a part of their unconscious nature in
such away thatwhen theyare confronted with that case, they irremediably
characterize it as morally shocking. (iii) Human beings are so made by
nature that when they are confronted with that case, they characterize it
as morally shocking. (iv) Human beings, in this number or that, are so
socially conditioned that when they are confronted with that case, they
characterize it as morally shocking. (v) Human beings have their personal
Jikes and dislikes. It belongs to their personal dislike that when they are
confronted with that case they characterize it as morally shocking.

I have mentioned above five of the numerous sorts of things which are
of the subjective kind. There should be no difficulty in seeing that the
first two sorts of things are of the unavoidable variety. That is, they are
such that, in case they are there, in being confronted with such and such
objects, we cannot but characterize them in a subjective way. And thus,
in case they are there, in being confronted with such and such objects,
there is just no possibility of our characterizing them purely and simply
on the basis of confrontation. Further, there should be no difficulty in
seeing that the other three sorts of things are of the avoidable variety.
That is, they are such that we can supersede them, although it would by
no means be an easy thing to do. And, as a result, in being confronted
with such and such objects, these three sorts of things need not stand in
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the way of our characterizing them purely and simply on the basis of
confrontation.

I have mentioned above one kind of thing, that of the subjective kind,
which falls under that something else, on account of which, and not on
account purely and simply of confrontation, we may characterize such
and such things in such and such ways. And I have mentioned above
various sorts of things which are of the subjective kind; and I have said
that some of them are of the unavoidable variety, and some of them
avoidable. Now, we can go on to say that, whatever may fall under that
something else, it would also be of the unavoidable or avoidable variety.
And then we can go on to say about it, just as in respect of things of the
subjective kind, the following: (1) if itis of the unavoidable variety, then,
in case itis there, in our being confronted with such and such objects, we
cannot but characterize them as mediated through it; and consequently
we can never characterize them purely and simply as a result of
confrontation; and (2) if it is of the avoidable variety, then we can
supersede it, although possibly by no means in an easy manner; and
consequently, in our being confronted with such and such objects, it
need not stand in the way of our characterizing it purely and simply asa
result of confrontation.

In the preceding text I have raised the question: how do we know that,
in being confronted with such and such objects, we are characterizing
them in such and such ways, purelyand simply on the basis of confrontation
and not on the basis of something else? I have already answered this
question above. In brief, the answer is this: (1) if that something else,
whether of the subjective or some other kind, is of the unavoidable
variety, then there is absolutely no possibility of our being able to
characterize such and such objects in such and such ways purely and
simply on the basis of confrontation; but (2) if it is of the avoidable
variety, then we can supersede it, and consequently characterize such
and such objects in such and such ways purely and simply on the basis of
confrontation. Here I do not wish to deal with what all is required, what
all the intellectual and moral work we need to putin, for this supersession.

v

Here let me state in short what I have tried to say in this paper. (1) T have
defined the notion of telling a lie, and distinguished it from several other
notions {Section I}. (2) I have said that, generally speaking, the notion
of telling a lie is taken to belong to the moral realm. In this connection
two things are said about it. Firstly, it is said that there is the moral law that
one should not tell'a lie. Secondly, it is said that there are exceptions to
this law, just as there are exceptions to many other moral laws. I have
profusely illustrated both these theses (Section II). (3) I have said that
the moral role is not the only role which the notion of telling a lie plays
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in our life. It plays various other roles as well. I have mentioned some of
them, and sufficiently illustrated them. I have said thata few of them give
to the notion of telling a lie an additional respectability,that is, in
addition to the respectability which it has by virtue of there being times
when telling a lie is not of an immoral nature (Section ITI). (4) I have
dealt with a problem which is not directly related to the notion of telling
alie, butwhich this notion enables us to discuss rather well. This problem
is about how we know a moral law, say, the moral law, ‘One should not
tell a lie,” or the moral law, ‘One should not tell a lie, except under
conditions x.” I have maintained that although, being confronted with
such and such cases, we call them moral or immoral (just as, being
confronted with such and such cases, we call them red, or hot, or loud),

“we cannot always be sure that we are calling them so, purely and simply

on the basis of confrontation; but there are times when we can be
(Section IV),
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Traditionalists in epistemology hold up the normativity of their discipline
as sacrosanct. Like the Cartesian apple-sorter with his pile of apples!,
epistemologists are typically seen as engaged in evaluating our beliefs
and cognitive practices—and evaluation bringsin ideals, values, norms. In
the light of this, it is hardly surprising that ‘descriptivists’ or ‘naturalists’
either rejoice in the withering awayof epistemology (conceived as essentially
a normative discipline) or succumb to the pressure of normatizing their
theories in order to make them bona fide ‘epistemologies’. Caught in
this cross-fire between the pure naturalists and the traditional
epistemologist, it is necessary 1 think, to raise a rather simple-minded
question: What does it mean to say that epistemology is, or should be, normative?

Interestingly, there is no straightforward answer to this question even
within the traditionalist camp: Since the notion of justification bears the
normative burden in a theory of knowledge, conflicting theories of
justification—internalism vs. externalism, deontic vs. non-deontic—can
easily be seen as in-house debates about the very nature of epistemic
normativity. Such potential ambiguity has far reaching consequences. If
normativity does not comprise of just one feature or if there is no
consensus on the set of normative-making features, then it is possible for
normative epistemological systems to differsignificantlyfrom one another.
Also, it becomes possible for a naturalism to fail to be normative in some
sense without committing the epistemological sin of being non-normative
altogether. The important question is thus no longer whether a
system—naturalistor otherwise—is normative, but whether itis adequately
50 to be deemed an ‘epistemology’.

My main aim here is to establish the different ways in which epistemic
normativity can infuse a theory of knowledge (Sectionl). Toillustrate the
importance of such a fine-grained approach vis-G-visthe debate between
naturalism and non-naturalism, I undertake (in Section III) a critical
analysis of Larry Laudan’s ‘normative naturalism? after an outlining of
his general strategy (in Section II).
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SECTION I: WHAT IS NORMATIVITY?

The ‘normative’ and the ‘descriptive’ are primarily ways of classifying
judgements. But to claim that epistemology is normative is to apply the
adjective to a project or inquiry. One could begin by saying that a project
is normative if it culminates in statements that are normative. But even
s0, it can (and must) include a host of descriptive statements. An
epistemology is thus not labeled ‘naturalized’ simply because it contains
some or even many, descriptive sentences. Now a theory of knowledge
culminates in statements like ‘S has knowledge that p’. The problem,
however, is that there are no strucfural features to mark these sentences
as being normative rather than descriptive. Classically, a normative
statement is one that evaluates rather than simply describes the world. So
‘Truth telling is good’ is normative and ‘Mary is tall’ is descriptive. One
might feel inclined to say that normativity is determined by peculiar
normative predicates. But even though, ‘good’ is paradigmatically
evaluative, apparently descriptive predicates like “tall” can also function
as normative in certain contexts: the statement ‘Ram is tall’ could well be
evaluative in the context of considering Ram for the basketball team.
Grammatical form is also not a fool-proof clue: While some imperatives
are normative (‘Speak the truth’), all imperatives are not so (‘Bring me
the book’). Thus, a2 Quine could easily endorse ‘S has knowledge that p’
along with a Chisholm but whereas, for the former, the sentence is
intended merely as a description of the psychologico-neutral process
through which S comes to believe that p; for the latter, the statement
embodies not just a causal history but a cognitive value.

- However, even statements of value may be put to a multiplicity of uses
because norms may function in many different ways. Let us call this
multiplicity resulting from different functions of value-statements in a
theory of knowledge, the dimensionsof epistemic normativity. What follows
is their enumeration.

The Dimensions of Epistemic Normativity

1. Classificatory: Going back to the analogyused by Descartes, epistemology
is like the process of sorting a pile of apples into the good and the rotten.
The epistemologist approaches our doxastic system with the aim of
ascertaining which items in it are ‘knowledge’ or ‘justified’ as opposed to
lucky guesses, dogmas or superstitious beliefs. At the very least then,
epistemology classifies the set of our beliefs into different
sorts— knowledge’ or ‘not-knowledge’, ‘justified’ and ‘non-justified’,
and maybe even finer-grained classes ranging from the ‘less’ to ‘more-
justified’ beliefs. The normativity of epistemology in a minimal sense
includes this serting enterprise—its key terms are used to pick outa proper
subset of our beliefs.?

It may be argued that though the normative implies a classification, it
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is perverse to regard a mere sorting as being ‘normative’. Thn? use of
predicates in a descriptive enterprise, for example, classifies but it wc_;uld
be far-fetched to call (say) the pre-school exercise of sorting blocks into
‘red’, ‘blue’ and ‘green’ a normative exercise in any sense.

Two kinds of response are possible here. First, the original claim was
that classification is the necessary (or the minimal) condition of
normativity. And this is not refuted by a counter-example of non-
normative classification. Second, whether the given counter-example is
genuinely non-normative is also suspect. There is an axiology embedded
in the very choice of descriptive terms adopted by a theory. In our
example, the classification of blocks by the pre-schooler is normative to
the extent thatit occurswithin the context of a lssonthat prescribes certain
parameters (‘red’, ‘blue’ and ‘green’ but not ‘square’ and ‘heavy’) to be
used in classification. In other words, it is permissible to overlook the
distinction between square and heavy in our sorting but not that between
red and blue. And this is because some sort of value is attached to the
latter distinction and not to the former. My point here is that even a

‘purely descriptive project has a minimal normativity that trickles down

from the aims of the theory. In carving out a domain to be described and
systematized, a set of choices determined by our interests is also made
concerning what are the appropriate or preferred parameters of
systematization. Any classification of doxastic items therefore, to the
extent that it is done within a theory of knowledge, has this base-level
normativity. Ifitis not a preference for a certain sortthatis involved in our
classification, it is at least a preference for a certain kind of sorting.

9. Evaluative: The notion of *being preferred’ inherentin our theoretical
classifications generates another aspect of normativity. The applesin the
Cartesian analogy needed to be sorted, neither into the red and green
nor into Granny Smiths and Golden Delicious but into the frankly
evaluative categories of the good and the rotten. A distinguishing feat!;re
of these predicates is their ‘commendatory force’. The classes of b(?hefs
chosen by the epistemologist is what she deems ‘good’. They indicate
which kind of belief is ‘better’ from the epistemic point of view. In this
sense, then, the classifications of epistemology are hierarchical rather
than simply horizontal; they express norms or values in the sense of a
desideratum.

3. Systematic The classificatory-cum-evaluative activity of ep.iste‘molo_gy is
not random grouping but is governed by principles. A belief is put into
a certain class because of a property it has—for example, ‘being related
to the subject’s doxastic system in a specific manner’, ‘being produced by
areliable source’, ‘being foundational’, etc.—just as apples are classified
as good or rotten on the basis of their possessing some other properues
like (for example) a specific colour or texture. This point is sometimes
made in terms of supervenience of epistemic evaluations on natural



52 VRINDA DALMIYA

properties. Two beliefs that are exactly alike in their non-epistemic
properties cannot differ in their epistemic status and the former serve as
criteria for the latter. Epistemology as the project of doxastic evaluation
therefore, cruciallyinvolves, formulation of criteria or general principles
of classification. Here we have the notion of norms as standards.

4. Prescriptive. Evaluations may embody not just a preference but a
‘requirement 1o prefer’.* The difference of such prescriptivity from the
simply evaluative can be brought out in many ways. The claim ‘cigarette
smoking is injurious to health’ clearly embodies an evaluation but it
would be ridiculous to say that the advertisement in which it occurs
prescribesour giving up smoking or implies that itis our du#ynot to smoke.
James Maffie® gives the example of a quiche-competition judge who does
not eat quiche. The evaluative norms of good quiches, for such a judge,
never become prescriptions or an inducement to choose.

In the light of this, the formulation of principles of justification can be
done with the explicit aim of improving our doxastic situation. Recall
Descartes’ explicit agenda ‘to direct the mind with a view to forming true
and sound judgements about whatever comes before it’® and in more
contemporary times, of Goldman’s search for ‘doxastic decision
procedures’.” From the classificatory-evaluative statement ‘belief in p is
justified’ now follows the imperative ‘you ought, in similar circumstances,
to believe p’. Epistemology, in this sense, involves norms understood as
categorical reasons for epistemic action (that is, believing, denying or
withholding assent from a proposition).%

5. Meta-Theoretic. In order to be effectively normative in the classificatory,
evaluative and prescriptive senses, a theory of knowledge must raise
questions about the status of the principles being used to classify,
evaluate and prescribe. In other words, norms as standards of and guides
for epistemic conduct must themselves be evaluated before they can non-
arbitrarily function as classificatory or prescriptive norms for first-order
beliefs. We need norms to sort and check our justificatory principles just
as much as we need the latter to sort and check beliefs.

It might be contended that this is paradoxical. On the one hand, it is
odd to claim that beliefs are epistemically justified by methods that are
not themselves susceptible to proof. But on the other hand, since these
methods are the very basis of epistemic justification, they cannot, on pain
of circularity or regress be epistemically justified themselves. The way out
of this conundrum is not to abandon the meta-theoretic project but to
appreciate once again, the difference in the ways in which norms can
function. We may have kinds of epistemic ‘assessment’ or ‘evaluation’
that do not count strictly as ‘epistemic justification’. To see what I mean,
let us look at the following lines from Lycan:®
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Basic epistemic norms, like moral norms (and logical norms), are
justified not by being deduced from more fundamental norms (an
obvious impossibility), but by their ability to sort specific individual
normative intuitions and other relevant data into the right barrels
in an economic and illuminating way.

Lycan takes this as indicative of the impossibility of the meta-theoretic
project. Butnote that even he does notadvocate an ‘anything goes’ policy
vis-g-vis first order epistemic norms. Rather they are assessed by ‘their
ability to sort specific individual normative intuitions . . . into the right
barrels’. There is an assessment—even though you might not want to call
it ‘justification’ narrowly defined as ‘deducibility from more fundamental
(epistemic) norms’. The former assessment, however, does involve
normseven though notreferring to epistemic principles. Itisan evaluation
of whether data are sorted into the ‘right barrels’. The sense in which
norms are implicated in this idea of getting things epistemically ‘right’
is that of epistemic values or ideals being realized. The normative as
axiologyis thus brought in. We have here a teleological notion of norms.

The meta-theoretic level then, deals with ‘foundational questions’
arising out of the attempt to validate classificatory and prescriptive
principles in terms of the nature and content of epistemic ends. These
ends include the goals of cognitive enterprise and also the goals of
epistemology itself. Thus the question: What are the constraints on norms
as principles/standards so that they can function as normative principles
of cognitive behaviour?, can be answered only after determining (a) the
ideals of cognitive behaviour and (b) the function of normative principles
themselves. We need methodological standards in our search for
‘adequate’ principles of justification. But ‘adequacy’ here is defined with
reference to what functions these principles—systematic classification,
evaluation or prescription—are expected to perform. The debate between
internalism and externalism—which now emerges as a metatheoretic
debate, illustrates this point. For example, if principles of justification are
required to function prescriptively, then it is necessary that a subject be
able to tell from within her first-person point-of-viewwhether a particular
belief satisfies that condition or not—and this would rule out as
‘inadequate’ (for example) a causal principle of justification. But this
‘internalist’ constraint is not really required if our canons are intended
merely in the evaluative sense of distinguishing warranted from
unwarranted doxastic states and not as regulating epistemic behaviour.

6. Cognitive: The adequacy of epistemic principles is also determined by
the extent to which they serve cognitive goals. An important meta-
theoretic activity—important enough to be listed separately—is the
identification and explanation of cognitive ends. So far we have been
discussing normativity in general terms. But there can be evaluation,
classification, and prescription from many standpoints—the standpoint
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of etiquette, morality, prudence and aesthetics. There must be something
unique about epistemic normativity and justification that identifies it as
epistemicrather than any of these. This is usually thought to be a distinctly
epistemicidealor goal—and so we get theidea of anorm as Ultimate Value.
Even though there is not much consensus on what the distinctively
cognitive idealis, the difference between conventional, moral, prudential,
aesthetic and epistemological justifiedness is constituted by differences
in their respective goals. The basic evaluative dimension of epistemological
normativity is clearly parasitic on this ultimate goal of cognitive inquiry.
In fact, the normativity of the epistemic ideal filters down and accounts
for specific beliefs being commended or valued. Thus, if epistemic
justification is defined in terms of Truth, then a particular belief’s classed
as valuable if it is truth-conducive.'®

Normativity in a Theory of Knowledge

Let us now turn to how these different dimensions of normativity figure
in a theory of knowledge. The latter is a three-tier enterprise. On the first
level, it is the minimalist project of sorting our beliefs and identifying a
subset K, as acceptable. The class K is the class of beliefs identified as
‘knowledge’, ‘justified’ or some other form of epistemic appraisal. On
the second level, we ask: Why are, all and only, members of the set K
instances of acceptable belief? The answer can be schematically
represented as ‘Because they share feature F’. F can be a property like
‘being foundational’, ‘being deducible from a foundational belief’,
‘being produced by areliable source’, etc. Level two generates epistemic
criteria of the form ‘Beliefs with feature F are epistemically acceptable’.
Our questions do not end here. On level three we ask: Why is feature F
(rather than feature G or H) a mark of being an epistemically acceptable
belief? The schematic answer ‘Because feature F ensures ¢’ generates a
meta-epistemic criterion for justifying and explaining our epistemic
criteria on level two. This clearly involves discussion of what it meansto be
epistemically acceptable (or justified) and why feature F is held as
ensuring it. Structurally then, a complete theory of knowledge can be
seen as involving:

El. Sorting of beliefs into acceptable and unacceptable. ( What do we
know?)

E2. Rules and Methods for sorting beliefs.
(What are the principles of justification or of acceptability? What makes
these beliefs acceptable?)

ME. Rules and methods for validating principles of justification or
E2, that is, meta-epistemic criteria and considerations.
(Why are those very principles (in E2) adequate as principles of
justificationr)

Normativities—Natumlized and Not 55

Now, norms functioning in different ways pervade all three strata of a
complete theory of knowledge. We find normativity as:

Classificatory and Evaluative. . . . at E1.
Systematic and Prescriptive. . . . at E2.
Meta-theoretic and Cognitive. . . . at ME.

To summarize the general conclusions emerging from the foregoing
discussion: (a) The claim that epistemology is normative is complex
because norms have multiple dimensions. (b) Traditional epistemologists
may disagree on whether to incorporate and how to emphasize these
different dimensions. Consequently, the term ‘normative’ might come
to signify different things. (c) It is not enough for the traditionalists to
simply reject the naturalist programme as ‘non-normative’. This charge
must be accompanied by a sensitivity to which dimensions of normativity
are considered crucial and are thought to be missed or misunderstood’
by naturalism: For it is possible for naturalisms to unabashedly retain
norms at some levels and in some senses, while rejecting it at others.
(d) Clearly different naturalisms can commit the sin of being non-
normative in different ways and in varying degrees.

In the light of this, when confronted with a professed ‘normative
naturalism’ as Laudan’s, we must ask: On which level of a theory of
knowledge does his naturalism setin and what dimensions of normativity
are being naturalized? An interesting possibility now opens up: A theory
can be both ‘normative’ (at one level) and ‘naturalized’ (at another)
without strictly speaking, involving ‘naturalized norms’ (at any level).
This possibility is clearly illustrated by the following critique of Laudan’s
theory.

SECTION H: LAUDAN'S PROGRAMME FOR A NORMATIVE NATURALISM

According to Laudan, science is the paradigm of knowledge: An epistemic
principle thus becomes a methodology for classifying scientific theories
and conducting scientific research. With this as background, ‘epistemic
naturalism’, says Laudan, ‘is not so much an epistemology per seasitis a
theory about philosophical knowledge ' (emphasis mine). If ‘philosophical
knowledge' refers here to epistemological principles, Laudan’s naturalism
becomes a pronouncement made from the meta-epistemic level ME
(‘epistemological naturalism is a meta-epistemological thesis’12) about
epistemic criteria (‘methodological principles’) on E2. More specifically,
itis a thesis propounding a continuity between epistemology and science.
Thisamounts to explaining epistemic criteria in ‘natural’ termswhich, in turn,
means subjecting them to precisely the same strategies of adjudication
that we bring to bear on the assessment of theories within science or
commonsense. Since the acceptability of scientific theoriesisdetermined
by experiments showing that they ‘fit the facts well’ (of course, in effect,
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there are often other supplementary considerations also) such ‘fact
sensitivity’ becomes the criterion for judging the acceptability of
epistemological principles also. Laudan’s naturalism as a meta-
methodology, therefore, is in direct opposition to (a) the historicists
among philosophers of science, according to whom acceptable
epistemological principles must exhibit past science as rational and
(b) the a priorists among epistemologists, according to whom meta-
methodology is sui generis. The Laudanian programme works in the
following, say:

(1) Begin with an epistemic rule or method—the schema for which
would be something like: Theories (doxastic items) that have feature F
are acceptable.

(2) Derive from this the traditional form of a prescription. Thisis the
imperative: You ought to choose theories that have feature F.

(8) Recast the above imperative as a hypothetical imperative, by
introducing as antecedent the actual aim being sought by the
author or recipient of the original imperative. Thus we get: {fyou
want to achieve aim A, you ought to choose theories with feature F.

Now, note that a hypothetical conditional like (3) above, presupposes
a relation between means and ends. Its acceptance is ‘fact-sensitive’
because its viability is dependent on the empirical generalization that
adoption of theories with feature F, more often than not, lead to the
attainment of goal A. Epistemic rules recast in this way, therefore, derive
theirwarrant from the truth of statementsstating the specificends—means
relations, and consequently, their prescriptivity is defeasible as that of
any other empirical generalization. This reformulation of epistemic
rules, therefore, amounts to naturalizing them.

Such ‘Laudan-naturalization’ suggests a ‘reticulated’ instead of a
‘hierarchical’ model of the justificatory inter-relation between epistemic
rules and scientific theories. Neither theories nor rules are prior to the
other. To the extent that particular theories can be picked out by viable
rules (remember that the latter are hypothetical conditionals of the form
(3) above), their success is accounted for, that is, they are instances of
rules that have worked well. The viability of the rules themselves,
however, isexplained (asalready pointed out) by empirical generalizations
that s, scientific theories concerning ends—means relations. The threat
of circularity is countered, Laudan thinks, by appeal to a certain base-
level, uncontroversial, inductive procedure. The following rule is
supposedly an example:

(R1) If actions of a particular sort, m, have consistently promoted
certain cognitive ends, e, in the past, and rival actions, n, have failed
to do so, then assume that future actions following the rule ‘if your aim
is e, you ought to do m’ are more likely to promote those ends than

actions based on the rule ‘if your aim is e, you ought to do n’ '3
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The meta-methodological programme of Laudan-naturalization can
be summarized now in the following way: (A} Acceptance of something
like (R1); (B) Recasting epistemic principles as hypothetical imperatives;
(C) Looking at empirical evidence to determine if there is the kind of co-
variance postulated by R1. If there is, then alone would our epistemic
principle be acceptable.

SECTION III: THE WEDGE BETWEEN NORMATIVITY AND NATURALIZATION

The above programme along with the fracturing (as in Section I) of a
monolithic normativity illustrates possible slippages between notions of
naturalization and normativity. The incorporation in Laudan’s project,
of some dimensions of norms is pretty straightforward. To start with,
Laudan conceives of his project in terms of meta-theoretic normativity—of
justifying methodological principlesscientificallyand acknowledges that
without this dimension, the epistemological agenda of sorting scientific
theories by methodological rules itself, is called into question.
Furthermore, the presence of classificatory and systematic normativity is
also clear. Laudan admits that we have criteria for classifying and
criticizing theories—all that his naturalization does is to indicate that
these principles are empirically based rather than a priori. Finally, on his
analysis, an epistemic principle remains a methodological rule for
guiding inquiry and thus prescriptivenormativity is also retained. Laudan
is vociferous against philosophers like Feyerbend, Kuhn, Popper, Quine
and Rorty who (for different reasons) reject such prescriptivity. His
naturalization recasts the traditional epistemic imperative from the
categorical to the hypothetical form but they remain commands
nonetheless.!*

There is an interesting ambiguity in the prescriptivity of conditional
imperatives. Take the Laudan-conditional ‘If you want to achieve aim A,
you ought to choose theories with feature F’. What we are directly
prescribed to do is really the consequent (of course only under certain
circumstances). Now (i) ‘wanting A’ may be genuinely optional, that is,
no prescriptivity accrues to the antecedent of the conditional. On the
other hand, (ii) ‘wanting A’ may, in fact, be the case—something that
obtains and over which we have no choice. In such instances, once again
there is no prescriptive force attached to the antecedent. However, (il)
‘wanting A’ may not only be contingent but there might be prescriptivity
attached to it as well, that is, we might be required to want A and thereby
also to choose theories with feature F. It is not quite clear which of these
formulations Laudan would adopt and this unclarity, as we shall see,
becomes important later.

Naturalization without Normativity
It is more difficult to make sense of evaluative normativity in Laudan’s
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programme. Whyare beliefs (or theories) identified by hisepistemological
principles preferred or laudable? The answer in traditional epistemology
goes back to an ultimate Ideal inherent in cognitive activity. Epistemic
locutions capture the idea of ‘being reasonable’ the nature of which,
along with epistemic aims, follows a priori from an analysis of cognition.
So, beliefs picked out on their basis are commended by a cognizing
subject given the nature of cognition. ‘Being reasonable’ is thus an intrinsic
virtue for a rational cognisor who, by definition, is one pursuing those
ends.

Laudan loses thisanswer by conditionalizing principles to a multiplicity
of alternative aims (which multiplicity, by the way, 1s necessary to
distinguish, as Laudan does, between ‘epistemology’ and ‘theory of
rationality’). The problem now is of establishing the aim chosen as
desirable. Note him saying: ‘Methodological rules or maxims are
propounded for a particular reason, specifically because it is believed
that following the rule in question will promote certain cognitive ends which
one holds dear'® (emphasis mine}. Thus, because there is an aim which is
‘held to be dear’, the instrumental rule for realizing it is preferred and
commended. But this strategy pushes the issue of preferring certain
epistemic rules/ criteriaback to that of preferring their antecedent aims.

However, preference can be a simple description or record of an
agent’s psychological state. On one level, just because an aim is chosen it
is ‘held dear’. But preferencein this sense can hardly generate evaluations.
Can Laudan answer why his preferred/chosen aims (and thereby, some
methodologies) are of value’ Note that everything in fact preferred by
people—even by clever people—neednotbe avalue. Epistemic locutions
come to mean not ‘being reasonable’ simpliciter but ‘being reasonable
from the standpoint of a particular aim A’ and whether thatis a value, is
an open question till the desirability of the aim A itself, is established.
Consider the hypothetical imperative, ‘If you aim at maintaining peace
of mind, adopt the principle of sticking to the belief system of the society
youare bornin’. Even if the aim hereisactually chosen, itcan hardlyform
the basis of an epistemically laudable principle. Values becomes ‘aims’ by
being chosen but sometimes it is possible to choose aims that are not of
value. ‘

It should be noted that Laudan does try to ‘naturalize’ axiology or the
choice of aims.1® But it is one thing to make the choice of aims fact-
sensitive, that is, to choose aims on empirical grounds and quite another
thing to show that they are desirable as opposed to being simply desired.
Our choice of aims may be governed by empirical considerations like
realizability and testability (both mentioned by Laudan), but these are

neither sufficient nor necessary to capture valuableness of an aim. Many
empirically chosen goals are not of value and many values remain
valuable as ‘regulative ideals’ even though they are not empirically
realizable.
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. It may well be argued that we are missing the point here. Sensitizing
aims to empirical realizability and testability is to establish chosen aims
as desirable because naturalization itselfis a value. The move here can be
understood in terms of the ambiguity of conditional imperatives already
noted. Thus if our imperative is of the form ‘If you choose A, then do X',
then to begin with interpretation (i) A could be purely optional with the
imperative force accruing to only the consequent. This is when A is
simply chosen and hence ‘doing X" is prescribed. However, I have been

“arguing that this view of the conditional imperative fails to capture the
fact that epistemic principles lead to evaluations. To ensure the latter, we
are led to interpretation (iii) according to which, the choice of the
antecendent itself (along with the consequent) is prescribed. Laudan’s
naturalization of axiology that allows the possibility of alternative but all
empirically sensitive aims, may tend towards this interpretation if
naturalization itself is prescribed as a value. But the problem with this
very plausible move arises from within Laudan’s programme itself and
will be touched upon at the very end. To anticipate the desirability of our
naturalized aims is parasitic on the desirability of naturalization itself.
And we will question whether Laudan can consistently speak of the latter.

For the time being, to the extent that Laudan’s process of translating
epistemic criteria into empirically testable ends-means relations fails to
ensure that only (epistemically) valuable ends are actually sought, the
f“,valuative dimension of normativity is left un-naturalized. So, in an

important instance, Laudan’s strategy is a naturalization but not a
‘naturalized normativity .

Normativity without Naturalization

Let us turn to meta-theoretic normativity once again. In Laudan’s own
words, the important meta-methodological question when justifying
methodological rulesis ‘. . . do we have—or can we find—evidence that
the means proposed in the rule promotes its associated cognitive end
better than its extant rivals?’!” which is really a general form of the meta-
epistemic rule (R1): ‘If actions of a particular sort, m, have consistently
promoted certain cognitive ends, €, in the past, and rival actions, n, have
failed to do so, then assume, that future actions following the rule ‘ifyour
aim is e, you ought to do m’ are more likely to promote those ends than
actions based on the rule ‘if your aim is, e, you ought to do n.’

With thiswe are in an interesting predicament. Such meta-methodology
effects naturalization of epistemic criteriaall right, butisit itselfnaturalized?
The fact-sensitivity of methodological rules (E2 imperatives) wasachieved
only by recasting them as hypothetical imperatives asserting means-ends
relationships. But note that (R1) is in the form of a categorical imperative
which we are required to follow. (It looks like a conditional but it is not
conditional upon the pursuit of a particular end). To the extent that
Laudan’s meta-theoretic prescriptions are categorical, they remain non-
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naturalized. Laudan, therefore, naturalizes epistemology at E2 but' such
a naturalization strategy is not thereby, naturalized itself. Naturalization as
a method is as basic an intuition as the categorical imperatives of
traditional a prioriepistemology. We clearly have here a full-fledged non-
naturalized normativity. .

It might be retorted that Laudan does not need to naturalize meta-
criteria, for after all, his project was to naturalize epistemology. Such a
response draws an artificial line between our levels E1 and E2 on the one
hand and ME on the other. Besides, it is a way out not open to I:auda'n
for whom, meta-epistemic criteria are epistemic criteria. But epistemic
criteria, when Laudan-naturalized are shown tobe nothing butempirically
based theories. Such theories are sets of very large beliefs. Whatever sorts
such theories therefore, sorts beliefs and counts as an epistemology.
Consequently, meta-epistemic criteria need to be naturalized as well.

Since we cannot wriggle out of the commitment to naturalize meta-
epistemology, we could try and complete the project. The firststep wr_)uld
involve recasting meta-epistemic principles as hypothetical imperatives.
But what is our antecedent aim when we use scientific methods (01: the
general rule of inductive support like (R1))? We could come up with 2
conditional like—

If you want to survive, then you ought to use scientific methods to
choose between epistemic criteria.

With ‘will to survive’, we avoid the problem of having to justify the
choice of the antecedent aim. Human beings generally do and have
chosen, survival as an aim no matter how pitiable our chosen means for
it might be. In fact, conditionalization in this way yields (to invoke a
Kantian distinction) an assertoricrather than a pure hypotheticalimperailve
because its antecedent signifieswhat in factis chosen by us. Note thatwith
this move we shift to interpretation (ii) of conditional imperatives and
mean that the antecedent aim is automatically chosen and hence 18
outside the scope of its prescriptive force. But since ‘sqrvival’ is hardlyan
‘option’ in the ordinary sense, can it form the basis fqr a genuinely
‘evaluative’, commendatory and prescriptive normativity as I_:a}xdan
demands? If prescriptivity of methodological criteria are parasitic on
their antecedent aims and if the aim is something that human organisms
automatically pursue, does it make sense to infuse them with
commendatory force?'® '

In his Pursuit of Truth'®, Quine seems to come to a similz_lr com':luslon.
Naturalized epistemology, he says, takes the form of empiricismstating that
‘nformation about the world is derived and tested by sensory inputs. Now
this principal tenet hasa normative fallout: It warns against telepathsand
soothsayers and prescribes a heuristics for framing hypotheses that
emphasises ‘virtues’ of conservatism, generality, simplicity, refutability
and modesty. He is willing to envisage (per impossibile?) the possibility
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of having to abandon empiricism by the infiltration of telepathy and
clairvoyance as evidence. But ‘science after such a convulsion would still
be science'® —a venture still proceeding on the basis of ‘predicted
sensation’ as evidence even though, the inputs allowed as evidence is
broadened. Importantly for our purposes, Quine’s conclusion from this
is that, ‘when I cite predictions as the checkpoints of science, I do not see
that as normative. | see it as defining a particular language game, in
Wittgenstein’s phrase: the game of science, in contrast to other good
language games such as fiction and poetry’21 (emphasis mine). So even
when science dictates certain ‘norms’, thatis, principlesand prescriptions
on level E2, its own adoption on the meta-epistemic level ME is not itself
normative. Itisnot a ‘preferred’ or ‘prescribed’ option—maybe because
there is 7o other option for a Quinean knower.

It is interesting to note that the Quinean attitude to the adoption of
scientific proceduresat ME claims naturalizationbutnot normativity: while
what we have been attributing to Laudan’s adoption of science at ME is
a normativitybut notnaturalization. This asymmetryis due to an ambiguity
in both the terms ‘normativity’ and ‘naturalization’. For Quine, normative
functions seem restricted to the systematic and the prescriptive. On this
understanding ‘adoption of the naturalistic standpoint’ itself, is not
normative because, being something which we, in fact and inevitably
follow, it is meaningless to infuse its adoption with a systematic or
prescriptive force. Butaccording to the expanded range of the normative
suggested in Section I, the adoption of scientific method on ME is a
crucial constituent of the normativity of epistemology. But if
‘paturalization’ entails (as it does for Laudan) hypothetical imperatives
rather than categorical ones, then scientific method as a meta-method
though normative in a sense, is not naturalized.** So what we have here is
an instance of normativity without naturalization.

Naturalization without Normativily, Again

Anyand every normative projectis notepistemology. Section Targued for
the peculiar character of epistemic normativity in terms of certain meta-
theoretic postures—more specifically, in terms of distinctive Ideals or
cognitive values. Most commonly, this is said to be Truth. Laudan,
however, is unequivocal in rejecting Truth as an appropriate aim of
science?? because of an alleged ‘fact-insensitivity’ of the notion. Aims, he
says, have to be ‘realizable’ and ‘testable’ in a way that Truth is not.
This criticism seems to be based on a misunderstanding of the role, in
a theory of knowledge, of norms as Ideals. Once again, making the
distinction between a ‘value’ (in the sense of an Ideal) and an ‘aim’ (in
the sense of what is chosen), it could be argued that even in traditional
epistemology, the cognitive aim is not Truth. According to the
traditionalist’s story, conclusions on E1 assert that a specific belief, for
example belief that p is justified. E2 indicates epistemic principles to the
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effect that only beliefs with feature Fare justified and our belief that p has
feature F. This translates into the epistemological imperative ‘You ought
to believe p rather than not-p’ because p rather than not-p s justified. In
an important sense then, justification is what we look for and aim at. If
justification is the basic idea of ‘being more reasonable than’ then thisis
our proximate cognitive aim. But now the question on the meta-level ME
is: Whyare beliefswith feature F more justified? The answer nowisin terms
or Truth and Truth-conduciveness—believing p rather than g, is more
reasonable because beliefs having the feature F are more likely to be true.

Now note here that what cognizers aim at is ‘reasonableness’ which is
explained and defined on the meta-level, in terms of Truth-conduciveness.
But this does not mean that Truth is what we actually aim at or choose in the
cognitive enterprise. The argument, Swants ¢, ¢ is defined in terms of @ and
so Swants @, is clearly invalid. Thus, in inquiry we aéimat ‘reasonableness’
no matter how ‘being reasonable’ is accounted for and defined at ME.
Evenwhen it is explained in terms of survival, the latter is notwhat we aim
at in inquiry. But the nature of the account we give of reasonableness
does become important if our inquiry is to be a cognitiveinquiry and our
aim to be epistemically reasonable. It is Ideals in terms of which our meta-
theories work that infuse our aims with a cognitive flavour. A traditional
theory of knowledge is a cognitive enterprise because the aim ‘being
reasonable’ is explained in terms of the epistemically distinct1deal of Truth.

Substitution of Truth by ‘survival’ or any other evolutionary aim would
make the principles of justification maxims of prudence: There is nothing
distinctively cognitive in such a system. The internal tension in Laudan’s
theory comes out clearly in his own summary of his project. He claims to
argue both that:

. - the soundness of such prudential imperatives depends on certain
empirical claims about the connections between means and ends
(emphasis mine)?*

and then says:

... accordingly, empirical information about the relative frequencies
with which various epistemic means are likely to promote sundry
epistemic ends is a crucial desideratum for deciding on the correctness
of epistemic rules (emphasis mine)?

The slide from the prudential to the epistemic is telling here.

One may bite the bullet at this point and argue that the core of
naturalization i to reduce the epistemic to the prudential.®® But if so,
then Laudan’s theory, qua naturalism, is not an epistemology at all in an
important sense. We begin to hear comforting echoes of the original
naturalistic programme of Quine’s ‘replacement thesis’ which is not
what Laudan began with. Thus to the extent that capturing the peculiaﬂy
cognitive nature through a distinctively cognitive ideal is part of the meta-
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theoretic activity of traditional theory of knowledge, Laudan’s system is
a naturalization that fails to capture this crucial dimension of epistemic
norms. Science and scientific procedures could be intrinsically valuable,
but thiswould be either because it isseen as constitutive of cognition—the
a priovistmove that Laudan wants to reject; or because itis constitutive of
our empirically based evolutionary predicament—a move that amounts
to the ‘replacement’ of epistemic norms which also, Laudan isnot happy
with.
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are constituted, then the meta-method (though different in content) remains as
@ priori as in traditional epistemology.

Larry Laudan, Science and Values, University of California Press, 1984,

Laudan, ‘Nermative Naturalisation’, p. 2.

Laudan, ‘Normative Naturalism’, p. 2.

In another brand of naturalism, the normative force of epistemic terms is traced
to value notionsin ‘design-stance psychology’. Thus, as well-designed systems, we are
hard-wired to use scientific methodology and the notion of being ‘well-designed’
can be cashed out in terms of teliology. But even this, would ultimately reduce to
instrumental value and ‘efficiency’
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THE BRAHMANAS AND THE PARIVRAJAKAS*

Many in India as well as in other parts of the world know that the Vedanta
is the final and finished product of a prehistoric civilization dating back
to 1500 B.c., a date upon which all scholars in the field of Vedic studies
are agreed.

Thanks to the great work of Swami Vivekananda and others who
followed in his footsteps the Vedanta is seen not as a symbol of past
achievement but as a living force relevant to all in the contemporary
world. But it is taken to be a gospel of asceticism which preaches world-
disgust and world-negation, the value of personal good and personal
liberation. Though there is an element of truth in so viewing the
Vedinta, itis certainly wrong to exaggerate this element and exclude all
the positivist elements inherited by the Upanisads from the Vedic rsis.

In the hymns of the Rgveda one cannot find asceticism. The Vedic
sages lived within the framework of family and conquered the worlds of
the upper hemisphere, parardha. To them life was the field of works,
more eminently the field of world-conquest. They were naturally masters
and notrenouncers of life. Asisrightly affirmed by the Mundaka Upanisad,
they are doers of works, kriyavantah, and at the same time delight in
Brahman, atmaratah. Their works are divine and free from the fault of
egoism, sukarmanah (Rgveda, 4-2-17).

The one thing that survived when the Rgvedic age came to a close, was
the composition of the Vedic poets, the hymns of the Rgveda. This is the
source from which all subsequent forms of Vedic revivals originated. The
first attempt at reviving the Vedic way of life was by the Brahmanas. They
brought into existence an elaborate system of sacrifices (yajiias) and
worship of the gods (devas).

The Brahmana teaches that if we perform sacrifices in the prescribed
manner and learn to live in harmony with the gods of the world, they will
readily fulfil our desires and bring us both enjoyment and lordship in the
world, bhogaisvarya. Not only that, they also allow us to reach their world
and partake of their glory, devatanam salokatam saristitam sGyujyam gacchati
(Chandogya, 2-20-2). Thus we attain the highest and best in this world
and a similar state of eminence in the world of the gods.
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The ideal of the Brahmana certainly comes closer to the Vedic
positivism in that it does not neglect the world. It helps man to attain
greatness here and god-form in heaven. But it is too superficial to be a
faithful advocate of the original positivism of the Veda. Man’s entire life,
from beginning to end, is shaped through sacrifices, puruso vava yajfiah
(Chandogya, 3-16-1). But with them he cannot attain the Highest
($restham) which is beyond the gods or develop into a doer of faultless
works untouched by egoism. The works of the Brahmana are said to be
good (sukarma) because they are devoid of the ego that fails to see the
gods. But they too are not free from the fault of egoism because they are
supported by the ego that fails te see the Highest beyond the gods. In this
respect the Brahmana is un-Vedic, a way of life conducive neither to the
Highest nor to the perfect works.

Some Upanisads like the I§auasya clearly suggest that there was a
movement of ascetics whose aim was to reject works and physical life in
the world. They were wandering monks, parivrdjakas, who opposed the
religion of the Brahmanas. All later Upanisads preaching asceticism have
their origin in the above movement. The ascetics believe that the Highest
isabsolutelyaloof, not dependent on anything. Hence they take absolute
aloofness as the means of realising the Highest. Since the Brahmanas
make man a dependent being—dependent on the Gods, sacrifices and
family institution, the ascetics reject them all and go beyond the whole
system—beyond grahastha asrama, beyond yajfias, and beyond devas—in
order to reach the Highest. In extreme cases aloofness is taken to its
logical end and considered as being aloof from physical existence itself.
Inlater Upanisadsitisreferred to asbody-renunciation, dehatyagam (Jabala,
6). Undoubtedly, the merit of asceticism lies in recovering the essential
truth of the Veda, namely, the Highest, but in doing so it has neglected
the truth that a seeker of the Highest is not necessarily a renouncer of
world-existence, parivrdjaka. For the poets of the Veda constantly pray for
a long-extended life in the world, dirghayu (Rgveda, 5-18-3). Like the
Brahmanas, the Parivrajaka asceticism is un-Vedic, for it makes the
Highest completely unrelated to the world.

In many of the principal Upanisads we find that an attempt is
frequently made to reestablish the original ideal of the Veda by rejecting
the ideas of both the Brihmanas and the Parivr@jakas. In fact, their aim
is to show that the nature of the Veda, vedanta, true and original, is rightly
known only when these ideas are dismissed as un-Vedic.

THE REJECTION OF RITUALISM

The Mundaka Upanisad speaks of two worlds of Brahman, one attained
through good works (1-2-6) and another through the yoga of
renunciation (3-2-6), one by the unenlightened, miudhah, and another
by the sages, yatayah. To distinguish one from the other, the first may be
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called the lower world and the second the higher world.

Here it does not mean that the higher world is attained through
renunciation of works, karma sannyasa. The Upanisad simply says that the
sages, who possess their pure being through the yoga of renunciation,
reach the higherworld, sannyasayogad yatayah suddhasattvih (3—2-6). The
pure being is possessed not necessarily through renunciation of works.
It can be also possessed through renunciation of desires which express
themselvesin works. Often the words nésty akrtah krtena (1-2-12) are cited
in support of the view that as long as works persist the higher world
(akrtah) cannot be reached. Rightly understood, the words merely
exclude a particular class of works, not all works. If we look into the
context, it is fair to take kriena in a qualified sense to mean sukytena, that
is, works done out of attachment for good things. Therefore, works done
without the sense of ego can be a means of reaching the higher world.
The sages, brahmanisthah, are devoid of ego and desire, akamal. So their
works are faultless and serve as the means of possessing the pure being
and eventually attaining the supreme abode of Brahman, akria. Faultless
works are divine in nature and hence a knower of Brahman is declared
to be a doer of works, dtmakrida atmaratih kriyavan (3—1-1). In the Veda
the sagesare called the doers of divine works, sukarmanah ( Rgveda, 4-2-17).

The works of the unenlightened are inferior, avaram karma, for two
reasons: (i) they are done out of passion and attachment; (ii) they lead
1o the lower world of Brahman. Men who go to this world cannot enjoy
permanent habitation there and are forced toreturn to the mortal world
from which they have ascended. Sometimes they fall into a world much
inferior to the mortal world. On account of this the Vedantins ask the
seekers to be indifferent to the lower world and approach a great sage
established in Brahman, brahmanistham (1-2-12), one who is a doer of
faultless works and delights in Brahman, atmaratih kriyavan (3-1-4). A
Brahmanistha is one who has gone beyond death, paramrtak (3—2-6),and
is, therefore, competent to help others to cross beyond myiyu and reach
the higher world of Brahman.

Thus, by rejecting the lower world of Brahman the Vedantins reject
the ideal of the Brahmanas. Likewise, by affirming the higher world of
Brahman they affirm the original Vedic ideal.

The Briahmana is subjected to a severe criticism though the word
Brahmana is not used. The criticism is directed at all who institute
(yajamanas) and perform (rtvijas) sacrifices. The Mundaka speaks of the
blind (the enjoyers of the fruits of sacrifices) led by the blind (the
performers of sacrifices)—andhenaiva niyamand yathandhah (1-2-8). The
performers of sacrifices are even more bitterly condemned by the
Vedintin—men living in the depths of ignorance (1-2-8), the deluded
men (1-2-10), the unformed and immature men (1-2-9), for without
them the ideals of the Brahmana cannot thrive among common people.

The attack of the Vedantin extends even to the gods of the Brahmana.
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The gods occupy a prominent position in the system of sacrifices and
their influence upon the world is considered to be decisive. The Kena
denies this un-Vedic view by showing that the strength the gods possess
is really derived from the eternal Brahman who is superior to them and
achieves all for their sake, brahma ha devebhyo vifigye (3-1). It also shows
that they who are supposed to guide and help men in their progress are
ignorant without the knowledge of Brahman, na vyajanata (3-2). The
Brhadaranyaka goes further in exposing the un-Vedic character of gods.
It says that they are not divine companions who help in his struggle but
divine masters who use him in the same way as a human master uses an
animal, pasuh (1-4-10), for his own purposes and does not want it to be
taken away from him. If we exclude the Chandogya text on the udgitha of
the dogs (1-12-1), a more devastating attack upon the Brahmanas
cannot be found in the Upanisads.

THE REJECTION OF ASCETICISM

The ascetics take an exclusive view of the Highest and conclude thatsince
it is absolutely aloof from the world, it is not extended in names, forms
and works. They push their conclusion to its logical end and say that since
the world is not a self-projection of the Highest it must be dismissed as
asai. They trace all miseries of life to the world which is of the nature of
asat—fear and death, injury and pain. This is contrary to the view of the
Vedic sages. The Vedic sages do aspire for the Highest and Imperishable,
but their constant prayer is that they may be blessed with delight and
strength and a physical life of a hundred winters here (Rgueda, 6-13-6).

In the Upanisads the word asat signifies merely death and darkness
(Brhadaranyaka, 1-8-28}. Occasionally the word is also used in the sense
of the unmanifest Brahman (Taittiriya, 2-7-1). But nowhere is it used in
the sense of the world. The Brhadaranyaka Upanisad clearly says that the

.world is a becoming of That, iat sarvam abhavat (1-4-10). This implies
that not only the world has arisen from Brahman but even the material
of the world is Brahman. Hence the Mundaka Upanisad declares that this
world is Brahman itself, brahmaiva idam visvam (2-2-12). The Svetasvatara
Upanisad also views the world in the same manner when it says svabhavam
pacati visvayonih (5-5). Since the world is a becoming of That, the
Brhadaranyaka declares that it is not asat, but a sat of the supreme Sat,
satyasya satyam (2-1-20) . All these and many other texts of thiskind in the
Upanisads must be construed as remarkable affirmations of the original
view of the Veda on the one hand and determined attempts at denying
the position of the ascetics on the other hand.

Further, the Madhu Vidyd of the Brhaddranyaka is a sustained attempt
at disproving the conclusion of the ascetics. If we view the whole section
on this vidya in this light, its teachings acquire a profound significance.
If alt here are the becomings of Atmé (2-2-14), then there is no reason

I ————.,
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why the world should be a place of misery, a dwelling subject to the
inexorable laws of pain and death. Thisworld (idam satyam), the Upanisad
says, is honey, that is, a place of delight, for all beings, sarvesam bhitanam.
For the Self (idam satyam), it again says, all beings are honey, that is,
delightful becomingsin Form and Name (2-5-12). With minorvariations
this teaching is repeatedly affirmed in the Madhu Vidya.

But then why is the world full of faults? It is true they are there, but they
are notinherent properties that existindependently of the perceiver. We
have forgotten our essential oneness in law with the Lord of the world
and become a non-lord, anisa. We see and enjoy not like Him but as a
non-lord, as a slave of nature without strength and mastery. This is the
cause of our miseries. Owing to the fault of having forgotten our true
nature as the Lord of the world, aniiaya (Mundaka, 3-1-2), we see the
world to be full of faults. Therefore, the faults are relative and stay in the
world as long as the fault of being anisa persists in us. If we realize our
essential nature and remove the fault in us, we will find the world to be
a place of immense delight and sweetness and all inexorable laws to be
multiple formulas of delightful becomings of the Lord. This brings us
freedom from misery. Freed from fear and death, we become an cater of
honey like the Lord, madhvadam (Katha, 2-1-5). In the language of the
Mundaka Upanisad it is attaining absolute likeness to the Lord, paramam
samyam wpaiti (3-1-3). This is the significance of the teaching of Madhu
Vidya.

The repudiation of the un-Vedic asceticism is very marked in the Kena
Upanisad. It is found in its account of Brahman. The Upanisad teaches
that Brahman is threefold: (i) the known; (ii) the unknown; and (ii1) the
supreme. First of all, there is a Brahman by which the word is expressed,
the mind is thought, one sees the eye’s seeings, the ear’s hearing is heard
and the life-breath is led forward. Secondly, there is another Brahman
which is not expressed by the word, not thought by the mind, not seen
with the eye, not heard with the ear and does not breathe with the breath.
Thirdly, there is a supreme Brahman which goes beyond the known and
the unknown. It is other than the known, anyadeva tadvididat (1-4) ,—It
is Hearing of our hearing, Mind of our mind, Speech of our speech, Life
of our life-breath and Sight of our sight. In like manner, It is above the
unknown, aviditadadhi (1-4) ,—there sight travels not, nor speech nor
mind; we know It not; nor can we distinguish how one should teach of It,
na vijanimo yathaitad anusisyat (1-3). Though the supreme Brahman
exceeds the known and the unknown, It is not external to them, for It
holds them together in its bosom: It is at once the unexpressed and the
expressed, vacanabhyuditam, vagabhyudyate (1-5) ; at once thought not by
the mind and thought by the mind, manasa na manute, mano matam (1-6);
atonce sees not with the eye and sees the eye’s secings, caksuisa na pasyati,
caksumsi pasyati (1-7); at once hears not with the ear and hears the ear’s
hearing, srotrena na Srnoti, Srotram idam srutam (1-8); at once breathes not
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with breath and leads forward the life-breath, pranena na praniti, pranah
praniyate (1-9). In this supreme aspect is revealed the true form of
Brahman; and it is this Brahman that we should know. This is the
teaching of the ancient sages, pitrvesam.

Since the ascetics take the Highest to be the utterly Aloof which does
not express itself in name and form, they worship That as the unknown
Brahman, aviditad. In real fact, what they worship is not the whole form
of Brahman, drahmano ripam. What they knowof Itisverylittle, daharameva.
Asthe aim of the Kena Upanisadis to reestablish the original view of Vedic
sages (purvesam) and reject the one favoured by the ascetics, it deliberately
employs a powerful refrain in as many as five verses from 1-4 to 1-8
—know That (the supreme Brahman of the ancientswhich contains both
the unknown and the known) alene to be Brahman, tadeva brahma tvam
viddhi (1-5), and not this, this Brahman (the unknown) which they (the
ascetics) currently worship, na idam yad idam updsate (1-5). If the refrain
is not for the affirmation of the old Vedic worship as against the current
ascetic worship of Brahman, it loses its whole significance.

Asifto emphasize again thisimportant point, the Kena Upanisad closes
with these highly significant words—tadvanam iti upasitavyam (4-6). It
says that the name of Brahman is That-Abode, tadvanam (4-6). In other
words, Brahman must be known as that place of dwelling chosen by the
Vedic sages. Their place of dwelling was the supreme Brahman and
nothing short of that. Therefore, Brahman must be known as the
supreme Brahman chosen by the Vedic sages as the abode of their
consciousness. This is the implied sense of taddha tadvanam nama (4-6).
Then it tells us categorically that Brahman should be worshipped as the
supreme Brahman of the ancient sages and not as the unknown Brahman
currentlyexpounded by the ascetics, tadvanam iti upasitavyam. This seems
to be the natural sense of the Upanisad’s categorical imperative.

Not only does the Kena reject the un-Vedic view of the ascetics but it
gives a very clear view of Brahman as understood by the ancient sages.

THE TWO-FOLD TASK OF THE ISAVASYA UPANISAD

The Iavasya belongs to the sanmhita portion of the Suklayajurveda, a merit
which no other Upanisad possesses. It consists of eighteen mantras. They
fall into two major groups, the first having the first three mantras and the
second having the rest. Mantras 1, 2 and 3 are aphoristic in nature,
sutrabhiita manirah, and state the central teaching of the Upanisad in
words at once concise and profound. The other mantras, 4 to 18, are
elucidatory, vrttibhuta mantrah, and develop the ideas of the first three in
a highly orderly manner. As a matter of fact, among the three the first is
the supreme mantra, parama sutrabhiita mantrah.

In verses 4, 5, 8,9, 12, 16 and 18 there are many expressions which,
when taken together, give us a detailed account of the Lord. In the same
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way, verses 6, 7, 11 and 14 to 18 deal with the various results that accrue
to a supreme knower of the Lord, vijanatah. But these two aspects, one
concerning the Lord and the other concerning the knower of the Lord,
go back to two key words in the first mantra and get condensed into
them—Isa and Dhanam. In other words, the Upanisad in other verses
does not add anything substantial to itself which is not already stated in
the first verse; or it would not lose anything essential if it were to retain
only the first and wipe out the other verses. Sri Aurobindo, a great
exponent of Vedanta, comes to the same conclusion. He writes about the
first couplet of the Iavasya:

The first line of the Seer’s first couplet has given us very briefly and
suggestively the base and starting point of the whole thought of the
Upanishad; the second line of the same couplet opens to us, with
equal brevity, with equal suggestiveness the consummation of the
whole thought of the Upanishad. The rest of the eighteen $lokas fill
out, complete, play variations; . . . but all the practical need of man
and the central gist of the Seer’s thought about human life is
compressed into these two lines with their few brief words and their
thousand echoes. ( The Life Divine: A Commentary on the Isha Upanishad,
1981, p. 21).

Inbarelysix lines of the Upanisad (verses 1 to 3) we see twomonumental
ideas confronting each other, two important teachings stated in carefully
chosen words and at the same time very skilfully designed to enrieh each
otherandattain the highest eloquence through mutual enrichment—one
favouring the Vedic ideal of fulfilmentand the other opposing the ascetic
ideal of annulment.

(i) The Lord of the world, absolutely free and unbounded, is limited
neither by the world nor by that which transcends the world and
therefore seated in the world asits Inhabitant. Though He is greater than
the world, He does not deny but elevates all and fulfils all in divine terms.
He is the proximate fivaand enjoyer of sweetness in the world, madvadam
... jwamantikdt (Katha, 2-1-5). As the Lord is without ego and desire,
He lives in all and enjoys all without bondage, nourishes and uplifis all
without disgust or attachment.

The Lord is the perfect perfection of allwe find here, sarvam idam. The
world has three aspects— form, name and work, and in all these it rises
to divine perfection through knowledge founded upon the similitude
between the Lord and His creatures, pratibodha. The wise who pass beyond
the ego, which alone prevents men from rising to divine perfection
through pratibodha, become immortal here, dhirah pretyasmaliokadmria
bhavanti ( Kena, 1-2). Their form is no longer a dwelling of the ego, their
name is no longer to be found in the category of ego-bound individuals;
and their works are no longer done for the satisfaction of the ego.
Immortality consists in removing all ego and attaining perfect likeness to



79 N. JAYASHANMUKHAM

the Lord. It is so we have heard from the ancient sages of the Veda, it
Susruma pivrvesa@m ( Kena, 1-3), from those who have founded the ideal of
fulfilment.

(ii) Anything less than the Vedic ideal is unauthentic and has no value
for the Vedantins. The first three verses are obviously spoken to a seeker
of Brahman who has been influenced by the current teaching of the
ascetics.

First of all, the ascetics take Brahman to be absolute aloofness and not
related to anything we have known in the world. Not related to the
known, It is aptly worshipped as the unknown, gviditdd. This Brahman
is replaced by the all-inclusive f§varaof the Vedintins who is extended in
both the unknown and the known, saparyagat (verse 8).

Secondly, the ascetics believe thateven though the unknown Brahman
is not expressed in the forms of the world, we are not free¢ to sever our
connections with them and attain the Unknown because we are bound
to them by the desire for world-enjoyment. Hence they insist on
withdrawing from the world through disgust and non-enjoyment of the
forms. But this is not the view of the Vedinta. It teaches that aswe are one
in essence of being and consciousness with the Lord of the world, we can
realize our true Self by accepting His law, Satyadharma (verse 15), which
we have abandoned out of ignorance, and enjoy the world, like Him,
without desire and attachment, tena tyaktena bhunjitha magrdhah (verse
1). For He enjoys the world without disgust or desire. Our ideal is
therefore not abandonment but fulfilment by God’s Law.

Thirdly, the ascetics think that man is bound by his birth and works,
the two factors that make desires ineradicable from human nature.
Hence they insist on renouncing both. But this is not the Vedic way. So
the Vedantin says that one should desire to live hundred years and
perform works in the world, otherwise God’s work cannot be done.
Works bind if they are done for the satisfaction of the ego; body binds if
it isa dwelling of the ego. If they are used for the purpose of fulfilling God
in oneself and others, they become instruments of freedom and
immortality. In man who has accepted the world for God'’s sake, both life
and works are necessary, evam tvayi (verse 3). For him there is no other
alternative, nanyatheto’sti (verse 3). The question of karmic effect does
notarise, for there is no bondage for God’s worker, na karma lipyate nare
(verse 3).

Fourthly, the ascetics are known to be body-renouncers, atmahanah
{verse 3). For they use destruction of the body as the final means of
liberation. They say that they enter the worlds of Brahman through self-
annulment, dehatyagam (Cf. Jabala, 6; Manu, 6-32). Brahman-worlds,
according to the Vedanta, are of different types. For instance, we may
speak of two broad types of these worlds, shadow-worlds and bright
worlds (Cf. Katha, 2-3-5; in the world of Brahman the abode looks like
shade and light, chayatapayoriva brahmaloke). The wise men are worshippers
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of the Lord of whom the unknown and the known are two aspects. They
are neither blind nor ignorant with regard to their object of worship.
Hence they go to the bright worlds of Brahman, tapomaya lokdh. To these
worlds the ascetics cannot go, for they are blind and ignorant,

andhenatamaséurtah (verse 3). Theyare blind because they do not see the
Lord who is the supreme Brahman; they are ignorant because they
wrongly worship the unknown as the supreme Brahman. As a result of
these twin deficiencies, they go to the lesser worlds, namely, the shadow-
worlds .of Brahman, chdycimaya {okakh. In the Upanisad these worlds are
spoken of as asitry@ namate lokah (verse 3). The words asurya lokahsuggest
that the worlds of the ascetics are un-Vedic, thatis, not sought after by the
sages of Veda. For the Sunisa Vedic symbol of perfection and fulfilment
in the Highest. The word nama is intended to tell us that the worlds of
the ascetics are well-known among the Vedantins as the abodes of un-
Vedic seekers of the supreme God.

To conclude, this is the mission of the original Vedanta—to reaffirm
the Vedic ideal and reject all that are contrary to it. If the rejection of
asceticismis clearly pronounced inthe Kena, the pronouncementismade
in unmistakable terms in the [$@vdsya. Such is the intimate connection
between the two Upanisads.

[* In ancient India there were many schools of Vedic interpretation. My view of the
Parivrajaka asceticism goes back to one of those schools associated with perivrdjakah
about which Yaksha speaks in his Nirukta (2-8).]
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Where Are the Vedas in the First Millennium A.p.?*

DAYA KRISHNA

I

The Vedas are supposed to be the most authoritative source both for
rituals and knowledge in the non-Sramanic and non-Agamic traditions
of India. In fact, many people in contemporary India believe that they
contain all knowledge including that of modern science if one has the
capacity and insight to find it there. Many others, like Sri Aurobindo and
those who have followed him in the understanding and the interpretation
of the Vedas, feel that they are the store-house of all mystical knowledge
that man might possibly possess. Yet, their exact place in the Indian
tradition has never been clearly stated. Nor do we have a clear history of
the attempts at the understanding of the Vedas in the long Indian
tradition since they were composed. In fact, one does not even know as
to what exactly is to be understood by the term ‘Veda’, that is, what to
include and what to exclude from it. Normally, one is told that the term
‘Veda’ includes the mantras, the Brahmanas and the Namadheya in it. But
this is a Mimarhsa contention and obviously excludes the Aranyakas and
the Upanisads which are generallyheld to be an integral part of the Vedic
corpus. Even, with respect to the texts known as the mantras and the
Brakmanas, it does not clearly articulate the fact that the texts known by
tiivse names differ in the different §akhas, and that any meaningful talk
about the texts known as the Vedas has first to indicate the §akhato which
one is referring.

These are well-known facts and yet they are generally ignored in any
discussion of the Vedas. The problems are glossed over by saying that the
difference between the §akhasisnotverygreatand thatthe term ‘ Brahmana'
in the Mimamsa definition includes the Arapyakas and the Upanisads
also. No one, of course, pays any attention to the implications of the use
of the word ‘sasmhita’ in connection with the mantra portion of this Veda,
nor to the fact that there are repetitions of the maniras of the Rgveda not
only in the other sahita but also in the Rgveda itself.

The term ‘samhita’ is generally taken to mean a collection or an edition

* This article is dedicated 1o Prof. R N. Dandekar, one of the most outstanding Vedic schelarsin the
world today, whose paper entitted ‘Commentators of the Rgveda: A Recapitulation” has provided
much of the substantive evidence referred o in it.
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implying that someone had collected and arranged the textsin the order
that we have them; but a ‘collection’ means a selection, that is, that
certain portions have been omitted which the editor did not consider
important enough to be included. On the other hand, even if one
concedes the possibility that the editor only arranged and organized the
material without excluding anything, the principle of organization
would itself impose a pattern on the material that was earlier present in
an unorganized, scattered form. The arrangement of the Rgveda in
different mandalas, each having its own rsi and devatd, suggests this. But,
if we take the idea of the §akhd seriously, then we will have to'accept the
fact that each of the samhitds belonging to each of the $akhaswas edited
byadifferent person belonging to that §Zkhgand thathe made the selection
according to his own judgement and the tradition of the $akha to which
he belonged.

. The first task in respect to the Vedic texts, then, should be to find out
the difference between the sambhitd texts of the different fakhds and to
find what has been rejected or added to the central corpus of the mantras
which perhaps was the common property of the Vedic seers of those
times. Next, will come the task of seeing as to what portions of the Rgveda
have been repeated in the other samhitas. It is, of course, well known that
the Samaveda is not an independent Veda but consists mostly of the
maniras taken from the Rgveda. Was this selection made on the basis of
their suitability of being sung in the Vedic ritual, as the mantras in the
Samaveda are supposed to be sung? In case this is so, it would have to be
found as to whether there is any essential difference between the mantras
in the Samaveda and the other mantras in the Rgveda, and if the former
were considered more suitable for singing rather than the latter. Moreover,
as a distinction has been made in the maniras of the Samaveda between
those which are supposed to be sung in the forests and those which are
supposed to be sung in the villages, it will have to be found whether there
is any distinction between these. The distinctive names for them, asgiven
in the Samaveda are ‘arapyagana’ and ‘grama geyagana'. Furthermore, the
distinction suggests that all of these maniras included in the Samaveda
were not meant exclusively for being sung at the Vedic sacrifices, and that
they would be sung on other occasions for other purposes as well.

However, once the distinction between the §akhas is made central to
all the texts, the question of what is included in the other samhitas from
the Rgveda would have to be seen in the contextof the sarmhitasbelonging
to that sakha alone. It is only after this is done that a comparative study
could be made of the texts belonging to the various $@khdas and the
repetitions in them. The context in which the repetition is made and the
probable purpose for which it might have been made are other questions
which may have to be taken into account after initial work has been done.
There is of course the question of repetitions in the Rgveda itself, butas
Bloomfield pointed out long ago, this cannot be completely determined
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unlessareverse concordance is made. But, asfarasI know, ithasnot been
attempted until now and one has to totally depend upon Bloomfield’s
concordance on the basis of which he had found the repetitions mentioned
in his well-known work on the subject. Yet, if one accepts the primary
distinction between the §akhas, then one would have to distinguish between
the text of the Rgveda itself as belonging to one $akha or the other, and
the repetitions would have to be found within them and across them. The
same distinction would also have to be made in respect to the Brahmanas,
the Aranyakasand the Upanisads, except that the assignment of many of
these to the Atharvaveda has generally been done in a residual manner
and hence a radical distinction may be made between those belonging
to the firstthree semhitasand the Atharvaveda. The question as towhether
the text of the Atharvaveda itselfvaries depending upon the sakiato which
it belongs needs to be examined as well as the question as to why some
scholars assign it to a period even earlier than that of the Rgveda.

1I

These, of course, are preliminary questions which should have been
decided and settled long ago. It is surprising that they have to be raised,
even though the Vedas are supposed to be not only the oldest but the
most ‘authoritative’ texts in the Indian tradition. Normally, one would
have expected a better treatment of the texts considered so fundamental
to the whole tradition and also a continuous serious concern with the
explication and understanding of their meaning. Yet, the moment one
looks at the history of this ‘concern’ with the Vedic texts, one is surprised
to find that though there was certainly a sustained attempt at the
preservation of the mantra portion of the texts, there was little attempt at
understanding what they meant. The first serious evidence of such a
concern with the elucidation of the meaning of the Vedic text occurs, as
iswell known, in the Nighanfuand the Niruktaascribed to Yaska and placed
some time around the fifth century sc. The first only gives the synonyms
and homonyms of the words which occur in the Vedas and which,
according to the author, need to be taken into account to understand the
meaning of the Veda. The ambiguity involved in such an exercise can
easily be understood if one considers that, according to the author of the
Nighan{u, the same word may stand for many different things and many
different words may stand for the same thing. The Nirukia, which is the
second work in this connection, considers many of the issues that had
been raised in connection with the Vedic interpretation and is clearly
aware of the difficuldes in any such attempt. It says at the end that the
older rsis have disappeared and now it is only with our own intellect and
reason that we may hope to explicate and understand the meaning of the
Veda.! However, it should be remembered that the Niruktais not a bhasya
on the mantrasof the Samhitas. There isno such thing asa mantraby mantra
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commentary to explicate what it means or even to give possible alternative
meanings as held by different interpreters of the text. The Nirukta, of
course, is the first work to deal with the problem of the interpretation of
the Vedas but it does not do what one would have expected it to do, that
is, to seriously take the textword byword, line by line and mantraby mantra
explaining itand relating it to the meanings of the other mantrasand thus
build a complete, coherent body of meanings embedded in the text.
Surprisingly, not only Yaska doesnotdo thisbutno one else seems to have
done it after him.

The period between Yaska and Skandasvamin lasts almost a thousand
years, if not more, and during this whole period there is no evidence of
any serious attempt to understand the mantra portion of the Vedic texts.
In fact, there seems to have emerged a powerful school which roundly
declared that the Vedic texts were meaninglessand that their efficacyand
purportconsisted totallyin their being recited in the proper mannerand
in the proper order. _This was the idea of Svaranukramani,
Varpanukramani and Sabdanukramani. Thus, even the type of
understanding exemplified by the Nirukta was not followed for almost a
thousand years, if not more, let alone was there any attempt at an
understanding of the Sarhhita texts, mantraby mantra, as would normally
have been expectedin the tradition. This certainly requiresan explanation
even though it has hardly struck anyone as requiring one. Professor
Dandekar is, of course, an exception and we shall refer to him later.

Perhaps, this stunning absence of any attempt at understanding basic
Vedic texts derived from the fact that the Vedic corpus itself underwent
aradical transformation as the texts known as the Upanisads developed
outofit. These texts, though generally regarded as an integral part of the
Veda display an attitude which is indicative of a self-conscious attempt on
their part to distance themselves from it. Narada, in the well-known story
thatoccursin the Chandogya Upanisadmentions the four Vedasasincluded
in all the branches of knowledge that he had mastered and had yet
remained dissatistied with all that was contained in it. The Upanisads
thus replaced the mantra texts of the Samhitas for those who wanted to
understand their meaning. Thisis clearly evidenced in the Brahma Sutras
which concentrate exclusively on the Upanisads in an attempt at
discovering aunified meaning in them. On the other hand, for those who
were interested in the performance of the sacrifices enjoined in the
Vedas, the Srauta Sutrasand the Mimamsa Sutrasreplaced the mantratexts
exclusively and, to a large extent, even those portions of the texts known
as the Brahmanaswhich dealtwith the performance of theritual. Thusthe
manira portion which constituted the Samhitas became totally irrelevant
for both the votaries of the Mimarisa Sutrasand the Brahma Sutras, except
for the fact that they were to be preserved in their purity to the utmost
possible extent. The so-called Aranyaka portion of the Vedic corpus got
assimilated into the portion known as the Upanisads, justas the Brahmana
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portion wasassimilated into the maniraportion which was supposed to be
required only for the performance of the Vedic sacrifices, the procedure
for performance of which was detailed in the Brahmana texts.

This, perhaps, is the possible explanation for the unbelievable absence
for such along time at any attempt at understanding the Vedic texts even
though the tradition of writing both the bhasyaand the varitkahad aquady
been developed on all the major texts of the tradition right from the time
when Katyayana wrote his vartika on the siitras of Panini. But then the
question arises as to why the mantra portion of the Vedic texts suddenly
became the subject of interpretation from the seventh century onwards.
Something must have happened to trigger this activity which has be(?n
regarded as totally unnecessary for almost a millennium until Saya_na in
the fourtcenth century. His is the only available fully published
commentary on the Vedic Senmhitds that we have with us today, according
to Prof. Dandekar, the most outstanding authority on the Veda of our
time. He writes that it is ‘the only completely published commentary on
the Rgveda’. It should be remembered in this connection that this was a
collective enterprise of the Vijaynagar Empire undertaken by a number
of scholars under the leadership of Sayana, who was perhaps the Prime
Minister of the state, and his brother Madhava. Only then can its
significance be understood asaself-conscious attempt torevive the Ve das
and to make them relevant to the political and cultural conditions of
those times.

It is an amazing phenomenon, that after a neglect of more than a
millennium and a half, there occurs a sustained, self-conscious, collective
attempt at an understanding of the Vedic texts mantra by mantra. The
earliest of such attempts seems to date from the early seventh century Ap.
when a group of scholars attempted to write commentaries on the Veda,

though theyare only partially available now. Most of these commentators
were concentrated at Valabhi in Gujarat which was then the centre ofa
powerful Jain revival where the compilation of the authoritative tezctslof
the Jain tradition wasgoing on. The leader of this groupwasSkandasvamin,
followed by Narayana, Udgita and Madhava. The first three appear to
have collectively written a commentary or Bhasgyaon the Rgveda while the
fourth, that is Madhava, wrote on the Sdémaveda. It is not known whether
this activity was undertaken at the royal behest, or whether it could be
seen as a response to the Jain revival in the same region. '

The Valabhi enterprise seems to have had little Aimpact as there is
hardly any evidence of any renewed interest in Vedic exegetics after it
until almost 300 years later, that is around the tenth century, we have
Venkatamadhavawho wrote a detailed commentary on the Rgveda entitled
the Rgarthadipika of which only portions are available. After him we have
Sadgurusisya in the twelfth century who is supposed to have written a
work entitled Vedarthadipika. 1t is however not clear whether it is a
detailed commentary on the Vedic texts or merely a general elucidation
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of its meaning. There is a difference of opinion about its date.2 After
Sadgurusisya, we have, according to Nilakantha Sastri, Bharatasvamin
who wrote a commentary on the Samaveda and lived during the period
of Hoysala Ramnath (twelfth century). After Bharatasvamin, according
to ‘Dandekar, there occurred Bhatta Govinda whowrote a full commentary
on the Rgveda called Srutivikdsaaround 1311 ap.: though at present, we
have only the commentary on the last eight adhyayas available to us.

Thus, before Sayana who wrote a full length commentary on the
mantra texts, we have only eight or nine commentators if we include
Uvata, who according to Gonda is mentioned by Skandasvamin as a
predecessor (reference to be given). The total number of these does not
even add up to a dozen, and most of these occur only after the tenth
centuryand that too in the south. If we compare thiswith the commentaries
on the sitra literature that we find during this period, the neglect of the
Vedas which were supposed to be the foundation of the whole tradition
would appear even more surprising.

Even after the tenth century, the sitvation does not seem to improve
very much as we have only six commentators up to Sayana, even if we
include Mudgala whose vrtti is sometimes mentioned after Siyana.

The situation after the tenth century may show a slight improvement
if we inciude all those persons who had written on the individual mantras
of the Rgveda, namely, Haradatta (ninth century Ap), Gunavisnu (end of
the eleventh century), Halayudha (ap 1171-1201), Satrughna (ap 1528),
Ramnath Vidyavacaspati (seventeenth century). Besides these we also
findmention of Atmananda (thirteenth century), Ravana (earlyfifteenth
century), Dinakara Bhatta (1575-1640) and Bhattoji Devasvamin,
Hastamalaka (eighth century), Bhatta Bhaskara (eleventh century),
Laksmana (eleventh century), Dhatuskayajvan (twelfth century),
Varadaraja (1600~-1650). If we include all these five persons in the list of
those who are said to have commented on the Rgveda in the first
millennium ap, we then have a total of twelve persons most of them
occurring from the séventh century onwards, while in the second
millennium Ap. we have eighteen up to the seventeenth century. Thus
there is, prima facie, a significant increase in the number of those who
have either fully or partly commented upon the Vedic texts or who are
referred to as having done so. The situation dramatically changes from
the nineteenth century onwards when there is a renewed interest in
Vedic exegetics starting from Dayanand Saraswati in the first half of the
nineteenth century followed by others such as Sri Aurobindo and those
influenced by him, such as Kapali Sastri and Anirvanaji. On the other
hand we have Madhusudana Ojha who seems to have given his
interpretation against the one given by Dayanand. The same is probably
true of Swami Karpatriji. It is interesting to note that all these
interpretations ignore the ritualistic yajfia-centric interpretation of the
Veda and emphasize its non-ritualistic, mystical meaning. The work of
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Sayana and his collaborators remains the pivotal point in the second
millennium Ap which summarizes to a large extent the work of earlier
interpreters and provides the point of controversy for all subsequent
commentators. Itis surprising to note however, that there does not seem
to be a pro-Sayana school of interpretation defending him against the
new interpretation of the Veda. This is in contrast with the continuous
debate that we find between the Advaitic and the non-Advaitic
interpretation of the Upanisads and the Brahima Sutra.

It

The long gap between the Niruktaof Yaskain the fifth centuryscand Uvapa
or Skandasvamin in seventh century ap, however, remains an enigma
which defies any explanation of the normal understanding of the picture
of Indian civilization during this period which was drawn by putting the
Vedic tradition and the tradition deriving directly or indirectly from it at
its centre. In fact, the disappearance of the original Vedic texts from the
centre of sustained attention and interest during this long period has
hardly been noticed. Prof. Dandekar is perhaps the only person who has
highlighted this factand also tried to accountfor it by suggesting possible
reasons which might have led to this situation. He asks, for example, in
his article entitled ‘Commentators of the Rgveda: A Recapitulation’, why
there should have occurred a break of nearly 1100-1200 years between
the second and the third stages of the ‘Rgvedic Exegetical tradition’. He
suggests the following possible hypothesis: (1) During this period
somehow, no great urgency or ardour may have been feltinregard to the
understanding of the purport of the Veda or in producing the necessary
literature for that purpose. (2) Conscious efforts towards the popular
propagation of the knowledge of the meaning of the Veda and averting
its secularization. (3) Only the oral tradition of Vedic exegesis was
sponsored during that period. Consequently, no written commentaries
were produced and a few which might have been produced were
presumably lost. But, thisis notan isolated phenomenon. Itisnotasif the
Vedic texts alone did not get the attention they deserved if they were
regarded as the source of the so-called ‘orthodox’ tradition during this
long period. The situation was practically the same in respect to Fhe
Brahma Sutraswhich had summarized the Upanisadic tradition centring
on the knowledge of the Brihmana as we pointed out in our article
‘Vedantain the First Millennium ap." Notonly this, the situation is similar
with marginal differences in respect to the whole tradition _which,
directly or indirectly, considered itself as deriving its aqthorlt}f and
inspiration from the Vedas. We have already pointed out this fact in our
article ‘Indian Philosophy in the First Millennium Ap.’ .

If we take all of these facts together, a clear picture emerges wh_lch
questions at its foundations the total picture that has been built of India’s
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philosophical tradition in the first millennium A, stretching back to the
period from the appearance of the Buddha. This whole period of a
millenium-and-a-half is dominated by the intellectual and spiritual
presence of Buddhism which has either been ignored or presented as a
minor motif in the usual pictures that have been painted until now. The
story has to be changed and drawn in the light of inconvertible factual
evidence that we had amassed in the two earlier articles and in the
presentone. The nihsariga buddhishould have also no preferencesand no
special attachment either to one point of view or the other. It should only
consider the facts as dispassionately and objectively as possible and try to
build a picture based on them. The history and philosophy of India from
500 Bc to 1000 ap has to be totally rewritten placing Buddhism in the
centre and treating it as a chief protagonist as it not only outnumbered
all other schools of philosophy both in quantity and quality but set the
agenda for them by radically refuting the necessity for postulating the
reality of any substance universals or wholesforunderstanding experience,
thus reducing all knowledge to a mental construction behind which
there was onlya succession of discreet disparate self-identical momentary
reals (svalaksanas) or only a void (S#nya) indescribable and un-
characterizable in principle.
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2. Thereappearstobe an inconsistency withregard to the date of Sadgurusisya. While
Gonda places him in the twelfth century, Nilakantha Sastri places him in the
middle of the thirteenth century. Also, while the former refers to his work entitled
Vedarnhadipika the latter does not mention this work at all but mentions that he
commented on the Aitaereya Brahmana and Aramyeka, and Kityayana's
Sarvanukramani. The works on the Mimarsa number around 12 while those on
Nyaya add up to 15, Vaisesika 10, Sarhkhya 11, Vedanta 8, Advaita 14, Jainism 39.
It becomes even more remarkable if we remember that the commentaries on the
sttfra literature begin only from around 100 an; the Nirukia dates back to around
the fifth century Bc.

DISCUSSION AND COMMENTS

Is There Such a Thing as
Self-Consciousness?

Since I have not studied phenomenology, I do not know what exactly is
meant by the expression ‘the relation between consciousness and self-
consciousness and the fact that self-consciousness may be affected by the
way consciousness perceives and apprehends events in the present’.

From the analytical point of view, the picture is quite clear. The word
‘consciousness’ had two uses in everyday life. Firstly, we say a person is
conscious when he uses his sense-organs or thinks or is able to do so, but
we say this in special contexts only, for example, when he is coming out
of a faint, or is on the verge of death. Consciousness is not something
present in perception and yet different from it, or a causal condition for
perception, or a subject which perceives. Consciousness is what we call
perceiving in certain contexts. To say that ‘consciousness perceives
events in the present’ seems to be equivalent to saying that ‘perception
perceives events in the present’. Moreover, the words ‘in the present’
would appear to be an unnecessary specification, since the verb isin the
present tense.

Apart from this sense of experience, consciousness can also mean
knowledge (‘Consciousness’ and ‘awareness’ are synonymous terms and
‘awareness’ too has both these meanings). For example, a person could
be said to be ‘conscious of his superiority’. Consciousness in this sense is
a disposition, not an experience.

Although consciousness, in its first sense, is used synonymously with
experience, the experience or consciousness is always of something and
it is that something which one experiences or is conscious of. This is a
grammatical or logical truth, which tells us a rule about the use of the
words ‘experience’ and ‘consciousness’. When we sce an apple, the
seeing, or consciousness or experience is of the apple; the seeing or
consciousness or experience is not a separate something in the mind,
some primordial mental stuff; there is no such stuff. There is no such
thingas ‘consciousnessof consciousness’, thatis, experience of experience.
Tt is risky to venture into Sartrean exegesis without a careful study of his
work, but Sartre’s talk of ‘consciousness of consciousness’ surely arises
from just such an idle hypostatization, from the mistaken notion that
consclousness is itself a separate mental entity, perhaps on the model of
some inner searchlight (instead of being justaword with functionsin our
language which does not denote a thing).! If it is such a thing, it woulfi
certainly be something of which we are conscious. Consciousness is
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always of something and a mental entity is always something of which we
are conscious and both are grammatical and not empirical remarks. If
they were empirical propositions, we could imagine situations in which
they are wrong, but we cannot, just as we cannot imagine a situation in
which there are less than three feet to a yard.

Asfor self-consciousness, it has of course, an everyday use which we all
know. The philosophic use involves consciousness in the first sense. Self-
consciousness is supposed to be an experiencing of one’s self. Here
again, certain words like ‘self’ (‘myself,‘yourself). ‘I’ and ‘my’, which
perform certain functions in our language, make us look about for a
separate entity which corresponds to them, some subject or owner or
something but this is a case of transferring syntactical elements to the
world. In fact, it is possible to have a subjectless language; for example,
one could say “There are feelings’ instead of ‘I feel’. If one ‘introspects’,
one may convince oneself that one is conscious of one’s self but what
apparently happensin such casesis that one is mistaking some unfamiliar
sensation or imagining for one’s self. Hence, William James’ ‘discovery’
cited by Wittgenstein in the Philosophical Investigationsthat the self consists
mainly of ‘peculiar motions in the head and between the head and
throat’.?

In fact, the concept of ‘introspection’ which is supposed to be the
means of acquainting oneself with one’s self, warrants a closer look. In
everyday usage, it is the adjective ‘introspective’ which is used, not the
noun. It is applied to a person (for example, C.S. Forester’s fictional
hero, Horatio Hornblower) who worries too much about his behaviour
and motives and about the impression he makes on others, that is, to a
person who relates to situations in a particular way. The philosophic use
of the noun ‘introspection’ is utterly different. It means making an
inventory of the contents ‘of one’s mind’ and it is used in contrast to
perception. We are supposed to perceive things in the outer world
through the senses and things in the inner world, that is mental entities
and events, by means of introspection. But any attempt to apply the
concept involves us at once in problems.

Most philosophers would regard Hume's famous exercise, in which he
{(unlike James) fails to discover a self, as an introspective exercise. But
what Hume says is that he cannot catch himself but keeps stumbling ‘on
some particular perception or other, of heat or cold, light or shade, love
or hatred, pain or pleasure’.> (Hume is using ‘perception’ in a non-
technical way, synonymously with ‘awareness’ and not with seeing),
When Hume perceives ‘heat or cold, light or shade’ he is obviously using
hissenses. Asfor ‘love or hatred, pain or pleasure’, itis things in the world
(individuals, objects, situations) that are lovable or hateful, painful or
pleasant. Emotion nouns (love, hatred, etc.) and feeling nouns (pain,
pleasure, etc.) have a role in our language but they do not designate
mental things, modifications of some primordial mental stuff. Wittgenstein
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observes in Zettel: ‘But “Joy” surely designates some inward thing. No.
“Joy” designates nothing at all. Neither any inward nor any outward
thing’.* In other words a person may hear some delightful news and may
react with joy-behaviour but nothing comes into his mind or anywhere
else which the word ‘joy’ could designate; this is a mythical third element
in the situation. Hume may, of course, be referring to painful or pleasant
sensations—a toothache, a tasty morsel of food—in which case he is again
using his senses. As for images, Hume does not mention them but since
they are imagined, they are not entities, nor do we observe them. The
‘innerworld’, ‘introspection’ and ‘mental entities’ (in the sense of things
made up of some special ‘mental stuff’, as opposed to an apple one sees
or a pain one has) are all mirages. .

This raises an important question. What is the nature of the self that
one is supposed to be conscious of? An imagmen;l self would not answer
anyone’s purpose. A self that is sensation, something bodily, would satisfy
few philosophers; William James would appear to be arare exception. In
that case, what is there left to constitute the self?
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Is There Such a Thing as Self-Consciousness?
A Response

(1) The paper, * Is there such a thing as Self-consciouspess’ m.akes.mfo
moves to deny self-consciousness as a phenomenon: (i) the .lmgmstl,c
move that denies the autonomy of the use of the word ‘self-consciousness’;
(ii) the ontological move that denies the r_eali_ty of .self-consgousness as
a phenomenon. Both moves ultimately coincide, since on cither move,
self-consciousness stands condemned. The author says: ‘ .
When we see an apple, the seeing, or CONSCIOUSNESs Or €Xperience 1s
of an apple; the seeing or consciousness or EXpETence 1s Not a separate
something in the mind, some primordial mental stuff; there is no such
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stuff. There is no such thing as ‘consciousness of consciousness’, that is,
experience of experience (p.1).

The ontological move made in this passage is juxtaposed with the
linguistic move as mentioned in the following passage:

Although consciousness, in its first sense, is synonymous with
experience, the experience or consciousness is always of something and
it is that something which one experiences or is conscious of. This is a
grammatical or logical truth, which tells us about a rute about the use of
words ‘experience’ and ‘consciousness’ (p. 1).

(2) Both these moves are based on two sorts of argument now well-
known to students of philosophy: the ontological move is more or less a
Humean one which hasits echo in Russell and James, while the linguistic
move is based on Wittgenstein’s, and also Ryle’s, argument that self-
consciousnessisnotametaphysicalrealityasitisuitimatelya grammatical
fact that we are self-conscious. The author therefore has restated
something familiar, thoughitisveryapt that there is something convincing
in the restatement.

(3) The Humean argument in refuting self-consciousness is rather
hackneyed for the reason that Hume’s bundle theory of selfisinconsistent,
and there is already a presupposed unity of self-consciousness even for
the construction of the self proposed by the Humeans. One must accept
that there is nothing like constructing the self, since it is the self which
attempts to construct itself, and so it already takes for granted that there
is the self that cannot be constructed. Therefore even to say that the self
is a chimera one has to presuppose the self and hence one must give up
the pseudo-talk of denying the self.

Self is a primitive, pre-theoretical concept that is already underlying
our sophisticated logical as well as ontological thought. Hence itisalmost
impossible to deny that there is self-consciousness. Every bit of
consciousness is logically associated with self-consciousness. Of course,
consciousness and self-consciousness cannot be mysterious ontological
entities to be discovered through introspection. It is enough that we are
aware of the fact that we are conscious of the world. This consciousness
of the consciousness is a fact of the matter that cannot be denied without
self-inconsistency.

(4) The grammatical argument propounded by Wittgenstein does not
have a Humean ring precisely for the reason that it aims at demystifying
self-consciousness rather than at denying it. Wittgenstein writes:

Is my being conscious a fact of experience?—But doesn’t one say that
human being have consciousnessand that trees, or stones do not?—What
could it be if it were otherwise—Would human beings all be
unconscious>—No. Not in the ordinary sense of the word. But, I, for
instance, should not have consciousness—as I now in fact have it
(Philosophical Investigations, sec. 418).

Further he says:
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Say to yourself, for example, ‘The children over there are mere
automata; all their loveliness is mere automatism’. And you will either
find these words become meaningless; or you will prodace in yourself
some kind of uncanny feeling, or something of the sort (Jbid. sec. 429).

These passages are sufficient to show that the grammatical argument
has nothing in it to suggest that self-consciousness is a chimera. If there
were in fact no self-consciousness, it would be impossible to understarid
human beings.

To say that there is no self-conscious human being is to say the absurd
because it is ungrammatical to say that ‘I am unconscious’. I can make
none of the statements like ‘I doubt if I am conscious’ or ‘I can infer that
I have a self’. These statements are ungrammatical because they deny the
obvious, that is, because they deny the necessary facts of life.

(5) Itis not the case that the idea of ‘consciousness of consciousness’
is an idle hypostatization as claimed by the author for the reason that,
logically speaking, if there is consciousness, then there must be
consciousness of consciousness. There is second-order consciousness for
every first-order consciousness. Consciousness isnota mysterious stuffin
the mind; it is the very form of human life. Therefore itis not a ‘mistaken
notion’ (p. 2} that we have consciousness; rather it is impossible to
imagine what human life could have been without consciousness.

Now the question whether consciousness is a ‘separate mental entity’

(p. 2) or not raises a fundamental issue. It cannot be denied that

consciousness is logically distinct from anything that is not conscious.
Thus consciousness is an autonomous reality so far as its logical
conceivability is concerned. Its ontological locusin the human body does
not deny that it is something different from the body. As long as we do
not identify the body with the mind or consciousness, it remains an open
question whether consciousness is a separate mental entity or not.

The author hasa pointin saying thatsuch statements as ‘Consciousness
is of something’ and ‘A mental entity is always something of which we are
conscious’ are grammatical and not empirical remarks (p. 2). But from
this it does not follow that consciousness is not ontologically real or that
it is a ‘case of transferring the syntactical elements to the world’ (p. 2).
The syntactical way of representing consciousness does not rule out the
ontological reality of consciousness, unless one retainsarigid distinction
between language and reality. The question of transfer of consciousness
from language to the world does not arise since the consciousness
manifested in language is the stuff belonging to reality, that is, to the self.

(6) The idea of the subject is vital for understanding the ontological
reality of consciousness. Itis the subject that is the locus of consciousness
and not any material body. Therefore the human subject is capable of
developing a language that represents thoughts and feelings. Ifthisisa
matter of common acceptance, then it is an unnecessary and idle
metaphysical speculation that there is a ‘subjectless language’. It is
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meaningless to say that there is thinking but there is no thinker or the
‘I". Similarly, itis absurd to say that there are feelings but there is nobody
who has them, thus implying that they are as it were hanging in the air.
Whatis troublesome isnot the word ‘I’ in language, but the unwarranted
metaphysical speculations growing around it. If the analytic thinkers
_have sometimes talked about the subjectless language and knowledge, it
isnot because they do not accept the grammatical use of ‘I’, but because
they are wary of the possible and actual metaphysical implications
follgwing therefrom. There is nothing, however, to suggest that the
subject as an ontological category is abolished. The logical subject or the
self cannotbe treated on a par with the things we talk about in the world.
There is ontologically something very distinct about the subject (Cf.
Philosophical Investigations, sec. 398).

(7) The author has done well to bring into focus the logical or
grammatical nature of the subject or self, but has failed to see that the
grammatical position of the self is not independent of its ontological
reality. He has presupposed that what is only grammatically true must be
ontologically false. That drives him to suggest that consciousness and
self-consciousness are illusory as phenomena, though they have a
grammatical sanction in language. But what can a grammatical sanction
amount to if it does not have an ontological backing? That is why I argue

that consciousness is not a mere grammatical phenomenon but a reality
as such.

Department of Philosophy, University of Hyderabad, R.C. PRADHAN.
Hyderabad

The Concept of Akaryajiiana in
Navya:Nyaya: Some Reflections

A few interesting philosophical problems have been raised by Professor
Lathin connection with the concept of ahdryajiianain Navya Nyaya ( JICPR,
Vol. XIII, No. 1). As the problems are very much cogent, interesting and
thought-provoking, an effort has been made to illuminate these logically
from the purview of Navya Nyiya.

A problem of how one can think of ‘knowledge produced through
desire’ (icchajanyajfidna) has been raised (p. 174). A solution to this
problem may be offered in the following way. Let us look towards the
exact nature of aharyajiiana. The knowledge which is produced out of
one’s own desire at the time when there is the contradictory knowledge
is call.ed aharyajiiana. (Virodhijiana-kalinecchaprayojyajiianatvam
aharyajianatvamor ‘Vadhakalinecchajanyam jianam).! The word ‘dhd?yci’
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means ‘artificial’, which is found in the Bhatiikavya where the ladies are
described as d@haryasobharahitairamayail® (that is, free from artificial
beauty). From this, it follows that theword endhdryameans ‘natural’ which
is expressed by the term ‘amayaik . When we talk of ahdryeknowledge,
it has to be taken as an artificial knowledge on account of the fact that
between two objects an object is defiberately thought as otherwise in spite
of knowing the distinct character or real nature of these two objects. In
these cases one’s desire of thinking an object as otherwise acts as an
instrument (icch@janya) . Itis to be borne in mind that the Navya Naiyayikas
have given much importance on vivaksa (that is, will to say). Let us put
forth some cases where we find a knowledge produced through the
instrumentality of desire (icch@janyajiana). One is allowed to say sthal
pacati (he cooks with clay-pot) with the nominative case-ending to the pot
instead of the eorrect expression ‘sthalyé pacati, with the instrumental
case-ending with the word stha& if one so desires.

Apart from these there are a few cases where we find knowledge
attained through the instrumentality of desire (icch@janya) as in the case
of paksata. If someone bears a strong desire to infer (sisadhayisa), he can
infer in spite of having siddhi. (*sisadhayisasattve numitirbhavatyeva’®). Itis
permissible as the Naiyayikas believe in the theory of pramanasamplava
(that is, capability of applying various pramanas) to ascertain an object.
According to this theory, ‘fire’ which is perceived can be inferred if
someone so desires. That a cloth is completely different from a jar is
completely known from the perception and hence there is not at all any
necessity to infer a cloth as distinct from a jar. In spite of this one isfound
to infer: ‘It (that s, a cloth) is endowed with the mutual absence of ajar,
asit has got clothness’ (ghatanyonyabhavavan patatvat). All these cases are
supportable as an individual desires to do so and hence the role of
icchdjanyatva in the attainment of knowledge cannot be denied. But it
should be clearly borne in mind that all icchdjanyo—inferences or
knowledges—are not @hérya. The icchajanya-jianaas found in the-case of
ripaka and tarka are the instances of aharyajnana. From the
abovementioned cases it is proved that desire may act as the instrument
of knowledge which is called icchdjanyaniana.

Another problem has been raised how the concept of aharyajfianacan
be accommodated in Nygyaas the sentence conveying such cognition has
no yogyatd (p. 176). It may seem strange to us as to why such artificial
nature of knowledge is at ali essentialin the contextof ny@ya. Though there
is no direct resul of the deliberation of such artificial knowledge due to
not having semantic competency (yogyata), it plays agreatrole in pointing
out the exact nature of an object indirectly.

The importance of accepting ahdryajiiana can be realized easily if we
ponder over the importance of farka as a philosophical method. Tarkais
nothing butan aharyajiana, which s evidenced from the definition given
in the Nilakanthaprakasika on Dipika ‘Aharyavydpyavatiabhramajanya
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aharyavyapakavattabhramastarkak’®. That is, tarka is an imposed (aharya)
erroneous cognition of the existence of a pervader (vyapaka) which is
produced by another imposed erroneous cognition of the existence of
a vydpya. If the knowledge in the form— There is fire in the lake’ (hrado
vahniman) is produced out of one’s desire at the time where there is the
awareness of the contradictory knowledge in the form—'there is the
absence of fire in the lake’ (hrado vahnyabhavavan), itis called aharya. In
this case erroneous cognition is deliberate which isnot found in ordinary
illusion.

The main purpose of accepting gharyajfiana is 1o ascertain the true
nature of an object (visayapariSodhaka) and to remove the doubt of
deviation (wyabhicarasamkanivartaka). The aharyajiana existing in the
former type—‘Ifit has no fire, ithas no smoke’ (Yadyam vahniman na syat
tada dhivmavan na syat) ascertains the existence of fire in a particular
locus. In the same way, the Navya Naiyayikas have accepted another form
of tarkawhich is also @haryain order to eliminate one’s doubt of deviation
(vyabhicdrasamka). If someone bears a doubt whether smoke and fire
have an invariable relation or not, thisdeubt of deviation (vyabhicarasamka)
can be dispelled by demonstrating the gharyaknowledge in the form: ‘If
smoke be deviated from fire, it will not be caused by fire’. (dhiimo yads
vahnivyabhicari syat tarhi vahnijanyo na syat). From this it is indirectl%r
proved that as smoke is caused by fire, it will not be deviated from fire.

By virtue of being aharya both the parts—the ground (apadaka) and
consequent (Gpadya) are imaginary or hypothetical. If the first part is
true, the second part would become automatically true. But it is a well-
known fact that the second part is not true in so far as we do not get any
smoke which is not caused by fire. So, the doubt as to the deviation of fire
with smoke can be removed by applying the tarka in the form of ghdrya.
It, being a kind of mental construction, is useful for removing doubt and
henceitbecomes promoter to pramanas. This gharyacognitionis otherwise
called anistdpattior anistaprasanga, thatis, introduction of the undesired
through which the desired one is established. This imposition of the
undesired is of two types: the rejection of the established fact and the
acceptance of the non-cstablished object (Syadanistam dvividham smriam
pramanikaparitydgastathetaraparigrahah). If there is an gharyajfiana in the
form—‘water cannot quench thirst’, there would arise an objection—°If
it is so, no thirsty people should drink water’. It is known from our
experience that water is capable of quenching thirst, which is denied
here and hence it comes under the first type of anisfa.

Ifitis said that water causes burning, there would arise objectionin the
form—'If it is so, the drinking of water would cause a burning sensation.’
The burning sensation from water is not an established fact, which is
admitted here and hence it belongs to the second type of anista. We often
take recourse to aharyajianaeven in our day-to-day debate. Ifan opponent
says to a Naiyayika that self is non-eternal (anifya), he may first agree with
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what the opponent says in the following manner—'O.K., initially I agree
with you that self is non-eternal’. This agreement for the time being is
aharyaand the next step in the form—‘If self were non-eternal in nature,
there would not have been the enjoyment of karma, rebirth or liberation
due to the destruction of the self” is also @hdryawhich indirectly points to
the eternality of self. In the same way, various expressions like ‘If I were
a bird, I would have flown from one place to another’, ‘If you were a
firmament, I would have stretched mywingslike a crane’ (which reminds
me of a Bengali song— Tumi akas yadi hate ami balakar mato pakha meltam)
can be included under @haryajiiana.

The accommodation of aharyajiiana in Navya Nyidya is primarily to
promote an indirect method through which truth is ascertained. In the
indirect proof in symbolic logic the negation of the conclusion is
deliberately taken which is also an aharya and from this it is shown that,
if this is taken as a conclusion, it will lead to some contradiction or
absurdity. If the negation of P which is originally a conclusion is taken as
a conclusion of aharya-type and proved it as contradictory or absurd, it
will automaticallyfollow that the original conclusion, thatis, P (anahdrya)
is true. This method is also called the method of proof by reductio ad .
absurdum.b _

In metaphorical expressions such aharyajiana bears a completely
different import. Rupakaremains in the representation of the subject of
description which is not concealed, as identified with another well
known standard (riipakam rapitaropad visaye nirapahnave).” In the famous
case of rupaka—mukhacandrathe upameyais ‘face’ whichisidentified with
‘moon’. In this case, the distinction between these is not concealed in
spite of having excessive similarity, Though the difference between them
is not concealed yet there is the ascription of the identification between
two objects (atisamyat anapahnuiabhedayoh upamanopameyayoh
abhedaropah). In spite of knowing the distinction between upamana and
upameya, there is the hypothetical ascription of identity deliberately
which is also an @harya.®

From the above discussions, itis known to us that the accommodation
of the aharyajiiana presupposes some intention of an individual. In the
case of metaphor, ahdryatva is taken recourse to in order to show the
extreme similarities between two objects. In the same way, akaryajiianais
accepted by the logicians to ascertain the real nature of an object
indirectly. Hence ahdryajiianacan be utilized as an accessoryto a pramana
(pramananugrahakaripena) . Though the semantic competency (yogyata),
the criterion of the meaningfulness of a sentence, is not found in the
sentences conveying dhdryajiana, meaning of such sentences is easily
understood by others. Had these been not understood at al}, the absence
of yogyata cannot also be known. Moreover, as there is semantic
incompetency, a search for other indirect or secondary meaning is
permissible. As there is the absence of yogyata in the expressions like
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mukhacandra and ‘If [ were a bird, I would have flown’, etc., a thorough
search for indirect meanings like extreme similarity (atisamya) between
face and moon, the absurdity of describing a man as bird, etc. have to be
ascertained. It is to be kept in mind that the semantic competency is
essential only in the case of direct meaning ($akyartha) but not in
implicative or suggestive meaning (laksydrtha or vyangyartha) . In fact, an
implicative or suggestive meaning is looked forif there is the incompetency
among the words (mukhydrthavadhe). Hence the semantic incompetency
paves way to the indirect meaning as found in the expressions like ‘I am
building castles in the air’, etc. Following the same line it can be said that
ahdryajiana can communicate something to us indirectly in spite of not
having the said competency.

Professor Lath further adds: can we speak of dharyajfiana existing in
the pure music of rdgas, pure dance or abstract paintings that are new
worlds created through imagination? In response to this, the following
suggestions can be made. Though aharyajfianais a productofimagination,
all imaginations cannot be taken as @haryajfiana. The imaginary ideas as
found in the fanciful stories or fairy tales, etc., are not ahdrya. Some
imagination is created out of one’s own will (icchaprayojya) at the time
when one is conscious of the contradictory knowledge
(virodhijfianakalina). In spite of being conscious of the fact that fire
cannotstay in the lake, we imagine that the lake has fire out of our strong
will. It is the case of Gharya as already mentioned. In the case of pure

music, dance and abstract paintings, we are notaware of the contradictory.~

knowledge (virodhijfiana) through which the imaginary states are sublated
(vadhita). Though these are the cases of imagination having the
characteristic of icchaprayojyatva, or icch@janyatua, they are not Gharyajiiana
due to the lack of the other characteristic, that is, virodhiffianakalinatva
or vadhakalinatva. In the case of dharyajiianaboth the characteristic should
be taken as adjuncts of imaginations. An imaginary cognition associated
with icchaprayojyatva or icchGjanyatva and virodhiffianakdlinatva is called
aharya. Due to the absence of the second characteristic the charge of
avyapti of the definition of aharyajiiana to the pure music, etc., does not
stand on logic.

[l am very grateft}l to Professor Hemanta Kumar Ganguly, retired Professor of Sanskrit,
Jadfivpur Universityand Dr (Mrs) Nandita Bandyopadhyaya, Reader in Sanskrit, Jadavpur
University, Calcutta, for their kind help and encouragement while writing this paper.]

NOTES AND REFERENCES

1. Nyayakosa, Mahamahopadhyaya BhimacaryaJhalkikar (ed.), Bhandarkar Oriental
Research Institute, Pune, 1928, p. 136.

2. Bhattikqiya 2/14.

3. Siddhanlamukiavali on verse no. 70.

Discussion and Comments 93

B

Nilakanthaprakasika on Dipikg on Tarkasamgraha, p. 376, edited by Satkari Sharma

Bangiya, with seven commentaries, Chowkhamba, 1976.

Tattvacintdmani (Anuminakhanda), Gangesa, Vyaptigrahopayah chapter.
 Symbolic Logic (4th ed.}, Irving M. Copi, Macmillan, London, 1973, p. 53.

Sahityadarpana, Chapter X, edited by Haridas Siddhantavagisa, p. 620, 1875(B.5).

Kusumapratima on Sahityadarpana, Chapter X, edited by Haridis Siddhantavagisa,

1875(B.S.), p. 621.

e B

Department of Philosophy, University of North Bengal, = RAGRUNATH GHOSH
Darjeeling

The Intentionality of the Mental Reference

In the paper, ‘The Intentionality of the Mental Reference’,! Shashi Motilal
argues against the specificity of the mental reference and emphasizes the
linguistic reference. The author feels that the process of identifying the
referent in the case of mental reference through the intentional content
is controversial. However, according to the author, the whole process
that is involved in identifying referent is essentially linguistic activity. In
this way, the main contention of the paper is as follows:

(1) There is a necessary relation between thought and language
without any structural gap.

(2) Intentionality does not have any role in singling out the referent
so far as its intrinsic relationship with mental states is concerned. Rather,
its basic feature reveals only through linguistic expression or speech-act.
And, it is through the ‘descriptive content’ that the particular referent
can be singled out.

(3) ‘Linguistic concepts’ are the primary ingredients for both the
referentiality of the expression and understanding of the phenomena.
Building up of the linguistic concept is mainly an ‘essentially linguistic
act.’? And the developed conceptis acquired through the use of language.
Theyare logically correlated and function within the unified framework.?
And the complete unification of these concepts builds up a ‘conceptual
scheme’.

Takingall these pointsinto account, Motilal refutes those who advocate
the primacy of intentionality, and especially Searle, who strongly holds
the view that the intentionality of the linguistic representation of
intentional states is derived from intentional states in the mind.

My response is basically to defend Searle’s position and to point out
how Motilal has arrived at the conclusion without considering the core
aspects of the Searlean thesis. It is difficult to play down the importance
of the Searlean concept of intentionalityas the basic feature of the mental.
Intentionality, for Searle, not only helps to explain the structure of the
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mental states but also discloses the triangular relationship between
mind, language and the world. At the same time, I would like to focus on
the Searlean conception of directedness of mind to the world and vice
versa. Mind is basically directed towards the world as man lives in the
world. However, it is not the case that the dynamic and multifarious
participation of the agent putsless emphasis on the language. Rather, the
entire notion of representation of mental states or intentional states reveals
that the agentisnecessarilya ‘language-centric conscious being’.% Searle,
moreover, talksabout the variousintrinsic features of the mental including
intentionality, thatis, the features which distinguish the mental from the
non-mental. For Searle, the mental and the physical are nonetheless
intimately related. There is thus an intimate relationship between
neurobiology and semantics. Hence, his programme is to highlight
particularly the illoccutionary aspects of assertions and what goes on
behind them.?

Nowitis our primary concern to understand the realm of the ontology
of the mental we are talking about in our linguistic analysis. Itis true that
the whole enterprise of representation and communication not only
takes place through language but also presupposes thoughts. The
representation basically reveals the structural relationship between
Janguage and thought. As Wittgenstein rightly says, ‘The thought is
already complete at the beginning of the sentence. How can we know
that?—But the intention of uttering the thought may already exist before
the word has been said. For if you ask someone: ‘Do you know what you
mean to say? He will often say yes’.% That is to say the structure of thought
contains all the essential ingredients, such as the syntactical and the
semantical features. It can be asked whether thoughts include the whole
domain of the mental phenomena or thought would be considered as
one of the mental phenomena. Furthermore, it is necessary to make the

_distinction between states, events and processesin the realm of the mental.
A ‘state’ is either a completed process or not a process at all. Whereas a
‘process’ includes some state or states. So a process can be termed as state-
in-action. But one can very well make out a singular thought as
distinguished from a complex thought. A piece of thought need not
always be in the process. In that sense, it may not be called action. It is a
state of mind having desire, belief, intention, etc. It is not necessarily the
case that desire and intention will always co-exist in a state of mind. But
so far as the representation of intentional states or mental states is
concerned, Searle will not go against the representation of thought.
More precisely, those who advocate that linguistic representation is the
representation of thought, mainly emphasize the feature of directedness
-or aboutness which belongs to the language as well as thought.” Searle’s
characterization of ‘representation’ is certainly different from Fodor’s
and Dennett’s who advocate that intentional states or mental states can
be syntactically represented. Quite opposite to this, Searle advocates the
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primacy of mental representation by showing that each intentional state
will have ‘propositional content’ and ‘psychological mode’. And in both
the cases it refers to the direction of fit and the condition of satisfaction
respectively.? Thus the legitimacy of mental states cannot be questioned
both within the gamut of thoughts and linguistic concepts.

Let me be very specific about the issues to be raised in this discussion
now. Iwould like to discuss four important points in this regard in order
toshowintentionalityis deeplyrooted in the study of mental phenomena.
They are (i) linguistic parallelism between the intentional states and its
representations; (ii) the two aspects of representations; (iii) knowability
of objects; linguistic concepts vs. linguistic categories; (iv) the autonomy
of mental states and the connective principle.

LINGUISTIC PARALLELISM

By linguistic parallelism we mean the structural sameness of both
thought and its expression which includes syntactical and semantical
aspects. If thoughts and intentional states are considered as the prior
forms of the expression and representation respectively, then directedness
is salient to mental in mental reference as advocated by Motilal. Searle
himself has advocated this parallelism between mental and linguistic
reference to illustrate this point. If I say that, ‘My son is arriving today’;
this expression definitely contains various mental states such as, believe
that myson will reach today’, ‘I desirethat he should reach here safely’ and
soon. If thatis the case, then am I not referring to my son in thinking about
him. And Motilal also agrees on this point that, ‘thinking aboutan object
we are in certain relation with the object.’® I think Motilal also shares the
similar view with Searle that there is intentionality involved in mental
reference. And we do make the difference between thinking of something
and expressing it in language, because thinking and speaking are not the

same.

THE TWO ASPECTS OF REPRESENTATION

As we have already mentioned, the very act of representation of an
intentional state, according to Searle, includes two essential features.
They are, propositional content and psychological mode. The
propositional content refers to the object whereas the psychological
mode dealswith the condition of satisfaction. The whole endeavour of Searle
in his later works is to provide an internal logical structure for
performatives. In the speech-acis representation it is essential for the
agent to recognize the psychological mode because the very act of
formulating an intentional state and representing it results in the
conditions of satisfaction. It is in this connection that directednessis from
world-to-mind. For instance, as a management trainee one is taught how
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to motivate and deal professionally with costumers. But learning how to
doa t_h}ﬂg is different from developing one’s own skill. Can we tell now
acquiring such a skill is a ‘linguistic concept’? Then the question arises
what sort of linguistic content is it? However, it is clear that the whole
conception of designing or formulating the intentional states and
representing them presupposes intentionality.

KNOWABILITY OF OBJECTS: LINGUISTIC CONCEPTS VS LINGUISTIC. CATEGORIES

Motilalstrongly argues for the legitimacy of acquiring the linguistic concept
as the capacity to know an object is ‘essentially a linguistic act’. To quote,

Topossess aconcept completelyis to know the correctuse of the concept
expression in a language, and to know the correct use of a concept word
in a language is to know its meaning in that language. Thus, to know a
concept completely is to understand the meaning of the corresponding
concept word. To understand the meaning of a concept word is to know
what it stands for, and to know the various logical relations the concept
of the words bears to the other concept words in the language, '® whereas
for Searle, the linguistic categories for the experience of the world,!! are
mvplved in consciousness. Moreover, there are certain other features
which enable us to know the objects. Theyare, structuredness, perception
as, t.h'e aspectual shape of intentionality, categoriés, and the aspect of
familiarity, etc.'? But in the case of Motilal, it is certainly difficult to
understand how much linguisticthe conceptsare. Itis precisely because, as
the author says, ‘Itis possible to recognize an object fallunder (linguist,ic)
concept even though Idonotspeak or think that. Such acts are linguistic
even though they do not involve the production and use of words.”!?

Searle’s notion of ‘linguistic categories’ are unproblematic in the

sense that they function within the framework of the network of intentional
states. And intentional states are essentially linguistic.

THE AUTONOMY OF INTENTIONAL STATES AND CONNECTIVE PRINCIPLE

I thing that the major problem according to Motilal, lies in this point:
‘can there be a contingent relation between mind and language?’ And
language being an essential element of understanding and expressior;
cannot be derived from the intentionality of the mental states, as a result
of which it creates a less philosophical interest for Motilal.!* This answer
needs to focus on the distinction and the interconnection between the
autonomy of intentional states and the connective principle of the
background in Searle’s programme. Hence, itis important to understand
the nature and function of the background thoroughly. Moreover, it can
be said that the nature of the background is such that it is non-
representational and non-intentional.'’ The capacity of representation is
partly biological and partly social or ‘linguistic’. It is the biological aspect

Discussion and Comments 97

of the background which is responsible much for the emergence of the
mental states and for making the mental states into intentional states.
The notion of representation and conditions of satisfaction arise at the
level of the network of intentional states. If one says language is derived
fromintentional states, what is wrong in it? Because the intentional states
contain both syntactic and semantic contents. Hence, there isanecessary
relation between the ‘linguistic representations’ and intentional states.
However, Searle also maintains the view that, *. . . all representations
whether in language, thought or experience only succeed in given set of
non-representational capacities that are not themselves intentional.’!®
As far as the interrelationship and the transformation of mental states to
intentional states are concerned, Searle emphasizes the structural features
of neurobiology of the brain process. This causal relationship is intrinsic
and potentially presentin the brain processwhich servesas the connective
principle between the unconsciousmental statesand consciousintentional
states.|” Moreover, Searle suggests that learning a rule or ‘concept word’
(that Motilal is talking about) and its use is an intentional process or
intention-in-action. Though it seems to us that we follow a rule
unconsciously, the whole explanation of rule in case of describing our
behaviour is nothing but giving a ‘intentional-causal’ explanation. Searle
clearly makes the distinction between how a Eerson is rule-guided or rule-
governed and how the rule is being described.!

Thus, I strongly feel that the notion of intentionality of the mental
states can neither be simply denied nor can it be lightly taken into
consideration. Rather, it is deeply rooted as the intrinsic feature of
consciousness and helps us in revealing the internal structure of the
mental states. Sear]’s theorization of Intentionalityis a novel contribution
to both philosophy of language and philosophy of mind.
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University of Hyderabad Ranjan K. PANDA

Two Dogmas of the Bhagavadgita

The purpose of this paper is to present a critical analysis of the following
two dogmas of the Bhagavadgita and to show that the Bhagavadgitd does
not, and cannot, maintain both the dogmas consistently within its own
framework of philosophy.

Dogma 1
A desireful action, an action done with or prompted by desire for
the fruit of action, causes bondage.!

Dogma 2
A desireless action, an action done without or not prompted by any
desire for the fruit of action, causes freedom.?

It is quite obvious from the dogma of bondage, that is, the dogma 1 that
the Bhagavadgita does not logically rest its notion of bondage on the
notion of desireless action. It rests its notion of bondage on the notion
of desireful action, an action which is done with desire for the fruit of
action. It is also quite obvious from the dogma of freedom, that is, the
dogma 2 that the Bhagavadgitadoes notlogically rest its notion of freedom
on the notion of desireful action. It rests its notion of freedom on the
notion of desireless action, an action which is done without any desire for
the fruit of action, and the notion of desireless action is conceptually
different from the notion of desireful action. Not only this, it is also quite
obvious from the assertions of the dogmas 1 and 2 that the Bhagavadgita
does not logically rest its dichotomy of bondage and freedom on the
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dichotomy of action and inaction or non-action. It rests its dichotomy of
bondage and freedom on the dichotomy of desireful and desireless
action; and the dichotomy of desireful and desireless action logically
rests on the dichotomy of presence and absence of an elementof desire
for the fruit of action. The notion of desireful action conceptually
involves in its meaning the notion of attachment for the fruit of action.
To do an action in a desireful manner means to have an attachment for
what the action is going to produce. While the notion of desirelessaction
conceptually involves in its meaning the notion of non-attachment for
the fruit of action, to do an action in desireless manner means to have no
attachment for what the action is going to produce. The notion of non-
attachmentinvolvesin its meaning the notion of indifference or neutrality
about the possible consequences which the doer of action thinks the
action would be bringing about ifit is done. And to say this is not to say
that the notion of non-attachment action involves in its meaning the
renunciation of action. The notion of renunciation of action consists in
the abandonment or giving up of action which is equivalent to inaction
(naiskarmya) which the Bhagavadgitadoesnotadvocate. The Bhagavadgita
advocates the philosophy of action. If it were the case, the Lord Krsna
would not have taught Arjuna the philosophy of karmayoga because the
philosophy of karmayoga consists in the practice of the philosophy of non-
attachment ( nisk@ma karma); he would have taught him to follow the path
of non-action (akarma) or renunciation of action which he did not do.
Instead of this he taughthim to follow the philosophy of renunciation in
action which is conceptually quite different from the philosophy of
renunciation of action. Itis for thisreason I say that the Bhagavadgitadoes
not rest its dichotomy of bondage and freedom on the dichotomy of
action and non-action or inaction. It rests its dichotomy of bondage and
freedom on the dichotomy of desireful and desireless actions in the
explained sense of the term. And to say this does not amount to saying
that the Bhagavadgitarests its dichotomy of bondage and freedom on the
notion of action. Because the notion of action is conceptually different
from the notions of desireful and desireless action. Desireful and desireless
actions are two different sub-classes of a class of actions and the notion
of sub-class of a class of actions is conceptually different from the notion
of a class of actions. But to say this, however, does not mean that they are
not logically connected. They are logicallywell connected in asignificant
way. Theirrelation is a relation of genus and species. And this s perfectly
quite possible because relatedness is not opposed to distinctness. That is
the reason why any two concepts which are conceptually distinct can also
be related to each other in asignificant way and yetwhat holdsin one case
may not hold in another case. Since desireful and desireless actions are
two distinct sub-classes of a class of actions, to identify desireful action
with either desireless action or action is to commit a self-contradictory
mistake. Here one might say that the distinction which 1 have drawn
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between action on the one hand, and between desireless and desireful
action on the other, is not justified because I have already assumed, for
action in order to be voluntary human action has to be either of these two
kinds and these two kinds alone. If something is an action, then it has to
be either one of these, just as if something is coloured, it has to be either
blue or green or yellow or. . . . There is no doubt in it that if something
is an action, then from this it does follow that it has to be either desireful
action or desireless action, just as if something is coloured, it has to be
either blue or green or yellow or. . . . But this does not prove the thesis
that there is no significant. distinction between action on the one hand,
and between desireless and desireful action on the other. What it proves
is this that they are logically well connected. Their relation is a relation
of entailment. And to say this is not to say that there is no significant
distinction between them. So to say that one concept entails another is
not to say that they are not distinct from each other. It only means that
they are logically well connected. If this view of mine is correct, which I
thinkitis, then to say that the Bhagavadgitrestsits dichotomy of bondage
and freedom on the dichotomy of desireful and desireless action is not
to say that the Bhagavadgita rests its dichotomy of bondage and freedom
on the notion of action. But when I say this it does not mean that there
is no significant conceptual connection between them. There is a
conceptual connection between them because without action neither
bondage nor freedom on the account of the Bhagavadgrtais possible. For
the Bhagavadgita doing of action is a necessary condition for the
occurrences of bondage and freedom. But it is not a sufficient condition
because it does not guarantee for the occurrences of bondage and
freedom. Action for the Bhagavadgita causes bondage only when we do
it with desire for the fruit of action. But when we do it without any desire
for the fruit of action, the Bhagavadgitd says, it does not cause bondage.

If at all it were the cause, the Bhagavadgita would not have propounded
as it propounds the dogma of 1 and 2 because it goes against them. The

dogma 1 of the Bhagavadgita does not assert that doing of action by itself
causes bondage. It only asserts that doing of action causes bondage when

we do it with desire for the fruit of action. And to say this is not equivalent
to saying that it asserts doing of action by itself causes bondage. What is
true of the dogma 1 is also true of the dogma 2 because the dogma 2 also

doesnotassert that doing of action byitself causes freedom. It onlyasserts

that doing of action causesfreedom when we do itin adetached manner,

that is, without any desire for the fruit of action. And to say this is not to

say that it asserts doing of action by itself causes freedom. It would cause

freedom only if we do not maintain the distinction between action and

desirelessaction and treat them asidentical. But to do thiswould amount

to committing a self-contradictory mistake. Not only this, if we do not

maintain the distinction between action on the one hand and between

desireless and desirefu! action on the other, then we will have to admit
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that one and the same action can cause both bondage and freedom
which the Bhagavadgitadoes notadvocate. Butnonethelessitfollowsifwe
ignore the distinction between them and identify one concept with
another. Above all, the notions of bondage and freedom of the
Bhagavadgitiare two mutuallyincompatible notions. And being mutually
incompatible notions, their distinction cannot logically rest on one and
the same ground, that is, action. But to say this is not to say that they are
notrelated to each other in asignificantway. The notions of bondage and
freedom no doubt are significantly connected with the notion of action.
But to say this is in no way to say that their distinction logically rests on
the notion of action. If we think so, we would be committing a logical
mistake. But in spite of this, ifitis said that doing of action on the account
of the Bhagavadgita does by itself cause bondage, then it causes bondage
no matter in what manner we do it whether we do it with or without any
desire for the fruit of action. Because the ground of bondage does not
change in both the cases. It remains the same. So we cannot say to avoid
the problem that doing of a desireless action cannot cause bondage. We
will have to admit it. If we do not admit it, we are bound to commit a self-
contradictory mistake. Because a desireless action is also done and what
isdone is said to cause bondage which the Bhagavadgitd does notadvocate.
The Bhagavadgitanowhere advocated this view that mere doing of action
causes bondage. What it advocates is this that doing of action causes
bondage only when we do it with desire for the fruit of action and to say
this is not to say that doing of action by itself causes bondage. In fact, the
dogma 1 of the Bhagavadgita does not rest the notion of bondage on the
notion of action at all. It rests the notion of bondage on the notion of
desireful action and the notion of desireful action isnot only conceptually
different from the notion of desireless action but also is conceptually
different from the notion of action. But to say this is not to say that they
themselves are not conceptually connected. They are conceptually
connected and yet there is a significant distinction between them and
what holds in one case does not hold in another case. We cannot say this
that the Bhagavadgita’snotion of desire for the fruit of action is causally
dependent upon the notion of action. Because the notion of desire for
the fruit of action always comes logically prior to the notion of action and
what comes logically prior to cannot be said to be grounded on that
which comes logically after it. This is analytically true. : ,
Whatever I have said so far against that one might say that all the
arguments put forward do not hold good because the Bhagavadgitadoes
not close its discussion of action only these two alternatives which the
dogmas 1 and 2 assert. Italso suggestsat the end of its discussion of action
another alternative, that is, to give up the fruits of all actions to the Lord.
But this line of argument to my mind does not go against the view put
forward. Because the notion of giving up the fruits of all actions to the
Lord does not fall out the domain of non-attachment action in terms of
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which the notion of desireless action the Bhagavadgita explicates. The
notion of non-attachment action conceptually involves in its meaning
the notion of renunciation of the fruit of action and to renounce the fruit
of action means to give up the fruit of action. It does not matter whether
we give up the fruits of action to the Lord or not. What matters in this
regard is giving up the fruits of action. If this be the case, then we cannot
say that the Bhagavadgita’s discussion of action does not close with these
two alternatives alone which the dogmas 1 and 2 assert. So all the
arguments put forward remainsintact. Theystand invalidated only when
we interpret the Bhagavadgita’snotion of non-attachmentaction in terms
of the renunciation of action, but not otherwise. But if we interpret the
Bhagavadgita’s notion of non-attachment action in terms of the renun-
ciation of action, itwould amount to going against its fundamental thesis
of the philosophy of action. So to avoid the problem it is better to admit
that the dichotomy of bondage and freedom of the Bhagavadgitilogically
rests on the dichotomy of desireful and desireless action and the dicho-
tomy of desireful and desireless action rests on the dichotomy of presence
and absence of an element of desire for the fruit of action and noton the
action even though they are conceptually connected to each other.
But then the question arises, why does the Bhagavadgitd say a desireful,
but not a desireless, action bind? Let us try to find out an answer to this
question through the analysis of the Bhagavadgitd’s notion of desire for
the fruit of action itself. When we analyze the Bhagavadgita’s notion of
desire for the fruit of action, we find that there are three elements
involved in it. They are the act of desiring, the desired fruit of action and
the relation of desiring and desired fruit of action. There is no doubt in
it that all these three elements are conceptually distinct from one
another. The act of desiring is conceptually different from the desired
fruit of action and the desired fruit of action is conceptually different
from the relation of desiring and desired fruit of action. Since the act of
desiring is conceptually different from the desired fruit of action and the
desired fruit of action is conceptually different from the relation of
desiring and desired fruit of action, therefore to identify any one of the
elements with either of them is to commit a mistake. But to say this,
however, does not mean that there is no conceptual connection between
them. They are conceptually well connected. But their connectedness is
not opposed to their distinctness, because any two concepts which are
conceptually different can also be related to each other. This is perfectly
quite possible. Let us consider the first alternative. If the Bhagavadgita
says that it is the act of desiring involved in the notion of desire for the
fruit of action which causes bondage, then it causes bondage no matter
what the fruit of action we desire whether we desire our own interest or
the interest of others. This the Bhagavadgita cannot say that the act of
desiring causes bondage only when we desire our own interest but does
notcause bondage when we desire the interest of others. Because in both
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the cases we perform the act of desiring and the act of desiring is said to
cause bondage. So if the act of desiring constitutes a good reason for the
Bhagavadgita to say that it causes bondage when we desire our own
interest, then it also constitutes a good reason at the same time for the
Bhagavadgita to admit that it causes bondage when we desire the interest
of others. If there is some grain of truth in what I have said, then from this
itis also quite clear that the Bhagavadgita cannot say in the same breath
that the act of desiring causes bondage only when we desire for the fruit
of action but does not cause bondage when we desire for action for the
sake of action. Because the ground of bondage in both the cases remains
the same. If the act of desiring causes bondage, then it causes bondage
no matter in what manner we desire whether we desire for the fruit of
action or we desire action for the sake of action. It holds good in both the
ways. This the Bhagavadgiita cannot say that the act of desiring causes
bondage only when our action originates from our desire for the fruit of
action, but does not cause bondage when our action originates from a
sense of duty. Because doing of the action from a sense of duty is also a
kind of motive and it does not fall out the domain of desire and desire is

‘said to be the cause of bondage. But this line of argument goes against

the Bhagavadgita’sview because the Bhagavadgitasays thatwhen we perform
actions for the sake of yajfia,® moksa* and loksangrah,® our actions do not
bind us. Instead of binding they liberate us from all sorts of sufferings
which the Bhagavadgita cannot say without discarding this thesis that itis
the act of desiring which causes bondage. Because if the act of desiring
causes bondage, then it causes bondage no matter what we desire
whether use desire yajfia or moksa or loksangrah or anything else. The
objects of our desire become totally irrelevant in this matter.

Letus consider the second alternative. If the Bhagavadgitasays that the
binding force of action does not spring from our act of desiring but
springs from our desired fruit of action, then the question arises, why is
it so? Why does it spring from some, but not all, types of the desired fruits
of actions. This question the Bhagavadgita cannot answer by referring to
the actual fruit of action because the notion of the actual fruit of action
is conceptually different from the desired fiuit of action. The desired
fruit of action is an intended fruit of action which the doer of action
always conceives before doing the action and thinks that the action would
be bringing about if it is done. And the intended fruit of action may or
may not coincide with the actual fruit of that action. But when the
coincidence between the two exists, it exists not because of the matter of
logic or causality, but because of the matter of fact. Moreover, the desired
fruit of action is the characteristic feature of the mind. It exists onlyin the
mind of the desirer. It is not the characteristic feature of the act. While
the actual fruit of action is the characteristic feature of the act because it
is the causal nature of the act which brings it into effect. And the relation
which exists between the desired and the actual fruit of action is neither
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a relation of causality nor a relation of logic. It is purely a contingent
relation. Since the desired fruit of action always depends upon our act of
desiring and the act of desiring is a characteristic feature of our mind, so
it is perfectly possible for us to control the desired fruit of action by
controlling our mind through the practice of yoga which is not possible
in the case of the actual fruit of action. We cannot control the actual fruit
of action by controlling our action because our action may produce
several kinds of effects which may or may not coincide with that what we
desire to produce through our action. What at the best we can control is
our action which we may or may not do. But once we have done the
action, we have no control over the result of that action. Butwhenever we
control the result of action by controlling our action, we control its
intended but not the actual result of action; and what we intend to
achieve, that we may or may not get it. This is not only logically but also
practically quite possible. So when I say that the intended or the desired
fruit of action is conceptually different from its actual fruit, I do not mean
to say that what is intended cannot be the actual fruit of action. What is
intended can also be the actual fruit of action. But the relation which
exists between them is neither a relation of causality nor a relation of
logic. It is a purely empirical relation which may or may not coincide.
Since the very fact that there always remains a logical gap between the
desired and the actual fruit of action, we cannot validly answer this
question, why does the binding force of action spring from some, butnot
all, types of the desired fruits of actions? On the basis of the actual fruits
of actions. If someone argues on this ground that the desired fruit of
action causes bondage because of being an object of desire, then it causes
bondage no matter what the object we desire whether we desire our own
interest or the interest of others which the Bhagavadgita to my mind does
not advocate. It rather advocates the view that the objects of our desire
do cause bondage when they are the objects of our own interest. But
when the objects of our desire are not the objects of our own interest and
are the objects of the interest of others, they do not cause bondage. They
cause freedom and freedom is opposed to bondage. But here one might
ask this question, why does the Bhagavadgita say that the objects of our
desire do cause bondage when they are the objects of our own interest?
Unfortunately, the Bhagavadgiiadoes nothave any answer to this question.
The Bhagavadgita cannot say even if it wishes to say that the desire for self-
interest by itself causes bondage. If the Bhagavadgita says that the desire
for self-interest by itself causes bondage, then it causes bondage the
moment when we desire for it even before performing of our action. And
if this be the case, then the notion of bondage is purely a matter of
attitude which the Bhagavadgita cannot say because it goes against its
dictum of the dogma 1. The dogma 1 of the Bhagavadgita asserts that the
desired fruit of action causes bondage only when the action is done with
desire forit. And to say this is not to say on the account of the Bhagavadgita
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that the desired fruit of action by itself causes bondage even without
performing of the action. If the Bhagavadgita says to avoid the problem
is the actual but not the desired fruit of action which causes bondage
when the action is done, then it causes bondage not because of the fact
of our desiring or the desired fruit of action but because of the fact of our
doing of the action. If this is so, then desireless actions also cause
bondage because they are done and what is done is said to cause
bondage. But this the Bhagavadgita cannot admit because it goes against
its dogma of bondage and freedom. The dogma of bondage asserts that
our action causes bondage only when we do it with desire for the fruit of
action and doing of action with desire for the fruit of action is conceptually
different from that of mere doing of the action. The dogma of freedom
asserts that our action causes freedom only when we do it without any
desire for the fruit of action. And to say thisis notequivalent to saying that,
itis the actual fruit of action which causes freedom. If at all it is true that
the actual fruit of action causes bondage, then it causes bondage no
matter in what manner we do it whether we do it with or without any
desire for the fruit of action. It causes bondage in both the ways which the

Bhagavadgita does not advocate. This also cannot be said that it is the

actual fruit of action which on the account of the Bhagavadgitacauses our

desired fruit of action. Because the desired fruit of action always comes

logically prior to the actual fruit of action and what comes logically prior
to it cannot be said to be grounded on that what comes logically after it.

Moreover, the relation which exists between them is not a relation of
causality. In fact, when we desire for the fruit of action, we do not desire

the actual fruit of action. Even if we wish, we cannot do it before its

origination. Whatwe desire when we desire is the intended fruit of action

which we conceive before doing of the action and think that our action

would be bringing about if we do it; and the intended fruit of action is

conceptually different from the actual fruit of action.

All the arguments put forward may be refuted by saying that the
Bhagavadgita never advocates this view that it is the act of desiring which
causes bondage, nor does it advocate this view that it is the desired fruit
of action which causes bondage. What the Bhagavadgiia advocates is this
that it is the desire for the fruit of action which causes bondage. And to
say this is not to say that it is the act of desiring which causes bondage; nor
does it mean to say that it is the desired fruit of action which causes
bondage. The notion of desire for the fruit of action conceptually
involves in its meaning a relation of desiring and desired fruit of action;
and the relation of desiring and desired fruit of action is conceptually
different not only from that of the relation of means and end, but also
from that of the relation of cause and effect. The relation of desiring and
desired fruit of action is conceptually different from the relation of
means and end in this sense that because when we desire for the fruit of
action, we do not use our desire as a means to achieve the desired fruit
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of action. But to say this, however, does not mean that our desire for the
fruit of action cannot move us towards the realization of the desired fruit
of action. Our desire for the fruit of action no doubt does move us
towards the realization of the desired fruit of action. But whenever we
desire for the fruit of action, we do not use our desire asa means torealize
the desired fruit of action. The relation of desiring and desired fruit of
action is also conceptually different from that of the relation of cause and
effect in this sense that because when we desire for the fruit of action, we
do not use our desire as a cause to produce the desired fruit of action. If
atall our desire causes something, it causes the actual fruit of action and
the actual fruit of action is conceptually different from that of our desired
fruit of action. Since the notion of desiring is conceptually differentfrom
that of the notion of the desired action, we cannot argue on the basis of
the desired action that when we use it as a means to achieve the desired
end, we use our desire as a means to achieve the desired end. Thereisno
doubt in it that the relation which exists between action and the desired
fruit of action is a relation of means and end when we use the action to
achieve it. But the relation which exists between action and the actual
fruit of action is not a relation of means and end. It is a relation of cause
and effect and the relation of cause and effect is conceptually different

from that of the relation of means and end. Above all, the notions of |

means and end are conceptually connected with the notion of an agency
because it is the agent’s intention which gives the status of something as
a means when we use it to bring about the desired end and the desired
end is that which the agent intends to achieve. While the notions of cause
and effect are not conceptually connected with the notions of any agency
who could be said to be giving the status of something as a cause when we
use it to produce something. When something becomes a cause, it
becomes a cause on the account of its own causal efficacy and not on the
account of our using it. But to say all this, however, does not mean that
a cause cannot be a means; nor does it mean to say that an effect of
something cannot be desired as an end. A cause can be used asa means
toachieve the desired end and effect of an action can be soughtasan end.
All this is perfectly possible because the notions of neans and end do not
conflict with the notions of cause and effect. They are all mutually quite
compatible. But so far as the view of the Bhagavadgita on this matter is
concerned, we find that the Bhagavadgita does not maintain any sharp
distinction between them. But nonetheless the fact remains that we
cannot say that the relation of desiring and desired is identical with the
relation of means and end; nor can we say that it is identical with the
relation of cause and effect.

Let us consider the third alternative. If the Bhagavadgita says thatitis
the relation of desiring and desired fruit of action which causes bondage,
then it causes bondage no matter what the fruit of action we desire
whether we desire our own interest or the interest of others. Not only this,
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if i? is true that it is the relation of desiring and desired fruit of action
which causes bondage, then it causes bondage whether we do action with
desire for the fruit of action or we do it with desire for doing the action
for the sake of action. Because the notion of desire for doing the action
for the sake of action also conceptually involves in its meaning the
.rela.tion of desiring and desired; and the relation of desiring and desired.
issaid to cause bondage. Even if the Bhagavadgitawishes to argue, it cannot
argue on this ground that the notion of desire for doing the action for
the sake of action does not involve in its meaning the relation of desiring
and desired because in it the desired object is not the fruit of action.
Because the relation of desiring and desired does not logically depend
upon the nature of the desired object. It depends upon the nature of the
mind of the desirer. So the relation of desiring and desired does not
change no matter what the object we desire whether we desire action or
the fruit of action of some specific kind. It remains the same in both the
cases. But this line of argument surely the Bhagavadgita cannot accept
mthout discarding the dogma 2 because the dogma 2 asserts that an
action does not cause bondage when it is done with desire for doing the
action for the sake of action. We cannot reconcile both these theses by
saying that the Bhagavadgita’s assertion of the dogma 2 does not
conceptually involve in its meaning an element of desire. Because the
notion of desireless action (niskama karma) of the Bhagavadgiti does not
exclude from its meaning, to my mind, the desire for doing the action for
tht‘:‘ sake of action. What it excludes from its meaning is the desire for
doing the action for the sake of the fruit of action. And to say this is not
tantamount to saying that it excludes from its meaning the desire for
doing the action for the sake of action. In fact, instead of excluding it the
doctrine of niskgma karmaof the Bhagavadgitaadvocatesit. Moreover, the
relation of desiring and desired fruit of action is a purely mental relation
which exists only the mind of the desirer and not outside of his mind. If
it is true that it is the relation of desiring and desired fruit of action of
some specific kind which causes bondage when we do the action from
that point of view, then by controlling our desire for the fruit of action
we should be able to control our bondage which arises out of it. And this
is possible only when we assume that the fruit of action is inseparably
connected without desire and action, otherwise not. But ifwe assume that
the fruit of action is inseparably connected with our desire and action,
then to say that one should perform action would amount to saying, by
way of implication, that one should entertain the hope for the fruit of
action. And this is equivalent to saying that one should perform action
with desire for the fruit of action which the Bhagavadgitadoesnot prescribe.
Not only this, if the fruit of action is inseparably connected with action,
then no matter whether we desire for it or not, it is bound to occur once
the action is done. But if we say that the fruit of action is not inseparately
connected with our desire and action, then no action can give guarantee’
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for its fruit no matter what it is and in what manner we do it whether we
do it with or without any desire for the fruit of action. If this be the case;
then no one can be said to be obligated by the consequences of hisaction.
But if we are not obligated by the consequences of our action, then the
Bhagavadgita cannot say that action when it is done with desire for the
fruitofaction necessarily binds the doer of action to reap the consequences
of his action. This the Bhagavadgiia cannot say that only in the case of the
desired fruit of action the consequences of action necessarily follows
from the action because it goes against its dictum of the dogma 2. The
dogma 2 of the Bhagavadgita asserts that anyone who performs action
without any desire for the fruit of action is necessarily bound to attain
freedom from the bondage of action which the Bhagavadgiia cannot say
with consistency without assuming it that the consequence of action is
inseparably connected with action and every action has its fitting result.
The Bhagavadgita cannot argue on this ground even if it wishes to argue
that doing of desireless action does not cause bondage because in it the
absence of an element of desire for the fruit of action makes the causal
power of action totally ineffective. If the Bhagavadgitd argues, then the
Bhagavadgita cannot say as it claims that the doing of desireless action
causes freedom because even for causing freedom a desireless action
must have a causal power. But if the Bhagavadgita says that a desireless
action does have a causal power to cause freedom, then it cannot say that
the absence of an element of desire for the fruit of action makes the
causal power of action totally ineffective. Whatat the best the Bhagavadgita
can say is this that the absence of an element of desire for the fruit of
action makes the binding causal power of action totally ineffective. And
to say this is not to say that the absence of an element of desire for the fruit
of action makes the causal power of action totally ineffective. Even if we
assume for the sake of argument that the Bhagavadgita snotion of freedom
consists only in the absence of bondage and the absence of bondage
causally follows from the ineffectiveness of action, it does notvalidate the
thesis that the Bhagavadgita’snotion of freedom is not causally connected
with the notion of a desireless action.

In the view of the above discussions, thus, we can say that the
Bhagavadgitd does not maintain nor can it maintain both the dogmas 1
and 2 consistentlywhich it prescribeswithin its own conceptual framework
of philosophy.
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Clouds and Clocks and Red Herrings*

Sir Karl Popper, claimed by many as this century’s greatest and most
versatile philosopher, a ‘thinker’, according to Bernard Levin, ‘whose
influence itis impossible to overestimate’, died towards the end of 1994.
It seems fitting now to re-evaluate his philosophy. I have chosen to do my
little bit towards this end bya critical analysis of an essay called ‘Of Clouds
and Clocks’, which, I believe, is fairly representative of one strand of his
general philosophical position. It is the longest essay in a collection
entitled Objective Knowledge which he published in 19721

Clouds represent ‘physical systerns’ which are ‘highly irregular,
disorderly, and more or less unpredictable’. Clocks represent regular,
orderly and predictable physical systems. If we put clouds on the left and
clocks on the right, many other systems will occupy different placesin the
space between; animals will go to the left and plants to the right; a Rolls
Royce will go very much to the right, a Maruti will go on the left. The solar
system will go very far right. (pp. 207-08)

Popper suggests a cluster of gnats as an example .of a cloudy system.
Individual gnats move ‘in an astonishinglyirregularway’, almostimpossible
to follow or predict, but each keeps returning towards the centre of the
cluster. Similarly, the molecules in a gas cloud keep together by
gravitational forces.

At the extreme right is the Newtonian system. It was thought to have
established that everything that happens in the physical universe is
determined to the last detail by strict laws. Nothing, absolutely nothing,
is undetermined. According to physical determinism, ‘all clouds are
clocks’, and if they don’t seem to be so, it is only due to our ignorance
‘about the defailed interaction’ of the parts that form the whole. The
immense success of the Newtonian theory, says Popper, ‘turned the
physicists” heads’ and ‘anybody who did not embrace this new faith was
held to be an obscurantist’. (pp. 210-12)

The dissenting view was declared by people like Charles Peirce.
Though he believed, writes Popper, ‘that the world was a clock that
worked according to Newtonian laws, he rejected the belief that this
clock, or any other, was perfect, down to the smallest detail’, and he held
that ‘we could not possibly claim to know, from experience, anything
... even faintly approaching that perfection which physical determinists
assumed’, that ‘we were free to conjecture that there was a certain
looseness or imperfection in all clocks’, that this ‘allowed an element of
chanceto enter’ and that ‘the world was not only ruled by strict Newtonian
{aws, but that it was also . . . ruled by laws of chance, or randomness, or
disorder’. The world is ‘an interlocking system of clouds and clocks’'where

*A paper read at a meeting of the Bombay Philosophical Society on 15 March 1996,
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every object ‘would, in its molecular structure, show some degree of
cloudiness’, In short, ‘ allclocks are clouds’.‘With the downfall of classical
physics’, writes Popper, ‘physicists were prepared to abandon physical
gie;erlr;l;nism’, and indeterminism ‘became the ruling fashion’. (pp.

‘I'am an indeterminist’, Popper proudly announces, putting himself-

in the company of 'Peirce, Compton, and most other contemporary
physicists’ (p. 215).

Letus see whether we understand all this about clouds and clocks. Red
herrings will come by and by. By cloudiness Popper seems to want to
mean pure chance or uncaused occurrences, but his examples do not
bear this out. The movements of gnats may be, in some sense, random or
disorderly, but are they uncaused or purposeless? I do not know the
psychology of gnats, but to say they are is to beg the question. Whether,
in microphysics, the quantum jump is really uncaused or whether we
§1mply cannot know its cause is still, I believe, a debatable question of
interpretation. Max Planck, Schrodinger and Einstein ‘hesitated to
abandon determinism’, says Popper, butadds that they ‘were considered
old fogies’ and were ‘mistaken’ (pp. 214-15). I am, of course, not
competentto opine on this matter, butif chance means a quantum jump,
then tosay ‘all clocks are clouds’ is false, because clocks, motor cars or the
solar system do not make quantumn jumps in their functioning,

The references to Peirce seem to suggest that for Peirce, and for
Popper himself, cloudiness simply means inaccuracy or some kind of
imperfection. Even machineswhich are far more accurate than pendulum
clocks can never be, let us grant, a hundred per cent accurate and, since
no law, however well propounded to cover deviations, could possibly
allow for all of them there would always be room for ‘chance’. But
‘chance’, in this sense, does not establish indeterminism, for it simply
means deviation from the desired norm and the norm is set by us. Itis we
who decide, for example, what a perfect motor car should be like (I do
not know if we can even do that ). A clock that loses one minute in a day
is more chancy than one which loses ten seconds. ‘We know’, says
Popper, ‘that even the most reliable clocks are not really perfect", but
adds—significantly-—'this is largely due to factors such as friction’ or
‘chance effects’ (p. 229). Thisis preciselywhat the determinist maintains,
namely, that when things are said to be imperfect or appear to function
in a disorderly manner, this is really due to certain factors or causes
which, even if practically never possible to identify or observe, must be
there. In other words, everything that happens—at least everything in
the macro-universe—has a cause why it happehs the way it does and not
pthenvise. He would say that Popper’s ‘chance effects’ is a contradiction
in terms.

Thre Law of Universal Causation declares what Popper calls
philosophical determinism. Itsays, ‘Everyeventhasa cause’. He dismisses
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it summarily by saying that ‘the terms ‘event’ and ‘cause’ are vague
enough to make the doctrine. .. compatible with physical indeterminism’,
for ‘no measurement can be infinitely precise’ (p. 220). But a lack of
precision in our observations (or, for that matter, a lack of knowledge of
details) is not denied by determinism. Popper sums up his position (so
far) in the following words:

While physical determinism demands complete and infinitely precise
physical predetermination and the absence of any exception
whatever, physical indeterminism asserts no more than that there
are at least some exceptions, here and there, to precise
predetermination (p. 220).

Which really comes to saying that some clocks are clouds, not all. Earlier
he had interpreted physical indeterminism to mean that all clocks are
clouds. (It may be noted that he has surreptitiously pushed in a ‘pre’ as
a prefix to ‘determinism’. This would require further analysis, but let it

ass. Besides, ‘here and there’ is no less vague than ‘event’ and ‘cause’,
if, that is, they are so.)

It must be emphasized that Popper speaks throughout of physical
determinism. He makes a further two-pronged attack on it.

(1) ‘A deterministic physical clockwork mechanism is’, he writes,
‘completely self-contained’, with ‘no room for outside intervention’,
where everything that happens is ‘physically predetermined, including
all our movements’, where our thoughts, feelings, and efforts can have
no practical influence upon what happens in the physical world’ and are
‘mere illusions’ or ‘epiphenomena’ of physical events (p. 217). In his
book, The Freedom of Man, AH. Compton, a famous quantum physicist,
asked, if ‘the atoms of our bodies follow physical laws asimmutable as the
motions of the planets’, is ‘man a free agent? Compton posed a
dilemma: either ‘the feeling of freedom is illusory’ or ‘the laws of physics
were. . . unreliable’. According to Popper, quantum theory rescued
Compton from what Popper calls the ‘nightmare of the physical
determinist’. This theory notonly solved problems in physics for Compton,
but also, says Popper, philosophical ones, especially those ‘connected
with ethics’. (pp. 217-18)

(2) The second prong of Popper’s attack on physical determinism is
that it does not explain what he calls ‘third-world’ entities and ‘third-
world’ activity. The ‘third world’ or what he also calls ‘the universe of
abstract meanings’ comprises

such diverse things as promises, aims, and various kinds of rules,
such as rules of grammar, . . . or of logic, or of chess; . . . such things
as scientific publications, . . . artistic appreciation; and so on, almost
ad infinitum (p. 231).

Theories and arguments also belong to the ‘third world’.
Physical determinism, says Popper, destroys ‘the idea of creativity’. It
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asserts ‘that tl}e whole world . . . is a huge automaton, and that we are
_nothmg but 'httlfz cog-wheels . . . within it’. ‘It reduces to a complete
111us1qn the 1de_a that the preparation, say, of this essay of hisphad
anything more in it than that certain parts of his body put black marks
g;lull);ps;.s{lfl gyfilzlsmgi dgte;mini;m is right, says Popper, any physicist
uld, g the bodies of Mozart or Beeth i
?vorks such as they had written but even those the; ‘vrveonljlgciltagg g’nmtr?
had certain external circumstances of their lives been different: if th.
had eaten lamb, say, instead of chicken, or drunk tea instead of <-:0ffe z
(pp- 222-23) 1 believe that all this is absurd’, says Popper, because °

P_hysmgl determinism is a theory which, if it is true, is not arguable
since it must explain all reactions, including what appear tiu us as,
behefs_ based on arguments, as due to purely physical conditions
But this means that if we believe that we have accepteda theo llke
determinism because we were swayed by the logical force of cgtain
arguments, then we are deceiving ourselves (p. 224).

:1;}(;115 cogiinl;c argument against a physical determinism like behaviourism
whorgz)tled thy Et’?pper against those biologists, physicistsand philosophers
at ‘man 1s a computer’. ‘I do not believ
: Al ] . ¢ that we are mere
fgrl;lg)yt;ng mac_hmes ;hewrites, ‘Iam a physical indeterminist. .. 'We have
indeterminists; yet . .." This brings hi
, : : i to what he calls ‘th
heart’ of his problem which i £ ‘Peirces e oy
ch is that if ‘Peirce’s or Heisenberg’

) vhich i €rg’s Or some
ic;]t}:)er fo;lm gf 1ndeter1,mn1sm 1s true, then sheer chance plays a major role
andl'lrdp ys1ca_LI yvorld - Hawpg so far extolled the virtues of cloudiness

" 11;1 ett?rmlnlsm_, with their consequent emphasis on chance, and the
quantum jump which rescued Compton from his mental discomfort

Popper suddenly asks (all in italics) ‘But ; :
than determinism? (p. 226). He W;t;tsgs But is chance really more satisfactory

1

To say that the black marks made on white paper which 1 produced
m preparation for this lecture were just the result of chanceis hardl
more satisfactory than to say that they were physically dete:rminedy
. - . Hardly anybody will believe that what I am reading to you
18 .. . just a random sample of English words, or perhaps lett)érs
put together without any purpose, deliberation, plan, or intention’

(p. 227).

Hedpomts out th;}t for thinkers like Hume and Schlick ‘the onlyalternative
to determinism is just sheer chance’, that this *holds good for quantu
_theoretlcal models which have been designed to explain oc}‘ at lem;
illustrate, the possibility of human freedom’, and conclude; that ‘th:sse
quels are so very unsatisfactory’. He even quotes Schlick himself as
saying thE}t ‘a higher degree of randomness’ means 'a higher degree of
3rresp0n51b111ty’, and that ‘freedom of action’ and ‘responsibili ) e
stop where chance begins’. (pp. 226-27) 4 e
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In other words, the several pages that were spent on expounding and
commending physical indeterminism, cloudiness, quantum jumps and
chance were all beside the pointand unnecessary. ‘Physical indeterminism,
I believe, is a necessary prerequisite for any solution of our problem’ says
Popper on p. 226, but adds that ‘indeterminism is not enough’. But by
p. 227 it turns out that it is irrelevant, if his problem is the problem of
human freedom(as it is), and so unnecessary.

After his disenchantment with physical indeterminism, Popper turns
toanother sphere of discourse. He begins to talk of ‘purpose, deliberation,
plan’. These are not physical entities. He considers Compton’s use of
‘quantum indeterminacy, and the unpredictability of a quantum jump,
as a model of human decision’. ‘But in my opinion’, he says , ‘the model
has no similarity to any rational decision’® and ‘I do not think that we shall
get much further with quantum jumps’. (p. 227, n. 8)

At this point Popper should have realized that the problem of humarn
freedom or freedom of choice or freedom of the will arises, not in
connection with physicaldeterminism (aboutwhich he has been exclusively
talking), but with psychological determinism: if the Law of Causation
operatesin the psychological sphere, then ar¢ our purposes, deliberations,
plans and decisions not the effects of what we are (our nature or
character) and the circumstances that obtain at the time? Our
circumstances are not made by us, nor is our nature, or, if it is to some
extent so made, this itself is the result of previous decisions. If that is so,
how can we ever decide otherwise than the way we do decider How can
we ever decide on the merits of the case? Because what appears to us to
be meritorious or otherwise will depend on our nature and the
circumstances. A further problem is: assuming that somehow we can
make decisions freely, how can our decisions cut into the closed system
of the physical universe and alter its course?

Instead of attacking the first of these two immensely difficult and
important problems, Popper. says,"What we need for understanding
rational human behaviour is something intermediate between perfect
chance and perfect determinism’, something ‘between perfect clouds
and perfect clocks’ (p. 228). (In passing we may note that, as we have
already seen, thereisreallyno exact correspondence between determinism
and indeterminism on the one hand and clocks and clouds on the other;
cloudiness is not chanciness but only irregularity, disorder and

-unpredictability. Further, Popper has himselfsaid there is a whole range
of items that fail between clouds and clocks. However, none of them
could possibly solve the problem of freedom that we are facing now.)

Hume and Schlick deny, according to Popper, that there is anything
between chance and determinism. He condemns this view as ‘highly
dogmatic’ and ‘clearly absurd’.

However, instead of looking for this intermediate something, Popper
raises the second of those two problems I just mentioned. He callsit ‘our
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main question’, though, of course, our main question, at least the
question we had started with, was the problem of human freedom in the
face of (physical) determinism, Anyway, he now wants ‘to understand
how such non-physical things as purposes, deliberations, plans, decisions,
theories, intentions, and values, can play a part in bringing about physical
changes in the physical world’ (p. 229).
Itshould be noted that Popperhere and elsewhere lumpstogether two
different kinds of entities. There is (in his own words) ‘the world of
mental states’. of ‘subjective or personal experiences’, and he calls this
the ‘second world’. The “first world’ is the world of physical things. The
‘third world’ is the ‘objective world’ which includes ‘the logical content’
of theories, conjectures, propositions, statements and other linguistic
entities (pp. 74, 157). When, in raising what he calls his ‘main question’,
he talks of purposes, deliberations etc., it is not clear whether he means
the logical content of these items or he means the psychological acts of
entertaining purposes, deliberating, etc. That is, is he talking of ‘third
world’ entities or ‘second world’ entities, respectively?

Assuming that we can decide, deliberate or plan freely, how can these
‘second world’ occurrences cut into the closed world (‘first world”) of
Physical causes and effects? When it seemed that he was going to tackle
this problem, he steers away from it and proceeds to deal with the ‘third
world’ items, which are not occurrences, Thisis clear from the following:

There are such things as . . publicly declared aims and purposes;
general moral rules. Each of these . . . has a certain content, or
meaning, which remains invariant if we translate it, or reformuiate
it. Thus this content or meaning is something quite abstract. Yet it can

control .. . the physical movements of a man. . . . How can that be?
(p. 230)

Popper calls this Compton’s problem.

There is some confusion here. The ‘control’ which the ‘universe of
abstract meanings’ has on our behaviour is a different kind of control
from the control which, according 1o determinism, our nature and our
circumstancesare supposed to have on our behaviour. Abstract meanings,
the logical content of theories, rules, decisions, plans or deliberations
control us only in the sense that, understanding them grasping them
and assessing them, we decide to actin a certain way or not to act. In an
carlier essay in the same book, Popper himself makes this point:

It is one of the main functions of the second world to grasp the
objects of the third world. This is something we all do: it is an

essential part of being human . . . to learn to grasp objective thought
contents (p. 156),

and suggests that we should look at the human mind ‘as an organ for
interacting with the objects of the third world’ (p. 156). However,

rv—_—
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. . N
whether we can do all this freely or notisa p‘robleml ,th}?et sItrilli;l:.lLr;ts t;lm
But as soon as Popper comes to speaf!< of coxl:;trol PRl
differentlinesof thought. He says thatan acce?tab 1510 u S otGoRb
roblem ‘must explain how freedom is not just ¢ ?nc;:iam 3 hapha;md,
result of a subtle interplay between something almlcis_ 4 g e
and something ltke a restrictive or selethe coniro 1’51;lct e o
standard-—though certainly nota castiron control bu SR
the ‘freedom to choose’ between one course of actlor:l aéncomml S
a control he calls a ‘plastic control’ (p. 232). But t A
logical content of a theory or plan or decision f:gern UL G
different kind of control from the coqtrol exerte c; ,
determinism, by our nature and our c1rcumstzltnnce;; e
At this point Popper begins to ‘tackle what ‘:h P
problem—the mind-body problem: ‘how can it be ﬂﬁence -
states of mind—volitions, feelir}gs, ey,cpectatlort:sth—mh e
the physical movements of our llm'[l)s?taztmscpl,th(;;t ; ;11; y
i i its mental states: . :
01”%3;1:8;1 lrlll;alylzltgf::l;?gi:g;faén the question of determiplsm :fmdc tcltl:ntﬁz
within the physical system, he now con'su?.ers these with 'rei}g:ories e
hysical-mental system. He says that ‘existing dqtermmn;u;: e
anatisfactory’ and refers to them as fmaster—smtch models ecp ek
1;16 describes thismodel atlength, butin essence theze l;:heonziri ohaha
our body isakind of machine which can be:regulatek : )4 (T;LI; Ll -
one or more central control poinis. . . . C?ur n}lnd‘s wor tepa sEny L
selecting some quantum jumps’, which ‘opera 2 R
‘m:a:ster switches and ultimately effec‘t muscular l(;or:i i min-d i
Descartes located the point of connection between body atum s e
ineal gland, the master-switch theorieslocateitinaquan " tJh mp. (PP-
532—33) POIZ;pf.‘I‘ rejects the solution of both D.esc’a{tes anth A
switch theorists by calling them ‘tiny baby theories’: just asb ];2 s
her illegitimate child pleaded, “But it‘IS such_ a Vfi'rylg?czl i? S)l;,c,h a, Bk
Popper, Descartes would have said, The pmea‘I%.ssuCh Vi
land’, and the master-switch thec_)rlsts would say, ‘It1 ha tinyjump
gButI s:till do notlove the baby’, writes Popper. The mastesl;l Zw decisions’:
he goes on, ‘strongly suggests that all_ c‘lec1510ns are}.l. . Whlci)(:h g
‘almostlike reflexes’, whereasour de;l;iolrilli’e atrlslexz';tesoii hiehceica
o po'smlaftk?ef irfeeigg(]:il:;ealmost imperceptibly through lengthg
gzﬁ?a.ts‘;;{]:f pa"kin}él of maturing process which is not well represente
~switch model’. (pp. 233-34) | |
bygfe:"ngfit: rd?\‘glt’(s:l}(l)g,l we are(gsck at our old twin p(riobtl}vi:énsi.n?lrfeﬁgg
decisions or deliberations free and, if 50, hoyv? ari;lthcg:'es(; twoyprobléms,
behaviour? Instead, however, of applylng hl'mse Z gl id Dl
Popper proceeds to describe how del.lbc?rau_on wor hs uire’s e
‘thlépmethod of trial and of error-elimination’. This req
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kind of ‘mechanism’, which, in turn, requi i
: ) , im » requires him to put forward a new
evolutionary theory. And this leads him, at i
. , at once, to th
lanlg;age_ . 591 55) o the evolution of
e sum and substa i
el ubstance of the next four pages (pp. 235-38) is as
Animal and human langua, is i
: ge have this in common that (1) the
express the state of ,the organism which makes the linguistic Sigl('lS? (‘ch
expkriesswe fuqctl?n ) [this is debatable] and (2) there must be a ‘sign-
mﬂil ng organism (thp ‘sender’) and also areceiving one(the ‘receiver’)
( IS signalling funcuon’_) . Tbese two functions ‘always occur together’.
, uman language, Whl'Ch is ‘very much richer’, includes these two
(;wer ﬁ{nctmns, but.has, in addition, (3) the ‘descriptive function’ and
é ) the argumentative function’. We see this last ‘at work, in its highest
ﬁrm ofdevelopment, inawell-disciplined critical discussion’. ‘Itis perhaps
lt1 1e 1inost powerful tool‘ for biological adaptation’. Along with these two
hzg er functions, two‘ regulative ideas’. or ‘ideal standards of control’
3 Ia:\(rie e\lflqllved; t}llley ar;: truth’ and *validity’, respectively. Many behaviourists
philosophers, Popper remind i
e pp s us, have overlooked these higher
So much for the evolution of lan i i i
guage. Itis all very interesting though
hhardly very new, but where, at the end of it, are we? We are abogut to s%:e
(twglrft:.latlog befhmee]r; the theory of language and the new theory of
volution. But, first, Popper explains the relation betw:
higher functions of language. He writes, e

Tak.e., for exam}?le, a discussion at a scientific conference. It may be
exciting and enjoyable, and give rise to expressions and symptoms
of its being so; and these expressions in their turn may release
similar symptoms in other participants. Yet . . . upto a point these
symptoms and releasing signalswill be due to, and controlled by, the
scientific contentof the discussion; and since this will be ofa desaZ}Jtive
and of an c_zrgumantative nature, the lower functions will be controiled
by tl_le higher ones. . . . Our discussion is controlled though
plastically, by the regulative ideas of truth and of validity., (p- 239)

Thus, while earlier a ‘plastic control’ was defined as the freedom to
choose' between one course of action and another by a selective control
according to a standdrd, it has now become the control of the higher
IQ%%g)uage functions over the lower ones—*a control with a feedbackg’ (p
Popper hasa disarming way of suggesting or even claimi

for the ﬁrst: time, discovered something wﬁich, actualalyl,nxl'réght:j; ll;lﬁc})l‘i;,
for a long time. The method of problem-solving described by him is the
method of hypothesis that has been part of the staple diet of logic
students. He also believes that while ‘the higher levels of language hagve
evolved under pressure of a need for the better controlof . . . our adaptation
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to our environment’ (p. 240), once he has hitupon the conceptof plastic
control, there is no stopping him. He believes that plastic control is in
evidence not only throughout animate nature but also in inanimate
nature. .

He states his new general theory of evolution in twelve propositions
(pp. 242-14), of which I pick up the mostimportant. ‘All organisms are
constantly... engaged in problem-solving'; ‘problem-solving always proceeds
by the method of trial and error: new reactions, new forms, new organs,
newmodes of behaviour, new hypotheses, are tentatively putforward and

controlled by error-elimination’. By now he is riding his favourite hobby-

horse. ‘The fundamental evolutionary sequence of events’ issummarized
in the formula

‘P, —TS—EE - Py’

which means that a certain problem (P;) leads to a tentative solution
(TS), which leads to error-elimination (EE) and raises a further problem
(Po); and so it goes on from problem to problem. (This formula appears
at least ten times at different places in this very book.) Evolution, says
Popper, is ‘agrowing heirarchical system of plastic controls’ (p. 242), and
even‘each organism can be regarded as a heirarchical system of plastic
controls’, a ‘system of clouds controlled by clouds’ (p. 245). By now the
atmosphere has become extremely cloudy, butone thing stands out—the
concept of plastic control. It controls everything. It is visible even in
inanimate nature. A ‘soap-bubble consists of two subsystems which . . .
control each other’: the soapy film and the air control each other’, and
this control ‘is mutual; it is plastic, and of a feed-back character’. The
planetary system, too, he says, is cloud (p. 249), and [ believe he would
agree that a planet’s orbit is one also, because the gravitational pull and
the centrifugal force control each other.

One mightask, is there anything where there is no plastic control? The
whole of evolution is a process of plastic controls because it is a process
of problems-solving(for example, the evolution of the eye solves the
problem of giving amoving animal a timely warning’ (p. 246)),language
exhibits plastic control, and the scientific method, which involves,
principally, the argumentative function, is a matter of plastic control.
“From the amoeba to Einstein is just one jump’ (though notaquantum
jump). Why just the amoeba? we might ask; why not the Big Bang itself?

‘T admit that there isa difference’, reflects Popper, for even though the
amoeba’s and Einstein’s methods of solving their respective problems
‘are fundamentally not very different’—both involve the use of ‘almost
random and cloud-like trial and error movements'—yet, he goes on,
‘Einstein, unlike the amoeba, consciously tried his best, whenever a new
solution occurred to him, to fault it and detect an error in it: he
approached hisown solutions critically ,and hence he could ‘reject, quickly,
hundreds of hypotheses’ before examining one or two ‘more carefully’.
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(p. 247) The amoeba, on the other hand, does not have the “critical atti-
tude’; it simply makes a fresh attempt when an earlier one fails. The soap
bubble, too, I suppose lacks a critical attitude. And so it often happens,
according to Popper, that ‘natural selection’, unlike Finstein’s procedure
of trying out hypotheses, sometimes eliminates the organism itself (pp.
247-48). This quick ‘disposal of unwanted, unfruitful hypotheses’, says
he, ‘is the highest form. .. of the rational attitude, or of rationality’ itself.

Popper seems not to realize that this difference between the amoeba
and Einstein is crucial; here, if anywhere, is a quantum jump or, at least,
2 jump that remains unexplained. Certainly Popper’s new evolutionary
theory does not explain it. There is a great guif between ‘mutations’
which he himself interprets as ‘more or less accidental trial-and-error
gamb_its’ (p- 242) and the conscious use of the method of hypothesis. By
lumping them together things are made more cloudy than they need be.
The so-called new theory is just hot air and throws no light on the
problems at hand. Popper could have omitted it and saved over seven
pages, and got on to describing the method of hypothesis—his loyal war-
ho.rse, ‘P-TS-EE-Py’—without the new theory. Indeed, he himself
writes,

I offer my general theory with many apologies. It has taken me a
long time to think it out fully. . . . Nevertheless, I still feel far from
satisfied with it. .. Itis an evolutionary theory, and one which adds
onlyalittle, Ifear, to existing evolutionary theories, except perhaps
a new emphasis (p. 241).

However, he still goes on to say that his evolutionary theory ‘yields an
immediate solution’ to Descartes’s mind-body problem (p. 250). Unlike
the blind trial-and-error. processes in non-human nature, we humans
‘deliberate’; our ‘conscious states . . . anticipate our behaviour, working
out, by trial and error, its likely consequences; thus they not only control
but they try out, deliberate’ . Consciousness, according to Popper, ‘appears
as just one of many interacting kinds of control’, and not the highest, for
there are others like books, theories and suchlike which constitute the
‘universe (?f meanings’. (p. 251) But, surely, these can do so only through
our consciousness; it is consciousness that grasps these meanings and
acts accordingly. However, to Compton's problem—‘the controlling
power of meanings’—Popper answers, ‘Their power of influencing us is
part and parcel of these . . . meanings’, it is a part of their function (p-
240}. It is like saying that eyes can see because it is their function to see.
Itisa plastic control, he tells us, and, because ‘we are not forced to submit
ourselves’ to this control (that is, we can discuss them and reject them),
‘if we submit, . . . . then we do so freely, after deliberation’ (pp. 240—41).
Thus, the old problem with which we started is evaded; that we do have
the freedom to discuss, deliberate and reject is simply postulated, not
established or explained.
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And how does the new theory answer Descartes’s problem? Popper
answers, ‘It does so (without saying what‘ mind’ or ‘consciousness’is) by
saying something about . . . the functions of mind or consciousness’ (p.
250). Consciousness, growing from ‘a vague feeling of irritation
experienced when the organism has a problem to solve, . . . begins to
anticipate possible ways of reacting, possible trial-and-error movements’
(pp- 250-51). So, evading the issue again, Popper writes,

We now see that this theory offers . . . an almost trivial answer.to
Descartes’s problem. Without saying what ‘the mind’ is, it leads
immediately to the conclusion that our mental states control . .. our
physical movements(251).

Once again we are told that the control is ‘of the ‘plastic’ kind’, because
there is ‘some give-and-take, some feedback’; and, ‘because the body
does not always do what we wantit to do’, ‘we have to learn how to modify
our aims’. Hence, ‘though we are free, to some considerable extent,
there are always conditions’ and constraints (p. 252).

Repeatedly Popper talks of how ‘different aims may compete, and new
aims may be invented and controlled by the method of trial and error
elimination’ (p. 253). All this is familiar to us as the hypothetico-
deductive method of science. But with all this, which is old hat, Popper
has not answered either the original problem of free choice or the twin
problems he calls Compton’s problem and Descartes’s problem. He
himself says, ‘I am far from suggesting that my proposed solution is what
philosophers have been looking for’ (p. 251).

NOTES AND REFERENCES

1. Objective Knowledge—an Evolutionary Approach (Oxford, 1972) (Reprint, 1974) Page
references given in brackets in the text of my paper are to this edition.

2. Compton’s model is, says Popper, ‘a model of a kind of decision-making where
people who cannot make up their minds say ‘Let us toss a penny’ . ‘Some of our
decisions are like that’, he says, ‘snap decisions, taken without deliberation’
because we have no time to deliberate. As an example he mentions the case of a
pilot:” if he is well trained, or just lucky, the result may be satisfactory’ (p. 228). 1
hardly think that a pilot’s decision can ever be like a penny toss and is certainly not
a quantum jump. At most, it may be like a conditioned reflex asa result of training,
practice and habit.

3. Popper says, ‘It is difficult to understand how the physical universe could produce

" abstract entities such as rules, and then could come under the influence of these
rules’ (p. 225), like aFrankenstein monster thatdominatesitscreator. [tisnotclear
whether Popper here is denying the possibility of the physical universe producing
abstract entities (in other words, whether thisisan argumentagainst determinism)
or he is putting it forward as a real, serious problem.

Pushpak 31,'Altamount Road, Mumbai S. K. OOKERJEE
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Reply to Daya Krishna’s Review of Bibliography of
Indian Philosophies (Third Edition)

Professor Daya Krishna has done me the honour of reviewing the Third
Edition of the Bibliography of Indian Philosophies (in two sections; Motilal
Banarsidass, Delhi, 1995).! I note appreciatively (despite the derogatory
heading to the review) that he is ‘thankful that there is at least such a
Bibliography, for anyone who is seriously interested in information about
the works in Indian philosophy till today cannot but rush to it for
information as there is practically nothing else in the field up till now.’

The Bibliographyhas now grown to a size that Daya unsurprisingly finds
difficult to work with, and there are many shortcomingsin it thatI should
be the first to point out. The job of preparing and producing such a work
properly requires a team of scholars capable of reading many languages,
of checking and rechecking references, along with many other editorial
and secretarial tasks. I have had no help available to me in preparing the
text; the work 1s entirely my own. It suffers from many problems of the
sort that Daya mentions, though not all of the specific faults that he
claims to unearth.

1. Given the size towhich the Bibliographyhas grown, publication in two
volumes was unavoidable for this third edition. I realize this makes use of
the work more difficult, the reader having to move back and forth
between, for example, the indices in the second volume and some of the
primary entries in the first. Because of the unwieldy size I have decided
not to try to publish any more such editions, but rather to keep the work
up-to-date by making it available through computer references to new
materials being published as they appear. Those interested in accessing
these supplements can do so by consulting the following URL code:

http://weber.u.washington.edu/~kpotter/

2. It was hardly possible to provide the basis for the dating of authors,
as well as the basis for many other editorial decisions. Daya complains
about the undue precision in the dating. Given the plan of attack in the
relevant portion, where authors are arranged in relative chronological
order, whatwas attempted was to find a date which corresponded to what
scholarly estimates suggest might be approximately the fiftieth year in
the life of an author. Obviously this estimating is open to disagreement,
and in several cases dating has been the occasion for a good deal of
printed scholarly discussion. All I have done is to try to make, on the basis
of literature available to me, a reasonable guess at a date which is said
there to constitute some year, hopefully nearer the fiftieth, in an author’s
life. In some cases this was well beyond the range of feasibility, there
being no literature to appeal to, and I merely depended on an estimate
as to an appropriate century and put the author at its midpoint. And of
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course in some cases even that was impossible; hence the sections on
‘Dates Unknown'. As for changes from previous editions, all that signifies
is that I revised my estimate of a date on the basis, usually, of published
scholarship that had come to my attention before the publication of the
third edition but after that of the second.

3. Daya thinks there are authors and works which are found in previous
editions but are lacking in this one, and has had the assistance of a
colleague of his, Prof. Rashmi Patni, in locating some apparentinstances.
In many cases, however, what has happened is that an author’s name or
the title of a work is entered in a different way than Prof. Patni was able
to locate (see the appendices below for location of some of these). For
example, authors who bear the titlé of *Sastri(n)’ are, I fear, sometimes
entered in the Index under ‘S’ and sometimes under the proper
surname. Again, since Indian names are sometimes found in one order
and sometimes in another, it would take a lot of space to indicate where
among all the possible places the author’s name is in fact to be found.
The reader is warned of this at the outset of the relevant Index (see p.
1322, lines 4-6), but of course that hardly eliminates such difficulties, as
the ways of spelling and arranging Indian names 1s endless. ‘

4. Dayaspendsseveral paragraphs counting and classifying the centuries
in which titles newly added to the third edition have been dated there.
I have not made such a count myself, but I can well believe his are more
or less correct. I do not find them especially puzzling, as he apparently
does, and find no basis provided for his reference to ‘unbelievable
omissions and commissions.’ He cites one or two specific mistakes known
to him. I am certain there are more, known to other users, but given the
size and nature of the task and of the team (of one) attending to it
perhaps this is not so surprising.

5. Missing entries. It has not proved entirely easy to find a way to
number entries in a way that will allow for the organization now in place
to accommodate future entries as they are published. In preparing the
third edition for publication I found a number of reduplications ip the
already definitively-numbered manuscript. Since the numbering is not
consecutive overall, butis designed to order chronclogically the published
material which primarily concerns each text or author or school, when
these reduplications were discovered it seemed best merely to eliminate
them. This, of course, created holes in the numbering, which Daya
suspects of demonstrating confusion. While [ am no doubt co_nfuised.on
a number of points about the history of Indian philosophy, this skipping
of numbers does not necessarily demonstrate it. _

6. Finally, he feels mine is a ‘job carelessly done and perfunctorily
performed withoutanyregard for the convenience ofits us_erss’ -Tamsorry
he feels this way, and hope that hisis nota widespread opinion. Despite
my inability to command the languages needed to do the job that wopld
certainly be preferable, I can assure him T have given a vast proportion
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of my time over the years to collecting the references he finds in these
volumes and that I have given considerable thought to making them
convenient to use. I'm quite sure the job could be done better given more
staff. Taking more care would require additional time, however, the new

system now initiated has the merit of making it possible to keep up-to-
date with the literature fairly quickly for those with access to a computer.

NotE

1. See Daya Krishna’s review article, JICPR Volume XIII, No. 3, pp. 162-67.

APPENDIX I

Some examples of authors mentioned by Daya as missing from the third edition that are
not;

2. Niga, author of Mahdprajiigparamitopadesasutra. See entry no. 200, p. 185.
4. Dharmaghosa Sari. See no. 893, p. 534,
6. Meghanandana. See no. 1007, p. 571.
9. Radha Mohan Vidyavacaspati Gosvamin. See no. 1624, pp. 762-63.
11. Mahadeva Punatarhha. See no. 1288. pp. 678-79.
12. Laksminrsimha Sastrin. See no. 1269, p. 675.
13. Brahmadeva Pandita = Krsnadeva Pandita, no. 1598, p. 757.
14. Ramanitha Sukla. See no. 1889, p. 803.
15. Kedira Natha Datta Bhaktivinoda Thakkura. See no. 1766, pp. 784-85.
16. Sridhara Trayambaka Pathaka Svamin. See no. 1757, p. 783.
17. K.S. Varadacarya. See no. 1893, p. 804.

Arpenpix 11

Works of unknown authors alleged by Daya to be missing from the third edition but which
are not:

Mahéaprajrapiramitisitra, See no. 200.1, p. 185.

Samdhinirmocanasittra. See no. 1351.1, pp. 142-43,

Avatamsaka Sitra. This is a collection, not a single work.
Prajhaparamitahrdayasitra. See no, 160.1, pp. 148-51.

Virtti on I§varakrsna’s Samkhyakarikds. There are several. See nos. 244.1, 423.1,
1467.5%, 1476.1.

6. Ana-Pancavimiatisahasrikaprajiaparamitasitra. See no. 53.1, p. 111,

g ) B e

Seaitle, Washington, USA KarL POTTER
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Potter’s Clarification—Does it Change the Situation?

Professor Potter’s observations on our comments in our review article
entitled ‘Potter’s New Bibliography of Indian Philosophy: One Step Forward
and Three Steps Backwards’, (/ICPR, Vol. 111, 3, pp. 162-68) are based on
afundamental misconception, namely thatour commentswere concerned
with his Bibliography. It was not so. Instead they were concerned with a
comparative estimate of the merits and demerits of the third edition of
the Bibliographyover the second edition which had appeared in 1983 and
which had provided a standard basis for all information pertaining to
publications on Indian philosophy.

Secondly, Professor Potter has forgotten that a standard work of
reference, which his Bibliographyclaims to be, isalmostlike a $rutiand hence
if any changes are made in it, then it is the duty of the editor, that is, his
dharma, to bring them to the notice of his readers and give the grounds
on which the changes have been made. Not to have done so is a major
omission the reasons for which can only be known to Professor Potter
himself.

Thirdly, if these two points are kept in mind, then it is obvious that
besides the additions to the Bibliographywhich have been necessitated for
various reasons, the alterations from the earlier edition should have been
minimal in character and explained wherever they occurred.

The changes in the dates of the authors given in the second edition is
an important matter as those who had worked on their basis would have
drawn their conclusions on the basis of the information provided
therein. Anydrastic revision in these dates thus had to be brought to their
notice. Yet, even when the discrepancy in the new dates given in the third
edition spans a few centuries, this has not been explicitly mentioned
anywhere by Protessor Potter and has to be discovered by the readers
through researches on their own. Not only this, the user of the Bibliography
has been kept completely in the dark regarding the reasons for such a
drastic revision. As for the smaller changes of a fewyears, Professor Potter
has enlightened us: ‘What was attempted was to find a date which
corresponded towhatscholarly estimates suggest might be approximately
the fiftieth year in the life of the author’. However, it is difficult to believe
that any new information could have arisen regarding many of the past
authors which could have necessitated a revision of their date by a few
years to fulfil Professor Potter’s calculation in this context.

The same appears to be the case with the confusing order in which
Professor Potter finds Indian names to be written. However ‘confusing’
the order might be, there seems no reason why the order followed in the
second edition should have been changed in the third edition, unless it
was meant to confuse the unwary reader. In fact, Professor Potter himself
seems to have been in two minds. He writes, for example, the authorswho
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bear the title of *Sastri(n)’ are, I fear, sometimes (italics mine) entered in
the Index under ‘S’ and sometimes under the proper surname’.

It was initially comforting to read in Professor Potter’s reply that
authors thatwe had found missing in the third edition were indeed there.
But on closer examination we found that, in most cases, even in Professor
Potter’s clarification, ‘confusion’ and ‘error’ continue to prevail. For
example, itis true that Mahaprajiiaparamitopadesaiastrafiguresin the third
edition as entry no. 200 on p. 185 as indicated in his reply, but it is
attributed to an unknown author. The author Naga or Nagabodhi to
whom it was attributed earlier in the second edition and whose date was
given as 180 AD is just not there in that part of the Bibliographywhich lists
authorswhose datesare known though Niagabodhi (not the author of the
above mentioned work) is to be found in the list of authors whose dates
are unknown.

Similar is the case with Dharmaghosa Sari . . . who is also known as
Dharmakirti Suri in the second edition and whose date is given as 1290
AD. The index of the second edition lists the author under both these
names. When, we turn to no. 898, p. 534 of the third edition, as Professor
Potter suggestsin his reply, we find there not Dharmaghosa Suri but only
Dharmaghosa (who seems now to have appropriated at least one of the
works attributed to Dharmaghosa Suri, that is, Sakardipika) who
correspondswith another Dharmaghosamentioned in the second edition
whose date is given as 1490. One wonders what has happened to
Dharmaghosa Siiri who was explicitly mentioned in the second edition
and whose date was given as 1290.

Similarly, the Meghananda that we found missing in the textis not to
be confused with the Meghananda indicated by Professor Potter in his
reply (Appendix 1, No. 6) as entry no. 1007, p. 57 which corresponds to
one Meghanandana whose name has been mis-spelt in the index of the
third edition. We were referring to Meghananda or Meghanadri Suri

(1350 ap), author of a work on Visistadvaita. This author is simply not
therein the index Of the third edition under exther the first or the second
(1755 ap) while his other work isnot even mentioned in the index of the
third edition.

The same is the case with Radha Mohan Goswami (See Potter’s reply,
Appendix I, No. 9). If we turn to entry no. 1624, pp. 762-63 of the third
edition we find there one Radhidmohana Vidyavacaspati Gosvamin
Bhattidcharya whose date is given as 1890 ap and who corresponds with
an entry by the same name on p. 499 of the second edition. We were
referring to a Ridha Mohan Goswamin (1565 A.D.) on p. 368 of the
second edition who wasattributed three works on Acintyabhedabheda, which
the third edition now lists under the later Radhamohana Vidyavicaspati
Gosvamin Bhattacharya, under whom the second edition had earlier
listed only one work, a Vivarana on Gautama’s Nyayasutras.
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As for Mahadeva Punatmakara, he is not listed in the index either
under his first or his last name though as Potter indicates, he is present
in the third edition, entryno. 1288, pp. 678-79 with aslight change in his
date.

The case of Brahmadeva Pandita is even more confusing. The second
edition lists the author under this name and the third under another
name, thatis, Krsnadeva Pandita. How is the reader to know that they are
identical?

We need not continue examining the details any further, except for
pointing out that, out of the seventeen examples that we had given,
Professor Potter himself has chosen not to question at least six which, by
implication, he concedes to being authentic mistakes of non-inclusion in
the third edition of those authors who were there in the second edition.

There is, however, one mistake in our review article which we would
like toadmitand apologize for, for the puzzling conclusion ithas created.
This refers to the last paragraph on page 165 of our Review article which
should have followed after . .. (See Appendix V)’ in the first paragraph
on p. 164, as it makes no sense where it occurs in the review.

In conclusion, I would like to repeat once more, that there can be no
two opinions about the immense usefulness of Professor Potter’s
Bibliography as a research tool for any one who is interested in Indian
philosophy. The basic pointiswhether the third edition of the Bibliography
is an improvement on the second. Itis for the users of the Bibliography to
decide the issue. I, for one, still prefer to use the second edition except
where it is necessary for supplementation and sometimes correction.

Dava Krisna

Must Self-Consciousness be Non-Referential?*

To be conscious is ordinarily to be conscious of something. We do
sometimes say A is conscious without implying that he is conscious of
some identifiable thing. For example, if a man has metwith a brain-injury
and is lying still, making no movement, the attending doctor may say to
his crying wife that he is conscious. Neither he, nor the sad wife, would
think of any objecthe is conscious of, but both would very well understand
the meaning of ‘He is conscious’. And, even anintentionalist philosopher
would concede that the question ‘But what is he conscious of?” would be
a completely odd thing to ask. But taking this case to be a little non-

* A response to Prof. G.P. Ramachandra’s query, ‘Is There Such a Thing as Self-
consciousness?’, pp. 83-85 of this issue of JICPR.
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ordinary, or non-standard, it is correct to say that normally, ordinarily, or
generally, to be conscious is to be conscious of something. This is a truth
about the ordinary use of ‘conscious’, or of ‘consciousness’, and not an
empirical, or ontological one about being conscious or about
consciousness. Therefore, G.P. Ramachandra is right in saying in his
note ‘Is There Such a Thingas Self-Consciousness?’ that (a) ‘Consciousness
is always of something’ (pp. 83-84).

But the above quoted expression, (), is only the first conjunct of a
conjunctive statemment with two others. The second conjunct s (b) ‘a
mental entity is always something of which we are conscious’ and the
third (c) ‘both are grammatical and not empirical remarks’ (p. 84).
‘Both’ in (c) refers to (a) and (b). As I have already admitted, (a) is a
grammatical remark, and therefore (c) is true of (a). But it would be
wholly true only if it is also true of (b). In case it is not true of (b), then
itwould not be wholly true, thatis, itwould be partly true, and partly false.
It asserts that both (a) and (b) are grammatical. Therefore, if one hasa
friendly attitude towards Ramachandra as I have, he would take the
above position. But if his is the attitude of a strict formal logician—and
that certainly would not be for that reason an unfriendly attitude—he
would say that (c) is false because a conjunction is false when even asingle
conjunct of it is false. Let us see what exactly is stored in the logical luck
of (b) and (c), because the fate of (c) depends on that of (b).

(b), to repeat, is ‘a mental entity is always something of which we are
conscious’. It obviously means, or implies, that there are several mental
entities of which we are always conscious, and therefore that there are
mental entities. (b) is not, even on the face of it, an innocent remark, and
therefore it merits a close examination.

{i) The occurrence of (b), after (a), in the three-membered
conjunction, very strongly suggests that Ramachandra holds not only
(b1} that we are always conscious of mental entities but also {(b2) thatwe
are conscious of only mental entities. Taking up (b2) first, then, amood,
say, of boredom caused by a lecture, a feeling, say, of being irked by a
comment, a disposition, say, to look at the hair-style of the lady sitting in
the back row, a desire, say, to supersede a colleague, etc., of which we are
conscious, are all mental entities. This would mean that though there
may not be an entity called mind, there are innumerable mental entities,
inhabiting the inner, mental, world, simply because they cannot inhabit
the outer world. And, this Ramachandra would have to admit while
declaring that the ‘inner world’, ‘introspection‘ and ‘mental entities’ are
alt mirages (pp. 83-84): a glaring self-contradiction indeed.

(ii) To say that we are always conscious of mental entities and nothing
else, and that mental entities are images entail that we are always
conscious of mirages, and mirages alone. But the entailed statement isa
logical impossibility. One who is conscious of mirages and only mirages
cannot, in point of logic, say that he is conscious of mirages and only

Discussion and Comments 127

mirages. One must have seen sometime in his life real water in order to
have the logical right to say that what he sees now isamirage, and notreal
water. Secondly, it is not clear why Ramachandra calls introspection a
mirage. We do introspect. If our introspection does notreveal asubstantive
self, but only mental states, or occurrences, it does not mean that to
introspect is to have a mirage. If we sometimes commit a mistake in
indentifying, or recognizing, what we introspect, we do that even in
seeing things. To take a mirage for a real collection of water is a visual
lapse, but that does not make visual perception, or seeing itself a mirage.
Moreover, on what basis does Ramachandra say that what we are always
conscious of arc mental entities? It seems to me that he does that only on
the basis of a (wrong) introspection, or, more precisely, on the basis of
wrongly interpreting the results of introspection. Had he properly used,
or correctly interpreted the results of introspection, he would not have
called everything we are conscious of a mental entity, and certainly not
the examples I have already given of some of the things we are conscious
of, that is, moods, feelings, dispositions, desirings, etc.

Referring to (bl), if we are always conscious of mental entities, then
Ramachandra would have either to deny that there is any unconscious
motive, desire, disposition, etc., or to admit that the latter are not mental
entities, though mental. That is, he would have to admit a class of mental
things which are of some non-entitative type or category. Itis difficult to
form an idea of what kind of being these creatures would have. Butitis
obvious that Ramachandra would now be multiplying kinds of mental
things in spite of himself.

I think his troubles are largely due to his not saying what he means by
amental entity. All that he says of it is that we are conscious ofitand that
it is not made up of some special mental stuff (p. 83). If not of some
special mental stuff, is it made up of some general mental stuff? How to
distinguish between special and general mental stuff? It cannot be made
up of any non-mental stuff. Here, again unnecessary metaphysical
problems are created.

He proceeds to build up his argument against the possibility of self-
consciousness by emphasizing the common-sense truth that we are
always conscious of something. But he seems not to be very clear about
what he means by self-consciousness, and the way he proceeds gives the
impression that he means by it the consciousness of a substance-like self,
of which, he concludes, a la Hume, that it does not exist. If there is no
substance called self, his argument is that there cannot be a self
consciousness, meaning a consciousness of selfsubstance. But from this
it would not follow that there is no consciousness of non-substantial self
if the self is non-substantial, say, a stream of consciousness, or a series of
consciousstates. There won’tbe, one maysay,a consciousness of self only
ifthere is no self, neither substantial, nor non-substantial. But th?s can be
said onlyifitis proven, or assumed, that there cannot be a cCONSCIOUSNESS
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of something which is not there, that is, which does not exist. But then
some common experiences would pose a problem. When a shaking or
hanging tooth has been taken away, sometimes the patient feels that the
tooth is still there, sticking loosely, or half-sticking, into the gum. This
may be taken to be a case of being conscious of something which is not
there. Such cases can be explained, orexplained away, onlybyascertaining

€asy to give a neat, handy, analysis of it, profitably usable in a short note
like his.

There is another, and | think a more common, understanding of the
concept of self-consciousness which means consciousness of
consciousness, and not consciousness of self of any sort. In this sense, for
example, if in percieving a paper-weight on my desk I am also meta-
conscious, that is, conscious of the fact that I am percieving the paper-
weight, I am self-conscious. This sort of meta-consciousness cannot be
proved unmaintainable, or wished away, by saying that consciousness is

uncertain. What would be Ramachandra’s, or anyone else’s, who denies
the possibility of self-conciousness, Tresponse to the metaphysician who
holds that by nature, in its natural, uncorrupted, pure, condition,
consciousness is self-consciousness, and onlyin its corrupted, impure, or
vulgarized, condition, it is consciousness of something other than itself?
It would be too cavalier to call this question illegitimate by invoking the
thesis of the meaninglessness of the metaphysical enterprize.

Even a milder metaphysical move would pose a challenge to

‘consciousness’ that consciousness is always of something. Facts about
the ordinary use of expressions are known not only to ordinary language

Discussion and Comments 129

i including metaphysicians, This I am
Phl'losophhfri;alzfliﬁ aisrc;;ocl?gg;;;‘ afﬁliatiog with the ordinary language
A Vt‘lrl o ith a;gly other brand of philosophers, and having no secret
e 'thm:lstr‘rrl abstruse metaphysicians, as already confessed. But still
gzﬂ:l;:handr)z;’s or anyone else’s, assumption that the metalr)lt?lzz‘ltc;?g
who holds that consciousness is na}uilally sg}i—;(ry;lfg:l;;r‘lszs; ;: Al

' i e of the or . :
na:tlutfélr);?cg‘]: ;té?;ss’tﬁenv?;;‘;zrholds, would secemtomea !1ttle t(;lc.) ng;we,
:Ed not just simplistic. Moreover, it would _do alot Of'?l;llelosgsp elcct:; ,t }(1);
logical, good, to an ordinary language philosopher lhilosopﬁers e
ordinary truth that even some non-ordinary }anguaﬁe p osophiersigs
aknowledgeable awareness and understanding of the or ry
EXPrt?SSlOtn }fat\{:a?ntlillll(s?l;?;a&hy foresotericmetaphysics. [have mer_ltlolned

Idor:ll::ta hysical strategies because reﬂectio-n on therp is very like y to
e f ll)1 , and hopefully in some newer direction, in the discussion
tafkt(;-nus I"l;l';l:rlrr; or, nature, of consciousness, and of self-c.?rllsltilousgee:i
(I)n faitpthis is ti’le primary purpose of my response, .'f:lnds r1n - r?g(:taken
critica}’, I have been because I sincerely believe that criticism,

amiss, can really further a discussion.

Prem Chand Path, Rajendra Nagar, Patna 86000 16 - RAJENDRA PrASAD

Comments on G.P. Ramachandra’s note ‘Is’ There
Such a Thing as Self-Consciousness?

i i ion ‘Is
Maybe we should have a detour f.rom dlr(;:f;tly ;Skll?g wtﬁ;ﬁfﬁlgit _
There Such a Thing as Self-Consciousness?” an lz_ils( it 7
like to be non-conscious or comatose or dead, or 1l an et i
all?’ T think phenomenologists (Bren.tano, Htl'JSS;?I" o e
Ryt Overtly‘l?orfar:l}lfmqel;i:lll’oo; ‘conscious’ is to be
Eresup})os?onirfggtitc?n:l?ty fgr the,m being that primorc'lial meaning-
e h'_h constitutes the fact of one’s being ‘cox,usm‘ous., aulrlare,,
‘Se(?mg' E"}C}tl wtrlzfnsition therefore from ‘not being there to being r:b ere
e fi r(:l ‘not being present’ to ‘being present,’ that is, from ; ieslglg
}ilglr:llfing’, to being the ‘meaning-seer.’ A?d sinc:s;fl:;nirtlg ‘:;ﬁf;l:mu: e
i in or for on :
exlr')er'lser?lcifl?ir:jl ];(;): S;isfliaiollelgow may not be incongruous with the
e Ll, e of postmodernism we are passing through. e
preSCI}t mr Rarlrjlachandra’s well-meaning reference to the :;malt ())/ e
vi.‘al\::\rr(z)tSe S(;S(())nsciousness does not bring us close to any answer
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31;&:?1‘011 ‘Wpat i’s consciousness?f Indeed, there are various uses of the
o ;Sd gonsaous - we may say that someone is clothes-conscious, fame-
oL hl:IS, WOMen-conscious, as someone else may be totally unaware of
tha:e }11; ings. We may also say about a person who has come out of a faint
> N€ 1s now conscious. Yet consciousness is not just a mark of
_deagpa_tlon to be given to one who can use his sense-organs, or a tag fi
identifying a certain disposition, although there is no h’arm if i
deploys thatword to carry out such functions, We cangowith Ramachan?:llll'(3
when he says that the words ‘experience’ and ‘consciousness’ do n E:
denot.e dl’fferent phenomena, that is, ‘to be experiencing’ and ‘to l?
ggnsgous arenottwo distinctacts, but Metzinger (see Thomas Metzingef
wri.;es(:lr;,;c:?:s fa;‘pm_ence, 1995) appears to be more convincing when he
SR eterring to what happens to the ‘inside’ of a human, unlike
atoraplantorananimal or an Al gadget, it would be more appropriat
to use the e)‘:pression ‘conscious experience’. S —
sev'glel tccl:'rm consclous experience’ signifies, hermeneutically ifyou like,
al dimensions of our consciousness. Ramachandran is not correct
when' he writes that ‘there is no such thing as “consciousness of
consciousness”, thatis, ‘experience of experience’. That expressions like
these end up in the fallacy of ad infinitumisan old adage—one’sreasonin
need not be guided byit. Just because the words ‘consciousness’ and ‘seltg-
;311)1:23::1:%?5’ are no%tl]]s, tpey should not be taken as standing for some
; ce or essence. This fact is emphasized i
sxll;,tenna_hsts (Husserl, in particularl)) when tﬁgyﬁgfgloggggfiﬁfsiﬁ
eli-consciousnessasan act, afield, an openness i i
c?(ri]sgucftor and de-constructor ofitself (I))r its owri ?ﬁgggglt{:;;sclgr?(iﬁzzl
geﬁr:l e : absolute freedom without any rigid core, a self-maker and self-
{ Prlstl;] t;;) use the concept of ‘intentional arc,’ extfemely suggestively
5;1 ;l)r y Merleau-Ponty, to convey what happens to or in each one of
when we sort of feel our being-in-the-world. Look at what I would call
Ramachar_ldra’s self-consciousness as he has gone about writing ‘Is Th
Such‘a‘Thmg_‘ as Self-Consciousness?” He must have one day ggt the i(;::.
of writing this piece; as he was writing it, he was on and off journevin
across his own ‘inner space’ to buttress his pre-set notion thaf] there i)gng
such thmg as self-consciousness; he had to ‘bracket’ the ideas and view(;
that he might have found to oppose or weaken his own pre-set notion; he
gf;;era.ted on a ca.nvas. of meanings, expressions, effective and non-
ectn:e cqnstruu.:nons, he must have at every step of his thought and its
verl?al delwel'*y’ mtet'lded a certain effect on the readers and gauged it
gg::.m and again; possibly, he dld not believe in what he said in the article
ut wanted to say what he said in order to produce a certain stir in hi
11;ezalders;'ﬁnally, he must have re-read what he had written and must havs
Aizlenhsansﬁed, amazed or dismz!yed atwhat there was as his composition.
these, and several other dimensions of Ramachandra’s reflective,
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introspective, selfreading, verbalizing mind or consciousness, all of
which he himself would not be able to compass, fall within his intentional
arc. This intentional arc is Professor Ramachandra himself, having had
a certain ‘lived past,’ a certain subjectivity, a certain self-constituting
position vis-g-vis the world. What this intentional arc arcs is the multiple
dimensions of consciousness including the body-dimension and has a
locus within whose loose boundaries ‘I am I’ stays as the ground. This ‘I
am I’ is not inferred: sclfidentity (it is another expression for self-
consciousness) is not inferred, however emphatic Descartes might have
been about ego’s being inferred from cogito. One of the greatest geniuses
of many eastern and western metaphysicians has been to invent the
metaphor of light (luminosity, radiance, swayamprakasha) for describing
the self-evident existence of self-conscious: =ss.
Itis difficult to understand for what purpose Ramachandra states that
‘it is possible to have a subjectless language’ and that “one could say
“There are feelings’ instead of ‘I feel’.” Surely one would not be able to
interpret or understand the statement ‘There are feelings’ unless one
refers it to a subject, that is, to someone who experiences the feelings.
Similarly, introspection is a strictly personal affair. When I introspect, it
is my consciousness that probes itself and, if let-go unrestrainedly, would
notleave anything even in the realm of the unconscious, outside its beam
so to say. Introspection confirms the ‘act’ of self-consciousness—itis what
the ancient Indian philosophers portrayed as the saksin-satia (the
witnessing consciousness) having a surveillance over its own ‘inside’ and
‘outside.’ As a witnessing consciousness, self-consciousness perpetually
steps behind the world of senses, the everyday world, and encompasses
itself and #tsworld in the form of an ensemble. The ever moving nature
of self-consciousness would not allow it to develop any rigid view of itself
or of the world. This is why people who have be¢n autobiographical in
their speech or written works have constantly been hermeneutical and
creative and inconstant in their explication of what they might have
already said. This is unavoidable since self-knowledge can never give one
a total access to oneself. One’s knowledge of oneself, like one’s
consciousness of one’s own self, remains ever incomplete and is never
free from a ‘lack.’

In his attempt to look for a possible answer to the question ‘Is There
Such a Thing as Self-Consciousness?” Professor Ramachandra has been
too much of an objectivist. The question he handles is not like the
questions ‘Is there such a thing as magnetic power, or electricity, or
electron, or black hole, or energy?’ The strictly personal experience we
refer to as ‘self-consciousness,” like the experiences we refer to as ‘having
amind,’ ‘having an inside’, ‘feeling time as duration’, ‘having a body with
several drives woven in it’, has a texture that would warrant for iis
expression orverbalization what Heideggerwould call a Daseinlanguage.
This language is a blend of poetry, metaphoricity, often highly loaded
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symbolism and equivocation, and koanlike parables. Without meanin
any offence, what sort of answer does Ramachandra anticipate to thg
question he haslasked? Is his problem solved if one answers his-question
by a No, there is no such thing as self-consciousness’? I may be wron
butitappears that Ramachandra is inclined to favour such an answer BEE
then who has done the whole exercise of raising the question .and
undertaken the ‘travail’ of finding a solution to it> Has notRamachandran

as a self. . ; . . :
self-conscious subject, an ‘intentional arc,’ as the ‘owner’ of his own .

typical thinking, meaning and saying, and certainlyas the seif-prober and
thg breal_cer of the wall between his ‘intention to say’ and his ‘verbalizing,’
said to_hgnself, before he put the pen to paper, ‘let me find out whethg;r
there is in me self-consciousness’? The very exploration of this kind
confirms the reality of Ramachandra’s self-consciousness, or, for that
matter, of any!:)_ody who does a similar exploration. Self—con,scio,usness as
consciousness' intentionality directed toward itseifis basic to our existence
toour being presentin the world—itis that hermeneutical or interpretativé
consciousnesseach ofuscannothelp being while we live as psychophysical
entities hurled (God knows how and why!) into time and spacel.) g

T, Mumbai R SINARI
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Agenda for Research

(1) Agendas for research even in the field of philesophy are being
increasingly set by international agencies which look at the world
from primarily the western point of view though they speak in the
name of the whole of humanity. One such example is the plea for
research on ‘Development ethics’ by the International Development
Ethics Association and its possible adoption at the World Philosophers’
Conference at Boston, USA, for being included in the philosophical
curricula of all the developing countries. I think it is time that the
philosophers of the non-western world presenta counter-agenda for
studyand research of ethical issues relating to the developed countries.
The following are suggested as possible areaswhich maybe investigated
by concerned philosophers in both the ‘developing’ and the
‘developed’ countries.

(a) The ethics of nuclear monopoly or nuclear oligopoly versus the
ethics of nuclear proliferation. g

(b) The ethics of armament. manufacture and their sale by the
‘developed’ countries of the world to the developing and under
developed countries.

(¢) The ethical basis of the terms of trade between the ‘developed’
and ‘non-developed’ world.

These are onlygiven as examplesand the readers of the /ICPRare
invited to suggest others which would focus attention upon the
ethical issues resulting from a basic asymmetry in power relations
between the developed and non-developed world in the contemporary

global situation.

(2) The Indian Council of Philosophical Research has published a
subject and author index of the Indian Philosophical Quarterly, The
Journal of the Indian Academy of Philosophy, The Philosophical Annual and
the Journal of the Indian Council of Philosophical Research.

These give relevant information zbout what has been written on
various philosophical topics during the last thirty or forty years and
thus provide a rich area for research in what has been thought in
these various fields by Indian thinkers for scholars/students in this

country.
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Focus

(1) JohnR.Searle haswritten an interesting review of The Conscious Mind:
In Search of a Fundamental Theory by David J. Chalmers in the New York
Review of Books, Vol. XLI, No. 4, March 6, 1997, pp. 43—44 under the
title ‘Consciousness and the Philosophers’. The article is a
comprehensive, fair, objective and balanced review of the current
position concerning the feasibility of understanding ‘consciousness’
in terms which, without any residuum, do not refer to consciousness
at all. Interested readers may also see David J. Chalmers’ reply to
Searle in the New York Review of Books, Vol. XLIV, No. 8, May 15, 1997,
p. 60.

(2) Uddyotakara in his Varitika on Nyayasutral1.1has said that each vidya
has its own fattvajiigna which leads to that nihsreyasa which pertains
specifically to its own domain. He gives examples of Mimansd, Varta
and Dandaniti whose specific nihireyasa he mentions respectively. It
is only in the case of atmavidya that the nihsreyasa is supposed to be
moksa. However, for some reason, this meaning of tattvajriana and
nih$reyasaseems to have been completely lost sight of in the tradition.
The lost insight of Uddyotakara is important as it may lead us to ask
about the nihfreyasa of each field of knowledge that we may pursue.




\"’9\”

~

AEPR XV~ 51

Notes and Queries

[

Can prama of the Nyaya school be treated as ‘justified true belief’?

2. Can pramd of the Nyaya school be treated as a piece of knowledge
which is ‘justified, true and nondubious’?

3. Is there any substitute word in Sarhskrta of the word ‘belief” as it is

used by the epistemologists in the West?

Department of Philosophy, Assam University, D.K. MoHnANTA
Silchar

What shall be the Navya Nyaya analysis of the following sentence?

“This is the same bright, red rose whose sweet and subtle fragrance so
deeply affected the beautiful princess when she came for an early
morning stroll in the private royal garden a few days back that she still
talks about it to her friends and says that she would remember the
fragrance all her life.”

This is a rather long sentence but the Navya Nyaya analysis, as Prof.
Prahladachar’s article on the Krodapairas (JICPRVol. XIV, No. 3) showed
generally concentrates on such simple sentences as ‘afra ghatal astt’, that
I felt tempted to construct a complex sentence.

The sentence is deliberately constructed to test as to how a neo-
Naiyayika would analyse such a phrase as ‘bright, red rose’ or ‘sweetand
subtle fragrance’ without questioning the generally accepted
presuppositions of Navya Nyaya analysis. Also, the sentence challeriges
one to find what is the ‘mukhya viSesyata’ which is so often talked aboutin
Navya Nyaya analysis. Basically it is an invitation to do Nyaya rather than
to talk about it, as most of our Naiyayikas do.

E " &

What exactly is meant by the terms ‘Logos’ and ‘Nous’ in Greek
philosophy? What is the difference between them? Are they opposed to
each other? Or, are they complementary to each other?

* # #*

What exactly is meant by the terms ‘anuyogi’ and ‘pratiyogi’ in the Navya
Nyaya mode of analysis of sentences or in the knowledge produced by
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Notes and Queries

them? What is their yva
: wyavartakea laksa A :
for example, would be the gy na, to use Nyaya terminology? What,

s uyogi and the pratiyogi in the following

. Bhutale ghatabhivah
. Bhﬁ.tale ghatabhavasya abhavah
Kaliyuge dharmabhaval, .

Akdse sarva-sattayih bhavary Srthande .
Satyarm vada - pa padarthanar abhaval

Satyam vada priya vada
Satyarm vada dharman cara
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Book Reviews

ArsertT W.J. HareER: Disciussion and Commentary on Kant's Critiques, The
Edwin Mellen Press, Box 450, Lewiston, New York, USA, 14092-0450,
1966.

After a brief introduction {pp. 1-6), there follow four essays entitled
(1) Representations (pp. 8-41), (2) First Analogy (pp. 42-98),
(3) Morals (pp. 99-164) and (4) Commentary (pp. 170-199).

The first essay explores the relationship between representations and
sensibility, the self, the intelligible object and the noumenon. Butin the
Kantian usage the term representationsis so overburdened with meanings
that there is nothing surprising if the author reaches the conclusion: ‘In
our analysis of representations, therefore, we are left with the inevitable
question: what is related? To answer in either case that it must simply be
the ‘relata’ that are related (or represented) would scarcely resolve the
problem to our complete satisfaction, but would only raise further and
deeper questions.’

The second essay deals with the First Analogy based on the principle
of permanence of substance formulated by Kantin the Critique of Pure
Reason (A 182-B 224) along the following lines:

In‘A’:  All appearances contain the permanent (substance) as the
object itself, and the transitory as its mere determination, that
is, as a way in which the object exists.

In ‘B In all changes of appearances substance is permanent: its
quantum in nature is neither increased nor decreased.

On the metaphysical principle of permanency of substance in ‘A’ is
built the concept of permanency of substance (physical substance) in the
phenomenal world in ‘B’, with the implication that the quantum of
substance or matter in the sensible world of appearance cannot admit of
increase or diminution.

As we slowly go through the essay, we cannot but admire the author’s
undertaking of the criticalinvestigationsinto Kant’sconcepts of substance
in ‘A’ and ‘B’, but there is a point where one might say that his keen eye
overlooked to see that there seems to be an incompatibility between the
principle of permanency or changelessness of physical substance or
matter in -nature and Kant's critical theory of synthesis or synthetic
activity of human mind, requiring that the quantum of substance which
we call real matter in the natural world be related to the range of the
synthetic activity of understanding. Thatis to say, the quantam of matter
in nature will increase or decrease to the extent of sense data provided
by the faculty of sensibility to the faculty of understanding for synthesis.
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Thisissue merits response ifwe seek metaphysical foundation of scientific
theories about matter, energy and the allied concepts in the context of
transcendental philosophy.

The widely discussed problem of the justification of the application of
Kant's moral law (the categorical imperative) to concrete situations in
which man finds himself in the phenomenal world is the subject of the
third essay. What can be gathered from reading this essay is that the
functionality of Kant's moral law is purely formal and therefore, by all
means, disappointing. However, this essay furnishes a useful survey of the
current state of the Kant debate in the philosophical world.

We must congratulate the author for introducing us to modern Kant
scholars, Roger Scruton (1982), Ernst Cassirer (1981), Rudolf Makkreel
(1980} and others, with their views on some of Kant’s epistcmological
and moral issues in the last essay entitled ‘Commentary’. However, it is
a matter of deep regret that Kant’s third Critique (The Critique of

Judgement), a neglected work in contemporary philosophical debate,
receives a scant-treatment in mere outlines in section IV of the
commentary.

Thisvolume containsawealth ofideasin the area of Kantian scholarship
and should command the respect of all Kant scholars and readers. It is
pleasantly printed and clear to read. Notes and Index add to itsrichness.

1879 Kucha Khayaliram, Bazar Sitaram, Delhi  KAUsHaL KISHORE SHARMA

RicHarp FELDMAN: Reason and Argument, Prentice Hall, Englewood Cliffs,
New Jersey 07632, 1993, pp. xiii+432

The goodness of the book encouraged me to bring it to the notice of the
studentsaswell as the teachers of philosophy. The value of the book isnot
resiricted toitsusefulness to a special group of people that is the students
and the teachers of philosophy. A general reader with areflective attitude
will find the book interesting and illuminating because the book teaches
on how to reason well and find good justifications for the beliefs one
holds.

The language is simple. The sentences are not complex. The book
does not contain any jargon. The book is intended to help one think
clearly. This purpose is very conspicuous from the beginning to the end
of the book. This book is not an impediment to a reader for whom
English is a second language.

Iwould make a strong recommendation of the book for afoundational
course on epistemology and rational thinking. What is good about this
book is that it introduces the important concepts in epistemology and
logicin a lucid way. It steadily brings a reader to the level of thinking and
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reflecting on those concepts and the relations tl_lereof. Atithe end of the
course, a student will not only be acquainted with relevant concepts he
will also be confident enough to dig out the arguments from a passage
that contains those arguments hidden and evaluate them su_ccess'fully.
That this book, Reason and Argument, is full of worth will be obvious, if one
browses through the contents of the book. .

The first chapterintroducesthe notion of an argument. It cpst'lngmshes
between reason and rhetoric. Further, it makes agood de.scrlptlon of the
impediments to good reasoning. The main goal of this cha_pter is to
introduce the students to the method of argument analysis and to
distinguish argumentative writing from otl_1er kinds of writing. .

The second chapter is about the objective theory of truth. It brings
down the truth to the students that truth is objective in an unambiguous
way. Statements are distinguished from sentences and problematic
sentences are spotted out which are unsul_tablie for making statements
that have truth value. According to the objective theory of truth, truth

(falsity) is an objective property of a statement. Moral statements are 1o
ion to the theory. _ '
ex?lll):?hlzrtd chapter ell}lllcidates the connection .between ra}tmnahty and
beliefs and the connection between rationa!lty_ and evidence. Tha{
rationality is the following the evidence for believing a statement s welf
spelled out. The chapter provides a basic Ufnderstandlng of the notion o
rationality, a prerequisite for understapdmg a good argument. y
Chapters four and five introduce basic concepts of argument analysis.
The forms of argument, well formed arguments, Vah.dlty, cogency,
soundness and strength of an argument are the topics of the mlr(o
chapters. Cogencyisafairly unfamiliar notion notfound inthe te:}{ltb?(t)h ]
of logic. But the book makes a good discussion of it. The_ strength of the
connection between the premises and their lconclusu?n determines
whether the argument is cogent. An argumentis cogent if the premises
of the argument are good reasons for the conchasion. How;ver,blt
remains unexplained as to what those reasons are, they are left to be
intuitively.
gralf::tdtl:vlct) of ﬂ};e book contains three chaptelrs. These cha:pters
concentrate on the details of argument reconstruction a}nd evalpaﬂon of
arguments. A student learns the skill of finding implicit premises of an
argument and gets familiar with common problems in recon§truct1ncg1
the argument such as improper wording, missing premls't::ist 1-?115 -
unnecessary premises. Needless to mention that the ways t(l) avoi thgm
problems are discussed too. Digging out grgurpen_ts and eva u}z:tmtg o
properly are significantaspects of r.eﬂe_ctmg thinking. These chapters
well designed to develop those skills in a student. - -
Part three consists of five chapters. It devoteson the application oft {:
method of argument analysis. The analysis is applied to testimonial,
statistical, causal and moral arguments.
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The last chapter takes up two debatable issues—abortion and
mathematical reasoning ability in boys and girls. Here a student
comprehends the application of previouslylearnedideasand techniques.

There are four appendices which summarize the important ideas and
principles discussed in the book. Appendix C contains answers to
selected exercises. Appendix D contains a glossary. The book also
contains an index. What makes the book so special is that the concepts
and principlesare introduced ina systematic way with several improvized
definitions, finally reaching at an acceptable definition. This procedure

makes a student grasp the complexity of a principle gradually and help
him discard the initial view he holds of a particular issue. In addition to
that, the book contains numerous examples and exercises to sharpen his
understanding of the subject and the skill for argument analysis,
The book is supplemented with an instructor’s manual, The manual
discusses teaching ideas and containssolutions to some difficult exercises.
Itis not unusual for a student to be interested in 2 more detailed study
of some of the conceptsand the problem introduced in the book, A small
bibliography for each relevant chapter would have added to the richness
of the ‘book for that reason. Nevertheless, the book is undoubtedly
resourceful for the students as well as for the teachers.

Gandhi Mahavidyalaya, Deogaon, Rourkela Ram G, Majrr

Kare H. POTTER, et al. (eds.): Encyclopedia of Indian Philosophies, Vol. VII,

Abhidharma Buddhism to ap 150, Motilal Banarsidass Private Limited, Delhi,
1996, pp. 636, Rs 600.00.

The study of Asian cultures and religions by European scholars in the
nineteenth century was largely part of an imperialistic and missionary
agenda. The European scholars appealing to historyand rational criticism
sought to represent the traditional faiths of the Asian peoples in a way
that it could satisfy the sense of Western and Christian superiority and
confirm the mythical and superstitious irrationality of the colonial
people. This Western understanding of Asia tended to be universally
accepted at that time. The gradual decline and transformation of this
scholarship in the post-colonial era into an isolated and exotic area of

Western learning is a historic phenomenon. In this context, Potter’s

projected Encyclopedia seeking to move away from old stereotypes and
build a bridge b

ctween textual and traditional scholarship, on the one
hand, and general philosophical interest in the West, on the other, is a
most welcome enterprise.

The present volume, however, seems to depart from earlier volumes
as it seems to be confined in the main to the current state of Buddhist
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i j d
scholarship in American University Departments of ;ﬂiﬁ?ﬁ?&ﬁo
Religious Studies. It scems to be address.ed to those1 W (1)1 ol
know the contents of Abhidharmic works in a g'f:nerfzfa: I'Teli A inltelligible,
the general philosophical reader would find it sufficiently
fer;??;?u]gt: :fiizs. partly owing to the fact that the.volume at;eﬁfti lic;

rovi:ie brief summaries of complicated and voluminous “lror se:q teof a
11)3 tthana or the Mahauvibhasa, partly because of the emp ﬁyrpble A
" li ‘translation- language’ which would hardly be.lnte igi A
B rglish derwho is not already familiar with the original texts. Itis .
ElnghSl.llnret?le?anguage of the summary should seek to approx1rnlate‘g> Ot0 ;:1
f CBI\;’ Z, of a litera! translation of the iexts. I—Ier.e is an examp Z’nied -
angltl:ngesses relating to the sensuous universe which are accomp !
2‘3’Eientedness, connected with knowled%j:)an? :l::;ietgsry Lh(;:rlr ;f;fgory 1
object something visual (that is, material) or e
harma are accompanie
ill;ilt':?;y tl?;tt?l(i?i Toii summary in cur(lient lafnguag(; :)al\s/fct):ls toc?f gllz
ion of the text but a translated text fragment.
COmPI"C:il:Sn ;;?fln fact lists of contents or text fragments. e
SHI{_I}I;I}a' not to deny the substantial achievement of the prefse}r: \]i:c;l e
whichlsi;sto bring the realm of Abhidharma ;gtgi?dt}:ﬁ:irél?l IIt1 eea usgeﬁﬂ
s o Stutd fcI)l tt}(:fz Is):llilcloysofﬁ"hz(hghk?is‘tﬂ;o; of Buddk}ist literature anci
Sul?Plem;ﬂ Karl Potter has ambitiously and painstakingly sou_ghla to 1::;1e
?;lgileot;?“_}; ?ﬁformation about Abhidharmal textshscattzl;eiir égtesl:gme
in the volume, however, '
la'nguages' T"he tzl;(tlse;tt.;:fr;};: ttoezt:a::l Buddhist philosophy chrolnolosglc?]lly
dlﬂicu}t}io“"ltlllngAbhidhmma and Mahayana Writings ‘51de py side. u}cl_ }:«:
S 1d have a point in a history of Buddhlst_phllosophy w g:'a
e st C?tl; own chronological decisionsbut hardlym. an eru:yclofp;:l i ;
C?qlle];lél I:Ii:fz;stems could be brought out more clearly in terms of thel
w
own traditional arrangement. . RSN
fourth of the volume is taken up by . ’
hmilotllllte(zhniiéggction entitled ‘Developmentof Abhidhar?la Pt:}—??fpt};,ye
Wl ne i wrictly relevant, It is also the most commendable p o
troduct siynce it succeeds in presentinga clear summary o: b
e lating to the theme. The firstand the lgngest section o -
!‘UOWH faC_tS iy fltitlgd “The Historical Buddha and hls'T'eachmgs (;:}?V 2
mIFOdUCUOﬂ - und ranging from remote historical_orlg'ms of Buccllh lsthé
h lmmerésggzl(():lha' the original teaching of the hlstorllcql _Buq a,eﬁts
T f ea;'l Buddhism, the councils and the (4:11v1510n into smre
b omgir 0of Ma}f]myana to such philosophical questionsas ther n}a]\ L
arflctilgele(?;ﬁ;l}mti the problem of reconciling transm:ig:;;:;r; :(;[moral
a i Jo-se ning of terms like namaand :
gﬁfxﬂ?ﬁﬁiﬁiﬁﬁgﬁhe guddha. However, whileit commendably
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seel;s to connect L!ae origins of Buddhism with proto-history, it could have
pro 1tec} by considering the historical links provided by the ancient
sramanic traditions. Its treatment of the origins of Mahdyana is similarly
on sound lines but should have given due weight to earlier or recent
iﬁgarczlesa{\ltho?g]}; the crucial importance of the Middle Path for the
erstanding of Buddhist philosophy is ri i
; ghtly emphasized, th

treatment pf the Catus-koti comes perilously near to zn attgmpt to justif;
c?ntradlctgons. Excessive reliance on Bareau has the unfortunate effect
1(: preventing any effort to discover the dialectic of Nikdya-bheda as has

een suggested by some Indian researchers. Thus, although Dr Reat
presents a fresh survey of early Buddhist history raising and discussing
1r}r11portant questions and following some sound hypotheses, his account
s }?W}S; a Furloug unawareness of much important writing on the subject
which gives to his own ite its vi ing
Pasrl essay, despite its virtues, the appearance of being

Of the summaries the most read

Of the ar able are those of the Kathdvath
Xg?;&c{nqkaya_, Milindpatiho and Mahavibhasd. The summary of thm:;
" }:zicflvzbhasth1ll bﬁ generally welcomed. The presentation of Patthana

constitut a ] 1

i) es the heart of Theravada Abkidharma leaves much to be

11, Balrampur House, Allahabad G.C. PanDE

C. MABEL (H‘an . an y ).
C 'S
ulaz‘ a)ﬂzsa I‘IOtlla‘l Ba[lal Sldass: I rst Illdlall EdlthIl! 1 g 96 ( I WOV O’UIHCS

Although notso well known as Dipavarmsaand Mahavanmsa, the Calavarsa
}\Sd a}fgual!y the' more recent part added to the original and ancient
> a lzwamsg. It isan important Pali chronicle relating to the history of Sri
an la. Gelger_s wor_k on the Ceylonese chronicle Mahavamsa with its
supplement Culavamsg enjoys the secure status of a classic. It has been
constanct;ly u.sed and discussed for well over half a century. Indeed, the
recent Goéttingen conference on the date of th : €
discussed yet once again. s
The present work under review is a reprin i
res ‘ eprint of the English translation
of 'the orlgllnal work written in 1928. As the work has been long out of
print, Motilal Banarsidass have done a great service to the world of

- lolarship bY bringing out this Indian iti i i
: edition which is no y
prmted but has an attractive cover and get-up. s t only well

11, Balrampur House, Allahabad G.C. Paxne
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ARVIND SHARMA: Hinduism For Our Times, Oxford University Press, Delhi,
1996, Rs 225.00.

Hinduism For Our Times is not a book on philosophy, unless, of course,
philosophy is taken very liberally. Lately, in the West, there is a spurt in
the pursuit of philosophy of religion in the full-blooded spirit of hard-
core philosophizing, with the application of the tools of analytical
philosophy to the concepts of religion. The writings of Alvin Plantinga in
general and the latest writings of William Alston are cases in point. The
main focus of their philosophizing, however, centresaround Christianity,
oratmost, Judeo-Christianity. Itisbut expected thatfurther philosophizing
in the area incorporating the perspectives from the other faiths, specially
Hinduism, which encompasses a wide variety of religious angles of both
the theistic and the non-theistic kinds, will add to the strength and
richness of the enterprise in philosophy of religion as such. Tobe fair, the
tolerance inherent in Hinduism toward other religions, that Sharma
deals with at length in his book, should not act as an example to be
followed for possible sociological benefits only in today’s world. The
tolerance, we must keep in mind, is not secular butspiritual in nature. As
such, it is expected to engender a broader understanding of spirituality
itself, which, to my mind, seems to be of special relevance to philosophy
of religion. In this light, Hinduism For Our Times may be taken not only as
suggesting the needs for adaptation of the age-old practices of the faith
to the demands of the modern world, but also as implying the relevance
of the faith to today’s world at large in its scurch for the unifying bond of
the various faiths through a common spiritual quest of humanity, which
Tagore calls ‘the religion of man.’ The Hindu custom of the caste system
which has often degeneratedintoan hierarchical form ofinstitutionalized
discrimination adapted at times even to Lorture and violence should, no
doubt, adjust itself to the needs of the time. The scholars, however, must
keep in mind the role of the custom in earlier times in the path of the
spiritual journey of mankind, and reinterpretation of itin the Muahabharata,
as Sharma specifies, against possible and actual stereotyping of it even in
ancient times. In his treatment of the issues the author has extensively
quoted from the writings and speeches of Mahatma Gandhi and Swami
Vivekananda. [t would have been beneficial for usifhe would have drawn
on the ideas of Sri Aurobindo and Tagore, too, in so far as theyrelate very
meaningfully to the issues discussed. '
Department of Philosophy and Religion, SITANSU S. CHAKRAVARTI
Visva-Bharati, Santiniketan
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The Journal of Indian Council of Philosophical Research plans to
Pubhsh an issue dealing with implications of developments
in rpode_rn logic for philosophy under the editorship of
Frgt. Am.l Gupta and Dr Andre Chapuis, under the dde
“Circularity, Definition and Truth”, Papers are invited for
inclusion in this issue. Authors should send their manuscripts
to the following address: ' P

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.
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Diacritical Marks

Vowels

o a

W

F 1

T3 & (long)

@ & (N.B.longé and & are for the

pafticutar syllables in Dravidic
languages.)

% r and not yi; (long =g, which rarely
figures, may be rendered as £}

Nasals

Anusvard

() 1mandnotm

anunisikas

¥V

§ .

T n(ornaas the case may be)

Hard aspirate

Pisarga

) b

Consonants

Palataiy

¥  caandnot cha

%  chaand not chha

Linguals

(3 ta

K] tha

¥ da

g dhaandnoilha
Sibilants

W éa

q sa

q sa

Unclassified

T la

&  ksaand not ksha
¥ jhaand notdjia
g I and notlri -

General Examples
ksamd and not kshammd, jiidna and
not difidna, Krsna and not Krishna,
suciiru chatra and not sucharu
chhatra etc. etc., gadha and not
gatha or garha, (except in Hindi)
Dravidic (conjuncts and specific)
characters
S
» L
ar n
W
Examples
lan-Gautaman, Céla (and not

Chola), Munnurruvamagalam,

Mzray etc.

Miscellaneous
‘Where the second vowel in jux_tnpoxition
is clearly pronounced:
e.g. janaiand not janai
Seiina and not Seuna

Also, for English words showing
similar or parallel situations:
e.g. Preéminence and not preeminence
or pre-eminence
codperation and not cooperation or co-
operation

For the Simhalese, excepting where
the words are in Sanskrit, the con-
ventions of rendering Simhalese in
Roman are to be followed: :
e.g. ddgabe and not dagaba
seve or véve and not vev

Quetations from old Indian sources
invalving long passages, complete verses
etc., should he rendered in Nagari script.
{The western writers, however, may
render these in Roman script if they wish;
{hese will be rerendered in Nagari if
necessary, by the editors.) Sanskrit
quotations rendered in Roman are to be
transliterated with sandhi-vicctheda
(disjoining), following the conventions of
the Epigraphia Indica, but the signs for
laghu-guru of the syllables in a meter {when
ihe citation is in verse) are not to be used.

Place Names

These are to be diacriticised, excepting
the anglicised modern:

Examples: Mathurs, Kanéambi, Valabhi,
Kanci, Uraiyiir, Tilevalli etc., but
Allahabad (not Allzhabad), Caleutta (not
Calcatts), Madras (and not Madrasa).

Annotations |

There will not be footnotes; but
annotations {or notes and references),
serially arranged, will appear en masse at
the end of the text in each article.

References to published works

Those pertaining to articles, books etc.,
appearing in the main body of the text, or
annotations, or otherwise:

Title of Book, Anthor's name {beginning
with his initials) title, edition (if any)
used, the name of the series (if it appears
within it); next the place of publication
along with year of publication, but
without a comma in between; finally the
page {or pages) from where the citation i



