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From the Editor’s Desk

A PLEA FOR A NEW HISTORY OF PHILOSOPHY IN INDIA

Few will dispute the fact that most of the existing books on Indian phi-
losophy are outmoded. Yet, these are the books that have always been
used all the world over to teach what Indian philosophy is, and have been
s0 used through the ages. A lot of important information and new material
has accumulated which needs to be assimilated and organized afresh in an
interrelated manner around philosophical issues dealt with by a succession
of thinkers over at least three millennia of recorded history. Fach of these
thinkers has an originality of his own and makes some new contribution,
even though he may have written only a bhdsya, a vartika, a vrtti, a tika
or a parisuddhi on an earlier work. There have also been new departures
and radical breaks, many a time self-consciously, as when Udayana calls
himself an d@dhunika or a school calls itself navyanyaya.

The philosophical insight which is found in such abundance in the
earliest texts needs not only to be highlighted but also linked with the later
developments which assume a more differentiated and systematized ‘form’
from the Sifra period onwards. The differentiation, however, is not a loss
of active interrelationship, though it is usually presented as such. Even the
earliest texts, such as.those of Yaska, present views ascribed to previous
thinkers and the Nyaya-Sitras explicitly refute the mimarmsa views of the
nityatva and apauruseyatva of sabda, the aikatva vada of the Upanisads
and the sarva pramana khandana of the Madhyamic Buddhists, besides
many others.

It is not only the interactional dialectic that is missing from the usual
presentations, but also its historical development over a period of time.
D.N. Shashtri’s pioneering work in this regard in his Critique of Indian
Realism has found hardly any followers, or been pursued further.

The shifting focus and emphasis in the discussion of issues has hardly
been noticed, nor the reasons for them explored. The long absence of
certain schools of thought from the centre of philosophical debate and
their sudden reappearance into prominence has totally escaped the atten-
tion of historians, as has been the background of socio-political events
surrounding philosophical activity in the country. The sudden disappear-
ance of Buddhism on the philosophical scene from ap 1200 onwards has
hardly been noticed: nor has the dramatic rise in the number of Jain
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thinkers from, say, Ap 1000 onwards. The rise and fall in the fortunes of
schools seems to have totally escaped the attention of scholars, as have
the radical shifts and developments within the schools themselves. Never
has history been so absent from the writing of the history of any subject
as has been the case of the philosophy of India. How unbelievable it
seems that hardly any attempt has been made to discern its inner connec-
tions with developments in thought in other civilizations, or even with
those that occurred within its own civilizational space in the field of art,
or the sciences, or the theoretic reflection that occurred on them. The
realm of social, political and legal thought seems to have been segregated,
as if it had no relation to philosophical thought in the country. The same
has been the case with thought about the arts; even though poetics is
known to have had a long history of distinguished thinkers in the tradi-
tion; and the actual achievement in the field of sculpture and architecture
is of such an outstanding quality as to arouse the wonder of the world.
Theoretical reflection astronomy, mathematics and medicine has met the
same fate, implying that knowledge enterprises in these domains had no
relevance to philosophical thought in this country.

Both the timeless and insulated perspective in which Indian philosophy
is seen has been aggravated by the almost total absence of any awareness
of the way it has been influenced by thought currents in sister civiliza-
tions, or the way it might have influenced them. The Persian, the Greek,
the Central Asian and the Chinese civilizations were in active interaction
for long periods of time with the Indian civilization and it is extremely
unlikely that they were not influenced by one another. In fact, it might be
intellectually more rewarding to see this as one whole civilizational area
with diverse, relatively autonomous centres in it. The parochial ego-
centricism of the currently ‘national’ and ‘civilizational” identification is
reflected in the way one looks at the past, and forgets that at that time no
such identifications existed and that people did not need passports and
visas to cross boundaries.

The manner in which history has been ‘created’ during the past few
centuries itself is, however, the root cause of such a distorted way of
looking at the past. History writing has been a child of the exploitation
and domination of the world by a few West European powers during the
last four centuries who have systematically produced a history in their
own way, to suit their own interests. This is not history as ‘others’ see it
and, even at its best, it can be regarded only as history from the viewpoint
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of modern West European man who did not exist at the time when ancient
Greece and Rome flourished.

The total appropriation of the Greek heritage by the West would have
remained a strange curiosity in the intellectual history of mankind were it
not for the fact that it has not only been accepted by most scholars the
world over but also given rise to a persistent denial of any influence on
Greek thought and culture by the other civilizations which flourished in
those times. The close similarity of Greek thought, particularly in Plato
and Parmenides, to certain schools of Indian philosophy has always been
a ‘problem’ to Western scholars, as if the admission of any influence
would contaminate the purity which they had achieved, solely on their
own. The thought from Plato to Plotinus has such an Indian echo that only
a ‘purist’ about civilizations would ever feel like decrying it.

If the western historian of thought is allergic to admitting even the
possibility of any influence on Greek thought from any ‘outside’ source,
his Indian counterpart is not even aware of the problem and takes it
almost as axiomatically true that the Indian civilization has grown in
complete isolation from the Vedic or the Harappan times onward. The
‘monadic self-sufficiency’ of Indian thought and culture is taken for granted
in spite of the fact that in the field of mathematics, explicit mention of
borrowing from the Greeks has been made in the Indian tradition and the
development of what is known as ‘Gandhara Art’ unambiguously con-
firms this. It is extremely unlikely that the Greek influences were confined
only to these two fields. The Indo-Greek kingdoms in notth-west India in
the post-Alexander period must have fostered interaction in all fields.
Later, during the Saka and Kusana periods [1st-3rd century Ap), large
parts of North India were integrated intimately with Central and West
Asia and it is highly improbable that only administrative and commercial
interaction occurred between the different units of the region. We have
also evidence of active trade links with the Roman Empire on the south-
western coast of the Indian peninsula and, better still, of a long intellectual
interchange with China, revolving around the Buddhist university at
Nalanda. The latter seems to have been connected both by land and sea
routes to China and there is evidence that a strong intermediary intellec-
tual centre emerged at Palembang in what is now known as Indonesia.

The Buddhist connection with Sri Lanka and Tibet is well known, but
little is known of the counter-influence from these countries except in the .
field of Tantra from the latter. The story of non-Buddhist, primarily Hindu,
influences in South and South-east Asia is usually vaguely known, but the
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awareness of its intellectual side seems totally absent. Similar 1s the case
with the changes and modifications that they underwent there. Hardly
anyone knows, for example, that a work from Thailand entitled The Three
Worlds of King Ruan (Ed. B.L. Smith, Pennsylvama: Anima Books, 1978,
pp. 194-203) shows a distinct influence of Indian thinking in the intellec-
tual domain but presents noticeable differences with it as well.

The pre-Islamic enconnters and interactions are however, at least dimly
present on the margins of the intcllectual consciousness about the past of
this country. But even this is absent in respect to the intellectual interac-
tion with the world of Arabic learning, its science and philosophy. From
at least ap 1200 onwards, Islam may be said to have a definitive presence
in North India. Yet, the histories of thought in the second millennium Ap
in this country show hardly any awareness of its presence, or of the
possible intluence that it might have had on the varied fields of intellec-
tual life in this country. Usually, it is taken for granted that, except for the
arts and religion, there was nothing substantive in-this regard. Yet, Pro-
fessor A. Rehman’s pioneering work on this subject has shown that from
the 8th century ap there is evidence of active interchange between Ara-
bian, Persian and Sanskrit learning in the different fields of specific knowl-
edge, particularly medicine, mathematics and astronomy. More than seven
thousand works are listed in his Bibliography and they include transla-
tions of texts from the two different traditions in their respective lan-
guages.

These figures need an upward revision in the light of recent work, but
this does not make any difference in respect to the problem that we are
trying to point out in connection with the writing of the history of philoso-
phy in India. There is, as far as we know, no mention of any interaction
or influence between the Arabic and Indian philosophical traditions, even
though there was an ample opportunity for such interaction to occur in
this country. How could the rich traditions of Arabic philosophy remain
unknown in India in spite of this long presence of West Asian learning?
It is extremely unlikely that this was the case, particularly when there is
substantive evidence of an opposite situation in so many other fields of
knowledge. And, in case it was really so, it requires exploration and
explanation.

The absence of any discussion regarding this issue in the histories of
Indian philosophy is an anomaly that can hardly be understood in any
way. So also, perhaps, is the total neglect of the presence of Christian
theological thought in this country, or ite influence on Indian philosophy.
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Christianity i1s supposed to have come very early in India, and yet, as far
as I know, its influence has hardly been a subject of any investigation.

The need for a new history of philosophy in India, thus, can hardly be
denied. But even if the plea is accepted, how shall one go about mmple-
menting it? The usual method is for some institution to approach an out-
standing scholar to undertake the work who, in turn, would ask other
scholars to write for the volume. But as they are generally well-known
specialists in the field, when they are invited to write on the subject, they
only summarize, repeating what they have already said on the subject.
Few scholars are prepared to do any new research to write for a volume
edited by somecne else and hardly anyone can adopt the viewpoint or
perspective of someone else to do the task he/she is asked to do. Thus, at
the end, what one usually gets is a volume of uneven quality, repeating
the old things with the addition of some new information which has ap-
peared since the earlier volumes on the subject were published.

What, then, is to be done to avoid such a situation? Perhaps, only a
long-term plan consisting of diverse strategies at various levels would
yield the desired result. One could start with a stocktaking of what has
been done, spell out what needs to be done and then locate persons at
various levels who could be invelved in the thinking and execution of the
project. A detailed spelling-out of interrelated research could be given to
see that research work is done in those domains. Similarly, successive
seminars could be planned in such a way as to explore questions that need
an answer or problems that need to be resolved.

The ideal of a long-term collaborative, cumulative research has not
happened in the Humanities though it is now commonplace in the natural
sciences and even though it is true that disciplines in the Humanities need
this, particularly in the context of projects such as this. What one needs
is imagination, will and commitment to undertake these enterprises. Pot-
ter's Encyclopaedia of Indian Philosophies, Thangaswami Sharma’s
Darsanamanjari and some of the forthcoming volumes in the ‘Project of
History of Indian Science, Philosophy and Culture’ have already done
some fieldwork in this connection. The challenge is to camry the work
further, and let us hope the challenge will be met. But, first, there has to
be an awareness of the need for such a work. The rest will follow, at least,
let us hope so.

Jaipur DAYA KRISHNA



Language Origins, Archaeology and Animal and Human
Consciousness

D.P. AGRAWAL
10, Jayanti Lal Park, Bhopal Road, Ahmedabad 380058

Language is an arena in which philosophers have fought fierce battles.
Mostly they have been about the nature of language, about the signifier
and signified and their interrelationship. Here we need not go into the
interesting controversies between Saussure (1974) and Derrida (1976). In
the postmodernist context they have acquired a new meaning (Cilliers
1998). Nor are we going into the problems of artificial intelligence (Al)
so famously discussed by Searl (1984, 1994) in his numerous writings.
They have assumed wider horizons with physicists like Penrose (1989,
1994) joining the fray with his quantum gravity explanations. But our
discussion cannot avoid the problem of consciousness—both animal and
human.

As I am neither a philosopher nor a linguist, but an archaeologist, I will
have to look at these controversies in an evolutionary perspective. Whether
animals had the language skills, or can acquire some, becomes relevant in
understanding the origins of tool technology only with the advent of Homo
habilis.

In this essay I deal with some of the old problems and some new about
the difference between humans and animals, as also the relationship be-
tween tool (tool in this essay has been generally used for Stone Age
artefacts) technology and human evolution and language origins. The field
is replete with controversies. These problems, intricate as they are, have
some broader philosophical implications too.

There are the old anecdotal stories of wolf children when they came
back to human parents, they could learn human language. But animals
brought up and trained by humans could never do it. Today, the contro-
versy has become a bit acute between the trainers of chimps who claim
that the chimps can and do leamn sign languages and those who think it
is all nonsense and that the language instinct is unique and natural to
humans only.
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This takes us to the old ‘continuity and discontinuity’ (whether animals
have consciousness) theories, though in the mid-century there was a domi-
nance of discontinuity theories (cf. Gibson 1993). Does the advent of
humans designate a break (discontinuity) from the animals? Are humans
a breed apart? Is there something special about humans? Are there any
behavioural discontinuities to separate apes from humans (Diamond 1992;
Gibson and Ingold 1993)7

Let me clarify that [ am not so much interested in the human unique-
ness as such, but in the possible role the development of technology could
have played in the origins and development of language. Since the role of
technology in human evolution cannot be discussed by skirting these
controversies, I will have to give a broad review of the present state of art
in the field, as a preamble to my arguments about the origins of language.

THE BACKGROUND

Goodall and her students have claimed that chimps were not only
toolmakers but like humans indulged in ‘lethal inter-group conflicts and
long term behavioural bonds among genetic relatives’. In fact, McGrew
(1993: 314-33) gives 20 propositions for the intelligent use of tools by
chimps. He even thinks that a large number of the so called early hominid
tools may belong to chimps, and not to hominids (McGrew 1992). Chimps
have also been reportedly taught the American Sign Language. They have
found that many of the apes had symbolic capacities. Bright says, ‘Man
is clearly not alone in being able to use symbols to represent objects and
events, but is there a need for an animal to go further? ... When man had
swung down from trees to live in an open Savannah environment, group
living provided an insurance against predators ... the ability to use a vocal
signal to manipulate others is going to have a strong premium placed on
it; an ideal situation in which a sophisticated language could have evolved’
(Bright 1984: 234).

The discontinuity theory got a jolt when it was claimed that animals
can use syntax, emit sounds of environmental reference, recognize them-
selves in mirrors, and use a tool to make a tool (Gibson 1993: 3—19). But
then this still leaves the problem open: if apes possess all behaviours that
humans can think of defining, then what if anything evolved?

To contradict simplistic ‘continuity’ theories, McGrew (1992, 1993)
clarifies that chimps do not have human culture, material or otherwise.
Similarly, even the simplest aspects of human culture are not those of
apes, or other primates, mammals or vertebrates. Yet much of what chimps
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do is so close to humans that the two are indistinguishable. It is the best
available source of knowledge about our behavioural evolution. Conclud-
ing his book, McGrew makes a very poignant remark, ‘If we wish to
reconstruct the prehistoric origins of human technology, then we need to
use the available acts of the creatures with whom we last shared a com-
mon ancestor. Our hominid predecessors are irretrievably gone, but our
hominoid cousins survive. What a pity it would be to extinguish them
before they could tell us all that they know’ (McGrew 1992).

It has also been claimed that parrots not only can ‘speak’ human lan-
guages but can also .select objects and express feelings. Dolphins have
been reported to understand words and word order, the main feature of
human language. The Georgia State University Language Centre has shown
that the pygmy chimp (named Kanzi) could express his desires, feelings
and understand human language. He even showed his capability to under-
stand grammatical word order. A favourite treat of Kanzi was locked in
a box and the key was placed inside another box tied with a cord (Kanzi
had earlier learnt how to use knife and key). By striking flints on the hard
concrete floor, he produced knife like chips and used them to cut the cord
to get at the key and used the key to open the box to grab the treat.
Chimps are known to regularly use stones to break open nuts and also
train the young ones in this art! ‘Chimps trained to use lexigrams suggest
that they can form abstract representations of the relations between ob-
Jects ... apes have the capacity to make inferences, to innovate, to at-
tribute relations between objects and to form mental representations all of
which are aspects of intelligence’ (Lee 1992: 111).

Another large brained marvel is the whale. The whales exhibit a highly
complex song system. They may be indulging in intellectual pursuit and
communicating in complex languages and, who knows, may even be wiser
than humans. “True, whales have large brains, in fact the largest brains of
any animals that have ever lived. It is tempting to suggest that whales
reason about the world as man does, but they are constrained by the
environment they live in. Whales lack hands and therefore brain power
cannot be channelled into the creation and use of tools’ (Bright 1984: 27).

Before we discuss Hun'’s philosophical views on such experiments, let
us summarize what Pinker has to say about them in his famous book, The
Language Instinct (1994).

Pinker in fact ridicules such claims. He complains, ‘Most of the trainers
have refused all requests to share their raw data, and Washoe’s trainers,
Beatrice and Alan Gardner, threatened to sue another researcher because
he used frames of one of their films’ (Pinker 1994: 337). Pinker is cat-
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egorical, ‘the apes did not learn American -Sign Language (ASL). This
preposterous claim is based on the myth that ASL is a crude system of
pantomimes and gestures rather than a full language with complex pho-
nology, morphology and syntax. In fact, the apes have not learnt any true
ASL signs’ (p. 337). He further says that with more standard criteria the
chimps’ true vocabulary count would be closer to 25 than 125. ‘True,
some of the chimps can carry out these commands more reliably than a
2 year old child but this says more about temperament than about gram-
mar: the chimps are highly trained animal acts and a 2 year old is a 2 year
old’ (p. 339).

The zoologist E.O. Wilson, summing up his survey of animal commu-
nication remarked on its most striking property, ‘animals’, he said, ‘are
repetitious to the point of inanity’. “The chimps seldom sign spontane-
ously; they have to be moulded, drilled, and coerced ... . Also, the chimps
rarely make statements that comment on interesting objects or actions;
virtually all their signs are demands for something they want, usually food
or tickle.” He contrasts it with the example of his 2 year old niece, who
comments on the colour of the horizon, just for the sake of commenting
on its colour (Wilson quoted by Pinker 1994: 338).

‘Within the field of psychology, most of the ambitious claims about
chimpanzee language are a thing of the past. Nim’s trainer H. Terrace,
turned from an enthusiast to a whistler ... Sarah’s trainer does not claim
that what she acquired is comparable to human language. The Gardners
and Paterson have distanced themselves from the community of scientific
discourse for over a decade. Sue Savage-Rumbaugh and D. Rumbaugh
concede that the chimps they train at the computer console did not leam
much but they are now claiming that a different variety of chimpanzee
does much better’ (p. 341). On the claims about Kanzi, he says, ‘The so
called sentences are all chains like the symbol for chase followed by the
symbol for hide, followed by a point to the person Kanzi wants to do the
chasing and hiding ... Kanzi’s language abilities, if one is being charita-
ble, are above those of his common cousins by a just noticeable difference
but no more’ (p. 341).

Pinker clarifies, ‘The chimpanzees’ resistance is no shame on them; a
human would surely do no better if trained to hoot and shriek like a chimp
...> In fact, the idea that some species need our intervention before its
members can display a useful skill, like some bird that could not fly until
given a human education is far from humble’ (p. 342). Though Pinker is
very harsh on the so-called ‘animal trainers’, others take such studies more
seriously. For example, Hunt (1995: 106-12) in his book On The Nature
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of Consciousness, tefers to such experiments in the context of animal
consciousness. He says, ‘At the other end of an evolutionary continuum
of awareness we can locate the first clear signs of a self-referential con-
sciousness, at least within our own direct evolutionary line, in the multiple
capacities emerging in the higher apes (chimpanzees, orang-utans, and
gorillas).’

Hunt refers to the review by Gordon Gallup (1977), in which the latter
describes the ‘fascination with mirrors in the higher apes, which is widely
taken as indicating a capacity for self-recognition that seems to be absent
in baboons and monkeys. An especially striking demonstration of this
nascent sense of self-awareness is found in the ability of the gorilla to
recognize as its own a red dot painted on its forehcad when first seen in
the mirror, as indicated by immediate exploratory touches to the head ...

Further indication that the recognition of self requires some sort of
internalization of social relationship comes from the persistence shown by
home-reared chimpanzees, not having been exposed to other chimpan-
zees, in grouping photographs of themselves with human photographs
rather than with those of other chimpanzees.’

Hunt further quotes the most famous example by Wolfgang Kohler’s
(1926) early demonstration of the spontaneous ability of his captive chim-
panzees to stack crates one on top of the other in order to reach food
placed beyond normal access. “There are also Jane Goodall’s (1971) fas-
cinating observations of this same recombinatory capacity applied to so-
cial situations in the wild ... . There is also indication in Goodall’s obser-
vations of a kind of aesthetic resonance to natural phenomena, as in the
rain dance ‘that chimpanzees in the wild do at the first seasonal torrential
downpour—tearing off branches and waving them in the air while rushing
and jumping about.” Taken together, the co-emergence of these multiple
indicators of self-referential symbolic cognition all seem to rest on or
imply an underlying capacity for cross-modal translation. This seems most
obvious with signing, where the proto-languages taught can be either
visual or haptic. It also seems clear with spontaneous mirror behaviours
and the ‘kinesthetic dance’ to sudden rain. (Hunt 1995: 106-12).

Hunt reviews the controversies further, ‘It is the research on signing
behaviours in higher apes—especially chimpanzees—that has caused the
greatest controversy within contemporary psychology and philosophy. On
the one hand, a rationalist tradition has always argued that language is
unique to Homo sapiens, and that all other symbolic forms and self-
awareness itself depend upen it. From this perspective, there has been
immense scepticism over the existence of a genuine proto-linguistic abil-
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ity in higher primates and much puzzlement over its lack of natural ex-
pression in the wild. However, from an evolutionary perspective, as we
have seen, we should be puzzled at a defining feature of our own men-
tality being totaily absent in our nearest evolutionary cousins, the chim-
panzees, with whom we share approximately 98 per cent of our morpho-
logical DNA’ (Gould, 1977) (Hunt 1995: 107). Hunt does not like the
condemnation of such research as ‘pseudo-science’ in ‘some intellectual
circles’,

Referring to the recent research of Susan Savage-Rumbaugh and col-
leagues (1983, 1986, 1988) and David Premack (1978, 1983) who devel-
oped a paradigm in which a chimpanzee in one room was required to
provide the tool, based on signing, that would allow a chimpanzee in
another room to retrieve and then share secreted food, Hunt thinks that
such work is quite credible ... ‘Savage Rumbaugh’s (1986, 1988) findings
with pygmy chimpanzees (Pan froglodytes being the species used in most
signing research) are the most startling and thorough in refuting critiques
of the earlier signing research. Several pygmy chimps showed spontane-
ous pointing and gestural communication (twisting movements for open-
ing a bottle) from an early age; and the chimp prodigy Kanzi acquired
signing behaviour entirely on the basis of his observations of his mother’s
laboratory sessions ... . Finally, in what seems to be the first stage of a
capacity for internalized “inner speech” (Vygotsky, 1962), Kanzi goes off
by himself with his portable signing board and spontaneousty signs vari-
ous unsuggested activities—such as “piling pebbles” or “hiding”—and
tnen on his own initiative performs them. We find in the higher pri-
mates—with dolphins and perhaps parrots—the seeds of self-awareness,
empathy and deception, recombinatory problem solving in physical and
social situations, proto-sign language (at the least), and aesthetics’ (Hunt
1995).

On the other hand, Hunt (1995) does find significant differences be-
tween animals and humans. “There is no sign whatsoever of individual
apes spontaneously entering tonically—immobile trances, after which they
are especially nurturant or affiliative toward other apes, who would then
respond with a temporary “state-specific” subordination or themselves
become “absorbed” in turn. There might seem no reason in principle why
this could not happen, especially given “regression” models of transfor-
mations of consciousness, but it does not. Higher primates sign, show self-
awareness, recombine, and manifest the beginnings of an aesthetic sensi-
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tivity, but they do not go into spontaneous, non-defensive “trance”.
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So after all there may be some substance in the claims of the ‘animal
trainers’!

EVOLUTION OF LANGUAGE AND TOOL TECHNOLOGY

Before we discuss the cognitive processes involved in stone tool making,
it may be useful to differentiate between language and communication.
Bronowski does not believe that all language is communication and gives
four desiderata to distinguish human behaviour from that of animals: 1. In
man, there is a delay between stimulus and speech, because the input is
referred to several centres in the human brain. 2. There is a separation
affect of emotional charge from the content. 3. There is dramatic prolon-
gation of reference. Human speech is constantly used to refer backward
and forward in time. 4. Internalization of language is perhaps a new use
as it also becomes an instrument of reflection and exploration (Bronowski
1977: 104-31). “The effect of these differences ... is to distance ... the
human speaker from the immediate context that occasioned his utterance
... The most telling behavioural component in human language is disen-
gagement ... No other animal even approaches it’ (Bronowski 1977: 145).

Though it is not universally accepted that stone tools reflect linguistic
or cognitive processes (Lock 1993: 279-99; Langer 1993: 300-313; Parker
and Milbrath 1993: 314-34), most of the scholars agree that object ma-
nipulation, symbolism and language are strongly interwoven and interde-
pendent in the development of the human child. The advanced motor and
cognitive controls required for tool use and tool making might automati-
cally provide increased gestural capacity as both tool use and gesture
reflect neurological control of the arm and hand. Linguistically oriented
scholars, on the other hand, have suggested the presence of a grammar of
tool making analogous to language syntax (Falk 1993: 216-29). Toth &
Schick (1993: 346-62), Davidson & Noble (1993: 363-88), Wynn (1993:
389—406), and Reynolds (1993: 407-28) all agree that modern technologi-
cal achievements require strong interactions between social and techno-
logical domains of activity. All these scholars argue that Upper Palaeolithic
people possessed modern linguistic and cognitive capacities.

It may be useful to clarify some basic issues regarding the difference
between tool technology, techniques, replication of tools, and their simple
use. Elsewhere, | have emphasized that the innovation of new tool tech-
nology required original thinking to empirically understand the behaviour
of impact energy through the stone medium (Agrawal 1979: 1-15, 1992:
101-10, 1993: 35-42; Agrawal and Kusumgar 1997: 49—64). The master
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craftsman who invented a new technology thought about these processes
and learned by experience and observation that the angle of the ridge and
the striking platform, the surface of the core, the type of percussion used,
the type of stone used, all had critical roles to play. Once he had perfected
an efficient tool type, it could be replicated by demonstration. The stimu-
lus for thinking and understanding comes not from replicating tools but
from innovating new types.

This is the crux of our argument, which relates the development of
language and tool technology right from the early hominids. On one hand,
the empirical understanding of the behaviour of impact energy through
stone, and preparation of the core surface required thinking and under-
standing, which Bronowsky called ‘internalization of language’; on the
other, tool replication on a scale required by a close-knit community
involved instruction, demonstration and social co-operation. These two
aspects, innovation and replication, need to be understood independently.
To give an example, only a gifted scientist could design a computer. Once
the design is established, an average technician can assemble it, or in the
context of prehistory, an ordinary community member, gifted with some
manual dexterity, could replicate the tool type. As the computer can be
used by practically everybody, so also any member of the community
could have used the stone tool. In the early hominid context, what would
help develop the early language faculties would be the need to innovate,
the efforts to understand the empirical behaviour of impact energy through
different types of stone media. Replication of the established tool types
would require more of social manipulation and their large-scale use would
require division of labour between the two sexes and the other members
of the community. We have argued in this essay that though language
confers many other advantages in human evolution, its main association
has been with the development and innovation of tool techniques. It is
also supported by the fact that both handedness and speech centres are
located in the left hemisphere of the brain.

Now that I have explained my thinking on these issues, let us review
the recent research in these areas. ‘

RECENT RESEARCH

Pinker (1994: 332) described the versatility of the elephant’s trunk as to
how it can perform both very heavy-duty as well as delicate tasks like
making figures with a pencil on a small paper. They also use the trunks
for communication as also to perceive smells miles away. Elephants are
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the only living animals that possess this extraordinary organ. Such a unique
organ could initiate a debate amongst biologists, as it has about the unique
language instinct. But nobody seems to make much fuss about the
elephant’s trunk.

Pinker (1994: 333) says, ‘Chomsky and some of his fiercest opponents
agree on one thing: that uniquely human language instinct seems to be
incompatible with modern Darwinian theory of evolution, in which com-
plex biological systems arise by the gradual accumulation over genera-
tions of random genetic mutations that enhance reproductive success ...
Though we know few details about how the language instinct evolved,
there is no reason to doubt that the principal explanation is the same as
for any other complex instinct or organ in Darwin’s theory of natural
selection.’

‘Language is obviously as different from other animal communication
systems as the elephant’s trunk is different from other animal nostrils.
Non-human communication systems are based on one of the three de-
signs: a finite repertory of calls (one for warning of predators, one for
claims to territory and so on), a continuous analogue signal that registers
the magnitude of some state (the livelier the dance of the bee, the richer
the food source that it is telling its hive mates about), or a series of
random variations on a theme (a birdsong repeated with a new twist each
time). As we have seen, human language has a very different design. The
discrete combinatorial system called ‘grammar’ makes human language
infinite (there is no limit to the number of complete words or sentences
in language), digital and compositional’ (Pinker 1994: 334).

He argues, ‘Even the seat of human language in the brain is special.
The vocal calls of primates are controlled not by their cerebral cortex but
by phylogenetically older neural structures that are heavily involved in
emotion. Human vocalizations other than language, like sobbing, laugh-
ing, moaning, and shouting in pain, are also controlled sub-cortically.
Sub-cortical structures even control the swearing that follows the arrival
of hammer on a thumb and that can survive as Broca’s aphasics’ only
speech. Genuine language ... is seated in the cerebral cortex, primarily the
left perisylvian region’ (Pinker 1994: 307).

Criticizing Sagan and Druyan (1992), Pinker (1994: 336) asks, Ts it
really humility for us to save species from extinction because we think
they are like us. What about all the creepy, nasty, selfish animals who do
not remind us of ourselves, ... can we go ahead and wipe them out ... .
Like many other writers, Sagan and Druyan are far too credulous about
the claims of the chimpanzee trainers.’
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‘But, in fact, if human language is unique in the modern animal king-
dom as it appears to be, the implications for a Darwinian account of its
evolution would be as follows: none. A language instinct unique to mod-
ern humans poses no more of a paradox than a trunk unique to modern
elephants. No contradiction, no Creator, no big bang’ (p. 342) ... . ‘But
evolution did not make a ladder; it made a bush. We did not evolve from
chimps. We and chimps evolved from a common ancestor now extinct.’
Pinker says, ‘So if the first trace of proto-language ability appeared in the
ancestor at the arrow (referring to his figure-DPA) there could have been
on the order of 350,000 generations between them and now for the ability
to have been elaborated and fine tuned to the Universal Grammar we see
today’ (p. 345).

The interesting question is whether human language is homologous to
anything in the modern animal kingdom ... here primates are relevant,
but, Pinker laments, the ape trainers and their fans are playing by the
wrong rules. An example of a module growing out of bits that were not
originally a module is the elephant’s trunk. It is a brand new organ but
homologies suggest that it evolved from a fusion of the nostrils and some
of the upper lip muscles of the extinct elephant hyrax common ancestor,
followed by radical refinements.

Conceding that Chomsky may be wrong too, Pinker denies that he is
a crypto-creationist. He compares Chomsky with Gould and Lowentin
whose essays have been influential in the cognitive sciences, and Chomsky’s
scepticism that natural selection can explain human language is in the
spirit of their critique. Natural selection is not just a scientifically respect-
able alternative to divine creation. It is the only alternative that can ex-
plain the evolution of a complex organ like the eye ... . ‘The ability of
many ancestors to see a bit better in the past causes a single organism to
see extremely well now.’

All the evidence suggests that it is the precise wiring of the brain’s
microcircuitry that makes language happen, not gross size, shape or neu-
ron packing.

Summarising his views, Pinker says, ‘T suspect that evolving humans.
lived in a world in which language was woven into the intrigues of poli-
tics, economics, technology, family, sex, and friendship that played key
roles in individual reproductive success’ (p. 361).

Ingold (1993: 429—49) does make an emphatic distinction between tech-
nology and technique. He takes technique to refer to skills, regarded as
the embodied capabilities of particular human subjects, and technology to
mean a corpus of generalized objective knowledge, so far as it 13 capable
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of practical application. He defines techniques as the area of overlap
between tools and artefacts. Not all tools are artefacts, and not all artefacts
are tools. The stone pebble used as paperweight is a tool but not an
artefact; a cake is an artefact but not a tool ... . Technique appears to be
‘given’ in the -operational principles of the tools themselves, quite inde-
pendently of the experience of the users. If all technical activity is tool-
using activity, it is because the technique is seen to reside outside the user
in the tool.

According to Ingold, technique places the subject at the centre of ac-
tivity whereas technology affirms the independence of production from
human subjectivity. Mitcham notes that ‘tools or hand instruments tend to
engender techniques, machines technology ... . Technique is more in-
volved with the training of the human body and mind whereas technelogy
is concerned with exterior things and their rational manipulation. ... At
the core of technology there seems to be a desire to transform the heuris-
tics of techniques into algorithm of practice’ (Mitcham 1978: 252).

Ingold further argues that in most practical contexts tool using entails
touch and vision just as speech entails hearing. Thus both speaking and
tool using, as forms of skilled activity, are ways of perceiving as well as
of shaping the environment. The emergence of tool use and speech is a
chapter not in the evolution of some specific mental capacity going by the
name of intelligence but in the evolution of human being as animals
endowed with specific capabilities of action.

Ingold proposes a radically alternative claim: namely, that there is no
such thing as technology nor language, at least in the non-western soci-
eties. He argues, ‘I incorporate the diverse objects in the current of my
activity without attending to them as such: I concentrate on my writing,
not the pen; I see the time, not my watch. Indeed it could be said that
these and other instruments become truly available to me, as things I can
use without interruption, at the point.at which they effectively vanish as
objects of my attention. Only the work links them together. The same
thing happens when a speaker is telling us about some situation which is
embedded within a total pattern of verbal and non-verbal activity, a form
of life’ (Ingold 1993: 451).

We argue below that he is patently wrong in these assumptions.

Calvin (1993: 230-50) suggests a unitary hypothesis for the origin of
language, tool making, intelligence and planning. He explores the possi-
bility of co-evolving talk, technique and thought. According to Calvin, in
general the brain is better at new uses for old things than any other part
of the body. Left brain is good at stringing things together. It is not
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necessary to have all these functions overlapping in the brain. Some neu-
ral machinery could be used interchangeably for one, than the other. It
looks as if a broad smear of wiring could cause simultaneous activation
of rather different muscle groups. The tendency of right handed gestures
to accompany left-brain-generated speech is the most commonly noticed
manifestation of this higher order control of sequence. An overlap be-
tween language disorders and sequential hand movements has been dem-
onstrated. It would thus appear that the brain has some regions which are
particularly specialized for generating and analysing sequences and that
they may be associated with language capability.

No early hominid is likely to have reached modern size of the human
brain, but large brain size is no indication of human uniqueness. It has
been shown that brain size is proportional to body size raised to a power
that depends on the taxonomic group of mammals under consideration.
For primates this value ranges from 0.66 to 0.80 (Deacon 1992: 110). The
encephalization quotients perhaps give a better idea of brain and language
evolution. ‘Mammals are more encephelized than lizards and fish, pri-
mates and dolphins are most encephalized of all’. ‘Encephalization prob-
ably first exceeded the ape range at least 2 million years ago with the
appearance of ... Homo habilis. ... But by 1.5 million years ago, the
Homo erectus brain weighed almost 1000 gms’ (Deacon 1992: 116). The
brains of the australopithecine hominids fall within the range of modern
great apes. Anatomically, as well as from the level of language and brain
capability, the earliest australopithecine hominids could not have been far
different from chimps, which after all, bifurcated from the hominid tree
less than 5 million years ago, as indicated by the molecular clock (Gribbin
1993).

Broca’s and Wemicke’s are the main areas associated with language
and speech evolution, though other brain areas are also involved in the
language/speech circuitry. These areas seem to appear even in pongid
brains, though less developed. The development of sulci in the Broca’s
language area has been noticed in both Homo habilis and Homo erectus.
These folds however do not appear on endocasts of Australopithecus brains
(Deacon 1992: 116-17). As distinctive tool making is mainly associated
with Homo habilis, Broca’s area may probably be involved also with
flaking skills and understanding of flaking mechanics. A correlation be-
tween the development of Broca’s language areas and the innovation fac-
ulty of early hominids for new tool types is clearly indicated. Besides, ‘the
tendency for the dominant hand to accompany the representation of lan-
guage in the left hemisphere suggests that the handedness and language
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ability are linked. The evolution of the stone tool manufacture, handedness
and laterisation of language are probably interdependent’ (Deacon 1992:
121).

Perhaps the advantages conferred by language were more in the realm
of mind. The artefacts he fabricated to implement his strategies and plans
are a part of his material world. The earliest tools made by Australopithecus
could have been the resuit of an immediate stimulus for a visible future—
not much different than a chimpanzee’s efforts at tool making to reach a
banana or to meet his multiple requirements. Conceptually, an Oldovan
chopper produced by hitting a rock against another was no different than
the flint chips made by Kanzi, the chimp.

However, for making more sophisticated Acheulian axes, or later, by
using the Levallois techniques, both for multiple uses of tools as also
perhaps for aesthetic considerations to make elegant and symmetrical tools,
early humans had to empirically learn the behaviour of impact energy
through stone medium. During our experiments on flaking mechanics we
found that the angle of the ridge, the surface of the core, the type of the
hammer used and so forth mattered critically in shaping the flake. Only
language could make such thinking and understanding of flaking mechan-
ics possible. For example, the centripetal flaking in the Levallois tech-
nique ensures an even spread of impact energy over the core surface to
produce an ovalish thin flake. The required strokes were perfected in the
mind and executed through manual dexterity, which transformed stone
into elegant and efficient tools. There may have been external pressures
too. For example, to match the speed of a running deer was not humanly
possible, but a spear could overtake and kill the game. It required nice,
thin ovalish flakes as tips for the spearhead and, later, for the arrow-
heads—the first missiles invented by humans.

Later on, in the crested guided ridge technique, the Upper Palaeolithic
man, did just the opposite: he piled mass over a narrow front so that the
impact energy did not surface out till the end of the ridge was reached,
and the outcome was a long blade (Agrawal 1979: 1-15). What we are
emphasizing is that the empirical understanding of the behaviour of the
impact energy through the stone medium was an essential part of the
innovation of these techniques and provided a stimulus for early human
neuro-biological evolution. As explained earlier, the innovation of tech-
nique, the replication of standardized tool types, and use of new tool types
requires three different levels of mental capability. Only the first provided
an evolutionary stimulus for language capabilities to develop; the other
two mostly require only social co-operation and manual dexterity.
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Chimps seem to have made some tools but never reached the heights
of human accomplishment. Though Australopithecus seems to have chimp
like capability it could not go further. Only the Homo lineage seems to
have innovated new tool techniques and reached the zenith of language
accomplishment. In both these processes, the human language instinct
perhaps helped. Perhaps the language instinct appears in the Homo genus
for the first time and may explain the limitations of both the apes and
Australopithecus. The need of innovation helped in thinking and under-
standing of flaking mechanics as well as development of language and
reflection. Thus Pinker’s theories tend to explain our viewpoint better.
Otherwise, it would remain a paradox as to why chimps, despite their
human-like capabilities, did not evolve further either in tool making or
complex language. It also explains why when the other ingredients of
language development—social relationships, individual leadership, male
and female relationship etc.-—are all common to both apes and humans,
only the latter evolved in these directions. Evolution and innovation of
tool techniques and language and thinking could reach such heights in
humans alone because of the language instinct.

More than any other animals, the language conferred a unique advan-
tage on humans—the capability to manipulate time.

MANIPULATION OF TIME

It is surely self evident that a behavioural cultural invention of the order
of a primitive language would allow any species with this capacity to
outpace other hominids very rapidly. Language could help manipulation
of other members of the group for both maintaining one’s leadership as
also to plan strategies for defence against predators. Also in maintaining
a proper social relationship in the group which has very complex hierar-
chies.

Leakey (1993: Chapt. 14) says that with the faculty of reflective thought,
language, humans created a world, which is unique and is capable of
coping with complex practical and social challenges. Its primary product
was human culture, a mix of things material and mythological; things
practical and spiritual; a unique human mental model of the world woven
on the loom of language.

Apes show a remarkable ability to manipulate the present to obtain a
future goal. A chimp can stack several boxes one above the other to reach
a hanging banana. Kanzi (the chimp) used its fabricated flint chips to cut
the cord of the box, using them as a knife. A chimp can strip a branch of
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a tree to shape a probe to extract termites from the anthill. All these,
however, are responses to deal with the future, which is immediate and
visible, not far away into the invisible future. Australopithecus too made
chopper like stone tools but perhaps to meet an immediate need, a visible
future. At what stage did hominids start planning for the future: to make
tools for a distant future need? Such an effort would require thinking,
planning, and language. A more distinct power that language imparts is
the ability to manipulate time.

The Chinese Homo erectus invented fire about 400,000 years ago. These
humans were ‘provident enough to keep supplies of fuel on hand and
skilful enough to keep the fire going’. Eventually, humans could use words,
not only for communication, but also for ‘moving things in time’, With
language capability, he could now leisurely instruct his juniors, in the
security of his own cave, how to tackle a charging bull or a mammoth
without having to wait for an actual charge! Therefore, the human need
to tackle time is concomitant with the evolution of his mental faculties:
memory, intelligence, and language. To sum, language conferred on early
hominids multiple advantages to manipulate the group members for per-
sonal leadership as also to plan strategies to defend against predators in
an open Savannah country; to develop proper relationships in the milien
of complex social hierarchies and to plan and provide for the future.

CONCLUSIONS

I have argued that humans do not differ qualitatively from our nearest
relatives: chimps and gorillas. Chimps also seem to have some capabilities
of language, thinking, and intelligence, of manipulation of time. Con-
sciousness is a more elusive thing to talk about but apes do seem to
recognize their image in the mirror, and appear aware of themselves as
has been argued by Sagan & Druyan (1992) and Gibson (1993: 3--19).
The apes could not have been very different from our australopithecine
ancestors in anatomy and language skills. Only with the Homo habilis do
we find unambiguous tools as also sulei in the speech areas of the hominid
brain.

I am not qualified to pass a judgement on the controversy between
Pinker (1994) and other primate ethologists, especially who train chimps
in language skills [though some philosophers like Hunt (1995) seem to
take such animal experiments seriously]. Pinker not only does not believe
the experiments in training ape’s language capability but ridicules such an
approach. He strongly argues for a language instinct in humans. This does
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seem to explain why human children can so effortlessly learn several
languages whereas the apes seem to do so poorly. As explained above,
this explains better my hypothesis that tool technique, innovation and
language development go hand in hand and complement each other’s
evolution better,

I must however make it clear that I don’t believe in the anthropocentric
views of human uniqueness or greatness. The language instinct makes
humans unique in the same sense as an elephant’s trunk makes it unique.
Who knows, the whales with their largest brains and complicated song
systems may be capable of conducting philosophical discussions! May be
one day we will like to explore what they are talking about. Humans are
unique in the sense of not only being gifted with the unique language
instinct but perhaps also with some capability for innovating techniques
which again may not be unrelated with the language instinct.

Language and speech capability did confer many evolutionary advan-
tages on the hominids, including planning, reflection, and manipulation of
time. Language is also crucial for proper social interaction and to manipu-
late other group members. Humans stand apart from other animals by
virtue of the complex material world that they have created. So the ma-
terial world, tools and other artefacts that they have created were a pow-
erful stimulus, also a feed-back, to the evolution of human brain, mainly
to its language and co-ordination areas.

Roger Penrose (1994) believes that artificial intelligence and computers
can never replace the human brain or even equal it. He says, * ... What-
ever brain activity is responsible for consciousness it must depend upon
a physics that lies beyond computational simulation’ (Penrose 1989: 411).
I think computers provide humans another strong language skill to ma-
nipulate and understand the world better. I won’t be surprised if this high-
tech information revolution creates a powerful feedback loop to push
evolution further to generate a new human species!
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The Anglo-Saxon View of Future and Fate:
An Essay in Grammar and Theology

R.K. KAUL
B-13 Mahabir Udyan, Bajaj Nagar, Jaipur 15

This paper is on the borderline between language and what is populatly
known as philosophy. Two specific features of Anglo-Saxon have been
taken up for examination, one grammatical and the other philological. It
is hoped that the conclusion might interest some philosophers of lan-
guage. Perhaps it should be stated that there is no attempt to investigate
the areas touched upon by Strawson in essays like ‘Grammar and Philoso-
phy’ or Chomsky whose ideas occasioned Strawson’s essay.

The present writer is fully aware of the danger of drawing hasty con-
clusions from the peculiarities of any grammatical system. For example
Dorothy Figuera in Translating the Orient: The Reception of Sakuntala’
in Nineteenth Century Europe offers the following formulation:

The stress on the universal and consequent disregard for the particular
is manifest in the general absence of definite and indefinite articles in
Sanskrit.

The absence of the definite article is also a feature of Hindi, Urdu and
numerous Indian languages. But two of the languages on which westen

‘civilization is based, namely Hebrew and Latin are deficient in this fea-

ture.

It is true that the third source of western civilization, narhely Greek, has
24 forms of the definite article but Greek had relatively little influence on
the grammar or syntax of the European languages. The original texts of
Greek were discovered only after the fall of Constantinople in 1453. The
Romance languages are derived directly from Latin, the north Europeans
like the Mediterranean people felt the influence of both the Roman Em-
pire and the Roman Catholic church which converted them to Christian-
ity. It might be added that the legal codes of the European nations were
compiled under the Latin influence.



20 R.K. KAUL

In view of the evidence adduced above it is difficult to establish any
connection between the definite article and the rise of individualism. Al-
though causal connections cannot be based on such flimsy evidence, care-
ful and well-considered conclusions bordering on the philosophical can be
drawn. The Danish grammarian Otto Jespersen’s book The Philosophy of
Grammar® is an outstanding example.

Consider for example a singular deficiency of Hindi/Urdu: the same
word is used for ‘yesterday’ and ‘tomorrow’. Both Sanskrit and Persian
have two distinct words for them. Why then did this distinction disappear
in the modern Indian languages? It appears that the other languages cur-
rently spoken in India are also deficient is this respect. Historians of the
Indian languages would perhaps know when this distinction disappeared.
It must reflect some vagueness in the attitude to time, common to the
speakers and writers of modern (and medieval?) Indian languages.

One of the features of the Anglo-Saxon language that I wish to exam-
ine is the absence of the future tense. It is not being suggested that the
absence of the future tense necessarily indicates the absence of a sense of
future and what it signifies.

One cannot help observing that while many of the languages of the
Indo-Germanic family have a distinct form for the future, English does
not. Latin, for example, has three distinct forms ‘cantat’ (he sings), ‘cantavit’
(he sang), and ‘cantabit’ (he will sing). French again has a real future tense
‘donnorai’ (he will give). About the English language, this deficiency has
been noted by numerous grammarians. Jespersen states:

It would be wrong to include a separate future in the tense system of
the English langauge. Futurity is often not expressed at all in the verb
(I start tomorrow at six); or it is expressed by means of phrases which
do not signify mere futurity, but something else besides; in will there
is an element of volition, in am to an element of destiny, in may (he
may come yet) an element of uncertainty, and in shall an element of
obligation.*

The following is a summary of Frank Palmer’s concluding remarks:

There is, then, a real sense in which English has no future tense. ...
Shall and will are modal auxiliaries functioning exactly as can and
may. ... Will is used for functions other than future time reference. ...
Similarly shall is used for threat or promise. ...

There are other ways of referring to future time ... e.g. the progressive
(going to) and the simple present (about to).?
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Proceeding from these factual observations if we move on to the philo-
sophical basis of the future tense, it need hardly be argued that strictly
speaking no statement about the future can be made in the indicative
mood. Thus there is a radical difference between ‘T went to Delhi last
month’ and ‘T will go to Delhi next month’ because ‘we can assert nothing
with regard to a future time but mere suppositions and surmises.™

The philosopher Wittgenstein agrees with this view. Thus in the
Tractatus Logicus Philosophicus he states:

It is clear that there are no grounds for believing that the simplest
eventuality will in fact be realized.

He even asserts:

It is an hypothesis that the sun will rise tomorrow: and this means that
we do not know whether it will rise.

The philosopher holds that since “We cannot infer the events of the future
from those of the present’, ‘Belief in the causal nexus is superstition’, On
the same ground he rejects the procedure of induction.”

The present writer as an amateur in these matters would like to suggest
that the future tense has several philosophical implications which most
laymen are not aware of. The absence of the future tense in Anglo-Saxon
perhaps reflects a realistic recognition of experience. They resorted to the
use of the subjunctive mood instead which expresses uncertainty, hesita-
tion and diffidence instead of certainty.®

The next point I wish to make also relates to the Anglo-Saxon view of
the future but its scope is theological, not grammatical. In the nature of
things a theological matter is bound to be speculative; it cannot be based
on hard facts. The Anglo-Saxon concept of the future is partly related to
the word ‘wyrd’, usually translated as ‘fate’. In this paper it is proposed
that ‘“fate’ is a misleading translation.

Before proceeding any further it is only fair that the evidence in favour
of this mistaken view should be considered. No less an authority than
King Alfred (849-99) in his version of Boethius’s Consolation of Philoso-
phy translates the Latin word ‘Parcae’ as ‘wyrd’.’ Needless to add that the
Oxford English Dictionary follows King Alfred’s example. Nor can they
be blamed because there is no exact equivalent in modern English of the
Anglo-Saxon term. They naturally sought help from words like ‘fate’
derived from Latin. It should be borne in mind that the encounter between
a backward people like the Anglo-Saxons and the Romans was not a
meeting between equals. While Latin culture overwhelmed English
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culture, there was no reciprocal influence of the English on the Latin
speaking people.

The Parcae (like the Greek Moirar) were originally birth spirits, i.e.
‘Alloters’ of a new born child’s portion. The original meaning of the word
fatum was probably the spoken word of the prophet announcing destiny,
the ordained future.'

In my view neither ‘fate’ nor ‘destiny’ renders the implications of the
Anglo-Saxon ‘wyrd’. Etymologically ‘wyrd’ is derived from “weorthan’ (to
become). “Wyrd’ is that which ‘has become’, that which has ‘happened’.
In other words it has no reference to the future. The notion of pre-desti-
nation cannot be derived from it. Hence ‘destiny’ is a misleading transla-
tion of it.

But under Latin influence the word fell into disuse and was replaced by
‘fate’ and similar words with different implications. It may be remarked
incidentally that its successor ‘weird’ survives as an adjective with a de-
based meaning ‘peculiar’ or ‘eccentric’.

A piece of evidence which may be adduced against the above thesis is
the almost exact equivalent of the Fates in Norse mythology called Norns,
the three maidens who weave man’s destiny. It could be argued that the
closest kinship of Anglo-Saxon literature as of language is with Norse and
the Germanic languages and culture. After all the Norns appear in Richard
Wagner's opera The Niblung's Ring (1876).

But neither in Anglo-Saxon poetry nor in Wagner’s opera is the future
accurately prophesied as in Greek mythology. The contrast may be illus-
trated. Even before Oedipus and Achilles are born the Oracle prophesies
how and when they will die. In Beowulf and Anglo-Saxon poetry, as in
Wagner, the only thing known for certain is the ultimate defeat of the
heroes and the gods. A sense of all-pervading doom is cast over the
poems. Perhaps we could stretch the word ‘wyrd’ to include the sense of
doom.

The fundamental difference between Greek and Norse mythologies is
that Wotan, unlike Zeus (or Jove or Jupiter)

... is not omnipotent. His will prevails only up to a point beyond which
he is helpless. First his wife Fricka and then his own creations Brunnhilde
and Siegfried defy him. Finally the abode of the gods 1.e. Walhall is
bumnt and all gods perish with it.

Against this background it was inconceivable that there should be
anything like fate which is often equated with the will of Zeus. Nobody
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in Greek or Roman mythology can overrule his will. Hence fate has a
distinctly different connotation.

The final section of this paper illustrates this thesis with examples from
Anglo-Saxon poetry. A word of caution first. The pagan poetry of the
Anglo-Saxons was transmitted orally long before it was actually written
down. The complication arises from the fact that the scribes (like King
Alfred the translator) were Christians and super-imposed Christian con-
cepts on the pagan poems. According to one critic David Wright, the poet
of Beowulf was himself a Christian speaking to a Christian audience.
Nevertheless the material is pagan and ‘the background of pagan philoso-
phy breaks through the newer ethos™!. The poet could neither alter the
blood feud nor the elaborate ceremony of the hero’s cremation. He did not
transform it into a Christian burial.

Fr. Klaeber in his authoritative edition of Beowulf states:

The transformation of old heathen elements in accordance with Chris-
tian thought may be readily observed ... . The curse placed on the
fateful treasure is clothed in a Christian formula and is declared to be
void before the higher will of God."”

What Klacber does not note is that the heathen belief in fate he finds
in Beowulf is itself an imposition of Graeco-Roman mythology on it. The
motif of curse on whoever possesses the gold hoard, common to both the
Niblung's Ring and Beowulf could be interpreted allegorically as a curse
on mindless greed, condemned to brood over the treasure rather than
enjoy it. But that is scarcely a moral exclusive to Christianity, There is a
story in the Jatakas in which three robbers, in their attempt to avoid
sharing the heap of gold, end up by killing one another. This is the ulti-
mate source of Chaucer’s Pardoner’s Tale.

After Klaeber’s caveat it is proposed to furnish examples from some
Anglo-Saxon poems:

(i) from The Wanderer, copied about ap 975. Its date of composttion
is uncertain. It is the elegy of an exile who is compelled to wander
because he has lost the protection of his liege-lord (presumably
dead).

(The exile) must traverse tracts of sea, sick at heart, trouble with
oars ice cold waters ... wyrd is inexorable.”

(ii) from Beowulf. Composed in the early 8th century ap. The manu-
script was made about the year 1000:
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that was no longer his (i.e. Grendel’s) wyrd, that he should devour
more of human kind after that night. (L. 734)
(iii) from Beowulf:
if death seizes me (Beowulf) ... no further will you need to care
about the disposal of my corpse ... wyrd goes as it must. (L. 455)
(iv) Beowulf:
Wyrd has swept off all my kinsfolk, undaunted nobles, to their
doom. (L. 2814)"

From the above examples it appears that wyrd does not refer to the
future. There is no assumption of foreknowledge on the part of anybody.
Needless to say there is no omniscient supernatural power who could have
shaped the destiny of Beowulf or his adversaries, viz. Grendel and his
mother. In other instances wyrd has been translated as doom which hangs
over man’s lot (through ‘lot’ itself implies predestination or fate). Some
translators use words like ‘fortune’ or ‘luck’ instead of ‘fate’ but they are
equally inexact.

The use of wyrd then confirms a conclusion drawn from the grammati-
cal lacuna in Anglo-Saxon, viz. the absence of a future tense. The Anglo-
Saxons regarded the future as uncertain, fraught with danger and above all
unpredictable.
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Religious Language as Analogical: A Study in Aquinas*

CASSIAN R. AGERA
Department of Philosophy, N.E.H.U.,, Shillong 793014, Meghalaya

Any discussion of a philosophy of religious language in Aquinas is seem-
ingly a futile exercise. This, for two reasons: Firstly, the problem of re-
ligious language is of recent origin in the history of Philosophy. It has
emerged as a specific problem within the contemporary philosophy of
language, under the impact of significant developments in semantics,
syntactics, semiotics, the attack on metaphysics by the logical positivists
and, above all, the theories of meaning—conceivably none of which was
a significant problem for the thirteenth century Europe, where Aquinas is
philosophically located. Secondly, there may be some, especially in the
Anglo-American philosophy, who would hesitate to consider Aquinas a
philosopher at all. And this, not merely because his magnum opus' is
primarily a theological treatise, but because of his own testimony to the
effect that he is not a ‘philosopher’. The legacy then of either a philosophy
or a philosophy of religious language is supposedly not medieval.

Yet, the problem of religious language is eminently relevant to the
thought of Aquinas that abounds in insightful reflections on the incarna-
tion of the divine Word in Christ,? the relation between reason and rev-
elation® and the scriptural hermeneutics. The concern of the contemporary
philosophers on the nature and function of language was not foreign to
medieval philosophers. More than one philosopher addressed themselves
to the problem of our use of descriptive terms, taken from our day-to-day
language, to speak of God. The manner however of théir answers may be
different from that of the analytical philosophers. Even so, the intellectual
climate of the medieval times was different, but not less rigorous. More-
over, the theologians in medieval times understood by ‘philosophy’ the
Grecko-Roman ‘pagan’ philosophy. Terms like ‘Christian’ and ‘philoso-
phy’ seemingly could not be put together. But it goes entirely to the credit
of Aquinas to have given a Christian philosophy to the west. He justifies
the legitimacy of the employment of reason in theology, assigning the
rightful place for a natural theology.* The metaphor of philosophy being
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a ‘handmaid to theology’, it may be noted, is not of Aquinas. The relation
between philosophy and theology, for Aquinas, is rather like. the one
between water and wine® while water gives consistency to wine, wine
itself transforms water. Aquinas clearly aims at an integration of philoso-
phy and theology.

A. STATEMENT OF PROBLEM

Aquinas is aware of the problems of religious language. The meanings of
everyday words (e.g. ‘good’, ‘loving’, ‘kind’, ‘forgiving’, ‘commands’,
‘speaks’, ‘hears’, ‘wills’, ‘purposes’ etc.) are not problematic, as they are
determined in the ‘secular’ context. But, when employed in religion, they
do become suddenly problematic. Thus ‘love’, in our ordinary usage, may
range in its meaning from love-making to forms of practical and sacrifi-
cial caring. The meanings in all of them refer to our physical behaviour.
But how can it be applied to Ged, said to be incorporeal? How can God
express love? Can there be disembodied love? Such problems are also met
with in all other terms purported to refer to divine attributes. How does
religious language function?

Classical rationalists, like Aristotle, may be said to have a logico-epis-
teniological orientation to all problems of language and meaning. Since
language embodies a system of signs, that supposedly represent the reali-
ties, adequately captured by metaphysical categories, the problem of
meaning is one of defining our terms. The word, ‘chair’, is defined as ‘a
piece of furniture for sitting on either to relax or study’, as the case may
be. Likewise our words, ‘God’, ‘soul’ and ‘immortality’, need to be pre-
cisely defined to convey their meaning. Like all linguistic expressions,
religious expressions are also cognitive. There is a single logic for ali
language, religious or non-religious. Much before the logical positivists in
our times were to protest against all forms of cognitive theories in reli-
gion, ethics and aesthetics, Aquinas was fully alive to their infelicities.
Our contemporary non-cognitivists, be they symbolists, emotivists,
conativists, ‘incarnationists’ or ‘game’ theorists, in respect of religion, may
be said to be foreshadowed by the analogists, chief among whom is
Aquinas: our day-to-day terms are not used descriptively in religion.
Without abandoning metaphysics, Aquinas advocated an analogical theory
for overcoming the infelicities of the cognitive theories.® Analogical theory
may be said to be a bridge between the cognitivists and the non-cognitivists.
It was further elaborated by Cajetan. 1 shall however base this study on
the two works of Aquinas, the Summa Theologie and Summa Contra

Religious Language as Analogical: A Study in Aquinas 27

Gentiles. The power of the analogical theory in our days is amply evi-
denced from the fact that it is not less subscribed to than criticized by the
philosophers in the history of western philosophy. It is as arresting, if not
more, as his arguments for the existence of God.

B. ANALOGY OF BEING

If we are to understand the fuller significance of analogical theory of
religious language in all its intricacies, we must first study its metaphysi-
cal foundation. The foundation is the doctrine of the analogy of Being,
full of technicalities, often couched in the archaic metaphysical jargons.
We ought to be acquainted with it, however abstruse, at least in its bare
outlines, for a proper understanding of Aquinas’ religious language.
Thomistic philosophy is indebted to Arstotelian metaphysics, in par-
ticular, to the latter’s metaphysical and epistemological realism, in more
ways than one: Aristotle’s formal logic, division of scientific thought into
the theoretical, practical and productive disciplines, reasoning in terms of
actuality and potentiality, causation, intellectual contemplation as the goal
of human life, free choice as the origin of moral action, distinction be-
tween the material and the immaterial, the temporal and the eternal, the
body and the soul, and the empirical grounding of human knowledge--

are all an Aristotelian legacy, which Aquinas is indebted to. The free

borrowing however is put to creative use by Aquinas in the service of
Christian philosophy and theology. The Aristotelian philosophy, under his
influence, was to constitute soon a substantial part of the intellectual
heritage of the entire western culture. Truly, Aristotle may be said to have
been ‘baptized’ by Aquinas. The contribution is largely forgotten, today,
because of the pejorative appellation of ‘the dark ages’ to the medieval
times, which, as a matter of fact, was an age of quiet, nonetheless, creative
syncretism. From this legacy, let us pick up& the most fundamental con-
cept, being, the starting point for metaphysics.

1. Being, the Starting Point

Both for Aristotle and Aquinas being is the most primitive notion. It is
naturally known by the human intellect. Naturally known, because it is
abstracted from the sensible things. But, what is being? All that we en-
counter in our ‘perception’, in the widest sense, is being: Substance (e.g.
metal, plant, animal, man}); accidents (e.g. quality like colour, quantity
like size) that inhere in the substance; actuality and potentiality (the one

refers to what is present, the other to what is yet to come through the
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operation of an efficient causality); the temporal and the non-temporal
(the one refers to the material, subject to change, the other to what is
without a potentiality to change). All these are beings. Basically they are
all types of essences. Such essences may exist either in reality or merely
in thought. It is important for us to note that they are all beings with a
focal reference to substance, to the extent that it is the substance that has
accidents, actualities and potentialities; that changes or retains its essential
identity etc. Substance is being, in the primary sense, but all the rest are
beings, only insofar as they are related to the independent substances.
Within this Aristotelian theoretical framework Aquinas does his philoso-
phy;’ and quite creatively, too, in as much as the Greek ontology is radi-
cally changed for a Christian metaphysics of creation.®

Aquinas realized that the Aristotelian metaphysics did not show much
concern for existence.’ Aristotle viewed ‘thing’ (res) and ‘being’ (ens) as
one and the same, because they coincide with ‘what something is’; the
‘what’ of a thing or being is its essence, or quiddity, or nature. Morgover,
if Aristotle admitted an efficient cause, it was merely to initiate ‘motion’,
or change, in the substance, rather than for imparting any existence to it.
Thus Aristotle treated being as identical with essence. Aquinas, however,
inspite of the structural resemblances with Aristotelian metaphysics, was
to effect far reaching changes in it by introducing existence.” This has
been virtually unnoticed by many western philosophers. The changes,
presumably, have been partly occasioned by the historical conditioning of
the thirteenth century Christian culture, which was radically different from
that of Greece in the fourth century Bc.!! In Aquinas, the doctrine of being
now acquires a new dimension and, with it, a new significance: The
Aristotelian finite substance, which is primarily being, without being re-
jected at the empirical level, gets transformed, at the transcendental level,
by Aquinas into God, the focal Being, which communicates ‘be-ing’ to all
created beings by way of his creative efficient causality.'* For Aristotle,
the focal point of reference to all being is the finite substance, whereas,
to Aquinas, it is God’s Being, the fullness of being. What has happened
here?

2. Essence versus Existence

Being, for Aquinas, is now no more a mere quidditative essence, or a
nature. It is rather the ‘act of be-ing’. It is plainly existence. If being is
understood as ‘what is’, the ‘what’ represents an essence, whereas, if un-
derstood as ‘is’, it represents existence. God’s efficient causality is not
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merely for initiating the motion, baut to establish the finite natures into the
actuality of existence. Only God is the primary instance of Being. If his
nature is spoken of, it is such that it is completely identical with his
existence; his essence and existence are identical. The identity concerned
is the manner of God’s being, the primary analogate. All his creatures
however are related to him as the secondary analogates, after the manner
of effects. They are analogated with their efficient cause as their focal
point of reference. Hence, in the created order, every finite being is com-
posed of a nature, or an essence and an existence. Far from being iden-
tical, its existence is proportionate to its essence. The communicated
existence, or be-ing, is limited by the potentiality of the receiving nature.
Quidquid recipitur ad modum recipientis recipitur is a fundamental prin-
ciple of Thomistic philosophy. The essence and existence of the compos-
ite being, then, are related as potency and act, the latter delimited by the
former.

What has necessitated this development in the Aristotelian thought?
Aquinas, as can be expected, is rooted in the Biblical perception of God
as the Be-ing: God is ‘T am who Am’ (Ego sum qui sum)."”* The ‘Am’ is
the first person singular of the verb, ‘to be’ (swm derived from esse).*
Aquinas seizes upon the Biblical insight that the proper name and nature
of God is Being. Coupled with it is yet another scriptural perception that
before creation there was nothing, or non-being, for creation is out of
nothing (ex nihilo)."” God is the primary instance of Being; all others, in
virtue of their being created, are only established in be-ing, with the focal
reference to the primary Being. Within this basic metaphysical truth
Aquinas situates other religio-moral attributes, viz. ‘loving’, ‘kind’, ‘holy’,
‘just’, ‘provident’, ‘saving’ etc., on account of the Christian personalistic
theism. However, all the religio-moral attributes of God too are to be
understood analogically, that is with reference to their primary analogate,
namely, God who is love, kindness, holiness, justice, providence, salva-
tion etc. Thus the Aristotelian notions are seen by Aquinas flexible enough
to be translated and transcreated into the content of revelation. Aristotle
would treat the finite substances as the efficient causes, but Againas made
out of God the infinite substance (pleroma), that, in virtue of its being the
prime-mover, communicates be-ing to finite natures. The remote, detached
prime-mover of the Greek philosopher has put on the robe of the Judeo-
Christian creator God, whose name and nature is Being. Unicity of the
subsistent existence belongs only to God, while all else has participatory
act of be-ing from the former.
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3. Divine Transcendence and Immanence

The doctrine of the analogy of being comes handy to Aquinas to safe-
guard the divine transcendence and immanence, and thereby the
incarnational nature of the Word and all language. God is transcendentally
removed from everything created, since he is Being as no other beings
are. This suggests that no creature can have be-ing as its nature, but only
as conditioned by its nature; its be-ing is other than its nature. Yet, God
is immanently close to everything created, because the be-ing of the finite
thing is bestowed by the Being as such through his creative causality.
Creation is God’s free act as the efficient cause, or the prime-mover, that
not merely initiates a motion in a finite nature, but establishes it in the act
of be-ing. Hence, while Being as such is necessary, all beings are thrust
in the act of be-ing, therefore contingent. If created being is said to be
being, it is because every effect partakes in a limited manner of the causal
being of God.'®

4. Unity and Multiplicity of Being

If being is the most primitive notion under which all beings can be sub-
sumed in such a way that they are partly similar and partly dissimilar,
what kind of unity can we trace in being? Conversely, what kind of
multiplicity can we trace in the beings? The unity should be such that it
should be applicable to all beings, without losing its unicity. Likewise
multiplicity of beings should be such that their diversity can be traced to
the unity of being, without losing their multiplicity. If we are to appreciate
the genius of Aquinas, we better counterpose his views here with those of
other Greek metaphysicians on the unity and multiplicity of being.
Parmenides applied the notion of being univocally as ‘that which is’, and
thereby destroyed all differences among beings. The first casualty of his
philosophy of being, or permanence, was the notion of becoming, or
change. Change became ephemeral. Heraclitus, on the other hand, applied
the notion of being equivocally as ‘that which becomes’, and thereby
destroyed the subsistent substances. The casualty here is the self-identity
of substance for the protection of difference. Thus Heraclitus destroyed
the one, and Parmenides the many."” But Aquinas safeguarded both: the
unity of being, thereby the creator-God; and the multiplicity of beings,
thereby the created world, the multiverse. Hence, he applied the notion of
being analogically, thus safeguarding at once the unity and multiplicity,
permanence-and change, eternality and temporality—in short, the creator
and his creature.’
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The problem of the analogy of being can be studied at two levels, the
horizontal and the vertical. At the horizontal level, Aristotle applied the
notion of being to substance and all other categories, that-inhere in the
substance. Such categories are, as we all know, quantity, quality, relation,
‘habitus’, time, place, position, action and passion. They are beings with
a focal reference to substance. The horizontal application of being safe-
guards primarily the difference among beings. At the vertical level, how-
ever, Aquinas may be said to have applied the notion of being to different
kinds of substances, material and immaterial. Here, even God, the Being
as such, is included. All substances are beings with a focal reference to
the divine self-subsistent Being. The vertical application safeguards the
identity of the being,

The importance of the analogical predication of being, that safeguards
both unity and difference, becomes evident, when we analyze the nature
of predication. Predication is a judgement, in which we say something of
a subject. In the univocal predication of a term, both the name and its
intelligible content are the same. The term, “animal’, can be predicated of
‘man’ and ‘donkey’ with the same intelligible content. But in the equivocal
predication, the name may be the same, but the intelligible content is
different: Thus, ‘canis’ can be predicated of a ‘barking animal’ and a
‘celestial body’, but with different intelligible contents. But, in the ana-
logical predication, a term is applied to different things, differing in their
intelligible content, but they are relevantly related to one and the same
thing."® For example, ‘health’ primarily is the wholesome state of an or-
ganism, but it can also be applied to something else, a different intelligible
content, in the sense of ‘a sign of health’ (e.g. healthy urine) or ‘a cause
of health’ (e.g. a healthy tonic). Here the ‘sign’ and the ‘cause’ are rele-
vantly related to the wholesome state of the organism, that we call ‘health’,
Obviously, the wholesome state of organism is the primary analogate,
whereas the ‘sign’ and ‘cause’ are the secondary analogates. The analogi-
cal predication of ‘health’ safeguards its sameness and difference, even as
the analogical predication of being safeguards unity and multiplicity of
being.

Aquinas however asks us not to think of being, in vertical predication,
as the genus, of which substance and accidents are the species. This is
because nothing can be added to being from outside."” A differentia may
be added to a genus, or an accident to a subject, to obtain a species or an
individual, as the case may be, but not so in respect of being. Rather,
being is infrinsically present in substances and accidents alike, yet, in
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different ways. In the horizontal predication, substance, which is primarily
being, is the highest being. Quality, quantity, generation and corruption,
that give rise to new substances, are being at the intermediary ranges.
Finally, negation and privation, which exist only in thought, are being at
the lowest level. Likewise, in the vertical predication, God is the Being as
such, and all the rest are beings, to the extent they participate in the act
of be-ing of the Being.

5. Participation in Being

For Aquinas the doctrine of the analogy of being is inextricably related to
the doctrine of participation.®® This is so for two reasons. Firstly, God is
the primary Being to which all other beings are analogated. Secondly,
God’s causality is not merely for initiating a motion for further change,
but, more importantly, for establishing the finite nature in the act of be-
ing. The doctrine of participation is therefore a logical corollary to that of
the analogy of being, which, in turn, is a corollary of the great chain of
Being: ‘beings participate in the Being.” The statement, purporting to be
a basic Thomistic thesis, obviously needs some clarification.
Negatively, participation is not an identification. When A receives a
universal quality, B, that belongs to C, then A may be said to participate
in the B. A and B cannot therefore be identical. In the order of reality,
when beings participate in the act of be-ing, which properly belongs to
Being as such, we are confronted with the metaphysical problem of par-
ticipation. Participation may be of three kinds: Firstly, in a /ogical partici-
pation, a less extended intelligible content participates in a more extended
content. Such a participation is realized, when a species participates in the
genus (e.g. Man is an animal), or an individual in the species (e.g. Socra-
tes is man). Secondly, in an ontological participation, a subject may be
said to participate in an accident, or matter in a form. It’is also called a
real participation, because a real composition results from such a partici-
pation (e.g. the potentiality of the wood participates in the form of the
table). Real participation, to say the least, is an ‘essential’ participation, in
as much as it is a participation in an essence, or nature. Finally, in the
causal participation, an effect may be said to participate in the cause,
especially when the effect is unequal in power to its cause. The partici-
pation of a nature in existence, or be-ing, falls under this category. Causal
participation is more than an ‘essential’ participation; it is an ‘existential’
participation. This is of special significance to me in the present context.
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Existence (Esse), according to Aquinas, is not, strictly speaking, con-
cretely, but absolutely, signified. By implication, it suggests, first of all,
that existence cannot logically participate in anything else. Rather exist-
ence itself is what is participated in by everything else. For, for existence
to participate in anything else logically, there should be something more
extensive than existence but, as a matter of fact, existence is the most
extensive; nothing else is more extensive than existence. Secondly, exist-
ence also does not participate ontologically, because we would then be
constrained to make a distinction within existence itself between a subject
that participates and the accident in which existence participates. But
existence is absolute; being simple, it does not admit an internal differen-
tiation. While in relative and composite things a distinction between a
nature and existence can be made, in the absolute and simple existence,
we cannot make any such real distinction. Since existence (Esse) is the
proper name and nature of God, God is the absolute subsistent existence,
that cannot be ontologically pluralized, as a common essence can be,
Aquinas is keen on rejecting the ontological participation of existence that
God is, lest it should surreptitiously make room for pantheism, thanks to
his familiarity with the thoughts of the Jewish and Islamic philosophy.?
Otherwise the created world would have to be treated as a part of God.

But he does admit the causal participation in existence. However, it is
participation by the finite nature, not so much in the subsisting existence
as in the act of be-ing. In the causal participation, Esse is realized intrin-
sically in the existing creature/nature. It is neither a participation in exist-
ence in general (esse commune) nor a participation in the subsisting Esse
that is God. Rather, in God’s creative act, a creature’s finite nature is
actualized in the act of be-ing. It may be noted that there is a two-fold
actualization for all composite entities:* Firstly, from the potentiality of
matter to the actuality of form. This was highlighted by Aristotle’s
hylemorphism. This is accepted by Aquinas, too. Secondly, from the
potentiality of the composite essence to the actuality of existence. This
was missed by Aristotle, but could not be ignored at any cost by Aquinas,
because of his acceptance of the Biblical doctrine of creation ex nihilo.™
We are now in a position to study his religious language.

C. ANALOGY AND RELIGIOUS LANGUAGE

For Aquinas, the doctrine of the analogy of being, along with its corollary
of the doctrine of participation, is the basis for our knowledge of God and
the expression thereof, therefore, of religious language. This makes for a
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conviction that, despite a radical diversity of nature between the creator
and the creature, there is somehow a likeness between them, after the
manner of a likeness between the cause and effect. This likeness is the
ontological justification for analogical predication of religious language.
Since we do not know what God’s nature is, it must forever retain its
mystery to us. Yet, an analogical knowledge of God, however dim, is
possible for man, even speaking philosophically. The movement here is
from the created order to the creator, revealing at once the Thomistic
preference for a realistic epistemology. Since the being of the sensible
world is after all derived from its cause, the self-subsistent Being, all our
knowledge of God is based on our experience of the world. The method
of this knowledge however is analogical, and this makes for a theory of
religious language as analogical.

Man is a language-using animal. By language we mean a system of
articulate sounds, if spoken, and symbols, if written, constituting a net-
work of meanings. It is rooted in our culture, in the sense that we are born,
brought up and live in a linguistic community. When we use a word, say,
‘good’, its meaning is obviously given to us in the context of our day-to-
day living. Thus, in the assertion, ‘This is a good chair’, the term, ‘good’,
may mean ‘conducive to work, or sit and relax’, as the case may be. But
what about its meaning, if applied to God, as in the assertion, ‘God is
good’? Surely, there seems to be a shift in the meaning from its original
application. It is not used in the univocal sense, that is, in exactly the same
sense. God is not good in the way that a chair is said to be good. If the
sense is not univocal, is it then equivocal? This too is ruled out, because
the use is not totally different either, as is the case with the term, ‘bat’, in
assertions, ‘Bat is a flying mammal’ and ‘Bradman has a straight bat’. Yet,
the use of the term, ‘good’, if applied to God and chair, while being
neither univocal nor equivocal, has a definite relation. Analogical usage
embodies the relation concerned.

To Aquinas, the relation in point may be said to reflect a metaphysical
commitment to a religious belief, not without a philosophical justification,
however, that God is the creator of cverything existent. There exists a
relation of cause and effect between God and his creation. The effect
shares in some measure in the reality and character of its cause.** The
being of the effect is somehow dependent on the Being*of the cause.
Analogical usage of words then is obviously rooted in the analogy of
beings to Being as such. Analogy implies a certain likeness, or similarity,
of the creature to the creator, and therefore, rules out the former’s total
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difference from the creator. Even so, it implies a certain unlikeness, or
dissimilarity, between the two, which, again, rules out a total identity
between the two.

1. Tvpes of Analogical Predication

Analogy can be of many types. I shall restrict myself to two types: ‘analo-
gy downward’ and ‘analogy upward’. Let us consider the example of the
likeness .of human life to a lower form of life to explicate the analogy
downward. Consider the two statements, “The dog is faithful’ and ‘The
man is faithful’. The term, ‘faithful’, is predicated of the subjects, ‘dog’
and- ‘man’, because of certain similarity in the quality exhibited in the
behaviour of dog and man. The quality concerned is ‘the steadfast adher-
ence to a person’ that we call fidelity. Because of the similarity in qhality,
fidelity is predicated of the two subjects, hence an equivocal sense of
fidelity is ruled out. This however does not mean that there is a total
identity of the quality concerned in the two subjects. Hence a univocal
scnse of the usage, too, is ruled out. There is a certain difference in the
quality concerned, in fact, the difference is enormous. Faithfulness of the
dog is conditioned by the habituated responses, and rooted in the instincts.
On the contrary, faithfulness of man is freely chosen, humanly imagined
and rationally strengthened. If a man does not want to direct this quality
towards another human person any longer, for whatever reason he may
deem it fit, he can say ‘quits’ to it. Fidelity to one’s master, spouse, party
and even a cause, may be at a later stage as freely withdrawn as commit-
ted in the first instance. Both in the commitment and the withdrawal
thereof man is equally responsible to the consequences that are likely to
follow from his action. All this only goes to suggest that there is an
immense difference between the quality of faithfulness exhibited by a
brute animal and a human person. The quality of human fidelity is im-
mensely superior: it is freely given, responsibly borne and self-consciously
deliberated; it may therefore be inextricably linked with moral goals. The
quality of the canine fidelity, on the other hand, is considerably inferior,
in that it is largely ensured by conditioned reflexes, and strengthened by
a sense-bound consciousness. In virtue of this difference, the term, ‘faith-
ful’, is not univocally predicated of man and dog.

The concept of analogy, then, implies a part similarity (so, equivocality
is rejected) and a part dissimilarity (so, univocality is rejected). We say,
the term, ‘faithful’, is analogically predicated of man and dog. It suggests
that there is in dog a quality of steadfast adherence to a person, and that
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it is similar to the one in man, too, although it operates at the lower level
of the brute consciousness. As distinct from the quality operating at this
lower level of consciousness, there is a similar quality in man, a devotion
to a person or cause, and it operates at the higher level of human rational
consciousness. There is a certain correspondence between the qualities
exhibited in the canine and human behaviour. In the structure of the
behavioral attitude, there is a recognizable likeness. Because of this like-
ness, we speak of dog as faithful. But the human faithfulness differs from
the canine faithfulness to the wide extent that the human person differs
from the dog. Similarity within difference and difference within similarity
are woven warp and woof in the notion of analogy. If the dog is said to
be faithful, the higher human quality is applied downward to it analogi-
cally. This is analogy downward. In the exemplification of the analogy
downward, the focal point of reference is human fidelity. Human fidelity
is normative, because it is directly known to us, insofar as it is what is
realized within ourselves. The canine fidelity, however, operating at the
lower level of brute consciousness is known by us only dimly and imper-
fectly; briefly, it is known merely analogically.

Let us now clarify the analogy upward. This is of special significance
to us in the present context. We may know a quality directly within us,
yet, as a poor shadow of the quality, that should however be expected to
exist in all its perfection in a form of consciousness infinitely superior to
our own. Let us consider the two assertions, “The boy loves the girl’ and
‘God loves man’, The quality of ‘love’, (so are terms like “faithful’, ‘good’,
‘wise’, ‘forgiving’, ‘saving’, ‘compassionate’ etc.), predicated of ‘boy’ and
‘God’, is directly known to us and within us, because we first encounter
it at the level of our own consciousness. But, though directly known to us,
it is known in us only dimly and imperfectly, because it is in us neither
in all its purity nor in its full measure; more often than not it is found to
be wanting in some measure or other. Operating at the level of human
consciousness, it may often by fused with its opposite quality (e.g. self-
giving vs self-seeking). Yet, the more or less of the quality of love logi-
cally implies the most love somewhere. This most love is captured by the
man of religion in his belief that God is love. God is not said to have, but
be, love. Thus all the qualities, predicated of man and God, in us are
known, as though they are only shadows, a mere re-presentations of the
perfect qualities in godhead. In God, in virtue of his being the self-sub-
sistent Being, all perfections should be in their absolute purity and full-
ness. In us, however, in virtue of our derived being, they are in a measure,
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more or less, although they are known to us directly. The focal point of
reference for the human ‘love’, ‘goodness’, ‘fidelity’ is God’s own love,
goodness and fidelity. If they are known in us directly, but dimly, they are
also said to be known indirectly and merely analogically in God. This is
analogy upward, admitted by Aquinas, in the context of religious lan-
guage. It represents a movement of knowledge upward from the created
being, say, man to God, from creature to the creator. For Aquinas, all the
human knowiedge of God is analogical, by way of analogy upward. We
move in knowledge upward to God from the sensible world, in virtue of
the link between God and the world, related as the efficient cause and the
effect. Analogy upward is the reverse movement, if we are to compare it
with the analogy downward. The possibility itself is rooted in the analogy
of Being and the participation therein.

Thus, in the statements, ‘God is good’ and ‘Man is good’, we mean to
suggest that there is perfect quality of goodness in the infinitely perfect
Being. And that it also corresponds in some measure to what we know of
it in man, at our own human level, however imperfect that goodness in
him be. In this type of analogy, the ‘divine goodness’ is the focal point;
it is the true goodness, the normative goodness, the unbroken goodness.
On the contrary, ‘the human goodness’ is a mere shadow, a faint, fragmen-
tary and distorted reflection of the perfect quality of goodness in God.
Only in God, Aquinas reminds us, can the perfections of all qualities,
more importantly, of being, be in their true, perfect and unfractured na-
ture. Similarly the terms like ‘knows’, ‘loves’, ‘righteous’, ‘compassionate’,
‘just’, ‘merciful’ and so on can be applied in the fullest measure and proper
sense only to God. But, our knowledge of them in God is analogical. To
man, on the contrary, they can be applied only in a measure, more or less,
and imperfectly. But our knowledge of them in us is direct. Therefore, all
religious language is analogical, insofar as it purports to give us the know-
ledge by way of analogy upward.

2. Analogy and Rational Psychology

If all religious language is analogical, because it purports to give us only
analogical knowledge of God, it has something to do with the natural
endowment of our mind to knowledge and its expression.” To Aquinas,
the endowment, however, operates within a realistic psychology.

In a judgement in the form, ‘The table is round’, the concepts of ‘table’
and ‘round’ are formed through a ‘simple abstraction’ of their finite na-
tures. But what about the knowledge of the copula, ‘is’? It escapes the
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characterization of either finite or infinite. In itself, it could be either:
Finite, when received into a limiting subject but, infinite, when treated as
subsisting existence. What is represented by ‘is” and the various forms of
the verb ‘to be’, for that matter, is existence, which can be known only by
the ‘non-precisive abstraction’. This is no abstraction at all, it is rather a
‘separating’ activity of the mind, which is called, more precisely, judge-
ment’. Aquinas holds that existence is an actuality, indeed, the actnality
of all actualities, perfection of all perfections. Whereas Aristotle confined
actuality to that of the finite forms, that actualized the potentialities, Aquinas
extended it to existence. If he further identified it with the existence, that
is the self-subsistent Being of God, it was partly due to his religious belief
that Being is the proper name and nature of God. In virtue of causal
participation, being may be received as the act of be-ing in finite natures.
This participation is effected by way of God’s creative causality. Thus
Aquinas was able to arrive at a pure actuality without any potentiality,
separated from the actuality of finite forms, advocated by Aristotle. Such
pure actuality is the infinite existence that cannot be numerically
multiplicated. Self-subsistent existence is not like the common universal
that gets pluralized in the individuals.

For Aquinas, these conclusions, though reinforced from the scriptures,
can be arrived at by the unaided philosophical reason. The scriptural
vision however may be brought to bear upon them, when the self-subsist-
ent existence is further said to be all-knowing, provident and loving, unlike
the Aristotelian impersonal and otiose actuality. This explains why the
Aristotelian pure actuality could be only the final cause, the Being of the
contemplation for intellect, but not the efficient cause communicating its
act of be-ing to the finite natures. Thus the presuppositions of his rational
psychology permit only an analogical knowledge of God, although the
starting point of all our knowledge is grounded in a sensible world. The
analogy upward is a movement of knowledge from the finite to the infi-
nite, from the beings to the Being.

3. A Methodological Tool

Neither the metaphysical subtlety nor the psychological sight nor the script-
ural insight into the nature of religious language as analogical should
make us impervious to the latter’s value as a methodological tool.

The Semitic sense of the transcendence is deeply inbuilt into Aquinas’
philosophy: God is a mystery hidden from us. We can know directly
neither the divine nature nor its perfect attributes in themselves. However,
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the doctrine of the analogy of being provides us with a platform for an
analogical knowledge of God. This alone justifies our analogical use of
language in religion. But analogy is only indicative of a relation between
the partly similar and partly dissimilar meanings of a term, when used of
God and man. It neither explores intensively nor maps out extensively the
infinite nature of God. It is a mere linguistic and methodological too] to
appraise us of the way we use our terms. Having presupposed God’s
existence (though this can be rationally demonstrated), and a dim knowl-
edge of its nature, the methodological device is meant to be a broad
framework for making certain limited statements about God. This proce-
dure, Aquinas believes, is a safeguard against both agnosticism and a
scientific reductionism of religious mystery. The mystery of God is never
totally comprehended, but merely and peripherally apprehended,” for a
God that is thoroughly comprehended is no God at all.

The methodological tool is further supplemented by Aquinas with the
methods of ‘negation” and ‘culmination’. Whatever knowledge we have of
God proceeds from our created order. Since every perfection in the cre-
ated order is fused with imperfections, the way of negation is meant
precisely for purifying the perfections of the created order of their
negativities and privations.”® Love is a perfection in the created order, but
we all are sadly aware how imperfect it is in any of its forms. Its imper-
fections are first of all to be negated radically, before the term, ‘love’, can
be meaningfully applied to God. This procedure is the via negativa. Like-
wise the perfection, that is realized in creation, admits of degrees. Since
God is the most being, therefore, the most in every perfection, too, created
perfections, before they can be applied to God, will have to be culmi-
nated, or maximized, to their fullest measure. This procedure is vig
eminentia. Thus the statement, ‘God is love’, suggests that ‘love’ is predi-
cated of God, not only in all its purity but also in all its intensity.

By way of concluding, we may briefly consider how, in the light of
Aquinas’ reflections on religious language, philosophy itself should be
thought of. I shall restrict myself to two observations.

Firstly, one may be tempted to suggest that, since Aquinas brings in his
religious perspectives to bear upon his philosophical investigations, as he
has done in respect of religious language, what he gives us is less than
phtlosophy. This however does not seem to be the case. Contemporary
hermeneuticians remind us that every philosopher learns through language.
This means that we all think according to the specific traditions we find
ourselves in. Aquinas too is no exception to this post-Modemistic insight
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about language and tradition. But there is a crucial difference. Aquinas
does not ground his philosophy on language and tradition, as the post-
Modernists do. Rather his final court of appeal is the external world of
sensible things. He is too much of an Aristotelian to pattern his philoso-
phy on language. Aquinas perhaps would find the post-Modemist ap-
proach bound by its own historical antecedents; further, such a depend-
ence may also logically land us into an infinite regress. Aquinas, on the
contrary, may be said to give us a sound principle: Language is checked
by thought, and thought by reality. To him, committed as he is to Aris-
totelian realism, things themselves are indisputably prior to both thought
and language.

Secondly, to Aquinas, metaphysics is the core of philosophy, ‘the first
philosophy’,?” to use his own expression. It is the philosophical science of
being as being (ens commune). It is clearly distinct from Natural Philoso-
phy, the study of being as subjected to change. Again, from Mathematics,
the study of being as quantified, because the concept of number is rooted
in quantity. Being the philosophical science of being as such, metaphysics
need not be treated as the study of God. However, having begun the study
of being as being, it may further study the Being as the cause, or the
principle, under which all beings fall. It is only to this extent that it may
be treated as the philosophy of God, indirectly, however. Therefore Aquinas
does not see any conflict between faith ani reason, religion and philoso-
phy, revealed theology and natural theology, in short, metaphysics as the
science of the divine and metaphysics as the science of being as Being.
This justifies the employment of philosophical reasoning for demonstrat-
ing the ‘preambles of faith’ (e.g. the existence of God), supplying analo-
gies for illustrating the mysteries of faith and, sometimes, even for expli-
cating certain types of attacks on religion as philosophically non-sustain-
able. Being as Being can be philosophically discovered: In the philosophi-
cal order, we begin with the sensible world and, through reason, ascend
to God as its creative principle, whereas in the theological order, we begin
with God as the revealed Being and, through faith, descend to the sensible
world as the effect that has received that act of be-ing from its cause.
Therefore, if there should be a philosophy of religious language, to Aquinas,
it can be legitimate only to the extent that such a language is purely
analogical.
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This paper intends to examine the notion of relative truth in contemporary
Western philosophy in view of the fact that the classical notion of abso-
lute truth has been increasingly challenged by the relativists and the critics
of the absolutist metaphysics of truth and reason. The relativists seek to
reject the view that truth is absolute and etemnal and that history and
culture make no difference to it. They in their zeal to debunk the absolutist
metaphysics of truth and reality espouse the contestable thesis that truth,
like any other concept, must be relativized to our history and culture.!

In this paper I will argue that relativism is not free from difficulties in
view of the fact that the very concept of relative truth is contestable. In
sections 1 and 2, I will bring out the dogmas of relativism and expose the
limitations of relativization of our concepts. In section 3, I will show how
the ethnocentric framework of Rorty is inadequate to explain the concept
of truth. In section 4, I will show, following Putnam, that truth has to be
placed in the normative discourse as it stands for the ideal limit of our
cognitive inquiry. In sections 5 and 6, I will defend a rationalist view of
truth according to which truth belongs to the common core of the concep-
tual scheme shared by mankind. Thus I would defend a sort of moderate
absolutism about truth in the well established rationalist tradition of the
West,

1. RELATIVISM AND THE IDEA OF TRUTH

The way relativism is characterized® has much to do with how we define
some of our concepts like truth and reality in terms of some prior notions
like language, culture and history. Relativism takes various forms? such as
ontological, epistemological, linguistic and moral depending on which
concepts it treats according to its main thrust of relativizing the concepts
to culture, community and conceptual frameworks. Relativism thus intro-
duces into philosophical analysis the method of relativization of concepts
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to the historical and cultural settings in which they have their origin.
Therefore, the relativist thinkers have always made their inquiry overtly
empiricist, historicist and anti-metaphysical.*

The concept of truth has been one of the key concepts which, the
relativists think, has resisted a historicist and anti-metaphysical analysis.
They have therefore taken the concepts of truth and reality as the main
focus of their anti-absolutist and anti-metaphysical arguments.” The no-
tion of conceptual scheme has come handy to the relativists in their effort
to show that what we hold as true and real is nothing but what we project
in our conceptual scheme to be so. And since there are multiple concep-
tual schemes possible, it is argued, there is no unique concept of truth
available in all possible conceptual schemes. The distinction between
scheme and content,® i.e., between our conceptual system and experience
is thus underlying the relativist argument that truth is a matter of our
conceptual construction. Therefore, it is argued, truth has nothing to do
with the absolutist notion of correspondence with reality.

The relativist argues that not only the concept of truth but ‘also the
concept of the world must shed its absolutistic aura in the sense that there
is no unique meaning which can be assigned to these concepts. The con-
cept of the world must undergo revision in view of the fact that we cannot
take for granted that there is an absolutely existent world independently
of our conceptual schemes.

The idea of a conceptual scheme, as Davidson has pointed out, gives
rise to the relativist idea that there are alternative conceptual schemes all
vying with one another to capture reality in their conceptual networks.
That is, it gives legitimacy to the idea that the multiple conceptual schemes
are the alternative arrangements of concepts to organize experience. This
in a sense leads to the Goodmanian concept of alternative versions of the
world or the ways of worldmaking.® The ideas of alternative vocabularies
of Rorty? and the alternative conceptual paradigms of Kuhn'® are but the

different articulations of the same idea of alternative conceptual schemes.

Relativism is thus the result of the effort to make the conceptual para-
digms or the schemes the key to our understanding of the world. The
effort is to make our world amenable to as many world-pictures as pos-
sible and thus to show that there is no unique notion of truth as an abso-
lute relation between thought and language on the one hand and the world
on the other. Since alternative world-descriptions are possible, it cannot
be tuled out that there are alternative ideas of truth. Gellner puts the
relativist position as follows:
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The problem of relativism is whether there is one and one only world,
in the end; whether all the divergent visions of reality can in the end
be shown ... to be diverse aspects of one and the same objective world,
whose diversity can itself be explained in terms of the properties or
laws of that world."

The relativist thus raises the important question: s there a unique world
underlying all possible world-descriptions? Obviously the answer which
the relativist provides is that there is no such unique ‘the world” which is
the common subject-matter of all world-descriptions. Each world-descrip-
tion or conceptual scheme projects its own world. Therefore, the relativist
says, there are as many worlds as there are world-descriptions or ways of
worldmaking. From this it follows that the realist notion of the world is
a misnomer and that we must countenance not only a plurality of world-
views but also a plurality of worlds. The strongest form of relativism is
thus committed to the thesis that since there are alternative conceptual
schemes which are incommensurable, there must be alternative worlds
which have nothing in common with one another.

The idea of incommensurability of the conceptual schemes and the
world-descriptions is the mainstay of strong relativism. Kuhn has pro-
vided a standard definition of incommensurability'? according to which
two conceptual schemes are incommensurable when they cannot be trans-
lated into each other, that is, when they have nothing in common, not
even the meaning of the terms. Accordingly two conceptual schemes, say
CS1 and CS2, are so structured that we cannot compare one with the
other: the expressions in both differ not only in truth but also in meaning.
Both have two different languages which cannot but have two different
schemes for describing the world. The result is that there is no one world
existing for both; there are two different worlds altogether, say W1 and
W2 corresponding to CS1 and CS2 respectively.

The relativism resulting from the Incommensurability Thesis claims
that not only the scientific paradigms in-Kuhn’s sense differ from one
another but also even our commonsensical views of the world differ from
age to age, from culture to culture. There is therefore rampant relativism
not only in matters related to science but also common sense. Not only the
wotld-views differ but also no one world-view can be understood in terms
of another. Each conceptual scheme is independent of the other.

So far as truth is concerned, as already noted, there is no universal truth
available for all conceptual schemes. The standard of truth accepted in
CS1 is different from the standard of truth accepted in CS2. Therefore
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what is true in CS1 may be false in CS2. The relativist thus feels encour-
aged to say that there is no concept of truth which can apply to all con-
ceptual schemes. As Newton-Smith puts it,

The central relativist idea is that what is true for one tribe, social group
or age might not be true for another tribe, social group or age.”

Thus truth ceases to be ahistorical and transcendent. It is as much bound
to conceptual schemes as to the languages in which it is embedded.

Relativism has taken an ethnocentric turn' in Rorty who argues that
only in the context of a community can truth and reality be properly
understood. According to him, what is accepted as true and real is a
matter which can be investigated only in the context of what people in a
community believe and accept. The community puts the stamp of ap-
proval on the beliefs and attitudes of the people in it which is thus crys-
tallized into the solidarity'® of the community. it is solidarity that vouch-
safes for the truths accepted by the community. Why a belief or opinion
is true, according to Rorty, is that it is agreed to be true by the community
and so the solidarity backing it accounts for its acceptability. Solidarity
replaces objectivity in this ethnocentric scheme of things.

This form of relativism asserts that truth is not a culture-transcendent
phenomenon and that it is bound up with the interests and the social
practices of the community concerned. In that sense, the truth of the
beliefs is a matter of how they are socially conditioned and thus justified
in the larger interests of the community. As Rorty points out, the true
beliefs are so called for their pragmatic utility as well as the solidarity
underlying them such that truth is a compliment'® to the beliefs held in the
community.

Relativism thus brings in an element of cultural or ethnic contextuality
into the whole picture of relativizing truth to the conceptual scheme. The
problem of truth and reality is sought to be solved or circumvented by the
idea that there is no truth in the realist sense and that there is no concep-
tion of an ahistorical truth that has nothing to do with the human interests
and the ethnic beliefs

Thus there are basically two dogmas of relativism: one is that truth is
relative to a conceptual scheme and the other is that truth is a product of
the human interests. The former can be called the dogma of conceptual
relativization and the latter the dogma of ethnocentrism.
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2. SELF-INCONSISTENCY AND THE LIMITS OF RELATIVIZATION

Relativism, as delineated above, does not succeed in many of its argu-
ments because either they are self-refuting or they are weak. The relativist
dogmas have a touch of irony about them as they fly in the face of
common sense and reason. The first sign of the collapse of relativism is
evident in the fact that it cannot without self-inconsistency establish that
it itself is valid. According to relativism, any conceptual scheme is as
valid or good as any other and therefore there is nothing to choose be-
tween the different world-views. Thus relativism as a world-view is as
good as absolutism as there is no reason why relativism can alone be
valid. Relativism has no greater claim to truth than absolutism, since if
relativism can claim absolute truth, it will lead to self-inconsistency.

The relativists argue that there is no absolute standard of truth so that
at no point of time could there be one and only one conceptual scheme
which is true. This further leads to the conclusion that if there are com-
peting conceptual schemes, all of them could claim to be true at the same
time. This is what relativism allows for so far as the alternative conceptual
schemes are concerned. But this goes against the very truth-claim of rela-
tivism. If all truth-claims lack ultimate and absolute sanction in reason,
then so does the truth-claim of relativism. It cannot be the case that only
the relativist world-view is correct over all others, since it will bring in
absolutism through the backdoor. It is self-contradictory to suppose that
relativism is the absolutely correct point of view. If that is so, then it
follows that relativism itself cannot vouchsafe for its truth and so keeps
open the possibility that it itself is false. Putnam puts the point in the
following passage:

That (total) relativism is inconsistent is a truism among philosophers.
After all, is it not obviously contradictory to hold a point of view while
at the same time holding that no point of view is more justified or right
than any other? ... If any point of view is as good as any other, then
why isn’t the point of view that relativism is false as good as any
other."

What Putnam intends to say is that relativism has no rational ground to
Justify its radical claims about truth. Tts own point of view lacks rational
justification insofar as its validity is open to question. Thus if relativism
is by remote chance true, it opens the possibility that there is no rational
ground for that and under similar circumstances it might have been false
as well. For the relativists, truth ceases to have universal significance as
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it is utterly confined to the language in which it occurs. It is the product
of a conceptual scheme and so lacks any sense beyond it. For example,
CS1 has truthl which varies from the truth in CS2: that is truthl and
truth?2 differ so radically that there is nothing in common between the two.
In that sense both CS1 and CS2 can simultaneously be true or simultane-
ously false. Thus there is no one sense in which they are true or false; they
have different logics altogether.

Now the question is, how can a conceptual scheme be true when it
itself has only relative truth? Relative truth is such that it happens to be
truth only within the conceptual scheme concerned. In that sense the
notion of truth loses significance as what is true might have been false
under the same circumstances. Besides, what is that point of view from
which it is true except its own? Since its own point of view could not be
relativized to another, there is absoluteness about its own point of view
and so its truth must be absolute and not relative to any other point of
view. Every conceptual scheme, if it has the concept of truth at all, must
have a single standard of truth and that must work absolutely since that
is what truth signifies. Truth works either absolutely or does not work at
all.

The idea of multiplicity of conceptual schemes does not stand in the
way of absolute truth when properly understood. The many conceptual
schemes could adopt a single standard of truth such that they could be
evaluated fairly and equally by the same standard of truth. This becomes
necessary because of the fact that when ws have a series of conceptual
schemes such as CS1, CS2 ... CSn we have 1he responsibility of ordering
them logically in terms of their cognitive strength. There truth-content is
the deciding factor in this ordering. But we cannot judge their truth-
content unless we have the concept of truth that goes beyond the relative
truth of the conceptual schemes. The critical assessment of the relative
truth-content of the conceptual schemes demands that there be a concept
of truth from a logical point of view. The logical point of view is the one
we adopt as the critical inquirers. It is inevitable that we occupy such a
standpoint for the possibility of critical judgement. That such a standpoint
is available for critical assessment of conceptual schemes is evident in the
idea that we can ascend to truth progressively. However, it cannot be the
case that this standpoint is a God’s point of view as we cannot transcend
the limits of our thought and language.

The critical or logical point of view demands an absolute concept of
truth in the sense that there is no other point of view from which it could
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be viewed. Hence relativization is not any more possible. We have in a
sense reached the limit of all relativization. Putnam has brought out the
concept of limit of all-cognitive valuations in this context while defending
a non-relativist notion of truth. For him, truth signifies the limit" of all
cognitive justifications. That is, truth marks the limit of all justification of
our cognitive claims. It is the ideal limit rather than a conditional one as
it cannot further be overruled by another limit. The ideal limit is rationally
and necessarily fixed by an a priori logical method because there is the
possibility that truth slips back into the conditional process of justifying
our cognitive claims. Putnam says:

Truth cannot simply be rational acceptability for one fundamental rea-
son, truth is supposed to be a property of statement that cannot be lost,
whereas justification can be lost.”

Further, he says:

We speak as if there were such things as epistemically ideal conditions
and we call a statement ‘true’ if it would be justified under such con-
ditions.™

Thus the notion of an ideal limit is necessitated by the fact that we can
have an ideal observer’s point of view which itself is human rather than
God’s point of view.

What we are arguing here is that relativization has a limit and that limit
is signalled by truth which has an absolute core about itself. This is further
reinforced by the fact that truth cannot be relativized to a theory or lan-
guage beyond a certain limit. It is no doubt true that every theory in
Quine’s? sense has a truth-claim based on its conceptual resources; that
is, every theory is likely to make its truth-claim subservient to its overall
goals. This makes truth immanent to the conceptual scheme and to a large
extent pragmatically situated in the theory itself. But a little reflection can
show that our theory-choice itself needs criteria which themselves are
rooted in the absolutistic concept of truth. Truth and the criteria of con-
sistency, coherence and simplicity are all necessary for a rational assess-
ment of the theory or theories concerned.

The point of the argument is that truth as the ideal limit of all critical
inquiry demands that it be placed within our language and conceptual
scheme without being relativized to any local language and theory. Truth
thus must belong to the overall conceptual scheme or the way of thinking
of mankind rather than to that of any ethnic group or community. This
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may seem to be incorporating an element of transcendent truth into the
picture which is resisted by the relativists. As we shall subsequently see,
the inevitability of a transcendent truth is evident if we have to see that
there is a limit to historicism and contingency emphasized by the relativ-
istic and the ethnocentric point of view.

3. SOLIDARITY, CONTINGENCY AND REASON

Ethnocentrism as advocated by Rorty is a form of relativism which pro-
vides a theory of truth and reality from within an anthropocentric and
communal point of view. Ethnocentrism advocates that the concepts like
truth and reality have a cultural origin in the communal life of the people
and therefore there is a historical process in which they evolve. Rorty
argues that because of the historical origin the concepts evolved m our
language are contingent and so might not have been there at all. Espe-
cially the concept of truth does not carry any transcendental connotation
as it is the product of a historical process. Truth, like any other concept,
originates in time and history and has to be located in the life of the
people. Rorty’s idea of solidarity as the only basis of our concept of truth
suggests that we have the agreement of the community in holding certain
beliefs to be true. The agreement is the only ground on which the entire
edifice of our language and communication stands. This is, however, no
reason to believe that solidarity itself is a non-contingent notion, accord-
ing to Rorty,

Contingency® is the constant theme 6f Rorty’s analysis of the concept
of truth and language. According to this analysis, our language and the
conceptual scheme embedded in it are products of our culture and the
collective beliefs. Truth has thus no trans-cultural location. It is the one
that has evolved accidentally rather than necessarily in the historical proc-
ess. Our language, like our world-picture, is contingent in the sense that
there is no logical reason why this and this alone is true and not another.
Rejecting the idea that there is an objective ground for our conceptual
scheme, Rorty argues that we should search for collective agreement or
solidarity rather than transcendent objectivity. He says:

The question whether truth and rationality has an intrinsic nature, whether
we ought to have a positive theory about either topic, is just the ques-
tion of whether our self-description ought to be constructed around a
relation to human nature or around a relation to a particular collection
of human beings, whether we should desire objectivity or solidarity.®
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Rorty’s preference for solidarity and contingency follows from his com-
mitment to the idea that it is the human collectivity that provides ground
for the acceptability of a belief or theory. Truth therefore cannot go be-
yond the collective acceptance of a belief.

Rorty’s argument for the ethnocentric view of truth follows from his
pragmatist commitment that it is the communal interests that ultimately
prevail. It is the latter that determine how the notion of truth functions in
systematizing our beliefs. Qur beliefs are true only when they are found
useful and acceptable to the community in which we live. Rorty says:

For the pragmatist ... ‘’knowledge’ is, like ‘truth’, simply a compliment
paid to the beliefs which we think so well justified that, for the mo-
ment, further justification is not needed. An inquiry into the nature of
knowledge can, on this view, only be a socio-historical account of how
various people have tried to reach agreement on what to believe.?s

Thus, for Rorty, beliefs have validation only in the collective agreement
of the community. This results in grounding truth of the beliefs in the
ethnocentric solidarity. This entails relativism in the sense that beliefs
have their truth only within the community which entertains them.

Rorty’s theory of contingency, however, suffers from difficulties which
follow from the tendency to globalize contingency across all our concep-
tual schemes. So far as our local conceptual schemes are concerned, it is
obviously the case that they are the products of cultural epochs and so are
bound to be contingent. But can the conceptual scheme which all human
beings more or less share be also contingent? It is not that human beings
across the globe do not share anything. If that were so, then communica-
tion among different communities would not have been possible at all.
Now, if everything pertaining to this global conceptual scheme were
contingent, then what is that in contrast to-which the concepts are contin-
gent? There must be therefore something in our conceptual scheme which
is non-contingent and non-relative?® because of which something else is
contingent and relative.

Rorty’s argument for the wholesale contingency of our conceptual
scheme does not work because it does not provide any standard of nec-
essary truth. Ethnocentrism fails to account for how and why we agree on
certain beliefs rather than on others and how we come to provide accept-
able justifications for what we believe. Our beliefs, even if communal in
origin, have to be certified by certain rational procedures, That is, we have
to subject our beliefs to certain standards or norms, or else any belief will
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be as good as any other. In that case there will be nothing to distinguish
one set of beliefs from another.

Reason is the hallmark of human beings, who use language and express
beliefs in communication. Human beings are socially and culturally trained
to seek justification for their beliefs. This will not be possible if they do
not presuppose rational norms in debate and discussion. Rorty misses this
vital point when he dismisses Putnam’s plea for norms in our cognitive

inquiry. Rorty says:
On this holistic account of cultural norms, however, we do not need the

notion of a universal transcultural rationality which Putnam invokes
against those whom he calls ‘relativists’.”’

That is to say, any appeal to trans-cultural rationality is an anathema to
Rorty’s theory of ethriocentric norms. But how can the so-called cultural
norms operate if there are no norms which are non-ethnocentric?

We must admit that all norms cannot be ethnocentric and that at least
some must be transcultural and a priori. This also explains why reason
cannot itself be the product of history and so must transcend it. If it were
a product of history, then we cannot begin to make any sense of history
itself. Rorty’s claim is that truth never goes beyond the pragmatic and
communal acceptance. But this overlooks the fact that even pragmatic
choices have to be according to certain criteria. The latter are part of the
process of reasoning which is a priori given to man.

Rorty’s anti-transcendental standpoint thus fails to be convincing be-
cause it misses the point that rationality is also a part of human nature and
that what he calls solidarity is itself a product of our rational nature.
Solidarity is the rational man’s response to the contingency which faces
him in his communal existence. There is every effort made by man to rise
above contingency by institutionalizing the cultural norms and thus stabi-
lizing the concept of truth. Man thus cannot give up the concept of truth
itself because that will signal a collapse of the rational system of beliefs
and hence of all cognitive inquiry. It is therefore not enough to say that
there is cognition but no effort to reach truth in cognition or that ‘there is
only the dialogue™, but no reason as to why the dialogue should be
continued.
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4. TRUTH, IDEALITY AND THE NORMATIVE DISCOURSE

The concept of truth is not basically an ethnocentric notion, nor does it
fall strictly within a historicist framework. It is a category within the
logico-semantic discourse. Only when we transcend the historicist and
ethnocentric discourse do we encounter the discourse of truth. The latter
is bound to be logocentric in that the notion of truth arises only at a
logical level (called the metalanguage by Tarski?’). The difficulty with
Rorty’s ethnocentrism is that it abolishes the metalanguage or the
metanarrative altogether thus falling into the trap of unmitigated contin-
gency. The logical discourse, however, does not share the contingency of
the ethnocentric discourse.

The logical discourse has the characteristic structure of rules of reason-
ing and thus has the function of evaluating the propositions of the non-
logical discourse. These evaluative activities are performed with the help
of the standard of truth proposed in the logical discourse. Rightness and
wrongness, correctness and incorrectness all belong to the evaluating
function of the normative discourse. The notion of truth is built into the
evaluative procedures of the normative discourse.*

It is in a sense right to say that the realist notion of correspondence
does not capture the intuitive essence of truth as the correspondence be-
tween language and reality is disclosed by truth rather than constituted by
it. The correspondence theorists make the mistake of identifying truth
with correspondence which obviously is defeated by the fact that truth is
presupposed by correspondence. Truth stands out clearly in its own right
as the basic category® in our logical discourse. It needs no other logical
prop to function as the standard of semantic valuation.

Truth is the ideal limit of our conceptual scheme in the sense that it not
only spells out what constitutes the norm or standard of rational thinking
but also it shows how far our critical thinking can reach in judging the
merits of our cognitive claims. As we have already shown, Putnam’s limit
theory of truth hints at this aspect of our critical appraisal of our cognitive
claims. However, it is not a vacuous limit in the sense that it is only an
ideal having no reality in the ongoing discourse of mankind.

The discourse of truth stands for idealization no doubt, but it does not
mean that the ideal has no root in the real, nor is it true that the real is
devoid of ideality. This dialectical relationship between the real and the
ideal shows that the truth as the ideal cannot be divorced from the actual
processes of language-use. Truth logically messes up with language-use
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and the associated social practices. Thus it arises in the linguistic prac-
tices,*? and yet it transcends those practices because it is the norm of those
practices themselves.

Rorty’s identification of truth with the social and linguistic practices is
stoutly refuted by Putnam because Putnam finds the attempt to reduce
truth to the justification of the cognitive beliefs self-refuting since every
time we evaluate a belief we have to presuppose the rules of truth. The
rules of truth themselves are a priori and logical. Putnam aptly remarks:

... the two key ideas of the idealization theory of truth are (1) that truth
is independent of justification here and now, but not independent of all
justification. To claim a statement is true is to claim it could be justi-
fied. (2) truth is expected to be stable or ‘convergent’; if both a state-
ment and its negation could be justified, even if conditions were as
ideal as one could hope for to make them, there is no sense in thinking
of the statement as having a truth-value.®

Thus truth ceases to be a matter of justification per se, but of ideal and
convergent justification which presupposes the notion of truth itself. Truth
cannot be reduced to justification since justification can be defeated,* but
truth remains stable and intact.

It is now evident that the Rortyan argument that truth has no transcen-
dental grounding and that there is no metaphysical dimension to truth is
rather weak, since it could be seen that truth has the inherent tendency to
go beyond the natural process of the formation of our beliefs. Truth is
transcendent for the reason that, like any other concept in our logical
discourse like reason, rationality, rightness, etc., it has both an immanent
as well as a transcendent dimension. Putnam has put this point in the
following way:

If reason is both transcendent and immanent, then philosophy, as cul-
ture-bound reflection, and argument about eternal questions, is both in
time and eternity. We don’t have an Archimedean point; we always
speak the language of time and space; but the rightness and wrongness
of what we say is not just for a time and a place.”

That is, truth like reason goes beyond space and time while all the while
being involved in time and history. In that sense truth is transcendent as
well as immanent in that it is not a product of a temporal process though
it applies to the temporal history of judgement-formation.
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5. THE AVAILABILITY OF A UNIVERSAL CONCEPTUAL SCHEME

Now the question is: Is there a universal conceptual scheme from within
which all other particular conceptual schemes could be judged? That is,
is there a logical and transcendental point of view which can preserve our
evaluative standards? The concept of truth is part of our rational logical
discourse which represents our normative standards. The relativists are
happy to reduce truth to justifiability, warranted assertability and so on
with the purpose of deflating it and making it disappear from the logical
discourse. The relativists thus make a short account of the discourse of
truth itself. Therefore they take truth as a truncated notion or make it
almost non-different from the human interests and practices. Thus relativ-
ism challenges the very idea of truth itself.

In order to retrieve truth from the relativist deconstruction, what we
need is a full-scale attempt to install it at the centre of our rational dis-
course. This requires us to take two important steps, viz.: (a) to recognize
that truth is a substantial notion in our conceptual scheme and language;
and (b) to make room for a universal conceptual scheme which is shared
by all mankind. The first step involves a rejection of relativism as a viable
theory of truth. The second provides rationale for the universality and
rationality of our conceptual scheme which can vouchsafe for our norma~
tive standards.

The first could be taken first. Truth is not culture-bound in a significant
sense. It is that which all cultures presuppose as the primitive substantial
category® in the sense that cultures may change and disappear but the
concept of truth remains as of transcultural significance. In terms of sci-
entific paradigms, it is the case that truth does not belong to a paradigm,
but is the standard of evaluating the paradigms, judging them and making
them intelligible at all. Thus the paradigm-shifts do not entail shifts in the
conception of truth itself, There is a normative core of truth that saves it
from slipping into the relativists’ trivialization.

Truth cannot itself be naturalized as it demands a space in the non-
natural realm of norms, standards and criteria. Truth thus has a transcen-
dental character in the sense that it belongs to the a priori order of con-
cepts. The demand that truth be available to the cognitive discourse” and
our linguistic practices does not rule out the possibility that truth remains
an g priori notion embedded in our conceptual scheme. Truth in this sense
is both transcendent and immanent in character.

The second step mentioned above is taken when we reintroduce the
idea of conceptual scheme despite Davidson’s objections®® against this
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very concept. The idea of conceptual scheme itself is innocent though the
scheme-content distinction along with the idea of alternative conceptual
schemes is dispensable. Alternative conceptual schemes do not add to our
understanding of the world as they make it absolutely unintelligible as to
how we can retain a rationally acceptable notion of truth. Truth cannot
healthily be interpreted if there are competing conceptual schemes.
Davidson says:

For we have no intelligible basis on which it can be said that schemes
are different. It would be equally wrong to announce the glorious news
that all mankind—all speakers of language, at least—share a common
scheme and ontology. For if we cannot intelligibly say that schemes are
different, neither can we intelligibly say that they are one.”

That is, since we cannot have alternative conceptual schemes, we cannot
talk meaningfully of the one conceptual scheme we have. But it is not that
we do not have any conceptual scheme at all. The conceptual scheme
which embeds truth and rationality is ours. But this is not a ‘glorious
news’ because it is so fundamental and constitutive of us.

Truth constitutes the a priori condition of rationality of the conceptual
scheme we have. It makes our conceptual scheme intelligible, coherent
and translatable. The local conceptual schemes that do arise presuppose
our background conceptual scheme which is the foundation of our dis-
course of truth. The local conceptual schemes are made intelligible by the
background conceptual scheme. Therefore relativism which pins its hope
on the availability of local schemes has to be defeated by the discourse
of truth that belongs to the background conceptual scheme. The back-
ground conceptual scheme is the universal conceptual scheme shared by
all mankind.

The scheme-content distinction arises at the level of the local concep-
tual schemes which raise the bogey of the uninterpreted ‘given’ as distin-
guished from the scheme of concepts. The given is variously interpreted
and so is ultimately lost*® in the sense that the given is ultimately untraceable
in the chaos of multiple interpretations. Thus there is no hope of regaining
the world if variable interpretations are available. But at the level of the
background universal conceptual scheme, the distinction between scheme
and content does not arise. There is no scope for interpreting the world as
language is directly in link with reality. Davidson puts this point as fol-
lows:
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In giving up the dependence on the concept of an uninterpreted reality,
something outside all schemes and sciences, we do not relinquish the
notion of objective truth—-quite the contrary ... . Of course truth of
sentences remains relative to language, but that is as objective as can
be. In giving up the dualism of scheme and world, we do not give up
the world, but re-establish unmediated touch with the familiar objects
whose antics make our sentences and opinions true or false.*!

That is to say that truth remains firmly in the saddle in our conceptual
scheme even if the scheme-content distinction goes overboard along with
the local conceptual schemes.

The idea of relative truth arises when we confuse the universal concep-
tual scheme of ours with the local schemes of varying sorts. The latter are
the relativist’s myths created for blocking our understanding of language
and thought. Relativism becomes weak once we realize that a global
conceptual scheme is deeply embedded in our language. It is this univer-
sal conceptual scheme that abselutism in its moderate and acceptable
form demands for the sake of preserving our cognitive norms against the

relativists who refuse to accept non-relative rational norms. The non-

relativists are satisfied with the availability of a logical standpoint that
preserves truth and other evaluative norms.

6. FROM NON-LOCALISM TO NON-RELATIVISM

The argument against relativism does presuppose that there is a core of
human thinking that cannot be relativized to our language and culture.
This has been the standard criticism against relativism that it has denied
the very possibility of a common core to all human thinking. This com-
mon core is called ‘the bridgehead’ by Martin Hollis* and Steven Lukes®
meaning thereby that there are truths which all human beings can accept
as rational and which provide for the foundations of whatever else they
accept. Hollis writes:

All interpretation thus rests on rationality assumptions which must
succeed at the bridgehead and which can be modified at later stages
only by interpretations which do not sabotage the bridgehead.*

Thus it is admitted that the bridgehead counts as the foundation of all our
rational discourse. The concept of truth belongs to this core and thus we
can admit with Strawson that there is ‘a massive central core of human
thinking which has no history’.*
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With the admission of a central core in human thinking, it has become
easy to argue that truth cannot be subject to a relativist construal because
that itself will entail the denial of the rational foundation of our thought.
Relativists, however, do not casily concede this rationality assumption
because they think that this leads us to a blind alley. Barnes and Bloor,
for instance, argue that

... the rational bridgehead, the alleged common core of belief shared
by all cultures, turn out to be a purely imaginary construct with no
empirical basis at all.*

Thus the relativists’ denial of reason as the core of human thinking
follows from the fact that they admit no role for the standards of truth and
rightness in the absolutist sense. The absolutist notion of truth seems too
ahistorical and acontextual to the relativists.¥

However, it must be admitted that the relativists have never accepted
irrationalism and anarchy* in their bargain against the absolutists. All that
they have asked for is a moderate form of relativization of our concepts
and principles to the human discourse. Therefore they are right in denying
that there is a God’s Eye view of the world which ensures an ahistorical
and acontextual point of view. Krausz put this as follows:

Relativism amounts to a denial of a God’s Eye view of the universe, or
a denial that anyone will ever have that view. It amounts to a denial of
a view from nowhere. The insistence that knowledge should be abso-
lute is to set standard for knowledge unattainably high.*

Thus the argument against the so-called God’s Eye view of the universe
has been part of the contemporary anti-absolutist and anti-Platonist de-
bate.” This is precisely because we have in general lost faith in the ab-
solute and the transcendent truths espoused by Plato.

However, it is not to be dismissed as mere dogmatism that there is a
common conceptual framework in which all rational human beings par-
ticipate, and that they share a large number of concepts and principles
including the principles of logic and mathematics. This itself disproves
that localism prevails in our thinking. Localism yields to universalism for
the sake of its own intelligibility because in the absence of universal
logical standards we are unable to understand our own Protagorean frame-
works. It is here that we must rise above our Protagorean provincialism
and look for a Platonic anchor® for our thoughts in a universal conceptual
scheme.
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The argument so far has shown that relativism in its extreme form is
as unacceptable as the extreme form of absolutism. In their extreme forms
relativism and absolutism look absurd because while one denies the very
idea of truth and rationality the other makes them unattainable. While
extreme form of relativism ends in scepticism, the extreme form of abso-
lutism ends in dogmatism. Both become enemies of rational debate and
discussion. It is therefore logical that we argue for a moderate form of
either relativism or of absolutism.

We have been arguing that the very notion of relative truth is contest-
able not because it is no concept of truth at all but because we require a
stronger notion of truth that can, without becoming ahistorical, play a
normative role in our language and thought. Truth as a part of our univer-
sal conceptual scheme plays the role of an evaluative standard for making
the multiple conceptual schemes intelligible, Such a standard is within the
reach of every rational thinker and therefore it is very much in use® in our
critical thinking. Our critical and logical thinking makes available a non-
relative notion of truth.

7. CONCLUDING REMARKS

Non-relativism rather than radical absolatism is the rational demand for
steering clear of the Scylla of scepticism and the Charybdis of dogmatism.
It is the demand that truth be preserved as a stable and strong concept in
our logical thinking and that there be scope for criteria for evaluating the
conflicting conceptual paradigms in all fields of our conceptual activity.
Cultures are as much in need of rational assessments as the scientific and
the moral paradigms. We, the rational thinkers, must steer clear of both
extreme localism and extreme absolutism for the sake of making truth
available in our rational debate.™
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1

During the period before the first world war and upto Philosophy of
Logical Atomism (PLA)' Russell had to come to terms with Frege’s ac-
count of semantics, and in particular the latter’s distinction between ‘sense’
(Sinn) and ‘reference’ (Bedeutung).? His 1905 paper ‘On Denoting’ (OD)?
contains, among other things, a strong criticism of Frege’s notion of Sinn
and a famous analysis of definite descriptions. It contains also criticism of
Meinong’s distinction between ‘existence’ (Sein) and ‘subsistence’
{(Subsistenz), but in this paper my aim is to consider only the former. The
criticism of Frege’s theory is important because in rejecting the notion of
Sinn, Russell committed himself to an account of semantics which placed
all the emphasis on the idea of a naming or referring relation between
linguistic expressions and items in the world. That account might be correct,
or well grounded, even if Russell’s criticism of Fregean Sinn were un-
founded. However, since Russell represented that rejection as a part of the
route to his own theory, I think it important to consider the success of the
argument against Frege. That view can be reinforced by considering that
Russell’s argument has sometimes been thought to be mistaken. Hence 1
shall note that some recent writers have taken opposed views about the
success of Russell’s critique of Frege. Searle® strongly defends Frege against
Russell, but Blackbum and Code® believe that Russell has a substantial
point to make. Finally I shall consider a difficulty in comparing Frege
with Russell, namely that Frege’s own semantic theory is open to diver-
gent interpretations.

it

In OD Russell criticized Fregean sense which, he thought, involves an
‘inextricable tangle’. He translated Frege’s ‘Sinn’ and ‘Bedeutung’ as ‘mean-
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ing’ and ‘denotation’ respectively, and claims that such a distinction is
untenable.

Indeed the notion of sense according to Russell is vulnerable to a prob-
lem about identifying, or referring to, the sense of some expression. Russell
outlined that problem in relation to a specific expression, namely “The
first line of Gray’s Elegy’, and he suggested two possible ways of trying
to identify, or refer to, its sense. The two ways are:

(a) The sense of the first line of Gray’s Elegy.
(b) The sense of ‘The first line of Gray’s Elegy’.

The fundamental problem that Russell claimed to find here is that
whichever choice we make is going to fail. He thought that neither of
these ways can succeed in making an adequate reference to the required
sense.

Russell considered first option (a) in that if we try to refer to the -

required sense by using the same expression without quotation marks, that
would refer to the sense of the first line of Gray’s Elegy which, of course,
is: “The curfew tolls the knell of the parting day’. So what we actually get
is the sense of the expression ‘The curfew tolls the knell of the parting
day’ and not the sense of the expression “The first line of Gray’s Elegy’.
The expression ‘The curfew tolls the knell of the parting day’ is, however,
the referent of the expression ‘The first line of Gray’s Elegy’, and it is for
this reason that option (a) identifies the sense of that referent. If, therefore,
we choose the option (a), it fails to identify the sense of the given expres-
sior, but succeeds only in identifying the sense of the referent of the
original expression. This result is achieved in this special case, just be-
cause the referent of “The first line ... is itself a sentence and so can have
both a sense and a reference assigned to it, at least in principle. If the
referent were not a linguistic expression, then it might be simply nonsen-
sical to speak of its sense at all. The failure in this case might be explained
in terms of the distinction between the ‘use’ and ‘mention’ of linguistic
expressions. In (a) the expression “The first line of Gray’s Elegy’ is used
to refer to that line, while in (b) the expression is put in quotation marks
and so mentioned rather than used.

If we choose option (b) and put the expression in quotes as in ‘“The first
line of Gray’s Elegy’, then we mention that expression rather than use it.
In this way we avoid the difficulty found in the first case. According to
Russell, however, we do not succeed either, because (b) provides us with
a sense which is ‘merely linguistic through the phrase’, as Russell said,
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and 50 does not show any ‘logical’ relation between the reference and the
required sense. Russell argued,

... the difficulty which confronts vs is that we cannot succeed in both
preserving the connexion of meaning [Fregean Sinn] and denotation

[Fregean Bedeutung] and preventing them from being one and the
same; ... .5

Russell is quite right to treat the identification of meaning (sense) and
denotation (reference) as a decisive objection to Frege’s view. The ques-
tion is, though: What kind of relation between sense and reference doses
Russeli require? There seem to be two points here: One is that Russell
believed, wrongly, that Frege wished to claim that sense itself has refer-
ence, and this point will be noted later (see Pt. III). The other is that to
identify a sense seems to require us to identify a verbal expression in
quotation marks which, according to Russell, is not itself a sense but only
something that refers to a sense. Thus when we mention the expression
within quotation marks and want to talk about sense,

... 1t must be not the meaning, but something which denotes the mean-
ing.’

The option (b), therefore, does not work either, since

... there is no backward road from denotations to meanings, because
every object can be denoted by an infinite number of different denoting
phrases.®

For Russell, the occurrence of the expression in (a) gives us the refer-
ence, not the sense; and in (b) it gives us only an expression which refers
fo a sense and so not the sense itself. These concessions, Russell held,
cannot be accepted because then the relation of sense to reference is
totally mysterious. He thus rejected the Fregean notion of Sinn and effec-
tively returned to the earlier theory of Frege in which the notion of Sinn
plays no part.

Even with this amount of clarification Russell’s position remains un-
clear, and three potential queries arise:

(1) We would need to be satisfied that the argument was quite general,
and did not, for example, arise simply from Russell’s choice of a
special case (e.g. one in which the expression in question refers to
another expression which cou/d itself have a sense and a reference).
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(2) We would need to be satisfied that Russell has given a fair account
of Frege’s distinction, and there are already preliminary indications
that he has not done this which we shall also see in Searle’s ac-
count.

(3) We would need to be satisfied that the crucial objection, which
claims that there is ‘no logical connection between sense and ref-
erence’, is clear, So far it seems quite obscure and dubious. How-
ever, all these points come up in the discussions of the issue raised
by Searle, and Blackbum and Code (ref. Sec. I), so it is to their
accounts that we must turn.

I

It was suggested earlier that Russell’s argument might hinge on special
features of his own example, and some of Searle’s criticisms address this
point. One criticism concerns Russell’s use of quotation marks. Searle’s
view is that that use violates the distinction between use and mention.

Searle thinks that Russell’s use of quotation marks is unfair to Frege.
Russell assumed that when we enclose an expression in quotation marks
then we should, according to Frege, immediately identify the sense of that
expression. But, as Scarle says,

... there is [not] any context at all in ordinary speech where enclosing
an expression in inverted commas is by itself sufficient to indicate that
the resultant expression is being used to refer to its customary sense.’

The suggestion is that Frege could not have supposed that the use of
quotation marks was sufficient by itself to identify the sense of an expres-
sion.

Searle also claims that Russell gave an inaccurate account of Frege’s
distinction. According to him, Russell attributed the view to Frege that it
is the sense of some expression that refers to the reference of the object
(see Sec. I1). But Frege’s view is formulated in a different way. For him

A proper name (word, sign, sign combination, expression) expresses its
sense, means of designates its meaning [Bedeutung]. By employing a
sign we express its sense and designate its meaning.'®

Thus Frege in his later paper, when he had introduced explicitly the
notion of Sinn, insisted that every significant expression of langauge (proper
name etc.) has both a sense and a reference; and that the sense as well as
reference of complex expressions is a function respectively of the senses
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and the references of their constituents. Hence there is no suggestion in
Frege’s view, contrary to Russell’s claim, that the sense itself refers to the
reference.

According to Russell, when a reference is made to some object in a
proposition, what is being referred to occurs as a part of a proposition.
For example, in the proposition ‘The teacher of Alexander is a great
philosopher’, the man referred to as ‘The teacher of Alexander’ will be a
constituent of the proposition. But, although this account of Russell’s can
be defended, nevertheless ostensibly it violates an intuitive category re-
striction.!" We would not normaliy say that actual objects are constituents
of propositions, even where those objects are referred to by the relevant
expressions. We would normally speak of the constituents of a proposition
as concepts, or as the meanings of certain expressions, just as we would
naturally speak of the expressions themselves as constituents of the rel-
evant sentences. It is true that this way of speaking raises a question about
the nature of propositions as opposed to sentences, and Russell had some
difficulties over such a question.'? Russell’s own formulation, however,
clearly needs some further explanation, and Searle is surely correct to
point out this underlying problem.

Because Searle finds Russell’s notion of what ‘occurs in a proposition’
unacceptable he proposes an alternative account of this notion. He says
that ‘occurring in a proposition’ is

... equivalent to Frege’s notion of what is expressed in a proposition.
To say that a sense occurs in a proposition is to say that the sense is
expressed in the proposition."

This proposal, however, should be queried. For Searle’s suggestion, al-
though it fits Russell’s terminology into a Fregean framework, neverthe-
less is quite at odds with the view that Russell actually held. Searle re-
gards the constituents occurring in a proposition as Fregean senses, so that
it is the sense of ‘The teacher of Alexander’ that occurs in the proposition
“The teacher of Alexander is a great philsopher’. As we have seen, such
legislation answers in one way to our natural intuitions about propositions
and their constituents, but it is clear that Russell could not have accepted
such a view, since he did not wish to employ the idea of a Fregean sense
at all. Searle’s proposal might consequently be regarded as begging the
question against Russell, since it tacitly licences the introduction of Fregean
senses when this is precisely what Russell wished to avoid. Tt could be
said, on the other hand, that Russell’s own preferred terminology is not
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only at odds with those noted intuitions, but also begs the question against
Frege by refusing to allow any concessions to Fregean sense from the
start. For the present it is enough merely to note these dangers. Whether
they affect the outcome of the argument will be considered later.

A further preliminary point arises also from another suggestion of
Searle’s. He wants again to clear up Russell’s terminology by holding that:

... the sense of an expression occurs in (to use Russell’s expression) a
proposition, and in virtue of that sense the proposition refers to the
referent. The referent does not occur in the proposition.'

This proposal is itself misleading with respect to Frege’s own ideas.
Searle seems to suggest that when a singular term is used in a proposition,
that proposition then refers to the object corresponding to the singular
term, But this is not Frege's view at all. His (Frege’s) view is that the
reference (or referent) of a proposition is a truth value, the true or the
false, and not any specific object which is the referent of a constituent
expression in the proposition.

Searle argues that once the appropriate amendments have been made to
Russell’s account, then his argument fails to justify the rejection of Frege’s
terminology of ‘sense’. We might ask whether these mistakes in Russell’s
account of Frege are sufficient to reject Russell’s criticisms. If, for Frege,
an expression has both a sense and a reference, then sense presumably is
in some way related to that reference in some form or other. Even though
Searle is sometimes quite correct in rejecting Russell’s terminology, an
issue of substance may still remain. For in whatever terms Russell expressed
his point, it is clear that he thought Frege’s account of the relationship
between sense and reference is grossly unclear. There are two issues here.
The crucial issue is whether Russell’s argument demonstrates that unclarity.
As we shall see, there might be grounds for complaining of some unclarity
in Frege’s theory independently of Russell’s specific argument.

Basically, there are two ways that Russell seems to argue. One is that
Frege’s theory is incomplete because it shows the relationship between
sense and reference as arbitrary. The other is that when we look at the
way in which Frege talked about the relationship, it involves a regress.
Thus it is not only arbitrary, it is also incoherent. There are two possible
lines of argument although Russell was considering primarily the former.
Russell, however, was wrong to think that Frege expressed no relationship
between sense and reference. For Frege, they are related by the relationship
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of ‘mode of presentation’.’’ But the question is: Is that sufficient to answer
Russell’s problem?

Russell’s position has been strongly defended by Blackburn and Code.'¢
According to them,

... Russell has discovered a dilemma of sorts.””

They thus indicate that such objections as Searle’s have missed the point,
and that Russell had a more substantial objection to make. In attempting
to explain that further point of Russell’s they reconsider the problem of
identifying Fregean senses of expressions. They hold that Russell is right
to say that there are basically two such ways: Either sense is simply
identified with reference which is incompatible with Frege’s distinction,
or these two are distinguished in some quite arbitrary way, so that there
is no ‘logical’ connection between sense and reference.’® Russell believed
that the absence of any ‘logical’ connection between these two yields an
account of sense which is utterly arbitrary and guite unmotivated.

Since the identification of sense with reference would destroy Frege’s
theory, the argument really turns on Russell’s notion of ‘linguistic through
the phrase’, and on the consequent charge of arbitrariness. Blackburn’s
suggestion is that if sense is specified simply by mentioning an expression
for example in ‘The sense of “Aristotle” ’, then the relation is merely
‘linguistic through the phrase’ and so arbitrary. The point he illustrates by
considering a pair of propositions, for example,

(1) Aristotle, the magnate, married Mrs. Kennedy.
(2) “Aristotle, the philosopher, wrote books.

where the relation between sense and reference of the name in the two
sentences is quite arbitrary.

The case is different when the same name ‘Aristotle’ is examined in
another pair of propositions, for example,

(3) Aristotle taught philosophy.
(4) Jones believes that Aristotle taught philosophy.

where, Blackburmn believes, the reference of ‘Aristotle’ in both cases is the
same. He argues that there must be a logical connection involved between
the reference of ‘Aristotle’, in (3) and (4) which will then enable the
subject Jones to believe what is being said about the reference. Hence
there must be a logical link between sense and reference and therefore,
sense cannot be defined merely linguistically. This is similar to Russell’s
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claim that the ‘the meaning denotes the denotation’ (p. 49, OD). So ac-
cording to Blackburn,

... what we need is a definition of either ‘the sense of “Aristotle”” or
some other phrase which we may suppose to refer to the sense of
‘Aristotle’.”

However none of these alternatives, according to him, do work.

According to Blackburn, the first pair of propositions (1} and (2) are
not co-referential in that they have two transparent references and have
referred to two different people. In the other pair of occurrences, the issue
is complicated by the fact that the name ‘Aristotle’ in (3) and (4) 1s not
necessarily co-referential and can refer to different people. He thinks that
(3) and (4) should yield a valid inference to the conclusion ‘Jones believes
something true’. Since (4) contains an opaque reference, this inference
cannot be validated because Frege’s theory is that in belief propositions
the term ‘Aristotle’ does not have its customary reference, it has an ‘indi-
rect reference’, namely to the sense of ‘Aristotle’. So the expression ‘Ar-
istotle” has two different references in (3) and (4): one to the man, and the
other to the sense of the expression ‘Aristotle’. Blackburn thinks that
Frege’s way of dealing with opaque contexts makes it impossible to give
an account of the validity of the relevant inference.:

Blackburn’s view suggests that a necessary condition for the validity of
. the required inference is that the expression ‘Aristotle’ should refer to the
same object in both cases. The crucial argument that Blackburn raises is
that the inference rests on two different uses of names, one of which is
transparent and the other is opaque. And he assumes that Frege’s treat-
ment of names in opaque contexts excludes the possibility of making the
same reference as the reference in transparent context which implies that
they cannot refer to the same objett.

Blackburn thinks it crucial that the notion of reference and the notion
of sameness of sense have to be built-in in order to safeguard the infer-
ence. This reinforces Russell’s claim that either the link between sense
and reference is arbitrary, or the two items become identical. He is effec-
tively asking that Frege should license the inference precisely by spelling
out in some non-arbitrary way the required link between sense and refer-
ence which will guarantee the inference, and also avoid the identity of
sense and reference.

Blackbum, however, is disinclined just to accept Russell’s criticism that
the relation of sense to reference is ‘linguistic through the phrase’, and
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attempts to interpret this is his own way. His view is that Russell’s second
option (b) does succeed both in identifying, and referring to sense, but this
is then achieved in an arbitrary and unsatisfactory way. He therefore
constructs an argument to make some independent contribution to the
further regress objection he raises. He considers the following three ex-
pressions:

(E,) ‘The first line of Gray’s Elegy’
(E,) ‘The sense of “The first line of Gray’s Elegy™’
(E,) ‘The sense of “E,”".

According to Blackburn (and perhaps to Russell) the introduction of sense
needs some denoting phrase, such as E,, which we understand and can
grasp. It might be thought that the sensc thus introduced becomes iden-
tical with a reference, because the reference of E, is the sense of the
expression “The first line of Gray’s Elegy’. This is not an objection, how-
ever, since according to Frege, that expression, i.e. E, itself has both a
sense and a reference. Now since we know what the reference of E, is,
namely the sense of the expression ‘The first line of Gray’s Elegy’, then
the question arises: what will be the sense of the whole expression (E,)?
Here Blackburn considers two responses: Either we don’t offer any further
means of identifying the sense, and just accept it; or we introduce some
other denoting phrase like E,, which refers to E, and which we grasp in
turn. So what we get at the end is the interpretation of a further sense for
the whole expression, and an infinite regress is generated. Therefore, the
required Fregean sense is simply not available in a satisfactory way.
According to him,

The regress can be stopped, but only if we pay the cost of saying that
there is some level at which we do not need an understood description
or a definition, but we can rest content with an outright recognition of
sense.?’

Blackburn’s argument shows that he wants to specify the sense by
writing some expression like E,, but where on specifying the sense of E,,
he then constructs another nominal expression E, which will require a
further such construction and so on indefinitely. The question now is:
Does Blackburn succeed in making clear what Russell meant by his ex-
pression ‘linguistic through the phrase’ or by his demand for a ‘logical
connection’ between sense and reference, and once he makes it clear, does
his argument stand? In the next section his argument will be examined
more closely.
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IV

Russell’s own text, and Blackburn’s version of the argument, turn on a
question about identifying, or referring to, the sense of some expression.
Some of these difficulties clearly depend upon a consistent and satisfac-
tory use of quotation marks with which to identify expressions. For exam-
ple, if no discrimination between mention and use is made, then option (a)
might be open for Frege and yet leads to quite the wrong result for him.
It seems, however, in that case that only a natural use of quotation marks
is needed to avoid the problem. Beyond that, as Searle, surely rightly
indicates, Russell’s own use of quotation marks is highly questionable,
and cannot be used without further elucidation to criticise Frege.

However, neither Russell’s central point criticising option (b) nor
Blackburn’s version of the argument turns on quotation, but involves an
alleged difficulty in identifying or referring to a sense even when the use
of quotation marks has been agreed. In this case however, something
further needs to be said about the requirements for identification, or ref-
erence, in the case of sense. One point that needs to be made initially is
simply that Frege himself offered guidance in identifying senses. We need
to ask why that guidance is inadequate. Frege’s strategy is primarily to
distinguish sense, as the mode of presentation of a referent, from reference
itself, and he did this in general by demonstrating cases where, with
respect to some given expressions, the referent may be the same, though
the sense differs. If such a demonstration is accepted, then it shows that
sense and reference can be distinguished, even though it remains open
exactly how we further explain the intimate relationship between them.
For one thing it would be impossible to have expressions with the same
sense but a different referent if the very notion of a sense is defined in
terms of the mode of presentation of a specific referent. According to such
a view, sameness of referent is a necessary, though not sufficient, condi-
tion for sameness of sense. Later we shall link this with Evan’s interpre-
tation of Frege.

In that way Frege had provided an adequate ground for identifying
sense and distinguishing it from reference, at least if the basic cases are
accepted at all. However it might still be said that this falls short of what
Russell and Blackburn require. Even if Frege succeeded in differentiating
sense from reference in this way, questions may still be raised about the
nature and identification of sense itself. The initial cases might be queried,
not perhaps on the ground that they have no intuitive plausibility for that

Russell’s Argument Against Fregean Sense 73

would be hard to sustain, but on the ground that we do not yet know
enough about sense to be able clearly to discriminate one sense from
another, or clearly to give a full account of any specific sense.

Criticisms along these lines have been levelled at Frege often enough.
As is well known, Frege attached to his conception of sense an “ontologi-
cal’ commitment in which senses, along with numbers and other abstract
items, had real existence in a ‘third realm’ different from the realms of the
physical and the mental. Frege'’s so-called Platonism attaches a strong
metaphysical doctrine to his semantic theory, and can be questioned,
doubted, and even rejected. Russell’s criticism is quite different from this.
He, on the contrary, insisted that if we try to identify sense with the
complement of ‘the sense of’, still that is not adequate enough for an
identification of sense. It gives only a nominal identification of sense for
Russell, but for him this is not enough and he made a further demand for
a right account of the senses of expressions. This is to query the semantic
theory and not its supposed ontological commitments.

The situation remains complex and obscure, however, for several rea-
sons. For one thing, when Russell talked about identifying the sense of
some expression, he seems sometimes to want to identify some object
which is that sense. He seems, that is, to treat the sense of expressions as
though it was just like another reference, and so to ‘reify’ Frege’s notion.
To take such a view would be not only objectionable but also in serious
danger of begging the question against Frege. For it might be simply to
assume that Russell’s account of denoting or naming was the only legiti-
mate semantic apparatus, and to require that Frege’s notion of sense be
fitted into that framework.

Even if that problem is evaded, Russell’s central argument has some
ambiguity in its account of the requirements for identification, or speci-
fication, or explanation of sense. It is clear that Russell canvassed a prob-
lem about the identification of sense, and, as has been suggested, this may
be in danger of begging the question. But Russell’s principal argument is
one about the nominal specification of sense, that is, one in which when
we refer to ‘the sense of “the first line of Gray’s Elegy”’ we offer a
specification of that sense which is ‘arbitrary’ and ‘only linguistic through
the phrase’. One way of interpreting this point would be to say that Russell
believed the notion of sense to require further explanation, or elucidation,
which Frege did not provide, but this iy far too charitable to Russell. For
there can scarcely be any doubt that Frege left room for further explana-
tion of his concept, and this could not constitute a decisive ground for



74 NAYEEMA HAQUE

rejecting that concept. Russell’s intention, and his argument, are certainly
designed to make a more specific and decisive criticism of sense and its
relation to reference. It is that more specific argument which Blackburn
attempts to provide in the interpretation of Russell.

That there is a need for further explanation of ‘sense’, however, is
clearly shown in the criterion that Evans uses as a means of specifying
sense.?! Evans wants to consider expressions as having different senses if,
for example, it would be possible for one and the same person to have a
belief towards a certain object/person cxpressed in one way, and at the
same time not to have that belief towards the same object/person when
expressed in another way. For example, John believes that the queen is
sixty years old, and in English the expression ‘queen’ carries the same
sense as the expression ‘female monarch’. According to Evans, it is im-
possible for John to believe that the queen is sixty years old, and at the
same time not to believe that the female monarch is sixty years old.

Evans wants to use this test to determine that the two expressions
‘queen’ and ‘female monarch’ actually have the same sense. On the other

hand, if the queen is the colonel of the highland regiment, and the expres-.

sions ‘queen’ and ‘the colonel of the highland regiment’ refer to the same
person, it would be perfectly reasonable and not inconsistent, Evans thinks,
for Jones to believe that the queen is sixty years old and not to believe that
the colonel of the highland regiment is sixty years old, simply because in
that case Jones might not know that the two expressions refer to the same
person. Evans here is using what he calls the ‘Intuitive Criterion of Dif-
ference’ in order to discriminate what counts as the same sense or as a
different sense.

Frege did not give us any good criterion for identifying the specific
sense of particular expressions. He of course used several examples, but
he did not mention any clear-cut, straightforward criterion. Evans attempts
to supplement Frege's account by using this Intuitive Criterion as a way
of discriminating between same senses and different senses.”? Important
though that point also clearly is on the semantic level, it is by no means
obvious that this is the problem which Russell and Blackburn claim to see
in Frege's account. Their problem has to do with a certain ‘arbitrainess™—-
‘purely linguistic through the phrase’—which is supposed to afflict the
identification of, or reference to, sense. We therefore have to consider
other ways of understanding their difficulty.

One difficulty that Blackburn raises is the lack of co-reference with the
same sense in opaque context. Clearly there are ways of defending Frege
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depending on how we actually interpret Frege’s own account of sense and
reference. Under Evans’s interpretation, the sense is the ‘mode of presen-
tation of a referent’ which means that we cannot have same sense without
same referent. This suggests that sameness of referent is a necessary con-
dition for sameness of sense. If this view of Evans’s is accepted, then the
two expressions ‘Aristotle’ in (3) and (4) can be shown to refer to the same
object having the same sense. In the transparent context ‘Aristotle’ has its
direct sense, and that sense is the mode of presentation of the object. In
the opaque context the sense comes in as ‘indirect reference’, that is,
indicated indirectly but still the two occurrences have the same reference.
If this interpretation is correct, then, on this account, the two expressions
must also have the same reference, directly or indirectly, obliquely or
non-obliquely. So on this account Frege can be strongly defended to
validate the inference on the assumption of sameness of sense which then
also preserves the assumption of co-reference.

However if we do not accept Evans'’s interpretation, we can provide an
alternative interpretation. We can show that it is possible that we have two
expressions with the same sense, but with different reference. For exam-
ple, the expression ‘The King of France’ has the same sense when it refers
to Louis XIV or to Louis XVL It is true then sameness of sense of the
expression ‘Aristotle’ in (3) and (4) does not guarantee co-reference. The
crucial question is: Does it exclude it? We know that the expression in an
opaque context has an indirect reference to the sense of the expression,
while in a transparent context the expression has a direct sense and also
refers directly to ‘Aristotle’. Nothing in the definition of sense guarantees
that the expressions might have also the same reference, but it leaves the
possibility open to preserve the validity of inference, that we associate the
same reference to the expression in two cases. That is, we say, in the
opaque case the expression refers, indirectly, to its customary sense, and
through that sense to a specific referent, namely Aristotle, and that this is
the same referent as that involved in the non-opaque occurrence. In fact,
all we need to do here is to make a further assumption that the two
expressions with an identical sense can also have the same reference.

Blackburn might not accept this argument on the ground of arbitrari-
ness. But we have seen that there is bound to be some arbitrariness in the
preservation of the inference. Blackburn himself says that the use of the
same name does not guarantee co-reference, so if the inference is to be
licenced at all, it must be on the further assumption that the two occur-
rences of ‘Aristotle’ are co-referential. Even on a Russellian theory that
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further assumption is, in a way, itself arbitrary, for to preserve the validity
of the inference we still have to suppose that the two occurrences are co-
referential. So Frege’s ‘arbitrariness’ is in no worse a position than Russell
or Blackburn in their attempt to validate the inference.

In these arguments Frege is represented as claiming that in the opaque
occurrence the expression “Aristotle” has both a reference to a sense, and
a reference to the man. It may be thought that this does not match what
Frege actually said, for he may be thought to be saying that in the opaque
occurrence there is just one reference, namely to the sense of ‘Aristotle’,
and not to the man. This is probably how Blackburn comes to think of the-
indirect reference as excluding any other reference; that is, how the indi-
rect reference to sense excludes any reference to the man. In the first
interpretation we saw that this conflicts with the requirement that same-
ness of sense entails sameness of referent. This undoubtedly shows that
Frege has some further explaining to do, but it also shows how he could
escape the criticism, The same problem will afflict the second interpreta-
tion, too, though the conflict will be less strict, since Frege is not then
building sameness of reference into his conception of ‘same sense’. There-
fore if we allow the possibility of a further premiss of co-reference to
validate the inference, then the premiss will not involve any comparable
difficulty. Such inferences and the additional premisses needed to validate
them might still be thought to deserve more investigation. If these lines of
argument against Blackburn are correct, then his view cannot be said to
make any independent contribution to the argument about an infinite re-
gress. We, therefore, move on to examine his other argument about an
infinite regress.

The argument about an infinite regress is given in the above examples
(E)~E,), so let us consider them. (E)) mentions an expression which, if
used, would refer to the line “The curfew tolls the knell of the parting day’.
(E,) takes that quoted, mentioned, expression (E ), and nominally identi-
fies its sense (by prefixing it with ‘the sense of”’), and then mentions that
whole nominal identification by putting the expression in quotation marks.
Again, if we were using (E,), and not mentioning it, we would refer to the
sense of (E ). Blackburn supposes that an infinite regress can now be
generated, because if we wish to raise a question about, or further specify,
(E,), then we are forced to construct a further expression, (E,), which if
used, would refer to the sense of (E,). Therefore, now the suggestion
seems to be, (E,) has exactly the same form as (E,), and if we wish to raise
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a question about, or further specify, (E,), then we will be similarly forced
to construct a further expression (E,) and so on.

It is not at all clear, however, that this is a strict infinite regress, or if
it is, that it is also any obstacle to Frege’s theory. Suppose, for example,
that we identify some man, say Russell, and then raise a question about
his immediate ancestry. We may then form the expression ‘“The parents of
Russell’. If we now wish further to raise the same question about the new
items referred to we can go on to form the further expression “The parents
of the parents of Russell’ and perhaps can continue indefinitely. Such a
possibility does not cast any serious doubt on the very first step in the
process where we speak of an enquiry into Russell’s parents, or on our
ability to identify Russell’s parents.

The situation is not much changed if we speak of linguistic objects.
Suppose we use the phrase ‘The translation of ..." to indicate a translation
into a specific language. If we now start with a phrase like (1) “The first
line of Gray’s Elegy’ we can ask for (2) ‘The translation of “(1)” and, if
we wish, ask further for (3) “The translation of “(2)”’. In a similar way if
we wish to raise such further questions there need be no end to such a
series, but this would not cast serious doubt on the initial notion of a
translation for (1), or for any other expression. It is true here that in most
languages there will soon be a formula for specifying further translations.
In most languages the iterated occurrences of ‘The translation of ...” will
be the same whatever the complement may be. However, a language
might follow a different rule and have different expressions for ‘The trans-
lation of ..." when it occurs.as the second, third, or fourth iteration.

If these cases were exact parallels of Blackburn’s examples, then it is
hard to see what his objection to Frege could be. Of course, it remains
true, as Blackburn says, that to continue the iteration will not throw any
more light on the phrase “The sense of ..." than was already present in the
first use at (E,). All that this shows is that to follow such an iteration is
patently not the right way to offer any further elucidation of that Fregean
phrase. This reinforces the point made earlier in distinguishing a specifi-
cation of sense from an explanation of it. To continue an objection to
Frege it would have to be shown that to follow such a path is either
forced, or else is required in order to offer that further explanation of
sense, We saw earlier that alternative accounts can be followed, and have
been canvassed. We might, as Frege did, specify more precisely the con-
ditions under which we have sameness or difference of sense along with
sameness and difference of reference. We might, as Evans suggested,
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offer a test like his Intuitive Criterion, in order to separate Fregean sense
and reference. Nothing in Blackburn’s, or on that interpretation of Russell’s,
regress argument constitutes an obstacle to these strategies.

It still remains true that Frege’s notion of sense needs more elucidation
than Frege himself offered, but that was not in any case the substance of
Blackburn’s or Russell’s criticism in terms of the regress argument. We
know that Blackburn has talked about the straightforward recognition of
sense to stop the regress. Therefore the question is: If we can provide an
adequate account of sense by relating sameness (difference) of sense to
sameness (difference) of reference why should anything else be required?
This issue is also related to Dummett’s discussion where he is actually
concerned to interpret Fregean sense. He agrees that there is an alleged
difficulty in giving an arbitrary recognition of sense, but he believes that:

The notion of sense is ... not a mere theoretical tool to be used in
giving an account of a language; it is one which, in an inchoate fashion,
we constantly appeal to or make use in our actual practice (as, for
instance, when we challenge someone to make precise the sense in
which he is using some expression).”

What Dummett wants to say is that Frege’s notion of sense is not just a
fancy theoretical apparatus with no obvious connection with our linguistic
practice. He thinks that sense has to have a very clear anchorage in our
ordinary linguistic practices. This point of Dummett can be tied in very
clearly to the issue that Blackburn raises where in discussing the regress,
he (Blackburn) says that the only way to get out of the regress is to stop
it arbitrarily at some point and then just to accept sense. According to
Dummett there is not any reason why that should be arbitrary because the
notion of sense is not an arbitrary theoretical apparatus, but can be under-
stood perfectly well through ordinary linguistic practice.

Here Dummett is liable to a danger of begging the question, for he
seems to imply that in order to get a clear picture of Fregean sense, we
just need to appeal to our competence as native English speakers. This
suggests that for Dummett to grasp the sense of some expression is no
more than just understanding it, but this view of Dummett is overstated.
The fact that ordinary people can somehow respond to Frege’s notion of
sense does not explain what sense is, because Frege defined sense in a
rather technical way. Evans, (see ref. in footnote 22) for example, does
not accept Dummett’s view about sense, so there is even disagreement
about that technical account.
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There is an intuitive plausibility about Frege’s examples and the way
he introduced the notion of sense in terms of those examples by means of
difference of sense and sameness of reference. These are the basic data in
which any ordinary speakers can gain access to Fregean sense, and
Dummett is right to that extent. However if this is not enough, then we
have already moved from any kind of intuitive practical understanding of
the examples to the question of semantic theory, and that theoretical issue
cannot be resolved just by an appeal to our ordinary linguistic intuitions.

The question now arises, if it is not just an intuitive feature of those
examples of language, then what is its theoretical importance? One an-
swer is that Frege’s notion of sense needs to apply to every significant
linguistic unit. In his examples of names and descriptions, the intuition
seems to be very clear. When it moves away from names to predicates or
from the whole sentence to other kinds of linguistic expressions like ad-
verbs or prepositions, then the question of identifying difference (same-
ness) of sense and sameness (difference) of reference is more difficuit.
Indeed, what we need is simply some more elucidation of the way in
which Fregean sense fits into an overall semantic theory, and that can no
longer be dealt with simply by examples. Dummett’s appeal to intuition,
therefore, seems not to fit Fregean sense into an overall semantic theory.
At this point his appeal needs instead a clear theoretical framework.

Dummett is using an ordinary, colloquial, understanding in order to
reinforce his point that Frege’s notion of sense is not just apiece of
arbitrary theoretical apparatus that cannot be used in our everyday life. It
may be that the ordinary use of ‘sense’ doesn’t match a strict theoretical
use, but that doesn’t mean that it is totally divorced from our ordinary
linguistic practice. It can be anchored to our standard linguistic practices
and undoubtedly can be anchored to some of the colloquial ways in which
we talk about the sense of this or that expression, even though these
colloquial ways are not sufficiently characterized in the theory. Now if
Dummett’s point is said to be overstated then it seems to favour Blackburn’s
case, but if we accept a compromise position between Dummett’s collo-
quial uses of sense and Frege’s technical idea of sense, then Dummett
does seem to have a point. For what the compromise conclusion shows is
that if the technical notion of sense can be anchored in our ordinary
linguistic practice, then there is nothing very wrong with our ‘just accept-
ing’ the examples given of sameness (difference) of sense. In that case,
however, one part of Blackburn’s objection will be inadequate. For the
point shows that there is nothing objectionable about our resting the elu-
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cidation of sense ultimately on some quite ordinary grasp of linguistic
expressions. It may be that this is in any case inevitable.

What follows from the whole discussion is that Russell and also
Blackburn keep returning to the quite general, and fair, point that Frege's
sense does need more exposure and more explanation. However, in the
light of the discussion, neither Russell’s nor Blackburn’s argument add
anything decisive to reinforce that general complaint. On the contrary, the
point they raise about identifying sense as a specific object is in danger
of ‘reifying’ sense which is objectionable. Russell’s argument shows that
the connection between sense and reference is certainly very obscure, but
Blackburn’s interpretation of Russell seems not to resolve that obscurity
or to add a decisive objection to Frege’s apparatus. If that is so, then we
have to conclude that Russell was not justified in rejecting Frege's notion
of sense. The most that he achieved is to point to the need for more
clarification of that notion.
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11. Russell’s unclarity over the naming or meaning of proposition creates a dif-

ficulty about how he understood or explained his conception of the constitu-
ents of propositions. The problem is: Are the constituenis of propositions,
actual entities (objects) or are they symbols? If we examine carefully Russell’s
account in PLA, the answer is unclear. We shall consider some specific quo-
tations from Russell in OD (1905) and PLA (1919) which reflect this unclear
position very obviously,

(1) You must observe that the name does not occur in that which you assert
when you use the name. The name is merely that which is a means of express-
ing what it is you are trying to assert, and when I say ‘Scott wrote Waverly’,
the name does not occur in the thing T am asserting. The thing I am asserting
is about the person, not about the name. So if I say ‘Scott is Sir Walter’, using
these two names as names, neither ‘Scoft’ nor ‘Sir Walter’ occurs in what I am
asserting, but only the person who has these names, and thus what I am
asserting is a purc tautology (PLA, p. 246).

(2) When I say ‘the author of Waverly exists’, | mean that there is an entity
¢ such that ‘x wrote Waverly' is true when x is ¢, and is false when x is not
c. ‘The author of Waverly’ as a constitutent has quite disappeared there,

... You have instead this elaborate to-do with propositional functions, ... . It
would not be possible if ‘the author of Waverly’ were a constituent of propo-
sitions in whose verbal expressions this descriptive phrase occurs (PLA, p.
250).

In (2) Russell seems clearly to assume that it is expressions which are con-
stituents of propositions. The only proviso that might be made is that in the
final sentence the quotation marks around ‘the author of Waverly’ might be
deleted, so that Russell is claiming that that person is not a constituent, How-
ever, in (1} the opposite view seems equally strong. For this final sentence
implies that what occurs in the proposition, that is, in what is asserted, is the
person and not just the expressions referring to that person. Both quotations
might, however, be construed in other ways.

But Russell’s view shows some inconsistency when he said,

(3) (a) That the components of a proposition are the symbols we must
understand in order to understand the proposition;

(b) That the components of the fact which makes a proposition true or
false, as the case may be, are the meanings of the symbols which we must
understand in order to understand the proposition (PLA, p. 196).

Russell here in (2) and (b) made a distinction between the understanding
of the components (constituents) of a proposition and the components of the
fact which is expressed in the proposition. In (a) he clearly suggested that the
constituents of a proposition are ‘expressions’ or ‘symbols’ which is similar to
what he meant in (2). But when Russell in (b) defined objects (components
of the fact) as the meanings of those symbols expressed in a proposition then
his view is no longer clear. For if chjects are defined as the meanings of
expressions or symbols then those objects can be regarded as ‘occurring in’
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a proposition. Here a distinction can be drawn between propositions and sen-
tences in that expressions (symbols) really are constituents of sentences, but
propositions are thought to be different from sentences precisely because
propositions are regarded as the meanings of sentences.

However, Russell’s tendency to talk about constituents of propositions as
real entitics can also be seen in his earlier account when he drew the conclu-
sion in OD by saying,

(4) One interesting result of the above theory of denoting is this: when
there is anything with which we do not have immediate acquaintance, but only
definition by denoting phrases, then the propositions in which this thing is
introduced by means of a denoting phrase do not really contain this thing as
a constituent, but contain instead the constituents expressed by the several
words of the denoting phrase. Thus in every proposition we can apprehend ...,
all the constituents are really entities with which we have immediate acquaint-
ance. Now such things as matter ... and the minds of other people are known
to us only by denoting phrases, i.e. we are not acquainted with them, but we
know them as what has such and such properties. In such a case, we know the
properties of a thing without having acquaintance with the thing itself, and
without, consequently, knowing any single proposition of which the thing
itself is a constituent (OD, pp. 55-6).

Here it is quite clear that Russell meant ‘constituent of proposition” to
signify actual entities which might be denoted by expressions (symbols) oc-
cutring in the corresponding sentence. A similar view is also expressed by
him in the following passages:

(5) If you take such a proposition as ‘Romulus existed’, probably most of
us think that Romulus did not exist. ... If Romulus himself entered into our
statement, it would be plain that the statement that he did not exist would be
nonsense, because you cannot have a constituent of a proposition which is
nothing at all. Every constituent has got to be there as one of the things in the
world, and therefore if Romulus himself entered into the propositions that he
existed or that he did not exist, both these propositions could not only not be
true, but could not be even significant, unless he existed. That is obviously not
the case, and the first conclusion one draws is that, although it Jooks as if
Romulus were a constituent of that proposition, that is really a mistake. Romulus
does not occur in the proposition ‘Romulus did not exist’ (PLA, p. 242).

(6) Now the next point that I want to make clear is that when a description
... occurs in a proposition, there is no constituent of the proposition corre-
sponding to that description as a whole. In the true analysis of the proposition,
the description is broken up and disappears. That is to say, when I say ‘Scott
is the author of Waverly’ it is a wrong analysis of that to suppose that you
have there three constituents, ‘Scott’, ‘is’, and ‘the author of Waverly'. ... ‘“The
author of Waverly' is not a constituent of the proposition at all. ... you can
have significant propositions denying the existence of ‘the so-and-so’. “The
unicomn does not exist’, ... Propositions of that sort are perfectly significant,
... true, decent propositions, and that could not possibly be the case if the
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unicorn were a constituent of the proposition, because plainly it could not be
a constituent as long as there were not any unicorns. Because the constituents
of propositions, of course, are the same as the constituents of the correspond-
ing facts, and since it is a fact that the unicorn does not exist, it is perfectly
clear that the unicorn is not a constituent of that fact, because if there were
any fact of which the unicorn was a constituent, there would be a unicorn, and
it would not be true, that it did not exist. That applies in this case of descrip-
tions particularly (PLA, pp. 247-48).

In both of these extended quotations Russell’s view amounts to the sugges-
tion that both ordinary proper (OP) names and descriptive phrases, after being
properly analysed, do not designate any constituent of the proposition. This
is clear in (5) which captures two cssential features of Russell’s account: (i)
OP names are not logically proper (LP) names; (ii) where an expression can
be analysed away, as in OP names, then that expression does not signify any
‘constituent of the proposition’ or does not ‘enter into’ the proposition.

. The same idea is presented when Russell said in one place.

(7) But ‘the author of Waverly’ is not a name, and does not all by itself
mean anything at all, because when it is rightly used in propositions, those
propositions do not contain any constituent corresponding to it (PLA, p. 253).

Here again, Russell implies that expressions are constituents of sentences
while the objects denoted are, or may be, constituents of the proposition.
Russell’s view, however, seems confusing when he wrote,

(8) T cannot emphasize sufficiently how important this point is, and how
much error you get into metaphysics if you do not realize that when Isay ‘The
author of Waverly is human’ that is not a proposition of the same form as
‘Scott is human’, It does not contain a constituent ‘the author of Waverly’
(PLA, p. 252).

This terminology of Russell is different from the ones expressed in (5), (6)
and (7). Here his view seems to be ambiguous because it suggests two distinct
ideas. If we take seriously the quotation marks around the descriptive phrase
‘the author of Waverly’ in (8) then it matches the account expressed in (2)
which is that constituents of propositions ate expressions or symbols. But if
the quotation marks in (8) are not taken seriously then it seems to be in line
with the views suggested in (5), (6), (7) and (4) which is that constituents of
propositions are actual entities. Here it is worth noting that Russell’s terminal-
ogy slips from one usage to the other which suggests that either he (or his
terminology) is confused or not consistent.

Russell’s text shows clearly that he used both terminologies. One view
suggests that constituents of propositions are symbols and that names or ex-
pressions should definitely be distinguished from the objects they stand for.
But his other idea that constituents of propositions are actual entities (objects)
is also clearly present in the text and indeed is expressed more often than the
other. This latter view therefore cannot be ignored or disregarded, because his
account of LP names is linked very directly with his belief that in their cases
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relevant propositions really do contain the corresponding objects. Such a view
is explicit in (4) and (5) above, and implicit in such a claim as:

(9) An atomic proposition is one which does mention actual particulars,
not merely describe them but actually name them, and you can only name
them by means of names (PLA, p. 200).

This view of Russell is of considerable importance in the account of later
philosophers like Evans (op. cit), The Varieties of Reference, Peacocke ‘Proper
names, reference and rigid designation” in Blackburn, S. (ed.) Meaning, Ref-
erence and Necessity (Cambridge Univesity Press, 1975) and Sainsbury, Russell
(Routledge & Kegan Paul, London, 1979) when they talk about ‘object-in-
volving’ or ‘entity-invoking’ expressions. Although they criticize Russell’s
account of actual objects oceurring in the proposition, nevertheless they take
up his account in a somewhat different way. It could be said that they believe
that Russell’s terminology, although open to objection, nevertheless points to
an important insight about names. Their efforts are then directed towards the
attempt to clarify what that Russellian terminology properly means. Accord-
ing to them some definite object is required to give meaning to certain expres-
sions, i.e. names occurring in a sentence, and then the corresponding object
can be regarded in some sense as a ‘constituent of the proposition”. This
theory of the later philosophers, therefore, suggests that Russell’s account of
actual objects occurring in the proposition is not a loose way of expressing his
view but rather bears a considerable significance in the theory of names.
(There are many other passages in PLA where we equally get an ambiguous
picture of what Russell actually meant by ‘constituents of propositions’. Such
passages can be found, for example, in pp. 1978, 223, 231, 239, 269-70.)
Russell’s view in PLA brings difficulties in accounting for two of the central
semantic units in language. Any semantic theory which places all the weight
on naming will be expected to provide an adequate account of linguistic
expressions which are themselves names. For this reason any such theory will
expect to have difficulties in accounting for those expressions which we do
not ordinarily think of names at all. In Russell’s case this difficulty emerges
clearly in his attempt to discriminate between names and predicates, and also
in his attempt to account for the meaning and nature of whole propositions.
Op. cit. Searle, ‘Russell’s objection to Frege’s Theory of Sense and Refer-
ence’, p. 142.

Ibid.

Frege in his classic paper ‘Uber sinn and Bedeutung’ invoked the notion of
sense motivated by the idea of the informative claim involved in the notion
of identity sentences like a = b. On one side, it expresses a relation; and yet
if a claim of identity is true, the relation holds for just one object. After some
discussion, he concluded that the identity claim asserts an identity of refer-
ence, but presents the object referred to in different modes. The suggestion is
that informative identity statements rely on a difference in the mode of pres-
entation, and that new information can be obtained even if the two names ‘&
and ‘b’ stand for one and the same object. The mode of presentation of any
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such object was then identified by Frege as the Sinn of the relevant expres-

.sion. He gave as an illustration that the planet “Venus’ can be referred to by

two different names, viz. ‘the morning star’, and ‘the evening star’.

I shall refer only to Blackburn as the author.

Op. cit. Blackburn and Code, ‘The Power of Russell’s Criticism of Frege: “On
Denoting”, pp. 48-50°, p. 72.

See Russell’s view in my discussion in Sec. II.

Op. cit. Blackburn and Code, “The Power of Russell’s Criticism of Frege’, p.
73.

Ibid., p. 74.

Op. cit. Evans, G., The Varieties of Reference.

Ibid., pp. 18-22.

Op. cit. Dummett, D. Frege: Philosophy of Language, p. 107.
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In the introduction to his book Pestmodernism or The Cultural Logic of
Late Capitalism Fredric Jameson explains his ‘rhetorical strategy’ with
regard to postmodernism ‘as an attempt to think the present historically in
an age that has forgotten how to think historically in the first place.” In
Jameson’s analysis this ‘crisis in historicity’ is distinctive of the postmodern
situation. Jameson makes use of the Lacanian conception of “Schizophre-
nia as a breakdown in the signifying chain’ to describe the ‘breakdown of
temporality’ which, according to Jameson, characterizes the postmodern
condition?

Jameson’s work represents, for many, an extraordinarily ambitious at-
tempt to open up the horizon of history and to move out of the cul-de-sac
of contemporary criticism. Indeed, Jameson’s work represents an ambi-
tious attempt to put forward a Marxist Aufhebung of ‘Postmodernism’.

In the first part of this essay I shall discuss the major theoretical motifs
and arguments that characterize the Jamesonian Marxism. I shall particu-
larly focus on his innovative rethinking of history and narrative. The
discussion will be followed by a more critical inquiry into some of the
problematic assumptions of his interpretive practice: I shall appeal to
Jacques Derrida’s philosophical rethinking of historicity in order to clarify
my ‘position’ with respect to historicism. A very brief discussion of some
of the radical aspects of the postcolonial criticism will perhaps show some
limit points of the historicizing project.

Jameson'’s uses of the term history are diverse and multilayered, some-
times puzzling even for a most attentive reader. The difficulty is not
unjustified, however. In traditional historical thinking there is no unam-
biguous answer to the question “What is history?’ To oversimplify, at least
two different but related meanings are ascribed to the term history: it is
on the one hand the totality of events, the resgestae, comprising the tem-

*The author is an independent writer.



88 ANIRUDDHA CHOWDHURY

poral process of the past, the present and the future and on the other the
account or record of events, the historia rerum gestarum. The relation
between the two is marked with ambiguity. Does history have an objec-
tive referent or is it only a story through which the events become history?
Or does history’s referent only have a linguistic existence, as a term in a
discourse? Much of structuralist thinking, more or less, affirms the latter
view. Thus Roland Barthes, for example, writes in his influential essay
“The Discourse of History” that, ‘in “objective” history, the “real” is never
more than an unformulated signified, sheltering behind the apparenily all
powerful referent. This situation characterises what might be called the
realistic effect (effet du réel).”

But Jameson thinks otherwise. For Jameson, history (as an account of
past events) has a real referent. But then, Jameson distances himself from
any naive realism which presupposes ‘an epistemology for which knowl-
edge is in one way or another an identity with the thing.™ He rather takes
recourse to a certain ‘transcendental’ realism. He links his conception of
history to Lacan’s notion of the Real as that hard kernel which ‘resists
symbolization absolutely’ and to the Althusserian-Spinozist idea of the
‘absent cause’ which is present only in a series of effects that we confront
as ‘Necessity”.> This Real (history) as absent cause, argues Jameson, ‘can
be understood as a term limit, as that which can be both indistinguishable
from the symbolic (or the Imaginary) and also independent of it.”

In a dialectical way Jameson joins this idea of history as Real absent
cause to the Lukacsian and Adornean conception of totality which, as
Jameson cautiously reminds us, is not available for representation but is
conceived as a critical heuristic standard (PU, 54-55)". The discomforting
paradox of the Lacanian Real or of the Lukacsian-Jamesonian totality and
history is that although it does not exist (in the sense of ‘really existing’)
it exercises a certain structural causality. Its absent present must always
be presupposed. The Lacanian /e sujet suppose Savoir (The subject sup-
posed to know) is such real.

Jameson’s notion of historicism-~which he calls ‘Absolute historicism’
in order to distinguish it from any teleology and to open up the objective
historical ground of the ‘Sequence of modes of preduction’—poses a
challenge to all forms of subjectivist ‘Presentism’. The past should not be
seen as some dead, inert object which the present can make use of accord-
ing to its ‘political’ needs. Rather, the living reality of the past and the
future modes of production ‘come(s) before us as a radically different life
from which rises up to call our own form of life into question’® The
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radical otherness of the past and the future threatens and unsettles our
illusion of an absolute present. History, as Jameson insists in a quasi-
sartrean manner, is an other experience of Necessity which ‘sets inexora-
ble limits to individual as well as collective praxis’.

Jameson lays bare his presupposition quite unequivocally:

History as ground and untranscendable horizon needs no particular
theoretical justification: We may be sure that its alienating necessities
will not forget us, however much we might prefer to ignore them (PU,
102).

Conceived in this sense, history, as Jameson insists, ‘is nof a text, not a
narrative, master or otherwise’. But then, Jameson complicates his argu-
ment further when he suggests that this history is ‘inaccessible to us ex-
cept in textual form and our approach to it and to the Real itself neces-
sarily passes through its prior textualisation, its narrativisation in the po-
litical unconscious’ (PU, 35).

Jameson thus draws an ontological distinction between narrativistic
historicization which is always already textualized and the ‘diachronic
evolution of History itself, the realm of time and death’.

Jameson seeks to preserve many of the insights of structuralism and
post-structuralism with regard to the textual dimension of history, while
at the same time cancels what he considers ‘the fashionable conclusion
that because history is a text, the “referent” does not exist’.

Jameson- as a dialectical hermeneutic thinker retains the notion that
history is meaningful. Meaning of history, however, is related to the larger
problem of representation of history which, for Jameson, is ‘essentially a
narrative problem, a question of the adequacy of any storytelling frame-
work in which History might be represented’ (PU, 49).

“To Althusser’s list of three kinds of causality operative in history’, as
Hayden White appropriately remarks, ‘Jameson adds a fourth which might
be called narratological causality ... . The seizure by consciousness of a
past in such a way as to make of the present a fulfilment rather than as
an effect is precisely what is represented in a narrativization of a sequence
of historical events ... ."

In an important essay on historical narrative White himself puts in
question the ultra-scientific prejudices of certain historiography (the
Annalistes, for example) that denies to narrative history truth value and
validity. They often mistake a ‘meaning’ for ‘reality’. There is a temporal
gap between the real events and their narrative representation. Narrative
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transfigures the events which is its referent ‘into intimations of patterns of
meaning that any literal representation of them as facts could never pro-
duce’.l® In that sense, narrativization of history should be regarded as
allegorical, that is, as saying one thing and meaning another.

Inseparable from Jameson’s conception of narrative is his politicized
notion of desire. Historical narratives, according to the Jamesonian theo-
rizing, embody our desire to transcend the seemingly blind laws’ historical
process. Powerful attraction of narrative lies in its capacity to sublimate
necessity into a symbol of freedom.

Indeed, the notion of desire and freedom serves as an interpretive pivot
in Jameson’s political hermeneutics.!! Desire for freedom as a permanent
negational act, as Jameson affirms, keeps alive the promise of ‘reconcili-
ation’ and the utopian vision of liberation of desire and of libidinal trans-
figuration.

In his thinking of narrative as ‘socially symbolic act’ and of the political
unconscious, Jameson is extraordinarily indebted to Northrop Frye’s great
interpretive work. Through an innovative reading of Frye, Jameson bril-
liantly rewrites the four-fold system of medieval Biblical interpretation,
that is, the literary, allegorical, moral and analogical. Jameson’s political
unconscious is equivalent of this ultimate analogical moment of Biblical
interpretation. It is Frye who, more than anyone ¢lse, has shown ‘willing-
ness to raise the issue of community and to draw basic, essentially social
consequences from the nature of religion as collective representation’ (PU,
69). However, in contrast to Frye’s individualistic and ethical rewriting of
the analogical moment of the system of four levels, a Marxist Social
hermeneutic ‘must necessarily restore a perspective in which the imagery
of libidinal revolution and bodily transfiguration once again becomes a
figure for the perfected community’ (PU, 74).

This prompts Jameson to lay wager on an absolute semantic priority of
Marxist political interpretation, which involves two-fold task of unmask-
ing the figural truth of every reified ideology and ethics and of projecting
a utopian vision of liberated community. Jameson’s contention is that only
Marxism can offer a genuinely historical and hermeneutic understanding
of this essential link between desire, utopia and narrative. Thus in a cen-
tral passage in ‘The Political Unconscious’ Jameson writes:

Only Marxism can give us an adequate account of the essential mystery
of the cultural past ... . This mystery can be reenacted only if the
human adventure is one; ... . These matters can recover their original
urgency for us only if they are retold within the unity of a single great
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collective story; only if, in however disguised and symbolic a form,
they are seen as sharing a single fundamental theme—for Marxism, the
collective struggle to wrest a realm of Freedom from a realm of Neces-
sity, ... It is in detecting the traces of that uninterrupted narrative, in
restoring to the surface of the text the repressed and buried reality of
this fundamental history, that the doctrine of a political unconscious
finds its function and its necessity. (PU, 19-20).

Jameson’s essential thesis is that Marxist historicism subsumes or dia-
lectically sublates other interpretive systems and methods. It is the Marx-
ist master narrative that provides the framework in which the fundamental
plot of the narrative of historical process can be adequately répresented.

Let me reiterate. Jameson argues for a ‘genuine’ philosophy of history
which can respect the radical otherness of the past, ‘while disclosing the
solidarity of its polemics and passions, its forms, structures, experiences
and struggles, with those of the present day’, and which is also the ‘antici-
patory expression of a future society’.

Whence follows the need to imagine ‘a whole new logic of collective
dynamics, with categories that escape the taint of some mere application
of terms drawn from individual experience (in that sense, even the con-
cept of praxis remains a suspect one)’ (PU, 294). Jameson envisions an
eschatological third term of non-centred collective subject ‘beyond either
the “autonomous individualism” of the bourgeoisie in its heyday or the
schizoid part-objects in which the fetishization of the subject under late
capitalism has left its trace.”

Jameson thus seeks to maintain a critical distance from the subject-
centredness of the Lukacsian-Marxian tradition, Yet inspite of this salu-
tary caution Jameson reveals his Lukdacsian stigmata when in his interpre-
tive practice he still attaches a well-nigh ontological priority to class cat-
egories.

It should by now be clear from the foregoing discussion that narrative
as symbolic act has to be regarded as what Jameson calls ideological
strategies of containment. As a symbolic act a text makes a ‘projective’
resolution of social and political contradictions in which it is situated and
thus ‘represses’ its own origin in historical necessity. In this sense, nar-
rative asideology is, as Jameson argues following Althusser’s great dic-
tum, ‘the representation of the subject’s Imaginary relationship to his or
her Real conditions of existence.””® The ultimate aim of a Marxist criti-
cism then is to open up the horizon of social classes and of history in its
vastest sense of the sequence of modes of production.’
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Now, any practice of historical reconstruction or totalization presup-
poses a certain conception of social causality and mediation. Jameson
largely endorses the Althusserian critique of mechanical and expressive
causality and subscribes to what Althusser terms structural causality. Unlike
mechanical or transitive causality, structural causality does not reduce the
whole to its parts, nor does it essentialize the whole, unlike expressive
causality. What Althusser calls structural totality, in contrast to Hegehan
totality, expresses no essence or centre. It is a ‘structure of structures’
comprising a ‘plurality of instances’ or levels (with their distinct practlces)
which are relatively autonomous of one another. Each level possesses ‘a
peculiar time, relatively autonomous and hence relatively independent
even in its dependence of the ‘times’ of the other levels.”*

Are we then cut loose into pluralistic chaos and confusion? Jameson
really takes pains to ward off the heterological potentialities inherent within
the Althusserian notions of overdetermination and structural causality.
Thus in contrast to post-Althusserian ‘pluralism’ Jameson asserts that for
Althusserian ‘structuralism’ ‘only one structure exists: namely the modes
of production itself, or the synchronic system of social relations as a
whole’ (PU, 36). But then he adds the stipulation that the synchronicity of
modes of production is only an abstract concept which can be historicized.
Jameson accepts Nicos Poulantzas’ suggestion that ‘every social formation
or historically existing society has in fact consisted in the overlay and
structural coexistence of several modes of production all at once ... (T)he
moment of historical coexistence of several modes of production is not
synchronic in this sense but open to history in a dialectical way’ (PU, 95).
This is perforce to have crucial implications for Marxist criticism. This
notion of the overlapping of modes of production precludes the attempt to
classify texts according to the appropriate mode of production, ‘since the
texts emerge in a space in which we may expect them to be crisscrossed
and intersected by a variety of impulses from contradictory modes of
cultural production all at once’ (PU, 95). This complicates the concept of
periodization. What Jameson calls cultural revolution brings to surface
the antagonistic and dynamic coexistence of various synchronic systems
or modes of production. This notion of cultural revolution, as Jameson
argues, goes beyond the opposition between synchrony and diachrony.
This dynamics opens up, as we have already seen, the third horizon of
interpretation where the text and its ideologemes is read in terms of ‘the
ideology of form, that is the determinate contradiction of the specific
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messages emitted by the varied sign systems which coexist in a given
artistic process as well as in its general social formation’ (PU, 99).

As we have noted, Jameson seeks to ward off two constantly seductive
traps: reductionism and autonomous disciplinary compartmentalization.
Towards this aim, Jameson, with remarkable ingeniousness, retrieves the
Hegelian category of mediation. He defines mediation as a process of
transcoding: as the strategic use of a particular code to analyze two dis-
tinct types of texts or two distinet structural levels of reality. For Jameson,
the Althusserian notion of structure, far from being a critique of media-
tion, serves as an interesting exarfiple of the concept. According to Jameson,
the Althusserian critique of expressive causality chimes well with the
Hegelian critique of premature mediation. The structural causality can
only mean a more complex, mediated and differential unity of the various
levels. (T)he very force of this mediation presupposes your sense of the
relative autonomy of each of the sector or regions in question’ (PU, 43).
Nonetheless, the assumption of ‘some ultimate underlying unity of the
various “levels”’ provides the philosophical rationale for a concrete prac-
tice of mediation (PU, 40).

In his analysis of both modemism and postmodernism Jameson em-
ploys the concept of reification as a mediation, as an identificatory
transcoding. He uses the category of reification to characterize both the
social relations in Late Capitalism (standardization, rationalization of con-
temporary ‘Life world’) and contemporary ‘structure of feeling’ (fragmen-
tation of temporal sequence, loss of critical distance). The former is the
‘Subtext’ to which the latter comes as a ‘Symbolic resolution’.

A brief discussion of Jameson’s periodization of postmodernism may
be in order here.

Jameson proposes interpreting postmodemism as a historical phenom-
enon and not as one cultural style or movement. Jameson seeks to identify
in a radically non-moral way some ‘moment of truth’ (that is, figural truth)
‘within the more evident “moment of falsehood”’ of postmodernism.
Jameson presents, in keeping with the Lukacsian equation of art and age,
postmodernism as ‘the Cultural logic of Late Capitalism’.

Drawing on Ernest Mandel’s formulation of the three stages of capital-
ism Jameson attempts to establish an analogical correspondence between
the three stages of Capital (that is, market capitalism, monoply capitalism
and multinational or consumer capitalism) and the three stages of art (that
is, realism, modernism and postmodernism). Contemporary capitalism is
a purer, more realized and thus more reified form of capitalism than the
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earlier stages. According to this formulation, contemporary capitalism has
colonized ever more domains of life, Jameson writes:

One is tempted to speak in this connection of a new and historically
original penetration and colonization of Nature and the Unconscious:
that is, the destruction of precapitalist third world agriculture by Green
Revolution and the rise of the media and the advertising industry.'

Jameson introduces two principal features of postmodernism. They are
(a) schizophrenia by which he means fragmentation of a sense of temporal
and historical continuity, and (b) pastiche, which is parody bereft of criti-
cal potentiality and distance.

Jameson’s thesis is that these are symptoms and expression of the enor-
mous transnationalization of ‘local’ space. This results in ‘our insertion as
individual subjects into a multidimensional set of radically discontinuous
realities, whose frames range from the still surviving spaces of bourgeois
private life all the way to the unimaginable decentering of global capital
itself.”’” This whole process, in the absence of any adequate representa-
tion, ‘in lived experience makes itself felt by the so-called death of the
subject, or, more exactly, the fragmented and schizophrenic decentering
and dispersion of this last’."®

This decentering process of globalization makes the task of establishing
ideological coordination between local political actions and international
ones enormously difficult.

Jameson attempts to overcome this impasse by means of what he calls
‘aesthetics of cognitive mapping’. He draws on Kevin Lynch’s discovery
of how people make imaginary mapping of a city space. This is a spatial
analogue of the Althusserian notion of ideology. Cognitive mapping thus
involves the ideological task of discovering the subject’s imaginary loca-
tion in an otherwise unrepresentable reality. Jameson argues that this
mapping is of crucial importance for socialist internationalist politics. ‘(T)he
incapacity to map spatially is as crippling to political experience as the
analogous incapacity to map spatially is for urban experience.’!?

Tn Jameson, however, the question of mapping does not remain an open
question. An exemplary historicist, Jameson teleologically fastens his aes-
thetics of cognitive mapping to the predictable reemergence of a global
proletariat (‘taking forms we cannot yet imagine’) from this ‘convulsive
upheaval’. ‘Cognitive mapping was in reality nothing but a code word for
class consciousness.’
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Thus far I have attempted to present descriptively major theoretical
motifs and assumptions that characterize the Jamesonian Marxism. In
what follows I wish to make a more critical revaluation of some of the key
assumptions of his overall interpretive practice. My purpose here is not at
all to put forth any alternative scheme, but rather to show what I consider
some limit points of his historicist interpretation.

It is not very difficult to see Jameson’s historicist hermeneutics as a
powerful and unreserved affirmation of the Hegelian tradition of Western
Marxism, albeit supplemented by Althusser and Lacan. Jameson’s conten-
tion is that the Hegelian dialectic represents a true break with ‘identity
theory”. (O)nly the dialectic provides a way for “decentering” the subject
concretely, and for transcending the “ethical” in the direction of the political
and the collective’ (PU, 60). The whole of Jameson’s argument rests on
this assumption. But I do not think that the contention is really tenable.
True, what Hegel calls totality does not imply, unlike Schelling’s originary
synthetic unity (immediate intellectual intuition}, a complete annulment of
all oppositions. Instead, for Hegel, absolute totality contains the moment
of alterity and non-identity presupposed by identity. Totality is the line of
continuity that encompasses both identity and non-identity. As Hegel
famously puts it: “The Absolute itself in the identity of identity and non-
identity; being opposed and being one are both together in it.””’ But then
the identity of the self-same is never put in radical question. The non-
identity remains within the binary opposition to identity. One can legiti-
mately argue that Hegel leads us to a higher level of identity—that is,
more complex, more concrete and more secure self-identity—through a
mediation of other-relations. One can also argue, following Jacques Derrida,
that the Hegelian Aufhebung rests on the understanding of difference as
contradiction ‘only in order to resolve it, to interiorize it, to lift it up ...
iptgz 2the self-presence of an onto-theological or onto-teleological synthe-
sis.

Jameson offers, in the manner of his more celebrated progenitor Sartre,
a certain finitized project of Aufhebung. For Jameson, as for Sartre,
totalization is an ongoing process and does not reach an absolute end.
‘Totalising is ... that process whereby, actively impelled by the project, an
agent negates the specific object or items and reincorporates it into the
larger project-in-course.’” In this larger project of totalizing praxis
decentering comes only as an initial moment. Thus, Jameson admirably
inaugurates the radical decentering of the individual and the ethical and
again sublates it into a secure self-presence of the ‘Collective’.
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Jameson recognizes the finitude of the historicizing project. But what
remains excessive with respect to any historicizing or totalizing project is
again subsumed under what he calls ‘absolute historicism’. This notion of
absolute historicism really smacks of a conception of homogeneous con-
tinuity of time which, as Althusser has adequately shown, is the mark of
Hegelian historicism.

Dominick LaCapra has rightly pointed out that Jameson’s concrete in-
terpretive practice—for example, his discussion of genre criticism—often
suggests a supplemented dialectics that resembles what LaCapra termns
repetition with variation.”®

Indeed, in Jameson’s interpretive practice there remains a discomfort-
ing time-lag, an ambivalent to and fro between decentering and totalizing,
between text and context. But on a theoretical plane, Jameson never really
reflects on the difference between these two motifs. Instead, Jameson’s
historicist mission consists in establishing identity and hermeneutic har-
mony between decentering and totalizing. A well-nigh metaphysical as-
sumption of the fundamental oneness of social life enables Jameson to
sublate the radical contingencies that characterize the symbolic domain of
social relations.

Another important point I wish to make is that although Jameson seeks
to transcend the logic of binary oppositions, and even appreciated Derrida’s
deconstructive critique of binary logic, he himself anchors his hermeneutics
in certain unreflected binary opposition: individual and collective, ethical
and political, Necessity and Freedom and so forth. The major trouble with
Jameson’s theorization of binary logic in terms of the ethics of good and
evil (2 la Nietzsche) is that this argument downplays the ambivalences
and the contingencies that inform the generation of binary oppositions.
Ultimately, a certain transcendental notion of History offers Jameson the
exit out of the impasse of binary oppositions.

Now, this leads us to perhaps the most problematic point in Jameson’s
theoretical argument, that is, this notion of History as Real absent cause.
The notion of absent cause serves as a mysterious rendezvous point where
different concept metaphors converge: Real, totality, History and so on.
Here one can legitimately draw parallels between Jameson’s History as
absent cause and the hidden Good of negative theology. Negative theol-
ogy, I like to stress, is always concerned with disengaging a hyper essen-
tiality beyond the finite categories of essence and existence. Jameson’s
notion of absent cause can be seen as a secular variation on this metaphys-

ics of negative theology. In effect, History here turns out to be a master
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code which judges and limits other codes. This means that such a notion
of history, to nse Derrida’s expression, ‘Jocks up, neutralizes and finally
cancels historicity” itself,

A brief discussion of Derrida’s rethinking on the question of historicity
may -b.e in order here. I hope that would enable us to think about the
conditions and the limits of the possibility of history without falling into
the frame of any ‘new’ historicism (or anti-historicism) or any new Phi-
losophy of history.

. From the outset Derrida’s deconstructive procedure consists in calling
mt.o question the distinction between structure and genesis, history and
ahistory. Rodolphe Gasche puts the argument succinctly:

The seemingly ahistorical doctrine of structuralism is, indeed, tributary
tg the notion of end-time-oriented history, that is, to history as such
since mere chronological series of facts are not history at all. Thé
structure by which they become conceptualised and in which the essen-

tial relations are laid out, represents the final outcome, the fulfilled
telos of history.”

Th§ argument is that both the concepts of structure and history are
organized by a certain closure of an original opening.

From the outset, Derrida has sought to reveal the original unity of both
siiructgre and genesis, that is, the structural phenomenological a priori of
h}StOﬂCit}/ itself. Derrida has attempted to retrieve the radical potentiali-
ties, the promise, of the structuralist enterprise. By radically bracketing
the. spatial metaphoricity of the concept of structure Derrida has sought to
arrive at what he calls the “Structurality of structure’ which is not different
from the ‘historicity of history’. The genitive ‘of” does not designate the
essence of presence, rather it marks the ‘site’ (or non-site) of difference/
dl‘fferance between them. This conception of non-spatial structure means
a ‘transcendental’ opening that makes possible (and impossible), founds
(and unfounds) the structure in the narrow sense. It is this structural open-
ing, tl'le radical systematic play of differences which, says Derrida, ‘liber-
aFes time and genesis (even coincides with them), but it is also that which
risks enclosing progression towards the future-becoming-by giving it
form.™ :

The famous Derridean terms for this structural opening are differance,
Frace, espacement etc. These terms designated a certain structural delay-
ing. The spelling (or misspelling) of differance with an ‘a’ means a com-
bination of two verbs—to differ (spatial difference) and to defer (temporal
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delay). This delaying is not preceded by the originary and indivisible
unity of present possibility. The acknowledgement of differange as the
origin of both identity and difference should not mean that dlfferanc'e
remains before them in a simple and unmodified present. ‘Differance is
the non-full, non-simple, structured and differentiating origin of differ-
ences.’” Thus the name ‘Origin’ is Catachrestic. Differences are thus radi-
cally historical. As Derrida explains:

If the word ‘history’ did not in and of itself convey the motif of a final
repression of difference, one could say that only differences can be
historical from the outset and in each of their aspects.®

The ‘concept’ of original deferment is what Derrida calls temporization.
Temporization is temporalizaton and spacing, the becoming-time of space
and the becoming-space of time. Differance as temporalizing opens up
time and history. But then, ‘difference is no more static than it is genetic,
no more structural than historical.’®

Derrida is attempting to think the present by way of the trace of past
and future:

It is because of differance that the movement of signification is possi-
ble only if each so-called ‘present’ element, each element appearing on
the scene of presence, is related to something other than itseif, thert?by
keeping within itself the mark of the past element, and already letting
itself be vitiated by the mark of its relation to the future element ... and
constituting what is called the present by means of this very relation to
what it is not: what it absolutely is not, not even a past or a future as
a modified present.*

Historicity itself is made possible by what Derrida calls originary re-
petitive structure of writing. This means that the past reference is always
already textualized, always already written.

Derrida never denies history’s trajectory. But this trajectory is always
an indeterminate criss-cross of protentions and retentions, an interminable
Jort da. Historicisms arrest the opening of this ‘ecstatic temporality’.

Derrida does not oppose historicism with an ‘anhistoricity” He rather
attempts to think another historicity, ‘another opening of event-ness as
historicity’.!

Differance also radically unhinges totality and totalization. Derrida
distinguishes his critique of totalization from any facile celebration of
fragments:
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If totalization no longer has any meaning, it is not because the infinite-
ness of a field cannot be covered by a finite glance or a finite discourse,
but because the nature of the field—that is, language and a finite lan-
guage—excludes totalization. This field is in effect that of play, that is
to say, a field of infinite substitutions only because it is finite ... instead
of being too large, there is something missing from it: a centre which
arrests and grounds the play of substitution.’?

Deconstructive criticism does not ‘wage war on totality’ and history.
Rather, as Gasche suggests, it mimics totality in ifs totality, while simul-
taneously ‘making it insecure in its most assured evidences’.”

Before concluding it would be worthwhile to consider, once again,
Jameson’s totalizing account of the postmodern from the perspective of
the post colonial. This brief discussion will indicate, by implications, certain
limit points of Jameson’s overall historicizing project. It is quite evident
that the post colonial theoretical discourses make use of and rewrite, atthe
same time, the dominant ‘post modernist’ concept metaphors. But it
resituates them within a different ‘Social temporality” of what Homi Bhabha
calls ‘post colonial contra-modernity’.*

Post colonial criticism bears witness to what Jameson calls the
‘unrepresentable’ process of transnationalization which opens up contin-
gent and ambivalent spaces of cultural differences that resist totalization.
These hybrid locations of differences, to use Bhabha’s influential expres-
sion, unsettles the political strategies based on foundationist and originary
subjectivities and opens up the spaces of agonal subject-positions.

To claim, as Jameson does, that these are the negative symptoms of ‘the
transitional nature of the new global economy (that) has not allowed its
classes to form in any stable way, let alone to acquire genuine class-
consciousness’;” means to disavow the performative identities of the mi-
nority groups for whom differences and contingencies is not something to
sublate but a resource for resistance. Such claims also disavow the very
‘historicity” of the moments of the colonial and the post colonial.

Post colonial discourses cannot affirm the narrative of the transition to
postmodernity in that it bears witness to the ambivalent, interruptive and
hybrid moments—time-lag as Bhabha terms it—that emerge in the colo-
nial and post colonial ‘translation’ of the modermnity itself.

In contrast to the narrativistic forms of social interpretations Bhabha
asserts that “the encounters and negotiations of differential meanings and
values within ‘colonial’ textuality, its governmental discourses and cultural
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practices, have anticipated, avent la lettre, many of the problematics of
signification and judgement that have become current in contemporary
theory—aporia, ambivalence, indeterminacy, the question of discursive
closure, the threat to agency, the status of intentionality, the challenge to
“totalizing” concepts, to name but a few’. The acknowledgement of the
‘colonial contra-modernity’ ‘would question the historicism that analogi-
cally links, in a linear narrative, late capitalism and the fragmentary
simulacral, pastiche symptoms of postmodernity.™

Indeed, the colonial and post colonial moment can be seen as the ‘limit-
text’, to use Roland Barthes’ expression, of any historicizing and totalizing
project.

Post colonial criticism cannot affirm (pace Jameson) the notion of ‘the
unity of a single great collective story’ of history. Its task is rather to
isolate and repeat radically the discontinuous interruptive and ‘monadic’
moments that remains excessive to ‘a single fundamental theme’ of his-
tory.

But then, as Hayden White too points out, Jameson’s argument for the
priority of the Marxist master narrative rests on the assumption about
which he himself is somewhat ambivalent: ‘Only if the human adventure

is one ...” (PU, 19).
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Igbal and Sartre on Human Freedom and Creativity
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I. INTRODUCTION

Muhammad Iqbal (1877-1938) a renowned poet-philosopher of the East
and Jean-Paul Sartre (1905-1980) a famous existentialist thinker'ahd
litterateur of the West are the two influential thinkers who placed human

‘freedom and creativity at the heart of their value system and dealt with the

problem from an existentialist perspective on human life.

Both Jean-Paul Sartre and Muhammad Igbal dccupy a unique place in
their respective arcas of influence in the modern Western and Eastern
philosophical worlds. Sartre is a prominent champion of existential phi-
losophy, while Igbal’s greatness lies in reviving and reconstructing Is-
lamic thought. It would be an interesting study to compare and contrast
their positions regarding freedom, an issue that has acquired new dimen-
sions in the context of the present historic situation in which an individu-
al’s identity and freedom have been threatened by bureaucracy, technol-
ogy and an all-embracing collectivism. This study becomes all the more
interesting in view of their contrasting beliefs—Sartre is declared atheist,
and Iqbal is firmly committed to the Islamic faith—as one of them rejects
God in order to safeguard human freedom, while the other reaffirms his
faith in God so that man can exercise his freedom fully. Yet both of them
are the champions of human freedom. Furthermorc, both of them are
creative writers of the highest calibre. Sartre is a great fiction writer of our
age and Iqbdl is universally acclaimed as one of the greatest poets of
Indo-Persian tradition in the 20th century.

The similarities and dissimilarities in their philosophical outlooks are
equally glaring. There are some areas in which both are in agreement and
some in which they disagree. Their difference seems prominent due to
Sartre’s tackling of the metaphysical notions on an atheistic basis; con-
versely Iqbal’s system of thought is rooted in the intensive faith in God,
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and his approach is a theistic one. The main question is how far does
belief or unbelief in God make a difference in relation to a philosopher’s
views on freedom. Does it make a fundamental difference or give rise to
only secondary and minor differences? Here in the following pages we
shall discuss these questions.

Existentialism is a point of departure, insofar as it provides an alterna-
tive approach to the understanding and living of life and consequently
changes one’s entire outlook by creating new attitudes, values and ideals.
The central contention of existential philosophy—in the words of Sartre—
‘existence precedes essence’’ is a revolutionary one and shakes the hith-
erto dominant essentialist philosophy to its foundations. It provides a new
conception of man, and a new outlook by making ‘human existence’ the
real frame of reference. For Sartre human reality or human subjectivity is
the foundation of all thought and action. He says that man first of all
exists, encounters himself, surges up in the world and consequently de-
fines himself afterwords.”

Igbal, whose thought is a synthesis of Eastern religious insight into
reality and Western intellectualism, has crucial existential insights to of-
fer, He dwells upon certain important existentialist themes without calling
himself an existentialist. However, he is pot in full agreement with the
exponents of the slogan—Sartre’s dictum—'existence precedes essence’
and its implications. Nevertheless, he emphasises the main themes current
in contemporary existentialist philosophy such as:

(a) Man’s existence and his personal involvement;

(b) Anti-intellectualism and anti-personal functionalization,

(c) Alienation and authentic existence; and prominent among all;
(d) Freedom and creativity.

These concepts he certainly shares with the continental existentialist
thinkers such as Kierkegaard, Jaspers, Marcel, Heidegger and more promi-
nently with Sartre. At present, we shall take up the issue of ‘freedom and
creativity’ and expound briefly some common views put forward by the
existential exponent Sartre and the Muslim philosopher Iqbal. We shall
also compare and contrast Sartre’s and Iqbal’s approaches to such concep-
tions as well.

II. THE CONCEPTION OF FREEDOM AND CREATIVITY

The conception of freedom in the philosophy of Igbal and Sartre is inter-
esting from various angles. The weltanschauung of the two is apparently
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radically opposed; that is, one is a theist while the other is an atheist.
Moreover, Sartre’s philosophy is the culmination of the anti-intellectual-
istic tradition of the Western philosophy, particularly representing a revolt
against the Platonic-Christian world-outlook, while Igbal’s philosophy is
a radical point of departure within the framework of the Eastern thought,
particularly the Islamic tradition of philosophy. Despite their different
historico-religious backgrounds, there are many common elements in their
thought systems on various issues such as man’s existence, freedom and
creativity, alienation, authenticity, materialism and its various forms etc.

As indicated earlier, existentialism being a philosophy of ‘freedom’ and
‘creativity’ is anti-deterministic. The emphasis of the existentialists on
personal existence and subjectivity has led to new stress on man’s free-
dom and responsibility. According to the existentialist thinkers determin-
ism, whether genetic, social or environmental, does not offer adequate
explanation of man’s inner potentialities and capabilities. The existential-
ists say that man brings out his unique inner potentialities and creative
skill only because of his freedom. Their view-point insists that first of all,
man exists in the world and with his utmost freedom creates himself
through each of his actions. He is the maker of himself and ‘by virtue of
this freedom, originally creates himself’.> Man is the project which pos-
sesses subjective life. Apart from this projection of self, nothing exists.
The existentialists hold that man fulfills his project only due to his free-
dom. He is responsible for whatever he does and, in this way, the whole
responsibility of his action falls on his own shoulders. Man has consider-
able freedom within his own being in case he wills to express it. Accord-
ing to Karl Jaspers, the dignity of man is in his freedom:

To see the essence of man in his freedom, however, is to see him in his
dignity. All individuals, myself included, are irreplaceable under the
same high obligations.*

Freedom is a unique quest which lies in working out the demands of
one’s inner nature and expressing one’s genuine or authentic self. Free-
dom means facing conflicting choices, making decisions and accepting
them.

Jean-Paul Sartre alone among all the existentialist thinkers elaborated
a systematic and detailed theory of freedom. He approaches the problem
from the atheistic viewpoint totally denying the existence of God. Man is
completely free to do whatever he likes. To him in case there is no God
and hence ‘everything is permitted’.’ Sartre says:
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Everything is indeed permitted if God does not exist, and man is in
consequence forlorn, for he cannot find anything to depend upon either
within or outside himself. He discovers, forthwith, that he is without
excuse.’

In case God does not exist, Sartre points out, there is only one being
whose existence comes before its essence and that being is ‘man’. Man is
indefinable, because to begin with he is nothing:

Freedom is precisely nothingness which is made-to-be at the heart of
man and which forces human reality to make itself instead of fo be ...
for human reality, to be is the choose oneself, nothing comes to it either
from outside or from within which it can receive or accept ... . Thus,
freedom is not a being, it is the being of man—i.e. his nothingness of
being.’

The human individual will not be anything unless and until he will be
what he makes of himself. Hence, there is no human nature, because there
is no God to have an idea of it:

For if indeed existence precedes essence, one will never be able to
explain one’s action by reference to a given and specific human nature,
in other words, there is no determinism—man is fre¢, man is freedom.?

It is an important point to note that Sartre’s atheism is somewhat dif-
ferent from that of the followers of a certain type of secular moralism and
French radicalism. His disbelief in the existence of God s actuated by
specific reasons. Accordingly, Sartre points out that the existentialism is
nothing else but an attempt to draw the full conclusions from a consist-
ently atheistic position. He thinks that the ‘anguish’ or ‘despair’ does not
occur due to one’s attitude of unbelief as the Christians think, but in
reality, the despair of the existentialists is something different and has its
own reasons. They hold that neither belief nor unbelief would solve man’s
problem because he finds himself again and again surrounded in new
situations. Man is left alone without excuse. He is condemned to be free:

Existentialism is not atheist in the sense that it would exhaust itself in
demonstrations of the non-existence of God. It declares, rather, that
even if God existed that would make no difference from its point of
view. Not that we believe God does exist, but we think that the real
problem is not that of His existence; what man needs is to find himself
again and to understand that nothing can save him from himself, not
even a valid proof of the existence of God.”
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Sartre does not include religious elements in his existentialism because
he argues that there are different existing delineations of specific aspects
of human nature (whether religious or secular) and all are based exclu-
sively upon theological concepts. One of them, for example, is the belief
that ‘God had created man in His own image’. Such theological concepts
are not tenable according to Sartre, as George F. Kneller rightly remarks:

There is no God for Satre; more precisely, Sartre hypothesizes no God,;
for him, god is not necessary. One cannot argue morals if presupposi-
tions are in essence theological. The basis of any argument must lie in
understanding man’s inherent freedom; for man is not simﬁly bom free;
he is ‘condemned to be free’.'?

In his existential philosophy Sartre has used various terms (like authen-
ticity, dread, anguish, abandonment, facticity, responsibility etc.) to ex-
plain his conception of freedom. At present we shall discuss only two out
of these namely ‘anguish’ and ‘facticity’. Of all the existentialists Sartre
has most stressed the anguish of freedom. According to him ‘when a man
commits himself to anything, fully realizing that he is not only choosing
what he will be but is thereby at the same time a legislator deciding for
the whole of mankind’,'" and, in such a moment that man cannot escape
from the sense of this complete and profound responsibility. If he shows
no such anxiety over it, he is certainly trying to disguise his anguish. The
anguish of fre@:dorp is really anguish over the fact that one must choose:

The anguish of freedom arises only with the realization that one must
always decide for oneself and that efforts to shift the burden of respon-
sibility upon others are necessarily self-defeating. Not to choose is also
to choose, for even if we deliver our power of decision to others, we
are still responsible for having done so. It is always the individual who
decides that others will choose for him. At times he may dull the
awareness of his original and inalienable responsibility, but he can
never wholly suppress that awareness."

By the sense of ‘facticity’ Sartre means the For-itself’s necessary con-
nection with the In-itself (i.e. with the world and its own past). In simple
words it is what allows us to say that the For-itself is or exists. In this way
the ‘facticity’ of freedom is the fact that freedom is not able not to be free.
We cannot change our past history for it is what if is. It constitutes a part
of what Sartre calls our ‘facticity’. Thus, our past is a part of our facticity
which is, in other words, our being as an itself. Our future, on the other
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hand, is absolutely open, completely undetermined either by our past seif
or by the external world. From this Sartre comes to this conclusion that
it is only through the For-itself or consciousness that the future comes into
being.

Sartre discusses freedom and facticity with reference to their ‘situational
setting’. A human being is always surrounded in a ‘situation’. Man’s place,
his past, his environment, his fellow man and his death—all have been
discussed by Sartre in order to make us understand this ‘being-in-situa-
tion’ which characterizes the For-itself in so far as it is responsible for its
manner of being without being the foundation of its being."* In the follow-
ing words of his Being and Nothingness, Sarire, referring to Heidegger,
describes what is, in reality, the facticity of freedom:

In fact we are a freedom which chooses, but we do not choose to be
free. We are condemned to freedom, ... thrown into freedom or as
Heidegger says, ‘abandoned’. And we can see this abandonment has no
other origin than the very existence of freedom. If, therefore, freedom
is defined as the escape from the given, from fact, then there is a fact
of escape from fact. This is the facticity of freedom.™

Man is not what he conceives himself to be, but he is what he wills,
what he chooses and “what he makes of himself’"* through freedom, and
‘that is the first principle of existentialism’.'® Moreover, freedom, accord-
ing to Sartre, is the only ground of all values.

On the contrary, regarding freedom and creativity, Iqbal has referred to
various Qur’anic verses in his Urdu and Persian poetry and particularly in
his Reconstruction of Religious Thought in Islam affirming his faith in
Allah (God). In the fourth lecture in Reconstruction, he presents three
significant themes from the Qur'an reaffirming the Islamic view of man’s
being a Vicegerent (Khalifah) of Allah, a chosen entity and a trustee of
a free personality which he accepted at his peril.”” “The perfect Muslim is,
for Igbal, nothing but the realization of the Qur’anic sentence according
to which Adam was ordered to be the Khalifa, the Vicegerent of God on
earth,”'®

Iqbal argues that man’s freedom and creativity, in the sphere of ethics,
must be under the direction of the Highest Good and Absolute Freedom,
i.e. God. The greatest of all obstacles, says Iqbal, in the upward life of the
ego, is Matter or Nature, yet it is not evil, since it enables the latent
powers of life to unfold themselves. According to Igbal, the Ego attains
freedom by the removal of all the obstructions in its way. ‘Tt is partly free
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and partly determined; and reaches fuller freedom by approaching the
individual who is most free, termed “God”’.}® -

Igbal points out that it is man’s firm faith in Tawhid (Unity of God)
which makes him to believe that this principle is the foundation of every
aspect of human life. He says in his Rumiiz-i Békhudi:

What is it that infuses one breath in a hundred hearts?
It is one of the secrets of faith in Tawhid!

Be United and thus make Tawhid visible;

Realize its latent meaning in action!

Faith and wisdom and law all spring from it,

It is the source of strength and power and stability!
Its power exalts the nature of man

And makes him an entirely new being!

Fear and doubt die out; action becomes alive!

The eye can look into the heart of the Universe!
‘There is no god but God’ is the capital of our life!
Its bond weaves our scattered thoughts together.?

Conversely, Sartre holds that there is no God and man is condemned
to freedom:

Everything is permitted (because of the fact that) God does not exist ... .
One will never be able to explain one’s action by reference to a given
and specific human nature; in other words there is no determinism—
man is free, man is freedom.”!

His position is not like that of Iqbal who maintains that man in some
spheres of activity is free, and in some other spheres has to follow the
Divine Commands. Sartre emphatically asserts in Being and Nothingness:

Freedom is not a being; it is the being of man—i.e., his nothingness of
being. If we start by conceiving of man as plen’ﬁm, it is absurd to try
to find in him afterwards moments or psychic regions in which he
would be free ... . Man cannot be sometimes slave and sometimes frée;
he is wholly and forever free or he is not free at all.2

This is, in fact, the major difference between the approaches of the two
thinkers. Sartre’s existentialistic outlook is labelled as humanistic because
he saves man’s freedom at the cost of God. Igbal’s existentialism—if the
term may be applied to his approach—is also humanistic despite his firm
faith in God, because God in his philosophical Weltanschauung does not
deprive man of his freedom but rather guarantees it.
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However, in spite of some differences, what both the systems have in
commpon is the doctrine of freedom through which human existence can-
translate its authenticity into actions. For Iqbal, as for Sartre, man is a self-
contained centre of activity, self-conscious, creative and self-evolving being.
Human self is free in the sense that it is not determined by anything
outside it.*® Freedom is. its own architect and the very laws governing its
mode of operation in the world are of its own making. Above all, accord-
ing to Igbal, man is the architect of his own life and is the sole sovereign
in the scheme of creation and the undisputed master of his destiny. In this
connection Igbal says in his Javid Namah:

O lover of Truth! Be conclusively final like a glittering sword,
Be thy self the destiny of thine own world.*

According to Sartre freedom reveals itself in dread that compels man
to seek refuge in the inauthenticity of existence. To him overcoming
dread leads to authentic existence and that is moral, and flight from it is
inauthentic and immoral. In Igbal’s philosophy, when one realizes what is
freedom, it seems to be the source of all values. According to him life of
the ego is possible in freedom only:

Life is reduced to a dried rivulet when it is imprisoned within confines;
In freedom, life embraces boundlessness like an ocean.” .

Igbal maintains that there are only ego-sustaining and ego-dissolving
acts.? Freedom sustains the ego, while slavery dissolves it into nothing-
ness. Man’s first act of disobedience to God, which caused his expulsion
from heaven, was an act of freedom meant to sustain the ego. Escape from

freedom, according to Iqbal, is an ego-dissolving act that negates all fu--

ture for human existence. He asserts that when a person gives up his
freedom, he falls down from the high pedestal of human existence, into
the state of inauthenticity. Igbal, in his poems, calls all the acts of the
slave devoid of morality; according to him even his prayer is not authen-
tic, because it negates the freedom of ego, it is not a bold ‘yearning for
a response in the awful silence of the universe’.?” A slave’s prayers deepen
and thicken this silence. To accept slavery and to remain contented with
this state is the death of ego. Real man can only be brought up in the spirit
of freedom, while slavery distorts characters, degrades human nature and
finally lowers man to the level of beasts.?® On the one hand, God refuses
to respond to the prostrations of the slaves, and, on the other, the earth
refuses to accept the dead body-of a slave:

]
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O the heartless being! Thou hast been a slave in the world;

Because of thy surrender to slavery my heart is burning like
hell-fire.

Thy corpse has made my darkness even darker;

Thy corpse has torn into shreds my veil of modesty.

Beware of the corpse of a slave, Beware a hundred times!

O Israfil, O the Creator of the Universe! pure soul, Beware!?

For Igbal, freedom is the highest retigious, social, moral and political
va_l.uf..a. He gave a philosophical orientation to his attempt to reconstruct the
religious ideas according to the historic necessity of his times. Like Sartre
Igbal accorded the highest position to freedom in the hierarchy of values.’
No dpubt, freedom occupies a similar position in the existentialist philoso—
phy in general, but Igbal’s concept of freedom seems far more compre-
hensive than that of all the existentialist thinkers including even Sartre.
Sar.tre’s views are in conflict with those of Igbal when he (Sartre) pro-
f:laams that there is no God and ‘we are left without excuse™ and that
man is condemned to be free.”™ Iqbal says that there is God—Who is the
Most Free and is the Creator of the heavens and the earth. The human ego
attains highest freedom by removing all the material obstacles in its way
though matter is not a bondage, it rather paves the way for attaining’
freedom. And attaining supreme freedom does not mean that human self
or Ego has to annihilate itself for the sake of being absorbed in God. Man
remains man and .does not lose his Khidi or egohood. The Prophet of
Islam, the ideal and the most perfect of all the prophets has to ask his
followers to proclaim:

We bear witness that Muhammad(S) is the slave and the messenger of
Allah.

It reiterates that man is first of all ‘a man’ howsoever high a position
he may attain. The obedience to Allzh ensures the life of human ego and
strengthens his Khiidi, which is life of freedom. For Igbal freedom is not
a value or mode of human existence. It is the very life of Khizdi (egohood).

Iqbal points out that the purpose of Prophet Muhammad’s mission was
Fo infuse freedom, equality and brotherhood amonf._;, all mankind. He says
in his Rumiiz-i Bekhiidi (The Mysteries of Selflessness):

Believers all are brothers in his heart,
Freedom the sum and substance of his Flesh.
Impatient with discriminations all. .
His soul was pregnant with Equality,
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Therefore his sons stand up erect and free
As the tall cypresses, the ancient pledge
In him renewing, ‘Yea, Thou art our Lord

Igbal seems to be in agreement with Heidegger and Sartre who hold
that it is the fact of ‘consciousness’ which radically distinguishes man
from other beings and all other creatures. The issue assumes central im-
portance in the thought system of Igbal. For Iqba‘il the realization of free-
dom is the core of human consciousness. According to him it is not
something static, rigid, given and complete, but it is a dynamic process,
and because of freedom it is a self-creative process based on an act of
improvization and rejection of what has been (its bondage). Like Igbal,
both theistic and atheistic versions of the existentialistic philosophy main-
tain that man is incomplete, indefinable and unpredictable. As Karl Jas-

pers says:

Nobody can conceive all human potentialitics. Man is always capable
of doing more and other things than anyone expected. He is incom-
plete, he cannot be completed, and his future is never sealed. There is
no total man, and there never will be one.»

Similarly, atheist Sartre asserts that:

[man] is not definable, it is because to begin with he is nothing. He will
not be anything until later, and then he will be what he makes of
himself.*

For Igbal, human consciousness is the basic and central subject of
discussion. According to him, it is only this unique faculty of conscious-
ness which makes man radically distinct from other worldly objects, so
that he can participate in the creative act of God. Here Igbal differs from
Sartre, according to whom there is no other creator but only human indi-
vidual. He says that God is the Supreme Creator (Khalig) of everything
and man with his consciousness and other capabilities participates in the
creative act of Allah. Igbal says:

Man, therefore, in whom egohood has reached its relative perfection,
occupies a genuine place in heart of the Divine creative energy and
thus possesses a much higher degree of reality than things around him.
Of all the creations of God, he alone is capable of ‘consciously partici-
pating’ in the creative life of the Maker.*

Igbal and Sartre on Human Freedom and Creativity 113

According to Igbal, this universe is a Divine .creation but it is not a
complete act of creation. In the light of the Qur’an this universe is liable
to develop further: =

.Thje process of creation is still going on, and man too takes his share
1 1t, in as much as he helps to bring order into at least a portion of the
chaos. The Qur’an indicates the possibility of other Creators than God.*

He, again, puts it more unambiguously in the following verses:

The universe is still incomplete perhaps.
For one may respond to an ever-recurring command of
Be! and it became.™

There are other worlds unseen And the essence of existence is not yet
void!*

It is man, in the view of Iqbal, who is destined to complete the process
of creation. In a long poem Saqi Namah, he writes:

Every one of them waiting for thy conquest,
For the unbridled play of thy thought and action
The object of the passage of time is but one;

To reveal to thee the possibilities of thy ego!®

According to Igbal, man creates his own world and ideals as he likes.
If the present or given world does not provide any meaning and impor-
tance to human existence, it should be destroyed and reshaped according
to the human needs and aspirations. In the poem Zindgi (Life) he says:

Bum up this borrowed earth and sky,
And raise a world of your owns from the ashes,®

Again, in this connection, he emphatically asserts in his Zerb-i Kalim:

Only he overcomes the revolution of Time,
Who creates an eternal life with every breath.

I.qbél lays great stress on man’s creative activity and refers to the Qur’an,
which .expressly mentions creators besides 4//ah. For instance, one of the
following verses of the Holy Book (Qur'an) indicates:

Blessed is God, the best of those who create. !

Such‘a reff_:rence to the Qur’an indicates how Iqbal conceives the act of
hurpan creafivity’. One will not find in Sartre or other atheistic existen-
tialists this view of human creativity. And it is in this unique interpretation
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of human freedom and creativity that Iqbal goes beyond existentialist
philosophy and surpasses its conception of freedom. -

This comparative study undertaken by us needs further elaboration by
comparing and constrasting various philosophers having divergent onto-
logical, political, ethical, social and psychological world-outiooks; and
views regarding the nature of human being and his capacity for freedom
and creativity. We feel that such a study is indispensable in the contem-
porary situation, which threatens to deprive the human individual of his
freedom and endeavours to submerge all differences within an all-embrac-
ing physicalism and technocracy, wrongly called pan-humanism, a mod-
ern atheistic version of pantheism. Igbal revolted against the Sufis’ pan-
theism just as Kierkegaard developed a powerful critique of conventional
Christianity; while Sartre’s revolt has been against the modern pan-
physicalism. Both revolted with a view to affirm and assert the right of
individual beings to freedom, for without freedom human existence be-

comes absurd and meaningless.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Based on their conceptions of jiva (individual self),' the Indian philo-
sophical systems can be categorized? as follows:

(1) The systems which belicve in the existence of the individual self
distinct from the body.
(i) The system which believes that there is no individual self distinct
from the body.
(1i1) The system that believes in the non-existence of a permanent and
unchanging individual self,

Almost all orthodox Indian philosophical systems share the view of the
first category. However, each system disagrees with the other in defining
the individual self. The systems of the first category can be classified into
two:

(a) The system that believes in the identity of the individual self with
the Supreme Self.

{(b) The systems which believe that the individual self is not identical
with the Supreme Self or God.?

Advaita Vedanta holds the first of the above views and the rest of the
orthodox systems share the view of the second category with some differ-
| ences among themselves. The present paper confines itself to a criticism
] of the Advaita Vedanta view of the individual self, My criticism ulti-
mately aims to establish the thesis that neither Brhamacaitanya nor
févaracaitanya can be the source of Jivacaitanya and that the antahkarana

is itself sufficient to explain the conscious nature of the living being.
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1.1. Impoitance of the Concept of Jiva in Advaita Vedanta

The concept of Jiva is one of the most important concepts in Advaita
Vedanta, because, it is the foundation for the other Vedic concepts such
as karma, tebirth, moksa, etc. Without Jiva the Vedic injunctions and
prohibitions become useless.* In other words, if the concept of Jiva as
conceived by the advaitins is proved wreng, then the other Vedic concepts
mentioned above, at least in their advaitic interpretation, will have to be

dismissed.

2 SANKARA ON BRAHMAN AND JIVA

According to Sankara, the essential nature of Brahman is Consciousness
having potentiality to wish (kama),’ to will (eksata),® and to think (tksata).”
Before the first creation there, was Brahman alone and the above texts
under reference state that Brahman wished to become many and created
the multitude. The Chandogya Upanisad ~ states. There was Existence
alone before creation. It willed to become many and created all the cle-
ments.? Here the word ‘willed’ implied that such thinking was not there
carlier in the Existence. According to $ankara, Brahman while becoming
many has not transformed entirely. For, he says: “The Upanisads prove
both the facts for Brahman—ithe non-transformation of Brahman.as a
whole and partlessenss.” The Upanisad states that after transforming into
the bodies, He entered into the living beings as the jiva."® It is to be noted
that the upanisadic verses do mot explicitly mention whether Brahman
teansformed Itself into the bodies partly or wholly. But Brahman’s enter-
ing into the living beings would not have been possible if It had trans-
formed Itself entirely into the bodies. Hence we have to conclude that a
part of Brahman transformed Itself into the bodies and it was only the
remaining untransformed part of Brahman which entered into the hearts'"
of the living beings.

Sankara is of the conviction that the individual self is in its essence
Brahman Itself. Brahman, says $ankara, somehow gets Itself entangled

with the adjuncts such as intellect etc., and as a consequence falsely-

assumes individuality. According to Sankara, ‘... the Supreme Brahman
Itself, which while remaining immutable, appears to exist as an individual
soul owing to association with limiting adjuncts.”? This view is supported
by the text, “The Self is indeed Brahman, as well as identified with the
intellect, the manas (mind), and the vital force, with the eyes and ears.”’
For Sankara the text ‘Assuming the likeness (of the intellect), it moves

I I
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between the two worlds (this and the next),” shows that even while goin
to anotl_l'er world, there is no dissociation for the Self from the intellect E
chordmg to him, the soul assumes the likeness of the intellect itself, f;)r
only that is near at hand.” The Brhadaranyaka Upanisad states: ‘De;ire
r;so}ve, doubt, faith, want of faith, steadiriess, unsteadiness shar.ne intel-’
ligence and fear all these are but the mind.”'® Badarayana 'c;Iso say:s ‘But
the soul comes to have such appellations because of the dominance :)f the
modes of that intellect.’’” For Sankara also, desire, dislike, happiness
SOITOW, etc.-, are the modes of intellect. These modes consti,tute the es-,
Zznf}?eo;oril}fif factors in the attainment of the state of iransmigratoriness
Explgining further the relationship between the antahkarana and Brah-
man v&:hlch results in the assumption of individuality by.Brahr.nan Sarkara
says: .This internal organ, constituting a conditioning factor for, the Self
is variously spoken of in different places as the manas'® (faculty of think-
mg),.buddhiz” (faculty of knowing), vijiiana® (cognition or egoism), citta®
(feeling or memory).”? In spite of being a non-dualist, Sankara pa’radoxi-
(.:ally a.d.mits of the existence of a second entity, namely, the antahkarana
in z?ddmon to Brahman. He says: “... it must of necessity be admitted, that
an mterpal organ of this kind does exist, for unless that organ is adm,itted
there will be the contingency. of either constant perception or non-perce i
t1on.’24.The text, ‘It thinks as it were, and shakes as it were’® implile)s
accor_dmg to Sankara that the consciousness does not think by itself, nor
Floes it move; but when the intellect thinks it seems to think, and whar,1 the
1ntel.lect moves, it seems to move.* Sankara is of the viev;f that the con-
nection of the soul with the intellect has but false ignorance at its root.”’
He says: ‘This connection with such limiting adjuncts as the intellect do;as
flOt c’ease so long as the identity of the Self with Brahman is not real-
fzed. @ Laitter in this paper, I will be exposing the inherent contradictions
;?ysuch views of Sankara regarding Brahman’s assumption of individual-

3. THE RATIONALE BEHIND SANKARA'S CONCEPT OF JiV4

Agcording to Sankara, the absolute Reality, namely, Brahman, is one
without a second.” Brahman is non-dual, attributeless, unfrag,mented
homogeneous and unconditioned Reality. Sankara felt that the existencé
of Brahman can be established by the actual realization of It by man.*’
Sankara could not find any method or reason for the direct revelation ;)f
Brahman to Itself. Therefore, he brought out the concept of jiva, which
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according to him, is Brahman conditioned by adjuncts such as in_terllect.“
He tried to establish the identity between Brahman and jiva ll)y using th.e
formulae such as ‘I am Brahman’, ‘Thqt thow art’ and “This - @man is
hman’. .
Breéaﬁkara identifies Consciousness in the living body with B.rahlina'n.32
Brahman-consciousness when individuated becomes jiva aqd is distinct
from the body.® This position led Safikara to establish the finiteness of the
infinite, conditioning of the unconditioned, parts of th; partless _ang
individuation of the universal Brahman.” Advaitins put forward theone.s
such as (i) Kalpana vada, (i) Abhdsa vada, (iii) Pratiifz‘mbq vida, and. (“f)
Avaccheda vada as valid explanations to justify the identity of the -1nd1-
vidual consciousness with Brahman, In spite of their }’igorgus rational
arguments, the Advaitins fzould not establish these theorles.wﬁ‘hou‘f seek-
ing the role of faith. Sankara suggests one to ha’ve fztlth in. the
beginninglessness of the ‘individuality of Consciousness a'nd creatl‘on qf
the universe’.* The proof of the existence of Brahman being only re.ah-
zation of Brahman’, Sankara recognized the need for faculties of r§a11.za-
tion like intellect, physical body, etc., without which Brahman-realization
is impossible.”” According to him, it is not possible for Brahman t<‘) have
all these faculties by Itself. Therefore, there is a need to conceive of
Brahman which is unconditioned to be conditioned as the inczhvu?ual self
possessed of the faculties of realization so that it can realise itself as
identical with Brahman, . .
The advaitins must necessarily maintain that Brahman 1nd1v1duelates it-
self into the jivas. Advaita Vedanta requires this in orde; to establish the
existence of Brahman. For, Brahman cannot reveal Itself to Ttself and as
a matter of fact, it may not be necessary for Brahman to reveal Itself to
Itself. Without the individual self, the idea of the existence of Brahman’
becomes only a matter of faith which can never be known by man by any
means such as realization, save through the Upanisads. _

- Now, in the light of the foregoing, it is necessary for one to examine
whether the advaitic concept of individual self could stand‘ t_he test of both
reason and experience. Especially so, due to the w;lnerablllty of the con-
cept of the beginninglessness of the contact between Consinou.sness ax'ld
intellect which is based on mere faith. That the concept of jiva m.Advafzta
Vedanta is riddled with contradictions can be shown in the followmg

arguments,

4 Critique on the Concept of Jiva 121

4. ARGUMENTS AGAINST THE CONCEPT OF JIVA IN ADVAITA VEDANTA

4.1. Sarvajiiatva of Isvara vis a vis Avivekatva

According to éar'lkara, Jiva is a complex of both the Identifier and the
Identified. The Identifier is Isvaracaitanya® and the Identified is the in-
ternal organ (antahkarana). Sankara neither calls févaracaitanya per se
as jiva nor the antahkarana by itself as jiva. Jiva comes into existence
only when ISvaracaitanya identifies itself with the antahkarana. This
identity is caused by ignorance (avidya).” Avidya is in the form of non-
discrimination (aviveka) between the real nature of the Identifier and that
of the Identified. Sankara is of the view that jiva gets liberated from such
ignorance only when it realizes its original naturé as identical with that of
Brahman. ' '

It is stated that avivekatva is the cause of Jivatva.® If this be so, whose
aviveka is this?*! Does it belong to I$varacaitanya or the antahkarana? It
cannot belong to the antahkarana® because the antahkarana is the Iden-
tified. It is itself a product of avidyd. It is material by its very nature and
therefore, not capable of possessing  aviveka. Alternatively, one should
accept that aviveka belongs to the Identifier, that is, févaracaz‘tanya. One
may now ask the question, ‘Is it possible for [#vara, who is omniscient
(sarvajfia) and self luminous (svayamprakasa), to possess such avidya
which is in the form of aviveka?’ It appears that it is not possible.*? For,
even though the Upanisads state that after creating the bodies and the
antahkarapas, ISvaracaitanya enters into the cavities of the hearts of liv-
ing beings,* we could still ask, “When did fjvaracaitanya get entangled
with avidya?’ Did Isvaracaitanya possess avidyd before entering the cavi-
ties of the hearts of living beings? It cannot be so. For, if non-discrimi-
natton existed in févaracairanya_ before It entered into the hearts of living
beings then i§vara cannot be called omniscient (sarvajfia) and ever-
liberated (nityamukta) since He would not have been able to discriminate
Himself from His own creation. It would not have been ‘possible for Him
to enter deliberately and specifically into the cavities of the hearts of
living beings. Further, [$vara should have identified Himself with His
creation -ihdiscrim'inately and become attached to the created universe.
Thus, fSvara would become a -baddha, that is, a limited agent and as a
consequence, would have lost His niWanéuktatva. Furthermore, if T$vara
had aviveka before entering into the living beings, then He cannot be all
knowing (sarvajiia). For, aviveka refers to lack ‘of discriminatory knowl-
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edge, and it would be contradictory to say that sarvajna I$vara does not
have ‘knowledge’ of discrimination.

Due to the above mentioned reasons, the advaitin will have to take
recourse to the alternative view, namely, that Jévaracaitanya could pos-
sess avidyd only after entering into living beings. This view too is beset
with problems. For, one may ask: ‘How will sarvajfia ISvaracaitanya
suddenly get possessed of avidya on entering into living beings?” Upanisads
speak of the association of the intellect and [$varacaitanya even while
jiva goes to the other world.®S They do not expressly mention that
Tévaracaitanya gets entangled with avidya only after entering into the
bodies. It implies that such association of avidya with Consciousness €x-
isted even before I$varacaitanya entered into the bodies of the living
beings. However, I have already proved above that it is impossible for
Tévaracaitanya to possess avidyd before entering into the bodies of the
living beings. If avidya cannot exist either in the I§varacaitanya or
antahkarana, then, where does this aviveka come from? According to
$ankara, avidyd cannot also exist on its own. Therefore, the very exist-
ence of avidya is impossible. Further, without aviveka it is not possible for
Iévaracaitanya to identify itself with the antahkarana and without such
identity, jivatva of Tévaracaitanya is impossible. Alternatively, setting aside
the concept of aviveka, if one wants to believe in the Advaita view that
jivacaitanya is identical with Jévaracaitanya and is distinct from the body,
then one has to accept that I$varacaitanya deliberately identifies Itself
with the antahkarana and becomes jiva. If jivatva is due to Ivara’s de-
liberate assumption then liberation (moksa) for jiva cannot be left to its
own choice and efforts. It will have to depend on Iévara. Such a position
will not be acceptable to Sankara. All these arguments go to prove that the
advaitin’s concepts of jiva and avidya are unsustainable.

4.2. Anaditva of Srsti and Jivatva

According to Sankara, Jévara makes use of the merit and demerit of jivas
in order to achieve variety in creation.* But, it is only after the first
creation, depending on the diversification into bodies, etc., that merit and
demerit arising out of work (karmaphala) could be possible. For, one can
perform karma only in this world and it is possible only after the first
diversified creation. However. Sankara takes karmaphala as the cause of
the diversified creation. This position leads to the fallacy of mutual de-
pendence, namely, it is only after creation that results of work, depending
an the diversification into bodies, etc., could be possible, and the diver-
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§iﬁcation into bodies could be possible only due, to the results of work.
Sankara tries to resolve this problem by saying that, the defect, namely
the _fallacy of mutual dependence, arises only if transmigration has a;
beginning. He explains that the transmigratory state has no beginning and
therefore, there is nothing contradictory for the fruits of work and the
variety in creation to act as cause and effect to each other on the analogy
of Ehe seed and the sprout.”

Saflk-ara gives the reasons for the beginninglessness of the transmigra-
tory existence. One such reason is, had it emerged capriciously all of a
su@den, then there would have been the predicament of freed souls also
be%ng reborn here, and also the contingency of results accruing from non-
existing causes, for the di,fferences in happiness and misery would have
no liogi.cal explanation.”® Sankara argues that if creation is conceived as
beglnnlngless, then, the fallacy of mutual dependence does not arise even
as in the case of the seed and the sprout, and hence there will be no
defect® In other words, Sankara cannot offer a logical explanation for
cau§a1ity between karma and srsti without seeking recourse to faith in the
beginninglessness of jiva and srsti. Faith, because Sankara cannot ration-
ally prove the andaditva of jiva and srsti. That the state of transmigration
has no beginning is only an assumption made by Sankara. Perhaps Sankara
was forced into the assumption of the araditva of transmigratory exist-
ence for filling up a gap in his arguments. Unless the concept of anaditva
could be rationally proved, other concepts in Advaita Vedanta cannot be
explained.

Now one may raise the question as to what Sankara means by saying
that the transmigratory existence is anadi? Does he mean that jiva and
srsti do not have a beginning at all? Or does he mean that the beginning
of the first creation is not known because of innumerable past cycles of
creation?

Sankara appears to believe that jiva and srsti do not have a beginning
at a.ll.s‘f But, it is contradictory to say that ].'i.vla and srs#i do not have Z
begmr_ung. For, according to Sankara, everything other than Jjiva has origi-
nation.’! But the whole of creation, namely, srsti, originated from Brah-
man. Logically speaking, whatever is created should have a beginning
Therefore, srsti also must have had a beginning. As for the jiva, Saflkara;
holds the view that it has not been created. For, he thinks that jiva is
pothing other than Brahman. For Sankara, jiva’s non-creation must also
imply its beginninglessness. Even if one were to accept this view of Sankara
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on jiva’s andditva, one cannot, yet, accept his view on srsti. For creation
necessarily implies a beginning.

If anaditva can be denied of srsti, then one is also compelled to re-
examine its tenability in respect of jiva. According to Sankara, jiva is a
complex of the unoriginated Brahman and the originated* adjunct, that is,
intellect. Jiva, while in transmigratory existence cannot be identical with
Brahman. If jiva is identical with Brahman always in all levels of exist-
ence, only then jiva can be accepted as beginningless. But once this view
is accepted, then one cannot differentiate jiva from Brahman. There will
then be jivatva for Brahman which, according to the advaitins cannot be.
Therefore, the advaitin needs to separate jiva from Brahman. Beginningless
Brahman cannot become jiva unless-there is an adjunct and any adjunct
must have a beginning. Since, an originated adjunct is involved in jiva,
and un-originated Brahman cannot become Himself a jiva without ad-
junct, jiva must have a beginning, -

If Sankara still argues that jiva has no beginning because texts speak
of its eternality,” then he has to accept that Brahman has been eternally
in the form of jivas. It implies that it is only the universe which undergoes
the process of creation, sustenance and destruction. This position appears
similar to the Samkhya philosophy and, therefore, it cannot be acceptable
for Advaitins. Also, it is illogical to say that there exists an-un-originated
soul which has as its ingredient an originated adjunct, namely, intellect.
Thus, one must accept that jiva must have a beginning.

The other view, namely, that jiva and srsti are anadi because the be-
ginning of the first creation is not known due to innumerable past cycles
of creation, is also not convincing, For, the Upanisads clearly describe the
details of the first creation. It is stated in the Chandogya Upanisad that in
the beginning, before creation, there was only Existence, one without a
second. This statement implies that there was at least one instant, namely,
before creation, when Brahman existed as It was without any qualities
such as the merit and demerit of the jivas. Anotlier statement, namely, ‘It
thought why can’t I be many and created—,* shows that there was a state

of Brahman without creation and then creation began with dkasa, etc.
Thus, even according to the Upanisads, creation must have had a begin-
ning. It follows from this that jiva, whose coming into existence depends
on the created antahkarana, must also have a beginning. The advaitin’s
argument for anaditva of creation and jiva is thus proved to stand on
flimsy grounds.
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4.3. Partless Non-dual Brahman and Partial Creation

According to Sankara, at the time of first creation Brahman had trans-
formed partly into the universe.*® For he says, "The Upanisads prove both
the facts for Brahman—the non-transformation of Brahman as a whole
and partlessness.’” But, this position of Saiikara is fallible. For, if Brah-
man is one, non-dual and partless and It wished to become many, then
It must have transformed Itself completely into this universe.

_ Agginst the arguments for a total transformation of Brahman in crea-
tion, Sankara contends: ‘Do not bring those things within the range of
argumentation which are beyond thought. The nature of a thing beyond
thought consists in its being other than the thing within Nature.”® But -
while Sankara thus criticizes the other philoéophical systems for rational-
izing the existence of metaphysical entities, he conveniently ignores his
own prohibitive injunction and brings all metaphysical concepts into the
fold of reasoning.’ If any philosophical stand is irrational then one should
reject the same. Sankara claims that all the other systems maintain irra-
t’ional philosophical positions, and so, he rejects them all. Similaﬂy
Sankara’s own philosophical position, namely, ‘partless Brahman gets partly
transformed into universe’ is also irrational and therefore, should be re-
jected outright. : |

Just because Sankara states that it is possible for Brahman to have
partial transformation while being partless, one need not accept it. Be-
cause it is an open contradiction. If an advaitin insists on the power of

- Brahman to have partial transformation, then, he should accept the fact

that Br_ahman is not partless. To say both that Brahman has partial trans-
formation and is also partless is, again, a blatant contradiction.

4.3.1. Entry of Untransformed Brahman into the Bodies

If an advaitin says that Brahman had completely transformed Itself into
the lworld,‘ then nothing would remain of It and hence Its entering into the
cavities of the hearts of living beings as jiva would be rendered 1mpossi-
ble. With this, all the identity formulae such as, ‘T am Brahman’ would.
also become absurd.

Alternatively, if' it is contended by the advaitin that only one part of
Bra_hma—n got transformed into the world and that the remaining part, in its
entirety, became the jivas,” he can yet be questioned. For, this position as
spch implies that the whole creation stands divided into two basic catego-
ries, namely, (i} World; and (ii) Consciousness in the body (jiva). This
categorization appears similar to the well-known dualism of Kapila in his
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Samkhyasatra. However, to be in the same group with Kapila must be
anathema to the advaitin. For, a major portion of Vedantasiitra devotes
itself to refuting Sankhya view by making Sarkhya philosophy as the
prime wrestler (pradhana malla).

The above arguments have proved that Safikara’s faith in the partial
transformation of partless Brahman is unreasonable and, therefore, to be
rejected. There will not arise any question regarding the untransformed
Brahman after creation, because, such a view is nonsensical and impos-
sible. Further, since the concept of jiva in Advaita Vedanta is based on
such an impossible untransformed Brahman, one can reject the same.

4.4. Brahmacaitanya is Not the Source of Jivacaitanya

In Advaita Vedanta, jiva, could be understood in two ways: (i) Non-
functional; and (ii) Functional. As non-functional, jiva is defined as Con-
sciousness conditioned by avidy@ (dvidya@ avacchinnacaitanyam jivah).
As the functional, jiva is defined as Consciousness conditioned by the
antahkarana (Antahkarana avacchinnacaitanyam Jjivah). One can under-
stand from the advaitin’s definitions of jiva as non-functional and func-
tional that there are three principles in it: (i) Caitanya, (i1) Avidyd and (ii1)
Antahkarana.®

Advaitins believe that Jivacaitanya is identical with Brahmacaitanya.
For, in the process of creation Brahmacaitanya directly enters into the
bodies as Jivacaitanya.® The advaitin’s view that Brahmacaitanya is the
source of Jivacaitanya can be criticized as follows. '

4.4.1. Thinking Capability and Caitanya: An Argument

Consciousness (caitanya) in Advaita Vedanta needs to be understood from
two perspectives: (1) Jivacaitanya; and (ii) Brahmacaitanya. Competency
for thinking is very essential for Consciousness in Advaita Vedanta. For,
as the pure Brahman, Consciousness cannot create the universe and be-
come many without thinking. As jiva, Consciousness cannot enjoy jivatva
without thinking. The argument here is: Since, according-to Sankara,
Jivacaitanya and Brahmacaitanya are identical, their thinking modalities
should also be the same. If there is any difference between the thinking
capabilities of Jivacaitanya and Brahmacaitanya, then jiva and Brahman
cannot be identical. Further, if the difference in the thinking capabilities
of jiva and Brahman can be established, then it will strengthen my later
argument (referred to in the section: Is the Direct Presence of Brahman
Necessary to Make a Human-body Conscious?) that the conscious

1
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antahkarana obviates the necessity of Brahman’s entering into the bodies
to make them conscious. Let us now examine whether the thinking capa-
bilities of jiva and Brahman are the same.

The thinking potentiality of jiva, is proved by the fact that it is revealed
in one’s personal experience. The Upanisads also speak about it.*? The
non-functional Jivacaitanya (Pr@jfia) can be identified with the state of
deep sleep (susupti), whereas the functional state of the same is identified
with the states of waking (jagrat) and dream (svapna). It is said in Advaita
Vedanta that susupti is the cause and the functional states are the effects.®

As pure Jivacaitanya, jiva cannot think or act in his non-functional
state (susupti). This state is defined as Consciousness conditioned by avidya.
When avidya gives rise to its effect, that is, the antahkarana, jiva starts
thinking and acting. This shows that jiva in its pure stéte, be'ing devoid of
the antahkarana cannot think or act. Avidya in susupti is said to conceal
the real nature of Jivacaitanya and in the functional state, it not only
conceals the real nature of Jivacaitanya but also projects the false multi-
tude to the jiva.

Now, let us examine the thinking potentiality of Brahmacaitanya in
order to see whether it is identical with that of Jivacaitanya. As in the
case of jiva, there are two states of Brahmacaitanya: (i) Brahmacaitanya
after pralaya or before creation; and (ii) Brahmacaitanya at the time of
creation. The first state is a state of non-function and the second a state
of function. In other words, the first one is a state of non-thinking and the
second, a state of thinking.

The advaitins say that even as Jivacaitanya has avidya, Brahmacaitanya
too has its inherent power called maya. According to the advaitins, maya
cannot conceal from fsvara His true nature as Brahmacaitanya.® It is
accepted by the advaitins that maya is a common factor to both

Brahmacaitanya and I$varacaitanya. But, unlike in the case of the
Jivacaitanya, a material product like antahkarana is not spoken of in the
case of [svara to explain His thought to create. We can now raise the
question: What is it that makes ISvaracaitanya to think and create? The
answer cannot be that it is m@ya. For, maya was associated-with the pure
Brahman, even before creation. ‘

One should observe that in the case of Jivacaitanya, avidyda is the cause
and antahkarana, the effect of avidya is instrumental for thinking. There
is difference in form between avidya and antahkarana, for, avidya is the
inherent power of Caitanya and antahkarana is the product of subtle
elements.® In the case of Brahmacaitanya, for It to become many, think-
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ing is a sine qua non. But in spite of mayd being accepted as Its inherent
power the production of an instrument to think like the antahkarana in the
case of jiva, is not mentioned in the Upanisadic texts. Brahman should,
therefore, remain the same in both the thinking and non-thinking states.
That is Brahmacaitanya in Its non-functional state had unchanging Con-
sciousness with unchanging maya and in Its functional state also had the
same unchanging Consciousness with unchanging mayd. In other words,
both the states of Brahmacaitanya are not different from each other.

It follows that, in Advaita Vedanta, one can only maintain: .Either
Brahmacaitanya is in constant non-function which leads to the impossi-
bility of creation (srsti) or Brahmacaitanya is in constant function which
leads to the impossibility of dissolution (pralaya). In the case of the jiva,
avidyd gives rise to antahkarana, resulting in thinking. But in the case of
Brahman, maya does not give rise to any such instrument. Yet Brahman
(as [fvara) thinks and creates. This proves the fact that Brahmacaitanyad
is different from Jivacaitanyd. Such a position may also lead to a further
conclusion, unpalatable though it may be to the advaitins, that
Brahmacaitanya is not the source of Jivacaitanya.

4.4.2. Argument from the Inherent Power of Caitanya

The advaitins argue that Brahmacaitanya is identical with Jivacaitanya.
‘But, whereas mayd, the power of Brahman only projects the universe in
the case of Brahman, with jiva, the corresponding power of avidya, both
conceals the reality as well as projects the apparent world. If Brahman and
jiva are identical this should not be so. The question to be answered now
is why does the concealing power of maya not operate in the case of
Brahman?

If advaitins accept the influence of the concealing power of maya on
Brahman, then Brahman becomes ignorant like jiva and loses His omnis-
cient power. If they say that the concealing power of maya does not exist
at all, then jiva must always be considered to be on par with Brahman and
to possess omniscient power. Jiva loses his alpajiiatva and becomes ever
Jiberated, If they say that the concealing power of maya emerges due to
the Brahmacaitanya's wish to enter into the cavities of the hearts of living
beings, then it becomes a deliberate move to become jiva and therefore,
there will not be any need for liberation. The position, namely, emergence
of the @varanasakti of mayd only in jiva is untenable because an advaitin
should explain the reason for its suppression in the case of Isvara. Such
reasons are not found in Advaita Vedanta. Therefore, maya and avidya,
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the inherent powers of Brahmacaitanya and Jivacaitanya respectively
must be construed to be different. - . ’

If an advaitin claims that mayd and avidy@ are different from éach
other, then Brahmacaitanya and jivacditanya become different and there-
fore, cannot be identical. For, Caitanya is non-dual, and m@ya as its in-
herent power can also be only non-dual. Hence it cannot be acceﬁted that
It acquires a different inherent power all of a sudden. If avidya, which
can_not,have existence apart from Jivacaitanya, is different frorr; maya
which cannot have existence apart from Brahmacaz:tanya, then Jivacéitanyc;
must be different from Brahmacaitanya. Therefore, it has to be accepted
that Brahmacaitanya cannot be the source of Jivacaitanya. |

4.4.3. Tévaracaitanya is Not" the Source of Jivacaitanya

Brahm_an is defined® as Consciousness (Drk) associated with maya.- Simi-
la!r!y, Isvara is defined® in Advaita Vedanta as Consciousness (Drk) con-
ditioned by mdayd. These definitions imply that the difference between the
two lies only in the conditioning by né&y&. Before entering into the main
question of whether ISvaracaitanya is the source of Jivacaitanya, it is
necessary for us to get a proper perspective of the nature of maya ant,i how
it conditions Brahmacaitanya.
_ Is maya a separate entity? According to the advaitins maya is not an
independent and separate entity. M@y is said to be the inherent power of
Caitanya. It is said by the advaitins that maya is indefinable either as saf
or as asat. Since mdyd is perceived in the form of the universe, it cannot
be asat and since it is sublatéd by the knowledge of Reality, it cannot be
sat. Therefore, maya is said to be sadasadanirvacaniya. ,
. N_ow, if we can establish that the role of mava when it is with Jfvara
is different from its role in the case of the jiva, then the fundamental
difference between ISvara and Jiva would stand proved. We can, then
extend the argument to prove that févaracaitanya is not the sdu;ce of
Jivacaitanya. - |
What. was_the ontological status of mdyd when Brahman got trans-
formed into ISvara? Was maya asat, sat or sadasadanirvacaniya? Since
there was nothing apart from Brahmacaitanya before the advent of Ifvara
or before the creation of the universe, mayd could not have been there
This position may lead one to infer the non-existence of maya because of
thE non-appearance of the muititude. But one has to infer the existence of
mayd from_ the above position, for the reasons such as; (i) Brahman
becorpmg Isvara implies the existence of mayd in Brahman; and (ii)
Creation of the universe from Ifvara also implies the existence of maya
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i Févara. Even when Brahmacaitanya exists in the form of I$varacaitanya,
mayd continues to exist, even though Isvara, as sarvajndtman, is not
affected by it. Thus miyd cannot be asat, but can only be sat. If it is sat,
then it cannot be sadasadanirvacaniya.

When maya is accepted as sat, then a problem arises. If maya is ac-
cepted as a separate sat apart from Brahmacaitanya, then the non-duality
of Brahman suffers. Hence, mdyd cannot be accepted as a separate entity
by the advaitins. Then, what is the ontological status of mayd when Brah-
man got transformed into Tévara? At the best one can say that maya is the
power of Caitanya. Thus, when this power of Caitanya is in a static
condition then Caifanya is called Brahman and when it is dynamic, then
Caitanya is called Ivara.

In the light of the foregoing discussion about Brahman’s transformation
into Jévara through the conditioning by maya, let us now enquire into the
advaitin’s version of the process of creation, namely, the coming into
being of the world and jivas. 1 shall be showing that the advaitin’s account
is riddled with contradictions.

According to the advaitins, Iévaracaitanya first got transformed into
the universe and later entered into the living beings as jivas. This implies
that a ‘part’ of ISvaracaitanya became the world when another ‘part’
remained untransformed and that this untransformed ‘part’ later became
the jivas. But to talk of Jévara in terms of parts, should, in the first place,
be blasphemous to the basic advaitic tenet of a partless I$vara.

The advaitin, in order to avoid the above difficulty, must accept that
there was simultaneous creation of universe and jivas. This position goes
against the upanisadic statement, according to which I$vara entered into
the bodies ‘after’ creating them. The advaitic interpretation of the Upanisads
implies that the untransformed I$varacaitanya would remain static for
some time, because, until there was creation of bodies, the question of
Tévaracaitanya’s gaining entry into the bodies would not arise. Such

untransformed I[$varacaitanya must be viewed as Brahman with static
maya. This position leads to the conclusion that Brahman is not non-dual.
Further, since Brahman with static maya could be associated only with the
state prior to creation, the advaitins view leads to the absurd and contra-
dicting position of accepting creation and non-creation at the same time
in one and the same Reality. A total transformation of Isvaracaitanya is
also not possible. For that would leave the world and the jivas without an
Févara. The above arguments, by disproving the advaitin’s version
of creation, have, in effect, also established the fallacious nature of their
theory that ISvaracaitanya is the source of Jivacaitanya.
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4.5. Is the Direct Presence of Brahman Necessary to Make a Human-
body Conscious?

The advaitic view regarding the presence of Brahman in a living being
could be proved erroneous through a more radical argument. We shali
now argue that for explaining the consciousness in a living being, the
positing of the direct presence of Brahman in i, is redundant. ,
Thn? advaitin supposes that, that which is created is insentient and is not
conscious.® But in the case of a living being, inspite of its being consti-
tuted by a body, which is insentient, we find that it has awareness. This
strange combination of sentience and insentience in one being is ;'ather
pu'zzlmg.. Yet, to explain this by the direct presence of Brahman in the
living being, as the advaitin does, is not acceptable. An examination of the
process of creatipn would reveal to us why this is so.
According to Sankara, Brahman, in the beginning created ether (akfsa)

fr<.)m out of Itself. Brahman, as consciousness, having the potentiality to
wish, had ‘wished’ to create ether in the beginning. For Sankara, Brahman
had not completely transformed into ether. There remained a 1)orti0n of
Brahman untransformed. This makes ether as not all-pervasive.* Then

the subsequent process of creation, namely, creation of air, etc., could noz
have been out of the gntransformed portion of Brahman after ;:reation of
ethel} because, as per Safikara’s view, that portion of Brahmacaitanya was
required to make jiva after creation. And there was no other portion of
Brahman left behind to create air, etc. Hence, the further process of crea-

tion could not have been effected by Brahman. The Upanisad ™ too states
that_ the further process of creation occurs from ether itself. In the

Ch'an‘dogyopam';ad, it is stated that fire ‘willed.” Similarly in the

Tattrzlrfo;?anigad it is mentioned that from ether, air is produced. Such
upanisadic statements reveal that the subtle elements such as ether or fire
had capacity to ‘wish’ and ‘create.’ If sentience is attributed to Brahman
only because of Its having the potentiality to ‘wish’ and ‘create’™ then, for
the same reason, such sentience should be attributed to the elements s’uch
as ether, etc., also.

An advaitin may object to the above and say that the words, namely
ether, fetc., do not denote the elements but refer only to thé deitie’s But wé
can st‘all ask him to explain whether these deities are ‘created; or not
Even if they are deities, the above argument for the conscious nature oi.‘
the p‘roducts of Brahman holds good because, these so called deities are
also ‘created’ from Brahman and have competence for ‘willing’ and ‘cre-
ating’.” The advaitin must, therefore, concede that the role of Bl;ahman in



132 M PRABHAKARA RAO

creation begins and ends with the creation of ether. Further, in the Taitfiriya
Upanisad and Chandogyopanisad it is mentioned that ether created air, air
created fire,” fire wished to create water, water wished to create earth,™
These verses clearly show that all the subtle elements were conscious
because they had potentiality to ‘wish’ and ‘create.” . '

Sankara opines that the senses and mind are created by the elements.”
Since the internal organ is created by the conscious elements (food)™ it
must also be of the nature of consciousness having the potentiality to
‘wish® and ‘create’. In other words, any product in the process of creation,
at least at its subtle level, should be conscious in nature. This, in its turn
leads to the necessity of accepting the following:

(i) Some kind of conscious materialism; and
(ii) The conscious internal organ itself is sufficient to make a living

body conscious and conduct all activities.

Let us now examine the-first of the above positions. As we have seen
already, in the process of creation all subtle elements ought to be con-
scious. The Advaitin’s account of further creation after the creation of five
elements is not much different from that of the Carvaka system. Because,
advaitins believe in thé theory of pancikarana which advocates the com-
bination of the five elements. Carvakas also believe in the idea of com-
bination of elements in the process of creation. But, the more important
point is that the advaitin who always swear by the Sruti, must, as already
shown above, accept that there is no need of Brahman in the process of
creation after the coming into being of ether. But, by such an acceptance,
the advaitins almost fall in line with the Carvakas who do not have any
place for Brahman at any stage in creation. '

Conscious nature of elements necessitates the acceptance of the view
that the conscious internal organ itself is sufficient to make a living body
conscious and conduct all activities. Since the internal organ is the prod-
uct of conscious elements, it also has to be conscious with the potentiality
to create and wish, it itself is sufficient to make a living body conscious.
If this position is accepted, then, the.advaitin’s notion of the direct pres-
ence of Brahman in the living body can be discarded. "

5. CONCLUDING REMARKS

The arguments in the foregoing section. have established the following
conclusions which go to prove that Sankara’s concept of jiva is untenable;
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Aviveka as the cause of the coming into being of the jiva has no locus
.It capnot exist either in [Svaracaitanya or in the antahkarana. Nor can'
.1t exist on its own. It cannot also be accepted that fjv.draca.iranya delib-
crately identifies Itself with the antahkarana and becomes Jjiva. For, this
makes the concept of moksa in Advaita Vedanta absurd. ,

blThe anaditva of jiva and srsti advocated by Sankara is also not accept-
able, '

S:aﬁkara’s account of srsti speaks of Brahman’s transforming Itself
parltlall_y into the world and also entering into the hearts of living beings
This view ‘has been refuted on the grounds of impossibility of partiai
transformation of Brahman. '

n Neither Brahmacaitanya nor Isvaracaitanya can be the source of
Jivacaitanya. This is due to an essential difference in the nature of 77
and Isvara. ' gl

There is no need to assume the presence of Brdkmaéaitanya in the jiva
to account for the latter’s conscious nature. The antahkarana itself could
be ,tllle ground for consciousness in jiva. For, the antahkarana is not in-
sentient as held by Sankara. Rather it is conscious by-itselfj
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NOTES AND REFERENCES

1. Henceforth I will be using the term %iva’ interchangeably with ‘individual
self’.

2. Iha  dehavyatiriktasya ~ atmanah  sadbhdvah  samarthyate,
bandhamoksadhikirasiddhaye; (SSBB, 3.3.53, p.698)
— dehawaltfriktasya dtmano astitvamucyate—(SSBB, 3.3.53: p.699). )
Dehamatram Caitanyavisistamatmeti prakrta jand laukﬁyatik&s;i {J.ranpzinnab.l
Indriyanyeva cetand@nydtmetyapare| Mana itvante| Vz]ncfncinfatrani
ksanikamityeke| Sanyamityapare| Asti dehadivyatiriktah samsart 'karta
b}zo:ktezjzapare| Bhoktaiva kevalam na kartetyeke| Asti tadvyatirikta ISvarah
sarvajiiak sarvasaktiriti kecit| Atma sa bhokturityapare| Evam bahavo
vipratipannd@ yuktivakyataddbhasa samasrayah sarlztab[ .g.-S'SFB, ?.1.1, p.?)

3. Even among these systems, while theistic schools like .stzg_tadv_c-u.ta, Dvaita,
etc., make the jiva dependent on God, other systems like the Samkhya con-
sider the individual self to be independent. For, the Samkhya system, at least
as it existed before Isvarakrsna, did not recognize God. - ~

4, Sastraphalasambandhopapatteh) Sarirﬁnuvin&s'.ini ) hi Jjive

$arirantaragatestanistaprapti parihdrdrthau vidhipratisedhavanarthakau
syatam| (SSBB, 2.3.16, p.445)
ITha  dehavyatiriktasya  atmanah  sadbhavah samart_hyate,.
bandhamoksddhikarasiddhaye; na hi asati dehavyatirikta a{rrnam
pafalokaphai&'écodan& upapadyeran; kasya va brahmatmatvamupadisyeta|
(SSBB, 3.3.53, p.698)

5. So akamayata (TUP, 2.6, p.296) ‘ =
(Bhasya): Kamayitrtvat)l Na hi Kamayitracetanamasti loke| Sarvajfie hi
brahmetyavocama| Atah kamayitrtvopapattih| (p.298)

6. Tadaiksata (CUP, 6.2.3, p.509) ' y
(Bhasya): Tatsadaiksateksam darsanam krtaval| Atasca na prfdhanam )
Samkhyaparikalpitam jagatkdranam| Pradhanasya acetanatviabhyupagamal|
Idar tu saccetanamiksitrevii| (Ibid.)

7. Sa.tksata (AUP, 1.1.1, p.329) ) ) o
(Bhasya): Sa sarvajiiasvabhavydt atma ekah eva sanniksata lokdnnusyja ifi
(Ibid., p.330)

10.

11.

12,

13,

4.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.
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. Sattveva somyedamagra asidekamevadvitiyam (CUP, 6.2.2, p.508)

Tadaiksata bahu sydm prajayeyeti tattejo asrjata tatteja eksata bahu syam
prajayeyeli tadapo asrjata| Tasmidyatra kvaca $ocati svedate va purusastejasa
eva tadadhyapo jayante] (CUP, 6.2.3, p.509)

13 apa eksanta bahvyah sy@ma prajavemahiti ta annamastjanta tasmidhyatra
kva ca varsati tadeva bhilyistamannarm bhavatyadbhya eva tadadhyannadyan
Javate]

{CUP, 6.2.4, p.510)

..S"abdaécobhayamapi brahmanah pratipadayati—akrisnaprasaktin

niravayavatvam ca (SSBB, 2.1.27, p.335)

Seyam devataiksata hantahamimdstistro devat@ anena Jivenatmandrupravisya
namariipe vyakaraviniti) (CUP, 6.3.2, p.512)

Kathavallisveva pathyate—Riam pibantau sukrtasya loke guhdm pravistau
parame pardrdhe| Chayatapau brahmavide vadanti pancdjiiayo ye ca
trindciketah’ iti| Tatra samsayah—kimiha buddhijivau nirdistau, uta jiva
paramatmanaviti| (8588, 1.2.11, p.106)
—Bramah—Vijianamaparamatmanavihocyeyatam| Kasmar? Atmanau hi
tavubhavapi cetanau samanasvabhivaul (Ibid., p.108}

Angusthamatrah puruso antar@tmd sada jananam hrdaye sannivistah|
(KUP, 2.3.17, p.104)

(Bhdsya): Idanim sarvavallyarthopasamharathamdha—angusthamatrah
puruso antardtma sadd janandm sambandhini hrdaye sannivisto yathd
vyakhyatan| (Ibid.)

—parameva brahma avikrtamupadhisamparkajjivabhavenavatisthate;
(SSBB, 2.3.18, p.451)

Sa va ayamatma brahma vijianamayo manomayah pranamayascaksurmayah
srotramayah—(BUP, 4.4.5, p.913)

—Brahmana evavikrtasya sato asyaikasya anekabuddhyadimayatvam
darsayati—(SSBB, 2.3.17, p.449)
~-5a saminah sannubhau lokdvanusamcarati'—iti ca Ilokdntaragamane
apyaviyogam buddhyd darsayati| (SSBB, 2.3.30, p.463)
Kena samanah Tadaiva buddhayeti gamyate, samnidhanat, (S5BB, 2.3.30,
p.463)
~—kdmah sankalpo vicikitsd Sraddha asraddha
dhrtiradh.rtirhrirdhirbht'rityetatsarvan’z mana eva—(BUP, 1.5.3, p.697)
Tadgunasaratvattu tadvyapadesah prijfiavat| (SSBB, 2.3.29, p459)

Tasya  buddheh  gunastadgundh—lIcchd  dvesah  sukham
dubkhamityevamadayah—Tadgunih sarah pradhanam yasydtmanah
samsdritve sambhavati, sa tadgunasarah,—(SSBB, 2.3.29, p.460)
Trinyatmane akuruteti mano vicam prinam tanydtmane akurutdnyatramani
abhitvarm nadarsamanyatra man abhilvari nasrausamiti manasa h veva pasyati
manasa@ Synoti] (BUP, 1.5.3, p.697) '
—avatisthante saha manasa yadanugatani, tena
sankalpadivyavrttenintahkaranena) Buddhiscadh yavasdyalaksand na vicestati
svavyapdresu na vicestate na vydpriyate—(KUP, 2.3.10, p.101)
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Yasmadvijianakarirkam sarvat tasmidyuktan vijidnamaya dtma brahmetil—
tasminvijignamaye brahmanyabhimanan kytvopasata ityarthah| (TUP, 2.5,
pp. 293-4)
—-pranaih sahendriyaiScittam sarvamantakkaranam prajanamoram vyaptam
yena ksiramiva snehena, kizsthamivagninal (MUP, 3.1.9, p.170)
Citta ca cetangvadantahkarapam| Cetayitavyath ca tadvisayahj (PUP, 4.8,
p.127)
Antahkaranam mano buddhirvijignam cittamiti ca anekadhd tatra
tatrabhilapyate; Kvacicca v_rttz'vibh5gena—-sa1its’ay&di\{rttikam mana ityucyalte,
niscayadivritikam buddhiriti;—(SSBB, 2.3.32, p.465)
Taccaivar bhittamantahkaranamavasyamastityabhyupagantavyam, anyathd
hyanabhyupagamyamane tasminnityopalabdhyanupalabdhi prasangah syat
(SSBB, 2.3.32, pp465)
—dhyayativa leldyativa sa hi—(BUP, 4.3.7, p.867)
(Bhasya):—yato dhyayativa dhyanavydparam karotiva, cintayativa,
dhyanavyaparavatin buddhim sa tatsthena citsvabhavajyotiviipenavabhasayan
tatsadrSastatsamanah sandhyayativa, alokavadeva| Ate bhavati cintayatiti
bhrantirlokasya| Na tu paramdrthaio dhyayati] Tatha lelayariva afyarthaii
calativa| Tesveva karanesu buddhyddisu vayusu ca calatsu tadavabhasakatvat
tatsadriam taditi lelayativa] Na tu paramarthatascalanadharmakam
tadatmajyotih| (Ibid., p.870)
—_Etaduktar bhavati—nayam svato dhyayati, napi calati, dhy@yantyan
buddhau dhyayativa, calanty@m buddhau calativeti| (SSBB, 2.3.30, p.463)
Api ca mithydjRanapurah saro ayamaimano buddhyupadhisarmbandhah|
(SSBB, 2.3.30, p.463)
Na ca midhydjfianasya samyagjianadanyatra nivrttirastityato yavad
brahmatmat@navabodhah, tdvadayam buddhyupadhisambandho na Samyati;—
(SSBB, 2.3.30, pp.463-4)
Sattveva somyedamagra dsidekamevadvitiyam (CUP, 6.2.2, p.508)
—avagatiparyantam jAdnam—jhdnena hi pramiinenavagantumistam Brahma|
(SSBB, 1.1.1, p.8)
— $rutyadayo anubhavadayasca yathasambhavamiha pramandm,
anubhavavasnaivadbhiita vastuwisayatvicca brahmajfianasyal (SSBB, 1.1.2,
p-11)
—parameva brahma dvilq’tamupﬁdhisan'ipark@ﬁvabhﬁvenc'ivatigg,‘hate—f(SSBB,
2.3.18, p.451)
—tadeva cetparam  brahma jivah, tasmajjivasyapi
nitvacaitanyasvariipatvamagnyausnya prakasavaditi gamyate| (SSBB, 2.3.18,
p.451)
—dehavyatiriktasya atmano astitvamucyate—(SSBB, 3.3.53, p.699)
ﬂyathﬁgnl'vi.sphulirigayorau;r_:yam Ato bhedabheddvagamabhyam
amsatvavagamah| (SSBB, 2.3.43, p.419)
Mainly there are four theories of jiva, namely, (i) Kalpanavada of Gaudapada,
(i) Abhdsavada of Stresvara, (ii) Pratibimbavidda of Sarvajiatman and
Padmapada (¥ivaranakara), and (iv) Avacchedavada of Vacaspati.

36.
37.

38.
39.

40.

41.

42,

43.
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(1} Gaudapada establishes his Kalpanavida in his Mandukyopanisad Kariki

2.16. Jivam kalpayate purvam tato - bhﬁ'x;ﬁn prﬂ;agvidh&n}
Ehdky&n&dkydtmik&n‘zécaiva vathavidhyastathdsmrtib| o

(i) Sturesvara in his Brhadaranyaka Varthika pre-sehts Abhasavada through
the example of Vyadharajaputra. This theory is also supported by Nrsimha

Uttaratapini Upanisad. Jivesavabhdsena karoti mayacavihyaca sva);ameva
bhavati,

The Brahmasiitra Sankarabhasya, 2.3.50, Abhasa eva ca, also represents this
theory.

(iil) Pratibimbavida can be found in Brahmasitra é&rikarabhc’isya, 3218
A_ta eva copama stirvakadivat, and in 2.3.46, Prakasadivannaivan parah| ’
(iv) Avacchedavida can be traced from the Sfruti text: '
—yathd sudiptatpavakadvispulingah—(Mundakopanisad, 2.1.1), Smrti text
Mamaiv&méojlfvaloko Jjivabhiitah sandtanah (Bhagavadgita, 15.;7), anci
Brc-zhmasﬁtm Sankarabhasya, 2.3.43, Amso nanavyapade$at—

This theory can alse be found in the S’aﬁkarabhﬁ.sya on Brahmasiitra from the
examples such as, ghatakasa, etc. Note: Criticism of these theories is not
dealt in this paper.

—uanaditvatsamsarasya— (SSBB, 2.1.35, p.343)

Manasaivanudrastavyam (BUP, 4.4.19, p.927)

Drsyate tvagryayd buddhya siksmayda sitksmadarsibhih (KUP, 1.3.12, p.82)
Here the terms T$varacaitanya’ and ‘I$vara’ are used interchangeably.

Api ca mithyajiianapurah saro ayamdtmano buddhyupadhisarmbandhah|
(SSBB, 2.3.30, p.463) '
Ida;h hi kartrtvam bhokirtvam ca sattvaksetrajfayoritaretarasva-
@hﬁv&vivekakrtarﬁkalpyatd (SSBB, 1.2.12, p.11 1)'

Sankara in his Bhagavadgitabhasya, 13.2, holds the view that jiva is the locus
f)f avidyd. In the same place, he raises the opponent’s question, that is, whose
is this avidva? (5@ avidyd kasya iti). By way of answering this question he
says that by whomsoever it is seen, and eventually confirms that jiva is the
locus of arvidy& (Janasi tarhi avidyam tadvantam ca ammanam). All the argu-
ment.s of Sankara, in the above text, for the locus of avidya completely depend
on his assumption that there is jiva which is anadi. Sankara never argues for
tpe locus of avidva independently without relying on the above presupposi-
tion. B.ut what I am attempting here in this paper is to reject Sankara’s pre-
§upp951tion itself, namely, that there is jiva which is andadi, rather than refut-
ing his arguments, based on his own assumption in the existence of jiva, for
the locus of avidya. I am going to repudiate the advaitic concepts, such as
avidyva, andditva of jiva and creation, etc., in the following Sections in ordfnt
to prove that there cannot exist a jiva as explained by Sankara.
Paramdirthatastu nidnyatarasyapi sambhavati, acetanatvitsativasya
avikrivatviicea ksetrafiasya)| Avidvapratyupasthapitasvabhavarvacca sattvasyc;
;;f;rﬁrr’z na sambhavati| (SSBB, 1.2.12, p.111)

id.
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44, Kathavallisveva pathyate-—Rtar pibantau sukrtasya loke guham pravistau

parame parardhe| Chayatapau brahmavido vadanti pancdjiayo ye cd
trinaciketah’ iti| Tatra sam$ayah—kimiha buddhijivau nirdistau, uta jiva
param@tmanaviti] (SSBB, 1.2.11, p.106) — Briimah—Vijianatmaparamat-
mandavihocyeyatam| Kasmar? Atmanau hi tavubhavapi cetanau
samanasvabhavau| (SSBB, 1.2.11, p.108)
Angusthamatrah puruso antaratma sadd jandnam hrdaye sannivistah|
(Bhasya): Idanim sarvavallyarthopasarﬁhﬁr&rtham&ha—aﬁgu;;ham&trah
puruso antaritma sadd jananam sambandhini hrdaye sannivisto yatha
vyakhydatah) (KUP, 2.3.17, p.104)

45, —'sa. saminah sannubhau lokiivanusamcarati—iti ca lokantaragamane
apyaviyogam buddhya darsayati] (SSBB, 2.3.30, pA463).

46. ‘Sadeva somyedamagra asidekamevadvitiyam' iti praksrsteravibhiga-
vadharanannasti karma, yadapeksya visamd srstih syat; srspyuttarakalam hi
$arirddivibhagapeksam karma, karmapeksasca $ariradivibhagah—
ifitaretarasrayatvam prasajyeta; ato '
vibhagadirdhvam karmapeksa Iévarah pravartatam nama;
pragvibhagadvaicitryanimittasyd karmano abhavattulyaivadya srstih prapnotiti
cet, naisa dosah; andditvatsamsarasya; bhavedesa dosah, yadyadimanayam
samsarah syat; anddau fu samsare bij&fikuravaddhetuketumadbhﬁvena
karmanah savgavaisamyasya ca pravritirna virudhyate| (SSBB, 2.1.35, p. 343)

47. anadau tu samsare bijankuravaddhetuhetumadbhavena karmanah
sargavaisamyasya ca pravritirna virudhyate|
(SSBB, 2.1.35, p.343)

48. Upapadyate ca samsarasyanaditvam—adimattve hi
samsarasyakasmadudbhitermuktanamapi punah samsarodbhfitiprasangah,
ak_rtﬁbhy&gamak_rtaviprap&s’apmmrigas’ca, sukhaduhkhadivaisamyasya
nirnimittatvai; (SSBB, 2.1.36, p.344)

49, —na ca karma antarena sariram sambhavati, na ca Sariramantarend karma

sambhavati#ititaretar&émyatvapmsar’agah,' andditve tu
bijankuranyayenopapalterna kasciddoso bhavati] (SSBB, 2.1.36, p. 344)
50. ffivah]:

Tasmadutpadyate jiva iti]| evam prapte, briimah—natma jiva utpadyata iti;
kasmat? asuteh; na hyasyotpattiprakarane $ravanamasti bhityahsu pradesesu|
(SSBB, 2.3.17, p4438).
—ityevamadyd nityatvavadinyah satyah jivasyotpattim pratibaghnanti (Ibid.,
p.449) [Srstih]:
Upalabhyate ca samsarasyanaditvam srutismrtyoh] $rufau tdaval—onena
jivenatmand@' it sargapramukhe Sariramdtmanam jivasabdena
pr&{:adh&raqzanimittenﬁbhilapannan&dih sarsdra iti darsayati; (SSBB, 2.1.36,
p.344).

51. Here the word ‘origination’ is used interchangeably with ‘creation’.

52, Tadahi $astram darSayati—Yyoayan vijianamayah pranesu hrdyantarjyotih
purusah sa samanah sannubhau lokivanusamcarati dhyiyativa lelayativa’

53.

54.
55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.
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ityfg; tatra vijianamaya iti buddhimaya itvetadukiam bhavati—(SSBB, 2.3.30
p- ’
Idam hi kartrtvam bhoktrivam ca sattvaksetrajfiayoritaretarasva-
bhavavivekakrtam kalpyate| (SSBB, 1.2.12, p.11 1.)

Bhavati ca bhautikatve lingam karanin@m— annamayam hi somya mana
apomayah pranastejomayi vak’ ityevamjativakam, (SSBB, 2.3.15, p.444)
Tah kah Srutayah?—ityevamadya nityatvavadinyah satyah fivasyoipattim
pratibaghnanti] (SSBB, 2.3.17, pp.448-9) ' '
anaditvatsamsarasya (SSBB, 2.1.35, p.343)

Sattveva somyedamagra dsidekamevadvitivam (CUP, 6.2.2, p.508)

T adgik_mta bahu syam prajiyeyeti tattejo asrjata tatteja eksata bahu syam
prajaveyeti tadapo asrjata|l Tasmadyatra kvaca socati svedate va purusastefasa
eva tadadhyapo jayante| (CUP, 6.2.3, p.509). '

7a apa eksanta bhahvyah sy@ma prajdyemahiti ta annamsyjanta tasmadhyatra
I_cva ca varsati tadeva bhifyistamannam bhavatyadbhya eva tadadhyannadyam
Jayante| (CUP, 6.2.4, p.510)

Contrary to this view, Sankara advocates beginninglessness of creation:
Upapadyatecasamsarasydnaditvam—adimatve hi samsarasya
akasmadudbhiitermukianamapi punah samsarodbhittiprasangah,
a»fc_rtc'ibhyﬁgamak_rravipra;zEléapmsmigaéca, sukhaduhkh&dz:vaisamyasya
nirnimittatvat, (SSBB, 2.1.36, p.344) ' .
cfn&ditu&tan'ts&rasya (SSBB, 2.1.35, p.343)

S‘.qbdaécobhayamapi brahmanah pratipadayati—akrisnaprasaktim
niravayavatvam ca (SSBB, 2.1.27, p.335). .

Against his own view, Sankara says:—ie sarve brahmaiva—iti
hinajantidd@haranena sarvesGmeva ndmaripakrtakdryakaranasam-
ghatapravistanam jivanam brahmarvamaha, (S5BE, 2.3.43, p. 479) )

Ato bhedabhediivagamabhyamamséatvavagamah| (Ibid.)

Tathd cGhuh pawranikdh— acintyah khalu ye bhava na tamstarkena yojayet|
Efﬂakrtibhyafz param yacca tadacintyasya laksanam’ iti| (SSBB, 2.127 p.335)
{svaragz‘t&svapi ca $vara@msatvam jivasya smaryate— mamaivamso J:'fvaloker
jivabhiitah sandtanak’ iti; lasmadapyams$atvagamah (SSBB, 2.3.45, p.430)
Any theory of jiva in Advaita Vedanta requires these three princi;:)les. This
paper examines only jivacaifanya among these three concepts, because indi-
vidual Consciousness is the key factor to decide the validity or invalidity of
the concept of jiva in Advaita Vedanta. It does not deal with the criticism of
c’iifferent theories of jiva upheld by advaitins.

Sankara in his Taittirivopanisadbhdsya holds the view that Brahman after
creating the world entered Itself directly into- the living bodies as jive.
Tasmadva etasmadatmana iti brahmanyevatmasabdaprayogadvedituratmaiva
brahmal| etamanandamayam@imanamupasankyGmatiti ca atmatam darsayanti|
t’atprves'ﬁcca, tatsrstva tadevanupravisaditi ca tasyaiva jivaripena
Sarirapravesam dar:.s‘ayatﬂ ato vedituh svariipam brahma| (TUP, 2.1, p.284).
In the same place Sankara speaks against the reflection theory. He presents
possible meanings of the textual statement, that is, fatsrsvv@ fadevanupravisat,
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and rejects them. One of the meanings that he rejected is that Brahman enters
into the living bodies as a reflection.
—jalasiiryakadipratibimbavatpravesah
aparicchinnatviadanirtatvaccay paricchinnasya mirtasyanyasydnyatra
prasidasvabhivake jalddau sirvakadipratibimbodayah syat| na titmanah,
amirtatvat akasadikaranasyitmanah vyapakatvit|
tadviprakrstadesapratibimbadharavastvantarabhdvacca
pratibimbavatpraveso na yuktah| (Ibid., p.300)
éargkara after rejecting the reflection theory says that there is a different meaning
for the abovesaid statement.
Anyarthatvat) kimarthamastine carc@? prakrto hyanyo vivaksito asya
vakyasirtho asti, sa smartavyah,—Taddhrttisthaniye tviha punastalsystva
tadevanupravisadityucyate| (Ibid., 2.6, pp. 300-301)
1t is important to note that $ankara contradicts his own theory presented in the
Taittiriyopanisadbhasya. This contradiction is evident when Sankara approves
the reflection theory in his Chandogyopanisadbhdsa. See
—Anena jiven@tmananupravisyeti vacanit| Jivo hi nama devatayd
abhasamatram| buddhyadibhitamatrasamsargejanitah, ddarse iva pravisiah
purusapratibimbo jaladisviva ca siryadinam| acintyanantasaktimatyd devatayd
buddhyidisambandhascaitanyabhiso devatisvariipavivekagrahananimitiah
sukhi duhkhi miidha ityadyanekavikalpapratyayahetuh| (CUP, 2.3.2, p.513).
Such contradictions are possible in Sankara’s theory of jiva because he trics
to maintain the essential identity between the individual self and Brahman.
One has to resort to such contradictions only in order to sustain the identity
formulae, such as, ‘I am Brahman.’
—kiamah sankalpo vicikitsa sraddha asraddhd
dhrtiradhyrtirhrirdhirbhirityetatsarvam mana eva—{BUP, 1.5.3, p.697)
(Bhdisya on sixth mantra): Ata eva yathoktam sabhedam jagat prasiiyata ityesa
yonih sarvasya yata evam, prabhavaicapyayasca prabhavapyayau hi
bhiitanamesa eva (MGK, Agamaprakaranam, Sixth mantra, p.181)
(Bhilsya on cleventh karika): karyam krivata iti phalabhavah) karanan karotiti
bijabhavah| tattvagrahananyathagrahanabhyam bijaphalabhavabhyam tau
yathoktau visvataijasau baddhau sangrhitavisyete| prajfiastu bijabhavenaiva
baddhah| tattvapratibhodhamatameva hi bijam prajhatve nimittam| (MGK,
Agamaprakaranam, Eleventh karika, p.188)
Tasmannityajivanmuktasya Fsvarasya ajfidnavaranabhavepi ajranaviksepa
satvadajiianadipratibh@sostyeva—yathd Jivanmuktasya jivasya| —Isvarasya
hi najianavaranam, kimtu tatkrtaviksepadarsanameva|
Ataevesvarasydjianasaksitvamuktam| (BV, p.302)
Bhavati ca bhautikatve lingam karapanam— annamayam hi somya mana
apomayah pranastejomayi vak' ityevamjatiyakam, (SSBB, 2.3.15, p.444)
—annamayan hi somya mana—(CUP, 6.5.4, p.518)
Svaprakasatve sati svetarasarvavabhdsakatvarm drso laksanam|—Mayopahitd
drk Brahmaj (VS, p.1)
—Mayavacchinnd tvisvarah—Ibid.)

syaditi cennd|
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—acetanatvatsattvasya—(SSBB, 1.2.12, p.111)

09. Ulpattyanumanasya ca darSitatival; anityamakasem, anityagunisrayatval,
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gha;&div&dfty&diprayogasan&bhavdcca; armanyanaikantikamiti cet, na;
tasyaupanisadam pratyanityagundsrayatvasiddheh; vibhurvadinam ca
akisasyotpattividinam pratyasiddhatvat| (SSBB, 2.3.7, p.434)

—tasmadva etasmadatmana akasah sambhiitah| dkasddvayuhb| vayoragnih
agnerapah| adbhyah prthivl — (TUP, 2.1, pp.280-1). ' '
(Bhasya).—tasmadetasmadbrahmana dtmasvaripadakasah sambhiitah
samutpannah| akaso nama Sabdaguno avakdsakaro mﬁrz:admvyanﬁrrﬂ
tasmadakasdtsvena sparfagunena pirvena ca akasagunena Sabdena dviéuno
vayuh| sambhiita ityanuvartate| vayosca svena rﬂpagt}{tena pirvabhyam ca
triguno agnih sambhitah] agnesca svena rasagunena pirvaisca
tribhiscaturgund dpah sambhiiiah| adbyah svena gandhagunena
pirvaiscaturbhil pahicagund prihivi sambhiita (p.287). '

So akamayata (TUP, 2.6, p.296)

Na hi Kamayitracetanamasti loke! Sarvajiie hi brahmetyavocima| Atah
kdmayitrivopapattib| (Ibid., p.298) ‘
Tadaiksata (CUP, 6.2.3, p.509)

(Bhasya): Tatsadaiksatelsam dar§anam krtavai| Atasca na pradhinam
Samkhyaparikalpitam jagatkaranam| Pradhdnasya acetanatvabhyupagamat|
Idam t saccetanamiksitrivat (Ibid.) l
Tadaiksata bahu syam prajayeyeli tailtejo asrjata tatteja eksata bahu syam
prajayeyeti tadapo asrjata| Tasmidyatra kvaca Socati svedate va purusastejasa
eva tadadhyapo jayante| (CUP, 6.2.3, p.509) .

Ta apa eksanta bhahvyah syama prajayemahifi ta annamasrjanta tasmadyatra
kva ca varsali tadeva bhitvistamannam bhavatyadbhya eva tadadhyannddyam
Jayante} (CUP, 6.2.4, p.510)

—-tasmadvd etasmiaditmana dkdsah sambhiitah| akasadvayuh| vayoragnih|
agnerapak| adbhyah prehivi —(TUP, 2.1, pp.280~1) ' '
(Bhasyva).—tasmadetasmadbrahmana dtmasvaripadakasah sambhitah
samutpannal| akase nama Sabdaguno avakasakaro miirr'adravy&‘n&rﬂ
tasmadaldsdtsvena sparsagunena piirvena ca akisagunena sabdena dviguno
viyuh| sambhiita ityanuvartate| vayosca svena rﬁpagz;glena plirvabhyam ca
triguno agnih sambhiitah| agneSca svema rasagunena piirvaisca
tribhiscaturguna apah sambhiitdh| adbyah svena gandhagz.mena
pirvaiscaturbhih pancagund prthivi sambhatal (p.287) -

Tadaiksata bahu sydm praj@yeyeti tattefo asrjata tatteja eksata bahu sydm
prajaveyeti tadapo asrjata| Tasmidyatra kvaca Socati svedate va purusastejasa
eva tadadhyapo jayantel (CUP, 6.2.3, p.509) .

T apa eksanta bhahvyah sy@ma prajadyemahiti 13 annamasrjanta tasmadyatra
kva ca varsati tadeva bhityistamannam bhavatyadbhya eva tadadhyannddyam
Jjayantel (CUP, 6.2.4, p.510)

Bhavati ca bhautikatve lingam korandnam—annamayvam hi somya meana
apomayah pranastejomayi vak' ityevamjativakam,; (SSBB, 2.3.135, p.444)
—annamayam hi somya mana—(CUP, 6.5.4, p.518)



DISCUSSION AND COMMENTS

‘Shock-proof”’, ‘Evidence-proof’, ‘Argument-proof’
World of Sampradayika Scholarship of Indian Philosophy

(Some reflections on the comments and responses to the article entitled
‘Vedanta in the First Millennium ap: The Case Study of a Retrospec-
tive Illusion Imposed’ published in JICPR, Special Volume)

It is both ‘gratifying’ and ‘shocking’ to read the responses and comments
of well known scholars to the article that I wrote some time ago. ‘Grati-
fying’ because such outstanding scholars of Advaita Vedanta as Prof.
Balasubramaniam, Prof. K. Saccidananda Murty and Prof. G.N. Mishra
not only read the article but chose to respond to it. ‘Shocking’ as thought
1 was merely recording ‘facts’ which could hardly be objected to by any-
body as they were from sources which are accepted to be authoritative by
the scholarly world in the field of Indian philosophy all over the world.
Potter and Nakamura are highly respected for their objectivity, impartial-
ity and comprehensive scholarship in respect of the things they have
written about. Potter’s is the most comprehensive bibliography of Indian
philosophy that exists in the English language. There is no other source
of information available at present except that of Thangaswami Sarma’s
which have been written in Sanskrit and covers only Nydya-Vaisesika,
Advaita Vedanta and Mimarnsa up till now. As for Nakamura, who would
dare dispute his commitment to the cause of Indian philosophy spread
over his whole life time resulting in monumental works of scholarship and
insight such as was evident long ago in the one entitled Ways of Thinking
of Eastern People. Both of them, of course, may be wrong here and there,
for they are human beings like all of us. But before one disputes them, one
should take special care and show why they are mistaken or wrong.
The main contention of the paper was that, on all available evidence,
the presence of Vedanta in the first millennium ap is far /ess than that of
other schools in Indian philosophy during that period and that it does not
enjoy the same supremacy as it did in the second millennium Ap particu-
larly after ap 1200. This, obviously, is a comparative, quantitative statement
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and hence, has to be contested on that ground alone, all qther considera-
tions are irrelevant as far as the contention of the paper is concerned.
The simplest way of refuting the contention would.haye been to shgw
that it is incorrect. Comparatively speaking, the quantitative works which
may be considered to be Vedantic in nature were actually far greatelj than
the other schools of Indian philosophy taken smgly,_or even collectively.
This has not been done. The only exceptipn is G. Mishra wl}o has quoted
a statement from Sribhisyaprakasika of Sriniwasacarya which stiitesi th?lt
‘There existed ninety-six bhasyas on the Brahmasiitras before Ramanuja
who refuted all those views in his Sribhasya.’ o
If the statement of the author of Sribhasya-prakasika is correct, then
obviously my main contention stands refuted. Bu‘t there remain magy
questions still to be answered both by Prof. G. Mlsh.ra and othfrsvw 0
accept the truth of this statement. First, the statement is nqt of Ramanuja
himself but of a commentator on Ramanuja’s .work, who_is suppos_eq to
belong to the 18th or 19th century. (Introdu.ctlon, Sribhagjfa Pquaszka,
Ed. by T. Chandrasekharan, Madras Govt. Or%ental_ma‘nuscnpt senes—;lS).
Secondly, as Sriniwasacarya has stated that Ramanuja refutfed all t esz
views in composing his éribhﬁgya’, it is incumbent on Prof. Mishra to fin
out where exactly these refutations occur and on what grour_lds they_ are
to be referred to separate carlier bhasyas on the Brahma Sutra. Thls is
important as mere refutation of a position does not entail that the view so
refuted belongs to a separate independent text, uI]l.CSS the. name of the
author is specifically mentioned by the person who is refutn?g the views.
Many a time, as Prof. Mishra knows very well, the views which are being
refuted are imagined as Pirva Paksas by the author h1‘mself. Not only
this, the same text may contain many piirva paksas wlych are to be re-
futed by the opponent and hence no One-one co-r.elauon can be estab-
lished between the pizrva-paksas and the text in which they are supposed
to have been propounded. It will be interesting to find what exactly were
the views which Ramanuja was refuting and what' are the grounds for tIlle
conjecture that Sriniwasacarya has made in making such a statement in
hlSB‘:;)iﬁzs these, it may be assumed that if Ramanuja was refuting these
views they must be non-visistadvaitic in character and as Ee k_noxjv that no
other non-viSistadvaitic schools of vedant existed befo.re ‘Ramanuja except
that of éaﬁnka'r‘a, they may be presumed to be advaitic in character. This
will mean that all these 96 Bhagyas were advaitic in nature e:nd rr}u.st have
been written between Sarhkara and Ramanuja, if Safhka'ra s ert%ngs d.o
not show any awareness of them. But if they ‘really’ existed during this
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period then there must be some evidence of them in the writings of both
the advaitins and the other schools of Indian philosophies which flour-
ished during this period. It is unbelievable that Ramanuja was aware of gl/
of them, but none of his predecessors knew about them. And what about
the successors? Does Madhva or Vallabha or anyone else show any aware-
ness of them and try to refute them in their writings from the viewpoint
of the position held by their own Sampradayas? Surely, Vyastirtha II, the
author of Nyayamrta, may be expected to know about at least some of
them and refute the advaitic arguments in his well-known work on the
subject. The same should be true of Vedanta Desika (ap 1330) who be-
long to the visistadvaita school itself. His famous work is entitled
‘Satdusani’ which is a trenchant critique of the advaitic position and has
been recently replied to by Pandit Anant Krishan Sastri in his ‘Satbhusani’.
To say, or suggest as Prof. . Mishra seems to do that al/ of them were
“lost’ is to ask for an ‘act of faith’ which sounds so improbable that no one
can be expected to take it seriously.

The only other text that Prof. Mishra refers to is S‘rivz'dy&mava of

Vidyaranya which says that ‘There were five famous Acaryas between
Gaudapada and Sathkara.’ The statement of Vidyaranya [once again, Prof,
Mishra does not give the date of Vidyaranya who seems to be a different
person from the well-known author of Anubhiitiprakasika (ap 1350) or
information about the publication of the work he refers to] does not ex-
actly entail the conclusion which Prof, Mishra wants to draw from it for,
obviously, the period from Badardyana to Sarhkara includes the period
from Gaudapada to Sarmkara in it. Hence, it is not as if the five gearyas
who are supposed to have occurred between Gaudapada and Samkara are
in addition to the other five that Potter is supposed to have mentioned
between Badarayana and Sarnkara in his bibliography. Prof. Mishra could
have easily found the number of persons mentioned by Potter between
Badarayana and Gaudapada and seen how far the total exceeds the number
mentioned by us on the basis of Potter’s reference.

The only person about whom there can be no dispute that he occurred
between Badardyana and Gaudapada (ap '525) is Bodhayana (ap 350). All
others, in case we accept the current chronology, occur either after
Gaudapada or may be regarded as his contemporary. The four advaitins
whose dates are also given by us occur in the period between Gaudapida
and Sarhkara, thus, leaving only one extra advaitin not mentioned by us
during the period from Badarayana to Sarhkara so if we accept Vidyaranya’s
statement then the total number of advaitins comes to 6 and not 5 as we
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had mentioned in our article. The correction is gladly accepted but does
it affect the comparative picture we have drawn in any way v&:hat-so-_ever?

Prof, Mishra tries to suggest that one may ‘Iegitimat,ely explain the
non-availability of bhisyas on the Braham Siitra before Sarh_kara by pos-
tulating the hypothesis that a/l of them were ‘Jost’ flue to various reasons.
He writes for example that ‘“Those commentaries might have been lost due
to the ravages of time and numerous other factors sugh as cor}stant quar-
rels among the scholars nourished by their patrons, kmgs, which v,vent to
the extent of destroying the existing literature of opposing sc_hools (pfige
140). This perhaps, is also meant to apply to all those 96 bhasyas which,
according to Prof. Mishra, must have existed because they have bc?en
referred to in §ribhﬁ$yapradipikﬁ of Sriniwasacarya. Such a staggermg
loss of material which was known to Rdmanuja needs to be explained on
more substantial grounds than saying that all of them must have been lost
due to the attitude of the patron kings which ‘went to t‘he extent of de-
stroying (emphasis mine) the existing literature of opposing schools.” The
destruction of these 96 advaitic bhasyas could only have been done by the
non-advaitic vedantins, who at that time, most probably would have been
visistadvatins as the other non-advaitic schools of vedanta had n.ot ap-
peaféd on the scene. I wonder if the followers of Ramanuja would .hke the
charge made against them by Prof. Mishra which is transparently implicit
in what he had said on the subject. N

The hypothesis of ‘loss’ to account for the absence of the advaitic texts
before and after Sarikara have been resorted to by other persons .also Who
have responded to my article on the subject, but all of tI!em, including
Prof. Mishra, forget that the hypothesis can equally be appllcq to :che texts
of other schools also. After all, the so-called ‘ravages of time’ do not
distinguish between the advaitic and the non—advait}c texts and, as for th_e
patrons, they belong to all schools of Indian ph1loso.phy and t]flere is
written evidence to show that most of them were hosple to advaita and
advaita only. In fact, the charge of deliberate destruction of the texts.of
other Sampradiyas is a slur on the Indian S}fstem of patrOI}agF wh1c'h
generally supported the scholars of all persuasions ar.1d th.ere is little evi-
dence of any large-scale mass destruction of books in this country.

The guantitative counter-evidence given by Prof. Mlshra, thus, does not
seem to support what he is trying to establish. There 1s, hL:)we_ver, another
objection which questions the very legitimacy of the qu.antltatl‘ve.: a‘pproz}cli
that T have adopted in the article concerned. The urge is that it is quality
and not ‘quantity’ that matters in all fields, including that of philosophy.
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I would readily accept this, as I do not believe that quantity alone con-
notes something important except in a marginal manner. Quantitative
indices are important in certain contexts and they cannot be ignored. It
may remembered that the comparative context in which the article was
written has an essential quantitative aspect and to deny its relevance in
that context is, to my mind, utterly meaningless.

But even if we bring in considerations of quality, how shall one ever
be able to determine the quality of works that are just not there. And,
secondly, who dares to deny the quality of thinkers like Vasubandhu,
Dignaga or Dhramakirti or Udyotkara or Akalanka, to name but a few.
The advaitic insight may be qualitatively of the highest order but philo-
sophically it has to be exhibited in concrete works which are to be found
in works before Sarhkara that can reasonably be considered Vedantic in
character. The appeal to the ‘quality’ of works that are supposed to be lost,
is an appeal which no one can take seriously in a cognitive context as
literally ‘nothing” can be said about it.

A more fundamental objection has been raised by Prof. Balasubramanian
to my contention that “The presence of Vedanta in the first millennium Ap
thus can only be understood in terms of what happens to the Brahmasiitras,
and the attention they aroused in the philosophical world of India after
they were composed’ (page 202). According to him, ‘The relation between
the Upanisads and Brahmasitras is such that it is neither possible nor
desirable to separate them’ (page 141). The same is said, in a sense, by
Prof. K. Satchidananda Murthy when he concedes that if vedanta is con-
sidered to be that doctrine alone which is propounded in the Brahmastitra
then it will be certainly correct to say that it is not very conspicuously
present in the first millennium ap. The obvious implication of Prof, Murthy’s
statement is that the situation will drastically change if the Upanisads
were also fo be taken as the legitimate source of what is known by the

name of Vedanta’ in the philosophical tradition.

Prof. Balasubramanian’s objections to my separation of the Brahma-
sutra from the Upanisads for the treatment of Vedanta as a ‘philosophical’
school appear to be the following. According to him, the Upanisads and
the Brahmasttra are related in such a way that two cannot be separated
in any meaningful way and that the attempt to do so is ‘the fallacy of
separating the inseparables.’ He has given the examples of gold and ban-
gle, clay and pot and, at a more abstract level, matter and form to explain
his contention. The argument reminds one of the well-known contention

of the advaitins where the ‘reality’, that is, Brahma which itself has no
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form, appears to have form because of the upadhis which ultimately hide
its reality instead of revealing it. This analogy will be totally unacceptable
to any advaitin as he would not like to relegate the Brahmasutra to the
‘illusory” status which the “world’ is given because of the upadhis in the
advaitic system.

On the other hand, the relation between matter and form to which Prof.
Balasubramanian takes recourses will not be helpful either. This is so for
the simple reason that the same matter can take different forms and that
the same form can be exhibited in different materials. This is involved in
the very notion of form as it is an abstraction which can be exhibited or
exemplified in different materials. As for ‘matter’ it is ultimately a residual
category, something absolutely formless, a pure potentiality—a point that
Aristotle emphasized long ago. The mother in the story, which Prof.
Balasubramanian told to exemplify his view, could easily have satisfied
the child by giving her a glass bangle instead of a gold one.

It is bound to be objected that we are taking literally the example given
by Prof. Balasubramanian and not seeing the essential point which he is
making. After all his main contention is that the Upanisads and the Brahma-
siitra are so integrally and intimately related to each other that the one can
neither be separated nor understood without the other. The contention, if
taken in its ‘strong’ sense, could imply not only that the Brahmasiitra can
not be understood without the Upanisads but also that the Upanisads can
not be understood without the Brahmasiitra. Prof. Balasubramaniam may
find this very satisfactory, but it will entail the conclusion that nobody
could understand the Upanisads before the Brahmasiitra was composed.
This is important as no one will deny that the Brahmasiitras were com-
posed after the Upanisads and are a human creation. Thus, there is a
radical difference between the Upanisads and Brahmasitra especially for
those who consider the former as Sruti, as the latter can never achieve that
status being the work of a person called Badardyana who tried to under-

stand them according to his own insights. But if this is accepted then the
Brahmasutra, being the work of a human authority, can neither exhaust
nor completely unfold the meaning of the Upanisads. In fact, alternative
‘human’ understandings of the Upanisads are implicit in the situation and
even the earlier analogy of matter and forms demands it as there is no
reason why one particular form alone should exhibit or embody all the
possibilities inherent in the substance to which it is trying to give a form.
As a matter of fact, the work itself refers to earlier attempts of understand-
ing the Upanisads and gives reasons for disputing their understanding. But
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if Badarayana can do it, so can others and there is no reason why the
au_thority of Bidarayana should be invoked to preclude this possibility in
principle. The idea of there being other Brahmastitras than the one ascribed
to Badarayana is not as preposterous as it may appear to be at first sight.
The Gita itself refers to the Brahmasiitra in 13.4, a fact mentioned by
Prf)f. G. Mishra in his comment on my paper. This according to Prof.
Mishra may point to the .. availability of some other Brahmasiitras which
were known to the author of the Bhagvadgita’ (page 139). Samkara. ac-
f:ordmg to him thinks otherwise and believes that the reference in the ,Gitﬁ
1s not to the text known as Brahmasitrg but to Brakman. This, of course
seems improbable as such an interpretation of the §loka does not make:
any sense, particularly if the phrase ‘W” is taken seriously.
Perhaps, the simple way out of the difficulty would be to assume -that
the author of the Gita hag inadvertently referred to the Brahmasiitra of
Badarayana and thereby revealed both the human authorship of the work
anfi the relative date when it was composed which, on such an interpre-
tation, will have to be assigned to a time which is later than that of the
Brahmasiitra. This, of course, would be anathema to all those who treat
the Gita as the word of the Lord himself and assign it to some time at the
end of the Dwapara age when the Mahabharata war was supposed to
have been fought. These people, then, would have either to assign the
Brahmasiitra to an even earlier date than that of the Mah@bharata war or
treat the Upanisads, where alone we find a distinctive reference to Brah-
man, as being earlier to the war described in the famous epic.
_ The problem has a simplle solution, but nobody would like to ‘accept’
it because it will make the Git7 a ‘human document’ written after the
composition of the Brahmasiitra, and not the word of the Lord himself
who delivered it at the beginning of the battle of the Mahabharata. The
F?z‘t& also has many slokas which are a verbatim repetition of those given
in the Ffpanigads and one has the problem of either treating the Upanisads
as having being composed later than the Gita or vice-versa. But, whatever
the alternative one chooses, it creates insuperable problems for those who
want to treat the Gita as the message of the Lord delivered to Arjun at the
battle-field of the Kuruksetra,

There is another problem in the Gisg which has generally not been
face.d. On the one hand, it claims for itself, or others have tried to claim
for'lt, the status of an Upanisads which deals with Brahmavidyg. A claim
wl?ich 18 not recognized by anyone in the Indian tradition as it has always
being recognized as a smrti and not as a sruti in it. The other well-known’
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statement that ‘The Git@ gives the essence of all the Upani._s*_ads’ makes it
rival of the Brahmasiitra which attempts to do the same thn'lg and, th11115,
suggests that the author of the Gitd was not satisfied with \fhat the
Brahmasiitra had done or conversely the author of the Brahmasiitra was
not satisfied with what the author of the Git@ had done. N
The relations between the Upanisads, the Brahmgsﬁtria _and the Gita
are, thus, very complex and can not be treated in the sunpl.lstlc way as has
been done by Prof. R. Balasubramanian and Prof. G. Mishra. There aﬁ'e
other problems which have not been seen by tht,am or anybody else. If'F e
Upanisads and the Brahmasiitra are ‘inseparable as Prof. Balasubliamaman
has as.serted, then the simple question as to which of .thc Upanisads are
related in this ‘inseparable’ way to the Brahmasﬁtm,‘ w%ll ha.vc to be fa'ced
by him and all those who accept what he had said in this conn'ectlon.
There would have been no problem if there was only one Upamgaii or
only a limited number of the Upanisads written befo_re the Brahmgsurra,
the essence of all of which was given in the Brahmasiitra. But as thlS. doe;
not happen to be the case, as the texts known as the Upamsa’ds ‘conum:;
to be written long after the Brahmasiitra and even after Samkar‘a, e
problem is almost insoluble in nature. The Brahmasﬁ_tras, accm:dmg to
analysis of Nakamura, refer only to th.e follo.w‘u{g I__I!:'amsad:k—
Brhadaranyaka, Chhandogya, Aitareya, Ililaugltaki, Tf:1tt1r1ya, Isa, Kathaka,
' $na, Svetaévatara and Mahanarayana.
Mu;: aﬁ?{l lr;zaividcnt from this, the Brahmasiitra does not refer ‘to two
important upnisads, the Mandukya and the Maitr&yam, fhus creatmg.the
problem that its author perhaps did not consider them to be oi: S]:lfﬁCICI.lt
importance to be referred to in his work. On the otl}er hand, Samkara 15;
supposed to have written independent commentan_es on a qumberho
upnisads and also written a Bhasya on the Brahmasiitra in which he as
referred to the various Upanisads which he must have cons_ldercd authori-
tative. However, recently, doubts have been r’ais.ed regardl.ng the authen-
ticity of ascription of some of these works to Sarhkara, mainly because of
the critical textual works on these by Paul Hacker and Mayt.ada. .Pro_f.
Potter has summarized the position in his fliscussion on tl.le sub_!e(:’t in his
volume entitled ‘Advaita Vedanta up to Sarhkarf} and h1§ pupils in the
Encyclopedia of Indian Philosophies edited by him (Motllal. Banars1dast,.
1981). He writes, “The upshot of the most careful .scholarshll_) to date o
the works of Sathkara, therefore, is that the following may without ques-

1. See page 466-7, A History of Early Vedanta Philosophy.
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tion be accepted as the work of the authot of the. Brahmasiitra bhasya. The
Brhadaranyakopanisad bhasya the Taittiriyopanisadbhasya, and the
Updesasahasri. There seems no real reason to question the inclusion of the
Aitareyopanisadbhisya, the Chhandogyopani§adbh§$ya, the
Mundakopanisadbhasya and the Prasnopanisadbhasya in this list. Beyond
this point, however, is only speculation.’ Thus, it seems that both the
author of the Brahmastitra and Sarikara accept only the authority of cer-
tain Upanisads and not of others even if they existed before the Brahmasiitra
was composed. There seems, thus, to have been a ‘selective attitude’ adopted
by both in respect of the Upanigads that they chose to regard as Sruti for
their purposes. This raises some fundamental questions regarding the so-
called ‘integral’ and indisoluble relationship between the Upanisads and
the Brahmasiitra for which Prof. Balasubramanian has contended. The
‘relation’ has already been separated at least in relation to certain Upanisads
by the author of the Brahmasttra itself. In case we accept that those
Upanisads existed prior to the times when the Brahmastitra was com-
posed. The selection, in fact, exists even in respect of the Upanisads
which are referred to in the Brahmasiitra as some are openly being treated
as major sources for what is being said and others treated only as minor
(see Nakamura, pp. 466-7).

This, of course, would not have mattered if the Upanisads were not
being treated as Sruti, because if some text or texts are considered in that
way, all of its or their parts will have to be treated as having equal
importance. If something is a Sruti, then one can not regard some parts of
it as having greater authority than others,

The relation of the Brahmasitra to the Upanisads that existed before it,
is thus not only selective but also ‘imposes’ on them a structure which
they themselves did not have. This structural organizsation consisting of
adhyaya, pada and adhikarana undoubtedly ‘manifest’, as Prof.
Balasubramanian has pointed out, what was implicit in the Upanisads.
However, it does not and can not entail the conclusion that this is the onfy
structure that is there, or that no alternative structura] organization is
implicit in the text or texts concerned. The structural organization of the
Brahmasiitra not only constrains us to see the Upanisads in a certain way
but also creates the illusory impression that there is, and can be, no other
way or ways of seeing the text/texts.

There is a close parallel between what the Brahmasttra has done in the
context of the Upanisads and what the other siitra-texts have done in the
case not only of other schools of Indian philosophy but also of all the
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other cognitive disciplines in the Indian tradition. After all, everyone admits
that there was a lot of discussion regarding the problems which the Mimansa
Stitra or the Nydya Siitra or the Vaisesika Stitra or the Yoga Sttra deal
with before they gave a systematic organization and presentation to what
had gone before in their works. But once they were written, a Sastric form
was given to the disorganized, scattered heterogeneous thinking regarding
them which had occurred earlier. And, this was the reason why they
became the points of departure for all subsequent thinking on the tradition
by replacing completely whatever was written earlier on the subject. A
Sastra gives a systematic structural organization to what had been thought
earlier and, in that process, selects and highlights only those issues which
it considers important, rejecting the others or neglecting them all together.
The clearest example of such a phenomena occurs in Panini's Astadhyayl
in the Indian tradition. Everyone knows that after Panini there was intro-
duced a radical distinction among the ways Sanskrit was spoken or writ-
ten, a distinction which can be seen even today amongst the traditional
scholars of the language when they point out to each other that such a
prayoga is apdniniya Or non-paniniyd.

The same thing happens after the composition of the various Sastric
texts in different fields of knowledge, as they not only superseded the
earlier scattered pieces of knowledge relating to the subject, but also
provided a model for what was to be regarded as ‘Knowledge’, in the strict
sense of the term, in that domain. The same may be presumed to have
occurred in the case of the Dharmasiitra as they, after the composition,
became the standard ‘reference point’ for what was to be regarded, as the
Sastric form of knowledge. The Upanisads, of course, continued to have
an independent existence and be a source of inspiration for all those who
were interested in what was contained in them. But this was not knowl-
edge’ in the Sastric form, a point which is ignored by those who argue,
like Prof. Balasubramanian for their co-ordinate authority with the
Brahmastitras. This ‘independence’ of the Upanisads from the Brahmasttras
can easily be recognized by the fact that many people read the Upanisads
without recourse to the Brahmasiitras and that the latter are only impor-
tant for those who care for the Sastric form of knowledge of what has
come to be called Vedanta in the Indian philosophical tradition.

The same, in fact, is the case with the Git@ which, though included in
the so-called Prasthdna trayi by many of the vedintins, has an independ-
ent status of its own and does not even have a ‘Sastric’ form of organi-
zation of the material. The simple point is that the Brahma Sttras, because
of the Sastric form of their structural organisation, can not be treated on
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par with either the Upanisads or the Gita which have a totally different
form from that of the Brahmasiitras.

There is, thus, a strict sense of the term philosophy which, if taken
seriously, would include only the text known as Brahmasfitras under it, In
a loose sense, however, the term may be applied to the Upanisads as they
also treat many of the subjects which are treated in the Brahmastitra. But,
as pointed out earlier, there is the insoluble problem of what Upanisads
to include and what to exclude. Sariikara, for example, is supposed to
have referred to Paing’ and Jabila (page 46, Nakamura) Upanisads which
find no place in the Brahmastitras. Not only this, he writes an independent
Bhasya on Mandukya Upanisads, which has not been referred to in the
Brahmasiitras, according to Nakamura. As for Ramanuja, he is said to
have quoted Garbha Culika, Maha and Subala Philosophy™ which finds
no place either in Sarhkara or in Brahmasttra,

This, obviously, creates another difficulty for the thesis that the
Brahmasutra are so inseparably related with the Upanisads that they can
not be considered independently of each other. There is, -however another
fact to which little attention has been paid by all those who argued for the
‘inseparable’ relation between the Upanisads and the Brahmastitra. This
concerns the status of the Mandikya Karika in the Advaita tradition.
Normally it is supposed to be almost of equal importance to the
Brahmastitra, particularly in view of the fact that Sarnkara himself is said
to have been influenced by it in the interpretation of the Brahmasiitra
because his own teacher Govinda Bhagvatpada belongs to the tradition
deriving from that work. But the Mandukya Karika is, prima Jacie, a work
on Mandukyopnisada which finds no place in the Brahmasiitra itself. Thus,
the tradition of Advaita may be said to derive from two sources; the one
from the Brahmasttra and the other from Mandakyakanka The situation
becomes a little clearer if we remember that Sarnkara himself wrote an
independent Bhasya on the Mandiikyopnisada even though, if Nakamura’s
analysis is to be believed, he does not refer to it in the Bhasya on the
Brahmasitra. In any case, as there are so many Upanisads and most of the
thinkers adopt a selective function in respect of them, nothing definitive
can be said regarding all of them in their totality or of their relation to the
Brahmastitra or what has come to be called ‘Vedanta’ in the Indian philo-
sophical tradition. The situation is further complicated by the fact that the
texts known as Upanisads continued to be written not only long after the

1. Page 47, A History of Early Vedanta Philosophy, Nakamura.
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Brahmasiitra was composed but even after Samkara had written his Bhasyas
on some of the most important in them. There is another aspect relating
to this whole issue which has not been paid attention to even though I had
brought it to the notice of the scholarly world in my article entitled ‘The
upmsads—what are they?” Many of the important Upnisads are a ‘selec-
tion’ from earlier texts and the sclection, as pointed out in my article, is
arbitrary as it does not sometimes include those portions in the original
which explicitly proclaim themselves to be Upanisads. As for the term
‘vedanta’, there are so many problems in respect of it as pointed out in an
even earlier article of mine entitled “Vedanta—Does it really mean any-
thing at all?” which as far as I know, have not been squarely faced by
scholars who concemn themselves with such issues.

But, whatever may be the problem or problems concerning the relation
of the Upanisads and the Brahmasttras, little difference is likely to be
made even if we accept what Prof. Balasubramaniam has said on the
subject. For a moment let us ignore all the objections raised above and
accept his contention that the upnisads and Brahmasitra are so integrally
related to each other that any attempt to separate them will be ‘to separate
the inseparables’. This would only amount to accepting the Upanisads as
an integral part of the Vedantic tradition along with the Brahmasutras: But
does this ‘acceptance’ change in any way the situation prevailing in the
first millennium AD in respect of what has come to be called the Vedanta
in Indian tradition? There are, as far as we know, no independent Bhasyas
on the Upanisads during this period. There is, of coursé, an isolated ref-
erence to a work of Tanka (ap 500) on Chhandogya upnisada in the New
catalogues catagorum as mentioned in Potter’s Bibliography. There might
be a few others, but would their inclusion change the ‘comparative’ pic-
ture of the presence of the Vedanta in the first millennium AD in any way
whatsoever? The ‘inclusion’ will certainly highlight the presence of the
awareness of the Upanisadic stream in Indian philosophy during the mil-
lennium but it will not establish its dominant status there in any way,
particularly, if it is compared with those of other schools of Indian phi-
losophy. The term ‘aupnisdic’ certainly occurs and as pointed out by
Nakamura, it refers to a school of thinking which is associated with the
idea that the reality is one and hence non-dual in character (Nakamura,
page 252). This certainly is close to the advaitic position but the ‘school’,
though known, hardly exercised any influence on dominant philosophical
trends in the millennium before Sarnkara appeared on the scene. In fact
there are no independent works on either the Upanisads or the BrahmasTitra
during this pre-Sarnkara period and though one may postulate innumer-
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able ‘lost’ bhasyas, Vartikas, tikas etc. on them, this can change the situation
only for those who want to believe in something which is against all
evidence and arguments in this context.

The situation certainly changes after Samkara, but as we pointed out in
our article, it does not affect in any substantive way the ‘comparative’
strength of the so-called Vedanta vis-a-vis other philosophical schools
which flourished during that period. It is true that there is a substantial
change in the awareness of Vedanta and the concern with it after Saritkara
but this in no way affects the truth of the contention that we had made ir;
our article regarding the comparative status of Vedanta in the first millen-
nium Abp.

Prof. Balasubramanian had objected to my use of the word adhyasa as
according to him ‘Adhydsa is perceptual error, which is different from
errors in reasoning as well as errors in interpretation’ (page 137). Prof.
Balasubramaniam is an eminent authority on the subject but I would like
to suggest that even if he is correct, there can be ‘extended’ use of the
term, especially if the ‘extension’ preserves the essential character of that
in the context of which the original usages were adopted. Ultimately
adhyasa 1s a term for erroneous cognition and there is no reason to con-
fine it to the relam of perception alone.

However, there is a problem in the traditional usage of the term in
Advaita Vedanta itself to which I would like to draw his attention as well
as of the other specialists in Advaita vedanta who share his views regard-
ing this issue. Sarhkara himself raises the question at the very beginning
of his bhasya and had given the reply to the objection that how could
there be adhydsa between the afman and the object when the @fman is not
an object of perception. The reply is at two levels. The first is to show that
?tman is an object of perception because it is an object of the
Asmadpratyaya’. Now this implies that ‘Pratyaksa’ can only be that which
is a visaya of some pratyaya or other. But the moment such a definition
of perception is accepted there can be no realm in principle which can be
excluded from being an object of perception except the Nirvikalpaka

pratyaksa which by definition is supposed to be the content of no concept
what-so-ever.

However, it 1s his reply at the second level which interests us more in
the context of our discussion and it leads in a direction which may shake
the very’ formulation of advaitic thought as it has been developed up till
now. Sarikara observes that there is no such rule that the adhyasa shall
occur only in relation to an object which is present before our conscious-
ness. It is not easy to give the exact translation of what is meant by the
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original text in this connection which reads as follows: ‘A =mARe fram:
qasafead wF famd RaTefidaemaiafd |” He does not just say this but

gives a conctete example to illustrate his point. The example chosen is
that of ‘Akasa’ which, according to him appears to be mar.lma and also
have a ‘fala’ in it, even though it is not an object of perception. The exact

wordings are as follows—FTeass Ta@Rr aRTeHieaReRaed I” The

statement obviously suggests that it is only the “ignorant’ who ‘errontj:-
ously ascribe’ (FEEAT) ‘Tala’ or ‘malint@’ to d@éa which can not, in
principle, posses this propeity as it is not an object of perception. T}_le
statement raises enormous problems, but we are nf)t interested hF:re in
pursuing them. The point we want to emphasize 1s t.hat, accqrdmg to
Sarnkara, adhydsa can occur even in respec?: of an object that 1s no_t an
object of perception and that, hence, the objection that both tht? objects
have necessarily to be perceptual in nature for adhyiisa to gccur is unten-
able. In the example that he gives, only one of the objects is non-percep-
tual in character, while the quality that is ascribed to it happens to lla‘e
perceptual in character. But the restriction is not necessary, even if
Sarikara’s example may be said to imply it. A non-perceptual objgct may
also have non-perceptual qualities ascribed to it which,’onl reflection, are
discovered to have been erroneously attributed to it. Sarhikara does not
seem to have considered the problem of adhydsa in the ‘contex.t of prop-
erties that are essentially relational in character, the relation belng‘ differ-
ent from ‘Samvdya’ that is said to be obtained between properties .a.nd
objects in the Nyaya tradition. But whatever may be tht? complexities
produced by the introduction of these issues, there can be ‘11.ttle doubt that
$amkara does mot seem to subscribe to the position of ?rof.
Balasubramanian in this connection. Sarnkara may have changed his po-

sition later, or the advaitins may have adopted a non-Samkarite position’

on this subject later but, as far as these statements are-concen}ed, they do
not seem to support Prof. Balasubramanian’s contention. Ultimately, t.he
problem relates to erroneous cognition in general and not to tha_t which
occurs in the context of perception alone. If the term aaT.hya‘sa is to be
restricted to the perceptual field alone then we’ll have to coin another term
for erroneous cognition that occurs in other fields. But what would be
given by it, only Prof. Balasubramaniam can tell. .
Prof. Suresh Chandra has disputed the claim that the so-called Digvijay
of Sarnkara during his own times and cven later is hardly attested to by
the facts as they are known today. He asks, ‘Was’ there any otht?r scho%ar
of Sarhkara’s time whose work excelled that of Sarhkara both in quality
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and quantity? Was there ... vedanta philosophy?’ (page 127) Surely, Prof,
Chandra could have found the facts for himself had he taken the trouble
to do so? The dates and period of Samkara’s time are not so well estab-
lished as he seems to assume, but most scholars who have written on the
subject agreed that there were outstanding contemporaries, both senior
and junior, who are said to have belonged to the same time as Sarnkara
and who were outstanding philosophers by any standards. Kumarila is a
well-known example, and so are many others. In fact, he has not even
taken the trouble to find that the so-called account of Sarnkara’s Digvijaya
is based on a work that was written much later than Samkara’s time. Prof,
G.C. Pande in his recent work on éamkarﬁcﬁrya has examined in detail
the whole question and concluded that ‘It (Sarnkara Digvijaya) could
belong to a fairly extensive time bracket, viz. from the 14th to the 17th
centuries’ (G.C. Pande, page 12)' But even if we accept the earliest date,
it would still have been written at least six hundred years after Samkara.
It can, thus, hardly be cited as a reliable evidence as a contemporary
observer of the scene. As for the so-called ‘failure’ of the ‘academic empire’
of éan’qkara, Prof. Suresh Chandra does not seem to know the stature of
a Padmapada or a Sureswara in the tradition of Advaita Vedanta, not to
talk of Mandana Miéra, in case he is supposed to be different from
Sureéwara. The tradition of Advaita after Sarhkara and his immediate
disciples is fairly strong, as we find at least three persons before Vacaspati
Misra 1, who is supposed to have lived around ap 960 and wrote his
famous commentary on the Brahmastitra Bhasya of Sarhkara. As the date
of Sureshwara is given as ap 740, this will mean a time-lag of about 200
years during which, if Potter’s bibliographical information is accepted, we
have three persons known as “advaitins’ who have written on the subject.
One of them, that is, Gyanottam, is said to have written on the Brahmasfitra
Bhasya, while the other two, that is, Gyanaghana (ap 900) and
Vimuktatman (ap 950) are said to have written ‘Tattva (pari) éuddhi’, and
‘Istsiddhi’ respectively. Of these three, the work of Gyanottma, that is
Vidyasri, has not been published, even though it is supposed to be a work
on the Brahmastitra Bhasya of Sariikara and might provide are interesting
link between the works of Padmapada, Sure$war, and Mandana Misra on
one hand and Vacaspati Misra I on the other. The real impact, however,
appears in the works of non-advaitic, and even anti-advaitic, thinkers such
as Jayanta and Udayana, a fact already mentioned in our article. Yet, all
these are significant pointers to the spreading influence of Sarinkara. They,

L. Page 12, Life and Thought of Samkaracarya by G.C. Pande.
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in no way, mitigate the fact that all these thinkers taken together do not
stand anywhere near the quantity and quality of work produced by others.
The most surprising fact in this connection is that even Vacaspati Misra
I, whose outstanding stature amongst the post-Sure§wara advaitins is ac-
knowledged by everyone, also wrote on both Nydya and Sarmkhya with
‘equal’ authority.

Prof. Suresh Chandra, thus, does not seem to have made the slightest
effort to find out the facts by himself, which he could have easily done
if he seriously wanted to know what he was writing about. The ‘free-
association’, the ‘free-wheeling’ method adopted by him, can hardly help
matters. What, for example, can one say about the way he has dismissed
the evidence of Haribhadra Suri in this regard, who occurred just after
Sarnkara and must have been a contemporary of both Padamapada and
Sureéwara if the chronological dates of Potter are accepted. He writes in
this connection that, ‘Haribhadra’s work can not be considered as the
“general survey” of the schools of philosophy existing at his time. It was
simply a survey of the philosophical system of his choice’ (page 129).
Suresh Chandra should have known that a ‘survey’ is generally made by
a person as objectively as possible and not determined by any subjective,
personal whim on one’s part. After all why should one write a survey?
And Haribhadra Suri was not an ordinary name in Jain tradition. What is
even more surprising is to find Suresh Chandra writing, ‘The best way to
reject a philosopher is to ignore him. But motives should not be imputed
(page 129). He conveniently has forgotten that Haribhadra Suri was not
writing about individual philosophers but generally accepted schools of
Indian philosophy in his times. And, who is imputing motives, if not
Suresh Chandra himse!f as he just writes after this that the survey he had
written was not objective but only a result of his ‘choice’. If this is not
imputing motives then what is it?

Prof. Suresh Chandra has made another distinction which he thinks is
of crucial importance in the context of the article I had written. This is the
distinction between the ‘common-practitioner’ and one “who knows
Vedinta by philosophical arguments concerning the identity of T’ with
‘Brahman’,” or, in other words, the distinction between the ‘lay-man’ and
the ‘professional philosopher’ who specializes in Vedanta as a school of
philosophy with ratiocinative, argumentative expository sense of the term.
He draws this distinction in the very beginning of his article, but forgets
that it is totally irrelevant in the context of the contention that I had made
in my article on the subject. After all, I was concerned only with the latter
and not the former and, in fact, it could not have been otherwise as the
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question of the comparative presence of Vedanta in the first millennium
:«D can not be .decided by any appeal to empirical facts concerning the
common-p_racntioners’ about whom Prof. Chandra is talking and whose
behef.‘s he is worried about. He has not asked himself even the simple
guestlon as to how such an empirical investigation can ever be carried gut
in respect of persons who are dead and gone and about whose belicfs n
record had been left, as far as I know. Perhaps Suresh Chandra knowO
a.bou‘t these records and, if so, he will enlighten us by his empirical invcsf
tl'ga.tlon_ on the subject soon. But I hope that even he will accept the
distinction which is obtained at all levels and in all fields betweenpwhat
may be called, to use an Indian term, the ‘Sastric’ tradition of knowled e
and the common beliefs of the people who generally do not entertain oﬁe
set 9f beh.efs only, but have an amalgam of them, little caring for the
con‘mften.mes in them. The question, then, was how to find the presence
of ‘Sastric’ tradition of Vedanta in the first millennium Ap and I will
suggest that not only Suresh Chandra, but also all the others who have
comm&_:nted on my paper undertake this work and come to a conclusion
on their own on the basis of evidence that is available to them. I look
forward to their investigations and conclusions and I will be hélp to
revise my own judgement in the light of the conclusions they reach nga
make it clear that I am neither a ‘Vedantin® not ‘anti-Vedantin’ anci thatSI{
myself had shared the view prevalent in this regard as I had read the same
books which my colleagues had read. They can not imagine the surpris
and the shock received when I accidently stumbled on the evidence Wriich‘e
at least to my mind, lead to a different conclusion and ‘demanded’ to b(;
prought to the attention of the scholarly world so that they may deal with
it as honestly as possible. I would like to add that in all intellectual matters
one has to have what I have called ‘Nihsanga buddhi’ which is analogous
to wha.t the Lord had called ‘Niskama Karma’ in the Gita. And, I ma gadd
one thing more, that for a ‘real’ advaitin, it should not be difﬁc’:ult, fgr his

Jaipur
Dava Krisuna

A Note on the Idea of Human Rights.

In this brief note I would like to raise just one issue which seems to me
to be among the basic issues connected with an adequate formulation of
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a human rights perspective. There are Qifferept possible startmlg gl)m;i ;fccl)é
this. I shall take the following: one clalm' which has lf)een resdo w 'Virsal_
on behalf of human rights is that such rlfitxgs ta:; uir;lg;z ;1; hlllllr;lan el
unique and universal at least to _the extent that the Bl
is unique and universal. The uniqueness and universa 1'Fy of t
ifulr?z;g being is part of the official ideolog;; of rtn(i)::eir; Sl;b?:,}il\szi:nergzﬁ
the best way of showing this is to pomnt ou e
modern epistemology. My knowlec'lge of the world, according d A
ends crucially on my capacity to take 2 totally dlse?lgage- :
Efr—,gzangaged, that is, from any particular 01r(:umsta.nce in whichciizg-
pen to be situated. The philosophe}r] Nasge;lN I;lai ZE;{, lzgctmuze:;ql;i }i{ieve i
i is as the ‘view from nowhere’. Wha :
;:r;;dret:;zn or rationality understolod in tl-le sense of my capaf:1te:ynt:r<i:t11;1;3;
out procedures in my thought or mind which have st.r1ct pr;—fgrw e
of correctness, clarity and distinctness. The modern 1de§ of free et
adjunct of this concept of rationality. My freedon_1 conmstst.mfr;g -
ordering of my desires so that they can be maximally sa blsill1 .is -
dignity consists in upholding this freedo.m. Every hu%rnag ni aﬁd i
tially rational, and, therefore, the potential locus of freedo S
Human rights are rights, which bel;)ng dto hlill?rixlll ;}fl?ﬁ:;oiuasuch £
i ines who can exercise freedom . .
iﬁi:;fzie??rtgunique to human beings and apply universally to all human
belnglzijose we accept: (1) the modemn con.cept of knowledge; .(2) ;;16 ::I?
of freedom associated with it; and (3) the idea of humar.x dignity b ep oy
ised on this freedom. Then the argum_en? for human 1r1ghtlsl can_t. A
structed with a great degree of convincingness. But as 1t efcz;g e
modernity—in its different, and sometimes mf:ompanb e, t_0 : igsu:cs.
Gandhi and Foucault) has shown all these 'are h1gh1y cu:)ntendlou‘t .at ali
It is not necessary, however, to enter into the c‘r1t1que of mo 1el':fm :rs o
to appreciate the difficulty of articulating a detailed human lngf ?3 Etracl:ion
tive. Problems arise the moment we descend from the level o ta P
at which it is possible to construct a neat el‘lough argumerlit,t h0 o
of particulars and specific forms of human life. Even to ask ted:lscribed,
‘given that there are human rights in the sense we have Ju; oA ané
what exactly are these rights?’ is to plt;r')g; mtc;l ;1;1 zflin;r;ctfczl e
-claims—an arena where our thinking . : .
;(::Iilr?gtirnilﬁe-woﬂd are so closely interwoven that d1s.engagec%r ;?252:;;2
only be a helpless spectator, or at best a hollow dictator.
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shown in detail, but I desist from doing so primarily because if I do not
do it well enough, I shall be in danger of mistakenly suggesting that for
me there is little use for the idea of human rights. Instead I shall merely
state just the beginning of a possible argument for showing that—the
human rights discourse can become practically relevant for us—that is,
can enter into the density of our everyday practical concerns only by
shedding its pristine universality and uniqueness—at least to a large ex-
tent. The basic premise of this argument is that the notion of a human
right is primarily a moral notion. I do not think there will be many quar-
rels about this. But once this is accepted, we shall have to ask questions
such as: ‘how does it enter into our idea of the good life?’, ‘what is its
place in the hierachy of goods that we envisage in a morally fulfilling
life?’; *how does it help in reaching clarity about morally perplexing situ-
ations?’ It is my contention—a contention which is by no means un-
controversial—that the ‘view from nowhere’, ‘universal’—and I shall add
another adjective ‘procedural’-—rationality is not much help in dealing
with questions of this kind. Their natural habitat is an arena of the engage-
ment of human intelligence which has been pushed into obscurity—or at
least into the background—by the stridency of the liberal-humanist-
universalist ideology of modernity. This is the arena where what Aristotle
called ‘phronesis’, or Gandhi, in our times called satyagraha, must be
allowed unqualified precedence. One way of understanding the idea of
phronesis is to think of it as implying that clarity about goodness or about
the good life can be achieved only in and through one’s active inteHigent
engagement in a moral practice. Any particular moral practice embodies
ways of discriminating between the good and the bad, between the right
pursuit and the wrong, between what will constitute true fulfilment and
what will not. It is in the active contemplation and insightful use of these
ways of discrimination that the moral practice itself acquires openness and
possibility of change and transformation; this, in its turn, leads to ever
finer articulation of the ways of discerning the good, in complex, fre-
quently unpredictable human situations. The good is not something, which
is open to an uncluttered, disengaged, rational view. It opens itself to one
never wholly, but in increasingly greater depth maybe, in one’s thoughtful
active engagement in more or less dense, more or less complex moral
situations. In the Gandhian notion of satyagraha similarly, knowledge and
practice are inalienably interwoven. Knowledge and articulacy about satya,
which, for Gandhi, is the same as the good, is to be achieved only through
active and contemplative moral engagement in actual human situations.
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Acara and vicara—to use words I learned from the late Professor K.J.
Shah—must always inform and enrich each other. Satyagraha is the only
authentic method of engaging seriously in situations which hold out the
possibility of making moral mistakes. While satyagraha is necessarily
practical moral engagement, it also, in and through this engagement, leads
to finer moral insights.

If it is agreed, therefore, that the idea of human rights is a moral idea,
then the human rights discourse must be rescued from its abstract, disen-
gaged universality and placed firmly in the context of localized moral
discourses and the practices from which these discourses derive their
sustenance.

Another—much more brutal, but perhaps for that very reason, more
effective—way of putting the entire matter may be as follows: A serious
and mature human rights advocate must already know—and act in ways
which shows that he or she knows—what it is like to be, for instance, a
good father or a good mother, a good friend, a good husband or a good
wife, a good member of a community, a good citizen, and, if she is in
academics, a good researcher. Otherwise, human-rights talk is likely to be
not much more than hollow rhetoric and worse—talk inspired by ulterior
motives.

If what I have said is right, then it has very important consequences.

One of these is that human rights cannot be just a matter of following
rules—of doing the ‘right’ thing. This is because morality or being moral
is not just a matter of rights and duties—it involves active engagement in
phronesis or saryagraha. Another, related, consequence is that the primary
human rights discourse cannot be a discourse of legality or law. The law
book is the quintessential book of rules. While rules may be useful, the
reduction of human rights issues to issues of legality, is likely to displace
them from the centrality that they ought to have in our moral life. Yet
another consequence is that solemn universal declarations of our commit-
ment to human rights must be taken—to put it very mildly—with a pinch
of salt. This is not, of course, an expression of cynicism, it is rather a
reminder that morality is a2 much more serious business than making
declarations, in spite of the undoubted importance of declarations particu-
larly in public spheres.

There has been a growing demand for the inclusion of human rights as
part of the regular curriculum of college and university education. 1 wish
to end this note with a word about the implication of what I have said so
far for the ‘teaching’ of human rights. Teaching of human rights must be
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as subtle as teaching of morality itself. A curriculum for such educati
in our' formal educational institutions must begin with the enormous -
sumptl.on that the proper place for such education is not perhaps the claas-
room itself, but practices where human beings enter into re:lationshis v
Wthh require the judicious exercise of virtues such as kindness genemlzf
ity, courage .and even justice not in the legalistic sense but in the’cve da
sense in which it involves the adequate appreciation of the other’s ryoin:;:
of view. One great instrument of moral education is the stories we are? told
and listen to again and again with undiminished attention in our child
hood. Tl_le political correctness of such stories may be questioned fro ,
fime to time—but this is also an acknowledgement of their effectivenesz1
What we need perhaps are new stories about terrorism, fundamentalis .
wars, about human diversity, about children and womén——stories whiig;

are told with the powerful naturalness of
th L .
loving attention. ¢ folk-story and heard with

NEHU., Shill
illong MRmNAL Mir;

Comments on the Note entitled ‘The Idea of
Human Rights’ by Mrinal Miri

Professor Miri argues, in ‘A Note on the Idea of Human Rights’ (Thi
Joumal, p. 159), for rescuing the human rights discourse from the mode A
Yvest.em anchorage in what he calls ‘disengaged universality’ of recwc;rlr;n
Le. in the notion of unencumbered Cartesian rationality of clarity anai
d1s‘t1nct1?ess presumed to be potentially common to all human beings. Thj
rationality, with its pristine universality and uniqueness, is held tog b.e thls
source of human frc?edom, and human dignity is said to ::onsist in uphold?
;ng this fre§dom. Since every %u%man individual is potentially rationa! in
e aforesaid sense, every individual is therefore the potential locus of
f.ree_:dom and dignity. And since every individual caﬁ—or has the pote
:Le;hty ;o——exerc.ise freedom through reason, the individual has thepl)'efo?;
freegz;gmtatri)dadilgr?ictiy f)f life-space within which she or he can live with
It is this ‘liberal-humanist-universalist’ ideology underpinning the h
man rights discourse that Professor Miri is most critical of. Tﬁe dise:
gaged reason of modemn epistemology, the abstract ‘view frolm nowhere:
concepthn of rationality, ‘can only be a helpless spectator, or at best
hollow dictator’ when it comes to bringing to light what e;act[y are th:
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universal and unique human rights of practical relevance. For, as he con-
tends, such rights can be discerned only from within the dense and com-
plex practices of actual life—i.e. in our ‘active intelligent engagement’ in
moral practices. It is not in abstract, disengaged rationality, but in con-
crete, engaged reason, that we can find the real sources of human rights.

The fulcrum of Professor Miri’s counter-argument is the idea that the

notion of a human right is primarily a moral notion. Once the indisputable
morality of human rights is acknowledged, the inevitable intimacy of the
link between human rights and the good /ife becomes immediately appar-
ent. But, then, questions about how the notion of a human right enters into
the idea of the good life, what place it has in the hierarchy of goods, and
how it plays a clarifying role in situations of moral perplexity, are such
that abstract, universal, procedural rationality cannot, according to Profes-
sor Miri, effectively deal with them. These questions, which are questions
of the practical relevance of the human rights, can be dealt with by reason
in its engaged role in localised moral practices. Professor Miri cites Ar-
istotle’s phronesis and Gandhi’s satyagraha as paradigm examples em-
bodying the notion engaged reason effective in the judicious discrimina-
tion of right conduct and attitudes from wrong ones in particular moral
situations.

What seems to me central to Professor Miri’s critique of the liberal-
humanist-universalist theory of human rights is his reiteration of the pri-
macy of the good over the right. The morality of a human right consists
in its ultimate grounding in the good life. But the good is not something
which is ‘open to an uncluttered, disengaged rational view’. Rather, it
comes to light gradually, painstakingly, ‘in one’s thoughtful active en-
gagement in more or less dense, more or less complex situations’. If this
is Professor Miri’s view, then it in fact assigns to human rights a second-
ary status relative to the primary, and foundational, status of human goods.
A theory of human rights would then be wholly derivative from a theory
of human goods, or.the good life.

Professor Miri’s account may thus be characterized as a virfue-theoretic
account. Towards the end of the Note, while discussing the issue of the
education of human rights, he suggests that the right place for such an
education is not so much the formal classroom as the practical situations
of relation which require ‘the judicious exercise of virtues such as kind-
ness, generosity, courage and even. justice ... in the sense in which it
involves the adequate appreciation of the other’s point of view’. This is
perspicuously a virtue-theoretic thrust given to the idea of human rights.
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This thrust is crystallized in Professor Miri’s edifying recommendation
Fhat human rights education, which is essentially moral education, be
imparted through stories—‘new stories about terrorism, ﬁmdamental;sm
war, abm_lt human diversity’ and so on. These stories, gripping as the are:
to 1pfant11e minds, are illustrations of reason’s active engagemer)l(t in
realizing the virtues of the good life. Through these ‘virtuous’ stories one
learns what it really means for something to be a human right, and thereby
:0;(;5;1 tﬁf{:lnow how the important human rights determine the shape of
.I think that the virtue-theoretic account of human rights, based on the
primacy of the good over the right, is quite tenable, and, it is also an
a_pproprlate antidote to the liberal-humanist-universalist theory of human
rlghts. But it also bespeaks of the ultimate reducibility of rights to goods
Thls consequence seems inevitable from the way Professor Miri develops.
hIiS position, even though he fears that a non-detailed working out of his
cr1t1q.ue of the liberal-humanist-universalist position might yield the im-
pression that “for me there is little use for the idea of human rights’. The
ylrtue-theoretic view as developed in this Note seems to amount tol say-
E.g:hwhere there is no question of goods, there is no question of rightB;
: 1‘i0trsth E;‘elitfl:re only to the extent goods are there to set the direction of
If P'rofess'or Miri’s line of thinking is pushed to its logical limits, the
emerging view would, I think, be tantamount to something that l;e is
rather h_es1tant to subscribe to—namely that there really is not much use
for the 1.dea of human rights. For whatever is involved in the idea of a
human. right is already incorporated in the content of the good life. The
education of human rights would therefore not be anything additiox%al to
the education of the virtues constitutive of a worthy life. And the clamour
o_f so~!(:alled ‘solemn universal declarations of our commitment to human
rights .CaITiES no extra moral imperative than the utmost urge to remain
commltted.m the cultivation of virtues which would ensure a good soci-
ety—a society free from the atrocities of war, terrorism, fundamentalism,

gender and racial discrimination, economi ivati
_ ; nomic deprivation, corrupti
other evils. ’ , il

Indian Institute of Technology, Kanpur Buoy H. BoruaH
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Comments on Dr. Mukand Lath’s Comments on the
Article Entitled ‘Tmaging Time in Music:
Langer’s View and Hindustani Rhythm’ by S.K. Saxena
published in the JICPR Vol. XVII No. 1

Dr. Lath’s critical reaction to my essay is a bit too bold. The two terms
of the relation I have discussed are Hindustani rhythm and an aspect of
Langer’s aesthetics. Dr. Lath, it appears, is a stranger to both. He_ speaks
of thythm, more than once, as an art which is based on alapa. This is not
only ambiguous but incorrect, as I hope to show a little later. And as fc?r
his familiarity with Langer’s aesthetics, its slightness is borne out by his
own words:

‘I do not remember Langer’s views, and I had read her book only
cursorily and quite long back” (italics added).

Now, I do not mind Dr. Lath’s forgetting what he read quite long back;,
such dimming is natural, with the passage of years. But I certa.inly fet?l
pained at the way (he says) he read Langer’s book. Essays in phﬁosqphl-
cal aesthetics are not to be read ‘only cursorily’. Such reading is no aid to
intelligence; and if it becomes a habit, it can even lead to imprecision in
writing. .

But, of course, it is not enough to generalize. I should proceed piece-
meal; and, to be fair to Dr. Lath, strictly in the light of the words that he
himself uses. So I now set out to put, one by one, the various points that
he makes; and my response immediately after each point, so as to make
for easy comprehension:

(a) “Making Langer a purvapaksa does not seem a happy idea. Langer
does not belong to a sophisticated tradition of rhythm making where
alapa is central to the process” (second italics added).

A part of what this extract contends may be put thus. I should not have
focused on Langer’s view because she is not a maker of thythm. Now, 1
admit that I have no evidence to show that Langer ever made any rhythm.
But, as a philosopher of art, she has surely made a serious attempt to
understand what rhythm is. Does Dr. Lath wish to suggest that, to turn to
our music, one should try to understand the views only of those Ustads
or Pandits who create rhythmic cycles or patterns, and not of those
aestheticians who seek to understand what our rhythm is, may be on the
basis of their own long experience of listening to recitals of rhythm,

discriminatingly?
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(b) After attending to the word, making, in the extract I have cited, let
me now consider its closing words: ‘a sophisticated tradition of rhythm
making where @/apa is central to the process’. Later, in his comments,
Dr. Lath also attributes to me the view that @la as parallel to the raga,
[is], an independent @/@pa based non-representational art.’ Here, I re-
join thus:

Our own tradition of rhythm, as both practised and comprehended, is
of course highly sophisticated; but it surely does not centre on alapa. A
little attention to the words which Dr. Lath actually uses is enough to
show where and why he goes astray. The process he speaks of can only
mean the act of rhythm-making. The paradigm of alapa, on the other
hand, is provided by the non-verbal music (also sans tala) that precedes
the singing of a dhruvapada composition which is duly set not only in a
raga, but in a tala. The making of rhythm, whether in the form of playing
the basic cycle or in that of weaving rythmic patterns, proceeds all along
on the basis of, if not in direct correspondence with beats (or mdtras) that
follow each other at a carefully guarded even pace. Further, unfaltering
and recurring-—and, at times, also adroitly designed—return to the focal
beat (or sama) is also an essential feature of rhythm-making in the field
of Hindustani music to which alone my essay relates. The making of
alapa, on the other hand, is surely not marked by any such feature, though
in the case of some dhruvapada-singers of today a very slight and passing
suggestion of evenly placed vocal emphases does seem to occur when the
pace of dlapa is intentionally quickened, after the initial reposeful stages.
But the suggestion, I repeat, is quite subsidiary. And as for the semblance
of a cyclic return to the focal beat, it is just not there in the alapa | speak
of. So, as an actual form of music that is available to us today, @lapa can
in no way be said to be central to the process of thythm-making. Dr. Lath
seems to be utterly unaware of the details I have distinguished. This is
why he commits the mistake of suggesting that @/apa is central to the
process of sophisticated thythm-making. The error is blatant, and is not at
all covered up by his partriotic appeal to the Indian tradition and scholarly
references to famous names and key concepts relating to our traditional
thinking on the arts. And if he thinks, as he evidently does, that I hold and
have even argued for the view ‘that fala like raga is an independent alapa
based non-representational art’, it is perhaps because he has read my essay
quite as cursorily as the book of Langer he refers to. (I do not name the
book because he too does not!). If I have argued for the autonomy of
thythm as a distinct art, as I surely have, it is on the basis of some quite
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different features, such as the uniqueness of its material—which com-
prises not only beats, but bols—and of its criteria of evaluation.
Incidentally, may I here draw readers” attention to the way Dr. Lath has
phrased his remark I just cited: ‘tala like raga is an ... art.” So to speak
is ambiguous, if not downright erroneous. It is common and proper to take
art as a kind of making; and rhythm as marking time or as keeping laya
even. Thus, as activities, both are similar to each other. Raga, on the other
hand, has no such direct affinity with activity. It is simply the concept of
a melodic whole or matrix having an integrated and specific perceptual
character, though of course the proper singing of a raga may well be said
to be an art, I find it difficult to blend such casualness in the use of words
with genuine regard for our traditional scholars who often looked on
verbal propriety as almost a sacred requirement; and the aplomb which
yet shows up in Dr. Lath’s comment on my essay therefore amuses me.

(c) The close of his criticism is a virtual reprimand. It accuses me of
(almost) committing the theoretical sin of ignoring traditional Indian
thought on the subject, ‘(the) more so because T am an Indian and am
thinking about an Indian art’. What can I say to this except that I wish
Dr. Lath had also shown the way to my possible redemption by point-
ing out at least one clear error or deficiency in my theoretical concern
with the art of rhythm (as it obtains today) from the viewpoint of
traditional art theory which he is probably conversant with? The mere
suggestion that ‘thinking in the Indian conceptual context will ... prove
richer and more stimulating’ is hardly of any help to me. It is simply
a general, offhanded remark made condescendingly.

2/81 Roop Nagar, Delhi 110007 S.K. Saxena

Reaction on the Expression Ghato-Ghatah by V.N. Jha
published in the JICPR, Vol. XV, No. 2

Dr. V.N. Jha's argument is not clear. By drawing our attention to the
definition of SFO17U™E, provided by the Naiyayikas, he seems to argue
that since 9 etc. objects have the difference of ¥, B has to be admitted

as having ¥edeHT and hence the expression ‘T2l HT:’ conveying the
same, is quite acceptable. But, what I fail to understand, is as to why Dr.
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Jha takes the trouble to prove the identity of jar in the jar. ¥eaEERT in
|, is a universally admitted fact and there is no necessity to prove it by
referring to the definition of =JaTHE. Anyway, Gadadhara’s discussion
in ScURETE, aims at finding out the reasons for the absence of the expres-
sion—H2T He:’, This implies that none has ever doubted the absence of
such expressions. But, Dr. Jha seems to hold that since T has FTdERH,
there must also be an expression conveying the same and 9t 92’ could
be such an expression. If this is his view, I think it is not justifiable. For,
let alone in Sanskrit, in no other language, are such expressions found.
For instance, in English, we come across the expressions such as ‘a blue
jar’, ‘a red jar’ etc. But we never find the expressions like ‘a jar jar’. This
shows that whenever two words in the same case affix, which generally
denote the objects that stand in the relation of identity, are used then they
are such that they denote different propertics. The expression ‘Tl T’
is an example. The two words that are here, denote the objects that are
related by the relation of identity and the properties they denote viz. 92tq
and AeTcd are different from each other. But, in the case of the alleged
expression ‘T WT it is not so. For, the two terms denote the same
property namely—%<<d. In short, an expression like ‘92T 92’ can not
convey the identity of jar in the jar, for the properties denoted by the two
terms are not different.

Then the question may arise as to how the identity of a jar in the same
can be conveyed. The answer is simple. It can be conveyed by the sen-
tences such as ST TN or He: AR ete. The difference
between the alleged expression “92T e’ and the above sentences, is too
obvious and needs no explanation.

The Naiyayikas hold this view, mainly with regard to verbal cognitions
and a non-verbal cognition wherein both qualifier and qualificand are
presented through one and the same property, can occur. Nothing can
prevent us to infer U<: ARRT YA, "eear . The inferential cogni-
tion produced by it, would have 92 as both qualifier and qualificand, and
dislcHT as the relation. |

Rashtriya Sanskrit Vidyapeetha, Tirupati D. PraHALADA CHAR
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A Note on Identity Relation

Professor N.S. Dravid, following the line of Gadadhara, has tried to high-
light the meaninglessness of the tautology as found in the case of identical
statement. So far as my understanding goes, the defect of tautology as
found in the West is not accepted in Indian Logic. To him nothing can be
supposed to be located in itself by the identity-relation although every-
thing is self-identical. To this point I beg to differ, because each and every
object becomes abheda with itself. The abheda means ‘the absence of
mutual absence’ (bhedabhava). If it is possible logically to say that some-
thing is different (bheda) from something, it is quite natural or there is
also a logical possibility of saying that something is not different from
something. If bheda becomes an object of description, why not abheda?
That an object is non-different from itself is an information’ in the true
sense of the term, because in terms of ‘non-difference’ an object is known
as different from another. In the Nyaya-framework the absence called
anyonyabhava (mutual absence) would become ‘inconceivable’ or ‘mean-
ingless’ if there were no idea of ‘abheda’ i.e. the absence of mutual ab-
sence. Any idea of bheda presupposes the idea of abheda. For this reason
bheda (anyonyabhava) is defined in terms of tadadmyasambandhava-
cchinnapratiyogitakabhava (i.e. an absence, the absenteeness of which is
limited by the relation of identity). Without the acceptance of identity the
anyonydabhava (bheda) cannot be admitted as a form of abhava. 1 do not
know in such cases how the position of Gadadhara can be defended.
Professor Dravid argues that if the epistemic qualifier (visesana) and
the epistemic qualificand (visesya) are not different from each other, the
cognition cannot be determinate at all. If in this context determinate cog-
nition is taken as a savikalpaka knowlnge then the definition of it may
be considered carefully. It runs as follows: ‘Visesana-visesya-
samsargadvagdhi jadanam’ (i.e. a cognition in which qualifier, qualificand
and their relation are revealed). In the present.case of ‘A jar is a jar’, the
first (‘a jar’) is to be taken as a jar existing in proximity to our eyes and
the second one (‘a jar’) is taken as a jar seen earlier and in between these
two there is a relation (samsarga) called tadaimya. Though the same word
(a jar) is used at both the places, the first one may be taken as a qualificand
and the second one is a qualifier and tadatmya (identity) is the relation.
Hence it is a case of determinate cognition. In our daily life we generally
make such identity-statements in the above-mentioned sense and there is
a successful communication with others. Once a friend of mine came to
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my house on the occasion of Sarasva#i pizja in my childhood. Custom-
arily if some guest comes during this occasion, he is given some prasada
(some eatables sacrificed in the name of the goddess). When my friend
was given a plate full of prasada, he took a small portion of it. When he
was asked the reason for not taking the rest, he answered boldly, ‘Prasada
is Prasada’. 1 didn’t have any difficulty to understand the import of the
sentence though I didn’t read philosophy at that time. He wanted to mean
that Prasada does not lose its sanctity and purity if taken in a small
portion, because it is virtually a pras@da which cannot be compared with
other objects. As it is prasdda, the quantity of it is irrelevant, Hence, these
statements cannot be totally ignored as meaningless.

Lastly, 1 would like to know from the scholars whether there is any
Sanskrit term for expressing “fautology’. If it is translated as punarukti’,
then what may be the differentiating factors between punarukti and
tadatmya (identity). It seems to me Professor Dravid did not make a
distinction between these two, but in the West there is a distinction be-
tween them. However, even if the sentences like ‘ghato ghatah’ are taken
as tautology, they may be taken as virtuous ones, but not vicious. What-
ever 1s stated in the form of a sentence in the Indian Logic is material, but
not merely a formal one. Hence there is hardly any sentence which is
meaningless in the context of Navya Nyiya if it possesses conditions like
akanksa etc. Any sentence which is determinate must be ‘relational’, which
entails some meaning. The terms like hare’s horn (Sasasrnga) etc. do not
convey any meaning as they are absurd entities (a/tka) which do not come
under any category (padartha) accepted by them.

Dept. of Philosophy,
University of North Bengal,
Dist. Darjeeling-734430, WB

Dr. RagHUNATH GHOSH

Comments on the Note of Prof. Rudolf Brandner’s
Published in the JICPR Vol. XVI No. 2

Professor Rudolf Brandner in his letter to you (published in JICPR, Vol.
XVI, No. 2) tries to show that your approach to understand Indian Phi-
losophy is fundamentally defective. In his letter he not only explains your
defect, but also tries to delineate the correct approach towards understand-
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ing Indian Philosophy, or for that matter any other Philosophy. According
to him every culture or cultural tradition has its characteristic feature
which is peculiarly its own. And he seems to think that this peculiarity or
speciality of a culture cannot be understood by any method other than the
one which is in ‘empathy’, as it were, with it. As, according to him, you
have tried to understand the special feature of Indian Philosophy with the
help of what he calls the method of scientific-technological rationality,
your approach in his opinion has been defective.

But I do not feel very happy about what Professor Brandner thinks
about your approach towards understanding Indian Philosophy. Let us
first try to understand what the Professor takes this method of scientific-
technological rationality to be. According to him this method originated
in the West; so it can very well be called a method of the Western model.
And even though this model according to him is not in perfect harmony
with the Western tradition, it is surely a ‘reconstruction of the fandamental
principles of occidental philosophy and its religious traditions’ (p. 143). (I
fail to understand how this method is a reconstruction of the occidental
religious traditions.) He also acknowledges that this method ‘is unifying
the entire humanity into one and only one valid (my italics) way of relat-
ing to things’ (p. 142). But, despite this, he does not find it suitable for
doing philosophy. And he feels certain that even you ‘must not have felt
too comfortable writing the sentence: “Surely, the term @nviksiki comes as
close to it (= the word philosophy) as one may want it to be” * (p. 144).
For him philosophy cannot be anviksiki at all (p. 144).

Now, the question is: If Philosophy is not anviksiki or any kind of
critical analysis, what is it after all? It appears to me that, according to the
Professor, Philosophy is just an enterprise for understanding the basic
spirit or genius of a cultural tradition in its pristine form and glory. He
says, ‘We need a very high level of competence for any attempt to con-
ceptualize the different thinking traditions; and central methodological
problem for me remains the phenomenological reconstruction of the basic
concepts of each of these traditions. Put into strong terms I think that
every application of a concept originated within the realms of one tradi-
tion onto the other is methodologically faulty and theoretically unaccept-
able’ (pp. 144-5).

Thus, according to the Professor, the task before philosophy is to un-
derstand the essential conceptual structures of the different cultural tradi-
tions. And there must not be any attempt to change those structures, nor
to impose them on to any other cultural tradition. But then the question
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arises: Can this sort of approach be regarded as-genuinely philosophical?
It cannot be gainsaid that the conceptual structure of any thinking (my
italics) tradition must contain some theoretical or cognitive belief or be-
liefs. And because no such belief can be subjected to any scientifico-
rational examination as stipulated by the Professor, it can very well be any
bizarre thing whatsoever. Moksa (taken literally and not metaphorically),
Virgin Motherhood, Sonhood of God, Creation of the world by a Divine
Decree, Noughting to Nothingness, etc., are some examples of such bi-
zarre things. And the Professor agreeing fully with the above approach
has no hesitation in dubbing your attempt to show Indian Philosophy as
being not moksa-centred to be quite funny.

But then it is surely very lamentable that philosophy should be de-
prived of both its universal scope and its critical function. Human beings
are after all rational beings and because of their rationality they can very
well understand, communicate with and criticize one another. Your un-
derstanding the Professor’s letter and his understanding and criticizing
your book could not have been possible if there would have been no
rationality in both you and him. It should also be noted that your
uncerstandings of cach other have been possible despite your belonging
to two different cultures—yourself to the Eastern and the Professor to the
Western.

It will not be beside the point to mention here that whenever any
question regarding the factual truth of any cognitive belief of any culture
will arise, it is not a ‘phenomenological reconstruction’ that can clinch the
issue. In all such matters it is only the science-based rational enquiry that
can play the decisive role. How else can moksa (taken literally and not
metaphorically) be authenticated or rejected, if not by a science-based
rational enquiry? Cultures indeed have boundaries, but fruth can hardly
have any. A culture can very well give a style of life, but it cannot justify
that style by itself. In such matters it is only the critical reason or anviksiki
that can foot the bill. Has not Professor Brandner himself taken help of
critical reason in regarding your approach as defective? And was he not
philosophizing when he was taking such help? I am afraid nobody can
avoid rational enquiry or dnviksiki if he really wants to do philosophy.

But then, it is quite possible that I have not been able to understand the
Professor at all. In that case I sincercly beg to be excused.

Dahua House, Tilkamanjhi NITYANAND MisHRA
Bhagalpur (Bihar) 812001
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(1) How is Vatsydyana’s discussion in the Upodghata to his Bhasya of
the Nyaya Stitra carried on by Udyotkara, Jayanta Bhatt, Vacaspati
Misra I, and Udayana. Vatsyayana starts his Bhisya on the Nyiya
Stitras with an Introductory Note entitled Upodghata wherein he
extends the notion of Pramana Vyapara to apply to all living be-
ings, as they all seek pleasure and avoid pain. This is the exact
meaning of Artha according to him and Karma in the sense of
Prvrtti-Sdmarthya which is supposed to attain them. The original
reads as follows:
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Agenda for Research

ARG | [AyTTEERdd | 9ed g9 YRR gHHEs
TR | e O NewET SEHIRE |

How does this affect our understanding of the Pramana Vyapara in
the context of Nydya? In this connection it will be interesting to
find whether Udyotkara, Jayanta Bhatt, Vacaspati Misra I an’d
Udayana show any awareness of this contention in Vatsyayana's
work and, in case they do so, how do they deal with it.

Sarnkara in his discussion on Adhyasa in the Bhasya on the Brahma-
stitras clearly states that there is no such rule which says that Adhyasa
can only occur between one perceptual object and another. The

original reads as follows:

7 ke e Qsafed @ Ry R e,
Fyaey WSREHR TG ARaRey Wb |

It will be interesting to know if this observation of Sarnkara ha§
been accepted in the Advaitic tradition, s’tarting form Vacaspati
Misra I's commentary on the Bhasya of Samikara. Also, in case
Sarnkara’s statement is taken seriously, what effect will it have on
the ontological status of the world?

JEPR K-,

Focus

(1) Attention is drawn to the material available on tapes prepared by

eminent specialists on various philosophical issues and available

from the Teaching Company, 7405, Alban Station Court, A-106,

Springfield, VA 22150-2318, USA.

Presently, the following material is available;

1. Philosophy of Mind (12 Lectures) by Prof. John R. Searle,
University of California.

2. Philosophy and Religion in the East (32 Lectures) by Prof.
Phillip Cary, Eastern College.

3. Philosophy and Intellectual History Part-I (12 Lectures), Part-II
(10 Lectures), Part-IIT (10 Lectures) by Prof. Phillip Cary,
Eastern College.

4. The Great Ideas of Philosophy (50 Lectures) by Prof, Daniel N.
Robinson,* Georgetown University,

5. The Great Minds of the Western Intellectual Tradition (70 Lec-
tures) by Prof. Darren Staloff, City College of New York, and
Prof. Michael Sugrue, Princeton University.

6. The Birth of the Modern Mind: An Intellectual History of the
17th & 18th Centuries (24 Lectures) by Prof. Alan Kors, Ph.D.,
University of Pennsylvania.

7. Plato, Socrates and the Dialogues (16 Lectures) by Prof. Michael
Sugrue,* Princeton University.

8. Greek Legacy: Classical Origins of the Modern World (12 Lec-
tures) by Prof. Daniel Robinson, Georgetown University.

9. No Excuses: Existentialism and the Meaning of Life (16 Lec-
tures) by Prof. Robert Solomon, University of Texas.

10. The Search for a Meaningful Past: Philosophies, Theories and
Interpretations of Human History (16 Lectures) by Prof. Darren
Staloff, The City College of New York.

Intending scholars may write directly to The Teaching Company,

7405, Alban Station Court, Suite A-107, Springfield VA-22150-

2318, USA.

(2) Jewish and Arabic philosophy are little known in this country. And,

though there are books dealing with them, there has been little
attempt at seeing them in the background of a comparative

\ T
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perspective provided by outstanding philosophical thinkers in the
Western tradition. A recent book entitled Jewish and Islamic Phi-
losophy: Crosspollinations in the Classic Age by Lenn E. Goodman,
Professor of Philosophy, Vanderbilt University in Nashville, Ten-
nessee attempts to do just this and brings to our attention the names
of philosophers like Muhammad Ibn Zakarya al-Razi, Saadiah Gaon,
Bahya Ibn Paquda, Avicenna, Maimonides, Ibn Khaldun, and Baruch
Spinoza, unknown to us.
The contents of the book are as follows:
1. Crosspollinations
1. Hearing God’s voice in words
2. He who knows himself knows his ‘Lord’
3. God’s act in history
2. Razi and Epicurus
1. Perception and sensation
2. Pleasure and pain
3. Desire, motivation, and free will
4. Razi’s ethics and the ethical transparency of hedonism
3. Bahya and Kant
1. The antionomy
2. Bahya'’s response
3. The philosophical impact of Bahya’s approach
4. Maimonides and the Philosophers of Islam
1. Creation
2. Theophany
5. Friendship
1. Friendship as reciprocated virtue
2. Biblical, Rabbinic, Maimonidean and Qur anic fellowship
3. Miskawayh on friendship
4. Friendship in al-Ghazali
6. Determinism and freedom in Spinoza, Maimonides and Aristo-
tle
. Aristotle’s determinism
. Maimonides’ determinism
. Spinoza’s determinism
. Spinoza’s defence of human freedom
. Maimonides on character and freedom
. Freedom and akrasia
. Conclusion
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7. Ibn Khaldun and Thucydides
1. A sciénce of history and civilization
2. Govemance in history

(3) Attention is drawn to a philosophically important distinction be-

tween Abadhita Jiana and Badha-Yogya-Vyatirikta Jfidna in the
work of Sri Purshottama Pitambara entitled Prasthana Ratndkara.
The author belongs to the Vallabha Saripradaya and is said to have
!ived in the seventeenth century. The distinction is philosophically
important as it raises the question whether the knowledge that has
not been refuted or disproved is of such a nature that it can not be
disproved or refuted, in principle, ever.
The exact text reads as follows:

T YANE] WESERISIaS ad sREeg wfaie =
FOT e |

Daya Krisuna
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Notes and Queries

How are the Nyaya Sttras 1.1.1 and 1.1.2 related to each other. The
Nyaya Sttra 1.1.1. enumerates the 16 padarthas and relates them to
the achievement of Nishreyas, while the Sutra 1.1.2 mentions
Duhkka Janma, ‘Pravrtti, Dosa etc., and hence ends in apavarga
which is supposed to be achieved through a removal of Mithya
Jiiana regarding them. There seems to be, therefore, two unrelated,
independent, themes in the Nyaya Sutras which, prima-facie, do
not seem to have any relation to each other. The Nyaya scholars
may enlighten us on the issue as to how the two things have been
integrated in the Nyaya tradition from the Sitras onwards.

How is the view of Abhinava Gupta embodied in Kashmir Shaivism
different from the one that is embedded in Advaita Vedanta,
Samkhya, Vigyanvada Buddhism.

Do the Advaitins regard the Upanisads as Apauruseya or the word
of God? It cannot be the latter as the Advaitins do not accept
Iswara and regard it as a part of Maya. In case it is the former, how
can it be accounted for as the Upanisads are not only plural in
number, but many of them are selections from the Sambhitas, the
Brahmanas and the Aranyakas, and the selections must have been
made by some persons.

Dava Krisuna
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FreD DALLMAYR anND G.N. DEVY, eds. Between Tradition and Modernity:
India’s Search for Modernity. A Twentieth Century Anthology. New Delhi:
Sage Publications, 1998. pp. 376. Rs. 395 (cloth), Rs. 225 (paper).

The theme of the relationship (or situation) of tradition and modemity
with reference to India has been written about by many scholars, Indian
and non-Indian, over the last many decades. The earlier bipolar model
(tradition versus modernity) was abandoned in the 1960s when we read
about ‘the modernity of tradition’ or ‘the moderization of tradition’. It is
now generally agreed that in an over-all societal and cultural framework
elements from both tradition and modernity (of what has been received
from the past and what has been newly created) coexist, sometimes in
easy juxtaposition, sometimes in a creative dialectical relationship, and at
ether times in conflict resulting in displacement of what is already present
or rejection of what is new,

The book under review illustrates the complexity of the tradition—
modernity interface in India in the twentieth century. Being an anthology,
the argument proceeds piecemeal and not always in smooth progression.
Its interest lies not so much in the argument, but in the variety of ways
and with the varying emphases with which it is put forward.

Part One, entitled ‘Colonialism and the struggle for national independ-
ence’, comprising readings by twelve authors, covers familiar ground. All
the major authors one would expect to have been included here, from
Vivekananda to Jawaharlal Nehru, are present. The only surprise perhaps
is Jiddu Krishnamurti with extracts from discourses on ‘Freedom’ and
‘Nationalism’. Needless to emphasize, that his conception of these ideas
is different from the more commonly held positions. Thus, we have his
compelling definition of freedom of ‘action outwardly’ as being entirely
dependent upon ‘a mind that is free from inward authority’, that decides
spontaneously or ‘choicelessly’. Otherwise one is a ‘follower’ and, there-
fore, ‘a second-hand human being’. Rejecting all authority (of shruti, smriti
and sadachar), Krishnamurti seems to embrace the fourth pillar of dharma,
namely atmatushti. He himself does not invoke this four-fold classifica-
tion, but that is what the argument seems to me to be all about. Similarly,
while many would say with Krishnamurti that nationalism carries with it
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‘poison, misery, and world strife’, how many would maintain that nation-
alism can ‘disappear only when there is intelligence’?

Part Two, ‘Modernization and its Discontents’, comprises readings by
another set of twelve authors, all published after the end of colonial rule.
The emphasis on the discontents rather than the benefits of modemization
as the focus reveals the editors’ preference and determines their choice of
authors. Gandhi’s thought, represented in Part One by excerpts from Hind
Swaraj and two other readings, is a backdrop for Part Two. His critique
of industrial civilization is invoked in several contributions, including the
first, which is a seminal piece by A.K. Saran on ‘Gandhi’s theory of
society and our times’. Saran maintains that, contrary to what the modern-
ists believe, Gandhi did not want ‘to put the hands of the clock back’, but
rather ‘to set them to another noonday’ (p. 215). This is thoughtfully said.
Under the garb of the familiar, the traditional and the religious, Gandhi’s
endeavour was uniquely and wholly original, not so much in its elements
as in its holistic approach. And yet, as Saran notes, it was not fruitful,
perhaps because it asked for more than people were willing to offer.

Saran’s essay sets the tone for this part of the book. Other contributors
include Rajni Kothari, Ashis Nandy, Thomas Panthem, Ranajit Guha,
Romila Thapar, Ramchandra Gandhi, U.R. Anantha Murthy and
Wahiduddin Khan. Kothari goes well beyond the conventional framework
that looks upon ‘development’ as the way out of the stranglehold of the
past of which socio-economic inequalities and poverty are seen as inalien-
able aspects. He looks beyond the public and private sectors te the peo-
ple’s own good sense and initiatives. His emphasis on the humane and the
ethical is noteworthy, but one wonders whether he underestimates the
importance of leadership.

Romila Thapar looks critically at the conception of tradition, emphasiz-
ing, first, its constructed (or imagined) character and, then, the uncritical
postulation of an ancient, homogeneous and tolerant Hindu tradition. Her
views are of considerable significance in these days of Hindutva advo-
cacy. The birth of Hindutva becomes intelligible in the context of colo-
nialism which gave birth to a nationalist upsurge. Ranajit Guha’s piece
illumines some aspects of the historiography of colonial India, emphasiz-
ing the need for going beyond the elite or ‘top down’ view of events and
giving voice to the ‘subalterns’, the people at the bottom. Ramachandra
Gandhi and Sudhir Chandra recall K.C. Bhattacharya’s call given in the
late 1920s for ‘swaraj’ in ideas.
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It is perhaps the novelists U.R. Anantha Murthy and Nirmal Verma
who sum up best the dialectic of tradition and modernity—of the view
from inside and the view from outside. Murthy writes: ‘T would not have
been a fiction writer if it were not for the impact of the scepticism of the
modem civilization on me. And also, I must add, the kind of fiction writer
I am is due to my quarrel with modern civilization’ (p. 325). And Verma
echoes this insightful observation: ‘Two traditions, Indian and European,
are seeking a sort of completion in one another, not through a philosophi-
cal discourse or mutual cross questioning, but by creating a “common
space” within which the voice of the one evokes a responsive echo in the
other, feeling the deprivations of one’s own through the longings of the
other’ (p. 352).

In shert, the book comprises a selection of 34 readings, of which the
first 21 are familiar (with a couple of exceptions), and the latter 13,
representing contemporary thinking, innovative and (I think) more inter-
esting. The editors provide a useful introductory essay and notes on au-
thors.

Institute of Economic Growth, University of Delhi, T.N. Manan
Delhi-110007

PreMA Nanpakumar: T.V. Kapali Sastri, Munshiram Manoharlal Publish-
ers Pvt. Ltd., New Delhi, 1998, pp. xii + 126, Rs. 225.

Many contemporary Indian scholars, academic as well as non-academic,
have enriched the philosophical tradition in several ways. Like the clas-
sical commentators, they are ‘builders’ of Indian philosophy in the twin
areas of pure and applied philosophy. The present monograph is the one
in many others like B.G. Tilak, J. Krisnamurti, Kalidas Bhattacharya, K.C.
Bhattacharya, M. Hiriyanna, P.N. Srinivasachari, P.T. Raju, Rabindranath
Tagore, R.D. Ranade, Sri Aurobindo, T.M.P. Mahadevan and Tilak, pub-
lished in the series called ‘Builders of Indian Philosophy’. It is the first
full-length study of Kapali Sastri, intended to be an introduction to his
muitifaceted writings.

Apart from a brief introduction pertaining to the series in which the
book is published, and the author’s Preface, the book consists of ten chap-
ters, entitled: (1) Life at the feet of the masters; (2) The philosophical
background; (3) Vedic pathways; (4) Upanisadic sadhand; (5) Tantra
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sadhand; (6) Homage to men of God; (7) Upasana; (8) Commentator of
contemporary scriptures; (9) Translator; and (10) The philosophical poet.
It is followed by a bibliography listing books authored by Kapali Sastri
and those referred to by the author of this book, as also an index listing
authors and Sanskrit works and words.

Not much information is given about herself by the author, nor by the
publisher, except that she is a daughter of Professor K.R. Srinivasa lyenger
whom she had watched speak and write about Kapali Sastri during the
latter’s centenary celebrations, that she drew closer to the great scholar-
devotee and began to understand his great achievements in different fields
and his love and regard for Vasistha Ganapati Muni, Ramana Maharshi,
Sri Aurobindo and the Mother, that she was aware of her own shortcom-
ings, and yet she felt the love of the divine Mother for her weakest cbild
when she was blessed with the privilege of giving the Commemoration
Address on ‘Mysticism: Mystic Poetry’, that she began an adventure.of
studying Sastri with increased fervour when Professor R. Balasubramanian
asked her to prepare a monograph on the savant, that her husband’s name
is M.S. Nandakumar, and that she is a close student of classical and
modern Tamil literature, and that her publications include A Study of
Savitri, Dante and Sri Aurobindo.

The first chapter gives an outline of the life of Kapali Sastri and his
nurture at the feet of the three great masters mentioned above. Thus, we
are informed that Kapali was born on 3 September 1986 in Mylapore,
Madras, that his father, Visweswara Sastri, was a Sanskrit scholar at-
tached to the Connemara Oriental Library, that the family belonged to the
Samavedic branch of the Bharadvaja gofra and was known for its Sanskrit
scholarship and expertise in traditional ritualism as well as Sri- vidva
updsand, that the son was named Kapali after St Kapalisvara, the prefsld-
ing deity of the Mylapore temple, and that his father initiated the son into
Sri-vidya and study of the Samaveda quite early. By the time Kapali was
twelve years old, he had read the Ramayana twelve times over. The
young Kapali made it daily to the shrine of Sri Lalita Tripurasundari at
Tiruvottiyur where he would repeat the Sri-vidya mantra 1008 times.

But, being no blind, ignorant adherent of the Vedic system, he watched
keenly as he grew older the preeminent sway the Vedic hymns held over
each and every aspect of the Hindu’s religious, spiritual and secular lives.
After studying Sayana’s bhdsya on the Veda, his intuition indicated that
there were other worlds within the hymns for man to capture and open
new pathways to knowledge and growth. He had aiready been made aware
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of Madhvicarya’s intuitive interpretation of select Stiktas from the Rgveda,
of the Indian renaissance that had brought about the reflowering of Vedic
studies, of questioning the interpretation of the Vedas offered i by Western
writers, of Swami Dayanand Sarasvati, who considered the Vedas as di-
rective scriptures for man’s moral and spiritual perfection. These were but
distant pointers, since Kapali wanted to know more about the Vedas that
would help him take up a systematic study of the scriptures.

His aspirations were answered when he met the renowned scholar Vasista
Ganapati Muni at the Tripurasundari temple. For another quarter century
Kapali was to be in close contact with this great teacher and imbibe the
experiential knowledge of Tantra-s3stra and the inlaid significances of the
Vedas, as also get inspiration to take up the writing of poetry, translations
and commentaries of significant works on spiritual matters.

And, it was Ganpati Muni himself who took Kapali to Sri Ramana
Maharshi at Tiruvannamalai, and the Maharshi granted even on his first
darsana the rare gesture of hasta-diksd which helped the young man
make an incredibly swift progress in his spiritual studies. Meanwhile,
Kapali became a Sanskrit teacher at Muthiyalpet High School, Madras,
whe:e in 1914 he came upon the first issue of Arya edited by Sri Aurobindo
in whom he found God, since at the very first meeting with Sri Aurobindo
it was indeed a supernal experience for Sastri to come face to face with
this spiritual Agni.

In 1927 he married happily to Parvati Ammal, and teaching school
children was a welcome vocation, since now he had also all the leisure he
desired for his scholarly studies, the worship of Sri Lalita Tripurasundari
and meditation. Two years later, when he was forty-two, he resigned his

Job in the Muthialpet School on 21 May 1929, and joined the Ashram at
Pondicherry as a disciple of Sri Aurobindo, and an unswerving devotee of
the Mother, after Sri Aurobindo announced that She would be in direct
charge of the spiritual life of the sadhakas. Sastri’s wife was a true
sahadharmac@rini and was accepted by the Mother, who gave her the
assurance, ‘I am with you.’

On 17 June of that year Sastri’s mother passed away, and the same year
he suffered another grievous loss in the sudden passing away of Ganapati
Muni; but his faith being translucent, Sastri went on with his JjhAanayajia;
and these Ashram years of him were full of unceasing literary work. But,
probably the greatest crisis in his life occurred on the day when Sri
Aurobindo entered Mahasamadhi on 5 December 1950. Yet Sastri bore
the thunderbolt with the characteristic calm of a Vedic sage. And, even as
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he continued to be an ideal and beloved disciple of the Mother during his
lifetime, Sastri was also a compassionate guru for those who came to him
for spiritual guidance. Kapali Sastri passed away on 15 August 1953.
In Chapter Two, the author has tried to provide the philosophical back-
ground to highlight the scholarly personality of Sastri, particularly since
it could not have been all that easy to have accepted Ganapati Muni,
Ramana Maharshi and Sri Aurobindo as Masters at the same time, for the
three were widely apart in their philosophical outlook and methodology
of s@dhand, and Sastri may have passed through the dark nights of the
soul, about which he has left some stray records, but has left much unsaid
as well. Having come under the cover of each of them, Sastri followed
their particular pathway and achieved certain insights by synthesizing his
experiences and emerged as a mature jfidnin, a pure bhakta and a perfec-
tionist in works as we know him. Sastri’s first encounter with Ganapati
Muni gave him an assurance about the correctness of the age-old practices
in Indian tradition. Sastri had been taught the efficacy of mantra-sadhana.
He had received the training in Vedic recitation (veda-adhyayana) and
was longing to understand the power behind the Vedic hymns, and Ganapati
Muni could explain them each with ease, thanks to the clarity of percep-
tion acquired through penance (tapasya). For one who was launching on
the pathways of the spirit, Ganapati Muni was the right introduction.
When Ganapati Muni took Kapali to Ramana Maharshi, a new path
opened before the young man, who had learned from the former the
possibility of a psychological interpretation of the Vedic hymns. For him
the presence of the Maharshi was an entirely different sort of experience.
Whereas it was an onrush of poetry, scholarly discourse, ritual worship
and ready wit and humour in the presence of Ganapati Muni, a massive
silence greeted Sastri in the person of the Maharshi, who was an efful-
gence of knowledge. The Ramanadarsana revolves around the pronounce-
ment: ‘Ask yourself, Who am 12’ It rises from what the Maharshi expe-
rienced, and his writings, consisting of several verse clusters centered on
the Arunachal experience written in Sanskrit. Sastri has written a com-
mentary on it titled Sri Arunicala-paficaratna-darpanam. Quite obviously
Sastri was drawn to the philosophy of the Maharshi because of the sim-
plicity and certainty embedded in it; was a perfect blueprint for individual
realization. And, Sastri never lost contact with the Maharshi’s philosophi-
cal writings which enriched the timbre of his own writings on philosophy
and yoga. The student of the Vedas, penance and the Vedantin moulded
and blossomed so far under two great masters and at last found his final
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port of call in Sri Aurobindo who, however, did not negate the earlier
ones.

In the third chapter the author outlines the Vedic pathways treated by
Sastri. The mass of writings Sastri has left behind illumine some of the
difficult aspects of our glorious heritage. At the apex of his works are his
English writings on the Vedas, his Tamil translation of the Agni-siiktas
and the Sanskrit commentary, called Siddhafijana, on the first Astaka of
the Rgveda. Although his discipleship under Ganapati Muni was of im-
mense use at the start of his Vedic studies, it was his contact with Sri
Aurobindo’s writings and the Aurobindonian yoga that turned out to be a
blaze to reveal the significances of the Vedas to him. He noted the two-
fold language of the Vedic hymns, one, the exterior image (a Vedic deity
or an action) and two, the esoteric significance; while the former helped
in the conduct of a society’s rituals, the latter could be understood only
through personal perseverence like meditation and yoga. It was obvious
that the Vedic sages had given prime importance to intuition and experi-
mental verification. He further noticed that in the middle ages, intuition
was sidelined while intellectual philosophizing on the one hand and ritu-
alism on the other took the stage.

Kapali Sastr1 firmly belonged to the school of intuitive interpretation.
He felt that European scholarship, in spite of its sincerity and analytical
intelligence, had done a disservice to Vedic studies, and more than the
Europeans, it was the modern Indian mind which tended to accept
uncritically the European views that has done the real damage. A study of
the Vedic hymns shows that their Rsis among the Vedic populace were
@iritually sensitive and capable of intense contemplation leading to an
intuitive recognition of the planes beyond the visual one, rather than being
prehistoric cavemen. They were the few gifted representatives and turned
out to be tremendous barrier-breakers and flaming pioneers. Sastri real-
ized that it would be a folly to hold on to the traditionalist interpretation
of the Vedas by Sayana, of the 13th century, as the whole truth, since it
came more than a thousand years after the Vedic seers and their first
available commentator Yaska who refers to other interpretations of the
Vedas from the viewpoint of spiritual knowledge. Sastri skillfully dissects
the position of the Mimamsakas who hold that Vedic dharma consists in
simply performing their Vedic sacrifices in the traditional manner. He
accepts their immense capacity in explaining texts, but according to him,

this leads us but to a dead end, since such traditional interpretations
cannot get at the inner import of the Vedas. The seers have ‘seen’ and
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‘heard’ them, not merely imagined them. Sastrt quotes Yaska as saying
that only those who do tapasy@ can understand the meaning of the mantra.
However, this aspect of the Vedas was lost for centuries. Fortunately,
seven centuries ago Madhvacarya and his follower Raghavendra we:nt
back to the spiritual interpretation and said that the deities act as special
instruments of Lord Visnu, and the same prayer acts as a direct approach
to the supreme Lord if seen through their etymological (yqugika) back-
ground. Sastri notes that Bal GGangadhar Tilak and Paran?a}swa Iyer ha\{e
tried an exploration of the Rks by departing from the.trad’monal ritualistic
interpretation. However, Sastri feels that Sri Aurobindo’s H)fmns ?0‘ the
Mpystic Fire acts as an ignition key for understanding the entire quntua?
mass, since it is based on his yogic vision. Fortunately for Sastri, Sti
Aurobindo went through his commentary, Siddhafijana, which is thus an
important Sanskrit document for the Aurobindonian parampara of Vedic
studies; and brilliant as it is, it has a sun-clear introductory background
statement (rg-bhdsya-bhiimika), in which Sastri makes it clear at .the very
outset that he explores the Veda ‘for understanding of the esoteric sense,
in accordance with the Light (of Wisdom that is Sri Aurobindo) unaf-
fected by the bonds of ritual without understanding.” His commentary
which deals with the First Astaka of the Rgveda was taken up when he
was sixty; he came to this obviously ordained job almost by acci‘dent,
when some friends familiar with his in-depth scholarship requested him to
give a word-for-word meaning of the hymns in Sanskrit so that they could
translate it into Hindi. Thus, one hundred and twenty-one hymns are stud-
ied in depth in his commentary. This commentary shows how .thfe scholar
has had to wrestle with each word. Sastri’s mastery of the existing com-
mentaries and other works in Sanskrit is breathtaking; we find herein a
worthy disciple of Sri Aurobindo.

The fourth chapter serves to present Sastri’s Upanisadic sﬁdha.nﬁ. The
Upanisads have a vital place in the Vedic tradition as they are b.rldges of
undersianding which connect the esoteric symbolism of the Ved.lc h.ymns
and the Itihdsa-purdnic efflorescence of later days. Sastri’s studies in the
Upanisads are also an isthmus for they connect his Vedic exegesis a.nd
Tantric formulations; they are a purposive extension of the Aurobindonian
territory. Sri Aurobindo has translated the /sa and the Kena Upanisads
with commentary-considering the Upanisads as extension of the Vedic
parameters, rather than a revolutionary turning away from tl?e so-called
Vedic ritualism as has been held by European scholars. This launcl?ed
Sastri on an intense reading of the Upanisads, which he found mapping
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the pathways for man to exceed himself, so as to enable each aspirant to
choose the one most helpful for his attainments. Each of these pathways
projects one or more programmes of sddhana, generally known as vidya.
Scholars have enumerated as many as thirty-seven vidyas, as taught in the
Upanisads. Sastri has chosen to write in detail about six of them in his
classic, Lights on the Upanisads, viz., Bhiim@-vidya, Prana-vidya, .S"Efgzgiibﬁa—
vidya and Vaisanara-vidya from the Chandogya, Naciketa-vidya from the
Katha, and Madhu-vidyd from the Brhadarapyaka. Kapali Sastri himself
has given no reason for his choice of the vidyds except that he sought to
work on the Upanisads not dealt with in detail by Sri Aurobindo. The
closing movement of Sastri’s book brilliantly ties up the various vidyas as
a shining necklace. He had chosen the Chandogya as the main plank for
the volume because many of the vidyas enumerated in this Upanisad are
discussed in-the Brahma-siitras, which in their turn happened to become
the major base for the testing of different systems of philosophy like
Advaita, Dvaita and Vi$istadvaita. Sastri draws our attention to Sri
Aurobindo ‘who finds that each of the realizations is true and the truth of
and one need not and does not nullify the truth of any other.’

In Chapter Five, Tantra Sadhan, the author endeavours to describe the
Tantric aspect of Kapali’s life. While the Vedas provided him with the
base of mysticism, and the Upanisads gave pointers for the possibilities of
mystic disciplines, the Tantras gave him the actual mystic experiences
that lead to realization. Being initiated into the Tantric worship of
Tripurasundari at an early age, his taking up the Aurobindonian yoga-
sadhand was but an extension of his early Tantric predilections, as Sri
Aurobindo’s yoga has elements of Tantra as well. Sastri’s biography of
Ganapati Muni, Vasistha Vaibhavam refers to his many-sided genius which
achieved the heights, be it in the Vedic studies, Sastric knowledge, tapasya,
Japa, or poetry. Sastri’s Mah@manustava carries the quintessence of his
experiences in meditating upon the supreme Mother as $ri Lalita
Tripurasundari, who, as Sastri says, guarded him from failures and led
him to the Goal. It was her grace that enabled him to see her in the stone
sculpture, bound him to sincerity and destroyed his ignorance. His ap-
proach to the Tantras was not mere academic interest. But he had a deep
historical sense and hence the Sidelights on the Tantra gives us a com-
plete view of the development of this spiritual discipline; but he confines
himself to one segment: the worship of the supreme Mother, and as eise-
where, his guide for this study is also Sri Aurobindo. He agrees with the
view that the Tantras conserved and explained Vedic truths, although they
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obviously differed from the Vedic discipline in a significant manner. Settmg
aside the Buddhist and Jaina Tantras, as they tum.ed away ﬁ.'om the stlc
authority, Sastri takes up the last out of the Vaisnava, $a1va and Sak.ta;
Agamas, for study and practice, because Tantras on Sal§t1 have a specia
position also due to their totally liberal outlook. In th1§ c-:onnectmn th'e
author has elaborately explained this outlook in the remaimng par.t Qf this
chapter. With regard to the anahata-nada and bija-aksaras, Sastri rightly
says that the psycho-physical power attributed to thfa seed-sound th_eory
has been complemented by the findings of modern science, that the vibra-
tion of sound can be creative and destructive of forms. An(%, the power of
the seed-sound opens up particular states of conscious'ness in the aspirant.
The rest of the chapters, six to ten, give the details of the concerned
aspects of Sastri’s life, as one who paid homage' to Men of God, as.lan
upasaka, as a commentator of contemporary scriptures, and as a philo-
i t.
Soilzcta}iep:sd of the book, the author has given a Bibliography of the
books written by Kapali Sastri, and about twenty-four works referred to
by"l}"l}:. author has done an excellent job, since it very 1uci.d1y and elabo-
rately provides the highlights of the contril.autlon of 2 hlgl?ly valuable,
memorable, spiritual, and scholarly personality, Kapali Sastri, who was a
veritable legend in the Aurobindo Ashram for more than two decades.

17/176, Vidyanagar Flats, Nr. Himmatlal Park, Dr. N.M. KaNSARA
Polytechnic, Ahmedabad-380 015

Jianagarbha's Commentary on Just the Maitreya Chapter from the
Samdhinirmocana-sitra: Study, Translation and Tibetan Text. John ngv-
ers. New Delhi: Indian Council of Philosophical Research. 1998. pp xi1 +

156, including index.

John Powers has established himself as one of the foremost We?st'ern schol-
ars of Yogacara thought. His fine translation of the Samdhm.zrmocc.zfza-
siitra (1995) as well as his erudite discussion of the hermeneutic tradition
regarding that text (1993) establish him as the foremc?st of coptemp?rary
scholars discussing the Samdhinirmocana-siitra and its as§ociat§d litera-
ture in any Western language. This small volume, which will be of
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interest almost exclusively to those specifically interested in the
Samdhinirmocana-siitra itself or Yogicara thought more generally, con-
firms his scholarly stature in this field. The scholarship is meticulous; the
introduction informative and judicious; the editorial work on the Tibetan
text helpful and thorough, and the translation highly reliable.

The text presented in this volume is a brief commentary by the 8th
Century (approx.) Indian Buddhist philosopher and commentator
Jiianagarbha. The commentary follows and explains the ‘Questions of
Maitreya’ chapter of the Samdhinirmocana-siitra. This chapter is prima-
rily concerned with the nature of samatha and vipasana, but also contains
some brief, but important remarks on the proper understanding of the
idealism defended in this siitra and in related Yogacara texts. The com-
mentary follows the text closely, and contains a good deal of very useful
clarificatory information, documenting the fact that the siitra was under-
stood at this time as firmly idealist. The commentary is hence a useful text
for those who would study this stitra, which itself is so important to the
foundations of Yogacara. It might (along with Sthiramati’s important
commentaries to other early Yogacara texts such as Trimsikakarika and
Mahayanasutralamkara and Madhyintavibhaga-bhasya) be cited to re-
fute those Western scholars who recently and mexplicably assert that
Yogacara is not idealist (see Garfield 1997, 1998).

Powers notes in his introduction and reaffirms throughout the notes to
the introduction and translation his debt to Professor Geshe Yeshes Thab-
khas for oral commentary on Jfianagarbha’s commentary and on the root
text. This is indeed one of the great strengths of this book, and one that
sets Powers’ work apart from that of many others who work on Mahayana
philosophy in the West. The Tibetan oral tradition represents the most
continuous and important source of interpretative insight into this litera-
ture. Professor Yeshes Thab-khas is one of the greatest contemporary
Tibetan scholars of Madhyamaka and Yogacara and holds important oral
transmisston lineages. Powers’ reliance on oral instruction from and dis-
cussion with such a scholar adds both depth and interpretative legitima-
tion to his account. I emphasize this fact because many scholars either fail
to draw on the riches of the Tibetan oral tradition, or—for fear either of
minimising the importance of their own scholarship or of the stigma of
‘going native’—hide that fact. Powers is to be commended for his forth-
right acknowledgement of his reliance on this oral tradition and for dem-
onstrating its scholarly value.

The introductory essay is brief but informative. He brings together the
scant evidence that we have regarding Jianagarbha’s life and offers a
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carefully reasoned defence of the probity of attributing this text to
Jiianagarbha, who is also credited with an important Svatantrika-
Madhyamaka text—Differentiation of the Two Truths (Eckel 1987), Pow-
ers argues convincingly on doxographic grounds that it would make per-
fect sense for Jianagarbha to comment on the Samdhinirmocana-siitra
from a Yogacara point of view while writing the Differentiation from a
Svatantrika-Madhyamaka point of view. This is plausible not only be-
cause of Jiianagarbha’s stated view that both sets of teachings are authen-
tic Buddhist doctrines aimed at distinct audiences but also because of the
doxography defended in the dGe lugs tradition according to which the
Samdhinirmocana-siitra is relied uwpon by Svitantrikas as well as by
Yogacarins, Powers also properly emphasizes the importance of the ex-
plicit idealism Jianagarbha finds in the text. The introduction is also very
explicit about the methodology utilised throughout, enabling the reader to
approach the text critically. '

A great virtue of this volume for the scholar of this literature is that it
includes the complete Tibetan text. Powers relies primarily on the Peking
edition, but has compared it carefully with the bDe ge and the Stog Palace
editions, indicating all disparities cleatly in the text, and indicating pagi-
nation in all editions. Those who read Tibetan will be grateful for such
meticulous textual scholarship.

The translation is aimed clearly at Buddhologists and not at lay readers.
Unlike Powers’ very literary and fluid translation of the Samdhinirmocana-
sittra (1995) itself, this work is lexically oriented, with great effort made
to present insofar as English can do so, the structure of the Tibetan source
text. At times I would argue that Powers goes overboard in this respect,
producing very difficult-to-parse English renditions of rather clear Tibetan
prose. But instances of this sort are rare, and in general the translation is
readable and clear, if awkward English. For the most part the translation
is precise and hard to fault. Of course any two translators will approach
a text like this somewhat differently and I might make different choices
in some places than Powers. But there is almost no place where I could
seriously find fault with the choices he has made.

There is one exception to this generalization, however, and given its
importance, and the attention Powers has given to these issues, it is a
surprising lapse: On p. 42 Powers translates the discussion of the
Samdhinirmocana-siitra’s presentation of the relationship between the three
natures and the three naturelessnesses. In the crucial passage, the Tibetan
phrase ‘ngo bo nyid’ occurs twice in each of a series of Important verses—
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once 1:11 z’a positive construction, and once in the negative ‘ngo bo nyid med
pa nyid.” It is clear that the sttra is emphasizing the relation between each
nature and its corresponding naturelessness here, and that the use of the
same.lexical item is crucial in the exposition. But inexplicably Powers—-
who 15 generally if anything overcautious in his attention to lexical de-
tails—translates this phrase in two different ways in each of these pairs
of occurrences, thus both misleading the unwary reader and losing the
sense of the original Tibetan both of the siitra and of the commentary. In
cach case he translates its first occurrence properly as ‘nature’ and its
second as ‘entityness’ (actually, inasmuch as the second occurrence is in
the negative construction ‘ngo bo nyid med pa nyid’ as ‘non-entityness.”)

Now, leaving - aside the ugly English neologism for perfectly good
philosophical Tibetan, it is clear that the phrase is meant to have exactly
Fhe same sense in both of its occurrences in each of these verses and this
is the only way the relevant text can make any sense. While the phrase
1s ambiguous, and can mean entitihood as well as nature, it is also abso-
lutely clear that in this context it means nature, and that what is béing
explained is the relation between the three natures and the three
naturelessnesses, a central topic for Yogacara idealism, and a topic for
which this passage is an essential source (Garfield 1997). Given the two
se'mantically unrelated renderings of the same term, one of which is clearly
misplaced—an error repeated throughout the entire discussion—the sense
of this central and in fact rather clear text disappears completely in the
English. This lapse is hence both important and unfortunate. It is also
uncharacteristic.

Two other small errors should be noted, Op p. 26 (English) Powers
renders “Zhib’ (p. 96 Tibetan) as ‘fourth’, instead of ‘subtle’, reading ‘bzhi
pa’ for ‘zhib’. In the context of a discussion of the distinction between
conceptual and analytical samadhis, where the stitra is indicating that only
the most subtle (not the fourth) samadhis are analytical, this misses the
sense. On p. 29 (English) Powers renders ‘za ba po’ as ‘the profound’
11'lst:3ad of as ‘the agent’ reading ‘zab pa’ for “za ba po’. This renders z;
d.1st1nction between the inner and the outer domains rather incomprehen-
S{ble. Both of these, of course, are small errors of reading, but each sig-
nificantly distorts the relevant section. Such errors, however, are rare in
this text. ,

Otherwise, this is a very fine volume. It will not be to use of general
readers, ot to those with only passing interest in Yogacara. But for those
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for whom this literature and philosophical traditien is of focal concern,
this is essential reading.!
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A Review of The Doctrine of Karma, Yuvraj Krishan, Motilal Banarsidas
Publishers Pvt. Ltd., Delhi, 1997, pp. 650, Rs. 593.

Indian culture is so wide and varied, subtle and complex that even thoug.h
its diverse theories and practices are most intimately experienced in their
concreteness, yet they defy theorizations and conceptual formulations. In
view of the spatio-temporal vastness, it has not been easy to fathom the
depth and intricacies of the variegated Indian culture. Neveﬂhelgss, spe-
cialized study of any one of a few aspects of Indian thought, beliefs @d
practices, if pursued seriously, judiciously and insightfully, does help in
their proper understanding and appreciation. .

The book under review aims at the study of one such pivotal and
differential theory which may enable us to understand the Indian psycl'uf:.
The theory of Karma has, for centuries, exercised a pervasive and unm_m-
gated influence on the Indian mind. It has deeply affected the. Indian
modes of thinking and ways of living of all people in all walks of life, age,

denomination, etc.

'Thanks to Ven Soman Thackchde for assistance.
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The theory of Karma purports to explain the inequalities and travesties
of human life and it is an undeniable fact that it has been resorted to by
the laity and intellectuals alike; particularly in situations of trials and
tribulations much succour and solace is claimed to have been derived
from it. However, like many other theories of Indian thought, this has also
been much misunderstood and maligned both within and outside the In-
dian tradition. The present work is not an exception to this.

There are different facets and diverse formulations of this theory and
therefore it is very difficult to point out as to which one is the classical
formulation. Every school and system of thought has put forth its own
formulation suiting its own requirements and therefore it could be accept-
able within that particular framework only. Any attempt to transport one
formulation to an alien thought system would be like attempting to fix a
square peg into a round hole.

By way of clarification it may be pointed out that the terms: law, theory
and doctrine should not be used interchangeably which has been done
many-a-times by the author of this book. The theory of Karma may be
called law-like, but it is not law proper. Basically, it is a theory, a meta-
physical theory and not an empirical one; hence it is not proper to demand
or search for its empirical verification. Empirical data may substantiate a
metaphysical theory but its justification need not be in empirical terms
only. It could be that for a metaphysical theory adequate empirical or
logical justification might not be available at a particular point of time and
it may fall into cognitive disonance, but this does not amount to its fal-
sification. Thus the working tenability of this theory can be maintained on
the basis of its psychological utility.

It may be worthwhile here to discuss the underlying presuppositions of
this theory and the author has also done so (p. 3 and pp. 195-200), as this
would enable us to understand it in its proper perspective and its accept-
ance or rejection would, to a great extent, depend upon acceptance or
rejection of those presuppositions. In a way, there can’t be a satisfactory
formulation or complete enumeration of the prerequisites of this theory.
Nevertheless, broadly speaking there can be the following three main
presuppositions:

(a) This theory assumes a Tacit belief in an order, particularly moral
order, in the universe on causal pattern. Every event in the universe
depends upon some necessary and inevitable causal conditions and
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in case of the activities of a moral agent these conditions also
constitute the causal collocation.

(b) It implies the nature of human being as a ratiocinative, free and
responsible agent to whom attribution of agency and responsibility
for the consequences could be apportioned.

(¢) The doctrine of rebirth may be regarded as another presupposition
of this theory, although some scholars may take it as its necessary

corollary.

The volume comprises forty-seven articles on different aspects of the
theory of Karma, divided into fifteen sections according to various related
themes. It is a well-documented work containing a mine of information
about several facets of the Karma theory. It covers a vast canvas and has
a comprehensive sweep. There is a good collection of data with copious
quotations and references. This reflects the hard and painstaking research
undertaken by the author. In a voluminous work of 650 pages, he attempts
to present an exposition of this theory in almost all the schools of Indian
philosophical thought and many of the important texts. This apart, he also
discusses some crucial issues related to or issuing from this theory. This
makes the work all the more interesting and informative.

The book is in many respects, a good spade-work for further research
in this field, but it may not be so beneficial for the general reader who
might get confused due to variety in presentation. It must be stated that
inspite of extensive research, there does not seem to be any system in the
presentation of subject-matter resulting in repetitions (p. 3 and p. 26)
contradictions (p. 9) and hasty generalizations (p. 20). For example, the
author discusses ethical concepts in Vedic Sarhhitds and at the same time
denies it (p. 9). It may be understood when one looks at the references
quoted therein, since he is basically relying on the secondary sources and
not on the original Vedas (pp. 14-16). There is a separate chapter on the
Upanisads and yet the author discusses Upanisads while referring to the
Sarnhitas (p. 6). Similarly while discussing Hinayana and Mahay#na, there
is a mix-up of both the texts and the ideas.

It may be said without hesitation that proper arrangement of the sub-
ject-matter could have improved the quality and shortened the length of
the book. Since it is a collection of different papers written and published
by the author from time to time in various journals and magazines, he
should have taken more care to make it a co-ordinated presentation. The
author has discussed different issues pertaining to theory of Karma, both

schoolwise and topicwise, but quite often his presentation has been hodge-
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podge and there is neither logical order nor consistency of thought and he
jumps from one idea to another or from one text to another (pp. 6-7).

In other words, this work does not evince philosophical acumen and
one is at a loss to find analysis of contents, For example, it would have
been better if the author could have pointed out distinctive contribution
of different schools and thinkers and analysed the cognate concepts like
kala, svabhava, niyati, vidhi, bhagya, purusakara etc. (p. 254 onwards)
which could be either substitutive of or supplementary to the Karma theory.
In doing so, the question of their specific meaning should not have been
mixed up with their relative importance as causal factors in determining
an individual’s life and conduct. Particularly, there is a need to clarify the
difference between: (a) past karmas and daiva; (b} karmavipaka and nivati,
These terms should have been clearly analysed and co-related. Similarly
the apparent synonyms like daiva, dista, vipaka and niyati etc. have been
used in the context of exposition of Karma theory, but the subtle distinc-
tion in their connotation needs to be drawn out by referring to their indi-
vidual differential features.

No doubt the author has marshalled exhaustive references at the end of
each chapter, and the reader would naturally expect him to come up with
constructing a positive theory but would be disappointed to find none.
Uneven treatment of different schools and inclusion of some irrelevant
chapters (32 and 46) also mars the quality of the work. '

As regards the chapterwise contents of the book, it may be said about
the Chapter I that the author has not been able to properly understand and
appreciate the theory and practice of Yajfiakarma. It is not to be under-
stood in a ritualistic sense only, it has to be interpreted in the light of
teachings of the Upanisads and the Gita. It is only when Yagjria is under-
stood in a purely ritualistic sense that one finds it to be shorn of moral
context. In fact the author himself refers to several ethical concepts and
terms pertaining to pre-Upanisadic Vedic literature (p. 9 onwards). There-
fore it is inconsistent on his part to deny presence of moral ideas in the
Vedic thought. In fact the concepts like svadha, istaparta, papa, punya
etc. are full of moral overtones and it is not correct to exclude them from
moral sphere.

Coming to the Upanisadic thought, the author talks of ‘ambivalence’ (p.
17) but he does not spell out or substantiate as to where he could discern
such infirmity. Nor could he establish satisfactorily the ‘contradictory trend
of Upanisads’ (p. 26). In fact, such sweeping remarks betray his lack of
understanding of subtle and sophisticated Upanisadic thought. Besides
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this, the concept of svarat, kamacara etc. should not be understood as
capricious, arbitrary agency as the author has mistakenly done. In fact, to
use Kant’s terminology, kamacara is comparable to the actions ensuing
from ‘Holy Will’, a will that always wills good and never evil.

A question has very often been raised by the critics in respect of the
compatibility of divine grace with the spirit of Karma theory. But divine
grace and redemption are never unmerited. The Vedic and Upanisadic
thought is very explicit on this point, it is a case of justice seasoned with
mercy. In fact, devotion to God and God’s grace do not abrogate the
theory of Karma as is wrongly stated by the author (p. 115).

In Indian philosophical speculations, there are many conceptions of
God. So, the concept of God should not be understood singularly, any
consideration of the co-relation between God and application of Karma
theory has to be undertaken within the conceptual framework of a particu-
lar school or system and any cross-reference may not be helpful in proper
understanding of the same.

According to the author of the present book, the treatment of Karma
theory in Mahabharata presents its classical formulation. But he has not
put forth the ground for this contention in the chapter concerned. While
discussing Karma and the caste system (p. 101, 117, 455) the author
should have drawn a distinction between birth in a particular caste based
on previous Karma and the present Karma for being or not being in the
fold of a particular caste. As per classical Indian social thought, there can
be an upward or downward mobility in belonging to a particular caste and
there was no rigidity in the caste system, particularly at the time of
Mah3abharata. Very often the scholars working on caste-system or on the
theory of Karma have tended to overlook this important point. Caste
distinction is based on previous Karma, but it can be obliterated on the
basis of present Karma.

Similarly, while discussing dharma, adharma (p. 108) in the context of
the Karma theory of Mahabharata, it should not have been forgotten that
according to Mahabharata, dharma and adharma are also related to desa,
kala and paristhiti and there is also something called apaddharma which
provides a ground for situational morality as distinct from absolute moral-
1ty.

As far as the chapter on Gitd (p. 121) is concerned, the author could
have done well to distinguish anasakta Karma from nisk@ma Karma. The
Gita advocates the former and therefore it does not exclude the role of
kima from the framework of karmayoga. Desire to act or desire to act for
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is not incompatible with and@sakta Karma; it only rules out attachment to
the consequences of Karma. In other words, in the framework of
karmayoga, jiana, icchd and kriya all the three have a distinct role to
play, When the Gita talks of non-attachment to the consequences, it only
means that the consequences are to be surrendered to the totality. In this
way it is not merely non-attachment, it is to act for the sake of totality and
in so doing there is no deprivation for the individual, because individual
is a part and parcel of the totality; in the well-being of the totality, the
well-being of the individual is also ensured. The author finds a paradox
in the Gitd between svadharma and niyatakarma (pp. 115-16) but the
paradox can be resolved if one undertakes a holistic approach.

The treatment of Karma in the chapter on sankhya-yoga (pp. 141-8)
is quite sketchy. There the concept of /ingasarira should have been dis-
cussed as it is a distinct contribution of the s@mkhya system. The author,
however, uses the term adrsta and apiirva in the context of samkhya
system, apparently as synonyms (p. 146) which they are not. On the other
hand, apiirva is the most important contribution of mimarsa in respect
of Karma theory and so the detailed implications of this important concept
should have been worked out in a more elaborate manner.

No doubt, Buddhism highlights the fact that moral action is essentially
mental, but this is not the original contribution of Buddhism, as the author
has remarked (p. 162). This idea was already present in the Vedas. Fur-
ther, annulment of the fruits of Karma through grace etc. was not a modi-
fication introduced by Buddhism, it was also inherent in the Upanisads.
In the same way, the author writes (p. 72) that religious beliefs regarding
Karma-vipdka are supported by religious justification but has not substan-
tiated the point.

Although the author has remarked that the Jaina theory of karma is
unique in its genesis (p. 39), yet he has not spelt out its uniqueness while
discussing it. He says that Karma is essentially material according to
Jainism (p. 32) but it is not clear from his presentation as to whether it
could not be non-material also, particularly in the context of bhavasrava
as distinct from dravydsrava. Moreover, his statement that the material
character of Jaina doctrine of Karma is traceable to Vedic istapiirta (p.
33) is also not convincing; it is a far-fetched co-relation.

There are some basic infirmities in the book which evince either igno-
rance or carelessness of the author with original tradition of Indian texts.
For example:

(i) he quotes Udayana as the writer of Nyayavartika (p. 203).
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(i) One comes across some confusing statements where his loose think-
ing (p. 264) and lack of maturity of thought is very clear (p. 203).

(1) At many places, the author seems to be too influenced and misled
by Western judgements, e.g. in the chapter on Sanskrit drama he
does not even mention the name of the Sanskrit play (pp. 385-90),
he is merely relying on Keith’s view.

(iv) There seems to be an initial derailment in his understanding of
Karma theory, otherwise it should not have been understood as a
theory of retribution, but as a theory of attribution. In fact the
greatest damage has been done to this theory by taking it or mis-
taking it as a theory of retribution. The operation of Karma theory
could be explained as a retributive theory only if it is accepted as
a mechanical process (p. 195). But since it is not incompatible with
the grace of God or transference of merit, sharing and distribution
of consequences is very much possible, hence the theory of Karma
is a teleological process.

On the whole it may be said that although the present work is a naive
and simplistic understanding based on immature thinking and secondary
sources, yet the author has sufficient material at hand which has been
skilfully utilized. It is a good collection of data but there is no analysis of
contents or any logical development of the theory. The author may do
well to bring out a revised edition which is more concise and concerted,
systematic and analytical like that of Karma and Rebirth in Classical
Indian Traditions, so ably edited by Wendy O’Fleharty. But this is not in
any way to undermine the unstinting labour put in by the author. Even in
its present form, the book may be recommended for the different types of
readership. The printing is pleasant and the three appendices alongwith a
detailed bibliography and the indices will be undoubtedly useful for fur-
ther researches in the field.

Dept. of Philosophy, University of Delhi,  Dr. SHasHI PraBHA KUMAR
Delhi-110007

Comments on Reviews

Comments on V, Shekhawat’s Monograph on Rational Historiography by
CXK. Raju

RESPONSE

In fact C.K. Raju should have been asked to revise his review of my
Rational Historiography since there are obvious inconsistencies in his
pronouncements, yet, since it has been passed on to me for response, 1
have to say that the two major points that he makes are that I have not
made a proper distinction between ‘science’ and ‘non-science/psuedo-sci-
ence’ and therefore my history-of-science is actually a history-of-some-
thing-else-than-science. Secondly, that although I claim the
historiographical method developed here to be rational, it is so only at a
surface level and thus not strictly so.

C.K. Raju prefers the term ‘traditional systems of knowledge’ for Vidya-
Sastra-Tantra body of knowledge and wants to reserve the term science
for contemporary science ouly. But we may ask: is the concept of science
methodologically quite well marked in contemporary times? Ought we to
understand science strictly in the sense of natural science or ought we to
include in it social sciences also? Are Anthropology and Psychology sci-
ences? If we delimit the concept of science only to natural science, this
would give rise to a radical problem: Are human sciences possible at all?
On the other hand, there has been growing discontent/concern amongst
confemporary scholars/scientists that the ‘model’ of natural science is not
adequate for human sciences and a search for alternative models of sci-
ence has been going on for quite some time in human sciences/psychol-
ogy. Aware of these problems while writing the history, I have accepted
only that body of knowledge of ancient/classical India as science in which
there is some criterion of rationality and some respect for empirical facts,
for we cannot expect the methods of ancient sciences to be exactly like
those of modemn natural sciences. These criteria are fully well satisfied at
least in all the Sastras that have been counted. Further, if we gloss through
some works on history of Greek science, for example, it will be found that
they considered Ethics, Politics and Rhetorics also as sciences (episteme)
and moreover they thought that these could be axiomatized on Euclidean
geometrical model. Similar will be the case in the history of Chinese
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sciences. Therefore, since no well-demarcated concept of ‘science’ is
available, there can be no reason why Raju should accept ‘social sciences’
as ‘science’ and reject the received sciences as ‘traditional systems of
knowledge’.

A characteristic feature of indigenous sciences that one can notice was
the element of ‘ritual’ present in these. Thus, for example, in Viastu Sastra,
raising of an indra dhvaja is part of vidhana. Or, for that matter, in
Arogya Sastra, various herbs and metals were properly ‘worshipped’ be-
fore these were prepared as medicines. But even on this count we cannot
argue that the seckers of these sciences were not strictly scientists, for we
cannot expect the scientists of those days to be so secular in outlook as
to separate the ritual from the theory. We may say that science itself has
evolved over millennia and modern science actually stands on the shoul-
ders of ancient Indian, Greek as well as Chinese sciences. The debt of
modern science to Greek science has generally been recognized by West-
ern historians and it is up to the Indian historians to show how indigenous
sciences have influenced Greek sciences themselves—as well as post-
1600 CE modern science.

Not that modem science has evolved to a point of saturation. Recent
explosion of research in psychophysiology in the study of altered states of
consciousness has brought into focus indigenous Sam@dhi Sastra—a sci-
ence which Raju will perhaps be most unwilling to accept as science—
and has the potential of giving rise to the possibility of permanently al-
tering human consciousness under controlled conditions. This, in turn, can
radically alter the methodology of modemn science itself by increased
focus on the observer rather than on the observed.

In order to avoid the dangers of uninformed criticism and for a thor-
ough appreciation of indigenous sciences and the conceptions of ration-
ality adopted by these, my forthcoming volumes on Theories and Methods
may be read.

This leads us to Raju’s second scepsis regarding the rationality of my
historiographical methodology itself. The reason why Raju is enabled to
raise this point is that he has not been more cautious in thoroughly appre-
ciating the notion of siddhi in indigenous logic. The conclusion is derived
or deduced in indigenous logic from two premises, namely a hetuvakya
which is perceptually true and a drstdnta vakya which is true by virtue of
being empirico-practically self-evident. Thus, the truth conditions of
premises ensure the truth of the conclusion and the possibility of false
premises leading to false conclusion is not entertained at all. Now, it is
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important to note that this notion of siddhi does not admit of any distinc-
tion between formal and empirical, rather the two are integrated at the
very root in the conception of the yuksi. This gives us an insight into the
indigenous conception of rationality itself. The beauty of this way of
conceiving the yukti is that it admits of a notion of pusti merely by replac-
ing of the drstanta vakya by a vrttdnta vakya without altering the logical
structure of the yuksi as such. And this pusti, though not as rigorously
deductive as in case of siddhi, 1s suited most for construction of history.
Now, here again, Raju thinks that only such propositions can be claimed
to be theorems as are established strictly in the manner of Euclidian ge-
ometry. But history is not mathematics, neither is mechanics mathematics;
(Newton’s theorems in his Mathematical Principles of Natural Philoso-
phy"); nor is ethics mathematics (Spinoza’s theorems in his Ethics).
Here again, it may be remembered that ‘rationality’ of Euclid’s geom-
etry was challenged long back by Labachevsky and new developments in
multiple logics over the past few decades have compelled rethinking on
rationality in general and on the notions of deduction and proof in particu-

‘lar,

But a more compelling reason for why I became interested in develop-
ing rationalist historiography has been that history—at least in India—has
tended to remain the handmaiden of politics. Very few Indian historians
have shown respect for facts—some suppress while others cook the facts.
History, however, is not a platform for perpetrating lies nor is it propa-
ganda. If, thus, history has to be a science, it must account for a/l the
available facts and causally explain the process of event unfolding. I have
steadfastly stuck to these criteria in the present construction—it is these
criteria which compel the interpretation of Vama Tantra as a rebellious
counter-trend and vijfiana as due to intervention of external history. Thus,
my project aims at exactly the opposite of what Raju alleges—to discour-
age personalized narratives.

x * %

The issues that Professor Chattopadhyaya has raised in his Foreword and
which Raju reiterates are quite significant. Thus, for example, it is difficult

1. Although Galileo had earlier employed the term science for his mechanics—Two
New Sciences—Newton still preferred the term natural philosophy.



206 Comments on Reviews

to swallow that persistent interventions of Turks, Afghans and Moghuls
(1200-1700 CE) had no influence whatsoever on indigenons culture. It
may, however, be noticed that at the very outset, I make a distinction
between cultural form and cultural materials/civilization. The two jointly
form a culture-civilization-complex of which the core is cultural form as
the work of reason largely. When external history intervenes oh any cui-
ture-civilization-complex, the changes in civilizational structures are quick
to accrue for there seems no principle of selectivity operative here but
cultural form only selectively receives those ideas and conceptions which
harmonize with it. Thus, I do not deny that civilizational structures under-
went change due to the aforesaid intervention—in fact a heterogenous
Indo-Moghul civilization came into existence during 1550-1700 CE in
which new symbols in architecture, painting, music, poetry, foods, dresses
etc. appeared. But historical evidences only indicate that the cultural form
remained uninformed of the presence of Turk-Afghan-Moghul interven-
tion. The reasons for this, as already pointed out, could be that the inter-
vening forces themselves were not interested in any serious investigation
of vidya-sastra-tantra body of knowledge; and that the vibrant s@stra
phase had already declined and reached its finale so that hardly any minds
were avatlable to investigate whatever ‘knowledge/sciences the forces of
external history brought with them. The analysis of this earlier interven-
tion becomes easier if we contrast it with the succeeding Greco-European
intervention (1700-1947 CE): they not only made serious investigations
in the history of Indian culture-civilization-complex in general and vidya-
sastra-tantra body of knowledge in particular, but also created a middle
class or intelligentsia for administrative-bureaucratic purposes which then
pursued modem science. The reason why I have not taken up the consid-
eration of these interventions of external history in the present work is that
my chief objective here has been to work out a history of cultural form
and not of cultural materials/civilizational structures, or, for that matter, of
the entire culture-civilization-complex.

My interpretation of Tantra phase as a paradigmless phase of seeking,

raises many fundamental issues about the concepts of paradigm as well as
of science. On the one hand, Tantra seeking cannot be said to be strictly
cognitive if it was paradigmless and for that very reason it cannot be
claimed to be science proper for science is pursued under paradigms.
Now, the minimum requirements for a paradigm to come into existence
in cognitive seeking are, firstly, that there must be a paradigmatic system
of knowledge providing a fairly broad world-view to serve as a beacon for
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widespread and prolonged pursuit; secondly, that there must be a well knit
community committed to this world-view; and, thirdly, that the commu-
nity must exchange ideas and debate the issues, and modify and improve
upon the given within certain norms so that knowledge may grow. These
criteria, at least, do not bring in any element of history so that the concept
of paradigm is most suited to historical construction. Now, Tantra trend
satisfies only the second criterion amongst the above as there was neither
any paradigmatic system of knowledge serving as a beacon for they never
classified disciplines and nor did they exchange any ideas and debated the
issues whether with adversaries or amongst themselves. At least I have so
far not come across any written record of any debate having taken place
between fanira-seekers and Gcaryas/$astris of $astra fold. Thus, in Tantra
works, we find only certain recurring themes and freely undertaken in-
quiries. Moreover, Tantra pursuit was not merely cognitive either, as it
stressed not merely the ‘realization of truth’ but anubhiiti or actualization
of truth as well as beauty as well as goodness simultaneously. One may
here object that it is no business of science to actualize beauty and/or
goodness and thus tantra-seeking must never be claimed to be an activity
of science. But, we may ask, why science ought not be so conceived that
actualization of beauty and goodness be also accommodated in it—that is,
if not accepted on par with the actualization of truth? The'complexity of
Tantra seeking and the style and manner of its inquiries indeed compel us
to rethink about the received and currently accepted notions of science!

Now, it would be a radical misconstrual of my approach if ‘phase’ and
‘paradigm’ are taken to be coextensive. ‘Phase’ is a concept of history—
it ensures temporal division in time-span, like a wave succeeding another.
Not so with ‘paradigm’ which, along with the concept of ‘model’, permits
rational historical construction. A major problem faced by the investiga-
tors of history of indigenous sciences was that of situating in time various
materials of the past. The problem was aggravated by the confusion cre-
ated by British historians. Temporal division in phases coupled with the
notions of paradigm and model as also repeated classifications of the body
of knowledge facilitate proper situating of materials in our construction
which, then, is its great advantage. Moreover, the DSSS-paradigm helps
us exclude such claimants to science as, for example, yajfia vidya and
sraddha vidya—carry-overs from Kalpa Vedanga. This point, inciden-
tally, refutes Raju’s allegation that my conception of science is influenced
by, or, even, sympathetic to the so-called post-modernist conceptions.
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Science, howsoever conceived indigenously by a culture-civilization-com-
plex, cannot be a mere system of beliefs and practices.

" Thus, although it is difficult to find many takers of indigenous sciences
in the English speaking elite of today’s India, when the theories and methods
worked out in these sciences are explored further, these can suggest not
only alternative models of scientific method and rationality but can also
help the formulation of a more comprehensive and mature conception of
science in general. And why only the conception of science, the more
fundamental conceptions of man, society, state and culfure-civilization-
complex, which the elite has acquired by virtue of a heavy dose of Greco-
European conceptions and formulations, may be found to require re-ex-
amination. That, however, is not possible unless the elite acquaints itself
with these sciences. It is, therefore, not surprising that Raju has nothing
whatsoever to say in the entire review regarding the sciences themselves.
Though Raju, thus, objects to granting a ‘larger-than-life role to the Brit-
ish’ in introduction of modern science in India, he, in effect, pleads fora
unique place of modern sciences in history by denying indigenous sci-
ences as science implying thereby that the history of Indian cultural form
prior to the arrival of modern science is a history of obscurantistic jargon!
As if the Greco-European British had undertaken the project of ‘civilizing’
India in order to be enabled to see this day only!! If these symptoms are
indicative of anything, then it may be safely predicted that Indian culture-
civilization-complex is never likely to reach the post-modern state in the
manner of Greco-European culture-civilization-complex for it seems to be
threatened apparently by a kind of delirium-due-to-overdose in the present
state of rejuvenation and modernization itself.

Now, it has been suggested that there is an ‘epistemological cleavage’
between ‘traditional systems of knowledge’ and modern science. But what
precisely is this epistemological cleavage? Has modern science discov-
ered some unique means of knowledge in its methodology not accessible
to earlier seekers of knowledge? Are we here not facing the same kind of
situation as faced by the skeptics of the Transition Period when the Sambhita-
phase-seers claimed access to special sakéar? Unless the nature of this
(fictitious) cleavage is spelt out and analysed, the eulogizing of modern
science is destined to remain suspect.

Lastly, to mention but two ambivalences only in C.K. Raju’s pronounce-
ments: On the one hand he says that my historical account is ‘highly
personalized’ while subsequently, as if to correct himself, commends my
historiographic method. Again, while he insists on a distinction between
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the tradition and the science, he also asserts that rejection of action at a
distance in QM and Nyaya belong to the same pardigm(?). His review is
more of a ruckus!

Dept. of Philosophy, University of Rajasthan, VIRENDRA SHEKHAWAT
Jaipur-302004

Comments on Review of the book entitled Bhartiva Samaj by G.C. Pande
by Ananta Kumar Giri, published in JICPR, Vol. XIII, No. 3.

DESCRIPTION AND DEMAND
(Understanding the Social Thought of the Indian Tradition)

A text contains multiple meanings. When any interpreter explains it, he
sticks to one of them and establishes it hierarchically above to the other
meanings. Many of these ‘other meanings’ are not considered in a justified
manner and many meanings get demolished and massacred even. Because
of this, even after reading the review of the book Bhartiya Samaj (Govind
Chandra Pande) reviewed by Ananta Kumar Giri (Understanding the “So-
cial’ Through the Indian Tradition: The Ideal and the Real, JICPR, Vol.
XIII, No. 3, p. 151) ‘much more’ about it remains to be mentioned. Here
I am not going to explore the remaining and untouched aspects of the
book: but just to point out the confusing constitution of certain demands
made by the reviewer through his descriptions.

While discussing Pande’s argument to make self-knowledge the foun-
dation of sociological knowledge, Giri raises the question of the distinc-
tion between self-knowledge and self-delusion. He overlooks the fact that
the question of distinguishing self-knowledge and self-delusion is part of
a larger question, how do we distinguish knowledge from delusion. In
fact, if something cannot be doubted and denied, it will not be knowledge,
it will only be tautology. It follows that self-knowledge, like every other
knowledge, must permit of self-delusion also. The criteria of distinguish-
ing knowledge from delusion have been diversely formulated by philoso-
phers without any finality. For all practical purposes, however, a prag-
matic criterion is almost universally accepted. If some knowledge is found.
to be falsified in practice, then it must have been an illusion. This is true
of self-knowledge also. If self-knowledge is inconstant or fails to deliver
one from suffering, it is reasonably suspect.



210 Comments on Reviews

It must, however, be remembered that self-knowledge in its transcen-
dental aspect differs from empirical and logical constructs. All constructs
have only limited truth, and yield knowledge subject to the possibility of
crror. Transcendental knowledge, on the other hand, is a kin to the ‘higher
immediacy’ of Bradley. In so far as self-knowledge is transcendental, it is
self-authenticating.

The interactive knowledge of self and other or the knowledge of per-
sons as social objects is different from the transcendental knowledge ul-
timately presupposed in societal knowledge which directly is based on
empirical self-consciousness. As Sankara says, empirical self-knowledge
is compounded of truth and error, of the knowledge of the self and of the
other.

Sociology as an empirical discipline cannot escape the magic circle of
transcendental illusion. In fact, for a man to know himself in relation to
another in dynamic interaction, he does not need to turn to sociology at
all. Such knowledge is given to every man in his moral consciousness. It
is only those who set aside moral consciousness, whether statesmen, gen-
erals or pirates who for predatory purposes need a set of scientific rules
with which one could predict other peoples’ behaviour so that they may
be controlled in one’s own interest. It is not without reason that sociology
belongs to the age of imperialism.

Girt observes that Pande’s work on religion, spirituality, culture and
society privileges ‘self’ rather than ‘other’ (p. 175). But this observation
places self and other in the same category and can only be described as
a ‘category mistake’, to use the well known phrase of Professor Ryle. The
only way to know the other is through self-knowledge and empathy. To
confuse self-knowledge with an individual’s knowledge of his particular
self vitiates the very notion of self-knowledge. The whole quest for self-
knowledge is to move beyond the separateness of selves. Dr. Giri starts
by assuming the validity of a plurality of selves and thus of the ultimacy
of their empirical particularity. Professor Pande’s point of view, on the
other hand, is that of Advait which is reflected in Vivekanand’s quotation
quoted in this very review ‘As Swami Vivekanand tell us so forcefully:
The Watch Word of all well being, of all moral good is not “I” but “thou”,
Who cares whether there is a heaven or hell, who cares if there is an
unchangeable or not. Here is the wotld and it is full of mystery’ (p. 175).

It is a strange argument that asserts that since the distinction of self and
other may not be actually realizable, we should turn from the self to the
other. No higher ideal is ever perfectly realizable. We do not thereby give
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up the quest. If we can not treat the self and other alike, shall we adopt
the standards in injustice?
The reviewer puts another demand as follows:

Pande argues that soul is neither objective nor subjective but does not
describe its nature in this space of mediation. Nor does he discuss the
sociological implication of such a perspective on soul (p. 176).

In fact the distinction of subject and object belongs to empirical knowl-
edge. The nature of the seif transcends the distinction. There is no ques-
tion of the space of mediation. The reviewer seems to think that Atmvidya
is valued as an ‘ancillary’ to sociology. He forgets the science of self is
the ultimate science. Sociology is another name for ‘vyawahar vidya’ or
‘niti’. Its usefulness lies in providing space for moral conduct or Dharma,
which is turn prepares men for self-realization,

The reviewer perceives Pande’s distinction of Purusa and *prakriti’ in
Indian tradition as an ‘outmoded’ view of reality. He takes help of the
symbolic power of quantum physics knowledge in the support of his
perception, but he does not take the trouble of making Sankhya and quan-
tum physics commensurable.

If the reviewer was aware of classical Advaitic argument, he would not
confuse ‘purus’ and ‘prakriti’ with the distinction within the realm of
physical science, nor is quantum physics any authority for misleading and
arbitrary philosophical pronouncements. He attributes to Indian tradition
the view that Brahmans are all ‘purusa’ and shudra’s are all ‘prakriti’. Such
a strange opinion could not have been gained from any original authority.
As I understand, Pande’s book never affirms any such things. Nor does
Advait vedanta distinguish between man and nature. For Advait vedanta
all reality is spiritual.

The reviewer is not very clear about Pande’s conception of caste sys-
tem as reflected in the original texts (p. 176). In fact Pande does not at all
defend the current caste system. He points out that the vedic system was
different. The reviewer says that in the vedic time sudras were debarred
from the reading of ths vedas. This is a one-sided view, not a fact.

About the reviewer’s observation about Pande’s silence on the demo-
lition of Babri Masjid, one would submit that the theme of the book is the
long sweep of Indian History, not contemporary incidents, especially those
which happened after the book was completed.

G.B. Pant Social Science Institute, Allahabad  BaDRI NarRaYAN TiWARI
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On the day of his retirement from the Department of Philosophy, Jadavpur
University in May 1996 when the present author together with two former
students of Pranab Kumar Sen presented him with a bouquet of red roses
pinning up a card to it in which was written “To Sir, With Love’, she never
knew that she would have to write this article in the near future. Philoso-
pher-friends of mine might say that this only shows that in empirical
contingent matters, at least, knowiedge about the future is not possible.
How, then, I wonder, could the attending doctors tell his family members
on morning of June 22 that they would have to bid farewell to our immor-
tal Sen that very day? The doctors were sincerely apologetic. But is knowl-
edge expressed apologetically any inferior to knowledge expressed auda-
ciously? No answer to this question, in fact, no rambling in epistemology
is of any use here. The simple indubitable truth is that Pranab Kumar Sen,
Professor Emeritus of Jadavpur University breathed his last in a Calcutta
Nursing Home on June 22, 1999, after a brief illness.

Born on 20 May, 1931 in Calcutta, Pranab Kumar Sen was the second
son of Shri Birendra Kumar Sen and Shrimati Kamalini Sen originally of
Village Teota, Dhaka (now in Bangladesh) of undivided Bengal. Shri
Birendra Kumar Sen, an M.A. in English and History, and a
Jyotisvidyavinode was the Headmaster of Ishwar Pathsala, Comilla (now
in Bangladesh) for quite some time. Kabi Kaji Nazrul Islam, the revolu-
tionary poet and freedom fighter, used to stay with the Sen family during
his visits to Comilla. Later on he married B.K. Sen’s cousin sister and
became Pranab Kumar Sen’s uncle. During the family’s stay in Calcutta
in the early and mid 30s B.K. Sen became the Inspector of schools, and
what is most noteworthy is that he published the well-known Bengali
journal Nabarun (meaning The New Sun) which was edited for some time
in 1934-35 by Shri Manik Bandyopadhyay, the great Bengali literateur.
For a certain period again the family had been to Rajshahi (now in Bang-
ladesh) and there an intimate friendship grew between B.K. Sen and Late
Gopinath Bhattacharya (one of the two famous philosopher-sons of K.C.
Bhattacharya) who was then transferred to Rajshahi Government College
and occupied a part of B.K. Sen’s in-law’s house as a tenant. As early as
that, Pranab Kumar Sen came in close contact with Bhattacharya whom
he began to address as ‘Mama’ (Maternal Uncle).
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When the Sen family finally moved to Calcutta in 1943 Pranab Babu
was admitted to Town School.

During his school and college days Sen used to learn English and
Sanskrit grammar from his father every moming. In Calcutta Sen passed
Adya, Madhya and Antya examinations with brilliant results. After suc-
cessfully passing Matriculation and Intermediate Arts examinations in 1946
and 1948 respectively he took admission in Presidency College, Calcutta
in B.A. Class with honours in Economics. Gopinath Bhattacharya was
then teaching here and as per his advice Sen attended some Philosophy
Honours classes. It was Bhattacharya’s class on Plato’s Republic (most
probably) that decided Sen’s academic life and career. He switched over
to Philosophy honours. So he got his B.A. degree with honours in philoso-
phy in 1950, and Master’s degree in Philosophy in 1952, both from the
University of Calcutta. From the same University he obtained his Ph.D.
degree in Philosophy in 1959 for his thesis on ‘Kant’s Notion of Seif’, and
the prestigious Premchand Roychand Scholarship in Humanities for his
dissertation on ‘Some Problems Concerning Deductive Inference and In-
duction and Confirmation’ in 1962. The history of his Ph.D. thesis is
unique in character. Accompanied by Dr. Kalipada Baksi, one of his best
philosopher friends, Sen occasionally used to go to his supervisor Profes-
'sor Gopinath Bhattacharya for discussing philosophical problems.
Bhattacharya never saw or read what Sen was writing—the former’s pre-
cise argument was that since he would be one of the examiners of the
thesis he must not read it before it was officially sent to him. As the last
date of submission was knocking at the door, Sen hurriedly wrote within
about two months his brilliant thesis in wood pencil with Baksi sitting
beside him most of the time to correct any mistakes. It was typed by a
professional typist and submitted to the university after binding. The manu-
script has been carefully preserved by Sen’s wife, Rama Sen.

It is not at all surprising that when Late Professor Bhattacharya was
appointed Professor of Philosophy at Jadavpur University, in 1956, he
immediately brought in Sen (of whom he was extremely proud), then a
lecturer at Bangabasi College. By his stimulating teaching, meticulous
scholarship and numerous publications of high quality Sen has imparted
a character to the contemporary trend of philosophy in this part of the
world. He received many academic distinctions and honours in his life-
time. He was Visiting Professor at the University of California, Los An-
geles, USA, 1977-78, University of Poona, 1990, and Indian Institute of
Advanced Study, Shimla, 1995. He was Visiting Fellow at Visva-Bharati,
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Santiniketan, 1968, All Souls College, Oxford, 1983--84, Magdalen Col-
lege, Oxford, 1988, a Commonwealth Academic Staff Fellow, Oxford
University, 197273, a Specialist Fellowship Grantee, Helsinki Univer-
sity, Finland, 1973, a Senior Fulbright Research Fellow at the Universities
of Chicago, California at Los Angeles, California at Berkeley, Harvard,
Princeton and Pittsburgh, USA, 1977-78; a National Lecturer of the
University Grants Commission, 1981 and a Senior Fellow, Indian Council
of Philosophical Research, New Delhi and Lucknow. He was a member
of the UGC from July 1991 to June 1995. As an invited panelist he
attended the Twenticth World Congress in Philosophy held in Boston,
USA, 1998.

Late Professor Sen is the author of two invaluable books dealing with
contemporary problems in Philosophy-—Logic, Induction and Ontology
(Macmillan, 1980) and Reference and Truth (Indian Council of Philo-
sophical Research, New Delhi in association with Allied Publishers Lim-
ited, 1991). He has edited five volumes of Philosophical essays including
The Philosophy of P.F. Strawson (jointly with Roop Rekha Verma), and
published a large number of seminal articles in national and international
journals and anthologies. Eleven scholars have received Ph.D. degrees
under his supervision, one more has submitted the thesis and waiting for
the viva voce examination, two more working with him could not submit
their theses because of Sen’s sudden illness. Till the last moment of his
life he was associated with a number of research projects of the UGC
Centre of Advanced Study in Philosophy at Jadavpur Umiversity, Calcutta.
As the Editorial Fellow of the Project of History of Indian Science, Phi-
losophy and Culture (PHISPC) he was editing two volumes on ‘Philo-
sophical Concepts Relevant for Science’.

Sen had been largely instrumental in nurturing and developing philo-
sophical talents of two generations of Indian students. A devoted teacher
to the core, making ideal teachers was a passion with him. Each and every
lecture delivered by him, scheduled in the department timetable, or small
seminars, or large conferences, or refresher courses arranged for young
teachers, or somewhat popular lectures presented before educated laymen
had been a paradigm of what teaching should be. One of the present
author’s colleagues often says, ‘Can you find a person who knows English
and has common sense but does not understand what Sen says or writes?’
The day Professor Arindam Chakrabarti, now teaching at the University
of Hawai, heard Sen’s talk at Presidency College, Calcutta, in the early
*70s he nicknamed him ‘G.E. Moore of Calcutta’. “Though his published
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works are all absolutely first-rate contributions to philosophy, his influ-
ence on Indian philosophic thought was out of all proportion to his com-
paratively small literary output. It was by his lectures, his discussion-
classes, his constant and illuminating contributions to discussion at the
Research Groups of Jadavpur University Philosophy Department, Friday
Group of Calcutta Philosophers, and his private conversations with his
colleagues and pupils that he mainly produced his effects on the thought
of his time.’

I have been tempted to quote the above with little changes, where
necessary, from C.D. Broad’s notice entitled ‘G.E. Moore’ (reprinted in
Moore’s Philosophical Papers, George Allen and Unwin Ltd., 1959), for,
in my opinion, the above is absolutely true about ‘G.E. Moore of Cal-
cutta’. Our ‘Sir’ sincerely believed, it seems, in W.K. Clifford’s idea that
one’s beliefs are not one’s private possession which concerns himself
alone. Sen always wanted to transmit his knowledge and beliefs to his
students. Gifted with an excellent brain and acquiring vast scholarship he
had generously donated throughout his life his hard-carned wealth. For-
mation of a better world of philosophy in which posterity would live was
one of his dreams and a self-imposed duty.

Though Sen’s main area of specialization was Euro-American philoso-
phy, it is well known to his intimate colleagues and students that his
familiarity with Indian thought was deep. In philosophical discussions Sen
never lost his temper over wrong or irrelevant arguments. But he abhorred
intellectual dishonesty. One of his sweet gestures, while trying to correct
or improve upon the argument offered by any one of his friends in the
weekly sessions of the Friday Group (of which he was a Founder-mem-
ber) was to tightly hold one hand of the friend and request him with a
smile on his face, ‘My dear Brother! Please don’t get excited. I may be
wrong. But please give me a patient hearing for a few minutes. Then I
promise to sit tight-lipped for this evening.” In a personal letter to the
bereaved family, Professor John Watkins of London School of Economics
who suddenly passed away (this shocking news has just been received)
described Late Sen as the ‘sweetest man in the world’.

Sen’s entire lifestyle was modelled on the ideals of a sense of propor-
tion and propriety. One would never see the professor hurried or hassled.
This perfectly combined with his sense of split-second accuracy—he was
never late for his classes or in attending any formal or informal occasion.
The rough and tumble of life never affected him. A man of short stature
and low voice, the height he reached in his community is simply amazing.
Sen’s large family consisted of his wife, two loving daughters and his
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students. Like the other three members, the student-members did not have
to subscribe anything for life-membership of the family. On the contrary,
the head of the family was used to giving donations in kind—the kind was
no other than philosophical knowledge. Teaching was a kind of worship
to him, though he did not hold any particular religious beliefs. In his
uninterrupted life-long worship, Sen was helped by an equally dedicated,
wonderful, highly intelligent secretary who has been his wife since 1963.
Research students meeting Sen at his campus residence were always treated
with simple but unique philosophical arguments, and delicious home-
made dishes, by Sen and his wife respectively. In fact, almost every day
the family had more guests at home than the professor'’s meagre income
could warrant.

Late-Sen was a dutiful and obedient son, a caring and considerate
husband, a loving and responsible father, an affectionate and demanding
teacher, and a conscientious and uncompromising citizen of his mother-
land. On receiving the news of Sen’s death, in a personal letter to Profes-
sor D.P. Chattopadhyaya, George Henrik von Wright has written on 10
July, 1999, ‘I much appreciated Pranab as Philosopher, but also, and not
least, as a human being. He was a singularly nice man.” Philosophy was
the professor’s first love, but his was a multifarious personality. In finan-
cial matters his incompetence was complete. But in every other matter of
daily life his concern and interest were unparalleled. In his early youth
accompanied by his friend Dr. Baksi and occasionally by one or two more
friends, he used to see all the best English and Hindi movies of the "50s
and early '60s. Those were the days of free unmarried life. Sports of
different kinds immensely attracted him. Football and cricket matches
between top-ranking teams are going on in the city and Sen (with Baksi)
is not seated in the galleries—this was something unusual. On one such
occasion he had Russell’s book Leibniz in hand so as not to waste time in
the queue for getting a ticket for the match of the day. On their way back
home after the match was over, he just could not say anything about what
happened to the book.

He was no ordinary spectator--ne knew all the details of football,
cricket, table tennis, lawn tennis, and chess.

In his married life accompanied by his wife and daughters, he enjoyed,
at times, select English, Bengali and Hindi movies directed by his favour-
ite directors.

Perhaps his intense intellectual exercise found some relaxation in Hmnd1
movies full of action which he watched occasionally in later days on the
television. And nobody or no philosophy could dissuade him if some high
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quality football, cricket or tennis match was on the TV screen. On the last
but one evening that he spent in his dear mortal abode he was engrossed
in discussing the results of the World Cup Final with one of his colleagues
and one of his former Ph.D. students. In one word, Sen fully enjoyed his
life of sixty-eight years. Most probably, the art of enjoying every moment
of daily existence was an inborn, untrained dexterity with him.

Sen was known m the community for his sense of humour and ready
wit. Even his terminal illness could not mar his jovial disposition and
thirst for knowledge. A few hours before passing away, he asked for his
medicines in the right order, wanted to know the minutest detail about his
disease and treatment. He fought many battles in his life, but never with-
out rhyme or reason. And defeat was not his lot. Together with his family
members he fought an exemplary, heroic battle for the last time, from
March to June 1999, again reasonably and rhymedly, but he accepted
defeat in his characteristic smart style. People who have had the privilege
of coming in intellectual and personal contact with him consider it to be
their greatest fortune. In his sudden demise, a golden age of philosophical
teaching has come to an end; academia has lost a great thinker of our
time.

I apologize to my readers for my impudent attempt at translating below
the last two stanzas of Rabindranath Thakur’s poem ‘Biday’ from Kshanika:

Amidst light and shade, delight and suffering
My day is over, not too badly.

With no one and for no thing
Do I have a quarrel really.

On occasions I thought
This and that, a little bit.

Changes, were they brought
Might also disturb thought.

This self of mine today
I would look for again, say!

So, it seems, my day
Hasn’t been bad, little to desire.

Just a little weary today
Let me retire, let me retire.
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_As reported by the family, our ‘Sir’ peacefuily retired, may be, while
mentally uttering the above-mentioned stanzas of the original poem which
are quoted below:

Andhar-loy saday-kaloy
Dinta bhaloi gechhe kati,
Tahar janye kar-o safige
Naiko kono jhagrajhanti.
Majhe majhe bhebechhilum
ektu-adhtu eta-otd
Badal jadi parta hate
Thakto nako kono khonta.

Badal hale kakhan manta
Hoye padta Vyatibyasta

Ekhan jeman achhe amar
Seite gbar cheye basta.

Tai bhebechhi dinta amar
Bhaloi gechhe, kichhu na chai-
Ajke $udhu éranta achhi,
Ghumote jai, ghumote jai.

L - Ll

I am indebted to my respected teacher Professor D.P. Chattopadhyaya,
and to Professor Daya Krishna, Editor, JICPR, for asking me to write this
article. My sincere thanks are due to my ever-helptul friend Dr. Amita
Chatterjee of Jadavpur University who gave me a detailed C.V. of Late
Sen prepared by her as soon as I requested her. I am grateful to my
Kalipadada (Dr. Kalipada Baksi), Late Sen’s wife and daughters who have
helped me by providing an account of my mentor’s early life when I was
not acquainted with him. My most affectionate colleague Shri Somnath
Chakrabarti knows better than me how grateful I am to him.

Department of Philosophy, SANDHYA Basy
Rabindra Bharati University, Calcutta
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ANNOUNCEMENT

The JICPR proposes to bring out an Issue devoted to the
following subject:

Life-Worlds: Private and Public—
Love and Friendship-Power and Weifare.

Articles may be sent to the JICPR, B/189-A, University Marg,
Bapunagar, Jaipur 300015. The last date for the receipt of
the articles is 30th September, 2000.

ANNOUNCEMENT

The Indian Council of Philosophical Research nominates one
Senior scholar every year to visit Paris under the Indo-French
Cultural Exchange Programme. Interested scholars may send
their Curriculum Vitae to the Council’s address.

ANNOUNCEMENT

The special issue of the JICPR devoted to Development in
Philosophical Logic will now be published in a book-form
entitled Circularity, Definition and Truth. This has become
necessary as the articles received for it amounted to more
than 360 pages and hence cannot be accommodated in a
single issue of the Jouwrnal.

In view of this, a decision has been taken that the sub-
scribers of the JICPR may acquire the book at a discount of
33% of the price of the book when published. |

Editor
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Book Reviews
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Call For Papers

3rd Bimal Matilal Memorial Conference on Indian Philosophy

Date: 27th January 2001
Place: King’s College London, UK

Papers are invited in all areas of Indian analytical philosophy.

Papers presented should take 30 minutes to present and will be followed by
a 15_ minute discussion period. Submissions will be acknowledged as
recerved. Manuscripts should be prepared for anonymous refereeing, typed,
doublle spaced and will not be returned (ematled submissions will not be
considered). The author’s name should appear on a detachable cover sheet.

DEADLINE: 30 JULY 2000
Results to be conveyed no later than 15 October 2000

Thc?re w%ll be two sessions with invited speakers (Prof. J. N. Mohanty, Temple
Unn.fersny and Dr. J. L. Shaw, Victoria University, Wellington) and four
sessions (two concurrent) for the submitted papers.

For more information please contact:

Aruna Handa

Joerg Tuske

Department of Philosophy

King’s College London

Strand

London WC2R 218

Email: Aruna.Handa@kcl.ac.uk
Jpt22@cam.ac.uk



ANNOUNCEMENT

JICPR Research Advisory Service: the J/ICPR announces the
provision of a Rescarch Advisory Service for its readers so that
any one, at any level, may approach it for help, guidance and
advice regarding any problem or difficulty that he/she may be
encountering in his/her research work. This includes even such
things as the selection of a promising topic for research,
bibliographical guidance and help in getting photocopies of
material required for research in case it can be located. The
help and counsel of experts in all fields of philosophy, both in
India and abroad, who have been associated with the JICPR in
various ways will be available to our readers in this task. Persons
seeking advice in this regard may write directly to the Editor,
JICFR, B-189-B, University Marg, Bapu Nagar, Jaipur, making
specific mention of the JICPR Research Advisory Service
announced in this Journal
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ANNOUNCEMENT'

The JICPRis seriously thinking of forming a Network Group consisting
of those ofits readers who would like to receive the contents of its special
features such as ‘Focus’, ‘Agendafor Research’ and ‘Notes and Queries’
before their publication so that they may become aware of thermn as soon
as they are received and may respond to them in case they would like to
do so.

The JICPR s at present published three times a year and thus it takes
along time for items under these sections to be published and brought
to the attention of our readers. In order to avoid the delay, itis proposed
that those who would like to be actively involved in the on-going
discussions may write 10 us expressing their desire to become members
of the JICPR Network Group so that they may be sent the material
immediarely as soon as it is received by us. Those interested may kindly
write to the Editor.

ORDER FORM

Dear Sir,

Please enter my subscription for becoming a2 member of
JICPR’s (Journal of Indian Council of Philosophical Research) Network
Group. I enclose a DD for Rs. 50 in favour of ICPR.

Signature s - Date_.

Name

Institution

Address
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