e B

U

Journal of ' N\ W e
Indian Council i R '
of Philosophical P S\
Research

is a tri-annual philosophical journal published by the Indian Council of Phitosophical Research
(ICPR). It is devoted to the publication of original papers of high standard in any branch of
philosophy. One of the objectives of the ICPR is o encourage interdisciplinary research with
direct philosophical relevance. Accordingly, contributions from scholars in other fields of
knowledge, dealing with specific philosophical problems connected with their respective
fields of specialization, would be highly welcome. However, good and original contributions
pertaining to any branch of traditional philosophy would be equally welcome.

Each regular issue of the journal will contain, besides full-length papers, discussions and
comments, notes on papers, book reviews, information on new books and other relevant
academic information. Each issue will contain about 160-180 pages (Royal §vo).

Annual Subscriptions
Inland Foreign

Institutions Rs. 300 U.S. $30 (Surface Mail)
Individuals Rs. 150 us. 520 -do-
Students and retired

teachers Rs. 100 US.$15 -do-
Single Issue Rs. 100 US. $15 -do-
Life Membership Rs. 1200 U.S. § 180 -do-

Bonafide students and retired teachers are requested to ask for special subscription form.

Air mail cost will be charged extra to those subscribers who want to get the journal by air
mail. Request for air mail delivery must be made in writing.

For subscription and all other business enquiries (including advertisement in the JICPR)
please contact directly:

Subscription Department

CENTRAL NEWS AGENCY PRIVATE LIMITED
23/90 Connaught Circus

New Delhi 110 001, India

All subscriptions must be prepaid.

- Alf contributions to the Journal, other editorial enquiries and books for review are to be sent
to the Editor, Indian Council of Philosophical Research, Rajendra Bhavan (Fourth Floor),
210 Deen Dayal Upadhyaya Marg, New Delhi 110 002.

ISSN 0970-7794

_]ournal cf

Indian Council

of hilosophical

0
Research

TICP

g Editor DAYA KRISHNA

vasyy [randosoyer o jounoD) upup o pisnof

ff.'.!i‘

—C=AA
B

Volume XV Number 2
January-April 1998

=651 pady -



NOTE TO CONTRIBUTORS

JICPR welcomes contributions in all fields of Phitosophy. However, it would like its
contributors to focus on what they consider to be significantly new and important in what
they have to say and to consider the counter arguments to what they are saying. This is
to ensure that others may judge that what they are saying is on the whole morereasonable
than the views opposed to their own. The historical preliminaries may be avoided unless
they are absolutely necessary to the development of the argument, as it may be assumed
that most of the readers of the Journal are already familiar with them, Reference and
quotations are generally to be avoided except in an article that is specifically exegetical.

-Even in such cases the author is expected to give substantive reasons as to why he differs
from the accepted interpretations. The article should, as far as possible, avoid jargon and
the author’s contention should be stated in as simple a language as possible.

The articles which use Sanskrit terms should use the standard diacritical marks, a
specimen list of which is given at the end of the Journal.

Editorial correspondence, including manuscripts for submission should be sent to
Prof. Daya Krishna, Editor, Journal of the Indian Council of Philosophical Research, B/
189 A, University Marg, Bapu Nagar, Jaipur - 302 015, or to the Indian Council of

Philosophical Research, Rdjendra Bhavan, IVth Floor, 210, Deen Dayal Upadhyaya.

Marg, New Delhi, 110 002. Articles should be between 3000 to 6000 words, two copies
of which should be submitted. They should be typed on one side of the paper, double
spaced With ample margins, and contain author(s)/contributor’s name and his/her
instimtional affiliation along with the complete mailing address. An abstract of 150-200
words should be included. Notes and references should appear at the end of the articles
as Notes.

Only papers which have not been published elsewhere will be considered.

Proofs will be sent to the authors if there is sufficient time to do so. They should be
corrected and returned to the Journal at the Dethi address given above within ten days.
Major alterations to the text cannot be accepted.

Authors will be sent twenty-five off-prints of their articles free of charge. They may
order more of the same on payment.

Copyright to articles published in the Journal shall remain vested with the Journal.

Atticles in the Journal are indexed in the Philosopher’s Index, USA.

STYLE SHEET

For the papers in English for the Nirgrantha
Transliteration Conventions

For the papers written in English, words from Sanskrit, Ardhaméagadhi and other Prakrits
including the ApabhrariSa etc., will be diacriticised if rendered in Roman script. (Quotations
can also be in Nagari script.) (Here we suggest those for the Sanskrit (classical), the Prakrit,
the Apabhrariia, and the Dravidic languages. For other languages, namely Arabic, Persian
and the modern European languages, the current international conventions for transliteration
for their rendering may be followed.)

Continued on back cover

JOURNAL OF
INDIAN COUNCIL
OF PHILOSOPHICAL
RESEARCH

Volume XV
Number 2
January-April
1998

Editor: Daya Krishna

Indian Council of Philosophical Research
Rajendra Bhawan (Fourth Floor), Deen Dayal Upadhyaya Marg
New Dethi 110 002, India '



Editorial Advisory Board
D.P. Chattopadhyaya J-N. Mohanty
25 Park Mansion Temple University, Philadelphia
57/A Park Street, Calcutta U.S.A
Sibajiban Bhattacharyya T.N. Madan

P/139 Metropolitan Cooperative
Housing Society, Chingrighata, Calcutta

Richard Sorabji
Kings College, London
England

G.C. Pande
Allahabad Museum Society, Allahabad

D. Prahlada Char
University of Bangalore
Bangalore

Anil Gupta

Indiana University, Bloomington, U.S.A.

Institute of Economic Growth
University of Delhi, Delhi

R. Balasubramanian
5 Bhagirathi Street, Srinivasa Avenue,
Chennai

V.N. Jha

University of Poona, Pune

Mohini Mullick
5/268, Greater Kailash Part IT
New Delhi

C.K. Raju
NISTADS, New Delhi

Articles published in this journal are indexed in the
Philosophers’ Index, USA.

Printed in India
at Chaman Offset Press, New Delhi 110 002
and publishied by Member-Secretary
for Indian Council of Philosophical Research
Rajendra Bhavan (Fourth Floor), 210 Deen Dayal Upadhyaya Marg
New Delhi 110 002

Contents

ARTICLES

D. GUHA
Mill’s Theory of Non-Provability

PRAJIT K. BASU
Two Kinds of Relative Motion: An Interpretation of Berkeley’s
Distinction Between T-motion and A-motion

RICARDXQ F. CRESPO
The Notion of Economy and the Method of its Science According to
Lionel Robbins

+ALOK TANDON

The Marxian Critique of Justice and Rights: Some Reflections

SUN KEUN KIM
Wonkhyo as a Creative Philosopher in Korean Buddhism

' V. SHEKHAWAT

Theory of Vakya or Proposition

* DAYA KRISHNA

Towards a Field Tﬁemy of Indian Philosophy: Suggestions for a
New Way of Looking at Indian Philosophy

SURVEY ARTICLE

“ANDRE CHAPUIS

Recent Theories of Truth

DISCUSSION AND COMMENTS

#8.K. OOKERJEE: Some Comments on Applying Ethics

« SRINIVASA RAO: Prabhakara Rao on “Brahman-Realization”

A. KANTHAMANT: Does Ranjan Umapathy Play Sancho Panza to
Paul Churchiand’s Don Quixote?

-S. PANNEERSELVAM: A Note on Sundara Rajan’s Philosophy

19

33

45

65

81

89

125

128

133
137



i\ Contents

SURESH CHANDRA: Ashok Vohra on
“Wittgenstein’s Philosophy of Mind’

. ASHOK VOHRA: Why Flog a Dead Horse!

A Response to Suresh Chandra’s Comment “Ashok Vohra on
‘Wittgenstein’s Philosophy of Mind’

FOCUS

AGENDA FOR RESEARCH

NOTES AND QUERIES

V.N. JHA: Is ‘ghato ghatah’ necessarily a meaningless
sentence in Navya Nydya framework?

DAYA KRISHNA

RICHARD SORABJI

BOOK REVIEWS

SOM RA] GUPTA: The Word Speaks to Faustian Man
by V.Y. Kantak

CHARLES PREBISH: Buddhist Monastic Disciplines: The Sanskrit
Pratimoksa Sutras of the Mahdsanghikas and Miulasarvastivadins
by Rita Gupta

SURESH SHARMA: Tribal Identity and The Modern World
by Baidyanath Saraswati

N.K. DEVARAJA: Philosophy of Religion
by Nirbhai Singh

OBITUARY NOTES

In the memory of
Surendra Sheodas Barlingay (1919-1997)

141

155
165

169

171

171
172

173

181
184

187

195

Mill’s Theory of Non-Provability

D. GUHA
Ranchi University, Ranchi 834 (07, Bihar

The major objective of this paper is to show that the central theme of
Mill’s ethics is the non-provability of the ethical first principle, viz. ‘Utility’.
One who does notunderstand this basic point that Mill aims at elucidating
in Chapter IV of ‘Utilitarianism’ fails to understand that Mill is a rule
utilitarian, his ethicsis an ethics of principleand thathe is a consistent hedonist.
Thus, one who fails to understand that Mill had in no sense logically
proved the ethical first principle also suffers from three basic
misconceptions, namely, Mill is an act utilitarian, his ethicsis an ethics of
virtue and that he is an inconsistent hedonist. In the course of this
discussion, I shall, therefore, try to show how misconceived the
interpretations and evaluation. of some of the orthodox evaluators of
Mill’s ethics are and how important it is for us (the neo-evaluators) to
dispel such misconception so that a proper understanding of Mill’s
theory of justification may be made possible. I call some of the evaluators
orthodox in the sense that they mostly suffer from fixity of belief; viz., Mill
is a supporter of provability thesis in ethics. This is to say that he either
deductively or inductively proved that ‘utility’ ought to be first principle
in morality. I call them orthodox in their approach because they would
rather read Mill carelessly, suffer from some prejudice, give a literal
interpretation of what he writes in his text and thus cling to some
misconception, which they can very well avoid. On the other hand, neo-
evaluators show a catholic spirit by reading Mill more carefully and
sympathetically, refrain from prejudices and literal interpretation of his
text and thus bring into limelight a few things erstwhile unknown or at
least not very well known about Mill’s ethics. One such thing is his non-
provability theory and the allied notions mentioned earlier.

One who hurries through the epoch-making book of Mill’s
‘Utilitartanism’ cannot overlook the title of the Chapter IV: ‘Of what sort
of proof the Principle of Utility is susceptible’. It is this chapter that
attracted the minds of many orthodox evaluators of Mill’s ethics, mainly
Moore, Bradley and Sidgwick, in a negative way because they argued that
Mill had in this chapter committed glaring mistakes both in proving
logically (deductively and inductively) the first principle in morality,
namely, ‘Utility’ and in proposing a strict logical definition of moral term
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‘good’ in terms of a non-moral or natural expression ‘the maximization
of the general welfare’. I would attempt to show the hopelessness of such
negative thinking and justify that Mill was in no sense different from the
basic contention of at least Moore that no ethical first principle can be
strictly logically proved within an ethical system and that an ethical term
cannot be strictly logically defined by another non-moral or natural
term.

I would like to mention an oft-quoted, oft-inaligned and oft-
misunderstood passage in Mill’s ‘Utilitarianism’ (Ch. 1V, p. 36) to
understand Mill’s position about proving clearly. He writes: “The only
proof capable of being given a thing is visible is that people actually see
it. The only proof that a sound is audible is that people actually hear it;
and so of the other sources of our experiences. In the like manner, I
apprehend the sole evidence it is possible to produce that anything is
desirable, is that people do actually desire it. If the end which the
utilitarian doctrine proposes to itself were not, in theory and in practice,
acknowledged to be an end, nothing could ever convince any person that
it was so’.!

There are two reactions immediately, Bradley was ‘ashamed’ to have
to examine such reasoning, ‘but it is necessary to do so, since it is
common enough’? and Moore reacts saying, ‘Well, the fallacy in this step
is so obvious that it is quite wonderful how Mill failed to see it’.> He gives
this fallacy 2 name (that became famous)—the ‘naturalistic fallacy’. He
says, ‘Mill has made naive and artless a use of the naturalistic fallacy as
anybodywould desire. “Good”, he tells us, means “desirable” and you can
only find out what is desirable by seeking to find out what is actually
desired, The important step for ethics is this one just taken, the step
which pretends to prove that “good” means desired’.*

Ifwe go through Moore’s view regarding the naturalistic fallacy, we get
an idea that he had in mind some kind of a ‘definist fallacy’. Prof. W.K.
Frankena in an article on “The naturalistic fallacy’® had tried to show that
Moore’s alleged imputation of this fallacy to Mill’s ethics stems out of the
idea that it is in fact a ‘definist fallacy’ because according to Moore, one
who, like Mill, defines a moral term ‘good’ in terms of a natural term,
‘happiness of the maximum’, commits naturalistic fallacy. This confusion
that Mill defines logically the moral term ‘good’ in terms of a natural
term ‘happiness of the maximum’ leads the orthodox thinkers to believe
that Mill holds a definist view of the justification of an ethical principle
because they went on arguing that Mill's attempts at defining ‘good’ and
‘utility’ are a sheer result of is-ought confusion, i.e. ‘ought’ can be derived
from ‘is’ (value in terms of fact). Thus, the naturalistic fallacy, when
imputed to Mill’s ethics, does not only make us believe that itis a kind of
definist fallacy that Moore had in mind, he also had another orthodox
belief, and that is that Mill necessarily, logically proves an ethical first
principle from what is. Hence, Mill not only commits a definist fallacy, he
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also is a supporter of a definist theory of justification in ethics.
Frankena argues that this fallacy can occur only when a person (who
commits this fallacy) distinguishes the properties of ‘goodness’ and
‘happiness’ in their ethical system. However, a naturalist who altogether
denies any distinction between ‘goodness’ or ‘desirableness’ and
‘happiness’ or ‘desirableness’, may not be accused of having committed
this fallacy at all. Hence, in the passage I have quoted from Mill’s ethics,
definist fallacy cannot be traced when Mill says, ‘The desirable just is the
desired’. This seems so obviously true for a psychological realist like Mill
that even we wonder how Moore failed to grasp it. Moore even ran into
an error in thinking that ‘good’ isindefinable, and to deny this necessarily
involved a fallacy called ‘the naturalistic fallacy’. The fact that a naturalist
is one who need not necessarily commit naturalistic fallacy is so grossly
overlooked by Moore that he forgets that the central teaching in “Principia
Ethica’ is just this. This highlights an interesting fact and thatis, that one
may be like Mill and Moore, a naturalist, and yet not commit a blunder
in defining a moral term in natural terms. A naturalist may be so called
for quite different reasons. There is no pointin calling an ethical thinker
a naturalist who necessarily commits the above mentioned blunder.
‘Who is a naturalist?’, is a question to be answered later on. What we
understand is that the definist fallacy is no fallacy unless the predicates
definitionally identified are also taken to refer to different properties. So
here, if Mill is saying that there is no property of desirableness, that it is
consonant with usage to suppose that the word ‘desirableness’ just refers
to desiredness, he has committed no fallacy whatsoever. Hence, like
many neo-evaluators of Mill’s ethics, I think that Moore’s so called
famous naturalistic fallacy relegates to infamy.
Moore’snextmisconception isabout ‘proving’ an ethical first principle
(due to the passage of Mill that I have quoted). Moore had correctly
paraphrased to write, “You can only find out what is desirable by seeking
to find out what is actually desired”. But he seems to suddenly edify in air
to say that Mill has pretended to prove that ‘good’ means ‘desired’. This
misconception of Moore that Mill had necessarily proved the desirable
from what is desired, results in Moore’s imputation of the naturalistic
fallacy as a definist fallacy to Mill’s ethics (and also resulted in a
misconception that Mill is a supporter of definist theory of justification).
But Mill was perfectly aware that ‘desirable’ does not mean ‘able to be
desired’ and so, in this respect, was not at all analogous to ‘visible’.
‘Desirability’ on safe grounds may be thought as resembling ‘visibility’ but
itis nota safe ground to argue that, therefore, ‘desirability’ like ‘visibility’
is the ‘desired’ and ‘visualized’. Moore has a peculiar obsession in his
mind. He thinks that the occurrences of Awith B is the same as saying that
A is identified with B. If this be the case, then everyone who admits
extensional equivalence of two properties shall commit extensionalist
fallacy. Hence, Mill may not be accused of commiting any fallacy
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per;aining to logically proving of the desirable first principle from actual
desires or precisely, cannot be charged with deriving ‘ought’ from ‘is’.
Why strict logical proving cannot be charged against Mill can be
understood only if we transmute the criticism of Moore in a syllogistic
form of argument as:

The ‘desirable’ is the same as the ‘desired’,
The ‘good’ is the same as ‘desirable’,
. The ‘good’ is the same as the ‘desired’.

What Moore has in mind is that in this syllogism, the middle term
‘desirable’ is ambiguous and this results in commission of a conclusion
that is blatantly fallacious for it is clearly a definist fallacy. No doubt it is
difficult to read as childish a syllogism as this one in entire *Utilitarianism’,
except one assertion in the form of the above mentioned minor premise
that the ‘desirable’ and the ‘good’ are in essence not two different
properties and, this Frankena shows, makes no great harm. Moreover,
whatreason is there to think thatexpression like, ‘the same as’ or ‘means’
or ‘identical’ should be taken as ‘defined as’ or ‘proved’?

That Mill has undoubtedly logically proved the first principle “Utility’
stems out of another orthodox evaluation of yet another passage in Mill’s
‘Utilitarianism’. This time Bradley champions the effort. He thinks that
when Mill says, ‘No reason can be given why the general happiness is
desirable except that each person, so far as he believes it to be attainable,
desires his own happiness. This, however, being the fact, we have notonly
all the prroof which the case admits of butallwhich itis possible to require that
happinessis agood, thatsuch person’s happinessis a good to that person
and the general happiness, therefore, a good to the aggregate of all
persons. Happiness has made out its title as one of the end of conduct,
anc! consequently one of the criteria of morality’,® ‘our great modern
logician thought that by this he had proved that happiness of all was
des?rable for each’? and ‘Either Mill meant to argue, because everybody
desired his own pleasure, everybody desires his own pleasure or because
everybody desires his own pleasure, everybody desires the pleasure of
everybody else.’®

Bradley’s confusion stems out of the expression ‘all the proof that the
case admim of and he attacks ‘great modern logician’ as decisively
presenting a logical proof in favour of the principle of ‘Utility’. Here
‘logical proof’ carries a sense of strict logical deduction. Such a confusion
again lies in the improper reading of Mill’s text. Let us consider the very
first sentence of Chapter IV of Mill’s book whence he disavows of any
strict proof of the principle of Utility. He says, ‘It has already been
remarked that question of ultimate ends does not admit of proof, in the
ordinary acceptance of the term’.? Mill clearly rejects any attempt to give
a strict logical proof of the principle of utility, but he does favour some
other way to establish the first principle (this I shall consider later on).
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Moore and Bradley should have noticed the very illuminating title of
Chapter IV of ‘Utilitarianism’, which reads: ‘Of what sort of proof the
Principle of Utilityis susceptible’. Itis crystal clear to even one who knows
less English than Moore and Bradley that Mill was not giving a proof of
the principle of Utility; rather he was more interested in discussing the
questions of the meaning of ‘proof’ when applied to an ethical first
principle. He asks “What ought to be required of this doctrine—what
condition is it that the doctrine should fulfil to make good its claim to be
believed?’® Clearly, Mill carefully overlooks any possibility of strict
logical proofof the principle of Utility. Thus, the imputation of provability
thesis in the passages quoted by Moore and Bradley in their books is
completely unfounded. This basic confusion of Moore and Bradley
resulted in a series of confusion. The first is that Mill logically defined
‘good’ and committed naturalistic fallacy. The second, Mill derived
‘ought’ from ‘is’. Those who have residual doubts about this latter fact
should be satisfied now. One should know that Mill was philosophically
opposed to any form of a priorism and metaphysicalism in ethics and
preferred empiricism. But an empiricist cannot hold that we directly
perceive ethical attributes of particular actions. Hence, the establishment
of ethical first principle by inductive generalization is ruled out. The neo-
evaluators (unlike orthodox evaluators) adhere to an interpretation
according to which an empiricist like Mill cannot strictly prove ethical
first principle. He cannot prove by deduction, from any more ultimate
principle, that there are no unobserved entities, that there are no visible
things seen, audible occurrences never heard and so on. But he can set
itup asajustified principle that any epistemological theory that requires
visible or audible entities that are never seen or heard isasheer nonsense.
The only justification one can seriously propose that a thing is visible is
thatitis actually seen. By parity of reasoning, an ethical theory thatspeaks
of an end desirable in itself begs that somebody desiresitin fact otherwise
itis just academic and unrealistic. Hence, a psychological realist like Mill
demanded that a first principle is incapable of proof and as such the
question of deriving logically ‘ought’ from ‘is’ is ruled out. But unless
some justification of the first principle on the basis of psychological
realism is set up, the first principle makes no sense. And what could be
the basis for such justification? Mill had one option to show that people
do actually desireas end many things besides pleasure buthe makesitclear
that despite this ‘there is in reality nothing desired except happiness’.
Mill is thus successful in showing that it is nothing but utility which is the
end principle in question and is acceptable by all, although all appear to
desire many other ends. Mill wants to show that only pleasure is desired
for its own sakeand other things that we seek are parts of happiness. If this
is the case, what does it really mean when Mill says that the principle of
utility successfully passes the test of psychological realism? It means that
happiness is the sole good not because pleasantness is good but things
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experienced are pleasant, and they alone are good. Pleasure, as a
property, is not good, and certainly not the sole good. I think I have
reached the brink of understanding the fact that it is needless orthodox
thinking to accuse Mill of either providing a strict logical definition of
‘good’ or astrictlogical proof of ‘Utility’. Thus, with regard to the general
question of proving in ethics, Mill says that no first principle in ethics is
in principle provable. As such, utilitarianism as an ethical first principle
is non-provable. This is is the crux of Mills’s non-provability thesis and is
central in his ethics. Mill elegantly clarifies a truth and it is that a first
principle in an ethical system obviously cannot be proved in that system
because thatbegs yet another general principle within that system, which
is ex-hypothesis and ruled out. Itis due to this that Mill asks a very cogent
meta-ethical question “Of what sort of proof is the Principle of Utility
susceptible?” His questions were to show the tenability of proving in an
ethical system, not that an ethical principle be proved in such and such
way. But this does not mean that Mill, like intuitionists Moore and
Sidgwick, took recourse to intuitive justification of the first principle in
morality. This is evident from his theory of justification, which T shall
consider later on.

Once this central theme of non-provability is clear, we are ready to
dispel some doubtsabout Mill’s ethics. Firstis an on-going ‘act versus rule
controversy’, i.e., whether or not Mill is an act utilitarian. I would like to
argue that one who fails to understand the non-provability thesis of Mill
thinks that Millis an actand notarule utilitarian. Again, the misconception
troubles those who fall in the line of orthodox thinking. We should be
thankful to the epoch-making neo-evaluation of Mill’s thesis by J.O.
Urmson (Philosophical Quarterly, Vol. 111, 1953) that has enabled us to
dispel such misconception. J.O. Urmson has laid down a criterion for
deciding whether or not Millis arule utilitarian and has analyzed to show
that he is a rule utilitarian beyond doubt. R.B. Brandt (Ethical Theory,
Englewood Cliffs, N.]J. Prentice Hall, Inc., 1959) and W.K. Frankena
(Ethics, Prentice Hall of India, New Delhi, 1989) adhere to Urmson’s
criterion.

(1} Brandtcriterion: ‘Rule Utilitarianism is a method for determining
what acts are right.’!!

(ii) Urmson criterion: ‘A particular action is justified as being right by
showing that it is in accord with some moral rule. It is shown to be
wrong by showing that it transgresses some moral rule’!? and also,
‘Amoralrule is shown to be correct by showing that the recognition
of that rule promotes the ultimate end.’!®

(iii) Frankena criterion: ‘Rule Utilitarianism emphasizes the centrality
of rules in morality and insists that we are generally, if not always,
to tell what to do in a particular situation by appeal to a rule. . 14

If we carefully go through all these criteria, we find that Brandt and
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Urmson criteria are notanydifferent. They both speak about the fact that
rule conformity is in itself a right making characteristic. Frankena
criterion needs no separate treatment either. Thus, rule conformity has
to be kept in mind in the situation in which an action ought to be done
and to choose the mostbeneficial rule or action in that situation may lead
to a beneficial consequence, which is nothing but promoting maximum
general welfare. Rule utilitariartism is thus a method for determining
what acts are right in a particular situation and what acts may lead to
promotion of the maximum general welfare. This Brandt-Urmson-Frankena
criterion thus tells us that Rule Utilitarianism is a theory according to
which “an end justifies moral rules, and moral rules justify acts™. On the
other hand, act utilitarianism is a moral theory according to which the
morality of an action is judged by an act and its total consequences in a
particular situation. Following R.B. Brandt again (e.g. “Ethical Theory”
1959), we may put it schematically as:

ZWP,>>WP,, where YWP, istotal welfare consequencesin onesituation
and WP,, thoseinanother situa_tjon. Hence, the total welfare consequence
in one situation, if it is greater than those in another situation, it is more
desirable or is good, in this sense, act utilitarianism can be aptly
paraphrased as a moral theory according to which ‘act justifies an end.’

I have in mind two senses of rule utilitarianism, given the above
criterion. One is what I call the primary or the stronger sense of Rule
Utilitarianism, i.e., ‘end justifies an act’ and the other, the secondaryor the
weaker sense, i.e., ‘end justifies a moral rule and a moral rule justifies an
act.’ Brandt, Urmson and Frankena mostly stick to the weaker sense and
are thus troubled by one doubt; whereas the stronger sense, which is
implicit in the above mentioned criterion, helps us in dispelling such
doubt. Urmson cites the ‘exception instances’ in Mill’s ‘Utilitarianism’
and says that given these instances, Mill is in apparent contradiction and
his rule utilitarian thesis is jeopardized. These instances are (a) cases of
conflict between secondary principles and (b) cases of the bad
consequences of following a secondary rule or of breaking such rule to
be good. ‘We must remember’, writes Mill, ‘that only in the cases of
conflictbetween secondary principlesisitrequisite that the first principle
should be appealed to.’!® And again about the chief exception instance
he writes, ‘In the case of abstinences indeed of things which people
forbear to do from moral considerations, though the consequences in
the particular cases might be beneficial—it would be unworthy of an
intelligent agent not to be consciously aware that the action is of a kind
which, if practised generally, would be generally injurious, and that this
is the ground of the obligation to abstain from it.”!8 The problem is if the
end principle is what justifies the moral rules and that the principle itself
is well established, how can there be conflict between moral rules or
secondary principles of morality? And how can a moral rule lead to a bad
consequence or that breaking it is desirable? This is a riddle that has
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misled many neo-evaluaiors to think that Mill is in fact an act utilitarian
and not a rule utilitarian. But the Brandt-Urmson-Frankena criterion
suggests only the fact that rule utilitarianism is tantamount to ‘the end
justifies moral rules and moral rules justify an act’, which is only partially
true because Mill has clearly stated that the moral rules are secondary in
status in moral judgement. He calls them ‘direction posts’ or ‘sign
posts.”!” We are also thankful to Urmson for helping all neo-¢valuators
in understanding that the ‘exception instances’ are deliberately cited by
Mill to make it clear that moral rules are not all important in moral
judgement, ratheritis the first principle or the end principle, i.e., Utility,
which is of chief importance in judging the morality of the case. This is
the stronger sense in which Mill is a rule utilitarian. Hence, Millis a rule
utilitarian also in so far as he says, ‘the end justifies the act’ notwithstanding
cases of conflictamong moral rules, which are only secondarilyimportant
in morality. Hence, moral rules are neither necessary nor sufficient
conditions for passing moral judgements. A neo-evaluator has to thus
understand the fact that Mill is a rule utilitarian in both the senses.
However, primarily, he is a rule utilitarian because he never forgets the

chief importance of the basic moral principle in moral judgement.

Hence, ‘exception instances’ cited by Mill are not contradictory to his
own thesis, rather are used deliberately by him to make clear that after
all, ‘end justifies act’ is the main sense of his rule utilitarian thesis.

This takes us to realize that the central thesis of Mill’s ethics, is the non-
provability of the ethical first principle; because the principle of utility,
which is used to justify everything else (the acts and the moral rules, as
well), is itself non-provable and in this sense (primary or strong) ‘end
justifies act’ is what Mill wants to convey in his ethics. Mill says, ‘But to
consider the rules of morality as non-provable is one thing; and endeavour
to test each individual action directly by the first principle is another. It
is a strange notion that the acknowledgement of a first principle is
inconsistent with the admission of secondary one.’18

I think Mill could not have been more clear in stating that the moral
rules or the sécondary principles are not primary in judging the morality
of an action. Hence, the first principle, i.e., ‘utility’ iswhat justifiesactand
in this sense, we call Mill a rule utilitarian. If this be the case, then whether
or not Mill is rule utilitarian, gathers no momentum because he never
justifies the end by acts and as such, can never be called an act utilitarian.
Thus, the ‘eclipsing’ of the moral rules in moral judgement and placing

the first principle to perform the job draws our attention towards the fact.

that Millisa rule utilitarian in the stronger sense—‘end justifies act.” This
truth can be conceived easily if and only if the central thesis of Mill's
ethics, that is, the non-provability of the ethical first principle, is given
proper importance.

Misled by Urmson’s analysis of ‘exception instances’, a so called neo-
evaluator, J.D. Mabbott (‘Interpretation of Mill's utilitarianism’ in J.B.
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Schneewind (ed.), Mill, Macmillan, London, 1969) said that if moral
rules are said to be ‘logical corollaries’ (p. 25) of ethical first prineiple,
then the ‘exception instances’ imply that (a) the first principle is prima
facie duty itself or (b) the basis of such duty or (c) some sort of arbiter
between conflicting duties. Mabbott says, ‘But when two rules conflict,
what question do I ask? And do I apply the first principle to escape my
dilemma? Do I ask whether keeping the one rule would in general do
more good than keeping the other? This would seem, on Urmson'’s
interpretation, to be the right question, but it would be very difficult to
answer. Or do 1 ask whether keeping the one rule on this particular
occasion will do more good than keeping the other? But then | might as
well have left out all reference to the rules and just asked whether act A
which happens to accord with rule X will do more good than act B which
happens to accord with rule Y. Mill gives no guidance to the question
which he would approve.'® He then adds, ‘One way of putting the two
present difficulties is that on Urmson’s interpretation of Mill, the
production of the greatest happiness would have to be (a) a prima facie
obligation; (b) the basis of every other prima facieobligation; (c) the arbiter
between conflicting prima facie obligation.”

‘But interestingly, Mabbott himself gives us an example in his paper
that came very close to recognizing the truth that conflict among moral
rules is but natural and that does not justify that the basic principle itself
is self-contradictory. He speaks of an honest secretary of arich man who
fell in a dilemmatic situation (conflict) to either take some money from
his employer’s pocket and give it to a poor man or refrain from it.
Mabbott says, in situations like this, one ought to remember the basic
moral principle that it may not be useful for maximum people and thus
‘you must not weaken your good habits.’?! He also helps us to realize that
Mill's utility principle is just not quantitative pleasure theory, rather a
qualitative theory. But Mabbott failed to recognize the secondary status
of moral rules and the basic importance of the first principle in morality.
Hence, Mill is a consistent rule utilitarian because he never gave up the
basic position that the end principle is in essence ‘non-provable’. In the
strong sense, it is central in judging the morality of an action and as such

‘cannot be said to be a mere arbiter between conflicting duties. However,
in so far as Mabbott thinks that the first principle is the basis of every prima
facie obligation for it justifies secondary rules, he is right. He is also right
in saying that first principle as such is a prima facie obligation or the basis
of the moral rightness of particular acts. Mabbott is very close to
understanding the primary or the sironger sense of rule utilitarianism.
But he forgets that this does not imply that first principle needs to act as
arbiter between conflicting moral rules because in cases like this, we
simply refer to the first principle of moral judgementand not to smother
any conflict. Thus, Mabbott misses (as do many orthodox evaluators) the
central point in Mill’s ethics, that is his non-provability theory and the
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primary sense in which he is a rule utilitarian. But, Mill’s contention that
moral rules are the ‘logical corollaries’® of the ethical first principle
raises some doubts. Mabbott initiates this squabble. to show that Mill’s
contention invitesinconsistency. Urmson suggests that ‘logical corollaries’
need not be taken as logical implication but as heuristic in nature and this
is supported by Mill when he relegates the status of moral rules to
‘direction post’. Urmson writes, ‘intermediate generalizations’ from
supreme principle, or as ‘corollaries’ of it. These are probably the sort of
phrases which lead people to think that they play a purely heuristic role
in ethical thinking for Mill. . . . It really seems unnecessary to say much
of the exgression ‘corollary’; Mill obviously cannot wish it to be taken
literally.’<” Secondary principles are thus, according to Mill, heuristic devices
generally justufied by the first principle, but not always necessarily
beneficial and if they are not qualitatively beneficial for all (as in the case
of Mabbott’s honest secretary), then we have but one way left for us to
decide what to do and that s to refer to the ultimate moral principle, that
is, ‘maximization of general welfare’ where ‘general’ is not alland ‘welfare’
is qualitative welfare. Thus, we reach the conclusion that one who keepsin
mind the non-provability thesis of Mill, understands the fact easily that
he never justified -the end principle with the help of act and its
consequences, strictly logically, rather he always spoke of the end
Justifying an act. Hence, he is a rule utilitarian beyond doubt.

But the last point of our discussion runs into another squabble. If Mill
speaks of the qualitative end principle or so to say speaks of the role of
quality of happiness in the evaluation of the consequences of the action,
isitnot that he transcends the basic tone of hedonism itself? If this is the
case, then certainly Mill is an inconsistent hedonist, as some neo-
evaluatorslike W.K. Frankena believe. Frankena writes, ‘John Stuart Mill,
partly in reaction, sought to introduce quality as well as quantity into the
evaluation of pleasures; but, if one does this, it is hard to see how the
utilitarian standard is to be stated, and Mill never makes this clear.’* He
further adds that ‘critics of hedonism often say that Mill’s denying it
(quantity of pleasure) is inconsistent with his being a hedonist. . . where
Mill gets into difficulty is in trying to formulate the principle of Utility in
non-quantitative terms.’” I would like to justify further that such a
misconception again stems out of an improper understanding of Mill’s
non-provability thesis.

No doubt, Mill would have been obviously inconsistent if he had
argued that always the less pleasant of the two pleasures was better or that
only the meta-physical pleasures are the better ones. Certainly, he would
then be called an inconsistent hedonist. He said, ‘it is quite compatible
with the principle of utility to recognize the fact that some kind of
pleasures are more desirable and more valuable than others. 26 The first
thing to notice is that Mill’s distinction of the higher and lower pleasures
were conceived by the orthodox evaluators (and Frankena in this regard
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fell back to such evaluation) asadifference in degree and they overlooked
that any difference in degree is also a difference in kind. Mill writes, “The
pleasure derived from the higher faculties is to be preferable in kind
apart from the gluestion of intensity, to those of which the animal nature
issusceptible.”?” Mill'sview is more plausible as the subjects of comparison
are not particular pleasures but buta way of livingor in his words ‘modes
of existence’. (p. 12) Mill is most convincing when he argues that the
existence is more profound in kind than that to be derived from some
other modes of existence. This shiftin Mill's stance from his predecessors
makes the orthodox interpreters like Bradley to remark that ‘Mill leaves
hedonism altogether.’? T mustsay that Mill nodoubtleaves sensationalistic
hedonism, but not hedonism as such. Mill’s ‘theory of life’, while
incomparably superior to sensationalistic hedonism, is by no means
reducible to, say, formalism. Mill, no doubt, lays stress on quahty of
pleasure but this ‘pleasure’ is not pleasurable sensation and the “pain’ is
not painful sensation. If this is indeed Mill’s view, it is far superior to
sensationalistic hedonism, without being reducible to formalism.
Therefore, 1 find no sense in thinking that he is an inconsistent hedonist.
However, Mill is of the opinion that in so far as human nature is
concerned, he is capable of desiring the desirable, apart from desiring the
desired. Hence, there is qualitative difference between the ‘desired
desires’ and the ‘desirable desires.” He says, ‘If human nature is so
constituted as to desire nothing which is not either a part of happiness
or a means of happiness we can have no other proof, and we require no
other, that these are the only things desirable.’?® This reveals the truth
that the maximization of pleasures of anykind is not the only end of man,
rather he has the disposition to maximize qualitative happiness which
may not be desired by all and may not be thus quantitatively beneficial.
What is desirable ought to be of utmost use to the entire humanity and
as such ought to be summum bonum of human life. But s it true that in
propagating such an idea, Mill is nourishing formalism? People like
Sidgwick, Bradley, Moore and even Frankena suffer from such an idea
and [ want to reach to the cause of such an idea. The argument of these
orthodox thinkers is peculiar. It may be rephrased as, *since all forms of
utilitarianism are forms of hedonism, and rule utilitarianism propagated
by Mill is a form of utilitarianism and as such must be hedonistic, which
it is not, for it speaks of the quality of pleasures and any consistent
hedonistic doctrine rules out ex-hypothesi the concept of quality of
pleasures. It speaks of quanitity only.” Given this argument, one wonders
why hedonism should mean an ethical theory that recognizes only the
importance of maximizing any kind and any quality of pleasures
whatsoever to all. If we delve deeper, we find that according to them, act
utilitarianism might be called consistent hedonism because it has a
distinct hedonistic overtone. Let us consider act utilitarianism first. Even
if we accept that act utilitarianism is a consistent form of hedonism, we
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are not consistent enough because we ought to qualify our assertion by
stating that as a form of hedonism, act utilitarianism is an ethical theory
that in principle recognizes the importance of ‘pleasure for many’, for it
isa form of utilitarianism no doubt and must accept this basic truth. If we
accept this, we have to accept also that hedonism meant altruistic
hedonism only and if we do not accept this, we have to accept that
hedonism is just egoistic pleasure theory and then, what hedonism
amounts to is difficult to ascertain. The only way is to accept that
hedonism is an ethical theory thatspeaks of the maximization of pleasure
no doubt, but not for one, but for maximum. Then, can we really accept
the view that the more egoistically pleasure-centred we are, the more we
propagate that thisiswhatisultimately desirable? Are we then, supporters
of ethical hedonism? We have long since shunned such a line of thinking
and treated Epicureanism as an inconsistent form of hedonism.
Interestingly, we had, on the other hand, accepted the truth that
utilitarianism is a form of hedonism in the sense that it is basically an
ethical theory that speaks of the maximization of pleasures as the
summuimn bonum of life. However, it had been further classified as act,
rule and ideal utilitarianism keeping in mind whether ‘end justifies act’
or ‘actjustifies an end’ and whether or not quantity of pleasure is the only
criterion in evaluating the consequences of an action. If this is the case,
then rule utlitarianism is a consistent form of hedonism, is the conclusion.
What interests me most is that confusion about Mill being a consistent
hedonist stems out of the basic misconception widespread among the
orthodox thinkers that Mill had logically proved the first principle or
utility (Frankena, however, cannot be accused of this). Thisis so because
these thinkers argued that Mill takes the help of strict inductive proof in
order to establish that the ultimately desirable end is utility. As if Mill was
arguing in the fashion that, because A,B,C and others desire pleasures,
therefore, ‘pleasure is desirable for all’. This we have already seen when
Bradley retorts (cf. Ethical Theory, p. 114 n), against Mill’s alleged blatant
logical fallacy. One should understand that an expert of inductive logic
that Mill really is cannot commit a blatant error like this. How can the
generalization ‘pleasure is desirable for all’ be induced from ‘A, B, Cand
others desire pleasure’? In fact, the misconception iies in thinking that
‘pleasure is desirable for all’ or ‘the desirable end, that is, pleasure is an
end for all’ is the same as ‘all desire pleasure’ or ‘all are such that they
desire the desirable”. How can one be so sure of what a/lare doing or may
dowhen Mill says that ‘pleasure is desirable for all?’ Itisamoral statement
in which the sense of ought is implicitly present. If he wants to say that A,
B, C and others really desire the desirable, i.e., happiness or pleasure
(and this we cannot overlook if we are empiricists), we have enough
evidence to say that this desirable end ought to be pursued by all. I have
in mind the idea *hat Mill's generalization is not an inductive
generalization or a generalization that is an outcome of strict induction.
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Rather, itisamoral assertion (in the sense of oughtness) thatisessentially
prescriptivein nature. ‘Pleasure is desirable for all’ may at best be a moral
hypothesis that suggests an end principle for us to be followed in life.
However, this may not be viewed as an inductive generalization that is
declarative and also prophetic and the basis of which iswhat A, B, and C
really desire. In this, one can see the hopelessness of accusing Mill of
committing the fallacy of desiring ‘ought’ from ‘is’. In fact, Mill suggests
and prescribes a truth that he believes to be beneficial or useful if accepted
and pursued. Hence, both the confusions of proving ‘ought’ from ‘is’
and proving ‘desirable’ from ‘desired’ stem outof one and the same basic
confusion that Mill, somehow or the other, proved that such and such is
‘desirable’ and is true. I, therefore, conclude that the misery of orthodox
confusion is the result of their obsession that Mill necessarily advances
logical proofs in order to establish the utilitarian end principle as the first
principle in morality. It is interesting to notice that although Frankena
is strongly opposed to the orthodox view that imputes naturalistic fallacy
and definist theory of justification to Mill’s ethics; he, however, does not
think that Mill is a consistent hedonist in so far as Mill spoke of the quality
of pleasure in the evaluation of the consequences of action. Tounderstand
the reasons behind this, we should know that Frankena supports a theory
of beneficiencerather than qualitative utilitarianism because qualitative or
quantitative utilitarianism as such is an ethical principle which is in fact
a doubleprinciple because on the one hand it tells us to maximize greatest
possible balance of good over evil and, on the other hand, tells us to

distribute this as widely as possible. Hence, the principle of utility rolled

into one becomes a principle of beneficience (in so far as it speaks of
maximization of greatest possible balance of good and evil) and a

principle of justice (in so far as it speaks of just distribution of good). If
this be the case, the principle of utility begs a more general principle, the

principle of beneficience and as such cannot be an ethical first principle.

And as it also begs a principle of justice for its complete explanation, it

1s to give up pure utilitarianism. Frankena says that, ‘In fact, the principle

of utility represents a compromise with the ideal, the ideal is to do only

good and not to do any harm. If this is so, then the principle of utility pre-

supposes a more basic principle—that of producing good as such and

preventing evil. Ishall call this prior principle of beneficience.'® Frankena

appears to come to the conclusion that Mill’s inconsistency lies not in

speaking about the quality of pleasure as an ethical and principle, rather

in the fact that such a theory itself cannot be a first principle at all. The

principle of beneficience is primary in obligation. This principle, says

Frankena, consists of four things:

(1) One ought not to inflict evil or harm (what is bad);
{2) One ought to prevent evil or harm;

(3) One ought to remove evil;

(4) One ought to do or promote good.?!
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However, he adds to it the principle of justice because he thinks that
all our prima facie duties cannot be derived from the pr}nC}ple of
beneficience foritdoesnot tellushowgood and evil are to be dlsmb}lted.
Hence, principle of justice, along with the principle f)f beneficience
should constitute a peculiar pluralistic principle in morality. So Frankena
advocates a moral theory, essentially pluralistic in nature, which rolled
into one, is the same thing as the principle of utility, because he had
earlier said that utilitarianism in essence is a double faced ethical principlein
so far as the principle of beneficience and the principle of justice is
coagulated in it. But he charges that notwithstanding the importance of
quality of the end principle, utilitarianism itself cannot be the first
principle because there is no first principle in morality. However, Ido not
understand that if the principle of utility is one such ethical principle that
essentially speaks of both these truths, why is it that it should be viewed
to be begging either of the two or both the principles conceived
separately. It is not difficult to realize that all the four features of the
principle of beneficience mentioned above and the basic feature of the
principle of justice, viz., equal distribution of good are what constitute
the principle of utility. The principle of utility is basically an egalitarian.
principle in morality that makes any sense if and only if *happiness of the
maximum’ or ‘maximization of general welfare’ or ‘greatest balance of
good over evil’ is made correlative to it. The term ‘utility’ hardly
distinguishes ‘greatest balance of good over evil’ and ‘equal dist,ributiop
of good produced over evil.” Mill writes, ‘Social and distributive justice is
involved in the very meaning of utility, or the greatesthappiness prinf:iple.
The principle is a mere form of words—under one person’s happiness,
supposed equal in degree—is counted for exactly as much as another’s.
Those conditions being supplied, Bentham’s doctrine, ‘everybody to
count for one, nobody for more than one”, might be written under the
principle of utility as an explanatory commentary.”®® I think that
Frankena's alleged attack against Mill that he is an inconsistent hedonist
for he speaks of the quality of pleasures, is mainly due to the
misunderstanding that a qualitative principle of utility although being
consistent enough in so far as it is also a principle of beneficience is
inconsistent in so far as it does not go alongside the principle of justice
because an egalitarian principle should be such thatitneed not consider

the quality of good produced over evil; it ought to consider the quantity
aswell when the question of distribution is central. Frankena forgets that
Mill never misses the point that after all quantity and quality of good
produced over evil is important but he qualifies it by saying that quantity
of good produced over evil need not be the same as any amount of
sensualistic good produced over evil and there is no point in his way of
life to distribute any kind of good produced over evil to all—Socrates and

fools.
I fear that one who still has residual doubt about Mill’s non-provability
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thesis may argue that Mill stressed on the fact that virtues are to be
imbibed in one’s character because they function as means toward
attaining the end, i.e. utility. If thiswas so, he did not support the view that
morality primarily consists in framing rules of conduct, notwithstanding
the fact that the basic principle in fact might either justify those rules of
conduct to be of some value in judging the morality of an action. Thus,
an ethics of principle holds that morality consists in framing rules of conduct
so that there are morally good actions and these actions conform to the
rules and then judged ‘good’ or ‘right’; whereas, an ethics of virtue holds
that morality consists not in framing rules of conduct, rather cultivating
virtues or traits of character. To put it simply, an ethics of virtue
propagates the idea ‘the act justifies the end’; whereas the ethics of
principle propagatestheidea, ‘the end justifies the act’. Now that we have
discussed in detail the role of moral rules in Mill’s ethics and the primacy
of the first principle in morality, we need only say, with some risk of
repetition, that Mill supported the ethics of principle. However, Mill also
believes that morality does not merely consist in framing rules of
conduct, rather following it as well. Otherwise, morality is barren; our
disposition to follow these rules and thus ‘desire the desirable’ is crucial.
This is evident when Mill says, ‘a necessary part of a perfectly just
conception of utility or happiness, is considered as the directive role of
human conduct.”®® He makes clear that utility as a first principle in
morality is of great value if and only if one follows it not for his own sake
but for others as well because a noble character is one who makes efforts
to make other people happier. Hence, one who keeps the basic moral
principle in mind that it justifies all moral actions, never forgets that
‘Utilitarianism, therefore, could only attain its end by the general
cultivation of nobleness of character.’®® Hence, the cultivation of the
nobleness of character is important in a utilitarian scheme, but what is
primary is that such nobleness of character makes sense only if the basic
moral truth is kept in mind. One who still gets stuck to the idea that, for
Mill, capacity to follow certain rules is what is crucial, and, therefore,
imbibing virtue is primary, forgets that following moral rules makes no
sense if the ethical first principle is not recognized as a moral standard. It is
this principle that justifies moral rules and not the other way round.
Hence, a supporter of the ethics of virtue is stuck to the idea that Mill
proves that such and such moral rules ought to be followed as these rules
are intrinsically valuable and also desirable. Moreover, it is also to be
believed that following moral rules is what is the foundation of Mill's
utilitarian thesis. However, moral rules are mere ‘direction posts’ that
make any sense if and onlyif they are directed to achieve an ultimate end
in morality. This end is intrinsically valuable and desirable and as moral
rules derive value from the end principle (as heuristic devices), they are
also important but we may dispense with these rules (in exceptional
cases) to refer to the end principle in question. Mill’s ethics, thus,
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irresistibly preaches the importance of but one thing and that is, the
ultimate moral principle, viz., utility. Hence, his is an ethics of principle.
From the overall discussion, I want to draw three broad conclusions:
one is that Mill never advanced any logical proof to establish that the first
principle in morality is utility; secondly, this non-provability thesis is
central in Mill’s ethics in understanding that he advocated rule
utilitarianism, which is consistent hedonism, and finally, that Mill's
ethics is an ethics of principle and not of virtue. But there is a problem
still haunting all of us who want to get a clear answer to the important
meta-ethical question raised by Mill in Chapter IV. After all, what sort of
proof is the ethical first principle susceptible? Mill must face the charge
of intuitionism if he has no pertinent answer to this problem. It is here
that Mill advances the notion of informal justificationin ethics. Itisaccording
to me a theory of ‘psychological justification’ that speaks of some non-
logical sense in which our basic norms and value judgements can be
justified by appeal to the nature of things. But ‘non-logical’ does not
mean illogical; rather, not involving strict deductive or inductive logical
rules. A theory may be heuristically developed. We also speak of the role
ofinformal logic in ethicaljustification. Hence strict logic maynot be the
only way to establish that such and such is a justified moral theory. This
scope of establishing a moral theoryin a non-logical way takes us to Mill’s
theoryof ‘psychological justification’. The theoryisbased on twoimportant
presuppositions: (a} no strict logic can prove an ethical first principle;
(b) any justification of an ethical first principle starts from recognizing
the fact that human nature is so constituted that ultimate end of life is
nothing but maximizing the generalwelfare; forone who is pressed upon
to give reasons for the claim that human nature is constituted in the way
mentioned above, the answer is that the psychological appeal to the
honesty of a man to accept this truth is what is more important than giving
one reason oranother. Mill’s psychological justification hasits distinctive
mark in the fact that ‘appeal to intellectual honesty’ is whatis most crucial
in this regard and I think it is in this sense that his theory of justification
is different from that of the definist or the intuitionists and the extreme
non-cognitive theories of justification. Mill says, ‘We are not, however, 1o
infer thatits (the first principle) acceptance or rejection must depend on
blind impulse or arbitary choice. There is a larger meaning of the word
“proof’ in which this question is as amenable to it as any other of the
disputed questions of philosophy. The subject is within the cognizance
of the rational faculty and neither does that faculty deal with it solely in
the way of intuition. Considerations may be presented capable of
determining the intellect either to give or withhold its assent.’> Clearly,
Mill did not prefer to logically prove (either deductively or inductively)
that the first principle is utility and, thercfore, he did not provide us with
any logical theory of justification thatis in fact definist in nature. Also it
is a non-intuitionist theory of justification in so far as he did not take
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recourse to self-evidence and intuition in establishing a moral theory. He
also does not propagate a theory of negative justification akin to that of
extreme non-cognitivism because he did not believe thatany justification
wt}ats.oever of amoral principle is at all possible and, therefore, an ethical
principle has to be simply accepted to be true. Thus, Miil did not prefer
definist theory of justification because he was opposed to providing an
kind of definition of the moral concepts in natural terms and in no wa§
derived ‘ought’ from ‘is’. We can easily see that Mill’s theory of justification
is a result of his non-provability thesis and we can understand why his
non-definist stance of justification enables us to say that he was a
naturalist who still refrained from giving any naturalistic definition to the
moral term ‘good’. Interestingly, Mill’s naturalism needs careful
unflerstanding because ‘naturalism’ is not an ethical view according to
which an ethical term and a natural term are necessarily identified;
rather, itis an ethical view according to which, (a) the moral term ° good:
makes any senseif and only if it is constantly conjoined to another ‘concept’
i.e., Utility, (b) ‘Utility’ makes any sense if and only if ‘maximization of
.gen.eral .happiness’ is constantly conjoined to it, and (c) in moral
justification, acts and their consequences stand out to be crucial evidences
but not logical grounds for deriving the end principle. Acts and their
consequences are thus not logical grounds for justification; rather
evidence in course of psychological justification in which self-obsmation,
self-consciousness and observation of otherselves are crucial. Mill says, ‘And
now decide whether this (mankind desires happiness only) is really so.
. .. We have evidently arrived at a question of fact and experience
deper.'ldent upon evidence. It can only be determined by practised self
consciousness and self-observation assisted by observation of others.’?
We can thus legitimately conclude that Mill’s non-provability thesis
culmlnates in a theory of justification that makes clear beyond doubt that
he is a rule utilitarian (in both senses}, a supporter of ethics of principle
and a consistent hedonist.

fIthas l?c?en argued in this paper that the central theme of Mill's utilitarianisin is his non-
pI‘OVﬂ.b.lll[Y theo.ry, which speaks of the impossibility of strict logical proving of the ethical
first principle, viz., ‘utility’. One who keeps this theory in mind can easily understand the
hopelessness of the interpretations and criticism of Mill’s ethics by some orthodox
evaluat.ors. The neo-evaluators ought to justify that Mill is a rule utilitarian, a consistent
hedomlst and that his ethics is an ethics of principle because Mill advocated the non-
provability theory and the theory of informal justification in ethics.]
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It is well known that George Berkeley, the famous eighteenth century
British philosopher, held that all motion is relative. Berkeley’s attack
against absolute space and absolute motion rests on his contention that
motion is relative by its very nature. In this paper, I shall first analyze the
distinction that Berkeley had attempted to draw, in A Treatise Concerning
the Principles of Human Knowledge (hereafter Principles), and in De Motu
(hereafter DM) between a body in motion or in apparentrelative motion
(hereafter A-motion) and abody moved ora bodyin true relative motion
(hereafter T-motion). Ishow that Berkeley’s texts give us two methodsfor
verifying whether a body is in T-motion. Next, I explore the role of force
as the ground for the distinction between the A-motion and the T-motion
of abody. In the next section, I employ this result to interpret Berkeley's
analysis of motion in the context of impact phenomena. I also argue that
the role of reference frame from which the T- or A- nature of motion of
a body is determined, is extremely important. In the last section, I show
that K.P. Winkler’s interpretation of Berkeleyian analysis of motion fails
to handle some cases of impact phenomena adequately.! Winkler's
suggestion of ‘force-endowing’ history? of a body in T-motion as an
adequate analysis of the distinction between T-motion and A-motion, I
argue, is to be extended by an analysis which is simpler, compatible with
Berkeley’s text, and the Principle of Inertia, and is sensitive to the role of
reference frame in determining both the magnitude and the direction
of motion of a body.

SECTION I: TRUE MOTION AND APPARENT MOTION

Berkeley takes four conceptsasbasicin understanding physics. These are
moved, moving, motion, and rest. This is made ‘¢clear in section 11 of De
Motuwhere Berkeley argues that there is nothing to which dead force or
gravitation refer. This section also makes clear how one can understand
the concept of force. Berkeley says,
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__those terms dead force and gravitation by the aid of metaphysical
abstraction are supposed to mean something different from moving,
moved, motion and rest, butin pointoffact, the supposed difference
in meaning amounts to nothing at all.?

It must be noticed that Berkeley is making a distinction among moving,
moved, motion and rest, although he does not tell us here in what the
distinction lies. In fact, no where in De Motu does he make the distinction
clear. In all fairness, however, he may be taken to accept the distinction
between motion and rest of a body which was prevalent at that time. For
him, motion and rest are two different states of a body in which a body
can persist. Motion is .the successive existence of body in different
places.* His acceptance of the Principle of Inertia as a primary law of
nature commits him to accept thatastate of rest can be changed toa state
of motion and vice versa. There is enough textual evidence to show that
he accepts the Principle of Inertia and the distinction between motion
and rest. For example, he says,

... itisa primary law of nature that a body persists exactly in a state
of motion and rest as long as nothing happens from elsewhere to
change that state.”

Berkeley does notgive any method to distinguish between moving and
moved or between moving and motion (or rest) or between moved and
motion (or rest). We do get some idea of these distinctions in Principles.
Berkeley introduces the distinction between motion and moved in three
sections of the Principles. He says,

... though in every motion it be necessary to conceive more bodies
than one, yet it may be one only is moved, namely thaton which the
force causing the change of distance is impressed, .. . that to which
the action is applied.®

It appears that Berkeley introduces a distinction between a body in
motion (i.e., in A-motion) and a body moved (i.e., in T-motion). A body,
X, is in A-motion if and only if the relative position of X with respect to
another body (say Y) is changed. The change in relative position is a
necessary and sufficient condition for anything to be in motion. X is in
T-motion if and only if

{(1a) the relative position of X with respect to another body (say Y) is
changed

(1b) a force is impressed upon X or an action is applied to X; and

(1c) the force impressed or the action applied causes the change of
relative position of X.

The asymmetry between X is in A-motion and Xisin T-motion is obvious.
The change of relative position of X with respect to Yis both a necessary
and sufficient condition for apparent (or A-) motion while it is only a
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necessary condifion for wue motion. That both (1b) and (lc) are
necessary conditions for X to be in true (or T'-) motion is emphasized
by Berkeley by rejecting the thesis that the definition of X is in T-motion
is given by only the condition (1a). Thus, Berkeley says,

For . . . some may define relative motion, so as to term that body
moved, which changes its distance from some other body, whether
the force or action causing that change were applied to it or no: yet
asrelative motion is that which is perceived by the sense, and regar-
dedin the ordinary affairs of life, it seems that every man of common
sense knows what it is . . . now I ask anyone whether in his sense of
motion as he walks along the street, the stones he passes over may
be said to move, because they change distance with his feet?’

Berkeley’s rhetorical question is to only point out that mere relative
motion, i.e., change of position, is not a sufficient condition for saying
that X is in T- motion. That all three conditions need to be satisfied for
abodyto be in T-motion is argued by Berkeleyin the following quotation:

So on the other hand, when one only body (the parts whereof
preserve a given position between themselves) is imagined to exist;
some there are who think that it can be moved in all manner of ways,
though without any change of distance or situation to any other
bodies; which we should not deny, if they meant only that it might
have an impressed force, which upon bare creation of other bodies,
would produce a motion of certain quantity and determination.®

Berkeley’s point is that when there is only one body it is not in any kind
of motion. It is possible that a force can be applied to that body (that
satisfies condition 1b). That force would be the cause of the motion of
that body (thereby satisfying condition 1c) provided there is another
object with respect to which that motion is to be produced (thereby
satisfying condition 1a). Also, since motion is relational, any talk about
force acting on a single body must be in terms of certain subjunctive
statements like if there were another body, then the body X upon which
the force is acting would be in T- motion with such and such magnitude
and such and such direction. This statement is in conformity with
Newtonian laws (including the Principle of Inertia) and for Berkeley it
is justified by observing the regularities obtained between the force
applied and the motion produced in actual cases. The above quotation
thus serves as a textual evidence for Berkeley’s claim that condition (1b)
and (1c) are each necessary for a body to be in T-motion.

That there is a crucial distinction between X isin T-motion and X isin
A-motion is driven home by an analogy:

To me it seems, that though motion includes a relation of one thing
to another, yet it is not necessary that each term of the relation be
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denominated from it. As a man may think of somewhat which doth
not think, so a body may be moved to or from another body, which
is itself not in motion.

The point Berkeley makes is straightforward. If motion is relative, one
may say that Yis also in motion with respect to X after all it is the change
of position of X (or Y) with respect to Y (or X) which is necessary and
sufficient for claiming that X (or Y) is in motion. Berkeley says that so
long as one claims that X (or Y) is in A-motion one is not making any
mistake. But, only one of them is moved, i.e., is in T-motion. If X is in T-
motion, then the distinction between the motion of X and that of Yis as
fundamental as a thinking being and the object of thought. A sentiment
being S indulging in thinking activity thinks of an inanimate object O.
The relation between S and O is asymmetrical. Similarly, X upon which
a force is impressed changes its position with respect to Y (which may be
considered to be at rest) and is in T-motion. The relation between
motion of X and of Yis asymmetrical. The burden of the distinction is
borne by force or action that is applied to X. That there is an asymmetry
in the relation X is in T- motion is clear from the following quotation:

... to denominate a body is moved, itis requisite, first, that it change
its distance or situation with regard to some other body: and
secondly that the force or action occasioning that change be
applied to it. If either of these be wanting, I do not think that
agreeably to the sense of mankind, or the propriety of language, a
body can be said to be in motion.*?

Berkeley means by motion in the above quote the true motion of a body.
It needs to be pointed out that Berkeley does not mention about force
causing the change of motion. Rather the force or action is only the
occasion of such a change.

Berkeley also says that one can be mistaken if a body is in T-motion or
in A-motion:

. . it is possible for us to think a body, which we see change its
distance from some other, to be moved, though it have no force
applied to it (in which sense there may be apparent motion}, but
then it is, because the force causing the change of distance, is
imagined by us to be applied or impressed on that body thought to
move. Which indeed shews we are capable of mistaking a thing to
be in motion which is not. . .1!

Again, Berkeley says that just because we can make mistake regarding the
nature of motion of a body, it

does not prove that, in the common acceptation of motion, a body
is moved merely because it changes distance from another; since as
soon as we are undeceived, and find that the moving force was not
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communicated to it, we no longer hold it to be moved.!?

Berkeley’s point seems to be that we can know whether X is in T-motion
once we know that a force or action is applied on X. This is important
because it is the knowledge of the application of force on X that grounds
the distinction between the knowledge that X is in T-motion and the
knowledge that X is in A-motion. The distinction is not grounded in the
nature of motion. It is a matter of fact if force is applied to X or not.
Hence, it is a matter of fact whether X is in true motion or not. And it is
the prior knowledge of the force acting on X that helps to decide the
knowledge of nature of motion. Therefore, one way to verify whether a
body is in T-motion or not is to verify whether all three conditions
(la)—(1c) are satisfied. This is one of the two ways to verify whether a
body is in T-motion. I shall discuss the second method later. Thus, in
order to verify whether a body is in T-motion, one has to verify whether
a force has acted on it or not (condition 1b). Now, the question is how
do we understand force? Berkeley seems to think that it is possible for
force to act upon a body and vet the body may be unmoved.!?

Thus far we have found that there is a distinction between a body in T-
motion and a body in A-motion which can be understood in terms of
force. We have also mentioned that Berkeley does not like to introduce
force as a causal agent. At the most force can be a mathematical entity the
existence of which does not have to be asserted. How can we understand
force then? Berkeley’s answer is that force can be understood only in
terms of motion. Thus, Berkeley says,

... no force is immediately felt by itself, nor known or measured
otherwise than by its effect.!*

In section 11 of De Motu Berkeley is more specific. He discusses the case
of force of gravitation and generalizes the result.

The force of gravitation is not to be separated from momentum; but
there is no momentum without velocity; again velocity cannot be
understood without motion, and the same holds therefore of the
force of gravitation. Then no force makes itself known except
through action, and through action it is measured; but we are not
able to separate the action of a body from its motion.!?

There are quite a few questions which can be asked. How can we measure
the action of X? Is it through the motion of X? Let us consider impact
between two bodies, X and Y. If Yisin T-motion then Yisin motion at least
with respect to some body (say X for the sake of simplicity) and X must
have applied a force on Y. The force that X applies on Ycan be measured
only through the action of X and not action on Y. The force of X on Ycan
be measured only by the motion of X. The questions then are: Isit the A-



24 PRAJIT K BASU

motion of X before impact or A-motion of X after impact? Or is it the
change of A-motion of X due to the impact? Which reference frame 1s
one supposed to employ to determine (the change of) any motion of X?
Before I consider these questions, I want to discuss another method,
implicit in Berkeley’s account, to verify whether a body is in T-motion or
not. Consider the example that Berkeley gives:

... as long as a heavy body changes the shape of a piece of lead put
under it, . . . so long is it moved, but when it is at rest, it does
nothing.!6

The example above, according to Berkeley, is a case of percussion, i.e. of

impact. The example appears to reveal a connection between a body’s
acting and its T-motion. If there is a change in the shape of a piece of lead
(caltit V), i.e., if Yis in motion, then the heavy body (call it X) is moved.
Also, if X is at rest, X does not act. What does this example really tell us?
Is it the case that change in the shape, i.e., the motion in Yis a sufficient
condition for claiming that X is moved in the case of impact? It appears
that three different claims can be made which reflect the condition for
X is in T-motion and X is at rest.

(2) If X is at rest, then X does not act.
(3) Xisin T-motion with respect to an inertial frame of reference, I,
if and only if
(a) X isin A-motion with respect to f
(b) X actson Yand
(c) puts Yin A-motion with respect to L
(4) X isin T-motion with respect to J, if and only if
(a) X isin A-motion with respect to /
(b) X acts on Yand
(c) puts Yin T-motion with respect to 1.

The analysis (4) followsfrom (1) and (3). For Y- tobe in T-motion, Ymust
be in A-motion (condition 3c), and Y must have been acted upon
(condition 3b). The difference between the analysis (1) on the one hand
and the analysis (3) or (4) on the other is that the former is supposed to
be a more general analysis and the latter is a specific one applicable to
impact phenomena of bodies. However, (1) could also be di{ectly
pressed into service in cases involving impact phenomena as will be
discussed shortly. It must be noticed that the condition (1b}, X acts on
Y, was supposed to be explicated by the example in Section 11 of De Motu.
But the condition has reappeared in the subsequent analyses (3b and
4b). To summarize, we now have two methods given by analyses (1) and
(4) for verifying whether a bodyis in T-motion, both of which employ the
notion of force or action which remains to be explicated. In the next
section I employ these methods to some specific cases of impact
phenomena.
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SECTION II: THE VERIFICATION OF T-MOTION OF A BODY IN IMPACT AND
THE ROLE OF INERTIAL REFERENCE FRAME

Suppose there are only two objects (X and Y} in the universe. Suppose X
is at rest with respect to an inertial reference frame, fy, fixed on Y. Now
let a force act on X. Let us say that X changes its position with respect to
Iy. Thus, X is in A-motion with respect to fy. According to analysis 1, X is
in T-motion. However, the reference frame, 7, could be fixed on yet
another object (for example, the fixed stars), Z, provided the universe
was populated by only three objects, X, Y, and Z. In that universe, the
analysis of X is in T-motion remains unaltered. Now, let us extend the
analysis to the phenomena of impact between X and Yin a universe with
only two objects X and Y. Suppose the inertial reference frame fyis fixed
on Y. Suppose X isin A-motion with respect to Iy (and hence with respect
to Y) and the motion is directed towards Y. Let X and Y undergo an
impact. After the initial period of disturbances let us assume that X is in
A-motion with respect to fy (and hence with respect to Y) but the motion
is directed away from Y possibly with a different magnitude than before
the impact. The question is: Is X in T-motion? The scenario can be
redescribed from the vantage point of the inertial reference frame, Ix, fixed
on X. The question then is: Is Yin T-motion after the impact? The answer
to both these questions are affirmative if Newton’s first law (i.e., the
Principle of Inertia) isaccepted and the analysis (1) isapplied. In fact, the
inertial reference frame plays a major role in raising and answering these
questions about the T- or the A-motion of a body. Described from Ix, Y
is in T-motion but we cannot say anything about the motion of X, while
described from Jy, X is in T-motion but we cannot say anything about the
motion of Y. And described from /, reference frame fixed on a third body
{for example, fixed stars), both X and Y are in T-motion. The example
can be modified such that with respect to /, X is in T-motion but not Yor
Y is in T-motion but not X and so on. In the case of impact, then, the
description of the nature of the motion of a body is dependent upon the
vantage pointfromwhichitis described. How do the analyses (3) and (4)
of T-motion fare in the cases of impact? In the context of impact
phenomenon in a universe with two objects and the reference frame, 1y,
fixed on Y, the condition (3c) or (4c) cannotbe satisfied. Hence, whether
X is in T-motion cannot be determined but neither can one determine
whether Yis in any motion at all. Similarly, if the reference frame, Ix, is
fixed on X, again it will be impossible to determine whether X or Yis in
T-motion. What does Berkeley’s analysis of T-motion then amount to? A
careful look at the quotation in Section 11 of De Mo#u gives us an answer.
The inertial frame from which the situation of the change of the shape
of piece of lead is described is neither on the heavy body nor on the piece
of lead. The inertial frame, /, is on a body distinct from the heavy body
and the piece of lead. The last two analyses, (3) and (4), are then to be
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employed from the vantage point of I This is because at least in some
cases of impact phenomena, the force applied by one body on the other
is cashed out in terms of motion of both bodies. One way to describe the
motion of both bodies is to describe from the reference frame fixed on
a third body. In that case, the given situation of impact between X and Y
would lead to the result that X is in T-motion after the impact. This
analysis then provides yet another way of verifying whether X is in T-
motion, with respect to areference frame. However, Berkeley could have
meant the following analysis of X is in T-motion in the case of impact
phenomenon of the type described in Section 11 of De Motu:

(5) X isin T-motion with respect to Jy, if and only if
(a} Xisin A-motion with respect to Iy
(b) X and Y are in impact
(¢) X puts Yin A-motion with respect to Ix

Notice, however, that both (ba) and (5c) are satisfied even before the
impact in somewhat different cases where two bodies are approaching
each other. In that case, the distinction is grounded by the conditon
(5b), i.e., whether there was an impact or not. And that does not seem to
be compatible with what Berkeley says. However, we can say that after the
impact X isin T-motion because X after the impact puts Yin an A-motion
relative to Ix which is different from the A-motion of Y relative to Ix
before the impact. The analysis then requires modification of (5¢). The
new analysis (6) while retaining (5a) and (5b) would be augmented by
(6¢): X changes the A-motion of Ywith respect to Ixbefore and after the
impact. This implies first that change in (magnitude and/or direction)
is requisite to determine whether a body is in T-motion. But that should
be obvious. The Principle of Inertia tells us that the change in motion is
due to a force. Thus, the new motion is a result of the force that acted.
And that automatically implies T-motion from the analysis. The analysis
also implies thatwe can make sense of Xisin T-motion onlyfrom a certain
inertial reference frame. This in turn implies that Berkeley perhaps held
that there may not be after all any major difference between a body X is
in A-motion and X is in T-motion for the difference amounts to only a
difference in coordinate frame from which the motion of X is described.
K.P. Winkler also believes that Berkeley’s analysis underscores the role of
reference frame. Winkler argues that an object could be truly in motion
and at the same time truly at rest, are from Berkeley’s view point always
relative. “The apparentconflictis rooted inalternative (butnot conflicting)
choices of reference frame.’!” That Berkeley’s view is indeed close can be
seen from the following textual evidence. Berkeley says that ‘the motion
of the same body may vary with the diversity of relative place.’'® He goes
on to say that a thing ‘can be said in one respect to be in motion and in

another respect to be rest’.!?
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The analysis in the context of a reference frame, 7, fixed on a body
separate from X or Yis then as follows:

(7) Xisin T-motion with respect to a reference frame, 7, if and only
if
(a) Xis in A-motion with respect to I
(b) XactsonY (i.e., X is in impact with Y)
(c}) Theimpactinduces change of motion in Ywith respect to I

The part ‘X acts on Y’ in (7b) must be cashed out in terms of motion of
X with respect to I, There is some minor problem with such a condition.
Consider a ball (Y) hanging from a string. Let us say another ball (X)
which is in motion relative to Y and I, and has been acted upon before,
now strikes Y and imparts motion to Ywith respect to I Given the above
condition, X is in T-motion. Now consider a situation where Y1is not on
the directien of X’s motion. Then, we will have to say Xisnotin T-motion.
To get around this problem one can say that,

(8) X isin T-motion with respect to [, if and only if
(a) X isin A-motion with respectto [
(b) XcanactonY
(c) The impact thereby can induce change of motion in Ywith
respect to 1.

There are then two methods to verify whether a body is in T-motion with
respect to a reference frame in cases of impact. These are:

(9) Xisin T-motion with respect to a reference frame, 7, ifand only
if
(a) Xisin A-motion with respect to 7
(b} X has been acted upon (i.e., X was in impact)
(c) The impact is the occasion for X’s A-motion (or change of
A-motion) with respect to L

(10) X isin T-motion with respect to a reference frame, 1, if and only
if
(a) Xisin A-motion with respect to I
(b) X can be in impact with Y
(c) The impact would be the occasion for Y's A-motion (or
change of A-motion) with respect to 7.

Several features stand out in this analysis. First, the problem of
verifying or knowing whether a body is in T-motion or in A-motion is
solved by one of two ways in the case of impact phenomenon. The first
way is given by the analysis (9). In this analysis, one observes an impact
phenomenon or collision between two bodies and observes the subsequent
change in magnitude and/or direction of motion of bodies after the
impact. If the body under investigation does undergo such a change, it
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isin T-motion after the impact provided itisin A-motion after the impact.
The second way would require observing whether the body under
observation (X) changes the magnitude and/or direction of motion of
the body (Y) with which X collided. If the collision led to such a change
in Y then X was in T-motion before the impact (provided X was in A-
motion before the impact) and if X is in A-motion now, it is still in T-

motion now. Both these methods are compatible with the Principle of _

Inertia.

Second, the reference frame with respect to which motion is determined
is very important especially for the purpose of verifying whether a body
isin T-motion or in A-motion. Third, the analysis shows that Berkeleyian
analysis fails to bring out the difference between the natures of T-and A-
motion in terms of force because it fails to give an account of the nature
of whata force is. Fourth, the analysis helps us determine whether bodies
in impact were in T-motion before the impact at least in some cases.

SECTION ILI: APPLICATION OF THE ANALYSIS IN IMPACT PHENOMENA

Iwill now apply the analysis in certain test cases and draw some important
conclusions from the results of these applications. K.P. Winkler in his
analysis of Berkeley’s theory of motion makes two assumptions. First,
when two bodies have different velocities with respect to a reference
frame and subsequently undergo impact at least one of them was in T-
motion with respect to that reference frame before the impact.? Second,
in cases of impact Berkeley is commitied to hold that whatever applies a
force must be in T-motion. Finally, Winkler argues that to say that a body,
X, was acted upon by a force, is to say that X has a force-endowing history.
In other words, Winkler’s analysis requires that the distinction between
abodyin T-motion and a body in A-motion is grounded by whether there
was an event in the past history of the body (now in T-motion} involving
it—a collision for example, in the case of impact phenomenon.?! Once
we know that there was such a phenomenon, we know that the body was
or is in T-motion. I will argue now that in spite of some advantages
Winkler’s arguments and assumptions are problematic.

Winkler raises a problem in verification of a body being moved in the
case of impact. Assume a body, D, is in motion with respect to an inertial
frame, A. The question is how can we know whether D is in T-motion.
Given the Berkeleyian distinction between abodyin A-motionand abody
in T-motion, D is in T-motion if and only if D is struck by a force exerted
by a body B. Winkler assumes that B must also be in T-motion to be able
to exert a force on D, i.e., B’s being in T-motion is a necessary condition
for B’s being able to act. Now, how can we know that B is in T-motion? B
is in T-motion if and onlyif B is struck by a force exerted by another body
C that is in T-motion. Winkler now argues that one has no way to
determine if A is in T-motion because one can never have knowledge of
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the first body that is in T-motion. Winkler now solves the problem by
showing that either B or C must be in T-motion prior to B’s striking A and
also prior to C’s striking B. Let me quote Winkler in detail:

We are inclined to say that the change in relative position is due to
the collision of D with B. But in order to know that B impressed a
force on D we need to know that A was in true motion. We know that
an even earlier point B and C collided and that before and after the
collision both were changing pesition relative to 1. But we cannot
say, of either B or C, that it was in true motion before the collision.
Suppose for the sake of the argument that neither was. This
supposition is impossible because their changes in position relative
to I were different; both changes could not have been the artifacts
of the motion of 1. It follows that one of them must have been in true
motion, though we have no way of telling which it was. Fortunately,
we do not need to tell: if either was in true motion before the
collision then both were in true motion after the collision, because
the body in true motion would impress a force on the other which
would in turn impress a force on it.*

Winkler’s claim is that since B and C have different relative motion
with respect to A, one of them must be in T-motion. This is the crucial
premise for which Winkler’s argument is not clear. He does not say why
B and C cannot have different relative velocities with respect to I and stitl
not be in T-motion. Does it follow from the nature of motion? Winkler
doesnot explain how if atallit does. I shall return to this point. Winkler’s
argument then may be summarized as follows. In impact, the impacting
bodies must have different motion with respect to a reference frame. At
least one of them is in T-motion (first assumption). After the impact, the
motion of the bodies involved change and they are in T-motion. The
collision, therefore, ensures, by appealing to Newton’s third Law, that
these bodies are in T-motion. However, if it is the collision which ensures
that the bodies are in T-motion after the impact, then we do not need to
go back to the impact between B and C to determine whether D is in T-
motion after its impact with B. Because the change in motion of D,
subsequent to its collision with B, would require a force acting on it as
required by the Principle of Inertia. Hence, we do not need to assume
thatatleast one of B or Cmustbe in T-motion. This simplifies the account
andis compatibie with Winkler’s requirement of ‘force-endowing’ history
ofabodyand does notinvoke ‘force’ asan ontological entity. The analysis
(9) or (10) in this sense (of expelling force from the account) is
compatible with Winkler’s analysis. Moreover, the analysis is compatible
with physics to the extent that it holds that impact phenomenon is a
reference frame invariant fact of the matter and that the laws of impact
give us the rules of exchange of motion among bodies.

However, Winkler's account is problematic for a different reason.
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Suppose we assume that the talk about force is cashed out in terms of
impact and rules of (ex)change of motion among bodies in impact. Now
consider the two diagrams below. Fig (a) shows a snap shot of motions of
X and Yat time t=t, with respect to an inertial reference frame, I Fig (b)
shows a snap shot of motions of X and Y with respect to Jata later time
(after the impact between X and Y) t=t;. In this casc, although X and Y

have different velocities (in fact Y is at rest), with respect to 1, and.

subsequently undergo impact we cannot determine whether X was in T-
motion with respect to Ibefore the impact. That X is in T-motion, after
the impact, with respect is determined by the first method (analysis 9)
which follows from the Principle of Inertia. This shows that Winkler’s
second assumption does not hold for all cases. This is because that X is
in T-motion after the impact can be determined from the Principle of
Inertia. But we cannot determine that by employing Winkler’s analysis.
Because for X to be in T-motion after the impact, X must have already
been in T-motion before the impact or must have been acted upon by Y
which must be in T-motion.

Figure (a) = Figure (b)
A A
|
(2 4 ® 4 o @
X 1V X Y
AV vV, =0 Vy vV, =0
I P X T L ' W
Time t=t Time t=1¢

Is X in T-motion wrt L at £;? Undetermined Was X in T-motion wrt I at t;? Undetermined
Is Yin T-motion wrt I at t,? No Ix X in T-motion wrt [ at t=t.? Yes
Is Yin T-motion wrt T at t=1,7 No

But Y is not in motion. Therefore, X must have been in T-motion.
However, we cannot determine that without the analysis becoming
circular. Suppose we assume instead that since X and Y have different
velocitiés with respect to I, one of them must be in T-motion (first
assumption). Since X is in A-motion and Y is at rest, X must be in T-
motion. This follows from the first assumption. But as discussed above
there is no argument for this assumption. Itisan ontological thesis which
must follow from the nature of motion and argued for separately. This
case of impact thus constitutes a problem for Winkler’s assumption. This
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is because the Principle of Inertia would commit Winkler to hold that X
is in T-motion by virtue of the fact that the change in the direction of X’s
motion is due to a force acting on it. But his analysis which requires
commitment to the second assumption fails to derive the required
conclusion unless it commits to a thesis which has not been argued for.
My analysis while it can accommodate this case is also in agreement with
Winkler's thesis of force-endowing history in the following sense. The
analysis acknowledges the fact that in the case of impact, the knowledge
of collision would help determine whether a body was or is in T-motion.
This followsfrom the Principle of Inertia. My analysis also helps determine
whether bodies are in T-motion in some cases from the data obtained
after the impact. In this sense it is an extension of, and improvement on,
Winkler’s analysis.
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The paper at hand argues for the need to revise the epistemological
status of Economics. This version should recognize the practical, i.e.,
moral, dimension of its subject, which is an aspect or a specific type of
human action. This act possesses dimensions both technical and ethical
which should be integrated into an extensive knowledge, according to
the characteristics of the classical practical sciences. This revision would
effect many rectifications from which two very clear conclusions would
arise. The first one would consist of the recognition of the inaccuracy of
Economics’ statements. In this regard, important steps have been taken,
especially by authors such as George Shackle, Ludwig Lachmann and
Jack Wiseman, who are more or less tied to the Austrian School. The
second conclusion would be the need to abandon the scientific criterion
imposed by Max Weber on the social sciences: the neutrality concerning
values— Wertfreiheit. Professional economists have almost ignored this
latter aspect. However, in spite of the weight of that paradigm, there are
some economists who have foreseen the need to include values in
FEconomics.! This article centres on the thinking of Lionel Robbins. His
conceptual ideas about the economy are centred around the notion of
human action. The implicit epistemology of his methodological writings,
in turn, evolved during his life time toward a position that tends to give
room for the two conclusions of the necessary rectifications mentioned
above.

Robbins is a stranger to the readers of philosophical journals. Since
Robbins’ main contributions belong to the field of the conceptual and
methodological definitions, he isnotverywell-known even by economists,
who are often concerned, above all, with more concrete matters. For this
reason, I shall first devote a few words to his life.?

* ] want to thank William ]. Baumol, Max Steuer, Peter Koslowski, Heinz Grossekettler
and an anonymous referee for useful comments on this paper. I also owe thanks to
Ignacio Quiroga, who helped me in the English redaction.
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Lionel Charles Robbins was born in Sipson Middlesex, England, near
London, on November 22, 1898. From avery young age he was interested
in l?terature; therefore, when his father suggested that he attended the
University, he registered in the Faculty of Arts at University College,
London. His studies had to be suspended due to his participation in the
First World War. Because of his preoccupation with social matters he
then entered the London School of Economics and Political Science
(LSE) in 1920 and graduated in the autumn of 1923. His first year of work
was with Sir William Beveridge, a former Professor. During the following
academic year he worked as a Tutor in Oxford (New College) and then
he returned to the LSE as a Lecturer. He remained in Cambridge from
1926 to 1927, and in 1929 he was appointed Professor of Economicsat the
L_SE, a position that he held until 1961. His long academic life allowed
him to travel and to teach in diverse universities in Europe, America and
South Africa. Thus, he met many of the most important economists of
this century.

In the 1930s he became a member of the Government Committees of

Consultipg. During the Second World War he was the Director of the
Economic section of the War Cabinet which dealt with economic affairs
related to problems occurring during the War and the post-War period.
He was a delegate to the Bretton Woods Conferences dealing with the
monetary system and international commerce.
' Whenever possible he manifested his interest in art, by being involved
in the administration of certain institutions, like the National Gallery and
the Royal Opera House. During the period from 1954 to 1955 he was
President of the Royal Economic Society. In 1960 he was appointed
Chairman of the Financial Times (until 1970), and he was alsoc named
Prf:sif:lent ofthe Committee for the Reform of Higher Education in Great
Britain. Between 1962 and 1967 he was President of the British Academy,
of which he had been a member since 1941. In 1968 he was named
Companion of Honourand Life Peer, and in the same year he also acted as
First Chancellor at the University of Stirling. In spite of these commitments,
by continuing his educational and managing tasks, he never lost his
contact with the LSE, and from 1968 to 1974 he was President of its
Directive Council. He died on May 15, 1984, at the age of 85.

Upon shortly reviewing his life one can see that Robbins was a
complete man with an extensive academic career. He was able to
maintain an equilibrium between his public and private life, all the while
cultivating his artistic sensibility, his humanistic interests, as well as
devoting himself to his family and friends. In spite of his contributions to
economics the totality of the man should not be forgotten. I feel that
Robbmsl’ involvement with practical matters has greatly influenced his
economic thought, and in this article I shall try to emphasize some

aspects of this thought that I consider relevant to the methodological
problems of economics.
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Robbins’ interests were especially theoretical and methodological.
Subsequently hisinterestsrevolved around political maiters and economic
history, but he never abandoned his interest in methodology. Robbins’
most important book, the Essay on the Nature and Significance of Economic
Science, deals with the nature and the meaning of economic science.” By
means of this work, Robbins has become a classic authority concerning
the basic statements and definitions of economic science and activity.
The Spanish philosopher Antonio Millan Puelles says that, in hisopinion,
‘the contribution of L. Robbins is exemplary; he is perhaps the most

rofound economistwho hastreated the venatioessentiae of thisknowledge,
and undoubtedly the most philosophical one.’* The economist William

J.Baumol hasaffirmed that the Essay ‘can onlybe regarded asadangerous

revolutionary document. It caused an upheaval in the settled habits of
thought of professional economists very soon after its appearance, and
it engendered a controversy which has not yet abated-controversy which
continues to be creative now as it was then. Even those who disagree most
strongly with the positions taken in this book will readily acknowledge
that they are substantial, and that they have changed the course of the
Economics. . .’® Finally, I would like to quote Israel M. Kirzner, who
stated: ‘Something of a turning point in discussions on the nature of the
science and the economic affairs came in 1930 with the appearance of
Robbins’ Nature and Significance of Economic Science. Since the publication
of his book, discussions of the problem of definition have invariably
tended to resolve around Robbins’ definition, or at least to take it as a
starting point.’®

Robbins’ ideas, as they are expressed in the Essay, are paradigmatic of
modern economic theory. He had the advantage of beingat the crossroads
of several currents of thought: first, that of classical English Economics,
which he understood very well because of his( studies of the history of
economic thought; second, the deductive methodology of some of his
British ancestors; third, the English marginalism of Jevons, Wicksteed
and Marshall: Robbins was above all a Neoclassical economist; and
finally, the Austrian School, from which he was an important promoter
in England.

Robbins always wanted, but was never able, to write a Treatisc on
Economics. He once wrote three chapters, but then discontinued his
writing when he decided that it was more important to his country that
he accepted the Chairmanship of the Committee of Reform of the
Higher Education. He therefore abandoned this subject, and never
resumed the project.” When he wrote the Essay, he did not intend to do
his opera magna (he was only 33 years old), but only to put a little order
in the methodological questions.® During hisyearsasa studentat the LSE
the fundamental textbook was the Weaithby Edwin Cannan whichdefined
the economy in terms of causes of the material welfare.? But certain
activities such as war and art, observed Robbins, also have economic
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aspects and do not correspond to Cannan’s categories. The essential
relationship with scarcity, recognized Robbins, was not his invention; it
was present in the marginal utility theory of the Austrians and in Philip
Wicksteed. Robbins only tried to order the ideas using the simplicity
offered by the ends-means framework.

The Essay appeared in 1932 and was better received than Robbins had
expected, butitalso provoked negative comments. The two fundamental
criticisms were, on the one hand, the amplitude of the definition, due to
its formalism, and on the other hand, its narrowness, due to the fact that
itexcluded normative elements. Neither of the two worried him because
he did not agree with them. He felt that his critics did not thoroughly
understand the economic problem. What worried Robbins though was
the fact that he found a great deal of ‘essentialism’ in his conception of
economic generalizations. Therefore he stated thatin the second edition
he puta greater emphasis (but not all that he had wanted), on the need
to verify the principles in reality as the next section of this article shall
demonstrate.

THE NOTION OF ECONOMY ACCORDING TO ROBBINS

Robbins’ contributions are various, but I concentrate here on his
conceptual and methodologicalideas. Robbins’ definition of the economy
has become famous: ‘Economics is the science which studies human
behaviour as a relationship between ends and scarce means which have
alternative uses.! The endsare given. The question of their determination
isnotamatter of economic science since theyare an ‘irrational’ element,
external to Economics. This exclusion of the ends from the economic
environment consequently implies the exclusion of the values. The
means, in turn, are scarce. Without this condition, i.e., scarcity, there is
no economic problem. AsKirzner highlights, thatis his central concept. 1!
From this point of view it is easy to realise why he develops his notion of
opportunity cost. “The conception of costs in medern economic theory,
Robbins aftirms, is a conception of displaced alternatives: The cost of
obtaining anything is what must be surrendered in order to get it. The
process of valuation is essentially a process of choice, and costs are the
negative aspects of this process. In the theory of exchange, therefore,
costs reflect the value of the things surrendered. In the theory of
production theyreflectalso the value of the alternative uses of productive
factors—that is, of products which do not come into existence because
existing products are preferred.’'? He simultaneously concludes that the
conception of costs as quantities of goods is not acceptable.

In sum, economy is for Robbins a human type of action, which relates
those scarce means, of alternative use, to specific ends coming from the
outside. Robbins is recognized for his ability to express in just a few words
the essence of the economic. In spite of the difficulties with his definition
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(these difficulties will be pointed out by various subsequent critics),
Robbins was successful in centring the discussion of the economic
problem around the notion of human action.

This vision could appear to be an Austrian one. Nevertheless, as
Kirzner points out, is different: ‘Economizing—Robbins’ conception
—consists in the allocation of scarce resources among competing ends.
Acting, in the praxeological sense, consists in selecting a pattern of
conduct designed to further the actor’s purposes.’!3

We must also search Robbins’ roots in the classical and neoclassical
tradition. Robbins’ concern with the classical economists thinking should
be remembered.'*

ECONOMIC METHODOLOGY: FROM AXIOMATIC TO HYPOTHETICAL DEDUCTIVISM

In his methodological and implicit epistemological thought, two problems
are distinguishable: first, that of the methodology itself, and second, the
epistemological question of the inclusion or exclusion of value judgements
in econormic science.

Regarding the first problem, we must divide his ideas into two phases.
The first one corresponds to the Essay, more strictly to its first edition of
1932, In this Robbins followed the deductivist tradition of his ancestors
Nassau Senior, John Stuart Mill and John E. Cairnes. Economic laws are
necessary deductions of always valid axioms known by external or
internal observation. The most important step in the methodology is to
clearly state the axioms since all economic science is supported by their
validity. When, upon returning to the facts, the axioms do not coincide
with the laws, we are faced with a problem of applicability, which is
resolved by auxiliar postulates or axioms. Economic science is exact in
itself because of the universal validity of its axioms. This is the phase of
Robbins’ thought about which, as we have already clarified, he had many
complaints due to its excessive ‘essentialism’. In the second edition of the
Essay he already tries to give a hypothetical nuance to the axioms. This is
more evident in his article ‘Live and Dead Issues in the Methodology of
Economics’ of 1938.1% In it he states: ‘I do not think that there is a single
professional economist living who would dispute that the appropriate
method of Economicsis the construction and development of hypothesis
suggested by the study of the reality, and the testing of the applicability
of the results by reference back to reality.” There could be differences in
the specific kinds of deduction and induction applied by one author or
another. ‘But on the necessity for the combination of deduction and
induction, of theory and realistic studies, there is no dispute among
sensible people, adds Robbins. . . We all agree that in general we need
both induction and deduction, observation and theoretical system.’16

Subsequently, his contact with Karl Popper, a colleague at the LSE,
assured him of the correctness of the application of the hypothetical-
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deductive method. Various testimonies of Popper’sinfluence still remain.
I will begin by quoting the oldest one. In his Autobiography, published in
1971, Robbins devotes the chapter seven to his publications and
controversies surrounding his works during the years from 1929 to 1939,
His most important book during this period as he himself indicates was,
of course, the Essay. Talking about it, he confirms the majority of the
ideas that he already expressed, but he also adds: ‘There were, however,
sections of the essay about which I am far less complacent. In its original
form the chapter on the nature of economic generalizations smacked
too much of what nowadays is called essentialism. That is to say, it seemed
to suggest that the sanction of economic generalizations lay in the
conceptions from which they were deduced and these conceptions in
some ultimate way were part of the nature of things; and although this
putsit crudely, there was indeed something of that in my thinking at that
time. In the second edition I tried to put this right and to make it clear
that the ultimate assumptions were elementary facts of experience!’
whose appropriateness was always subject to testing by reference back to
reality. But am notatall sure that even then Iwas successful in achieving
a completely convincing formulation. Moreover, while I have very little
to retract in what I say in the next chapter about the limited predictive
value of time series and suchlike statistical material, Tam inclined to think
thatI did notemphasize sufficiently the indispensability of such operations
as means of testing the assumptions of the more complicated theoretical
models. This part of my book, more than any other, reflects the
circumstances in which it was written. It is a reaction—doubtless
overdone—against the ridiculous claims of the institutionalists and of
the cruder econometricians and an attempt to persuade Beveridge and
his like that theirs simplistic belief in ‘letting facts speak for themselves’
was all wrong. Moreover it was written before the star of Karl Popper had
risen above our horizon. If I had known then of his path-breaking
exhibition of scientific method as the attempt to test for falsity to reality
the models of the imagination, this part of my book would have been
phrased very differently.’'®

From this point [ would like to continue to trace Popper’s influence
on Robbins’ thought. In September of 1974 an extremely exclusive
Symposium was held in Naftalion, Greece. Spiro J. Latsis had invited a
group of specialists to analyze the adaptability of Imre Lakatos’
epistemological proposal, the *Scientific Research Programs’ (SRP), to both
physical sciences and Economics. Among the economists attending were
A.W. Coats, Terence Hutchison, Neil de Marchi, Herbert Simon, Axel
Leijonhufiud, Mark Blaug, Sir John Hicks, and Latsis himself. The
lectures of the economists at the symposium were edited in a volume
published by Latsis, Method and Appraisal in Economics,'® extensively
reviewed by Robbins in 1979.2 Robbins said: ‘Generalizations about
physical or economic phenomena are essentially conjectures capable of
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deductive development, but while exposed to refutation by appropriate
testing, incapable of final and definitive proof. In this respect I am a
convinced Popperean. I do notregard Lakatos’ Methodology of Scientific
Research Programmes as, in any important respect, contradictory to
Popper’s main contention. Indeed I would regard his prescriptions, his
“hard core” propositions, his heuristics postulates, his “protective belt”,
and his insistence that broad programmes of research should not be
deterred byincidental failure asa distinguished spelling out ofimplications
of the main bedy of Popper’s contribution. I confess thatwhile recognizing,
in appropriate places, differences in stylistic emphasis in Popper’s
ex‘(position, I do not regard these differences as constituting essential
divergences of outlook justifying the attribution to the author of
inconsistent views within the central contribution. I should certainly
regard it as a total misapprehension—which I am sure Lakatos would not
have wished to propagate—to regard Popper as a naive falsificationist.
Therefore personally I regard the broad conceptions of the Logic of the
Scientific Discovery as generally applicable, whatever particular scientific
discipline we practice.’?! These expressionsinclude, besides the adoption
of the Popperean methodology, an interpretation of it and of Lakatos’
methodology.
The last quotation is from Robbins’ Lecture which was included in the

third edition of the Essay which was given before 2,000 assistants at the
annual Meeting of the American Economic Association (September 5-7,
1980, Denver, Colorado). Iwould like to point out that Robbins was then
almost 82 years old. Therefore, we can consider that these were his last
words on this subject. There he affirmed: “Let me say at once that I see
no reason for denying to the study of the activities and institutions
created by scarcity the title of science. It conforms fundamentally to our
conception of science in general: thatis to say the formation of hypothesis
explaining and (possibly) predicting the outcome of the relationships
concerned and the testing of such hypothesis by logicand by observation.

This process of testing used to be called verification. But, since this way
of putting things may involve an overtone of permanence and non-
refutability, it is probably better described, as Karl Popper has taught us,

as a search for falsification—those hypotheses which survive the test
being regarded as provisionally applicable. I am pretty sure that that all

the positive propositions of economics conform to this description.’??

This sounds undoubtedly highly categorical. With these ideas I shall

conclude this first part of the subject dealing with the evolution of
Robbins’ methodological thinking. Evidently he stillisn’t the deductivist
who thinks that axioms are always valid. Instead he introduces the

hypothetical element. However, Robbins does not do this because of the

practical character of economics. He is only following Popper. In Popper’s

theory, the uncertainty is not the contingency of the practical thing but

the result of his nominalist gnoseology.
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ECONOMIC EPISTEMOLOGY: FROM ECONOMICS TO POLITICAL ECONOMY

Concerning the second methodological problem, more precisely an
epistemological one of economics, i.¢., the values inclusive in economic
science, a small variation in Robbins’ thought can also be observed.
Robbins supported the Weberian Wertfreiheit, i.e., neutrality in respect to
values, as a scientific condition, and because of this, as I have already
indicated, he excluded the matter of ends of scientific knowledge.
However, Robbins maintained, throughout the years, the need to develop
a normative knowledge of economic reality. I shall briefly analyze the
evolution of our author’s thought concerning this topic. .
Robbins first studied economic theory (science), but he quickly
affirmed that ‘all this was in a very high plan of abstraction.’® ‘There was
another level, however, he adds, on which economic analysiswas conjoint
with assumptions about the ultimate desirable ends of society which,
(...) had no less a hold in my attention.’** Thus, he began to pubhsl} 7l
group of writings about the theory of economic policy. His contact with
the classical English economists, which increased throughout the.years
due to his historic interests, gave him more justification to pursue his new
point of view. Precisely what the classics had called political economy was
a theoretical study similar to the one proposed by Robbins. As he
indicates, ‘I adopted the habit of designating appointing such interests
by the old-fashioned term political economy to make clear their
dependence on judgements of value and distinguish them from pure
science. Thus I announced my Economic Planning and International Qrder
as ‘essentially an essay in what may be called political economy, as distinct
from economicsin the strict sense of word. It depends upon the technical
apparatus of the analytic economics; but it applies this apparatus to the
examination of schemes for the realization of aims whose formulation
lies outside economics, and it does not abstain from appeal to the
probabilities of political practice when such an appeal has seemed
relevant.’? This idea taken from Economic Planning published in 1937
grew stronger as time went by. In 1939 he lectured at the LSE on ‘“Theory
of Economic Politicy.” This constituted the basis of another lecture at
Manchester University (1950) and also provided the foundation for his
book The Theory of Economic Policy in English Classical Political Economy of
1952,%6 o7 ]
In the preface of his book, Political Economy: Past and Presend, Robbins
refers to the last chapter of The Theory of Economic Policy. . ., affirming a
 continuity between both. In the introductory chapter of this last‘boo_k. we
find asynthetic formulation of his concept of Political Economy: Political
economy in my vocabulary is not scientific economics, a coll'ectlon of
value-free generalizations about the way in which the economic systems
functions. It is a discussion of principles of public policy in the economic
field: and while it makes appeal to the findings of economic science, 1t
also involves assumptions which, in the nature of things, lie outside
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positive science and which are essentially normative in character. It
consists of prescription rather than description; although, since it is
concerned with practice, its recommendations make use of what aspires
to be a scientific examination of the results of action rather than wishful
thinking regardless consequences. Political economy thus conceived is
essentially a search for solutions to problems of policy.’””® Robbins
continues explaining that the use of the term Economics has become the
usual name for value-free economic science. In this book he also refers
to the first chapter of his Politics and Economics: Papers in Political Economy
of 1963? in which he says that every theory of political economy profoundly
depends on judgements and political appraisals. Ignoring the distinction
between political economy and value-free economic science, he adds,
would be a mistake. But the idea that a system can be built with principles
that are consequences of the results of a positive analysis also implies
almost the same confusion. Every theory of political economy has to
depend, in part, on conventions and appraisals that come from outside
the science.* '

In his already quoted review of Latsis’ book (1979), Robbins returned
to the theme: political economy should respond to the normative
teachings of ethics and social philosophy thatinvolve value judgements.?!
Finally I would also like to mention the article ‘Economics and Political
Economy’ (1981). Since the classical political economy included value
Jjudgements, Robbins explained again that this term was left aside and the
term Economics began to be used. His suggestion here, as in his Political
Economy: Past and Present, is to revive this term, political economy, in order
to emphasize a knowledge that overtly deals with political suppositions
and value judgements. Many economic matters correspond to this new
and old knowledge. ‘. . .In the application of Economic Science to
problems of policy, Robbins affirms, [ urge thatwe mustacknowledge the
introduction of assumptions of value essentially iricapable of scientific
proof.’3? Itis not science, buta ‘branch of intellectual activity.’*? This last
phrase proves that Robbins persists in having positivist prejudices. Butin
spite of these ideas, the recognition of a ‘branch of intellectual activity’
status for the so-called political economy is a great advancement.

Robbins realizes that a theoretical knowledge concerning economic
policy exists; i.e., concerning the application of Economics to concrete
matters of social life. The strength of the paradigm that identifies
scientificity with value neutrality prevents him from calling it science; but
it is at least a type of knowledge. Although opiniative, it is a worthwhile
intellectual knowledge. Robbins realizes that Economics cannot be an
end in itself. There are only a few economists interested in the strictly
pure theoretical knowledge.?* As Robbins explicitly says, economics is a
theoretical study of a practical matter. Economics is directed toward a
subsequent application. Economic science (theory, analysis) is not
sufficient. However, neither is political science, nor political philosophy
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nor ethics. The economic is concerned with specific matters that do not
belong to the political field. However, the economist cannot accomplish
his practical task only by using his theoretical knowledge. He needs an
additional field of knowledge similar to that of the classical English
economists, i.e., political economy. Robbins, with hisyears of experience,
sees and indicates the need for this knowledge, and also suggests the
studies that should be composed it. Once he said: “We must be Prepared
to study not merely economic principles and applied Economics. . - We
must study political philosophy. We must study Pui?hc administration.
We must study law. We must study historywhich, ifit gives rulesforaction,
so much enlarges our conception of possibilities. I would say, too, thatwe
must also study the masterpieces of imaginative literature.” In another
lecture he insisted on studying political science and economic and
general history and he also affirmed: ‘I suspect that, in the ideal .state,
Economicswould be taken asasecond degree after some shortexperience
of practical life.”® _ '

Robbins sets up a bridge between modern and classical Economics.
Following Robbins, I suggest a renaissance of the ide_as of the classical
economists and philosophers in a science that is political economy and
that coincides with the characteristics of Aristotle’s practical science. In
such a practical science economic theory would be a suborc?inz}ted
branch of the latter. The evolution of Robbins’ methodological thinking,
because of his insistence on hypothetical character of Economics as well
as for his theory of an evaluative economic knowledge can beinterpreted
as aiming at this practical, i.e., morzal economic science.

SUMMARY

This paper introduces the life and ideas of the English economist Lionel
Robbins. Robbins made a relevant contribution to the definitions of the
main concepts of the economy and to the methodology of its science. In
the field of theoretical economics he continued not only the line of the
English economists, taking into account both marginalist and clas:,sical
elements, but also that of the Austrian school. His methodological 1d(?as
evolved from an axiomatic-deductive position toa hypothetical-deductive
one. He also acknowledged the need of a normative knowledge dealing
with economic matters, and proposed to give it the old classical name of
‘political economy’. Robbins’ methodological thought in time 1s
compatible, in partatleast, with today’sintentions to consider economics
as a practical, i.e., moral science.
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The Marxian Critique of Justice and Rights:
Some Reflections

ALOK TANDON
Tandon Nivas, 53 Ashraf Tola, Hardoi 241 001, Uttar Pradesh

In this paper I am concerned with assessing Marx’s critique of justice and
rights. But before it is done, his views must be articulated in all iis
complexity, more so because there is a controversy among scholars
regarding Marx’s position on these issues since he never specifically
spelled it. The least controversial about Marx s views on justice and rights
is that judicial conceptions cannot serve as the most explanatory concepts.
It is the analysis of the mode of production that provides the key to
understanding the society as a whole because he believes that these basic
productive forces and processes are the real foundations on which rises
a legal and political superstructure.

1

A lively debate has recently flourished on this question—is the relation
between the capitalist and the worker in capitalism unjust in thc eyes of
Marx. It is primarily focused on Marx’s critique of the critical role of
Judicial conceptions used to make fundamental assessments of a given
society. All the four logically possible positions on the issue have ~een
fairly well defended by the scholars, namely:

(1) The relation between capitalist and worker was just (Robert
Tucker, 1969, and Allen Wood, 1972, pp. 79, 91).

(2) It was unjust (Husami, 1979; Cohen, 1983, and others; Elster,
1985).

(3) It was just in one respect and unjust in another (Gary Young,
1975-76, 1981).

(4) Itwas neither just nor unjust (Richard Miller, 1984).

Since all the four positions of Marx considered above are supported
by the textual evidence, it may be argued (Cohen and Flster) that Marx
Jjust failed to understand his own view of justice as he did not adequately
reflect upon it. But this is no reason to feel shy of further explicating the
problem. In my opinion, failure to make distinction between Marx’s
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internal and external criticism of capitalism and inability to distinguish
Marx’s critique of distributive justice from his critique of civil and
olitical justice are behind much controversy.

With the helpofa number of very telling passages (Marx, 1845, pp. 46,
65, 75, 79-80) Tucker-Wood thesis claims that Marx does not condemn
capitalism asa system which violates some standard of distributive justice.
His argument is as follows: since a standard of justice, according to Marx,
can only be meaningfully applied to thatmode of production fromwhich
it arises and to which it corresponds, the wage relation between workers
and capitalist is just according to the only standard of justice which
applies to it, namely the standard which requires that equivalents be
exchanged for equivalents. Hence Wood concludes that, for Marx,
though capitalist exploitation ‘alienates, dehumanizes and degrades
wage labourers’, it is not unjust (Wood, 1979, p. 108). .

Several important objections to Wood’s interpretation can be raised.
As Nancy Holmstrom has pointed out that Wood views the exchange
between the worker and capitalist too narrowly, abstracted from its
background. Marx’s point is that cven if the transaction is an exchange
of equivalents, it is not a free exchange; the worker is forced to sell his
labour power because capitalist controls the means of production. Once
we understand the coercive background of the transaction, this cannot
be taken to be just (Holmstrom, 1977, pp. 366-67).

Holmstrom’s criticism of Wood is plausible one and points to whatcan
be called Marx’s Internal criticism of certain notions of justice endemic
to capitalism. So long as the principle that exchanges are justif and only
if they are free agreementsamong equals is applied myopically, the wage
relation appears to be just. But once we take seriously and apply
consistently the ideals of freedomand equality and refuse to narrow their
application arbitrarily, capitalism’s own standard of justice provides
material for a critique of capitalism itself (Marx, Das Kapital, Vol. 1,
p. 271) But, we must explain why, in spite of his frequent use of internal
criticism, Marx did not primarily criticize capitalism for its distributive
injustices. Thisleads to external criticism of distributive justice of capitalism
by Marx.

Fxternal criticism is external to the conception of justice under
criticism. However, the external perspective, may be eitheran alternative
conception of justice or some non-judicial evaluative conception.
Holmstrom is of the opinion that some of the external criticism of
capitalism Jaunched by Marx is from the perspective of a communist
conception of justice based on communist mode of production. But, as
Buchanan has successfully argued, at least in the case of distributive
justice, this is false. Marx not only ridicules those critics of capitalism who

speak of socialist justice, he seems deliberately to avoid the use of the
language of justice and rights himself and advises socialists to cease their
preoccupation with such ‘ideological nonsense’. Since, for Marx,
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dzsmbu_uor} in any society is a derivative phenomenon determined b
that society’s basic productive processes, the root defects of capitalism 11.)«;
in its baS.IC productive processes and the fundamental superiority of
communism will be found in its distinctive productive processes !’hgl in
its distributive arrangements. The communist mode of production will
so reduce the problems of scarcity and conflict that principles of
distributive justice will no longer be needed. What Rawls caI,:l)ls th
circumstances of distributive justice will either no longer exist or ss
demlmsh?d that they no longer play a significant role in social life
Communist mode of production, according to Marx, not only unfettell
the tremendous productivity latent in capitalism, it will also transform
the.lndlvlldual into a cooperative, communal being. Man in communist
society will find work intrinsically satisfying and his need for human
association will be greater than his need for things. Thus, we can say that
the basis of Marx’s most radical criticism of capitalism and its juriydical
conceptsis his evaluative conception of fully developed communist man
For Marx, the very need for principles of distributive justice is conclusive
evidence of defects of productive process that form a society’s core. His
claim 1s not that a broader notion of communist productive—distribl.ltive
Jjustice is needed to solve the problems of distribution, but he points out
that once new comrmunist productive arrangements appear, there willbe
no need for principles of justice for production or distribution
We can conclude our discussion about Marx’s views on justic'e in the
words of Steven Lukes (1985, p. 59) ‘What Marx offers is a multi-
perspectival analysis in which capitalism’s self-justifications are portrayed
Jjutlnili;:_rm:ined fré)m within, and criticized from without, and then byoth’
stfication and criticism are in itici i i
b ve be bayand fatice. e in turn criticized from a standpoint that is

11

So far our analysis focused on Marx’s critique of distributive justice. Now

~we shall examine Marx’s criticism of the justice of civil and political

rights. The most important source of these criticisms is Marx’s essay, on
the ]ewzsh. Question. In it, Marx distinguishes between (1) human rigilts

{2) the rights of man, and (3) the rights of the citizen. Human rights i;
the most general categorywhich includes the other two as sub-categories

Therights of the citizen are rights of political participation, especiall the
right to vote. The rights of man include: ' , ’

(a) ThF: I:ight to freedom of expression, thought and belief (especially
religious belief);

(b) The r}ght to equality before the law (the rights of due process);

(¢) The right to private property; ,
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(d) Therighttosecurity (therighttofreedomofthe person—protection
of life and limb); and
(e) The right to liberty.

The rights of man and of citizen are those rights by which individuals
becomes politically emancipated which is granted by the modern liberal
state. The main thrust of Marx’s argument is that political emancipation
falls short of genuine human emancipation which Marx believes can only
be achieved in communism. He saw rights: ‘nothing but right of a
member of civil society, i.e., the rights of egoistic man, of man separated
from other man and from the community (Marx, 1943, p. 162). For him
securing these rights of ‘self interest’ of a monadic and ‘restricted
individual’ is basically reducing it to the protection of private property
and having an illusion that there is a separate sphere of political
emancipation as a surrogate for and precursor of general human
emancipation. His point seems to be that existence of and the very need
for the right to property—both marks and perpetuates a situation in
which there are basic conflicts of interests between individuals. In such
circumstances, other individuals are perceived at best as mere means and
at worst as lethal threats. And if individuals would not so view each other
but for the existence of private property, then itis plausible to say that the
right to private property is valuable only for egoistic, monadic man.
Further, it can be said that right to property separates a person from the
community in the sense that it protects him against intrusions by others
and absolves him of any responsibility for the welfare of others. But, this
does not mean that Marx advocates the replacement of a defective
capitalist right to property with a superior communist right to property.
His contention is that in communism the sources of conflict will be so
diminished that there will be no need for a system of rights to guarantee
the individual’s freedom to enjoy his share of the social product or to
guarantee him a share of control over the means of production. Marx
seems to believe that any society in which the potential for interpersonal

conflict is serious enough to warrant the establishment of rights to serve
aslimits on conflictisa deeply defective society. Only on this basis, Marx’s
scorn for rights in general can be understood.

Marx’s criticism of the rights of man, to some extent, carries over to the
rights of citizen. There are perfectly legal ways in which differences in
wealth and status produce inequalities in the effectiveness with which
different individuals can exercise their equal citizenship rights. For
Marx, the rights of man and the rights of the citizen are correlativeswhich
mark a division between man’s existence asan independent egoist in civil
society and his realized life as a citizen, a moral agent concerned with the
common good rather than his own narrow self-interest (Marx, 1943).
The implication is thatin communism, where the conceptofthe egoistic,
isolated individual is no longer applicable, the correlative concept of
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man as citizen, along with the notion of rights of the citizen, will also no
longerapply. This does not mean that personsin a communist society will
not enjoy free speech or freedom from assault on their lives, it only
implies that in communism, there will be no need to guarantee these
freedoms.

As in case of Marx’s criticism of distributive justice, a distinction can
b.e drawq between internal and external criticism of civil and political
rights. His main internal criticism is that so long as wealth can corrupt
legal ar'xd political processes and so long as differences in social position
create inequalities in effectiveness with which different individuals can
exercise their equal rights, political emancipation fails to live upto its
own 1d‘eal of equal citizenship. Marx’s external critique is more radical
than.hls internal critique and is launched from a perspective of a society
thaF is beyond the circumstances of rights. He seems to attack the very
notion of (legal) rightasbeing an artifact of defective mode of production
and believes that such a notion will become obsolete when a superior
mode of production comes into being,.

Im

On the basis of Marx’s internal critique of justice, a question can be
asked, is not the quest for justice futile because the circumstances of
Justice are just those conditions in which demands of justice can never be
met. The answer is that Marx’s theory of class conflict when taken
_togcf:ther with his theory of the state, implies that the generic concept of
Justice makes demands that cannot be met in those circumstances which
give rise to that concept and to which it applies. So long as capitalist
remains a capitalist and worker remains a worker, the principle of free
and equal exchange between the buyer and seller of labour power is not
only unsatisfied but unsatisfiable. Moreover Marx’s conception- of
proletarian revolutionary action does not allow any significant
motivational role for principles of justice. All that is required, according
to him, is the motivation of self or class interest. Marx’s scathing criticism
of moralizing socialists, like Proudhon, is a case in point.

Now we can understand in what sense Marx thought talk about justice
and rights was obsolete verbal rubbish. First, his understanding of social
change led him to deny any fundamental explanatory role to juridical
notionsin general. Second, though in hisinternal criticism of capitalism
he uses bourgeois notions of justice and rights, yet they play no major role
in his most radical attack on capitalism from an external perspective.
Third, for him, the normative conceptions of communist justice and
rlg.hts. are not needed cither to motivate revolutionary action or as basic
principles of a new society to which struggle is directed.

Thus we can conclude that Marx’s internal and external criticisms are
related. His internal criticism plays a destructive role to demolish
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arguments of bourgeois ideologist’s attempt to show that capitalism is
justwhile his external criticism leads to main thesis that rights willnot be
needed in communism. This does not preclude the possibility that they
will be useful in some stages of transitional period prior to communism,

v

When we critically examine the views of Marx, it can be said that his was
a narrow and impoverished view of the meaning of rights of man. He
treated them only as symptomatic of the individualism and contradictions
of bourgeois life. He failed to consider their positive, world—historical
significance and their applicability to non-egoistic, non-bourgeois forms
of social life. Thus, he missed their consequent relevance to the struggle
for socialism. Moreover, his thesis that it is only the conflicting class
interests that render rights necessary is hard to believe in the light of
historical facts and analysis. As Buchanan has convincingly argued
(Buchanan, 1982), the protections and guarantees may be required in,
at least, the following circumstances: where minorities are disfavoured by
democratic procedures, where paternalistpolicies interferewith individual
liberties, where disagreements existaboutwhat constituteswelfare or the
common good, where coercion is required for the provision of public
goods, and where guidelines and limits must be set to the provision for
future generations. We cannot assume that under communism, free
from class conflicts, such circumstances as above, would not prevail. Even
in an altruistic society, protections from spurious claims will be required
to test such claims. Thus, we can sympathize with Steven Lukes (1985,
p. 65) who has criticized Marx's views for double narrowness: ‘t00 narrow
on account of the significance of rights and too narrow a view of
circumstances that render them necessary. The former narrowness has
made them seem unimportant, the latter potentially dispensable.’

Buchanan (1982, p. 177) has ably pointed out that ‘key elements of
Marx’s critique of judicial concepts are inadequately supported due to
deficiencies in his theory of revolutionary motivation, on the one hand,
and his lack of a theory of nondjuridical, non-coercive, but highly
productive and harmonious social coordination on the other.” Marx’s
foundational criticism presupposes such a theory but his writings do not
supply it. By Marx’s interest theory of motivation it is difficult to explain,
but equally difficult to ignore the revolutionary’s use of violence against
members of the proletariat and his reliance upon what Marx called
‘obsolete verbal rubbish’ about justice and rights.

In spite of the deficiencies discussed above, Marx’s critique of juridical
concepts is of great theoretical and practical importance. It offers
nothing less than a systematic attack on two doctrines which we may be
tempted to view as self-evident the principle that the justice is the first
virtue of the social institutions and the principle that respect for persons
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as right bearers is the first virtue of the individuals. Even if we ultimately
reject much of what Marx has to say against these theories, his critique
leads us to better understanding of the nature and value of juridical
concepts. By invoking rights we acknowledge the inevitability of conflicts
without examining their sources. Even if an extensive juridical framework
is necessary, we should not assume that it will be adequate for all human
relations nor that it can stand alone without the support of deeper
effective structures which are not themselvesinformed by conceptions of
rights or justice.

After Marx, no theory of distributive justice can ignore the
interdependence of distribution and production. No reform can focus
exclusively on distribution to be taken seriously. Similarly, Marx’s
historicist criticisms make it impossible for the political theorist to make
claims about ‘universal rights’ or ‘eternal’ principles of justice.

Marx’s brilliant criticism of political emancipation isstill veryimportant.
Any serious normative political theory must face his challenge to basic
liberal assumptions that political equality can coexist with socio-economic
inequality. We must go beyond equal rights towards effective equality.

And finally, by executing a systematic critique of capitalism without
relying primarily on conceptions of rights and justice and by articulating
the ideal of a free and humane society that is essentially non-juridical,
Marx presents the most radical challenge to the conceptual framework
of traditional moral and political theory. Appeals to the ‘sense of justice’
will not suffice unless they are accompanied by an empirically supported
theory of social change.
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Wonhyo as a Creative Philosopher in
Korean Buddhism
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1. THE SIGNIFICANCE OF DHARMA IN BUDDHISM

Although born on Indian soil, Buddhism is one of the three great world
religions, with a following which, at the height of its influence, included
between a third and a fourth part of the human race, and which even now
is not negligible. Its founder, Gautama the Buddha, is universally
recognized as the perfect embodiment of the ethical and spiritual ideals
which he spent his life proclaiming. Indeed, it is 2 majestic figure of the
Enlightened One, seated cross-legged in meditation. Its influence upon
other systems of belief has been profound. Besides being a carrier of
culture and civilization for the whole of Asia Buddhism affords the
unique spectacle of a doctrine of salvation. In the course of its long
history it has given the world, and continues to give, an ethics based on
the ideal of absolute altruism. In fact Buddhism is no longer regarded as
something to be studied by the professional orientalist but as a way of life
for the spiritually committed individual. So I would like to examine the
significance of Dharma and briefly survey the evolution of the main
schools of Buddhism in outlook of Dharma.

As Mrs Rhys Davids writes, ‘the Dhamma hasin the history of Buddhism
its history’.! Stcherbatsky also observes: ‘the conception of a dharmais the
central point of the Buddhist doctrine. In the light of this conception
Buddhism discloses itself as a metaphysical theory developed out of one
fundamental principle.? ‘Dharma is derived from the Sanskrit root dhr
which means to hold together’. As P.T. Raju said, ‘Of the Sanskrit word
Dharma as used in Buddhistic philosophy, we might say the same thing
which has been said of its Latin equivalent ‘res’, namely that is a blank
cheque which has to be filled in accordance with the exigencies of the
context. ‘Dharma’ means, in Buddhisdc Sanskrit, law, rule, faith, religion,
world, phenomena, thing, state, etc.’. Thus the term has a variety of
meanings. Most narrowly interpreted it means simply the teaching of the
Buddha. But in its widest sense it also reaches out to include cosmic
order. While expounding this metaphysical significance of Dharma in
Buddhism, P.T. Raju contends that Dharma is to be understood as the
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ideal reality towards which the whole universe should move.* The ideal
reality is the ideal not only of man’s life but of the whole nature, Itis the
principle of righteousness which exists not only in a man’s heart and
mind, but in the universe also.

1. THE EVOLUTION OF THE MAIN SCHOOLS OF BUDDHISM
IN THE OUTLOOK OF DHARMA

The teaching of Buddha were oral and were recorded much later by his
disciples.Buddha was primarily an ethical teacher and a social reformer
than a theoretical philosopher. He referred toanumber of metaphysical
views prevalent in his times and condemned them as futile. Whenever
metaphysical questionswere putto him, he avoided them saying that they
were neither profitable nor conducive to the highest good . Herepeatedly
told his disciples:

“T'wo things only, my disciples, do I teach-misery and the cessation of
misery. Human existence is full of miseryand pain.Our immediate duty,
therefore, is to get rid of this misery and pain. If instead we bother about
barren metaphysical speculations, we behave like that foolish man whose
heart is pierced by a poisonous arrow and who, instead of taking it out
whiles away his time on idle speculation about the origin, the size, the
metal, the maker and the shooter of the arrow,’®

Troubled by the sight of sickness, decay and death, Buddha left his
home to find a solution of the misery of earthly life. Pratityasamutpada is
the solution he found. Buddha identifies it with the Bodhi, the
enlightenment which dawned upon him under the shade of the Bodhi-
tree at Bodhgayaand which transformed the mortal Siddharthainto the
immortal Buddha. He also identifies itwith the Dharma, the Law: ‘He who
sees the Pratityasamutpadasees the Dharma, and he who sees the Dharma
sees the Pratityasamutpada.” Failure to grasp it is the cause of misery. Its
knowledge leads to the cessation of misery. Nagarjuna salutes Buddha as
the best among the teachers, who taught the blessed doctrine of
Pratityasamutpada which leads to the cessation of plurality and to bliss.®
The doctrine of Pratityasamutpada or Dependent Origination is the
foundation of all the teachings of the Buddha and other teachings can
be easily deduced from it as corollaries. Buddha says the definition of
Pratityasamutpada as follows: ‘that being present, this becomes: from the
arising of that, this arises. That being absent, this does not become; from
the cessation of that this ceases®. The doctrine of Prafityasamutpadais the
chief contribution of Buddhism to Indian thought. Itis contained in the
second Noble Truth which gives us the cause of suffering, and the Third
Noble Truth which shows the cessation of suffering. Thus Buddha
preached the truth he had discovered, without distinction of caste, creed
or colour. So Buddhism was embraced by the poor and the rich, the low
and the high, the dull and the intellectual alike.

Wonhyo as a Creative Philosopher in Korean Buddhism bb

The Dhammapada of Buddhism gives a rational interpretation of the
word Dharma (Pali, dhamma) in ethical and spiritual terms. Buddha says,
‘Not by matted hair, not be lineage, not by caste does one become a
Brahmin. He is a Brahmin in whom there are truth and dhamma. He 1s
blessed.’l? Underneath the Sala trees at Kusinagara, in his last words to
his disciples, the Buddha said: ‘Make of yourself a light. Rely upon
yourself; do not depend upes any one else. Make my Dharma your light
Rely upon my teaching.’!! And he further says, “The teachings which 1
have given you, I gained by following the path myself. You should follow
these teachings and conform to their spirit on every occasion. If you
neglect them it means that you have never really met me.It means that
you are far from me, even though you are actually with me, but if you
accept and practise my teachings, then you are very near to me, cven
though you are far away. . . . But the true Buddha is not a human body:
it is Enlightenment. A human body must vanish, but the wisdom of
Enlightenment will exist for ever in the truth of the Dharma and in the
practice of the Dharma. He who sees merely my body does not truly sce
me. Only he who accepts my teaching truly sees me. Afier my death, the
Dharma shall be your teacher. Follow the Dharma and you will be true to
me.’12 These teachings are the central contents of Dharma of early
Buddhism.

The most important point for us to note in understanding the
Buddhistic view of reality is the Dharmakaya of Buddha. The Hinayanists
thought of Buddha as only a historical person, who taught a noble
doctrine. A school called the Lokottaravadins maintained that the Body
of Buddha was supramundane, and that made of flesh and blood was not
Buddha’s real body. As P.T. Raju observes, ‘the idea that Buddha’s body
could not be human led to the speculation about its actual nature. If it
isdivine, itmustbe the essential nature of the world, its Dharma. Thenwas
formed the concept of the Dharmakaya.’'® The Mahasanghikas held that
Buddha’s body pervaded all directions, and the apparent body was not
the real body. The Mahayana took over these ideas and developed them
further, Buddha had several bodies. There is the physical body born to
his parents. Then there is the body of doctrine (Dharmakaya) which he
taught to his followers.!*

Buddha’s Dharmakayais treated by ASvaghosaas a metaphysical entity.
Every man, it was declared in the Mahayana, could become a Buddha
through discipline and knowledge. If nirvdna is the ideal of every life,
then to enter nirvdne means to become one with the Dharmakaya of
Buddha. The real nature of Buddha’s body is Dharma or Law, to become
Buddha is to become his Dharmakaya. To become a Buddha means to
know the Dharma or Law. So the Dharmakaya is the knowledge of the
oneness as realized at the Bodhi.

For Asvaghosa, nirvanaand the Dharmakayaare the Tt athata (Suchness).
The account of the Mahiyina schools may be begun with that of the
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Bhiitatatathata school of Asvaghosa. The doctrine of Bhutatatathata,

Sogen tells us, is explicitly explained in Asvaghosa’s Mahayana-

$raddhotpadasastra, which isknown in translation as The Awakening of Faith.
Suzuki says that the Sanskrit original of this work seems to be lost, and we
getit only in translation.!®

Suzuki wrote: ‘the three points constituting the gist of the Sastra are:

(1) the conception of Suchness (Bhiitatatathatd); (2) the theory of the
wiple personality; (3) the salvation by faith or the Sukhavati doctrine.'®

The Suchness (Bhiitatatathatd) is not only the essence but also the
source of the world. It exists ‘in all things, remains unchangedin the pure
as well as in the defiled, is always one and the same (samata), neither
increases nor decreases, and is void of distinction’.!?

Yamakami Sogen wrote: ‘The Suchness (existence as such),
Bhiaitatatathata is called by as many different names as there are phases
of its manifestation. It is nirvana when it brings aboslute peace to a heart
egoistic and afflicted with conflicting passions; itis Bodhior perfect wisdor,
when we regard it as the source of intelligence; it is Dharmakdya, when it
is called fountainhead of love and wisdom; it is Kusalamulam, or the
summum bonum when its ethical phase is emphasized. . . . It is the
Tathagatagarbhaor the Womb of Tathagatawhen the analogy from Mother
Earth (where all the germs of life are stored, and all precious stones and
‘metal are concealed under the cover of filth) is drawn.’'® Tathatd
(Suchness), which is the highest Samanya or universal, is the only reality,
and all particulars, which are forms of individuation, are only
appearance.'? Truth is beyond all distinctions; even the distinction
between the knower and the known, the speaker and the spoken, does
not obtain in it.2’ Again, there is a two-fold aspect in suchness if viewed
from the point of its explicability. The first is trueness as negation
(§itnyata), in the sense that it is completely set apart from the atiributes
of all things unreal, that is the real reality. The second is trueness as
affirmation (aé@nyata), in the sense that it contains infinite merits, that
it is self-existent.?! It is neither unity nor difference, nor both nor
neither.?? To sum up, the concept of Tathatd (Suchness) is regarded as
containing all perfect attributes.

The Prajfiaparamitas constitute the first Mahayana literature that is
known. If we compare Buddha’s original sayings to the Upanisads and
the Mahiyina systems to the Vedantic systems, then the Prajfiaparamitas
may be reasonably compared to the Brakmasitras. Nagarjunawrote awork
called Mahaprajiiapéramitasastra, and Maitreyanatha composed anumber
of Karikds. So the Prajiiaparamitaliterature seems to be commented upon
both by the Madhyamikas and the Yogacarins; just as the Brahmasttras
are commented upon by the different Vedantic schools.®

The major theme of the Prajiidparamitas is §anyata (emptiness) and
niksvabhavata (naturelessness) . Haribhadra repeatedly quotes that what
iscalled sunyata is the same as Pratityasemutpida (dependentemergence),
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an idea which hasbeen clearly demonstrated by Nagarjuna.?* The reason
given here is that there is no Dharma (entity), which is devoid of the
Dharmadhaiu.® Thisis of course thefinal reason, because the Dharmadhatu
is the same as the §unya. As determinations like one and many are not
real, things have no nature (svabhava).?® To have a nature means to be
characterized, and every characterisadetermination. But determinations
are notreal, and so things have no svabhava (self nature). Realityis beyond
thought.?” True existence is inexpressible; itis beyond all determinations.
As it is the svabhdva or own nature of everything, itis the law of all. In the
Mahaprajiaparamiia Hrdaya Sitra, we read: ‘Emptiness is not different
from form, form is not different from emptiness. What is form that is
emptiness, what is emptiness that is form. Thus, perception, name,
conception, and knowledge also are emptiness.”® To sum up, the final
nature of everything is the sitnya.

The Madhyamika or the Siinyavada of Nagirjuna is a direct result of
Prajiiaparamitas. For Nagarjuna, everything is pure Siinya, which is the
same as the Tathataor Dharmakdya. For the M@dhyamika, forwhom nirvana
is the §uinya, the Dharmakaya also is the Sinya. For the Vijianavada,
everything is pure Vijiidna, which the same as the Tathatd or Dharmakaya.
It is generally said that the Madhyamika's theory is logical or
epistemological while that of the Vijiianavada is psychological.

As mentioned above, we have briefly examined the evolution of the
main schools of Buddhism in outlook of Dharma. To sum up, the Dharma
of the Buddha means truth, that which really is. It also meanslaw, the law
which exists in a man’s heart.

III. THE EVOLUTION OF BUDDHISM IN KOREA

In the course of its long history it spread like wild fire far and wide from
the lofty Himalayas to Cape Comorin and ranged beyond the frontiers of
its homeland to Srilanka, Myanmar, Thailand, Cambodia, Lacs and then
again to Nepal, Tibet, Mongolia, China, Korea and Japan. In fact, it
became a worldreligion and a great cultural force, at least in Asia.

By the Hinayana is meant that form of Buddhism which prevails in
Srilanka, Myanmar, Thailand, Cambodia and Laos, the literary basis of
which is the texts of the Pali Canon.

By the Mahayana is meant the form of Buddhism flourishing in Nepal,
Tibet, Mongolia, China, Korea, Japan and parts of Central Asia, its
literary basis being the voluminous texts of the Chinese and Tibet Sacred
Canons, the bulk of which are translations from Sanskrit Originals.

Buddhism was introduced into Korea early in the era of the Three
Kingdoms. According to Korean history, there were originally three
kingdoms in ancient Korea. Shilla was established by King Hyock-Keo-Se
Park in 57 BC. in the southern part of the Korean peninsula. The capital
city of Shilla was Kyong-Ju. This city still exists today in modern Korea.
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The Paeckche dynasty was established by King Onjo in 18 Bc. Its territory
was located near modern Seoul and Chung-Chong Do province in the
central part of the Korean peninsula. Its capitals were Booyo and Kong-
Ju. These cities still exist today in modern Korea. The Koguryo Dynasty
was established by King Dong-Myong in 37 sc. Its capital city was Pyong-
Yang. Its territory included the northern part of the Korean peninsula
and part of what is now Manchuria. Pyong-Yang is the capital of North
Korea. These three kingdoms of Shilla, Paeckche, and Koguryo were
eventually united into one kingdom by the Shilla King, Moo-Yul in AD
668. This Shilla Dynasty ended in D 935 and was followed by the Koryo
Dynasty (ap 936-1392). Among the three kingdoms, Koguryo was the
first to accept Buddhism. In ap 372, the second year of the reign of King
Sosurim, a Buddhist monk named Sundo, who had been sent by the
Chinese Former Chin.

King Fu Chien arrived in Korea bringing Buddhist scriptures and
religious images. King Sosurim welcomed him and later erected temple
for the monk. This is the origin of Korean Buddhism.?

Thirteen years later, in AD 384, the first yéar of the reign of King
Chimryu of the kingdom of Paeckche, Buddhism was introduced to
Paeckche byMalananta, an Indian monk who came to Paeckche through
the Eastern Chin kingdom in China. Buddhism was officially recognized
in Shilla, the kingdom located on the southern part of the Korean
Peninsula, in Ap 527 (the fourteenth year of the reign of King Bubhung.
That was the year that Lee Cha Don was martyred for the Buddhist faith
in Shilla.

Buddhism became very popular in all of the three kingdoms. However,
the golden age of the faith began after unification of the kingdoms by
Shilla in the middle of the seventh century (Ap 668), even though the
Buddhist culture of Koguryo and Paeckche faded away after this
unification.

Buddhism has not only influenced the spiritual history of the nation
but has also exercised great influence in all branches of Korean politics,
economics, society, and culture. This is evidenced by the fact that
Buddhism has had the greatestinfluence on the Korean cultural heritage.

As Japanese Buddhism is a cultural product of Japan, and therefore
different from Chinese Buddhism, so is Korean Buddhism a unique
expression of Korean culture. When Indian Buddhism entered Tibet
and encountered the native Bon religion, it was transformed into
Lamaism, the Buddhism of Tibet. Similarly, in China, when the Indian
Buddhist philosophy of Prajfia-Stinyata met Taoism, the result was Ch’an
Buddhism, a cultural product of China.

Buddhist doctrines, both Theravida and Mahayana, originated in
India. Those doctrines were expounded in detail by the Chinese and
formed the basis for the development of various denominations in
China. However, it was in Korea that these denominations were unified
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into one Chogye Order of Korean Buddhism. The history of Korean
Buddhism, accordingly, is the history of a continuing effort toward this
synthesis,

IV. WONHYO AS A CREATIVE PHILOSOPHER IN KOREAN BUDDHISM

Wonhyo {ap 617-686) of Shilla mastered the tenets of various
denominations and scriptures and established the foundation for a
unifying theory of one Buddhism. Later there was Dae Gak Guksa of
Koryo whose ideal of Kyo Kwan Kyom Su, parallel practice of doctrine
and seon(Zen), which was based on Tien Tai philosophy, was the
unifying force between the doctrine and seon sects. However, it was
National Teacher Bojo (ap 1158-1210) of Koryo who finally achieved
harmony between the doctrinal and seon sects. This spirit of harmony
has become the great tenet of Chogyechong, the unified monastic order
o_f Korean Buddhism. No other Buddhism in the world—India, China,
Japan, etc.—enjoys the unity of Philosophyfound in Korea. Itisimportant
to be familiar with the development of this unique reconcilable character
to understand Korean Buddhism.

Since Wonhyo (ap 617-686) played such an important role in
establishing the philosophical foundation for a unifying theory of one
Buddhism, a study of his philosophy and its influence in achieving a
unified, non-denominational Korean Buddhism is essential.

The purpose of this researcher is to examine Wonhyo's (ap 617-686)
philosophy on the theory of reconciliation of Buddhist doctrines and its
influence on selected subsequent Asian thinkers.

The earliest extant record of Wonhyo’s central philosophy is found in
the Koseon Sa Temple inscription. The inscription reads in part:

When the Tathgatha was in the world, everybody relied on his
perfectteaching. After Buddha’s death, however, people’sopinions
were like showers and pointless theories like rising clouds. Some
said, ‘I am right: other are wrong.” Others argued, ‘mine is like this
{but) others’ are not like this.” Finally, (thcories and opinions)
became a flood, . . . the attitude of staying in a deep valley while
(avoiding) gréat mountains or loving emptiness while hating
existence isjustlike the attitude of going into a forest w hile avoiding
trees. But one should be aware of the fact that green and blue are
identical in essence, and ice and water are identical in origin: a
mirror reflects myriad forms, and parted waters will perfectly
comingle (once they are brought back together). Thus, he wrote
for the book described as a Treatise on the Reconciliation of All Disputes
in Ten Aspectswhich everyone accepts. Everybodysaysitis wonderful.*°

He really had such a far-sighted and macroscopic pointof view. He was
called the greatest patriarch who was the founder of every denomination
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in Korean Buddhism. There were many schools during his time: Hae
Dong Chong (Eastern School), Jeong Do Chong (Middle Path School),
Bup Seong Chong (Dharma Nature, Emptiness School), Jeong To
Chong (Pure Land School), Hau-Yen School (Avatamsaka School) and
Bun Hwang Chong (Bun Hwang was his monastery) and Yul Chong
(Vinaya sect, Precept School).?! However, Wonhyo himself never
established any school

If Wonhyo's theory of Reconciliation became widely known, the
results in terms of achieving brotherhood and peace through mutual
understanding among differentreligious sects could be quite significant.
Wonhyo's theory of Reconciliation, with its emphasis on the one
universal truth contained in all the various sectarian interpretations,
could form the basis not only for a syncretic Buddhism and eventually
even hold the possibility for a universal religious amalgamation, but also
provide the rationale for a dialectic between religious groups and society.

Wonhyo (ap 617-686) was one of the most creative thinkers in the
Korean Buddhist tradition. The time during which Wonhyo lived
witnessed the unification of the Korean Peninsula under the Shilla
Dynasty. This great monk lived through a yearin Korean history that was
characterized by social change and cultural amalgamation. It has been
written that one cannot hope truly to understand traditional Korea
without some understanding of Wonhyo, for he reflected his own time
as well as moulded the path for future Korean philosophical
development.

Under the Shilla dynasty, various parts of Korea were unified and
brought into sustained contact with each other for the first time and
there occurred a synthesis from which Korean national identity arose.In
a similar fashion. Wonhyo attempted to overcome Buddhist sectarian
fighting and expound atheory ofliberation free from dogmaticarguments.

Fundamental to all of Wonhyo's works is the idea of doctrinal
reconciliation.?® This syncretic tendency was most explicitly elaborated
in his work entitled the Treatise on the Reconciliation of all Disputes in Ten
Aspects (hereafter referred to as the theory of reconciliation). Frequently
schoolars have cited this text as crucial in understanding the essence of
Wonhyo's thought. His thinking formed the foundation of subsequent
Korean Buddhist philosophy. The fact that Korea for many centuries was
the only Buddhist country to have only one Buddhist sect, the non-
denominational Chogye Order, isalasting tirbute to the wide acceptance
within Korea of Wonhyo's non-sectarian philosophy.*

Wonhyo wrote commentaries on the essence of the sutras belonging
to the individual sects. (Each school generally bases its doctrines on a
particular satra). In these commentaries, he tried to capture the essential
points of the lengthy, involved Sutras in a simple form so that many
people could understand the essential meaning of these texts. In addition,
Wonhyo tried to show that the same essential Buddhist philosophy
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formed the basis of each siitra and that the only differences that existed
bepveen the various siitras and, therefore, the school that embodied the
phllos__sophies contained in these siitras was in human interpretation, not
doctrine. Thus, Wonhyo reconciled all the so-called ‘different’ Buddhist
doctrines and disputes, slfowin,'g that there is only one essence of
Buddhism. '
Wonhyo stated in his Taesung Kishinlonsa (The
Treatise of Awakening Mahayafa Faith): ( sy o (s

If one unfolds (the truth), the infinite and endless aspects become
(various) doctrines, if one folds it up, the One Mind with two gates
(nf Suchness and Birth-and-Destruction) becomes the essence.
Within the two gates, myriad aspects are embraced without confusion.
Therefolre, unfolding and folding are free and establishment and
destruction are withoutobstruction: Unfolding iswithout confusion,
?.nd folding is without narrowness: establishment is free from
impediment, and destruction is free from loss.35

According to Wonhyo’s many commentaries and interpretations, we
must find the Chong Yo; Chong represents the diversity in Buddhist
truth })y unfolding (deductive method) the peculiar characteristics of
each literature or doctrine: yo represents the fundamental unity of truth
by the logic of folding (inductive method). Fundamentally, Wonthyo’s
logicin the theory of Reconciliation is based on the philosophy of Chong
Yo (doctrines and essence) and Kae-hap (unfolding and folding or
sczaling) , which means he used both the inductive and deductive method
without any prejudice. This methodology of logic has contributed very
much to Buddhist doctrinal development.

Doctrine refers to the development of the one in the many, while
essence refers to the unification of the many into one. When the truth
unfolds, it is called doctrine: when sealed or folding, it is called essence.
The unfolding aspect of the truth is also called the arising aspect of
dhaijmas, while the sealing or folding aspect of the truth is called the
ceasing aspect of dharmas.

The unique characteristics of Korean Buddhism can be traced to
Wonhyo's philosophy. Wonhyo reconciled the contradictory assertions
of the Hinayana and Mahayina schools and unified their varying
philosophies in the theory of One Mind as the origin of all. One Mind is
the same as the mind of pure self-nature, true suchness, Buddha Nature,
Dharma Body, Tatigatha store consciousness, Realm of Law and Dharma
NaFure, Dharmadhatu, the Realm of Reality. This means that mind is the
ultimate reality of Buddhism.

Everything is created by mind alone. One Mind can also be described
as the mind of non-discrimination and non-thought. As soon as one
returns to One Mind, one no longer discriminates between sentient
beings and Buddhas or between enlightenmentand non-enlightenment,
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but instead directly cognizes the world of emptiness and dependent
origination.? In Buddhist philosophy, toreturn to One Mind and realize
the Suchness of all phenomenal things is to obtain a true faith that ‘Tam
Buddha’. As a result, Korean Buddhism had been called ‘Unified

‘Buddhism’ as compared to the ‘Original Buddhism’ (before the
emergence of sectarianism) of Indiaand ‘Sectarian Buddhism’ of China.
_ Wonhyo'sthoughtand way of practicing have influenced the Buddhism
of China and Japan. Also,in Korean Buddhist history, Wonhyo's thought
had a continuing influence and brought about the idea of National
Teacher Dae Gak (Uicheon, Ap 1055-1101) of ‘Reconciliating meditation
and doctrine’.?” His influence is also reflected in the philosophy of
National Teacher Bojo (Chiunl, ap 1158-1210) of ‘returning to Dhyana
(Zen) after studying doctrines.® Most Buddhist scholars agree that the
three most crucial scholastic figures in Mahayana Buddhism in India,
China and Korea are: Nagarjuna (AD 150-250) in India, who established
the foundation of Mahayana Buddhism.?® Chi-i (ap 538-597) in China,
who unified the conflicting Three Vehicles in One Lotus schools*® and
Wonbhyo in Rorea, who harmonized all conflicting Buddhist sects and
theories.

Wonhyo’s philosophical dissimilarity with both Nagarjuna and Chi-1
led to the foundation of Hoe-Tong Bulkyo (Buddhism of Unity and
Interpenetration) , which is based on the theory of the Reconciliation of
all disputes, which attempts to manifest the main philosophical teaching
of Buddha, united into one truth. This is the fundamental concept of
Wonhyo’sthoughtand philosophy.*! Accordingly, Wonhyo's posthumous
title was Hwa Jaeng Guksa (National Teacher who harmonized all

disputes).*

V. THF. SIGNIFICANCE OF WONHYO'S PHILOSOPHY ON MODERN VALUES

Wonhyo's philosophy of Reconciliation was eventually successful in
uniting ail the Buddhist schools in Korea into one school—the Chogye
Order—in the fourteenth century during the Korean Yi dynasty. This
unified Chogye Order of Buddhism still exists in Korea today.

During the seven hundred years following his death, Wonhyo's
philosophy contined to influence Buddhist leaders in Korea. During
these years there were three patriarchs who were particularly influenced
by Wonhyo’s thoughts on Reconciliation. These leaders were Koryo
Dynasty National Teacher Uicheon (ap 1055-1101), Chinul (AD
1158-1210) and Seo-San (ap 1520-1 604). Asaresultof Wonhyo’s teachings
on Reconciliation, the character of Korean Buddhism isuniquely different
from that of China or Japan. According to Korean Buddhism, written by
Nam-Son Choi, Korean Buddhism is characterized as ‘Tong Bulkyo
(unified, synthetic, and/or universalistic Buddhism), ‘Buddhism of total
interpenetration’ or ‘concluding Buddhism’ in contrast with the
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‘introductory Buddhism’ of India and the ‘parti isti i
LSk e ‘particularistic or sectarian
What is the value and meaning of ri ’
s U g of the logic of Wonhyo's the
Reconcnhaltlon for the modern world and our present agZ? e
The basis of the theory of Reconciliation is the principle of unification
and non-discrimination, which could be the basis for creating a world of

‘equality and peace. The modern world faces a tense situation resulting

from the sharp confrontation of different religious, philosophical,
economic and political systems. If human beings hope to establish world
ge?cef:, as r(zlﬂecl:e]d inan ecamenical movement transcending all sectarian
eliefs and philosophical differences, it would be helpful t
Wonhyo's theory of Reconciliation. . ey
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Theory of Vakya or Proposition

V. SHEKHAWAT
Department of Philosophy, University of Rajasthan, Jaipur

Samwada Ganita or Pratikanviksiki differs from Ganita or pratika bhasd
essentiallyin this that it seeks to symbolize the argument-units themselves
which cannot, however, be symbolized adequately unless the pramanas
are symbolized. Now, samvada restricts itself only to genuine knowledge
byadhering to the principle of pramana. Genuine knowledge can however
be erring or unclear or ambiguous so thatvalidity of samvddais preserved
byadhering to the principle of siddhiwhereupon true premises, whether
affirmative or negative, yield true conclusion only. Sarwdda, then, consists
in drawing fourfold inferences, namely uisargakarana, anumdnakarana,
upamanakarana, and yuktikaranaeach of whichisitself of manifold kinds.*
The basic unit of which an utsarga/anugamana or anumana or upamana
or yukti is itself composed is the proposition which is true or false, that is
presenting genuine knowledge. In order thus to symbolize the pramanas
and the yuktiso as to present siddhias derivational structure, we shall have
to seek the symbolization of proposition units themselves. The
fundamental questions then are: How many kinds of proposition units
are there? And how to symbolize them?

A question more fundamental than the above, however, is: How is a
proposition-unit generated? One may say that a proposition-unit is
generated by vyakaranaor vyakrtiof prakria vagbhasa. Thisis however only
partially true for samvada ganita recognizes that although a proposition
may be vyakrtain so far as norms of Vydkarana Sastraare concerned, itmay
be ‘avydkrta’ from the perspective of samvada ganita. For example, ‘ Purusa
nitya hat’ is vyakytain so far as Vyakarana Sastrais concerned but not so in
samuada ganita for itis purported to be a universal proposition of which
the vydkrta samvada form will be ‘ Purusa nitya hotd hai’. Because of logical
ambiguities that Vygkarana permits, we hold that a proposition-unit is
generated from statements by means of utsargakarana. Utsargakarana is
therefore not merely a schema/principle for validly inferring universal
propositions from particular ones but also a schema/principle for
generating siddhaparticular proposition-units from statements. Astatement

*See V. Shekhawat, ‘Problems of Formalization in Samvada Sastra’, JICPR, XIIT (2}, 1996.



66 V. SHEKHAWAT

is a natural expression which presents roughly an instance, or, it is a vyakria
expression which presents an instance or situation in accordance with
norms of Vyakarana. As differentfrom this, a proposition depictsor composes
clearly a fact whether fully or partially. We may say that a statement or
kathan guarantees only genuine knowledge in so far as it is selected by
pramana whereas a proposition or vakya guarantees errovless genuine
knowledge—whether affirmative or negative. Itis by utsarga/anugamana
that we generate or reach a particular or universal proposition by means

of several similar statements. Therefore statements as such cannot be-

allowed to enter any knowledge-system unless these are established/
proved as propositions. Clearly, sarvada vyakrtiis different from vagbhdsa
vydkyti in so far as it demands the generation of propositions not
statements; the former is over and above the latter, so to say.

When we thus generate propositions from statements by means of
utsargakarana, can a singular statement be admitted as apavada? Indeed
asingular statement can make one inquisitive as to the possibility of apavada
and thus spur one for exploration/inquiry in the direction pointed out
by the statement and this provides it a limited value in knowledge
systematisation for a single instance can often turn out o be a massive
challenge to some accepted system of knowledge. Yet we must ensure
thatonlysufficiently numerous apavada-statementsgenerate an apavada
proposition whether singular-apavada or multiple-apavada.

Clearly, the most difficult task in Sermwvdda Sastra is, firstly, to generate
propositions or vakyas, and, secondly, to ensure that these are true. In
Samvada Sastra, we are not interested in investigating under what
conditions facts occur, rather we are interested in investigating under
what conditions the knowledge of facts is frue. Strictly speaking, this is not
the business of logicas contemporaneously understood but this has great
significance in Sarwvada Sasira as it provides us models for adequate
yuktikaranawhichis astrictly logical enterprise. Epistemology then forms
the foundation of Logic; it is the Jiigna-anviksi of samvada. that is, our
conception of a proposition, methods of generating propositions,
contradictory of a proposition, universality of propositions, their apaviada
forms etc. [Indian thinkers might have failed to make a headway towards
formalization of savada because they remained too much preoccupied
with the first project of epistemological grounds/ foundations,] Strictly
speaking thus, when we attempt to formalize pramanakarana, we are
attempting the formalization of the epistemological component of
Sarwada Sastra not its logical component, a point often missed by
contemporary formalisers of the Sastra.

II

Now, propositions can be elementary, simple or compound (7asi).
Elementary proposition is natural and its property of being true or false
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is also natural in so far as it gets selected by the natural process of pramana
in the loka. ‘Yehphoolhai’, ‘Yehneem hai’, ‘yeh peda hai’, etc., arc elementary
propositions, ‘ Yeh neem ka peda hat’ is a sirnple proposition. Elementary
proposition is elementaryin the sense that itdoesnot depictany relational
structure, it is uncomposed being natural. A simple proposition on the
other hand depicts at least onesimplest relational structure. ‘Parvata para
agni hai kyonki vahan dhudn haijaise rasoighara men hotd hai is the example
of a compound/complex proposition or a proposition-rasi. It is
compounded of elementary propositions: (yah parvai hai) (yahan agni hai)
(yahan dhuan hai) (rasoighara hotd hai) (dhuan hota hai)y and connectives
‘kyonkf, ‘jaise as also of relations ‘pard’, and ‘mew’. ‘Yeh dhuan hai’ and
‘ dhuan hota ha are both to be treated as elementary propositions, the
former a singularelementary proposition, and thelattera partiallyuniversal
elementary proposition.The latter is only parually universal because in
it * hota hai-occurs without suggestion of thorough universality, it merely
suggests a lemporal recurrenceor mere existence without any commitment
whatsoever to universality as generally understood.

Elementary propositionsgenerally occurasarule onlyin ulsargakarana.
An elementary proposition is so because it depicis a simple situation and
a complex proposition is so because it depicts a complex/compound
situation. An elementary proposition is somewhat deficient of depiction/
composition and a complex proposition completely depicts/composes a
situation. We may say a simple proposition is somewhat complete depiction
of a situation, itis a madhyamproposition. A simple proposition depicts
only by means of relations(s) whereasa proposition-rasidepicts by means
of relationsaswell as connectives. The simplest of simple propositionsis that
which'has just one relation and just one udefyaand justone vidheya. When
we analyse a proposition i into elementary propositions, it does not
mean the latter just join-uptomake the former a rasi—beinga composition
unit rasiis an organic wholecomposed of elementary parts. Clearly, concepts
or term (uddesya, vidheya), relation and connective are fundamental to the
understanding of arelational structure ~—thatisunderstanding it logically.
If one asks ‘what is the structure of an elementary proposition?’ the reply
could be that it is a question beyond the interest of logic, it rather liesin
the purview of grammar. And we are notinterested in grammatical structure
of propositions, we are interested only in their logical structure. It may
well be said that elementary propositions are logical without having any
logical structure—these have only grammatical structure.

Certain depiction/composition of a situation may have correct
grammatical formonlysuchas‘yah peda haf ‘yehneem ki pedahat ,* usa parvata
para dhudn hat . Another depiction may have both correct grammatical
form as well as correct logical form such as ‘neem ka peda hat',* parvaia para
dhudn hai'. The latter will be called correct simple propositions or right
simple propositions because these are simple propositions that are
grammatically as well as logically right/correct. We may say that it is the
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pramanakarana that fransforms simple statements (that is depictions or,
better, expressions, having correct grammatical form only} into correct
simple propositions,—particular or universal, the exception/apavada
being the elementary propositions only which pass untransformed. In
yuktikarana, then, we allow, as far as possible, only correct simple/
compound propositions whether particular or universal.

Clearly, an elementary proposition is also an elementary
statement,—the two are in distinguishable which therefore is the proof
of clementariness of depiction/expression. It follows that in so far as
analysis of elementary statements/propositions is concerned, logic
coalesces with grammar. And as far as epistemology is concerned,
clementary statements/propositions are naturaland given to all humans
without exception. Thus, in elementary situations such as ‘yaha neem has’,
‘yahdn neem hai’,we cannot logically distinguish between ‘yak’, ‘yahan’, etc.,
though grammatically these express differently: ‘yeb’ or ‘yah’ refers to
neemwhile ‘yahan’ refers to the placethat neemoccupies, etc. The variations,
s0 to say, collapse in the same simple situation of ‘this tree being here’ to
be depicted by the elementary statement/proposition in which the only
term that matters is neem.

Unlike elementary propositions, simple/compound propositions can
be classified further as one-relation, two-relation etc. propositions or
one-relation-one-connective, two-relation-one-connective, etc.
propositions. Thus, ‘neem ka peda hai', *neem ka peda havd hai', * hard neem
kapeda jhoolarahd hai,* neemka peda hava sejhoolarahd hai' etc. And similarly
compound propositions such as ‘parvata para dhuan hai kyonki agni hai
» ‘parval par dhuan hai kyonki agni hai jaise rasoighara men dhuan hota hai',
etc. There are thus numerous varieties of propositions. Propositions that
are most suitable for symbolization are one-relation simple propositions
and two-relation-one-connective compound proposition-rasis.

Now, a proposition is truebyvirtue of the case being actuallyso—a true
propositionisthe artha/fact as said—butis false by virtue of actualabsence
of uddeSya or vidheya as well as by virtue of their replacement by some
other uddesya or vidheya, not merely by virtue of the case not being actually
so. However, we ordinarily require only this condition of falsity that it is
the actual absence of a feature alonethat makes a proposition asserting its
presence failse, not the presence of different feature which in invariably
there for if that requirement were added, the presence of a feature
different from the said different feature may or may not make it false.
Therefore, just as specific presence makes a proposition true, a specific
absence makes it false. This conception of falsity has the advantage of
symmetrywith the conception of truth. This however, makes it abundantly
clear that an affirmative proposition depicts the entire situation/fact

whereas its negative counterpart depicts only half the situation /fact as it
always points to some positive feature that has been left undepicted/
unmentioned. In this sense only positive/affirmative propositions have
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strict claim to truth. For these depict the actual relation between two
presences. Negative propositions are only half-claimants to truth for these
only inform about the relation between a presence and an absence but
not about the other relation that actually obtains between the said
presence and some other (unsaid) presence. It_ follows that to treat
affirmative proposition and its negative as alternatm‘g states (of truth anc}
falsity) is somewhat misleading. Thus, for examg.)le, neem hara ':n,ahzﬁ, hai
is said to be true by virtue of relation of ‘neem’ with absence of *hara’ but
that is only partial truth, the full-blown truth comes 0}1‘twhen‘1t is said t.haf
‘ Neem piila hat . Strictly speaking, then, if ‘neem harg hat istrue,its negative
is ‘neem pila hai’ as it depicts a full-blown falsity of the first situation.
Relation of a presence and an absence thus only impliesa relation of that
presence with somepresence at least in simple propositions where certain
specific relations obtain. Similarly, in some other relations occurring in
simple propositions, relation between anabsence (suchasa sadhyaor hetu)
and a presence alwaysimplies relation of somepresence with thatpresence.
It follows that in so far as simple propositions are concerned, we should
allow minimum number of negative propositions in any system of
knowledge for these always leave one in suspenseas to what the situation
actually is and are thus ambiguous/suspense statements. Thus, even
when we present a proposition counter to any affirmative, we try to make
it counter-affirmative rather than negative, for example, the counter-
affirmative of ‘neem hard hat is ‘neem aharg has'. |
The situation, however, is not the same for some elementary nege_ltlve
propositions. These have the remarkable property of being categmcglty
negative as these clearly express the situation of absem‘:e w1_thout leavuig
one in any suspense whatsoever. Thus, for example, ‘yahan neem nahin
ha#' categorically expresses the absence of neemand also makes the logical
distinction from ‘yeh neem nahin hai clear ftor the latter elementary
proposition is not categorical as it leaves one in suspense as to what it is
if not neem? Categorical negative elementary propositions thereforq k_lave
special logical value and are often interpreted as affirmative propositions
presenting specific absence.

i
Consider now the following propositons:

(1) Sabhi parvaton par dhuan hotd hai.
(il) Sabhi parvaton par dhuan hai.
(iti) Parvaton par dhuan hota hai. o
(iv) Kucha parvaton par dhuan hota hai/mhqta hai.
(v) Kabhi-kabhi parvaton par dhuan hato",_ hm..
(vi) Usa parvat par dhuan hotahai/rahaid hai.
(vii) Kucha parvaton par dhuan hai.
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_ Of the above, proposition (1) 1s a maximally universal proposition for
it asserts that on all the mountains for all times there is smoke. In other
words, the proposition asserts both numeralas well as iemporaluniversality.!
Not so with proposition (ii} and proposition (iv) as the former asserts
onlynumeral universality at presentwhile the latter asserts only temporal
u.mversallty on a single mountain,—this latter one is apparently a
singular proposition yet hides in it temporaluniversality in asingleinstance.
Proposition (iii) may be said to be a just universal proposition for
although it does not make claims of maximal universality, yet it asserts
thatpn mostmountains, byand large, regularly there is smoke. Proposition
(iv) is, strictly speaking, an apavdda-proposition for it merely does not
assert that there is often smoke on some mountains but also suggests that
there are even moremountains on which there isno smoke. The proposition
asserts numero-temporal apavadaof proposition thatwould be maximally
universal asserting variant situation. As different from this, proposition
.(V) asserts only temporal-apavada not committing itself numerally—that
is apavadamay be true for all or some mountains. And prdposition (vii)
asserts onlynumeral-apavadaof the present. This analysis makes clear the
distinction between maximal, numeral and temporal universality on the
one hand and numero-temporal, numeral and temporal apavada or
exceptionality on the other hand. Proposition (vi) provides a singular-
apavada or local universality by committing to temporal oftenness or
recurrence and is different from * kabhi-kabhi usa parvat par dhuan hotd hat'
which ecpresses strictly singular temporal-apavada. What is important to
note is that apavadaitself often involves temporal-universalityand requires
not at least one instance—numerally or temporally—but more than one
instance in order to make sense and be distinguishable from particular
propositions such as ‘Usa parvat par dhuan hai’ which merely asserts a
situation as it obtains at present. That is to say, the cosmos is such that
particular instances acquire the status of numeral-temporal-apavada of
above universalitywhen observed more than onceof more than oneby more
than a person.

It was shown earlier that a negative particular proposition falsifies its
affirmative counterpart although it asserts only partial truth regarding
what the situation is like and only an affirmative variant proposition with
same uddeSya but different vidheya strictly falsifics the original affirmative
Proposition. The situation regarding affirmative universal propositions
is however more complex not only because of diverse universalities but
also because of restricted universalities of the apavadaas variants. There
can be _several kinds of falsifying situations for an affirmative universal
proposition, such as:

(i) anegative particular proposition,

;Thi}s; isthe generally accepted depiction. A clearer depiction will be *sadd@sarvada parvaton par dhudn
old hai'.
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(ii) an affirmative particular proposition,
(iii) a negative apavada proposition,

(iv) - an affirmative apavada proposition,

(v) a negative of the universal proposition,
(vi} an affirmative universal proposition,
(vit) an affirmative counter-proposition.

A thorough analysis of conditions of falsification of an affirmative
universal proposition thus calls for analysis of terms of proposition and
relations between these terms.

T

Now, the terms of a proposition can be particulars or universals and

behave so depending on the structure of the proposition. Thus, in the

proposition ‘neem hard hat', both neem and hard are particulars but in

: neem hara hotd hat' , both the termsare universals. Moreover, in ‘ sabhi neem
hare hote hain’, the terms neemand hare are interpreted as classes. Numerous

kinds of relations obtain between terms of propositions but four are

generally recognized asfundamental, namely satmavaya, tadatmya, samyoga
and sadrsya. (The more the kinds of relations considered in a system of
logic, the more comprehensive it would be}. Thus, in *neem hara hat’, the

relation between the terms is samavdyarelation whereasin ‘sabhi neem hare
hote hain’ it is tadatmya relation. Similarly in the proposition ‘parvata par
dhuan hai , the relation between the terms is sariyoga relation whereas in
the proposition ‘yah gayajaisa prani hai', the relation is that of sadriya. Now,
a negative particular proposition is invariably non-categorical when the
relation between its terms is a necessary relation, that is either samavaya
or tadatmya. Thus, for example ‘ parvata pardhuannahin hai isa categorical
negative particular proposition butnotthe negative particular proposition
“veem hard nakin hai'. 1t is clear that at least for propositions of which
terms have non-necessary relations, the corresponding negative
propositions are decisive falsifiers. And this can be accepted as a rule for
universal propositions also provided we settle the question what quantity
will suffice for falsifying it. Now, a particular affirmative or negative
proposition cannot be a decisive falsifier of an affirmative universal
proposition because the falsifying instance may be due to some peculiarity
of the situation. Neither can the affirmative or negative apavida-
proposition be a decisive falsifier for it can be the peculiarity of some class
of particulars which may be formulated as a restricted universality as
addendum to the parent affirmative universal proposition.Thus, for
example if  sabhi vyksa hare hoie hair’ isan affirmative universal proposition,
its particular negative falsifier is ‘vrksa hara nahin hai.’ and particular
affirmative falsifier is ‘vrksa pila hat’ both being not decisive; its negative
apavada falsifier is * Kucha vrksa hare nahin hote’ and affirmative apavida
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{alsifier is * Kucha vrksa pile hote hain’, both again not being decisive as the
latter can be formulated asarestricted universality ‘amaltasa pile hote hain’,
the term amaltasa being included in the term vyksa. Thus the original
parent universal proposition can still be maintained as frue by
reformulating itas ‘sabhi vrksa hare hote hain parantu amaliasa pila hota hai’ .
It follows that only a negative universal proposition or an affirmative
universal proposition can be the decisive falsifier of the parent universal
proposition, the former in cases where the relation between terms of the
parentproposition isnon-necessaryand latter in caseswhen itisnecessary.
Thus, the decisive falsifier of *sabhi vrksa hare hote hain’is ‘ sabhi vrksa angiri
hote hain’ and of, forinstance, ‘sabhi parvaton para dhuan hotd hat is ‘kisibhi
parvata para dhuan nakin hotd@ . That is if ‘ sabhi vrkia hare hote hain’ is true
then “sabhi vrksa angiiri hote hain’ mustbe false, and if ‘sabhi parvaton par
dhuan hota hai is true then ‘kisibhi parvata para dhuan nahin hotd must
be false; all the rest of falsifiers mayyet be true when the parent proposition
is true.

Anegative universal proposition depictsan empty class when the relation
between its terms is not necessary relation, but not otherwise. Thus
‘kisibhi parvata par dhudan nahin hot@ categorically depicts absenceof smoke
on all mountains. And it is possible to have a doubly negative universal
proposition such as ‘na parvata hota hai na dhudn hota hat' which depicts
two absences at once, namely, of mountain as well as smoke; this sort of
proposition differs from °‘Esg koibhi parvata nahin hotd jisa para dhuan
nahin hotd’ which is precisely an affirmative by double negation. When
one or two absences/empty-classes are depicted categorically, what sort
of relation holds between the terms? In the case of a single absence and
a particular/universal, we presume that the same relation—in the above
case samyoga relation—would hold as between two presences. However,
when two absences are categorically depicted, we shall have to conceive
of a special relation between absences.

If we write dhua nahin as na-dhudan, then this negative term differs from
the complementary term adhudn for while na-dhuan depicts absence of
smoke, a-dhuan depicts a class from which smoke is excluded, a distinction
thatisnotoften noticed inreceived samvada sastra. Thus, to say that * Purusa
nitya nahin hotd’ is not the same as saying ‘Purusa anitya hota hai’ for if
we interpret these propositions as depicting relations between classes,
the former depicts a relation between the class of purusasand absence of
class of nitya objects while the latter depicts a relation between class of
purugas and class of objects that excludes nitya objects. Complementary
terms can be as ambiguous as negative propositions of which terms have
necessary relation for these also leave us in suspense as to what objects
belong to the class if not the excluded one? In a sense, propositions such
as ‘Sabhi neem alatd hote hain’ depict a sort of ‘absurdity’ for if alatd
happened to be a class that excludes latg, then neemwould seem to belong
to all classes except lata’.
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What we have undertaken above are only preliminary considerations
regarding universal propositionsand their relation to particular falsifiers
and apavadafalsifiers and it is obvious that a detailed theory of various
kinds of universal propositions and apavada propositions is itself called
for.

L

While attempting symbolization of propositions, we are to remember
that the termsin each of the propositionsare related in a definite order. Thus
‘neem hard hat' means harainheres in neemnot vice versa and ‘parvata par
dhudn hai’ means dhudnis on the parvata and not vice versa. Some propo-
sitions having samavayarelation between termsare ‘kanada khata hat , ‘neem
ka peda hat’,* kachue ki gardan hat' ,* Bija se ankurana hai',' agni se dhudn hat ,
etc. Some propositions with saryoga relation are ‘Purusa ko bandha hota
hai', ‘Prihivi para jala hai', *Atma men man hotd hat', * Kala men atma hota
hai ,etc. Examples of propositionswith tadatmyarelation are: ' Sindipsa vrkia
hote hain', ‘ Pasu prani hote hain’, ' Purusa nitya hote hain’, etc. Examples of
sadyasya relation are: ‘Gaya sadra$a prani gau hota hai’, * Nabhika binda-
sadrasa hote hain’, etc. We shall employ x, y, z to represent variables and
P, g, 1, 1, v, w, Kk, etc., to symbolize terms. Thus a singular proposition. (or
elementary proposition) such as ‘yeh neem hai’ can be symbolized straight
off as n,. Tadatmya relation will be symbolized as in contemporary logic
so that ‘sabhi sinfipa vrksa hote hain’ can be symbolized as (x) (y) <s D>y,
Samyogarelation will be symbolized by the symbol L (bow) so that* parvaia
para dhuan hai’ can be symbolized as <p U d>. Samavaya relation will be
symbolized by E (jointbows) so that ‘neem hara hat', etc. will be symbolized
as <n Z h>, <K E k>, <n E p>, etc. Similarly, sadrsya proposition will be
symbolized as (gx C py) etc. In all these propositions, the first term/
symbol presents uddesya and the second symbol/term presents vidheya.
Since the terms themselves do not possess the property of being true or
false, only propositions do, the truth/falsity of propositions is not
determined in any way by the terms. However, the terms serve to make
explicit the relational structure of the proposition, that is, these present to
us how these stand related to each other in a certain grder—an advantage
often absent in modern symbolic logic. The one and only condition of
truth of the proposition is that the two terms acfuallystand related the way
these are depicted/composed. However, as regards the conditions of
falsity of propositions, these are three: (i) the uddesya is missing actually,
(ii) the vidheya is missing actually and (iii) both uddesya and vidheya are
missing actually. In tadatmya relation, however, there will be further
conditions such as inclusion as asserted does not obtain and similarly in
case of sadrsya relation. Since we want only true propositions to enter/
occur in our samvada, we only inquire about the truth condition of
propositions (by means of parmanakarana) and only when some false
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proposition enters by mistake in our sasvada do we inquire about its
falsity conditions so as to expel it decisively.

In case of universaland apavadapropositions, we willsymbolize numeral
universality by (x) and temporal universality by (y), so that the proposition
‘sabhi parvaton para dhuan hota hat’ will be symbolized as (x) (y) <p U d>yy.
Just universality will be symbolized by U* so that ‘parvaion par dhuan hota
hai’ will be symbolized as U* <p U d>. ‘Sabhi parvaton par dhuan hai’ can
be symbolized as (x) <p  d>, and *Isa parvat par dhuan hotd hat’ as (vy)
<p U d>yy, ‘1’ indicating singularity, ‘ Kucha paarvaton par dhuan hota hat
will be symbolized as 3, 3, <p L d>yy) and ‘kucha parvaton par dhuan hai
as 3y (p v d)yetc, etc. -

Sadysya relation is symbolized as ¢, so that the proposition ‘nabhika
biinda-jaisa hotd hai' will be symbolized as (y) <n ¢ b>, and *Gaya-sadria
prani hai’ as <g € p>.

It is clear that according to samwada $asira, when we undertake to
construct a siddhantatantra, we ought to follow the policy of, firstly,
selecting, by means of pramdna criterion, genuine knowledge alone and,
secondly, allow only true propositions to enter the siddhantatantra.
Moreover, these propositions—whether universal or particular—ought
to be affirmative and/or categorically negative as far as possible.

VI

Consider now a proposition-rasisuch as this.: ‘sabhi vyapari imandara hole
hain parantu kucha vyapar: kama tolte hain aur kucha vyapani milavata harate
hain tathi kucheka mala dabate hain'. The question here arises: just how
many apavadas can a universal proposition sustain? Or, how long can a
universal proposition affirming a ‘law’ hold water or withstand in the
face of apavadas? Certainly, an affirmation can hardly be said to be
universal if it admits of too numerous exceptions. Thus, in our effort at
theorization or siddhantatantrakarana, we follow the strategy of seeking,
as far as possible, universal affirmations without any apavada and when
some apavada appears, we get alerted about the universalization and
moreover, as further apavada appears the universalization is suspect and
we start inquiring about the desper causal explanation of the situation so as
to obtain a new universal affirmation without apavada. It is by virtue of
this inbuilt demand of theorization that we are compelled to investigate
into deeper causes of the world experienced as such.

And disallowing non-categorical negative propositions also serves this
purpose of seeking decper and deeper causes for as non-categorical
negative propositions leave us in suspense as to what the thing is like if
not so, we seek to resolve the suspense by seeking the affirmative.
Similarly for counter-affirmative propositions. Now, doubt and suspense
differ in this respect that while doubt is resolved merely by achieved
rejection of a positive or negative alternative, suspense is resolved only by
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making explicit the unknown. Thusin p, V~pyif pyis rejected logically/
by means of pramana, the doubt is resolved yet the suspense remains as
to if the thing is mot so what it is? Of course, in situations where such
knowledge isnotrelevant, the suspense may never arise, for example one
may not be inquisitive as to what there is on the hill if the smoke is not
there, which is the reason for such propositions being categorical as
sarmyoga relation does not invoke the presence of something else on the
hill if there is no smoke, for it is likely that there is nothing elseon the hill.
Doubt, not suspense, withholdsan erring mind from ascertaining a claim
and siddhi eventually dispels error, therefore doubt,—and one can
ascertain a claim of truth as well as falsity in the sense of non-categorical
depiction.

Now, this exclusion by disjunction (asabove) differs from exclusion by
terms. In tddatmyarelation, for example, complementary terms have one
meaning {asbeing interpreted as classes) whereas in samyoga and sarmavaya
relations there occurs a meaning variation/shift. Thus ‘ sabhi gulaba avrksa
hote hain’ is generally interpreted to mean that all gulabas belong to the
class of things that the class of vrksa excludes. But such cannot be the
interpretation of ‘ sabhi neem ahare hote hain’ or of* sabhi jalasayon men adhuan
hota hai. If the class interpretation is adopted for these, the former says
that objects excluded by the class harainhere in neem and the latter that
objects excluded by the class dhuanare in the lake, which makes clear that
the interpretation is absurd. It may however be said that *sabhi neem ahare
hote hain’ claims only that the property ‘hare¢’ does not inhere in neem
whatever other property or properties may inhere in it, and this claim is
sufficient to falsify the proposition ‘sabhi neem hare hote hain’. This is a
perfectly legitimate claim, yet the claim does not resolve the problem of
suspense as to if the neems are not ahare what property/ properties they
have? In other words, we have no right to utter only counter-affirmative
propositions unless, at least subsequently, we also utter affirmative
propositions so as to dispense with the suspense. In exclusion by terms,
hara-nakinor na-hardexcludes only karaof the particular uddesyabut ahara
excludes all the greens and, moreover, the former refers only to exclude
hard whereas the latter refers to all those objects that are excluded by
hara. Thus ‘yahin ghata nahin hai provides knowledge of absence of
particular ghatawhereas ‘yahan aghata hai’ provides knowledge of presence
of a whole from which ghata is excluded, that is of ‘all that which is not
ghataand s actuallypresenthere’. Both na-ghata and aghataare conceived
as properties/ features of field of perception, the former informs of a positive
feature namely absence of expected ghatawhereas the latter nonexplicitly
informs of presence of things other than ghafa. Moreover, the latter
presupposes a definite field of perception which, if notaccessible, would
disallow their presentation but such is not the case with the former which
presupposes only the access to expected ghata.

The exclusion by disjunction, however, differs from exclusion by
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terms as shown above. Thus, for example, when one is in doubt as to
whether ‘yah muskurayega ya nahin muskurayega’ or ‘yah sinsipa haiya nahin
hat or ‘yahsarpa haiyarasst hai', one entertains different sorts of situations.
All these situations definitely do not presuppose any field of perception
over and above the particular object of perception. Moreover, these do
not provide any definite genuine-knowledge either, for their exclusion
awaits further inquiry of occurrence which may never take place. It only
suggests an expected exclusion therefore an expected availability of /access
to proved genuine-knowledge. Strictly speaking therefore, the exclusion
by disjunction provides only statements or kathana not propositions or
vakya. It then belongs to an entirely different class of knowledge, namely
of genuine-knowledge that awaits siddhi or occurrence. It may be noted
that absence of expected occurrence and presence of occurrence present
the same kind of alternatives for doubt as do absence of knowledge and
presence of knowledge (such asin case of sinsipa). The example *‘parvata
para dhudn hai ya nahin hai’ also belongs to this last variety of exclusions.
Thesituation in case of *yah sarpa haiya rasst hai' ishowever more complex
in that here the two alternatives at once generate ervoras well as doudt, the
former (error) representing a failure in quick analysisnot strictly absence
of knowledge. Suppose we analyze this situation in two pure doubts: (yeh
sarpa haiyanahin hai) v (yah rassi haiyd nahin hai). The complexity of the
situation arises because the four alternatives are never explicit like in the
earlier situations of pure doubt where only two alternatives obtain. The
increased number of alternatives within a single perceptual experience
on the one hand, and the failure of the mind to distinctly perceive them
as alternatives on the other hand affect the genuineness of knowledge
itself. Therefore, the exclusion awaits further inquiry which may or may
notyield the result. Thatisto say, these alternatives too are merely statements
of glenuine knowledge not propositions of genuine knowledge thus
requiring siddhi or falling short of siddhi by utsargakarana/anugaman. 1f
one were to proceed to examine the perceived situation in the manner
of above analysis, one would first doubt whether, say, the alternative of
presence of snake or of absence of snake is true; and then, when one of
thealternativesis excluded, the others would be excluded automatically;
but if not resolved, one would proceed to doubt whether the alternative
of presence of rope or of absence of rope is true and then one of these
would be excluded so as to settle the doubt finally. The fact, however, that
the doubtis a mixed doubt disallows this pure-doubt-method of excluding
alternatives at that moment due mainly to numerousness of alternatives.
Both error and doubt therefore arise in such situations because human
mind can naturally settle instantly only pure doubts thus not allowing the
error to emerge but cannot naturally settle instantly the mixed doubts so
that error emerges/props-up.

Theory of Vakya or Proposition 77
Wi

The question whether quaktavya or unsayable is apavada of sayable, or,
exclusion or absence of sayable, is very important particularly for
cosmological samvdda/inquiry. It is important to note that the unsayable
generally refers to a specific experience not of perceived something but
of saksat or inner experience or seer-insight or ecstatic vision of cosmic
something which although directly accessible to innermost seer, cannot
be brought into linguistic usage/mode within the norms laid down by
Vyakarana Sastra. Moreover, from logical point of view, the point of issue
is not merely that of sayability but rather it is this that whatever is sayable
must also be provable. Thus, the concept of vaktavya presumes that
whatever is said 1s said logically, that is, proved. Not that all inner
experiences cannot be said logically, for some of them can definitely be
said and proved as in Sarnkhyva cosmology for instance. However, what
seems to be the case is that after all thatwhich could be said hasbeen said,
much more remains unsaid and thatiswhere the significance of avakiavya
lies.

Now, certainly by unsavable is not meant silence, thatis, that which could
be said but was not said. It rather means that which cannot in principle
be said or depicted correctly and established,—that is, said in vyakraia
vagbhdsa and established in vyakrata samvada. It strictly means that some
extraordinary inner experience has been had non-linguistically and
therefore there is some awareness of ‘something’ which cannot be said
at all logically. That is, not only can it not be defined or characterized
essentially butalso itcannotbe namedforifone could name it,one could
say ‘there isawareness of A (during saksat)’ and if one could characterize
itone could say ‘there isawareness that Aisa (during saksat) . [Alogically
correct attempt to name it is evyakta and a Jogically correct attempt to
characterize itis as ahetumat and alinga so thatalogically correct attempt
to say it would be ‘Avyakta ahetumad hotd hai aur avyakta alinga hota hai'.
However, upon analysis of this proposition-rasiit will be found that hardly
anything has been said. ]

The inner experience seems to suggest that that aboutwhich one wanis
to sayisexcluded from that aboutwhich one cansay. Therefore the sayable
will be exactly this; all is said about that about which we can say. The
unsayable then could not be thatwhich excludes the sayable for the former
is presumably not at all there, neither can it be the absence of sayable for
this means absence of something which could be there but is not there,
nor could itbe total absence if we entertain the hope that it could be said
some day in future, nor could it be apavada of the sayable for the apavada
is also presumably there even if it is not said. Since the unsayable cannot
be analysed in terms of absence or exclusion or apavada, the only way left
is to symbolize it as such. Now, we have symbolized propositions as (p
q), (p € q) etc. butsince there can presumably be neither terms nor
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relations in the unsayable we can symbolize it only as (00). The question
now is that how does it behave with respect to other propositions in
different arguments? Can it be said to be true or false? Is it universal or
particular or affirmative or negative? These questions cannotbe answered
satisfactorily at the moment but it is obvious that a thorough inquiry into
logical features of (00) is called for. (00) seems to behave sometimes as
true proposition and sometimes as false proposition. It never seems to
entailany proposition but always implies some proposition and when so it
seems to behave like a true proposition. Also when it occurs as exclusive
disjuct, it seemns to behave like a true proposition and excludes all other
alternatives. Suppose a seer says ‘yah vyadhi pranahara hoti hai aur (00)
regarding some patient who presumably suffers from some serious
ailment. From the above proposition-rasithe only implication that can be
had is that ‘rogi mara jayegd . Similarly if one asserts that *kucha nahin kaha
ja sakta ki yah tara hai ya . . . hai'. What the assertion suggests is that
amongst the disjuncts (00) v 1,V ... the first one excludes the rest. If , on
the other hand, we depict the sum and substance of the unsayable
situation of inner experience as ‘kucha avasya hai parantu kaha nahin ji
sakatd, then the complex statement/proposition can be analyzed as
conjunctofan elementarystatement ‘yah koi na koivastu hai’ and an apavada
statement of elementary type as ‘Isa vastu ke bare men kaha nahin ja sakatda’ .
The instance of unsayable situation can indeed be treated as exceptional
since most situations are by and large sayable.The problem with such an
analysis, however, is that the parent ‘statement’ can never be claimed to
be a proposition since there is no uddesya at all nor can it be claimed to
be a universality of any variety since the ‘experience’ of ‘koi na koi vastu’
is not universally accessible. A more satisfactory strategy regarding the
unsayable could perhaps be one of identifying or defining ‘all that is
sayable’ as ‘All’ or Universality assuch and leaving the rest (the unsayable)
as undefined or as outsidethe fold of universality itself. If we become clear
about ‘All’ or ‘universal’ or sarva before hand, as above, then we limit
ourselves only to the sayable in our samvada but recognizing at the same
time that there is something even more than ‘All’ about which nothing
can be said. This seems to be the strategy adopted in Sarmkhya Siddhanta.

Another way of analyzing the sentence ‘Kucha hai jiske bare men kaha
nahin ja sakat@ could perhaps be to treat it as a proposition—a special
proposition obtained by sabda pramanacalling for no reference—ofwhich
the uddesya term is ‘kucha’ and vidheya is ‘fiske bire men kahd nakin ja saki@
so that the uddesyais unidentifiedand vidheyais unsayable. Such a proposition
would then represent the other extreme of logical discourse or samvada.

The questions of defining a logical-All and the distinction between sat
and asat are central in samvada so that, at least in a two-valued logic, we
may not allow any simple propositions about more-than-All as well as
about asat. That which is more-than-All cannot be named or defined or
established so that any proposition regarding it is impossible for lack of
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definite uddesya as well as vidheva. That which is asat can be named but
since its utpadais not possible, nothing can be predicated of it, therefore,
the only proposition regarding it would be ‘Asat ka anutpida hota hai', asat
being a common name for ny$rnga, vanhyaputra, akasakusuma, etc. Thus,
ifany propertybelonging to logical-Allis bredicated of asat, the proposition
would be meaningless. We therefore must ensure that both these types
of propositions do not find entry in our samvada and all our uddesyas and
vidheyashave definite meaning referring to satonly and neither to adhikya
nor to asal. [t may here be asked if ‘logical-All" itselfisincluded in saf? The

answer would be that the former is a more definite translation of the latter

and the latter is a common name of all the objects of semvéda not itself
being a subject of samvada as a rule. Thus, if we utter a proposition such

as ‘logical-All as an entity belongs to logical-All’, it would imply a fallacy

of anavasthadosa within the system and would thus be inadmissible,

meaning thereby that it has to be pushed into the realm of adhikya or

unsayable within the system.



Towards a Field Theory of Indian Philosophy:
Suggestions for a New Way of Looking
at Indian Philosophy

DAYA KRISHNA

Indian philosophy is usually treated in terms of the so-called six
‘orthodox’ and three ‘non-orthodox’ schools which are designated as
Mimarhsi, Vedanta, Samkhya, Yoga, Nyaya and VaiSesika, on the one
hand, and Buddhism, Jainism and Carvika, on the other. One may add
a few more, but this is the usual way of presentation and it is taken as
adequate by everybody. But, is it really so? Does it help us in
understanding or grasping the philosophical scene in India as it
unfolded over three millennia of its recorded existence?

Philosophers of diverse persuasions were not thinking in a vacuum or
treating problems in monadic isolation from each other. The problem
of understanding the Vedic text, and the Vedic ritual haunts all thinkers
who had anything to do with them. The oldest Brihmana texts already
evidence this concern, and so does the Nirukta, possibly the first text to
deal with the problem. And so do the Mimansa-Sitras, and the Brahma-
Siitras, though the latter deals primarily with the Upanisadic portion of
the Vedic text. The problem, however, is a wider one and concerns the
Buddhist and the Jain Canonical texts as well. The texts deemed ‘sacred’
have to be preserved, unaltered in every way and transmitted from
generation to generation and carried to places far off from where the
original was placed.

The purity in the preservation of a linguistic text, whether oral or
written is, however, one thing and the understanding of what it means
quite another. The two require very different sorts of skillsand hence give
rise to two different classes of specialists. Before the invention of tape-
recording and writing, the task of preservation was so enormously
complicated that it gave rise to the cultivation and development of
specialized skills which are difficult to imagine today. We hear of persons
who could remember after hearing just once and otherswho could do so
after hearing only two ¢ - three or four times, and then we had persons
continuously ‘repeating’ what they had heard so that what they had
heard would not get lost.

That this activity of ‘ceaseless repetition’ was continued for millennia
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is a miracle, but man as a species has been performing miracles
continuously and this may be regarded as one of his defining features,
even if it may not be the only one; once the ‘miracle’ is produced, it no
more remains a ‘miracle’ and, if it is repeated often enough, it is hardly
even thought or felt to be so. But the task of understanding what is so
preserved requires a different kind of activity and a different kind of skill.
But however different, it has to be as continuously undertaken as the
former. This brings into being a specialized class whose whole activity
consists in preserving the texts and interpreting them with a fairly clear-
cut division between the two. .

In India this class came to be known by the name ‘Brahmana’. It
consisted mainly of three different groups specializing in the task of
preservation, interpretation and knowledge of the ritual according to
which the Vedic yajiias were to be performed. The division is well known
in the context of the Vedic tradition, but it must have obtained in the
Buddhistand Jain traditionsalso, though one would have to find what the
counterpart of the ritual of the yajfia was in those traditions. Also one
would have to find what the counterpart of the Vedic Sgkhaswas in those
traditions, as the task of preservation and interpretation cannot be
carried out for long without a specialized class of persons who are
entrusted by the society for doing so and whoare given sufficienthonour,
patronage and prestige to carry on the task they are entrusted with.

The task of understanding or interpreting a text has, however, an
intrinsic ‘undecidability’ about it which has generally not been noticed
until now. It was because of the essential ambiguity of language and the
fact that it has not only literal but metaphysical meaning as well. There
isalso the problem of the ‘uses’ towhich alanguage is putand the context
in which it is being used. Similarly, there is also the presupposition of
‘coherence’ which imposes both an external and an ‘internal’ limitation
on the interpretation.

The diversity of interpretation is thus in-built in the very task of
interpreting as it never is in the case of the preservation of either the text
or the ritual practice. One may, of course, make mistakesin these, butthe
‘mistakes’ not only arise because of different factors, but are also of a
different order. The variation in ‘preservation’ may occur because of not
hearing properly what was said or the inability to decipher what was
written because time or accident had obliterated something and diiferent
scribes had imagined what was to be inserted differently. This, as
everyone knows, continues to be the situation in spite of all the
advancements in the technology of preservation.

The problem in the preservation of the purity of exact instructions
regarding ritual observances is of a different order as it emanates from
the fact that no instruction manual, whether oral or written, can ever give
all the details which are required for the performance of the action.
These have to be learnt by actually observing the action performed and
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by repeating it where every deviation is corrected by the master. This is
one of the reasons for the importance that is accorded by the tradition
to the ‘Guru’ as he alone can tell you the ‘how’ of the action and
demonstrate it to you. The vocal preservation of the text involves this to
a certain extent, particularly when it involves svar@nupiirvi or even the
singing of the sama, as was the case with the Vedic texts. But the whole
sequence and repertoire of a Vedic yajzawas a totally different thing and
its exact preservation became the prototype and the paradigm of the
prayoga $astras in the tradition.

The textknown as Brakmanaswhich are the primary manuals describing
how to perform a particular yajfiaalso discuss the possible meanings that
the ritual may have. Dr. Mukund Lath has recently drawn our attention
to this neglected aspect of the Brahmana text. Thus, the vidhi texts
themselves have two different parts, relatively unrelated to each other;
one relating to the performance of the ritual and the other to its
interpretation. But these interests were not only different but divergent
in character, as was shown by later developments. The Mimarmsa Sutras
carryon the task of filling in and accounting for the apparent discrepancies
and inconsistencies in the instructions given regarding the actual
performance of the various yajfias, while the Aranyakasand the Upanisads
carry on the interpretative part not only independently, but even in
opposition to them. The statement of Narada in the Chandogya Upanisad
already indicates this, for he includes the four Vedas in the knowledge
which he had acquired of the various disciplines known in his times
though he remained unsatisfied and unfulfilled in spite of them.

The Brahma Siutras thus ignore the Brahmana discussions almost
completely and concentrate only on the Upanisads. The later
commentatorson the Brahma Siitrasand the Upanisadswho wrote bhdsyas
on them by-pass the discussions of Yaska on the interpretation of the
Vedic text in his Nirukia.

The Nirukta, in fact, has no direct successor and till almost the seventh
century A.D., when we have the Bhdsya on the Rgveda by Skandaswamin
and some others of the Vallabhi region of West India. But while there
appears to have been no direct continuation of Vedic exegesis after Yaska
for almost a thousand years, the concerns with the problems relating to
the interpretations of linguistic meaning continued to exercise the
Indian philosophical mind till today. Sébda-Bodha or Vakyartha-Vicara
becariie one of the perennial concerns of all schools of thought, and one
cannot understand the positions they take on the issue in isolation from
those taken by others as if there were no relationship between them.

The same is true of the problem concerning the means and criteria of
valid knowledge in the tradition against Nagarjuna’s questioning of the
very possibility of there being any ground or criteria for such knowledge.
It became incumbent for all to fight such radical scepticism. Even earlier,
the Upanisads had raised the question as to how the knower itself can
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even be known or as in the Nasadiya Sukia, how the question of ultirnate
beginnings could ever be answered. The author of the Mimamsa Sitra
had argued that the knowledge of dharma or ‘what ought to be done’
cannot be derived either from perception or inference and hence
required a third independent source forits knowledge. The Brahma Sutras
on their partexplicitlydeclared that ‘tarkar’ hasno placein the knowledge
of Brahmana. .

But all these have restricted the role of the pramanasto a certainre alm,
usually that of vyavahdraand notdenied its relevance altogether. Itis only
Jayarasi, the extreme sceptic, who is supposed to have done that. Matilal
in his book entitled Perception appears to have treated his position as the
standard one and had secen the whole of Indian philosophy as an attempt
to meet the challenge. But there are degrees and variations of scepticism
and to restrict the application of a particular one, or even to exclude a//
pramanas from application to a certain privileged one is not to deny the
relevance of pramana altogether as the debate between the votaries of
pramana, samplava and pramana vyavastha shows. It should also not be
forgotten in this connection that anubhava or saksatakara itselfisasort of

amanaand the authority of all aptavacanaisbased on that. Asin the case
of éabda bodha, so also in the case of framana vicara, there is a host of
problems cutting across various schools. The different schools are
responding to a common concern, and unless we become aware of the
common concern we cannot appreciate or understand what they are
trying to do.

Take the notion of duhkha or ‘suffering’. What exactly is the notion
and why is there such a persistent and prevalent concern with atyanta
duhkhanivrtti, or the complete cessation of the very possibility of all
sufferings for all times? This will involve a discussion of possibility and
what it means. One solution is the state of the soul where it loses the very
possibility of being conscious. But then what is .1e difference between
such a soul and an inanimate object except that itis still characterized by
having had such a consciousness in the past which the inanimate object
can never be said to have had. Also, the difference of such a position with
that of the Carvika would only be something like postulating a soul to
survive after the destruction of the body. But, then, even for the grossest
materialist something survives and it is generally called ‘matter’. The
only difference between this matter and the soul would be that the latter
is still supposed to have a uniqueness of its own which the surviving
matter lacks. But then what could this uniqueness consist of except with
reference to the past which is now no more? This is something similar to
what Strawson has discussed in his book entitled Individuals. But, then,
such a reference to the past would also be there in the case of whatever
matter is regarded as surviving after the destruction of the whole which
constituted the body.

The problem of the whole and the part, of divisibility and indivisibility,
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of the atom and the dtman are usually considered to be different and
treated separately in the tradition. However, once it is scen that they are
interrelated and the way one deals with any one of them has important
consequences for the others, one would begin to see Indian philosophy
in a different way.

There are so many other facets of Indian philosophy which would
appear in a very different light if seen in this way. Take, for example, the
problem of the ultimate constituents of the world as given in human
experience. The Samkhya, the VaiSesika and the Jain scholars have
treated thisproblemina prominentmanner. Butin the usual presentation
they are treated as if they were not dealing with the same problem and
had nothing to do with each other. Yet, the moment we see them as
attempting to deal with the same problem, we begin to notice the
commonalities and the differences. Also, once we see them as tentative
and provisional answers, we do not feel bound to the specificities of their
positions and can benefit from the insights of all of them. But this can
happen only if we see Indian philosophy as an ‘ongoing enterprise” and
not as something which only has a past and no future as if all the
potentialities have already been exhausted.

But even if one does not believe that the creative potential of Indian
thought in the realm of philosophy has not been exhausted and its
immense possibilities of development in different directions are still
unexplored, one would firsthave to realize the nature of the philosophical
problems and questions with which the Indian thinkers struggled for at
least two and a half millennia of recorded history. Unless this preliminary
work is attempted, we cannot even hope to understand what they were
attempting to do, let alone carry on their unfinished enterprise in any
meaningful way. We have made a preliminary attemnpt in this direction,
but it is confined only to the problematic and conceptual structure of
their thought about man, society, polity and law. But the logical,
epistemological, ontological and axiological issues which they struggled
with have still to be articulated. Not only this, we have to see them in their
development aspect, the way in which they developed over time.

To give but one example, we have to ask ourselves what was exactly
meant by the terms Veda and vidya, $astra and dariana, and how these
terms were related to each other. The term Veda has now acquired a
sacred meaning, restricted only to the four Sarmhitds, butin ancient times
it had no associations, as is evident in the use of such terms as ‘Ayuweda',
Dhanurveda, Natyaveda etc. The Chandogya Upanisad mentions the four
Vedas along with the other ‘vidyas’ that Nirada had learntand which had
left him unfulfilled. The knowledge of the Sarhitas was not given any
special shape and was notincluded in what the Upanisads called the *para
vidy@ . The Mimarhsa tradition explicitly included the Brahmana textsin
the term Veda and treated them as equally authoritative.

The inclusion of véirtd, dandaniti and anviksiki amongst vidyds raised
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the question as to what the human end was that these vidyas served. Dr.
Mukund Lath hasrecently drawn ourattention to an interesting discussion
by Udyotkara on this point. In his v@rtika on the Nyaya Suutra, 1. 1. 1. he
says that every vidya has its own prayojana and ‘nihsreyas’ and specifically
mentions vartd and dandanitiin this connection, According to him, only
atmavidy@ has moksa as its nih$reyas. There is an interesting discussion
regarding this move of Udyotkara by Jayanta and Vacaspati Misra L. But
there appears to have been hardly any attempt to articulate and critically
evaluate the different moves made on this issue in the tradition. Dr. V.
Shekhawat has recently made an attempt to do this and has seen the
whole of India’s cognitive enterprise in aunique, developmental manner
on the basis of the twin notions of ‘models’ and ‘paradigms’ derived from
the recent work on the history of science by Kuhn and others.

The problem is the same with many other issues in Indian philosophy
such as, say, the one relating to ‘ pramana samplave’ or ‘ pramana vyavasthi ,
or, ‘svatah pramanatva’ vs. pamtah prakasatva’ or, ‘abhitanvayavada’ vs.

‘anvitabhidhanavada’. There is, in fact, no problem the discussion of
which does not end across the boundaries of a traditionally demarcated
system. Yet, even though the factis well known, itsradical implications for
the understanding, comprehension and presentation of philosophical
thinking in India has not been seen. It is not the problems and the issues
that are seen as central and the siddhantas of the so-called schools as
peripheral, butinstead the latter are viewed as central and the forms as
peripheral. Thisis because the seif-identification of the thinker is treated
as more important than the problem he is concerned with. But,
philosophically viewed, it is the latter that is important and not the
former. The question, for example, of what is meant by ‘§ru#’ and what
is to be regarded as such is more important then the specific answer that
a Mimarhsaka or a Vedantic or a Naiyayika or even a Buddhist or a Jain
thinker gives to it. Once the situation is seen in this way, the distinction
between the so-called ‘agama’ and the *§ruti’ will be seen asrelating to the
specificities of what is to be regarded as the foundational, authoritative
text for a tradition. Similarly, the discussion about ‘sarvajiaid’ and
‘apauruseyatva’ would be seen in a new perspective and the question as to
how the author of the Nydya Siitras, who seems to reject both, can still
maintain the notion in his systemn. The example of Ayurveda given by him
cannot be accommodated. Under neither case, does the bringing of
I$vara solve the problem. At least the author of the Nygya Sitrasdoes not
appear to treat him as the author of the Vedaswhich seem to be regarded
as “$ruti’ by him. In fact the text rejects both the Mimamsa and the Brahma
Sutra‘sinterpretation of the so-called §rutias it nowhere talks of the yajiias
and criticizes the view that all reality is one which it probably ascribes to
the Upanisads.

It is, therefore, imperative that we get out of the prison-house of
systems and focus attention on the problems, issues and questions that
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troubled philosophers in India through the ages and the way they
grappled with them and the arguments they gave for tentative answers
and solution to them. Only through some such effort will we be able to
enter into their philosophical world and see the inner, motivative force
of the philosophical enterprise they were engaged in. And once this
happens and we internalize their philosophical enterprise, making it an
integral part of our own intellectual life, we will no more talk aboutit, but
do it ourselves. Doing philosophy as an ongoing enterprise of
philosophizing is differentfrom talking ebout philosophy and we still have
to learn the lesson, both about philosophy in the West and India, for
unless we do that, we will always be‘outsiders’ to both the traditions,
making hardly any contribution to either.
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1. PARADOXES GENFRATED BY THE NOTION OF TRUTH

Aristotle expressed our intuitive understanding of truth in his Metaphysics
as follows:

To say of what is that it is not, or of what is not that it is, is false, while
to say of what is that it is, or of what is not that it is not, is true.!

Although this formulation is very clear and seems unproblematic it
gives rise to a problem that was discovered during Aristotle’s lifetime: the
Liar Paradox. This paradox is sometimes illustrated by a passage in St.
Paul’s Epistle to Tituswhere he attributes the following to Epim«:nides,2 a
Greek sage living at the beginning of the sixth century Bc:

One of themselves, even a prophet of their own, said, The Cretans
are always liars, evil beasts, slow bellies. This witness is true. [King
James’ version]

A paradox arises from this statement if we assume that, with the
possible exception of Epimenides himself, all other Cretansindecd utter
falsehoods only. The assumption that Epimenides’ claim is true leads to
the conclusion that he must be a liar, thatis, what he says is false. If on the
other hand he utters a falsehood, just like all other Cretans, then indeed
all Cretan utterances are false, so what he says is true.

Interesting difficulties arise also from the sentence that claims its own
truth: the so~called Truth-teller. If we assume it to be true then whatit says
is correct, so it is true. However, if we assume it to be false it is incorrect
to say of itself that it is true, so it is false. In this case we don’t arrive ata
contradiction, but we seem to have equally good reasons to believe the
sentence to be true or false. Since in both cases self-reference is involved,
a tempting move might be to dismiss these examples as not meaningful.
Yet, there are grave problems with such a ‘solution’. First, there are many
unproblematic uses of self-referentiality as in “This sentence is written in
English.’ It is unproblematically true. Even Epimenides’ paradoxical
statement may become unproblematic. If we drop the assumption thatall
other Cretans are liars, that is, if one Cretan tells the truth, then
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Epimenides’ statement becomes simply and unproblematically false.
There are other examples of circular sentences involving the concept of
truth that have unproblematic solutions and are clearly meaningful.” We
therefore cannot dismiss circularity so easily. We want to distinguish
problematic from unproblematic uses of circularity. We want to under-
stand why the problems occur. Ideally we would want a systematic and
unified account of the unproblematic as well as the problematic cases. It
should illuminate the puzzling cases by explaining convincingly why
these sentences behave the way they do. Theories thataren’t simply ad koc
to explain the peculiarities of truth, but that are general enough to cover
both, the regularities and the peculiarities, have flourished during the
past thirty years. In what follows I will survey several of these new and
intriguing approaches trying to sort out their presuppositions, their
similarities as well as their differences.

Among the authors discussed I distinguish threc types of theories:
context-sensitive theories, fixed-point theories, and revision theories.
Sections ITI-V presentan overview of these types of approaches.Tose the
stage for these contemporary theories it will be useful to review some key
elements of the most important contribution to the theory of truth in this
century on which all current theorizing is based: Alfred Tarski’s work on

truth.

H. TARSKI'S THEORY OF TRUTH

Tarski’s concern is to give a definition of the notion of truth which is
maierially adequate and formally correct. To be adequate means to capture
the meaning of the familiar notion rather than defining some new
notion. The familiar notion Tarski takes as the basis of his discussion is
the Aristotelian conception. Applying this conception to the sentence

‘snow is white’ yields the famous example:

The sentence ‘snow is white’ is true if, and only if snow 1s white.

The quotation marks are used in this example to form a name of the
sentence ‘snow is white’, the reason being that grammatically a name is
required in this place, and that ascribing a property to an objectis done
by using the name, not the object itself. Thus, generalizing the above
example, using ‘p’ to stand for a sentence and ‘X for its name (formed
by the device of quotation marks as in the example, or by some other
device) we arrive at equivalences of the form:

(T) Xis true if, and only if p.

These are called ‘equivalences of the form (T)’, or sometimes “T-
biconditionals’. Tarski’s criterion for a materially adequate definition of
the concept of truth is thatsuch adefinition should entail ali equivalences
of the form (T). It is important to note that neither the expression (T)
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which is just a schema and not a sentence, nor any particular sentence
obtained byreplacing the variables in the schema defines truth, But these
replacements‘may be considered a partial definition of truth, [...]. The
general definition has to be, in a certain sense, a logical conjunction of
all these partial definitions.”

Suppose we allow a language to formulate a sentence /saying of itself
that it is not true. So [is a name for the sentence ‘— Tr())’. The T-
biconditional for this sentence is:

lis true if and only if — Tr ().

Th}ls we obtqin Tr()) = — Tr(l), that is, lis true if and only if it is not true
which is lobwously contradictory. Analyzing the assumptions that have
led to this contradiction, Tarski makes the following points:

(D) We have implicitlyassumed that the language in which the antinomy
is constructed contains, in addition to its expressions, also the
names of these expressions, as well as semantic terms such as the
term ‘true’ referring to sentences of this language; we have also
assumed that all sentences which determine the adequate usage of
this term can be asserted in the language. A language with these
properties will be called ‘semantically closed’.

(II) yti (llrlave assumed that in this language the ordinary laws of logic
old.
(III) We have assumed that we can formulate and assertin our language
an empirical premise such as the the statement 2 [2 specifies that
‘’ names the Liar sentence — 7r({)] which has occurred in our
argument.’ '

Calling (III) ‘inessential’ since the paradox can be reconstructed
witlr}out its help, Tarski proposes to reject (I) or (II). And since changing
ordinary logic would have many undesirable consequences, he chooses
toreject (I), that is, not to use any semantically closed language. This is the
motivation to introduce two languages, one towhich we want toapply the
concept of truth, the object-language, and one in which we formulate the
definition of truth and which we use to talk about the objectlanguage,
the meta-language. We may of course want to talk about the meta-language
as well and about the sentences true in it. To do so is tantamount to
making it an object-language, which means that we have to use a
language that relative to it is a meta-language. In this way, if we wanted
to talk about still further meta languages, we arive at 2 whole hierarchy
oflanguages in which each is a meta-language of a higher level than the
one it is taking as its object of investigation.

A concrete example shallillustrate the approach. Let L, be averysimple
language containing only the names a, and b, and a predicate F. Let F
apply to aonly. We can now evaluate sentences of this language. Fa (read:
ais F) is true, Fb (bis F) is false, Fa — Fb (if ais Fthen so is b) is false, and
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sois VxFx (everything is F). Suppose we wanta formal language to be able

to express these verdicts. So we construct L, which contains a truth

predicate T, and ithas names, say quotation names, for the sentences of
L.. We can now write Tr; (‘Fa’) — Tr, (‘F¥), etc. to express ‘Fa’ is true,

‘FF is not true, etc. Itis obvious that for example the sentence ‘Try (‘Fa’)’

itself is true, yet this has to be expressed not within L, butrather L, as 77,

(‘Try(‘Fa’)’). If we did allow L, to express the truth of a sentence within

the language of that sentence we could produce the Liar paradox as

follows. Suppose we add the name [ to our language L, denoting the

sentence — Tr, ({). And suppose that I belongs to the extension of Tr,

thatis the objects Tr, applies to. Then Tr (J) is true. Expressing thiswithin

the language would yield Tr, ("Tr (1)’). However, since [ =*-—Tn, (1)’ we

would also assert Tr (‘— T ({ }"). So we assert of a sentence and of its

negation thatitis true. lf you suppose that Idoes notbelong to the extension

of Try then *Try ()’ isfalse and hence * — Ty (D’ is true, If we express this
again with our truth predicate we would assert Try (—Tr (1)). In
parentheseswe have againaname for the Liar sentence, so by substituting
[ for it we would be asserting Tr (). These contradictions are avoided
following Tarski’s proposal. I will illustrate this for the assumption that
Ibelongs to the extension of Tr. The case for [notin the extension of Tr
isresolved analogously. The truth of the sentence Tr, () hastobe expressed
in L, rather than L, by the sentence Try(‘Try (1)), Using the quotation
name for lin 77, (1) yieldsagain 77 (‘= Tr(1)"). Butnow the contradiction
disappears. Weareno longer claiming of a sentence and itsnegation that
it is true. We claim that a sentence is true,; and its negation is true,.

It is worth pointinig out that semantically closed languages, as defined
by Tarski, do not necessarily lead to inconsistency. This has been
discovered by Anil Gupta who proved in his essay ‘Truth and Paradox’®
that we may add a truth predicate for a language to it, provided that the
syntactic resources are weak. Yet, they may still be strong enough to
contain the means Tarski formulated in (I). A precise definition of
exactly what resources may be allowed without inviting paradox is still an
open problem. However, for languages sufficiently rich in resources the
problem Tarski observes applies and the problem before us is to give a
definition of truth for a language that doesn’t entangle us in paradoxes.

Without going into the technical details of Tarski’s definition of the
expression ‘true sentence’ here7,, I will just sum up the result: Tarski
gives truth conditions for all sentences of an objectlanguage. His
definition does entail alt T-biconditionals for that language. Yet, the
price to pay is that we may not allow the object language to have its own
truth predicate. The truth predicate is part of the metalanguage.
Similarlyfor the truth predicate of the meta-languages, itis partof ameta-
metalanguage, etc. The resulting hierarchy of languages, sometimes
called a *Tarskian hierarchy’, has met opposition in recent writings as a
description of the working of truth in natural language. To be fair to
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Tarski it shlopld be said that natural languages were not his concern. He
states explicitly that he doubts a definition of truth for our langua e of
everyday life is possible, believing that the concept of truth a liegd to
colloquial langl‘lage leads *inevitably to confusions and contradPi)(}:)fions’ 8
What he offe}"s 1s an analysis of the problem and a solution for formalize.d
languages which may be seen in analogy to the type theory of Russell
Morerecentauthorshave placed more emphasis on the natural langua; e
and its apparent capacity to contain a truth predicate for itself. Thus thi
are dissatisfied with a Tarskian hierarchy. The alternatives rhe.y offer ang
to what extent they succeed is the subject of the following sections.

ITI. CONTEXT-SENSITIVE THEORIES OF TRUTH

The distinctive feature of contextsensitive theories of truth isa parameter
in the context of the utterance which explains, so it is claimed, the
Pecuhar behaviour of truth. In the theories surveyed here this aran’leter
is the context-sensitive extension in Burge’s approach. For BzI:rwise and
Etchemer.ldy itis the ‘situation’ an utterance is about. Gaifman’s theo
does not invoke an ‘extra-linguistic’ context, yet he shares in particulg
w1t!1 Burge a preoccupation with what I call the ‘Chrysippus intutition’
"I’hls is the idea that in the utterance of a Liar sentence something has'
gone wrong’ which can be truly expressed by the same type of sentence
Itbecomes then necessary to explain why in certain contexts the sentence
goes wrong and in others the seemingly same sentence doesn’t. Thus
Gaifman is included in this section. To illustarate this idea I go th.rough
tht? example from which the Chrysippus intuition derives its name
Ar:stotle,says: ‘What Plato says is true.” Plato says: ‘What Aristotle says is
nottrue.’ Ifthis is all they sayitis a Liar cycle, that is, it works like the I}_I.iar
paradox. Chrysippus overhears them, notices the paradoxicality, and he
says: What Aristotle says is not true. The Chrysippus intuition is that what
Aristotle and Plato said is paradoxical, but what Chrysippus said is true
even thought it appears to be the same as what Plato said. ’

Burge’s indexical view

gyler Burge aruges that the truth predicate changes its extension
ependingon the contextitappears in. The example he uses to motivate
this view is a variant of th Chrysippus example:

Suppose a student, thinking that he is in room 10 and the teacher
inroom 9isafraud, writeson the boardat noon8/13/76: (@) ‘There
Is no sentence written on the board in rcom 9 at noon 8/13/76
which is true as standardly construed’. Unfortunately, it being
Frlday. the -13th, the student himselfis in room 9, and the sentence
he writes is the only one on the board there-then. The usual
reasoning shows that it cannot have truth conditions. From this, we
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conclude thatitis not true. But thisleads to the observation that (b)
there is no sentence written on the board in room 9 at noon 8/ 13/
76 which is true as standardly construed. But then we have just
asserted the sentence in question. So we reason (o) that itis true.’

In the moves from (a) to (b) to (¢) the linguistic meanings of the
expressions involved don’t change. But since the evaluation of the
sentence written on the board changes, Burge concludes that some
indexical element must be atwork. “True’ is the only plausible candidate
and thus he writes: ‘The central idea in accounting for the move from
(b) to () willbe tointerpret ‘true’ as contextually shifting its extension’..}

Burge’s claim is not that there is a multitude of different truth
predicates, as in a Tarskian hierarchy. Truth is a ‘schematic predicate’,
he says, that takes on a specific extension in a given context. In that
contextwe can represent ‘true’ with Tr subscripted numerically. Compare
it to the indexical ‘here’ or ‘now’. Each has a ‘schematic meaning,’ we
know what it means in general. But the actual meaning, the place or time
it refers to, is determined ina particular context of use only. Likewise for
truth, Yet, the situation is more complicated. Statements involving the
truth predicate mayrefer to otherstatementsinvolving the truth predicate.
This may continue and create chains of statementswhich may finally lead
toa ‘truthfree statement’. It may also create circles, however, or never
ending chains. The numerical subscripts are away of keeping track of the
dependencies of different occurrences of ‘true’ in a given context.

Burge also uses the subscriptsasawayto distinguish the unproblematic
from the pathological uses. The truth-free, or so-called non-semantical
statements are true; or false;. Building on these we get higher and higher
levelsjustasin the example illustrating the Tarski hierarchy. All semantical
statements that are built on a prior level are called rooted. These are
considered to be the unprcblematic. Pathologicality, in contrast, consists
in rootlessness. Having arootdoesnot necessarilymean thata semantical
statement is ultimately grounded in a non-semantical statement: These
cases are indeed unproblematic. Burge explicitly expands the
unproblematic ‘to accountfor intutitionsabout the move from (5) to (¢)""!
in the example above. Thatis, astatement abouta pathological statement
is rooted, namely in the pathological statement itself. Furthermore he
lays down an axiom!2which implies that ‘rootless sentences are nottrue.’

This is what makes Chrysippus’ judgement come out true, as desired
by the author.

Some problems

Firsta methodologicalpoint. It seems unsatisfactory to startwith a notion
of pathologicality to construct a theory that is supposed to explain this
very phenomenon, that is pathologicality. It is even more unsatisfactory
if the guiding intuition isnot generallyshared and fairly uncontroversial.

Burge's rootedness as a mark of the unproblematic is controversial. We

formulated in the essay ‘“The Li
y ‘The Liar Paradox: Tangl ins’
order of their importance!® they are: S5 S
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mightforexample argue thata i i
ab?ut it, makigg thg?n equalll})faggallz%(l);lcsai?tence R
espgggﬁld_gﬂg be more illuminating to hear how truth works in general,
i );1 (1) 2 the trulg unp.rob_lt.amaue. cases, and then see from this
geco | e pat 01931ca.]1t1es ﬁt in Barwise’s and Etchemendy’s
ry, as well as the revision theories, are better explanations of th
phenomenon because they do precisely that. ;
" :; se(;?ll;l)i p(:llln!: is relate.d to the classification of phenomena that a
Evenr{houg lf’th :'cI.‘lis;:I;i (silrtrﬁla?lefh ant‘ill differences it allows us to see.
‘ . nd the Truth-teller are both pathological th
strike us as very different in nature. These differenll:) nattureg e
; . S ar
zrlgg(::czlltec;ii ft(ﬁ" on Burge s account. A Truth-teller on his account fs Egit:
i i??l - ozf pathological,, that is pathological on some level 7. That
nsidall twy untrqg,-, but untrue for k> i. Thisis the natural verdict
i i 0 possi le assumptmrgs. If we assume the Truth-teller to
se, thenitisindeed false because itincorrectly claims tobe true. Th
fact thaF the Truth-teller turns out to be true if we start witﬁ the
?tslsumpuon t!rlat itis true is lost however. Worse than that: Burge says thaf;
there is nothl.r_lg wrong with assert?ng pathological; sentences as long as
e sentence is truey, for some k >1.13 By this standard it is ok
the Liar, but not the Truth-teller! A
Consider, finally, the following sequence of sentences:

1 — Tr(2)
9 — Tr(3)
8 Tr(4)

Each claims its successor is false. If
‘ ‘ Ces! . If we assume that they are all
Eubscrlpted'ahk.e, say‘:nth i, thenall are pathological;. Thus they Zre false;
Butexpressing just th1§ makes them true;,;. What aboutbeing true;,o? (11)-
is [I}le;+2 ;bout (2).say1qg - Tr;(3). But it is not true 9 about (2)Hsa:y in
t—-.b r,;,l f( ): Now imagine all possible combinations of levels! We seem
ob e left with an enormous variety of possible assignments of different
subscripts to all the sentences. This is where the pragmatic principles |
come in that should determine how subcripts are to be assigned.
Pragmatic principles
The principlesin establishing the subscripts Burge laid down are ex4p1icitly
1%In the

Justice Subscripts should not be assigned so as to count any given
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Verity: Subscripts on occurrences of ‘true’ (or ‘satisfies’) are assigned
so as to maximize the applicability of truth schemas to sentences
and minimize attributions of rootlessness.

Beauty: (Also Minimalization) The subscript on OCCUITENCES of _the
predicate ‘true’ (or ‘satisfies’) is the lowest subscript compatible

with the other pragmatic principles.

Applying these principles to the list in the previous subsection yields
that by Justice they are all assigned the same subscr_lp.t.Ety Verity we want
to maximize the applicability of truth schemas and minimize rootlessness.
Minimizing rootlessness is impossible. Hence we assign by Minimalization
the lowest subscript: 1. Allsentencesin thelistare rootless;, hence untruey,
but they are rooteds and trues. Bya principle that Burge lays down truth
is cuamulative. That is, if a sentence is true; then it is truey, for k> 1 That
means that the problem suspected in the list is greatly simplified.— Tr3
(2) (asall the others) is thus true.But now that the sentence — Tr{(3) was
juSt evaluated true ‘on reflection’, should we not evaluate — Tr(2) falsl((e5
on further reflection? This is left unclear in both essays by Tyler Burge.
It seems that if we introduce simpliﬁcations,through prin(:lples like the
proposed ones, we miss intuitively correct judgements. To get the
judgementsright the pragmatic principles would have to be complicated
tremendously. B

The Burgean theory of truth is thussomewhat deceivinginits s1rr_1p11c1ty.
It is not simple because of an elegant solution to the dlfﬁc‘ult{eS, 'but
because it relegates these difficulties to a pragmatic theory which is given
only in a rudimentary way.

Gaifman’s ‘Pointer Semantics
In ‘Pointers to Truth’)” Haim Gaifman defends a theory of truth he has
developed over a number of years. The technical core of his theory was
published in 1988 in a paper entitled ‘Operational Pomter,ls‘fma:ntms:
Solution to Self-Referential Puzzles '8, In ‘Pointers to Truth Gaifman
outlines his technical apparatus giving us an intuitive undt_:rstapdmg of
how it works. But much of the paper consists of a clarification and
defense of the philosophical underpinnings of the theory. Reversing
Gaifman’s order of exposition I will first address his philosophical
premisses and then turn to the technical apparatus. '

A major motivation for Gaifman’s theory is to describe 2 mechanism
he perceives in natural language which allows us to solve the following

two-line puzzle:

line 1: The sentence on line 1 is not true.
line 2: The sentence on line 1 is not true.

The first sentence involves us in an unending cycle and it is thus,
according to Gaifinan, nottrue. The second sentence states this conchasion
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and it is thus true. Since we have the same sentence (type) on both lines
the puzzie is that this one sentence seems to be both true and not true.
Gaifman resolves the case by assigning truth and falsity not to sentence
tvpes but to their tokens, allowing for the assessment of different tokens
of the same type to differ in alimited way. His system is based on the three
truth values T, F, and GAP (‘neither true nor false’). Two tokens of the
same sentenceare never T and F, butall other combinations are possible.
For example, the token on line 1 in his example is assigned GAP, the one
on line 2 is assigned T. The mechanism Gaifman perceives is that even
though certain tokens go bad, or fail, in unfavourable circumstances, as
the one on line 1, we can use a different token that recognizes this failure
and expresses it successfully. For generality Gaifman prefers to use the
term ‘pointer’ instead of ‘token’. A pointer is any object used to point ot
some object. A token is a special kind of pointer, it points to the type of
which it is a token. On the pre-theoretic level there can be honest
disagreement as to whether the sentence on line 2 is true. We might
argue that this sentence fares no better than the one on line 1 when it
comes to determining whether it is true or not. It might be said that the
first sentence leads us immediately into a cycle whereas the second leads
us first back to line 1 and then into a cycle. Thus both sentences resist
straightforward evaluation.

The alternative view I just hinted at leads to a phenomenon Gaifman
calls ‘black holes’, which he tries to eliminate as much as possible. Kripke,
he claims, noted the problem but he didn’t give the issue the central
place it deserves. On Kripke’'s system not only simple paradoxes like the
Liar (L) ‘fail’ but any attempt to predicate truth or falsity ( Tror Fa) of the
Liar embedded in any sequence of predications of truth or falsity fail, for
example, Tr(L), Tr( — (L})),Fa(Tr(Tr(L))), etc. are all neither true nor
false. Since any semantic judgement about any embedded Lis prevented
by L’sgappiness Gaifman calls La ‘black hole’. He claims that * [l]anguage
usage involves a mechanism for solving the black hole dilemma. And if
our goal is to model natural language, or a basic aspect of it, then the.
elimination of black holes—at least those of the simpler varieties—should
be an overriding concern’.20

This ‘methodological premiss’ is plausible if we share Gaifman’s
intuition. Yet, if we don’t we may see ‘black holes’ in language as just as
natural as the ones in space which nobody wants to eliminate. The
difference here lies in the fundamental attitude one has towards the
paradoxes, whether they are viewed as an illness to be cured or a
phenomenon to be understood. A second ‘methodological premiss’ is
noteworthy: ‘A semantics of formal languages—containing their own
truth predicate—should do for the concept of truth what set theory,
such as ZF, does for the concept of set. By minimizing the black-hole
phenomena we are shifting the problematic points, w here the system’s
inadequacies show to the less accessible parts of the system’.?! Pointer
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semantics does notgetrid of all black holes, they reappear if we increase
the expressiveness of the language. But Gaifman hints at more
sophisticated versions of his theory which would eliminate even more
black holes, so his present proposal is tobe understood asa first step only,
intended to ‘tidy up the more elementary levels of language’.?? A third
motivation for the elimination of black holes, in the context of
mathematical languages, is the goal of a ‘universal language—a self-
contained system, one thatincludes itsown semantics’.?3 On the surface
it would seem that ‘shifting problems to the less accessible parts of the
system’ conflicts with the goal of a ‘universal language’. But may be this
could be explained if the rather vague notion of a ‘universal language’
were made more precise.

Overview of the technical apparatus
Sentences are represented by networks of pointers. A pointer p to a
complex sentence A*B (* is an arbitrary sentential connective) gives rise
to (calls directly) derived pointers pl and p2 pointing to A and B
respectively. If p points to — A then #1 points to Aand p2 = pl. A pointer
to Tr(g) or Fa(g) calls directly ¢. Representing the pointers with nodes
and the calling relation with arrows, we get a network of pointers which
may feature loops of all kinds. There are three kinds of rules that are
invoked by the algorithm Gaifman setsup to evaluate the pointers of such
a network The Standard Rules handle basic sentences, thatis, senteneces
notinvolving the truth predicate—pointersto those are assigned whatever
the model assigns—and complex sentences as long as the strong Kleene
truth tables?* allow a decision. Example: If p points to a conjuction thus
calling p1 and p2we can determine p'svalue if both conjuncts are either
T or F or if at least one is F. Similarly for the other connectives. We make
Tr(q) true if gis, false if gis false. The Gap Rules determine the assignment
of GAP. There are three of them: a closed loop, that is pointers calling
each other such that there is a path from any one to any other, gets
assigned GAP (Closed Loop Rule). A pointer whose derived pointers
have been assigned a value but which cannot be evaluated by the
‘Standard Rules is assigned GAP (Simple Gap Rule). In the example
above this would be invoked if one conjunctis T and the other GAP.
Finally, if all other rules cannot be invoked and there are still pointers
left to evaluate, the remaining pointersare assigned GAP (Give-up Rule).
The third kind of rule, the distinctive feature of pointer semantics, is the
Jump Rule. If ppoints to Tr(g) or Fa( g) and gbutnot pisassigned GAP then
the Jump Rule assigns F to p. Intuitively, if gis GAP, it is false to say that
itis true (or false). Hence p, which does just that, is false. The Jump Rule
allows the judgement Gaifman wants to make in the two-line puzzle. Line
1isevaluated GAP because itisa closed loop; line 2 gets T, the Jump Rule
assigning F to the unnegated sentence and the Standard Rule for
negation changing that to T. In general we start with a network of
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unevaluated pointers and then apply the rules which can be invoked to
assign more and more truth values to the pointers. The procedure
guarantees that we obtain a complete asssignment of semantic values.
It takes working through a few examples to geta better feel for the
system, which is not possible in this limited space. But the brief outline
is, | hope, sufficient to make the following general remarks intelligible.
Pointer semanticsisa departure from traditional compositional semantics
in the following sense: ‘The meaning of a [sentence] token. is not
reducible to what the sentence says, even when the denotations of its
terms have been fixed. It derives also from the token’s particular place

in a global set up’.? This complicates semantics and is part of the price
we pay. What we get in return is the following. In Gaifman’s words,
“Tarskian semantics or any -of its offshoots’, including Kripke, Gupta,
Herzberger, cannot accommodate an ascent in the linguistic hierarchy,
that is, we are forced, by the paradoxes, to expand our language and use
a higher level predicate ‘true,’” or a new predicate like ‘stable truth®.
Pointer semantics, in contrast, encompasses such an ascent in a single
language. Yet, whether the peculiar phenomena caused by the truth-
predicate that leads some to introduce new predicates ought to be
described by the truth-predicate itself or a different predicate is a
philosophical question that is not easily answered, and itisnotaddressed
by Gaifman. It is unclear, for instance, whether English is ‘a single’
language in the sense intended in pointer semantics. For more on these

issues see section VL

Summary .

Gaifman perceives a mechanism in natural language that allows us to
recognize failures of evaluation as they happen in pathological cases. He
sets up an evaluation algorithm that reflects the recognition of failures,
the noticing of the pathologicality, by declaring sentences true (false)
that correctly (incorrectly) notice the pathologicality of the sentence (s)
they are about. This is a new way of looking at evaluations of sentences
and it can be adapted to work with other presuppositions than Gaifman
has, as for example the threevalued logic he employs, or viewing
sentence tokens as bearers of truth. The context he invokes is that of a
network of sentence tokens in which a given sentence is to be evaluated
by this algorithm.

Gaifman and Burge both think that pathologicality should be
expressible with the truth predicate. This idea by itself is controversial.
Yet, it explains to a large measure the shape their accounts are taking.
They differ sharply with respect to the role pragmatics is supposed to
play. It is the key to understanding the peculiarities of the concept of
truth according to Burge. On Gaifman’s view, in contrast the key is the
‘network creating nature’ of the predicate ‘true’ which explains the
difficulties.
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Barwise’s and Etchemendy’s Theory

The theory of Barwise/Etchemendy is in many ways more satisfying than
the ones presented so far. It is not fixated on one single intuition, that
is, the Chrysippus intuition. It is based on a general conception of tI't.lth
gathered from John Austin, and an account of propositions embodying
this notion of truth. As a result from these general presuppositions about
truth and propositions we get an account of what is pathological.

Two aspects of their conception of propositions are important. One is
the circularity they allow, that is, propositions may be about themselves.
To make sense of such propositions in a mathematically precise way they
model their propositions with the non-well-founded sets of Peter Aczel's
set-theory,?® '

The second is a situational parameter entering the proposition.The
second aspect is the more important for them, it reflects their
philosophical view of truth. Their view is that propositions should be
relativized to situations. Situations make propositions true by containing
the appropriate facts.Or: a proposition is true if the situation itis ‘about
is of the type the proposition claims it is. Example: ‘Snow is white’ is true
if the situation this proposition is about is of the type thatsnow is white.
The actual situation we find ourselves in when we use that sentence is of
that type (by and large), and so the proposition is true. Thus they give an
account of what they call Austinian propositions that feature situations as
components.

Austinian truth and propositions
Austin’s notion of truth is best summarized in his own words:

A statement is said to be true when the historic state of affairs to
which it is correlated by the demonstrative conventions (the one to
which it ‘refers’) is of a type with which the sentence used in making
it is correlated by the descriptive conventions.?’

Using the term ‘proposition’ instead of Austin’s ‘statement,” Barwise/
Etchemendy call a proposition p true if the situation it is about (s)
determined by the demonstrative conventions is of the type ('I')
determined by the descriptive conventions. In short: A proposition p 1
represented by a set-theoretic object {s; 7}, and it is true if sis of type T.
The basic building blocks to describe the world are states of affairs. They
are built of individuals having certain properties or standing in certain
relations. A set of such states of affairs isa situation. A state of affairs also
determines a type. A situation is thus going to be of all the types of the
states of affairs it contains. Hence we may also say that pis true ifand only
if the state of affairs that determines T is part of s.

On the Austinian account the truth of a proposition seems so far to
depend only on situations and what states of affairs they contain, and not
on the world. The role the world plays is in the distinction between
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‘accessible’ and ‘inaccessible’ propositions. If a proposition is about an
actual situation it is called ‘accessible’, if it is about non-actual situation
itis ‘inaccessible’. This distinction is not related to the truth or falsity of
a proposition. There are true and false propositions about actual and
non-actual situations. Here are a few examples: let (snow, white) be the
state of affairs of snow being white, and let us use square brackets to
indicate the type. So sw;={(snow, white), [snow, white]} is the proposition
‘snow is white’ about a very restricted situation, one containing only the
fact that snow is white. Since this situation is of the type [snow, white] it
is true. And since the state of affairs (snow, white } is part of the world the
propositionisaccessible. Now consider the variation sw,= {(grass, green),
[snow, white]}. The situation the proposition is about is not of the
required type, and thus the proposition is false, yet still accessible. An
inaccessible proposition would be one that is about, for example, the
state of affairs (moon, cheese). If the proposition ‘the moon is made of
cheese’ (mc = {{moon, cheese), [moon, cheese]}) is about a situation
containing that state of affairs it would be true.But it would of course be
false about a situation that did not contain this state of affairs. Given that
(moon, cheese) is not part of the actual world any accessible proposition
claiming that the moon is made of cheese would thus be about situations
that are not of the required type and would thus be false.

This is also what the authors want to say about the Liar f if it is taken
to be about some actual situation s. f;={s; [ T¥, £; 0]} is simply false about
5.

Yet, there are true Liars, thatis, those about situations that contain the
fact (Tr, f; 1). However, those situations theyare about cannotbe actual.
The Truth-teller t,={s; [ T7, £;1]} is true about some actual situations false
about others. '

The intuitive Liar reasoning that leads us through the switches in truth
values is captured on their picture by a sequence of propositions as
follows. The Liar f;; aboutan actual situation s, is false, butwe can expand
51 to so which includes the fact of the falsity of f;.The proposition p, =
{so; [ T, fur; O]} is true because it says about sy that it is of the type of the
Liar about sl and sure enough s is of that type since it contains (7%, f;;
0). pa is not a Liar for sy, but we can construct one, fs, and it is already
clear that by the same reasoning as before we getasequence of propositions
Jsi» ps1, feo, Pso, fis - . - alternating in truth value and mirroring the flip-
flopping behaviour of the Liar.

We thusdo notsee the switching of the Liar properly, because each one
is false and stays false as long as it is supposed to be about an actual
situation. What we see is that from a situation in which the Liar is false we
can getinto a situation in which we recognize its falsity with a proposition
that is of the same type. In that situation, however, that proposition is not
aLiar proposition. The proper Liar proposition for that situationisagain
false, etc. What is switching, or, more accurately, changing, are the



102 ANDRE CHAFUIS

situations we use to evaluate the Liar type propositions.

In other words, the fact of the falsity of Liar about diagonalizes out
of 5. Yet, although the situation cannot contain that fact, the model can,
as part of a different situation. This provides them with a way to mirror
the intuitive Liar reasoning we just saw. The Chrysippus intuition can be
accommodated the way Gaifman and Burge want. When Chrysippus
utters the seemingly same proposition as Plato he has a different
reference situation, thus his groposition can be true, whereas those of
Plato and Aristotle are false.®® _

In sum, the approach by Barwise and Etchemendy attributes the
difficulties to ambiguity, the ambiguity with respect to which situation a
propositions is about.2’ Whether ambiguity is really at work in the Liar is
questionable. There is an argument to be made that ambiguity is not the
key because of a feature of truth sometimes called the ‘supervenience’ of
truth. The idea s that the non-semantic facts fix the semantic facts. If that
is so, then ambiguity is not the source of pa\.t‘:ztdoz’l.?’0

The question is how to weigh certain intuitions. The intuition that
some ambiguity is involved in the Liar that needs to be made explicit is
certainly a strong one. The many ‘ambiguity theories’ of truth are a
testament to that. Whether superyenience should have less, equal, or

- more weight depends on whether a plausible theory can be constructed
that shows how non-semantic facts fix the semantic facts even in the
pathological cases. The revision theories discussed in section V provide
such a construction.

Robert Koons has provided an account that combines the situation
semantics approach with the supervenience intuition. He shows how a
homomorphism from Burgean into Austinian semantics can be
constructed. To achieve this he has to restrict himself to expressible
Austinian propositions, propositions featuring only actual situations as
parameters, because inexpressible propositions cannot be handled by
the Burgean framework. Conversely, the Austinian situations for which
he can provide a2 Burgean model have to be appropriately complete. The
‘fundamental completeness’ of the situations he restricts himself to
embodies the supervenience intuition.! Withoutgoinginto the technical
details of his approach what Koons provides can be summarized as
follows. He shows how some of the differences between Burge and
Barwise/Etchemendy can be eliminated by modifying each theory
appropriately. The main change in Burge is the addition of ‘inner’ and
‘outer’ negation, two different forms of negation corresponding to
Barwise/Etchemendy’s negation and denial. Barwise and Eichemendy,
on the other hand have to give up some of the rich structure of their
Austinian propositions, that s, non-actual and semantically incomplete
situations. Since Koons believes that there isno need to have more finely

discriminating propositions than Burge's, he prefers the simpleraccount
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of Burge, combining it with as slightly modified Gaifmanian evaluation
procedure.

The resulting theory claims as its advantages that it needs only two
levels t:or truth predicates, rather than levels indexed byall ordinalsas on
Burge’s view. However, the problems Koons faces are analogous to
Burge’s. If we rely heavily on pragmatic principles then explaining the
workings of truth amounts toworking out a theory of how these principles
are invoked. In the absence of such a theory it is difficult to assess, for
examplfr, whether Koons’ abandonment of the richer structure affor,ded
by Austinian propositions is warranted.

IV, FIXED-POINT THEORIES
Here is in Kripke’s words what he is after:

We wish to capture an intuition of somewhat the following kind.
Suppose we are explaining the word ‘true’ to someone who doesnot
yetunderstand it. We may say that we are entitled to assert (or deny)
of any sentence that it is true precisely under the circumstances
when we assert (or deny) the sentence itself. Our interlocutor then
can u_nderstand what it means, say, to attribute truth to (6) (‘snow
is white’) but he will still be puzzled about attributions of truth to
sentences containing the word ‘true’ itself. [. . .]

Nevertheless, with more thought the notion of truth as applied
even to various sentences themselves containing the word ‘true’ can
gradually become clear. Suppose we consider the sentence

(7) Some sentence printed in the New York Daily Neri:s
- chtober 7, 1971, is true. ’
is a typical example of a sentence involving th
itself. So if (7) is unl():lear, 50 still is St
(8) (7) is true.

Houtever, our subject, if he is willing to assert ‘snow is white’, will
according to the rules be willing to assert ‘(6) is true’. But S‘llpI’JOSC
thatamong the assertions printed in the New York Daily News, October
7,1971, s (6) itself. Since our subject is willing to assert *(6) is true’
and also to assert ‘(6) is printed in the New York Daily News, October’
7, 1971‘, he will deduce (7), by existential generalization. Once he
is wﬂhng to assert(8). In this manner, the subject will eventually be
able. to attribute truth to more and more statements involving the
notion of truth itself. There is no reason to suppose that all
statements involving ‘true’ will become decided in this way, but
most will.3? ,

_Some of the statements that will not be decided are for example the
Liar, or Fhe Trl_lth-teller (“This sentence is true’). The name ‘fixed-point
theory’ is motivated as follows. Kripke shows how we can construct a
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three-valued language containing its own truth predicate. We start with
an interpreted first-order language L that is rich enough to allow a
description of its syntax. We extend the language by adding a monadic
predicate Tr(x). The predicate is interpreted by a pair (S}, S), where §
is called the extension of Tr, the set of entities to which Trapplies; and Se
is the antiextension, the set of entities to which Trfails to apply. For entities
outside §; U S, Tr(x) is undefined. Let the language L(S;, S) be the
expansion of L obtained by interpreting Tr(x) by the pair (81, ). L ($1,
$) is a three-valued language and its sentences can be evaluated using
any of the three-valued schemes, for example, Strong Kleene. Now let
(S, §%) be the pair consisting of the set of true sentences (§) of L (S,
$) and the setof false sentences and non-sentences (8%) of L. (8, $2). The
language L(8';, S's) can be thought of, intuitively, as a metalanguage of
L that contains a truth predicate for L. What we are after is a truth
predicate for the language itself, and to obtain one we must have that
Tr(x) agrees with what the meta-language declares to be the true and
false sentences of L. This means, we need alanguage L(S;, S) such that
§, =51 and $=8% Toputit differently: the function taking us from (S5,
$) to (S}, S'9) must be shown to have fixed points. Kripke proves that
this function he calls ¢ has fixed points for certain three-valued languages
(for example Strong Kleene). Thatis, there are instances such thatd (($,
$)) = (S, $). Afixed point means that we have found alanguage L such
that the predicate Tr(x) of 1. agrees with what 2 meta-language of L
declares the true /false sentences of L to be. In otherwords Tr(x) isatruth
predicate for L.

Kripke’s picture is attractive. There is an intuitive appeal in the
thought that we decide about what is true and false in stages, getting
better and better candidates. And it is surprising to learn that this process
doesn’t go on indefinitely but yields a ‘best stage,” a fixed point which
would seem an appropriate candidate for the interpretation of the truth
predicate. We should note, however, that we can reach not just one but
many different fixed points, depending on the initial interpretation of
Tr(x). Starting from the empty set, for example, we will arrive at a least
fixed pointin whichall problematic or socalled ‘ungrounded’ statements
have no truth-value. All unproblematic or ‘grounded’ statements will
have their expected value. The grounded statements have the same
truth-value in all fixed points, and there are some urigrounded statements
that have no truth-value in any fixed point. For the latter Kripke suggests
thatwe call them ‘paradoxical.’ Other statementare problematicwithout
being paradoxical in the sense just defined. They may be true in some
and false in other fixed points (the Truth-teller, for example), or true in
some but not all fixed points. The fixed points which assign a statement
a truth-value which doesn’t conflict with the value it gets in any other
fixed point is called intrinsic by Kripke. It can be shown that there is a
largestintrinsic fixed point and Kripke underlines itsattractivenessasthe
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interpretation of truth: ‘The largest intrinsic fixed point is the unique
‘largest’ interpretation of 7T(x) which is consistent with our intuitive idea
of truth and makes no arbitrary choices in truth assignments. It is thus an
object of special theoretical interest as a model’.3

Yet, the least fixed point is certainly also a natural candidate for the
interpretation of the truth predicate, as Kripke notes himself, and there
are even other fixed points which have been proposed as candidates. In
order to criticize the fixed-points theory based on concrete examples we
would need to clearly commit to some fixed point as the preferred
candidate, something that Kripke didn’tdo. Even though Kripke’s paper
may thus not be a proposal of a definite theory of truth it was and is an
importantstimulus for later theories of truth, and it has certainly fulfilled
the hopes Kripke expressed in the paper, namely: ‘I do hope that the
model given here has two virtues: first, that it provides an area rich in
formal structure and mathematical properties; second, that toareasonable
extent these properties capture important intuitions’.

The nice property of reachinga fixed point fails when we use classical
logic; the presence of a Liar, for example, prevents us from ever reaching
one. Thus we cannot develop a fixed point theory of truth based on
cla§sic§1 logic. Nothing prevents us of course from abandoning classical
log}c,s" yetitis unsatisfactory to let the theory of truth decide about the
logic we adopt. It would be preferable if our theory of truth were neutral
in thisrespect. Although thiswasn’t the motive behind Hans Herzberger’s
experiment of combining Kripke’s ideas with classical logic, it would
eventually lead to just this result with the revision theory of truth of Anil
Gupta and Nuel Belnap. '

The Skyrmsian twist

Brian Skyrms’s theory of truth starts from the following two sentences:

(1) (1) is not true.
(2) *(1) is not true’ is not true.

His intuition is that (1) is neither true nor false and that (2) is true.
(1) and (2) refer to the same sentence; the only difference is the way the
sentence is referred to. This might suggest that the difference in truth-
value is due to the difference in the way the reference is achieved. In
otherwords, although the terms (1) and ‘(1) isnot true’ are coreferential
they cannot be substituted salva veritate in the context is true’.
Thus Skyrms concluded in ‘Return of the Liar’*®: ‘I believe, then, that
weakening of substitutivity of identity is part of the price that must be
paid for a philosophically adequate solution to the liar paradox. This
amounts to giving up Frege's principle that the denotation of a sentence
(i.e., its truth values) is a function of the denotation of its constituents.’
What Skyrms proposes instead in his paper ‘Intensional Aspects of
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Semantical Self-Reference’® is a variant of Kripke's Fixed-Point Theory
of Truth. Skyrms adds some new twists which are needed to deal with the
two sentences (1) and (2) above.

Intensional Interpretations .

The truth predicate in Skyrms’ system is not inu;rpreted in the same way
ordinary predicates are interpreted. The extension and 'fmtu,extensmn of
the predicate are called the ‘D-tension’ and ‘anu_-D-tensmn, (D, Qg) . pf
truth. D; contains only pairs of sentences and their names, Dy confainsin
addition non-sentences and their names. Skyrms allows Dy a}r}d Dy to
overlap. So a sentence may be both true and false. This is familiar from
four-valued logics. .

To evaluate a sentence Tr(a) we look at the pair consisting of the name
aand the sentence it denotes. If this pairisan elementof Dy thf& sentence
is true. If the pair is in Dy the sentence is false. The sentence 18 assllgr'le.d
the value n (neither) iffitis evaluated neither true nor false, that is, if it
is neitherin D) norin De. And itis assigned b (both) iffitis evaluated true
and false. The evaluation of complex sentences is based on an e‘xtendf_:d
Strong Kleene scheme as follows. The negation of a sentence 1s truc iff
the unnegated sentence is false, and itis falseiff the unnegate.d s§nteqce
is true. Note that being true or false does not necessarily coincide with
being assigned t or . A sentence assigned b is also true, as well as false.
The above clauses determine however all possible assignments. Ifa
sentence is neither true nor false then so is its negation, and if itis b9th
true and false, then its negation is also both true and false. A C()l’l_]U:nCthl'l
is true iff both conjuncts are true, and itis false.iff one c.o.njunc_t is falsg'.
Similarly for disjunctions: A disjunction is true iff one disjunctis true; it
is false iff both disjuncts are false. Quantifiers are taken subst}tuuonally,
that is VxAx is true iff all instances A¢are true, false iff some instance At
isfalse. Since a universal quantification can be thoughtofasaconjunction
ofallitsinstances the assignment of semanticvaluesfunctions analogou:sly.

In his construction of fixed points, Skyrms maps a pair of D-tension
and anti-D-tension to such a pair with a function g, which is analogous to
Kripke’s ¢, mentioned above. gmaps (D, Ds) onto (Dy, Dg*) such that;

(A) If xisin Dy then xisin Dy". If xisin Dy, then £isin Dy*.

(B) If the interpretation of the language based on (pl, Dy) 1ma'kes
xtrue and yis any name of x, then (x,y) isin Dy*. If the interpretation
ofthe language based on (Dy, Ds) makes xfalse or xis anon-sentence,
and y is any name of x, then (x%) is in Dyt 38

Clause (A) assures that the D-tension and anti-D-tension onlyincrease
or remain the same butnever lose members. This assures thatwe alw'ays
reach a fixed point, because Dy and Dp couldn’t keep increasing
indefinitely. Clause (B) says thatwhat is true (false) by some name 1s true
(false) by any name. The function g lets us improve on a given candidate
for a pair (Dy, Dy}, the interpretation for the truth predicate. If we start
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with the (¢, ¢), say, we will reach the minimal fixed point in which,
intuitively, Dy contains pairs of grounded sentences and their names; and
similarly for De. Pairs of circular sentences and their names, or sets of
pairs forming circles, are neither in the D-tension nor the anti-D-tension
of truth. Nothing will be in both D; and Dy in the minimal fixed point.

But compare what happens if we start out setting the Liar either true
or false. On Kripke’s system the Liar would move in and out of the
extension of Tr. This behaviour is different in Skyrms’ system due to
clause (A) in the definition of g. If we put the Liar and its name in either
D, or Dy atastage, then at the next stage the pair isin both, and it remains
in both through the repeated applications of gthat lead to a fixed point.
In this fixed point the Liar will of course also be in both Dy and Dy. Unlike
Kripke, Skyrms allows that the D-tension and anti-D-tension overlap, this
is why he needs the four-valued scheme. He defines paradoxicality in
terms of overlap as follows. A valuation is paradoxical iff the intersection
of Dy and I) is not empty. If a fixed point has overlapping D; and Dy the
valuation leading to this fixed point (by iterating applications of the
function g) is called a paradoxical valuation. A paradoxical sentence is a
sentence leading to a paradoxical valuation for any valuation which
assigns it t, f, or b.

In Kripke’s treatment the sentence— 7r(a), where ais a name for that
very sentence, is neither true nor false, and the same holds for — Tr(5),
using a different name bfor — 7r(a). There is no way to make — 77(3)
come out true in a Kripke construction. If we put — Tr(a) in the
antiextension then — Tr(d) will be evaluated true, but so also will be
— Tr(a) and we will not get a fixed point. '

On Skyrms'treatment, in contrast, we can put — Tr(a) by a different
name than ain Ds . All that follows from (— Tr(a), b) € Dsis that at the
next stage Tr (b) by any name is in Dy and consequently (— T7()), ), is
in D;. So we now have the situation that — Tr(b) is true, yet — Tr(a) is
neither true nor false.

In sum, Skyrms’ construction does essentially what Kripke’s does. We
reach fixed points that seem plausible candidates for the interpretation
of the truth predicate, but Skyrms doesn’t decide on one particular such
point. There is one minor and one major difference between the two
approaches. The minor one has to do with the definition of
‘paradoxicality’. Kripke suggests asa definition of ‘paradoxical sentence’
that they are those sentences which have no truth value in any fixed point.
Skyrms defines them via overlap of D; and D, as mentioned above.

The major difference comesin the evaluation which in Kripke’s theory
embodies the full Tarski biconditionals. That s, on hisapproach pis true
if and only if Tr(p) is true. Skyrms, in contrast, has only ‘half’ of the
biconditionals. Thatis, from having the pair (x,%) in D; we conclude Tr(n),
but we cannot go in the other direction, we cannot go from Tr(p) to p.
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This ‘feature’ is what makes Skyrms say that ‘our [Skyrms’] construction
never looks back’.?

Some problems _ _ , _
Skyrms’ system has quite a few similarities with Gaifman’s—Gaifman has
different pointers instead of names that can express that something has
gone wrong with some pointer—and these similarities seem to qxtend to
the problems. One problem Gaifman has is that in an infinite chain
producing a * black hole’ he cannot comment on itsnon-truth as he does
in his two-line puzzle. Such a comment would be sucked into the bllar;k
hole. A similar problem occurs for Skyrms with the quantifiers. Consider
the sentence named awhichis Vx (x =a— — Tr(x)). Intuitively Vx(x =
4 — — Tr(x) isa Liar, it says of itself thatit is not true. Placing (\{x(x =
a— — Tr(x)), @) into Dy or Do will result in a paradoxical fixed point, as
we would expect. However, the same happens if we place (Vx(x=a¢—
—Tr(x)), b) sayin Dy. Doing this we would have Tr(#) together with any
name after one application of gin D; and hence we have b=a A Tr(b) an.d
thus Jx(x = a A Tr(x) with any name in Dy. Since Ax(x=a A Tr(x)) is
equivalent to A Vx(x=a = —Tr(x), Va(x=— — Tr(x)) by any name
isalsoin De and we have a paradoxical valuation. The same can of course
be repeated for any name. . _
Skyrms’ solution has thus two shortcomings. On the one ha,n.d it
cannot rule some sentences paradoxical thatintuitivelyseem paradoxical.
On the other his manoeuvre torecognize the paradoxicality of asentence
with a different name does not work in all cases, as is shown by the
‘universal Liar.’

V. REVISION THEQRIES OF TRUTH

Some background

The revision theories of truth have different philosophical motivations.
Hans Herzberger (cf. his ‘Notes on Naive Semantics™’ was after a
modification of Kripke’s theory of truth that would allow classical two-
valued valuations. On his account the semantic paradoxes are neither
truth-valueless nor both true and false. They are evaluated in the classical
way but in a sequence of stages and it turns out that 4t some stages they
are true and at others they are false. Thus theyare called unstable in their
semantic valuation. The different instabilities yield evaluation patterns
and naive semantics exhibits and characterizes them. In ‘Notes on Naive
Semantics™' Herzberger writes:

What is perhaps unexpected in this reconstrgn_:tion is the highly
systematic character of the semantic instability of paradoxical
statements. Far from being incoherent orin any way unmanageable,
naive semantics turns out to be no less systematic than Kripke's
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inductive semantics, and also in some respects stronger than anything
accessible within the inductive framework. Consequently, it may
affordasharper characterization of the nature of semantic paradoxes.
It certainlydoes provide an instrument for studying those paradoxes
and a new accommodation to them. Rather than attempting to
resolve the paradoxesbyrendering critical statements truth-valueless
or otherwise neutralizing them, naive semantics undertakes to
exhibit and characterize their specific patterns and degrees of
instability.

Such a characterization of semantic paradoxes is an essential feature
of all revision theories of truth. It is a also a distinguishing feature that
sets them part from the many traditional approaches trying to ‘neutralize’
the paradoxes. The revision theories don’t try to ‘cure’ the language of
the alleged ‘disease’ of paradoxes. They consider the paradoxesanatural
phenomenon—sometimes comparing them to the eclipses—which
requires explanation not expurgation. They differ also from many
traditional approaches that provide ad hoc ‘solutions’ to the problems.
The revision theories’ perspective deepens our understanding of truth
by offering a unifying principle governing truth, from which both the
ordinary as welt as the extraordinary behaviour of the concept can be
understood. Historically the new approach started in the early eighties
with some rather technical observations that were made by Herzberger
and Gupta independently of each other.

A philosoghical foundation was provided in the late eighties only by
Anil Gupta,*? and later by Gupta and Belnap in their hook ‘The Revision
Theory of Truth.’ In his book we find the technically as well as
philosophically richest revision-theoretic approach up-to-date. Even
though some technicalities have been challenged, Gupta’s and Belnap’s
philosophical interpretation is accepted and shared by contemporary
revision theorists. It appears thus appropriate to regard their work as the
standard revision theory. The present survey will concentrate on the
standard theory and the radically new understanding of the concept of
truth proposed therein.

The central idea of revision theory is that the concept of truth is
defined by a circular definition. Traditionally circular definitions have
been ruled illegitimate. Yet, Gupta and Belnap show a way how to use
these definitions withoutincurring the problems traditionally associated
with them. In the following section the key ideas of how to make sense of
circular definitions are explained. The next section explains the specific
application to the concept of truth.

Circular definitions

Gupta and Belnap observe a striking similarity between the behaviour of
concepts defined by certain kinds of definitions and the behaviour of the
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conceptof truth. Theyshow how rules for the introduction and elimination
of the definiendum of such definitions parallel. the rules for the
introduction and elimination of ‘true’ The definitions they investigate
are circular, as for example the following®®:

Gx =pes (Fx A Hx)V (Fx A — Hx A Gx) V (—FxA HcxA —Gx),

which says that the xwhich are Gare either Fand H or they are F, non-
H and G, or non-F, H and non-G. Suppose we are talking about four
objects 4, b, ¢, and d. Suppose further that ¢ and bare Fand cand dnon-
F,and that aand care H and band dnon-H. Can we determine which are
G ? The difficulty is that to determine which objects are G we should
already know the extension of G. The simple yet ingenious solution to
thisproblem is to assume a hypothetical extension of Gand then calculate
under this hypothesis which objects are G. This method does not give us
an absolute extension of G, instead we getan extension that is relative to
the assumed extension of the definiendum. Thus using the definiens to
calculate a new extension revises the assumed extension, whence the
name revision theory. _ = ‘
To work out an example in-detail should be helpful. Assume thus
thatnothing is G. Under this assumption we can now evaluate the defini-
ens for each of our four objects. (Fa A Ha) V (FaA — HaAGa) V (—Fa

A Ha A — Ga) is true because the first disjunct is, and hence the’

definiendum Ge holds. So under the hypothesis that nothing is G the
definition rules that a is G. Consider (Fb AHb) V (Fb A — HbA GH) V
(— FbA HbA — Gb). The first disjunct is false since bis Fbutnot H. The
second disjunctis correct on Fand Hbutnoton G, under the hypothesis
that nothing is G. The third is false as well and so Gbis ruled to be false.
That is, bis ruled not to be G. In (FcA He) V (FcA — HeA G V (—Fe
A He A — Ge) the first two disjuncts fail because ¢is not F. Yet, the third
istrue. The hypothesis thatnothing is G makes —Getrue. Thusifnothing
is Gthe definition rules that cis. Finally, in (FdA Hd) V (FAA — Hd A Gd)
\V (—Fd A Hd A — Gd) the first two disjuncts fail because dis not F. The
third fails because d is not H. So under the hypothesis that nothing is G
the definition rules that dis not G.

" We have now calculated the first revision stage starting from the
hypothesis that nothing is G. Under this hypothesis the definition rules
that ¢ and care Gand that band d aren’t. We may now continue these
calculations starting from the verdict just obtained. Repeating this
process yields a so-called revision sequence. For our example starting with
the initial hypothesis as stage zero it looks as follows:

0 | 1 2 3 4
- a,c a a,cC a

revision stage
is &

To calculate stage two we go again through the four cases above but
nowunder the hypothesisthat a and ¢ are G.Fora,b, and d the calculations

Recent Theories of Truth 111

will be the same as the oneswe justwent through. For ¢ the third disjunct
of the definiens now fails since — Gc is false. Itis easy to see that the
pattern will continue to have ¢ be Gand band d not be Gsince nothing
chang:es for these objects. cwill continue to switch back and forth since
— Gein the third disjunct will make the whole disjunction alternately
truIe when ¢ is assumed not to be G and false otherwise.

[n our example we have looked at just one starting point. With
objects there are 16 different starting points possiblefglfP we look at aﬁ(lncl);
them and at all the revision sequences that ensue we find that the four
objects behave in very regular ways despite the arbitrariness of the initial
hypotheses. Starting each object as G and as non-Gwe obtain the eight
different patterns depicted in Figure 1, where a behaves as in (al) and
(a2), basin (bl) and (b2), casin (c1) and (c2),and d asin (d1) and (d2).

Tl}e e:‘(ample we worked through starting from the assumption that
nothing is Gis depicted by (a2), (b2}, (c2), and (d2) of Figure 1 taken

.togf:t‘her. Let us now constder the verdicts for each of the four objects
individually.

Figure 1: Revision patterns generated by the definition of G

G
(31) .._..._-_i___.s....z...-.g..... ..... TIELE TEET TEEE TRRE S
wonG | 2773 45
G . G
13} T b2 S
SR TR A P S G2 A T SR
non-G non-G
G 3 g .
N : i /
@) A .;.;.'-.\.5.;.5\...3.,«:{\,\_. € ./ T\" .5.,{’3‘;\ v ‘ﬂ‘-;
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G\ @iy
(1) T VPR (d2) oot e SO pEmEEOeCE
XT3 4 S T 2 3 4 5 .
aon-G non-G




112 ANDRE CHAPUIS

o If the initial hypothesis declares a to be Git remains G throughout. If
it declares a to be non-G the verdict is switched after the first revision
stage and then remains. Thus, no matter how we start, eventually a is
G in all possible sequences. If after a certain number of revisions no
switching occurs any more, we say asentence stabilizes. If it stabilizes on
the same value in all sequenceswe speak of convergence. Gadisplays both
stability and convergence.

+ Our calculations showed #to be non-G in the case of (b2) because all
three disjuncts of the definiens failed. Under the hypothesis that bis
Gthe second disjunct is true, and thus all subsequent stages declare G&
true. However, since the stabilities don’tagree onone value convergence
fails.

« For ceven stability fails. It keeps switching no matter where we start.

s disvery similar to a. 1t is stable in all sequences, and it converges. But
it converges on the opposite value, that is Gd stabilizes as false in all
Se(Uences.

So far we have seen how we arrive at verdicts, albeit hypothetical ones
only, by introducing arbitrary initial hypotheses. Now we want to get rid
of the arbitrariness and hopefully get categorical judgments. The way to
do this is to look at all revision sequences and to check for convergence.
Convergence can be observed for aand d. In these cases we may say that
we got rid of the arbitrariness entirely establishing a to be categorically
Gand dto be categorically non-G. We don’t have such a verdict for ¢ it
remains unsiable. The same is true for 5. Even though & is stable in
particular sequences, it is not possible to make a categorical judgement
when we look at all sequences.

Note also that the process doesn’t yield a contradiction as we would
obtain in the traditional approach. There we would be forced to conclude
that cis both Gand non-G which isabsurd. To avoid absurdity these kinds
of definitions have been ruled illegitimate. Yet, the most exciting outcome
of the revision approach is not that we avoid contradictions without
having to restrict the the realm of the meaningful. The most exciting
feature is that we are able to retrieve good information (with respect to
aand din the example) even from circular definitions, information that
is being missed in a traditional perspective.

To sum up: the general theory of definitions offered by Gupta and
Belnapallowsall types of definitions, even circular ones. Itleaves our ways

of working with traditional definitions intact and it expands the realm.

of the meaningful by showing how we can make sense of circular
definitions. We do this in two steps: (1) allow arbitrary hypotheses to get
the evaluation started, and (2) getrid of the arbitrariness and arrive back
at categorical verdicts (as far as possible) through the revision process.
The same stable outcome in all sequences, or ‘convergence’, is then
associated with the unproblematic verdicts. Unstable vet still meaningful
paiterns emerge in the problematic cases.
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' For the predicate G in the given example, which was chosen to
illustrate some of the possible patterns, it is difficult to judge whether
whdf the revision process is yielding is meaningful. We lack intuitions
about what ought to be the case with respect to G. Not so, however, for
the truth predicate. Here we have strong intuitions as to what the verc’licts
ought to be. And it turns out the revision process delivers precisely these
verdicts. It furthermore does so for the unproblematic cases and the
problematic alike.*

Thereare other areaswhere circulai definitions can playan illuminating
role, testifying to their meaningfulness. Chapter 7 of The Revision Theory
of Tmth discusses reference, satisfaction, membership, exemplification, necessity
belief, and knowledge as candidates that may be fruitfully reconsi’dered in
this new perspective. The paradoxes of rationality add another vast field
for fruitful applications of circular definitions. For this survey of theories
of truth, however, it is appropriate to restrict ourselves to the application
of the general theory of definitions to the concept of truth.

The definition of ‘true’

Recall Tarski’ s statement that the T-biconditionals could be considered
a partial definition of truth (see section III). This idea. encounters
treme:ndou§ Problems because the T-biconditionals can be circular, asin
the biconditional ‘Tr (Tr(p)) iff Tr(p).” Understood definitionally as
T T'r'( ) =dqer. Tr(p) the term to be defined appears both in the
d_eﬁme.n.dum and the definiens. Thus, if we do not restrict the
biconditionals, say by the introduction of levels, the general definition
would be circular. This was ruled illegitimate by the traditional theory of
definitions. [tis only with the general theory of definitions that underlies
revision theory that it has become possible to construct this general
definition in the simplest and most straightforward way.
Let us represent Tarski biconditionals thus

Tr(p1) = qer A1
Tr(po) = ger- A2
Tr(p3) = ger- As

w?e’;e pnisaname for A,, Theygive rise to the following circular definition
of Tr

Tr(x) =pes. (Fpl AADYV (2= po A As) vV (.mpgA A) V...

The circularity of this definition is due to the fact that any of the 4;, Ao,
As,. .. may contain 77 If we use this (circular) definition to delermine
the truth of sentences we will find, just as we did above for the predicate
G, that some keep falling in the extension of Trunder repeated revisions,
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or they keep falling outside. That is, they converge on one of the truth-
values. These are the ones that are unproblematically true, or
unproblematically false. In the absence of vicious reference all sentences
converge in the revision process. No matter what initial hypothesis we
start out from we obtain the same and correct verdicts.

With vicious reference present some sentences will behave like the
individuals bor ¢ in the example above, exhibiting some form of instability.
Revision theoryprovidesa framework thatallows afine-grained description.
of these instabilities. It is based on the behaviour of the problematic
sentencesin all possible revision sequences. Furthermore this description
of the unstable cases agrees almost completely with our ‘naive’ reasoning
in these cases. Figure 2 depicts the general case of stabilizing sequences
in illustrations (1) and (2).

Figure 2: Unproblematic and problematic cases

W | Qe ve— —

The evaluation of a sentence stabilizes (as shorthand we may speak
of ‘stable sentences’) if there is some point p after which it doesn’t
change any more. Up to that point the evaluation may switch between
‘true’ (t) and ‘false’ (f) in any way. Unstable sentences are those for
which there is no such point, those that behave erratically for ever. The
problematic sentences generate a wide variety of unstable patterns.
1lustrations (3) and (4) depict the most common ones, the Liarand the
Truth-teller. Both illustrations combine all possible starting points—there
are just two in this case—in one diagram. The evaluation in the Liar
mirrors precisely the intuitive reasoning we go through when we try to
figure out the paradox. If we assume the Liar to be true we must conclude
that it is false (is states that it is false, and we assumed that to be true).
From its falsity we are led back to its truth (we assume itis false, and it says
just that: so it must be true). And the cycle repeats. Assuming that the
Truth-teller is true leads to the conclusion that it is indeed true. And
continuing to evaluate from there will not change the verdict. Yet,
assuming that it is false gives a different verdict. The sentence ‘Tam true’
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now incorrectly claims its own truth and must thus be false. Again, this
verdict repeats under continued evaluation. Since overall, if we look at
all sequences, neither the Liar nor the Truth-teller converges, each of
those paradoxes cannot count as categorically true, or as categorically
false. Itwould be incorrect, however, to equate this conclision with some
non-classical logic’s third truth-value ‘neither true nor false.” Revision
theory does not provide a new logic. It has been and is being developed
in the framework of classical two-valued logic.*® So, if the verdict is not
‘true,” ‘false,’ or some othervalue, whatisit? Its ‘unstable’, or ‘oscillating,’,
or ‘paradoxical’. To some it may appear that particularly with the label
‘paradoxical’ we have come full circle. In a certain sense that is true.
Remember that the goal was to explain and not to expurgate certain
phenomena. Thus the paradoxes are not supposed to vanish in the
processand they don’t. In this sense we may be back where we started. Yet,
we are back with a deeper understanding of why they will not vanish, why
they are supposed to occur. So going in circles was not futile.

Besides shedding light on the origin and the working of the paradoxes,
revision theory allows finer distinctions between different paradoxes
through a classification of the patterns obtained in the revision process.
Such distinctions may seem academic in the truly paradoxical cases. Yet,
they become of vital importance in those mixed cases where despite the
presence of circularity ‘good information’ can be extracted. An illustration
of such a case is whatis known in the literature as ‘the Gupta Puzzle’. The
main characteristics of this puzzle are that it is circular and yet it has a
solution. It constitutes thus a twofold challenge for any theory of truth:
the first is not to classify it with the pathological sentences, and the
second is to yield the right verdict on it. The Gupta Puzzle has essentially
two people, Alfa and Beda, making claims about each other’sutterances.
They say the following and nothing else:

(1) Alfa: everything that Beda says is true.
(2) Alfa: Something that Beda says is false.
(3) Beda: At most one of Alfa’s utterances is true.

In a traditional approach we face the problem that the sentences (1)-
(3) refer to each other and thus our evaluation does not ‘get off the
ground’. Inrevision theorywe startwith all possible starting points—eight
in this case, since we have three sentences that can take two different
values—and we observe the stabilities depicted in Figure 3. To save space
I have compressed the eight starting points in four diagrams as explained
below.

The solid line represents sentence (1), the dashed line sentence (2),
and the dotted line sentence (3). The diagrams (A) and (B) start outwith
the arbitrary assignment ‘f, f, £’ and ‘t, t, t’. Had we started the revision
with the assignments at the stages 1 or 2 of diagrams (A) and (B) the
pattern would be the same as it is from these points on. Thus we have
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covered 5 possible starting points. The remaining three are covered in
diagrams (C) and (D). What these diagrams mirror is again the intuitive
thought process we go through if we imagine, for example, that all three
sentences were false {asin diagram (A)), and then try to figure out what
would have to be the case. The interesting outcome is the stability from
stage 4 on. No matter where we start, it turns out, according to the
revision process, that Alfa’s first utterance is true, that his second is false,
and that Beda’s utterance is true. This outcome corresponds to the
solution of the puzzle which can be put as follows: Alfa’s two utterances
couldn’t be true simultaneously since they contradict each other. Beda
remarks just this and hence his utterance is true. But then everything he
says is indeed true, and so Alfa’s second utterance must be false.

Figure 3: The Gupta Puzzle

Summary

Starting from the observation of astriking similarity between the behaviour
of circular definitions and the concept of truth, Anil Gupta and Nuel
Belnap have developed a theory of truth that views the Tarski
biconditionals definitionally and that doesn’t restrict them to avoid
circularity. Instead they consider the circularity a natural feature of the
concept and they provide a general theory of definitions based on which
the circular definition of truth acquires meaning.The key feature is to
understand the concept ‘true’ as governed by a rule of revision, rather
than a rule of application known from ordinary predicates. Rather than
dividing the domain to which a predicate, say ‘rhombus’, appliesinto two
subdomains, the class of the things that are rhombuses, and the class of
the ones that aren’t, ‘true’ gives us only a hypothetical extension of the
propositions that are true. If there is no vicious reference present in the
language the categorical judgements we recover from considering all
revision sequences will give us two definite classes ofthe true and the false
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propositions. However, in the presence of pathological propositions,
such as the Truth-teller or the Liar, we are left with a different picture.
There are still those propositions that are unproblematically true or
false, but others may switch back and forth in the process of revision, or
they may not be in the extension of ‘true’ in all sequences. Interestingly
the revision patterns we obtain correspond very closely to the intuitive
reasoning we perform in these pathological cases. The revision theory of
truth is thus.able to give us a unified and satisfying account of both the
ordinary and the extraordinary features of truth.

VI. THE STRENGTHENED LIAR

By the strengthened Liar I understand the phenomenon that using the
terms of a given ‘solution’ to the paradoxes we can construct a new
paradox. A simple example would be the ‘solution’ that declares the Liar
sentence meaningless. The strengthened Liar for this ‘solution’ is: “This
sentence is either meaningless or false’ If we apply the same solution and
hold that that sentence is meaningless, then we note that this is exactly
whatitsaysin the firstdisjunct. Therefore it should be true. Butifitis true
it could not be meaningless. If we assume it to be true then either it is
meaningless, in which case it is not true, or it is false, in which case it is
also not true. And finally, if we assume that it is false, then both disjuncts
are false, that is, the sentence is meaningful and not false. So we arrive at
the same contradictions as in the Liar case.

Similarly for ‘solutions’ that introduce new truth values or allow
valuations to be partial. ‘This sentence is either gappy or itis false’ is a
strengthened Liar for a three-valued ‘solution’ that allows the third truth
value ‘GAP.’ If we assume that it is gappy it would be true, for this is what
the first disjunct says, hence not gappy. If it is true it must be either gappy
or false, both of which mean that it is not true. And if it is false it must
be not gappy and not false.

It has been observed that a similar phenomenon occurs for the
revision-theoretic account. ‘This sentence is either unstable or itis false’
is the strengthened Liar we have to consider. Clearly, if we give arevision-
theoretic account of it on which it turns out to be unstable (like a Liar),
then its first disjunct is true and it should thus be true and hence stable.
If we assume it to be stable, then the first disjunct is false. But then the
second will tell us that it is false if we assume it to be stably true and it
would appear to be true if it were indeed false. In other words: it would
behave like a Liar, that is, it would be unstable.

The response to this challenge will be different for each of the theories
presented in this paper. As an example I will present a possible revision
theoretic response. Yet, in so far the problems raised are of a general
nature the reply may apply for other approaches as well. The first reply
is to draw attention to the fact that the goal was not to elucidate all kinds
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of pathologicalities but the ones arising from adding ‘true’ to a simple
first-order language for which it was assumed that it contains no further
difficulties.*® To doso, new notionswere introduced, such as ‘categorical,’
‘unstable,’ which are not part of the language itself but part of the meta-
language used to describe a language containing a truth predicate for
itself. It is correct that similar pathologicalities arise if we add the new
concepts to the language, which suggests of course a similar exp!anation,
that is, that they are governed by revision rules, thus giving rise (o yet
other concepts of categoricalness, etc. It is incorrect, however, to Judge
the project of explaining truth by the success of the much larger project
of explaining all new pathologicalities arising from the tools we have
introduced to shed light on whatinterested us first and foremost, namely
the concept of truth. A careful and detailed investigation of the different
concepts we need to appeal to has not yet been undertaken. Yet, I:he
authors criticizing the revision theory because of thisappeal toa Tarskian
hierarchy?” are notimpatiently awaiting the results of such an investigation.
The very appeal to the notion of a ‘hierarchy’, so it seems to them,

discredits the whole project of explaining truth. Their dissatis-faction is

due to the fact that we haven’t provided a so-called ‘universal language’
in which ‘everything formulable by language can be expressed in this
language.’*8 Or more cautiously: ‘perhaps English cannot express every
concept that is expressible in some language; but it seems t%w.t it can
express all of its own semantic concepts’.* This is called ‘semantic
universality’ by Simmons which revision theory doesn’t provide cither.

There are two problems here that should be clearly separated. One is
the problem of giving a good account of the concept of trut_h, and the
second is giving a good account of the working of language in general.
We cannot and we need not wait for the solution of the second problem
before we start to tackle the first—we cannot because we would never
start, and we need not if we don’t make the tacit assumptions that
paradoxes are to be ‘solved’ allatonce or none at all. Thusitis legitimate
to offer a picture of the workings of truth without having an all
encompassing theory of language, that is, to solve one problem at the
time. To illustrate the perceived problems I quote two passages from
contemporary authors.

If a solution to semantic antinomies claims to be a global theory of
language in which the difficulties posed by the antinomies are
banned, then the meta-theoretic propositions being also formulated
with the means of language are objects of that theory. So if we can form
new antinomiesin the sense of the strengthened Liarwith the terms
of the solution, or if we get counter-intuitive results or results not
being in accord with the fundamental ideas of the theory, then such
a theory of language must be considered failed.”

It is being asked too much of a theory of truth that it should also
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provide a ‘global theory of language’ banning all possible paradoxes. Of
course, such a theory may be attempted and would certainly be a giant
step, but it is hasty to conclude that a theory of truth has failed because
itdidn’t provide ‘the’ or a general solution. Even a small step in the right
direction is an advance and should be appreciated. A related point is
made by Simmons,

Moreover, once Tarskian hierarchies are admitted for even some
of our ordinary semantic concepts, then Herzberger and Gupta
face the problems that any Tarskian resolution faces. We can argue
that in natural language there is just one predicate ‘semantically
unproblematic sentence’ and just one predicate ‘semantically
unproblematic truth’, and itis artificial to split these predicatesinto
infinitely many distinct predicates, each defined with respect 10 a
distinct language.’!

By ‘semantical unproblematic truth’ is meanta categorical truth. The
complaintis then that we have just one notion of categorical rather than
categorical, for i € N, justaswith‘true’. Simmons objects to treating the
two semantic notions differently, claiming that ‘a ‘mixed’ theory that
treats them differently is unfaithful to our ordinary usage’.>*

Note two problems: (1) The term ‘categorical’ is not part of our
‘ordinary usage.’ Itwas introduced as a technical term into our language
by the authors of the revision theory. On the other hand, the term ‘true’
thev want to describe is not a technical term they introduced, but the
ordinary everyday notion of truth. Thus there are grounds for treating
them differently. There is a case to be made for giving an accountof ‘true’
that doesn’t ‘split the predicate into infinitely many predicates’ precisely
because it is not a notion we introduce but one we find in natural
language and thatwe want to describe faithfully. But notsofor ‘categorical,’
it was introduced as a tool, thereby extending our language. This leads
to (2): It is highly doubtful that the notion ‘one(universal) language’
describes any natural language. English, like all natural languages, is
transformed constantly, some words and phrases are no longer used, or
used with different meanings, and new words and phrases are added
whenever the need arise as for example with the term ‘categorical’. It
seems thus not implausible to claim that English is a universal language
in the sense that we can always add resources if the need arises. It does
not seem plausible, however, to assume that at any given moment the
language does contain all these resources.?® The appeal to a Tarskian
hierarchy of theoretical terms ‘categorical, does in no way conflict with
this sense of universality. Finally, the reappearance of paradoxesdoesnot
undermine the ‘solution’ for revision theory as it does for other
approaches. Its explanation of the strengthened Liar phenomenon
reinforces the ‘solution.’ If we add ‘categoricalin L’ to the language Lwe
incur the same problems as we had with truth. Think of sentences that
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claim of themselves that they are categorical. Their evaluation requires
again a hypothesis as to which sentencesare categorical. Not surprisingly
‘categorical’ works very much like ‘truth.’ This suggests a revision-
theoretic explanation which parallels the one for truth. In this perspective
the strengthened Liar becomes a natural phenomenon like the Liar, but
one that we now understand much better.

In sum: The strengthened Liar in the sense that the terms of the
‘solution’ lend themselves to the construction of a new paradox poses a
problem for all theories of truth. The revision theoryis the only one that
offers an account of these problems which fits perfectly in its overall
perspective. _

Those who reject this perspective and appeal to the strengthened Liar
to make their case go wrong in at least two ways: (1) The success of a
theory of truth which is a theory precisely of the predicate ‘true’ and not
one of the functioning of natural language as a whole is not dependent
on the success of the larger project.

(2) The question whether English is a ‘universal language,” or even
just ‘semantically universal’ is notas clear as some seem to think. It needs
1o be clearly specified what ‘universal’ means. Depending on the answer,
hierarchies might well play some role in a general theory of language.
Accepting that hierarchies may play a role does not mean that we might
just as well have stayed with Tarski’s account of truth. On the other hand,
being dissatisfied with Tarski’s account does not mean that we should
rejectall hierarchies. They may be satisfactory for some purposes butnot
for others.

FINAL REMARK

Paradoxes and pathologicalities have played an important role in the
development of the many theories of truth available today. Some theories
have been motivated bystrong intuitions of theirauthorsabout particular
paradoxes. All theories make an attempt to integrate an explanation of
the ordinary and the extraordinary behaviour of the concept of truth.
How convincing and how illuminating an approach iswillbe determined
by the correct weight given to the different intuitionsin this explanation.
And it will be determined by how natural the accommodation of these
intuitionsin the theoretical framework appears. The bewildering richness
of just the theories that have flourished over the past thirty years does not
make it easy to judge which theory fares best on thiscount. ButIhope that
the general road map provided in this survey will facilitate the readers’
own inquiry into the details of the recent theories of truth and after that

let theém be the judge.

—_

o ~1
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Lésungansatz fiir semantische Antinomien den Anspruch, eine globale Theorie
der Sprache zu sein, in der die Antinomieproblematik gebannt ist, so sind
metatheoretische Aussagen, die ja ebenfalls mit sprachlichen Mitteln formuliert
Slr_1cl, Gegenstiinde dieser Theorie. Wenn sich somit im Sinne des verstirkten Liigners
mlttels.der.Terminologie dieser Losungsansitze erneut Antinomien bilden, bzw.
kontraintuitive oder mit den Grundideen der Theorie nichtin Einklang stehende
Resultate erzielen lfissen, so muss eine solche sprachliche Theorie als gescheitert
;gg;;t‘:hen werden’, Cf., Elke Brendel, Die Wahrheit iber den Ligner, op. cit., pp.
Keith Simmons, Universality and the Liar, op. cit., p. 69.
Ibid., fn. 13, p. 196.
Slmmon.s’ own solution (the ‘singularity theory’) ends with the following
ob§ewatlon: ‘We can say everything thereis tosay, butnotallatonce’, ibid., p. 182}
which would seem to capture the same general insight.



DISCUSSION AND COMMENTS

Rajendra Prasad—‘Some Comments on
Applying Ethics’

The second section (‘Applicability of an ethical theory’) of Dr Rajendra
Prasad’sinteresting and clearly-written essay, ‘Applying Ethics’ (JICPR, Vol.
XIV, No. 2, 1997) has provoked the following comments.

An ‘ethical theory’, according to Dr Prasad, tells us, ‘in a systematic,
conceptually organized way’, ‘what sorts of actions we should do’, ‘what
could be a moral duty’, etc. And he tells us that ‘solving an ethical
problem. . . involves applying an ethical principle, or point of view, to the
sitnation concerned’ (pp. 5-6). I believe that in enlarging on this thesis
Dr Prasad gives a rather unrealistic picture of moral activity and one
which seems incompatible with his own further views.

It is not clear what Dr Prasad exactly means by an ethical theory. He
could not be meaning meta-ethical theories like Emotivism or
Prescriptivism {though he writes {p. 4} that he is here not distinguishing
between normative ethical and meta-ethical theories), because such
theories are about the nature and status of moral judgements and cannot
give any specific moral guidance. Does he mean theories like Hedonism,
the Categorical Imperative (which is partly meta-ethical) or Self-
realization, Consequentialism or Divine Command theories? The last he
himself dismisses as not being able to tell us what we should do, and the
same sort of fault could be found with Consequentialism, for it cannot
tell us what, in a particular case, our personal or social well-being might
be or, indeed, what ‘well-being’ might mean, Similar remarks might be
made about the other theories: they cannot tell us how to realize
ourselves or what our duties are or how we could tot up units of pleasure
even if we knew what exactly is to count for a pleasure.

Dr Prasad talks of ‘norms, principles, criteria of rightness’ (p. 10) and
it is these that he probably means by ‘ethical theories’—something like
the Ten Commandments or good parental advice or copy-book maxims
like ‘Never a borrower or a lender be’ or ‘Return whatis notyours’ or ‘Be
honest, come what may’. To every one of these and dozens of similar
others, exceptions can be found. It is not always right, for example (as
Plato shows in Republic, book 1), to return what one has borrowed.
Circumstances alter cases and the exceptions cannot possibly be
exhaustively enumerated or even thought of at any one time. Dr Prasad
admits as much. In a ‘tricky situation’, he writes, one ‘may fail to see how
the relevant theory or theories are to be applied’, for the problem may
be ‘unusually complicated’ and human intelligence is finite, so that ‘the
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application of ethical knowledge has become so difficult’ (p. 5); one may
then ‘have to decide with how much rigour. .. the relevant theory is to
be applied in order to have 2 fit between the situation and the theory” (p-
7); one may have to ‘explore which ethical theory can be relevantly
applied’ (p. 7). The question is: in order to do all this, does one apply a
super-theoryora super-principle? Dr Prasad seems to think that, in tricky
cases, one needs to consider the ‘technical, sophisticated, preciziﬁed
version’ of the theory (p.5). Todo thisis admittedly beyond the capacity
of ordinary people, but even a Bhisma expresses his inability to apply a
theory, not because of the finitude of human intelligence (as Dr Prasad
earlier suggests), but because the theory fails to ‘clearly specify the
conditions’ which must be satisfied for its proper application (p. 9) or,
to put it differently, the theory does not specify (and cannot specify) the
innumerable exceptions to its proper application. And even if a theory
did specify these conditions and exceptions, Dr Prasad himselfadds, one
may still ‘question their validity’ (p. 9). So what remains of the guiding
function of an ethical theory?

In the face of such difficult situations, Dr Prasad seems, on the one
hand, to hold that one has to take the help of ‘experts’ (p. 10},
‘acknowledged possessors of ethical knowledge’ (p. 5), though even
they, like Bhisma, may find 2 theory so ‘extremely subtle and deep’ that
they would not know how to apply it. The idea of moral experts was long
ago proposed by Plato, who held that, once such experts were appointed
Guardians of a state, the citizens would simply have to accept whatever
the former, in their absolute wisdom, might decide to be good for the
latter. Notonly has thisidea been largely discredited, but the whole point
of moral action is that you do not simply follow anyone’s command or
even advice—not even God’s—but must come to your own decision after
considering the situation from the widest possible angle and according
to your moral insights, such as they mightbe. Youmay seek advice butyou
need not have to follow it. Dr Prasad’s analogy about a psychological
theory being ‘usable in making us better learners’ (p. 6) does not apply
here, for sucha theoryonly recommends the means forachieving already
decided ends. In the case of moral action, we are concerned with ends
not yet decided or, more correctly, the ends-means idea does not strictly
apply. The ‘what’ and the ‘how’ are inextricably interwoven.

On the other hand, Dr Prasad holds that an ethical theory, even if
formulated by a ‘highly gifted individual’ of ‘elevated character’, is
‘meant for normal people who have normal abilities’; ‘guidance. . . is
needed more by ordinary than by extraordinary people’ (10). He says
that ‘a general understanding of the broad aspects of an ethical theory
is enough for applying in normal situations’ and that ‘'in the majority of
cases we know how to apply the available ethical knowledge’ (p. 5).

I submit that this entire idea of applying moral knowledge or moral
principles is misconceived. In normal cases people do, of course, act
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?ﬁ)rally, but they do not do so by applying available ethical knowledge.
Theyact naturally and spontaneously. A man tells the truth because there
is no reason to tell a lie; one returns a borrowed article because oné just
doesnot think ofappropriating it. Recalling arelevant principle, appl J'n
i, deciding t? act on it and then acting on it—all this just ’dggsyilogt
happen. Om‘e s action is simply, in many cases, the expression of one’s
matqre, cultivated moral sense, ‘partly inherited’, as Dr Prasad so well
putsit, from one’s ‘culturat heritage and partly acquired through his
refllectlog on certain situations’ (p. 7). ¢ -
n such everyday situations of moral life, thereisno i
no application of principles. Indeed, in many cases, if ;ﬁr:;lgflilf lfctrigg
concerned what principleshe applied, he maylook atyou in imnde%ment
and notbe able to answer. Only when amoral problemarises does one ha
to pause, reflect and decide to act in a certain way. A man’s mothervii
dangerously ill, only an imported drug can save her, but the custom
officer refuses to release itunless ‘the usual’ isdone. Slippose the pers: 1
concerneq.dm?s not believe in doing ‘the usual’ and has never doge it(:g
far. Here is a “tricky’ case. One principle is fairly clear: don’t bribe a
public servant. What is the other? In such a situation, is one aware of
principle, leave alone formulating itz Does one think of the principle OE;
not brl!:nng and then go through all the possible exceptions toit? Afe the
exceptions based on any principle? In any case, a conflict of principles is
not resolved by appealing to a superior principle. Perhaps, given enpou h
time, one may be able to think outsuch a superior principlza but certair%l
not at Fhe time of acting. The principle could perhaps be u’forked out by
reﬂt_ectmg on the act; the act is not performed by applying the princi ley
Fmally,,Dr Prasad says, quite correctly, that ‘newer and newer ethli)caj
problems’ keep arising because ‘the human world and human nature are
extremely complex and non-static’ (p. 11). What principles would one
then apply when moral problems arise? Would you formulate a new
principle and then apply it? Or would you first assess the moral problem
and solve itaccording to your moral insightand then, perhaps, formulate
a suitable pltmaple? ‘Sometimes’, writes Dr Prasad, ‘it may be,difﬁcult to
make a choice of the relevant principle’ and ‘on the theoretical level it
may not be possible to say with full confidence which theory is best’, but
he_ assures ].l'S.that ‘in practical life the situation is not so bad’ for,‘the
demands of life almost always show the way if one has the will' (p. 11)
Even if one is inclined to accept this rather optimistic picture, it still does
not mean that first you have a principle and then you apply,it.
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Prabhakara Rao on ‘Brahman-realization’

While it is admirable that Prabhakara Rao has tried to raise what appf:ﬂr
to be new questions and issues, the clarity with wt‘nch he has atter_n]i)1 <
this task leaves much to be desired.! He speaks_ of perspngl e),cperl%) <
(p- 71}, ‘experiential proof’ (p. 72) and ‘Praqucal realization _(é).m ) in
terms of which he demands Brahman-realization to be made evide ,ean
nowhere in his article does he tell us what those expressmgs r;:mar;
Particularly because all Advaitins claim their discourse about Bra per
to have a firm experiential foundation, it was all the more necessaryions
he should have been very clear about the meaning of these express
i him. ‘
ac?ﬁglge%ltt(r)al notion of ‘hypothesis’ which he employs‘thrf)u%hout hi:
paper is itself confusing and unclear. He says that “This ﬁ’; e
Brahman’ {(p. 72) ‘is basically conceived as a hypothem; in e
Vedanta’ which, according to hirl:ll, ii_;based 01}5 thlife ;?szzlxgtlftn;: sy
e of these premises is “This Atman 1s brahman ! :
:ﬁilzgr whether 01:; not there is any difference between hypo;hﬁses V?}?i
‘premises’ according to him and this makes it very difficult to follow
i ing or arguing for. .
heﬁ:ﬁ? ggestiongs arisge because'dea; desﬁpirt:;)ns 1::;’; lrllrcl); ?)ffe;ef({ié K;l;l;
the ‘personal experiences’ of a Sr1 Ramakns !
21:/113.2?1:];Irs,hi? Il)Joes Prabhalljcara Rao acceptdthe ;})lossgblliléi); oél ic;rgf:el:énrcrll eorf
i erience’ in their cases or does he belic ;
“Ir):rr:?ineﬂlfljég, or were faking? If Prabhakara Rao rejects the clglmss 1?5
Brahman-realization made by them or on their behalf by ot:hf:rs},1 :-Jie &
do so on the ground (a} that their expenences have n_cl)) :}u 0f tt{l o
relevance for him (thus implicitly conceding the possi 111 ity o e
having had such experiences and therglzz )alsﬂ;) ;:(t);llé:;gérllf (fnf(:) F}?Zi 5 hatcyi'
eriences) or, on the groun a ‘
Elisﬁc‘lg)g{s%nal expe)riences’ (because there are no such e:;penezii lf;l)t
all)? I can readily concede ground (a). Butin the eventth o} .gr(zlsserting
being relied upon by Prabhakara Rao I must point out atin i
that they could not have had such experiences he is not on any gr =
stronger than those who assert that they had such egperleglizesihat, goe
he mean by “personal experience:” his own experlenclq n becausé
should we accept that there is nothing like Brahman-rea 1zat1cc>ln pecaLE
Prabhakara Rao did not have it? Or, again, wl}‘en he deman s gy
whether Brahman-realization is borne out by personal expErltemlzﬁezect
he using the Positivist notion of “en}plrlcal e?(perler(;ce . (:1 eﬁgl .
Brahmanubhava? If he has relied on this we-ll artlf:ulate ar}f ian
notion of empirical experience and the associated idea of verification,
is better that it be declared so in clear fmd unambiguous tetr.m.s.t o
If Prabhakara Rao is using the long-discarded Logical Positivis Iy
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of verification with its associated notion of empirical experience, I wish
to point out very briefly that the form in which he would be required to
use that theory to dismiss metaphysics of the Advaita Vedantic type
concerning Brahman-realization would also automatically lead to the
dismissal of virtually the whole of scientific theory of the twentieth century.

Prabhakara Rao also makes several statements for which it is hard to
find justification. For example, I do not know which is the Indian
philosophical school which is a ‘pursuit that disagrees with both belief
and disbelief in the existence of self’ or, for that matter, even the ‘pursuit
based on the disbelief in the existence of the self’ (p. 71). Also, he says
that ‘most of the Upanisads begin with an inquiry into the Reality from
the unknown Brahman to the known world . . ." (p. 71), but is it true? If
anything, the inquiry in the Upanisads as a rule proceeds from some
general question concerning the known world (like ‘ Kasminnu bhgavo
viffiatesarvamidam vijiigtam bhavati. ..’ in Mundakopanisad,  Kenesitam patati
presitam manah kena pranah. . .” in Kenopanisad, ‘ Astityeke nayamastity caike
. in Kathopanisad, and ‘Kuto ha va imah prajah, prajayanta. . . in
Prasnopanisad, etc. ) and it ends up with some thesis about Brahman.

The ‘unknown Brahman’ is not the starting point of inquiry of the

Upanisads and the inquiry does not usually proceed from Brahman to
the world but mostly in the opposite direction, But why does Prabhakara
Rao choose not to see it thisway? Is it because he isalready persuaded that
the ‘unknown’ Brahman isa ‘hypothesis’ and thatit remains a hypothesis
even at the end of inquiry? For him, the ‘unknown’ also appears
necessarily to be the ‘unknowable’ which is why he does not see the
concept of Brahman as the (right or wrong) logical conclusion of an inquiry
but merely as the ‘unproved hypothesis’ (p. 72) lying at the beginning as
wellasthe end of an inquiry. Thatis also the reason why he concludes that
if Brahman is the object of faith, it should necessarily remain an object
of faith and can never become an object of discovery.

There are also further assumptions for which itis equally hard to find
Justification. He assumes that (a) if the Advaitin’s way of arguing for the
existence of Brahmanubhava is wrong, faulty, inconsistent or does not
make sense, it proves that there is no such thing as Brahmanubhava,
(b) it is possible to prove that something [like Brakmanubhava] does not
exist, (¢) if anything is ‘knowable’ it should necessarily also be ‘knowable
empirically’, (d} the absence of cognition of an object is the same as the
cognition of the absence of an object, (e) if the knower of the different
states of consciousnessis the same, then the states are also the same in the
sense that if the object cognized by a knower in one state is false, the
objects cognized in all other states by the same knower are all false,
() if something is real, then it should also be experienced, (g) when
pramanagata sandeha, prameyagata sandehaand viparitabhdvandconcerning
Brahman are completelyremoved, there can still be anubhavagata sandeha
concerning Brahman, and so on.
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Jwish to make it clear here thatI donotatall hold that everything every
Advaitin has said is right or reasonable. 1 feel as much concerned by the
laxity with which Advaita is expounded by its ardent followers as by the
looseness with which it is attacked by its critics. The most pervasive
practice in the world of Advaitic scholarship is the uncritical attribution
to Sankara of ideas and viewpoints that he did not hold or could not even
conceivably hold. For example, both the followers and critics of Sankara
regard the available commentary on the M, andukyakarika as an authentic
work of Sankara even when that work vigorously advocates the theory of
absolute non-origination (ajativada) of the world from Brahman in
complete opposition to the equallyvigorous exposition of the origination
of the universe from brahman in the Brahmasitrabhdsya by the same
Sankara. While the Manditkyakarikabhasya atiributed to Sankara holds
that waking and dream are equal and unreal, is not this idea of their
equality and joint unreality systematically rejected in the Brahma-
sutrabhasya of the same $ankara? Did Sankara then freely hold and
defend patently self-contradictory theses in different works written at
different times? If so, does he offer grounds to reject what he had

accepted earlier or, does he just merrily go on expounding a view totally
opposed to hisown carlier view? Without paying attention to such critical
issues, Prabhakara Rao quietly usesthe thesis of the unreality of the world
found in the Mandikyakdrikabhasya attributed to Sankara to support his
own thesis regarding the impossibility of Brahman-realization while we
find Sankara saying in his Brahmasiutrabhasya: ‘Justas Brahman, the cause,
never deviates from reality at all the three points of time [past, present
and future], the world too, the effect, never deviates from realityatall the
three points of time’ (Yathd ca kéranam brahma trisu kdlesu satvam na
vybhicarati, evam karyamapi jagat trisu kalesu satvam ma vyabhicarati,
brahmasutrabhasya, 2.1.16, p. 160).
The central thesis of Prabhakara Rao as I perceive it is that anything
like Brahman-realization is ‘not possible’. But, unfortunately, he does
not also clarify what he means by this term. Prabhakara Rao seems to be
claiming both that (a) ‘anything like Brahmanubhavais not possible’ and
(b) * Brahmanubhavadoesnot exist (‘isfalse’).” Logically, these two claims
are different. Claim (a) concerns possibilities and ishencealogical claim
and it should be examined purely on formal logical grounds. Claim {b)
is a claim concerning existence and has to be settled on non-logical or
empirical grounds, if it can be settled at all that way. I certainly concede
that non-existence can be proved, but thisis possible only when suchnon-
existence is the same as the logical impossibility of existerce. We can
certainly prove that there are no square-circles because nothing can be
both a ‘square’ and ‘nota square’ (whichacircle is) at the same time. But
can we similarly prove, for example, that there are no flying horses? This
pointis quite important and crucial in the context of the whole paper of
Prabhakara Rao.
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Claim (a) which is purely logical in nature cannot be settled by an
appeal to any facts. Nor can it be made strong and irrefutable by any
amount of argumentation for the following reason: it can onl beytha}tr
elthe'r Brahman-realization is logically impossible, or is non—}lfogicall
coqtmgeptly or empirically impossible. It cannot be argued that it ?s’
logically impossible since only a self-contradiction is logically impossible
and Brahmanubhavaisnotaself-contradictory concept. Onceitis granted
thatsomethinglike Brahmanubhavaislogically possible, the onlyalternative
left is to argue that it is empirically impossible. It is i,mpossible to argue
that something is empirically impossible by advancing logical groufds
Any argument for empirical impossibility has to be grounded in the facts
of experience. In that case, while arguing against Brahman-realization
Prabhakara Rao is on very weak grounds because, to prove his point, he
has to show that no onein fact can have Brahmanubhava. But there are works
whose reasonable interpretation requires the assumption that those who
composed them had Brakméanubhava. There have also been hundreds of
pe(?ple on whose behalf Brahmanubhava has been claimed, the latest
serious case being that of Sri Ramana Maharshi. , y
ris of course possible that these claims are spurious or fake, or to use
his ownt m‘lld and respectful term, ‘false’. This necessarily lea,tds to the
question: ‘How can anyone know that an experience is true?’ Before
asking the question ‘How can anyone know that Brahmanubhava is true?”
weshall examine the case of some statementaboutan empirical experienc'e
aboutwhich we say we know thatitis true. Thisis necessary because ifand
only if some statement concerning empirical experience can be shown
tobe unquestionably true, it can be argued that no statement concernin
Brahmanubhava is that kind of a statement and therefore it is not trueg
. Let us take the proposition about an empirical experience embodied
in the statement ‘The lotus is blue’ which is true. It can certainly be
granted that there is some kind of an experience which makesytwo
individuals X and Yutter the same statement ‘The lotusis blue’. But how
dowe know thatitis the same or the samekind of experience that makes them
utter tl}e same sentence? If, for example, X always experiences blue when
there is green and green when there is blue because of some genctic
defect in the rods and cones of his eye, growing up in a community of
speakers, he will still always use the word ‘blue’ correctly like Y Zho
experiences blue as blue. Here the so-called ‘correct description’ of a
colour by Y is indistinguishable from a systematic ‘misdescription’ of it
by X. Our pnly available clue to what X is experiencing is his usage of
words and if his usage is systematically in agreement with our usagi we
conclude that he is having the same experiences as we are haviné If
;:nother perﬁon is .using language exactly in the same way we are usiﬁg,
; hel :sns:;ge nto ?lt) Zf;lsl :1;(; Elzlx‘wng the same experiences we are having, but
Therefore we cannot appeal to our ‘experiences’ to certify the truth
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of “The lotus is blue” but only to a common usage of the termblue’. If
everyone is using the term “blue” to describe the lotus, then we conclude
that (a) the lotus isblue, and (b) that everyone’s experience of this blue
is the same, We really never know what Xis experiencing when he uses the
term ‘blue’ and even much less whether that experience of X is the same
as the experience we are having when using the term ‘blue’. Jtis one
thing to knowthat it is the same (if that can be known at all)), butentirely
another matter to think that it is the same. We may very well think that it
is the same when it is not in fact the same. We can never know that our
experiencesare the same, but that does not atall preventus from thinking
that they are the same and event evolving a pattern of successful behaviour
on the basis of such thinking.

Thus, it is not at all possible to know that “The lotus is blue’ is true in
the sense that we can absolutely validly assert that it is an accurate
description of a ‘common empirical experience’ we all have as human
beings. What is true of the statement “The lotus is blue’ is true of all
empirical statementsof any kind. Therefore the commonness of ordinary

human experience which is the foundation of all forms of empiricism is
simplya beliefora ‘hypothesis’ and it should always remain a hypothesis.
It can never graduate io the level of a fact. Therefore, if there isno single
statement involving empirical experience that can be shown to be an
absolute truth,i.e..,tobea statementinvolving the same kind of experience
as its undeniable foundation, there is simply no basis on which one can
roceed to deny the truth of any statement concerning Brahmanubhava.
Now, for the sake of argument, let me grant the truth of empirical
statements made by several people on the ground that they are inter-
subjectively established and that there is a ‘commorn experience’
underlying them all. Even then, the possible truth of statements
concerning Brahmanubhava cannot be denied. This is because every
possible form of human experience is not already given, and therefore
is not already known, to any one or all of us. There might be forms of
experience not already had by any human being so far or there might be
experiences thatonlyafew humans have had throughout human history.
More generally, it is impossible to establish conclusively the non-
existence of anything which is not logically impossible. Flying horses are
not logically impossible objects and if we tour the entire universe and fail
to find any flying horses, all that it proves is that we did not find any flying
horses and not that there are not anybecause a cute, little flying horse might
very well get born in the backyard of Prabhakara Rao’s bungalow soon
after we leave it embarking upon a long journey of the universe to prove
that there are no flying horses. Also, as long as something is not a self-
contradictory entity, even i€ all the available arguments for its existence
can be conclusively shown to be faulty, inadequate or even logically
unsound, it is inconsequential because the impossibility of the existence
of such an entity is not atall legitimately a matter of argument. While its
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exp}clarlence‘can very well be proof enough of its existence, the absence of
such experience can never be proof enough of its non-existence.
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Does Ranjan Umapathy Play Sancho Panza
to Paul Churchland’s Don Quixote?

Inarecentcontribution, Ranjan Umapath: 1 expresses majorr i
about many theories of mind-body idintigy thft have be é]n 0}52?311222?
the last few decades and proceeds to offer a oneline Upanisadistic (cf
Mandukya Upanigad) refutation of the identity theory (at least in one;
vers10.n) whn;h takes mind as causally dependent on brain. For Mandukya
Upaﬁ_ngad, mind or consciousness is independent and identifiable onji
with its own existence (Existence Itself) just as dreaming selfis drea,min;

existence: Dreaming is Existence Itself. S ity-in-di
. So the unity-in-diff
argument: ] .

Drear.nmg is an existence over and above mind or brain
So, consciousness is an existence over and above mind or brain

goes through once it is assumed that consciousness is self-existent. This
is assumed on pain of the risk of dualism, and once it is supplement‘ed by
an zlllternatwe proposal (AP) to the erstwhile identity of mental statesand
brain states, then the so-called identity is blown to pieces. There is unity
in lieu of lder-ltlty. Ranjan treads where angels fear to do so because even
Searle who tries to prove such an identity has to meet a similar fate at the
hands of Sarhkara who can refute him by saying that physical process
cannot itself become an object of the process. Identity theorists try hard
to prove that consciousness is nothing but matter. In brief, they try to
argue that if consciousness were reduced to matter, then we can verywell
know about it. It is 2 matter of pride to Indian philosophical traditions
that if that matter were to be identified with consciousness, then it will
}cnow. about itself. It cannot know about itself, and so by n,wdus tollens

ldepu.ty does not work. One wonders whether he is deceived fron;

believing that the author is begging a very crucial question, namely that
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consciousness can know itself (the other half of Stan'lkara’s principle is
given as: matter cannot know itself). The following are therefore the

motions:

1. ‘my mental processes can become objects for themselves’
(hypothesis) (p. 42); ]

9. Sammkara’s principle: physical processes cannot become an objectof
the process;

3. (2) contradicts (1); . ‘

4. There is something physical which cannot become the object of
consciousness; ‘ _

5. Matter cannot become therefore an object of consciousness;

6. Ex hypothese, consciousness is being consciousness of (cOnsclousness
has phenomenal character;

7. Consciousness is self-existent.

The above steps prove that consciousness is independent. The reader is
then relieved to know that it runs no risk. For once, if they are shown. to
have an underlying unity, the argument is complete. This leads Ranjan
further on to his AP (alternative proposal), whicl} completes tl}e argument
(Infra). So, the above does not prove that thereisan undet:lylr}g l.mlty. ,In
other words Ranjan invokes this only to wonder: why this (Samkara s)
principle cannot be extended to attag:k all forms of 1dent,1ty theory.
Ranjan proposes this as an acid test against Paul Churchland’s proposal
that I can observe my neural processes provided that our senses are
sensitive enough. Churchland suggestion isquixoticbecause even 1d.en‘t1ty
theorists like Shaffer made a suggestion that such a distinguishing
feature cannot be identified with brain states. Granting that I can now
only feel neurons blasting away in my brain in a very vague way, the onus
is on Churchland to explain this only with reference to an appearancc-
reality distinction, a trademark of Indian philosophical traditions. While
Searle appears to recognize this ("Where appearance 1s concerned we
cannot make the appearance-reality distinction because the appearance
is a reality’ {quoted on p. 35}). Ranjan forgets the last clause which says
that appearance is reality, but what he wants to argue 1§ m‘ade clear just
one paragraph above this quote. If appearance were to be identical with
reality, appearance would cease to be considered an appearance. This is
then nub of his tirade against identity. Why then invite sucha distinction
first of all as a point of refutation against Churchland? Ranjan charges
Searle: Searle does not know how to take appearance as only an
appearance. Ranjan’s position is now crystal clear. Churchland allegedly

holds the following set:
(1) my experience of heat is a ‘rough’ feeling of neuron firings;

(2) my experience of heat is a vague feeling of neuron firings;;
(3) my vague feeling of neuron firings,, is the appearance of neuron

firings);
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(4) my vague feeling of neuron firings; is not the real neuron firings,;
(5) but the real is identical with neuron firingsy (Churchland’s proof);
(6) since neuron firingse is as vague as neuron firings,, appearance of

neuron firings; is identical with the appearance of neuron firingss.

What is the appearance of neuron firings; is the appearance of ? Thus we
are launched into an infinite regressus. Churchland’s suggestion, coupled
with the identity theory, leads to absurdity (p. 35).

Whatit provesis that while Churchland fails to grant ontological status
to appearance, Searle does it in exactly the manner as our ancient
Carvaka materialists did. Hence there arises a case for comparative study
of Searle and Carvaka. But if this is the only basis for comparison, one
must be told here that the sense in which it is understood by Searle is of
comparable interest to Carvaka. This Ranjan cannot show by simply
offering a formula of elements x, y and z and dubbing mind as a
combination of them, but different from each one of them. In fact that
Searle and Carvaka diverge in their thinking can easily be shown. What
Searle hypothesizesis thatwater and HpO are different ‘aspectual shapes’
of one and the same phenomenon, Carvakas tell us that mind is an
emergent (epiphenomena?) or better put, selfis the body (i.e. bodyis the
substratum of self, and it follows therefore, consciousnessisnotsomething
over and above the living body. In order to maintain ontological
independence, this will not do. This is what Ranjan agrees to call as ‘a
brand of identity theory’. Where is the conceptual parallel, Ranjan claims
here? On Searle’s view, there is something irreducibly mental,
consciousness is essentially subjective, and hence the ontology of the
mentalisessentially first-person ontology (a fortiori, materialistsare wrong) .
Wherefore, the identity theory in Searle? I am not saying that there isno
parallel, but it must be shown how a comparative study arises on the basis
of the above. Ranjan has not yet made even a start.

Similar misgivings about Karl Popper’s understanding of the puzzle
about the relation between evolution and mind-body identity show that
he quotes out of context and distorts their views. Popper does not claim
to be an authority on cognitive science, but his remarks are directed
against the emergent character of mind, and thus it adds support to
identity theory. Itis not poised to attack identity and therefore does not
run counter to it. If Dafwinism is causal-explanatory (‘joint claim’), then
it must also explain the reducibility of mind; but since it cannot receive
any explanations, Darwinism’s claim for causal explanatoriness may not
be granted. Granting that the evolutionary explanation is adequate, then
it only explains the emergent character, and therefore, it cannot explain
in the way physical explanations do. It is more against its explanatory
power than against psychological explanations. Mind cannot be explained
asa product of evolution. Ranjan is misled by Popper’s three Worlds. The
causal efficacy Popper is speaking of is between World 2 and World 3 on
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World 1 and he overlooks what Popper calls the ‘joint claim’ and
Popper’s conditional clause ‘how liitle is said’. So his arguments on pp.
36-37 is a total distortion. Popper makes no assumption that mind is a
product of evolution as assumed in

(b) in both of the arguments and hence it is wrong.
That brings me to his final word on unity, or the AP which goesas follows:

For any Z, if there exists K such that Z is different from K, and K is
different from Z, then Z is not ontologically self-existent is the
concise statement of our ‘exit’ out our conceptual difficulties (p.

47).

On Ranjan'sview, thereisadeeper underlying unitywhich is ontological.
This is what is given by the dream argument: Indian philosophical
wraditions recognize three stages of waking, sleep and deep sleep.
Ranjan’s argument assumes that there is a locus of awareness in dream
(that will simply presuppose that our dreams are experiences; we can
grant it though with great reservation for if dreams are experiences, the
onus is to explain what kind of experience itis). Now dream experience
(‘awareness’) and dream objects are identical (especiallyin deepsleep).
(What empirical grounds are there for this assumption?) But still we
cannot ascribe selfexistence to dreamers and hence the awareness is
different. This is the essence of his AP supported by ‘principle of co-
arising’. Immediately, Ranjan switches over to saying that dreams are not
experiences because they cannot be positively characterized (What
about REM, called so by rapid eye movements; but still the question
whether dreams are experiences no doubt persists). But how does it
follow that dream is existence itself from the above premises? What
empirical or conceptual grounds are there, not only for the above, but
also what justification is there for extending it to waking (then why make
2 distinction between waking and sleep; what is analyzed in sleep is better
analyzable in the waking state). Norman Malcolm? has conceptually
reduced dreams to absurdity. Daniel Dennett® has questioned the
possibility of psychological explanations and concluded that dreams are
the way we recall happenings back from our memory while we are awake,
and a fortioridreams are not experiencesinyet another sense. What kinds
of bearings this may have on Ranjan’s remarks is anybody’s guess. Ranjan
argues: since I am identical with waking, body and mind are identical.
What kind of argument is this? How the above premise entails the
conclusion must have obviously escaped the notice of the editors. I think,
much water has flown under cognitive science to believe what Schrodinger
has said on identity is true today. From his premise about the singularity
of consciousness (it is not experienced plurally), how does it follow that
mind and body are identical? I think I have done much to expose the
hollowness by reformulating the terms of his argument. I only hope
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Ranjan himself will realize that Churchland’s logic is not as quixotic as
his, and the need to play Sancho Panza is not at all warranted by any of
the above thinkers.
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A Note on Sundara Rajan’s Philosophy

It is over twenty years since Professor R. Sundara Rajan (RS) published
his first major work, Structure and Change in Philosophy (1974) and has
been writing tll his passing away in June 1997. His major publications
include: New Studies in Marxism, Studies in Phenomenology, Hermeneutics and
Deconstruction (1991) and the trilogy, Innovative Competence and Social
Change, (1986), Towards a Critique of Cultural Reason (1987) , and The Primacy
of the Political (1991), Transformations of Transcendental Philosophy (1994)

and Humanization of Transcendental Philosophy (1997). Apart from these’
atleast two of hisworksare almost ready.! He wasvery much philosopher’;
philosopher, eminent in his field, highly respected in academic circles.
A close examination of his philosophy will show three strands in him: the
phenomenological, the linguistic and the ecological. It is important to
note that 'z_ill these three are interconnected in almost all his writings. For
example, in the triology, he has been insisting how a political community
borns ou.t of communication. Also, he has shown the inner connections
and thf: ‘mterdependence between language and politics by discussing
the political dimensions of language and the communication of discursive
aspect of politics.? Similarly in Studies in Phenomenology, Hermeneutics and
Deconstruction, he argued in support of phenomenological and
hermeneutical problems. The problem of reference has been discussed
at lepgth mainly from the standpoint of Ricoeur and Derrida. Another
significant contribution here is'about his discussion on nature and Life-
world and towards the end of the chapter he has examined the need for
an ecological hermeneutics.® This has been again stressed by him in one
of his excellent articles on ‘Philosophy as Geo-Philia’.* One can easily say
that RS’s approach to philosophical problems has been always novel and
analytic. What follows is a brief analysis of his approach which is reflected
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in his paper, “Notes Towards a Phenomenology,of Historiographies”.{"
His attempt towards the phenomenology of historical writing and his
conception regarding the three turns, namely the linguistic, the ecological
and the feminist are worth analyzing. Moreover in the above paper, one
can see the crux of his philosophy. In my short paper, I have attempted
to throw some light on some of the points raised by him. I proceed as
follows.

RS’s main objective of the paper is to discuss the phenomenology of
historical reason which he is able to achieve through Ricoeurean model
(p. 187). Taking clue from Ricoeur, he argues how history could be
either a series of actions or an account of record of such happenings.
History, according to RS, deals with basic tendencies and dispositions of
human subjects and the discursive practices. It is here RS argues that
history has link with the ontological and hermeneutic level, on the basis
ofwhich he tries to construct the ‘ontologically founded phenomenology
of discursive practice’, (p- 187) following Ricoeur. Thus he works on the
direction to establish a phenomenology of historical reason. History in
three perspectives are well approached by RS. He applies Holton's
understanding of scientific theory in terms of three dimensions. The
thematic dimension of Holton’s understanding according to RS, is
something new. What RS tries to establish here is to show that there are
three such thematic principles, as power, idea and value, thus giving
three kinds of historiography as (1) historiography as power, (2) as
reason and (3) as vision. RS makes an attempt to show that in each
thematic principle, there is a specific placement of the other two. For
example, he says: ‘Within the historiography of power, there is a specific
placement of reason and vision. These other themata in turn seek to
frame each other’ (p. 192). I think, here RS is not maintaining any
hierarchy among these and is trying to show that in each level, there is
operation of other two. Perhaps, RS wants to maintain the view that
though each is separate, that the role or part played by the other two are
importantand hence we cannot have a historiography of one dimension

alone. Though RS’s views on these three thematic principles are
interesting, in reality, it is the historiography of power which is always a
dominating factor. Besides this, the role of reason and vision can always
be questioned and post-modernism has infact showed us the limitations
of reason, It is true that the theoretical discourses of modernity from
Descartes through the Enlightenment, championed reasonas the source
of progress in knowledge and society, as well as the privileged locus of
iruth and the foundation of systematic knowledge. In Dialectic of
Enlightenment, Horkheimer and Adorno describe how reason can turn
into its opposite. There are critics of modernists who argue that starting
from the philosophical project of Descartes to the social theory of Comte,
Marx, Weber and others, could easily be criticized for its search for a
foundation of knowledge, and for its universalizing and totalizing claims.
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_In addition tg this, ‘there is also ‘allegedly fallacious rationalism’. The
mtgrconnectmn which RS mentions, I think, may not be an acceptable
ta:lrl a necessary one. Such categorization will not help us in an “Ir)a 1
acltz,slt compllcates the understanding process. i
s very nicely prese__nts how th.e Heideggerean account of authentic
) $ ?qc1t¥1 expands the conception of authentic agency. He further
a:foams fow we draw guidance from the past (p. 191) and prov{des an
o :11;: (())n :;{:Stlorgﬁs tht? transmission and realization of a tradition. The
e m1 es w1th. reg‘a}‘d to both the authentic and inauthentic
i CZ perceptionisimportant. He says: ‘In authentic present
e Alsesjéonsz lszy, while in the inauthentic mode, we have a mastery’ (p.,
i };res :ntyacrllléozglgl; }ia;l&trlr:er, I}{{S explains the] role of the past both in
‘the re. Here one could see the influ
{-}Ileeldzftgﬁr agd Gadamer on RS. But the danger of being depenggrcft: c(’)rf
histgrio rzs hee_n emphasized by Habermas. Nietzche’s classification of
g helg 0}; y 1:nto the monumental, the antiquarian and the critical,
theze m};h 1;1 eﬁe: One can see the pa.rallels between the first two of
R Al ed eideggerean authentic historiography where there
s rae }E: efp;:lngience anfl reverence for the past. The authentic
dependgnt% f)tfho eidegger simply allows historiography to be simply
dep e pastand there isno pla(?,e of any critical. What happens
s thatwe are overwhelmed by the happenings of the pastand thereis onl
reverence which does not allow any ‘judging’. i
WhIet I?I;lléegéi };) “rr?teht}tl}?é 11{15 gas r;‘(i)t ill‘lfﬁd?}llﬂy stressed the role of power,
nderstanding of history, in the
power, kn.owled-ge and good (p.194). Therole o?all these ll)ljlziger:r? tr;.(I:l(: 1
into consideration to show the interconnection among them, but it har;
I:(])l b.e noted thlat among r:hem, it is power which ultimately’ has been
gt?grllrzi ;?bi(();?li?:?}: rolle 1r; hi;toryi This point requires more of our
erole of ruling classand its i
neglected. The qther classes not only live Mthinpt%vzzgi?aﬁr;?rt;fgsgrgiilt};
rillade by the ruling classes’ power, but also their very apprehension of
that arrangement. The way they think about themselves and the social
position are simply given to them by the dominant class. For exampl
Steven Lukes FIassiﬁes power according to its three diménsions II:llIihe,
first one, the idea of exercising power is to prevail over the c;)nt .
preferences of ot.ht.ers; in the second, power serves as controllinvrglrz
2%:11[1;:1:& éh;lrs c(l'_leecc_lghgg Wclllaf} isiﬁes will ever get staged as matters ct,o be
lecided and the ird dimension which not only includ
the first two kinds, but also allows that power T
modify desires and beliefsin amanner cgntraxyrr'zg};)zggl‘:?i;ot:?;?: ’?“111(;
{l(l)ll.zeo(:f‘hl:;qwer 1_1a§ been str.essed by Eoucault also. For him, powe;' has
o T I}“a(:terlsuc(si. iower is produ'ct%ve:; itisonlyexercised by individuals
o 1 possessed by them; and it is involved in every social relation.
ucault makes it clear that the individual does not stand apart from
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power or prior 1o it. The individual is constitutefi by power and l.qc;alcei
individual existence and identity are among power §qﬁccts.The individua
never possesses pOwer to act on his own. The mdw_ldua], in thei opinion
of Foucault, exercises power at certain times and in certain p ;CCS as ﬁ
functionary of power’s intentions, but not of his own. Thus 1 oEcau
concludes that ‘a society without power relations can only be an
Jbstraction’ and that ‘there are relations of power throughout every
i 1d’. '
Soﬂcﬁ:ﬁer significant contribution of RS in this paper Is, a'bout' tl_rle
threefold transformations, which he taik§ a_bout, namely the 11ngmfst}1:_:,
ecological and feminist turns. The linguistic turn has been, one o ht;s
major focus of attention in all his writings. For example, he l;flery rll)g ! az
argues that in linguistic turn, lar}guage isviewed notasa pgc_: elm, ua *
a resource (p. 195). For him, itis a new way of underlstan ,mghangu i ;
itself (ibid). One could see the role of linguistic turn in RS §0t, er wo
also. It is not clear whether RS supports the structuralists’ position
wherein itisheld thatitisnotman who spe?.ks language, butit is langlllag(;
who speaks man. Though nobody questions the performamcflt? ro % }?‘e
language, it has to be considered only as a tool of understap ;ng. i
relation between nature and history comes un_der the eco}oglcg t111rnl.3 n
RS's writings these two turns have been playing a prominent ro le. llllt
what is interesting is, now RS has moveo} to the third turn, namely, the
feminist. Though very little has been said by RS about his views 01;) t c;
feminist turn in this paper, his view that itis a ‘new way of thinking a 0;.1
all problems including those of men” (p. 198), has to be taken s%er;ﬁus (})’f
The paper ends with a positive note that supports the cause oi u hty
mankind. It is high time for us to work for such a new historiography, as

suggested by RS.
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Ashok Vohra on Wittgenstein’s Philosophy of Mind

In this discussion my aim is to evaluate Dr Ashok Vohra's ‘Wittgenstein’s
Philosophy of Mind’ published by Croom Helm, London and Sydney,
1986. Though a decade has passed for the publication, there is hardly any
reaction in India on his book. This is an unfortunate condition of our
academic philosophical world. Perhaps publication bya foreign publisher
1s not sufficient enough to attract the Indian philosophers. Vohra should
have taken his birth in London or Sydney. He should have been non-
Indian by birth. We are internationalist first and the nationalist never.
What happens in this nation is not our concern. Though Vohra is
perhaps the youngest Indian Wittgensteinian, he is mature enough to
handle issues connected with Wittgenstein's philosophy of mind. I am
not planning to produce a general review of hiswork, I would like to react
on some specific issues. My critical approach towards his work does not
atall mean thatI do not regard his work as a remarkable achievement on
the part of an Indian Wittgensteinian.

There are several ways in which a philosopher can be handled. His
views, his idiom of expression etc., may not be familiar to the people. So
the unfamiliar views and unfamiliar idiom have to be explained in terms
of the familiar views and familiar idiom. The assumption is that
Witigenstein’s views, his idiom, is not known to the people. Vohra’s job
is to make people acquainted with Wittgenstein’s views and idiom. To do
this one way could be that of a purist, one who does not take help of other
philosophers, whether well-known or comparatively not so well-known.
The other way could be that of an impurist who takes the help of other
philosophersin order to explain Wittgenstein’s views. I prefer the way of
the purist. The way of the purist does not have the danger of looking at
Wittgenstein in the image of some other philosopher. Vohra has preferred
the way of the impurist. He has brought to our notice so manyphilosophers
of our time; the prominent among them are Ryle, Strawson, Ayer and
Shoemaker. Obviously, he took for granted that their views are well-
known to the people. Unknown is to be explained in terms of the known.
People are to be familiarized with Wittgenstein’s views with the help of
the philosophical views with which they are already familiar.

Vohra, while writing about Wittgenstein in terms of Ryle’s views, found
himself in a paradoxical situation. He discovered that he has now an
added burden. His project required that he should explain the position
of Ryle first. Vohra’s book has only four chapters, and the first chapter,
which issupposed to be an introductory chapter in any book, is exclusively

devoted to Ryle. Wittgenstein’s name does not occur anywhere in the

whole chapter. So also not a single work of Wittgenstein has its reference
in the ‘Notes’ on the chapter. A purist would really be shocked. How
could Vohra manage to write on Witigenstein’s philosophy of mind in
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which the introductory chapter is devoted to Ryle’s philosophy of mind?
1tis not only the firstchapter, Ryle is the moving spiritof the whole book, -
followed by the smaller spirits like Strawsom, Ayer, Shoemaker and
others, Wittgenstein’s name has receded to the background. Even in the
third and the fourth chaptersavery few citations from Witigenstein have
occurred which will be discussed later. The proper title for Vohra's book

should have been ‘Philosophy of Mind: Perspectives of Ryle, Strawson,

Shoemaker and Wittgenstein’. Wittgenstein’s perspective cannot be
avoided because the second chapter on Private Language has so many
references to Wittgenstein. But even the second chapter has ended up
with Ryle’s jargor. “Those who allocate the concept ‘private’ to the
concept ‘language’’, Vohra maintains, have ‘made a category—mistake."
Category-mistake is Ryle’s jargon. Witigenstein would certainly reject

this jargon. Consider the sentence ‘vowel ¢ is yellow’. To Vohra this

sentence may raise a category mistake. Butfor Wittgenstein it exhibits no

kind of mistake. Referring to this sentence Wittgenstein remarks, ‘I could
by means of the idea

not express what I want to say in any other way than
‘yellow’."? Solipsism is certainly not devoid of all sense. Otherwise how
could people write SO many books and articles on it? And for a solipsist
the language 1s necessarily private, he commits no category mistake
about it, Of course he may be committing a philosophical blunder. But
a philosophical blunder is not a category-mistake. Not only early, even
later Wittgenstein committed this blunder.
By seeing the title of Vohra’'s book, one would start expecting that the
book would be crammed with references to Wittgenstein; it would be
overflowing with Wittgensteinian landscapes. But Wittgensteinian
landscapes are rare. Wittgenstein has been presented as an approver,
now of Ryle’s view, now of Strawson’s view, Now of Bernard Williams’ view
and so on. It seems as if Wittgenstein bas no identity of his own; his
identity is merged into the identity of so many British philosophers.
Consider the sample. Vohra writes ‘As “I” does not have a stable, buta
shifting referent, it can, therefore, be called an “index-word”. Ryle likens
itin this respect to aword such as “now” which also can be applied to any
oint whatever in the time series. Wittgenstein expresses the same fact by
saying that “1*is not the name of a person, nor “here” ofaplace, and “this”
is not a name (PI410) 3 Wittgenstein does not reject ‘I’ as the name of
a person because ‘it does not have a stable reference or that its reference
goes on shifting’ but that it is not a referring expression at all. So
Wittgenstein is not an approver of Ryle’s view. Vohra is wrong in giving
the testimony of Wittgenstein in support of Ryle’s view. Though
Wittgenstein denies that I’ and ‘this’ are names, he does not deny their
connection with names. ‘Names are explained by means of them.”* How
can they explain names if they are just index-words?
Not only Wittgenstein, Vohra's other favourite philosopher Strawson
shares the same fate as that of Wittgenstein. He too has been presented
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in the private sense, in order to have perception or observation of horse-

races and the races of all other kinds.
The position with respect 1o Sense jmpressions is no better than the
position with respect to sensations. Vohra makes such remarks about
sense-impressions as ‘About both sensations and sense impressions we
say that we have them."\2 “We cannot be mistaken about both." 13:Aswith
sensations, l alone can have sense impressioms.’14 ‘Like sensations, sense
impressions cannot exist unhad.’'® Thus like sensations Vohra secures
privacy also for sense impressions. What Vohra denies is simply having &
glimpse of a sensation or of a sense impression. They are not the sorts of
things of which one can have glimpses. Of course the level of sense
impressions in the account for observation is different from the level of
sensations. Sensations belong toamore basic level than sense impressions.
A sensation isa constituent of observation, it makes observation possible,
therefore, it cannot occur as an object of observation. As Vohra remarks

If sensations were the proper objects of observation, then observing
ose sensations. . . But

them must entail having at least one glimpse of th
this is absurd.’16 All this has led Vohra to produce the formula
‘Observation=FHaving a sensation + Paying heed to it.’17 Obviously Vohra
does not mean that in order to observe something onc has to attend to

one’s sensations. If one attends to one’s sensations, if one pays heed to
them, then one may not pay any heed to the object that lies outside one’s
its observation. Vohra’s formula does not

sensations, the object that awai
lead us to the ‘object of observation’, it misleads us; it directs us to attend

to our sensations. You cannot ask Vohra what he means by ‘paying heed
to’, because according to him the question ‘How does one &)ay heed?’ is
a ‘spurious question’ for which ‘no answer can be given'.)

The unfortunate situation is that Ryle would himself reject Vohra's
formula. Though at the initial stage he accepted that sensations are the
basic ingredients of ohservation, later he came to accept that sensations,
instead of helping us impair our observation. ‘Sensations do not help,
they hinder perception. I see much better when Iam not being dazzled
than when I am. Sensations, in this sense, are not usually present when
perception occurs; and when they are present they tend to impair
perception. They are not sine qua non of perception.”? Obviously Ryle
means that the sensations which are sing qua nons of perception are only
technological inventions. Vohra sticks to Ryle’s earlier view otherwise he
would have failed to produce the formula that he produced.

Consider now Vohra's attack on sense-data. As has already been
pointed out that Vohra’s attack on sense-data suffers from Rylean
[imitations. Vohra has tried to show that the direct objects of perception
are material, It is wrong to hold that sense-data are the direct objects of
perception. Though we do not perceive material objects in dreams,
hallucinations and illusions etc., this does not mean that we perceive
some other kinds of objects in them, called sense-data. As Vohra points
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that we have given any meaning to talking of sense-data at all. . .If one
has to describe the use of an unfamiliar terminology, the description, In
order to be informative, must be given in terms of what is already
understood.’2 We are familiar with the terminology of material objects
and unfamiliar with the terminology of sense-data. The unfamiliar
terminology is explained in terms of the familiar one. l"aul brought a
change in the views of Price and Ayer. According to Paul, ‘Sense-data are
verbal novelty rather than factual discovery’. "To talk abgtgt sense-data’ is
just another way of ‘talking about the way objects _look. Pau_l finds .the
sense-datum terminology merely as an alternative to pl}ysu:al obje’(?:;
terminology. ‘We can say a thing this way and we can say 1t that way.™
Thenwhyshould one optfor the sense-datum terminology? Because, this
terminology avoids reference to hidden substances of the physmal object
terminology. Vohra has not cared to see the post-Rylean literature on
sense-data. ’
Vohra is best in his second chapter on ‘Privacy and Private language.
He is a serious Wittgensteinian in this chapter. However, even in this
chapter one can find glimpses of Ryle. These glimpses have damaged his
vision about the Wittgensteinian solution to philosophical problems.
Consider one such instance. Vohra writes ‘The case of pains is not‘hke
physical objects, butislike colours. To assimilate pgins to physical objects
is to make a category mistake.’?® For Vohra there is no category mistake
if pains are assimilated to colours, but there is a category mistake if they
are assimilated to chairs. Pains, colours and chairs are on their faces
diverse concepts. If pains can be permitted to go with colours, how can
they be stopped from going with chairs? They can be stoPped because
Vohragives quite diverse interpretations to colours and chairs. He argues
“When we talk of the identity of physical objects we talk of two or more
things. But, in the case of the identity of colours, when we say, “This
colour here is exactly like the colour over there”, or “This is the same
colour here as over there”, whichever of them we say, there is but one
colour—say, red—and itwould be a mistake to say “There cannotbe onl}gf
one colour; for there is a colour here and also that colour t,here.”’g_
Vohra's argument demonstrates half-digested Platonism. A chair in this
place is numerically different from a chair in that place, buta red-patch
in this place is not numerically different from a red-patch in that place.
'Why? One can very well argue that one and the same chair is occurring
in two different places. A chair here is numerically the same as a chair
there, just as a colour-patch here 1s numerically the same as a colour-
patch there. Ifit is impossible for a chair here to be numerically the same
as a chair there, then it is also impossible for a colour here to l?e
numerically the same as a colour there. Both of them, colour and chair,
stand and fall together. '
Pains do not behave differently from chairs and colours. This is the
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position of Wittgenstein, and not the one for which Vohra has argued.
Consider the chair placed in this room. It would remain numerically the
same chair inspite of the fact that numerically different persons, say 50
persons, have perceived this chair. Colour behaves in the same fashion
as a chair. A colour-patch occurring in this locality would remain
numerically the same colour-patch even if numerically different persons
perceive it. The same is true about pains. Suppose a toothache occurs in
a certain locality, the locality could be the mouth of a person x. Isit ruled
out that the persons y and z locate their own toothaches in the same
locality? When asked where the ache occurs y brings his finger to the
mouth of x and identifies his toothache in the tooth of x. The same thing
happenswith z he too brings hisfinger to the tooth of x. In such asituation
we would be led to say that numerically the same toothache isfelt by three
different persons. This situation is similar to the situation in which the
same colour patch or the same chair is seen by three different persons.
Like the numerical identity of a colour-patch or the numerical identity
of a chair, the numerical identity of a toothache depends on location. If
the locations of toothache differ, then numerical diversity would be the
consequence. Suppose the toothache occurs in three differentlocalities,

one locality is the mouth of x, the other the mouth of y and the third, the
mouth of z. Then there are numerically three different toothaches. This
is like chairs and colours, three different chairs occurring in three

different rooms and three different colours attached to three different
material objects. This is how Wittgenstein distinguishes one toothache

from the other. As he remarks, ‘How are toothaches to be distinguished

from one another? By intensity and similar characteristics, and by

location.’3® Wittgenstein certainly does not mean that one and the same

toothache occurs in all possible mouths. A toothache occurring in one

mouth has a different location from the toothache occurring in another

mouth. But the location criterion has its limits.

Sometimes, though not always, the location criterion breaks down.
Though three different people may trace their toothache in the same
locality, the mouth of x, the toothache of ymay be very intense, it may be
unbearable. In such a situation we would be led to say that y's toothache
is numerically different from the toothaches of xand z. The situation is
similar to a colour patch. A normal person sees a red patch which a
colour-blind person sees as black patch. In such a situation we would be
led to say that they see different colours and not numerically the same
colour. Though the location of colour-path is the same; in this same
location they see numerically different colour-patches. Similarly, though
the location of toothache is the same, y's toothache is numerically different
from the toothache of x. For his toothache yrequiresimmediate attention
of the doctor, but xis in no hurry.

Vohra has certainly been misled by Wittgenstein'sremark. Witigenstein
says ‘in so far as it makes sense to say that my pain is the same as his, itis
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also possible for us both to have the same pain. (PI 253)."31 Vohra is led
to think that the toothache that occursin one locality (the locality called
‘my mouth’) has to be numerically the same as the toothache that occurs
in another locality (the locality called ‘your mouth’). Toothache has to
remain the same in spite of its occurring in different localities. This
imagination has led him to compare pains with colours, and further led
him to introduce different criteria for the identity of colours from the
identity of chairs. But if I trace my toothache in the same locality as you
trace your toothache (it may be ‘my mouth’ or ‘your mouth’), then it
makes quite good sense to say that my toothache is the same as your
toothache, that we are not having different ‘toothaches, we have
numerically the same toothache. Wittgenstein does not at all intend to
abolish the numerical differences between different toothaches.
Toothaches differ from one another as colours differ from one another
and as chairs differ from one another. No category mistake is committed
by assimilating pains to colours and chairs.

Suppose the toothaches are distinguished from one another, not in
terms of their locations and intensity etc., butin terms of the persons who
own them. Wittgenstein rejects such a suggestion by saying ‘But if it is
objected that the distinction is simply that in one case I have it, in the
other ke thus the owner is the defining mark of the toothache itself; but
then what does the proposition ‘I have toothache’ (or someone else
does) assert? Nothing at all.’*? A definitional truth is not a true/false
assertion.

Wittgenstein has simply contemplated a possible philosophical
alternative to his own view and rejected it. But this alternative has
seriously been taken up by Strawson. Strawson maintains ‘states, or
experiences, one might say, owetheir identity as particulars to the identity
of the persons whose states or experiences theyare.”* Not only this, there
is also a requirement for ‘an independent identification of the sufferer
ofthe experience.’® This means thatin order toidentifya toothache one
must identify the person who owns it. But any attempt at identifying the
owner presupposes a doubt about his identity. It is quite interesting to
note Wittgensteinian’s reaction to Strawson’s alternative. Wittgenstein
reacts, ‘There is no question of recognizing a person when I say I have
toothache. To ask “Are you sure that it’s you who have pains?” would be
nonsensical. . . It is as impossible that in making the statement “1 have
toothache” I should have mistaken another person for myself, as it is to
moan with pain by mistake, having mistaken someone else for me.’%
Since | have failedin identifying myself I have also failed in becoming the
owner of the toothache in question. I do not become the owner ofa
toothache simply because I felt it, anymore than I become the owner of
a colourpatch simply because I saw it or the owner of a chair simply
because | had a visual glimpse of it. Feelings and visual glimpses establish

a contingent relation between me and toothache, or a colour, or a chair.
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This very toothache, this very colour, this very chair may have contingent
relation with others. They may desert me.

Vohra’s third chapter creates more difficulties of comprehension
than his earlier two chapters, and these difficulties continue till the end
of the fourth chapter. Consider the difficulties. Referring to the ‘substance’
and the ‘bundle’ theories Vohra says ‘Both these theories are based on
the assumption that all mental happenings are ghostly episodes, which
are the work of a ghost, namely the mind, whose home is in the body."3
By the ‘substance theory’ Vohra means the theory which is associated
with the name of Descartes, against which Ryle invented hisfamous abuse
‘Dogma of the ghostin the machine’. And this abuse has nowbecome the
legacy of our age. By the ‘bundle theory’ Vohra certainly means the
theory thftt is associated with Hume’s name. Vohra has given a quite
unusual interpretation to Hume’s view, an interpretation which may
surprise some and shock others. The usual interpretation is that Hume
did notallow even the ‘formal structure’ of the ghost to occur. He refused
even formal unity to experiences. Hume left this job for Kant, therefore
Hume’s view is described as the bundle-view of experiences. Where is the
question of accepting the existence of a body for Hume? How can it be
shown that Hume believed in the existence of a ‘mind whose home is in
the body’. And if Vohra succeeds in showing it then he has proved that
Hume was Descartes in a new guise. Descartes has taken birth with the
thought-form of Hume. Itis both strange and shocking that the ‘bundle
theory’ should be considered as a new name for the *substance theory’.

Though Vohra has written on Wittgenstein’s Philosophy of Mind, a
very few remarks of Wittgenstein have been cited in the third and the
fourth chapters. These chapters deal with such interesting issues as self-
knowledge, personal identity and other persons. These chapters are
crammed with references to other philosophers and their works. By
isolating the remarks of Wittgenstein from these chapters we can see
whether these remarks contribute in any significant way to the issues in
question. In the third chapter there are only five references to
Wittgenstein’s work, and all are from Philosophical Investigations. One of
them has already been discussed, the remark that ‘“I” is not the name of
person, nor “here” of a place, and “this” is not a name. (P, 410).’%7 This
remark has been quoted in support of Ryle. All the other four remarks
are connected with the development of what Vohra describes as the
‘formal -fea'tures of our lives’. And in doing this he thinks that he is
supporting Wittgenstein and ‘disagrees with Ryle”.3® Exhibiting his
disagreementwith Ryle and agreement with Wittgenstein Vohra remarks
‘I agree with Wittgenstein and hold that such psychological states as
being in pain, being sad, being happy are the formal features of our lives,

and the first person expressions embodying them such as ‘I am in pain’,
‘Tam sad’, ‘T am happy’ do not need any reasoning. They are simply the
ways in which I act (cf. P, 217). ‘It is natural for us to say a sentence in
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such and such surroundings, and unnatural for us to say it in isolation’
(P1, 595). The whole idea of proof, or justification or reasoning about
formal features of our life is confused one.”™ By ‘formal features’ Vohra
simplymeans ‘psychological features’. Of course, ‘formal’ isdistinguished
from ‘contngent’ or ‘material’. So psychological features according to
Vohra are essential or necessary features of our lives. Our life would be
no life if we lack psychological features. What about our bodily features?
They are not formal features, theyare contingently related tous. Theydo
not exhibit the essence of our lives. Essence of our life is exhibited by the
psychological features. So Vohra has quite intelligently introduced the
Cartesian ghost into Wittgenstein’s philosophy. He forgot not only his
Wittgenstein but also his Ryle. May be his opposition to Ryle is shown by
converting Wittgenstein into a believer of the ghost in the machine, and
then siding with Witigenstein. But the difficulty doesnot end here. There
is a sense in which one can see Wittgenstein also in the image of Hume.
If one’s essence consists in having one or the other psychological state,
being happy or unhappy, being in pleasure or pain etc., then one is a
Humean. Vohra has interpreted Wittgenstein in such a fashion that at
one time he appears asa Cartesian and at the other asa Humean. Vohra’s
picture of Wittgenstein’s view is not very unlike Jastrow’s duck-rabbit
picture, One moment it appears as a duck’s head, and at other moment
as a rabbit’s head.*?

There simply exists no puzzle about Wittgenstein’s view. Wittgenstein
was neither a Cartesian nor a Humean. He attempted to de-psychologize
the first person psychological statements. The analysis of ‘T have a pain’
in terms of ‘There is a pain’ is an attempt in this direction.*! So also his
attempt to develop the notion of a pain-patch on the pattern of a colour-
patch is a further step in this direction.*2 What Vohra describes as the
‘formal features of our life’, Witigenstein wished to see them as the non-
formal features of the world. A toothache for Wittgenstein has the same
status as a colour-patch or a chair.

In order to show that the demand for evidence in the case of first
person psychological statements isillegitimate Vohra has quoted PI381.
He writes, ‘To the question “How do I know that this colour is red?” the

‘only answer available is: “ have learnt English”.’#? He has extended this
reasoning even to such statements as “This is a tree’ and ‘This is an
inkpot'. But one has to be careful in extending any reasoning, including
the one given by Witigenstein. Suppose someone says ‘I know this is
arsenic’, and the question is asked ‘How do you know this is arsenic?’ In
such a situation would you be happy with the response: ‘I have learnt
English’. Take another example. A witness in the court announces ‘1
know he is a murderer’. The Judge asks: ‘How do you know he is 2
murderer?’ Would the Judge be satisfied with the response of the witness:
‘I have learnt English.’ Philosophers too are like judges; they do not pass
judgements without evidence. When there is no evidence for the case,
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the case is rejected. First person psychological statements do not have
evidence, therefore, they cannot be knowledge-claims of any kind. Then
how can theyfunction asthe foundational claimsin a theory of knowiedgé
In the structure of a theory of knowledge some claims may be mor;:
primitive than the others, butall of them have to be the knowledge-claims
of some sort or the other. And a knowledge-claim is rejected not only
because it l.acks evidence, but also because it is not a socially accepted
clal“rn. AsWittgenstein remarks, ‘Ilook atan objectand say “Thatisa tree”
or “I know that that’s a tree” . . . But if all the others contradicted me
... what good would it do to me to stick to my “I know”?" 4
Consider now Vohra's references to Wittgenstein in the fourth, i.e
thelast c’hap‘ter of hiswork. This chapter has the title ‘Knowledge of (;d,;e‘l:
Persons’ which simply means the *knowledge of other minds’. Referring
towhat Vohra proposes to do in this chapter he remarks ‘I propose in this
chapter to show that there is no epistemic problem about the knowledge
of other minds, and their identity either.’*> In support of his view Vohra
has quoted Wittgenstein’s remarks on the ‘human soul’ which simply do
notsupporthisview. Consider the remarks quoted by Vohra: ‘My atﬁt{lde
towards him is an attitude towards a soul, I am not of the opinion that he
hasasoul’,and “The human body is the best picture of the human soul’.
Wittgenstein's remarks can help Vohra only if Wittgenstein’s concept of
the so_ul is equated with the ‘concept of a subject of experiences.’ In this
sense if one is acquainted with a soul one is acquainted with a subject of
experiences. But this does not help. For Wittgenstein clearly makes a
distinction between ‘attitude towards a soul’ and ‘attitude towards
someone who has a soul.” Wittgenstein’s context for the remarks on soul
hasbeen provided byreligion, notby the theory of knowledge. Sandwiched
between the two remarks on the soul quoted by Vohra are Wittgenstein’s
remarlfs onreligion. He said such thingsas ‘Religion teaches that the soul
can exist when the body has disintegrated. Now do I understand this
tea}chmg?—Of course I understand it.’*’ Thus, there is every reason to
think that when Wittgenstein refers to the soul while saying ‘My attitude
towar.ds him is an attitude towards a soul’, he has not reduced the soul to
a subject of experiences. He does not mean to say ‘My attitude towards
him is an attitude towards a subject of experiences.” Before using
Wittgenstein in support of his analysis Vohra should have shown that
Wittgenstein’s concept of the soul in this context means the subject of
experiences. If Wittgenstein’s concept of the soul, in this context does
not mean the concept of a subject of experiences, then Vohra is not
entitled to say such things as ‘“We do not attribute pains to stones, tables
and. chairs, because our attitude towards a stone and towards a’ being
having human body is different.”*® The attitude to which Wittgenstein
refers is the attitude of a religious person. His problem is not the
reduction of human beings to mere subjects of experiences, but makin
them free from this bondage. , y
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There is no doubt that Wittgenstein does consider human beings as
the subjects of experiences. And itisalso possible that th_cy co_uld be such
subjects because they are souls, or have souls. But their being souls is
independent of the fact that they are subjects of experiences. Vohra is
right when he refers to Wittgenstein saying: “We only say of a human
being and what is like one thatit thinks (1, 360) "9 Once itisestablished
that someone is a human being it is also established that he thmks. Tl}e
epistemic problem of other mindsbecomes easy to solve. But Wittgenstein
himself does not allow the problem of other minds to be solved so easily.
Consider his remark: ‘We don't say of a table and a chair that they think;
neither dowe say this of a plant, a fish, and hardly ofadog; only of human
beings. And not even of all human beings.’%® If all human beings do not
think, then the problem of other minds remains where it was. Eve_n if it
is established that someone is a human being, it hasyet to be established
that he thinks. So Wittgenstein has provided no solution to the problem
of other minds. _

The argument from analogy for the existence of other minds has been
as forcefully attacked by the philosophers of our ime as 1twas supported,
at one time. Vohra has also contributed to this attack. Itis in connection
with his attack that he has referred to Wittgenstein. He explains, ‘If L
generalize from one case only, namely, my own, then it could only be
called an irresponsible generalization’, and quotes Wlttgen,sf’tlem saying
‘How can I generalize the onecase so irresponsibly? (PI, 293).">" But tho§e
who have attacked the argument from analogy, have never succeeded in
producing abetteralternate argument. Theybring out thisveryargument,
butin around-about fashion by playing with words. Vohrais no exception.
Vohra maintains, ‘byvirtue of the training we have re.cel‘ved we know that
the other walking talking figures which have bodies similar to mine, have
minds.’82 Vohra’s steps during the training period can be explicated:

Self-Knowledge Knowledge of Others
1. Iam a walking-talking figure. Smith is a walking-talking
figure like me. ]
9. I have a body which makes walking ~ Smith basa body like me.

and talking possible. o

3. I have a mind that thinks. Smith has a mind like me.
My training in knowing about myself and others has not been very
unlike the training given to a ‘chicken-sexer’ to whon} Vohra refers for
explanation.®® A chicken-sexer knows whether a chi_ck is male or female.
Similarly I know, because of my training, thatlam different fr.om.others.
But perhaps the chick knows, without any training, that it is different
from the other chick which is a female. Could the case of a human child
be different? Have not the philosophersunnecessarily involved themselves
in weaving their theories about other minds. Perhaps their worries and
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anxieties would have been avoided if they had contacted the human-
chicks.

It is far more difficult to understand Vohra's views about personal
identity than tounderstand hisviews about other minds. While introducing
the issue of personal identity in the third chapter he gives the impression
to his readers that he is rejecting both the theories of personal identity,
the theory that advocates psychological criteria of personal identity and
the theory that advocates the use of bodily criteria for such an identity.
As he says about his project: ‘In the main I have rejected the theories
advocating the memory and bodily criteria of personal identity
respectively.”>* One may be little disturbed with this proposal. We are
acquainted only with these two criteria. If Vohra is rejecting both the
criteria, then he might be planning to introduce a third criterion,
something brand new. But Vohra’s proposal is not to increase the stock
of criteria for personal identity. His proposal is simply to withdraw both
these criteria. According to him ‘we know about ourselves and about our
identity without any theories.”®® ‘Without any theories’ means *without
any criteria’. Theories introduce criteria. For knowing ourselves and our
identity no criteria are needed.

Itis quite shocking that Vohra does not keep his words. He demolishes
all our expectations roused by him. Instead of rejecting both the criteria,
as He proposed to do, he rejects the criterion of psychological identity
and favours the criterion of bodily identity. Consider the last two
paragraphs of the last chapter of his book. His conclusive decision is
‘bodily identity can be regarded as a criterion of personal identity.’% In
support of this view he says ‘we pass judgements of identity on other
persons on the basis of similarity of bodily appearance and other
behavioural criteria.’? Hislast sentence of the chapter is ‘The technique
of knowing the identity of the other minds includes many observable
factsaboutothers,but the primaryamong them isthe bodilyappearance.’®
Is there any doubt that Vohra has supported the theory of other minds
that involves bodily identity as the criterion of personal identity? Then
what right has he to criticize those who depend on some theory or the
other for knowing the mind of othersr?

In the last I would like to say that my critical approach to Vohra’s book
should not lead one to think that his book lacks all virtues. It is full of
virtues. The mostimportantvirtue for a philosopheris clear writing. Very
few philosophers have this virtue, and Vohra is one among them. In the
preface to his book he writes, ‘In writing this book I have avoided
confusing profundity with obscurity. I have employed a clear and simple
conceptual apparatus, to present my point of view. ’59 Vohra retains this
spirit throughout the book. If he had not been clear it would have been
impossible to criticize him. Plato and Berkeley are rejected everyday, and
that is possible because what they wrote, they wrote clearly. The other
important virtue which the book possesses is awareness about the
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contemporary thinking on a given philosophical problem. Vohra has
clearly demonstrated that he is aware of the views of nearly all the
important philosophers of our age who have written on the philosophy
of mind. His scholarship cannot be doubted. So also his argumentative
ability cannot be doubted. The book is full of arguments. No attempt has
been made by Vohra to make his book thick by adding superfluous
material. He has not started with the programme of writing a thick book.
His programme was to write a good book; not necessarily a thick book.
I feel that he has succeeded in his programme. He has made us aware
about the difficulties connected with the issues of knowing one’s own
mind and the mind of others. Thus he has succeeded in performing the
job of a philosopher.
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Hyderabad SuresH CHANDRA

Why Flog a Dead Horse !
A Response to Suresh Chandra’s ‘Ashok Vohra on
Wittgenstein’s Philosophy of Mind’

Suresh Chandra could notbe more right when in the opening paragraph
of his evaluation of my book Witigensiein’s Philosophy of Mind, he states:
‘There is hardly any reaction in India on his book.” All these years I had
afeeling that the book never existed, at least for the Indian colleaguesin
the profession. Though the book was reviewed in a few philosophy
Journals abroad, none of the philosophy journals published from India
reviewed it, even though it was sent to themn by the publishers. Some well-
known Wittgenstein scholars discussed it with me, and some, including
Professor G.H. von Wright wrote detailed notes to me about it when the
book was sent to them by the publishers. Professor P.F. Strawson discussed
it with me when he was in India, but no Indian scholar except Professor
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Daya Krishna ever discussed it with me. In a country where oral tradition
isstillin vogue, and in which some people still believe thatage rather than
work and achievements should be the criterion for judging a person’s
worth, nothing more could be expected. So, when Professor Suresh
Chandra’s review of the book was brought to my notice I was rather
thrilled and my belief that all is not lost for those who have a firm faith
in the written word rather than in the oral tradition was reconfirmed.
How true itis that the Indian academiain general, and Indian philosophers
in particular, suffer from the malady of not taking appropriate cognizance
of their compatriots!

At the outset I must say that I find it extremely difficult to react to the
criticismn levelled against me by Suresh Chandra. First, because though
the book was published more than a decade ago, the work on it had
started about a dozen years before that. The book, therefore, has to be
evaluated in its own time frame. The thesis propounded or explained in
it has to be seen and examined in its context, and the style of the book
is to be evaluated keeping in view the paradigm available at the time of
its writing. Looked at from the vantage point of today we may find it
jejune and juvenile asitdoes not conform to the idiom currently in vogue
in Wittgensteinian literature. Secondly, and more importantly, my
difficulty arises from the fact that I am in agreement with what Suresh
Chandra says at most of the places in his review.

My aim in writing this book was to ‘present a concise exposition of the
Jater Wittgenstein’s philosophy of mind’. The book was not ‘intended to
be an exhaustive account of Wittgenstein’s philosophy of mind’. It was
intended ‘to be only an analytic study of its foundations’. It tried to do so
by employing ‘clear and simple conceptual apparatus’ to explain the
complex and abstruse notions used in the philosophy of mind. Its more
general aim was to dispel the belief of some readers of Wittgenstein that
he had a destructive mind and that reading his works ‘has a rather
corrosive effect in the sense that at the end ofa reading of his ideas one
is left with nothing positive’. I had most clearly and unambiguously
formulated my program for the book when I stated on p. 5: ‘In the
present study, I have tried to develop an argument to show, quite
contrary to the popular, and indeed influential, philosophical opinion,

that there is no epistemological problem of mind whatever, and that the
widespread philosophical scepticism with respect to our knowledge of
minds has no foundations at all.” To carry out my programme, as stated
in the very next sentence, ‘As a heuristic principle. . . I have throughout
followed what one might call a Wittgensteinian dictum of placingeverything
as it is undistorted before us—to create complete clarity which leads to the
complete disappearance of the philosophical problems.’ Suresh Chandra
in his review seems to have from my viewpoint very significanily, missed
this point relating to the general purpose of the book. I may even say that
he has missed the wood for the trees.
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Ger_lerally, Iwould have wholeheartedly supported Suresh Chandra i
choosing the way of the ‘purist’, rather than the way of the ‘impurist’ tim
I have actuaIIY.chosen. Butin the case of Wittgenstein one haslzo risk ‘tl;1t
danger oflooking at Wittgenstein in the image of some other philosoph 5
It has to be done iq order to understand why Wittgenstein, when Ig)ivii :
reasons f_or choos_mg. to get the book published, in hi’s preface tE
Philosophical Investigations written in January 1945, wrote:

Up to a short time ago I had really given up the i ishi
my work in my lifetime. Tt used, irz’deed, toI:I))e rev(iiiazioficl?rlrllbtlilrsil::ﬁ
time: mainly because I was obliged to learn that my results (which
I had communicated in lectures, typescripts and discussions)
variously misunderstood, more or less mangled or watered down,

were in circulation. This strun i - )
quieting it. g my vanity and I had difficulty in

One _of the questions often raised during the lifetime of Wittgenstein and
continues to be raised even today is: Who were the scholars whom
W‘lt.tgenstem.had in mind when he wrote this? And in what ways were the
misinterpreting or distorting his ideas? Witigenstein whenyasked hov)»i
many people he thoughtunderstood his philosophy, réplied: ‘Two—and
one of themis Gilbert Ryle’. (Ray Monk, TheDuty of Genius, Vintage, 1991
P 436) So much about Suresh Chandra’s charge of my beiilg an
;:rr:(ljp:;lrgitg in t{hymg dto see Wittgenstein through the eyes of Gilbert Ryle
ing the ‘identity’ i in ‘i i i
Bettch po §sophers’, ty’ of Wittgenstein ‘into the identity of so many
‘th 1,s tr'ue that, the term ‘c_ategory mistake’ is, what Suresh Chandra calls
‘ yle’s Jargon’. But he is certainly wrong when he concludes that
Wittgenstein would certainly reject this jargon’. Neither Wittgenstein
nor I would say that the sentence ‘vowel eis yellow” exhibits a catego
mistake. I am fully aware that a category mistake ‘arises when things 3
facts of one kind are presented as if they belonged to another. Someone
would make a category mistake if after being shown all the battalions and
regiments she wished to be shown the army. . . Thinking of beliefs as in
the he:?ld, or numbers as large spatial objects, or God as a person, or time
as ﬂowmg, may each be making category mistake’ (Simon Blackb,urn The
‘Oxfafrdchtfonary of Philosophy, OUP, 1994) . Suresh Chandra’s conclusion
To Vohra' the sentence ‘vowel ¢is yellow” ‘exhibits a category mistake’
has appareptly arisen from his confusing between the notion of a
category mistake and Wittgenstein’s distinction between ‘primary’ and
secondary’ sense of a word. The confusion is bound to be there when an
exemplar is taken out of its context. Wittgenstein has used the sentence
as an example for making a distinction between the primary and the
set_:ondary sense of a word. For Wittgenstein ‘Tt is only if the word has a
primary sense for you that you use it in the secondary one’. He took the
example of the sentence ‘for me vowel e is yellow’ to demonstrate the
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of aword and its ‘metapk’l(();)ilce;,}’
“metaphorical” sense 1,
e f the use of the

distinction between the sc:icondary St?;‘lrsl?)
im * sensel
se. For him ‘the secondary senseis’ “me¢ 2
Sen?lﬁ) One can explain this distinction with the help
lt)e,;rm ‘blue’ in the following propositions:

is the colour of the sky. _ -
((é; 11311: fvﬁr‘; :fcaded biue shirt that matched his pale blue eyes

) one i‘ﬁ&‘i&“&i‘é‘é‘ﬁiﬁ‘%ﬁ%‘iﬁ?‘; Sy
22; 1;1?1;1:5 jo?llalﬁzs 3?)?)?22@%10?\;5. well p}?iclil as the white collared ones.
O et bammtr 8 Effi‘if{ﬁifefar my taste.
e s e simce. he faled his exaons.

i d
d blue in the first two sentences 1s use

i e abovilzz a&ﬂ?&iﬁ‘:&gf them itisused in the secondary sel;ls;:é
e s; of a term, for example of the term blue, Cam(llod =
b iy Senwa other than by means of the idea that is intende I
e mdar\lrzf,hezeas the secondary sense of a term can be con_\rrlel)iad
bt?di?ﬁi?;l;; of various other ideas and in several ways. Wittgenstel
wi

: ’ id:
he primary sense in mind when taking the example oft hy;rlllgwmlzz rslasdOf
EI Eo?;ld not express what I want to say in any otherwayt y

the idea yellow’ (FL, 11, p. 216). To confuse 'the.p{lmarjlz oseir::e; gi 3\: lt:; ,rr?ll
ith i dary sense may amount (o (:‘ommlttmg a lg s
ke Silc'ozra.ll blunder, but it certainly is not what Ryle w2
e l(i:stake For him ‘a category mistake. . . represents t ¢ es'ér
cat_egﬁf}’ Ill)l longéd to one logical type or category {or range 0;?}8\4 o
e Tes). hen they actually belong to another (’f'” he Contc}e:p A i;
ﬁﬁgﬁ&?ﬁwlgw) One who commits a category Hclilslt;k:éns:fr e ’its
, : either in its seconda

o e llv;lnoseu;fissfofgﬁtedbythosewho arefperfectly corfnrproﬁtif;t
T epts a;t least in the situations with which they are ie , to,

:)?;tlg?t}:ystci(l)ﬁicaﬁe ,in their abstract thinking E(_)bgclil;)cate those concep
i i tbelong’ (id).
10%2110?535;?3\’ g:ftg::l?eél?;)nr&(za a solipsist c;)mmlts 'tsl:;uzhé?lc:?‘;o?rf

) i ivate’. This of course1 .
tﬁ?adng hgngusahg E;Sa::i?rc: Sasﬁl}Zsp;:vt?le conclusion ‘Not only e?rgfaivir;
e urestein committed this blunder’ is not clear,hn(c:)h et
L rgument to support his contention. If Sures 12 adies
a_d\’anced aI;IY aisg ropounding a radical thesis, for, by now 1ti :1 i
o _thﬁﬂd n thep Wittgensteinian scholarship that Wlttgens;femenﬂy
flsot?ts):;;};irtl?he theory of privacy of lalngua:ge;i _icgg;lsll};;;)\:s )
' i directly or inax
opposes any theory which either

possibility of a private language.
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Likewise, Suresh Chandra maintains that. Witigenstein rejects the
theory that ‘I’ can be the name of a person primarily because ‘it is not a
referring expression atall’. He thinks that I amwrong in maintaining that
the reason for Witigenstein’s rejection of the theory which upholds that
‘I is the name of a person is that it is primarily indexical. Quoting PI, 410
where Wittgenstein explicitly says that though indexicals like ‘I’, *here’,
and ‘this’ are not names themselves, ‘they are connected with names,
Namesare explained by means of them’. Suresh Chandra asks: “How can
they explain namesif they are just index words?’ This question reveals his
ignorance about the nature of indexicals. An indexical is ‘an expression
whose reference on an occasion is dependent upon the context: either
who utters it, or when and where it is uttered, or what object is pointed
outat the time of its utterance’. It is primarily because of the fact that the
index words have the power to refer to a person, a situation, a place, a
time, etc. that they are able to explain among other things the namesalso.

Wittgenstein had this role of indexicals in mind when in Pl 38 he said ‘it
is precisely characteristic of a name that it is defined by means of the
demonstrative expression? “That is N” (or “That is called N”). Butdowe
also give the definitions: “That is called ‘this’”, or “This is called ‘this’”?
We never do so. It is because “we call very different things ‘names’; the
word ‘name’ is used to characterize many different kinds of use of a word,
related to one another in many different ways—but the kind of use that
“This’ hasisnotamong them”’ (PJ, 38). Instead, indexicals like ‘this’, ‘T*,

‘that’, are used among other things to explain names, To say that ‘I’ or

other indexicals are not ‘referring expressions at all’ as Suresh Chandra

asserts, is to contravene an accepted usage, as well as to traverse their role

in language. Suresh Chandra has to explain as to why he considers that

T ‘is not a referring expression at all’.

It seems to me that Suresh Chandra has misunderstood the formula,
namely, ‘Observation=Having a sensation+Paying heed to it’ that I have
derived from my discussion on the logic of each of the concepts of sense-
data, sensations and observation. According to him, ‘If one attends to
one’s sensations, if he pays heed to them, then one may not pay any heed
1o the object that lies outside one’s sensations, the object that awaits
observation’. From this he concludes that ‘Obviocusly Vohra does not
mean that in order to observe something one has to attend to one’s
sensations’. The purpose of putting this equation was to highlight the
distinction between the concept of observation, that is, the content of
awareness on the other—a distinction that has too often been confused
in the philosophical discussion. How can one observe something without
¢ven having a glimpse of it? I had clearly stated this on p- 12 of my book
in the following words: ‘Thereisa contradiction, a kind of logical oddity,
involved in saying that someone was looking or peeping, at something

without having a single glimpse of it, or that someone was listening to
something without having even a single auditory sensation’. In factatany
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given instantof ime, or situation we are constantly infested with countless
visual, auditory, gustatory, olfactory, or many other kinds of organic
sensations like pains, aches, itches, etc. But we are not aware of all of
them. We are ata given instant aware only of that, or those sensations to
which we pay heed. Sometimes we may be so lost in our thoughts, or so
engagedinthe workathand thatwe may not be aware of any of them. The
formula, therefore, highlights the important role that sensations play in
observation. Even a cursory understanding of the formula shows that it
implies that relevant sensations in proper measure are a necessary
condition of observation. Thisiswhat Ryle also had in mind when he says
very clearly ‘disagreeable sensations donot help, they hinder perception.
__ Sensations, in the sense, are not usually present when perception
occurs. . . Theyare not sine qua nonsof perception’. Obviously ‘They’ here
refers to the ‘disagreeable sensations’. One may remember that an
equation, for example, in Chemistry holds good if and only if it is
balanced. An unbalanced equation does not yield a formula. So that if
any of the components of an equation are present in an improper
measure the formula is notvalid. An excess of a sensation would certainly
make the formula invalid. Had Suresh Chandra paid heed to the
beginning of the quotation from Ryle’s ‘Sensations’ cited by me on p. 18
and analyzed itin its entirety, he would not have concluded Vohra sticks
to Ryle's earlier views otherwise he would have failed to produce the
formula that he produced’. Nor would he have averred ‘Ryle would
himself reject Vohra’s formula’.

Suresh Chandra’s confusions are worst confounded in his discussion
of the second chapter of my book. His confusion arises from not
recognizing the distinction between identity and individuation which I
am at pains to explain. My saying that “the case of painsis not like physical
objects” is to be seen in the context, which once again Suresh Chandra
has missed. I assert the above statement after | have established that “the
confusion about identity lies in the mistake of thinking that the same is
same always, that the use of the word ‘ same’ isgoverned by the same fixed
rule irrespective of the context whether we may be talking of ‘coats’,
‘tables’, ‘pains’, ‘gaits’ or ‘sensations’”. Suresh Chandra has committed
the mistake to which I had pointed 2 little earlier in this reply. His
“mistake lies in not seeing the ‘same’ must always be understood not in
an-abstract and pure sense, but together with some general term such as
pain, or coat, and the criterion of identity in any particular case is
determined by the general term involved”. In the absence of a general
term the talk of the ‘same’ or ‘identical’ also does not make sense. One
may say that the general term is that which, as it were, prepares a place
for the use of words like the ‘same’ and ‘identical’ in the lJanguage game,
but then so strong is the lure of the surface grammar of words that even
a thorough Wittgensteinian like Suresh Chandra is bewitched of his
intelligence by it. It is because of this that he is unable to see that in his
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?55;3351;:1 éo Est_ablish :icolour behaves in the same fashion as a chair’;
chair, stand and fall together’, he h ‘ ,
, he to use ‘colour-patch’
and not the word colour alon isp1 g
| ¢. No one shall dispute that th
colour patches of the same or identi 3 L Tl
entical colour. But, h
there are two colours wh e e s
en one sees only one colour, say, red in b
colour-patches. The ‘genus’ i i e
: ! n both is the col
oo atcl ‘ : our, say red, and the
o :;Z?E‘:rljntil;el;)canqnﬁ{ust as generically the toothache suffered by
sons is the same though itis] di
Lires < fieren : ocated in the mouths of
' persons. It is because of the genericidenti
in the three mouths that the denti i e egm Lo dither
th entist treats them anal ly, i i
by drilling and fillin G Rt
: g, or by local application of i
administering sedatives, or b i S
, extraction of tooth H
Chandra delved into d d e colone b
epth grammar of the word ‘chair’ ‘ '
would not have argued ‘if it is i i P
‘ it is impossible for a chair h
numerically the same as a chair 1 e
over there, then itis also i i
acolour here to be numericall : R
y the same as a colour over there’. Wh
we say that the colour in two i bt the ehairs
. places is the same, we only say that th i
in two rooms are similar. The imil PG
! y are called similar only if the d
same material, have the same sha 4 e
_ R e, same colour, etc. In th
chairs we normally say that th Shai e
e two chairs are similar t
that they are replicas but in th e
¢ case of colours a i
are same, or exactly identical. i
" eSOt_rl;,n;g::cll)i, tlEiurf:i)h t;]rlllal.nc}llra has accused me of confusing ‘the bundle
e substance theory’ of mind. His conclusi i
. . sion and accusatio
are once again the result of selectivel i =
in t y choosing a statement that suits hi
to support his view and interpreting i i e read i
preting it out of its context. Had h
statement along with the statem t he would o E
ents that follow it he 1d
accused me of either ‘provin o
g that Hume was Descartes in an ise’
; that ‘ ew guise
nor would he have been ‘surprised’ and ‘shocked’ bywhathe termsga.s my

] .
unusual interpretation of Hume’s view’
= P e’s view’. The statements that follow it

On the substance theory, the reflective observer was en
: _ ory, couraged
LI;HI};I; t}(it(; l;n;:sséﬁ,n ogf ltll-lli falfable:fgﬂy self, as inhabited by a ghost?
. ghost. , the introspection th ,
fle‘used to tell us a:bout the way in which the glll)ost is sipgggc;v ?c?
1reFtly ol?sewe himselfand hisactsand statesas contrasted with the
way in whl'ch'he observes the outside world through the mediacy of
the body. it inhabits. This basic assumption of the two theoriysts
howeveris wrong, for whenwe talk of a person’s mind, we donot talki
ofa ghost in the body, or a self-luminous substance :JI‘ a theatre of
spec1al_ status incidents, but of certain ways in whi;:h some of th
(psychic) incidents of his life are ordered. ;

ChI;I;?(;n tlﬁls it should be obvious to any discerning reader that Suresh
ra has no cause to be either surprised or shocked because I am
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neither giving Descartes ‘birth with the thought form of Hume’, nor
giving a ‘new name’ to either ‘bundle theory’ or ‘substance theory’.

I do not know how Suresh Chandra arrives at the conclusion ‘By formal
features Vohrasimply means “psychological features™ . Atno stage in the
book either overtly or covertly have 1 said so. Neither can it be inferred
from any thing that 1 have said in the book. Like Wittgenstein by ‘formal
features’ 1 mean those features which are ‘beyond being justified or
unjustified; as it were, as something animal’ (OC, 359). They form ‘the
basis of action, and therefore, naturally of thought’ {OC, 411 ). They are
the foundations on which the edifice of language games stands, and are
in turn ‘not founded’ {OC, 253). They are the ‘unmoving foundation’
(0C, 211) which are so fundamental to all our activities, our form of life,
that raising questions about them ‘would seem to drag everything with it
and plunge itinto chaos’ (OC, 81). Thatl do not exclude bodily features
from the formal features is clear from the following argument advanced
by me, on p. 109 of my book, to show that we neither require pure and
exclusive bodily criterion, nor pure and exclusive memory criterion for
establishing personal identity:

_ .. some character traits, and mannerism are more suited to one
body than to the other. For example, in the prince-cobbler body
interchange case the prince’s body might include the sort of face
that just could notexpress the cobbler’s morose suspiciousness, the
cobbler’s is a face no expression of which could be taken for the
fastidious arrogance of the prince. These ‘clouds’ are not just
factual but logical. Such expression on these features might be
unthinkable.

So, I cannot be said to have ignored the bodily features from being
included in the formal features. The above should be evidence enough
to show that I have neither “introduced the Cartesian ghost into
Wittegenstein’s philosophy’, nor forgoten ‘not only my Wittgenstein
but also my Ryle’ as feared by Suresh Chandra.

In fact, I consider bodily features so important that in my discussion
of personal identity I have time and again said that bodily criterion is
crucial, though not the only criterion of asserting personal identity. Our
criterion of personal identity has to have a proper mix of behavioural
componentand memory componentinit. The contextwould determine
whatisto be called a proper mix. Itshallnotbe in tune with Wittgenstein's
spirit to lay down in advance the exact combination of bodily and memory
component of the criteria in each case. So much in reply to Suresh
Chandra's question ‘Is there any doubt that Vohra has supported the
theory of other minds that involves bodilyidentityas criterion of personal
identity?’ '

One should not forget that even in the case of ‘formal features’ of our
lives when a claim is made about their knowledge, it has to be justiﬁed by
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shom'ng tha-.t one is in a position to make the knowledge claim i

question. Wittgenstein was at pains to explain thisin On Certainty. For tllln
first person psychological statements to serve as evidence, or for.thes te
funct'lon ‘as the foundational claims in a theory of knowlf;dge’ all th:tio
f'equlred of one is to show that the person making the as’sertio s
normal’. Wittgenstein says in On Certainty 441: i

-Irf a court of law the mere assurance ‘I know. . .” on the part of
wm}e:ss would convince no one. It must be shown that hepwas in :
position to know. Even the assurance ‘I know that that’s a hand’
said while someone looked at his own hand, would not be credible,
unless we knew the circumstances in which it was said. And if we do

anMy reason for saying t_hat my having learnt English is good enough to
swer some questions like "How do I know that this colour is red?’ was
that,m such cases ‘we donot have to look for any otherreason, nor is .there
one’. This I had upheld to be applicable to all those cases where
circumstances are such ‘as it would be absurd for us to express thi
without hesitation or reservation. In all such cases although wllljat Isa iS
based on sense experience it is not known by any sort of inference Iyd S
not have any.evid.e’nce for what I say, and I could not now think of ano
i:}\]rldence algalnst it’. Apparently these conditions are not applicable t())/
the example of arsenic taken by Suresh Chandra. And in a court of law
in order to establish one’s claim one has to show that he was in a position
to know that X is a murderer. Once one is conclusively able to prIz)ve that
he was in a position to know, no further question is possible, and if it is
asked it is redundant. So, there is no question of my exl:endim:g,r carelessl
and irresponsibly the argument to each and every case. !
I must conclude by saying that I immensely enjoyed reading Suresh
Chandra’s comments. I am thankful to him for giving me an opportuni
to reopen a book which I had closed long ago. There still remainz
number of issues which though raised in the characteristic non-serious
style of Suresh Chandra, need serious consideration. I assure Suresh
Chandra that his effort will not go waste and I shall soon develop them.

University of Delhi and Indian Council of

Philosophical Research ASHOK VOHRA
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Focus

Dr Mukund Lath has drawn our attention to the following text from
Udayana's Parisuddi, where he self-consciously proclaims himself to be
an ‘adhunika’and ‘ abhinava’in contrast to Jayanta, etc. whom he considers
as jara naiyayika. It will be interesting to find as to what exactly are the
features which he considers as distinguishing him from the ‘ancients’
and which, in his view, make him as ‘édhunika’ naiyayika. He has also
made a five-fold distinction in the relation between vacya and vacaka
which needs to be paid closer attention by contemporary philosophers
in the analytical tradition,
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Siitra 1.1.4 in the Vaisesika Suutrasby Kanada has gene{ally been rfagarde_:d
as the ground for accepting the basic number of pada'rt.has mentioned in
this system. However, there is some strong evu.:len_ce which casts doubton
this and raises the question as to whether this Suira form_ed an integral
part of the original Vaisesika Suiras, as it does not occur in some of th.e
important manuscripts ascribed towell-known thinkers belor&gmg to this
school. We publish below an extract from Wilhelm Halbfass’s book (7 On
Being and What There Is, State University of New York Press, 1992, p. 75)
and would like to know what others say in this connection:

As we have noted earlier, a complete list of all six cat(?gories as well
as the term padartha itself is found only in one ’511'1gle sutra of
questionable authenticity. In the version of the Vaisesika Sutra that
forms the basis of Sanikaramisra’s commentary, Upaskara, it appears
as 1.1.4. It is missing, however, in the versions u_sed by,severa_l
apparently older commentaries, that is, Candrananda’s Vitti,
Bhattavidindra’s Vartika, and the anonymous commentary edited
by Anantalal Thakur. .
What does this mean? Is it merely a textual problem, or does it
have deeper historical significance? Does the absence of Siutral.l.4
in some versions of the text reflect a stage of development at whu;h
the list of six categories (which is taken for granted not only in
Vitsyayana's Nydyabhasya but also by Caraka and Aryadeva) had not
been finalized? The siitrasthat follow 1.1.4 prox-rlgle a systematic and
coherent presentation of substances, qualities, and motions.
Universals, particularities, and inherence are introduced later, ina
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somewhat casual and erratic fashion. Could this be an indication
that there was an earlier version of the Vaisesika that dealt only with
the first three of Prasastapada’s six categories?

* % %

The Mimamsa Sittras are generally ascribed to Jaimini. However, there is
almost incontrovertible evidence that such an ascription cannot be
sustained in the face of the counter-evidence in the Mimarmsa Sutras
themselves. We publish below an extractin this connection from an early
study of Vedanta* by Hajime Nakamura, a well-known Japanese scholar
on Indian philosophy and thought:

According to tradition, Jaimini is the author of the Mimarsa Sutra,
and this hasbeen accepted throughoutIndia. However, the Mimarnmsa
Sittra handed down to the present time was not directly written by
Jaimini himself. In this Siéra, the name of a scholar called jaimini
is mentioned five times, and for the author of the Sutra to give his
own name within a sitfra composed by himself would be unusual.
Not only that, in the Mimamsa SutraVI. 3.4, Jaimini is referred to as
the supporter of the opponents and is later rejected. Consequently,
the compiler of the Sutrais clearly different from Jaimini, and while
they respected and relied upon him as an authoritative thinker, he
did not follow Jaimini’s theories in all respects, but maintained a
critical attitude towards them. It is not clear to this day just who the
author of this Sutrais. Perhaps it was compiled as a kind of text book
on ritualistic Memdrsa learning by the Mimdrmsa scholars after the
time of Jaimini. Since in the extant Mimamsa Sutra the names of a
greatmany othersbesides Jaimini appear, it might be a compendium
of their theories. If so, one can suppose that quite a long period of
time was necessary for it to assume such a form.

* A History of Early Vedanta Philosophy, Hajime Nakamura, Motilal Banarsidass, 1983,
pp- 390-91.



Agenda for Research

Sarnkara, in his bhasya on the Brahma Sutrascriticized almostall the schools
of philosophy known in India during his time. As most of these schools
continued to flourish after Sarhkara, it is important to find their replies
to his criticism of their position. This would also show the extent of their
awareness of Samkara’s criticism as well as the period when they took
serious note about what he had said about their positions. The Buddhists,
for example, continued to flourish till aimost 1200 A.p., thatis, for almost
five hundred years after Samhkara. Yet, except for Jnafiasri Mitra (1025
A.D.) who had written a work entitled Advaitabindu which presumably
discusses Sarhkara’sargumentagainst vijignavada, no one else isgenerally
known in the tradition for having done so. Similarly, it would be
interesting to find when the Jains, the Sarhkhyans or the Vaisesikas took
note of Sarhkara’s criticism. This would give us some idea of the gradual
penetration of the awareness of Sarikara’s thought among the different
philosophical schools of India and their reactions to what he had said. It
will also be interesting to find whether the Advaitic thinkers took note of
these objections and replied to them and, if so, when? In fact, while the
debate between the Advaitins and the non-Advaitic Vedantins is fairly
well known, asisalso the debate between the Advaitinsand the Naiyayikas
after Sarhkara Misra, the debate between the Advaitins and other schools
of Indian philosophy has been given very little attention up till now. Itis
time that this gap in our information isfilled and the different dimensions
of the debate compared, evaluated and critically examined.
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Notes and Queries

It is usually held that the Naiyaylka cannot accept a sentence such as
‘ghato-ghatak’ as meaningful in a system for, according to him, any
sentence to be meaningful must give some new knowledge. However, we
have received the following statement from Professor V.N. Jha of Pune
University arguing that the Naiyayika will have to accept the sentence
‘ghato-ghatal’ as meaningful, if he wants to stick to his definition of
anyonyabhava as the latter entails the former:

The Navya Nyaya provides the definition of anyonyabhava or bheda as
follows:

RIS RGEE R ERE
EIRRIUSIEZEICH

‘A mutual absence is that absence the contra-positive of which is
delimited by the relation of identity.’
The example may be paraphrased as either

(1) T JRgife Hear-ue:
or (2) 5T whfis-SEar-1e:

Let us expand either of them:

implies that

ud ¥c:, "uc: 7 U
U< 9, Ye: 7 9

Unless thisisaccepted the definition of %% cannot be justified according

;% Nyaya. As a matter of fact, the tradition says that ¥i2: 3 ¢ Jfd, 3Te

That is what I mean when T said ghato-ghatah has to be accepted by
Navya Nyaya.

* * *

Nagarjuna, in the variousworks attributed to him, criticises the possibility
of any pramana being given to establish anything because, according to
his analyses, it is intrinsically incapable of doing do. In case it is correct,
one would expect that there would have been refutation of his position
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in the Buddhist tradition itself so that any Bu(}:lldhifst prgmfn:‘fgrsltrfh C(?;gg
i i { such refutatio
be constructed, But, little is known o B
1387 i 7 Dharmakirti a vartik on it.
ignaga wrote his Pramanasamuccaya and kirt ton i
2;%?3%)6 interesting, therefore, to find the post criucism of Nagarjuna
and compare them with those made in the Nyaya tradition.

* % *

i i i i ding the distinction
have received the following clarlﬁcatlon regar .
?)\;zveen Logos and nous in Greek philosophy from Professor Richard
Sorabji, King's College, London: i
In Greek thought, Logos is contrasted with nous fro_m Arlstg;;;
onwards. The former refers to a stelly b)}rl stlep rea(sm;lggdgzc; o
i : i hile the latter (no
which leads to an understanding w : ( ) does Dot
i ived. Nousis sometimes thought
need to do so as it has already arrive 1. Nous! ' o
it i tis considered as timeless.
asintuitive. In the Neo-Platonist r_raflmgnl . i
i i i i tific understanding. Aris
Episteme in Aristotle believes scien ' fa o
i the premises (often defin
means that episteme passes from nise o)
i initi from which inferences are
which are initially grasped by nous i : d'
i to an understanding
h Logos usually by syllogistic reasoning :
g;l;(lf)llégt'urthg attributes of the thing deﬁned}.lFolr e;aﬁ’nplse% ;(t) [::is}f;
iti i ing that it follows. )
the definition of triangle to seeing :
ggf{::lition, with other premises, that interior angles will be equal to

two right angles.
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SoM Raj Gureta, The Word Speaks to the Faustian Man, Volume 11, Motilal
Banarsidass, Delhi, 1995, pp. 535, Rs. 550.00

The volume comprises translation and interpretation of the Mundakq

Upanisad with the Samkara Bhasya and (2) the Mandikya Upanisad with
the Sawmkara Bhasya and Goudapada Karikas. This is part fulfillment ot
what the series ‘“The Word Speaks to the Faustian Man’ pledges, namely,
translation and interpretation of the Prasthanathrayi. At the outset, there
is something striking and singular about the whole enterprise—its
method, plan and purpose—which calls for attention. The Preface tells
us, this is“nota mere work of Indology butan explicit critique of modern
civilization and its myths and ideologies’. Obviously, the purpose of
Sanskrit learning has to do with emphasis on philosophical and cultural
traditions in regard to substance, method of analysis and expression.
Instead, the focus is to be shifted firmly on to the practical aspect—to
what those ancient conceptual formulations and Upanisadic wisdom
might mean in experiential terms. At the same time the ‘Bhasya’ style of
discourse is integrated into an amazing mutation, harmonizing the
ancient with the modern idiom of articulation. Yet the two polarities
remain clear without any blurring or equivocation.

There has always been a feeling that the use of western philosophical
idiom to bring out the sense of the Indian thought proves frustrating,
because of its being either inadequate or actually distorting. Here one is
delighted to see the western philosophical idiom being freely used with
the least strain to convey Upanisadic insights free of distortion or loss of
nuances. (This volume could supply some truly exquisite role-models of
that kind.) ,

The sub-title to the seriesinforms us this translation and interpretation
of the Prasthanatrayi is being offered “for the participation of the
contemporaryman’. So that ‘participation’ (¥1fd) and ‘contemporaneity’
are the guiding sign-posts. This closeness to the stuff of lived experience
is a pervasive influence and invests the discussion in vartous ways. In the
Preface, for instance, one lights upon a brilliant little vignette imaging
the Upanisadic man asa living entity relevant even for the contemporary
world. The creative centre of that civilization wasn’t either village or town
but aranyaka, forest. Man lived in a cosmos with gods as his neighbours
and beasts as his kin. This ‘purusha’ nursed in that sort of tapovana
absolutely at a peace with air, earth and sky would ‘fashion the face and
soul of civilization—this humble nonentity’.

True, that forest civilization came to be ruined as caste divorced from
the ‘dSramas’ and the renunciatory spirit turned into evil and the
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civilization got perverted. But the modern man who hasbuilthistentative
of civilized existence on rationalist basis (what he considers
rational) has need to turn to that nonentity of the erstwhile forest-polis
civilization for enrichment, even for survival. In other words, the
Upanisadic man is very much with us—alive and operative. Hence the
author’s exhortation in the Preface: ‘Let us, even at this belated hour,
learn to expand the bounds of our civilization. For our home is not the
human polis but the earth and the sky. And death. If we do not wish to
commit collective suicide, we have to learn to find a place in our midst
for these others. The Faustian man must stop his prattle and wait in
patience for the peal of the word.’
That should explain a good deal about this book’s aims and the
strategy followed. The commitment to be bringing everything as far as
possible to the testof actual experience informs the discussion throughout.
That accounts for one or two salient features of the series. There is a
natural bent towards using highlights, great inspired moments, of the
poeticarttoillustrate or thrownew light upon some abstruse metaphysical
phenomenon—to bringitwithinthe ambitof comprehension. Response
to such a piece of the literary art offers direct and immediate access to the
experience involved, cutting through abstractions, excesses of
conceptualization and discourse. Needless to say, such a practice draws
upon the profound relationship—amounting to a rich confluence that
takes place between the two, between the metaphysical and the poetic,
between poetry and religion.

Thus, crucial passages from Shakespeare’s Macbeth, King Learand The
Tempest, Wordsworth’s The Prelude, Coleridge’s Dejection: An Ode, Tolstoy’s
War and Peace, Dostoevsky's Letters from the Underground, and so on, not
only bring illumination by focussing a strong shaft of light on the point
at issue but help carry conviction by awakening and engaging our
imaginative power. In fact, the title "The Word Speaks to the Faustian
man’ itself has a direct bearing on literature. It evokes the Faustus of
legend, the tragical symbol of modern man 'squestfor limitless knowledge,
pleasure, skill and power with the inevitable cost he has to pay up for it.
Echoes of the magnificent finaleof Martowe s play with his Doctor Faustus

oised between terrestrial time and eternal damnation are in our €ars.

(‘See, see, Christ's blood streams in the firmament. One dropwould save
my soul haif a drop. . .") So also, Goethe’s final vision of Ais Faust giving
himself up to the task of reclaiming the swamp-land for humanity would
be haunting us to keep company with this book’s main thrust and
argument. ‘

This link with literature is one of the delectable features of the entire
discussion. It means, much more than merely a delectable feature super-
added. It means, such peaks of the literaryart the Faustian man can share
with his Upanisadic counterpart. This rich vein of pure gold in western
literature serves as a common ground for the two to share the poet’s

sys tem
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insights—f . .
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anthropological thinking.

The similes the Upanisads use are invitation to man to get absorbed in
the object before him. To the man of argument or of theory-laden
observation this invitation will mean bad philosophy and primitive
thinking. But to the ‘participatory’ soul who can spin out and spin in with
the spider the simile is the sacred word—the onlyway to the truth. To the
‘cogito’, detached and withdrawn, an analogy is just an instance; for a
‘participator” it 1s self-discovery, his truth and being. The commentator
visualizes a deeper basis for this kind of phenomenon. He points out that
Vedanticinsighthas discovered an interiorityin man whichis impersonal,
sense-free, and action free. The singular manner the simile functions in
an Upanisadic text owes to such an interiority and in effect testifies to it.

This feature of scriptural discourse has a wider bearing even outside
Vedantic thought. In the Buddhist text, Milindpanha, for instance, we
find the simile being credited with the same kind of power. Whenever
King Milinda (Greek General Menander who had embraced Buddhism)
finds Nagasena’s propositions or arguments unconvincing he exclaims,
‘How’s that?’ and asksfor asimile. Thuswe see him continually demanding:
‘Give me a simile; give me an illustration; give me a comparison. . .” and
so on, step by step, for a better assurance of truth that the pondering of
an analogy provides. ' ‘

I have dealt with this question of the simile at some length hoping it
might serve as a sampling to indicate the nature and value of the
intellectual stimulation one is offered here. In general, what is aimed at
is to help the modern reader to clear the hurdles that are likely to
frustrate his efforts to enter into the spirit of the ancient word that the
Upanisads represent. Mainly, the attempt is to free him of the ingrained
Cartesian-Newtonian habit of mind, and look upon the Upanisad freshly
in its own terms as a practical, realizable, living experience to-day for the
human being who is a ‘participator’. By what means is the Upanisadic
truth brought close to modern man’s feeling? A quick survey of a few such
major items is all one could touch upon here.”

Forinstance, the commentator finds occasion foritwhen, earlyon, the
Mundaka speaks of the Vedic hymns being revealed to sages, to genuine
individuals. The genuine individual is marked off from the man of the
communal herd. The sound of waters stills his thoughts and the flight of
white cranes give him their airy upleap. For him the silent pauses between
words become a harmony, a ndda. To such a one revelation may come in
words. Lest this sound absurd and sceptics scoff at it, the author narrates
his personal experience ofan incident from his biographyof his preceptor,
Sri Mangatram. He describes how once, ‘eyes closed and oblivious of the
world’, his Master sang verses for hours on end in the colloquial
traditional language of saints. He sinks into samadhi and the word peals
out into words. To his inquisitive disciples he explains that this is peal of

prakriti, the prime doer. “The voice of nature arises to mingle into its air,
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its breath. Of God-intoxication is this flow, absolute_l}.! spont:m‘eotls
and unmeditated. No thinking is involved in it, no conscious making.’

To the query of a disciple, ‘The divine speech flows out mostly in
Hindi, whereas you never learnt this language. You learnt-c.)n.ly Urdu.
The Master says, he himself was surprised, but that the vaniisin accord
with the needs of the common people. Sometimes, as in the case of the
Cosmic Purusha (J89) itisnot that easybringing the Upamsa.ldl.c experience
within modern man’s reach. To undo anthropomorphic implications
the Upanisdd denies any form to the Person (‘shining and formless is the
Person’). In any case, Upanisads can impart higher lfnowledge only to a
tranquil, innocent and passive soul. Thisisa co.ndmon and need w_hlch
receives strong emphasis through out. And since the Mundaka itself
describes the Purusha in terms of yogic postures and processes (3T
etc.) the commentator contents himself with a fairly c!etailed explication
of the functioning of the KundaliniYoga. . . And Yoga s the way that tends
to the realization of the Purusha. ‘

Sometimes—as in the case of the celebrated pair of birds on the tree
(gTgaeT &gt §E@mT) —the commentary bringshome the U'pams.adue message
directio the contemporary man, even citing afaqnhar illuminating piece
of Shakespeare in support. The tree of life is a brittle tree (the body). To
it have come to roost both mortal soul and immortal God, c0n§tant
companions, since where man is, there is also God. Man eats the fruits of
that tree whereas God tastes them not. He merely looks on. The
commentator clarifies and elaborates the little vignette. Man is a telos-
oriented creature. But pleasure (in cating the fruits of thlat tree) may
tempt him away from the telos. That’s the result of his folly in taking this
world and its business as the true Reality. And then does the commentator
quote, as a counter-blast and corrective, the famous speech of
Shakespeare’s Prospero ending with the words: “We are such sffuff/ as
dreams are made on; and our little life/Is rounded with a sleep.

One or two instances of this felicitous use of literature: to engage
contemporary interest may call for special note: For a participant soul
even the gleam of awithered leaf thatwe rample under foot, unconcerned,
may have the power to redeem us from hopelessness and despair. The
illustrative artifact cited is from Dostoevsky’s Letters from the Underground.
A man is ordered to be shot for some little ‘crime’ against the Czar. He
is tied to the post along with co-brothers of the ‘crime’. The sun going
down in the West sends but a small ray which lights up the metal cross on
the top of the tranquil high-tower of the Church, i’n front. That gleaming
cross atop the Church-tower arrests the convict’s attention. What was
there in that radiant metal gleam that could undo all his life-concerns?
That moment of God-vision is one of ecstasy that we mortals call
Sacchidananda, the realization of samata, the moment of becoming the

self. _
Similarly when the issue under consideration is whether the sage, a
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knower of Brahman, is worthy of worship, the commentator describes
what he saw with his own eyes—Sri Mangatram, his preceptor, sitting in
samadhi. ‘No familiar human expression was visible in what had the
appearance of a human face. . . It spoke of the beyond, of dimensions
utterly unfamiliar to our thought or imagination. Moments arose when
the bodyseemed to meltinto a peaceful nothingness. In that nothingness
seemed to lie the secret of our life, the meaning of our destiny.’

Lastly, one of the finest instances of an illustrative use of literature
refers to King Lear. It helps clucidate a certain aspect of the general
human condition. Our life is futurc-oriented. Tied to the past, entangled
in the present, it must move on transcending both. Tensions between
what is lost and what found generate storms. For a glimpse of these, the
commentary invites attention to ‘the great tragic masterpiece of the
western world—Shakespeare’s King Lear.’ It is also a most extensive such
reference. The entire action of the play is sensitively rendered, bringing
out the significance of each stage of the change taking place in Lear, The
impotentwrath, the heath-scenes, the onset of madness, the ‘God’s spies’
speech, and all—the whole sequence is beautifully sketched. At the end,
the commentator makes his observations on the state of mind and soul
Lear has arrived at finally. These might strike one as somewhat at
variance with the general opinion of discriminating readers and viewers
of the play.

He makes the point that, as the ‘God’s spies’ speech indicates Lear
wishes to detach himself from the world-context: ‘He would’, says the
commentator, ‘live like a God’s spy, some kind of an immortal; his
rejection of the world-context is contaminated by almost the same sin
which made him blind to human contextuality, made him believe that he
was an absolutus, a being independent of all constitutive relationships
. . . Can he, a creature of flesh, behave as if he were a detached,
unconcerned, God who could live as a bemused witness of the foolish
ways of men? Lear’s sacrifice is incomplete, hopelessly incomplete. He
has yet 1o come to terms with mortality. . . He would play the immortal
in a world of make-believe. . .’ And so, when they hang Cordelia because
she and Lear stand in their way, Lear breaks down: ‘And my poor fool is
hanged!. ..

Look there, look there (dies)’

The point is well taken. In fact, it is an imaginative affirmation of a
principle that distinguishes this work as a whole, and is implicit in earlier
remarkslike: ‘Freedom from the world does not mean detachment from
it; it means becoming onewith it.” However, in the interest of maintaining
a balanced perspective one or two considerations have to be allowed
their due weight and plausibility.

Shakespeare was after all working within the framework of western
tragedy, for one thing. And again, the kind of detachment Lear arrives
at could be looked upon as a sort of pre-condition or a step in the
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direction of the goal which has been more integral to ourculture than to

the western. . .
What is said here so far about the commentator’s effort to engage

contemporary interest in the Upanisadic experience through various’

meansapplies equally to the Mundakaand the Mandiikya. The commentary
on the latter is very much more extensive, dealing, as it does, with the
entire corpus of the Goudapada Karikason the Mandukya, numbering some
215 of them, in addition to the Samkara Bhasya. Moreover, though the

Mandukyaitselfisshort the Samkara Bhasyaand more often the Goudapada

Karikas give rise to discussions on metaphysical aspects which tend to be
spelt out at great length. To mention one such theme rather at random,
Sarhkara’s critique of the Buddhist idealistic position that there are no
external phenomena receives considerable attention. There is some
detailed argumentation on thisissue. Itisa brilliant discussion setting out
the exact position Sathkaraand Goudapada hold—what could be ‘genuine
idealism’. (The cogencyand comprehensive reach of whatis convincingly
argued here constitutes a finest achievement of this book.)

Goudapada and Sarhkara appear to accept both the Realist and the
Idealist positions—as though hunting with the hounds and running with
the hare. What resolves the clash of polarities is a kind of existential
approach to actual experience. Both Sarikara and Goudapada would
point out, ‘when you flow out to the other and the other to you, when you
live duality, then both you and the object will turn into something other
than you and other than the object. The Vedas call that something
Atman, the Self. Others may call it, if they like, shoonya or liberation. To
find the object as not the other, to love it, to flow out to it, is to die into
it. That is the genuine truth of genuine Idealism.” Whatever the mind
experiencesisanunreal appearance. When the thing isreally seen, itgets
transformed into the Self. Thus two things this lengthy critique establishes:
(1) that the Buddhist idealistic position of denying existence of external
phenomena is untenable and (2) that there is essentially no difference
between Samkara’s and Goudapada’s positions.

Western literary classics cited continue to illuminate and strengthen
an argument: A passage from Wordsworth’s Prelude brings home to us
that the fundamental truth of life is inter-subjectivity, not subjectivity.
The blessed babe nursed in the Mother’s arms sinks to sleep rocked on
her breast. he is an inmate of this active universe. ‘Along his infant veins
are interfused/Gravitation and the filial bond/Of nature that connects
him with the world’, since he is ‘one who with hissoul drinks in the feeling
of his Mother’s eyes’. And this early infusion of inter-subjectivity must last
him all his life! :

Similarly, literature’s aid is sought when the question addressed is: ‘Is
there such a thing as non-cognitive awareness?’ Cognitions are other-
oriented and not self-revelatory. A non-cognitive awareness reveals these
cognitions. Such an awareness shows itself when one steps out of one’s
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senses, thoughts and feelings in deep pain and anguish. The fitting
illustration cited here is Coleridge’s poem, Dejection: An Ode. The man is
almost undone but there is a consciousness in him that notices the entire
state of disruption with integrity. The ‘person’ is on the point of
elimination when pure consciousnessreveals the presence of the ‘witness’.
Similar is the condition of Prince Andrey from Tolstoy's War and Peacein
the passage cited next. The Prince opens his eyes after he had lain on the
battle-field unconscious, grievously wounded. He sees the lofty limitless
sky in such a way as he had never seen it before! He has had a fleeting
glimpse of the witness-consciousness—a fleeting glimpse, but redemptive.
Needless to say, such a recognition of the ‘Witness’, the &, lies at the
heart of the Upanisadic experience.

All told, here is a truly brilliant accomplishment, whatever way one
looks at it. And to think of the entire series of volumes which are in the
plan, one marvels at the sustained mental energy that must go into this
enterprise of monumental proportions. Whether it will carry conviction
to the ‘Faustian man’ who is ostensibly being addressed may be a matter
of doubt—inured as he is to the frame of mind that the relentless march
of modern civilization engenders. However, the ordinary man native to
the Vedantic soil, too, has good reason to be grateful for this largesse.

The main thrust of this enterprise will strike one as a triumph of the
creative hermeneutical imagination. In effect it offers us an enormousty
enriched understanding of the Mundaka and the Mandikya Upanisads
and, what's more, a fresh outlook on Indological studies generally..

50, Yoginagar Society, Fatehganj, Baroda-2 V.Y. KaNTAK

Cms PreBist: Buddhist Monastic Disciplines: The Sanskrit Pratimoksa
Sutras of the Mahasanghikas and Mulasarvastivadins

The main title of the book is a bit misleading. It is not a treatise on
Buddhist monastic discipline in general. Rather, it mainly presents the
(first English) translations of Sanskrit Pratimoksa texts of the
Mahasanghika and Miulasarvastivada schools. These translations are
prefaced by a brief introductory chapter on ‘The Rise of Buddhist
Monasticism’. This chapter discusses, among other things, the history of
the rise of Buddhist monasticism, description of the basic texts of Vinaya
literature, and ritualization-process of the Pratimoksa formulary.

A survey of the etymological meanings of ‘Pratimoksa’, suggested by
scholars like Rhys Davids, Oldenberg and Sukumar Dutt, prompts
Prebish to surmise that perhaps, at the beginning, the Pratimoksa had
nothing to do with offences committed by monks and their confessions.
His search for the original form of the Pratimoksa leads Prebish to verses
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26, 27 and 28 of the Digha Nikiya (which are quoted at the end of the
Mahasinghika and Mulasarvastivada Pratimoksa Siitras.) A scrutiny of
these verses, which Prebish claims to be the earliest form of the Pratimoksa,
reveals thatbefore being ritualized, the Pratimoksa formulary had hardly
anything to dowith the listing of the monastic offences, their confessions
and eventual expiation. Rather, they were, Prebish claims, concerned
mainly with the declaration of faith in Buddhist principles, on the part
of the monks, at Posadha ceremonies. At the end of the ritualizaton
—process, the name, ‘Pratimoksa’, came to be foisted on a code of
prohibitions for a monk (incorporating also the formal declaration of
faith).

Tlie author claims that a careful study of the introduction (nidana) to
the recital of Pratimoksa (by a competent elderly monk) discloses that
the Pratimoksa Sitra is a formal and artificial rendering of a certain
ritualistic formulary.

Although the elderly monk, reciting the introduction, praises the
virtue of confession and emphasizes conscious lying to be a hindrance to
the monk’s progress, he also makes it clear that the first duty of the
assembly of monks is to declare complete purity, before the start of the
Pratimoksa recitation (p. 25). The offences likely to be confessed during
the actual recitation would, then, be such as those remembered at that
time. However, such a confession is likely to be an exception. The
introduction ends with stating that there is absolution for a monk who
confesses a previously unconfessed offence (p. 25). Obviously, then, the
possibility of an offence, for which a confession would not sufﬁce foran
absolution (such as a parajika offence), is not seriously entertained at all
(p. 25). It transpires that the recitation of the Pratimoksa at a Posadha
ceremony is more a matter of formality. The occasion for the recital does
not provide any scope either for the confession of offences necessitating
immediate expulsion, or for the actual rectification of any offence
committed.

However, the ritualization of the Pratimoksa, Prebish, remarks, ‘reveals
not that ethics and morality were overlooked, but rather they
continued—recast in the formalistic mold. .." (p. 27) The Pratimoksa, in
his opinion, is not just a a monastic bond holding the sangha together as
suggested by Sukumar Dutt (p. 20), but, rather, ‘the common groupd on
which the internally enforced ethical life is manifested externally in the
community’ (p. 27). .

The book presents the author’s carefully done translations of the
Pratimoksa texts of the Mahasanghika and Mulasarvastivida sects on
facing pages to facilitate comparison. Those interested in the study of the
monastic practices of early Buddhism will find the book a helpful guide
to their scholarly enterprise. _

In spite of the obvious merits of the book, there are certain shortcomings
worth mentioning:
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The author does not offer any helpful suggestions in rendering the
accurate meanings of many a technical term. Faced with the pressure to
explain these terms, he would, at the most, simply quote the meanings
suggested by others.

(i) Let us start with the technical terms of the eight categories of
offences listed in the Pratimoksa. The eight categories are: (i) parijika
dharaas, (ii) samghavasesa dharmas (iii) aniyata dharmas, (iv)
nihsargika—payantika dharmas (v) payantika dharmas, (vi) pratidesaniya
dharmas, (vii) saiksa dharmas and (viii) adikarana—samatha dharmas.

The author gives a brief account of the kinds of offences, penalties for
committing them, and methods for resolving the charges of offences,
listed under these cight categories of dharmas. However, he does not
make anyseriousattempt to elucidate the meanings of the eight technical
terms mentioned above. It may be a fact that an attempt to provide
ctymological meanings of the technical terms will not ultimately be of
much help. Yet, it is possible that a search for the senses, which people
employing these terms actually have in mind, may prove to be helpful. In
any case, there must have been reasons for listing several items under one
category, rather than another. And a search for such reasons would have
given us some clues regarding the meanings of the technical vocabulary.
Ttisapity that the author does notgive hisindependent opinion as to how
one should interpret these terms.

(2) In stating the tenth nihsargika-payantika dharma the author
makes use of technical Sanskrit termslike ‘vaiyyavrtyakaras’ and ‘aramikas’
(p- 66), without making the slightest attempt to explain their meanings.
He merely refers to explanations of them, offered by F. Edgerton in his
Buddhist Hybrid Sanskrit Grammar and Dictionary.

Sometimes the author translates certain rules literally without trying
tosolve the apparentinconsistencyinvolved in stating the rules. Consider
for example, rules 50 and 32 belonging to the payantika dharmas. .

Rule 50 states: ‘Half-monthly bathing was declared by the Blessed One,
Except at the right time, that—is a pacattika’ (p. 54). Half-monthly
bathing would hardly suffice for a monk during the summer, and yet this
bathing rule is meant for the ‘hot season’ (p. 84).

Rule 52 states: ‘Whatever monk should give, with his own hand, hard
food or soft food to a male ascetic, female ascetic, male wanderer, or
female wanderer, that is a pacattika.” (p. 84).

It is not clear why giving food to an ascetic and a wanderer would
constitute an offence. Without additional explanatory comments, the
apparent incompatibility involved in the account of the rules thus
remains unsolved.

The author has a tendency to translate portions of texts without
attempting to bring out the proper import of these translations. This is
most noticeable in his translation of adhikarana-éamatha dharmas (pp-
106-09). The seven adhikarana—samatha dharmasare notreally monastic
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rules. They represent a system by which offences may be resolved.
However, the author does not really try to explain the methods
recommended for resolution of these offences.

He translates the first method as: ‘To a case worthy of resolution in the
presence of, we shall impart settlement in the presence of.” (p. 107). In
the short introduction to this category of adhikaraha-samatha dharma,
presented in chapter I of the book, the author explains that this method
of resolution refers to sammukhavinaya. He adds that the
‘Samathakkhandhaka’ of the Pili Vinaya explains this by the presence is
necessary for the resolution of the offence. Isitaspecial sort of individual,
and a special sort of Samgha? What does the phrase ‘in the presence of
the Dharma and the Vinaya’ actually mean here?

The second method of resolution is translated as: “To a case worthy of
settlement based on recollection, we shall impart settlement based on
recollection of” (p. 197). The reader is left in the dark as to what sort of
recollection is being talked about, and what part does such a recollection
play in any settlement.

The sixth method is translated as: “To a case worthy of settlement
which covers over, as with grass, we shall impart settlement which covers
over, aswith grass’ (p. 109). The readerisleftin the dark, again, as to what
a ‘case worthy of settlement which covers over, as with grass’, really refers
to.

The book ends with a helpful concordance table comparing the two
texts translated with other Pratimoksa texts preserved in Indic languages
and a carefully prepared bibliography.

Department of Philosophy and Religion Rita Gueta
Visva-Bharati University

SuresH SHARMA: Tribal Identity and the Modern World, United Nations
University Press/Sage Publications, 1994, pp. 215.

This book introduces us to a style of research in tribal cultures of India.
Anthropologists, the privileged interpreters of the tribal world, have
argued on issues concerning the ‘field view’ and the ‘book view’ of a
culture. Many of them claim that the ‘book view’ presents dogmatic
aphorisms rather than the empirical reality. One can say in defence that
the empirical scientism of the ‘field view’ isbanal in its utter concreteness.
Blending the two views may help integrate the entirety of historical
experience and thus a holistic view of culture. Happily, this book
embodies both the views.

For the people already familiar with the tribal situation in India, this
book will be of interest. In his Preface the author raises a number of
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relevant questions: ‘Does the survival and resilience of tribal cohesion
signify the continuing power of an archaic social substance? Should the
conceptual ground upon which the prevalent categorization and
understanding of the nature of the tribal identity is predicated be re-
examined? What constitutes the distinctive substance in the historical
texture of relationships and sensibilities, in relation to tribal identity in
India? What is the nature of reassertion of tribal identity in the modern
context? And what kind of possibilities does this reassertion make
available for a serious reconsideration of the problem of ecology and
human survival, as also the nature and role of the modern state and
modern development?’ (p. 10) Answers to these questions are admittedly
not easy. There are theoretical difficulties which the author outlines in
the first part of the book. The second part examines the implications of
the modern onslaught on the pre-colonial equations between social
cohesion and political authority.

With carefully delimited scope for enquiry, the book presents a bold
historical narrative of the tribes of central India. On the negative side, the
socially informed data on tribes are thin. Anthropologists will search in
vain a theoretically informed narrative of the evolutionary premise that
defines ‘primitive tribe’ a pre-cultural humanity. There is a connection
between history and evolution of tribal culture. The book seemingly
underestimates the challenges of evolutionary theory. Here evolutionism
has been dealt with perfunctorily and also disconnected from the
trajectory of colonialism. In complex ways, evolutionism and colonialism
are related. There is a Third Eye, the power of Christianity, which is
responsible for the near cultural genocide of the tribespeople in all parts
of the world. Social Darwinism and Christianity have been used, in one
formoranother, tojustify the colonial expansion of European civilization.
These crucial factors in the tribal identity problem the author does not
address.

The case study of shifting cultivation (pp. 139-66), which supports the
author’smain thesis, isavaluable and useful contribution toanthropology
and ecology. The 1930s controversy between Verrier Elwin and A.V.
Thakkar on the tribal practice of shifting cultivation (p. 143) has been
aptly mentioned, but not fully treated. Along side this controversy is the
even starker evidence of the colonial policy of keeping the tribes at bay.
Elwin, a Christian missionary, pleaded that the tribes must be kept in
isolation. Thakkar Bapa, a nationalist, argued that the tribes are harmo-
niously assimilated into the rest of Indian population and they must be
allowed to remain so. Elwin was glorified as a ‘tribal hero’. Archival evi-
dence demonstrates that while he showed familial love for the tribes and
respect for the freedom fighters, he was tied in best with the British Raj.

Following Will’s explanation (p. 180}, the author wants us to believe
thatin pre-colonial India there wasasharp demarcations between ‘tribal’
and ‘Hindu’ and that their antagonistic identities lead to incessant
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combat. Whatechoesin this explanation is the British policy of distancing
the. tribes from the rest of the Indian population. The introduction of
anthropology, the western colonial science of man, as a discipline in
Indian Universities and the decennial census of Indian population by
caste and tribe are glaring examples. As the British record shows, the
famous Risley, the hero of Indian anthropology, had recommended a
tripartite division of India: Hindu, Muslim, and Tribal Nations. Ironically
the post-Independence India was left with no option but to continue the
British policy of scheduling the tribal population and restricting the
tribal areas in the name of protection.

The author’s reflections on the colonial discourse show that we the
Indians have inherited a colonial mind from the British Raj. Elaboration
of this view finds in the following statement: ‘Through the long years of
struggle against colonial rule Gandhi never ceased to speak of “Tribals,
Harijansand Women” as the cardinal categories of suffering and injustice.
But even that voice, incomparable in its effectiveness when it came to
waging battle against colonial rule, seemed distant and unreal’ (p. 75).

Underlying the ‘Big Question’ in tribal identity and the modern world
is a general concern for the future of tribal communities. The modern
world recognizes the tribes as having rights to life and provides an

assumption for their gifted place in the universe. But its ceaseless chatter

seems to hide a deep hatred, the horrific side effect of social Darwinistic
thinking. Modernity is not a time concept. It refers to an ideology that
encompasses the total human life and experience, a worldview
diametrically opposed to what the traditional cultures have envisioned.
Traditionally, tribal society is a complete world, a social universe, with its
own character. Cosmologicallyit makes a ‘perfect form' defined in terms
of a self-generating, self-organizing, and self-perpetuating critical mass
coherent with the internal and external environments. Modernity
considers tribal society as a fringe of leaves—imperfect, primitive,
unchanging, undeveloped. ‘Modern man’ appears in the edifice of

Darwinian evolution. For him it is ethically right to destroy the primitive

tribal cultural structures and to ‘develop’ the ‘undeveloped’. Hence, the
question of tribal identity today, even for the ‘modernized’ tribes, is
irrelevant. Tribes may survive as a nation, not a culture. A frightening
thought indeed that a ‘perfect natural form’ of human society islost, only

a memory of destruction remains.
This book is in many respects an interesting work. It contributes to a

general understanding of how historical processes have resulted in the
unmaking of a culture and constitutes an important contribution to the
ethnohistory of the tribespeople of India. It is highly recommended for
anthropologists, political sociologists, and historians working on tribal

polity.

BAIDYANATH SARASWATI
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N.K. DEvARAJA (e(_i.), Philosophy of Religion, Indian Institute of Advanced
Study (IIAS), Shimla, in association with Indus Publishing Co., New
Delhi, 1989, pp. 107, Rs. 100.00

Thebook underreviewisan anthology of six divergentarticles concerned
with vital currently discussed problems of ‘Philosophy of Religion’: self,
self-identity, person, self-consciousness, hemeneutics, 'communai
he‘lrmony, spirituality and the like. The contributors of the papers have
tried to throw a fresh light on these perennial philosophical problems.
These articles will provide new materials for the readers to reconsider
them. Allhuman thinking is action-oriented. If our theoretical articulation
is not workable in practice that is of no use either. Therefore theory and
practice are to be reconciled.

It is unusual for a reviewer of critical bent of mind to put in written
words thoughts about stalwart scholars who are deemed to be established
original thinkers. The reason for doing this uncomfortable exercise is
primarily due to personal regards to the editor (Professor Daya Krishna).
I'will try to analyse the papers one by one with a view to exploring their
philosophical significance. The title of the book is apt because the
authors have dealtwith philosophical issues though with religious fervour.
Your reviewer does not find in the articles chiselled philosophical
analysis of the problems. However there are some articles which deserve
our appreciation for their indepth analysis. This will become clear when
I take up the papers one by one.

Professor N.K. Devaraja, the editor of the book, discusses metaphysics
ofhuman life in the ‘Introduction’ (pp. 11-15). He starts with a sweeping
statement that: ‘Man’s religio-metaphysical quest, it seems, began soon
after the dawn of civilization, expressing itself in questioning about the
nature and destiny of the self’ (emphasis added) (p. 11). Why should we
startwith the dawn of the civilization? Even earlier the questfor unravelling
the mystery of the selfand human life had been carried out by the creative
minds. So this creative probe into innermost recesses of human nature
had been in vogue since the creation of the homo sapiens on the earth.
Professor Devaraja has misconstrued that: ‘The Upanisadic sages
conceived the self as a ‘substantive entity’ or soul, that survived the death
of the body and reaped the rewards and punishments for the good and
evil deeds respectively done by it in its earthly existence in the embodied
state’ (p. 11). Here our philosophical problem is to correlate soul with
the fluxional nature of the psychiclife associated with it. Often it has been
seen that religious traditions believe that human soul in essence is
changeless, unborn and eternal. As a scholar of philosophy it is duty of
the author to reason out the issues involved there in. Instead of analyzing
the problem our author meaninglessly compares it with Hegelian view
that: ‘Hegel substituted the category of the “subject”for that of substantive
soul and ruled that philosophy occupies itself with the description or
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delineation of the life of the spirit conceived as a developing subject’ (p.
12). Such a mature thinker should have tackled the problem of the
identity of the self of its own from the Vedantic standpoint rather than
side tracking the main issue under discussion. Hegelian subject and the
Upanisadic atman are poles apart and thus incompara})le._ o
Again we will find Professor Devaraja’s tailed article: “The Humanistic
Approach to Hindu Religio-Philosophjc Thought’ (pp. 101-07). Your
reviewer fails to see eye to eye with the title and the contents of the paper
and his approach of the Upanisadic thought as humanistic. Basically
humanism was an atheistic viewpoint of human values without divinity
and transcendent Being. I do not think Jean-Paul Sartre, Marx, T.S. Eliot,
et al could be branded as humanists in this sense of the term becaqse the
transcendent Deity/Being is missing in their writings. So Indian or
Upanisadic spiritualistic thought, on the contrary, can be better termed
humanitarianism rather than humanism. In humanism the central
metaphysical nucleus is man whereas in humanitarianism there may be
divinity in the centre and human values may .reel around it. Qur author
without appreciating the transcendental phllosophlc_al'mgmﬁcance of
the Vedantic thought tries to impose western atheistic approach of
humanism on human life. _
Furthermore, Professor Devaraja fallaciously argues that the concept
of jivan-mukta in Advaita Vedanta, Sarmkhya-Yoga apd' Gita is cl;arly in
line with a humanistic philosophy oflife. fivan-muktaisliving inthisworld
but he is not ofthis world. He inwardly transcends all attachments of this-
worldliness. Here is Eternity yoked in temorality or history. How can we
call it humanistic viewpoint of life philosophy? This argument will not
work that: ‘liberation can be worked out and attained only by human
beings, neither by lower animals nor yet by gods’ (_p. 1.06). And if we gct
deeper into the Hindu doctrine of mukii/moksa, it will be revealed by
implication that human self (atman) is also e{nanc.lpated from personal
Deity (Ishvara). Personal Deity is a hypostesized intellectual construct
symbolizing the transcendent Being. He disappears as soon as mukti is
attained. In Indian Tradition Personal Deity does not have an ontological
reality as we find in the Semitic Traditions. o
It is a fantastic interpretation that: ‘Upanisadic ,Ve:d_ar?tlc_ outlook'on
life is frankly individualistic’ (p. 107). Therole of the sanyasinsin the society
is that of an altruist and he is out for the emancipation of the alt and
sundry. He is a self-realized man living in the society with d:sl'nte_res.ted
involvementfor the emancipation of the living beings. So l‘rlumamtanan{sm
in the Indian tradition is qualitatively distinctand hasawider connotation
in comparison with the European atheistic movement of humanism.
FirstDebabrataSinha’s paper, ‘ToWardsaPhilosoph1§al¢‘}nthr0pology
From A Vedantic Perspective: A Hermeneutic Explo'ratl_on (pp-1 7—452) .
isanicelyarticulated one. Itstarts with Max Scheler’s significant quotation

from his work, ‘The Place of Man in The Universe’, indicating man’s .
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capacity to surpass himself the world, As compared to lower species man
has an inherent force to go beyond himself. Thus this faculty of self-
transcendence is a distinctive nrge of theoretical articulation through
words or language to resolve practical problems. This is the essence of
Indian thought of man’s capacity for self-transcendence. It echoes Max
Scheler’s ‘contemporary philosophical anthropology, repeats the western
accounton the human being as a person’s creative drive’ (Karl Jaspers).

This is the main reason that man has been privileged to attain moksa.
This serves as a basis for anthropological inquiries. It is said that no
serious conceptual attempt has been made to study man asaunity of body
and soul. But the Bhakti cult of India in the medieval period, initiated by
the Tamil Siddhas (ninth century), the body has been treated as a boat
for realization of moksa. Human personistreated as a microcosm ( pinda)
reflecting the macrocosm (Brahmanda). It is an ‘attempt to place the
human being in the hierarchy of living beings of the physico-biclogical
order, to relate human reality to the order of realities and events in the
larger world’ (p. 19). Culmination of the development of consciousness
in cosmic consciousness yoked in historicity is human life’s development
(mukti). On the other hand, the Vedantic perspective treats human body
as mayd (illasory). It is an abstract perspective transcended from the
temporal world (jagat).

The second section ( Methodological Prolegomena to a Hermeneutic
Self-understanding Across Philosophical Cultures) (p. 20) deals with
subjective understanding of human self. In this article Sinha correctly
says hermencutical understanding is a ‘way of interpretive understanding
its originary insights. . . .’ (p. 20). The process of accumulating historical
consciousnessadds new dimensions. Indian scholastic tradition of Sanskrit
pandits always look from insider’s view, i.e., ‘repetition rather than an
historical understanding’ (p. 21). Itisa prerequisite of hermeneutics of
internalization of interpersonal subjectivity. Development of
consciousness projects itself in the external world as well. Hence pristine
insights are to be understood alongwith accredited histcrical
consciousness developed through the tradition.

In Greek thought man is mortal and temporal, and has no link with
Eternity. He cannot transcend this-worldliness. Nietzsche gotthisidea of
tragic view of human life from the Greeks (see, The Birth of Tragedy). On
the other hand, Indian concept of self-transcendence is a redeeming
feature of optimistic and dynamic view of human life. This is the spirit of
human life in Indian philosophy.

Nextsection (III) isabout ‘Contemporary Philosophical Anthropology’
leading to, ‘.. . search for the essence of the human being’. Qur author
is fully justified to assert that, ‘the fundamental phenomenon of human
existence and. . . the human condition seek to emphasize that human
existence is never an entity in itself’ (p. 27). Tt is subjective and fluxional
in nature. For this reason Martin Heidegger places his Being in time. But
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basic problem is: How to reconcile ‘human subjectivity vis-a-vis the
transcendental ego of Husserlean phenomenology’ (p. 28). This is a
perennial problem of philosophy in which man is a bridge between
transcendental Self. (Eternity) and this-worldly self. Section IV is an
abortive attempt to encompass Eternity and temporality within the
Vedintic model of cit-centricity. In the fifth section we find break through
towardsa hermeneutic anthropology in the Vedantic aimanicperspective.
Here maya, avidya and ajiidnaare negative categories. Their hermeneutical
significance is taken up. Our author has correctly pointed out that,
‘ auidya is not attributed to any extraneous “transcendent” source other
than the immanental life of consciousness’ (p. 38). It requires new
hermeneutical methodological framework of conceptual scheme. From
this standpoint new thematic structure of ‘anoetic principle of avidyais
projected through an eidetic description-cum-analysis of consciousness’
(p- 38). Pure consciousness (aiman) is ‘noetically-eidetically transparent’
(p. 39). From epistemic and praxeological standpoints faktiasa dynamic
principle is not only conative manifestation of Brahman (Siva). It has
twofold dimensions—cognition and volition. This pure cognitive-will is
the real visa tergoof human dynamism. Thisis how consciousness through
volition is to be embedded in temporality. I enjoyed reading this paper.
Let me hope the readers will also have the same experience when they
go through it with meditative concentration.

Next we have Jim Stone’s paper ‘Parfit and The Buddha: Why There
are no People’ (pp. 43-58). It draws our attention on the ontological
status of person. Itraises a question: Is person only body and mind? Derek
Parfit is of the view that: ‘persons are not something extra’ (p.43). Then
the question arises: What is the identity of the person? Parfit takes the
position of reductionism and explains it with phenomenological
experience. The author argues from the point of view of elimination
which is a form of reasonable choice. Again in the Part ITI he shows that
‘Reductionismisincoherent: either personsare extraor there aren’tany.
There is no middle ground’ (p. 44).

In Part I he takes up the problem of personal identity and makes a
distinction between heap and structure. For him ‘people are psychological
structures, not heaps’ (p. 46). His spectrum argument concludes that
‘personalidentity is inderminate supports Eliminatism. .." (p. 47).There
is no such an eternal substratum or substance which can be called
personal identity symbolizing self (‘T).

Part 11 raises a vital philosophical question: Is identity relationship of
the person synchronic or diachronic? The underlying ontic identity is
synchronic or similarity. There is no connectedness of psychological
events. Hence reductionism in all forms is false. Continuity is to be
identical and not duplicate. In the fluxional nature of the personal
identical duplication isa mustin formsand the essence remains identical.

In the concluding Part (IV) our author has taken a stand that: “There
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;; n::hhar;ldy middle groupd between Realism and Fliminativism’ (p- 55)
e ;nceL}IE:gI:n ;&;I:;eo f}:"a?t)?hld be caéled ‘a metaphysical fiction of
c. € created person isa nafura natura
’}lnqirsqnahty of the’ego has unity of persI;:)sting series of divelzzats%aTt}alse
hese stages can either be vertical or horizontal or both at a time 'lgh' .
1sinward journey of the self to realize the eternal through e:gtern:alizﬁtiols
g} l;i:;oarr};;;l;?;? p;:jla‘.es aPlatonic and Upanisadic philosophical qu&stiolrl1
y. flow s person one and many? Thi
perennia_l debate of Hi};aclitus, Buddha a;ti’c.l TS;E;I}_‘;L:E: pti)m)f':hcel
pﬁrsgnallty of the self. Is the person beyond brain, body and ps cl?o—
physical entity? On the whole the paper is thought-provoki ond i
nicely argued. P e
D.]?Troijessor S.G. Tul'pule’s paper, ‘The Genesis and Nature of the
ivine’ (pp. 59-71), is about the divine Name. The divine Name a
process of constant identification is called ‘némasimrana’. The clivifui:l
Name also symbolizes the ontological ‘isness’ of non-dual ‘Reali Iti
centralin all religious traditions. The paper is an exegetical ex lot}r;tio X
with no philosophical and critical analysis of the conceptof Narlzle whicﬁ
could pl_“obe into its significance from mystical meaning of the term. Th
author is concerned more with history of Name rather than vexl"tica?
hermenqucgl devel_opment; of the selfand understanding of conceptof
Name There 1sno evidence in the paper thatmay explain its philosophical
Impllcatm}rls In quest of reality and mysteries of human lifep Our
Ehllosophlcal questions are: What is spiritual life? What is the a;im of
ngx?jn hfe?_HoW can humar_l ego be transformed into a realized self?
i, O€s namasimrana fu.m..cuon on man'’s consciousness? Is the sense of
}lman.hfe.ln Indian tradition tragic or optimistic? This type of analytical
dlsc_u__ssmn islacking in the paper. There is more of religiosity rathery;h
a CII_‘;UCB};I attegnpt on the topic. : .
ugn van Skyhawk’s paper, ‘The Heart of Religion: :
on the Relations Between Religious Communitiis?,nsis,s ;]nﬁt;?:;llilgh;;
God and moral imperative for the unity of man (pp. 73-88) I;{)th
exoteric and esoteric, or inward or outward approachesin Hinduism and
Islam self—su_rrez_nder of the individual will to the Divine Wiil lay emphasis
pnth_e eradlanOn oyf ‘the ahankara is the cause of the consciousnpess of
‘1:11'; Vlc::ittljl;allemstence (p. 79).‘ This paper will be of great interest to the
i alexegetesas no serious philosophical issues have been touched
The last paper, ‘Religion, Virtue and Spirituality’ -
Ag}’a_wal expounds final goal of freedorg and patih&r)a};r. ?2 t?l?e) gbgani
re1_1g10ns_. In this scheme of the religious traditions we find that ‘virtue
spl}"lFuallt_y and religion are linked together’ (p. 90). The goal of ali
1r'ci:hglons is free‘dom of the self. Jains have ascetic or self-mortific view of
ife and Buddhists advocate middle-path. The goal of moral life is wider
than the goal of a religion. This way leads to a ‘somewhat paradoxical
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situation’ (p. 91) between egoism and altruism. This is an apparent
paradox, but itis resolved when one’s egoity (ahankara) is dissolved into
interests for others. This idea has been dealt with in length by Indian
religions. Our author hasshown utter ignorance about the core problems
of humnan existential conditions. It was duty of the editor to point outin
itin the form of footnotes. This glaring lapse on the part of the author
minimizes significance of the paper.

Spiritual and religious aspects of faith are different. To be religious is
not necessarily ethical and spiritual. Priest or devout devotee is religious
outwardly butinwardly he may lack spirituality and morality in deeds. So
morality taken in its true spirit culminates in spirituality, i.e., freedom of
the self which is its intrinsic ontic value. Hence religious aspect of faith
is ritualistic and formalistic, and spiritualistic one is genuine and
intrinsically good. The author has not clearly shown sharp distinction in
the concluding remarks on p. 91. He leaves the problem as a problem
without making a least attempt to resolve or dissolve it. ,

In the section ‘The Structure of Religion’ (p. 93) faith, worship and
obedience are taken as key-terms. This term isa prerequisite for personal
deity. The author has correcily pointed out: ‘. . . religion requires is not
necessarilyGod butabeliefina transcendental realitywhich is considered
as sacred and which somehow contains in itself the clue to the mysteries
of existence’ (p. 93). When the mystery is unravelled, the hypothesized
personal Deity disappears. This is how 1 think about the essence of all
genuine religions. In Buddhism and Jainism there isno such a personal
Deity. Hence in these traditions emphasis is on meditation (samadhi) and
concentration (dhyana) and austerity (tapas). Sikhism choosesaviamedia
between the theistic and non-theistic spiritual traditions.

In Hinduism when there is no intermediary charismatic personality
God incarnates Himself and reveals in words and deeds the true values
and ideals for the mankind. Sometimes a sacred literature is deliberately
turned into a revealed religion. The author did not discuss the nature of
Semitic revelation (wahy) and the Indian concept ofrevelation {$ruti). Both
have different natires, origins and functions. The author has uncritically
assumed prophethood and avtaraas equivalent and identical concepts.
To my mind it is a category mistake. Both the concepts have different
roles to perform in their respective religiousstructures. Here the author’s
observation is of a layman rather than of a critical and analytical thinker.

Our author points out that: *. . . 1 am not denying that a religion can
exist without any conception of God or 2 transcendent reality’ (p.94). 1
think God or transcendent reality is a mental or rationally articulated
constructbyman’s creativity tograpple with existential human conditions.
When the problems are dissolved in theory and praxis, their spiritual
constructs are done away with. In the Semitic traditions personal Deity as
a transcendent personal Being always remains the ‘Holy Othgr’, but in
Indian traditions the self (jiva-atman) and the personal Deity {Isvara) arc
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dissolved into the primordial Formless Unity (B
should have drawn outsuch avital distinction bznfvezcxlxht?:)(iﬁ)t.hce)tl:‘;;ltlithor
: Lastl),(.the, author concludes that: ‘religion is the means, s irit:ualiO e

the end’ (p. 96). What is that spirituality? Our answer is: It’is}ihe Holty "
the $acred. This transcendental reality is the ground of the phenomeynoi
reality. The spirituality of human life consists in somehow going be onil
thf: .phe‘nor.nenal world. The author has correctly pointed outyth
spirituality is not a transcendental metaphysical reality but a state 2;
Fmancnp_ated consciousness from suffering and realization of self’

ongologlcal status of this freedom’ (p. 97). Spiritual freedom culminat ;
g; v111‘tge of selflessness. ‘In virtue there is a transcendence of the self’ (1‘:3)S
tru)é ll;‘sréttl;rl;fire, one’s interests and others’ interests are reconciled in
‘ On the whole, the book contains wisdom of the renown i
in the field of Philosophy of Religion. The present anthoigg 2?:3?:: l‘i
topics will definitely draw attention of the serious renders to dev ]Il
their deeper interest in the religious issues. =

NIRBHAT SINGH

\



Obituary Notes

Surendra Sheodas Barlingay
20 July 1919-19 December 1997

The death of Dr Surendra Sheodas Barlingay, Emeritus Professor of the
University of Pune, on 19 December 1997, brought to a close a
distinguished career of varied interests and removed from our midst a
very lively personality whose impress has been left on several spheres of
activity in philosophy, education, politics, literature and culture. He died
at the age of seventy-eight leaving behind a formidable corpus of
philosophical writings, a large institutional network which he had set up
in the field of education and above all, innumerable colleagues and
pupils from almost every part of this vast country.

He was born in a leading and noble family from Nagpur. His father,
an advocate of high repute, was also a renowned scholar of Sanskrit by
virtue of his being a Mahamahopadhyaya. Professor Barlingay’'s elder
brother, Dr W.S. Barlingay was a Cambridge-trained philosopher and a
student of G.E. Moore and C.D. Broad. Instead of pursuing their
professional careers both Professor Barlingay and his brother responded
to a call given by Mahatma Gandhi and took active part in the freedom
movement. In the charged atmosphere of the 1942 movementand under
the influence of his father and brother, Professor Barlingay soon became
an activist in social and political spheres. The period between 1942 and
1945 was the most active phase of his life and was of a vital significance
for him. During this period he came in contact with such national leaders
as Achyut Patwardhan, Dr Ram Manohar Lohia, Jaiprakash Narayan and
Yusuf Meherali. They were not merely agitators but thinkers in their own
right. Discussions with these scholars, as Barlingay has acknowledged,
helped him to understand the theoretical and practical sides of our social
problems.

Amidst the thick of political activities, Barlingay’s career in philosophy
began with his fellowship at the erstwhile Indian Institute of Philosophy
at Amalner. There he came in contact with Dr Ras Vihari Das, Professor
G.R. Malkani, Professor D.Y. Deshpande and Professor Chandrodaya
Bhattacharya. To some extent, the fellowship period at Amalner served
as foundation for his philosophical studies. His professional life as a
teacher of philosophy dates back to a lecturership at Raipur during 1645
and 1948. But even during this short-term assignment he could start a
weekly called Inguilab and run it successfully for some years. But the
turning pointin hisacademic career came when he metSwami Ramanand
Tirth, a great freedom fighter who was then the President of the
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Hyderabad State Congress. At his behest, Barlingay left Raipur and went
to Hyderabad to establish a network of educational institutions spread
over the former state of Hyderabad. He served as founder Principal of
these institutions. The centre of his activities during this period was
Nanded. Amidst these activities of institution building and participation
in the Hyderabad freedom movement Barlingay wrote his doctoral
dissertation on the ‘Concept of Change’ for which Nagpur University
awarded him PRD Tn 1956. In the same year he left Nanded and went to
England for his post-doctoral studies under Gilbert Ryle. Barlingay’s
acquaintance with P.T. Geach, Anscombe, Dummett, Austin, Cohen,
Neil and Mrs Neil, Hao Wang and others, changed his style of
philosophizing. During the same period, anumber of logicians of repute
were in England as visiting professors whose lectures proved to be
extremely beneficial for Barlingay to develop his own understanding of
diverse branches of logic such as predicate logic, axiomatic theory,
theory of sets, modal and many-valued logic and intuitionist logic. His
convivium with Brower and Stall centred round the two principal strands
in logic, namely, formalism and intuitionism. It is with this equipmentin
various branches of western logic alongwith his training in Indian logic
especially in Nyaya and Navya-Nyaya which he had received from Shri.
N.S. Rajgopal Tatachari and D.T. Tatachari in Tirupati where on his
return from England he served in S.V. University as Reader, that he could
write his first major work A Modern Introduction to Indian Logicwhile he was
in Zagreb in 1962 as Professor of Indian Philosophy. In 1964 he joined
Delhi Universityas Reader and Head. With the help of Professor Amartya
Sen he introduced a course in Philosophy of Science, probably for the
first time in this country. In 1968, Professor Barlingay went to the
University of Western Australia as avisiting Professor and remained there
till 1970. He joined Poona University in that very year and stayed till he
retired in 1980. His presence in Poona University is marked by many
achievements, two of which are well-known—the establishment of three
journals—/Indian Philosophical Quarierly, Paramarsha in Marathi and in
Hindi, and also the creation of a post of a Nyaya Pandit. The community
of philosophersin India will always remain grateful to him for establishing
these journals at a time when there was hardly any journal for publishing
scholarly articles.

Another significant event in his life after retirement from Poona
University was his appointment as the Chairman of the State Board of
Literature of Culture, Government of Maharashtra. During his seven
years’ chairmanship he introduced many new schemes especially for
poets and writers from the weaker sections of our society. Many schemes
which he hasintroduced triggered off controversies and invited criticism
from the press. In retrospect, however, the merit of these schemes is
slowly but definitely being recognized.

Since 1988 Professor Barlingay remained mainly in Pune and finalized
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many of his research projects and other writings under the auspices of
various fellowships from the Indian Council of Historical Research and
Indian Council of Philosophical Research. He was remarkably productive
and despite his ailing health he was active till the last day of his life. In
1995 he had organized a World Philosophers Meetin Pune, which was an
event to be remembered. His last official assignment was as a volume
editor for a%lume on ‘Indian Aesthetics’ which he was preparing for the
Project on History of Indian Science, Philosophy and Culture.

Professor Barlingay was among the few contemporary Indian
philosophers who have earned almost every honour of excellence in
philosophy. He will be remembered by his many friends not only for his
institution-building, his intellectual gifts, his kindness and his personal
courage, but also for his zest. To those who had the privilege of working -
with him, his outstanding qualities were his charm of manner, his
initiation and readyreception of newideas, and the great encouragement
he gave on every occasion to younger men, particularly when difficulties
arose. It is for the future generations of philosophers to critically assess
his contributions to philosophy; but for his contemporaries, and members
of his family, it is a personal loss of a genuine human being.

University of Pune SHARAD DESHPANDE

Professor Surendra S. Barlingay:
philosopher, visionary and activist

In the passing away of Professor Surendra Barlingay, the world of
philosophy has lost an eminent thinker and creative interpreter of
Indian tradition and culture, the academia lost a dynamic organizer, and
generations of students lost a teacher, guide and philosopher. Amiable
and affectionate by nature, he was a maverick thinker who came to be
known for his refreshingly original ideas and for the rich contribution
that he made to philosophical thinking in the recent times. Barlingay
combined in him the dynamism of a social activist, the vision of a
institution-maker, and the vibrancy of an articulate thinker for whom
philosophywas both a passion and a way of life. A robust sense of humour
and a motherly compassion that he felt for everyone around him lent to
his personality almostan irresistible charm. Like a collosus he dominated
the Indian philosophical scene for nearly the last four decades. During
this period, he taught, lectured, organized academic events, presided
over research and academic bodies, founded colleges and research
institutes, edited two important philosophical journals in India, and
worked for setting up the Peace University at Alandi in Maharashtra, in
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collaboration with MAEER’s M.I.T, Pune. His philosophical writings will
be a beacon of light to thinkers and scholars in the times to come.
Surendra Barlingay spent his early years in Nagpur. In 1928, when the
Simon Commission visited India, as a nine-year-old boy he took off his
cap and threw it into the bonfire of foreign goods. Soon, he started
wearing khadi and was drawn into the vortex of the freedom movement
for the country. In the early 40s, as a great upsurge of patriotic feeling ran
through the length and breadth of the country he joined the students
movementand later became Secretary of All India Students’ Conference
(Nagpur session). Earlier, as a young boy of 15 he had been arres_ted by
the reserved mounted police for distributing the Congress b_ulletm a_nd
was dragged to police custody like a dead dog. In 1942, he was in the thick
ofthe Quit India movement and remained mostly underground till 1943.
On one occasion he escaped immediately after being arrested by the
police. A recipient of the Freedom Fighter’s pension, he felt more proud
of this token of recognition than for all the accolades and honours he had
received for his contribution to philosophy. : .
Castin the mould of a Renaissance man, Professor Barlingay had wide-
ranging interests and delved deep into many areas of knqwlfedge. He
swept aside the narrow demarcation lines of academic specialization in
his dogged search for the linkages and the underlying thrf:'ad of unity
among the various disciplines. No arm-chair thinker in the ivory tower,
he drew enormously from his own experiences in life which he l}veq in
its myriad fullness. He was as much at ease with the front-runner scientists
as with, say, a group of grassroot political workers or social activists. He
could befriend anyone with stunning ease. _
Communicating with others was, for Barlingay, a way of attuning
himself to the process of social dynamics. He Jaid great store by human
communication as he believed it to be the antidote to a fractured world
where each individual remains alienated from the others. In his writings
on social and political philosophy, he drew a distinction between whathe
termed as the cosmocentric world and the anthropocentric world such
that the latter was treated as‘a construct over’ the former, the underlying
idea being that it is possible to build a ‘human world" only tht:ough
human intervention. An ardent believer in the Sarvodaya model of Vinoba
Bhave, he pointed to the great promise it held for leading us toward a
world where ‘man becomes aware of himself and becomes aware of
others as equal to him’. His own vision of ‘One World’ was closely linked
with the idea of community-living which he thought could be ushered in
by the process of decentralization at different levels. .
Complementary to such a conception of human society, Barlingay
developed on the idea of human freedom which, on his view, shouid not
be related with or to the individual or society in exclusion from each
other. Instead, the concept of freedom should be understood in the
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contextof the ‘individual-in-a-society’ so that ‘freedom’ and ‘duty’ would
be regarded as two sides of the same coin,

Professor Barlingay’s deep convictions about life, world, and human
action had much to do with the rough and tumble he went through in the
formative years of his life. His own conception of philosophy was closely
linked with the need for having a two-way process which involves doing
action on the basis of reflections and doing philosophy in relation to such
action. Philosophy, for him, ‘would be theorization of what man does, for
man is nothing but a gestalt of his actions—self-conscious actions and a
critique of his actions’. Philosophy without action would have no
significance just as human action without philosophic reflection would
cease to have its creative orientation.

Viewed from such a perspective there should be no antagonism
between a-life of action and a life of reflection. Following along these
lines, Barlingay succeeded in no small measure in pulling academic
philosophy from out of the narrow confines of the class-room and library
in order to focus on its wide ramifications in vairous spheres of life and
activity. He often lamented the lack of awareness among academics and
othersas to the proper role of philosophy which, according to him, is that
of setting the agenda for social reconstruction. Instead, philosophy is
confused with theology, religion, and mysticism because of which it is
often treated with contempt and scorn.

In his presidential address at the Indian Philosophical Congress
(Madras session, 1979) he made a carping criticism of attempts to
marginalize the role of philosophic pursuit: ‘They do not understand
that philosophy is the very life-blood of man, that it penetrates every
action of man, that it cannot be separated from him’. Even the social ills
of corruption, lack of concern for others, and immorality in public life
can be tackled on a sound footing by encouraging an attitude of self-
criticism and reflective self-consciousness. Barlingay’s writings on these
issues breathe his firm conviction that philosophy should not be divorced
from life of action as the two play a complementary role to each other.

Deeply grounded as he was both in Indian and western traditions,
Professor Barlingay wielded his logical tools unsparingly while revisiting
many of the important philosophical issues and concepts. He believed
that many of the problematic issues that one finds in Indian or western
philosophical traditions owe their genesis to a confusion between the
linguistic substantive and the physical substantive. According to him, a
proper way to deal with such matters would be to understand the divide
between what he termed as ‘distinguishables’ and ‘separables’. The
notion of separability is intelligible only in the context of things and
physical existents. When a thing is divided into two or more parts each
of these may exist separately as a physical entity. This would not be so if
we are dealing with logical abstractions. What is distinguishable in
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thoughtneed notnecessarily be divisible as, and into, physical substantives.
Barlingay argued that when Bertrand Russell and others talked about
‘sense-data’ it was, as a linguistic substantive, only distinguishable and not
separable from physical things and therefore, to look for sense-data as
physical entities would be really to confuse between the two different
categories.

In a similar vein, he held that Space and Time are not separable from
things but are only distinguishable from them. The argument was
extended to refute the Vaisesikaview that space and time are independent
substances. The Nydya position on Dravya and Guzna also came under
similar scrutiny. It was Barlingay’s view that a proper appreciation of the
logical divide between ‘distinguishables’ and ‘separables’ could be used
with advantage for understanding many of the problems and paradoxes
that have regularly ensnared philosophers in different times and climes.

With an abiding interest in the search for the roots of Indian tradition
and culture, Barlingay worked toward developing an integrated vision
which would combine the logico-epistemological, ethical and aesthetic
aspects of Indian thought. His monumental work on logic, A Modern
Introduction to Indian Logic, was the first step in this direction which drew
wide critical acclaim from scholars and thinkers. The second in this
series, A Modern Introduction to Indian Ethics, came out about a year ago.
And before his death last month, he was still busy giving the final touches
to his manuscript on Indian aesthetics which was to be the last of the trio
in series. His other importantbooks on philosophyinclude Beliefs, Reasons,
and Reflections; Poverty, Power, Progress; A Critical Survey of Western Philosophy
(From Bacon to Kant) ; Kala aur Saundarya (in Hindi); Tarka Rekha (in Hindi);
and, Saundary Tatwa aur Kavya Siddhant (in Hindi). He also published
several novels and short stories in Marathi.

During his long career as a professional philosopher, Barlingay taught

at several Indian and foreign universities and visited Europe, America
and the Far East in that connection on many oc¢asions. On his return
from Oxford in 1959, he taught for some time atS.V. University, Tirupati,
from where he moved to Delhi University in mid 60s, and finally joined
Poona University in 1980. In between he held visiting assignments at
University of Zagrev (Yugoslavia), and Western Australia University. He
remained associated with Poona University till the end as Professor Emeritus.
" Apart from all his academic achievements what stood out prominently
was a strong sense of commitment that Barlingay felt towards certain
cherished ideals. As a social visionary, he could see beyond his time. And
the idea of ‘One World’ was perhaps at the centre of such a vision: ‘Tt is
not the concept of one physical world but the concept of one human
world. This can be achieved only when man becomes aware of himself
and becomes aware of others as equal to him'.

The last few years of his life were taken up by his pursuit of working out
the theoretical structure of such a world. For the same reason, the idea
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of setting up of the World Peace University at Alandi (Maharashtra)
remained so dear 1o him and he worked ceaselessly for the achievement
of this objective in association with a well-known educational institute of
high profile: MAEER’s M.L.T.

All those who had the opportunity to come close to him would
naturally feel a void now. Barlingay was a source of inspiration to many.
For them his following words carry the most important message: ‘Man is

now alienated from himself. He is lost. We may talk of values but even

values have become external to us. We have forgotten that man is the
source and the measure ofall values. Letit dawn on us that we have tofind
out this lost man. Philosophy is a search for this man’.

Depariment of Philosophy, University of Delhi RanjaN K. GHosH
(former Director, ICPR, New Delhi)
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a
LR
F 4
Qﬁ € 1 (long}

# '5°J (NB. long & and 5 are for the
particular syllables in Dravidic
languages.)

= r and notri; (long 3, which rarely
figures, may be rendered as 1)

Nasals

Anusvira

() mandnotm
anundsikas

S. o

4 &

W &3 (or na as the case may be)

4

Hard aspirate
Visarga

¢) b

Consonants

Palatals

¥ caand notcha
¥ cha and not chha

Linguals

T @

ZI At
€ da

%  dhaand notlha
Sibilanzs

T Sa

W sa

L3} 54
Unclassified
B 8

#  ksaand not ksha
¥ jiia and not djfia
¥ Irandnotln
General Examples
ksamé and notkshama, jiiana and not
djfiana, Krsna and not Krishna, sucdru
chatra and not suchdru chhatra eic.
etc., gadha and not galha or garha,
{except in Hindi)
Dravidic (conjuncts and specific)
characters
ar ]
Y1
& n
T
Examples
1lan-Gautaman, Cola {and not Chola),

M rrovamilteilam, MErm e

Bliscellaneons
Where the second vowel in juxtaposidon &
clearly pronounced:
e.g. jonaiand not janal
Seiina ard 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. digaba and not dagaba
veve or véve and not vev

Quotations from old Indian sources
involving Jong passages, complete verses eic.,
should be rendered in Nagari script.
(The western writers, however, may render
these in Roman script if they wish; these will
be re-rendered in Nagari if necessary, by the
editors.) Sanskrit quotations rendered in
Roman are o be transliterated with sandhi-
viecheda (disjoining), following the
conventions of the Epigraphia Indica, but the
signs for
laghu-guru of the syllables in a meter (when the
citation is in verse) are not to be used.

Place Names

These are to be diacriticised, excepting the
anglicised modem: )
Examples: Mathura, Kausambi, Valabhi,
Kaiicl, Uraiyiir, Tilevalli etc., but Allahabad
(not Allahabad), Calcutta (not Calcattd),
Madras (and not Madrisa).

Annotations

There will not be footnotes; but annotations
(ot notes and references), serially armranged,
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 majn body of the text, or
annotations, or otherwise:

Title of Book, Author’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 is taken or to which a
reference is made.



