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Intentionality of Language and Thought

GEETA RAMANA
Lecturer, Department of Philosophy, University of Mumbai, Vidyanagari, Mumbai

To the carly philosophers the world of thought and experience was a sure
gateway to the building of epistemological and metaphysical empires. Today,
an inquiry concerning human understanding turns to language and thought,
instead of ideas and impressions, for some illumination regarding the nature
of mental phenomena and consequently their relation to the world of objects
and events.

It has been argued that, since language expresses ones thought, the analysis
of the one must correspond to that of the other. Wittgenstein proceeded at
first precisely on these lines, where the task of the Tractatus was to inves-
tigate the nature and limits of language and thereby the limits of thought.
Since ‘things are in order as they are’, the logic of language can be revealed
by presenting clearly what can be said. Everything that can be thought of can
also be given linguistic expression. The condition of our sense consists in
setting the limit to what can be thought or said. In order to think and talk
about the world there must be something in common between language and
the world. It was believed that since logic reveals the structure of language,
it must also reveal the structure of the world. It is in language then, that the
limit must be set. Since the essential function of language is to depict or
describe the world, the form of a thought mirrors the form of what it depicts,
as much as propositions do. Propositions then must have the same logical
form as that of facts.

Underlying the Tractatus was the fundamental point that thought and
proposition are both internally related to the state-of-affairs that make them
true. This condition of sense or the logical form can only be shown, as that
which is common to language and the world cannot itself be represented. For
a proposition to have sense in Wittgenstein’s Tractatus is for it to picture a
possible state-of-affairs. The logic of our language tells us that all that can
be said is Aow reality is, Nothing can be significantly said about what reality
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is.! We see that there is a search for order, structure and conditions of sense
in attempts to relate language and the world.

More attention was paid to the language through which one understood
concepts. Language was able to represent an almost mirror-like picture of the
world and its objects. On this model speech is conceived as ‘the indirect
communication of thoughts in default of a direct means of grasping the
thought in question’.> With Frege, Russell, Popper, Wittgenstein and others
from the post-Cartesian world one tried to move away from psychologism to
more concrete forms of thought as seen in say judgements and propositions.
It was hoped that the ‘linguistic turn’ would be able to reveal the nature of
the world and the relation between the physical and the mental phenomena
clearly.

Wittgenstein very soon gave up the search for order in his ‘Philosophical
Investigations’ because he now believed nothing lies hidden, ‘everything lies
open to view’.? If there is any structure to be unearthed, it is at the level of
‘describing the grammar of language’. The conditions of sense are revealed
when language is examined in its use. For instance, we think of thoughts as
products of our thinking and imagine them to be stored somewhere in the
head. But, what goes on inside our brains is no more inside than outside. The
turn to analysis of concepts as understood in ordinary non-philosophical
contexts, does not repert thoughts, memories, fears, desires and expectations
but reveals a wide range of contexts governed by differing rules and conven-
tions. The criterion of having an experience is to look for its expression that
makes it ‘appropriate’ and ‘relevant’ in the concerned language-game of say,
describing an object or speculating, reading or telling a story, making a joke,
praying or solving a problem. Language is now seen, not as a representation
of possible states-of-affairs but as a language-game that is heterogeneous in
nature. What is meant is, that it is within the system of language, which is
connected to grammar and social conventions that one criticizes, argues,
explains and justifies phenomena. It is depth-grammar that enables one to see
the complex variety in which different concepts, mental and physical are
used. The grammar of ‘thinking’ for instance reveals a variety of forms like
reflecting, wondering, assuming, and believing, each capable of expression in
a variety of ways. The structure of thought is neither hidden nor mysterious.
The study of thought processes and their relevant and appropriate expression
is one and the same enterprise. Meaning is thus contextual and tied to the
particular language-game in question. Various language-games are thus de-
scribed, compared and contrasted to dissolve the apparent philosophical di-
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lemmas. One has to now only ‘battle against the bewitchment of our intel-
ligence, by means of language’ *

We see that post-Cartesian analysis shied from taking the Subject as
primary in order to avoid the private realm of meaning and interpretation and
consequent relapse into Solipsism. Later-Wittgenstein too wondered what
could count as language if it was merely an expression of pre-linguistic
thought. In a sense, when we learn to speak we also learn to think. It is in
fact language that provides us with a way to account for the meaning of
words and concepts used ‘inter-subjectively and intro-subjectively’. (There-
fore the question, can one think without a language or without any capacity
for linguistic expression, becomes important in order to realize the constraints
of language and thereby of thought.)

An attempt to introduce the Subject in the analysis of language can be seen
in the notion of language seen not as an instrument or vehicle of thought
processes or as a system of communication governed by rules and conven-
tions, but as itself a part of human activity. Like Later-Wittgenstein, Austin
observed that a variety of acts could be performed with language. Not all
sentences describe phenomena. Interrogatives, imperatives and requests, for
example are performatory in nature and not characterized as being either true
or false but appropriate, good, sincere or odd. The basic unit of language
therefore is an act that is performed with the aid of words and sentences.

What is the function of the analysis of language apart from communicating
the variety of uses it can ordinarily have. Can it solve traditional philosophi-
cal problems of the mind, of reality, of truth, and truth-conditions. On an
Austinian-Wittgensteinian analysis ‘T know’ is no longer construed as depict-
ing a state of mind. It has a special performative function. It is used to back
a statement or induce reliability towards ones words. The phrase ‘T know’ has
a definite role to play given the particular context. To say for example, ‘She
knows but she may be wrong’ is highly infelicitous. Rules and Conventions
in language must form a necessary part of all kinds of language-games if
communication is to remain the essential function of language.

Language used as a system of representation and communication must
include some theory of Semantics if it is to be understood also as an act. As
Grice pointed out, for a person to communicate, it is typically required that—
one, he or she at least intends to produce a certain effect in the hearer and
two, intends that the hearer recognize tliis intention.® For this it is important
that the speaker use meaningful expressions. It is ordinarily believed that the
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conscious intelligent Subject plays a significant role in bestowing meaning
and sense on the phenomenal world.

Mental phenomena have a unique relation to their objects,
namely intentionality, which do not allow its expression in sentences to fol-
low the rules of extensional, truth-functional logic and are thereby termed as
intensional (‘intentional-with-an-s’). The statement, ‘A believes she saw the
morning star’ does not give us the same truth-value when ‘the morning stat’
is substituted by ‘the evening star’. That is, substitution fails to preserve
extension or truth-value. One may believe in the one without believing in the
other. Similarly all propositional attitude reports like desires and beliefs,
hopes and fears, would exhibit an intensional (intensional-with-an-s) feature.
Whenever we perceive anything or think about anything, we always do so
under some aspects and not others. This is known as the aspectual shape of
intentionality, which in turn requires consciousness. In the case of conscious
perceptions for instance, one may see a rope 4s a snake or want to drink
water without wanting to drink H,O.” This one aspect of mental phenomena
led even Russell to accept ‘mental facts’ as a legitimate ontological category.
Their resistance to extensional, truth-functional schema makes it difficult to
indicate their truth-conditions. Similarly a large number of evaluative con-
cepts like ‘good’ and ‘right’ as Hare too has pointed out in his ‘Language of
Morals’, do not bear truth-functional analysis.

However, not all mental states exhibit intentionality. Moods and some
forms of anxiety may not have any definite object. It is possible to represent
some definite object of desire or belief but ‘nervousness’ and certain
‘anxious moments’ for instance, need not be about anything in particular,
which could be identified.® Many conscious states do not secem therefore to
be intentional. Also, as seen in the propositional attitudes of some hopes and
fears, one can be in the said intentional state without the object or state-of-
affairs actually existing. I can hope it is raining when it is not and believe in
fairies that do not exist. Some intentional states may be consciously held and
some may not be so held. (Intentionality and consciousness are not therefore
co-extensive.) Someone sleeping for instance may hold a number of beliefs.
Many intentional states (in the sense of being characterized by directedness
or aboutness) are therefore, not consciously held. On the other hand, emo-
tions like elation or sadness may not always exhibit intentionality, but are
always conscious experiences. Belief, desire, fear, hope, hostility, affection,
puzzlement, imagination, disgust, aspiration, disappointment, amusement can

all be seen as examples of intentional states which can nevertheless be dis-
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tinguished firom non-intentional ones.” One could for example treat water
flowing downhill as if it had intentionality. However, ‘only intrinsic inten-
tionality is genuinely mental phenomena’.'®

With respect to Beliefs (whether used dispositionally or occurentially),
they are directed upon some state of affairs (and are therefore also termed as
intentional) of which we may or may not be conscious*. Even a current belief
may lie implicit in the background of many other beliefs as seen in a simple
action of say opening a door. Most often we open doors quite unconscious
of explicit belief-propositions like “There is a door’ and ‘T am going to open
it’. So, not all intentional phenomena are conscious, although they may play
a very large role in the causal chain of perceptions and actions. But of course,
there remains an important category of mental phenomena that require nec-
essarily, intentionality and consciousness. Intentional states like intending,
desiring, deciding or choosing imply that we are also aware of our intentions,
desires and choices (barring Freudian slips').

Although mental phenomena resist truth-functional interpretation, all inten-
tional states can determine their conditions of satisfaction, as seen in say,
truth-conditions with respect to beliefs, or fulfilment in the case of desires,
intentions and promises, against a ‘background’ of capacities, abilities, ten-
dencies, dispositions and other causal structures that are not and could not
themselves be analyzed in terms of other intentional states.!’ The Semantics
that is required is analyzed through certain ‘conditions of satisfaction’ that
could thus include truth-functional analysis among others. For example Searle
treats intentionality in terms of representation that can help outline the com-
plex network of relations between various speech-acts and their ‘conditions
of satisfaction’. Syntax and Semantics are both sought to be accommodated
in Searle’s theory of Speech-acts. There is an assumption that the direction
that intentionality takes, can be determined. For an utterance to be meaningful
in a specific sense is for it to represent a state of affairs. This takes shape
through the intentional content, direction of fit and conditions of satisfac-
tion.'* However the ‘network’ of intentional states are not themselves ‘self-
interpreting” or ‘self-applying’.!* ‘As a precondition of Intentionality, the
background is as invisible to Intentionality as the eye which sees is invisible
to itself”.!

Certain parallels in language understood as a ‘speech-act’ and the Inten-
tional states are shown which throws significant light on the relation between
the philosophy of mind and that of human action. Intentional states repre-
sent objects and states-of-affairs in the same sense of representation that
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speech-acts represent objects and states-of-affairs.”® Our utterances, at least
on most occasions, have determinate meanings with determinate aspectual
shapes, just as our intentional states often have determinate intentional con-
tents with determinate aspectual shapes,'s

The theory of ‘Speech-Acts’ as originally put forward by Austin, was
intended to remedy the descriptive fallacy made in treating all statements as
recording information or describing facts which are true or false. ‘T promise
to lend you my book’ is, as we have seen earlier, a performatory statement
which is characterized as being fulfilled or not honoured, rather than as being
true or false. More instances of this kind can be seen in statements like, ‘T
declare the innings closed’ or ‘I bet you a 100 that the rains will stop by the
end of this week’ where, declaring and betting are performances. Utterances
which are sayings and utterances which are deings or performatory in nature
are to be distinguished. Since the person uttering the statement does some-
thing, speech is understood as a speech-act. Eventually one will see that
making a statement is just as much a performing as making a promise or
declaring an innings. The basic unit of linguistic communication is therefore
taken to be a speech-act."’

Searle improves on Austin’s distinction between the locutionary and the
illocutionary acts within the theory of speech-acts. The locutionary act, ac-
cording to Austin is characterized by it having a sense and reference that can
be abstractly separated from the illocutionary force with which the locution
is uttered. ‘T am going to do it’ for example, could be a locution with different
illocutionary forces of say threat, promise or warning. Searle obliterates this
distinction and characterizes all locutionary acts as ‘members of the class of
illocutionary acts’.'® For instance, in ‘I hereby promise that I am going to do
it’, the illocutionary force is part of the meaning of the locutionary act and
cannot be separated. Therefore, there is only one act, namely the illocutionary
act, Eventually, giving descriptions too is a performance and therefore a
speech-act. Searle however does feel the need to distinguish the illocutionary
act from the propositional act.

This distinction is important as it avoids construing the act of stating itself
as true or false. That which is stated, the proposition, or what Searle calls
the statement-object can be true or false. For example, in ‘I promise to call
you tomorrow’, calling you up tomorrow, is something which can be de-
scribed in terms of a true or false statement (I called/didn’t call you up). My
act of stating or the speech-act is not something that is either true or false.
Only propositions it is said are characterized as being true or false.
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Again, an assertion is an illocutionary act where the act of expressing a
proposition is a part of the performing illocutionary act. One can order,
predict, assert, suggest that X leave the room, where the clause ‘that X leave
the room’ is termed as the propositional content (p) with the different pos-
sible illocutionary force (F)-F(p). Not all illocutionary acts however may
have propositional contents as in the case of ‘Hurrah’ or ‘Ouch’. We see that
Searle rightly realizes that performatives do not bear truth-value.

We now turn to the parallel between Intentional states and Speech-acts
which Searle makes in order to explain how language as understood through
the notion of Speech-acts is in fact derived from the notion of Intentionality.”
There are four points of similarity. One, just as in Speech-acts one can
distinguish between the propositional object and the act of stating or the
propositional content and the illocutionary force, so can one distinguish the
representative content (¢}, and the psychological mode (8)-S(r) with which
the content is represented. [ can believe or hope or fear that you will leave
the room. Note the Intentional state has a representative content which is not
to be treated as an ‘object’ or an aboutness with respect to a state-of-affairs.

Secondly, Speech-acts of the assertive class have what is called a word-
to-world fit. ALl descriptions are required to match an independent state-of-
affairs in order to be an accurate description. However, the directive class of
Speech-acts as seen in orders, requests and commands, as well as the
commissive class of Speech-acts as seen in promises, vows and pledges, are
not supposed to match an existing state-of-affairs but bring about changes in
the world so that the state-of-affairs as it were matches the Speech-act.
Orders have to be carried out and promises kept, thereby bringing about a
world-to-word fit. Intentional states like beliefs too depend on an independ-
ently existing state-of-affairs which requires me to change my belief if it does
not match with any particular state-of-affairs. If it was once believed the
earth was a flat surface and not any more, it is because the belief has been
forced to keep up with the existing state-of-affairs and is accordingly char-
acterized as true or false. There is what is known as the mind-to-world fit
comparable to the word-to-world fit in Speech-acts. Again, desires and
intentions are classes that are not true or false but like the logic of the
directive and commissive class of Speech-acts are to be fulfilled or complied
with. There is a similar world-to-mind fit in that desires and intentions have
to be carried out in order to satisfy the conditions of that particular mental
state. There are null cases in both categories of Speech-acts and Intentional
states, where no direction of fit is to be achieved, as the particular state-of-
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affairs is already supposed. In apologizing or congratulating someone, the
point is to express sorrow or pleasure about a situation that is taken for
granted as having occurred. Similarly, in the Intentional state of feeling sorry
or glad no particular direction of fit is to be reached.

Thirdly, there is an intemal relation between the performance of an
illocutionary act and the corresponding internal state, which is the sincerity
condition of that particular Speech-act. If [ promise to post the letter then I
also intend to post the letter. It is paradoxical and logically odd to say, It
is raining but I do not believe it’ or that ‘T order you to stop sulking and do
not want you to stop sulking’. (Searle, here showing the logical relation
between intentional states and their content.)

Fourthly, ‘conditions of satisfaction’ are required in both Speech-acts and
Intentional states. Assertions must be able to also indicate truth-value, orders
are meant to be obeyed, and promises need to be kept. Similarly, the logic
of beliefs require that things be as they are believed to be, of desires, that
they be satisfied and of intentions that they are carried out. The ‘conditions
of satisfaction” of the Speech-act and that of the (expressed) Intentional state
are identical.? (In fact the expressed intentional state is a speech-act.) Ex-
ceptions are when a thing ordered is complied with, not because of the order
but because of some other independent reason. In general, however, an
illocutionary act is satisfied if and only if the expressed intentional state is
satisfied.

A premise underlying all the above points of similarity is the “Principle of
Expressibility’. That is, ‘Whatever can be meant can be said’. The illocutionary
force with which the speaker intends can in principle always be given an
exact expression in a sentence with a particular meaning.*' Thus the meaning
of every sentence contains some ‘determiners of illocutionary force’, that
can be determined, once all the meaningful components are identified. This
would include not only ‘surface word-order’, but also intonations, gestures
and underlying semantics which would determine the meaning of the
illocutionary act. “What to do includes how to understand, interpret and apply
intentional states’.?® Wittgenstein’s notion of meaning, may similarly be iden-
tified by a variety of indefinite possible descriptions in a certain context. And
though Searle does seem to identify with Wittgenstein’s point of ‘the under-
standing being fixed by an ungrounded way of acting,™ it is yet not saying
the same thing. Where Searle’s conditions of satisfaction require internal
representations, Wittgenstein’s analysis of inner processes stand in need of
‘outer criteria’?® The ungroundedness really springs from the variety of ways
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in which concepts can have meaning. Searle’s attempt is to rather delineate
the complex background of Intentionality, which enables one to cope mean-
ingfully with ones environment, The latter position could include the former
but the converse might not be true. Although the structure of thought is the
structure of the expression of the argument which is thought through, one
must not, says Wittgenstein, conflate the logical stages of an argument with
a psychological process or activity.

The notion of representation used by Searle is such as to include content
and mode of presentation. That is, it covers not only ‘reference but also
predication and other truth-conditions or conditions of satisfaction’.¢ It is
representation that characterizes the logical feature of Intentional states and
linguistic Speech-acts. It is important to construe an Intentional state by
virtue of its logical properties. To Searle, ontological problems about the
nature of mental states are irrelevant to its intentional features. If one com-
pares the linguistic counterpart of Speech-acts, the question how or in what
manner is a certain linguistic act realized, can be answered by giving various
descriptions. For instance, by speaking or writing in English or French or
into a tape-recorder or a typewriter or a computer. These forms of realization
of a linguistic act do not affect analysis of their logical properties. In both,
Speech-acts and Intentional states their form of realization is irrelevant to
their logical properties, namely that of representation. To Wittgenstein the
manner in which intentional states are realized is varied and it is precisely
because of this that they cannot have a fixed representational structure. Con-
sequently, the context could also determine the manner of expression that
would affect the meaning of a particular mental state because meaning is
taken to include contextuality. To Scarle, contextuality can also be represented
but not by knowing the material or psychological properties of its realization,
but rather its conditions of satisfaction and the psychological mode of the
intentional state in question. Another example of the relation between lan-
guage and intentionality could be understood in the following way. ‘A Lan-
guage could not contain the notion of “kindness” unless it contained an
expression having the function of “is kind”, but it could contain “is kind”
without “kindness”.”’

The point of the above analysis of Speech-acts and Intentional states is
also to show how representation in terms of Intentionality is applicable to
both categories. It is with the help of this concept that language as seen
through the notion of Speech-acts derives its notion of Intentionality. The
intentions with which acts are performed in a particular context bestow
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meaning on Speech-acts. To Wittgenstein the conditions of satisfactions are
purely conventional and therefore the logical criteria are according to rules
governing the use of words in a particular language. ‘It is in language that
an expectation and its fulfilment make contact’.*® There is no matching of
either the world to word or world to mind that takes place. Searle on the
other hand represents the Speech-act to logically relate to the corresponding.
inner state. Although the distinction between mental states as mental states
and Speech-acts as intentional performances remain, therc is a ‘double level
intentionality” in Speech-acts. Along with the expressed intentional state, the
illocutionary force with which the utterance is made bestows intentionality on
the utterance thus transferring the conditions of satisfaction of the expressed
psychological state to the external physical circumstance. To perform
illocutionary acts is to engage in a rule-governed form of behaviour in which
meaning is bestowed not only by intentions but also by conventions.
TNlocutionary acts are acts performed in accordance with certain constitutive
rules as seen in the notion of a ‘promise’ that is governed by the notion of
an ‘obligation’. As opposed to regulative rules which regulate ‘a pre-existing
activity’, ‘constitutive rules constitute (and regulate) an activity, the existence
of which is logically dependent on the rules’? As seen in ‘T promise I will
return’, the conditions of satisfaction for the Speech-act require one to hold
the corresponding intention or obligation to return, which conventionally
binds one to fulfil the intended promise. It is similar to rules in a game of
Chess, where a ‘check-mate’ is made only if the King is attacked in such a
way that no move will leave it unattacked’. * Thus Language provides for a
system of representation within which one is able to have intentional states.

Searle carries forward the distinction between the force and content of
Speech-acts to also explain intentional behaviour. It is this distinction that
also relates mental states to the world. Content, conditions of satisfaction and
what is paradoxically termed as ‘intentional causation’ are all important to
explain human behaviour in which the mental component is the intention.
Intention as part of its condition of satisfaction must not only represent but
also cause subsequent behaviour. The conditions of satisfaction of the inten-
tion must be achieved as a result of the intention and the action it causes and
not in any other way. This is known as the causal self-referential aspect of
intention.’’ The cause both represents and brings out the effect. A desire to
perform an action for example is also a representation of the action to be
performed. There is an internal, logical relation in the sense that the desire
could not have that representation if it did not represent that particular action.
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It is only because things are so represented that they can also cause that
particular action. Searle gives an analogy with blueprints of a house, which
represent the house and also causally relate ‘by way of figuring in its con-
struction Causality only requires that the cause and effect be separate phe-
nomena and ‘not that one should not be a representation of the other’.>? The
answer to Wittgenstein’s question, “What is left if you minus my arm
raised from “I raised my arm”?’ is to Searle, precisely what Wittgenstein did
not want to as a residue namely intention. [n fact Wittgenstein s question
is analogous to the question, ‘If I see the table, what is left over if I subtract
the table?’ In each case the answer is presentational Intentionality, that is,
experience of acting and visual experience respectively that has an intentional
content and termed a representation. It is because of the possibility of inten-
tional causation that mental contents affect the world. But one can experience
the arm going up even if someone else pulls it up. This is explained by saying
that it just went up for some other reason, the condition of intentional action
not being satisfied. Searle makes the distinction between prior-intention, which
includes the plans formed prior to an action and the intention-in-action. The
former accounts for cases where one may form an intention and not act on
that intention. This could represent some of our well-intended but unfulfilled
plans. The latter can account for seemingly non-deliberate actions like walk-
ing or spontaneous behaviour of any sort where one acts intentionally with-
out any prior-intention. The ‘intention’ in the intention-in-action is the actual
mental component and part of the action which causes the bodily movement
and which comprises the rest of the action. So, all intentional actions contain
an intention-in-action that represents the intentional content. Searle identifies
the intentional content with the experience of acting.*? Here Searle does not
make any distinction between experience as in ‘being aware and conscious
of me raising the hand and the active first person subjective process which
represents the intentional criteria, along with the third person neurobiological
phenomena and consequent physical behaviour. Searle’s only reply is that
Intentional behaviour exhibits a “flow .>* As one walks, talks, gives a lecture
there is a continuous flow of intentional behaviour governed by the experi-
ence of acting.

However, Wittgenstein s observation that the intentional content of a state
is not an experience is worth consideration. As he says, “When I raise my
arm I do not #ry to raise it * Understanding, meaning, intending, thinking,
remembering lack the kind of duration characteristic of experience. They are
not mental processes at all. Searle, I think shares with Wittgenstein the



12 GEETA RAMANA

“Principle of Expression™—Whatever can be meant can also be said. The
sincere expression of an individual’s state is the criteria of being in that state.
“The mental state does not have a nature that is logically independent of how
it would be expressed’.® Searle improves on this position by relating the
intentional states to behaviour in terms of a more direct intervention. Thought
and proposition are internally related, as Wittgenstein of the Tractatus had
surmised, but not by logical form. They are related by the intentional content
and the conditions to be satisfied empirically.

Some of the conditions for a sincere promise for example would include,
that the speaker and hearer both know how to speak the language, are con-
scious, not under threat, not play-acting, not obvious that the promise will be
carried out in the normal course of events, sincerity of the promise maker and
placing of oneself under obligation to carry out the said or intended promise.”’
‘Greetings’ do not have any propositional content and no sincerity condition.
“The preparatory condition is that the Speaker must have just encountered the
hearer (conventional requirement fulfilled) and the utterance indicates courte-
ous recognition of the hearer.* However, expressions like Hurrah! Ouch! Hi!
may exhibit equally the sense and force of the Speech-act. Simple Speech-acts
like Groans and Greetings must also be accounted for but not on the grounds
of lack of sincerity condition and propositional content. Particularly if, what
can be meant can be said in however brief a manner.

According to Searle the conditions of satisfaction for speech-acts and
Intentional states are the same. And yet the exact meeting ground of inten-
tional representations and conventional requirements is not very clear. Grant-
ing the role of intentions and conventions as equal and necessary in the theory
of Speech-acts, not ail Speech-acts however may follow a set convention. An
order for example may be carried out but responded to in different ways,
when issued by a Judge to the court, an Umpire to the players or a Boss to
her secretary. The internal representation that characterizes intentional behav-
jour might be said to be satisfied by the fulfilment of the concerned inten-
tional state in different ways.

To Searle an important condition of satisfaction for any intentional action
ought to be that one performs the action out of a choice which must relate
causally to the performance of the action and also represent logically the
related desire. Some of the background states are logically necessary. For
instance, if one intends to go to the bookstore, it is assumed one wants to
buy a book and believes it will be available in that store. The intention
formed coordinates all other relevant factors and creates an ability to settle
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in advance among several options that might be available. The background
network of other intentional states could help form the required intention and
resolve any state of indecision, if any. Sometimes the decisions to be taken
that arise from conflicting interests may result in akratic actions. ‘T ought to
do y (confess) because it will save a life; I ought not to, because it will be
a lie.” In spite of judging y to be the course of action to be performed under
the given circumstances (say, if one values saving a life over telling the
truth), and thereby intending to perform y, I perform x. An agent intends to
do y {chooses and decides to do y), which is held to be the best course of
action among alternatives, and nevertheless does x.** Such actions are termed
as incontinent or akratic. On Searle’s account such an action would represent
an intentional action. But what is the intention that must get represented (y
or X) to cause the resultant behaviour. In any conflict with respect to taking
a decision, intention must reflect a clear choice in order to represent the
conditions of satisfaction that would be required for that particular action. In
incontinent behaviour, no structure of rational thought is detectable. As
Davidson puts it, ... The actor cannot understand himself, He recognizes, in
his own intentional behaviour something essentially absurd’.

On Searle’s analysis, whatever the practical reasoning involved, the inten-
tion must reflect a choice and only then can the conditions of satisfaction be
represented causally and logically. The mind-to-world fit depends on being
able to identify the intentional state and its conditions of satisfaction. In the
direction of the mind-to-world fit, one expects agent A to do y, but post-facto
analysis shows that the intentional action of the akrate can only have the
causal intention to do x, which A did not have. This paradox is the most
difficult to account for in Searle’s account of biological naturalism. It is an
act which cannot logically have a condition of satisfaction. One wants to do
x which cannot be done. This internal representation cannot have its condition
of satisfaction. But this inability is not the only reason for the problem. It
is because, to Searle, Speech-acts derive their meaning and conditions of
sense, of satisfaction, from the notion of intentionality, that the akrate is
exposed to having an illogical and impossible mode of behaviour; and yet, its
non-fulfilment is not to be explained on grounds of non-representation, for
it is a genuine action. The akrate does not seem to have any determinate
representation of action. The discrepancy between thought and action, inten-
tion and its expression, content and its representation, is also not always
explained by pretence or lying. Akratic behaviour is not to be therefore
treated as an exception, as, there is no pretence or a lie and yet the speech-
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act is difficult to represent. In fact, the illocutionary force of an expressed
statement like, ‘Alright, take the purse (to a thief)’, is not really insincere
when directed to the thief.

Maybe, actions performed contrary-to-intentions as it were, could be re-
deemed as genuine intentional actions by acknowledging that there are de-
grees of voluntary and involuntary actions as in Aristotle’s philosophical
analysis of human actions. The akratic behaviour is an action, insofar as there
is some (practical) reasoning that satisfies ones curiosity about the ‘why” of
an action. What made A do x instead of y? This analysis could now be fitted
back to Searle’s causal self-referential aspect of intention, which accounts for
the action only in terms of what it represents. But again, how does one
represent the degree to which an action is intentional. What are the conditions
of satisfaction that would reveal this. These are important questions for the
representation of an adequate theory of human action. The ‘asymmetry™*!in
the course of action by an akratic choice requires a theory of Intentions more
than what Searle provides.

Another question that 1s often asked is whether intentional phenomena can
be reduced to attitudes like beliefs and desires which in turn could be under-
stood in terms of certain neurobiological brain-states. Functionalists and
Behaviourists do advocate such eliminative accounts of intentionality. Other
action-theorists following Wittgenstein and von Wright speak of the unique
and irreducible nature of intentional phenomena on grounds of the language-
game wherein mental phenomena are logically, not causally connected with
their objects.

To Searle all mental phenomena are biological in nature and yet there is
a level of intentionality that cannot be substituted by any other kind of
explanation. Mental phenomena should be treated as caused and realized in
biological systems. Consciousness, Intentionality, Subjectivity and mental
causation are all accommodated in a world-view where mental phenomena are
just higher level features of the brain caused by the behaviour of lower level
elements like synapses and neurons.*? This position of Searle, known as
Biological naturalism says that ‘Brains cause minds’ and that ‘minds are
higher level features of the brain’. On this basis the enterprise of cognitive
Science rests on a mistake. ‘Programs are formal (syntactical)’, ‘Minds have
contents (semantics)’ and ‘Syntax is not sufficient for Semantics’”.** Searle is
probably right in identifying the most important features of the human mind
namely Intentionality, Consciousness, Subjectivity and granting even mental
causation. Are all these features necessarily related to one another for a
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human Subject such that this is what distinguishes a human from a non-
human?

The Chinese-room argument is a case which according to Searle, refutes
Strong Al thesis as, no understanding has taken place. ‘No digital computer
has anything I do not have’.* Should the question have rather been, “What is
it that [ have that the digital computer, or any other less complicated object like
a stone perhaps, does not?’ Wittgenstein had pointed out that it is logically
absurd to even imagine what it is like for stones or any other system to have
consciousness.* It would be senseless to ask what is it to have or not have
consciousness just as it would be impossible to imagine in what manner trees
and stones can be conscious (PI-418). Both Searle and Wittgenstein emphati-
cally believe that there is no real ‘mystery’ of being conscious. To Wittgenstein
that human beings and higher animals have consciousness is not an empirical
truth but a grammatical one. We attribute Consciousness to a creature on the
grounds of its behaviour in the circumstances of its life, not on the grounds
of its neural organization and complexity.*

By keeping close contact with language and its use one does realize im-
portant features of a concept. Take ‘Consciousness’ for example; it is neither
an object of experience, nor can one point towards it nor identify it with
behaviour or with experience. In fact as is agreed that to have an experience
is to be conscious; on can enjoy, as it were, various states of consciousness.
In another place Wittgenstein points out that ... the “world of consciousness”
does not belong uniquely to me since it “belongs” to no one. I can as little
own it as I can walk about it or look at it or point to it.” This point goes
against the ‘ordinary supposition’ that being conscious is a subjective expe-
rience.

On the other hand, to Searle Consciousness is as much an empirical fact
of life as say the existence and characteristics of other creatures on this
planet, Searle is right when he says that some connection must exist between
the mind and the brain otherwise as he puts it ‘we are left with a situation
where the mind does not matter’.*’ The mind does matter. Pain and other
mental phenomena are features of the brain and are to be accounted for on
biological grounds. Subjectivity is as much an objective fact of biology. It is
a consequence of the way human beings are defined that ‘its conscious as-
pects are accessible to me in a way not accessible to anyone else’.*® Privacy
is a defining characteristic of conscious experiences that need not however
remain private. All that can be experienced can also be possibly expressed.
(On the lines of the Principle of Expression earlier stated by Searle.)
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When heat was discovered to be nothing but mean kinetic energy or that
colour was nothing but a particular frequency of light waves, the subjective
experience of heat or colour do not thereby disappear or get reduced. Simi-
larly one may redefine ‘pain’ in terms of ‘patterns of neuronal activity” as
well as experience pain as a higher level feature of the activities of the brain.
Searle admits that the same analysis will not hold for Consciousness. It is
therefore ‘ireducible’ and this is only ‘a trivial consequence of our definitional
practices’ * Unlike solidity or liquidity one cannot redefine Consciousness in
terms of an underlying micro-structure and treat surface features as effects of
real Consciousness. Is this fact of ‘irreducibility’ of such trivial consequence?

To Searle ... sameness of neurophysiology guarantees sameness of men-
tality but sameness of mentality does not guarantee sameness of physiology.*
If one takes the brain-in-vat example, the two brains that were identical to
the last molecule, the causal basis would guarantee the same mental phenom-
ena. It is logically possible that Consciousness and Intentionality be caused
in some other sorts of artificial or natural system.”! Whether systems can
causally produce Consciousness is an empirical issue. If so, why should
Searle reject the enterprise of cognitive science when irreducibility of Con-
sciousness is claimed on empirical grounds. We can literally make hearts that
tick and eyes that see. Human consciousness at least is caused by and realized
in the biological system made up of neurons. Searle seems to treat conscious-
ness, at times as an ‘irreducible’ and unique feature of intentional states and
at times like any other ‘mental” product. If we stretch the question why do
molecules arrange themselves the way they do, it may be possible to re-define
matter in terms of intentionality. The rudiments of this enterprise can be seen
in the development of bio-chips or organic-chips.

We have seen that the semantics involved in speech-acts arise mainly from
the interrelation between intentionality and consciousness. Searle had said
that it is in fact Intentionality that explains language and its use such that
there is an internal, logical connection seen through the conditions of satis-
faction that both share. Searle’s position of biological naturalism however,
complicates the problem of intentionality by necessitating an explanation of
human behaviour in terms of ‘intentional causation’, where the nature of
representation demands more definitive contents if the internal, logical rela-
tion between thought and language be maintained through adequate conditions
of satisfaction. Searle admits that ‘Representation’ is an unfortunate term as
it is only a device used to indicate and coordinate notions like ‘propositional
content’, ‘direction of fit’, ‘causal self-referentiality’, Network, etc.’ Yet the
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sense and reference of mental content escapes at times the net of represen-
tation.

To Searle, logical analysis of the meaning of terms does also reveal the
semantics necessary, which would also throw light on what it is to be ina
particular mental state. Therefore, there is an attempt to combine the logical
and the empirical question;* the conditions of satisfaction and the (conse-
quent) psycho-semantics requirement. It is true that representation and con-
tent and the world-to-word fit and vice versa, are all imagery to enable us
to link language with reality; but they are imagery purported to explain the
relation between language, mind and the world. To that extent we cannot treat
them only as metaphors.*

Language as a speech-act however does throw a different light in the way
we may understand the world of objects, events and intentional states. But
the combination of syntax and semantics by the human language user cannot
be attributed only to the biological or special condition that we happen to be
equipped with. Unlike Searle or Wittgenstein there are some philosophical
problems that cannot be empirically solved or logically dissolved so easily,
and the mind-body and thought-language relation are two of them.
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Bertrand Russell starts his essay ‘On propositions: what they are and how
they mean’ by saying ‘A proposition may be defined as: What we believe
when we believe truly or falsely.” Among the many uses that the notion of
proposition is traditionally taken to have, Russell’s definition brings out one
of its most important. After defining the notion of proposition in this way,
Russell goes on to say ‘Tn order to arrive, from the definition at an account
of what proposition is, we must decide what belief is ...." That is exactly
what we want to do in this paper. Qur discussion will follow two distinct
stages. In the first stage, to decide on what belief as a paradigmatic case of
propositional attitude is,' we will try to understand its nature by motivating
the distinction between two kinds of belief—the de re and the de dicto belief.
It should be noted that interest in the de re/de dicto distinction is not some-
thing new. The distinction was first applied to modal contexs, and then
extended generally to attitude (and more specifically to epistemic) contexts.
The intuitive idea behind the distinction was that besides the class of de dicto
beliefs, which are individuated by their content and mode, there is a class of
beliefs which are essentially about objects.

In spite of its widespread use, important questions have been raised con-
cemning the very distinction itself—particularly concerning the existence of de
re beliefs. Opposition to the distinction has taken various forms. Some phi-
losophers have claimed that there may be a distinction to be drawn at the level
of belief-reports, but this distinction does not correspond to any distinction
at the level of beliefs themselves. Another liné of attack consists in reducing
de re beliefs to de dicto beliefs, and claiming that de re beliefs are really a
species of de dicto beliefs. Simply saying that de re beliefs are a special case
of de dicto beliefs because the former can be reduced to the latter, however,
does not necessarily imply that they are the same. In the second stage, we
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will try to show that there is a genuine distinction at the level of the beliefs
themselves. The reason for admitting de re beliefs is based on the very nature
of our thoughts about the world.

1. THE DISTINCTION BETWEEN DE RE AND DE DICTO BELIEFS

1.1. Preliminary Remarks

The orthodox distinction may be set up in a very simple way: belief de dicto
is a belief that a certain dictum {or a proposition) is true, whereas belief de
re is about a particular »es (or an individual} that has a certain property. In
this sense, we can say, following Woodfield?, that a de re belief can initially
be taken to have two features:

(i} It is about an object.

(i1) It is tied to objects constitutively.

The second feature really suggests that the thought could not exist without
the object existing, because, to individuate the thought, it seems essential to
individuate an object. It should be noted that there is a difference between the
orthodox way and our way of understanding the de re/de dicto distinction.
According to the standard way of explaining the distinction we allude to here,
in a de dicto belief the thinker has a belief in a proposition, but does not in
the case of a de re belief. What we are trying to defend here, however, is
that even in a de re belief context the belief is in a proposition—a singular
proposition, which has as its essential constituent an object and a property.
So even if the discussion may sometimes suggest that de re beliefs have non-
propositional content, it really means that they do not have as their contents
propositions in the Fregean sense. This terminological point is brought out
by McDowell [1984]. According to him, in the case of a de re attribution one
should recognize a ‘Russellian proposition’. As he says, ‘It would be a
merely terminological question whether one should say that there are no
propositions but “complete” ones, so that de re attributions involve no propo-
sitions; or whether in connection with de re atiributions one should recognize
propositions of a different kind: “Russellian propositions” ... .”

A widely held view among philosophers* is that all beliefs are de dicto.
The support comes from Frege’s arguments for admitting a thought or a sense
of a sentence to be the content of a propositional attitude—like belief. Phi-
losophers who adhere to this view think that if the thought or the sense of
a sentence is the content of belief, any correct ascription of belief would
involve a complete specification of the thought, that is, specification of the
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sense without any specification of the reference of the constituent expres-
sions, and so the belief has to be a de dicto belief. In the case of a singular
belief, like “Tom believes that Cicero is a Roman orator’, the Fregean view,
in one of its interpretations, has to be supported by the idea that knowledge
of a particular object is essentially indirect, because even the so-called refer-
ring expressions require the mediation of sense to determine the reference.
The relation between thought and object is also indirect. In dealing with
names which do not have any reference, a Fregean would say

... the sense of a name, if expressible otherwise than by the name itself
is expressible by a definite description. Definite descriptions are also taken
to have whatever sense they have independently of whether or not objects
answer to them. Thus a name without a bearer could, in Frege s view

have a sense in exactly the same way as the name with a bearer.’

If this is the case, then whether the object exists or not would be merely
incidental to the availability of the thought. One who is against de re
propositional attitudes is committed to this view, and thus would claim that
there is no need to specify beliefs in terms of objects, in fact, a correct
specification of a belief should be made in terms of the specification of the
complete thought.

A non-Fregean may, at this point, argue that whether a name has a bearer
or not does make a difference as to the ascription of belief containing that
name. So McDowell says

A sincere assertive utterance of a sentence containing a name with a bearer
can be understood as expressing a belief correctly describable as a belief,
concerning the bearer, that it satisfies some specified condition. If the
name has no bearer (in the interpreter’s view), he cannot describe any
suitably related belief in that transparent style. He can indeed gather from
the utterance, that the subject believes himself to be expressing such a
belief by his words. That might make the subject’s behaviour, in speaking
as he does, perfectly intelligible; but in a way quite different from the way
in which, in the first kind of case, the belief expressed makes the behav-
iour inteltigible.®

So, in cases where the name occwring within a belief context has a reference,
it seems essential to specify the belief in terms of the object in question. When
someone sincerely and assertively utters a sentence containing a proper name,
one does not mean to be expressing a belief whose availability to be expressed
is indifferent to the existence, or otherwise, of the bearer of that name.
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Here, one may take up the first line of attack mentioned at the very
beginning and argue that the de re/de dicto distinction is a genuine one at the
level of belief ascription but not at the level of belief itself. When we give
a de re report of a belief, that is, just specifying the object about which the
reported thinker has her belief, we are doing so because we do not want to
commit ourselves to a claim about the way in which the reported thinker
thinks of the object of her belief. The general distinction is a distinction
between a belief report where the modes of presentation associated with
expressions used in the report are intended to match the modes of presenta-
tion the believer uses in having that particular belief (this being the case of
a de dicto belief report), and, on the other hand, a belief report where the
intention is merely that the reference is preserved (this being the case of a
de re belief report). But this distinction within belief reports cannot be
extended to belief itself. To counter this argument we need to show that there
are some genuine de re belicfs. The discussion which follows will try to do
this, By taking clues from Gareth Evans’s arguments for singular/Russellian
thoughts, we will try to establish that some beliefs themselves are to be
characterized as de re.

These are all preliminary remarks. But one thing that they seem to suggest
is that the de re/de dicto distinction is not as unproblematic as it appears.
Most philosophers are doubtful about the de re side of the distinction. So it
seems essential to see why, if at all, this distinction is needed, what is the
motivation for admitting a class of beliefs which are de re over and above
the de dicto beliefs.

1.2. Quine and De Re Beliefs

One motivation for distinguishing between de re and de dicto beliefs comes
from considerations of Quine’s distinction between notional and relational
senses of belief, or, as has been indicated in the Introduction, his distinction
between transparent and opaque contexts and the problem of substitution in
these contexts.” We have already mentioned, sentences reporting beliefs and
other propositional attitudes, according to Quine, are ambiguous. They may
have either a transparent reading or an opaque reading. The two sentences
“There is someone whom Ralph believes to be a spy” and ‘Ralph believes
there are spies’ may both be ambiguously expressed by the sentence, ‘Ralph
believes that someone is a spy’. But the distinction between the two sentences
is vast. In one case there is a particular man whom Ralph has in mind, and
believes of him that he is a spy. In the other case Ralph is just like one of
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us who believes that there are spies without having the belief about any
particular individual. Let us take another example. Suppose that there is a
particular spy Holmes suspects of being a murderer, while Watson suspects
only that there is a spy who is a murderer. Quine thinks that there is an
essential difference between Holmes’s belief and Watson'’s belief. Watson is
inclined to believe the proposition that at least one spy is a murderer. But
Holmes does more: he suspects about a particular spy that he is a murderer.
So Holmes’s belief, being about a particular individual, is de re and may be
reported as ‘Of A, who is a spy, Holmes believes that A is a murderer’,
while Watson’s belief is de dicto, and his belief may be reported as “Watson
believes that a spy is a murderer’. This seems to suggest that a subject does
sometimes have a belief which is essentially about an object and thus, is de
re.

As it has already been hinted at the Introduction, according to Quine the
test which really helps us in identifying a belief to be of a particular kind is
the test of substitutivity of co-referential singular terms. For example, sup-
pose Ralph believes de re that Orteutt is a spy. Then we can characterize
Ralph’s attitude by substituting any correct description of Orteutt, like ‘the
man in the brown coat’, regardless of whether Ralph could or would describe
Orteutt in that way. The intuition seems to be that our ascription relates
Ralph to the individual in such a way that the particular description or
conception that Ralph would use to represent Ortcutt plays no role in this sort
of ascription. A belief-ascription is de dicto, if at every place in the content
clause, substitution of co-referring expressions fails.

Burge [1977] has tried to show that the Quinean criterion of substitutivity
does not adequately draw the de re/de dicto distinction. In some cases (when,
say, Tom is acquainted with the man in direct perception} we may attribute
to Tom a belief like, “Tom believes that the man in the brown coat is a spy’,
and may refuse unlimited substitution of terms denoting the man on the
ground that Tom’s belief involves thinking of the person as the man in the
brown coat, and not, say, as the man who killed Smith. We may attempt to
answer Burge here in the following way. The criterion of substitutivity, as
used by Quine, is a criterion for distinguishing between de re and de dicto
belief-reports. De re belief-reports, which presumably satisfy the criterion of
substitutivity, are not complete. They are not complete in the sense that the
report leaves one in the dark as to how the reported believer thinks of the
object of his belief. But that does not mean that in a particular context they
are not correct. Incompleteness of a belief-report should not be confused with
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the report’s being non-truth-preserving—and this is the confusion that Burge
seems to be making here.

Let us try to explain this a bit more with the help of an example. Suppose
Tom wants to tell me how his friend Ralph got into an argument with my
sister at a party, and says

Ralph thinks that your sister is rude.

However, it happens that Ralph himself does not know that the person
with whom he got into this argument is my sister (he knows my sister by
descriptions which he gathered by social interaction with her at the party)
The report is not a complete guide to Ralph’s thought, but it is, nonetheless,
correct. Tom could have used any other familiar description of my sister, and
the report would have been correct. Contrary to what Burge says, co-refer-
ential expressions may be substituted in a correct de re belief report salva
veritate and Burge confuses the fact that such substitutions may result in
belief-reports which leave out information about how the believer being re-
ported thinks of the object with the report’s being non-truth preserving. So
it seems that a Quinean substitutivity criterion can be applied to bring out
a significant distinction between de re and de dicto belief-reports, where the
former is correct, and the latter is complete. De re belief-reports are correct
in the sense that in a report of this kind substitution of co-referential names
do not fail to preserve truth. But in case of a de dicto report, we aim at
completeness that is, we want to report how the believer thinks of the object.
When a report aims at being a complete guide to the believer s thought
substitution of co-referential names results in false reports. Therefore, there
does seem to be a way of using the Quinean criterion of substitutivity to
bring out a distinction between de re and de dicto ascriptions of beliefs.

1.3 Burge and De Re Belief

Apart from Quine's logical basis for distinguishing between de re and de
dicto beliefs, Burge [1977] brings out an epistemic basis for distinguishing
between these two kinds of beliefs. From an epistemic point of view a de
dicto belief is

a belief that is fully conceptualized. That is, a correct ascription of the de
dicto belief identifies it purely by reference to a ‘content all of whose
semantically relevant components characterize elements in the believer’s

conceptual repertoire.®
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For example, suppose Alfred believes that the most powerful man on earth
in 1995 is a crook, without knowing who this particular man is. As Alfred’s
epistemic state depends completely on concepts in his repertoire, and not on
his relation to a particular individual, his belief is de dicto.

In characterizing de re beliefs as opposed to de dicto ones, Burge writes,

A de re belief is a belief whose correct ascription places the believer in
an appropriate non-conceptual, contextual relation to objects the belief is
about. The term non-conceptual does not imply that no concepts or other
mental notions enter into a full statement of the relation. Indeed, the
relation may well hold between the object and concepts, or their acquisi-
tion or use. The crucial point is that the relation not be merely that of the
concepts’ being concepts of the object-—concepts that denote or apply to it.’

What Burge seems to be saying here is that in a de re belief the subject
is related to the object in a non-conceptual way. This does not mean that the
subject’s way of individuating an object is purely non-conceptual. Most of the
time, perhaps always, the subject’s thought about an object does involve some
concept of the object. The point is that the object of a belief of this sort is
not determined by the concepts which apply to it, but by some contextual
relations between the subject and the object-—the believer’s relation to the
relevant object of belief is not merely that he conceives of it or otherwise
represents it. This is often the case where the subject perceives the object.
We can explain this point with the help of Burge’s example. Suppose we see
a man coming from a distance in the fog. We may believe about him that he
is wearing a red cap. But it might very well be the case that we do not see
the man well enough to describe him in such a way that we are able to
individuate him fully. There is no purely conceptual means for individuating
the object of our thought. According to Burge these are cases where the
requirement of denotation in addition to the causal or contextual connection
with the object of thought remains unfulfilled. The requirement of denotation
is the requirement that the subject has some purely conceptual, non-contextual
means of individuating the object of his or her thought. This requirement can
be further explained by showing that it is a stricter requirement than is needed
to understand cases of the above kind. Philosophers, for example Kaplan,
who take de re belief to be a species of de dicto belief, contend that a singular
term within a belief report can be said to represent an object if that name
denotes the object. But for the name to denote in this way, that is, in a way
which would help in showing that de re belief is only a species of de dicto
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belief, the name must pick out or individuate the object in a context-independ-
ent way. However, in our perception of a man coming from a distance in the
fog and in having subsequent thought about him, we do not seem to have a
purely conceptual means of individuating the object (or the individual) that
the thought is a thought of. We may be able to pick out the man ostensively
with the help of a description that is available in this context (like, ‘the man
out there’). But there seems to be no reason to hold that we can always
conceptualize the entities we rely on in our demonstration. Therefore,

These considerations indicate that there will often be no term or individual
concept in the believer’s set of beliefs about the relevant object which
denotes the object. This is not to deny that the believer always has some
mental or semantical instrument for picking out the object—a set of con-
cepts, a perceptual image, a demonstrative. But whatever means the indi-
vidual has depends for its success partly but irreducibly on factors unique
to the context of the encounter with the object, and not part of the mental
or linguistic repertoire of the believer.™

So Burge’s claim is that sometimes one’s way of thinking about the object
depends ultimately on one or other demonstrative or contextual factors. That
is why we can have de re thought about the man seen in the fog, and believe
of him that he is wearing a red cap. Therefore de re thoughts are thoughts
in which the relationship between the subject and the object is not just the
application of concepts; the relationship between them is determined by the
causal and contextual factors which connect them. If the relationship between
the thinker and the object of thought is determined by a direct contextual
relation of the above kind, then it seems to follow that the thinker’s de re
thoughts of this kind are essentially directed towards the object.

Burge takes a further step and argues that a de re belief is in some
important ways more fundamental than a de dicto belief. He tries to argue for
this in two ways. First, he tries to show that if an entity lacks de re
propositional attitudes we cannot attribute to it the use or understanding of
language. As Burge rightly points out, the first sentences that children actu-
ally use or understand are invariably related to their immediate and percep-
tually accessible environment. And so the attitudes accompanying such asser-
tions are de re. An obvious objection to this view may be that, from the fact
that our understanding of language necessarily involves indexical elements, it
does not follow that understanding of language in general is of this kind. We
can think of some other organisms or robots which are programmed in such
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a way that they are able to understand indexical-free langnages. This objec-.
tion, according to Burge, is misguided. Machines that are programmed to use
indexical-free languages cannot be said to understand or use languages au-
tonomously. For them manipulations of symbols are nothing more than me-
chanical or purely syntactic activities. To indicate the fact that symbols have
some semantical or extra-linguistic significance they must be able, at least
sometimes, to correlate symbols with which they symbolize—correlate either
through some nonlinguistic or through some linguistic activities, or by a
combination of both of them. When someone says that she wants a piece of
cake, you might go and get it from the fridge, or tell her ‘there’s a piece of
cake in the fridge’, or do both—that is utter those words and at the same time
get the cake from the fridge. The case with subjects who are said to have
propositional attitudes is similar. In having a propositional attitude, the sub-
ject must ultimately indicate some ability to correlate his thoughts with ob-
jects that those thoughts are thoughts of. Failure to do so would indicate that
there is no adequate ground for attributing an understanding of language. And
any propositional attitude accompanying such understanding of language must
necessarily involve de re attitudes.

Apart from this argument from the understanding of languages, Burge
tries to show that evidence or justification for purely de dicto empirical
beliefs depend on support from some de re belief or other. He'' says,

Consider our purely de dicto empirical beliefs, where all such beliefs in
singular form are nonindexical and where the definite descriptions can be
used attributively, ... Taken by themselves, these beliefs are clearly lacking
in evidential support. The attributively intended singular beliefs have the
force of ‘the F, whatever object that is, is G*. Justification for the belief
that there is an F or that it is G requires some more specific identification.
... Many of our de dicto belicfs are justified because they are based on
authoritative hearsay from others. But then, at a minimum, the ‘others’
must have some de re belief in order to ground their authority on the
subject.

So even a purely de dicto empirical belief is based on some de re beliefs,
and in this sense de re beliefs have a primacy over de dicto beliefs.

De re beliefs then are belicfs which are essentially object-directed. What
the subject is thinking about is determined by immediate contextual connec-
tion and the subject’s relation to the object is not just the application of
concepts.
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2. THE MOTIVATION FOR ADMITTING IRREDUCIBLY DE RE BELIEFS

What motivates philosophers to admit a class of beliefs which are irreducibly
de re? We can begin by considering Quine once again. There are two insights
involved in Quine’s notional and relational senses of belief which are impor-
tant and should be highlighted at this point. Firstly, there really seems to be
a class of beliefs irreducibly about objects. That means that there are beliefs
which relate the believer to an object, so when we say “Tom believes that
Cicero is a Roman’, it is not only a fact about Tom; under the circumstances
it is a fact about Cicero as well—it is a fact about Cicero that Tom believes
him to be a Roman. Hence, the belief state intrinsically is a state concerning
Cicero. Secondly, there is clearly a distinction between propositional attitudes
which are directed at particular objects and those which are not. Quine’s
example'? would bring out this point. Suppose someone says, ‘T want a
sloop’; now in a case like this we need to make a distinction between the
desire that the man might have for a sloop, where any sloop would do (as
Quine says, what he seeks ‘is a mere relief from slooplessness’) and the
desire that a man might have which is directed at a particular sloop. The two
desires are definitely not of the same nature.

One important point seems to be emerging from all these discussions: the
ultimate motivation for admitting a class of beliefs which are de re or are
about particular objects comes from our nature of thought and the relation that
obtains between our thoughts and the world. Suppose we cannot have any de
re thoughts. That would mean that all our thoughts about the world would
be descriptive, that is, we could think of objects only by description, each
merely as something belonging to a certain sort."* Now, if all our thoughts
about things could only be descriptive, our total conception of the world
would be merely qualitative. But our perceptual beliefs provide us with a
class of beliefs where the thought involved is not just descriptive. To quote
Kent Bach' here,

When we perceive something, we can think about it in a fundamentally
different way than if we thought of it merely by description. To think of
something by description is just to think of whatever happens to have the
properties expressed by the description. But to perceive something is to be
in a real relation to it, to be in a position to think that object in particular,
no matter what its properties. ... Our thoughts about it are not DESCRIP-
TIVE but DE RE.?
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Our perceptual beliefs do not always have associated with them some
descriptions which individuate the individual completely. Burge’s example of
seeing a man coming from the distance in the fog and forming the belief
about him that he is wearing a red cap clearly brings out the de re nature of
perceptual cases.

3. EVANS AND DE RE THOUGHTS

3.1, Preliminary Remarks

The view that to think of an object or make a judgement about it one must
be in an intimate relation to the object has been argued for by Evans [1982].
In arguing for the Russellian status of what he cails information-invoking
singular terms, Evans considers the nature of thoughts, in particular the
nature of thoughts needed in order to understand sentences containing those
terms. These are information-based thoughts, and are thoughts about objects
in which they are grounded. In this sense information-based thoughts seem
to correspond to the notion of de re thoughts that we tried to explain in the
previous section. So, the main task of the rest of the chapter will be firstly
to explain the nature of information-based thoughts and information-invoking
singular terms, then to bring out the principles on which they are based, and
finally to show in what way Evans’s notion differs from ours. As R M.
Sainsbury in his Critical Notice to The Varieties of Reference points out, the
intended upshot of Evans’s argument is ‘that for a wide range of singular
terms the kinds of thoughts we must have to understand sentences containing
them are thoughts that would be simply unavailable in the absence of a
referent of the term,”’ Therefore, thoughts expressed by utterances involving
singular terms of this kind, thoughts which are called ‘information-based
thoughts” and which are grounded in information derived from objects re-
ferred to by Russellian singular terms, seem to provide us with a definite
class of de re thoughts.

There are a wide variety of ideas that are being referred to in the previous
paragraph which need unpacking. The questions that we need to answer to
understand Evans’s position conceming de re thoughts are: 1. What are
information-based thoughts? 2. What are information-invoking singular terms?
3. When do we say that an information-invoking singular term is Russellian?
These are all complicated questions involving a wide range of issues that
Evans [1985] deals with. Most of them will remain undiscussed in this
chapter. For our purpose of understanding the nature of de re thoughts, we
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will concentrate on his arguments for the Russellian status of information-
invoking singular terms and the nature of information-based thoughts.

3.2. Evans on Frege and Russell

What does Evans mean when he says that singular terms are Russellian? A
singular term is Russellian in the case where the significance of the singular
term depends upon its having a reference. Therefore, if a sentence containing
a proper name of this kind is significant, that is, expresses something true
or false, then the proper name in that context must stand for something.
Evans, however, in an important way, distances himself from Russell’s notion
of logically proper names—which, according to Russell, are the only kind of
expressions that fulfil the requirement laid down. The two most important
differences are the following: 1. According to Russell, the connection be-
tween a logically proper name and its bearer is direct, that is, the connection
is not mediated by the sense of the name. A Russellian singular term in
Evans’s sense has associated with it some way of thinking of the reference,
and thus has a sense. 2. Russell further wanted a logically proper name to
have a guaranteed reference, the question of failure of reference does not arise
in the case of a logically proper name. In contrast, in Evans’s framework we
can attempt to use an expression as a Russellian singular term but fail to have
a reference due to the unavailability of a suitable object.

An important point should be noted here. Though Evans thinks that a
Russellian singular term is like any other term that has sense as well as
reference, for him the reference of such an expression has a primacy over its
sense. In the case of a Russellian singular term its possession of sense
depends upon its having a reference. This is a point where Evans departs
from Frege as he is usually understood. That is why to understand what
Evans means by the ‘Russellian’ nature of a singular term, it might be helpful
to state, very briefly, Evans’s understanding of the Fregean theory of sense.

As has already been mentioned, according to one familiar way of under-
standing the Fregean theory of sense, it is usually held that the understanding
of an expression does not, in any way, presuppose the knowledge of the
referent of the expression. The knowledge of a particular object is essentially
indirect, because even so-called referring expressions require the mediation of
sense to determine the reference. The relation between a thought and an object
is also indirect. If this is the case then whether or not an object exists is
irrelevant in determining the sense. Evans does not accept this interpretation
of the Fregean notion of sense. He, following Russell, and opposing Frege,
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holds that it is impossible to understand a sentence containing a proper name,
that is, to grasp the proposition it expresses, without knowing which object
it stands for. According to Evans, Frege’s theory of Bedeutung, or what he
translates as meaning or semantic value, starts with the idea that the signifi-
cance of a sentence consists in its being either true or false. Given this
starting point, it seems natural for Frege to proceed by saying that the seman-
tic value of a substantival expression consists in its power to affect the truth-
value of the sentence in which it occurs. It is natural to think further that this
power is determined by the expression’s association with an extra-linguistic
entity—which may be called the referent of the expression in question. But
Frege also claimed that a full account of the significance of an expression
cannot be given solely in terms of the semantic value of an expression, it has
to be given in terms of some further property, which he called ‘sense’. Sense
explains the difference in cognitive value of two sentences having the same
semantic value, like, ‘Hesperus is Hesperus” and ‘Hesperus is Phosphorus’.

For Evans, the essence of the Fregean notion of sense consists in the way
in which the semantic vatue is presented. The consequence of this way of
understanding Fregean sense is that it seems that there can be no sense
without reference. But in that case, this view conflicts with the usual Fregean
view that an expression, like an empty singular term, can have sense while
lacking reference. According to Evans, Frege’s ascription of sense to empty
singular terms should not be taken seriously. Though it seems that Frege
ascribes sense to empty singular terms, this is, for Evans, ‘equivocal, hedged
around with qualification, and dubiously consistent with the fundamentals of
his philosophy of language.”” Evans ‘rejects Russell’s obliteration of the
distinction between sense and reference, yet he does not go to the other
extreme of allowing sense without reference.”® So his strategy is to show
that 2rasp of sense essentially requires identifying knowledge of the referent.

This way of interpreting the Fregean notion of sensc leads Evans’s Frege
to be close to Russell. Evans quotes'® Russell’s criterion for testing terms
which are classified as referring expressions,

Whenever the grammatical subject of a proposition can be supposed not to
exist without rendering the proposition meaningless, it is plain that the
grammatical subject is not a proper name, i.¢., not a name directly repre-
senting some object.

Evans takes a singular term which passes this test to be Russellian. And
the main task of the book is to establish the Russellian status of a large group
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of singular terms. It should be noted that Evans is not trying to show that
all kinds of singular terms are Russellian. Names which are introduced by
explicit stipulation (like his example of the name ‘Julius™?) are referring
expressions but non-Russellian referring expressions, What he wants to ar-
gue is that for a wide range of singular terms, the kinds of thoughts we must
have to understand sentences containing them are thoughts which cannot be
had if the singular term failed to have a reference.
As Sainsbury remarks,

his [that is, Evans’s] view lics between two extremes, ... At one extreme
is Russell’s view, on which the existence of Russellian thoughts is, of
course, granted, but it is denied that there can be fwo such thoughts
predicating the same property of the same object. At the other extreme is
the view which some, though not Evans, attribute to Frege, on which there
is no problem about allowing thoughts to be distinct, even though they
predicate the same property of the same object, but it is denied that thoughts
are Russellian. Let us call these, respectively, the Russellian and the
Fregean poles. Evans, of course, has a view combining elements from each
pole: Russellian status together with allowing the Fregean distinction.?'

Frege held the view that for communication to be successful, the thought
that the speaker and the hearer associates with the utterance must be the same.
Evans thinks that this is too strong a claim to make. Though it is true that
communication depends upon a certain overlap between the information
possessed by the speaker and the information possessed by the hearer, a
considerable difference may exist between their information, and so it is
sufficient for communication that the speaker and the hearer think of the right
object. It is not, in addition, required that they think of it in the same way.
Therefore the Fregean condition of communicatively successful use of singu-
lar terms should be replaced by the requirement that for the hearer to under-
stand the speaker, both must think of its referent. If there were no such object
the utterance would not be understood, and nothing would have been said. So
the nature of successful communication itself suggests that the terms be
Russellian.

This is no doubt an important argument, but Evans uses it as a supplemen-
tary argument to establish the Russellian status of singular term. The main
reason is that the same conclusion can be reached by considering the nature
of the thought in which such singular terms occur. If we can, following
Evans, show that thoughts of this kind are Russellian, then that would
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provide us with good grounds for admitting a definite and irreducible class
of de re thoughts.

3.3. Russell’s Principle and Information-Based Thoughts

According to Evans, our thoughts about particular objects must satisfy what
he calls ‘Russell’s Principle’.?* This Principle states

A subject cannot make a judgement about something unless he knows
which object his judgement is about.

The Principle suggests that, in order to be thinking about an individual/
object or making a judgement about him/it, one must oneself know which
individual/object he or she is thinking about. What is it to have such knowl-
edge? The knowledge which is required in this connection is, according to
Evans, ‘discriminating knowledge’. So, a subject cannot be said to make a
judgement about something unless he has discriminating knowledge about the
object of his judgement. Knowledge of this kind would enable the subject to
distinguish the object of his judgement from all other things.? There are three
ways in which a subject can come to know which object his judgement is
about. They are descriptive, demonstrative and recognition-based, and they
help us in the determination of the identity of the thought. Thus a sentence
of the form ‘that G is F” may express a thought involving a descriptive kind
of mode of identification if the identification exploits the fact that the object
is uniquely G. An utterance of the same sentence, in a different context, may
also expreés a thought in which recognition-based identification is involved,
that is, if we recognize that the currently perceived G is someone we have
previously encountered. And an utterance of the same sentence may express
a thought involving a demonstrative identification if the relevant G is cur-
rently perceived by us. When an object is identified in any one of these kinds
of modes of identification, it can be called the thought’s object. So, according
to Evans, thoughts about particular objects are governed by Russell’s Prin-
ciple, and therefore, a defence of this Principle is necessary. A defence of
Russell’s Principle would be helpful in two ways. In the first place, it would
provide us with an account of what common thing a subject is able to do in
the case of descriptive, demonstrative and recognition-based identification by
showing us why it is that thought about a particular individual requires the
subject to be able to do it. In the second place, it would help us in answering
questions about the boundaries of demonstrative identification. Questions
like, ‘Does perception of an object always provide us with discriminating
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knowledge of it?’ or ‘Can we demonstratively identify an object seen in a
photograph or heard on the radio, or must we rather think of them descrip-
tively?’ can be answered properly only when Russell’s Principle is defended
as an acceptable principle governing our thoughts about particular objects.

Evans initially defends Russell’s Principle with the help of the example of
two indistinguishable steel balls. The example goes like this,?

Suppose, ..., that on a certain day in the past, a subject briefly observed
two indistinguishable steel balls suspended from the same point and rotat-
ing about it. He now believes nothing about one ball which he does not
believe about the other. This is certainly a situation in which the subject
cannot discriminate one of the balls from all other things, since he cannot
discriminate it from its fellow. And a principle which precludes the ascrip-
tion to the subject of a thought about one of the balls surely has a con-
siderable intuitive appeal.

In this kind of case, if we try to think of just one of the two balls, we
will try to do that by focusing on something which will help us in distin-
guishing it from the other ball. Now, if there is no distinguishing mark which
allows us to do so, we shall have to admit that we are incapable of thoughts
about one of them, as distinct from the other, because, if the subject has no
way of distinguishing between the two balls, his effort to think about one of
the balls is bound to fail. We will come to a fuller discussion of Russell’s
Principle later on.

Thoughts that are about particular objects and are governed by Russell’s
Principle are called ‘information-based thoughts’ by Evans. Very often a
thinker can entertain thoughts about an object because they are based on the
information they have about the world, information which flows from the
object itself. Perception, memory and testimony may all three provide this
information link. To quote Evans,”

Our particular thoughts are very often based upon information which we
have about the world. We take ourselves to be informed, in whatever way,
of the existence of such-and-such an object, and we think or speculate
about it. A thought of the kind with which I am concemed is governed by
a conception of its object which is the result neither of fancy ... nor of
linguistic stipulation ..., but rather is the result of a belief about how the
world is which the subject has because he has received information (or
misinformation) from the object.
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Evans explains this point with the help of an example. Suppose A and B
went for a hunting trip and came across a beautiful bird. Years later A might
want to talk about that bird with B by using expressions which would invoke
information in B’s mind. A might say ‘Do you remember the bird we saw
on the hunting trip we went on?’ and fail to make B remember the bird he
was talking about. He might claborate the description in different ways (like,
mentioning the date, the place etc. of their trip, or show a picture of a bird
similar to the one he was talking about). B, taking A to be trustworthy, may
believe all that A is saying, but as Evans points out, ‘T do not think that he
can be said to have understood the remark, as it was intended to be under-
stood, until he remembers the bird—until the right information is retrieved.™
And once the hearer is able to identify the bird the speaker was talking about,
he will be in a different information state than the one he was in.

The above example shows only one of the three ways in which the subject
may provide an information-link. Information of the object would control the
thought about the particular object if and only if the subject, due to his
acquiring and retaining information, is disposed to evaluate and appreciate”
thoughts about the object that it is so-and-so: For example, suppose a subject
is looking at a black and white cat which he has never seen or heard about
before. He may entertain different thoughts about that cat, but it is the content
of his perception and no other information which controls his thought.

So there is a duality of factors involved in the notion of an information-
based thought. On the one hand, the subject possesses information which he
derives from the object and he regards this information to be germane to the
evaluation and appreciation of the thought. On the other hand, the subject
fulfils the requirement imposed by Russell’s principle, that is, he identifies
(that is, has discriminating knowledge of) the object that his thought con-
cerns. Therefore, in all cases, the overriding purpose of the subject’s thinking
consists in thinking about the object from which the information is derived.
He aims at this object, which Evans calls a ‘target’,” but like all other aiming
he may miss it. Now a necessary condition for the existence of an informa-
tion-based thought about the particular object is the following:

It is only when the procedure which determines the object and the
procedure which determines the target locate the same object can the
subject be credited with an information-based particular thought about that

object.?
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No such procedure governs the having of purely descriptive thought, for
the notion of target plays no role in stating the conditions for having such a
thought.

If this be the necessary condition for having an information-based thought,
then if a mode of identification in fact fails to identify anything, it cannot
figure in an information-based thought about an object. So, for an informa-
tion-based thought to be about an object, had not the object existed, that
thought could not have existed either, In this sense, information-based thoughts
are Russellian. Evans insists that ‘It is no part of this proposal that his mind
1s wholly vacant, images and words may clearly pass through it, and various
ancillary thoughts may even occur to him.™ He may have general thoughts,
but, as Sainsbury points out, this view of thought is perfectly consistent with
the following view of thought-expression: where an attempt to express a
Russellian thought fails because there is no appropriate object.

3.4. The Main Argument for the Russellian Status of Singular Terms

Having characterized the nature of information-invoking particular thoughts
in this way, Evans tries to show that the role it plays in the main argument
is the following: for many singular terms one must think an information-
based thought in order to understand utterances containing them. Information-
based thoughts are Russellian, that is, provided that if the particular object
(the thought is said to be a thought about) did not exist then the thought itself
could not have existed. Hence singular terms occurring in utterances whose
understanding requires information-based thoughts are Russellian—if they
did not refer, there could be no thought sufficient for understanding utter-
ances containing them. An information-invoking singular term is one which
is typically intended, as used in an utterance, to make the hearer bring to bear,
in understanding the utterance, information antecedently in his possession.

One may here wonder why understanding of an utterance involving infor-
mation-invoking singular terms requires that the singular term refer? We can,
at this point, state the argument very briefly. Having done that, we can
discuss how Evans argues for each step in the argument. The argument
proceeds in the following way:

In order to understand an utterance involving information-invoking singu-
lar terms, an utterance of the form ‘A(t)’, one must oneself believe that there
is something to which the term ‘t’ refers. Understanding any utterance is
knowing a truth, that is, knowing what has been said. But understanding,
being a species of knowledge, cannot be based on a false belief—that is, the
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belief that ‘t’ refers cannot be false. Therefore, °t’, that is the information-
invoking singular term, must have a reference.

Evans justifies the claim that to understand an information-invoking sin-
gular term, one must oneself believe that there 1s something to which the term
refers, by first showing that for the hearer to understand an information-
invoking singular term, some information already in his possession must be
invoked. And the information that the hearer invokes and the speaker has are
derived from the same object. Here we may refer back to the example of
talking about a bird which two persons saw on a hunting trip. As has already
been pointed out, the hearer cannot be said to understand the speaker unless
he connects the speaker’s use of the phrase ‘that bird’ with the information
he himself has about the bird. Evans makes this point clear with another
example.’’ Suppose a speaker makes a demonstrative reference to 2 man in
an environment he shares with the hearer and says ‘this man is F'—now the
hearer can be said to understand the remark only if he perceives the particular
man and brings his perceptual information to bear upon his interpretation of
the remark. Examples of this kind, therefore, show that there are many cases
where understanding an expression requires activating antecedently possessed
information. One may, however, wonder whether understanding of this kind
(1) has to involve some belief, and (2) has to involve only belief which is
true. In the following paragraphs we will see how Evans tries to show that
the notion of understanding of an expression in the relevant sense not only
involves belief, but involves a true belief.

According to Evans, invoking information in this connection really means
that the hearer must evaluate (that is, arrive at a provisional assessment of
its truth and falsity) and appreciate (that is, think out what the consequences
of the remark would be if it were true) the remark in accordance with the
content of the relevant information. Invoking information, according to Evans
is not merely a matter of calling the information to mind, it should be brought
to bear upon the interpretation of the remark.*? Evans here concentrates on the
process of appreciation of the remark in the use of information.

Some might argue that although bringing information to bear in apprecia-
tion of an utterance involves the fact that one must oneself believe that there
is something to which the term refers, it does not follow that the term really
has a reference. Suppose someone says 't is F” where t invokes information
which may be represented as ‘@ ,, ... @ . Then understanding an utterance
of this kind consists in nothing but realizing that what the speaker said is
true, if and only if, something is both @, ... @, and F. This example is
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analogous to the example of a descriptive name like, ‘Julius’. Someone who
understands the utterance involving a stipulative name like ‘Julius’, an utter-
ance saying ‘Julius is a genius’, will come to believe that if what the speaker
said was true then there is someone who invented the zip and who was a
genius. But, none of these beliefs commit the hearer to the existence of
something which is @, ... ¢, nor to the existence of someone who invented
the zip. In answer to this objection, Evans tries to show that understanding
is a species of knowledge. Then, with the help of this notion of understand-
ing and the seamlessness principle (the principle that asserts ‘there can be no
truth which it requires acceptance of a falsehood to appreciate™), he shows
that knowledge cannot be based on false belief and this, in turn, shows that
the information-invoking singular term refers.

Evans thinks that the picture is not as simple as the opponents take it to
be. In appreciation of a remark we must try to find out a justification for the
hearer’s arriving at such a belief, Let us first take the example of a remark
involving the name Julius. In cases like this, understanding such a remark on
the part of the hearer requires being faithful to the speaker’s intention, and
the speaker’s overriding intention is to convey his conception, which can be
conveyed even in a case where there is no object. As Evans says,

.., the hearer’s belief results from an attempt to be faithful to the speaker’s
conception of the object, if any, to which he is referring. Such a conception
may be conveyed, and such a belief arrived at in the absence of any object
it concerns.*

The belief arrived at by the hearer in understanding of utterances like ‘t is
F’ (where the hearer draws upon the properties of being @, ... @) cannot
be given a similar kind of justification as the Julius case. In cases like this,
although the speaker intends his hearer to bring information to bear, the
information that the hearer brings to bear, honouring the speaker’s intentions,
may not figure in the content of the belief of the speaker about reference. So
in bringing information to bear the hearer must draw upon his own resources
in order to select appropriate information.

The only possible justification of the belief that, if what the speaker said
is true, there is something which is @, ... &, and F is that it follows
from some belief of the form “The speaker is referring to «’, together with
a view as to how things stand with a. So, unlike the belief that one might
form on hearing an utterance of ‘Julius is F’, the appreciation-constituting
belief in the case of an information-invoking remark is of the hearer’s
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belief about the world—about how things stand with one particular object

in it.*

This therefore shows that even though it is possible to possess information
in the absence of bélief on the part of the hearer, concerning the existence of
the relevant object to which the speaker is referring, it is not possible to bring
this information to bear coherently upon the interpretation of the referential
remark.

But it is not enough that the hearer believes that the speaker is referring
to something. He can bring his information to bear on the basis of this belief,
even if the belief is not true, so that there is nothing to which the singular
term refers. The argument so far ‘shows only that a certain belief is required
on the part of those who understand the remark, not that the belief must be
true.”* Here Evans provides the final argument. He says that understanding
an expression amounts to the knowledge of what is said. That means, to
understand an utterance u of a speaker S is to know what the speaker says
by uttering u. Understanding is a kind of success--it is knowing which
thought was expressed. However understanding or knowledge of truth cannot
be based on a falsehood. This is known as the seamlessness principle, which
is expressed by Evans thus,

Truth is seamless; there can be no truth which it requires acceptance of a
falsehood to appreciate.”’

Therefore, understanding an utterance containing information-invoking sin-
gular term implies that a belief, on the part of the hearer, to the effect that
the speaker is referring to an object by the use of the singular term, has to
be true. And for this belief to be true, the singular term must refer—that is,
it must be Russellian. As Evans concludes the discussion,

... thinking about the world, even if it consists in entertaining thoughts
rather than judging them to be true, requires us to make intelligent use of
the information that we possess. What we must realize is that using
information in this way is not a neutral activity. One can intelligibly use
information in this way only if one takes it to be veridical; ... .*

This, then, is Evans’s argument for the Russellian status of some singular
terms—singular terms that are information-invoking. But by exploiting the
special characteristic of understanding utterances involving information-in-
voking singular terms and by appealing to the seamlessness principle, he
arrives at this conclusion. To understand utterances containing information-
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invoking singular terms one must think an information-based thought, which
itself is regarded as having a Russellian status, and the argument also appeals
to this property of information-based thought.

I do not want to question this main argument of Evans regarding the
Russellian status of a wide variety of singular terms. What I want to look
into, in more detail, is the nature of information-based thought—thoughts
which are required in order to understand utterances containing those singular
terms—and try to compare it with our notion of de re thought. Information-
based thoughts are governed by Russell’s Principle, and it is particularly this
principle which I want to question.

4, RUSSELL’S PRINCIPLE EVALUATED

It is essential, at this point, to try and see whether the analogy we drew
between de re thoughts as we characterized it in section 3.1 and Evans’s
notion of information-based singular thoughts works. We need to see whether
de re thought as we understood it is exactly the same as the notion of
information-based particular thought. If they are not, we need to show where
exactly they differ. Our aim in this section is to show how Evans’s notion
of information-based thoughts, though similar to our notion of de re thoughts,
differs from the latter in an important respect and is a much stronger notion
than ours. It will become clear that we do not need that stronger notion, as
it does face some difficulties.*

Information-based thoughts are de re thoughts in the sense that they are
of the objects from which information is derived, and in which they are
grounded. As Evans remarks, “... according to my explanation of the notion
of information-based thoughts, such thoughts commit the subject to the ex-
istence of something as their object.”® But, according to Evans, it is not
enough that a thought of this kind is grounded in an object. Over and above
this the subject must satisfy Russell’s Principle (the Principle that says, to
repeat, that in order to have a thought about a particular object the subject
must know about which object he is thinking) which would enable him to
have discriminating knowledge about the object of his judgement, knowledge
that will help the subject to distinguish the object of his judgement from all
other things. One might object, at this point, that Russell’s Principle seems
to be too strong. One can think of something without being able to identify
it by the process of discriminating it from all other objects, that is without
knowing which object it is, at least, not in any useful sense of ‘knowing
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which’. The distinction which may be drawn here is a distinction between
identifying an object and merely thinking of one.

It should be noted that Evans defends Russell’s Principle by arguing
against counter-examples to it. Evans thinks that there are intuitions both in
favour and against this principle, and therefore, whether or not we are to
accept it depends on theoretical arguments. He develops these arguments, and
then uses them to deal with apparent counter-examples. Two main strategies
can be distinguished in this connection, The first one depends on the appli-
cation of his ‘Generality Constraint’ to the example of a child who, according
to Evans’s opponent, can think of an individual without having discriminating
knowledge. The second strategy is to claim that in order to be able to think
that p one must know what it is for p to be true and then apply it to the
counter-example involving steel balls.

There are two examples which will be discussed here—examples which,
Evans claims, violates Russell’s Principle and therefore prevent the subject
to have thoughts about the particular object in question.

The first example concerns a child’s thinking about Socrates by hearing
merely that Socrates was a Greek philosopher.*' In a case like this the child
would violate Russell’s Principle because she will not have discriminating
knowledge.

Application of Russell’s Principle in a case like this depends on the ap-
plication of the Generality Constraint—a ‘fundamental constraint that must be
observed in all our reflections’.*? According to this principle,

if a subject can be credited with the thought that a is F, then he must have
the conceptual resources for entertaining the thought that a is G, for every
property of being G of which he has a conception.*

According to Evans, a singular thought, that is, a thought which can be
interpreted as having the content that a is F, involves the exercise of two
separate capacities—one being the capacity to think of @ and the other being
the capacity to think of F. Once a subject is credited with the exercising of
these conceptual abilities, there is no conceptual barrier to his being able to
entertain the thought that @ is G or the thought that b is F. For example,
someone who is able to think that John is happy, has the ability to think that
John is sad or that Harry is happy. As Evans points out ‘in order to over-
throw Russell’s Principle, one would have to show that this general capacity
to think of an object, and grasp indefinitely many hypotheses about it, can be
possessed entirely in the absence of any discriminating conception of the
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object.” What Evans tries to show is that counter-examples to Russell’s
Principle involve examples of subjects having thoughts that violate the Gen-
erality Constraint, and thus these subjects cannot be credited with a singular
thought:

According to Evans, a counter-example to Russell’s Principle would be the
example of a child who comes to know of Socrates by hearing simply that
Socrates was a Greek philosopher. In a case like this the child has no
discriminating knowledge, no capacity to distinguish the object of her judge-
ment (that is, Socrates) from all other objects. Evans thinks that the child in
this case is violating the Generality Constraint, and he argues for this claim
by considering an expansion of the above example. To quote him,

If the ignorant child has got hold of the widely disseminated piece of
information (or misinformation) ‘Socrates was snub-nosed’, we might well
be inclined to say that the child has a true or false belief about Socrates,
or at least acquired information (or misinformation) about him. But the
inclination to say that the child has, and is expressing, a belief about
Socrates is far less strong when we envisage the child not merely repeating
a widely disseminated piece of information, but uttering the words ‘Soc-
rates was fat’ (say), perhaps as the result of some confusion.®

What Evans tries to do with the help of this example is to show that the
child does not have the ability to think that Socrates is fat. In order to defend
Russell’s Principle against this counter-example Evans has to argue further
that we will have to give up the view that the child has the ability to think
that Socrates is snub-nosed. Suppose we agree that the child cannot have the
thought that Socrates is fat. Now, if she could have the thought that Socrates
is snub-nosed, she should be able to have the thought that he is fat. So we
can say that she cannot have the thought that Socrates is snub-nosed. Let us
therefore consider whether the child is indeed unable to think that Socrates
is fat.

It is a hypothesis of the example that the child did say, in so many words,
‘Socrates is fat’. So, we need to explain in the first place, how the child came
to say ‘Socrates is fat”. There may be two ways in which she did:* (i) she
might have confused Socrates with someone else, or (ii) she does not confuse
Socrates with anybody else, but comes to utter the sentence ‘Socrates is fat’
due to some other reason. In case of the second alternative, the child might
have come to utter the words ‘Socrates is fat” as a result of an inference.
Maybe she thinks that all philosophers are fat, and came to know from her
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older sister that Socrates is a philosopher, and thus came to hold that Socrates
is fat. In this case the child comes to think of Socrates as being snub-nosed,
as well as being fat, and therefore seems to fulfil the Generality Constraint.
Some might say here that this just postpones the question raised at the
beginning. They may ask how does the child get to have the thought that
Socrates was a philosopher as opposed to the merely general thought that
there was once a philosopher called ‘Socrates™? Therefore, this answer to
Evans’s objection may not work.

The other case is the one where the child confuses the philosopher Soc-
rates with somebody else. We have to see whether she violates Generality
Constraint and thereby cannot be credited with any thought concerning Soc-
rates. It might very well appear that if the child is in a confused state as this
we are disinclined to say that she is thinking of Socrates. In cases where we
think that the child may be confusing Socrates with somebody else, we will
say loosely ‘she can’t be thinking of Socrates’. What this remark amounts to
is expressing our view that it is wniikely that she is thinking about Socrates.
But this does not mean that she cannot think of Socrates. Let us further
claborate the example of this child to make this point clear. Suppose the child
was told by her older sister that Socrates is a Greek philosopher and is snub-
nosed; suppose, on another occasion the older sister wanted to tease her and,
pointing to a guest in a party said that he was Socrates. This guest was fat.
The child might later on say to her sister ‘Socrates is fat’. Now her sister
will of course realize that the child was talking about the guest at the party.
It is also natural to say that she is thinking about the guest and not about
Socrates, but we cannot say that the child can never think that Socrates is fat.
If the child confuses Socrates with someone else then we may have to say
that at one point she does think about Socrates and that at another she does
not. But this is as close as we can get to a violation of the Generality
Constraint, We can never judge that she can think that Socrates was snub-
nosed, but cannot think that he was fat.

A second important point should be noted here. In order to explain our
hesitation to ascribe to the child a thought about Socrates, we do not need to
appeal to Russell’s Principle. The hesitation can be explained by pointing out
that there has been a confusion in the information chain—the thought that
Socrates is fat and the utterance ‘Socrates is fat’ was grounded in someone
other than Socrates. So any problem in applying the Generality Constraint in
examples of this kind does not immediately imply that we need Russell’s
Principle to explain it.
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Finally we might grant that in one version of this example, the child is too
confused to have thoughts about Socrates, but this concession is compatible
with the fact that there are other possible cases that do pose problems with
Russell’s Principle. For example, imagine a situation where the child is not
confused about Socrates, but that the knowledge she has is not discriminating
knowledge. I guess here, Evans would say that the child lacks information-
based thoughts. However, one can say that the child can have thoughts about
Socrates by virtue of some causal link going back to the philosopher.

The best example in support of Russell’s Principle comes from the steel
ball cases. There are two cases that Evans considers. We will discuss them
separately. In the first example, already mentioned, a subject sees two indis-
tinguishable steel balls hanging from the same point. The subject has access
to no facts which will help him in discriminating the two balls. Therefore,
Evans concludes that due to the unavailability of discriminating knowledge,
he can think of neither of the two balls, and, so the example provides a strong
case for Russell’s Principle.

Now, the observation that we cannot have any discriminating capacity in
a case of this kind is quite correct. It seems to be quite correct to say that
if we try to think of just one ball where we are aware of two, we will focus
on one of them by virtue of something which will distinguish it from the
other ball. If we are unable to recall anything that would help us in distin-
guishing one ball from the other, we will have to give up trying to do so and
not seem to have any thought about one of the balls. However, the reason for
this failure may not be due to the fact that the subject is not able to distin-
guish the object from all other objects, as Russell’s Principle requires. The
reason might be due to the unfulfilment of a more modest requirement—the
requirement is, that in order to focus on an object when attempting to think
about it, a subject must find a way of distinguishing the object from the other
objects he or she is aware of at that time. And the reason why he or she
cannot distinguish one ball from the other is due to the fact that ‘there has
been a merging of causal lines (whereas what is required, it may be said, for
a thought-episode to concern an object, X, is that there be a single causal line
running from X to the episode).” It is not due to his or her lack of discrimi-
nating knowledge of the very exacting kind that Russell’s Principle requires.
This can be compared with the second point raised regarding the previous
example of the confused child. Our hesitation to say that the child is thinking
about Socrates is due to something being wrong in the causal line, similar to
what is happening in this case.
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Evans now considers another example where the subject does not have a
problem in distinguishing one steel ball from another. The story goes in this
way.® Suppose a subject saw two distinct steel balls on two consecutive
days, but due to some localized amnesia, forgets completely about the first
episode. Now, suppose many years later she thinks about ‘that shiny ball’,
now Evans’s point is this,

If asked which ball he is thinking about, our subject cannot produce any
facts which would discriminate between the two.*

Therefore,

There is no question of his recognizing the ball; there is nothing else he
can do which will show that his thought is really about one of the two
balls (about that ball), rather than about the other. The supposed thought—-
the supposed surplus over the ex hypothesis non-individuating descriptive
thought—is apparently not connected to anything.*

The difference between this example and the previous one is that the
subject has no problem of distinguishing one ball from the other because he
has memory of just one ball. The origin of the current thought is the ball
which the subject remembers. Ie has no trouble focusing on the ball he
remembers because he is aware of seeing only one ball, but, according to
Evans, although the subject behaves as if he is subscribing to Russell’s
Principle, he cannot have thoughts about one of the balls. The point of
formulating the steel ball example in the second way is two-fold. In the first
place, in this case it seems that the subject satisfics the requirement laid down
by Russell’s Principle. In the second place, there seems to be no hesitation
to say that the subject is thinking of the second ball. These are, no doubt, due
to the fact that the subject has a loss of memory about one of the balls. But,
as Evans argues, ‘if asked which ball he is thinking about, our subject cannot
produce any facts which would discriminate between the two.™' And, thus,
the subject cannot be credited with thoughts about the second ball.

But someone might argue against Evans in the following way. It is an
indubitable fact that in a case where a subject has encountered just one ball
(without there being any further relevant circumstances), he can have subse-
quent thoughts about it, It is also without doubt that if a subject actually saw
one ball and very nearly saw another (maybe he would have seen the other
one unless it was removed from his sight just as he entered the room, he
might even have been told that an exactly similar ball was removed from the
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room just a minute ago), he must be able to think about the particular ball
he saw. The mere possibility of seeing a ball cannot in any way affect
thought about the ball actually perceived. These are uncontroversial claims
that Evans would have to accept, but if he accepts that we can have thoughts
about the ball in the second case, then, ‘how does this differ from the case
under discussion, in which though two balls are seen, the memory of one
incident is obliterated? Since the second ball now impinges in no way upon
your consciousness, its nullified impact can make no difference to whether
or not you can think of the first one.’? It should be noted that there is no
qualitative difference in recognitional capacities between the case where only
one ball is seen and the case where two balls are scen but the memory of one
experience is obliterated. In both the cases the subject has low-grade
recognitional capacities. Now, if the recognitional capacities are the same in
both the cases, and if Evans accepts the uncontroversial claim that the subject
can think of the ball in the first case, then why can we not say that the subject
can think of the ball in the second case (that is, the case where he remembers
perceiving just one ball) as well?

As Sainsbury remarks, ‘the essence of the position he (Evans) has to
defend, ..., is that having a particular-thought is knowledge-involving: you
must know which object our thought concerns. ... Evans must therefore hold
that a situation which would prevent any knowledge of an object would
prevent any thought of that object.”” Knowledge in this case has to be
discriminating knowledge. But it seems that the steel ball case (in either of
its formulations) can be interpreted in a way which would support the claim
that we can think of an object without having discriminating knowledge of
it.

What we have tried to show by discussing these examples is that Russell’s
Principle is too restrictive a requirement for having de re thoughts. We agree
with Evans in maintaining that to refer to an object, we must be able to think
of that object. Information-invoking singular terms seem to have reference in
this sense and information-based thoughts seem to be about objects in the
above sense. But Evans’s point is that information-based thoughts must fur-
ther satisfy Russell’s Principle. And it is here that they differ from de re
thoughts. .

One can think of something without being able to identify it, that is
without knowing which object it is, at least, not in any useful sense of
knowing which. The distinction which may be drawn here is a distinction
between identifying an object and merely thinking of one. Some examples

-
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may be given to make the point clear. We can think of perceptual objects by
merely attending to them. It might happen that if you look away and then turn
back, you need not be able to perceptually pick this object out of a crowd.
Similarly you can think of an object which you have perceived previously
merely by remembering it. That you remember something, and therefore,
have the ability to think of it, does not require that how you remember it
distinguishes it from others. And if someone refers you to something by
name, you can think of it simply by the name. In all three cases the possi-
bility remains that you can think of an individual without knowing which
particular one it is. For our purpose of providing a viable explanation of de
re thoughts, this weaker thesis, that is, thinking about’an object or making
a judgement about it without having discriminating knowledge about it, seems
to be adequate. For, if some thoughts are of this nature, then they will be
essentially about an individuai, and hence be de re.

In conclusion, we can say that Evans’s information-based thoughts initially
seem to bear an affinity to de re thoughts as characterized at the beginning
of the chapter. They are similar in the sense that both of them are thoughts
grounded in objects from which information are derived. Information-based
thoughts are dissimilar to de re thoughts insofar as they are supposed to fulfil
the additional requirement of satisfying Russell’s Principle. If we said that
de re thoughts are exactly the same as Evans’s information-based thoughts
then we would have had to say that knowledge of objects of de re thoughts
would have to be discriminating knowledge. But we do not think that knowl-
edge of objects of de re thoughts has to be discriminating knowledge in
Evans’s sense.*

NOTES

1. Note that the discussion which is to follow will concentrate mainly on exam-
ples of belief-ascribing sentences. In the philosophical literature on propositional
attitudes, philosophers very often concentrate on discussing belief and belief-
reports. The reason may be that many (of course not all) other propositional
attitudes can be said to involve belief in some way (e.g. my intention to have
an ice-cream involves my belief that I can have an ice-cream) and the ‘that’-
clause in all the other cases can be given a reading uniform to the one in the
case of belief-ascription. Therefore, what is true of belief could be regarded as
true of other propositional attitudes as well. We are not committing ourselves
to this position, but as it is true that belief is the paradigm of propositional
attitudes, and as there seems to be no reason why it should not be taken to be
a typical example of a propositional attitude, it is convenient to concentrate
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our discussion on belief-ascribing sentences to bring out the general features
of sentences which ascribe propositional attitudes.

Woodfield [1982], p. 1.

See McDowell [1984], p. 99.

See, for example, J.R. Searle’s Intentionality, E. Sosa’s paper ‘Belief De Re and
De Dicto. Crimmins [1992] expresses his reservations against de re beliefs.
MecDowell [1977], p. 172.

Ibid., pp. 172-3.

See Quine [1960], pp. 138-56, 166-70, 206-16 and [1966], pp. 185-96.

Burge [1977], pp. 345-6.

1bid., p. 346.

Burge [1977], p. 352.

Ibid., p. 349.

Quine [1956]; reprinted in Linsky, [1971], pp. 185-7.

Without going into a detailed and intricate discussion surrounding the relation
involved between the subject and the object of a de re thought, we can,
following Bach [1987], point out one thing. According to Bach the object of a
descriptive or de dicto thought is determined satisfactionally, that is, the fact
that the thought is about that object does not require any connection between
the thought and the object, and therefore the connection is not, what Bach
would call “a real or a natural’ relation. Whereas, in the case of a de re thought
there is an intimate contextual causal relation between the thinker and the
object the thought is about.

Bach [1987], p. 12.

Note that although the objects of perception make up the basic kind of de re
thoughts, they are not the only kind. We may also have de re thoughts about
things which we have perceived before and now come to remember, and even
about things others have perceived and informed us of. This will become clear
in the course of the discussion. It is, however, correct to say that objects of our
de re thoughts are essentially objects of perception, objects which we perceive
now or have perceived previously or objects which have been perceived by
someone else. This view, that is, a view where perceptual or demonstrative
factors are essential in having belief about a particular object, despite applying
to de re thoughts about concrete individuals other than oneself, does not apply
to de re thoughts about abstract objects and about oneself. Whether it is at all
possible to have de re thoughts about abstract objects is itself debatable-—it
may be argued that our thoughts about particular abstract objects do not involve
any causal or contextual relation, individuation of abstract objects being purely
conceptual. This is a complicated issue which won’t be addressed here.
Sainsbury [1985], p. 123,

Evans [1982], p. 38.

Sainsbury [1985], p. 122.

Evans [1982], p. 43.

20.

21
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.

28.
29,
30.
3L
32
33.
34,
35.
36.
37.
38
39.

41,
4.
43,
. Ibid., p. 75.
45.

47.
48.
49,
50,
51
52.
53
54

De Re Thoughts 51

See Evans [1982], p. 31. We might introduce a name into our language by some
kind of reference-fixing stipulation such as, ‘let us call whoever invented the
zip “Jutius” . They are descriptive names and understanding a name of this kind
does not require possession of information flowing from the object which is
being referred to by the name. We will have occasion to conme back to this
example again.

Sainsbury [1985], p. 130.

Evans [1982], p. 89.

Ibid.

Ibid., p. 90.

Ibid., p. 121.

Ibid., p. 308.

We will be discussing more on evaluation and appreciation of a remark in the
next section.

Ibid., p. 138.

See Evans [1982], p. 139.

Evans [1982], pp. 45-6.

1bid., p. 305,

Ibid., p. 327.

Ibid,, p. 331.

Ibid., p. 329.

Ibid., p. 329.

Ibid., p. 330.

Ibid., p. 331,

Ibid., pp. 331-2.

There is a detailed discussion of where Evans may have gone wrong at this
point in Rozemond [1993] and in Sainsbury [1985], section /1.3.

Evans [1982], pp. 326-7.

Ibid., pp. 73-4.

Ibid., p. 100.

Ibid., p. 104.

ibid., p. 75.

For a detailed discussion see Rozemond [1993].
Sainsbury [1985], p. 133.

See Evans {1982), p. 90.

Ibid., p. 90.

Ibid., p. 115,

Ibid., p. 90.

Sainsbury [1985], p. 133,

Ibid., p. 134

In writing this I have greatly benefitted from my discussions with Crispin
Wright and Bob Hale.
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A Middle Ground Epistemological Position: Economics as
a Classical Practical Science

RICARDO F. CRESPO
Gutiérrez 361, M5500GK.G, Mendoza, R. Argentina

This paper attempts to show that the Aristotelian epistemological paradigm
of practical science adequately fits in with economics. This proposal arises
as an answer to the question about how should economics deal with free
choice while retaining rationality, and as an alternative to other paradigms
which fail a satisfactory solution to this subject.

Freedom is an essential feature of human action. Economic action is a free
action and thus, economics should allow for an underlying conception of
humans as free acting beings.! However, the concept of inner freedom is not
at the surface of economics. Freedom is a philosophical assumption which
reflects in the epistemological and methodological frames of economics and
in their concepts of rationality. Economic rationality has traditionally been
considered a mean-ends rationality, according to which human freedom is left
outside of science. As it will be shown, this is true in the neoclassical theory,
and also of the Austrian school notwithstanding the fact that the representa-
tives of the latter claim to have rescued freedom. Hence, in this paper [ shall
firstly look for the underlying concepts of freedom and rationality in both
theories—neoclassical and Austrian. I shall further expand on Mises’s ideas
on these topics, because of his relevance in the Austrian school, and because
he claimed and is often supposed to have overcome the ‘mechanical’ neoclas-
sical position. Although both theories are epistemologically and methodologi-
cally different, they share a similar concept of rationality—which influences
in the notion of freedom—and their methods include induction and/or deduc-
tion as the only methodological devices. Naturally, this first section of the
paper will be leading with assumptions of the meta-levels of those theories.

Next, I shall point out some difficulties concerning the concept of freedom
according to the hermeneutical and rhetorical positions. For this purpose, I
decided to briefly analyze D. McCloskey’s view, for she is representative of
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the spirit of these positions and is well known. Rhetoric and hermeneutic
devices and views are conceived as alternatives to traditional rationality.
However, the conclusion will be that their concept of freedom neither shows
to be adequate. In this section I shall be working at the meta-level and its
assumptions. .

Then, I shall introduce practical science and its characteristics. I suggest
that practical rationality is the proper way to leave room for inner freedom
in economics. I shall continue by reviewing some criticism which uncon-
sciously argues for the adoption of the practical science paradigm. Finally, I
shall draw some conclusions.

THE FAILURES OF THE RATIONALIST POSITION?

It would be repetitive and uninteresting to explain what everybody says about
the limitations of the neoclassical model. Countless authors have pointed out
and expanded on its narrowness. The main failures underlined and developed
by them arc: its limited concept of rationality (the Weberian Zweck-
rationalitdt), its Newtonian spatialized concept of time,” the limitations of its
competitive market structure, and its central concern with equilibrium. These
problems stem from its epistemological framework imported from natural
sciences, and subsequently, from its anthropological conception. These under-
lying suppositions lead to a typical neoclassical mentality which, in the end,
is misleading. Examples are useful and will help to understand this mentality.
Thus, I shall offer two examples narrated by an old and a young economist,
respectively. The first is provided by Maynard Keynes, who had a deep grasp
of this issue. When ending his famous critical review on a book by Jan
Tinbergen, he ironically said: ‘T have a feeling that Professor Tinbergen may
agree with much of my comment, but that his reaction will be to engage
another ten computors and drown his sorrows in arithmetic.” This is the
usual way in which neoclassicals face flaws: they try to reduce them to
manageable variables. The second example comes from a paper by Karl
Mittermaier suggestively entitled ‘Mechanomorfism’. He comments on the
misunderstanding of Ludwig Lachmann’s emphasis on the importance of
expectations in economics. Mittermaier recognizes that Lachmann’s argument
has been taken up by other economists, but in a different spirit, he points out.
Indeed, they realize that the omission of expectations is a defect, but they
seek to solve it by attempting to introduce expectations into the models.*
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Lachmann is claiming that to a great extent expectations are unmanageable.
The neoclassical spirit tries to manage what cannot be managed.

This neoclassical mentality entails an unconscious, weak concept of human
freedom. Nicholas Georgescu-Roegen has provided us with insights of merit
about some roots of this neoclassical thought. Georgescu-Roegen, perhaps
more than any other scholar, has examined the bridges between economics
and natural sciences from many angles and with depth. This examination has
led him to study the deterministic metaphysical systems founded upon the
principle of least action supported by Pierre-Louis Moreau de Maupertuis,
Nicolas de Malebranche, and Baron Gottfried Wilhelm von Leibniz.® An
essential feature which their systems transfer to neoclassical economics is the
absence of human inner freedom. According to Malebranche freedom does
not have an actual efficacy. In fact, for Malebranche freedom means not being
restrained, a typical liberal notion, whereas Leibniz’s theory of pre-estab-
lished harmony seriously compromises freedom.” From these rationalistic
thinkers to neoclassical economists a path can be traced which Georgescu-
Roegen thoroughly follows. In addition, we do not require a sound philo-
sophical knowledge to realize that there is no choice in utility maximization,
since utility—the end of the action—is always predetermined and left out of
economic science. As Peter Koslowski appraises, the mechanical ontology of
Neoclassical theory, together with its naturalistic understanding of the eco-
nomic principle and its physicalist interpretation of human action, is an in-
adequate framework for a theory of human action, which is at the centre of
economics.?

Meanwhile, more subtlety would be required to identify the rationalism
and consequent erroncous view of freedom in the Austrian school in general
and Mises in particular, for he sustains a teleological view of human action,
which could leave room for freedom. Therefore, I will largely focus on
Mises as an example of what could also be proved of Menger, Hayek or
Kirzner.’

The main target of Mises’s critics is his apriorist system. According to
Don Lavoie, the deductions from the set of self-evident axioms which con-
stitutes his praxeology are completely mechanic.' Mises makes a consider-
able effort to distinguish natural sciences from the sciences of human action,
and praxeology from history in the realm of the former. Mises’s critics stress
the formal and ahistorical character of his perspective. He needed to provide
an apodictic character to his theory, and he did it by keeping a high degree
of formalism. '
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For many authors like Lachmann—and even Hayek—Mises was a ration-
alist.!! To be a supporter of rationality is not in itself a problem. The real
problem is to have a narrow scope of the notion of reason. According to
Lachmann’s interpretation, Mises’s apodictic theory stems from Menger’s
exact orientation; expectations are left out in both cases for they are closely
related to time, and time challenges the ‘omnipotence of reason’ (Shackle).
Thus, time’s denial is perfectly understandable in a stout rationalist such as
Mises.!? Accordingly, Mises lays out a construct such as the generally criti-
cized" ‘evenly rotating economy’, which offers what he was looking for, i.e.,
security, but, in this way, his theory loses its principal worth, namely a
sound insight into human action, which finally becomes denaturalized. In
fact, praxeological laws do not leave room for freedom. David Gordon cat-
egorically asserts that Mises was a determinist,' whereas Mark Addleson
affirms that he was a conductist.'® Actually, Mises afirms: ‘The sciences of
human action by no means reject determinism.”® Addleson thinks that the
reason why Mises views the market process in deterministic terms derives
from his particular notion of human action which does not consider its origin,
and from his lack of concern with ends.'” Plenty of reasons could be argued
for such a position. Nevertheless, the main one is that his determinism is
closely related to the value-free scientific requirement and, even more di-
rectly, to his denial of intrinsic human freedom. In economics, ends as given,
are required in order to support the value-neutrality condition. Obviously, this
is not only an epistemological question, but an implicitly anthropological one,
closely tied to Mises’s conception of freedom. Hence, let us analyze some of
Mises’s texts on freedom.

First of all, for Mises ‘Primitive man was certainly not bom free.” Thus,
what is freedom according to Mises? ‘A man is free, he says, in so far as
he is permitted to choose ends and the means fo be used for the attainment
of those ends.”'® Then, he says, ‘there is no kind of freedom and liberty other
than the market economy brings about.”? The individual ‘is free in the sense
that the laws and the government do not force him to resign his autonomy
and self-determination to a greater extent than the inevitable praxeological law
does.?® The reason is that ‘a man’s freedom is most rigidly restricted by the
laws of nature as well as by the laws of praxeology,” to such an extent that
‘we may or may not believe that the natural sciences will succeed one day
in explaining the production of definite ideas, judgements of value, and ac-
tions in the same way in which they explain the production of a chemical
compound as the necessary and unavoidable outcome of a certain combination
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of elements.” Mises’s very definition of action states that ‘Action is (...) the
ego’s meaningful response to stimuli and to the conditions of its environment,
is'a person’s conscious adjustment to the state of the universe that determines
his life.”” Hereof we may conclude that Mises manages a univocal concept
of external freedom as absence of coercion. Since all personal action is
rational, thefe is no room for irrationality, except for interfering with others’
actions, which are themselves praxeologically determined. In sum, according
to Mises, freedom consists in avoiding obstructions to acting deterministically.
Such a concept proves to be a rather weak vision of what freedom really is.
Mises’s notions of freedom and rationality are related back and forward. In
his Epistemological Problems of Economics he reduces Max Weber’s four
types of rationality to the first, which is instrumental rationality, which
derives of leaving freedom outside.*

In the other way, Mises’s rationalism is directly tied with his notion of
freedom. In Theory and History he says that ‘Choosing means is a matter of
reason, choosing ultimate ends a matter of the soul and the will;”® and
‘Action’--he asserts in Human Action—'means the employment of means
for the attainment of ends.’*® Therefore, ‘Action and reason are congeneric
and homogeneous.™ The only thing we should do concerning action is ‘to
behave according to the decision made’.?® This is what Mises calls ‘activistic
determinism’: ‘If you want to attain a definite end, you must resort to the
appropriate means; there is no other way to success.”” Either there is no
room for freedom ‘during’ action, or for a dynamic consideration of human
action. According to classical anthropology, rational will and freedom give
origin to and inform all the human action from beginning to end.** Mean-
while, for Mises, ‘the incentive that impels a man to act is always some
uneasiness, ! a rather sensitive feeling, not a positive will of an end. Neither
is freedom present for Mises ‘before’ action. Values and ultimate ends are not
freely chosen. ‘All his [Man’s] actions are the inevitable results of his indi-
viduality as shaped by all that preceded. An omniscient being may have
correctly anticipated each of his choices (...) Actions are directed by ideas,
and ideas are products of the human mind, which is definitely a part of the
universe and of which the power is strictly determined by the whole structure
of the universe.™? All freedom is just appearance stemming from the igno-
rance proper of individuality.* In sum, “The offshoots of human mental ef-
forts, the ideas and the judgements of value that directs the individuals’
actions, cannot be traced back to their causes, and are in this sense ultimate
data. [The lack of such knowledge generates the epistemological differences
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between natural and human action’s sciences.*] In dealing with them we refer
to the concept of individuality. But in resorting to this notion we by no means
imply that ideas and judgements of value spring out of nothing by a sort of
spontaneous generation and are in no way connected and related to what was
already in the universe before their appearance. We merely establish the fact
that we do not know anything about the mental process which produces
within a human being the thoughts that correspond to the state of his physical
and ideological environment.™

For many people, as we pointed out above, Austrian economics is a valid
alternative. However as already shown, a solution to the co-ordination be-
tween rationality and human inner freedom is not found in Austrian orthodox
positions, as Mises’s. This is not the right place to prove that neither do some
New Institutionalist, Post-Keynesian and Radical developments solve the
problem, because they also fall into the neoclassical mentality. Let us now
analyze the other extreme of the pendulum.

IRRATIONALIST POSTMODERNIST EXAGGERATIONS

Laments against rationalistic economics arise at different places. However,
when the time comes to propose positive alternatives, these are not com-
pletely satisfying. The key to arriving at the desirable position is an adequate
notion of freedom. A balanced notion of radical freedom supposes a balanced
notion of rationality. Freedom needs a rational pattern to confront it with. A
narrow concept of rationality, such as the neoclassical and the orthodox
Austrian ones, avoids freedom by restraining it. But an extremely broad
concept of rationality, which is rather irrationality, evaporates freedom by
taking away contrast. White and grey requires black; without black they can
not exist. We must not fall in the irrationalist extreme; in spite of the
inadequacy of rationalistic rationality, some kind of rationality is required.
An example of this extreme position is D. McCloskey. Although McCloskey
argues for a wider rationalism, she is a Rortian neo-pragmatist which means
an irrationalist. McCloskey would quickly retort that this charge comes from
an authoritarian.’ The problem with McCloskey—and with much of the
postmodernist thought—is inconmensurability.”” We could spend all day criti-
cizing and replying without arriving at any conclusion. While McCloskey
speaks English, 1 speak Spanish; I do not know a word of English and
McCloskey does not know a word of Spanish.*® Thus, dialogue is not pos-
sible. It is-a waste of time. The only solution would be that either one of us
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dies or that one of us ‘converts’ to the other side. One can be with McCloskey
or against her: you must choose. Arguments are not useful: it is a matter of
‘moral’ stance. You must read McCloskey and make the election, and then
your whole self will be committed to this election, If you choose McCloskey,
stop reading: it will be useless. Although I argue—like McCloskey—for a
broader rationality, I choose against McCloskey, because I consider that she
goes beyond common sense. Several quotations could be cited showing
McCloskey’s exaggerations: economists only use metaphors and tell stories,
and economics is a kind of writing, a story, and so on.* Instead, I prefer to
point out the deep root of the difference. McCloskey, as my compatriot Jorge
Luis Borges, whom she quotes, sustains that nothing from reality is know-
able.®® As an economist and philosopher, I am a realist. She is not, We must
be realists: reality is evident. We need to be realistic; otherwise, why are we
scientists? If we are not realists, science and all knowledge—also econom-
ics—make no sense. Thus, if you are not a realist, shut this Journal, From
an irrationalist point of view, not only freedom but also all economic theory
vanishes. With positions like McCloskey’s one can not discuss details. The
argument must be carried to the end, and one must decide then. But if you
want to continue coherently being an economist, you must reject McCloskey’s
termptation.

The former could also apply to Donald Lavoie, and specially to Arjo
Klamer, among other postmodernist economists.* Nevertheless, these pro-
posals have two beneficial effects. First, they introduce the hermeneutical
view and rhetorical aspects which may be relevant in economics. One might
leave room for these former considerations for they could complete the knowl-
edge of the richness of reality. However, authors inspired in postmodernism
think that reality is no more than rhetoric. According to them, competitive
narrations are equally valid if they are internally coherent and accepted by
their respective audiences. The second positive effect of these positions is
that they powerfully shake economics from its dogmatic and rationalist dream.
But once awake, what should we do? Neither McCloskey, nor Klamer, nor
Lavoie tells us something useful besides postmodem rhetoric, which can add
nothing new due to its break with reality. In brief, they positively push for
a change of mentality, but then they end up sterilizing this contribution and
freedom impoverishes for it becomes pure indetermination. In the next sec-
tion I shall introduce an epistemological framework of economics which
considers a middle ground notion of rationality: neither rationalist rationality
nor irrationality, but practical rationality.
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WHAT IS PRACTICAL SCIENCE?

Practical rationality is reason applied to prdxis. Prdxis is human action.
Hence, practical reason is the capacity to guide action to be adequate, while
practical rationality means the way to adequate action. Adequacy asks for an
end and a path in order to achieve it. Thus, practical rationality begins
motivated by ends, follows by the correspondent means, and finalizes achiev-
ing the former ends. Therefore, it needs an inquiry on ends, which in the
human realm includes moral values. For such a conception, human action is
intentional, i.c., teleological, and the human being is free.

Practical science aims at stating correct utterances on human rational ac-
tion. It is a prudential science which tries to answer the questions: What
should we do? What should we choose? and, How should we achieve it?
Thus, practical science supporters sustain that a rational research on values
not only is possible but necessary. They conceive of these questions and
research as a reaction against the Enlightenment ethos requirement of value-
neutrality in the realm of the social sciences, and rescue Aristotle’s thought
in order to confront it versus this former epistemological trait.

Let us review some facts. For the Enlightened position, scientific reason
was only applicable to means. The ends were a matter of private decision
which surpassed the limits of science. However, since human action is es-
sentially free and, therefore, essentially moral, sciences whose subject is an
aspect or sector of human action have to include ethical considerations as
well. Some years ago, before theory-ladenness was largely accepted, Leo
Strauss stated that it is impossible to study social phenomena without making
value judgements, and that if they are forbidden to enter through the front
door of political science, sociology or economics, they will enter through the
back door.®? If these values, which inevitably embed all social thinking, are
not rationally found and established, they are ideological. Members of the
Frankfurt School such as Jiirgen Habermas accused Weberian Wertfreiheit as
an ideological capitalistic mask, but they did not offer a satisfactory alterna-
tive. Likewise, the movement of rchabilitation of practical science arose,
which proposed to apply the Aristotelian paradigm to the social sciences. At
the same time, the answer to this challenge in our area should be an evalu-
ative economics outlined following the path opened by the Aristotelian ap-
proach. This is a task which still ought to be done. In order to shed some
light on this project, I will briefly review some traits of practical sciences.®

First, I want to state that the Aristotelian model is less demanding than
the rationalist one. Therefore, it better withstands criticism. Aristotelian
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practical science acknowledges the inexact character of its conclusions, due
to the contingency of human action deriving from its freedom and singularity.
Aristotle asserts in his Nicomachean Ethics: ‘Now our treatment of this
science will be adequate, if it achieves that amount of precision which be-
longs to its subject matter. The same exactness must not be expected in all
departments of philosophy alike, any more than in all the products of arts and
crafts (...) We must therefore be content if, in dealing with subjects and
starting from premises thus uncertain, we succeed in presenting a broad
outline of the truth: when our subjects and our premises are merely gener-
alities, it is enough if we arrive at generally valid conclusions.™ Science
should not be demanded more than it can say in relation with the nature of
its subject. This limitation is not shameful, since it does not originate from
a weakness of science but, as Aristotle also says, from ‘the nature of the
case: the material of conduct is essentially irregular.” A certain erroneous
‘inferiority complex’ leads neoclassical mentality to search for security by
using tools belonging to the natural sciences.* Nothing is more evident from
economics than the inexactness of its conclusions and predictions.

If we are speaking about inexactness we can not avoid a reference to
Daniel Hausman’s The Inexact and Separate Science of Economics (ISSE) in
order to situate this trait in contemporary methodological thinking. However,
Hausman’s inexactness has a difference origin from Aristotle’s. While ac-
cording to Aristotle this source—the condition of practical matters—ulti-
mately remits to human freedom, according to Hausman it derives from
complexity of economic causes and ultimately from ignorance.

Hausman adopts Mill’s interpretation of inexactness with ‘slight’ differ-
ences:”” for we can not know the whole set of causes and conditions of
economic facts, economists insert vague ceferis paribus clauses and, thus
economics becomes inexact. A science of tendencies. I am specially interested
in pointing out that Mill develops this epistemological trait of ‘the science of
human nature’ after having stated his thought on freedom (4 System of Logic,
6.3 and 6.2, respectively). The analogies posed by Mill—Tidology,
Metereology and Astronomy (6.3)}—coherently correspond to his idea of
human action as completely determined and supposedly predictable as physics
phenomena, and to his concept of freedom as a feeling due to a lack of
knowledge of all the factors which influence on the acting person (6.2).

Being freedom one of the sources of inexactness, the Aristotelian practical
science includes more methodological devices than Millian inexact science
does. Hausman realizes the mechanical aspect of Mill’s view and he also
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underlines that economists do not strictly practice this method. But he does
not clear up his position in regard to human freedom. He seems to consider
only a difference of gradation in inexactness between, €.g., physics and
econormics. Instead, [ would ‘aristotelically’ speak of two ontologically dif-
ferent kinds of inexactness: stemming from incompleteness and freedom re-
spectively. Accordingly, Mill’s method is hypothetical-deductive, while Ar-
istotle includes other devices, as will be shown below. In sum, even though
they both speak about inexactness, they do it from different epistemological
positions. Hausman clearly asserts that the fact that economics is a social
science is crucial to its methodological problems.*® But for Hausman a social
science is not a ‘full’, a 100% science. For Hausman, inexactness means
imperfection; it is, although justified, a failure, a necessary relaxation of a
strict science: the cost of actually tidying causal complexity to rationality. He
is still thirking from and within the traditional concept of rationality.

Besides, his position has some other problems. His definition of econom-
ics as neoclassical microeconomics is extremely narrow, as was rightly pointed
out by Roger Backhouse.* Thus, whether he accepts this definition of eco-
nomics and consequently inexactness, he can not—as he does—blame econo-
mists for sustaining a separate science. In fact, Uskali Miiki has recently
argued and Hausman recognized, that his differential treatment of inexactness
and separateness is ill founded.”

In his ISSE, Hausman had rejected separateness timidly, as he felt guilty of
moving away from rationality by his suggestion: there he asserts that defense
of separateness stems from the link with a theory of rationality, but he
simultaneously affirms that concerns about rationality are unavoidable.® [ newly
suggest that he is speaking from a narrowly defined concept of rationality.
Instead, if he had adopted practical rationality as economic rationality and
practical science as its epistemological status, he would have avoided this
incoherent situation. Even though practical science is inexact and needs as-
sistance from (not fusion with) other social sciences, it is a 100% science, for
its completeness is judged from practical rationality, not from formal rationality.

Once finished this digression and inexactness established, a second feature
of practical science directly follows it. Practical sciences must be closely
connected with the concrete case. ‘Now no doubt,” Aristotle says, ‘it is
proper to start from the known, But “the known” has two meanings— what
is known to us,” which is one thing, and “what is knowable in itself,” which
is another. Perhaps then for us at all events it is proper to start from what
is known to us.’2 An adaptation to the particular case, considering its cultural
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and historical environment is necessary. This way of knowing leaves room
for inductive as well as rhetoric and hermeneutical procedures in economics.
In fact, Aristotle was a precursor of the inductive, rhetorical, and hermeneutical
methods. For Aristotle, induction does not mean scepticism about knowledge
of the real essences and causes, resigning to establishing mere observable
regularities, or just making reliable predictions—as in Friedman’s instrumen-
talist view. Nor does the link of practical science with hermeneutics make
reality become only discourse. As in Neville Keynes’s Political economy,
economics as practical science discovers laws of causal connection and inves-
tigates the verae causae.® A wise blending of adequately chosen theories and
historical, cultural and empirical elements is the clue to a correct interpreta-
tion of economic human action.

Third, while inexactness and closeness to reality are features which stem
from the freedom and singularity of human action, the ethical engagement of
practical science arises as a consequence of its other side, namely, morality.
However, let us bear in mind that economics is not Ethics. Economics is a
moral science as far as it is a practical science. While Ethics studies the
ethical problem in itself, economics studies the economic problem—as Poli-
tics and Law do with their corresponding subjects—but these problems can
not be isolated from their ethical aspects. Aristotle has wisely distinguished
between Ethics—which is a science—and practical sciences, which are ethi-
cal in so far as they consider ethical aspects of the analyzed subject. Value-
neutrality is an Enlightenment concept which originates in gnosiological and
metaphysical agnosticism. One of its first supporters was David Hume with
his contended separation of Is- and Ought- Propositions.

Rationality is an analogical term. In transitive human actions a triple
rationality may be distinguished, i.e., practical or moral, technical, and logi-
cal. Transitive actions are those which surpass the person who performs
them, like producing a good. Immanent actions are those not quitting the
subject, as thinking, loving or, more simply, living. Transitive human actions
have both, a transitive result and an immanent character: While we produce,
we think, love or live. Practical immanens rationality embed the whole action
to the extent that the existence of a purely technical transiens action can not
be sustained. Whatever the action, it is always essentially ethical. Since
human action is ethical, and since economic action is human action, econom-
ics has an inner ethical commitment. Economic rationality is a technical
rationality immersed in a practical rationality. Gilles-Gaston Granger affirms
that within the economic area an intertwining between the different perspec-
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tives of rationality has to take place in order to arrive at a correct knowl-
edge. Practical science assumes this task.

This might be the right place to insert a short exposition of Aristotle’s
theory of economics. Firstly, Aristotle’s oikonomiké is more than household
management, as many economic historians believe.* Aristotle pointed out
that oikonomiké deals with the house and also with the polis.>® Secondly,
Aristotle considers oikonomiké as the use of what is necessary for Good life,
i.e., the moral life. Oikonomiké can only be aimed at the good,; it is essen-
tially moral; first, because it is a human act—enérgeia—belonging to the
préxis, i.e., practical category; second, because this act is aimed at Good life;
and third, because the person must technically and morally esteem the nec-
essary. On the contrary, for Aristotle, chrematistics is a technique subordi-
nate to economics, and it deals with the acquisition of what is used by
oikonomiké (production, finance and commerce). Chrematistics is not essen-
tially oriented toward the good. Therefore, while according to Aristotle, a
harmful oikonomiké is unthinkable, two kinds of chrematistics can be consid-
ered: a subordinate, limited and natural one, and a wicked, unnatural, unlim-
ited one. Thus oikonomiké is an act, the right act of using things in order to
achieve the good, i.e., virtuous life. Therefore, virtue is needed as a habit
which facilitates the performance of the former act. In addition, his oikonomiké
is embedded in its Political environment.”’ Aristotle poses_an example of
practical analysis of an economic issue by his market analysis in the
Nicomachean Ethics (Book V, Chapter 5). Hereby, he concludes that the
principle which rules demand, and therefore prices and wages, is chreia,
which means economic necessity. Chreia is relative and subjective, but in-
trinsically moral. It should not be forgotten that this Chapter on economic
exchange belongs to his Treatise on Justice and that Justice, for Aristotle, is
the main social virtue. Summing up, Aristotle’s oikonomiké is an ethical act
with an inner relation with the historical, cultural, social, and political factors
which surround it.*®

Concerning the ethical engagement of science, it will be enlightening to
shortly refer to Hans Albert’s proposal of norms rational discussing in a
scientific context. Albert rejects both logical positivism for its resignation
about issues of moral philosophy, and hermeneutic and existentialist positions
for their irrationality. Instead, he proposes critical rationalism as providing a
set of critical principles which bridges the gap between being and ought to
be, between science and ethics.* In fact, for many authors as Enrico Berti,
Albert could be listed among practical rationality supporters.*
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A fourth trait of practical science is its pragmatic aim. An abusive theo-
retical intentionality has invaded the realm of the social sciences, and this
process has led economics to a certain sterility which is evident in the
mainstream economic Journals. A social science may have a theoretical aim,
but it is always virtually oriented at action, for the essentially practical
character of its subject defines its epistemological status. Normativeness and
prescriptiveness are the reverse sides of the coin of description and explana-
tion. In this way, the framework of practical science successfully resolves the
dichotomy between positive and normative science, simultaneously leaving
room for a certain legitimate autonomy of both.

Finally, concerning the methodical devices proper to practical sciences, the
bibliography on this topic is abundant and could be summarized in an inter-
esting proposal of methodological plurality. In his Politics and Nicomachean
Ethics, Aristotle admirably combinegs axiomatic deduction, inductive infer-
ence, dialectic arguments, rhetorical suggestions, imagination, examples, and
topics. In a prudential science of this kind, all these instruments add up.
These are the adequate devices to deal with free human action. Methodical
strategies which have been separately developed in different economic cur-
rents are amalgamated in this approach, which takes away from the social and
economic sciences any dogmatic methodological reductionism. Actually, this
is the case of the real practicing economics.

UNCONSCIOUSLY CLAIMING FOR PRACTICAIL SCIENCE

Somebody could rightly claim that the previous discussion resembles an
extremely general declaration of principles. The short length of this paper
could be a valid excuse, as well as the fact that this old paradigm, when
applied to economics, actually constitutes a new research program. Notwith-
standing, a powerful argument can be made in favour of practical science: its
fitness to solve the problems pointed out by the most relevant criticism of the
mainstream of economics. In fact, the critics are unconsciously claiming for
practical science. Unconsciously, for they work at the level of theories, not
at a meta-level. Unfortunately, they also have problems. Let us review some
examples.

The Austrian school focuses on human action and argues for features such
as abandoning mechanic analogies, adopting an appropriate epistemology and
considering institutions and time. All this constitutes an approach to the
practical view. However, Menger’s unintentionally originated social struc-
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tures, Mises’s infallible laws of praxeology, and Hayek’s spontaneous order
entail a rationalistic mentality. Radical subjectivists remark that this tendency
toward equilibrium is not necessary. Lachmann, who is strongly influenced
by Max Weber’s wise insights, even defends human inner freedom. In such
a way, this position takes another step toward practical science. However,
Lachmann continues defending the value-free requirement. It is worth point-
ing out that radical subjectivists join efforts in these topics with their tradi-
tional adversary Maynard Keynes’s essential message, as interpreted by George
Shackle and Paul Davidson:®! there is a kind of uncertainty inherent to human
nature which avoids any possible calculus.®? Then, following the Austrian
path, Lavoie renounces value-neutrality and proposes an interesting
hermeneutical approach, but he goes beyond practical science when sharing
a postmodernist view of reality. Concerning the rhetorical position, practical
science should be the broad rationality which McCloskey argues for. How-
ever, as already mentioned, she actually turns rationality into irrationality.

New forms of Institutionalism include items like transactional costs, prop-
erty rights, law, and constitutional aspects, but mainly within a neoclassical
mentality.% Radical political economists also extend the boundaries of eco-
nomics. They see economics as a part of the social sciences. Nevertheless,
they often fall back on an ideological perspective.* Besides, some institution-
alists, radicals and post-Keynesians adopt biological analogies, which are
more sophisticated than mechanical ones.% Only little is gained, however, by
changing from a physical model to an organic one. The nature of the human
being, though it shares physical and animal aspects, surpasses both. There-
fore, biological analogies are as misleading as mechanical ones.*

Even in neoclassical authors, we can find a rebuttal of the value-neutrality
criterion. It is the case of Kenneth Boulding in his article “Economics as a
Moral Science.’” Sir John Hicks warns us about the danger of a sort of
Magquiavelism in economics when treating social problems as technical mat-
ters, not as facets of the general search for the Good life.*® In a similar spirit,
Albert Hirschman, proposes to develop economics as a moral-social science
in which moral arguments should be systematically blended with analytic
reasoning.®® Even a positivist as Terence Hutchison argues, quoting Aristotle,
that clearness and conclusions depend on what the concrete scientific subject
allows, thus acknowledging a typical feature of practical science.”

Inner freedom is clearly present in some authors like Lachmann. This is
also the deep thought of Harvey Leibenstein when he criticizes the tautologi-
cal character of the maximization postulate.”! Yet, another defender of free-
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dom is Alec MacFie. He replaces the behaviourist psychology underlying
mainstream economics by other theories which make room for liberty. The
result is a consistent criticism of neoclassical devices and a proposal to relate
economics with Ethics and Social Anthropology.™ Following a similar path,
Mark Lutz and Kenneth Lux introduce Humanistic psychology in a new
proposal of Humanistic economics. They attack the neoclassical narrow view
of the human being and defend his freedom with insight. For them, all
approaches to an cconomic question must consider the ultimate ends of hu-
man life. In a more generous definition of economics, values are essential
features.” However, their closeness to the Kantian conception of Ethics leads
them to an unnecessary break between a supposedly pure and unmotivated
ethical action and the natural teleology of all human action, including eco-
nomic action.” Shackle thinks that uncertainty derives from the fact that both
means and ends involved in the decision are filtered by interpretation. The
chooser is free to originate the choosable entities. He speaks of ‘the freedom
of unknowledge’, and argues that decision as ‘creation’ avoids determinacy.”
It is the free Will which commands the whole dynamic action. Hence, Shackle
affirms that decision is an act not only of deliberative thought but also of
moral commitment.’

Summing up, many economists nowadays criticize neoclassical theory for
its deterministic view of human conduct. They support the inexactness of
economic conclusions and predictions, they stress the necessity to adapt eco-
nomics to its subject, and they propose to consider within economics for-
merly exogenous factors like institutions, time, historical and cultural ele-
ments, and even for some authors, values. If we look for an epistemology
which satisfies these complaints and which takes care of these proposals, and
if we compare it with the Aristotelian practical science paradigm, we arrive
at the conclusion that the latter constitute a useful framework to resolve these
basic problems.

CONCLUSIONS

If all this is so evident, why has nobody said it before? For people who have
been trained both in philosophy and economics the reason is clear: both
disciplines are necessary, and they need to be adequately combined in order
to formulate theories which generally embody an underlying philosophy of
economics.” For a philosopher educated in the classical tradition, it is evident
that all human sciences are practical sciences. However, he often does not
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know much about economics or its problems. Likewise, the average econo-
mist has never heard a word about practical science. Indeed, it is difficult to
bring together economics and philosophy adequately. This lack of understand-
ing derives from the dissolution of the unity of human sciences proper of
the Enlightenment. This dissolution impedes the rise of open-minded human
scientists who could provide comprehensive proposals. In fact, some of the
thinkers who approach practical science are more than economists, such as
Weber, Keynes, Shackle, Lachmann and Hirschman.

The position I am actually arguing for is the tradition of political economy.
Political economy used to be a branch of philosophy of praxis.” We saw this
in Aristotle, and twenty centuries later Adam Smith said that it was ‘a branch
of the science of the statesman or legislator.” Political economy died with
neoclassical economy. Nowadays, however, the term *political economy’ has
revived, but with a different meaning.®® Hence, it could be misleading to
adopt it again, as even Lionel Robbins has suggested.?! Nor is ‘practical
economics’ an adequate term for the proposal on this paper, for it sounds as
‘applied economics’. Hence, we must cautiously choose a label in order to
avoid confusions and to establish the main lines of the present proposal, a
renaissance of the old epistemological status of economics: the practical one
in the classical Aristotelian sense. This proposal for a renewed classical
economics is supported by the inadequacy of both the rationalistic and
postmodernist projects, in order to adequately combine with a deep concept
of human freedom and by the fitness of the Aristotelian theory to overcome
their problem—as denounced by the economists—providing an appropriate
epistemological frame.

A last word. Nobody has written an Essay on Principles of Economics nor
have different economic branches been developed in this fashion. On the
other hand, economics has greatly evolved since Aristotle. Therefore, a great
deal is to be done if we want to update this program. But a great deal has
already been done, because as Aristotle also affirms, ‘if you wish to solve
a problem it is useful to examine it in detail; for a clear understanding of any
subject depends on correctly posing its difficulties.”® This is what [ have
attempted to do in this paper.
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I expanded on Lavoie’s position in 1997a.
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[ prefer to use the term oikonomiké due to the relevant differences between this
Aristotelian concept and modern economics.
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Cf, K. Polanyi (1968).
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Cf. Albert (1968 [1973]) chapter 3, specially paragraph 12.
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(1983): 12 and 229.
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72. Cf. A. McFie (1953).
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76. Cf. Shackle (1986): 285.
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Christopher Norris is an author of more than ten books.? Barring a few,
which deal with political themes, the others wear a multifaceted outlook. The
most dominant theme of his outlook is the entente cordiale between these
three major thrusts of the century, such as deconstruction, hermeneutics and
post-modernism. He writes on these exotic matters with a great deal of
conviction and wants to vindicate a view according to which there is an
‘analytical divide’ between deconstruction on the one hand and hermeneutics
and post-modermism on the other. In one of the strongest critiques of post-
modernism calling it as a new idol of the cave, he draws out a plethora of
political implications for refuting this new brand of ultra-scepticism. That is
to say that such an analytic divide suggests a constrast which carries far-
reaching implications for the interface between philosophy and literature. One
chief implication is that while deconstruction can very well sustain such an
interface, post-modernism undermines it both within philosophy, by attacking
it as a universal theory of reascn as well as within literature, by attacking the
theory of literary criticism. Hermeneutics counters deconstructionist levelling
of the genre distinction by offering transcendental hopes of a metanarrative?
Both of the above views are questionably wrong according to his view, for
they cannot facilitate the above interface. Now, the analytical divide is that
while deconstruction has the conceptual resources of analytical motif, post-
modemism lacks them. This is very much due to another divide that exists
between theory and practice which post-modernists advocate, and conse-
quently, set their heart on political practice to the exclusion of theory, while
deconstruction, at least in a depoliticized version, has an escape route from
political practice. In a sense, deconstruction has distanced from a generalized
post-modernist in its attitude towards theory.* This might lend credence to the
idea that deconstruction also belongs to the same range of discourse which
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Habermas terms as the philosophical discourse of modernity,® but it strains
one’s credulity to think so. On Norris’s reading, unless the ‘philosophical’ in
the above discourse is sensitized towards the pre-revisionary reading of the
Kantian ideal of sensus communis, and is to be used as a tool for a kindred
cosmopolitical outlook, which he recommends, post-modermnism is sure to
end up as a fascist idea. Norris uses this as an exact tool to stake a claim
for reading the full ethico-political implications of deconstruction.®

Lately, Norris moves towards a strong assertion of a pair of lemmas. The
first lemma states that an ethics of reading will entail an ethics of criticism.”
The second lemma builds up this into one that states that there is an episteme
of criticism—that is, there are truth claims in literary criticism®—in the above
sense in which it has a modus vivendi with the ethics of sensus communis.
Norris is ready to defend the above under any threat. With this above strat-
egy, Norris tries to counterpose the postmodernist ‘contest of faculties’ with
the epistemological and cthical concerns of deconstruction, by holding that
there is a passage from the phrase-regime of cognitive truth to the phrase-
regime of ethics and practical justice. Whereas post-modernist scepticism
entails an ultra-relativist position, in which Kant gets completely disfigured,
Norris’s will resurrect this with a better Kantian transcendental argument.”
Notris prefers to characterize such an argument as an argument in the em-
pirical mode: the external world itself is the condition of possibility of our
conceptual scheme; fine-tuned to the alternative systems of descriptions, it
holds that our conceptual knowledge is poised to speak about the independent
existing reality. There is a priori possibility of comparing or translating
between different conceptual schemes. This is the ultimate form of the tran-
scendental argument at least in the version given by Davidson: ontological
relativity must presuppose the very idea of conceptual scheme, contra Quine.
The defect of this ‘weak’ version is that it assumes truth as primitive. It was
also led to the dictum that there is no such thing as a language. A more
cogent form is Derrida’s which reads: there is @ priori condition of impos-
sibility for the above: there is language and there is truth for there is a
world.!® The idea that props up the above is that there is an intra-theoretic
mode of revisibility.!! Couched in the analytical idiom, it comes to that
natural kind terms (e.g. lemon) bear revision in possible worlds of ramifi-
cations. The crucial question Norris faces here is whether this can be given
a Kantian explanatory content.'? Following the latest philosophy of physics,
there is a priori reasoning in science as exemplified by thought-experiments.
I think Norris’s thesis is tendentious and its veracity can never be immedi-

‘What is Wrong with Post-Modernism Padi 7

ately known. Accordingly, what his diagnosis of the post-modernist ethos tells
us is that the moment others are thought of as a radically altered or deviant
sub-group, then the ‘contest’ enters and the moment they are treated as our
equal partners in the socio-political milieu, then sensus communis results.

A discourse on modernity, on Habermas’s view, becomes philosophical
the moment when it recovers communicative reason {philosophy is the cus-
todian of reason) in the incomplete project of modemity that is, in post-
modemity.” In my opinion, a paradigm such as this has the prospect of
reaching a convergence between the postanalytical, post-modern and post-
functional at least in the senses of these words that are currently operating
in the literature on ‘resistance’, as it is applicable respectively to the three
domains of linguistic reference, naturalistic theory, and mind' and will not
therefore strike down the alleged anatytical divide. In sharp contrast, a dis-
course on modernity becomes philosophical, on Norris’s view, if it can be
sufficient to restore the place of logical argumentation to literary criticism by
allowing it to mimic philosophy of language. Deconstruction is, therefore,
not a bad or naive philosophy, as alleged by many critics, but a species of
analytical contestation of texts of philosophers (e.g. Husserl) with a modicum
of analytical rigour, and so, it has no reason to keep a distance from the major
Anglo-American analytical traditions.”® So any view that does not allow this
to happen must be countered with gusto.

Richard Rorty is one who resists this, since for him, language cannot

‘become yet another transcendental paradigm, and his enterprise turned out to

be merely counter analytical and narrativist in its tenor; (witness a recent.
critic: ‘from the claim that there is no distinctly analytic criticism, I do not
draw the seemingly Rortyan conclusion that there is no analytic philosophy’;
we have only to counterpose this so as to get: there is analytic philosophy
and a fortiori, there must be analytic literary criticism).'® Nevertheless, Norris
has a different choice: one can agree that any vulgarization of deconstructive
logic as found among literary writers (New Critics) or philosophers (New
Historicists who later get their ransom by becoming Kantians) must be
confronted with a sense of urgency.'” Witness J. Kriesteva (on cultural
otherness) or Edward Said (on Gulf War), for example, who look upon the
enlightenment ideals seriously in their attack against the existing disparity in
the socio-political milieu and complete the modemist ideals in their own way.
Norris little realizes that Chomsky is a good counterexample here. His cre-
dentials also fall within post-modernism in my sense, however much he
might disclaim.'® Hence, the neo-pragmatist’s dictum which holds that phi-
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losophy is a species of literary activity must also be confronted by saying that
literary activity is nothing but a species of philosophizing in the analytical
mode. Nevertheless, it is doubtful whether sophistication in the realm of
deconstruction can analytically complete the project of erstwhile philosophies
of language, in exactly the way as he claims to be. Maybe, the differend
between Habermas and Norris consists in the former’s alleged adhesion to a
metanarrative, and the latter’s acceptance of the linkage between aesthetic
theory and critical practice. But Norris should demonstrate that the project of
deconstruction gets analytically completed, if he wants to carry conviction
among analytical philosophers. Likewise, Norris™ is at present not satisfied
with Karl-Otto Apel, who may be understood to demonstrate that there is an
analytic completion for hermeneutics, post-modemism and deconstruction,
and he is nowhere near to this and he can hope so, if only he has completed
the post-modem project at least in the way Habermas does,? for his obvious
concern is with deconstructionist completion of the modernist project in the
above Kantian way. This does not mean in the least that Norris’s writings
fail to tread upon territories which are practically inaccessible even to think-
ers who have a knack for philosophy-literature interface. In his attack on
post-modern scepticism or ultra-nominalism, or ultra-relativism in recent
philosophy of science, Norris makes a vigorous attempt to establish the
credentials of realistic epistemology of criticism.?' My first difficulties are
therefore with the analytic divide and the second is with his acceptance of the
metanarrative of realism. Norris prefers to speak of critical realism or causal
realism, but at times varying his postures.

One of the guiding premises of his thinking is that deconstruction, espe-
cially the French variety, inaugurated by Jacques Derrida, has its own unique
logic and hence it is defensible while post-modernism as practised by Lyotard
as well as the philosophical discourse on modernity in which Habermas
proposes to complete modernity in post-modernity are not, for there is some-
thing basically wrong with both in their respective adherence to counter
theory in any or all forms and the acceptance of theory in the universalist
form.2 What gives us the initial shock is the question as to how these two
incompatible motifs become the simultaneous targets of Norris’s critique. To
begin with, deconstruction is poised to contest or deconstruct the Kantian
presumption of autonomy of faculties of pure reason, as reflected in the
tripartite distinction between the cognitive, ethical, and the aesthetic on the
one hand, and again it targets the valorising of the one as a model over the
others, especially the aesthetics over the others. On the other hand, it also
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finds their commensurability in the way it makes aesthetics as playing a
mediating role in the way Kant has done in his Conflict of Faculties,” which
remains just an extension of the first or second Critigue. Thus the alleged
modus vivendi is more a movement from the first to the second Critique and
more natural at that, even while granting that the first is a sort of mirror
image of the third, rather than the less natural movement from the third to
the second, with all the fractal imago, and this is what that is posed to
celebrate the above interface with that alleged idea of sensus communis.®
That is, no doubt, post-modernism also wants to differ from it by privileging
the aesthetical, but at the same time, it ends up with creating a rift between
different phrase regimes. As Norris tells us, there are two sides to the post-
modernist stance against metanarratives.”® On the one side, they set their
hearts against any conflation between them, by proscribing any extrapolation
between one regime (the cognitive) to the other (the aesthetic), and running
the risk of ultra-nominalism, and secondly, they are also equally against
accepting a revisionist reading of this as privileging aesthetics, which is
supposed to provide a model for political practice. The aesthetizing of politi-
cal on the other hand, emerges as the inimitable source and model for all
forms of aesthetic ideology, but it is only too weak since it ends up with the
consequent potential for an ‘inverted Platonism’.?® Such an inverted Platonism
inaugurates a dangerous vision of society with its anti-realism or scepticism
or irrationalism and it is thought that deconstruction has the true potency for
a realistic counter and it is, therefore, the best candidate for sponsoring an
ideologiekritik. Calling the above as yet another transcendental illusion, Norris
suggests that the most appropriate tool in this context is provided by
deconstruction: we must deconstruct the aesthetic ideology, as it was dem-
onstrated in the theorization and practice by Paul de Man within the precincts
of literary criticism.?’” This tantamounts to showing that the functions of
literary criticism still depends on textual close-reading. In brief, whereas
deconstruction mediates theory and practice, post-modernism divides their
unity. One can safely attribute the analytical motif to the former, but not to

the latter. That is, deconstruction extends the Kantian theme of the condition

of possibility of each of the above three faculties in the direction of marking

out the conditions of impossibility as the further, much less understood,

limits of the Kantianized critique, here being the critique of literal or aesthetic

discourse, and thus, it is well motivated to follow a close Kantian reading

of Kant. So, there is a specific need to push the argument in one direction.

The Kantian beginnings of deconstruction are amply attested to by holding
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that deconstruction starts off where Kant leaves off.” This bespeaks of a
contrast to his later thesis which characteristically abandons it in favour of
a quasi-differentiation between ethics and aesthetics where his motto seems
to be: ethicize aesthetics before aestheticizing politics. It seems to be clear
that by virtue of the acceptance of the above analytical divide, Norris cannot
relish the thesis, which shows that the stuff that makes deconstruction as
well as post-modemism are both offshoots of the analytical traditions in
philosophy. Norris has no patience for any such argumentation that could
possibly show that they are rooted in analytic traditions. If so, he can hardly
convince any analytic philosopher about the soundness of his enterprise by
simply showing that deconstruction is tolerably arguable and hence it can fall
within the analytical mode of discourse while post-modernism falls without.
Conversely, the above interface can be sustained to stay, Norris thinks, only-
when it becomes fine-grained enough to withstand the onslaughts both from
post-modernists as well as from contra-post-modernists {(hermeneuticists)
like Habermas. The deconstructive contesting can, therefore, be defended for
its analytical rigour against the attacks levelled against both by post-modern-
ists and hermeneuticists alike. Norris’s analogy between epistemic and evalu-
ative concerns (a similar analogy is warranted in the context of Foucault’s
pre-revisionary reading of Kantian individualist ethic, where Norris’s diffi-
culties about ascetic-aesthete interface become much more apparent) in lieu of
the contest, may not work after all by simply granting the analogy between
taste for the beautiful and the desire for justice.” In what follows, I shall
directly defend Lyotard’s version of the acsthetic-aesthete interface for pro-
viding a far more superior analytical paradigm, depending on materials which
Norris hardly utilizes for arriving at the so-called truth about post-modern-
ism, and thereby indirectly defend the Habermasian completion of the project
as providing a more coherent convergence between analytical and post-mod-
ernist ethos.

First, I propose to examine some of his major stances and show that there
is something basically wrong since it hardly allows analytic philosophers to
accept any thesis about the interface with any comprehension, and conse-
quently, the thesis about the contest of faculties goes wrong at least on one
major count namely that it sorely ignores the real or de facto contestability
about the contest of faculties that have been mapped and portrayed both by
hermeneuticists as well as post-modernists.* Norris is open to the charge that
he employs a subterfuge to identify the a priori condition of possibility with
an g priori condition of impossibility a la Gasche. Contra Norris, I shall use
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the very same context to contextualize sensus communis (thus inverting Norris).
If they are shown to execute this without depending on deconstructing the
text, then so much the worse for the contradistinction Norris posits at the
beginning. On the other hand, if it is shown that their analytical credentials
are no less important, then also so much the worse for the so-called analytical
divide. On both grounds, Norris’s thesis can hardly take off the ground.
Further, granting that the Kantian arguments for deconstructions are shown
to be flawed, one must still post the analytical rigour as important. The best
way to understand Habermas’s ideal of communicative reason is that it is
poised to dedifferentiate the three value spheres within the parameters of his
philosophical discourse of modernity within the analytical mode of consensus
(dissensus) theory of truth, while Lyotard obtains a unity of philosophy by
a close reading of the analytic of the sublime via the analytic of indeterminancy,"
that dircctly stand in support of the aescetic-aesthete interface.”

The thesis about dedifferentiation, according to my understanding provides
the key for grounding the conflict on language, where the three phrase-
regimes intermesh (Habermas’s term for dedifferentiation), whereas the the-
sis about modus vivendi stops short at finding an ethics epistemology inter-
face with an added ascetic imperative (individualist rapport-a-soi) with ones
own self and others.® On the other hand, Lyotard’s attitude to dedifferentiation
is not complete without understanding his near-total exploration into the two
aspects of reflection in the Kantian notion of subjectivity.* This is the direc-
tion he takes in his latest reflections on the analytic and dialectic of the
sublime and taste. We can safely assume that for both of these endeavours,
analytic philosophy of language is to serve as a metanarrative. Hence, it is
more appropriate to think of them as offshoots of philosophy of language.
Norris’s understanding goes by default since he has no intention to couch
post-modernism in the analytical idiom, whereas the analytical idiom in which
deconstruction is couched is not sufficient to warrant acceptance. The point
I am driving home here is that while deconstruction stops at contesting, a
term that is ambiguously thrown into the context, postmodemists and
hermeneuticists can be understood to go further in proposing an analytical
solution. And hence, they cannot be characterized as counter-theoretical be-
cause they are counteranalytical which in no way sacrifices the analytical
mode. A very similar point can also be made about Rorty, and if so, this can
be used to question the way Norris aligns Fish with Rorty, whereas both use
different modes of argumentation, though they are directed to the same neo-
pragmatic end.” What [ am saying in the above upshot is that no amount of
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Derridean credentials would go to prove anti-thetical to the above varieties of
extreme theorizations (one accepting metanarratives and the other rejecting it),
for the very reason that their genealogical roots remain the same. The gene-
alogy lics in the analytical mode of language that each one pursues to its
advantage. The failure to perceive this leads Norris to face the following
dilemma: on the one hand, Norris cannot show that they are to be genealogi-
cally differentiated; on the other hand, he cannot show that they are analyti-
cally cohesive. In my opinion, as against Norris, Habermas achieves this
without falling into any aufgehobonist (sublimating) trap, thus avoiding
Gasche’s fallacy, which Norris cettainly commits, or so it seems.*® Pace
Norris, this lends credence to the very idea of deconstruction.

Fundamentally, Norris has no obvious answer to the query made by ana-
lytical philosophers: how shall we take the apparent lead of illogicality of
these two strains unless it is shown that there is a specific lineage between
the analytical mode and the analytical offshoots. This is what he cannot show
because his endeavours stop short at the claim that there is a certain logic
informed by the current analysis, which the deconstructivists’ reading of text
and the analytical traditions share: that is, both point to the failure of the
referential theories of meaning.?” True, such a failure of nerve is termed as
post-analytical and a fortiori, there is a close connection between post-ana-
Iytical mode and the deconstructivists denial of the referential mode, no less
sanctified by the denial of the distinction between normal and deviant cases
of utterances.® If anything it is the latter that provides a plank for deconstructing
the texts of the speech act philosophy of language a la Searle.”® What this
eventually shows is that the analytic concerns of Derrida have the unique
potential to critique current philosophies of language and jump into the other
major mainstream varieties. For Norris, Habermas’s theory of ideal speech
situation has ancestry in Searle’s speech act philosophy of language, wherein
he has a recourse to a distinction between normal (serious) and deviant (non-
serious) and hence, he too is likely to succumb to the denial of interface
between philosophy and literature. If so, he too deserves the same treatment
like the one he meted out to Habermas. Norris uses this as one of the major
bones of contention, and the same is made explicit by saying that one cannot
make any rough-and-ready distinction between them. Indeed, this provides a
nucleus for the entire argumentation, which is aimed to show that there is
something wrong with post-modemism.

Searle goes wrong, on Norris’s view, for the simple reason that he cannot
better Austin’s earlier account of speech acts that does not seriously believe

‘What is Wrong with Post-Modernjsm?’ 83

in dividing it into typecast categories. Again, so long as they were rejected
in favour of a different classification of speech acts into locutionary,
illocutionary, and perlocutionary speech acts, Searle has no use for it. So, for
Austin, it is presumed that there is a two term relation of ordinary language
to the linguistic activity of (serious) speech acts and the (non-serious) literary
activity of criticism and just as there is, for Derrida, a two flow relation
between language and literary criticism. Apart from Derrida’s ironic close
reading of Searle, this goes against Habermas who cannot recognize such a
two-term relation; nor could he give allowance to stylistic differences of
ordinary language.® Nevertheless, what Norris misses here is that the con-
tinuity lies in certain specific concerns of language, and this is what gets
exemplified in the above dichotomy or the refusal to adopt this dichotomy.
No doubt, Norris demonstrates with aplomb that analytical philosophers too
are hallowed in their lack of semantic credibility as much as their deconstructive
counterparts, and « fortiori both of them are to be located in the same boat.
This is nothing but a transcendental fu quoque with which he himself cas-
tigates Habermas.*' Much of this has found expression in the critique of
Davidson’s theory of truth and meaning as well as in his treatment of Empson’s
theory of semantic differentials.** More recently, Norris wants to turn this to
his advantage in an effort to criticize that there is a high prospect for literary
theory after Davidson. But, for Norris this route is blocked. This is due to
his attitude towards analytical philosophy of language, knowledge and sci-
ence, which leads only towards an ultra-relativist’s view, or better put, it
reads: all philosophies of language are au fond anti-realist.® Such an imago
is patently absurd, he argues, since it generates fractal or catastrophic strains
in rational argumentation. Norris however exempts and extends only a quali-
fied support to the analytical paradigm advanced by Empson (especially in his
Structure of Complex Words) which receives support from unexpected quar-
ters (Bohr’s thesis of complementarity). The support is qualified for the
simple reason that its antirealistic undertones still wait be deconstructed so
as to make a smooth passage to a sort of transcendental realism a la Bhasker
which Norris fully endorses, obviously taking Bhasker as a Hegelian type of
dialectician.* But close reading of Bhasker will reveal that he is no dialec-
tician in the outmoded Hegelian sense, but his credentials are consistent with
the dialectic of differentiation and dedifferentiation, which I advocate here. So
either Norris should give up the transcendental or else he will end up with
an inconsistent dialectic of the Hegelian type as mentioned already. But he
proceeds to argue that even recent quantum physics is no exception, and hence
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epistemological realism, as opposed to anti-realism, within quantum physics,
Norris argues, needs to be fully supported. To what extent will this turn out
to be plausible remains an open question, since a plethora of questions remain
unanswered even today. Norris formulated his Kantian argument which goes
from the premise that quantum (micro) physics is always understood to reject
classical (macro) physics, towards concluding that it does not follow that
Kant, whose affiliation was to Newtonian physics should also be rejected.
Just as the quantum physics must be taken beyond its limits, anti-realism also
must be taken beyond its limits, by accepting a priori reasoning in physical
theory. All these are greatly confusing,

Norris earlier took the view that what undergrids Davidson’s philosophy
of language is an echo of Sausserian linguistics that assumes that language
is an interplay of structural relationships. Undoubtedly, as he then felt, Davidson
needs a Derridean counter. More recently, Norris is willing to come to terms
fully with Davidson’s interpretation so as to counter Quinean scepticism of
translation. He has already conceded earlier that the inability to do referential
semantics may bind both in an irrevocable union. Nevertheless, one must be
told there is something analytical besides being logical and this he is not
willing to consider. Perhaps Norris is correct to believe that Davidson cannot
provide the u{timate paradigm for the ethics of criticism, thus impaling him
on one-hom of the dilemumna, the other horn is the revisionary reading of Kant
which Norris perpetuates. Neither of which he can choose with ease. How-
ever, it would be too hazardous to think that there is something that binds
them together so as to prop up the above interface without which it will not
have any legitimate claim, and that must be shown rather than assumed.

The main argumentative stance that Norris uses for the defence of
deconstructive analysis is that the theoretical claims of deconstruction are its
claims of logical rigour. That logic behind official deconstruction as Derrida
presents it can be formulated in the following seven injunctions:*

1. Make an appropriate choice of text (literary text is a proxy);
Bracket the text for a close-reading;
Read a sub-text in its margin;
Show that the margin is central to the text;
Therefore, margin is not to be taken as a deviant text;
There is a coalescence of text and the subtext almost to the point of
identity.
7. Deconstruction is an activity that is based on non-identity (or identity
in difference), as the classical example shows as obtaining between
difference and difference).

A0 g5 Rl

‘What is Wrong with Post-Modernism?’ 85

There is a different conclusion to reach in the last line, which recalls the
dialectic that Adorno brings to the fore without falling into a classical Hegelian
sublimation.*® There is no need to push it in one direction so as to achieve
the required novel sense of deconstruction. Without realizing the full impli-
cations of the above, Norris foists a Kantian motif to the above saying that
while deconstructing is detextualizing, it is textualizing in yet another sense.
It is this that facilitates the drawing of the following conclusion that holds
that there is nothing outside the text and the subtext. True, Norris cannot
agree with this populous rendition of deconstruction. Consequently, on his
reading, Derrida must be understood to explore not only the conditions of the
possibility of a text but also the conditions of the impossibility of the text.*
My impression here is that Norris equivocates both conditions, and at times
takes the empirical world as a prior condition for our talk about it. Following
Rudolf Gasche, he fits this into a Kantian picture of Derrida, which elevates
philosophy over rhetoric as reflected in the undifferentiating character of a
generalized rhetoric.* This is what is warranted by the above Kantian picture,
which mixes the two levels namely, the possibility and impossibility into one
single strain. So, Derrida’s project, on Norris’s understanding, has a singular
merit in the way it incorporates.an undifferentiated character of normal and
deviant uses of language in contradistinction to Searle who valorizes truth
values of utterances. Still one can believe that credentials of deconstruction
are as much real as Searle’s or for any one else’s for that matter. Neverthe-
less, Norris refuses to address himself to the question as to whether this trait
itself is enough to bring Derrida closer to their counterparts. Norris’s hat
trick here is that the condition of possibility is the condition for impossibility
to be deviant or vice versa and so deviance is not really deviance in his sense.

If it is shown that this may be so, then Norris’s failure to do justice to
his deconstructionist guru becomes more than apparent. This is what seems
to strike me as his double failure. If non-seriousness of speech acts is to be
equivocated with literary activities, then, it can be argued, that both Habermas
as well as Lyotard have devised constructs that made room for this by
recognizing deviant character of speech acts in their respective theorizations,*
In my view, this very thing is executed without even granting that deviance
is deviance. To explain: deviance is not itself deviance because normativity
meshes up with deviance and vice versa. The actual rift between this view
and that of Norris is that while Norris fails to read the deeper implication
of the above, both Habermas and Lyotard read the prospect of a new para-
digm of a combinatorial intent. Thus, the finer point of detail is that they still
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continue to be engaged in their relation without giving up philosophy of
language on the one hand, and without eulogizing the rationale of literary
activities. Habermas’s position is brought out in his own words: though he
defends the possibility of demarcating normal speech from derivative forms,
he wants to take exception in saying that he has ‘not shown how fictional
discourse can be separated from the normal (every day) use of language’.*®
The relation lies more on a subtle level, in the exact sense that they all
family-resemble to a certain extent, and beyond which they differentiate, but
still they never lose sight of the relation. This is the reason why there arose
many different paradigms within literary theory (e.g. reader-response theory).
Similarly, Lyotard draws attention to the pagan urge to violate the rule of
language and incorporates this as a component within the rule following
speech acts within a grandiose scheme of what he calls the post-modern
agonal character of language use.” Lyotard’s further use of this in his ‘justice
by paralogy’ (after Kantian paralogism) and his continuing efforts to fit this
into his analytic concerns of sublime and taste embody an analytical charac-
ter.’? It is this that informs much of the analytic of the sublime with all the
above positive implications that Norris has missed in his project, even while
accepting a comparison with Kantian antinomies. Obviously I recommend a
reading of Lyotard which no other interpreter has suggested until now. This
entails the view that doing justice to parties does not necessarily mean that
their inherent opposition is thrown to the winds. It is a paradigm of differ-
entiation and dedifferentiation and to what extent this provides a unique
analytical paradigm is a question that is worth probing into. My point how-
ever is that the corresponding political implications are to be distinguished as
follows. While for Norris normativity’s recognition of alterity goes counter
to the postmodemist suppression of alterity, for Habermas as well as Lyotard,
it comes with the vengeance: normativity and violation are to be treated on
par with each other. None of them espouse any totalitarian motives.

If what I say in the above has any substance, then one can turn the entire
discussion in a different direction. Elsewhere, I have called attention to this
phenomenon of ‘neither rule-following nor rule-violation’ as important com-
binatorial paradigm within philosophy of language and aligned it to Kripke’s
agnostic interpretation of later Wittgenstein’s account of rule-following.” A
combinatorial paradigm such as this has not been recognized by any interpret-
ers except Stuart Shanker in another context, namely the context of
Wittgenstein’s philosophy of mathematics.’ Shanker recognizes that the
satzsystem-following and satzsystem-violation is requiring more than one
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system of proof (e.g. impossibility proofs can be proved in yet another
system), thus resulting in the halving of the combinatorial paradigm.® I have
made an attempt to study the above paradigm taking the cue from Crispin
Wright who uses a procedure of agnosticating the agnostic view within a
novel reconstruction of Kripke’s reductio which therefore, starts with the
above agnostic position of “neither rule-following nor rule-violation”. What
this brings to the fore is that both agnostication and agnosticating the agnostic
are proximal to each other. My specific hunch is that the symbiosis of the
above paradigm brings it much closer towards Davidson’s (prior/passing
theory in interpretative strategy) or Dummett’s (long-term/short-term theory
within a theory of understanding) can never be so easily overlooked. Davidson/
Dummett’s over-all theoretical set-up cannot be explicated without knowing
how divergences from norms occur. On the one hand malapropism involves
violation or circumvention of linguistic conventions and it also serves as a
prototype of linguistic creativity. Claims such as these have come to the fore
in the recent estimate of Davidson’s paradigm of literary criticism. So even
without assuming the symbiosis of serious-non-serious speech acts with the
above combinatorial paradigm, by virtue of their binary traits, one can hazard
a guess by saying that while the splitting of the combination does not augur
well for a view (I shall identify this with a die Logik view a la Wittgenstein®?
which assumes that every unique symbolism has a certain metaphysical im-
port) such as the one pursued by post-deconstructionists (e.g. Paul de Man),
it cannot altogether show that a Derridean deconstruction can trespass a
difference between writing and reading.*® To put it simply, the above argu-
ment should be construed as saying that between the two theoretical frames
of reading and writing, there is a differentiation and dedifferentiation. Both
stand in a certain relation to ordinary language. Seen from this angle, the
mistake in the interpretation of Derridean deconstruction is that it valorizes
the theory (or reading) and recovers its impossibility in writing. If so, then
its proper place is lower than that of post-deconstructionists like de Man who
bends upon yet another variety of differentiation to be discussed below,
whereas Habermas’s is on a higher scale of gradation. I shall pursue this
point below,

Surprisingly, however, Norris puts the agon to a different purpose in
which he tries unsuccessfully to relate to aesthetic ideology.* Agon, accord-
ing to this reading, signifies the rivalry between aletheia and mimesis, and
in the context of ideology, it conveys the idea of a mimetic rivalry, which
Heidegger sought to introduce in his vision about the ancient Greeks. It takes
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a new turn in Norris’s interpretation with what he calls the settiement of
account fo the earlier ethical commitment with Nazism. Norris wants to put
deconstruction to a distinct political use in which acceptance and rejection
become the flipsides of the same coin. Norris’s way of demonstrating this
calls for a defence of Heidegger (for the Nazi affair) and also for Paul de
Man on the basis of their coming to terms with the past. No doubt this finds
an easy passage towards the so-called sensus communis. This is exactly the
sense of contesting Norris uses. In other words, Norris uses contest as a
political equivalent of deconstruction. This is the reason why he terms as the
escape route that deconstruction has from untoward or awkward political-
implications. I have a tendency to believe that the Nazi adherence and dis-
owning has a symbiotic analogue more to the above combinatorial paradigm.
Our differences lie here. That is, while Norris, in his zeal to expound a
dictum, which holds that “deconstruction is a hyperarticulated instance of
ethical discourse’ and a fortiori, there is an inevitable ethics of literary
criticism, to be conceived as a non-conflating ideal. Still he misses the crucial
stage of the argument by outright rejection of any recovery of postmodernist
trace (Labarthe is under fire for foisting ideology on postmodernism). No
doubt he speaks of commitment/settlement dialectic, but he fails to show how
it is directly supported by Adorno’s identity of non-identity, and no
nonconflating ideal is suggested here. Similarly, he notes the dialectic of
blindness and insight @ la de Man, but fails to read its significance. Now,
the onus is on Nortis to demonstrate that it is appropriated within such a
suitable analytic deconstructive model. I think that he cannot undertake this
task. I claim to have moved in this direction. Since he does not show this,
I am forced to think that his concern with deconstruction is an analytical
failure. Nevertheless, Norris may defend his position by arguing that it is
only for this, that he has recourse to de Man’s dialectic of deconstruction. In
fact he uses it as a major plank to draw out many different senses of aesthetic
ideology which actually results in a tissue of confusion. I shall assess its full
significance towards the end of the essay after first considering his comments
on Lacou-Labarthe’s postmodernist gloss on Heidegger’s factual commit-
ment® and metanarrativist settlement of accounts by hypostatizing national
aesthetics and second, by focusing on the flaws in his interpretation of de
Man’s post-war writings in Belgium, in which the commitment is shown to
be settled within a narrativist account of the linguistic predicament. Norris’s
defence of factive or realistic reading of this episode leads him into many
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traps. Let me first review the argument that is supposed to be common to
Fish and Rorty below.

_ On Norris’s understanding, postmodernists like Richard Rorty and Stanley
Elsh'alje anti-theoretical in that they cannot seriously believe that theory
issues in practice. There are at least three senses in which they are against
theory. First, theory in the sense of a universal set of principles (metanarrative
sense); secondly, theory in the sense of a scientific paradigm (Kantian sense)
and thirdly, theory in the sense of a consequentialist enterprise (the transcen:
dentalist part of theory).' Against Rorty, Norris argues that he cannot make
philosophy as a species of writing.5? He counters it by saying there is rea-
§0ned argument in literature especially reflected in the way literary criticism
is practised currently. Rorty shares a common platform of anti-realism with
Stanley Fish’s equally vibrant new-pragmatist plea for practice.®® Both
deconstruct theory from this point of view. Norris examines the steps of
Fish’s non-consequentialist reductio of theory as found in the following
argument: the premises of Fish’s reductio are formulated as follows:*

1. We have theory and therefore it issues in practical consequences; we
have no theory, and therefore, we have no consequences for practice;

2. The pragmatic clause: What difference it makes or what practice it
engenders;

3. The neo-pragmatic clause: literary activity is neo-pragmatic in the
exact sense that we have continuity in our beliefs;

4. The philosophic Gettiar-type of anti-epistemic clause: Our beliefs
need not necessarily be related to absolute claims (Gettiar-type of
counterexamples show that we have certified true belief but it is not
knowledge; we have no knowledge of our knowledge);

5. Literary activity has no Cinderella status and as such both theory and
non.-theory have no status; they do not issue in any consequence; they
are inconsequential or a better way of putting it is that they make no
difference;

6. The assumption (1) is reducible to absurdity for we have belief,
which does not require any theoretical backing;

7. The lack of theory is non-consequential;

Therefore, theory cannot give any guidance;
9. The acceptance of abyss clause: there is a cleavage between theory
and practice;
10. Therefore, practice must go on, irrespective of theory or no theory.

oo
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Norris is obliged to show that his argument to prove the flaw in
postmodernism can ill-afford to become consistent with the above. But given
his stance for realism, this is what it becomes. For what he calls attention
to in the above is that both resistance to theory and the resistance to resistance
to theory are inconsequential. His argument for realism will be proved fatal
once if it is shown that Norris's own resistance to resistance of theory is
equally inconsequential. So, he cannot hold fast to an astute defence of
realism from the point of view of scientific theory a la Roy Bhaskar without
seriously believing that it is also inconsequential.®® Conversely, he cannot use
his realistic commitments to demonstrate that resistance to theory is incon-
sequential. This leaves him absolutely with no choice but to accept that both
realism as well as anti-realism® is inconsequential. Will he be able to assert
that both realism as well as anti-realism is-inconsequential? He can say that
anti-realism is inconsequential, but he can never assert that realism is incon-
sequential. Nor could he theorize saying that both are consequential. Later he
however turns the thesis round to saying that anti-realism is not wrong, but
it cannot transgress the limits. Transgressing in Norris’s diction means
deconstructing, and so, his advice is deconstruct antirealism. Like Fish, he
can only ask whether it makes any difference to prove that there is a fatal
flaw in postmodernism. I think his best bet is naturalism which however he
chooses not to follow because it can accommodate especially the post func-
tional variety. Knowing that it cannot, then his arguments against postmodernism
cannot succeed. We can indeed hold that in neither of these three senses, one
can go against theory. But it does not mean that one can privilege theory in
the manner in which Habermas does in accepting ideal speech situation that
can effectively counter distorted speech communication. Nor can anyone to-
tally reject a metanarrative in the way Lyotard recommends. Norris finds a
middle way and this middle way suggests that there is a linkage between
theory and practice. This is what gets reflected in political theory and prac-
tice. One cannot privilege political theory of Marxism as a metanarrative
without being conscious of what is happening around the world. Many Marxist
intellectuals go astray by privileging aesthetics in its stead and think that the
practice of aesthetics will change people’s lives#” But this is yet another form

of idelogiekritik, which cannot be sustained This is indeed the lesson to be
drawn from Paul de Man’s version of self-deconstruction, which has ample
evidence to show that this is yet another form of false consciousness. Norris
criticizes Baudrillard for making such a wholesale version of aesthetic ide-

ology.%
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On Norris’s understanding, it is not that Lyotard refuses to recognize the
link but he places the analytic of sublime as providing a link. The flaw about
this view is that it makes the linkage as issuing in a passage to heterogene-
ity.% The passage to heterogeneity, as Lyotard understands it, is due to what
he calls the aesthetic time. The notion of acsthetic time replaces the notion
of subjectivity, or at least makes it paradoxical. And, because of its uncon-
ditioned character, it also causes indeterminacy. Unfortunately, Norris has no
occasion to consider Lyotard’s later reflections on the analytic and dialectic
of the sublime.” What lies on the analytic side is the paradox of subjectivity
which denies the possibility of an aesthetic subject with temporality and what
lies on the dialectic side is the recovery of the subjectivity that is allowed by
the same property. In my understanding, such a position warrants an epistemic
standpoint in which the externality and the intemality of the reflexive subject
are seen in cohesion with one another. Put in the language of philosophy that
is fami]iar to the Indian traditions, this means that the self is non-dual. Two
consequent points are worth reflecting on. On the one hand, the analytic is
divided into two of its major reflexive functions which Lyotard calls as the
tautegorical (I have my mental states) and the heuristic (which seeks the
methodical unification through the discovery of a priori) of Kant’s transcen-
dental psychology, a term Lyotard introduces to capture the identity within
a multiplicity of dissimilarities.” That is to convey the idea that paradoxicality
of the sublime is resolved in the notion of taste. The elaborate way in which
it gets resolved thus requires us to read the tautegorical function as having
a post-functionalistic character in which it cannot identify self as such except

through external means in which the subjective (reflexive) heuristics also

plays a methodical role. As Lyotard conceives it, the dialectic is a transcen-

dental process rather than a natural one and it is this, which prevents the

natural dialectic of reason from misleading us, without being able to eliminate

it. Lyotard takes them to be the real principles after Kant which incite us to

tear down all these boundary fences. It is this, which brings the projects

pursued by Lyotard and Habermas into close proximity with one another.

Actually, Norris mimics the above while trying to read Foucault in the

Kantian way. Nevertheless, his argument requires the following motions:
1. ‘Ought’ follows from ‘is’; '

‘Is’ states the facts of the cases;

Ought also states the facts of the cases;

Turn ‘ought’ into a self-fashioning ego;

Take (4) as the minimal Foucaultian ethics of the specific individual;

ok
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6. The countermodernity clause: the ethical seif-fashioning is an ana-
logue to Lyotard;

7. Resolve the antinomy between (2) and (3), so as to get (1) in the
Kantian mode.

Each of the above premises seems questionable from Lyotard’s point of
view, especially when the reading that Norris sponsors becomes suspect on
the following grounds. If (4) is denied, then no Kantian resolution needs to
be presupposed. Contra Noris, Foucault’s alleged return never disposes off
the earlier stances of sceptical genealogy, in the preferred characterization of
Norris. So, the change that Notris notices is only superficial. Foucault cannot
give up and the later Foucault is only a complex rendition of the earlier (like
Lyotard’s), the support Norris receives from an obscure remark from Ian
Hacking notwithstanding.™ Further, Foucault agrees that the empirical-tran-
scendental doublet renders the self as a locus of conflict. Later, he also
concedes that Foucault’s relation to Kant remains ambivalent. It follows,
therefore, premise (6) will forever be a stumbling block. Ultimately, Norris
is forced to the following conclusion stating that he is resuscitating Kantian
enlightenment ideals. Norris characterizes this as Kantian in the minimal
sense, conveniently forgetting the Utopian residue he quotes from Roy Boyne
at the beginning of the essay. There is indeed no argument to show that if
Foucault is faithful to enlightenment ideals, he should also be faithful to
Kant, especially when the Kant of enlightenment is shown to depart from his
ideals. Norris seems to overcome his earlier obsession with the Kantian
negative mode a la Gasche, but he does not want to leave the Kantian a
priori. But both have similar flaws.

For both Habermas and Lyotard, the critique of subjectivity and the cri-
tique of philosophy feed on one another. It may be noted that Habermas also
not only endorses the rejection of principia individuationis and proposes a
consensus-dissensus model of communicative reason, which lies close to the
above paradigm, but also it makes it a model for all the three intermeshing
spheres.” The reason why I subscribe to this and lay emphasis in this context
is just to bring out the post-functionalistic preoccupation of Habermas’s
reasoning. T am aware that this goes against most of the other functionalist
readings of Habermas. Ignorance of these nuances, however difficult they
may be is likely to exact a heavy price on our understanding of Lyotard’s real
position. This is what is seen in his stopping short to understand Lyotard’s

“incredulity of metanarratives’ as no more than providing a counter-theoretical
leverage. It is countertheoretical because it cannot grant determinate stages of
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history as pre-reflected upon by a theory. On Norris’s understanding, Lyotard’s
efforts lie in producing a heterodox reading of Kant which enjoins not that
we distinguish between triple spheres of reason, but the thin line of linkage
should not pre-empt a conflation between them. No doubt Lyotard reads
Kant’s analytic of sublime as a supervening sensible, but we cannot bring it
under an enlightened consciousness.” It helps us only to distinguish the
sublime from beautiful, which is consensus based. Consequently, he thinks
that the political reading of Kantian sublime would only drive a wedge
between political theory and political practice as disparate phrase regimes,
which cannot be reconciled. A more appropriate reading would suggest that
the relation between the sublime and the beautiful sponsor a unity without
falling into a Kantian post-modernism which forges the unity by counterbal-
ancing the incredulity to meta narratives by accepting a small narrative, and
thereby dedifferentiating their differences in the Kantian way.” In sharp
contrast to this, taking the ‘beautiful’ as providing the countervailing stress
to sublime, which only provides an unbridgeable gulf, Norris claims that
Derrida provides a reasoned argument in his account of deconstruction and
proves himself to be as not against any form of theory. The strength of the
above conclusion squarely depends on the analytical credentials of Derrida’s
textual strategies. It is not so much that Norris intends to prove the analytical
credentials of Derrida beyond doubt. Norris has weakened the above thesis
so as to show that he shares certain similarities with analytical involvement
with semantics in much the same way as it is understood by the post analytical
philosophers of language. I think that Norris intends to attach a meaning to
this particular labetl as revealed in his latest ¢ssay.” There is ample evidence
to show that the analytic involvement with semantic functions of language is
not as straightforward as he seems to think and hence they all lie closer to
heart to the Derridean deconstruction. This is demonstrably true in the case
of theorists like Donald Davidson who indulge in the realistic construals of
the semantics for a natural language.”” Davidson becomes a cynosure over-
night within the precincts of literary criticism, but the question as to how
literary critics are intending to use him eludes his grasp for reasons stated in
the above. So there are currently two paradigms operating upon the scene: the
analytical literary criticism a /a Davidson’s mode and the deconstructive
literary criticism a /g Norris’s mode. If it is shown that Davidson avoids the
route to relativism, which is supposed to be a ‘heady and exotic doctrine’, and
has no truck with Kantianism, then Norris has to reconsider many of his
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lemmas. Clearly, Norris weans himself away from the former paradigm, as
evidenced from the lack of response from his side.

It is clear from the foregoing that Norris's word ‘contest’ renders it
ambiguous by overlooking two of the recurrent phrases that occur in Lyotard’s
writings, namely the “agnostics of language’ and the ‘phrases in dispute” both
of which have unlimited potential for a Kantian reconstruction.” But Norris’s
use of it is a double-think. Its fundamental sense is the deconstructive con-
testing of the text. It is used first in the deconstructive sense in which it
contests the metanarrative (universal) character of theory, whereas it has also
to be understood in the positive sense in which it contests the metanarrative
character of one regime over others so as to prove their credentials for a
linkage. No doubt, Paul de Man provides an exemplar for Norris in this
second context. Briefly Norris’s use of it needs a thorough overhaul. But
Norris is aporetic in the way in which he uses factive evidences for an
interpretation which is least convincing and hence it mars that otherwise
consistent treatment of the theme. The aforesaid linkage is one that obtains
between theory and practice. As Norris thematizes, it provides a linkage
between Paul de Man'’s involvement of Nazi military regime and the later
disowning of it. This is equally true of Heidegger”. Paul de Man’s resistance
comes, so to say, not from any extraneous source, but from within and
against. Thus Norris appropriates Paul de Man’s dialectic of self-deconstruction,
with little realizing that it conveys a different sense of deconstruction, albeit
a stronger one, than the one he projects in his book-length study about him.®

The stronger sense is brought out by the acceptance of the universal
impossibility of all theory. Since his theory, obviously a meta narrative one,
and it cannot be excluded by it, is both self-referential and paradoxical. It is
curiously post-deconstructional in the exact sense in which it does not admit
that (when we read a text), we deconstruct a text; but it say that when the
text is read, the texts deconstruct themselves; that is they resist our reading
of it. It is only because of this resistance, we know how to foreground the
figural into the logical. This is what leads him further on towards what he
terms as an epistemology of tropes but we know them by the manner in
which they resist our reading. Contra Derrida, reading cannot be theorized,
and captured by means of a reductive programme, but reading itself is theo-
retical. The Derridean logic of deconstruction couched in the above in sen-
tences (1) to (7) is not totally agreeable to post-deconstructional logic, since
they all presuppose a metanarrative about reading.?’ Paul de Man is immune
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to this ?poretic consequence. What underlies this piece of curious logic is the
following set:

1. We read the text;
. The text resists our reading;
. The language of the text resists our reading of it;
. So, language should become our first episteme;
Such an episteme demands that we read because language resists it;
Both the materiality of the text and the reading resist it;
The materiality of reading devolves into the text;
The literariness of the text resists it, resists because it sponsors a
dialectical (in the Kantian sense) movement;
9. Such a dialectical movement self-deconstructs the text;
10. The dialectic foregrounds the figural ruses; ,
11. Such a foregrounding inaugurates an epistemology of tropes.

0 NS LR W N

It may be noticed that the queer turn of logic provides the linkage between
the different phrase regimes much in the same way that Lyotard thinks it
possible, especially in his later analysis of the analytic and dialectic of the
sublime. The term ‘aesthetic ideology’ is loaded with a strange meaning, in
the context of Notris’s discussion of different strands of deconstruction. On
the one hand, Norris wants it to be understood to mean the false conscious-
ness of aesthesis as an episteme. Further, the ideologiekritik is supposed to
unmask the ideological aberrations. It is my contention that the analogy
between aesthetic ideology and political ideology may not be as straightfor-
Yvard as Norris seems to think, if my foregoing formulation of the argument
is acceptable. Since there is no figure of unmasking here, the whole figure
might be suspect. Norris stretches further pushing it first in the direction of
theory considered as a meta narrative, and secondly, in the direction of
language considered again as a meta narrative.

On the first view, resistance to theory must become analogous to resist-
ance to ideology, meaning thereby resistance to the resistance of theory can
possibly rescue theory to the ground level. On the second view, the resistance
to ideology is actually resistance to language. Norris is clearly wrong to
resuscitate his old favourite thesis here: the resistance to resistance to the
linguistic predicament, which is understood to problematize the relation be-
t\'Jveen grammar and rhetoric on the one hand, and constatives and performa-
tives on the other, must restore the phenomenal character of meaning in a
realistic manner. The phenomenal character of meaning, as far as his argu-
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ment goes, is recovered once the underlying confusion between phenomenal
cognition and meaning is shown to be the direct consequence of ideology,
which conflates the Kantian spheres of episteme and aesthesis. What is
termed as the confusion betv-een the linguistic and natural reality or between
the function of reference with phenomenalism needs to be unmasked, On
Norris’s view, language cannot become hypostatized and hence it cannot
become a meta narrative. Heidegger succumbed to this ideology when he
hypostatized poetic language as the national aesthesis of the German Volk and
thereby became vulnerable for adopting the most extreme form of inverted
Platonism.®? In sharp contrast, d¢ Man had an insight into the ideology and
this is expressed in his opposition to Heidegger’s appropriation of hermeneutics
as forestructures of understanding. A renewal of reason and philosophy, on
de Man’s view, requires a return to philology in which resistance to language
is overcome.®® Briefly, his argument is: If only Heidegger paid some aftention
to philology, in the way de Man does, he would not have been misled to
embrace the aesthetic ideology. So, there is a real reason why he cannot
conflate different regimes. Once this a overcome, perhaps he would never
have subscribed to this ideology. But Norris soft-pedals the differences be-
tween Heidegger and de Man and that is that he failed to read the resistance
of language at a deeper level. Wherever he talks about the contrast, he takes
de Man as acsthetizing language and thereby collapsing the genre distinction.
Nevertheless, without assigning any specific role to language or discourse,
and in his zeal to Kantianize the whole project, Norris decides to counterbal-
ance the ‘blindness’ to ideology with an “insight’ into its mora} fibres, but at
the same time, what Norris failed to understand in the above is the very
dialectic between these two as reflected in the dialectic between the phenomenal
and the ethical. He stopped short of saying that the language of ethics is the
language of resistance since it can never be modelled on the phenomenal. This
much de Man also agreed but at the same time, he has gone further.

De Man has a double front against aesthesis. For de Man, aesthesis can
be granted the prospect of becoming an episteme, just as episteme itself
becomes a vortex of materiality of the phenomenal object. The analogy here
is between the way materiality ‘resists’ phenomenality and the way aesthesis
‘resists’ our entry into the text. De Man foregoes one model namely that
Kantian one and replaces it with another one, which captures the ruses of the
phenomenal. It may incidentally be noted that de Man goes further than
Derrida to lend credence to the phenomenal, understood in the above way.
The above interpretation goes right against Norris because he wants to pursue
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the phenomenal and thus overlooks the resistance. Norris, on the other hand
pursues a view, according to which the commitment and settlement of Nazi
behe.f needs stretching of the Kantian conditions of the possibility into the
conditions of the impossibility so as to fulfil the need of contesting or
deconstructing the text.* Such a move commits to a fallacy of equivocation
o.f Derridean and de Manian versions of deconstruction whereas they portend
Fhfferent stances as foreclosed in the above. Nevertheless, the model is Kantian
in its core, but differs from it in foregrounding the negative aspects.

What political implications can one draw from this? While this is being

§o, Habermas’s dedifferentiation of triple spheres or what he calls
.unmetaphorical intermeshing’ may not altogether be different from de Man’s
in that the genre distinction between philosophy and literary criticism is
denied only to the extent of recognizing their family resemblance, but when
they acquire a distinct mode of argumentation, the distinction is restored. The
regsonir.lg is similar to de Man’s in that still the paradigm is provided by
ep_lstemlc argumentation, but this is not in episteme but it is in aesthesis and
this is how they intermesh. Norris takes aesthetic ideology as a convenient
peg to hang his argument on, but he lost sight of the intermeshing. Quoting
the lapidary sentence from de Man, Norris argues in favour of epistemology
of tropes. But arguing for epistemology of tropes does not resolve the tension
any more than Lyotard. This is distorted again to the maximum so as to
create the following ruse: his is only amounting to a qualified version of Kant
and' hence is should be dismissed.’® Notris has justification, after all, to
qmaintain such a position so long as Habermas does not provide any a priori
conditions of possibility for different kinds of reasoning.

Against this qualified Kantianism, Norris attempts to provide a de facto
Kantianism.* Derrida is a Kantian in the exact sense, according to this claim
that he has an extended version of transcendental argument that pushes thej
conditions of possibility in the directions of conditions of impossibility. I am
not criticizing Norris for the wrong model he pursues throughout, but only
the tfendency to abuse it: his model plays up the Kantian so as to muster the
required transcendental strength, as against the Hegelian speculation {sublation)
which is what Gasche recommends, and which allows it to straddle both the
impossibility and the necessity of systematizing thought.®” Norris privileges
the cc?nditions of impossibility over the conditions of possibility and puts a
premium on it. No wonder, his struggles to fit this picture in an effort to
Kantianize Foucault are more than apparent as evidenced especially in his
venture to-find the ‘truth’ about postmodernism. What stands in support of
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this is the presumption that aesthesis is an episteme, which undoubtedly
valorizes textuality or strategies of textuality. An illustration of the modus
operandi would be stated in the following set:®® N
1. Saussurean Text: Speech is the condition of possibility of writing;
2. Subtext: Speech is not the condition of possibility of writing;
3. Speech is the condition of impossibility of writing;
4, Textual Depth Reading: Writing is the condition of possibility of
speech.
Similarly,
|, Husserlian text: There is a firm distinction between expressive and
indicative functions of language;
2. Subtext: No such conditions of intentionality;
3. It is impossible to have such a distinction;
4. Textual Depth Reading: We must allow constatives and performa-
tives interplay (wihtin one and the same text).

In both cases, the backdrop is provided by Sausserian linguistics, which
is poised to prove the following dictum: The language, understooq as an
economy of difference, is really an economy of difference. For Nf)ms, this
is a positive conclusion to reach in Derridean logic. The bane here is that the
subtext overtakes the text and this is shown to be Derridean. Impelled by the
zeal to show something positive, textuality is read as textuality; mutatis
mutandis, subtextuality is subtextuality. What it ultimately brings out in the
first set is the relation between two theories, namely theories of reading and
writing as applied to one and the same text. The cost is too high since th‘%s
also forces us to take Kant too literally. The presumption that aesthesis is
episteme is a direct outcome of this. Postdeconstructionists bettered it'to the
extent that they work within one and the same text (I have compared it w1th
Wittgenstein’s die Logik; a better formulation holds that language is a uni-
versal medium).® It is not strictly Kantian as the former. What it fails to
show is that there is a Kantian model behind it which is what is shown both
by Habermas as well as Lyotard, who agree to take ordinary langu:?,ge itself
as the ultimate metalanguage.” Both can agree to a post-functionalistic stance.
The solution does not therefore lie in a Kantian postmodernism or Kantian
deconstructionism but really in postmodemizing or deconstructing Kant. Norris
thus failed to apply his own tool to his analytic treatment of deconstructi.on.
The prerequisite for this is that one must complete the project of analyt{cal
philosophy itself (this is what Karl-Otto Apel does in his project), a project
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which eschews the ambiguity of the above combinatorial paradigm, so as to
obtain a convergence between the post-analytical, post-modern, and the post-
functional.®* The reason for this is that each of these will lend more or less
the same dialectical strength to its respective matrix as demonstrated in the
above essay.”

NOTES AND REFERENCES

1. This is the winding-up essay of Part 11l of my project on the Major Analytic
Traditions titled as the ‘Hermeneutic Turn’ and was originally written as a
review of the most recent book of Christopher Norris, which is a near-thorough
exploration into the thematic relation between hermeneutics, deconstruction
and post-modernism. It is titled *What is Wrong with Post-Modernism?’ (WWPM,
hereafter) and subtitled as “Critical Theory and the End of Philosophy’ (Balti-
more: Johns Hopkins. University Press, 1990). It is purported to examine the
nuances of Norris’s near-coherent reconstruction to date, which includes his
past reflections found in various books, in all of which the ‘postmodernist
pragmatist malaise’ provides the bete noire; see fn. 2 below. Its ancestor was
read in the ICPR Seminar on “Critical Theory, Modernism and Postmodernism’
in 1997 at the Radhakrishnan Institute of Advanced Study in Philosophy, Uni-
versity of Madras. It is now updated in the light of many observations made
by the audience. Much as I admire the critical remark made by an anonymous
referee, which needs extended discussion, I could not revise the text but altered
footnotes [15], [52] and [78]. My heartfelt thanks to Professor Dr Daya Krishna,
the Editor, for his unfailing words of encouragement.

2. Beginning with the Deconstructive Turn: Essays on the Rhetoric of Philosophy
(1983), Norris is continuously engaged in such themes; see especially The
Contest of Faculties: Philosophy and Theory After Deconstruction (London:
Methuen, 1985) (COF, hereafter) Derrida (Fontana, 1986) (D, hereafter) and
Paul de Man: Deconstruction and the Critique of Aesthetic ideology (London:
Routledge, 1988) (DCAI hereafier). The more recent The Truth About
Postmodernism (Manchester, 1994) (7P hereafter) and The Truth and the Ethics
of Criticism (1994) (TEC hereafter) increase the prospects of an episteme of
criticism, whereas the latest book on the New Idols of the Cave: On the Limits
of Anti-reglism (Manchester, 1997) (NVIC hereafter) is an admirable summary
of his entire outlook with distinct implications for philosophy of science. The
last mentioned work renews the plea for a Kantian reading. The present survey
includes much but is still wanting to do more to the distinguished philosopher
whose prolific writings inspire my own thinking and still continue to be top in
my agenda. Thanks to Ms Preeti Chandra, Librarian, for the continuous supply
of the writings from the ICPR Library, Lucknow,
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this is the presumption that aesthesis is an episteme, which undoubtedly
valorizes textuality or strategies of textuality. An illustration of the modus
operandi would be stated in the following set:® e N
1. Saussurean Text: Speech is the condition of possibility of writing;
2. Subtext: Speech is not the condition of possibility of writing;
3. Speech is the condition of impossibility of writing; o
4. Textual Depth Reading: Writing is the condition of possibility of
speech.
Similarly, '
1. Husserlian text: There is a firm distinction between expressive and
indicative functions of language;
2. Subtext: No such conditions of intentionality;
3. It is impossible to have such a distinction;
4. Textual Depth Reading: We must allow constatives and performa-
tives interplay (wihtin one and the same text).

In both cases, the backdrop is provided by Sausserian linguistics, which
is poised to prove the following dictum: The language, understooq as an
economy of difference, is really an economy of difference. For Nf)ms, this
is a positive conclusion to reach in Derridean logic. The bane here is that the
subtext overtakes the text and this is shown to be Derridean. Impelled by the
zeal to show something positive, textuality is read as textuality; m?ttaris
mutandis, subtextuality is subtextuality. What it ultimately brings ou‘t in the
first set is the relation between two theories, namely theories of reac'hng an‘d
writing as applied to one and the same text. The cost is too high since .th}s
also forces us to take Kant too literally. The presumption that aestfzeszs is
episteme is a direct outcome of this. Postdeconstructionists bettered 1t_t0 t.he
extent that they work within one and the same text (T have comparefi it w1tb
Wittgenstein’s die Logik; a better formulation holds that language‘ is a uni-
versal medium).® It is not strictly Kantian as the former. What it fails to
show is that there is a Kantian model behind it which is what is shown ‘both
by Habermas as well as Lyotard, who agree to take ordmary lang‘ua.ige itself
as the ultimate metalanguage.® Both can agree to a post-functionalistic stan_ce.
The solution does not therefore lie in a Kantian postmodernism or Kant1a'n
deconstructionism but really in postmodemnizing or deconstructing Kant. Nc?ms
thus failed to apply his own tool to his analytic treatment of deconstructl'on.
The prerequisite for this is that one must c_:omplete ?he PI'OJCC.'E of a_nalyt%cal
philosophy itself (this is what Karl-Otto Apel does in his project), a project
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which eschews the ambiguity of the above combinatorial paradigm, so as to
obtain a convergence between the post-analytical, post-modern, and the post-
functional.”! The reason for this is that each of these will lend more or less
the same dialectical strength to its respective matrix as demonstrated in the
above essay.”

NOTES AND REFERENCES

1. This is the winding-up essay of Part III of my project on the Major Analytic
Traditions titled as the ‘Hermeneutic Tumn’ and was originally written as a
review. of the most recent book of Christopher Norris, which is a near-thorough
exploration into the thematic relation between hermeneutics, deconstruction
and post-modernism. It is titled ‘What is Wrong with Post-Modernism?’ (WWPM,
hereafter) and subtitled as ‘Critical Theory and the End of Philosophy” (Balti-
more: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1990). It is purported to examine the
nuances of Norris’s near-coherent reconstruction to date, which inchides his
past reflections found in various books, in all of which the ‘postmodernist
pragmatist malaise’ provides the bete noire; see f.n. 2 below. Its ancestor was
read in the ICPR Seminar on ‘Critical Theory, Modernism and Postmodernism’
in 1997 at the Radhakrishnan Institute of Advanced Study in Philosophy, Uni-
versity of Madras. It is now updated in the light of many observations made
by the audience. Much as 1 admire the critical remark made by an anonymous
referee, which needs extended discussion, I could not revise the text but altered
footnotes [15], [52] and [78]. My heartfelt thanks to Professor Dr Daya Krishna,
the Editor, for his unfailing words of encouragement.

2. Beginning with the Deconstructive Turn: Essays on the Rhetoric of Philosophy
(1983), Norris is continuously engaged in such themes; see especially The
Contest of Faculties: Philosophy and Theory Afier Deconstruction (London:
Methuen, 1985) (COF, hereafter) Derrida (Fontana, 1986) (D, hereafter) and
Paul de Man: Deconstruction and the Critique of Aesthetic Ideology (London:
Routledge, 1988) {(DCAI hereafter). The more recent The Truth About
Postmodernism (Manchester, 1994) (TP hereafter) and The Truth and the Ethics
of Criticism (1994) (TEC hereafter) increase the prospects of an episteme of
criticism, whereas the latest book on the New Idols of the Cave: On the Limits
of Anti-realism (Manchester, 1997) (NIC hereafter) is an admirable summary
of his entire outlook with distinct implications for philosophy of science. The
last mentioned work renews the plea for a Kantian reading, The present survey
includes much but is still wanting to do more to the distinguished philosopher
whose prolific writings inspire my own thinking and still continue to be top in
my agenda. Thanks to Ms Preeti Chandra, Librarian, for the continuous supply
of the writings from the ICPR Library, Lucknow.



100

10.

11.

12.

13.

A. KANTHAMANI

R. Rorty ‘colonized’ philosophy by subjecting it to literature, Habermas’s cri-
tique decolonizes it by ‘rigidly’ (66) segregating it from literature and making
it autonomous. Both are vulnerable from my point of view. See Jurgen Habermas’s
‘Excursus: on levelling the genre distinction between philosophy and literature’
in The Philosophical Discourse of Modernity (PDM, hereafter) [trans. Frederick
Lawrence (Cambridge: Polity Press, 1987)], pp. 185-210. There is no reason to
take Habermas as Kantian, and my proposal is to read Norris’s Kantian cre-
dentials.

Norris remarks: ‘Deconstruction has distanced his own thinking from a gener-
alised post-modernism’; WIPM, p. 50. Consequently, he absorbs Paul de Man’s
resistance also as deconstruction; see the equation on p. 192 of his TPM. See
also Paul de Man’s Resistance to Theory (RT, hereafier) (Minneapolis: Univer-
sity of Minnesota Press, 1986), for example shares deconstructionist as well as
postmodernist motifs. Later he derives inspiration from de Man’s ethics of
reading. TPM holds it as an exemplar.

Norris identifies deconstruction as another philosophical discourse of moder-
nity, but with a contrast. The contrast is while deconstruction recovers its
‘analytic’, hermeneutics apostrophizes a metanarrative of communicative rea-
son and hence it has a ‘blindspot’, p. 52. Later Norris is wrong to think that he
can reconcile this with Habermas by taking sensus communis as the
metanarrative; if so, then much of his counter against postmodernist scepticism

will defeat its purpose.

. Norris employs the term with a certain connivance in that it is neutral to the

ethics as well as the episteme of sensus communis which requires him to
further assume a modus vivendi between the two senses. It appears more in his
later writings in a succinct form in which it is counterposed to Norris’s ‘contest’
a term which remains as a proxy for Kantian conflict of faculties (Critique?).
However, the final pages of /C merely mention ‘echoes of Kantian antinomies’
(225).

. This entailment occupies his TP as well as his TEC and serves as a code for

realism as well as lever for curtailing the onset of anti-realism.

_ Norris sets this as an apex ideal for his entire outlook; see especially his IC.
" This is the ultimate version found in IC which bears a contrast to his earlier

form which was derived from Gasche; a third version recommends a priori
reasoning in science.

Notris’s @ priori is only an assumption set. The weak and strong versions are
distinguished in IC.

Norris’s entire discussion takes us only to this idea, which is allowed to go all
the way down in his textual exegesis; see /C.

It is simply enigmatic to know how Norris wants to give explanatory content
in the Kantian sense.

Habermas takes modernity as an incompleted project of enlightenment. See
PDM which bears the name of dialectic according to Albrecht Wellmer; see

14.

17.
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his “On the Dialectics of Modernism and Postmodernism’ in Praxis Interna-
tional 29 (1985), pp. 337-57.

Aporia of reference, theory, and mind respectively leads to the postanalytical
post-modern and the post-functional. See Derrida ‘Structure, Sign, and Play ir;
thf: Discourse of Human Sciences’ in Of Grammatology. Norris takes Derrida’s
critique of Foucault as providing a paradigm case; so if Derrida is a Kantian,
then Foucault is as well, as evidenced in his late seminal essay on “What is
Enlightenment?’ (see TP).

. Norris’s main thesis is to analyticize and to semanticize deconstruction and to

loolf upon postmodemism and critical theory as its archrivals. Calling them as
revisionists, Norris eulogizes Derrida for his analytical rigour. He provides a
model of deconstructive literary criticism in the analytic mode. It is, therefore,
necessary to know its underlying logic. Norris’s fault is brought out succinctly
in the following remark: °.., if a particular reading of analytical philosophy
gives us merely the same opening in literary theory that has already been
accomplished and articulated by deconstruction, then it would be superfluous
to take analytic philosophy in the same direction’ (see Bill Martin’s article in
Literary Theory after Davidson). It does not rule out taking the analytical
mode] in the direction of analytical literary criticism. I thank the anonymous
referee for bringing to my notice a serious lacuna caused by my incautious
remarks about a particular defence of ‘agonal’ philosophy of language to the
point of adoration. In fact my point is not to project into a metanarrative. So
to the question whether there is a lurking sense of metanarrative in Lyotard,
my answer is that it may not be. However, I agree that the advice to combine
the issue of narratives and phrasal regimes sounds good. If the above retreat
from metanarrative is correct, then this is what is invariably in focus in my
essay.

I have worked out this in my R. Rorty’s Counter-Analytical Narrative (Ms.)
which forms the penultimate essay in my Hermeneutic Turn. Now I wish to
read Bill Martin’s remarks from the recent book on Literary Theory after
Davidson which holds that ‘Rorty’s own work is the best argument: even though
Rorty keeps saying that analytical philosophy has come to an end, he continues
to rely on analytic arguments in his work and his basic frame of reference
remains the analytic tradition’ (141) in a new light, The revised version shows
how flawed this outlook is.

Narris is against the application of deconstruction to literary criticism, calling
it as vulgarization. His early works thematize it very much. I am in agreement
with his critique of American understanding of hermeneutics, as practised
especially by American neo-criticism, but for a different reason; my essay on
R. Bernstein “The Agon and the Dialectic’ (Ms.) reveals this as it is purported
to criticize the alleged rapprochement of the Anglo-American and the Conti-
nental, Factually, there is a hiatus. Recently, this gets its support from Horace
L. Fairlamb who in his book [The New Constellation: The Ethico-Political
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Horizons of Modernity/Postmodernity (Cambridge: Polity, 1992)] notes the sea

change from Aufgebung to ‘Constellation’ that echoes Adorno, Contra Norris,

Fairlamb however prefers to argue against this taking it in the direction of post

postmodernist paradigm of epistemology; see below fin, 28 and 36 also.

See Robert F. Barsky’s Chomsky: A Life of Dissent (MIT: Cambridge, 1997).

Both Chomsky and Norris will have a contrary opinion on Faurisson’s affair;

the opposition is caused by Norris's acceptance of the factual truth of Holo-

caust. Chomsky’s attitude to the ‘rabid ideologue’ is acutely paradoxical; this
receives attention in my unpublished ‘Noam Chomsky’s Grammar of Dissent’.

Norris is wrong to criticize Apel for the lack of epistemology of hermeneutics
which is what he pursues. I prefer to think that Apel will join the set of
combinatorial paradigm theorists I speak of here. See IC, p. 18

1 prefer to call Karl-Otto Apel’s completion as the second semiotic turn and
agree with David Rasmussen’s assessment of Apel as providing a new third
generation critical theory as argued in his introduction to the Handbook of
Critical Theory (Blackwell, 1996) and for Apel see my essay on Hans Gadamer,
1. Habermas and X-O. Ape! which brings out this fully along with a rapproche-
ment of the binary trait, embodied in the combinatorial paradigm.

The labels, as used by Norris, are vulnerable. Realism is false, but that does

not validate anti-realism.

. Nortris takes the opposition to be as one between deconstruction and hermeneutics

and while the former is against a metanarrative, the latter is not. This is what
1 call the analytical divide; WWPM, p. 49ff. Taking Davidson as a model
however may dilute this (TEC).

There seems to be nothing wrong in taking I. Kant’s Conflict of Faculties which
is called his nascent Fourth Critigue which contains his later reflections on the
essential forms of modalities of political judgement, especially the essays on
freedom, democracy, progress, and perpetual peace, but Norris prefers to take
the first critique for obtaining the acstheticized model; see the references given
under Lyotard.

This is much more pronounced in his later works; see /C.

Norris describes the two sides in WWPM, p. 52.

Norris calls this as inverted Platonism which is described to be ‘a fixed
determination to conceive no ideas of what life might be like outside the cave'
WWPM, p. 182. Later Norris takes the ‘mimetic rivalry’ (this is identified with
one sense of agon) of the German spirit with the Greeks as an extreme form
of inverted Platonism, in the grand project of acsthetizing the political (236).
The inverted Platonism (Norris’s later term is antirealism) is therefore to be
conceived as the direct consequence of this tendency.

Norris interprets Paul de Man’s advocacy of textual close reading as aesthetizing
the political or what he calls ideologiekritik; his cthics of reading is deduced

as a lemma.

20,
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. 28. Following Rudolph Gasche, The Tain of the Mirror: Derrida and the Philoso-

phy of Reflection (Cambridge, Mass.; Harvard University Press, 1986), Norris
also provides a rich diet of Kantian postmodernism (the term is borrowed from
David Ingram). For a recent assessment of Kantian modelling of Irene Harvey
on Gasche see Horace L. Fairlamb’s Crifical Conditions: Postmodernity and
the Question of Foundations (Cambridge, 1994). The Kantians tend to conflate
betw?c?n two senses of limit namely the conditions of possibility as well as the
conditions of impossibility. Lamb resolves it by holding that deconstruction
deconstructs and causing and aporia or tension between system and non-system,
as reflected in Derrida’s Of Grammatology (p. 89). This sense of self-
fieconstruction is to be differentiated from a more thoroughgoing variety found
in Paul de Man. For Norris’s preferred reading of de Man as a Kantian self-
deconstructionist, see his 7PM. Norris treats Derrida as self-contesting the
three phrase-regimes, p. 38 of WWPM.
Norris’s interpretation of Foucault changes guard in order to highlight this.
What I call de facto contestability stems from the binary or combinatorial trait
that cannot be deconstructed in Norris’s way as mentioned in the text.
Lyotard’s seminal essay on the ‘Reflections in Kant’s Aesthetics’ (‘RKA’
hercafter) in Graduate Faculty Philosophy Jou\mal 16 (2) 1993, pp. 375-41 1f
it is not that Norris has missed this, but he indirectly comes to terms with it?
I bring out the analogy between Foucault and Lyotard.
See esp. Norris’s essay on Faucault in JC.
The original Greek version is askesis-aisthesis and provides the necessary
impetus here. See TP, p. 64; it may also be noted that Habermas’s word for
fiedifferentiation is intermeshing: he remarks that the three phrase regimes are
unmetaphorically intermeshed’.
What is shown here is that Lyotard’s analysis of Kantian subjectivity has an
af_ﬁnity more with Habermas because it strikes a congenial chord with the
rejection of principle of individuality (a rejection of cartesian subjectivity
which is widely shared by many contemporary movements). ’
Stanley Fish and R. Rorty, WHPM (Chapter 2).
According to my understanding, the American views of deconstruction as well
as postmodernism and hermeneutics tend to go Hegelian dividing the line
between the Continental and Anglo-American approaches, with the exception
of R. Bernstein who lately realized its worth. Norris is predominantly empiri-
cal, keeping up with traditions,
Norris brings out the coherence of the failure of the analytical theory of
reference with deconstructionist reading.
Norris is wrong to grant deconstructionists’ denial of the distinction of normal
and deviant utterances.
The divide between Austin’s theory of speech acts and that of Searle’s, on
Norris’s view lies in the former’s exclusion of deviant utterances, whereas they
arc parasitical on them; see p. 63 of WIWPM.
On Norris’s view, there are only stylistic differences between them,
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Tu quoque teads: ‘you too have it’.

See Norris’s essay on Davidson in COF; recently literary theorists take Davidson
as an exemplar in which endeavour they do not fully succeed. Norris does not
openly endorse this view, but he takes seriously certain views which compare
Derrida with Davidson, but prefers to go beyond; see Literary Ti heory After
Davidson ed. by Reed Way Dasenbrock (Minneapolis: Minnesota University
Press, 1993). It closely follows another eatlier volume Redrawing the Lines:
Analytic Philosophy, Deconstruction and Literary Theory (Minneapolis: Uni-
versity of Minnesota Press, 1989). Analytic philosophy is moribund within, but
it provides exemplar for literary theorists.

This claim is false. See p. 186 of IC.

Norris's interpretation of Bhasker as transcendental or critical realist seems to
be of a dubious character.

I try to capture the logic behind deconstruction in this set; added to it my
comments that cannot agree with Norris’s idea of deconstructionist logic.

mits of
Disenchantment: Essays on Contemporary European Philosophy (Verso, 1995).
The Kantian underpinnings are discussed on p. 53, and are widely pervading
each of his books. Its success is highly questionable. Without Kantianism at
the backdrop, Norris's grand edifice falls to pieces. Norris walks on a tightrope
in attacking all Kantian interpretors which includes Hillis Milier and Onora
O'Neill for their revisionism, calling them as ‘detractors’; Foucault has ‘dis-
figured’ Kant according to this reading.
I think Norris’s reading of Gasche is a misprision, TOM.
The ‘pagan urge to violate the rule’ that leads on towards the multiplicity of
Janguage games stands in evidence to Lyotardian philosophy of language and
this is elaborately treated in my ‘F. Lyotard’s Postmodern Agonism’ (Ms.).
This is quoted from Habermas; see his essay in PDM.
The agonal nature of language is in central focus in his Au Juste (Just Gaming)
1979,
Ibid. I want to add: The agonal nature of phrase regimes is no doubt traced to
the agonal nature of language. Even if it is granted that it is by nature agonal,
in my opinion, it hardly conveys anything foundational or metanarrativist and
hence it is called the combinatorial with a great deal of caution.
Saul Kripke’s Wittgenstein on Rules and Private Language (Oxford, 1982);1
owe to Crispin Wright’s recent formulation.
Stuart Shanker's Wirtgenstein and the Turning Point in the Philosophy of
Mathematics (Croom Helm, 1987).
Ibid.
My survey on Witigenstein, is found in ‘Wittgenstein’s Challenge to the Rule-
as-Rails Platonism in Philosophy of Psychology’ (Ms.).
Wittgenstein's Tractatus Logic-Philosophicus (Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1922).
No one can argue that reading and writing does not carry binary implications.

59.
60.
6l.
62.
63.
(,5. The reductio is formulated by me; see Chapter on Fish in WWEM.
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Norris has a different version of agon.
Chapter 7 on Labarthe in WWPM,

For the three senses, see WIWPM, pp. 7-8.
See his Essay in COF.,

Chapter 2 on Fish in WWPM.

ijris criticizes Roy Bhasker; see his Scientific Realism and Human Emanci-
pation (ijndon: Verso, 1986); for a summary view see p, 6. As evident, Norris
a.ctually intends to draw out the implications of this brand of realism for
literary theory.

. I have shown that Norris has to accept both Realism and Anti-realism.

This is what is called the ‘aesthetizing the political’; it is comparable to the
eleventh thesis of Feuerbach,

WIWPM, Chapter 4, p. 24,

Norris has perpetual quarrel with the passage to heterogeneity without realizing
that there could be knowledge about heterogeneity just as there is knowledge
a.bout complementarity within quantum physics; see Fairlamb’s book men-
tioned earlier.

See ‘RKA’.

See ‘RKA’.

Tan Hacking’s only quoted remark reads: “... Foucault was a remarkably able
Kantian’, See p. 51 of IC.

f’or Habermas’s demolition of the principle, that has been overlooked by many
mterpreters, see PDM.

Lyotard’s ‘RKA’.

For the jargon ‘Kantian Postmodernism’ is due to David Ingram, who reads
.Lyotard as a Kantian, see “The Postmodern Kantianism of Arendt and Lyotard’
in Re.w'e"w of Metaphysics 42 (1988), pp. 51-77.

prc?rznlsé_g;).st-Analytzcal Philosophy: What is in a Name?” in the Cogito (1995)
See Norris’s Essay in COF,

F. .Lyotard, Le Differend (Phrases in Dispute) (trans, Georges van den Abbeele)
Mmpeapolis: University of Minnesota Press (1988). It is here I wish to correct
the_1mpres§ion which charges me as one who adored analytical philosophy
pro_|ect1_ng it as a combinatorial model. I endorse the agenal variety in a mi!de;
forr‘n without succumbing to its metanarrativist character. T explain this in my
revised essay on Rorty mentioned in fin. 16 above.

See Chapter on Heidegger in PDM.

It is not clear how far Norris is correct in maintaining that all types of
d-econstruction are modelled on Paul de Man’s idea of self-deconstruction. I
differ from him in maintaining that this is not true. There is a difference
between deconstruction per se which requires us to read the text in a particular
way, and de Man’s view which aftributes this trait to the very text. The
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difference in other words comes to the following: while sufficient allowance
is made to read the text in one way or other, de Man’s idea is to treat the text
as causing such a close reading.

For the reasons mentioned in fn. 61 above, I shall call de Man as a post-
deconstructionist.

For inverted Platonism, see f.n. 26 above.

de Man’s account makes use of philology. . . o

See £n. 9 above; similar motives are evident in his discussion of the limits of
antirealism. , -

The lapidary sentence takes straightaway to the privileging the phenomenal.
pp. 57.

See Peter Dews pp. 119-20. . -

1 shall illustrate the de fucto contestability in the following set§. .
The idea of language as a universal medium underlies early Wittgenstein.

Contra Norris, | endorse a theme of convergence. I think, this is a sound reason
for disagreement. _
[am inc%ebted to the distinguished professors that include Ashok Vohra, ngll,
Tndra, Rajagopal, Ananda Giri, Pannerselvam, Mathivanan, Mohamm‘.:d Ali for
their kind comments and encouragement at the seminar. [ dedicate this modest
work to the sacred memory of the distinguished philosopher and my former
teacher, Dr R. Sundararajan (Chennai, Pune), who taught me a great deal.

What are the Sixteen Padarthas of Nyaya? An Attempt to
Solve the Dilemma of Long Standing

VLADIMIR SCHOKHIN

Chief Researcher, Institute of Philosophy, Russian Academy of Science
Moscow (Russia)

1. Sixteen fundamental principles of Nyaya (padartha)}—the means of right
knowledge (pramana), objects of knowledge (prameya), doubt (sam8aya),
motive (prayojana), illustrative examples (drstanta), tenets (siddhanta), the
members of a syllogism (avayava), reasoning (tarka), ascertainment of the
right solution of a dilemma (nimaya), dispute (vada), sophistic debate (jalpa),
eristic debate (vitanda), cavils (chala), psendoarguments (hetvabhasa), futile
rejoinders (jati), and the causes of defeat in a debate (nigrahasthana)—con-
stitute the specific heritage of this classical Indian school of thought to the
same extent as seven dimensions of the real (with the non-real added to them)
in Vaidesika, which is close to this tradition, nine parameters of individual
being in Jainism, 25 cosmic principles in Samkhya or 75 dharmas in classical
Buddhism. Nevertheless, to our knowledge, no other system of fundamental
prineiples of any Indian philosophical system ever caused so much essential
controversy among Indologists.

The interpretation of the 16 fundamental principles of Nyaya as philo-
sophical categories—sometimes with certain vacillations and reservations—
dates back to the first European reviews dealing with Indian philosophical
systems—namely, to ‘Essays on the Philosophy of Hindus’ (1823-24) by T.
Colebrooke,' as well as to Philosophy in the Progress of World History
(1834) by C. Windischmann;’? they were presented in the same light by such
authorities of Indology as P. Deussen (1908),’ S. Vidyabhushana (1913),* S.
Dasgupta (1922),° O. Strauss (1925),° M. Hiriyanna (1932),” W. Ruben
(1971)* or C. Oberhammer (1984),” in several monographs on Indian categories,
for example, in the fundamental work by H. Narain (1976)'* or in the dis-
sertation by P. Kumari (1984)"" as well as in some philosophic lexicons."?
However, soon enough, this interpretation encountered strong opposition.
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Thus, in his well-known book Six Systems of Indian Philosophy (1899} F.

Max Mueller regards 16 fundamental principles of Nyaya only as 16 topics

the list of which, in his view, is both inconsistent and redundant (since the

first two principles already exhaust the whole philosophical content of this
system). R. Garbe (1917) preferred to view them as mere “logical ideas’, S.
Radhakrishnan (1977)—as 16 topics reflecting the stages of dialectical con-
froversy which ultimately leads to the achievement of adequate knowledge, P.
Masson-Oursel (1923)—as the ‘stages of rational reasoning’, S. Chatterjee
and D. Datta (1939)—as merely ‘16 philosophical topics’. J. Filliozat (Renou
& Filliozat, 1953), who directly opposed their earlier identification (dating
back to Colebrooke) as categories considered them to be ‘16 elements of
operations by intellect’ and even as ‘common places of dialectics’ rather than
as ‘topics’ (according to him, they were interpreted in this way as early as
mid-19th century by French Indologist B. Saint Hilaire). K. Potter (1977)
does not reject their definition as categories but believes that initially they
were a suitable ‘list of topics for a manual of debate or discussion’ that
subsequently ‘accumulated’ various kinds of subjects aimed at finding the
truth through the process of discussion. D. Chattopadhyaya (1982) regards
them as ‘philosophic topics’."

It goes without saying that the presented list of Indologists who dealt with
this problem is by no means exhaustive. Anyway, the importance of Nyaya
for the development of Indian philosophy fully justifies the desire to verify
the interpretations of its fundamental principles—either as philosophical cat-
egories or something else. This verification is to be followed by an attempt
to solve this problem from a historical point of view.

2. The compound pada + artha (Pali pada + attha) literally means ‘the
meaning of a word’ and its interpretation was a recurrent subject of discus-
sions in the ancient Indian linguistic tradition. Thus, Patafijali the grammarian
(2nd century &c) already analyzed two extreme viewpoints which took shape
as early as the epoch directly preceding the varttikas of Katyayana (3rd
century Bc). The first one was upheld by Vyadi, the alleged author of the
grammatical treatise Samgraha, according to whom common names mean
individual things (the meaning of the word ‘cow’ will be this or that specific
cow). His opponent Vajapyayana advocated the view that their denotation is
a genus ‘form’ of the entire class of designated things, e.g., the meaning of
1 ‘cow’ would be the common feature of ‘cowness’ (Mahabhasya 1.6.8 et al.).
Katyayana thought that both positions, taken to the extreme, are equally
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grgundless, while Patafijali himself thought that the solution of the problem
mlg_ht be found in their combination since a word expresses both things. In
a d{f‘ferent section of his work he tried to bring together the respectlive
pf)s1t1(?ns of the opponents, maintaining that the first position actually recog-
nizes individual referents as the main element in the meaning of a word and
thellr.genus characteristics as the secondary element, while in the second
position the emphasis is placed in the opposite way (Ibid. 1.246.14-18)."4
The semantic discussions of grammarians on the subject of pada + ar;‘ha
_(sabda + artha) are reflected in philosophic texts. The most graphic example
is Nydya-sﬁtras 11.2.65--68, where after referring to the opposing views in
the vein of Vyadi and Vajapyayana the author of the sttras explicitly ex-
presses the view that pada + artha includes all three, i.e. individuals, the
genus form and the genus itself altogether (I1.2.68). But the author of,‘ the
Nyc.zya-sﬁ.tras does not yet treat padarthas as philosophical categories (the
main codification was completed probably not eatlier than the 3rd—4th cen-
turies Ap)."* We cannot find it either in the first siitra itself, which enumer-
ates their above-mentioned list and alleges that their distinctive cognition is
followed by the supreme good (I.1.1}, or in any other siitra. But ther, starting
from the 5th-6th centuries Ap, we already find special treatises (by ’the 20th
century their number together with the commentaries was more than 70)
where the term padartha becomes the standard designation of the ﬁmdamen:
tal principles of philosophical systems.'®
'1."0 clear up the question as to what extent the fundamental principles of
Indian systems, including those enumerated in the Ny@ya-siitras, correspond
to the meaning of “philosophical categories’ we have no other choice but to
turn t.0 contemporary philosophic writings. When examining the definitions
of philosophical categories in modern philosophy encyclopedia publications
(of thf: second half of the 20th century)—French,'” German™ and Anglo-
Arne_ncan”—we can say that modern philosophy as a whole regards philo-
spphlcal categories as the most fundamental, generalty valid and ‘atomic’
(1rre.ducible) notions which enable us to classify either things themselves or
our 1deas about them, while, being applied to philosophical disciplines (which
is chare_lcteristic of German publications), it distinguishes two classes of
categones:—respectively, ontological and epistemological ones. We are going
to use this summary definition as our criterion while assessing whether
Indlz'm padarthas might mean philosophical categories.
1_7’1rsF of all, fully in line with the suggested definition, we start from
Vaisesika, the system which corresponds to all three criteria common to all
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categories—fundamentality, general validity and ‘atomic nature’. We mean
the famnous six-fold system which distinguishes substances (dravya), qualities
(guna), actions (karma), the general (samanya), the particular (visesa) and
inherence (samavaya). Partly in line with the same Western definition was an
attempt by Candramati (5th—6th centuries AD) to bring this system to a ten-
fold one. It is well-known that he added to the above-mentioned scheme the
causal potency ($akti), the absence of such potency (asakii), the general-cum-
particular (samanyavisesa) and non-existence (abhdva). We emphasize that
Candramati’s system of categories corresponds to the above-mentioned crite-
ria partly because the third addition proves to be insufficiently ‘atomic’ (it can
be reduced to the ‘general’ and the ‘particular’ in their correlation), while the
first two are insufficiently fundamental. The Vaisesikas themselves were
well aware of that since they admitted only the introduction of ‘non-existence’
that corresponds to all three system criteria. Essentially the categories of the
Vaisesikas are of purely ontological type—the type which in the European
tradition dates back to the system of five categories in Plato’s Sophist (254e-
260a).

Quite in line with the suggested criterion of philosophical categories are
also those systems of padarthas which are modifications of the set of catego-
ries advocated by the Vaisesikas. Such is the system of categories of the
Mimamsa school of Kumarila where the first four categories of Vaisesika
(substance, quality, action and the general—with a distinction between more
general and less general entities) are accepted fully as ‘positive ones’ (bhava),
as well as the last category—non-existence, which is classified as a ‘negative
one’ (abhava), and in which four subclasses also borrowed from the Vaisesikas
are distinguished symmetrically (preceding non-existence of something before
its appearance, the subsequent non-existence of something afier its destruc-
tion, the mutual non-existence—that of two things in relation to each other,
the absolute non-existence—that of phantom objects like the homns of a hare,
a heavenly flower or the son of a sterile woman). Another attempt of building
a system of padarthas on the basis of Vaisesika is that of the Mimamsa
school of Prabhakara. It also includes eight units but adds to the four initial
categories of the Vaisesikas four new ones: ‘dependence’ (paratantratd), ‘po-
tentiality’ (3akti), ‘similarity’ (sadrsya) and ‘number’ (samkhya). The last

category corresponds to quantity, lacking (as a separate category) in Vaisesika,
but recognized in classical European systems of categories beginning with
that of Aristotle, the third category—to that of relation widely recognized in
European philosophy—while the second one refers to the possibility of the
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I.naturmg’ of the results of actions (above all, ritual actions). The qualific
tion of thf;: first category appears to be less unequivocal. This (?ate 'ai
system fav.ldently corresponds to three formal criteria of fundamentali e
eral validity and “atomic nature’ of its component parts. Finally, in ttl):;%en-
fold system of the padarthas advanced by the Vedantist-Dualist Madlfn-
(13t1?-1 4th centuries Ap), six padarthas of the Vai$esikas (where we d Vi
ﬁnd’mhlejr'ence but encounter non-existence) are supplérnented with ‘the ou:l(?
fied’ (viSista), ‘the whole’ (ams$in) and with ‘potency’ and ‘similarity’ \gh' ;
are already known to us from the system of the principles of Prabhakara Tl'li
first of these additions is easily reduced to the ‘general’ and the * arti(;ul f
and, therefore, does not correspond to the criterion of an ‘atomli)c natu af
whe‘re‘as the “whole’ was evidently to make up for the absence of inherenfe,
b}lt Is in essence a pseudo-category because ‘the whole’ actually combines th ,
six initial categories of the Vaisesikas. Nevertheless, both two Mimamsa ans
the above-mentioned Vedanta system of padarthas correspond as a whole to
the' }'nqdem criteria of categories and also belong (like the system of th
Vaisesikas which initiated them), to the ontological type. )
There was also one more system of categories in Indian philosophy. It wa
ref:"on_stru,cted l?y the outstanding Russian Buddhologist Th. Stcherbatsiy fronj
Dmnagz! § main work ‘the Pramanasamuccaya’, from the commentary b
Kg'rzl_alasﬂa on Santaraksita’s Tattvasamgraha and from some other tezs 0);'
Vllnanzjlvﬁda, the Buddhist idealism, defined not as padarthas but
paficavidhakalpand—a ‘five-fold structure [of reason]’. The essence of thziz
system copsisted in the fact that an object of our thought cannot be reali
per se (as it was the case with the VaiSesikas) since in Buddhism reali tly
constituted by dynamic moments of being, that is ‘particular’ points instganf
?aneous and unverbalized ones—but the projections of thought throug,h which
it cpnstructs the world from its fundamentally nondiscursive initial material
It _15 a system of mere ‘names’ (nama): individuals-—proper names‘
(narnakalpanﬁ), classes—genus names (jatikalpana), qualities—the names of
atmbutes. (gunakalpana), movements—verbs (karmakalpand), and substances—
substanttve_ projections (dravyakalpana). But the constructizle imagination of
our reason is also capable of making of a synthesis of notions. Therefore, the
categones of the five-fold structure of reason evolve into the table of the ’four
possible relations of two notions, namely, in assertion (vidhi), negation
(anupa%abdhi), identity (tadatmya} and causality (tadutpatti). What’bring s the
Buddhist system close to the categorial system of Aristotle, is accordfn to
Stcherbatsky, its affinity with grammar categories, as weli as’ with the%ln—
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derstanding of the subject of predications as something which ‘does not refer
to anything else’. At the same time the consideration of categories only as the
‘Yenses’ or reason through which it views things, or, to be more exact, its
own methods of their conceptualization and brings the Buddhist system of
categories still closer to that of Kant 2 Obviously this philosophical structure
corresponds to all the above-mentioned criteria of categories and refers—the
only case in the history of Indian philosophy—to the categories of the epis-
temological type in the proper sense.

An original system was represented by the tattvas/padarthas of the Jainas
generalized by Kundakunda (1st-2nd centuries AD) as three categories: sub-
stances (dravya), their attributes (guna) and the manifestations of the latter
(paryaya). The class of substances includes two subclasses: souls and non-
souls, and the second subclass includes four further components: matter, the
initiation of movement, the cessation of movement and space. His proposed
disciple Umasvati (but not the subsequent Jaina tradition as a whole) replaces
the three-part categorial pattern with a set of seven categories: ‘soul’ (jiva),
‘non-soul’ (ajiva), ‘inflow of karma matter’ (asrava), its ‘enslavement’ of the
soul (bandha), ‘interruption’ of this flow (samwvara), its final ‘blocking’ (nirjara)
and ‘liberation’ (moksa). At least by the 10th century Ap another two catego-
ries, viz. ‘merit’ (punya) and ‘qon-merit’ (papa), were firmly established in
the categorial system of the Jainas.

We might suspect most of the Jaina padirthas of lacking
sufficient fundamentality, but these doubts require, in our view, 1ot so much
a reappraisal of the Jaina system as an amplification of some dimensions of
present-day categoriology—something which has both heuristic and
comparativist aspects. As a matter of fact, the Western definitions of catego-
ries presuppose ‘by default’, and even explicitly, as in the case of German
philosophic lexicons (see above), that there are only two fundamental spheres

of philosophy—epistemology and ontology. Meanwhile, it is only too easily
forgotten that starting from the first attempts to structure philosophical knowl-
edge (those of Xenocrates and the Stoics, that is, dating back to the late 4th
century BC), it included as its main “fields’, apart from ‘logic’ and ‘physics’,
also ‘ethics’ which was an invariable component part in any philosophic
system up to the 20th century. Seven Jaina categories out of nine refer exactly
to that philosophical field which is closest of all to ‘ethics’, that is to
soteriology. In this connection the above-mentioned set of padarthas (along
with the above-mentioned ontological and epistemological ones) provokes an
attempt of specifying contemporary understanding of philosophical categories.
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We feel it would not be too presumptious to suggest a definition of categori

as conceptual universals that establish the parameters of objective realitgy tl:s
process of cognition or the fulfilment of the goals of human existence F,ro .
this standpoint, the Jaina system of categories (which suggests certai'n poz

sibilities for modem categori i
‘ goriology) can be characterized as i
soteriological one.! .

3. In order to determine the categorial status of the 16 fundamental principles
of _Nyﬁya we should also proceed from the unity of the formal as ec}; f
Phllos'ol’)hical categories (the criteria of fundamentality, general validlijty ar?d
ae:t;)mlc nature) and the aspect of their contents (the criteria referring us to
o :;'flst one of the three main philosophical fields—‘logic’, ‘physics’ or ‘eth-
From the standpoint of formal criteria the padarthas of the Naiyayikas
B already thoroughly examined by their Indian opponents. Thus tl?e §aina
\_/adldeva (Devastiri) in the autocommentary Sy&dvadaram&l;:am 0;1 his trea
Flse Pra@&tpanayatartv&loka (the 12th century ap) found no less than sever;
incongruities in its categorial system. Some categories of Nyaya do not
correspond, in his opinion, to the criterion of fullness: ‘doubt’ is for some
}Jnknow.n reason included in the list, while no less significant ‘delusion’ or
uncertainty” are not. When including ‘the members of a syllogism’, it is
absurFl to omit inference itself or a logical conclusion because syllogi’sm is
F)nly its 'outward expression (this note is based on the difference between
internal mferer}ce and ‘external’ syllogism in the Buddhist school of Difinaga)
Ful:thermore, psendoarguments’ are singled out into a separate padﬁrtha.
while p‘_:rceptual errors are, according to Devastiri, completely ignored Othel,'
ca.teg_orles ?f the Naiyayikas violate, in his opinion, what we call'ed the
cr1ter101.1 of “atomic nature’, for they might be easily included in more general
categories: a ‘graphic example’ should not have been singled out because it
m:':lkes a part of a syllogism [if it is singled out, an argument (linga) together
with other members of a syllogism should have been singled out but this does
not happen). Finally, it is superfluous to single out ‘doctrines’ because the
_correspond to the thesis of a syllogism and, consequently, are already im liez
in the enumeration of ‘the members of a syllogism’, whlie ‘ascertainmeﬂt’ is
a re‘sult of the functioning of ‘the means of knowledge” and, therefore, should
be included in the latter. As for “futile rejoinders’, they dc; not diffe; ina
way from ‘pseudoarguments’.? ’ N
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The Jaina criticism of the Nyaya padarthas is quite pertinent in itself, since
it demonstrates the main principles of the study of categories in Indian
philosophy that are compatible with the definitions of present-day philosophy
and, partly, even replenish them (we mean an emphasis on the criterion of
fullness). However, this criticism is not so convincing as it seemed to H.
Narain who maintained that ‘our finding is that fourteen categories beginning
with doubt are a disorderly conglomeration of stray topics forming the sub-
ject-matter of the science of Nydya, or rather NS (the Nyayasiitras—V.Sch.).
There is no order in which, no principles on which, they may be said to have
been arranged. They cannot be regarded even sub-categories of the means of
knowledge. Categories worth the name are only two in number, means of
knowledge and objects of knowledge or knowables, of which, too, the former
has nothing to do with the classification of reals’?

Thus, contrary to the opinion of Devastiri and Narain futile rejoinders’
and ‘pseudoarguments’ of the Naiyayikas are not one and the same thing: the
latter mean certain etrors in the middle term, while the former mean incorrect
answers based on a mere similarity or dissimilarity without the final test of
the middle term.? ‘Ascertainment’ is a preference of one of the alternative
points of view achieved through reflection and is not directly included to the
‘means of knowledge’. If the main criterion of being one of ‘the means of
knowledge’ is already the indirect connection with them, then Devastri should
have said that all methods and modes of reasoning ultimately belong to the
sphere of the ‘means of knowledge’. And the alleged fault of the Naiyaikas,
according to which they single out ‘the members of a syllogism™ without
singling out ‘inference’ is also hardly valid: after all, the latter is already
included in the ‘means of knowledge’ (as the second of the four units) and,
therefore, is related to a different padartha. Moreover, it can be said that any
possible criticism of the fundamental principles of Nyaya from the standpoint
of an ‘atomic nature’ is ultimately based on insufficiently careful use of the
definitions of its basic texts (for the alieged faults from the standpoint of
fullness see below).

On the other hand, Devasuri missed a possibility of pinpointing a much
more serious fault of the padarthas of Nyaya. From the standpoint of the
principle of fundamentality verbal tricks, futile rejoinders or errots in the
middle term of a syllogism cannot be as significant as ‘the means of knowl-
edge’ or ‘objects of knowledge’. Therefore, all mentioned units prove to be
quite vulnerable in respect to their ‘typological homogeneity’. As a matter of
fact, the ‘means of knowledge’ and ‘objects of knowledge’ are related to the
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proc:as‘s of cognition, ‘members of a syllogism’ present argumentation; ‘dis-
pute’, ‘sophistic debate’ and ‘eristic debate’ provide the classification <;f dif-
‘ferent’ types of discussion; the ‘causes of defeat in a debate’ constitute the
legal’ aspect of polemics, which enables ‘trial commission’ to state that the
?rguments of one of the polemists are groundless, while ‘pseudoarguments’
pseudoanswers’ and various verbal tricks are valid reasons for such a Ver-’
d}CL We do not witness a similar heterogeneity in any of the above-men-
tioned Indian categorial systems that correspond to the modern principles of
categoriology.

. So 'the padarthas of Nyaya do not meet the criteria of philosophical catego-
ries either from the formal point of view or from the point of view of the
contents, If we approach them in a systematic way, it is easy to see that the
do not belong either to the sphere of ‘ethics’ (despite the fact that the autho);
of th‘e.Nyaya—smras promises the ‘supreme good’ as a reward for their
cognition—I.1.1), or to that of ‘physics’ (the sphere of the ‘subjects of
know-ledge’ remains open as such), or even to that of ‘logic’ (though this field
qf philosophical discourse was very near to the aspirations of the systema-
tl%ers of' the Nyaya set of padarthas). They rather belong to the activity of
a practicing philosopher’, to the materials and instruments he has to master
in orde‘r to participate in discussions, while making use of all available
dfsc‘:urswe and polemical means and successfully defeating opponents without
giving them a chance to win a victory. Therefore, their recognition as philo-
sophical categories would lead to such a radical expansion of the latters’
contents that it would inevitably tear apart the ‘categoriological fabric’ of
present-day philosophy .

4. Without belonging to either of the three main philosophical spheres, the
16 padarthas of Nyaya represent an arsenal of the tools of any dialectiéian

and, as a result of the polemical character of Indian theorizing in general the);
cgn;tlmte the necessary weapons of a controversialist in any sphere oti “dis-
C1p11.ned’ knowledge. From this point of view they are far from being illogical
or (i-lsorderly (their alleged faults pointed out by Max Mueller and Narain
testify only to their complete misunderstanding from the side of these, in
many respects blameless, Indologists). Actually, a student of controve;sy

fnakmg use of the 16 padarthas of Nyaya, had to learn, primarily thosé
means of knowledge’ (No. 1) and the ‘objects of knowledge’ (No., 2) for
without them it was impossible for a professional eradite to function. Further

he should know what problems in his field of knowledge might cause ‘doubt:
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(No. 3) and he should also be aware of their reasons, that is, the ‘motives’

of cognition (No. 4) and the causes of difference in opinions. In order to act

in a competent way he should adhere to certain ‘doctrines’ (No. 5}, that is,

he should advocate his own doctrines and refute those of his opponents.

Acting among erudite persons in intellectual beau monde, he should be equipped

with ‘illustrative examples’ (No. 6) so that his argumentation would be

accepted. Another condition for a successful study of any problem in a

discussion was the professional mastership of the ‘members of a syllogism’

(No. 7), the lack of which would not allow him to be accepted seriously both

by his ‘judges” and his opponent. However, since not all problems can be

solved by means of a simple syllogism, he should learn both ‘reasoning’ (No.

8) as a process of rational comparison of alternative solutions of scholarly
problems, and the criteria of ‘ascertainment’ (No. 9) regarding one of the two
ways of the solution of a problem. Indeed, he should also learn all the three
types of discussions in order to choose the one where he felt the stongest and
be aware of the rules of game suitable for this particular case—be it a
respectable scientific ‘dispute’ (No. 10), ‘sophistic debate’ (No. 11), where
some doubtful means are permitted, or an ‘eristic debate’ (No. 12), where the
goal is achieving victory over an opponent while being completely indifferent
to both one’s own and another person’s thesis. He should know well ‘cavils’
(No. 13) in order to be able to use them himself and to find them out in the
argumentation of an opponent; he should also know the main ‘pseudoarguments’
(No. 14) which might go unnoticed by an insufficiently competent audience
and which he can pinpoint in the argument of his opponent. For the same
purpose he should also learn the most popular ‘pseudoanswers’ (No. 15). But
apart from that, he should also know well in advance what turn of a discus-
sion might prove dangerous for him—in order to avoid the ‘causes of defeat
in a debate’ (No. 16).

The ‘practical’, dialectico-controvertible character of the 16 padarthas of
Nyiya prevents them from being determined as merely philosophical catego-
ries; they cannot be defined either as epistemological, logical or of any other
kind (and as soon as we get rid of this interpretation, all their imaginary
shortcomings immediately fall away), or as ‘logical ideas’ (Garbe), or else as
the ‘stages of rational reasoning’ (Masson-Oursel), or even as ‘elements of
the operations of intellect’ (Filliozat). Much more close to the truth was their
characteristic given by Potter who considered them to be initially a ‘list of
topics for a manual of debate or discussion’. We need only two additional
clarifications: 1) this was a curriculum an Indian intellectual was supposed
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to master in order to become an expert not only in the practice but also in
the t_hef)ry of reasoning and debate; 2) this curriculum had an obvious ‘inter-
disciplinary’ (which might have included a certain philosophical side) char-
act‘?r. The ‘interdisciplinary’ character of this curriculum is demonstrated by
a list of 44 topics of the eighth section of the famous medical treatise
Caraka-Samhita (the Vimanasthina section 27-65) intended for a dialectician
among physicians, whose 22 topics correspond to the padarthas of Nyaya

either coinciding with them directly or providing varieties. ,

One of the genre parallels to the 16 fundamental principles of Nyaya—a
system of 32 methodical metarules tantra-yukti (lit., a ‘connection of threads’y—
has got the same ‘interdisciplinary” character because it was preserved in an
almost identical way both in the medical treatise Susruta-Sambhita and in the
manual on government Arthasastra, where it composes the final section.?”
These rules make it possible to correctly interpret any classes of texts impor-
tant for one or another sphere of knowledge and are intended for a ‘post-
gradua?e course’ training of a theoretician-exegete in the spirit of Mimamsa
(as a discipline of interpretation of Vedic texts rather than a phi10s0phfcal
system).

The last note is much more than just an ordinary analogy. It means that
the ways of the evolution of the Nyaya philosophy from Nyaya as a tradition
of the theory and practice of argumentation and the Mimamsa philosophy
frqm Mim@ms3 as a tradition of the theory and practice of exegesis were
quite _sirnilar. In both cases these processes were accelerated by the presence-
cum-influence of two schools close enough to these two traditions—the
SChPOl‘S that were essentially philosophical right from the start—namely
Vaisesika and Vedanta. In both cases philosophical darsanas have evolved ir;
a sense as the result of the first commentaries on the corresponding collec-
tions of stifras.

5. We do not know exactly what interval of time separated the Nyaya-bhasya
by Vatsyayana (Paksilasvamin) from the body of the Nyaya-siitras.® If we
pay attention to the final verse of his commentry, where the quasi-mythologi-
cal author of the sttras is called a ‘rsi’ by Vatsyayana, we have to suppose
that this interval was long enough. But if we take into account that interpret-
ers at a much later stage hesitate whether to ascribe some stitras to a sutrakara
or to his commentator, this interval is substantially shortened. Some passages
of the Ny@va-bhasya do not leave any doubt that the author already had some
predecessors among interpreters of the stitras with whom he carried polemics.?
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On the other hand, he was also a predecessor of Difinaga (5th—6th centuries
ap), the founder of the school of Buddhist logic, and, judging by his direct
borrowings from the Yoga-siifras and abundant polemics with the classical
tenets of Samkhya, he must have been a younger contemporary of Patafijali
the Yogin (circa the 4th century ap) and an older contemporary of Ivarakrsna
(circa the 5th century D). Placing him between the 4th and 5th centuries AD
we come to an essentially important date—the time of the initial transforma-
tion of the grammatical term padartha into the designation of philosophical
categories, corresponding, for that matter, to all criteria of modern categoriology
(see above). We shall try to support this thesis with written data.

Vatsydyana discusses the 16 padarthas of Nyaya ina few passages of the
initial lines of his commentary.

(1) While concluding his reasoning at the very end of his introduction to
the commentary (where four necessary components of cognition were dis-
cussed, i.e. the subject of cognition, the object, the process of cognition and
its result) and having found out that the means of the cognition of the real
and non-real are one and the same, he promises that ‘the existent will be
described as distributed among 16 [categorical topics]’ (sacca khalu sodasadha
vyudhamupadeksyate).

(2) Forestalling the introductory sutra (I.1.1) where all 16 units are enu-
merated (sce above), Vatsyayana opens their list with a remark: ‘The same
varieties of the real ...” (Tasim khalvasam sadvidhanam ... )

(3) After completing a syntactical analysis of this sutra, he summarizes its
contents, which consisted, as we know, in the enumeration of the 16 padarthas
in the following way: ‘Such is the evidently real (vidyamanarthah) whose
faultless knowledge is the objective of teaching [this science of Nyaya], and
the enumeration of its full subject content (tantrdrtha) should be known as
such’.

(4) When challenged by the imaginary opponent whose believes that all 14
padarthas, beginning with doubt, can be safely included in the two main
ones—the means and objects of knowledge—and, therefore, could have been
omitted, Vatsyayana agrees with him in principle but suggests that he should
think the situation over in a different way. There are four disciplines of
knowledge taught in the world, one of them being philosophy (anviksiki) and
ali of them have their special subject matter (prthakprasthanah).* In case of
philosophy such a sphere is made up by 14 padarthas, beginning with ‘doubt’,

because without their special nomination it would not differ in any way from
‘the cognition of Atman suggested in the Upanisads’.

What are the Sixteen Padarthas of Nvaya? 119

(5) Finally, in many cases Vitsyayana emphasizes that these ‘small
padarthas’, which could be included in one ‘big padartha’—the objects of
!mowle,d.ge, are to be rcasonably singled out for purely pragmatic reasons
Doubt' is to be singled out because it initiates any discourse necessary f01:
any rational cognition; ‘example—because both logical inference and the
eyldence of authority are based on it; “doctrines’—because it is only their
dlff'e.renc;{'e that conditions the logical possibility of all three types of a dis-
cussion, i.e. respectable dispute, sophistry and eristics, and for the same
reason also the ‘members of a syllogism’. At last, extrasyllogistic ‘reasoning’
is to be singled out as an important ‘aid’ for the means of knowledge durin
a dispute.” ¢

These laconic provisions of Vatsyayana testify to many things. Firstly, to

the fact that he realizes the criticism levelled by the imaginary opponent (t’his
opponent might have been actually inspired by the Buddhists, cf. the attack
]eYelle:d at all 16 Nyaya padarthas in the Vaidalyaprakarana attributed to
Nagarjuna) in connection with the different calibre of the 16 padarthas of
Nyaya. He explicitly distinguishes among them, in accordance with a typical
pattern of Indian mentality, pragmatic and ‘unconditioned’ padarthas (so to
say padarthas on the vyavaharika and paramarthika levels of the truth), so that
from the standpoint of the relative truth there are 16 of them, while f;om the
standpoint of the absolute truth there are only two and the 14 are subordinate
to the 2 in the general system of fundamental philosophical principles. Sec-
ondcly, and this is of utmost importance, all padarthas of Nyaya, especially
the ‘small ones’, constitute its distinctive attributes as the science’of philoso-
phy beca.use they provide Nyaya, identified with philosophy as such, with its
own subject matter, since otherwise it would not differ from the Gnosis of
the Upanisads, that is, with essentially pre-philosophic texts. Thirdly, all the
}6 padarthas are clearly interpreted ontologically: they correspond t;) being
:tse].f as its forms and special modes, while it is emphasized that they have
positive’ being, and in this capacity they are opposed to the entire sphere of
non-being,

As a result, the Nyaya padarthas in Vatsyayana’s exposition acquire all the
ch.ara.cteristics of philosophical categories in full accordance with present-day
f:rxtena, Apart from the formal criterion of an ‘atomic nature’ which is initially
immanent to them already at their initial stage, i.e. their irreducibility to each
other (see above), they correspond to the other two—fundamentality and
generz_al validity—due to subtle dialectics overcoming their heterogeneity and
ensuring a possibility to subordinate 14 pragmatic padarthas to 2 universal
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ones. However, in spite of this subordination the former ones are by no
means ‘absorbed’ by the latter but preserve their own “legal status’. But all
the 16 correspond now to the criteria of philosophical categories also from
the standpoint of their contents, because they point out the varieties of being
itself and, thercfore, even ‘pragmatic topics’ turn out to become no longer
mere points of controversial dialectics to be employed in any field of knowl-
edge, but ontological (not epistemological, as they were often understood)
categories. In that case Vatsyayana was the first thinker who managed to
build Nyaya as a philosophical system, provide it with a firm theoretical
foundation, reveal the specifical subject matter and, at the same time, map out
the outlines of a peculiar but, undoubtedly, advanced ontology whose sphere
embraces not the ‘objective’ being (which he left to the Vaisesikas) but the
‘subjective’ one—the world of intellectual activity.

Chronological considerations allow us to assume that starting with
Vatsydyana the term padartha has become the main instrument of categori-
zation of philosophical categories in Indian philosophy, as well as the object
of highly specialized and, apparently numerous treatises dealing with philo-
sophical categories (see above). The fact that it was Vatsyayana who became
the initiator of the philosophical approach to this initially grammatical term
fits well enough with his universally recognized close links with the tradition
of the grammarians.* It is certainly difficult to say what prompted him when
he chose this term for this purpose (we know that in the Nydya-sitras
themselves the term is found in a purely linguistic context—see above). But
one line of thought could be traced through the reasoning according to which
philosophical categories—being ultimate conceptual universals—to some extent
contain within themselves the ultimate meaning (artha) of any other notions
or words (pada). If we are right in assuming that, the intuition of Vatsyayana
could be supported with the image of the six classical ontological principles
of Vaiéesika that, at least partly, corresponded to this lofty metaphysical

ideal.

Summing up the results, we can suggest a new solution of the old dilemma
of Indologists—whether the 16 padarthas of Nyaya are philosophical catego-
ries or not. It differs from preceding solutions since it is not ‘dogmatic’ but
historical. Initially these padarthas were not categories at all and represented
only a curriculum of the ‘interdisciplinary’ discursive and polemical activity
of an Indian intellectual (competing with several other curricula one of which
was preserved in the Caraka-Samhitd). They became real philosophical cat-
egories only i the work of Vatsyayana, and because of that Nyaya, which
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took serious steps toward becoming a philosophical school (these efforts are
already re'flected in the Nyaya-siitras), becomes a philosophical system based
ona spec1ﬁc cqtegorial foundation. At the same time, we are probably dealin
with t}}e ‘hlstoncal paradox: a ‘non-categorial’ list of topics originall serveg
as thc.: initial material for all-Indian categoriology. But any history igcludin
the history of philosophy, prefers experiment through paradoxes,’especialé

when its plans are destined to b . ;
of Vatsyayana.” o be fulfilled by such outstanding minds as that

NOTES AND REFERENCES

L. Colebr(?oke, htzwever, makes a qualitative distinction between the first two
categories (the ‘sources _Of knowledge’ and “objects of knowledge’) as the main
f:atego,ncs and the remaining 14 as additional ones and notes that it is cnly the
:;r;i(e)ﬂ;he; diaws‘ Sthe c;lategories of Nyaya as a whole close to those of

, Kant or "Scotch philosophers’. We cite a French i i
report: [Colebrooke, 1833, pp. 51-2]. ke

2. See: [Wlndlschr.nann, 1834, p. 1908). Windischmann, a follower of Schelling
gas the ﬁll'slt1 philosopher who introduced ‘on full rights’ Oriental material ir;

e general history of philosophy, not wit ition, i ’
i phy without opposition, it seems, to Hegel’s
3. ‘I-I? hesu'at::s, hc‘)wever, in his interpretation of padartha in Nyaya between
?te.gone. ,anclzl Hauptstuck’, ‘Rubrik’, believing that ‘genuine’ categories were
Em y in Val’so?glka, a'nd supposes that aiready for this reason Nyaya is something
secor?dary in relation to Vaisesika. See: [Deussen, 1908, S. 361-2]
4. See his translation of the term padartha in [Nyaya-sutras, 1913 p- i]
5. Dasgupta shows the same hesitations as those of Deussen (See Note-3) in-
:-?;E’;e:ndg 1‘,th:1:1 padarthas of the Naiyayikas as ‘categories’ (cf, ‘logical catt’ago-
nd at the same time as mere ‘subjects’ of thei i
oL j of their teaching [Dasgupta, 1922,
6. :t;alll)ss tn}:}r-npha\sizcs that the main ‘interest’ of the Naiyayikas was dialectical
nd by this reason interprets their padarthas as logical and di i
el Ui gical and dialectical catego-
7. Hiriyanna, 1976, p. 245,
. Ruben, 1971, pp. 171-2.
9. 1Ele:e_: [(,)berhammer, 1‘984, p- 1]. The author characterizes the ‘categories of
0 yaya as .mostly epistemological but also as dialectical.
. tShee‘. [Narglp, 1976, Pp.’34, 43]; the fact that he severely criticizes (see below)
e categories of Nyaya’ does not prevent him from considering them a categorial
systetti, though, from his point of view, unsuccessful.

11. The author characterizes the 16 princi -
. principles of N ‘oo .y
[Kumari, 1984, p. XII]. ’ yya as logical categories

o0



Vv.K. SCHOKHIN

12. For example, in the most popular German ‘Dictionary of P.hil,oz'?.ophy.'of' kl-;

. gchmidt it is said about the ‘complicated systems of categories’ in Vaisesika,

a aya [ i . 307-8].
Samkhya and Nyaya [Schmidt, 1955, 8§ . |
13 See: [hZax Mueller, 1973, p. 351; Garbe, 1917, p. 432; Radhaknshna{lg, 11.9;23?;

. 33—4; Chattetjec, Datta, 1950, pp. 166-7; Masson—Ou'rs?el, 1923, p. ; o ;
Fil]io’zat 1953, pp. 59-60; Potter, 1977, p. 43]. The posmon.of D. Chattop_oa Zﬁ};g
follows‘%rom his interpretation of the contents of the collection of the Nyayasul

aya-si aya-bhi. . XXIV].
Nyaya-sitras, Nydya-bhisya, 1982, p R
4 !Hf; iistoriography of these discussions of gramar1ans is given in [Cardo?;é

. 1976, p. 257]. Among special articles dealing with the d?fference bet\?ve':en a
sema,ntic concepts of Vyadi and Vajapyayana should be singled out [H;;g;mn ,
1938], among other publications [Biardeau, 1964, pp. 43--61; Ruegg.,l 1;;;1;]
38—4(;] The material related to the grammatical sources o’f the phi 0s0p ]:k
term pc;d&rtha is discussed in detail in the thesis for a doctor’s degree [Lissenko,

. 92-105]. N D
15 'lI‘ghgiS,gges not mean, certainly, that the initial stratum.of .the Nyz_lyasl;nrzg

. codification dates back to the same period. After convincing studles y aré
Tucci (1929) and G. Oberhammer (supported by E. S_temkel]ner) E ere o
hardly any grounds to Joubt that the most ancient sections of' the sutras;jl.lé
1and V, dealing with an exposition of the 16 fundamental Prmmples, gatet acG

toa corhparatively early stage of the theory of argumentation (accqr mpa .ot 1.
Oberhammer, Vada-Traditionen), having followed, most probably, t:lrm;neD;a :n)(;

, i ita (circa the 1st cen! AD),
riate material of the Caraka-Samhita (circa

::’:e?zpsrsgcial study by A. Meuthrath there are hardly any r'easons to dou.bt tg?t
section 11 preceded the critique of the_ Nydya eplstemolf)gy 1)11 Se:
Vigrahavydvartani and other works by Nagarjuna (2nd-3rd centuries :}? .1996.
[Tucei, 1981, pp. OV-XXVT; Oberhammer, 1963, pp. 102-3; Meuthrath, )
,VII-VIL N |
16. ?ﬁlis statistical account follows from the datz[ipof thc1 ;;;VZS; t;gg;(irg ;faﬁ
'« bibliography of Indian philosophy. See: [Potter, 1772, PP- - 1
?f(t)\t;eé;t: anle%rcgnzideration are, of course, not exhaustive and being constantly

supplemented with new information. . '

17 Sepep for example: [Cuvillier, 1956, pp. 30-1; Lalande, 1962, p. 125; Foulquie
' , ; Juli . 41].

Raymond, 1969, p. 83; Julia, 1995, p ) .
18 géce ?(()r example: [Schimidt, 1955, 8. 3067, Neuhdusler, 1963, S. 106; Meyers
Lexikon, 1987, S, 219; Brugger, 1992, S. 192].
19. See, for example: [Urmson, 1975, p. 61; Lacey,
31; Honderich, 1995, pp- 125-6].

59-62.
. Stcherbatsky, 1930, Vvol. 1, pp. 2524, 2_ o
?7:? iife enumlgation of the principles of the world in Samkhya tattvas, often

i to
regarded as a set of philosophical categorics, does' nqt correspgnd, l;gv;ee;;;m
the above-mentioned criteria. These cosmic pnncnp.les—'anotr‘ 1;1 e
(Praksti), Pure Consciousness (Purusa) and 13 modifications ot the 10

1976, p. 25; Angeles, 1981, p.

22,
23.
24,
25.

26.

What are the Sixteen Padarthas of Nvaya? 123

(intellect-buddhi; egoity-ahamkara; the elevenfold capacities-indriyani, includ-
ing sensing, motor functioning and mind-manas; the five subtle elements-
tanmatras and five gross elements-mah#bhiitani} fail to correspond not only to
an ‘atomic nature’ (23 principles of the ‘manifested” world are only manifes-
tations of the ‘Non-manifested’ Primordial Materiality) but also to general
validity, representing a version of archaic cosmogony of Indian esoteric Gnosis.
The same is true also with some latter eclectic set of ‘categories’ advocated
by some early medieval ‘theistic Samkhyas’ who added to this scheme also
time (kala), as well as five breaths (prinas) and additional ‘mentality’ {citta)
while having subtracted some classical units and identified Primordial
Materiality with Maya. This set of principles, testified by the early Vedantist
text Manasollasa (Daksinamirtivarttika) and described as containing 24 ‘cat-
egories’ altogether, was enlarged, in turn, by the so-called Pauranikas whe had
brought the set up to 30 units adding to the discussed Samkhya principles such
Vedantic ones as Maya and Avidya (Manasollasa 11.31-42). The ‘categories’ of
Southern $aivites [we mean the ‘Lord® (Siva), his creative female energy
(kundalini), the power of Illusion (Maya), ‘herd’, i.e. men and other living beings
(pasu), ‘fetters’ (pasa) and ‘actions’] represented in the Pauskara-dgama do not
correspond to the criterion of general validity either. Things stand no better,
from the standpoint of categoriology, in respect to another classification called
‘the six padarthas’ in the Mat@ngaparameivara-tantra, in which ‘awakening’
(bodhi) and ‘mantra’ (magic formula) are also included. According to the same
author of the Manasolldsa, Kashmirean $aivites added to 30 above-mentioned
‘categories’ of the Paurdnikas six further units including the ‘drop’ (bindu),
‘sound’ (nada), ‘calmed’ (§anta), ‘gone beyond’ (atita), together with Siva and
his ‘conjugal energy’ (I1.43). Undoubtedly in all mentioned cases we have to
do with lists of the principles of sectarian rather than general validity (not to
mention that their contents, to put it mildly, are not too close to those of the
philosophical fields proper).
The passage of Devastri is reproduced in the monograph [Narain, 1976, p. 45},
Narain, 1976, pp. 51-2.
See Nydya-sittras 1.2.4-9 and 1.2.18 with explanations by Vatsyayana.
It is true that the same ‘fabric’ in VaiSesika was much more elastic, even too
much elastic, because according to Prasastapada (6th century ap), who does not
differ in this matter from Candramati, the universal characteristics of the
Vaisesika padarthas are that they are existent, cognizable and nameable, and,
according to Sivaditya (12th century Ap), the padarthas have only one universal
characteristic—to be objects of correct cognition [Prasastapada, 1994, pp. 1-
3; éivéditya, 1893, pp. 9-10]. But it is evident that such characteristics hardly
allow us to distinguish categories from anything else.
Caraka-Samhita, 1939, pp. 285-91. A much greater number of ‘dialectical
topics’ in the medical treatise do not allow us, however, to consider the 16
padarthas of Nyiya to be the result of a direct abridgement and revision of the
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Caraka-Samhitd units (as is stated, for example, in [Ruben, 1971, S. 170)), for
such a conclusion needs much more sustantial argumentation. We prefer to
speak, in contrary, about a considerably wide spectrum of traditions that spe-
cialized in dialectical topics one of which, worked out within early Nyaya,
seems to have been more elaborated than one preserved in the above-mentioned
section of the medical treatise.
See, for example, the text of these “meta-rules’ (cf. those of Paninean grammar)
with explanations in such an authoritative edition of the text as [Arthasdstra,
1924-25, Part 111, pp. 241-T].
Its “preliminary nature’ in the epoch under consideration can be judged already
by the fact that even in the Sth century AD Vacaspati Miéra had to compile his
Nyayasiicinibandha—a list of the siitras of NyAya which should not have been
enlarged by means of further interpolations.
Thus, in his comment on sutra 1.2.9 Vatsyayana rejects outright the opinion of
those interpreters, according to whom an argument, which upsets a temporal
order (kalatita), means a displacement of the order of the members of a
syllogism. References to ‘some’ and ‘others’ can also be found in the interpre-
tation of other sttras.
This four-part classification of sciences was borrowed directly from the
Arthasastra (1.2) [Arthasastra, 1924-25, Part I, pp. 16-18]. Without embarking
on a long-standing discussion on the subject whether it is possible to identify
anviksiki in the Arthaidstra as philosophy in detail, we cannot but confess that
we are inclined to answer this question in the affirmative (thus, taking the side
of H. Jacobi against his numerous opponents including such a classic of Indology
as P. Hacker), at least for the reason that this term generalizes in the above-
mentioned passage three philosophical schools—Samkhya, Yoga (possibly
Vaiesika is implied here) and Lokayata.
We refer to the text of Vatsyayana according to the edition of Ganganatha Jha
[Nyaya-siitras, Nydya-bhasya, 1925, pp. 13, 14, 16-17,19-21, 22,27, 29, 31, 34].
The fact that Vatsyayana studied Patafijali’s Mahgbhasya thoroughly is evidenced
by some specific features of his grammatical method in his commentaries on
the siitras of Nyaya, beginning with the first one. See a special study [Paranjpe,
1941].
Among the most outstanding of Vatsyayana's achievements we can mention,
apart from those we have just indicated, the transplantation of the dialogical
style of the ancient grammarians (with the participation of both a real and
abstract opponent) into Indian philosophy and the formulation of the classical
scholastic method of the exposition of any philosophical subject-matter through
three logical procedures (an introduction to the commentary on the sttra
1.1.3)-—nomination (uddesa), definition of nominated object (laksana) and in-
vestigation of definition (pariksay—which after him have become model prin-
ciples of expounding philosophical material in Indian darianas up to the present
time. Other considerable achievements of Vatsyayana include the elaboration
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:)i;t:e:l:lon::e%t of the subject of cognition (jiaty) as the agent and, at the same
, the “substratum’” of feeling, will and act{on th sy
8 , thus drawing it close to a
;g]g?uest ;xtem, as c‘ompared with the interpretation of other daréanas, to the
N l(E)fl"l ofa pe;slsngllty {comments on I11.2.34). Finally, we cannot but riote the
nificance of his differentiation between phi ,
fi o philosophy proper and the Gnosi
cognition of Atman according to the Upani iy
. : panisads (see above)}—the diff i
tion which has been ignored ve i1l P
: ry often till now by the historians of Indi
= . e . - lan
plultl)lsophyf who in their attempts at dividing Indian philosophy into periods mix
up theoretical and pre-theoretical patterns of thought.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The inquiry into the three levels of reality (sattatraya vicara) is one of the
methods in Advaita Vedanta to establish nirguna Brahman as one and
only non-dual reality. Depending on the concept of sublation,! Advaitins
categorize reality’ into three levels, namely, (i) Empirical reality
(Vyavaharika satta)’, (ii) Phenomenal reality (Pratibhasika sattd),' and
(iii) Absolute reality (P@ramdrthika sattd).” Advaitins also refer to an-
other category, namely, Absolute non-existence (tuccha),® only to show
that none of the three levels of reality is absolute non-existent. But tuccha
is neither accepted as a kind of reality nor as one of the three levels of
reality in Advaita Vedanta.

Advaitins describe the appearance of the empirical reality as an illusion
on the absolute reality. For, the empirical reality, according to them, can
be sublated by the knowledge of Brahman. Advaitins try to illustrate the
same in terms of drecams and illusions. There is an incompatibility be-
tween the explanation of the illustration and that of the world illusion in
Advaita Vedanta. While knowledge of the gross objects sublates the knowl-
edge of the dream objects, the falsity of the lesser reality of the dream
objects is determined in waking experience, that is, in higher reality. Also
the dream objects disappear when sublation takes place.

Contrary to the dream sublation, in the case of Brahman-world illusion,
the falsity of the lesser reality of the empirical world has to be determined
while one is in lesser reality itself. When world gets sublated by non-dual
experience, the world will not disappear and it continues to exist. That is
to say that, according to Advaitins, world has to be realized as an illusion
while one is in world illusion itself. How can an illusion be realized as an
illusion while one is in the same illusion? It cannot be. Thus the position
of Advaita on three levels of reality needs to be examined.
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This paper aims at evaluating the position of the Advaita on the three
levels of reality. It attempts to prove that world cannot be an illusion on
non-duality and world of duality cannot be sublated by the knowledge of
Brahman. In the same place, it will be shown that non-dua! expericnce
can be an illusion on duality of the world and the waking experience can
sublate the non-dual experience.

The evaluation is done in the following manner. It will be shown against
Advaita, that world is not an illusion on Brahman from the following
arguments, namely, (i) there is no proper illustration to explain the world
as an illusion, and (ii) world cannot be sublated by non-dual experience.
Later, it will be argued that non-dual experience can be an illusion on dual
world and the same can be sublated by the knowledge of waking expe-
rience. Further it will be shown that the cause of duhkha is subject illu-
sions. Then, it will be established that an ontological sublation of the
world by non-dual experience, which implies physical disappearance of
the world, is not required to attain moksa. Finally, it will be argued that
none of the four varieties of experience stands for the paramarthika satta
and therefore, the ultimate reality cannot be determined in Advaita Vedanta.

2. WORLD CANNOT BE AN ILLUSION ON BRAHMAN

2.1 There is No Proper Tlustration to Explain World as an IHusion

Advaitins hold the view that the appearance of the world is an illusion on
Brahman. They try to substantiate their view by saying that world can be
sublated by the knowledge of Brahman, just like dream gets sublated by
waking experience. Sublation is taken by the Advaitins as a criterion to
determine the absolute reality of Brahman and the falsity of the world of
duality. In order to explain the process of sublation between the world and
Brahman, Advaitins take the cases of illusions and dream to apply the same
to the Brahman-world illusion. Can the process of sublation in ‘dream and
waking’ be applicable to the case of Brahman-world illusion? It necessitates
one to analyze the application of sublation in different cases of illusions.

Let us explain, first, the Brahman-world illusion in order to find whether
there is any similar illusion. If a simitar illusion is not available then the
sublation of world by brahmajfiana will be regarded only as faith of the
Advaitins and not a reality. It will be shown in the following arguments
that none of the processes of sublation, not only of dream but also of the
other illusions, can be applicable to Brahman-world illusion.
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2.1.1 Brahman-World Illusion Explained

Sankara admits that before the realization of the identity of the individual
self with Brahman, the world exists as it is.” So long as one does not attain
brahmafﬁ&na, one believes that the duality of the world is real. Thus the
COI‘lV.ICtI.OI‘l of any person before Brahman-realization will be that ‘this
duality is real’. Once one gets brahmajiiana then the previous conviction
regarding the reality of the world changes.

. T_here? is confusion in Advaita philosophy regarding the change of con-
viction in the realized persons. According to Drsti srsti vida, a realized
person always maintains non-dual experience,é Tives like an insensible
object,” and sustains oneself only on the food available by chance.” On
the contrary, according to Srs#i drsti vada, a realized person, Sankara
says, necessarily undertakes the work for the welfare of the world.!" Since
this paper does not deal with the drsti srsti vada, only the change of
cqnthwn in the realized persons from the standpoint of Srsti drsti vada
will l_)e discussed here. Safikara’s statement, namely, ‘a bra}z}hajﬁéni nec-
essax"lly undertakes the work for the welfare of the world,” implies that the
duality physically appears to a jivanmukta even after Brahman-realization
Thl.ls according to Sankara, the falsity of the world must be detelmine&
while one is in waking experience, for, it cannot be done so in Turiya and
other states of experience. In other words, one realizes the illusoriness of
the world while one is in world illusion itself.

Let us inquire whether there is any illusion in which, the falsity of illusory
object is determined while one is in illusory experience itself. It necessitates
one to analyze the application of sublation in different cases of illusions.

2.1.2 Classification of Illusions

Illus?ons can be broadly classified into two categories, namely, (I) Object
Tlusions, and (II) Subject Illusions. The object illusions can be divided into
‘Fwo,.namely, (1) Private 1llusions, and (2) Public Illusions. The private
111u51.0ns again can be subdivided into two, namely, (i) Mind Dependent
Ilusions, and (ii) Mind-Sense Dependent Illusions. The mind-sense de-
pend.ent illusions can be divided further into two, namely, (a) Positive
.IIlusmns, and (b) Negative Illusions. The public illusions can be divided
into t.}}‘ree, namely, (i) Object Dependent Illusions, (ii) Natural Illusions
and (iii) Artificial Illusions. The natural illusions can be subdivided intc;
two,.namely, (a) Individually Sublatable lllusions, and (b) Continuous
I}]usmns. The subject illusions can be divided into two, namely, (1) Iden-
tity Illustons, and (2) Possession [lusions. ,
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2.1.3 Application of Sublation in Illusions

Sublation can be of two kinds, namely, (i) ontological sublation, and (it)

practical sublation. Sublation in all object illusions cotresponds only to

ontological determination of falsity of a lesser real entity and the same in

all subject illusions corresponds only to practical determination of falsity.

The practical sublation cannot have ontological concern and the ontologi-

cal sublation cannot have practical concern. The scheme of three levels of
reality implies the utility of only ontological sublation by Advaitins. It is
necessary now to find how the process of ontological sublation takes
place in different kinds of illusions in order to determine what kind of
sublation process is suitable for Brahman-world illusion, If one of these
kinds of process of sublation is proved to be suitable for Brahman-world
illusion then the Advaitin’s definition of vyavahdrika sattd will be ac-
cepted. Otherwise, the world will not be accepted as empirical reality. It
will be proved in the following arguments that none of the processes of
sublation is compatible with Brahman-world illusion.

2.1.4 Sublation in Object Illusions and Verification with Brahman-
World Hlusion

(a) PrIVATE ILLUSIONS
Individuals create all private illusions for themselves. An example for

mind dependent illusion is dream. In dream illusion the sublated knowl-
edge (badhitajiiana), for instance, can be that, ‘Tam riding a flying horse.”
The sublating knowledge (badhakajfiana) of the same is ‘1 am not riding
a flying horse but I am lying on my bed.’ That dream objects physically
disappear by the ontological determination of their falsity. The falsity of
lower reality of the disappeared dream objects is realized while one ina
higher reality, that is, waking experience.

This kind of sublation between dream and waking world is not compat-
ible with the case of Brahman-world illusion. For, in the case of Brahman-
world illusion, the falsity of world cannot be determined while one is in
the higher reality, that is, Brahman. Because, the instrument for determi-
nation of alsity, that is, mind, does not exist in non-dual experience. Also
when the falsity of the world is realized while one is in waking experi-
ence, the world will not disappear like dream objects.

An example for positive illusions is shell—silver and the same for nega-
tive illusions is rope—snake illusion. Both belong to mind-sense dependent
illusions. In both the cases the sublated knowledge (badhitajfiana) is “This
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is _sﬂver’ and ‘This is a snake’ respectively. The sublating knowledge
(badhakajiiana) is “This is not silver but only shell’ and “This is notga
snake I?ut only a rope’ respectively. The illusory objects physically disap-
pear with an ontological determination of their falsity. The falsity of tII:e
!ower'reahtyof the disappeared illusory objects is realized while one is
in a higher reality. This kind of sublation is also not compatible with the
Brahman-world illusion for the reasons given in the case of dream sublation

(b) PusLic ILLUSIONS

Public illusions are experienced commonly by all, Examples for object
dfependent illusions are: (i) roseness of the clear crystal, and (ii) mgvie
picture on a theatre screen. When a rose and crystal are képt close to each
other th.en the crystal appears to be rose in colour. The roseness of the
f:rystal is caused by the proximity of the rose and it depends on the rose
itself. Similarly, a movie on the theatre screen depends on the projectin
process. The badhitajiiana in the first case is: “This is a rose crystajl ’ Thi
bac{hakajﬁ&na would be: “This is not a rose crystal but only a c}ear.c s-
tal. The.roseness of the crystal exists as long as the proximity of the rrgse
lasts. I.t is possible to verify and realize the real nature of the crystal b
removing the rose. The movie on the theatre screen may be understood iz
tk}e same maner. In the above two cases of object-dependent public illu-
sions, the illusory objects, namely, roseness and movie on theatre screen
vanls}_l only when the respective objects are physically removed ’
. This type of sublation depending on the physical removal of th-e object
is ngt c.ompatible with the case of Brahman-world illusion. Becausejthe
proximity of world to Brahman is not possible, for, Advaitins do not
accept world as a second reality besides Brahman., ’

.An example for individually sublatabie natural illusions is water in a
mirage. All can experience the water iilusion in a mirage. But those who
go in search of water in a mirage only can realize that there is no water
b1_1t only sand. While such realization takes place individually the others
still can see water for they have not realized that there is no water. Thus
the water appears for those who have not realized and the same disai:a ears
for those who have realized the sand simultaneously. When the realiized
person of sand comes back physically and joins with other unrealized
persons, water still appears for the realized one. Thus the illusory object
disappears as long as one is in its substratum, that is, sand and appears
when one physically comes out from sand experience.
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This type of sublation between water and sand appears similar to th.e
case of Brahman-world illusion. For, Advaitins believe t.hat wht_an one is
in non-duality the duality disappears and non-dual experience dlsappea.rs
when one is in the experience of duality. That means .Whlle one is in
Turiya, the duality of world disappears and when‘ one is in waking ;:xPe-
rence the non-dual expericnce disappears. But still this type of sub atl_on
is not compatible with Brahman-world illusion. Because., non-duillfj urtyc;
disappears in the state of experience \yhere one determines theb adsny (i)n
duality. The determination of the falsity of the worlFI cannot e or;eth
Turiya, for; mind does not exist in Turfya to determine the .falsn:y of the
world. Whereas in the case of water—mirage, one can determine the falsity
of water instantly while one realizes the sand i_n mirage. 'ThaF means, one
determines the falsity of an illusory object while one is 1n.h1g}.1er reality,
namely, sand, but it is not the case with Brahman—“.forlfl illusion.

An example of continuous illusions is blue sky. Unlike in the ot_her cases
of illusions, blueness of the sky will not disappear when sublatlon.takes
place, for, the ontology of blueness of the sky never changes even if one
knows that the sky is not blue. This is to say that whether or not one kl;owsl
the reality of sky, blue-sky continues to be seen. Ap example of arti 1;:.13
illusions is live sports on the television screen. In this case one can realize
that what one is seeing is only the television screen but t'he kno.wledge of
the illusory objects that one gets is real. Since thc? physical o‘bjf:ct L}ﬁder
perception is only the television screen and not live sports, it is still an
ﬂlu"l?;lzn"[wo cases, namely, (i) blue-sky, and (ii) live spgrts on television

screen, are also not compatible with Brahman-v&forld 111us101j1. Becau:ge
while one is in non-duality, that is, sublating reality, the duality, that 15%
sublated reality disappears unlike blueness of the §ky. Tllie kr}owledge 0
the world cannot be true when one is in non-duality unlike live sport on

ision screen. o
] tillfl:;mi? can be ascertained that none of the types of obqect 1llu51or_15
stand as an example for Brahman-world illusion. Therefore, it can be said
that world cannot be an object illusion on Brahman. For, the other reason
also, it can be said that Brahman-world illusion ‘cannot b_e an object
illusion, that is, an object illusion necessarily requires th) lgdependgnt
entities but, world is not accepted as an independent entity in Advaita

Vedanta.
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2.2 Duality Cannot Get Sublated by Non-Dual Experience

Everyone will agree with the contention that dream objects are false be-
cause there are many convincing reasons'? and the falsity of dream objects
18 realized in relation to or in comparison with gross physical objects
while one is in waking experience. In other words, since, waking world
has higher reality than dream world, the falsity of the latter can be deter-
mined while one is in higher reality, that is, waking experience. Contrary
to the dream illusion, according to Advaitins, in the case of Brahman-
world illusion, the falsity of the duality of the world has to be realized
while one is in lower reality, that is, world itself. How is it possible that
the determination of the falsity of the lower reality can be made while one
is in lower reality itself? In other words, how can an illusion be realized
as an illusion while one is in the same illusion? This position of Advaita
leads one to inquire whether sublation is possible between Brahman and
world. It will be shown in the following argument that non-dual experi-
ence cannot sublate the world of duality.

2.2.1 Advaita Application of the Concept of Sublation

According to Advaita, Sublation requires a minimum of two cognitions,
namely, (i) sublating cognition (badhakajiana), and (ii) sublated cogni-
tion (bddhitajiana). When sublation takes place between the two, the
object of the latter cognition is said to be of lesser reality than that of the
former. Among the three levels of reality, the cognition of the objects of
vyavahdrika sattd in waking experience becomes badhakajiiana for the
cognition of the objects of pratibhasika sattd in dream experience and it
cannot be vice versa. Similarly the Consciousness, that is, the Paramarthika
satta becomes badhakajfiana for the cognition of the objects of vyavaharika
sattd in waking experience but it cannot be vice versa. In other words, the
cognition of the objects of pratibhasika sattd in dream experience be-
comes badhitajfiana to the cognition of the objects of vyavaharika satta
in waking experience and the cognition of the objects of vyavaharika
sarta in waking experience becomes badhitajiiana to the Paramarthika
safta, that is, Consciousness.

2.2.2 A Critique

Sublation can be of two kinds, namely, (i) ontological sublation, and (i)
practical sublation. The former ontologically determines the falsity of the
objects whereas the latter so does practically, namely, falsity of posses-
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sions and identities of the person. The first type cannot have practical
concern and the second cannot have ontological concern. Advaitin’s clas-
sification of three levels of reality implies the application of only onto-
logical sublation. Now let us inquire whether world gets ontologically
sublated by Brahman.

Generally the process of sublation involves in the following: (i) the
cognition of the false object, (ii) the knowledge of the substratum, (iii) the
sublating knowledge in the form of negation of the knowledge of the false
object and substituting the same with the knowledge of the substratum,
and (iv) the state of experience where the falsity is realized.

The requirements for Brahman-world sublation arc as follows: (i) The
knowledge of the false object is “This world of duality is real.” (ii) The
knowledge of the substratum is the jivabrahmaikyajiiana,” in the form,
that is, ‘1 am Brahman'’. (iii) The badhakajiiana is “This duality is false but
“] am Brahman”.’ (iv) The state of experience where the falsity of the
duality is realized in waking experience. It will be argued here that the
Advaitin’s position is defective.

It is a fact that all the cases of determination of either falsity or reality

of anything are done only in the waking state and not in any other state
of experience. For instance, the falsity of the world cannot be realized in
Turiya, for, Turiya is expounded as non-dual pure consciousness without
any instrument, such as, the antahkarana. Since, the determination of the
falsity of the duality is an act of mind and mind does not exist in Turiya,
the falsity of the world cannot be determined in Turiya. The falsity of the
duality cannot be determined even in the susupti, for, it is not possible to
determine anything in susupti because antahkarana does not exist in
susupti. It cannot be determined even in dream for all determinations in
dream are false. Therefore, the only alternative state of experience where
the falsity of the duality is realized is waking state. Thus an Advaitin
should concede that the determination of the falsity of duality has to be
done in waking state of duality itself.

According to the Advaitins, the sublated knowledge (bddhitajiana) in
the Brahman-world illusion, is ‘This world of duality is real.” The knowl-
edge of the substratum is ‘[ am Brahman.’ Now it can be argued against
an Advaitin that, how can the knowledge, that is, ‘T am Brahman’ be the
sublating knowledge (badhakajiiana) to the knowledge, that is, “This world
of duality is real?” Any isolated knowledge of the substratum cannot sublate
the false knowledge. For instance, in the case of rope—snake illusion, the

Brahman-World lllusion in Advaita Vedanta 137

mmp%e_ perception of rope, that is, “This is a rbpe’ cannot sublate th
cognition, that is, “This is a snake.” If it can, then the cognition of an .
should sub.fate the false cognition of snake on any other rope. But ityi I'OP‘:
the case wah the concept of sublation. The sublation requirés Imowltt;acll1 y
of the particular rope on which the false snake is cognized and sufl?
knowledge of‘rOpe alone is capable of sublating the snake cognition. T
?th.er worlds, it is only when one gets the knowledge in the forgm that' s
It is r,lot a snake but only a rope,” the false knowledge, that is "fhis isls’
snakel ‘ gets sublated. That means when sublation takes };lace th;-: sublati .
cognition substitutes the sublated cognition after negating the same e
. When the same principle is applied to the case of Brahman-world.ill
sion, the knowledge of the substratum, that is, ‘I am Brahman’ ca o
ls{lrllblatc the‘cognition, that is, “This world of duality is real.” For n?l?;
) o}\]véledg,e I am Brahman’ implies only that ‘I am not this world but ,only
rahman, .Thls knowledge cannot ontologicaily sublate the world of du
ality. For, 1t. cannot convey the sense, that is, ‘I am not the world, th -
f‘ore‘, world is false.” Also it does not convey the sense, that is ‘Wilat ver
is czlfferent from “I” is false.” But, it only can conve : the m, e fat
is, ‘'The world is different from “1”. ¢ EARRER"
An Advaitin may argue that since the Upanisads prove of Brahman
one and ?nly non-dual reality, the knowledge of identity, namely, ‘I o
Brahm:em may mean that, “Whatever is different from “I:’ is uanz’il ’ Zm
}'\d\ialtm shquld accept two alternative positions in this situation na1;1e1 .
(1)“ W(irl.d is different from “I”,” which approves the possi’bilit gf"
vyamharfka sattd, and (ii) ‘I’ which is identical with Brahman alone eiist
al’ld noth1~ng else exists apart from Brahman. For the first position: i‘
:.bac.z’hakanﬁna is, “This world is false because it is different fr(?m “17 f‘:hl
is xdent-lcal with Brahman,” then, we say that such knowledge ca (;
ogtologlca}ly sublate the world. Rather it implies the coexister%ce ofntlill(:
ality with I_’ Which is non-dual Brahman. This position is not acce tabl-
for an Advaitin, for it sounds like Kapila’s dualism in Samkhya hlzlosoe
phy. For the second position: it is contradictory to say that the inslzmme ;
for such ds:termination, that is, the antahkarana does not exist. For tIi1
deter.mmatlon of the falsity of the duality-is made only in the waicin ,st te
a_nd 1t necessarily involves with the existence of mind. In other fvo '?13
since such determination is done only in waking state .it cannot be s1 5‘5
that thfz antahkarana along with all duality does not exi,st in wakin steflt1
For W1.th0ut mind such realization is not possible. Even Sankara idm'f-
the existence of the antahkarana apart from the self,'* -
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Thus it is proved that the badhakajnana cannot occur in the form,
namely, ‘This duality is false and “I am Brahman”. An Advaitin may
argue that the sublating knowledge may occur in the form, that is, “This
is not duality but only non-dual Brahman.' This position leads one to
inquire into the problem, namely, whether such knowledge of the so-
called substratum, that is, ‘T am Brahman’ or ‘All this is indeed Brahman’
is possible. We hold the view that such knowledge is not possible."”” Even
if one wants to agree with Advaitin then, it is still contradictory to say that
it is only Brahman that exists while such determination is made by mind,
which is not Brahman. What remains now is that if an Advaitin wants to
differentiate ‘T’ from the world of duality then, it means only that T’ is
different from the world of duality. Such knowledge does not confirm any
ontological sublation of world by Brahman but only implies the coexist-
ence of ‘T with the world. Thus it is proved that the duality cannot be
ontologically sublated by non-dual experience.

The foregoing argument leads one to inquire into the alternative posi-
tion, namely, if non-duality cannot sublate the duality then, is it possible
for duality to sublate the non-duality? It will be proved in the following
argument that the waking experience can sublate the non-dual experience.

3. NON-DUAL EXPERIENCE CAN BE AN ILLUSION ON DUALITY

As stated above, the requirements for the ontological sublation in the case
of non-duality getting sublated by duality are as follows: (i) The
badhitajiiana is ‘T am non-duality’. (ii) The knowledge of substratum is
“This world of duality is real.” (iii) The sublating knowledge is ‘T am not
non-duality but duality consisting of body-sense-mind complex.” (iv) The
state of experience where the ontological falsity of non-duality is realized
is waking experience.

It is a fact that any determination is possible only in waking state for
the reasons mentioned above. Since the falsity of non-duality is realized
in waking state based on the knowledge, that is, “This world is real’ the
contents of the world can be the substratum for the knowledge of non-
duality.'® As far as the false cognition, that is, ‘I am non-dual Brahman’,
is concerned, we have already proved that such knowledge is false and
impossible.!” The badhakajnana, namely, ‘The non-duality is false but
world of duality is real,” is possible in waking state. While the determi-
nation of the falsity of non-dual experience occurs in waking state, it is
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not pgs-si’blc to have the existence of the non-dual experience. For, it is th
Advaitin’s own rule that where there is no duality there is no;l-du;lli S s
whelte there 1s duality there is no non-duality.'® Therefore, when ltlt1y ?in
term‘matlon of falsity of non-duality is made, there can;1 t exi “non-
duality even according to Advaitins. ’ o enst o
| P;or ﬂw other reason also, that is, this ontological sublation looks simi-
ar to t.at of dream, it can be ascertained that non-duality gets sublated
by duality. As long as one is in dream one thinks that dream obiject

real so also one thinks that non-duality is real as long as one is irf T i
But when one wakes up either from dream or from 7T uriva, both g .
and T uriya disappear and become false, for, what exists there i’n the w: rli'am
_state is only the world of duality. If an Advaitin says that Turiya aca Hclig
ing t9 the ({pam’_sads in the substratum for the world then, we s: tha(:(:;'-
convu.:tlon is only a mark of an Advaitin’s faith in the U;:anisazs but S
a reaht:,_r. Thus it is proved that the knowledge of the non-duali o
ontologically .be sublated by the knowledge of duality in waking tsjt(atcean
; ’l;be foregomg arguments go to prove that non-duality cannot subla;e
ua 1t){ and_ duality can sublate non-duality. This implies that world cann
be an illusion on non-duality but non-duality can be regarded as an ﬂh(:_t

sion on duality. It will be shown in the followi
Sion 0
Ject illusions cause duhkha. ine sranment (hat the sut-

4. DUHKHA 1S CAUSED BY SUBJECT ILLUSIONS.

The basic purpose of Advaita Vedanta is to redeem one from sufferi
(duhkha). Advaitins believe that man suffers from duality. Pain and pl .
ure are ensperienced only when one is in duality and no -one ex eripe:ri::;l ’
the same in dreamless sleep, for, there is no duality in susupti V\?hen mes
comes bac.k to waking state from deep sleep he realizes that hc;: had pe N
ful and blissful sleep. It implies that the world causes suffering'® ir? ni:i-
'I.'herfa are two ways of looking at the fact, that is, world causes sufferin :
(1). Since the .absence of the world in deep sleep results in peaceful a gci
bIlSSﬁ%l experience, the appearance of the world by itself causes duhkhn
f.—md (i) Since suffering man is also a part of the appearance of the v»'forlz,
it can{mt be said that the very existence of man is the cause of his o ’
suffering. It can be said that man experiences suffering not because of ;ﬂ
appearance of the world, but because of his desire to possess the ob'ecte
of the world. Advaitins support the first view and try to argue that :mn?
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dual knowledge sublates the world. Contrary to the Advaita view we
uphold the second view for, it is unreasonable to say that man has to get
rid of his own existence along with the existence of the world in order to
destroy his duhkha. It sounds like saying that the best cure for the disease
is to destroy the patient.

Thus one needs to understand that the very existence of the world
cannot be the cause of duhkha. Therefore, the Advaitin’s argument, namely,
the world disappears when non-dual experience ontologically sublates the
world becomes unwarranted. It is a fact that world always exists without
concerning the existence or non-existence of the enjoyer of the world.
World exists all the time and it never intends to cause suffering in human
beings, for, it cannot think like man. Rather it can be stated that all the
worldly objects are there to sustain the life of all living beings. How then
does man suffer from the world? It is not a fact that the existence of the
world causes suffering in man by itself. But it is man who causes suffer-
ing for him by developing subject illusions on the worldly objects, such
as, identities and possessions. It is by the influence of the visanas that
man volunteers himself to fall into the craving for the possession of the
objects. Whether man desires an object or not, the objects remain the
same. When man desires he suffers and when he does not desire he does
not suffer. All the desires are caused by man’s false ideas, such as, pos-
sessions and identifications with the objects. The whole process of suffer-
ing happens naturally because man deliberately falls into the problem of
suffering with his wrong ideas by engrossing himself in thinking to pos-
sess the objects.

It is apt now to cite an example for such an illusion where man volun-
teers to fall himself into the illusion and deliberately takes all illusory
objects as real. Bharata in his Natyasastra states that the dance drama is
the best example for the illusion where man knowingly forgets himself by
absorbing himself in the characters of the drama. We are so much en-
grossed with the characters that even when we wake up from dance drama
illusion during the interval we wilfully go back again to it after the inter-
mission and even when the curtain finaily falls we return home discussing
and remembering it for quite some time.

Similarly man always falls into the subject illusions voluntarily by the
influence of his past vasanas, desires, likes and dislikes. Thus one should
understand that the man is naturally falling himself into the subject illu-
sions with the influence of his own false ideas. Again when man desires
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or does npt desire an object, the object stands untouched by the feelin
of the enjoyer and it cannot by itself cause suffering in man. Thu. N
peed§ to .understand that the cause of human suffering is onl .one’sssoze
Ject, 1llu519ns and not the object illusions. Therefore, one ha)s( to remu i
one’s subject illusions in order to get liberation, ratl,ler than workin .
understanding the Advaitin’s Brahman-world illusion. ¢
We‘ arc going to show in the following argument that an ontological
sublz_mon (?f the world is not required for liberation and what is re 1% E:i
for liberation is the practical sublation of one’s subject illusions e

5. SUBLATION OF THE WORLD IS NOT REQUIRED FOR MOKSA

All human beings aspire for removal of sorrow and attainment of happi
ness. for Ad.vaitins moksa, which is the supreme human goal (pargfez
pu.rru:varrha), is of the nature of cessation of suffering and attainment of
bliss.*® Advaita philosophy believes that man is having duhkha and re-
lease of man from such suffering is its goal. According to Ad'vaitins there
are ronly two categories, namely, (i) the seer (Drk), and (ii) the, seen
(Drsya). For them, the seer is Brahman, which is blissful and onl exist
ent, therefore, Drk cannot be the cause of suffering. So only Drs'); m S ;
have caused suffering, for, it is the only other category. Drsya 'acfc):ordilllls
to the Adva%tins is world of duality. In order to remove suffering there ari
two altematwe methods, namely, (i) to hold the view that world of dualj
does not_ ?Xlst at all, and (if) world appears but it is not ultimate realit;y
Sur_prl.smgly, Advaitins adopt both the views in different methods f
es_tabhshmg .their philosophy. The first view is adopted in their Drsti sr(;‘
v.ada accorfimg to which the duality, which never exists, is only imagi N
tion .of t.he individual. Man suffers from his own imaginz’ltion (kal, anil)n;
duality in the place of non-duality. If one stops imagination then{;ne will
Ele :}fleaseﬁtfro? suffering. Since this method of Advaita does not beliexlfc
e reality of anythin -duality, i i
conceon of SyUblatioi; | g other than non-duality, it does not involve the
The second view is adopted in the Srsti drsti viida. This method, unlike
thfe other, advocates the view that Hvara cr.e'ates the duality Anc,idi T
thinks t.hat this duality belongs to him and suffers from su'ch ideafw;'
possession of the worldly objects, etc. According to Advaitins one sho ;)d
r.eahze that the world is an illusion on Brahman in order to attain lib )
tion. The world illusion on Brahman will be removed only by the knoe\;?:
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edge of Brahman because Advaitins believe that Brahman is thg subs:rg;
tum of the world. Since Brahman is non-dgal in nature, tt'1e. attammenthat
the same sublates the world illusion on it. Thus Ad.valt}ns argue
Brahman knowledge alone liberates man from world 1llu51.on. _ e
But we hold the view that the cause of human s_uffermg 1shr10f
appearance of the world but man’s desires for the obpects and t ereido;e,
there is no need for Brahman-knowledge anfl sublation of thle w01:[ Sei
non-dual experience in order to attain liberation. One should t?arnr do; s
things as they really are, that is, things do not belong to oile,dm l(?t o
get release from suffering. Is it necessary to remove whole duali 3}(“ u
right in order to get release from such su.ffermg caused by mf:r(f:ioes nogt
thinking? It seems not necessary. If one thinks properly then Qn;: ocs not.
suffer from the objects of the world. 0n§ suffers only.frorr'l t ei Thi
and the idea of possessing the objects. This we call subject llillilc?ns;IOth'
subject illusions get practically sublated b).r the @owledgs, 1t a ;st,o o
ing is permanent and unchangeable; thefrc is nothing that i c;ng el
self; and nothing can be possessed in this world. Such knov‘v € ge; stu s
the idea of one’s identity and possession of the world. This su}‘)fa ion
call practical sublation, which alone can r.e‘lease man from _sulenlillg;tion
Thus Advaitin’s argument for the possibility of the ontological su tion
of the world by Brahman is repudiated. In tl.le same place a pralcflfm3
sublation of the delusion in the form of idcptlty and possessions old ¢
world, which does not involve in physical disappearance of jche \:f}cl)r -
accepted. It can be stated now that, whether or not one realizes the e
nature of the world, the world remains the same. That n_leani, twlso
continues to exist not only when man is in the state.of suff.ermg, (;1 a iﬂ;
when he is liberated. The presence of th_e world is Pothmg tg 0 :;;Ch
man’s suffering. Man suffers only frzn‘ldhlstf:.wn c;;zv:gr;gt: zllir:)tir ;;:11 e
iect illusions, as, possessions and identities. '
233162:1;;:122 only wﬁen he stops craving for the things of the world by

realizing the falsity of his subject illusions.

6. PARAMARTHIKA SATTA CANNOT BE DETERMINED

The Advaitins define Paramarthika sattd as that which does not get sublate(:)(}
in three-fold time. Let us evaluate which one among ?he fourdtyf;‘)oersthe
experience, namely, Turiya, deep sleep, dre{a‘rn a.nd waklfr‘lgldstta.\n es el
scrutiny of the criterion, that is, unsublatability in three-fold time.
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knowledge ontologically gets sublated in waking state in the form, that is,
“The dream is false but only the gross objects are real.’” The same sublation
of the gross objects is not possible in dream. Deep sleep also gets sublated
in waking state, in the form, that is, ‘I did not know anything in deep sleep
but now | know this world is real.” Gross objects cannot get sublated in
deep sleep for there is no possibility for such determination in deep sleep,
that is, “This world is not real and I know nothing in deep sleep.’ Simi-
larly, non-dual Turiya gets sublated in waking experience in the form, that
is, ‘It is not non-duality but only duality is real.” Such sublation of duality
in non-duality is not possible for there cannot arise a badhakajiana in
Turiya, that is, “This is not duality but only non-duality,” because of the
reasons mentioned above.

Now it can be said that duality never gets sublated by any other expe-
rience but waking experience sublates knowledge of the other states of
experience. Thus the world of duality is proved as higher reality than the
reality of the other states of experience. For the other reasons that the
awareness of real time is possible only in waking experience and the
existence of the objects of the same is verifiable in three-fold time, the
objects of waking experience are said to be of higher reality in compari-
son with the reality of the other states of experience.

If an Advaitin, by leaving away unsublatability as a criterion of the
ultimate reality, wants to hold the view that, that which exists continu-
ously without any change is the highest reality then we say that none of
the four varieties of experience, namely, waking, dream, deep sleep and
non-dual experience stands for the paramarthikasatta. For all the varieties
of experience are not constant and they do not exist continuously, Instead
of ascribing the highest reality to one of the levels of experience, we
rather hold the view that none of the levels of experience is worth calling
as the highest reality.

It is not important for a mumuksu to know what is gaining the highest
reality; but what is necessary for him is to discover the cause of his
suffering in order to get rid of dwhiha. If an Advaitin says that the very
existence of the world is the cause of human suffering then we say that
it is unreasonable. For it is not reasonable to say that headache is caused
because of the existence of the head. Thus we admit that let the world be
as it is and man has to discover that the cause of suffering is his craving
for the possession of worldly objects. When one successfully gets rid of
one’s desires, one gets liberated. What a man needs to do in the name of
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attaining liberation is that he should alter his false views on the worldly
objects by realizing that he cannot possess any object.

7. CONCLUDING REMARKS

The position of Advaita, namely, the world is an illusion on Brahman is
proved wrong by showing that (i) there is no proper illusion to explain the
Brahman-world illusion, and (ii) world cannot get sublated by non-dual
experience. It is established that the non-duality can be an illusion on
duality. It is also proved that the non-dual experience gets sublated by
waking experience. Then it is shown that the cause of suffering (duhkha)
is subject illusions. Further, it is established that the ontological sublation
of the world, which implies the disappearance of the world, is not required
for the attainment of liberation (moksa). Lastly, it is held that if one has
to determine the paramarthika sattd by applying the unsublatability as a
criterion of reality then the duality must be ascribed as the higher reality,
that is, paramarthika satta, in comparison with the reality of the other
states of experience, else, nothing is worth calling as the highest reality.
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Primordial Waters: Some Remarks on Rgvedic
Creation Hymns

KANCHANA NATARAJAN
Reader, Daulat Ram College, Delhi University, Delhi

When the vast waters moved, pregnant with the universe as embryo
producing Agni, thence he evolved, the sole-life principle of the
gods, to what god we should worship with our oblations? (Rgveda,
X.121.7)!

STATEMENT

I wish to highlight in this paper* a distinct idea found in the Rgveda that
interpreted cosmogony in terms of a cosmic conception,’ using womb/
foetus and parturition metaphors. This is seen in those hymns that regard
Waters® as the primordial stuff that bear and generate the first creative
principle through a process of transformation and generation. However,
only a small number of hymns talk of creation in terms of transformation,
autonomous generation and even female agency. A process wherein an
interior modification and autonomous engendering of the evolutes takes
place, is what I refer to as feminine creation. The metaphor of the womb*
is used explicitly in some contexts, while in many others, it is not so used.
But, nevertheless, the process of generation described is comparable to
feminine engendering.

The popular and dominant motif for cosmogony in the Rgveda has
been the myth pertaining to god Indra and the demon Virtra. Indra, often
invoked as the destroyer of Vrtra (Vrtrahan)® not only slays Vrtra, but also
releases the waters and the Sun. He separates the sat from the asat, spreads

*I express my gratitude to Dr. Julia Leslie for all her generous assistance, comments
and guidance in writing this paper. My special thanks to Professor Daya Krishna for all
his valuable comments and suggestions. [ am also thankful to Kumkum Roy, Ramya
Srinivasan and Matthew Clark for their comments.
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out the earth, props up the sky, and organizes and assigns duties to the
gods.® Thus there is a notion of destruction and valour in many hymns,
which seems to be a prerequisite for creation. This notion not only points
to an understanding of war-like heroic valour as intrinsically creative or
productive,” but also brings about the contrast with the cosmogony i
terms of gradual generation from a given primary material such as the
cosmic Waters. The emphasis of the present paper is not the performance-
oriented creation myth, but the notion of creation in terms of human
conception.

Tn the following section I explain the notion of feminine creation and
also in detail the enigmatic Nasadiyastikta of the tenth mandala of the
Rgveda which could be interpreted as envisaging the model of interior
transformation and generation.

SOME NOTIONS OF FEMININE CREATION

Many forms of the root jan (janayati, Jjanyate, jdyate, jatah etc.) which
means to ‘produce’ can be discerned in the contexts of Rgvedic cos-
mogony. There are at least two distinct and significant applications of
words that are derived from the root jai.* Many scholars® have pointed
out that some major Rgvedic cosmogonies consciously invoke creation as
approximating (feminine) engenderment which involves inner transforma-
tion and self-manifestation, akin to parturition; while others closely re-
semble the ‘masculine’ performances operating from outside, such as
impregnating, tearing or opening up, or shaping an object like a carpenter,
potter, weaver, smith or even a sacrificer.! In the former model a distinct
trend of representing the primordial Waters as the womb from which
arises the first principle can be indentified. | have chosen the enigmatic
Nasadiya creation hymn (X, 129) and a couple of verses from the
Hiranyagarbha (X, 121), both from the tenth mandala of the Rgveda to
demonstrate the idea of feminine creation. In the Nisadiya hymn, one
notes the self-generation of the first principle, ‘“That One’, Tadekam from
the primordial Waters salilar.)! In the Hiranyagarbha hymn (X.121.7),
the primordial ‘vast Waters' brhatirapah bearing the vital germ, thus
explicitly invoking the metaphor of the womb and the foctus. References
are made in this paper to hymns like Aditidaksydyaniva (X, 72, 4) and
Vagarmbhrani sikta (X, 125), which clearly view creation in terms of
feminine body metaphor and agency. In Aditidaksyayaniva the creation of
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eax:th is seen to proceed from the outstretched feet uttanapad of Aditi
aklp to parturition, while in Vagambhrani, creation is seen in terms of aI;
E{ctlve female agency. Despite difference in their philosophical assump-
tions and treatment of sexuality and gender, the above texts are similar in
th.at they view creation as taking place autonomously. The Nasadiya and
Hiranyagarbha hymns, however have a strong sceptical and speculative
tones, even though the primordial Waters is posited as the primary sub-
stance Fhat bears the first principle. I shall undertake a detailed study of
the entire Nasadiya hymn alluding to several Indological and philosophi-
cal works on the subject, |

.The following section is divided into two parts: in the first part, I
discuss the importance and the opacity of the Nasadiya text,” and in t’he
second, the verses of the text with different interpretations of the key
terms are rendered. The focus of this enterprise is to demonstrate that
theFe is a primary material prior to all creation, the Waters or tamas
which holds the first principle Tadekam within it like the womb. Throug};
a process of tapas the Tadekan: evolves. There are two different views
maintained by Indologists on the primordial stuff expressed by the term
apraketgm salilam (X, 129, 3). According to one set of Indologists the
cxpression means ‘a surge of darkness’ and to others it refers to ‘the
indistinguishable Waters’. With the former view, the first principle arises
from the surge of darkness through fapas, while with the latter it evolves
from the Waters through tapas. In the subsequent sections of this paper
both the views are delineated but the latter reading of the expression
apraketam salilam is taken into consideration to evoke the metaphor of
womb and the embryo and also the process of autonomous generation.

SECTION 1

‘There is beginning. There is not yet begun to be a beginning. There is
not yet. begun to not yet begin to be a beginning. There is something.
There is nothing. There is not yet begun to be nothing. There is not yet
begu.n to not yet begin to be nothing. Suddenly there is something and
pothmg. And yet I don’t know what follows from there “being” noth-
ing. Is it something or is it nothing?’

The Chuang Tzu'

T am ipdebted to Professor George Hart, University of California, Berkeley, and C.N.
Subramaniam, ]Ekalavya Institute, Hoshangabad, India, for their substantial contribution to
my understanding of this most interesting hymn.
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“Who really knows? Who shall here proclaim it—frorp where was it
born, from where this creation? The gods are on this 51de of the crea-
tion of this world. So then who does know from where 1t came to be?
This creation—from where it came to be, if it was produced or if not—
he who is the overseer of this (world) in the highest heaven, he surely
knows. Or if he does not know ...7’

The Nasadiyasukta 687"

The Nasadiya Hymn )
The above Chinese quotation and the last two verses of the Nasadiya
hymn, if not identical, do have similar tones_. Accordn_lg to Roger‘ A'me.s,
the early Chinese thought ‘discouraged the mterpretaflon o‘f crea.t1v1ty in
terms of creatio ex nihilo and destructo in nihilun.q for it belleV(?d in
“identifiable rhythm, order and cadence of cycle and viewed the organismic
process, fundamentally cyclical.”™ The Nasadiya, on the o_ther hand, seems
to question the capacity of the human intellect to probe into the pro}alem
of primordial creation. The Nasadiya differs frlom the' fibove Chll}ese
‘interpretation of creativity’* in sporadically m_akm.g positive suggestions
about the beginning, only to dispute everything in .the }ast .tw.o verses
quoted above. However, both seem to adopt a tantalizing llng.UlStlc device
to abandon and transcend all dualistic modes of understandmg..
The Nasadiya hymn'® has seven ambiguous ver.so;?s, out of which Yerses
1, 6 and 7 express a strong philosophical scepticism. The hymn 1s ex-
tremely significant for at least two or three reaso‘ns. J'oel B.rereton, hlz:s
pointed out that the hymn does not really offer a deta:!ed pu':ture of the
origin of things nor describe the nature or agent of primordial thc?ug t,
because to do so would defeat its own purpose.”’ Tpe poem, accordlpg to
him is open ended peinting ‘to the process of thinkmg as a’n approx.lmate
answer to the unanswerable riddle about origin (?f .thmgs. . According to
Jayatilleke, ‘the scepticism of the Nasadiya Sukta is interesting not mer.e1y
because it ends on a sceptical note but because it does so after taking
account of almost every possibility with regard to the problem of ?he
origin of the world.”"® The same hymn is viewed by other schf)lars h!(e
H.D. Velankar, Alfred Collins and Aguilar L Matas as suggcst_mg f dig-
tinet and significant cosmogony.' The cosmogony of the Nasadiya, is not
dependent on a divine dragon-slayer (Indra) or propper-apart of heaven
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and earth (Varuna) to release the constriction. Creation is the autonomous
self-manifestation of the primal being, at least on the objective level’.®
The Nasadiya hymn indeed prioritizes the notion of generation as against
the other major cosmogonic account in the Rgveda which is premised on
the notion of self-sacrifice (Purusasukta X,.90). Coomaraswamy, Chanana
and Raja have detected the origin of the Samkhya system in this hymn.2
As Coomaraswamy and Raja point out, all the three words sattva, rajas
and tamas, that crop up prolifically in the classical Sarmkhya philosophy,
occur for the first time in the Nasadiya hymn.?

Even though this hymn has not been as popular as the Purusastikta with
the brahmin ritualists, its philosophical, social and historical implications
must not be underestimated. Philosophical speculations begin in right
earnest with the Nasadiya text. The two major Brahmanical schools that
have drawn their sustenance from the speculations of the text are the
Sarhkhya and the Vedanta. The speculative methodology itself is well
utilized by the Buddhists, as noted by Jayatilleke.2 The Satapatha Brahmana
(X.5.3.1) contains the earliest extant comment on the Nasadiya and it
clearly identifies the first principle, Tadekam, with mind, manas.” Sayana,?
the fourteenth century commentator, provides two readings of the text,
from the Parmarthika and the Vyavaharika points of views and identifies
the Tadekam with the Vedantin’s Brahman.”” When the emphasis is shifted
from the Tadekam to the primordial Waters, salilars which serves as the
receptacle of Tadekam, then the progress is in the direction of the natural
philosophy of the Samkhya. The Nasadiyasiikta thus has aroused and
generated contentious interpretations and translations, thwarting any sin-
gle or comprehensive conclusion. The very obscurity of the text allows
for multiple, complex and contrary interpretations. Virtually ecvery
Indologist has attempted a translation and interpretation of this hymn,
Even though Indologists have certainly distinguished this model of crea-
tion from the other ones, not much emphasis has been laid on the meta-
phor of the womb and auto-generation of the first principle. Therefore, an
attempt is made in this paper to understand the notion of feminine crea-
tion based on the metaphor of womb, There seem to be two distinct trends
in textual reading that give rise to two views on the text. In the following
section the two trends and the inherent difficulty in reading the text are
discussed.
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The two trends in the textual reading

In view of the above discussion, one would suggest two distinct trends—
a latent and a dominant—in the same text. T his is not to argue that a
single view must be accepted or rejected as correct or incorrect. Rather it
is important to recognize the readings of the text that were accorded
importance by later thinkers in developing their own philosophies. The
text offers one view of creation predominantly, which is the autonomous
evolution of the first principle Tadekari. But this does not negate the
subterranean view that is also present, although seldom consciously ar-
ticulated. This substratum view could be seen as indicating a different and
contending position of that time, which the poet is coming to terms with.
In fact, one could see the tension between the dominant and the latent
views as constituting the discourse of this hymn. It could thus be argued
that both views are inherent in the Nasadiyastikta, which consequently
formed the basis for future debates and conflicts. It must also be empha-
sized that the source of confusion is the instability of key terms like
salilam, kama, rasmi, etc., in the hymn.

The central theme of the hymn is speculation, followed by a narration
of the dual creative processes—the primary and the secondary. The pri-
mary creative potential Tadekam is self-generated, while for the second-
ary creation (visrsti) kama or desire is posited as the prime mover. This
ifima then creates a sexually graded division that engineers the final crea-
tion. This model stands in noticeable contrast with the popular yajiia ot
sacrifice model found in the other Vedic creation hymns.

The following reading of the text capitalizes on the subterranean view
present in the text. Verses 1 and 3 seem to regard the primordial Waters
(ambhas and salilam) as the sole material present before the distinction
between the dual categories of sat and asat has emerged. The first prin-
ciple Tadekarh arose by its own inherent power (svadhay@) from the chaotic
and indistinguishable Waters ambhas/salilam. This reading covertly en-
gages us in the metaphor of the womb, because the primordial Waters
(ambhas/salilam) are seen to exist prior to the generation of the Tadekam.
Some renderings of the text give prominence to the generation of the
Tadekam by its own power (svadhaya) diminishing the role of the primot-
dial Waters, while others emphasize the role of the primordial Waters in
generating the first principle. Again 1 would like to focus on the latter
rendering of the hymn, which locates the emergence of the Tadekam or

Primordial Waters 153

the @bhu from the primordial Waters.” The first three verses and the first
hz?lf of the fourth verse deal with primary creation, while the latter hem-
stitch of the fourth verse and the fifth verse deal with secondary creation
For our present purpose we deal with the first three verses in detail anci
merely allude to the other verses.

In the _ﬁrst verse, an attempt is made to grapple with the nature of the
world prior to the emergence of the distinction between sar and asat
Hence,l the first verse is admittedly speculative, although it is sure of z;
few things for which it uses affirmative language.

Ea asat asit no iti sat @sit tadanim na asit fﬁjah né iti viyoma parah yat

um a avarivariti kuha kasya $arman ambh im 3si o
ah kim 3sit gah

gabhiram.? (1} ‘ —

. There was not the non-existent nor the existent then; there was not the
air nor the heaven which is beyond. What did it contain? Where? In
whose protection? Was there Water, unfathomable, profound?® '

The terms sat and asat have been variously understood. Maurer consid-

ers sat and asat as predicate adjectives to ‘all this’ sarvam idam, meanin

the world, occurring ifr the third verse.*' However, Collins sug’gests thagt
Fhe terms sat and asat are predicate nominatives to ‘far’ which evolves
into the cosmos, mentioned in the second verse.?2

‘ The .last line of the above verse ‘ambhah kim asit gahanam gabhiran’
is ambiguous as it has been translated in at least two different ways

Nqnnan Brown, J. Muir, Adolf Kaegi** and many others attach the specu—.
lative notc? to the existence of the pre-cosmic Waters: that is that the verse
may not intend a definite assertion about the existence of the Waters

They l}aw'fe viewed this as an attempt to describe a primeval state whereiI;
the existing categories cease to function. This view denies the existence
of the pre-cosmic Waters.

Following other translators like Griffith, Collins, Renou and Macdonell 3¢
the last he.mstitch is read as describing a condition where the pre-cosm,ic
Waters existed in the beginning, and the speculative note® is attributed to
the fathomless abyss of the Waters. Different implications seem to follow
when the above rendering is read in conjunction with the verse 2 which
allludes to the self-existent Tadekam, and also the verse 3 that asserts the
existence of the undistinguished salilam. But the term ambhas®® for waters
in the first verse, as noted by Alfred Collins, is not only grammatically
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neuter, but more importantly, is neuter in conception as well’” as the
Waters engender nothing at this stage.

No mrtyuh asit amrtam na tarhi na ratrydh ahnah 3sit praketah anit
avatar svadhaya tat ekam tasmat ha anyat na parah kirh cana asa. (2}

There was not death nor immortality then. There was not the beacon of
night, nor of day. That one breathed, windless, by its own power. Other
than that there was not anything beyond.

The verse 2 now points out that there was ‘that one’ or ‘that alone’
Tadekarn which existed and breathed windlessly avatam by its own power
svadha. According to Coomaraswamy this statement is profound and sig-
nificant as it implies all the correlative of motion without local move-
ment.*® Referring to self-power, or self-position,” the term svadha, which
is feminine gender,* occurs once more in the verse 5 to qualify the femi-
nine seed-bearers as distinguished from the male seed-depositors.

If we concur with the second interpretation of the last hemstitch of the
first verse that there were pre-cosmic Waters, then the first two verses can
be reread to get a different view:

“When there was neither existent nor non-existent, there was indetermi-

nate waters from which emerged “That one” by its own potential.™'
But verse 3 throws some more light on the issue of the existence of the

pre-cosmic waters:

Tamah 3sit tamasd gllham agre apraketarn salilah sarvam idam ah
tuchena abhu apihitarh yat asit tapasah tat mahina ajdyata ekarh. (3)

Darkness was in the beginning hidden by darkness; indistinguishable,
this all was water. That which, coming into being, was covered with the
void, that One arose through the power of heat.*

The third verse slides back partially, to describe again the primordial
state and the generation/manifestation of “That One’, now called abhu.
The ambiguous expression here seems to be apraketam salilam that is
again rendered in at least two different senses. The emphasis of the first
half of the verse is on darkness covered by darkness prior to creation. In
accordance with this description, apraketanm salilam is taken to mean a
flow or surge of darkness.” According to Maurer and Raja, apraketam
salilam need not be taken literally to mean ‘andistinguished sea’ but a
state of ‘indeterminateness.™ Griffith too translates the expression as
‘indiscriminated chaos’.* In conirast, Macdonell, Kaegi, Zachner and
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Collins render apraketanm: salilam as unillumiﬁed/indistinguishable Wa
Eers.46 Collins in fact suggests that the ‘self-swelling’ salilan? in this verse-
although grammatically neuter’, represents a more feminine, fructifyi ’
stage than the ambhas of stanza 1’9 reniing
If we aceept Collins’s conception of salilam® as representing feminine
and fructifying Waters, then there seems to be some connection, though
unclear, between the primordial Waters and the @bhu. In this s;nse tlgl
f.orce (@bhu) (with the power of evolution) which was enclosed in em :
tiness (of the unillumined Waters) was born through the power of its .
(creative, incubating) heat, .
De?ri_ved from the root bh#, the term @bhu means; to be present; to exist;
to originate; to begin to exist. The @bhu is translated as the ‘fo,rce’ witl;
the power of evolution,” or ‘germ’ of all things® and it was enveloped in
tuccha or the void of the salilam.>' It is interesting that the Nﬁsadiyalilymn
does not use the feminine gender ap, instead it uses the neuter nouns
ambhas and salilam.”® But as pointed out by Collins, salilan: in this verse
represents a more feminine, fructifying stage than ambhas of the earlier
verse because of its engendering ability.” If this interpretation is accepted
as plausible then there arises the conception of the ‘germ’ being envelc? ed
b}/ the darkness tamas of the Waters salilam, which is undoubted] evoPZ:a-
tive of the amniotic fluid surrounding the foetus in the human )\(Jvomb S
Although {he hymn does not use the metaphor of the womb, it can be rez;d
as s';ugge.stmg it. Furthermore, the self-swelling creative Waters salilan
giving bll‘.th to the ‘germ’ through tapas, could again be read as implying,
the gestation period and giving birth, as in biological reproduction.’’

Kamah t.at agre samavartata adhi manasah retah prathamarh vyat asit
satah bantdhurh asati nir avindan hrdi pratusya kavayah manisa. (4)

De.:sire in the beginning came upon that, (desire) that was the first seed
of mind. Sages seeking in their hearts with the wisdom found out the bond
of the existent in the non-existent.

Cor.npounding the verses three and four, it could be inferred that from
the primordial Waters arises the one principle through zapas or the power
of heat. ij'sire, being the first seed of mind, evolved from it. Retas or the
male creative semen manifested itself from the combination of k@ma and
manas. The order of creation is as follows:

Fro?n the Waters through the power of tapas, the Tadekarh or that One
came into being. Then arose desire or kdima. The stkta concretizes desire
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as semen, thereby implying that desire is the origin of all living beings
and, by extension, of the world in general.’®

The Retas, the creative potency or semen,’”’ evolves from manas that
has evolved from the desire kdma of the Tadekan. The Tadekam, in turn
is generated from fapas that arises from the Waters. Creation is
autochthonous involving no second entity until this point. What seems
noteworthy here is the autonomous self-generation until the semen, retas,
which is required for the second order creation. Following Sayana, some
have interpreted the word kdma not as a sexual urge to procreate but as
the desire to create the world (sisrks@).”® Although the. emphasis of the
text is on the autonomous evolution of the Tadekari from the primordial
Waters it may not perhaps be really incongruous to posit the Waters as the
primary source. As Macdonell® points out, this is the start of the natural
philosophy which developed into the Samkhya system.® The next verse
describes the horizontal sexual division between the impregnators and the

receivers of the seed.
Tiraécinah vitatah rasmih esam adhah svit asit upari svit asit retodhal
asan mahimanah asan svadha avastat prayatih parastat. (5)

Their cord was extended across: was there below or was there above?
There were impregnators, there were powers; there was energy below,
there was impulse above.

The shift from autonomous generation to bi-sexual creation is obvious
‘n this verse. This verse could be read as assuming that creation is a
sexual process, in which an ordering of the sexes is essential. The verse
alludes to the ‘seed depositors’ retodha, prayati above and energies called
svadha and mahimana below. With the creation of the male semen, retas,
the physical division is horizontal in that the male impregnators are placed
above while the feminine receivers in the form of power and energy are
below which represent some ordering. In verses 2 & 3, the terms svadha
and mahimana, are used to qualify the Tadekam in its pre-sexual, self
generative stage. The same terms are used again in verse 5, for the ener-
gies that are placed below the seed depositors.

The last two verses of the hymn end with a note of scepticism thus:

‘ko’ addha veda ka iha pra vocat kuta ajata kuta iyarn viststih arvag
deva asya visarjancna athd ko veda yata ababhtiva. (6)
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_Who after all knews? Who here will declare whence it arose, whence
this world? Subsequent are the gods to the creation of this (world). Who
then, knows whence it came into being? ,

Iya?l visrstir yata ababhiva yadi va dadhe yadi v na. (7a) Y6
asyadhyaksah parame vioman so afiga veda yadi va na veda. (7b)

‘Who is there who knows whence was the origin, and whence this
creation. He who is the highest overseer in heaven, he surely knows, or
perhaps he knows not.’ ,

Brereton draws our attention to the formal features of the last verse
\thICh underscores the hymn’s lack of resolution. According to him in the.:
line 7b two syllables are missing from the eleven-syllable line and this
rhythn.lic incompleteness is ‘verbal image of the unresolved cosmogony. !
The aim of the poet could have been to emphasize the methodology of
thought process rather than arrival at some concrete answer. )

Therc? seems to be a deliberate ambiguity in the use of grammatical
gender in the text. The key terms ambah (always neuter), salilarh (used
in neuter), T adekam (ekam in neuter gender)® are in neuter gender. The
hymn explains the process by which duality and hierarchy emerge from
a n.eu.ter unity, and how this unity itself evolves from the primordial
indistinguishable Waters, again neuter gender. The Waters contain the
neuter Principle, like a womb an embryo. What seems remarkable in this
hymn is the process of gradual transformation through tapas, and an
autonomous gencration of the first principle. Creation is not an outcome
of creator’s agency (unlike the performances of Indra or Prajapati in other
hymns), but is a slow emanation from a primary material stuff, Further-
more, in the process of creation, there are two major transitions notice-
able, the first affected by tapas while the second by kama or sexual desire
The final creation is set in motion by the dual seed-placers and receivers.

.I'n the following sections I shall be considering the relevant verses‘
F)rleﬂy to show the explicit parallels between the Waters and the womb
in the Hiranyagarbha hymn,

The Hiranyagarbha Hymn

The Hiranyagarbha (X, 121) is a brahmodya or a hymn in a riddle form
to the god ka (Who?), from the refrain, ‘to which god shall we offer our
gblations?’ (kasmai dev@ya havisa vidhema?).® The answer to the riddle
1s contained in the last verse. However, Prajapati who answers the riddle
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by becoming responsible for creation, is seen by Indologists as a later
interpolation into the hymn.®* It may be remarked here that the
Hiranyagarbha and the Aditidaksyayaniva hymns explain the origin and
ascendancy of two important gods of the brahmins, namely Prajapati and
Brahmanaspati. These two may not have been popular gods at the time of
composition of the earlier verses. The two gods were perhaps propped up
by the brahmins as their titular deities to sanctify and legitimize their own
position. Unlike the Nasadiya, the Hiranyagarbha, overtly traces the ori-
gin of the universe in a womb. It must be mentioned here that the terms
garbha and yoni ® are used almost habitually in the Rgveda and in the
Upanisadic texts,” in the context of creation or for indicating the source
or origin of anything. The word garbha from the root grah ‘to conceive’
refers to the womb and also to the inside, middle, interior of anything.®’
Hiranyagarbha, is ‘a truly pregnant term’ as Wendy Doniger observes.®
Scholars have associated the term ‘Hiranyagarbha’ variedly with golden
egg, golden embryo, golden sun, golden child and golden germ. Follow-
ing Sayana, the commentator on the Vedas, Wendy Doniger suggests the
meaning; ‘he in whose belly the golden seed or egg exists like an em-
bryo”.® According to her, ‘the egg is both a female image (that which is
fertilized by seed and which contains the embryo that is like the yolk) and
a male image (the testicles containing seed). Thus the range of meanings
may be seen as a continuum of androgynous birth images: seed (male
egg), womb (female egg), embryo, child.” It may be noted that the physi-
cal function of the womb holding an embryo,” is situated in the belly of
the male creator. A major replacement of the feminine creative potency by
an egg™ (andam) occurs in the creation myth of the Mahabharata. There
is no use of the Rgvedic terms ‘garbha’, ‘ap’ or ‘asat’, instead it postulates
a mighty egg” from which all the male divinities like Brahma, Manu,
Daksa and thirty three thousand, three hundred and thirty three gods
emerge.”

Indologists also use it in a secondary sense, to mean an embryo or that
which is contained inside a womb. The primeval substance, often re-
garded as the “‘Waters’, is identified with the yoni or garbha.” For instance
in the self-eulogy™ of the Vagambhrani or Vacsukta, (X, 125, 7) the
goddess declares rather enigmatically that her womb (yoni) is the Waters

of the ocean.

Aharh suve pitaramasya mirdhanmama yonirapsvantal) samudre
Tato vitiste bhuvandnu visvotdmurh dhyam varsmanopasprsami.
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I give birth to the father on the head of this world.” My womb is in
the Waters, within the ocean. From there I spread out over all creatures
and touch the very sky with the crown of my head.”

_An identification of Waters with garbha is again discerned in the
HTranyagarbha Hymn X.121.7: According to this hymn, the Waters Ap
with mighty motion generate fire, agni, the first evolute and for this,rea-’
son Agni is called the son of the Waters, Aparm napat.®

The Hiranyagarbha hymn describes the god who creates the cosmos
and then asks the identity of that deity by the refrain:

Kasmai dev@ya havisa vidhema, To which god should we offer our obla-
tions? There seems to be an element of scepticism which is closed in the
last stanza by identifying the god as Prajapati. Scholars have interpreted
the emergence of Prajapati as auguring disbelief in Indra as creator and
sole God.*" Despite its initial scepticism, the Hiranyagarbha hymn thus
dramatically differs from the Nisadiya hymn which is clearly open ended
The first verse of Hiranyagarbha hymn (X, 121, 1) is as follows: .

Hiranyagarbhah samavartatdgre bhutasya jatah patireka asit.
So dadhara prtivim dyamutemarh kasmai devaya havisa vidhema?

.‘In the beginning rose Hiranyagarbha, born only Lord of all created
beings. He fixed and holdeth up this earth and heaven. What god shall we
adore with our oblation?

Verses 1-6 talk about the power and the prowess of the unidentifiable
god. How did the Hiranyagarbha originate? The answer is found in verse
7, which is of considerable importance to us for our present discussion,

Apoha yadbrhatirvi§vamayangarbham dadhzina Jjanayatiragnir,
Tato devanarh samavartatasurekah kasmai devaya havisa vidhema?

When the vast Waters (apo yah brhatih, the term brhati, translates as
bulky, firm, solid, compact, massy, strong, great, immense), moved, preg-
pant with the universe (everything visvam) as embryo (garbham) p;'oduc-
ing Agni, thence (from the waters) he evolved, the sole-life (principle) (asu
of the gods; to what god shall we offer worship with oblation?® There are
few qualifications attributed to the primordial Waters in this hymn that are
worthy of consideration. The word ap in feminine gender is used and is
characterized as brhatih which means vast and bulky. It has movement
and moves holding the universe (visvar) like a womb that holds an embryo.
It generates Agni, the life principle. The feminine waters are used in the
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above two verses as the matrix of creation that possesses a biological
function of generating the male creator god. The moving feminine waters
act as a container, a2 womb that autochtonously, engenders the supreme
god. Interestingly and typically, in the Hiranyagarbha hymn, the strength
and the supremacy of the male creator god is eulogized and not the
creative potency of the dynamic waters. The creative Waters continue
to represent chaos and undistinguishability despite their ability to generate
the key principle of order and distinguishability. Similar tendency can
be observed in the context of the classical Samkhya wherein the
aviveki (non-distinguishable) Prakrti or the materiality with feminine
gender, evolves and generates an ordered universe. Hence the usage of
the term prasavadharmi is probably seen as a typical human woman’s
function. _

Unlike the Nasadiya hymn, the grammatical gender of the Waters ap
in the Hiranyagarbha is clearly feminine.* The Waters like womb carry
Agni, the principle of life. However, the Nasadiya and the Hiranyagarbha
posit Waters as the primordial substance that bears and generates the first
creative principle, the Tadekan or the Agni. The significance of this
cosmogonic account is two-fold. In the first place, there is a postulation
of a material and not any spiritual principle as the primordial base. This
gives rise to a naturalistic account of creation and is markedly different
from the other kinds of theories offered to explain the primary creation.
Even if famas, normally rendered as darkness, is the source of creation,
the focus on materiality does not change much. Whether darkness or the
Waters, the first principle is contained in it. The process of creation 1s
evolutionary. It is qualified by a dual process of modification within the
primordial stuff that contains the germ, and an autonomous emergence
requiring no second principle. This is definitely different from the accom-
plishment-oriented creation. This then is the second notable feature of this

model of cosmogony.
I now examine the concept of Aditi and some of its application in

Vedic contexts.

Uttanapad of Aditidaksyayani va

The self-manifestation involved in the generative process is also seen akin
to a human woman giving birth to a child. The use of the metaphor of the
‘outstretched feet™ (uttanapad) of Aditi in the creation hymn of “all gods’
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(sarve devah) is quite effective i lizi
/ mn conceptualizing creati
metaphor of parturition. : o through the

In a Rgveda hymn, 1.89.10,% Aditi is )
i ; >R ortrayed .
nine goddess and is eulogized thus: FOISHEHES Sn et (e

Aditir dyaur, aditir antariksar,
aditir mata sz pita sa putréh
visve deva aditihpafica janﬁ-,
aditir jatarh aditir janitarh
}_Ig'c?ven 1s Aditi, the mid-space is Aditi, mother, father and son is Aditi
‘Adltl is all the gods and the five peoples, what is born is Aditi and whéé
15 yet to be born. This verse perhaps echoes the other speculative hymn
called sarva devah or Aditirvadaksyayani va ( 10.72) which suggests}?}gt
all the gods and the world emerge from a feminine creative princip]
Whose act of creation is indeed like a physical woman giving birth to ll; .
infant. Interestingly, in the verses 1 and 2 of the Atharvaveda hymn (X1 le)r
a woman who wishes to give birth to a male offspring is called Adit.i &
The verse declares, ‘this Aditi here who is in distress having a desire ‘f.o
sons cooks rice for the brahmins’.*® The Rgvedic gods, Mitra, Varuna ané
A_&ryamﬁn are regarded as aditeh putrah. Her maternal and nu,rturin - func
ttons are clear in the Vedic texts. In the Atharvaveda XIL1.61 zfditi i;
f:ompaljed to a nurturing cow and is referred to as the Kama'du;;fdhé one
who yl.elds wishes as her milk”* The Rgveda VIIL101.15, identifies the
cow with Aditi, the great goddess, who is the mother c;f the Rudras
daughters.of the Vasus, sister of the Adityas and origin of immonaiity,
and supplicates the people not to slay cows.* Aditi is also identified witt;
the earth, the foundation of all, in the later Brahmanas like éatapatha (SB
L1 .4:5 etc.). Aditi is likewise seen as the feminine.viraj in 8B. VII 5, 2 1§
and in the Atharvaveda VIIL10.1 it is said that ‘virdd va ida.rh’ wo
Th‘? hymn 10, 72, has again disparate verses that allows seve;"al inter-
pretfttlons. Like the Nasadiya hymn, the hymn 10, 72, postulates the gen-
Efatlon of sat or god, from the first principle, which is asat. In the beg in-
ning (purve yuge) from the asat arose the god, the sat, who representsgthe
order.of the universe. Brahmanaspati, the creator like a smith fanned u
all this, referring to the creation. Also earth, atmosphere, and sky weri

generated. Interestingly the process of ion i i i i
generation is described in t
fourth and the fifth verses as follows: i fhe third
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Devanam yuge prathame asatah sadjﬁ?ratal}
Tadasa anvajayanta taduttanapadaspari

In the first age of the gods, existence was born from non-existen(.:e.
After this the quarters of the sky were born from her who crouched with

the legs spread.”

Bhiirjajfia uttanapado bhuva &sa Iajﬁyar.lta
Aditerdaks’o ajayata daksad aditih pari

The earth was born from her who crouched with the_legs spread, from
the earth the quarters of the sky were born. From Aditi, Daksa was born

and from Daksa, Aditi was born.

Aditithyajanista daksa ya duhita tava
Tam deva anvajayanta bhadra amrtabandhavah

For Aditi was born as your daughter, O Daksa, ar1d1 .af’ter her/from her,
the blessed gods, the kinsmen of immortaiity. .
Wefdliot?ril(lientiﬁed withgasat the primal being is thc? autochotonic power
that generates the creator and the earth. '1."h.e eart?l is seen. as a_femm;gle
principle and here we locate Aditi the feminine pr}n01p1e emanating earth.
This is one rare and a significant hymn in which c_;learly the creatlo‘n
manifests from the allegory of the uttdnapad or creation _through pa.rtur.l-
tion metaphor. The term garbha is substituted for tl‘le'uttan.apad whlchf}s
a symbolic representation of a physical woman giving birth to an 0d -
spring. Aditi, is a creative power, that engepdgrs the god and the mter- e-
pendent Daksa-Aditi pair (the male potentiality and the female‘ cre'fitlve
power). Aditi is also the creative material for eart‘h, sky and the d1rect1011lls.
The female physiology and reproductive funct_lons are thus used expflc-
itly in the Rgvedic cosmogony. The focus of t%u.s paper has bgep the ew
hymns that account for cosmogony by implicitly an.d exp_hcltly using
female physiology. The cosmogonic accounFs of the': pr}mordlal Wate}'s as
that which holds and generates the first principle Taa'e.kam for
Hiranyagarbha deploy an imagery borrowed from the observatlo;ll 0 :11
physical woman’s womb that holds the foetus (garbha) and then t r}c:uti
a process expels it. The few hymns that narrate cosmogony Fhroug le
feminine model clearly seem to edge out the perfgnnance-onented male
myths. Based on an elementary biological experience of repeructm}rll,
these cosmogonic accounts push the feminine from the margin to the

centre and are therefore valuable.

1.

2.

10

11
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The Anumana Reconsidered

S.M. BHAVE
33720, 4th Lane, Prabhat Road, Pune 411 004

When a modern scholar writes on the Nyaya, or any other Indian system
of thought, his primary aim is to explain the coneepts to Western scholars.
Therefore, he invariably compares the Indian concepts with the concepts
current in the corresponding field in the Western tradition.! Thus, Matilal,
in a more general context, observes,? ‘Anybody who wants to explain ...
an Indian philosophical text ... cannot but compare and contrast the Indian
philosophical concepts with those of the Western philosophy’. Such a
comparison can be more rewarding than mere clarification of concepts.
Stcherbatsky, for example, observes® that such a comparison makes us
perceive ‘that there are such problems which the human mind naturally
encounters on his (sic) way as soon as he begins to deal with truth and
error’.

However, mere explanation of a concept in the Nyaya with the help of
concepts in the Western logic, classical or formal, can at best be a very
elementary objective of a scholar who is familiar with both, the Nyaya
and the Western logic. A far more rewarding but complicated exercise
will be to appraise and, if possible to appropriate, the concepts in the
Nyaya in terms the formal logic.

Such an exercise will be highly speculative. The Nyaya belonged to a
civilization which is now totally lost. It has no links even with the present
Indian civilization. Thus, interpreting, for example, the anumana in terms
of the formal logic means resurrecting a lost framework of thought. But
such an endeavour, if successful, is likely to be rewarding in three direc-
tions. Firstly, it will clarify some of the puzzles connected with the
anumana. For example, in the anumina it is difficult to understand the
function of the udaharana and the upanaya. These two steps appear to be
superfluous once the general rule, the vyapti, is explicitly stated. Sec-
ondly, such an appraisal of the anumana will help us to evaluate the status
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of anumana relative to formal inference. Thirdly, after this ?xcr.cise, the
anumana may turn out to be a special kind of inference which is useful

in certain situations.

FORMAL LOGIC

The formal logic that we need for the present purpose is the ﬁ.rst‘oFder
logic comprising propositional calculus and quantlﬁca_tlon over individu-
als coming from a given universal set.* The follqwlng brief summary
covers the items in the formal logic that we need in t.he sequel.

(a) The basic unit in the formal logic is an atomic/simple s.tatement. It
has the form ‘a is p’ or ‘a has P’, which means that the object has the
property/attribute P. A simple statement has. exac.tly one of t}}e two truth
values ‘true’ and ‘false’. How a truth value is assigned to a mmple. state-
ment is a problem which lies beyond the scope of the forr.nal lc?gltz‘. ’

Combining simple statements by means of logical connectives like ‘not’,
‘and’, ‘or’, ‘implies’ etc., compound statements are formed. Rules are framed
to decide the truth values of compound statements when 1.:he.truth values
of simple statements are given. This part of formal logic is called the

of statements.
Ca]ft‘;l)hin atomic statement ‘a has P’ may be denoted. as Pa. Statements PaIl,
Pb etc. may be looked upon as instances of propositional function P?‘_‘ t
is an expression with one individual variable x. It becomes a propos@on
when an individual constant, say a, is subs‘tituted for x. Thus, Px is a
propositional function and Pa is its instantiation. Pa has a truth value, but
Px is not a statement. . o

From the propositional function Px, we get its nf:gatlve —Px, whenever
Pa is true —Pa is false and when Pa is false —PE} is true.. o .

Given a propositional function Px the follow1_ng possibilities arise:

(i) There is an individual aeU such that Pa is true: 'I_‘he fact the.lt. Px
gives at least one true instance is stated as (3x) Px. This is a proposition.
Similarly (3x) —Px means there is at least one false instance of Px. Note
that the statements (3X) Px and (3x) —Px can both be true but both cannot
be false. They are called the subcontraries of each ther. .

(i) If a propositional function Px is such that all instances (.)f ?, cor-
responding to different elements in U, are true we denote this fact lils
(x) Px. Similarly we get the statement (x) —(Px). The two statements (X)Px
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and (x) —Px can both be false, but both cannot be true, They are called the
contraries of each other.

(b) Finally, we briefly say something about arguments,

An argument is a finite sequence of statements which are supplied to
support the contention that the last statement in the sequence (the conclu-
sion) may inferred from certain initial statements (the premises). The formal
logic provides a criterion for deciding when the concluding statement of
an argument is to be assigned the value ‘true’ if each premise of the
argument is assigned the truth value ‘true’. The criterion is the following:

The statement q is a consequence of statements P1, P2, ..., Pnis sym-
bolized as PI, P2 ... Pn + g, is true if and only if, for every truth value
assignment to each of the atomic statements U7, U2 Uk, occurring in
statements I, q has truth value ‘true’ when each of P1, P2, ..., Pn, has truth
value ‘true’.

For example, the argument of the form, p, p © q ~ q is valid, that is,
q is ‘true’ whenever p, p O q are true. This is called the rule of detachment
or modus ponens.

Also, true argument of the form (x) Px ~ Pa is valid, i.e. Pa is true
whenever (x) Px is true. This is called Universal Instantiation or UL

SETS

(a) Given a propositional function Px, we can distinguish those objects in
U which make Px true. Their collection is called a set. Let a set A be such
that ae A if Pa is true. This fact is formulated in the principle of abstrac-
tion which says that the propositional function determines the set A if the
members of A are exactly those objects from U for which Px is true. This
connection between A and Px is denoted by setting A = {x| Px}.

Then we adopt the principle of extension which says that two sets A
and B are identical if they have the same elements.

(b) If we take the propositional function Px to be x # x, the corre-
sponding set A = {x|x # x} will have no elements. The set A is then an

empty set. By the principle of extension all empty sets are identical.

Hence, there is just one empty set which we denote by &.

(c) Let U be the universe and X be a given set. The elements of U
which are not in X form a set which we denote by —X. It is called the
complement of X. The sets X and —X, together, exhaust U. When X =
{x|Px}, -X = {x|-Px}.
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The propositions (3X)Px and (3x) —Px are equivalent to set.inequall-
ties X = @, - X # @, Clearly these inequalities can both bz.: .sunultane-
ously true but not simultaneously false. Similarly, the promsﬁm;; (x) P);
and (x) ~Px are equivalent to X=U gnd _X = U respectively. These s¢
equalities can both be false but not mmultan.eously true. o on

(d) The formal logic and the corr.espondmg set them_’y are .':lset A
certain presuppositions. The assumption that every at.om'lc' statemen ﬁs
to be true or false legislates on the nature of the 1nd1v1dual.s and the
predicates. The assumption is that given ‘:n obj:ct a andta predicate P we

mbigucusly state if P is an attribute of a or not. .
cal}rﬁ?saizﬁ;tioz has an implication for the set theory 'also. It is that
given a set X and an object a we can urllambliguously stt.ate :f ae X or not.

i s we may call it a platonic assumption. '
Fog‘?ljlfla]taiz?s?ifp betwegn the truth values of a stateme.znt p and 11.:s
negation ~p is that when p is true, —p is false and' when p is false, —p is
true. Therefore, to show that p is true, it is sufficient to show tha.t —p is
false, and to show that p is false, it is sufficient to show that —p is true.
This is called the law of the excluded middle.

GENERAL BACKGROUND OF THE NYAYA

(a) The Nyaya is a realist school in the sense that it a§sumes that there is
a reality which is independent of our knowlcdge of. it ar}d th_at we glaltn
knowledge of this reality through our experience of .lt' It is this 1_)ostu ate
which sets the Nyaya logic apart from the fo'rmal logxc: In thg Nyaya logic
every statement is, in principle, veﬁﬁal?lf.? in the reallty._ .
Though the Nyaya admits the possl‘F)lllty of unmed}ated experle;ltcle
(nirvikalpa jfiana), its accent is on experience expressed in lan.guagel.1 he
Nydya assumes that every term used in ex.press%ng an experience ai‘.i‘, 3
counterpart in reality. That is why, all ob]ecjts in the r-ee?hty are calle
padarthas, that is, meanings of terms. The padarthas are divided into seven
Catft;g)o'?zzbasic unit in a Nyayic argument is a cognition.® A cogr{l'flon 1Ist
itself an object in the reality and can be _capt.ured by ano'ther coimtll\(lmd.
belongs to the category of quality (gur_la).' $1nce, according to ;[1 e yayzex
a quality resides in a substance, a cognition must be located s§(?m
substance. This substance is the self (atman) of the knower. A c':ogm-tlon,
though it is a quality of the self of the knower, does not remain private
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to the knower. It is accessible to others because it is expressed in language
and because it refers to an object external to itself.

How a truth value is assigned to an atomic statement is a problem
outside the scope of the formal logic. Given the truth values of the atomic
statements it lays down the rules regarding assigning truth values to com-
pound statements and an argument. But, for the Nyaya, there is a reality
where the statements are verified. A cognition, like an atomic statement
has the form ‘a has P’. But here neither the predicate P nor the object a
are definite. Therefore attribution of P to a raises several problems. For
example, if a is an apple and P stands for red it may not be cbjectively
possible to decide if the apple is red or not. Some portion of its surface
may be red, some portion green and the rest of it may be pink. Also one
has to consider the possibility of the whole of the apple becoming red in
a day or two. Thus, the Nyaya is faced with objects and properties that are
indefinite, inexact and not clearly distinguishable.

THE SAMANYA

(a) For the Nyaya the problem of forming sets begins with the problem
of constructing the individuals and predicates. What we call ‘objects’ are,
according to the Nyaya, effect substances. They are essentially different
from their properties, parts and causes. When we say that an apple was
‘green yesterday and will become red tomorrow, the apple, as a substance,
is taken to be different from its properties of greenness and redness. The
latter are called the dharmas which are located in the dharmis, that is, the
apple, in this case. A table comprises legs and top, but it is different from
them. Legs and top are the parts (avayavas) of the table which is the
whole (avayavin). The whole exists independently of the parts and inheres
in them.”

It will thus be seen that though the Nyaya is a realist and an empiricist
school its conception of the individual is, in significant respects, different
from the conception of some of the empiricists in the West. The radical
empiricists look upon an individual as a package of properties and parts.
Moreover, passage of time is a factor which is ignored in conceiving the
individual and its properties, at least in the context of logic, in the West.
An apple will be regarded as red if it is red at the present moment,

(b) When we look at reality we seldom find the presence of a uniform
property in a body. If we take the property redness, we find a number of
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shades of red present in different individuals. How do we theg 1§ent1fy
redness pure and absolute? Further, the presence of redness ina ody n:z
or may not be permanent. Will we regard a body as red if it Pc;sse;s
redness for some moment? Also, will we regard a body as red if only a
part of it is red? A variety of complications presents itself when we
i to an individual. o
attg}z:];;ieaczilzli);gng how a property is attributed to an individual, 1.t will
be instructive to discuss how a property is scooped up from experle?ce.
A property is abstracted from individua]s. bg./ introducing a two p ics:z
predicate ‘similarity’® If two things are similar they have some seth t
quality in common. A propetty is then dc?ﬁned as a set of things ha
resemble each other.? However, this definition suffers from the foll(l)‘wmg
lacuna. Suppose a and b share the quality g, b and ¢ share the gua lt)"sq;
and ¢ and a have the quality g, in commc;n. Then the set {a, b, ¢} 1
set but it will not define quality.
resf’z:'}:z)nscfo overcome such a difficulty Korer defined a resemblanl;:e S?E
in terms of one or more standard members anc_i standard. non-members.
In a somewhat circular fashion we may explain tht? notion as follolws. .
Suppose we want to define whiteness. We then pick up an exemp ;‘ (;e
whiteness, say, a swan and collect the objects tl?at resemble ?1 swan. e;
it is understood that the whiteness of the swan is so precflommant that 1or
resemblance that quality is used as the main criterion. Given an ex.emp ar
of whiteness one may think of an exemplar of the absence of whltelness.
A crow may be chosen as such an exemplar. If we denote the resemb amcz:1
set based on the swan as A* the set based on the crow may be denote
. '?he resemblance sets thus appear in pairs, {\* and A, But A' 'fmd A
do not exhaust the universe. There may remain some “bodle.s Wl‘ilch aAr_e
neutral to both the opposite properties and will not be either in A ;}rd. :
That is why the resemblance sets are inexact. Therfe may be'sorne (} t1l<:s
which are initially neutral but which aspire to be mcl'uded in one of the
A" and A~ In their case a decision will not necessarily be on Ob_]ClCthC
grounds. It depends on the free choice of the author of the resemblance
il .
Setfc':) Our thesis is that the Nyaya constructed its? predicatei on_thelpgfis
of similarity or resemblance and that the selts which th.e Nyaya 1fml;l) 101iny
adopted were the resemblance sets. We justify the thesis on the following

grounds.
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The Nyaya does not explicitly speak of sets. It talks jn terms of a
shared property or the samanya, But the word samanya was originally a
synonym for sadharmya'? which means similarity. Jaimini uses the word
samanya to mean similarity or similar thing.'> Kumirila defines the samanya
as something that gives the cognition that these bodies are together,'*
Thus it seems that, at least in early stages of the evolution of the Nyaya
epistemology, the word saminya was used to indicate similarity which, a
little later, came to signify a common property.

Next we come to the notion of ‘negation’ in the Nyiya. It is, in many
respects different from that in the formal logic. Let p = ‘a has P’, Its
formal logical negation, denoted by —p, is —p = ‘a does not have P’. The
negation is the sense of Nyiya will be p" = ‘P is absent in a’. Now
suppose that the property P is redness. ‘A parrot is not red’ is a true
statement but ‘Redness is absent in a parrot’ is a false statement. Thus, the
statement p = ‘A parrot is red’ is false; the statement -p = ‘A parrot is
not red’ is true and the statement p~ = ‘Redness is absent in a parrot’ is
also false. Thus p and p~ can both be false.

The Nyaya conception of negation is the ‘atyantabhava’. It means ‘the
absolute absence’ of a property. The stock example of the absolute ab-
sence is the absence of colour in the air.’ The Nyayako$a explains the
term atyantabhava as the absolute and all time absence of some thing or
some property.'s If we interpret the negation of p as the atyantabhava, that
is, p~ as above, it is clear that p and p~ can both be false; but both cannot
be true.

(c) That this interpretation of p and p- is correct is supported by several
other sources also. There is a particular variety of debate, called ‘Vitanda’,
where the debator after refuting p proceeds to refute the ‘negation of p’
also."” This is clearly possible only if the ‘negation of p’ is interpreted as
p~ and not as -p. Further, in the case of ‘Sam$aya’, when we have two
alternatives regarding an element x, say, if something standing before me
Is 2 man or a pillar, the two alternatives are not regarded as negations, in
the sense of p and —p, of each other. That is why the refutation of p does
not validate the alternative.'® After refuting p the debator has to deploy the
means of cognition (pramanas) again to validate the alternative. '®

Given a property P we first get hold of an examplar of P, say e*. For
¢xample, the kitchen is mentioned as the exemplar of the presence of fire.
There is also the exemplar of the absolute absence P. For example, the
lake is the exemplar of absolute absence of fire. Between these two ex-
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tremes are arranged several locations where P is present with varying

- . n
intensity. We then allot them to classes A” and A~ centred respectively o

- i jecti ds. Some locations may remain
* on various, often subjective, grounds. | !
ol 4 ; d its opposite

neutral for good. For example, in the case of whiteness and Its .
blackness centred on the swan and the crow, a pan:ot may rema}n nf‘:u r; X

What we have established is that the co.nceptlon of negation 11; i Z
Nyaya is different from that in the formal logic; !:hat the sets cogltemp aS :ts
in the Nyaya are inexact; that they are conqelvcd as resem arice o
which occur in pairs; that the sets in each pair ‘are no.t th’e comp emf;n -
of each other but that they may be regarded as opposites of each other;
and that each resemblance set has an exemplar.

THE ANUMANA

(a) The anumana is a two stage process. From the. given .pr'emlses a 1og1}
cian draws a conclusion for himself and then c?nvm—ces his 1nterloc:uto;'i 0
its validity. The first part is called the swﬁrthanumapa and the SECO;I 1181
called the parathanumana. Here we are concerned with the latter and ca

it the anumana, for convenience.

The process of the anumana comprises
follows:

Pratijfia: The mountain has fire.

Hetu: For there is smoke. . o _
Udzharana: Where there is smoke there is fire, as in the kitchen.

Upanaya: This (smoke on the mountain) is like that (smoke in the

kitchen). _ . ‘ .
Niskarsa: Therefore (this mountain) is of that sort (i.e. a location with

fire).? ‘ ’ '
ﬂ)\thalye converts it into the syllogism ‘Barbara as follows:?!

A) Whatever smokes is fiery.

B) This mountain is 3 thing that smokes.

C) Therefore, this mountain is fiery. .
This syllogism is expressed as an argument,as follows:
Let Sx = “x is smoky’ and Fx = ‘x is fiery’. Then

(i) ) {Sx o Fx} '

(i) Sm D Fm m = mountain.

iii) Sm o Fm & Sm UL )
813 Fm from (iii), (ii) Modus Ponens.

five steps and it is illustrated as
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This, prima facie, looks like a neat appropriation of the anumana to the
formal logic. But it distorts the anumana in crucial respects and ignores
the actual thought process lying under the anumana, as it was, presum-
ably, originally conceived.

(b) In converting the anuména into the syllogism two steps in the
anumana, namely, the ud3harana and the upanaya are deleted. However,
it is these two steps that hold the clue to the process of thought in the
anumana,

Udaharana means illustration. The step with this title should, therefore,
include the mention of kitchen only and not the general rule.?> Matilal
says that the anumana was initially an unsophisticated process of infer-
ence based on analogy and previous experience.” If this is so, one may
suggest that originally this step contained only the illustration and not the
rule. The Upanaya then compares the mountain with the kitchen in the
respect of smoke. The conclusion that the smoke on the mountain must
be accompanied by fire since the smoke in the kitchen carries fire with it,
follows. It is cryptically stated as ‘the mountain is also with fire’.

Matilal gives, in two places, his explanation of citing the udaharana
after stating the general rule. Firstly,® he says that the Nyfya did not
contemplate an implication with the empty subject class. Secondly,” he
apprehends that the assertion that ‘every smoke individual has a fire in-
dividual with it’ may invite the rejoinder that ‘a smoke individual is ac-
companied neither by fire nor by absence of it’. Citation of an example
where a smoke individual is definitely accompanied by fire pre-empts this
objection. '

However, these explanations fail to justify the upanaya where the smoke
on the mountain is compared with the one in the kitchen. If the general
rule is true, one can directly infer the presence of fire on the mountain
without comparing the two smoke individuals.

(c) Our thesis is that all the steps in the anumana are neatly explained
on the basis of the resemblance sets,

What is our objective? The presence of fire on the mountain. With
respect to the presence of fire the locations in the universe are divided into
two opposite sets: the set where fire is definitely present and the set where
fire is definitely absent. The exemplar of the first class is the kitchen and
that of the second class is the lake. The mountain is a neutral element.

Now we have to make a decision on the mountain: Is there fire on it
or not? We find that smoke in the kitchen is accompanied by fire. The



178 S.M. BHAVE

crucia) step involves the decision that the smoke on the mountain is also
accompanied by fire. In fact, Uddyotakara explicitly states that what we
infer is that this body of smoke (on the mountain) possesses fire.?

The rule ‘where there is smoke, there is fire’ is conceived as a resem-
blance set consisting of those smoke individuals which are accompanied
by the fire individuals. The exemplar for this set, say A; is the smoke
individual located in the kitchen. Now, if a candidate, say, the smoke
individual perceived on the mountain, aspires to membership of A, our
decision about it is based on the comparison of it with the exemplar. Note
that this comparison is partly subjective in that we do not perceive fire
which is expected to accompany the smoke on the mountain; and the
presence of fire is a criterion of comparison. This subjective comparison
is made in the upanaya and the decision is made that the smoke on the
mountain is like that in the kitchen.

Thus, the smoke individual on the mountain qualifies to be a member
of the set A. Hence it carries fire as its qualifying adjunct. This accom-
panying fire is located in the mountain where the smoke individual in

question, is also located.

CONCLUSION

We began with the intention of appraising the anumana by the standard
of the formal logic and, if possible, to appropriate it to the formal logic.
Our examination of the Nyaya, in general, and of the anuména, in particu-
lar, establishes the following theses:

(a) The formal logic is based on exact sets and definite individuals. In
terms of predicates, given an individual a and a predicate P, either
‘a has P’ or ‘a does not have P’. This law of excluded middle- is
the anchor of the formal logic.

(b) In the Nydya the predicates/properties are conceived in terms of
resemblances and exemplars. Therefore, given a predicate P the
universe is divided into three parts A*, A~ and the neutral ele-
ments. The decision on inclusion of a neutral element either in A”
or A~ depends on comparison of the candidate with the corre-
sponding exemplar.

(c) The anumana, therefore, cannot be squeezed into a straightforward
inference in the formal logic. The anumana is a special kind of
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m_ference which may prove useful when we are dealing with situ-
ations where the predicates and individuals are not exact.
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Possible Worlds

DAYA KRISHNA

Jaipur

A world, as Leibnitz pointed out long ago, involves the notion of
‘compossibility” or, in other words, the possibility of different possibilities
being ‘possible’ together. The idea, though long accepted, is not clear as
it implies that things or events or facts which are each separately possible,
may be impossible together. A conjunction of ‘possibles’, it is argued,
may be impossible. But this can only be possible if it implies contradic-
tion which is usually a conjunctive assertion of two propositions having
opposed truth-values in a two-valued logic. This, however, would imply
that every well-formed sentence is possible or asserts a possibility by
virtue of the very fact that it is well formed or syntactically correct in that
language.

The semantic notion of possibility refers to a ‘world’ where being ‘well-
formed’ alone is not sufficient to ensure the ‘truth’ of a sentence. But if
one accepts the idea of a ‘world’ where many different possibilities can be
‘possible’, then they can not be incompatible with each other. The difference
has to be minimally spatio-temporal in nature and, if so, the law of
contradiction as formally formulated cannot be applied, in principle. As
for the entities that are non-spatio-temporal in nature, they are defined by
their properties and hence the question of incompatibility does not arise
in their case. There is, of course, always the problem of contradiction or
contrariety or incompatibility or incoherence in the statements that we
make or the theories or the hypotheses we build about them. But, then,
that is a problem about our ‘knowledge’ of the possible worlds and not
about the possible worlds themselves. In this perspective, however, the
distinction between the possible and the actual disappears, a point that has
been tangentially made by some philosophers in the Arabic tradition, in
their penetrating discussion of the subject. The distinction, it has not been
seen, depends on believing that there is only one spatio-temporal framework
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in the universe and that there is only one form of matter that we find in
the world we live in. ‘ ,

Each possible world then will have to be deemed an “actual vs‘forld. But,
then, how shall one conceive of the relation between them an‘d 1,:he wgrld
of all possible worlds’. The idea of the completéd totality of “all’ possible
worlds may itself create a problem as it can make no sense unlEss some
possibilities in certain possible worlds are excluded as they are impossi-
ble’ in principle because of their very nature. But how can this be possible
in face of our contention that nothing can be impossible because of the
way we have conceived of ‘possibility’. '

The contention, however, is made only in the context of each poss1ble,
world and not of what may be called ‘the world of all possible \fvorlds
which, of course, will require a restriction if they are to form a tota_hty that
itself is finite or at least determinable in principle. This re'str.ictxon was
called by Whitehead God who defined it as the first restrlcu.on on the
world of possibility. Perhaps, the ontological proof for the ‘reahty gf (,}c?d
means just this. If anything is to be, God must be, and as somethmg 1s,
God must be. The necessity for the postulation, however, has shlfte.d t(:
another level, as the possible worlds themselves have to be ‘comp‘osmble
if they are to form one emcompassing world in Lt sefls.e.of, ~encom-
passing’ which perhaps is minimally provided by the “possibility’ of some
communication between them. The ‘possible worlds’, in other words,, canm‘)t
be monadic or windowless in the Leibnitzian sense and it is ‘God” who is
supposed to provide the precondition of this possibil.ity, t‘hough, iI‘l a sense
different from that of Leibnitz. In a sense each possible “world’, if it is to
be a ‘world’, must have compossible possibilities within it. But the
compossibility between all possible worlds, or ‘lokas’ as they are called

in the Indian tradition, has to be of an order higher than the one which has
to be postulated for each possible world. .

It will be tempting to call the latter ‘gods’ in contrast to ‘God ‘Wthh
is the term we used for the former. But if we give in to the tempt,atmn we
will have to face the problem of the relationship between ‘God’ and the
‘gods’ with all the intellectual and moral problems arising from such a
situation. A restriction on the number of ‘godheads’ may pthaps b{? as
necessary as the one on the ‘lokas’ that was required for rendering the idea
of the world of all possible worlds feasible. '

God, or the principle of the transcendent unity of all possﬂale worlds,
to use a Kantian phrase, would have to be not only the ontological guarantee
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for what we may call the cosmic system, but also the foundation for
ensuring and safeguarding the primacy of the positively valuational, if
being with consciousness at the human level is to be counted therein. To
postulate man is to postulate God, as the former is impossible without the
latter for the simple reason that it alone can provide a guarantee for the
human seeking if it is conceived of in valuational terms.

The God thus has to be Siva or that which ensures the ultimate survival
of all that is good in the cosmos by virtue of the simple fact that it itself
is good.

The Sivatva or the ‘goodness’ in the Godhead, or rather the guarantee
for the ‘good’ in the universe, however, assumes that at least some of the
possible worlds are inhabited by beings who are self-conscious, as with-
out seif-consciousness one cannot conceive of the distinction between
‘good’ and ‘bad’, or between ‘good’ and ‘evil’, arising in the universe.
And, in case there are more than one such ‘lokas’ or ‘worlds’ the problem
of the compossibility between ‘goodnesses’, is bound to arise and the only
solution for it lies in the postulate of ‘God” who, by definition, is existen-
tially supposed to solve it.

But if $ivatva arises only in the context of self-conscious beings, then
what is the characteristic or quality that intrinsically belongs to the nature
of consciousness itself? Perhaps, two characteristics may be said prima

Jacie to belong to it. The first is the feeling of ‘existential reality’, which
1t asserts indubitably of itself and proclaims aloud to everything else. This
1s what is meant by the term svaprakiisatva in the Indian philosophical
tradition. Besides this self-certifying character of consciousness which is
captured by the Sanskrit term, it has others which are equally intrinsic,
though not as foundational as this. These relate to its relation to the
‘objects’ of which it is conscious and arise in relation to them. They may
be characterized or indicated by the term ‘beautiful’ on the one hand and
the term ‘pleasant’ on the other. There are so many shades and varieties
of these that it is difficult to capture them all in any one language, or even
by all the languages together. Still it would be rewarding to find the
shades and varieties that are captured by each of them and the way they
have been embodied in the artistic cultures to which those languages
belong. But though both these characteristics arise in relation to ‘objects’,
there seems a radical difference between them as the quality of ‘being
pleasant’ appears to belong to consciousness, while that of ‘being beauti-
ful’ belongs to the ‘object’. The apprehension of the ‘beautiful’ however,
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creates a quality in the consciousness which can be characterized only in
its terms as it is so bound up with it that it can not be separated from it
and expressed independently of it.

But, though beauty is felt to belong to the object, it arouses a response
in the consciousness that feels it and this feeling is qualitatively different
from what we have called ‘pleasantness’ or ‘unpleasantness’ which char-
acterizes consciousness itself. This feeling has been called rasa in the
Indian tradition and ‘aesthetic emotion’ in the west, though the latter is
substantively different from the former. The difference in the two ema-
nates from the difference in the analysis of that from which, and in respect
of which, the feeling or the emotion arises. Beauty is a supervening qual-
ity, or a quality which arises from all the other qualities fused together and
forming a whole that not only transcends the qualities in their totality, but
also ‘says’ something which is different from the meaning which the
object with its qualities is supposed to be as the referent of the ‘sense’
which refers to it. Rasa may be said to be the ‘subjective’ counterpart in
the consciousness that apprehends it. ‘Aesthetic emotion’, on the other
hand, arises not so much from the apprehension of the beautiful as from
certain properties which are primarily formal and organizational in nature.
These are not only formal in such a way as to be in the centre of attention
but also so that all the other aspects may recede in the background and
hence are neglected altogether or function only as supplementing or com-
plementing the effect produced by that which is in the focus of attention.
The history of western art in recent limes may be seen as a search for the
achievement of the perfect purity of this emotion and then a rejection of
it because of the alienation involved in it resulting in an gvaporation of
almost all emotion from it. The latest phase of this history is a rejection
of even this rejection resulting not in a restatement of the former but an
absolute negation like that of the Advaitins, of the ‘reality’ of that from
which the whole enterprise had started. .

The feeling that beauty arouses, though pleasant, is of a radically dif-
ferent kind from the pleasant feelings aroused by all sensuously appre-
hended objects in a sensuous subject. It is also different from the feeling
aroused by the feeling in another ‘Tiving’ being which itself is different
depending upon the fact whether the other is self-conscious of not. In case
the ‘other’ is also apprehended as beautiful, the feeling in respect of this
feeling is again different because of the complexity involved in the situ-
ation that is radically different from feelings that arise inevitably in a
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conscious being when it apprehends any object. This is concerned with
sivatva or the feeling that something is good or bad, ‘right or wrong’: in
short., the moral dimension which affects the life of feeling in such agv:fa
that it loses its innocence and can never be again what it was in thz
Garden of Eden, if we accept the Biblical account of it. It was not the Tree
of an)wledge, but the tree of morality that destroyed the realm where onl
consclousness created the world and there was as yet no self-conscious)f
ness to doub.t or question the ‘rightness” of that which was felt by it
‘ Self:que§t19n1ng of consciousness along with that of all that appears as
obje‘ct to 1t introduces an ambiguity and ‘suspicion’ at the heart of all
poss.uble worlds as the awareness of what we should not be, demands a
rectlﬁcatiop.on the part of the consciousness that apprehend’s it as such
:l"he‘ tran.smor,l'from ‘.should’ to ‘ought’ introduces an element of
obligatoriness’ in the situation which results in a feeling of ‘guilt’ if one
doe§ not do what is required to rectify the situation. But as the attempt to
realize 'that which ‘ought-to-be’ not only does not always succeed butlzilso
resulfs n consequences that are not valuationally acceptable to the appre-
hendmg consciousness, a feeling of despair, despondency and utter fﬁtil-
ity results \'ﬁvhich may only be got over by an act of faith which believes
that thfere is something in the universe or the totality of all ‘possible
worlds’, which not only ensures communication between them but also
guarantf:es thatr the effort at rectification shall not be completely wasted
The ?xistence’ of “something’ in the space-time-matter that we knovs;
a.nd the “existence’ of consciousness and self-consciousness in it as expe-
rienced .ti?e:reiﬁ ensures that there is some ‘X’ which makes fhe
f:ompqss‘lblhty of everything at the levels of what has usually been cailed
Trut.h, Beauty’ and ‘Goodness’ possible and actual at the same time
Ol:ltSIde the realms where consciousness is not present such a ‘postu‘lation;
raises no problems at all. Who worries about the innumerable ‘worlds’
‘Wthh are talked about in the astronomical literature of today and the
spaces’ ?nd ‘times’ they involve? And, even when ‘consciousness’ ap-
pears as in the innumerable species of plants and animals that have ﬂoul:'-
1shc?d in geological time on earth, there is only wonder at the inexhaustible
variety that swarms all around, but there are no real questions except
those that arise in the context of any ‘existent’ whatsoever. But the mg-
ment self-consciousness appears as in man, the very not'ions of truth
b‘eauty, and goodness undergo a radical transformation and find a ques-,
tion mark raised against them which applies in a paradoxical way to that
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‘X’ also which is supposed to be their foundation and source in both the
‘existent’ and the ‘existential’ senses of the term. . .

The diremption in the heart of ‘reality’ that s.elf-copscmusness ‘mtro-,
duces can hardly be healed as it affects all values 1nclu(.imfg th?se (.)f trl}thf
and ‘goodness’ which, in a sense, question the self-certifying ‘certitude’ of
consciousness and infect it with a ‘doubt’ that reverb&_aratc?s .through Fhe
whole realm of being, thus making it aware of that which is lt‘S 0ppo§1te:
that is, that which cannot be and yet is or, in otl?er .words, non—bt?mg
which self-consciousness brings into being and whlch_ it can notl get rlq of
even if it so wishes. The insane dialectic which this brl_ngs into t?elng
results in the introduction of a new and different form of tllme-conscu?us-
ness than the one which was present at the level of consciousness. Time
is not now a form of inner sensibility as Kant said, b.ut a form ogf hurnan,
action where the ‘future’ forms an immanent .ingr,edlent of th.e present
shaping it in the direction of that which is ‘desired and_ hence is re;garc.led
as ‘desirable’. The fallacy involved is necessary, as w:thgut this illusion
action at the human level just can not be. Transforn}auon of both the
forms of sensibility and the categories of understanding at Fhe level of
self-consciousness has not been seen by Kant just as Hegel c_hd not grasp
the transformation in the nature of the dialectic between being and non-
being at the self-conscious level. Space is no more the placta Where thxpgs
are, but that in which motion or activity can take pla‘ce. Slmﬂ’arly, Tlrpe
is now that in which purposes can be realized and “freedom’ shows }ts
power to bend causality to achieve its ends which would haw? been 'dlS-
missed as unreal by a consciousness that was confined to the immediacy
of the present, and to that only. . . .

Categories themselves undergo a .rad1ca1 tra_nsformat‘lon as now t e;;
appear in a judgemental form which is nef:essarlly con_stltut'ec-:l in jcenrlls od
them. At the conscious level, the categories are qnly implicitly involve
and that too only individually. It is, of course, f:llfﬁcult to say .w1th’ gr;y
certainty whether all the categories may be said to be even 1mphc1ty
present at the conscious level. The category correspo-ndlr.lg to_ yvhat is
called ‘necessity’ can scarcely be considered even as being 1mphc1t.at the
level where there is no self-consciousness, as it }nvolves th.e notlf)n of
‘contingency’ which involves a ‘questioning’ that Is n.ot Pos;ﬂble. without
it, The same is perhaps true of the category of limitation which Kant

includes under ‘Quality’.
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Self-consciousness, however is necessarily judgemental at the ordinary
human level and in a judgement the categories are not only related to one
another and brought into a ‘unity’, but there is also an element of ‘asser-
tion’ which accompanies the act of Judging and whicn Kant indicated by
the phrase T think’ or T judge’ (Ich denke). This ‘act’ of ‘assertion’ is a
psychic act involving the ‘owning’ of ‘responsibulity’ which implies that
one is prepared to give grounds for one’s judgement and Justify it on those
grounds. To question the grounds is to question the Judgement and it is
this aspect of judgemental cognition which gives rise to man’s enterprise
of rationality which consists in providing ‘reasons’ for what one says. But
the ‘reasons’ can always be found to be inadequate or shown to be incon-
sistent with what one holds on other grounds. There is, thus, an inherent
‘dubitability’ in the enterprise of rationality which ‘self-consciousness’ has
inevitably to engage in just because it is self-consciousness.

This element of ‘questionability’ which belongs to self-consciousness-
qua-self-consciousness has been understood in many ways in the philo-
sophical traditions of the world. But it has seldom been scen that the
elements of ‘reflexivity’ and ‘negativity’ arise in a pre-reflective conscious-
ness that is neither reflexive nor negative in the sense in which ‘self-
consciousness’ appears in man. The ‘negativity’ is surrounded by a vast
certitude which belongs to consciousness itself. And, reflexivity at this
level is the self-certitude of consciousness as reflected in the indubitable
self-certainty of the ‘T’ at the level of self-consciousness.

The indubitability of ‘I’ and the dubitability of everything else thus
provides the matrix of the drama of self-consciousness which man essen-
tially is. The dubitability arises from the intrinsic ‘questionability’ of eve-
rything that ‘appears’ to self-consciousness, while the indubitability arises
from the famous Cartesian observation that ‘doubting’ cannot be doubted,
as the doubting of a doubt will reinstate the doubt once again. The re-
course to ‘levels of doubting’, as Sibajiban Bhattacharya has done, will
not help as the issue is not epistemological but ontological in nature. The
self-certitude of the I" involved in ‘doubting’ is ‘existential’, even though
the nature of the T’ that is involved may not be clear. The ontological
argument in Descartes thus may be seen as applying to the ‘self’ and not
‘God’, even though Descartes himself thought otherwise. Similarly, the
dualism in him is not that of body and mind, as is generally accepted, but
that of the ‘dubitable’ and the ‘in-dubitable’ or the world and the ‘T’, or all
that is ‘object’ and that to which it is an ‘object’
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Consciousness, thus, is indubitable, even though at the level of self-
consciousness it becomes dubitable as it too becomes an ‘object’ to itself,
like all other objects. It is this ‘dubitability’ however which gives rise to
that eternal seeking in respect of both the self and the world which finds
them not as they could be and hence tries to make them ‘better’. The
unending dynamism that this engenders defines the human situation. But
it also gives it that tragic dimension which haunts it perennially as nothing
satisfies it ever and all achievement seems ultimately futile and meaning-
less. The two, though seemingly opposed to each other, are really com-
plementary or two sides of the same phenomenon as they not only depend
on cach other, but are also rooted in the phenomenon of self-conscious-
ness, which gives rise to them, Self-consciousness, however, is itself
grounded in consciousness which, as pointed out earlier, provides another
dimension to it which is essentially tangential in character.

Consciousness, however, is not so simple or transparent as has gener-
ally been supposed to be. It not only varies continuously in clarity, inten-
sity and quality as is revealed in the phenomena known as ‘dreams’ and
‘sleep’ but also is unable to ensure the truth or veridicality of what it
reveals. Yet, this is what it always claims, a claim whose ‘falsity’ is
revealed in the phenomenon known as ‘itlusion” which claims as much
veridicality as anything else. *

The spuriousness of this claim is fully revealed, however, only in self-
consciousness which refuses to take the ‘claim’ as self-evident and de-
mands that it be established and re-established in each case anew includ-
ing that of itself. Still, as consciousness is ‘mirrored’ in self-conscious-
ness, the ‘claim’ is always present and gives rise to that strange dialectic
between ‘certitude’ and ‘incertitude’ which defines the human situation in
its unique indescribable way as it is founded in a self-contradiction which
is unresolvable in principle.

The relation between self-consciousness and consciousness and of con-
sciousness to its object is so diverse, varied and multiple in character that
it is impossible to be articulated or understood by anyone in any mean-
ingful way. The diversity amongst objects is itself incomprehensible to
any finite understanding and the relationships that they have to conscious-
ness and the ways in which they are reflected in self-consciousness passeth
all understanding.

But these are the possible ‘worlds” in which all ‘living’ beings live and
each of them lives in a ‘world’ of its own, not only because of the distinctive
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pature.of its history and the memories it has, but also because of the way
it recreates and organizes this material from its own point of view. The
f:entre of ‘creative receptivity’ that all consciousness is inevitably rt;,sults
in these innumerable ‘private worlds” which yet share a common point of
reference which makes them members of what, for them, is their ‘public
world’. ,

‘ The ‘public worlds’” however are also as diverse and different as the
private worlds’, a problem which self-consciousness faces when it thinks
about the idea of ‘possible worlds’. Strangely, most of the possible worlds
are actual in the sense that some living being or other ‘lives’ them in and
through the consciousness or self-consciousness which it has, The ‘return’
from the ‘private” to the ‘public world’ or the communication about the
fonnelj through the medium of the latter ensures a sense of ‘shared’ reality
in which one’s being is grounded along with those of others. At the
human level, this is ensured by the linguistic and symbolic creations which
those living in a cultural or civilizational area share. But behind and
beypnd these lies the world of nature to which the ‘body’ belongs and
Wh1ch is ‘known’ primarily through it and, in a sense, even constituted by
it. This provides also the common reference point on the basis of which
the diverse ‘public worlds’ can and do communicate between themselves
thus engendering the belief that ali can share the common world in WhiCh,
everyone lives.

Th.e ‘Common World’, however, is not only ‘relative’ to each individual
who inhabits it, but also to the ‘world’ which residually remains after all
the sorcalled ‘constructed’ or ‘created” worlds in it are discounted or not
taken into account. This, at the human level, is seen in terms of the body
and, as we said at the beginning, is constituted by the space, time and
matt.er perceived and felt in the context of knowledge and action at the
routine day-to-day level. There are other levels, both of knowledge and
action, felt by everyone but they are treated as ultimately secondary be-
cause of the foundational fact that the ‘body’ dies and that with its death
ever?rthing else is supposed to die also. One may think of ‘something:
su.rVEVing the death of this body, but, one just can’t make sense of what
‘.ch1s survival’ could mean as the very notion of something ‘making sense’
is determined by the experience undergone by a being who possesses the
type of body we all possess.

The idea that there may be bodies different from those of ours, consti-
tuted by forms of matter which is radically different from the one we
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ordinarily know of, living in ‘spaces’ and ‘time’ different from ours is
found in the mythical and mystical texts in most religions and there al-
ways has been some relatively well-authenticated evidence of it at all
times, but there has always been the problem as to how to build a coherent
picture of it, if it all were to be accepted as ‘true’.

Factual knowledge itself, however, now seeks to open the idea of pos-
sible worlds for serious consideration in the new ideas of matter, space,
time and causality that it proposes without taking into account the conse-
quences that they entail. Recent studies on consciousness are only a hesi-
tant and faltering step in this direction. The crucial question is that of
‘death’ and whether anything can be said to survive it and, if so, in which
possible manner. The facts of ‘death’ and ‘life’ are so closely linked to-
gether that one cannot understand the one without understanding the other.
And, what seems even stranger is the fact that the idea of death seems to
assume that something ‘living’ ceases to be alive. But something that is
living cannot be ‘understood’ as ceasing to be so and if anything is sup-
posed to survive after ‘death’ then death can not be considered to be
‘death’ either.

The simple point is that either we assume and accept that there is a
final and irretrievable cessation of life or that death is an illusion which,
though seemingly a ‘fact’, is not really so. The situation is further com-
plicated by the fact that ‘life’ does not seem to be uniformly so at all its
levels and that there is the appearance of both consciousness and self-
consciousness within it which display an unbelievable creativity which is
impossible to believe, even though it is attested by so many creations of
man encircling him all around. What is the relation between the type of
consciousness and self-consciousness that men possess and the life that he
also ‘lives’, like all other ‘living beings’, is the unanswerable question
which has to be entertained if the question of death is even ‘meaningfully’
to be posed. ‘Death’, may be the cessation of life, but is it the cessation

of consciousness or self-consciousness as it is possessed by man? In other
words, is ‘I-consciousness’ or self-consciousness as found in man inde-
pendent of the biological life that he ‘lives with’ and ‘lives-in” also? In a
certain sense this is so self-evident that one is surprised why it has not
been noticed or emphasized up till now. There is little relationship be-
tween the biological living and the creativity of man. But, creativity re-
quires some material to be shaped or transformed where the ‘materiality’
is both denied and transcended in some form or other. Can consciousness,
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Fhen, be creative without some external ‘matter’ which it tries to transcreate
in the light of some ‘imaginary’ or ideal perfection which it vaguely ap-
prehends? And, what about the ‘living body’, which is necessary for thI;s
transformational activity to take place? Can consciousness create without
the help of the body on the one hand and the resistant yet ‘cooperative”’
matter on the other? Literary creations have the strangest material as one
can hardly think of language as ‘matter” in the strict sense of the term. Not
only this, a literary creation is a creation out of ‘meanings’ without “;hich
langu_age can not be regarded as language at all. The same thing is true
of philosophy where creativity obtains at the level of thought and where
the matter or the medium is what can only be described as ‘thought’ itself.
In both of these, the use of the body is minimal, almost non—existent.
Contrast this with dance where the body itself becomes the medium of
_crea'tlvity. In fact, not only the whole body but each of the senses inform-
ing it has its own centre of creativity and creates a world around it which
is as ‘objective’ and ‘real’ as anything else.

But, can consciousness exercise this function of ‘creativity’ on itself?
The consciousness that is actually ‘enjoyed” or ‘lived-in’ seems to be o'f
:/ery poor quality, even amongst those who evince great creativity in their
prloducts’. A great writer or a great philosopher, not to talk of musicians.
painters, dancers and singers, may be, and generally is a poor specimeri
of huma_nity. The saints are supposed to be the ‘masters’ who have tried
to exercise their creativity on consciousness itself, and those who have
achieved it have visibly exercised influence over millennia. Yet, they too
seem to have been ‘specialists’, even though they have seemec’1 to have
transcended the ordinary human condition in a way that was transparent
to_ many who encountered them in life, a fact which comes through almost
alive to those who hear or read about them.

Th‘e relation of matter to life and of life to mind and of mind to reason
and imagination is difficult to understand. Still more difficult is it to
understand the relation of all of these to consciousness and of the latter
to self-consciousness. The relation of creativity to each and all of these is
perhaps the central mystery which pervades the universe, and the key to
the Pnderstanding of the idea of ‘possible worlds’ lies in imagining the
myriad relationships between these and the innumerable forms that they
can take. The ‘world” we live in is itself full of millions of possible worlds
as can easily be found if one looks around oneself or reads the moming
newspaper. That there can be still other possible worlds, is vouchsafed by
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the new emerging technologies and forms of matter tl}at surround us today
and which are symbolized by the internet about which one hears all the
time. . o
The body seems to be the stumbling-block and the ultl.mate‘ 111‘mtat1'on
on the possibility of ‘possible worlds’. Shall this ever remain a lln?lt which
can not be transcended or overcome, is the crucial question whlch.facejs
mankind today. The other question which has always faced rr.lankmd is
whether the death of this body is really the ‘death’ of everythlflg. These
have invariably been perennial questions but the recent turn in the re-
searches on matter, space, time and consciousness sugg-est that deatlll can
not be regarded as the end of everything as most religions have s.ald up
tiil now. But if one, even provisionally, accepts this as a hypoth.es1s then
even more difficult questions arise which should, at least theoretically, l.:)e
formulated and discussed. The relation between ‘pos.sible wo.rld's find c_hf-
ferent types of ‘being’ and the corresponding notions of_ individuality,
identity and continuity, along with the crucial epistemological and met?-
physical issues need to be imagined and thought of as all of these, up till
now, have been framed on the assumption that this is the qnly possible
world that ‘can’ be. And strangely, even in respect of this world the
formulation of these problems has almost consistently ignored the actual-
ity of ‘possible worlds’ that lie all around us. This has been so because the
paradigmatic example of the ‘really real’ has always‘been taken b)-r the
layman and the philosopher alike to be a solid, hard, 1glpenetrable, inert,
dead stone and not the heart that beats within or the mind that dreams or
the thought that thinks or the ‘x’ that is conscious and creates the world

around us.

DISCUSSION AND COMMENTS

Notes on Discussion

I

A discussion group is not only an intellectual but also a moral group.

Intellectually, in a discussion group, people aim at getting at the truth
of something through an interchange of ideas. Thus, for example, they
wish to find out: what is the nature of criterion, how is criterion distin-
guished from definition and test, what are the different kinds of things
which qualify to be used as criterion? What are the conditions under
which a ‘statement’ would be said to be meaningless? Is the employment
of the notion of truth as correspondence of a judgement with facts about
which this judgement claims to be inextricably involved in infinite re-
gress? Can the authorities which have falsely charged one of their em-
ployees with misappropriation of funds be pressurized to retract their
step? Is it sometimes the case that our differences of opinion look much
more serious than they actually are, because we work ourselves up to
them? Is it possible to construct a social organization, be it, for example,
an educational institution or even a state, in which no person or body of
persons has to be assigned authority over others, in order to do away with
the fairly general and not seldom rather disturbing misuse of this author-
ity? and so on.

One may go on to say that, in a discussion group, in order to get at the
truth of something, people would have to have varied other intellectual
equipment, like clarity and exactness of understanding of a problem, ca-
pacity to follow an argument and counter-argument, discriminating what
1s irrelevant, consistency in thounght, readiness to give up false positions
and receptivity to new ideas.

Morally, in a discussion group: people have to have regard for others,
insofar as they have to believe that they may have something worthwhile
to say; they have to try to understand (sometimes even try very hard to
understand) what others may be saying, and in order to do that, they have
to have patience, perseverance and on various occasions sympathy; they
have to have tolerance, even show some extra consideration, towards
others when they may be saying something different; they have to have
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enough of self-control or self-discipline so as not to.permit any extraneous
considerations, like personal likes and dislikes or differences in a.pproach,
to intervene in evaluating the merit of what others may be saying; tllley
have to have the courage and impartiality to accept whatever conclusion
it is to which their most carefully worked out argument Jeads, and alsp the
courage and impartiality to reopen the issue, whether wholly or partlall)f,
as soon as some flaw in the argument is discovered or somethlpg else is
discovered which has a bearing on the argument; and there may 1nde_ed be
some other moral qualities, some other moral equipment, which a discus-
sion group would have to have. ‘ 'y
Imagine a society in which, in the face of differences of opinion, peo-
ple bring into display not just the intellectual but also the moral parapher-
nalia which I have mentioned above. That would, needless to say, 'bx? as
non-violent a way as possible of dealing with these differf:nces of opinion.
I am tempted to say here that a discussion group in whllch th(?re obtains
not just the intellectual but also the moral paraphernalia which I ‘have
mentioned as belonging to it, looks like being on the way to becomlng a
society in which people are more or less fond of one another (looks like
being on the way to becoming a kingdom of love, to express the same

thought somewhat exaggeratedly).

II

How exactly or more or less exactly does a discussion group func.tion?

Let us suppose that some people decide to come together to dlSClJ.SS
things. Further, suppose that they take up the following problfzm -for d1§-
cussion: given a morally good end, would one be morally justified in
adopting any means which are productive of that end or only those means
‘which, besides being productive of that end, are also themselves mora.lly
good or are at least not morally bad? Given, for example, the protection
of innocent people from what are called anti-social. elf:ments as a morally
good end, would one be morally justified even in incapacitating these
elements in case that helped, or only in adopting some su.ch method as
talking to these elements about becoming parts of soc.lety hk'c other peo-
ple, again assuming that that method would help? It is poss.lble that this
formulation of the problem is itself arrived at after a certain z%mou.nt qf
discussion; it is not there to begin with; what is there to begin with is
some general thing like ‘Ends and Means’.
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In the course of discussion about the above-mentioned problem, sooner
or later, the following positions or standpoints may emerge: (1) any means,
so long as they are productive of the given morally good end, are morally
justified; as a matter of fact, the morality of means is entirely dependent
upon the morality of end. (2) Just as there are ends which are themselves
morally good or morally bad or morally indifferent, there are also means
which are themselves morally good or morally bad or morally indifferent.
One would be morally, and not merely morally, justified in adopting only
those means for the production of a morally good end which are them-
selves morally good or at least not morally bad, on the assumption, of
course, that these means are productive of that end. As a matter of fact,
if the means adopted happen to be morally bad, they will never be pro-
ductive of a morally good end. (3) There is as much reason to believe that
there are means which are themselves morally good or morally bad or
morally indifferent as to believe that there are ends which are themselves
morally good or morally bad or morally indifferent. Further, both kinds of
means, namely those which are themselves morally good or at least not
themselves moraily bad and those which are themselves morally bad,
would often appear to be able to produce morally good ends, and it is also
found that the results which the former kind of means produce need not
be any more lasting than the results which the latter kind of means pro-
duce. Finally, given that the former kind of means produce morally good
ends in equal measure and within the same period of time or even within
a longer period of time but without any adverse or any significantly ad-
verse consequences, then they are to be morally preferred to the latter
kind of means.

Now, as the next step, in examining these three positions, the discus-
sion group may take the following questions for consideration: (a) is it the
case that there is as much reason to believe that there are means which are
themselves morally good or morally bad or morally indifferent as to be-
lieve that there are ends which are themselves morally good or moraily
bad or morally indifferent? (b) Is it the case that both kinds of means
which I have mentioned under the third position in the preceding para-
graph would often appear to be able to produce morally good ends, and
also this that the results which the former of them produce need not be
any more lasting than the results which the latter of them produce? (c) Is
it the case that if the former kind of means produce morally good ends in
equal measure and within the same period of time but without any adverse
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or any significantly adverse consequences, then they are to be morally
preferred to the latter kind of means? Among these three questions, it
should not be difficult to see that the third one is rather easy to answer.

In the preceding I have no more than outlined the kind of direction in
which our discussion group, more or less ideally speaking, would func-
tion. As the discussion proceeds, in all likelihood, there would be further
clarifications, contentions and questions, there would be arguments, ob-
jections to these arguments and rejoinders to these objections or there
would be arguments and after some pondering over agreement with these
arguments, there would be presentation of evidence in favour of what one
is maintaining and consideration of this evidence, there would be sugges-
tions towards making new moves and explorations of these suggestions
and so on. And at the end of it all there could be a conclusion reached.

m

How exactly or more or less exactly, let me ask here, does an act or
operation of reflecting on one’s own function? Let us suppose once more
that one is reflecting on one’s own about the same problem which one was
discussing in the preceding section, namely the problem: given a morally
good end, would one be morally justified in adopting any means which
are productive of that end or only those means which, besides being
productive of that end, are also themselves morally good or are at least
not morally bad?

It is possible in the present case also just an in the previous case that
this formulation of the problem is itself arrived at after a certain amount
of reflection; it is not there to begin with; what is there to begin with is
some general thing like ‘Ends and Means’.

Now, given this problem for reflection, one possibility is that one col-
lects various views which people may have about it. One may do so by
talking to them, by being present on occasions when this problem is being
dealt with or discussed, by reading literature on the subject and so on.
And after one has done so, one subjects these various views to examina-
tion. Let us suppose that the various views which one is able to collect
from people are the same three views which emerge in the course of
discussion and which I have mentioned in the preceding section. Let us
also suppose that, as the first step in one’s examination of these views,
one raises the same three questions which the discussion group itself took
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for fzonsideration and which again I have mentioned in the preceding
section.

We, further, find that, once again more or less ideally speaking, one’s
reflection about the given problem proceeds basically in the same kind of
way as one’s discussion of it with other people. Here also, just as, in all
likelihood, there are further clarifications, contentions, questions, argu-
ments, objects of these arguments, rejoinders to these objections, agree-
ments with arguments, evidence for or against something, evaluation of
this evidence, new suggestions, exploration of these suggestions and so
on. The difference, needless to say, is that, in the case of one’s reflection
about the problem, unlike in the case of one’s discussion of it with other
people, one, entirely by oneself, imagines various interlocutors, probably
some having their likeness in reality but some not, and speaks on behalf
of all of them and not merely on one’s own.

Normally speaking, one would be inclined to believe that in one’s
{’e_ﬂection about the given problem, when one, entirely on one’s own,
imagines various interlocutors and speaks on behalf of all of them, there
are likely to be at least limitations in range; this is in contrast to one’s
discussion of the problem with other people. Normally speaking, one
would also be inclined to believe that, in one’s reflection about the given
problem, when one, entirely on one’s own, imagines various interlocutors
and speaks on behalf of all of them, there are likely to be chances of one’s
adhering to some thesis or theses without ever feeling the need to chal-
lenge them; this is once more in contrast to one’s discussion of this prob-
lem with other people.

In this section so far I have mentioned one of the ways in which one
may reflect upon the given problem. I have said, in effect, that, in reflect-
ing upon the given problem in this particular way, one (1) takes up this
problem, (2) collects various views which people may hold about it, (3)
poses certain leading questions in respect of these views, and then (4)
goes on to discuss these questions. Now, yet another, somewhat different,
way in which one may reflect upon that problem is as follows: (i) one
takes up that problem; (ii) one finds out on one’s own that in that problem
one is called upon to decide between the thesis ‘Any means, which are
productive of a morally good end, are morally justified (where it can be
taken as assumed that the means are themselves neither morally good nor
morally bad) and the thesis ‘“Those means alone, which are themselves
morally good or at least not morally bad, are morally justified’; (iii) one
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poses some leading question or questions in respect of these theses, like
‘Are there some means which are themselves morally good or morally
bad?’; and then (iv) one goes on to discuss the leading question or ques-
tions posed under this third head.

v

Imagine the following and by no means an unusual kind of situation.

There is a group of people before whom the person A offers to initiate

a discussion on the topic of ‘Ends and Means’. He begins by saying that
it is a difficult topic and there has been a lot of controversy about it. The
person B, who is a member of the group, is already impatient with what
A is saying. He would like him to specify what particular problem (or
problems) it is under the general topic of ‘Ends and Means’ which he finds
difficult and about which, as he says, therc has been a lot of controversy;
there is nothing yet about the general topic of ‘Ends and Means’ itself,
after the terms involved in it are clear, which is difficult or otherwise and
about which there is any controversy. Let us suppose that after some
discussion in which not merely A and B but the other members of the
group also participate and in the course of which A is not always entirely
happy, it is agreed that at least one of the problems under the general topic
of ‘Ends and Means’ which is found difficult and about which there has
also been a lot of controversy is the one which I have already mentioned
and which is as follows: given a morally good end, would one be morally
justified in adopting any means which are productive of that end or only
those means which, besides being productive of that end, are also them-
selves morally good or at least not morally bad?

Now, concerning this particular question, as the discussion proceeds, A
takes the stand that anmy means, which are productive of a morally good
end, are morally justified; and there are no means which are themselves
morally good or morally bad. Again somehow it turns out to be B who
enquires of A why it is that while he does not hesitate to concede that
whereas there may be ends which are (themselves) morally good or morally
bad, he asseits that there are no means which are themselves morally good
or morally bad. Could not there be objects which are means 1o the attain-
ment of a morally good or morally bad end and which are also at the same
time themselves morally good or morally bad, just as one does not hesi-
tate to concede that there are ends which are (themselves) morally good
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or morally bad? At this point A, who has already been found to be un-
happy, can no longer restrain himself from giving expression to his feel-
ings. He accuses B especially by saying that B must always oppose what A
is saying, however true that may happen to be, just because A is saying it.

Thls case brings to light a type of irrelevant consideration which may
pe introduced in the course of discussion and which may well endanger
it. This consideration consists in somebody confusing the question of the
truth of what somebody else may be saying with the question of some or
th? other real or supposed attitude of that somebody else towards some-
thlr}g or someone. There are other types of irrelevant considerations also
which may be introduced in the course of discussion and which may
endanger it. Thus, to mention here just one more of these, A may com-
plet{?ly ignore the question of the truth of what B is saying in objection
to hlls own theses and may simply go on to back up these theses through
the invocation of some authority, in whom he may not only have faith but
about whom he may also feel greatly emotional. Generally speaking, this
other.type of irrelevant consideration consists in somebody confusin’g the
question of the truth of what is being said with the question of what
someone who is or is taken as an authority in the matter thinks about it.

A%

.It is a remarkable gift of nature to man that he works for the attainment
of truth. It seems to me to be no less a remarkable gifl of nature to man
that he works for the attainment of truth in collaboration with other people
as well. Discussion, which I have understood as an interchange of ideas
directed towards the attainment of truth, is a form of this collaboration.

We seem hardly ever to come together for discussion in order to sup-
plement each other’s limitations, in the way in which a shoe-maker and
a builder may come together in order to make their respective contribu-
tlf)n_s towards their common living, or people belonging to different dis-
ciplines may come together in order to make their respective contributions
tc?wards a common theme. It seems hardly ever as if the person A has in
hfs possession, say, a certain idea which the person B does not have and
vice versa, and, in a discussion, they come together in order to pool their
respective ideas towards getting a more complete picture of things. When
the people come together for discussion, they may only succeed in liqui-
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dating whatever ideas they may happen to present on the occasion. Or
they may be led to modify them more or less. Or they may find occurring
to them an idea which had never occurred to them before. Or they may
find emerging into some kind of light an idea which had so far been lying
i their consciousness in a dormant form or in a vague kind of way. Or
they may find that they have presented on the occasion an idea about
which some further thinking needs to be done before one knows whether
that idea is to be accepted or rejected. Or they may present on the occa-
sion an idea about the truth of which they are themselves fully convinced,
but they do not find themselves in a position to convince others. One may
say that when the people come together for discussion, they do indeed do
so in order to supplement each other’s limitations, but according to all
appearances, not in that arithmetical kind of way which I have mentioned
above, but in a critical or suggestive or provocative or encouraging kind
of way or in the way of resistance and so on.

I have maintained that, in a discussion, we are primarily concerned
with the attainment of truth, with getting at the facts of the case. We can
express this fact differently by saying that, in a discussion, we move
essentially within the realm of objectivity, where the term objectivity is
used in its sense of having to do with the facts of the case. Thus, for
example, in a discussion, we wish to find out whether it is the case that
the people who have vested interests in anything would not permit, with-
out the use of some kind of violence, a change which is likely to affect
these interests in an adverse manner; whether it is the case that not seldom
the people who come to occupy positions of authority begin to take that
fact itself as the justification for their doing and saying all sorts of things;
whether it is the case that if the statement p logically implies the statement
q and vice versa, then the statements p and q are identical with one
another; whether it is the case that the definition as per genus et
differerntiam is only an empirical statement mentioning those character-
istics of a naturally existing class of objects which are both common and
peculiar to the members of that class and so on.

It is also a strange endowment which nature has made to man that man
not only works for the attainment of truth, he finds himself deviating from
it as well. These deviations may even be more or less deliberate, and not
merely undeliberate. They are more or less deliberate as when, for instance,
somebody may somehow become attached to some theses and then may
try to convince himself as well as others of its truth through refusing to
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con§ider some facts relevant to that truth. They are undeliberate as when
for }nstance, spmebody may accept a thesis as true as a result of a long
habit of oversight of the facts relevant to that thesis being true or as a

resul_t of not being adequately equipped to take those facts into
consideration.

VI

There may be a discussion group in which all the participants are more
or less equally well equipped, ie. equipped intellectually, to discuss
whatever they may be discussing. There may indeed be someone amongst
them who attracts greater attention by some special gift which he may
have, like his clear, precise and elegant expression. But that fact need not
f.tand in the way of other people making their own competent contribu-
ion.

Then, there may be a discussion group in which all the participants are
nF)t more of less equally well equipped to discuss whatever they may be
dlscu§51ng. Some of them may be deficient in the information which they
need in order to discuss whatever the discussion group may be discussing
or t.hey may still be unfamiliar with the idiom in which the discussion i;
taking place, or they may not yet have acquired the capacity to think in
that‘ kind of way. As a result, while the people who are not so well
equipped to participate in the discussion would expectedly be doing their
best to e.quip themselves adequately, the discussion group itself could
play an important preparatory role in the matter, for example, through
proper guidance and even some instruction.

Just as there may be degenerate forms of other kinds of society, like a
state, there may be degenerate forms of a discussion group as well. An
oFcasional visitor when the discussion group is engaged in some discus-
sion need not be a bad thing; he may come, stay for a while, simply listen
silently or make his contribution and then go away. Things like wit and
humf)ur, again, are as much a spice of discussion as of life in general; if
n(.Jthmg else, they provide a relief from the strain of a serious discussi;n.
lec.ewise, the participants in a discussion can learn to put up with some
deviation without any substantial loss to the discussion, even granting that
what is considered as a deviation is really a deviation. Another fact which
need not worry one about the fate of a discussion group is that there may
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be occasions when the participants in a discussion in which the discussion
group may be engaged are just not feeling as their usual selves and con-
sequently are not able to make any inroads whatsoever into the area of
their discussion. To mention just one causal factor for the time being,
degeneration in a discussion group, just as in any other spiritual body, sets
in when it begins to acquire a purely ceremonial character, people attend
discussions and even ask questions and make comments solely because it

is expected of them to do so for the sake of the outward form.

VIL

The acquisition of moral qualities which are needed in a discussion is not
a simple matter. Thus, even in a discussion group in which the partici-
pants are more or less equally well equipped intellectually to discuss
whatever they may be discussing, there may be a good deal of intolerance.
One of the ways in which this intolerance may manifest itself is the
following: when one finds that some other person differs from one’s own
well-thought-out point of view, one may think that this is because this
other person has not given sufficient thought to the matter, or his attitude
is being governed by some personal consideration, or there is something
else of that sort. In the same way, as an instance, in a discussion group
in which all the participants are not more or less equally well equipped
intellectually to discuss whatever they may be discussing, the ones who
are better equipped may consider those who are not so well equipped not
worthy of much regard. Let me spend some time here over one particular
intellectual-cum-moral quality which is needed for a discussion and which
it is so very difficult to acquire. This quality consists in being able to be
impersonal in connection with the thesis which one may be examining.

There are various reasons for somebody being personal in connection
with the thesis which he may be examining; all these are reasons as far
as one can see, none too easy to avoid. These reasons include, presumably
amongst several others: (1) a person all but taking a thesis as true which
proceeds from somebody whom he takes as an authority in the matter and
his all but rejecting a thesis as false or as not being worthy of any serious
consideration which proceeds from somebody whom he does not take as
an authority in the matter; (2) a person beifig well-inclined to accept a
thesis as true which proceeds from somebody whom he is fond of, and his
being well-inclined to reject a thesis as false which proceeds from somebody
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whom he is hostile to; and (3) a person not being prepared to examine a
thesis or going along with a thesis or mumbling away about a thesis
which proceeds from somebody whom he is afraid of or from whom he
has something to gain for himself or who is in authority.

The personal element may make its appearance in connection with the
thesis which one may be examining. That is, it may intrude into one’s
examination of a thesis. When that happens, then one has done one’s own
very best to prevent one from being objective in one particular sense of
that term. However, it is interesting to note that the personal element may
also make its appearance not in, but after, one’s examination of a thesis.
Even after one has discussed a thesis with somebody else, both the parties
being apparently well-equipped in every way for this discussion, one may
find that there is still a difference of opinion between them. And this fact
may, although it need not, bring into existence a personal factor in their
relationship which could be as much as a shadow or as little as a joke, but
both equally undefined. Let it be noted here that this personal factor
which has now emerged, whatever other difference it may make to the
world, need not on the whole have any influence upon any further discus-
ston which the parties concerned may have,

Vit

Take the following cases:

(1) There is a group of people who are involved in a controversey over
something with the authorities with or under whom they work. The au-
thorities are of the view that this controversy can only be resolved in
manner m. The group of people concerned are of the view that this con-
troversy can only be resolved in manner n. Now, as the deliberations

proceed, the person A, who is one of the group of people, finds himself

in a position to suggest that this controversy could perhaps also be re-
solved in manner o, 0 being some kind of a compromise position between
m and n. While the authorities, after some hesitation, accept this new way
of resolving the controversy, the other members of the group feel let down
by A for not having stuck to n in their joint opposition to the authorities.
A may want to argue with the other members of the group about o, but
the sense of hurt of these people prevents them from reciprocating A’s
desire. Every move which A may make in the direction of discussion may
indeed be met with a look of cold contempt by these people.
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(2) It is possible that, in the example which [ have mentioned above,
all the members of the group are of the view that the controversy between
them and the authorities can be resolved, if not in manner n, then in
manner o, but the authorities themselves stick to their original position m
as the only manner of resolving the controversy. The authorities, explic-
itly or implicitly but not surprisingly, in the last analysis take the very fact
of their being the authorities as the basis of their being in the right, and
as a result what they have to say as not subject to any further discussion.
And once these shutters have been pulled down, the other people, nor-
mally speaking, would just be wasting their time in trying to raise them.

There is another possibility. The authorities do their best to avoid any
further discussion, through disallowing it or postponing it indefinitely or
in some other manner, not because they think that they must be right, but
because they are uncertain about the correctness of their position and, for
whatever reason, it does not occur to them to give up their position even
if it is found to be wrong. What the authorities do, the other people may
do just as weil in their own way.

(3) In an institution of higher learning there is found to be a certain
sexual harassment of a rather perverse nature. While the authorities con-
cerned are still waking up to doing something in the matter, some people
belonging to the institution who feel apparently strongly about the goings
on soon seek to make of it a public issue, Their contention is that whereas
there might be some matters which should be dealt with or resolved
within the bounds of the institution itself, there are indeed some others,
like the present one, in which the people at large have stake. There is,
however, another lobby inside the institution which is firmly of the view
that various matters pertaining to the institution, including the present
one, are a concern of the institution alone, and consequently any member
of the institution who seeks to make of them a public issue is simply
being disloyal to the institution. And, say, this lobby will hear nothing
more in this connection.

(4) In the preceding example, when the authorities are found to be
rather slow to act, some people who feel apparently strongly about the
goings on overreact in rushing to make of it a public issue. The lobby
which is of the view that the matter is entirely a concern of the institution
itself overreacts by being aggressive towards those who have tried to
make of it a public issue and by accusing them of bringing their own
institution into disrepute. The public, which could hardly find anything
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better to tickle its interest in the world, overreacts by blowing the thing
out of all proportion and subjecting the institution to a good deal of
harassment. The authorities, which had so far been slow to act, now
overreact by treating practically all and sundry as if they constituted hostile
forces against whom the institution had to be protected with as much
might as possible. We find that this chain of overreactions produces an
atmosphere which is highly confused and agitated and is also full of
distrust and, consequently, one is hard put to finding out how a discussion
is to take place under these conditions.

(5) There is a crowd of people bent upon mischief-making for whatever
reason and carrying with them various instruments for doing harm. They
invade a place, damage property and more than harass people, and as they
go on and on with their destructive work, they become more and more
excited and out of themselves. Now, in the face of this assault, does
anyone really think that one could go up to these people and engage them
in discussion about what they were doing? Would one rather not be im-
mediately inclined to look for some other method of handling the situa-
tion, like confronting those people with a greater force or diverting their
attention to something else or speaking a word or making a gesture which
would function something like a bolt to them? It seems to me that by and
large the answer to the first of these questions would be in the negative
and to the second in the affirmative.

(6) The employees of an establishment go on strike against what they
consider to be an act of injustice done to one of them by the authorities,
The authorities all the time try to give the impression of being prepared
to sit with the employees and discuss with them to find out whether or not
an act of injustice has really been done. However, it is found in the course
of time that the authorities are determined not to budge from their accu-
sation, whatever the strength of the argument against them, and, although
they talk of sitting together and discussing, they have already made up
their mind to do whatever they may be wanting to do with the employee
concerned and have suitably organized things for that purpose. As a matter
of fact, their offering to sit together and discuss things with the employees
may itself be the result, not merely of their wanting to present the appear-
ance of being fair, but also of their wanting to gain more time for bending
things their own way. What the authorities have been doing, the employ-
ees may do just as well. They may also all the time try to give the
impression of being prepared to sit with the authorities and discuss with
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them to find out whether or not an act of injustice has really been done,
but they may likewise in fact all along be upto something else. It is quite
obvious that, in the face of this attitude on the part of the authorities and/
or the employees, any discussion is hardly possible.

In the preceding I have mentioned just some of the examples of cases
in which discussion does not seem to be possible, given the things as they
are. Somebody fecls frightfully let down and then he is no longer prepared
to discuss. Somebody is absolutely sure of his position for whatever rea-
son and then he considers it unnecessary to discuss. Somebody is uncer-
tain about the correctness of his position, but as he is somehow unwilling
to give it up, he does his best to avoid discussion. Somebody is dogmatic
about his position and as a result he takes it as no longer open to any kind
of discussion. There is an atmosphere heavily charged with emotion and
distrust and consequently one is at a loss to find out how things can be
sorted out through some kind of discussion. There is a crowd of people
simply bent upon mischief-making and then by and large we would not
think of appealing to those people to discuss what they are doing. There
are people who all the time pretend to discuss but without actually dis-
cussing and then one feels quite helpless and frustrated about making

them discuss.

ZB-3, Sah Vikas R.K. Gurta
68, Patparganj, Delhi 110 092

Kumarila Against Relativism

In this note I briefly examine Kumarila Bhatta’s arguments against rela-
tivism in the context of validity of local custom. Custom as tradition per
se was of course recognized by most schools of thought as a valid source
of dharmic action. Its place in relation to §ruti and smr#i remained a matter
of debate. For Purva Mimamsa, custom (which Ganga Nath Jha translates
as ‘usage’) comes below sruti and smrti in the hierarchy of authoritative
sources of dharma. Kumarila goes further to examine the status of local
customs. Paradoxical as this may appear, Kumarila argues that well en-
trenched local customs have universal, i.e. global valdity.
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Now though mores rather than morals are the subject under scrutiny, it
is important to remind ourselves that modern day distinctions did not hold
for the ancients; lines were drawn, but not precisely along the same di-
vide. For a Brahmin to wear two locks of hair rather than three is as much
a matter of dharma as not committing adultery with the guru’s wife!

It is well known that for the Mimamsakas the Vedas occupy the su-
preme position in all matters related to dharma, They are the uitimate
source and also the final court of appeal for matters pertaining to right
human action. It would appear that for such a school of thought an out-
right universalism transcending all limitations of time, place and person,
even absolutism, would be the order of the day. Surely there is no scope
here for debate or even dialogue for that matter,

But this is not the case. In the Tantrvartika Kumarila Bhatta adduces
several sorts of reasons to show why each local custom carries with it in
principle at least universal validity assuming that it does not expressly
flout the norms laid down in the extant Vedas. This rider is uncompromis-
ingly adhered to, though even at this point Kumarila allows for the pos-
sibility of the reinterpretation, of sruti texts.

Between the advent of the Vedic period and the time that Kumarila and
Prabhakara wrote (around the 7th-8th century Ap) Aryavarta had experi-
enced major upheavals, diversifying from the primitive nomadic and pas-
toral existence of the early Aryans to numerous complex and well articu-
lated urban communities, kingdoms and religious sects. Buddhism had
already successfully challenged the Brahminical order and there were
known lands and people beyond the pale of Vedic civilization. The ground
realities then that faced the disciplines of the already ancient Vedic texts
(whose very language was becoming difficult to decipher) posed a formi-
dable challenge to the latter’s authority, Kumarila met this challenge head
on, as had Sabara before him, by interpreting and expanding on Jaimini’s
Sttras on the subject.

As he said,

‘There are certain customs that are followed by the Eastern people,
though avoided by the exceptionally good amongst them, and we proceed
to consider whether these customs have been laid down for these people
alone, or for all men. In the same manner, there are certain customs that
are peculiar to the Southerners, some to the Westerners and others to the

Northerners; and we have to take into consideration each of these’
[Tantravartika (henceforward TV) p. 244].
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In this reply Kumarita points out that causes cannot be dissimilar to

their effects. The Dharmastitras (the effects) themselves contain injunc-
tions that are universal in character. They do not in other words describe
themselves as being applicable only in the East or in the West. How then
can we infer or posit ruti texts that would delimit the application of their
injunctions whether enjoining or prohibiting actions? Further, Kumarila
argues, the very nature of the imperative and of the optative verbal root
is such that ‘in both cases the injunctions or the prohibitions distinctly
refer to all persons that have the capability of doing the acts enjoined or
prohibited’. Thus ‘none of these usages or Smytis can ever be taken as
having a limited applications, as refetring to any particular place, time or
person’ (TV p. 247). Capability, non-prohibition and in certain cases unique
prescription—as in the case of the rajastiya Sacrifice—are the only criteria
for the performance of actions. This would exclude only the blind, the
deaf, the mad and the dumb but no one else (irrespective of caste and
condition paristhiti) who inhabits Aryavarta.
" To limit the Vedic authority for a custom in geographical terms leads
to further problems. The point is nicely illustrated with reference to per-
sons known as Mathur. This name could denote a person hailing from
Mathura but now residing elsewhere, or to someone who lives in Mathura
or even one intending to take up residence there. How could a universal
maxim take these complexities into account? Moreover, as matter of
empirical fact it is seen that there is no strict correspondence between
customs and location. The fact that some practices are prevalent in a
certain part of the country does not preclude their being adopted by an-
other part. All in all no injunction indicating the oughtness of an action
can sustain so many qualifications. From all this Kumarila concludes that
any localized custom that has withstood the test of time must have origi-
nated in a universally acceptable injunction.

It is clear that Kumarila’s argument rests heavily on the nature of verbal
injunctions, as statable propositions, i.e. as linguistic entities. The Vedas
whether written or orally transmitted are nothing if not the words that
constitute them arranged in grammatically significant ways. In his ap-
proach to the problem and indeed to many problems Kumarila anticipates
by over a millennium developments in modern philosophy. Here we refer
specifically to Wittgenstein’s observations in the Investigations when he
says: ‘Essence is expressed by grammar’ and ‘Grammar tells us what kind
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of object anything is (theology as grammar)’ (Philosophical Investigations
116 e 371 and 373).

The parallel becomes even more remarkable when Kumarila goes on
to argue that all words in an injunction denote either a class or an
individual, i.e. they are either purely general in their connotation or sin-
gular. There is no class of Easterners or Westerners—is there a lesson to
be learnt by us here? True classes such as those of ‘man’, ‘brahmans’ etc.
cut across all geographical and historical boundaries. Thus no true moral
law could ever refer to groups, communities and religious sects. In
Kumarila’s own words, he has ‘rejected the possibility of such qualifying
words on the ground that any indication (by such words) of either a class
or an individual in accordance with particular customs, is absolutely im-
possible; and as such the injunction (assumed) cannot but be taken as
referring to all men as a class which is implied by the force of an injunc-
tion” (TV p. 251).

But suppose there are customs of which one can find no written support
not even by way of Smyti. What then? The Mimamsakas as other school men
fall back on the opinions and practices of the wise—the $istas. They
possess knowledge that has been handed down for generatioﬁs—indeed
from time immemorial. Such knowledge could only have emanated from a
smrti or directly from sruti. How does one recognize the sista? As the ones
that follow the Vedas in other matters. Now the circularity of this definition
is not lost on the Purvapaksha that accuses the Mimamsaka of thinking
‘those people as good whose conduct is good, and hold(ing) that conduct
to be good which consists of the acts of these people’. (TV p. 183).

In response to this telling criticism Kumarila enunciates an important
principle in the matter of determining dharmic practices. He says that if
no perceptible motive of greed, self interest or of other worldly gain is
discernible in the practice, then one can safely assume that they are dharmic
for they could then only be motivated by the imperceptible gain of Heaven
(which is not to condemn a large number of morally neutral practices that
clearly are carried out for gain: commerce, agriculture etc.). The practice
of intrafamilial marriage is condemned not arbitrarily but precisely be-
cause such ailiances are made only with a view to keeping inheritance
intact and so on. So tests exist which customs must successfully face. But
barring the ones that fail, one can confidently assert ‘all local customs as
well as the Grhyasiitras that are prevalent only among certain sects to

have a universal authority’ (TV pp. 251-2).
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Halbfass is just one amongst many who claim that ‘in the Purva
Mimamsa “orthodox” Hinduism found its most uhcompromising expres-
sion’ (India and Europe p. 325). Without appearing to hold a brief for the
mimamsaka, I feel we must still draw attention to texts such as the
Taniravartika that demonstrate how grossly misunderstood the school is.
That however not being the central aim of the present discussion, we go
on to quote Halbfass again where he notes that “The conviction that what
is “in itself correct” can be inferred from certain forms of society and
rules of behaviour that are de facto given, empirically determinable and
sanctioned by tradition is indeed crucial to the Hindu understanding of
dharma’ (India and Europe p. 324). Of whom could this be more truly
said than of Kumarila Bhatta? Though the axiomatic acceptance of the
apauruseya Vedas is never surrendered, the social reality, in fact realities,
are never dropped from sight. The actual practices that are entrenched in
communities are approached with the greatest respect. The transcendental
must be immanent in the empirical which has survived centuries of weath-
ering. The result is a unique position recognizing on the one hand the
universal which brooks no exception but with great finesse arguing that
the plurality that confronts us—in a large number of cases——flows from
that one valid originary source.

It is of course possible to argue that the orthodox were left with little
option but to accept that which they could not change. I think it is also
legitimate to conclude that much of the hypocrisy that we find among the
‘worthy citizens’ of today can be traced to the definition of the $ista as
ones that perform the rituals laid down for them. All this is of no mean
interest but cannot be pursued here.

For the present purposes what requires focussing on is one man’s effort
to refute relativism as a potential source of moral and social anarchy and
his bid to keep secure the cohesiveness of society—indeed of the world
as it was known to him.

The modemn world lacks a Veda, an overarching principle in light of
which people are required to live and let live, to allow pluralities to thrive
not because ‘its alright for them’ but because they are recognized as truly
legitimate ways of life. Could the preservation—if not of human life per
se—but of human and indeed all life’s dignity—become today’s Veda?

S/268, Greater Kailash Part I MoHINT MULLICK
New Delhi 110 048
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A Rejoinder to Professor R.C. Pradhan’s ‘In Defence of
the Metaphysical Absoluteness of Persons’

Professor R.C. Pradhan has given a reply to my comments on his thesis
of metaphysical absoluteness of persons through his article: ‘In Defence
of the Metaphysical Absoluteness of Persons’ published in the JICPR Vol.
XVII No. 1. I intend to examine his reply in the sequel.

There are four key-concepts in his thesis. They are: (1) self, (2) person,
(3) minded being, and (4) metaphysical absoluteness. I shall try to analyze
all these concepts in the light of what- Professor Pradhan himself says
about them.

(1) Self

“The self is not in time and space like the body’ (p. 180). ‘Had the self
been a bodiless ego, it would be difficult to prevent it from lapsing into
an abstract metaphysical existence’ (p. 180). ‘This does not of course
entail that the self has no connection with the body or that it is a
bodiless phantom’ (p. 177).

(2) Person

‘My concept of a person does not demand the disembodied existence
of the self’ (p. 180). ‘I admit that the person or self as an embodied
being shares the temporality of the body in the sense that it is a con-
tinuant being in space and time’ (p. 180). “That a person as a substance
is in space and time has to be admitted because otherwise there is the
fear of its being reduced to a bodiless spirit’ (p. 180). “Whereas we burn
or bury the dead body, we revere the person who is no more. This is
all to remind us of the fact that person and body are not the same and
that the person lives longer than the body” (p. 177).

On the basis of the above statements it can very well be said that self
and person are the same. But on their basis what cannot definitely be
said is whether a self or a person is bodily or bodiless. And this uncer-
tainty about a self and a person makes any determination of their
metaphysical character extremely difficult.
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(3) Minded Being

A minded being is one who possesses the capacity of transcending in
very many different ways; for example, a minded being can transcend
its body through thinking. It can transcend or rise from a first-order
desire to a second-order desire, as when a thief when converted can rise
from his desire of stealing others’ property to his desire of honouring
it as such. Also, when a person becomes self-conscious he transcends.
from a lower level of consciousness to a higher level of the same. “To
be self-conscious is to be conscious of the fact that we are not our
bodies and that we are not the same as our physical appearances’ (p.
179). When this capacity of transcending is actualized under suitable
conditions, some kind of conscious thinking does occur. Hence all
these actualizations are mental activities. And because all these activi-
ties are the doings of a self or a person, selves and persons are minded
beings.

(4} Metaphysical Absoluteness

This concept has two aspects—one of absoluteness and the other of
metaphysicality. Let us take absoluteness first. Professor Pradhan says,
‘The absoluteness of a person lies in his or her remaining the same
substance across the time, and this is represented by the fact that the
person-substances are continuant beings’ (p. 181). Thus a person is
absolute for the reason of its being permanent in time.

Now, the question arises: why should such a time-continuant be re-
garded as absolute metaphysically? Perhaps we can find a reply to this
question in Professor Pradhan’s statement: ‘That persons have a meta-
physical nature of their own is beyond doubt for the reason that the very
notion of a person is metaphysically grounded in the idea of an absolutely
indissoluble self that knows no extinction as long as one is self-conscious
of being a minded being’ (p. 181). I think the implication of this not very
easy statement is that a being capable of being self-conscious is indissolu-
ble or irreducible and therefore it is basic and thus metaphysical. In other
words, to be minded is to have a basic character and therefore it is meta-
physically ultimate.

Now, in order to make this ultimate type of being absolute, one has
merely to make it a time-continuant. But can this be done? If a self is
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bodily, it is clearly perishable. And if it is bodiless, it could be permanent
only by being an eternal soul. But the Professor would not be a Cartesian
at all. Furthermore, he would not I think be willing to grant to a self or
a person the grandiose status of being the all-inclusive total reality. Ac-
cording to him a self or a person must have to be a relative being though
of a basic type because of its being minded. And surely such a being
cannot be regarded as absolute because it has to be related not only to
other such beings, but also to a vast external environment.

Tilakamanjhi, Bhagalpur 812 001 NITYANAND MISHRA

Comment on R.K. Kaul’s Article ‘Does Grammar Have
Any Relation with Theology? published in
JICPR, Vol. XVII, No. 2

R.K. Kaul the author of the article ‘Anglo-Saxon View of Future and Fate:
An Essay in Grammar and Theology” in JICPR, Vol. XVII, No. 2, Jan.-
April 2000 seems to suggest that absence of Article as a ‘word class’ in
Hindi and other Indian languages reflects the distegard for individuality
and ‘stress on universality’. Though the author does not say so, yet the
inference is obvious.

The author points out the deficiency of Hindi language in having no
separate words for ‘yesterday’ and ‘tomorrow’, and absence of future tense
in English language and its implication for the concept of Fate.

The author has mixed up many things. Let us take the world view of
language. There are thousands of languages if not millions both written
and spoken on this planet. Linguists have classified languages of the
world into 14 major language families. English and Hindi belong to one
family known as Indo-European. Article as a ‘word class’ does exist in
some languages viz. Greek, Germanic and Romance languages (of Latin
origin) but it is conspicuously absent in Russian and languages of Slavic
origin. It is also missing in Hindi and other Indo-Aryan languages besides
Indo-Iranian. So practically the majority of Indo-European languages have
no class of Article. But this does not mean that the function performed by
the Article in Greek, Germanic and Romance languages is not performed
in Non-Article languages of the Indo-European family,
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What is the function of Article and how the class developed is a sepa-
rate topic. It will suffice to point out that grammatical phenomena may be
absent in one language overtly but it does not mean that the function it
performs in one language is not performed in the other language for the
lack of a formal class. A different device performs in fact the same func-
tion. Here is an example of Hindi, a Non-Article language in which ‘gen-
erality” and ‘specificity’ are expressed by the use of a special verb which
is a unique feature of Hindi verbs and difficult to handle by foreign

language learners.

1. aasmaan niilaa hai (the) sky is blue. Specificity.
2. aasmaan niilaa hotaa hai Sky is blue. Generality.

In modern Hindi ‘honaa’ as a main verb and “honaa’ as an auxiliary or
incomplete verb have become homophonous though one comes from San-
skrit root ‘bhuu’ and the other from ‘as’. The contrast of specificity and
generality is expressed by the use of case markers also.

Languages are culture specific. There may be some similarities be-
tween languages because of common ancestry but often they develop
independently like any living organism and they have their own mecha-
nism. I am reminded of an example given by famous Hebrew philosopher
Martin Bubber in his thesis ‘T And Thou’. He mentions the absence of the
concept of ‘far’ in Zulu which is substituted by an expression which if
translated into English would be ‘a place where one calls mother! I am
lost’. The concept of ‘far’ is related to human relationship which Bubber
considers far more superior than the so-called ‘analytical wisdom’ of the
western world. The problem with the author (Kaul) is that he does not
make difference between logical concept of Time and grammatical con-
cept of Tense. Time is a universal concept whereas Tense is langu.age
specific, There are languages in the world which do not have grammatical
categories of verb like Tense, Mood, Aspect and Voice but this does not
mean that they do not classify Time. There are other ways of dissecting
Time. We have concept of time expressed through lexical as well as
grammatical means. Time is a logical concept but Tense is Grammatical.
Tense is language specific. Every language develops its grammatical sys-
tem independently. Languages have ‘redundancy’ in their systems so we
have concept of Time expressed through Lexical means as well through
Grammatical (category of Tense) to get meaning across. ‘kal’ yesterday as
opposed to tomorrow does not confuse us because its individual lexical
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meaning is supplemented by the grammatical czitegory aspect (perfect vs.
future marker) e.g. aayaa: aayegaa (came: will come). Each language has
its peculiarities and idiosyncrasies. The English verb ‘put’ remains un-
changed in all Aspects; still we get the meaning across. The crux of the
matter is that the forms in languages are limited but functions are unlim-
ited 5o one form performs more than one function. This can be attested
by going through the lexicon of any living natural language.

Future is not considered the category of Tense by many Linguists for
the simple reason that nothing can be said of an event, process, state and .
activity that has not taken place. It is equated with Subjunctive mood and
in many languages the verbal inflections of subjunctive mood are identi-
cal with that of Future. Hindi has a special Future marker as well as
Subjunctive marker appended with the verb root which grants Future
status of Tense and places it with subjunctive mood that expresses doubt,
apprehension, wish, probability and desire. In old Indo-European lan-
guages (Greek, Latin, Sanskrit and Avesta) Future is an acknowledged
category of Tense system.

The author advances a thesis that “The Anglo-Saxon concept of future
is partly related to the word “wyrd” usually translated as “fate™ and that
‘fate’ is ‘a misleading concept’. There are many weaknesses of this thesis.
For a layman who is neither a linguist nor a philosopher future is an
unseen time which is yet to come and which generates hope, resolution,
desire, doubt, uncertainty, apprehension and so on according to one’s
circumstances and station in life. Its fears and uncertainties are the chief
source of deep religious feelings, a psychic protection, ‘an infantile yearn-
ing for a father figure’, a protector. Future as a term can be described as
an invisible point in the linear scale of time which exists formally in some
languages as a grammatical category of verb and is absent in others. So
far as the correctness and equivalence of translation of word ‘wyrd’ into
‘fate’ is concerned, it can safely be said that total translation equivalence
between words of two languages is impossible unless the words denote
universal physical phenomena like “fire’ or ‘water’ or are artificially coined
terms of science and technology. Equivalence between even the so-called
synonyms is a myth. Synonyms share some semantic features as do words
‘wyrd’ and ‘fate’. Fate is derived from Latin word ‘fatum’, It is the past
participle of verb “faris’, to speak. So fate literally means ‘what has been
spoken’. This meaning of fate presupposes an authority, a superior power
which has the power to chalk out a person’s course of life, a belief which
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people of different faiths have in one way or the other, Taken literally
wyrd (as per author) “what has become’ does not seem too removed from
the concept of fate. ‘What has been spoken’ presupposes an explicit ‘oracu-
lar’ event and a supernatural authority. Wyrd also presupposes an implicit
authority or agency governing the life of a person, the difference between
the two is of ‘active’ and ‘passive’ supposition of the authority or higher
agency. So in spite of the change of faith the concept is the same.

Transfer of religious concepts on account of change of faith is an
interesting area of study. My observation is that majority of people who
change their faith actually transfer their icons to the newly acquired sym-
bols. So when Greeks accepted Christianity their goddess Athena was
replaced by Maria only in name. Old religion is not wiped out from the
minds of the masses; its outer contours are changed but it lives in the
‘collective psyche’ of the race. Similarly a majority of tribals who ac-
cepted Christianity as their faith in the hope of better future (and I do not
blame them) took Christ as an alternative of Ram or Krishna in India. For
these simple-minded people the concept of a monotheistic God is simply
not palpable. I have personally witnessed this phenomena. 1 had a chance
to stay in a catholic convent in a place near Hazaribagh (Bihar) for 5
weeks during the summer of 1975. There were 15 foreign nationals and
about 30 Indians, all ecclesiastics. One evening while returning from a
long walk and talk with an American priest which we both enjoyed very
much we heard the tune of the popular hymn ‘Om jay jagdish hare’ a
known Hindu prayer followed by a vigorous jingle of majiras and khartal.
I could not believe my ears. How come these novitiates were singing a
Hindu prayer in a convent (although the wordings are secular)? When we
reached near the convent then we could find the difference. They had
replaced the word ‘Jagdish’ with ‘Khrist’ (Christ) and the rest of the prayer
was intact. I said to Father Grib, ‘Father, you have not changed these
fellows to Christianity, rather your Christ has become a Hindu god.” Fa-
ther Grib had no answer.

In my view it is a mistaken belief that grammatical phenomena or a
lexical item has a bearing on theological view of a speech community. In
Garhwali dialect the word for head is ‘barmand(a)’ which is the corrup-
tion of Sanskrit word ‘brahmand(a)’ the universe. But it will be naive to
think that Garhwali folk take the micro-cosmic view of the word. An
ordinary speaker of the dialect would hardly be aware of the etymology
of the word unless the person is a linguist or a Sanskrit scholar. Here is
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another‘ example from the same dialect. There is the word ‘tark(a)’ which
means ‘argument’ in Sanskrit but in Garhwali it denotes ‘lines made by a
waFery substance from the back of the palm to the elbow’ (a reference to
eating some soup like thing without a spoon). Admittedly these two words
must. have been used metaphorically by a writer or speaker with a philo-
sophical bent of mind but in Garhwali these words are used not as meta-
phors but as literal denotative words and they do in no way suggest
theological or philosophical mode of thinking of the speech community.

In my assessment there is hardly any relationship between Grammar and
Theology.

C2D/68B Janakpuri, New Delhi 110 058 LALIT MoHAN BAHUGUNA

A Rejoinder on the Above

Out of the four pages of Bahuguna’s article the first one-and-a-half are
dev.oted to demonstrating that the absence of the definite article in the
.Ind1an languages does not signify the absence of a sense of individuality
in their culture. In fact if he had read my article carefully he would have
found tllaat that was exactly what I said in my refutation of Dorothy Figuera’s
contention. Perhaps the joint family, the caste system and other such
bonds are responsible for undermining one’s individuality in our society.

The point that I made, however, has been ignored. I stated that both the
parent languages of Hindi and Urdu namely, Sanskrit and Persian, did
hflve different words for yesterday and tomorrow. Why then was, this
distinction lost by Hindi and Urdu? Again it is possible to argue that the
context helps the reader and the listener to determine whether the writer
or Fhe speaker means yesterday or tomorrow. But the historical fact re-
mains unaccounted for,

Bahuguna says that the concepts of time and tense should not be mixed
up. Once again I have to remind him about what I actually wrote. I stated
that the sense of future is conveyed in English through other means. I
quoted Frank Palmer’s observation that ‘There are other ways of referring
to future time e.g. the progressive (going to) and the simple present (about
to).” The sense of future then is conveyed in spite of the absence of the
future tense. Still the fact cannot be ignored: when the other languages of
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the Indo-German family do have a distinct future tense why doesn’t Eng-
lish have it?

So far as ‘wyrd’ and ‘fate’ are concerned, that part of my article was
purely speculative. Bahuguna has every right to disagree with me, After
all where would philosophy be if there were no spirit of contradiction? In
the same spitit I might add that the etymology of ‘fate’ (from the Latin
‘fari’, to speak) does not throw any light on the sense in which it is used.
The commonly understood meaning is illustrated memorably by Fitzgerald’s
version of Omar Khayyam:

The moving finger writes and having writ,

Moves on ...

B/13, Mahaveer Udyan, Bajaj Nagar R.K KauL
Jaipur 15

Can the ‘Game’ of Wittgenstein Entertain the ‘Essence’ of
Daya Krishna?

1. There is no ‘essence’ of any concept that can fill the blank ‘— in

‘philosophy of —.

2. Denial of the ‘essence’ of a concept entails that there is no boundary
of its applications.
3. Therefore,

(a) The philosophy of — has no boundary (no matter what you put
in the blank).

(b) Philosophy has no boundary.

(c) Distinctions suggested by putting distinct words in the blank of
‘philosophy of — ‘would only be archacological remnants of
older, out-moded, confused ways of thinking’.’

The question involved in Professor Daya Krishna’s query? is basica.lly
this: Can we deny (3), if we accept (1) and (2)? The query has a signifi-
cant implication. That is, if nothing is wrong in the above argument, our
philosophical investigations are sheer paper works without any conv1c’—
tion. If our philosophical enquiry convinces us of the absence of ‘essence’,
our use of any concept should not presume an essence. Consequently,

Discussion and Comments 219

none of our conceptual study should be confined to any particular con-
cept, even, our conceptual study need not be just conceptual because, not
only that every ordinary concept is bereft of an essence, the concept of
concept may have the same fate, hence, be without a boundary or defini-
tion.

One may try to refute (3) on the ground that (3b) does not follow from
(3a). That is, even if philosophy consists of its different branches which
have no demarcated boundaries, it does not imply that philosophy has no
demarcated boundary. An area of investigation may have a boundary even
if its sub-areas do not. Secondly, one may consider (3¢) as harmless as the
truth that all human beings are mortal. That is, no investigation is endless,
the growth of every kind of investigation has a culmination point that
gives way to a new kind of investigation, hence, the truth of (3c) is
acceptable without any problem. These two moves are superficial. Be-
cause, like the truth of (3a), the truth of (3b) follows from the denial of
‘essence’ and (3b) is not dependent on (3a). The reason for which a sub-
area has no demarcated boundary, for the same reason, the main area may
not have. In other words, if, for example, philosophy of science has no
boundary because there is no essence of science, philosophy has no bound-
ary because philosophy has no essence. Secondly, unlike the truth that all
human beings are mortal, the truth of (3¢} is not natural. Death is natural,
so also life, and each of us has a natural impulse to live. But, is there
anything natural that forces one to do his/her conceptual study on a well
defined area of investigation? No. The only impulse one may think of is
social, if not logical. The logical impulse is to have a purpose prior to an
investigation but the purpose is socially determined. Were the human
society be empty of scientific investigations, none would have thought of
a philosophy of science.?

To find a fault in the above argument, we may go for the ‘game’ of
Wittgenstein, an important concept of an important anti-essentialist.* The
point of Wittgenstein’s ‘game’ is to argue against the idea that every
concept has an essence that we refer to in expressing the concept through
language.® For Wittgenstein, no such essence is available and, since ex-
pression of any concept through language becomes meaningful owing to
its ‘use’, neither such an essence nor a definition corresponding to the
concept is required for an explanation of meaning. Instead of essence,
what we actually observe are the overlapping and criss-crossing similari-
tics among the members that come under the concept.



220 Discussion and Comments

‘Family resemblance’ characterizes the kind of similarities that differ-
ent applications of any particular concept actually have. Of course, one
may argue, all the members of a family have one traceable common origin
after which the family has been named. But Wittgenstein’s ‘family resem-
blance’ accounts only for the visibles like ‘build, feature, colour of eyes,
gait, temperament, etc.” To avoid the problem that whether we really
have one traceable common origin of a family or not, we can concentrate
on ‘game’, considering ‘game’ the paradigm family resemblance concept
that attempts to explain (i} that there is nothing common to all the mem-
bers, and (ii) that the overlapping and criss-crossing similarities is the
basis on what the concept is applicable to different members.®

One may try to locate the essence of ‘game’ in the similarities or points
of resemblance: every game must have at least one point of resemblance.
For example, if F1, F2, F3, ... , Fn are the different points on which at
least one or other game resembles with at least one other game, then,
every game has FIvF2vF3v ... vFn. In short, one may try to define ‘game’
by disjoining the similarities. But Wittgenstein considers it ‘playing with
words’.® Because, (i) it does not specify any particular feature but ex-
presses something vague, namely, FIvF2vF3v ... vFn, and (ii) these fea-
tures of similarities need not be limited, hence, the compound of disjuncts
may not be limited.'® But if the ground of the rejection of FIVF2vF3v ...
vFn is its ‘vagueness’ and its ‘limitedness’, then no definition by means of
the actual applications of a concept can be acceptable. For, whether the
definition is vague or not, it cannot account for the infinite possibilities."!
Accordingly, we cannot define philosophy as an investigation having at
least one feature with which at least one among the philosophy of science,
the philosophy of language, the philosophy of mind, the philosophy of
history, the philosophy of culture and so on resembles with at least one
other. If we follow Wittgenstein, we cannot define philosophy by means
of whatever actual divisions of philosophy we have. Because, it would fail
to account for the infinite possible divisions.

Even if the number of groups is limited, if there is no essence, none can
identify a new group of games when no present game has any of those
features that the new one has and the only way a game can be identified
is in observing some similarities/resemblances with the present games.
For it is possible to have a new group of games having completely new
features of which none appears in any of the present games.'? Without an
essence, in the process of transformation, the overlapping and criss-crossing

Discussion and Comments 221

similarities may include anything under this sky. In this process, it is quite
possible to have a group of games in which no feature of any actual game
exists. Perhaps, to resist such uncontrolled transformations we are tempted
to adhere to an essence.

Accordingly, an unidentifiable branch of philosophy is possible, if there
1s no essence of philosophy and the only means of identification is the
finding of some similarities/resemblances with the ongoing philosophical
activities of one kind or other. But, should we call an unidentifiable branch
of philosophy a branch of philosophy; an unidentifiable group of games
a group of games? No. Then, either we must accept ‘essence’ or we must
employ some means other than the finding of similarities/resemblances to
identify. The first alternative is unacceptable in Wittgenstein’s philosophy
of language. The second alternative is acceptable and it clarifies one more
point on Wittgenstein’s ‘game’. That is, Wittgenstein’s ‘game’ as a para-
digm family resemblance concept does not account for all the possible
games but the actual games. Family resemblance does not characterize the
similarities/resemblances among the future members of a family; likeness
between unobserved non-existents and the existents is not at all a point in
‘family resemblance’.”?

Wittgenstein’s game does not claim that, in place of essence, the simi-
larities/resemblances among the individual instances can enable one to
foresee all the possible individuals. Precisely because whatever enables so
would be the other name of ‘essence’. Wittgenstein’s anti-essentialism
claims that nothing really exists in the possible instances of a concept and,
hence, nothing can exist as a common to both—the actual instances and
the yet to come possible instances. Thus nothing can be common to all the
actual and possible instances of a concept. ‘It is one of the most deep-
rooted mistakes in philosophy to see possibility as a shadow of reality.’!*
Such a mistake tempts one to find something common between the actual
individuals and the possibilities and, then, name that alleged common
something the ‘essence’ of a concept.”

No doubt, ‘Bring me a flower’ means ‘Bring me a, b, ¢ or some other
flower’ rather than ‘Bring me 4, b, ¢’;'¢ the meaning of ‘He is playing a
game’ is different from ‘He is playing hockey’, ‘He does philosophy of
science’ is different from ‘He does philosophy’. But, at the same time,
getting a flower follows from getting a rose, playing hockey implies play-
ing a game, doing philosophy of science implies doing philosophy. That
is, even if a general concept and its instances are so different from each
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other that one does not touch the other,'” their expressions have a close
relationship. The relation may be described as a grammatical relation. The
signs expressing the concepts and the signs expressing the instances are
used with certain rules. Those rules ensure that the above relation between
the two types of expressions holds good. Nothing else determines that
relation, hence, no common thing or essence is needed to explain that
relation.

‘He is playing a game’ and ‘He is playing hockey’ are empirical propo-
sitions. But ‘He is playing a game follows from he is playing hockey’ is
not an empirical proposition, it is a grammatical proposition. For, unlike
the two empirical propositions, it is a proposition about the two proposi-
tions; a description of language rather than reality. The rules involved in
the use of propositions describing reality are expressed through the gram-
matical propositions. In Wittgenstein’s words, ““(3x)./x follows from fa”
is not a proposition (empirical proposition) of the language to which
“(3x)./x” and “fa” belong; it is a rule laid down in their grammar.”® Even
if the so called essence is taken for granted, it cannot go against the
inference—"(3x).fx follows from fa’~-expressed through the grammatical
proposition. On the other hand, one of the main reasons for which ‘es-
sence’ is upheld, though mistakenly, is to explain that inference. The
explanation misleads because it presupposes a mistaken idea, namely, the
idea of considering the possibilities rcal. Subscribing to this mistaken
idea, one fails to distinguish the propositions about empirical propositions
from the empirical propositions. Therefore, if we are so much acquainted
with the word ‘essence’ that we do not like to miss it in philosophy, then,
the essence that does not mislead us and helps us in understanding the
relationship between a concept and its instances may be attributed to
Grammar. For, ‘Essence is expressed by grammar.””® However, in this
sense, essence cannot be a thing, concrete or abstract, to be identified or
posited in the concepts or in their instances. Because, grammar is not a
thing, thought it ‘tells what kind of object any thing is.'?

The argument that represents Professor Daya Krishna’s query concerns
us only if (a) we are anti-essentialists, and (b) we do not consider the
conclusion (3c) trivial. This discussion assumes both (a) and (b). The non-
triviality of (3¢) demands an answer to the question: How do we actually
use a concept without demarcating its boundary??' I think, Wittgenstein’s
‘game’ as a paradigm family resemblance concept answers it correctly,
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and Professor Daya Krishna’s query assumes the ‘essence’ that
Wittgenstein’s ‘game’ forbids.
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state of affairs—internationalism, nationalism, regionalism or colonialism pro-
portionate to its hold in the minds of the leading figures.

4. Wittgenstein’s idea of ‘game’ is well received, but not left unchallenged,
Rowe, M.W. (1992) “The Definition of “Game™, Philosophy, 67, pp. 467-79,
offers a definition of ‘game’. Of course Rowe’s definition does not convinc-
ingly counter Wittgenstein’s argument against essentialism.

5. Of course, Wittgenstein’s concept of ‘game” also attempts to explain the consti-
tutive character of the rules followed in language. But, the introduction of
‘game’ is basically an attempt to explain the absence of essence or common
feature of the instances of a general concept.

6. To characterize the similarities among games, Wittgenstein would not think
of any better expression than ‘family resemblance’ See PI:67. [Wittgenstein,
L. Philosophical Investigations, (trans.) Anscombe, G.E.M., Basil Blackwell,
Oxford, 2nd edn,, 1938, is abbreviated as PL

7. PL:67,

8. In fact, the common origin is not the real point to be pondered over because
it is almost impossible to find out the origin of most of the general concepts.

9. PL&7.

10. PIL.68.

11. As Dr. Chinmoy Goswami suggests (in correspondence), perhaps quantifica-
tion plays a crucial role in Wittgenstein's philosophy of language. The [ength
of the compound FivF2vF3v ... vFn is too wide to clearly represent one
common factor and, hence, becomes vague; it is too narrow to represent the
infinite possibilities, hence, becomes very limited.

12. Let A, B, C be three mutually exclusive sets of features and G a group of
games such that, given any x,

x belongs to A if and only if x belongs to every member of G,

if x belongs to B then x belongs to at least two members of G.

x belongs to C if and only if x belongs to at most one member of G.

If one divides all the actual games available to us into an n number of
groups, G1, G2, G3, ..., Gn having the mutually exclusive common features,
Al, A2, A3, ..., An, the mumaﬁy exclusive resembling features, Bi, B2, B3,
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... » Bn, the mutually exclusive dissimilar features, C1, C2, C3,..., Cn, respec-
tively, such that

(1) (ALUA2UAZ UL UAD) N (BIUB2UB3L...UBn) =

(i) (CluC2UCIU...uCn) M (ATUAZUAILLLUAN) =

(i) (BlwB2wWB3U...uBn) M (C1uC2uC3u...Lwln) = &

(iv} (Bl B2UB3W...UBn) M (CluC2uUC3u..Cn) # @ only because of
Cl B2 » ¢5,C2 MBI # ¢, ... .Cn-1 M Bn = (J,
then, no feature of the group Gn+tk exists with any actual game available to
us, when k22,

13. However, this point may be related to ‘rule-following’ and, hence, to ‘game’
when ‘game’ is used to explain the constitutive rules of language.

14. PG, p. 283. [Wittgenstein, L. Philosophical Grammar, (Ed.) Rhees, R. (Trans.)
Kenny, A., Blackwell Publishers, 1974, is abbreviated as PG.]

15. For Wittgenstein, not only that there is nothing common but also that there
is nothing in between. He says, ‘There is no third thing between the particular
enumeration and the general sign’ (PG, p. 281).

16. This example is from PG, p. 276.

17. In PG, p. 276, Witlgenstein says, ‘enumeration does not touch the concepts

“plant” and “egg” at all.’

18. PG, p. 279.

19. PI: 371.

20. PI: 373.

21. As (3c¢) is not an isolated assertion but inferred from (1), (2), (3a) and (3b),
if the asked question has no answer then (3¢) can mislead us to accept ‘es-

sence’ by reductio ad absurdum.

NEHU, Shillong 22 LAXMINARAYAN LENKA

On Krodapatra

I have gone through the article of Professor Prahladachar on krodapatra
(kp) published in the JICPR, Vol. XIV, No. 3, which gives a sketch of a
most difficult form of work in Navya Nyaya in black and white. In my
opinion kp is a form of work that discusses a vast subject in minimum
words. There is a metaphor in Sanskrit ‘krodi krtya vadati’,—says in toto.
Any one perusing the work of Bachcha Jha, particularly the Gudahartha
Tattvaloka (GT) on Samanya nirukti or Vyutpattivada, would find this
definition of kp quite convincing. The author of kp raises numerous
questions and presents solutions in a few sentences. Bachcha Jha, in my
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opinion, was the last authentic writer of kp and as far as I know, he was
the only eminent Kp-writer of Mithila schools. He wrote his kp on some
of Hetvabhasa texts of Gadadhara and Vyapti texts of Jagadeesha. The
reason behind it is that there is a tradition in South India, except in
Andhra Pradesh, to study Gadadhari right from the beginning. In the rest
of India they usually study Vyaptivida of Jagadeesha and Uttar-vada
(Avayava-Badha) of Gadadhara, Vyaptipaficaka Rahasya of Mathuranatha
is also studied but this is an exceptional case. Bachcha Jha wrote kp not
only on Nyaya themes but alsc on Vedanta problems. His GT on
Madhustidani of Geeta is very famous. In that text he has refuted the
Nyaya-Vaisesika theory of paramanu in a very scholarly way. Unfortunately
some of his kps are still unpublished and are in the possession of Shri
Rateesh Jha, a relative of Bachcha Jha, perhaps his grandson.

Besides, the Bengal School has also given several kps. Professor
Prahladachar has himself mentioned two writers—Kalishankar and Chandra
Narayana. Here I would like to add two more names—1. Golokndtha who
wrote Goloki or Vivechani on Samanaya nirukti Gadadhari, and 2. Baladeva
Bhattacharya who wrote Baladevi on the same text. As I understand it,
Baldevi is an elaborated form of Goloki, which is still studied in South
India. The contribution of South Indian scholars to kps is also remarkable,
though they are not as well known as the scholars belonging to the Bengal
School and their work is also not widely studied. A debate between
Vaisnavite scholars and Smarta scholars on Satakoti of Kunigal Ram
Sastri is quite interesting. Lastly, Professor Prahladachar has shown how
Naiyayikas do Anugam. In this way his paper fulfils its aim.

While talking about Kalishankar and Chandra Narayana, Professor
Prahladachar mentions their kps on Samanaya Nirukti Gadadhari. Some
more kps written by these authors are also available. Kalishankar covers
Anumana-khanda of Gadadhara as well as that of Jagdeesha, whereas
Savyabhicara and Satpratipaksa of Chandra Narayana may also be
mentioned.

While discussing ‘yadroop,” Professor Prahladachar could have also
referred to what other authors of kps have concluded about it. In this
context [ would like to quote from three kps, without any analysis—
Baldevi, GT, and Vadartha—an excellent kp collected by Shri Jivananda
Vidyasagara. They all have unanimously concluded Tgumafo--cd as
I | R IR | e E G TN G o

According to this the yadroop will be a87-afe=ca-smma-srmaea-gaea
e |
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Vadartha has discussions on these two views. They are also discussed
both by Kalishankara and Chandra Narayana. On the other hand Bachcha
Jhid starts his analysis of ‘yadroop’ with the above statement and has
discussed the issue quite well. I do not want to discuss all these in detail.

One more very interesting thing appeared in a later kp— Ankur’. When
the author of a kp fails to solve any particular problem he imagines a
unique case to save the thesis of ‘Moolkara’, Such a case is called Ankur.
Normally the authors of kps do not take resort to such a device, for they
take it to be the last option. However, there is a restriction on the use of
Ankur and that is, only a Siddhanti can use it.

Professor Prahladachar writes replying to Professor Daya Krishna’s com-
ment on his article that his aim was to write that article just in order to
present a picture of kps and to highlight their contribution to the Navya
Nyaya tradition. I think that his effort was the first attempt of its kind and
is quite appreciable. Professor Prahladachar, as I know him, 1s one of the
few Naiyayikas of today who have studied kps and who still teach them.
May we expect some more contribution of this kind from him?

Professor Daya Krishna reflecting on the above article, has raised some
interesting issues. Referring to the Vadavinal and dry lake, he raises the
question against the validity of the cognition—"‘the lake is not fiery’. But
as far as I know, things like Vadavanal or dry lake do not occur in any
of the four Sastras—Nyaya, Vedanta, Vyakarana and Mimarhsa. The rea-
son behind it is that the Vadavanal has no causal relation with the smoke.
When a person infers fire on a mountain he refers to a particular fire
which is-the cause of that smoke, because only that can be inferred on the
basis of smoke. Since Hetvabhdsa is presented just to prevent the wrong
inferential knowledge it should be concerned with the same fire which has
occurred in the inferential knowledge. If the cognition—"the lake is fiery’
is not valid then it must be expected that the fire occurring in cognition
as mentioned above is not there in the lake. Thus to maintain its invalidity
it should be expected that the fire which is the cause of the smoke is the
‘Sadhya’ in the above Anumiti and that fire is not there in the lake.
Because of the same reason the dry lake can not be the ‘paksa’. If the
invalidity of the cognition—"the lake is fiery’—is not maintained then the
concept of hetvabhasa will make no sense at all.

One more thing can be pointed out here. In the Nyaya-Vaisesika sys-
tem the third substance 39 is divided into four—¥ (earthly), R=7 (heav-

enly), 3<d (gastric), and &S (mineral). The first one, i.e. M, is de-
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fined as 9% g=afe®™, According to this the vadavanal can not be called

3T, although the words 387 and 37 have the same connotation.
Some more issues relating to the fundamentals of Nyaya as raised by
Dr. Daya Krishna will definitely lead to a new approach and reflection in
the understanding of Navya Nyaya. Since these issues are not directly
connected with the paper of Professor Prahladachara, discussion on them

can be held separately.

Director RAIARAM SHUKLA

Research Institute
Sampurnanand Sanskrit University,
Varanasi 221 002

A Logical Illumination of Tadatmya Relation in
Navya Nyaya

I
A query has been made in the JICPR (Vol. XV, No. 2, p. 169) whether

_identical statements like ghatah ghatah etc. give rise to any meaning or

not. In response to this query our senior friend Professor V.N. Jha has put
forth the key-point in justifying such statement. In this paper I would like
to represent some more supplementary arguments in favour of accepting
tadatmya relation in Navya Nyaya along with highlighting the key-point
mentioned by Professor Jha.

I

Though the term Tadatmya is used in Buddhism and Navya Nyaya, both
the systems have taken this relation in a completely different sense which
needs to be focussed here for the proper understanding the concept. Other
various philosophical complications may stand on the understanding of
this relation, if this part is not discussed properly.

L

The Buddhists admit that identity (tadatmya) is a relation. From this it
will lead to another assertion that there are relata, because relation only
remains in two objects as far as the Buddhist view is concerned. The
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Buddhists have used the term tadamya (identity) in a very specific sense,
L.e. in the sense of similarity, but not in the sense of absolute sameness
as understood by Navya Naiyayikas. According to them, tddatmya or
identity is the similarity in the sense that one relatum would be less
extensive than the other. The Buddhists accept identity between $imsapatva
(i.c. property existing in Simsapa, a kind of tree) and vrksatva (treeness).
It can safely be said that wherever there is Simsapatva, there is vrksatva
or treeness, but not the otherwise. As the property vrksatva (treeness) has
more extensive pervasion than §imsapatva, from the simsaparva one can
easily infer vrksatva (treeness) due to having the relation in the sense of
similarity (tadatmya) there. But, on the other hand, from the property of
a tree (treeness), one cannot infer Simsapatva because treeness has got
more extensive pervasion in the sense that we cannot say ‘wherever there
is vrksatva (treeness), there is Simsapdtva’ because ‘treeness’ covers all
the trees in this world, not to speak of Simsaparva. That is why, the
Buddhist concept of /@datmya is taken neither as completely identical nor
completely non-identical, but in the sense of similarity. An object cover-
ing narrower place remains in another object existing in wider places as
shown above.'

Dharmakirti has explained the above-mentioned identity as ‘a reason
for deducing a predicate when the subject alone is by itsclf sufficient for
that deduction, i.e. when the predicate is a part of the subject, It is, therefore,
not absolute identity but it is a partial identity.”? If there is a class and a
sub-class relation, it is called ‘identity’ in the above-mentioned sense of
the term. The relation between flower and stone, for example, is absolutely
different (atyantabheda) and hence the identity relation cannot be accepted.
If, on the other hand, it is accepted ‘ghata is a kalasa (i.e., a jar is a jar),
there such relation cannot be accepted due to their absolute identity
(atyantdbheda). Such type of identity is not accepted in the Navya Nyaya.
Even to the Buddhists this relation is an unreal one as it comes under
samanyalaksana. Like Tadutpatti this notion of Tatatmya (identity) is
taken by the Buddhists as a means of ascertaining Vyapti. Such a form of
inference is not accepted by the Naiydyikas. For, they would at most
describe the properties like treeness (vrksafva) as a form of universal
called parasGmanya, i.e. a universal covering more places than the other
property like Simsapatva which is called aparasamanya due to its existing
in comparatively less places. If the former is a set, the latter would be
taken as a subset. There is no question of Inference according to Nyaya.
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It may be taken as a perceptual cognition. On the other hand, the Buddhists
cannot say that this is a case of perceptual knowledge, because to them
unique singular (svalaksana) alone is real as it is momentary. Any cognition
other than this (svalaksana) is inferential which has got unreality in the
sense of phenomenal reality (samvrtisatyatd).

Though identity comes under samrtisatyata, the concept may not be
understood in this sense only. Some might say that it is the case of simi-
larity, but not identity. According to the Navya Naiyayikas, the tadaimya
relation may be taken in the following way.

|AY

The term ta@datmya may be understood at the very beginning as the ab-
sence of bheda (difference) which is accepted as anyonyabhava (mutual
absence). If the term fa@datmya is replaced by the term ‘abheda’ it would
mean an absolute absence of a bheda, i.e. mutual absence. Why is tadatmya
called abheda? For, it is nothing but an absence of bheda as it is said in
the Vyutpattivada abhedastadatmyam (i.e. identity means the absence of
mutual absence). Here ‘absence’ means ‘absolute absence’ (atyant@bhava).’

Identity (tadatmya) is possible only when difference (bheda) is ex-
cluded according to Navya Nydya, i.e. when it is said that a jar is not a
cloth (ghato na patah). A jar is understood as different from a cloth. The
Naiyayikas will say that in a jar there is the mutual absence of a cloth.
That is, the Navya Naiyayikas can distinguish these two objects as having
mutual absence of a cloth in a jar. Though this distinction is known
perceptually, it can also be inferred if someone has strong desire to do it
(sisadhayisa). In this case the syllogistic argument in the form— A cloth
is possessing mutual absence from a jar, as it possesses clothness in it’
(ghatanyonyabhavavan patatvat). However, the distinction between two
objects is a subject of perception or Inference. If it is possible, why is
some sort of relation between two objects having no distinction (abheda)
not accepted? If bheda is admitted as a content of cognition, why not the
case of abheda? The term ‘abheda’ would mean the constant absence
(atyantabhava) of bheda (mutual absence or anyonyabhava). This abso-
lute absence (atyant@bhava) of bheda (mutual absence or anyonyabhiva)
may be interpreted as the absolute absence, the absentee of which is
limited by mutual absenceness (bhedatvivacchinnabhava). It may be in-
terpreted in another way. It is an absolute negation (afyantabhava) whose
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absentee is a bheda, i.e. mutual absence (bhedaprativogikiibhava). Both
the interpretations are not tenable because if they are accepted, they lead
us to the land of absurdity. If the former interpretation (abhedoyadi
bhedatvavacchinn@bhava) is taken into account, the absolute negation
would not be available anywhere. Because the mutual negation (bheda) of
any object can be found everywhere, and hence the absolute negation of
the bheda (mutual absence), the absenteeness of which is limited by
bhedatva, i.e. distinctness is not possible. For, the absolute negation
(atyantabhava) is contradictory to its absentec—the absenteeness of which
is limited by bhedatva (i.e. mutual absenceness). As an object having
anyonyabhdva or bheda is not available anywhere, the absolute negation
of it limited by bhedatva is contradictory by virtue of the fact that bheda
which is taken to be absentee limited by the property bhedatva is not at
all possible. If it is said that there is the absolute negation of bkeda limited
by bhedatva is contradictory, because the bheda limited by the limitor of
bheda (bhedatva) is always available and hence to search for its absolute
negation leads to absurdity (abhedo yadi bhedatvavacchinni-
bhavastadaprasiddhih).* This thesis would be nullified if a single case
(vyakti) of a constant absence exists in a particular case. That is, the
absolute negation would not be found in such cases. It has been said here
that bheda limited by the property of being bheda (bhedatva), i.e.
bhedatvavacchinnabheda is general. Hence an individual manifestation of
bheda limited by bhedatva would never be available, because everywhere
there is a bheda. Even if it is accepted that an individual manifestation of
bheda is there but not in general (bhedatvavacchinna); then in this case
also there is a contradiction to the absolute negation of the mutual absence
or bheda. Because, we do not find a place in this world where there is no
individual manifestation of bheda.’ So the absolute negation of the mutual
absence is not possible.

In order to avoid these difficulties another proposal may be suggested.
In such a case the mutual absence, the absenteeness of which is limited
by being property of bheda (bhedatvavacchinniibhava), which cannot be
accepted, but the mutual absence (bheda), the absenteeness of which is
another bheda (bhedapratiyogitakdbhava) can easily be accepted in order
to remove the earlier difficulties. If in a particular locus there is the mutual
absence of a particular object, there may be bheda (mutual absence) of
another object. As for example, if there is the mutual absence of a jar
(ghatabheda), then there may be another bheda or mutual absence of a
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cloth (patabheda) because a particular manifestation (vyakti) of bheda
may remain in another locus where there is another bheda as it is an
absence, the absentee of which is bheda (bhedapratiyogitabhiava). Let us
suppose in a particular place there is a bheda (mutual absence) of p; it can
casily be said that there is the mutual absence of q as it is not taken as
a bheda which is limited by bhedarva.

If the second interpretation (bhedapratiyogitakibhava) is taken as the
meaning of the term abheda (identity), it would give rise to some errone-
ous cognition, viz. ‘The water is blue’ (yadi ca bhedaprativogiko'bhavastada
nilam jalamityadivakyasyapi pramanyapattih. Jale dvitvadina
nilabhedadyabhavasyapi sattvar).® In this context the absolute negation of
bheda of Nila (nilabhedabhava) can be found in water, because here
nilabheda, i.e. the absence of the nilabheda, is having the property of the
conjoint two objects, i.e. water and nilabheda (vydsajyavrttidharma) as
the limitor of the absenteeness. Water is not blue in the actual world and
hence water can always be expressed as having no colour, i.e. blue. This
sentence would mean that there is a bheda or anyonyabhava of blue
(nilona) in water. Though the anyonyabhava or bheda of blue (nilabheda)
is not found in water normally, yet it can be said to exist in water if the
absolute absence of the mutual absence (bhedabhadva) is taken as
bhedapratiyogikabhava, i.e. an absence, the absentee of which is bheda or
mutual absence. If we take another object (jar) with the mutual absence
of blue (jale nilabhedaghatobhayam nisti), the absolute absence has got
two absentees—the mutual absence of blue (nilabheda) and a jar (ghata).
In this case it can be said that the absolute negation has got ‘mutual
absence of blue’ (nilabheda) as an absentee. Here we find another absen-
tee, i.e. jar. From this it can be said that the absolute absence of both the
mutual absence of blue (nilubheda) and the jar may be designated as
having the mutual absence of blue (nilabheda) as its absentee. Hence, the
absolute absence of the mutual absence of blue (nilabhedﬁbhﬁva) can be
said to exist in water and for this reason the previously mentioned sen-
tence—'water is blue’ refers to erroneous content and hence one could
claim its validity. Because, that which possesses the absolute negation of
the mutual absence of blue in it is identical with blue. Hence the object
can surely be called blue, which is actually not found in the phenomenal
world. For this asiddhi (i.e. substantiation of something which is absurd).
would surely follow.”
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From the foregoing discussion it can be said that identity (tadatmya) is
nothing but non-distinction (abheda) which implies an uncommon prop-
erty (asadhdrano dharma) existing in the self (i.e. Sva) ie. a parti(:l‘llar
object. This uncommeon property exists in one and only one object
(Abhedastadatmyan. Tacca svavrttyasadharano dharmah Asadharanyaiica
ekamatravrttirvant).b

If the distinction of some object (bheda) is admitted from another one,
it will logically follow that there might be some cases where there is
abhedatva or identity or bhedabhavatva (absence of mutual absenceness).
In fact, the Buddhists have accepted the method of apoha (negative rea-
soning) depending on this phenomenon of distinction (bheda) of a par-
ticular from other. As for example, a cow can be known as it possesses
distinction from ‘non-cow’. In the same way, they recognize a jar as such
by virtue of its distinction from ‘non-jar’.

If distinction (bheda) of a particular object from others is admitted by
the Buddhist, why would it not be admitted abhedatva (identity} in the
sense which the Navya Naiyayikas have admitted. It has already been
discussed that the Buddhists have accepted the term ‘tadatmya’ (identity)
not in the sense of absolute sameness. However, there is no point in
rejecting abheda or tadatmya in the sense of absolute sameness.

If it is said— Devadatta is Devadatta’ or ‘a jar is a jar’, they convey the
sense of absclute sameness (bhedabhiva) between two objects. It has
been accepted that a jar exists in itself through the relation of identity
(Tadatmyasambandhena ghatah svasmin eva vartate). The importance of
tadatmya as relation may easily be understood if the definition of
anyonyabhava (mutual absence) is carefully noticed. We generally ex:
plain anyonyabhiva (bheda) with the example—A jar is not a cloth
(ghato na patah) where the absentee (pratiyogi) is a cloth (pafa). How do
we know this? In reply to this question, the relation of identity for know-
ing an object as non-different from other is to be admitted. If it is asked
why a jar is different from a cloth, because the absentee or pratiyogl
which is a cloth (pata) does not exist in itself (pata) through the relation
of tadatmya (Tadatmyasambandhavacchinnapatiyogitakabhavah). That is,

that something. is different from something is known by the absence of

tadatmya between them. _
There is another significance of accepting f@datntya as a relation. When

it is said by one—"Calcutta is Calcutta’, ‘Rabindranath is Rabindranath’,
it cannot be ignored as having no meaning. If these sentences are uttered,
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these convey some meaning to the hearer. Generally, when we want to
express some incomparability of some city or person, we express it with
these types of identical statement. The city Calcutta has got certain char-
acteristics of its own which cannot be compared with other cities, but with
itself. The same is the meaning of the second sentence—Rabindranath is
Rabindranath.

Such identical statements carry some weight in the case of metaphor in
the sense of Ritpaka. When a face is identified with the moon
(mukhacandra), the upameya (object which is compared) is ‘face’ which
is identical with the ‘moon’, the upaména (an object with which some-
thing is compared). The ascription of identification between two objects
inspite of not concealing their difference (atisamyar apahnutabhedayoh
upamanopameyayoh abhedaropah)® is called Ripaka. Sometimes the
Upameya is used as upamadna in order to express the incomparability of
the object as pointed out by Bhatrhari. In these cases due to having a
strong desire (vivaksa) of the speaker Upamana may be assumed as non-
different from Upameya though in the real world it is not true. The iden-
tification between them is shown which is a kind of artificial intellectual
exercise with a view to showing the incomparability of the object. Though
there is the imposition of identity (abhedaropak), the two objects (upamana
and upameya) are not bearing contradicting properties (parasparavirud-
dhavattvena upasthapita).

Some Indian thinkers are interested to make an artificial difference
between two identical objects after using the term ‘iva’. Bhatrhari in his
Vakyapadiya said that two objects, though identical, are demonstrated in
such a way that one will think of their difference. But this difference is
artificial in order to show the absolute sameness of the object. In the
sentence— Indra iva dasyuh@ bhava’ (like Indra become the dasyu-killer)
which is addressed to Indra, the term ‘iva’ shows the relation of standard
and the object of comparison on the basis of an artificial difference. It
reminds me of a romantic line said to a lover by his lady love: ‘Tomar
tuland tumi ogo’ (i.e. you are comparable to ‘you’ alone) or ‘Tumi ye ‘tumi’
ogo’ (you are really ‘you’). Where a really different object is not available
as standard of comparison, it itself is used as the standard in order to bring
out its incomparability. As for example the statement: ‘Rama-
ravanayoryuddham ramardvanayoriva’ (i.e. Rama-Ravana fight is like
Rama-Ravana-fight) is also a case of identity statement.'?
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Visvanatha, the author of the Sahityadarpana, has accepted the mean-
ingfulness of such identity-expression as he has accepted such statements
as a form of rhetoric (alamkara) called ananvaya. When an object is
imagined as having both the property of upamana (upamanatva) i.c. the
object with which something is compared and the property of upameya
(upamdnatva) i.e. the object compared simultaneously is called ananvaya
(upamanopameyatvamekasyaivatvananvayah).’' In short, if an object is
taken as both wpameya and upamana simultaneously, it is called
ananvaya.'* As for example Visvanatha has given the following example:
‘Rajivamiva rdjivam jalam jalamivajani candrascandra ivatandrah
saratsamudayodyame.” That is, when autumn comes in full swing, the
lotus becomes like a lotus (rajivam rajivamiva) untouched by mud of the
rainy season, water becomes like water (jalam jalamiva) untouched by
mud, the moon becomes like the moon (candrascandra iva) uncovered by
thick cloud.”

The Navya Naiyayikas also have used the term ‘identity’ (taddtmya) in
such cases, but not always. They have also admitted the identity between
a jar (ghata) and ‘a blue jar' (nilaghata).

If the Buddhist asked Navya Naiydyikas the reasons of accepting such
a sense of identity, they might say that there is identity between ‘a jar and
a blue jar’ from the general standpoint, but not specific (samanyena abhedah
na tu visesatah).

The Navya Naiydyikas may in other ways justify the above-mentioned
identity according to the general accepted principle—°A qualified entity is
not different from a pure one’ (visistar suddhanndtiricyate). From this it
is, however, proved that the t@datmya in the sense as taken by the Bud-
dhists is not at all capable of being rejected. It is also established that the
statements like ‘ghato ghatah’ bear some logical basis.
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7. Dr. B.C. Guha: The Navya Nyaya System of Logic, Old Edition, pp. 74-8,
1968.
8. Vywipattiviada, p. 63.
9. Kusumapratimd on Sahitvadarpana, Ch. X.

10. Bhatrhari: Vakyapadiva, 111/14/253-254 and I11/14/563-566. My paper:
‘Jiidpya-jiidpaka-bhava Relation’ in V.N. Jha (Ed.): Relations in Indian Phi-
losophy, Satguru Publications, Dethi, pp. 79-87, 1992.

11. Visvanatha: Sahityadarpanah, Ch. X/37.

12. ‘Ekasyaiva tu padarthasya upamdnopameyatvam yugapadeva
upamanatvamupameyatvaiica kalpitascet tada ananvayo namilamkarah syat.’
Kusumaprafima on Sahityadarpanah on X/37.

13. ‘5arada[1 kalasya samudayena sampiirnabhfivena udyame pravrttau avirbhave
sati, rajivam  rdjivamiva  padmam  padmamiva  alandram
varsapankadikriamalinyahinam ajani, jalam jalamiva atandran
kardamdadimalahinamajani, tatha candrascandra iva atandro
ghanavaranariipamalasiinyah ajani jatah.’

Ibid.

Department of Philosophy, RAGHUNATH GHOSH
University of North Bengal,
Dt Darjeeling 734 430, W.B.



Agenda for Research

The concept of “being’ is perhaps one of the most fundamental concepts
which has engaged the attention of philosophers since the very beginning of
philosophy and deserves serious in-depth exploration right from the Greeks
onwards. Aristotle’s distinction between Being-qua-Being and Being-as-Sub-
stance and Being-as-Quality deserves notice in this connection. So does the
idea of the ‘being’ of a “process’ or ‘activity” or ‘motion” which necessarily
involve ‘time’ and ‘change’ in them. Besides these, ‘being’ of ‘thought’, of
‘imagination’, of ‘memory’ and of the processes underlying them, that is,
‘thinking’, ‘imagining’, ‘remembering” needs to be explored, linked and com-
pared with those that obtain in what is usually called the external world.

And, at another level, what one would like to understand is the ‘being’ of
theoretical entities postulated for understanding ‘reality’, ‘entities’ that are
proliferating continuously in all realms of science these days.

Dava Krisana



Focus

1. Richard Sorabji’s Gifford lectures entitled ‘Emotions and Peace of Mind’
Pub: Oxford University Press, Oxford, 2000, deals with a subject which has
been generally neglected by philosophers who concentrate mostly on issues
relating to knowledge, reality and values in their writings. Emotions have
been relegated to the realm of the “irrational” and hence considered unworthy
of attention by thinkers who pride themselves on their being ‘rational’ beings
par excellence. Sorabji brings to our attention the element of rationality
involved in emotions as evidenced in the Stoic discussion of the subject and
raises the important issue whether art/or thought can be said to engender
emotions in the literal sense of the term.

Strangely, the creative role of emotions seems to have been absent from
the western discussion of the subject, an aspect that was explicitly explored
in the Bhakti tradition of India and which has recently been brought to
attention in the Volume entitled Philosophical Dimensions of the Bhakti
Tradition in India published by the ICPR, 1999.

2. Research in Indian philosophy is seriously hampered by lack of informa-
tion about the bibliographical sources available regarding it. The following
are the standard sources in the area which provide comprehensive information
regarding the works published uptil now:
1. Encyclopaedia of Indian Philosophies (Bibliography}, Vol. 1, by
Karl. H. Potter.

It contains information about all the basic texts published uptil
now and the papers published thereon in different languages of the
world. The IlIrd edition of the bibliography was published some
time ago and a detailed review article on it was published in the
JICPR, Vol. XIII, No. 3. Potter’s comments on it along with a reply
to it were published in the JICPR, Vol. XV, No. 1.

2. The Bibliographical reference work published by Professor
~ Thangaswami Sharma, who passed away recently, is not so well
known to scholars of Indian philosophy as it is written in Sanskrit
only. However, in some ways, it is more comprehensive than Pot-
ter’s bibliography although it does not contain articles published on
various schools and texts in Indian philosophy. Instead, it gives
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detailed information regarding the author of the text, his teachers and
the place to which he belonged. It also provides information about
the development of school and sub-schools in different schools of
Indian philosophy. The following major bibliographies in Sanskrit
were published during his lifetime:

(a) Advaita Vedanta. Pub: University of Madras, 1980, Rs. 32.

(b) Nyaya Vaisesika. Pub: University of Madras, 1985, Rs. 20.

(c) Mimamsd Manjari. Pub: ICPR, 1996, Rs. 375.

The above three volumes are collectively entitled Darshan Manjart.

Notes and Queries

A. REPLIES TO QUERIES

(a) ‘Philosophy of Science’. Reply to query published in the JICPR,
Vol. XVI, No. 3

The denial of ‘essence’ entails the impossibility of demarcation ... and if
taken seriously could result in blurring all sharp distinctions.

The above argument which has been used here to deny the possibility of
Philosophy of Science, Law or something else can be refuted by indicating
the fact that each sphere of knowledge has certain basic principles or say
presuppositions which may be called its privilege points. Such points are only
believed and not questioned within that sphere. But it does not mean that
those presuppositions cannot be questioned at all. It is the function of phi-
losophy to question those presuppositions; hence we can meaningfully use the
phrases as ‘Philosophy of ... .’

In case demarcation between science and non-science is not acceptable
leading to blurring of all sharp distinctions, can we say that religion and
natural sciences, e.g. physics, chemistry etc., belong to the same area or
level? The progress in any area, as regards its study, is possible only if
demarcations are accepted and there is a systematic approach, otherwise there
will be chaos in the realm of knowledge. After all, we have to distinguish
pure imagination from sensory perception and categorize them accordingly.

The stand taken in the given view will be dogmatic as it does not allow
freedom to question the fundamental assumptions of any area.

Denying the essences entails denial to all abstractions, even in mathematics
and physics, because there too the formulae are based on the belief that all
the similar cases will be the possible applicable cases for a formula.

R-3/78, Raj Nagar, Ghaziabad, UP 201 001 Vinonp Kumari

(b) ‘Dhvani and Vyanjana’. Reply to query published in the JICPR,
Vol. XVII, No. 1

Dhvani and Vyanjana are not the same. The difference between the two can
be explained by invoking the idea of ‘sphota’ or the meaning of a word in
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the mind of the listener. The listener apprehends the DAvani uttered by the
speaker in the form of a word and understands its meaning {direct or implied)
through “sphota’ of the same.

Vyanjana is a style of expression of ideas through implication.
Anandavardhana was the first to introduce the notion of Vyanjana.

R-3/78, Raj Nagar, Ghaziabad, UP 201 001 Vinen KUMARI

(¢) ‘Brahman according to Samkara’. Reply to query published in the
JICPR, Vol. XVII, No. 3

The principle of Brahman in Advaita Vedanta is the inner consciousness of
everyone and the universe itself. It is devoid of deterioration as well as
sorrows and pluralities which are mere superimpositions. Everything in the
world is existence factor in all things including our body and is termed
Brahman. The principle Brahman can be realized through its derivative mean-
ing too. Sankara points out that the root ¥& (Brh) denotes the ommnipresent
nature along with the eternal, pure, conscious and liberated nature. Brahman
in Advaita should not be realized in its positive sense as set forth by Upanisadic
sentences like ‘@ed =T war and s 5@ for such a knowledge will
lead the knower to know Brahman with worldly attributes. That is to say,
when Brahman is described ‘eternal’ it is to be realized as something different

from non-eternal, otherwise eternality will be the attribute of Brahman. In the.

same way ‘conscious’ means that which is different from inert objects, ‘pure’
means that which is different from impure objects that are ignorance-ridden,
‘liberated’ means that which is free from all kinds of bondages. This negative
type of understanding avoids all attributes from Brahman and helps one to
imagine Brahman as devoid of qualities that are commonly attributed to it.
It is said:

‘g1 W ®ided WL AEl 9E
g AR T RACATAL | 1

(One can attain the 3g™12 when one’s five sense-organs, mind and intellect

become stable.)
However, Advaita is a state of mind that is to be acquired through one’s
own genuine interest and effort. The preceptors of the Upanisadic period
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selected students by severe tests, Naciketas and the six friends of Prasnopanisad
are some of the students subjected to severe experiments. This fact proves the
status of Advaita Vedanta as higher to mere intellectual exercise. It is the
supreme goal and shelter of everyone, “&cd TEAA Se @A geH —
scriptures like these help to arrive at a clue regarding Brahman which is
nothing other than our own self, as pointed out by Sankara. He stresses this
point in his sutrabhasya that if there was not self in people, no one can ever
be aware of ‘I’ consciousness. Sankara clarifies that the scriptures like ‘seaersst
Teeem el Aegen e’ serve as advice to help people withdraw from
their ordinary routine of actions.

Brahman cannot be universal or an individual. These terms signify the
objects of the world as perceived in Nyaya Philosophy. The definition given
for ‘universal’ in Nyaya is totally different from the Advaitic standpoint of
the universe. That is to say, ‘universal’ is defined in Nyaya as ‘eternal ()
‘singular’ (%) and inherent in many (33 ). There are a lot of universals
like W, Med, 3 ete. which is the common attribute in all those individu-
als. But contrary to such a view, Advaita recognizes no eternal and non-dual
principle apart from Brahman. Moreover, SMFcd or Herated cannot be
conceived by Advaita, for @@ or inherence is totally rejected in this system.
Advaita cannot stand for a permanent relation (inherence) because relation
always denotes the significance of more than one object and it will be quite
irrelevant in the view of Advaita.

Brahman cannot be mere generic form, a generic characteristic or generic
idea, for, these words fail to describe it. The greatest universal advocated by
Nyaya—aei— Existence (Fumam wRamArFaR-Fiia@et) can be described with
such terms. Brahman is the inner essence of everyone, beyond all categories
of universe. With regard to logic, as Professor Daya Krishna wrote in an
essay in a book Contemporary Indian Philosophy—II series, Edited by Mrs.
Margaret Chatterjee, the distinction between pure and applied logic is re-
marked in the case of mathematics by Einstein— To the extent it can be
applied, it is not exact and to the extent it is exact, it cannot be applied’. Here
the application (with the help of language, calculation or experimentation) is
revealed as not designating the exactness of anything, and at the same time,
the exactness cannot be revealed through any kind of application. This view
is equally agreeable in Advaita Vedanta which strives to describe Brahman
which is the essence and ‘Being’ in everyone. Scriptures like 3, Af (not
this, not this), sss weqe Awvery (devoid of sound, touch, form and mor-
tality), T /T Frad s W @ (from where the words with the mind
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withdraw themselves) also put forth this view. Advaitic Brahman is to be
experienced as oneself. Being different from all ‘isms’ or technical “schools
of philosophy’ Advaita inspires man to explore his inner essence and attain
the supreme bliss which is the goal of everyone in his life.

It is not illegitimate to ask the meaning of the word ‘Brahman’ even if
it is beyond all linguistic categories. But this reveals the unpreparedness to
go deep into Indian philosophical (advaitic} vision. In the empirical life
also, common man sometimes meets with experiences beyond description
with the help of language. It may be joy, fear, sorrow or such feelings.
Though language cannot express them fully, the experience gives a full
picture of it. Similarly, Brahman beyond barriers of language also can be
understood through experience of it as one’s own self. This needs great
concentration of mind in the concepts of Advaita and preparedness to keep
it aloof from all worldly bondages and objects which, no doubt, disturb the
restraint of the mind.

Sankara does not consider any word universal: He considers words as
applicable to empirical life itself, ‘Triemese Frad-a, FeEmTea ‘T=ramE
T 8 o, such scriptures were familiar to Sankara. He was aware of the
incapability of words to signify the uliimate Reality. The divisions of any-
thing as universal or individual is relevant in the empirical realm itself. Being
devoid of descriptive content, Brahman is to be identified as one’s own self
through experience itself. If Brahman is devoid of descriptive content, there
may arise the doubt of the relevance of various upanisads which contain
numerous sentences. Sankara clarifies that upanisads are not proposed to
define Brahman, on the other hand, they help to ward off all false notions
inside themselves created by ignorance. The scriptures like T FiRammmE GvE:
TR qEA ET, SRt reveal this fact.

B. If the question is put forth against Advaita, there can be these solutions.
We cannot refer to things that are not there or that are ‘not felt’ there.
Otherwise we have to refer to the absence of those things with the valid
knowledge—s3rIwer=a or non-apprehension. But Advaita does not deny the
empirical existence of this universe and the objects in it.

The act of signifying will occur only when a performer is aware of what
it signifies. There exists the subject-object relation (FgF#+m=). It cannot be
and need not be denied of descriptive content even if it signifies a universal
or an individual. It will be of descriptive content when comparatively lower
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degree of knowledge (a1 f&=m) exists in man. But it can be referred to as
nothing (mere appearance), that is to say, there will never be subject—object
relation and it will be devoid of descriptive content when the supreme Reality
is experienced. This is the advaitic concept.

Nandanam Vengoor, Kidangoor P.O. N. UsnHa Devi
Ankamali 683 572, Ernakulam Dt., Kerala

(d) “If there were no snakes at all ...". Reply to query published in the
JICPR, Vol. XVII, No. 3.

First of all, let me say that such a question will be relevant if the question
was re-written into this form—'If there were no snake at all in this uni-
verse...

This question aims at the theory of firars posited by Advaitins. The word
fiya is pathetically mistaken by almost all the opponents of Advaita. It is
generally mistaken into the meaning of ew=ieq—non-existent. This fact is
clearly explained in the Advaitasiddhi of Madhusudana-Saraswati. A thing
can be fram or false when it is wrongly felt in another substratum. Advaita
vedanta cannot be synonymous with shunyavada (in its literal sense) or
Atyanthasattva vada, which alone can consider the universe around them as
non-existent. That thing can be a@q which cannot be felt in any substratum.
Snake is not such a non-existent thing according to Advaita. The whole world
is considered as existent in the substratum known as Brahman. When this
substratus is identified as one’s own essence, one can negate all worldly
objects as false and can experience the unlimited bliss in oneself.

Philosophical thoughts and theories are to be formed by living in this
world itself. But Advaita teaches that this world cannot be the last resort of
men due to its impermanent nature. No one in this world can be regarded as
a born Advaitin. By restricting the actions of mind, body and senses one can
reach the eternal nature of one’s own. It is in fact a state to be identified as
one’s own self when the ignorance in one’s mind disappears.

However this identified knowledge of all-pervaded consciousness and T’
is not attained, there remains the knowledge of this world and worldly things
as more significant. The Advaita philosopher can merely explain the things
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as false but he cannot experience their falsity. For, such an experience needs
genuine interest and renunciation from the world.

It was never possible to mistake a rope for a snake, if the snake was either
unknown to him or non-existent. Foreseeing the possibility of the occurrence
of such mistaken knowledge in common man, Advaita put forth such empiri-
cal examples to reveal the status of world and Brahman. In the course of
empirical livelihood, people have to consider worldly affairs around them as
true. Vedanta Paribhasa makes this view clear:

ER G LI e L A C R
Afsd Tgedd YHITarsseH s 1)’

(The common man does not differentiate body from Atman, Likewise, till
the origin of the doubtless knowledge of Brahman, the worldly affairs are to
be considered as true.)

The ‘T’ concept and the concept of indefinable consciousness, bliss and
nature of knowledge are the experience of every man beyond contradictions.
‘Who am I?’ is a question very difficult to answer. Advaita goes into the
depth of this question. Though it can be philosophized in this way, the real
Advaitin has to keep aloof from snakes and ropes and nacre and silver and
has to strive for the attainment of the self-effulgent nature of Brahman, as
his own nature.

For the sake of clearing the doubts of opponents and to make the philo-
sophical standpoints more clear, Advaita does not consider it a crime to
recognize the empirical existence of the world with its objects. Moreover,
misunderstanding in vivid forms is common in the world around us. Every
man, including the opponent of Advaita, cannot escape from being subject to
any kind of misunderstanding in his life. Hence these kinds of common
experiences are put forth as examples.

The above-said facts reveal the relative existence of the world and various
experiences in it. Therefore the absence of snake in rope in three tenses does
not mean the absence of it being felt in the rope.

Nandanam Vengoor, Kidangoor P.O. N. Usua Devi
Ankamali 683 572, Ernakulam Dt., Kerala
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() ‘Suppose Mr. X realizes the Advaitic Brahman, will he be able to
make that claim (not just speak, etc.) by making the statement
“Ahambrahmasmi”? Will he be able to tell Mr. Y “fattvamasi ” and
“sarvam khalvidambrahma™?. Reply to the queries of U.A. Vinay Kumar
published in the JICPR, Vol. XVII, No. 3

The query is concerned with identification and the identifying claim of a
realizer of Brahman in Advaita Vedanta. We know that the case of identi-
fication is applicable to the field of individuals and universals that are the
objects of knowledge and is significant only for the individuals who know
a thing through the knowing process. Advaitic Brahman is not an object of
knowledge, rather it, for them, is the knowledge itself, which is transcended
witness of all the knowledge of the objects. The question of making a claim
of “Aham Brahmasmi’ and providing justification in the favour of such a
claim are significantly possible on the plane of reason and the realizer of
Brahman transcends that plane. Any such claim and justification are neither
logically possible nor required at the level of the realizer. There is no such
purpose, for him, to be fulfiled by such claims as his state is Aptakama,
paramaniskiima. His state is beyond all the linguistic categories. Realization
means realization of wholeness. Discriminations and distinctions from oth-
ers, individuals and universals, do not arise at that plane. The moment we
accept that realization is not a state of knowledge, discriminative and distinc-
tive in nature, we will be in a position to know that questions regarding claim
of identification of ‘Ahambrahmasmi’ and justification in its favour do not
properly arise at the level of the realizer as his is a state beyond the episte-
mological and linguistic categories.

However, there is no logical need for such an identification of a realizer.
This does not mean that the state of the realizer is a state of any kind of
disability in any way. It is a state of perfection. It is not denied, in Vedanta,
that a realizer by proxy can preach ‘Tattvamasi’ and ‘Sarvam khalvidam
Brahman’ for the welfare of the human communities. He can express his
realization of ‘dhmbrahmasmi’ also, not as a part of his egoity but as a
simple expression of the state.

Nonetheless, one, by observing his activities based on the sense of non-
duality and perfection or by imagination based on text regarding that state,
can very well claim the truth of those statements and can furnish justifica-
tions and evidences in their favour.

107, Upstairs, Hindustan Pharma D.N. Tiwari
Lal Bagh, Darbhanga 866 004
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(f) Observations on the statement of Russell published under the section
‘Focus’ in JICPR, Vol. XVII, No. 3 by (i) N. Mishra, (ii} R.K. Gupta,
and (iii) Dani Raveh

(i) A Reply to Professor Daya Krishna’s Query Regarding Russell’s Moral
Defect

In JICPR (Vol. XVII, No. 3, p. 179) Professor Daya Krishna draws the
attention of the readers towards a statement of Russell which according to the
Professor seems strange ‘especially as it suggests that the “moral” quality of
one’s consciousness may affect one’s intellectual work’, The Professor per-
haps thinks that a person’s moral goodness or moral badness has nothing to
do with his performing an intellectual job. Surely enough, not only a saint
but also a sinner can be a great mathematician.

However, Webster’s New Collegiate Dictionary (Indian Edition, Scientific
Book Agency, Calcutta, 1985) gives as one of the meanings of the word
‘moral’ as “of, relating to, or acting on the mind, character, or will”. Now,
if we take the word ‘moral’ used in Russell’s statement as meaning what
Webster has given in his Dictionary, then perhaps there is no strangeness in
Russell’s statement, not even prima facie strangeness.

But there is a difficulty here. Russell himself has used in his statement the
word ‘even’ before his phrase ‘my mathematical work’, The implication of
the use of the word ‘even’ should, I think, be that a mathematical work is
not affected by any moral quality either good or bad. Even then he says that
this mathematical work was affected by a moral defect.

But then one may argue here that there are certain qualities of mind which
are very necessary for doing any type of systematic and purposeful work.
They are, to name a few, being realistic (not fanciful), being sincere (not
undevoted to the task), and being calculative or ratiocinative (not sentimental
or not liable to be swayed away by emotions). And because these qualities
can be cultivated by a person wilfully, they can quite well be regarded as
moral qualities. And Jack of such qualities can very well be regarded as a
moral lack or a moral defect. Morality, as we know, is related to freedom
of will, responsibility, sense of guilt, praise and blame, reward and punish-
ment, etc. Russell has pointed out in his statement that the defect of his mind
that affected his mathematical work was his own creation (‘allowed myself
to fall’), and I think his statement is suggestive of his readiness to own the
responsibility and even his willingness to be condemned for it. Perhaps the
building up of a frame of mind necessary for doing an intellectual work is
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an indispensable and unavoidable duty of the person who wants to undertake
such a work. Accordingly, such a building-up becomes his bounden moral
duty. And if he fails to carry out this duty, he acquires a moral defect.

But then it may be pointed out here that what has been regarded above as
a moral necessity is perhaps just a methodological requirement. Without the
qualities of the mind that have been enumerated above, no difficult goal of
any sort can be achieved. But only when the goal is a moral goal, the method
used for its realization is a moral method; and any defect in respect of such
a method will be regarded as a moral defect. Mathematical excellence cannot
be a moral goal, because it is not concerned with social behaviour, nor is it
concerned with social harmony or social development. Ignorance of math-
ematical knowledge can permit excuses, but not doing of moral action cannot.
No person can be condemned for not writing a Principia Mathematica.

So, it is not just prima facie but really very strange that Russell has
regarded his unrealistic, insincere and sentimental frame of mind to be mor-
ally defective in the context of doing his mathematical work. Now, we have
two options before us. If we go by Webster’s Dictionary, we can reject even
the alleged prima facie strangeness in Russell’s statement. But if we take
morality not in its lean psychological sense as taken by Webster, but in its
full-blown social sense in which it is usually taken then we shall have to
admit that there is in Russell’s statement not just prima facie strangeness, but
real strangeness.

Dahua House, Tilkamanjhi, N. MisHraA
Bhagalpur 812 001, Bihar

(ii) Knowledge and Morality: A Short Note

Under Focus I (JICPR, Vol. XVII, No. 3, p. 179), Daya Krishna quotes the
following statement from Russell: ‘By this time | had secured Whitehead’s
cooperation in this task, but the unreal, insincere and sentimental frame of
mind into which I had allowed myselfto fall affected even my mathematical
work ... . This defect in my work was due to a moral defect in my state of
mind’ (The Autobiography of Bertrand Russell, London, George Allen and
Unwin, 1967, p. 151). He finds it prima facie strange that the moral quality
of one’s consciousness should affect one’s intellectual work. The question
which I would like to ask here is this: what exactly is the relation which
Russell may have in mind in this place between a person’s state of mind
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which he may consider morally unsatisfactory and the quality of his intellec-
tual work? A possible answer to this question is that the person’s said state
of mind produces disquiet in him, and this disturbs his concentration, and this
affects the quality of his intellectual work. However, this answer will not do.
For it will only show there to be a relation between his lack of concentration,
which is an intellectual matter and may be caused by moral disquiet as also
in a variety of other non-moral ways, like the loss of a dear one and the
quality of his intellectual work, and not between something of moral kind
and something of an intellectual kind. But, then, what other relation may
Russell have in mind?

One can talk of different kinds of relations between knowledge and mo-
rality. The well-known relations are: knowledge and its use for immoral ends
and the use of immoral means for the acquisition of knowledge. I do not wish
to go into these at the moment. But there is a kind of relation upon which
[ would like to spend a little time here. In my paper, ‘Knowledge and
Morality’ (Gandhi Marg, Vol. 19, No. 1, pp. 57-67), | have mentioned
several intellectual and moral qualities which are presupposed in our pursuit
of knowledge; and I have dwelt upon the latter at some length. The intellec-
tual qualities include the following: (i) a person who pursues knowledge
should clarify his problem to himself and formulate it as exactly as possible;
(ii) he should be as clear, precise, simple and straight as possible in his
expression and use no jargon; (iii) be should find out, through his own
reflection or discussion or in any other way, the various objections which
may be raised against his position and give them due consideration; and (iv)
he should accept his thesis, even after he has done his best to confirm it, only
tentatively. The moral qualities include: (1) a person who pursues knowledge
should make sure that he is interested in the problem which he wants or
undertakes to explore; (2) he should be determined to persevere in his work
in face of things which threaten to bring it to a premature end; (3) he should
allow his work to take its own course and time; (4) he should do his best
to understand a point of view which is different and opposite, and even to
sympathize with it; that is to say, he should do his best to be tolerant towards
such a point of view; (5) he should be ruthless, that is, totally unbiased, in
his examination of people’s positions, including his own; (6) he should have
the awareness that he may have made some or the other mistake in the course
of his work, that it is possible that his work is not worth much and that it
is not worth much on the whole any way; that is to say, he should be humble
about his work; (7) he should be prepared to suffer privations; and (8) he
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sh01_11d allow his work alone, and never considerations of any personal gain
to fhct:ate to him the results of that work; that is to say, he should be entirel);
objective and unselfish in determining the results of his work.

What Russell may have in mind may bring to light yet another moral
quality presupposed in our pursuit of knowledge, or yet another kind of
realtion between knowledge and morality.

ZB-5, Sah Vikas, 68 Patparganj, Delhi 110 092 R.K. Gurra

(ii1) A Short Note in Response to Daya Krishna’s Query Regarding Russell’s
Statement

U{ld(?r Focus I, Daya Krishna draws the readers’ attention to what he calls
4 “prima facie strange’ statement by Russell in his autobiography, which
implies that one’s morality affects his intellectual work. I wou]dalike to
suggest that this alleged anecdote from Russell supports the following con-
tention; Knowledge is derived from and determined by one’s ‘way of life’,
Meaning that’since knowledge is a way-of-relating or an act of defining-a-
statu.s (as in Sankara’s “This is not a snake, but a rope”), this very way of
re]atlng cannot be divorced from the knower. In other words, a person gains
a certam kind of knowledge when he becomes a certain being. This might be
obvious when dealing with ‘spiritual knowledge’: in order to know Brahman
one has to become Brahman (‘becoming’ which is phrased in the ﬁrst-persor;
{nahﬁvﬁkya ‘Aham Brahmasmi’). This might be ‘logical’ when speaking of
‘a,nthropological knowledge’: to know a foreign culture, one has ‘to get into
It’, to live and experience it, to become (as much as possible) a part of it
Bl{.t I would like to further claim that the notion of knowledge-as—way-of-liﬁ;
is in fact applicable to each and every kind of knowledge, even mathematical
as sh(?wn by Russell. The ‘way of life’ in our anecdote is what he calls ‘state,
of mind’. What Russell actually says is that a state of mind which he
characterizes as ‘unreal, insincere and sentimental’ and as ‘morally defective’
had an influence over a certain kind of knowledge, i.e. ‘mathematical-knowl:
edge’. His statement implies that in order to gain (or in his case to regain)
such knowledge, one has to become real, sincere and non-sentimental. But it
can also imply that our state of mind (any state of mind) affects (positively
or n,egatively) the type of knowledge accessible to us. ‘Knowledge as way of
life’ not referring then to an outer lifestyle, but rather to an inner-attitude.
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And if the contention sketched here briefly is accepted, then what seemed
prima facie strange becomes more understandable.

13, Harav Kook Street, Tel-Aviv, Israel Dant Ravin

(g) ‘Sabdi Bhavana and Arthi Bhavana’. Reply to query published in
JICPR, Vol. XVII, No. 3

Professor Daya Krishna asks the following two questions:
(1) What exactly is the difference between Sabdi Bhavana and Arthi
Bhavana?
(2) What is the significance of this difference in the relation between
language and action?

In reply to his questions I would like to say the following:

Sabdi Bhavana is consciousness of a word or linguistic phrase used as an
imperative. Arthi Bhavana is consciousness of the objective to be realized by
acting in accordance with the imperative. Thus, the former bhagvana is con-
cerned with the understanding of language and the latter one with doing an
action.

Now, either the two bhavaras are distinct from each other, the former
coming first and the latter next, or they form one psychosis in which they
do not occur separately, even though they can be distinguished from each
other conceptually. If we accept the first alternative, we have to answer the
question: How does language lead to action? If the second, then we need to
answer the question: Can language and action form one psychical whole?

In answer to the first question just raised we may say that when an
imperative is heard or received by a person who is already disposed to act
very faithfully in accordance with the imperatives of the received type, his
mind is automatically activated to form a will to act in accordance with the
received imperative. In such a person there is a transition from one state of
mind to another.

But in answer to the next question we have to say that the imperative
received does not start any thinking process, but straightaway ‘triggers’ the
action. I am reminded here of Stevenson’s theory of persuasive function and
Austin’s theory of performative function of language, and also of what is
called the niyoga-function of the Vaidic Vidhi. What needs to be specially
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noted here is that language can through some of its uses influence a person
straightaway to act in some specific manner. In such actings there are not two
bhavanas or consciousnesses occurring successively in the mind of the actor.
So, there cannot be in such actings any relation between the imperative
language received and the recipient’s intention to act. In such actings there is
just one consciousness in which what happens is that the language acts. If
this phenomenon of language acting appears to be too unrealistic, we can very
well say that in such a unitary consciousness the imperative language makes
its addressee keenly infent to act in accordance with itself. So, in such
consciousness there can hardly exist any relation between language and ac-
tion. Perhaps any search here about a relation between language and action
is a wild-goose chase.

Head, P.G. Department of Philosophy, N. MisHRA
T.M. Bhagalpur University,
Bhagalpur 812 001 (Bihar)

B. QUERY
The Bhagvadgita on the Problem of Evil

Chapters IX and X of the Bhagvadgita are devoted to the enumeration of the
Lord’s vibhutis, which word may be translated as ‘manifestation” of divine
glories, “attributes’, ‘essence’, ‘perfection’, ‘type’, ‘pattern’, ideal’ of all things
herebelow. Chapter [X is entitled by Dr. Radhakrishnan as ‘“The Lord is
more than his creation’ and Chapter X as ‘God is the source of All; to know
Him is to know all’. The Lord is the ‘seed and perfection of all that is.” This
description recalls to the mind Plato’s Theory of Ideas.

The Lord signifies it as his ‘sovereign mystery’. Several examples are
given which symbolize His divine glory more or less in an imperfect way.
While He goes on recounting the manifestations of His divine glories, in
verse 36 of Chapter X he makes the sovereign mystery more mystifying.
Says He: ‘Of the deceitful [ am the gambling’ (dyutam chalayatamasmi)
followed by ‘Of the splendid I am the splendour’ etc. etc.

The drift of both these chapters is that “The cosmic process is not a
complete manifestation of the Absolute’ (Radhakrishnan). Though gambling
was a royal pastime, it is mentioned here as the supreme form of “deceitful-
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ness’. This characterization by the Blessed Lord of gambling as the greatest
deceitfulness makes this statement fade into and overlap the ultimate question
of the origin and status of Evil.

The point defying a resolution is: Since Evil is the Lord’s vibhuti, it is co-
eternal and equipollent with Good and His other vibhutis. It is the type and
perfection abiding in the Absolute of mundane evil. In that case, can Evil,
manifestation of which vibhuti is His nature (according to Gaudpada), be
ever entirely got rid of? Is the human condition, as the Calvinists and Jansenists
believe, irredeemable?

40, Nehru Path, Krishna Nagar 1T DurGaLAL MATHUR
Lal Kothi, Jaipur 302 015
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RAMON PaNikkar: The Cosmotheandric Experience, Motilal Banarsidass,
1998, pp. xv + 160. !

The central theme of the book under review is ‘a unified vision of reality’,
a vision—called cosmotheandric intuition—in which the World, God and
Man are seen as the three irreducible dimensions of reality. In this connection
Raimon Panikkar quotes a text from the Brhadaranyaka Upanisad which says
that He revealed himself threefold, sa tredha armanar vvakuruta (1-2-3) (p.
55). He has coined the expression cosmotheandric with the help of three
words cosmos, theos and anthropos. He has developed the theme of the book
through a study of Man in prehistorical, historical and transhistorical con-
texts. To him history is to be understood not with reference to any particular
culture or age. It is an attempt to look at the present predicament of Man
without limiting the attempt to any perspective, ancient or modern, Greek or
Brahmanic, Christian or Buddhist. Rightly speaking, the cosmotheandric
perspective may be considered as representing an intercultural and inter-
religious study. It is therefore hailed by Scott Eastham as an ‘interdisciplinary
study with a firm foundation’ (p. viii).

According to Panikkar, the cosmotheandric vision is ‘the original and
primordial form of consciousness’ (p. 55) of which Man was in possession.
With regional discoveries, physical and metaphysical, he relinquished this
consciousness. He divides the indivisible and rejects from his consciousness
all that seems to be incongruous or disagree with the new discoveries. As a
result, God is ‘deprived of a body, and later of matter altogether’ so that he
becomes ‘spirit only’ (p. 57). There is this exclusion in his case also. To give
an example from the recent past, man ‘first stripped himself of his animality,
then his body and senses, and soon enough he put aside his feelings until he
became a “thinking rod”, a res cogitans, and a speaking machine’ (p. 58).
These are evidently cases of reductionism, one spiritual and another anthro-
pological. The urge to seek the original unity, though clouded by the
reductionist tendencies, asserts itself now and then. So ‘Man is not satisfied
to attain the peaks if from there he cannot at least see the valleys as well.”
The entire reality is to be embraced, ‘matter as much as spirit, goodness as
much as evil, science as much as mysticism, the soul as much as the body’
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(p. 57). Thus the cosmotheandric view consists in overcoming all forms of
‘overbearing reductionisms’. And this is possible, says the author, only when
‘we pierce through our own anthropocentric perspective in the ongoing con-
quest of the new innocence’ (p. 58).

The book falls into two major parts with an introduction and an epilogue,
part one and part two having the titles Colligite I'ragmenta and The End of
History respectively.

The Introduction by Scott Eastham says of Raimon Panikkar that he illus-
trates the genuine multicultural, multireligious experience. It points out that
his vision overcomes ‘the lopsidedness of monism or dualism’ (p. vii).

The first part introduces the theme of the book by saying that its task is
to offer an open horizon which is meant to preserve the validity of the present
trend ‘toward unity and universality, but without closing it up in any single
perspective, vision or system’ (p. 13). Then it deals with the three major
forms of consciousness—primordial, humanistic and ecological, and
cosmotheandric. Having thus prepared the ground, the author describes the
nature of the cosmotheandric intuition. This contains his essential contribu-
tion to the study of Man. Two things are worthy of attention. First, the
cosmotheandric vision is described in terms of sat, cit and ananda (pp. 61—
4). Secondly, the trinitarian relation upon which the vision emphasizes is said
to be ‘non-dualistic’ in nature (p. 74). This is how Panikkar defines the
relation: ‘God is not only the God of Man, but also the God of the World.
A God with no cosmological and thercfore no cosmogonic functions would
not be God at all, but a mere phantom’ (Ibid.).

The second part of the book returns to a deeper analysis of the trinitarian
consciousness already dealt with very briefly. The analysis is done under
three captions—nonhistorical consciousness, historical consciousness and
transhistorical consciousness.

The Epilogue closes with an outline of ‘cosmotheandric spirituality” which
consists, among other things, in the formula—'Service to the Earth is divine
service, just as the love of God is human love’ (p. 152).

An impartial critic will certainly agree with the standpoint of Panikkar—
that Man progresses from a primordial to a new and catholic synthesis. It is
a reaffirmation of the conclusion of many contemporary thinkers of the world.
In India, as early as the beginning of the last century, Sri Aurobindo (1872—

1950) had written extensively on the subject. Particularly his book The Human
Cyele gives a profound and systematic account thereof, The value of Panikkar’s
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book lies in the fact that it speaks to the western audience in the idiom
intelligible to the members.

7 First Cross North Extn.,
Suryva Kanti Nagar, Pondicherry-3

N. JAYASHANMUGAM

ANaNTa GRI: Global Transformations: Post Modernity and Beyond, Rawat
Publications, Jaipur, 1998, Rs 675

The unprecedented scientific and technological innovations in the last decade
of the 20th century and its concomitant impact on socio-cultural and indi-
vidual life, turned topsy-turvy the claims of Enlightenment Reason to liberate
humanity from incrustations of obscurantism and place the individual at the
pedestal of dignity. As has been the tradition of the Homo Sapiens, new
thoughts in variegated forms and at multiple levels have been developed to
counter the claims arrogated to itself by previous human mind and so it
happened after Renaissance in the West. A plethora of theories centred around
civilization and cultures, individual and society, economy and market, local
and global and modernity and post-modernity have positioned themselves
against the phenomena which has produced and propagated the epistemology
and axiology of pure immediacy in which man is cut from both memory and
history and has become a victim of the commaodification of the self. Ananta
Giri's book Global Transformations: Post-modernity and Beyond is an at-
tempt to encapsulate various streams of thought in the contemporary era at
a single place, evaluate their contribution and attempt to synthesize the devel-
oping philosophies with the wisdom that India has in philosophers like
Aurobindo and, of course, in its tradition.

Dr Giri, in this book attempts to capture a number of themes ranging from
modermity, post-modemity and globalization to tradition, culture and the self;
transformations which the world is witnessing at a much faster rate; social
movements, which have become significant mediums of social solidarity and
human redemption and neo-religious resurrections added to which is the
discussion on the redundancy of earlier methods in descriptive sociology and
the logic to develop new insights to understand the overarching but traumatic
changes which almost every society is experiencing.

Under the canopy of modernity, tradition, culture and self, the author finds
obsolete the theory of possessive self as discussed by Macpherson two dec-
ades ago and also the theory of the self-aggrandizing individual described by
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Anthony Giddens. The category of the self is an ontological category as
argued by the author and it is reflective, and has a transcendental identity
which inheres the urge for evolution from lower to higher. Self, being both
transcendent and immanent is not satisfied with passive recipience of infor-
mations designed by other; rather it craves to see the other in itself, Moder-
nity had buried this self into the graveyard of the period considered to be
outside the ambit of history. Post-modernism is an attempt to reincarnate that
self and, therefore, today’s democratic socicties need to be conceptually re-
defined and so the notions of ethics, morality, justice, citizenship and apathy.
In this context the author finds the concepts of Discourse Ethics, Commu-
nicative Action and Cognitive Distantiation as developed by Habermas as
remarkably useful. Equally useful to him is the philosophy of Sri Aurobindo
who favoured a spiritual society. It is through the spirituality of Aurobindo
that Habermas’s humanized society can be established. Thus, he makes hu-
manism emanational from spiritualism.

The theoretical underpinning of the philosophy of post-modernity has been
undertaken by the author in Chapter 6 of the book entitled The Condition of
Post-modernity and the Discourse of the Body. The Cartesian dualism be-
tween mind and body paved the way for the sovereignty of reason and the
subsequent ascendance of mind over body but its limitations were exposed by
philosophers like Wittgenstein, Morly Ponty and Gilbert Ryle. The limits of
reason were further discussed in the anthropology of Pierre Bourdieu, and
Emily Martin, and the sociology of Anthony Giddens and Bryan Turner.
Body, to post-modernists, is not something on which the script of culture and
society is written but a constitutive and transformative agency of culture,
which is well-articulated in Derrida’s concept of ‘difference’. It is the body,
which differentiates one from the other and retains his/her individuality. Post-
modemity aims at formation of a culture of immanence, which embodies
human inspiration and wherein the resources of body and memory are in
continuous transformation. Every culture has its own language. The linguistic
world is full of metaphors. Post-modemism favours the language of meta-
phors, which show the corporeal and sensible way of recording what the
word means. The first language of life is bodily. Metaphors not only show
the unity of mind and body but are also closest to the description of reality.
Reason, as a uniform category is the source of totalitarianism. With the
philosophy of post-modernity, the process of deconstruction of the state and
civil society has ushered in the transformation of the political process into
participatory democracies. This is visible in social movements and activism,
which are dealt with in chapters 1 and 2 of the book.
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Social movements are the signals of the decline of faith in the sovereignty
of reason. Since the 1960s, the American society has witnessed the emer-
gence of mystical, Christian fundamentalist and evangelical left movements,
Challenging the boundaries between religion and science, and state and so-
ciety, these movements are response to the crises generated by post-industrial
transformations in the American society. Religious fundamentalism in the
USA seeks to establish early Christianity, which lays emphasis on ‘Love’,
a theme which forms one of the quintessential components of the Christian-
ethics and metaphysics. Secularism, Marxism and process of desacralization
stand eclipsed today and, religion stands rationalized, making use of advanced
tools and technologies to present itself in the public. Spiritual movements are
now treated as creative movements.

Social activism in India is explained in terms of popularization of science
within a reflective framework. The British uniperialism was a curse in terms
of advancement of indigenous science and technology in India. Therefore,
science, tailored to the needs of the Indian people is being popularized by
Patriotic and People Oriented Science and Technology (PPST), with its head-
quarters in Chennai. Other organizations engaged in such activity are Muruguppa
Chettiar Research Centre (MCRC), which is also located in Chennai, and
Bangalore-based Application of Science and Technology for Rural Areas
(ASTRA), which is devoted to find innovative low-cost housing technology
and new grammars of architecture in the areas of energy, building,
agroprocessing and transformation. People’s Science Movement (PSM), us-
ing traditional languages and mediums for imparting scientific knowledge, is
active in identified areas of Madhya Pradesh and appears to be a modern form
of ‘Bhakti Movement’.

What the author intends to convey is that in India also, which previously
derived its ideological pabulum from Marxism, has now discovered alterna-
tive platforms for its identity formation and resources mobilization for others
instead of going for underpinning of class antagonism and annihilation of
enemies of the working class and peasantry. This reveals the failure of
Marxist Reason in India.

The scenario of post-industrial transformations or in literary parlance ‘the
third awakening’ is discussed in chapters 3 and 4 of the book. In this phase,
the governments are continuing to be market friendly but markets refuse to
become people friendly; consequently the democratic system of governance
needs to be reviewed. It is a false assumption that representative governments
are representative democracies. In fact, they are the communities that are
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really democratic as is found in certain Latin American countries where the
community encourages creative conflicts and where every individual has the
opportunity to participate in the process of conflict resolution, thus providing
enabling and conducive conditions for self-assertion and identity formation.
The existing gap between nation state and global democracy has lead to
terrorism because the individual finds himself lost. To properly locate the
individual in the transnational democracy, it has become imperative to re-

define citizenship. Citizenship should be representative of the other than the.

self, a philosophy systematically articulated by Aurobindo in India. The
agenda of democracy should be the transformation of self.

Chapters 5, 6 and 10 of the book are concerned with the theoretical issues
concerning post-modemity and globalization and its impact on the marginalized
groups in society especially women. Essentially these chapters are a critique
of the contemporary culture which is the product of contemporary economic
structure. The enormities of technological changes, encouraging flexible spe-
cialization in economic production and distribution, have made economy and
society synonymous. De-industrialization has given birth to new conserva-
tism, adversely affecting the lives of women workers in non-expert sectors.
The desire to revolt but their existential inability to do so that has made them
victims of psychological disorders. Their comfort, it any, lies in toilets,
locker rooms and prayer rooms at the workplace. Its solution lies in discov-
ering a new meaning in nature. Nature as ‘prakriti’ is activity and diversity.
As an expression of ‘shakti’, nature is the feminine and creative principle of
cosmos. In conjunction with the masculine principle {(Purusha), it creates the
world. The recovery of the feminine principle of ‘Shakti’ is needed to
reintegrate the division caused by contemporary science and technology.

The relevance of the use of methods in the study of today’s societies and
social processes has been discussed in chapters 7, 8 and 12 of the book
wherein the limits of the comparative method are shown through the example
of the debate between Louis Dumont and Andre Beteille on the nature of
Indian society, studied by the former in his book Homo Hierarchius. Dumont
found the existence of various hierarchies in Indian society in contrast to
equality in western societies. To Beteille, Dumont has given priority to
contrast over comparison, to difference over similarity and to discontinuity
over continuity. When feudalism had its ascendance in Europe, similar hier-
archy persisted because hierarchy is more a theological notion than seciologi-
cal. Later on Dumont introduced the concept of acculturation in his study on
German society which means co-existence of non-modern elements with
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modern ones or non-modern cultures with modem civilizations. But Andre
Beteille, without appreciating this shift in emphasis, continued the debate on
methods oblivious to the fact that this method has lost its significance on
account of development of transnationalism as a theme which can be studied
not only in the ethnography of the present but also in the archaeology of the
past. Theories of nationalism and socialism having collapsed and science of
abstraction having been relegated to the background, social science needs to
be imaginative and hermeneutical, capable to unfold the sensibilities of others
like literature, with self at the centre of its discourse.

The book by the author covering a vast range of subjects fails to discuss
even briefly the aetiology of the revolt against the Enlightenment Reason
which started with Rousseau and continued upto existentialist philosophers
and Albert Camus. In fact post-modemism as a critique of modernity was a
much later development. Dostoyevsky in his Notes From the Underground
had much earlier anticipated the aquiline glance of modernity which would
capitalize on the miseries of others. Secondly, the author appears to be zeal-
ously optimistic about post-modernity, forgetting that reason is being put into
another garb or veil. Hence, its perils cannot be totally overlooked. A similar
situation was visible in the *70s when post-behaviouralism was introduced to
meet the criticisms levelled against behaviouralism, but it turned out to be a
mere will-0’-the wisp. Similarly, it is going to be a long wait to evaluate
whether post-modernism is a substitute of modemism or posthumous moder-
nity or a tool to advance the teleology of modernity in the changed cultural
milieu. It is possible that an author who attempts to encompass most of the
themes of the contemporary world will at some place feel exhausted of
theoretical analysis and disctuiss them elaborately at some other place. One
who goes through the book will appreciate it but expect more details and
discussions on such sensitive issues as self, culture, tradition and making of
social science as sensitive as literature to the question of the self. Further, the
reader will also like to know more on how the author is satisfied with
combining Habermas with Aurobindo, as the two are like parallel lines; the
genesis of the former lying in metaphysics and marching towards unicity
with the Ultimate through askesis and the latter’s roots lying in the Reason
of Modernity targeted to fulfil its unfinished project.

G.B. Pant Social Science Institute BADRI NARAYAN
Allahabad and A.R. Misura
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MUHAMMAD ABDUL SALAM KHAN: Ibn ‘Arabi ka najarya wahdat-i wujud,
pp. 3--56.

The task of systematizing the metaphysical thinking of Ibn ‘Arabi and its
coherent presentation is difficult if not impossible. This is because Ibn “Arabi
does not present his ideas systematically. His key ideas are found scattered
throughout his numerous writings [Osman Yahya'’s list contains over 800
works]. Few have attempted to systematize his ideas, ‘Abd al-Karim al-Jili
was one of those closer to the time of Ibn ‘Arabi who attempted to systema-
tize his thinking on the notion of the Perfect Man (al-insan al-kamil). In
more recent times, it was Affifi who tried to give a systematized account of
Ibn “Arabi’s Mystical Philosophy, with an attempt to interpret Ibn ‘Arabi
around the notion of the ‘unity of being’ (wahdat al-wujud). Nothing could
be more damaging and reductionistic than this idea taken out of the context
of the complex world of thoughts of Ibn ‘Arabi and then used as the single
hermeneutical tool. All through the works of Ibn ‘Arabi, his attempt is to
avoid extremes in theology, philosophy and jurisprudence. His genius was in
using the extremes as the necessary components of the whole or the entire
affair, Ton ‘Arabi was a genius in reconciling contradictory ideas. In such a
scheme of things the idea of the unity of being was merely notional. The
normative reality of the whole affair was polar containing innumerable sub
and sub-sub polarities, Thus, the affirmation of ahdiya or wahdiya or wahdaniya
was notional. The realms of the worlds and the Divine Unity were assumed
to be normative and eternal.

The author of the work under review states at the outset that he plans to
concentrate on a more modest goal of outlining the basic principles of Ibn
‘Arabi’s thoughts. But what he is attempting to do in the work is to present
in a systematic manner Ibn ‘Arabi’s key thoughts. For this reason, the work
has become extremely dense and consequently out of the reach of the common
readers interested in theoretical Sufism, Jt appears to me from my reading of
the greatest master that all his life he struggled against the elitism of the
philosophers, jurists and theologians. While it is possible to accuse Ibn
‘Arabi also of having been elitist, there is evidence that he was concerned
about ensuring that his works were widely read. For instance, he presented
his complex thought using the existing styles of writing purportedly to ensure
that the common masses would understand the message. There is also evi-
dence that his works were circulated widely during his own lifetime just like
the thought of the ikhwan alsafa (Brothers of Purity). I feel therefore, that
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it would have been better for the author, given the modest size of his work,
to have concentrated on just one of the aspects of Ibn ‘Arabi’s works.

Having made these remarks, we may return to the work under review. The
author begins with two polar premises of philosophical enquiry in an attempt
to locate Ibn ‘Arabi in the larger context of philosophy:

1. The realities and their essences exist independent of our perception/
awareness of them. The author does not state this but clearly the
realities are understood here in the Platonic sense of ideas. The
assumption being that human awareness of the realities is subordi-
nate to the realities.

2. The realities do not exist beyond the limits of human awareness.
Again one may add that the realities here are understood in the
Aristotelian sense. The assumption being that human awareness is
what constructs the realities.

The author first attempts to show how the One Reality is related to the
universe of multiplicity. The author suggests that the primary supposition of
Ibn “Arabi concerned the absolute and unknowable God-in-himself. It is
impossible to even say that it exists or contains potential realities, attributes
etc. But since the universe presents itself as a locus of multiplicity and it has
been supposed that multiplicity derives from unity, the One Real Essence can
be said to contain all the cosmic and human realms’ diversities in a potential
and haphazard state. It seeks objectification resulting in the manifested reali-
ties. Thus there is a connection between the essence and the manifestation,
It is this Essential Reality that can be said to pervade all the other realities
belonging to the cosmic or human realm. The entities belonging to these two
realms are at best the ‘examples of the realities’ containing the essences and
pointing to them.

The author further makes a note of an important dilemma: Humanity is
capable of epistemically exhausting the ‘examples of the reality’, but the
essence of the realities and the Reality itself remain remote to human senses
and awareness.

The author proceeds to explain how multiplicity issues from absolute unity
without affecting its pure Essence. He notes that Ibn ‘Arabi posited several
possible ways of looking at the Absolute Essence in relation to multiplicity.

i. First in the hierarchy is what may only be described as absolute
absence or the absence of the absence. This is the state of pure
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essence. It cannot even be called being. Thus no qualities, no diver-
sity—potential or otherwise—could be attributed to it.

ii. Second is the state, which may be called Being or Reality because
it is supposed to contain the diversity of realities in their potential
state. The Absolute Essence in this scheme can be called the Reality
of realities.

iii. Third is the state of the names and attributes existing in the totality.
The totality of all the names is designated as the name Allah, which
is the name of the names corresponding to the reality of realities.

The realities, names and attributes that exist as potentialities in the Real
or Allah are also called ‘immutable entities’ (‘ayn thabita) because without
them one cannot suppose the engendering of the universe and the notion of
the command “kun’ would not be possible without supposing the diversity of
possible realities.

The author also makes a note of the term ‘substance’ (jawhar) {see for
details pp. 35-7] in relation to the term immutable entities [p. 26]. The exact
nature of the connection becomes clear when it is said that the attributes and
thus by implication the immutable entities or the names are the grades of
Substance. In this sense Substance is comparable to Allah or Reality. The
author repeats the conclusion already stated in the first few pages that the
objectification of the absolute essence pictured as the Names or Attributes of
the immutable entities is what constitutes the world [p. 31].

The author also makes a note of some central metaphors explaining the
process of ‘creation’. A brief explanation is in place here for those new to
these ideas. A reference to the command ‘kun’ was made above. The word
‘kun’ is a metaphor that indicates the process of the objectification of mul-
tiplicity stated in the traditional language of the creator causing the creation
out of nothing. Similarly, there are other categories that explain the process
of the ‘creation’ of the universe. The idea is that of the Reality or Allah
experiencing an inner turmoil on account of the non-knowledge of itself.
Knowledge presupposes duality, thus an impulse to know oneself necessi-
tates objectification. This process of objectification is pictured as breath
blowing out of the Real and collecting opposite the Real in a ‘cloud of
moisture’. The cloud refers to the stage of the externalization of the hidden
or immutable essences where all the multiplicity now lies exposed, and yet
together. Since from the point of view of the cloud this externalization now
makes it possible for it to know itself and its cause/creator, the Real is called
the Merciful and the ‘breath’ externalizing the immutable essence is called the
‘breath of the merciful’.
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The author also attempts to show the notion of ‘the cloud’ is related to
some of the other ideas such as ‘a containers containing the temporal entities’
or ‘imagination containing the possible entities’ or ‘the locus of the manifes-
tation of the cosmic realities’ and se on [pp. 32--3]. The cloud is further
presented as a reality conceived as going through a series of compound
manifestations [p. 34].

In addition to the subject covered above the author deals with the other
topics such as the intermediate world, the hereafter, time and etemnity and so
on. But in all this his fundamental motive appears to be to show how the
entire affair is to be conceived normatively as divided into two primary
halves in the entire affair containing various sub-levels——the world of singu-
larity and the other the world of plurality. The latter’s existence is dependent
on the former, for it denotes the interiority of Unity.

Related to the simplified scheme of the entire affair above is the idea of
the perfection of the world of plurality. The idea is rooted in al-Ghazzali and
is found in Ibn ‘Arabi’s works like the insha’ al-dawd'ir [ed. H.S. Nyberg,
Klienere Schriften des Ibn ‘Arabi, (Leiden: 1919)). This notion has also been
commented upon by M. Takeshita in ‘An Analysis of Ibn ‘Arabi’s insha’ al-
daw@’ir with Particular Reference to the Doctrine of the “third entity™”, in the
Journal of the Near Eastern Studies, Vol. 41, No. 3, pp. 243 ff, The author
has indicated the idea of the perfection of the world. But the idea has not been
developed despite its importance in Ibn ‘Arabi’s system of thought not least
because it shows how the knowledge of the actualized essences or the names
denoting the diversity of the worlds leads to the knowledge of the Real. The
idea has been variously called as ‘the theory of the best possible worlds’ or
‘the principle of plentitude’. Put simply it means that the objectified universe
represents the full and complete realization of immutable entities. This idea
also supports the traditional notion of Allah being generous and merciful. If
Allah withheld the best from being manifested, He would not be Merciful.
This argument is repeated three times in the treatise referred to above. The
importance of the theory of the best possible world is, however, in the fact
that it is attached to the notion of human knowledge of the Real/Merciful
Allah. Since the worlds as they exist are fully realized and the best that was
possible, they are the perfect images of the Real. Thus, human knowledge of
the entities of the worlds will eventually lead to the Real.

Associate Director DaviD EMMANUEL SINGH
Henry Martyn Institute, Chirag Ali Lane
Hyderabad 500 001
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Goutam Biswas: Art as Dialogue: Essays in Phenomenology of Aesthetic
Experience, Indira Gandhi National Centre for the Arts, New Delhi and
D.K. Printworld (P) Ltd., New Delhi, 1995, pp. xiv + 155, Rs 200.

The book under review is an absorbing and stimulating exercise in introduc-
ing a novel dimension in our understanding of the nature of aesthetic expe-
rience. Phenomenology as a methodological framework was seen as a re-
freshing alternative to deal with problems in epistemology and social science.
It was soon realized that another suitable field for its application was aesthet-
ics. Aesthetic experience, when studied and analyzed in terms of various
experiential elements involved, renders itself unhesitatingly to phenomenological
approach which claims to understand a thing in its entirety through intuitive
method. But the present volume reveals yet another approach whereby
phenomenological understanding of aesthetic expericnce can be further illumi-
nated by placing it within Buberian mould. Professor Biswas, a Buber scholar,
has meticulously employed the Dialogical method to explain the nature of art
experience and art appreciation. The I-Thou paradigm provides an ideal ap-
proach to comprehend art experience at various levels of communication and
interpretive and intuitive understanding, The main thrust of the present work
lies in explaining the intimate relation between man’s consciousness and the
art object. The application of the dialogical framework seeks to explain aes-
thetic experience as a bipolar cognition where consciousness and art object
are inseparably united. The reciprocity inherent in such a concept of art
experience is comparable to Polanyi’s analysis of personal knowledge.

In his attempt to locate the dialogical mode of cognition and interpretation
of the art object, Professor Biswas seeks to enter into the world of existen-
tialism, phenomenology and Buberian ideas on the one hand and the thought
systems of Indian thinkers like Tagore and Radhakrishnan on the other. The
book comprises six chapters: Introduction, The Phenomenology of Aesthetic
Experience, Buber’s Concept of Art as Dialogue, Michael Polanyi’s Aesthet-
ics, Tagore’s Philosophy of Art and Radhakrishnan’s Phenomenology of the
Art. The odyssey into the diverse worlds of thought is envisioned by the
persistent theme of a pervasive dialogical interpretation of aesthetic experi-
ence. Biswas convincingly argues that thinkers with different philosophical
leanings affirm that the transcendental quality of art experience can be best
brought out by applying the I-Thou like paradigm instead of explaining it in
purely subjective or objective terms. Biswas makes it amply clear that the
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notion of dialogue he adumberates and applies to various views and ap-
proaches encompasses pre-finguistic, linguistic and translinguistic framework
of the relation between man and art (p. 5), Hence, for him ‘art experience is
dialogue in all its pre-linguistic, linguistic and translinguistic aspects” (p. 6).
The second chapter unfolds the logical/conceptual space in which the dynamic
interplay of the subject and the work of art can be located. The chapter
encapsulates the development of aesthetic theory from the Greek and medi-
eval periods to the modern and contemporary developments in order to bring
out the thematic thrust of the work under review. The appropriateness and the
effectiveness of the dialogical approach in explicating the nature of art appre-
ciation has been argued with the help of what men like Kant, Sartre, Heidegger,
Mikel Dufranne or Roman Ingarden have said.

Subsequent chapters are devoted to analytical exposition of the theories of
art of Martin Buber, Michael Polanyi, Tagore and Radhakrishnan with a view
to defend the thesis developed by Biswas in the present work.

In his discussion of Martin Buber's concept of art as dialogue, Biswas
explains the dialogical mode of intentionality and the I-Thou mode of reci-
procity in understanding the work of art which has a reality character. The
unique nature of art object is revealed to us as a being in the sense of
existential and phenomenological ontology. It is the ontology of human ex-
perience which assigns meaning to the ontology of the work of art. Biswas
tries to show that art experience is a personal encounter involving existential
elements in human experience. It transforms the beholder or listener at every
stage of such experiences. The essence of such an experience is the realization
of oneness with the object of experience. This brings about a fusion of
subject and object. It reminds us of Gabriel Marcel’s theory of participation.
Biswas’ exposition of Buber’s position brings it closer to the existentialists
and Gadamar. The art object is “present’ to man’s consciousness and at the
same time man is ‘present’ to the object and it is this co-presence which gives
rise to aesthetic experience. In case of an inanimate object man is capable of
turning it into a “Thou’ without man himself becoming a “Thou’ for it. But
the aesthetic object ic a “Thou’ for man and at the same time man himself
becomes a ‘Thou’ for the former. While experiencing aesthetically the object
of art, man ‘lives’ it and gets transformed by the meaning-content as well as
the feeling-content of the experience. It is the result of interactive participa-
tion in the being of the other.

Similarly, for Polanyi aesthetic experience presupposes integration with
the object of art. The artist and even the beholder through participation
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discovers the world or the object he portrays or enjoys and in this process
discovers himself as well. Man loses himself in the aesthetic experience only
to regain himself with new dimensions added to his being. It is for Polanyi
a mysterious or mystical sort of ‘meeting’ the object in which the two come
together in a Buberian dialogical relation.

In his chapter entitled ‘Personal Man and Aesthetic Truth’, Biswas con-
structs Tagore’s views on aesthetics in a manner which brings it closer to
Buberian approach. He also shows with clarity and care how Tagore’s po-
sition reflects some streaks of existentialist thought. Biswas’ admirable at-
tempt to interpret Tagore’s philosophy of art in relation to philosophical
anthropology adds a hitherto unexplored dimension to Tagore’s philosophy.
He shows that for Tagore the aesthetic object appears to the artist or the
beholder as a wholeness constructed by the co-presence of truth, beauty and
harmony. “This wholeness is a phenomenological construction within a sphere
of dialogue between the personal man and the world’ (p. 111). Tagore’s
integral and relational view regarding aesthetic experiences is in consonance
with the approaches of Gadamar, Buber and Polanyi.

In the final chapter on Radhakrishnan’s concept of artistic knowledge,
Biswas interprets his theory of aesthetic experience as non-intellectual based
on personal relation with the art object. The integration between knowing and
being is the ground on which the intuitive cognition flourishes. Intuition, for
Radhakrishnan, is a knowledge of being which transcends the subject-object
paradigm of epistemology. Aesthetic experience marks individual man’s striving
to rise above his insulated existence. Thus man over-reaches his individuality
to become universal spirit. Like Tagore’s concept of ‘surplus’ in man,
Radhakrishnan’s universal spirit establishes a direct communion with the
aesthetic reality, transcending the commonsense world or suspending it analo-
gously to Husserl’s phenomenological reduction.

The book is indeed a valuable contribution to the philosophy of art. It
brings together at symbiotic level various contemporary western and Indian
theories and offers a unique approach to the interpretation of aesthetic expe-
rience. Moderately priced, it must find a place in the personal collection of
every student of philosophy besides of course adoming the shelves of all
institutional libraries.

C/451, G.T.B. Nagar, Allahabad 211 016 S.A. SHAIDA
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SHIRLEY JETHMALANE: The Nietzschean Vision of Man, Department of Phi-
losophy, University of Rajasthan, Jaipur, 1993, pp. 165.

This book by Shirley Jethmalani is the first publication in the University of
Rajasthan Philosophy Series and has been published by the Department of
Philosophy. It deals with various issues discussed by Nietzsche in his writ-
ings, which have a bearing on his conception of man. The author takes into
account most of the important philosophical writings of Nietzsche to support
her conclusions.

The author thinks that there is an underlying unity in Nietzsche’s different
philosophical works which is provided by his rejection of life-negating
worldviews and an attempt to put forward a life-affirming worldview.
Jethmalani thus regards the distinction between life-affirmation and life-
negation as central to Nietzsche’s thought. Any worldview that defines man’s
role as obeying an already accepted set of ‘objective’ or ‘eternally given’
values and denies him the freedom to create values, is life-negating for
Nietzsche. Opposed to this is the attitude of total acceptance and love of life,
a “celebration of life as inherently joyful and powerful’ which Nietzsche
wishes to support. Neither life’s transience, nor its uncertainties, nor the
sufferings it causes to man are viewed by Nietzsche as a flaw and for him
love of life implies that man should be able to accept them as part of life and
instead of complaining about them should try to overcome them.

The book’s central concern is to outline Nietzsche’s vision of man. This
comes out primarily through his distinction between life-negating and life-
affirming perspectives, his discussion of the will to power and his ideal of
overman or superman. The author divides her discussion in eight chapters.
The first chapter discusses Nietzsche’s conception of the nature of philo-
sophical enterprise. It concludes that this enterprise for Nietzsche consists in
creation of new life-affirming values and is a manifestation of the philoso-
pher’s will to power. The second chapter is devoted to Nietzsche’s appraisal
of the Greek tradition, which brings out his critique of the classical Greek
tradition and his endorsement of the Dionysian vision of total acceptance and
love of life. Nietzsche’s critique of Christian morality and his assessment of
the European philosophical tradition are discussed at some length in the third
and fourth chapters. Nietzsche looks at Jesus as a rebel and a value creator
who challenged the pretensions of the Jewish Church. But he is highly
critical of the Christian Church and Christian values of love, compassion,
charity and emphasis on a life devoted to obeying divine commands. These
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values for him are life-negating and represent a slave-morality, Christianity,
according to Nietzsche, is aimed at preserving the life of the weak, the
suffering and the defeated. 1, like Buddhism, is fit only for the mediocre
men. Nietzsche’s basic objection against Kant is that he is trying to justify
Christian morality. Moreover Kant, in his opinion, has not grasped the true
meaning of freedom which consists in the ability to create a new order.
Nietzsche rejects Schopenhauer’s vision of man also. He feels that it embod-
ies a life-denying attitude because of its emphasis on asceticism.

The author takes up the issue of nihilism in the fifth chapter. We find that
the term ‘nihilism’ admits of different senses. A philosophical perspective
that challenges the dominant value system of its time can be regarded as
nihilistic. Nietzsche, however, would not disapprove of it. He does reject a
life-negating perspective, i.e., one which is nihilistic since it deprives man of
the strength and the will to live. A philosophical system that treats this world
as unreal and some other world of being as true, or is grounded in the will’s
self-negation, is also nihilistic for Nietzsche and unacceptable. There is a
sense of ‘nihilism’, however, which Nietzsche finds desirable and in this
sense his own philosophy is nihilistic. In this sense it implies the thesis that
structure, meaning and values are not intrinsic to the world but impositions
by the human will. Nihilism in this sense seems to have a close relation to
his conception of man as a creator of values. The next two chapters are
devoted to discussion of Nietzsche’s conceptions of the will to power and of
overman. The importance of the principle of the will to power in Nietzsche’s
philosophy can not be overstated. Freedom in its true sense is the will to
power. It embodies the thesis that a free man is a sovereign. The capacity to
overpower resistance, the ability to provide direction to oneself and the power
to create new values are manifestations of this will to power. The author by
and large moves along the generally accepted interpretation of the idea of the
will to power. She does not discuss other different interpretations of this idea
here, which regard the will to power not as the urge to dominate others but,
for example, as the drive to overcome dualism and alienation or as the urge
for power over oneself. Jethmalani does refer to Kaufmann’s interpretation
in terms of the urge for self-control and self-perfection in chapter eight, She
however does not find this interpretation acceptable. The last chapter is
devoted to the author’s assessment of Nietzsche as the philosopher of the
Dionysian vision. She feels that Nietzsche’s charge that western philosophy’s
claim to objectivity is more a myth than a fact has much substance. She
agrees with Nietzsche that western philosophers were basically trying to
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provide rationalization for the dominant worldview of European civilization,
In her assessment, Nietzsche has made a very significant contribution to
philosophy by giving a deeper meaning to the idea of freedom and endorsing
the Dionysian perspective of love of live.

Nietzsche’s conception of what a man should be, that emerges from the
discussion of various issues, is of an agent who is free, who loves life with
all its vagaries and who has the strength to defy the existing system of values
and the capacity to create a new one. Such a man is not a follower but a
leader. It is because of this respect for that strength to defy the existing
tradition and for human creativity that Nietzsche admires Jesus as a creator
of values, though he criticizes Christianity. His conception of the overman
brings out this emphasis clearly. Such a man is a manifestation of the will
to power through his strength, determination and creativity, He exemplifies
freedom in its true sense, which consists not merely in exercise of an option
to obey or defy a command, but in creation of values. Such a man has the
strength and the determination to annihilate the existing system/systems of
values. But even his ruthlessness and destructive urge are desirable because
they are a prerequisite of the ability to create new values. This vision of man,
it seems, is fully endorsed by the author along with its controversial and non-
egalitarian dimensions.

The overman is an ideal but it is clear that most of the real human persons
are nowhere near this ideal. Nietzsche is fully aware of this and admits that
most human beings exemplify the herd mentality rather than the strength of
a creator of values. Nietzsche has only contempt for these. He rejects the
principle of equality of men and endorses rank and order. For him men are
ranked and unequal and should be treated as such. The domination of lower
men by the more powerful and higher men is perfectly legitimate and desir-
able. A social system that allows this paves the way for emergence of
excellence and overman, A society based on the principle of equality and
democracy, on the other hand, results in ‘dwarfing and degeneracy’ of man
and turns them into pygmies with equal rights and claims. It is surprising that
even such highly controversial ideas and observations are allowed to remain
unchallenged by the author.

A reluctance to subject Nietzsche’s views to rigorous critical evaluation
can be seen throughout the book. One gets a feeling that the author’s pres-
entation of Nietzsche is overly sympathetic. Even if the author wishes to
endorse Nietzsche’s ideas, a discussion of various criticisms levelled against
him and their rebuttal would have been desirable and useful. A lot has been
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written on Nietzsche, ranging from enthusiastic support to severe criticism of
his ideas. A book of Nietsche cannot afford to ignore these. Similarly it
would have greatly enhanced the value of the book if while discussing
Nietzsche’s assessment or critique of other philosophers, the author had also
discussed how far Nietzsche’s understanding of these is correct and how
valid are his objections against them.

Let us consider the features that Nietzsche demands of a life-affirming
perspective. It must not devalue this world and human life in comparison to
a higher reality. It must not deny man the freedom to create values and it
must exemplify a total acceptance and love of life as it is. The conception of
man that Nietzsche derives from such a perspective is of a strong, powerful,
Jjoyful man having the courage to overcome suffering and a creator of values.
It is of a man who pursues the path he himself has chosen with ruthless
determination and does not bother if in so doing he has to hurt or subjugate
others. The implications of life-affirmation for morality are that any moral
system which demands that man should obey an already given set of moral
principles is life-negating hence undesirable. The ascetic ideal of withdrawal
from life and freedom from desire is also life-negating and unacceptable.
Nietzsche’s severe critique of Christian morality is based on his assessment
that it is life-negating. Its concern for the poor and the meek makes it
unsuitable for powerful and higher men. Noble morality equates good with
the powerful and the happy, not with the meek and the suffering. The con-
sequences of a life-affirming attitude for social and political system in
Nietzsche’s opinion are that these should facilitate emergence and growth of
truly noble, original and creative spirits, i.e. geniuses. But this demands that
majority of ordinary people should work as means for the ends of a select
few. Nietzsche takes it for granted that men are ranked and for him any
attempt to treat them as equal is life-negating. The higher types or the strong
and the powerful have every right to dominate over others and demand
subjugation of the weak and the ordinary. Since the will to power is a central
principle in his philosophy, Nietzsche conceives of human relations in terms
of confrontation and an urge to dominate the other. Emotions like sympathy,
love, affection, concem for others etc. have no place in Nietzsche’s vision of
man as a celebration of human strength, freedom and creativity, even though
these may be instantiated in only a select few. It has been sometimes sug-
gested that the drive to overpower the other is not really an expression of
strength but of fear. A man not afraid or suspicious of others would not be
obsessed with this urge. And fear is something that has no place in Nietzsche’s
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vision of man. Suppose we accept Nietzsche’s contention that this drive is a
manifestation of the will to power, it still needs to be shown that power and
strength are more valuable than other human and more humane qualities.
Another question that deserves consideration in this context is whether a
wholehearted celebration of man as a creator of values can at the same time
lay down parameters for desirable and undesirable creations say in the realm
of moral values. Why must it be deemed necessary that every newly created
moral or value system be life-affirming also in Nietzsche’s sense? And if
such a system is not so, should creativity be given more importance or the
principle of life-affirmation? Jesus, Buddha, Gandhi and several others can
be seen as rebels. On the one hand, the life of such a person is to be seen
as an example, and yet what he accepts may be totally unacceptable on
Nietzsche’s principles. 1 feel that there is a certain tension between Nietzsche’s
emphasis on man as a creator of values on the one hand and his insistence
that every value system must be life-affirming.

Jethmalani has totally ignored Nietzsche’s views about women. It is im-
portant to examine the question whether Nietzsche’s vision of man, specially
his conception of the overman, has any possibilities for women. Nietzsche
makes several derogatory remarks about women in his writings. His remarks
in Thus Spoke Zarathustra are specially relevant because he regards it as one
of his best and most profound works and because Zarathustra can be viewed
as an overman. Woman there is referred to as ‘the most dangerous plaything’,
as meant only for ‘recreation of the warrior’. Her nature is said to be shallow
and changeable and she is unable to comprehend the depth and power of man,
Her happiness consists in what a man wills, while a man’s happiness con-
sists in what he himself wills. Similar remarks can be found in other works
of Nietzsche. He thinks of woman as a being who is to be dominated and
controlled by men. Her existence is for man’s happiness and recreation. She
has to be subservient to man so that he may move towards higher things. She
is reduced to becoming a man’s property with no rights of her own. Her
happiness lies in being possessed by man. Nietzsche conceives of man-
woman relationship in terms of confrontation and leaves no scope for love
and friendship. He not only devalues women but also all those qualities that
are supposed to be associated with feminine nature. It is a common practice
not to mention a philosopher’s views about women while discussing his
philosophy. However since Jethmalani’s central concern is Nietzsche’s vision
of man, his views about women are definitely relevant. It seems that Nietzsche
does not allow the possibility that a woman may qualify to be an overman.
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Nietzsche has been severely criticized for his misogyny, though at the same
time some feminists find his ideas of the will to power and transvaluation
of values promising from the point of view of feminism.

Jethmalani’s exposition of Nietzsche’s thought is detailed and takes into
account most of his important works. Herein lies the strength of the book.
The language is simple and clear and has an easy flow. The style is lucid.
Jethmalani succeeds in giving a clear account of a difficult thinker. The
book’s get up is good. Those who want an introduction to Nietzsche’s phi-
losophy would find the book particularly useful.

Department of Philosophy VieHa CHATURVEDI
Delhi University, Delhi

Ram SHANKAR Misra: The Integral Advaitism of Svi Aurobindo, Motilal
Banarsidass Publishers Private Limited, Delhi, First Edition 1998, pp. 437,
Rs 495.

The book, as the author says, was published ‘long back in 1957 by Banaras
Hindu University and is ‘now being republished’, in which the author has
simply ‘modified and developed’ the chapter on ‘the Logic of the Infinite’ and
has ‘added a few pages’ to the chapter entitled “The Absolute as Existence’.

The author calls the philosophy of Sri Aurobindo as the ‘The Integral
Advaitism’. For Sri Aurobindo ‘does not deny the reality of any of the
aspects of Existence. ... It is not based on the denial of the reality of the
world and the individual.” And, the reason for it is that the ‘contradictions
that seem to exist between Brahman and the world seem to be irreconcilable
only to the finite or abstract reason’ and not to the ‘higher reason’, which Sri
Aurobindo calls the ‘Logic of the Infinite’, Therefore, the author says that a
‘most notable and fundamental contribution of Sri Aurobindo to Metaphysics
and, specially, to Vedanta’, is his ‘conception of the Logic of the Infinite.’
Since the integral knowledge of the Absolute constitutes “The Logic of the
Infinite’, the ‘concept of Integral Knowledge', says the author, ‘provides a
solid epistemological foundation to the Integral Advaitism.” Thus, Sri
Aurobindo’s philosophy is ‘the philosophy of Upanisads in a new light and
in all its integrality and depth.” Besides, Sri Aurobindo’s ‘theory of individual
and cosmic evolution and the conception of destiny of man’ constitute ‘novel
and notable features of his philosophy.’
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The author’s presentation of the philosophy of Sri Aurobindo in 11 chap-
ters with five parts is very elaborate, systematic, critical and comparative.
Almost in all the chapters, there are critical comparisons between the views
of Sri Aurobindo and the views of other philosophers, Indian as well as
Western. Especially in the last chapter entitled ‘A Critical Estimate of Sri
Aurobindo’s Integral Advaitism’, the author’s critical comparisons between
the philosophy gf Sri Aurobindo on the one hand and the philosophies of
Ramanuja and Sarhkara on the other are very illuminating and thought-
provoking,

The book 1s, thus, a scholarly work on the philosophy of Sri Aurobindo.
As also, it is a very thought-provoking work in the field of Advaitism. For,
in the light of Sri Aurobindo’s detailed criticisms of the philosophy of Sarhkara,
a fresh attempt is needed to understand the views of Sarikara about the nature
of the Brahman, the world and the Jiva from the original writings of Sarhkara
and to see whether there is really an essential difference between the views
of Sarhkara and Sri Aurobindo and whether Sti Aurobindo’s criticisms of the
philosophy of Sariikara really hold water. It becomes all the more necessary
since Sri Aurobindo himself says, in one of his letters, that he did not go
through the original works of Sarhkara and had accepted the conventional
interpretation of the philosophy of Samkara.

The Index to the book is a detailed one. And, the printing of the book is
excellent.

8/C-42, Pratapnagar, RAMCHANDRA TRIVEDI
Behind Mahesh Coaching Centre
Tonk Phatak, Jaipur 302 015

BiswaMBHAR Paur: Studies in Formal Logic, University of Rajasthan
Foundational Studies: 1, Jaipur.

This book is the inangural volume in the University of Rajasthan Foundational
Studies series. It is a collection of papers, all except two of which deal with
issues in the metatheory of prepositional logics. Of the remaining two papers,
one is about syllogistic logic, the other, written by G.H. Von Wright, presents
an overview of its author’s career in logic. With the exception of the paper
by Von Wright, all of the papers are written by Biswambbhar, though he has
collaborators on three of them. It is worth noting that Biswambhar is the
series editor as well as the author of this first volume. All of the papers in
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this volume have been previously presented at conferences, though none of
them has appeared earlier in print.

The paper of most general interest is ‘A Logician’s Itinerary’ by Von
Wright. This chapter is the written version of the opening address of the
Seminar on the Foundations of Classical Indian Sciences of January 1986.
The paper presents a sort of roadmap of Von Wright’s studies in logic. While
there are no new results presented in the paper, it does a very nice job of
putting Von Wright’s work into a broader context and drawing connections
between various stages of Von Wright’s carcer. Von Wright is unarguably
one of the most important logicians of the 20th century. His paper is well
worth reading by anyone interested in the development of modern formal
logic generally or Von Wright’s contributions to it specifically.

The second paper was written in collaboration with N.N. Vyas and is on
the general topic of syllogistic inference. In it the authors argue against
Bochenski that Aristotle appeals to general semantic principles in order to
show that certain syllogistic moods are invalid.

The third paper provides an explanation and comparison of the differences

between Godel’s and McKinsey'’s proofs that intuitionistic propositional log-
ics cannot be characterized by matrices involving only a finite number of truth
values. .
The fourth, fifth, and sixth papers all present constructions of propositional
calculi without the finite model property. A propositional calculus has the
finite model property if every non-theorem of the calculus is invalid in some
finite model. There is thus a close connection between the results of the third
paper and the papers of this group. Indeed, the connection is close enough
that at the end of the third paper the author is moved to remark that ‘philo-
sophically interesting [propositional calculi] invariably possess the [finite
model property].” Of course, given this remark we are left wondering why
the author devotes the next three papers to constructing propositional calculi
which are, by his own admission, not philosophically interesting.

The seventh and eighth papers present bridging results for various modal
propositional calculi. Given two modal calculi, a bridging result determines
a class of well formed formulae which when added to the axiom base of one
modal calculus yields the other. Paper seven deals with bridging systems K
and D. Paper eight, written in collaboration with Lopamudra Choudhury,
bridges systems D and T.

The ninth paper deals with extensions of relevant implicational calculi.
Here there are two results. The first result establishes the independence of
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the first and second relevant properties. The second result is that a certain
method of restricted extension (previously defined by the author) preserves
both relevant properties. But here again the author undercuts his own results
by noting that ‘all the interesting normal [implicational calculi] known to the
present writer from the literature either have both the relevance properties or
neither of them’. His independence results proceed by ‘constructing artificial
examples’. With regard to the second result, he notes that it has no non-trivial
positive applications at present, and that thus the only non-trivial applications
are negative.

The final paper extends Smullyan’s analytic tableau method to modal cal-
culi and presents consistency and completeness results for several modal
systems using the extended tableau method. This paper is a collaborative
effort with R.C. Das.

As the above synopses suggest, the papers in this volume represent neither
a broad overview of logic, as the volume’s title might suggest, nor a group
of findings focused on a single topic. The papers present minor results on a
variety of topics, with little or no unifying theme. In fact the only unifying
theme to the book is that, with the exception of the paper by Von Wright,
it is a collection of conference papers presented by the author.

Still, the book does contain some important insights and many logicians
will find something in the book of interest to them. Von Wright’s ‘A Lo-
gician’s Itinerary’ presents an important overview of his work. The paper
extending Smullyan’s tableau technique may be of interest to those engaged
in teaching modal logic. The paper comparing techniques for demonstrating
the non-characterizability of intuitionistic propositional calculi by finite ma-
trices may provide fruitful ground for those wishing to extend these tech-
niques to other areas. Those interested in syllogistic inference, particularly
Aristotle’s presentation of it, may see the second paper as a useful starting
point for study. The remaining papers are less interesting, as the author’s
own admissions suggest. Nonetheless, logicians studying in the specific topic
areas of the papers may find something useful in them, and the author’s own
deprecatory comments may be somewhat overstated.

Overall, this is a book to be read by those interested in Von Wright'’s
career, and by logicians working in the specialized areas treated by Pahi’s
papers,

University of California JAMEs Harpy
Los Angeles
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Reply to Shekhawat’s Comments on the Review of his book On Rational
Historiography: An Attempt at Logical Construction of a Historiography of
Sciences in India, published in the JICPR, Vol. XVII, No. 2.

A book is something which many-a-times is written with great effort, so it
is understandable that an author might feel hurt by a critical reception of it.
Therefore, the author’s response to a book review is not something that
normally deserves a reply. However, in responding to my review' of his
book? Shekhawat® has brought in some peculiar points that necessitate a reply.

First, I must reject as improper Shekhawat’s suggestion that the book
review should have been revised before publication. As a matter of editorial
policy, it would obviously be unethical to have book reviews written in
consultation with the author, or to ensure that the reviews somehow satisfy
the author. Of course, Shekhawat clarifies that he is putting forward this
suggestion not out of self-interest, but out of concern for JICPR, and refers
to ‘obvious inconsistencies’ in the review (without, however, providing any
valid example). However, it is a sad practical fact that institutions are fragile,
and numerous institutions in India have been destroyed because of the wide-
spread practice of putting self-interest above institutional interest. Naturally
enough, in this process, self-interest was rarely explicitly acknowledged, and
various other reasons were usually advanced, though self-interest was very
clearly operative in the background. Therefore, without at all meaning to pass
a judgement on the motives in this particular instance, and treating these
motives as completely irrelevant to the suggestion, I entirely reject the sug-
gestion to revise book reviews as procedurally improper, and bad for JICPR.

Secondly, Shekhawat should have responded to the actual criticism stated
in the review. Instead, in his response, he casually manufactures a series of
opinions for me, without any basis, and follows through with quixotic attacks
on these manufactured opinions, It is necessary to correct this. For example,
Shekhawat states ‘there can be no reason why Raju should accept “social
sciences” as “science” and reject the received sciences as “traditional systems
of knowledge™. Where and when have I ‘accepted “social sciences™ as sci-
ence™? Since I have not even used the term ‘social science” in the review, there
cannot even be any possibility of any misunderstanding. In fact, I was, until
now, unaware that I had even reached a definite opinion on this question! In
any case, | would hesitate to apply sharp demarcations to that large amor-
phous category of subjects which goes under the proper name ‘social science’.
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In short, there is not the slightest basis for Shekhawat’s statements about
my opinions. I do not understand why then he should attribute such opinions
to me. Perhaps he has started from the wrong end, with certain stock argu-
ments, and has then proceeded to confound my opinions with the simplistic
positions that these stock arguments refute! In any case, attributing opinions
to others without caring to find out their actual opinions is not the most
ethical way to write a rejoinder. 1 feel such sophistry is best left to legal
wrangles, which concern narrow self-interest, and should be avoided in
philosophical discussions which concern, or ought to concern, much larger
issues.

My exact position on what constitutes an acceptable scientific/physical
theory is not terribly relevant to the review, where [ have used the terms
‘science’ and ‘tradition’ only as they are commonly used. However, my
position is stated separately for the record. At any rate, 1 certainly do not
advocate the simplistic dichotomy between science and tradition that Shekhawat
incorrectly imputes to me, and then goes on to attack. Quite to the contrary,
in reference 7, I laid out the criteria for a scientific theory precisely to argue
that certain key aspects of Indian tradition, such as the notion of arman, are
physical, though the counterparts in Western tradition—such as the notion of
the soul—may be metaphysical. On the other hand, I think some theories of
‘contemporary science’, such as quantum gravity, are not scientific theories
by the above criteria.

Contrary to the view that Shekhawat attributes to me, my actual views are
clearly reflected in my review of Shekhawat’s book: my point was that the
arguments that Shekhawat advances in support of his proposition are weak
and merely hurt the proposition they seek to defend. As an illustrative exam-
ple, in the review itself T had pointed out that Shekhawat, despite his explicit
protestations to the contrary, implicitly accepts a permanent and necessary
barrier between science and Indian tradition by uncritically accepting the
racist thesis of a Greek origin of all science.

Further, in the review I had even given instances of much sttonger argu-
ments that could have been given.

1. There are significant continuities between tradition and science, as
e.g. between the Yuktibhasd and the ‘Newtonian revolutién’.

2. There are parallels between tradition and science, as e.g. between
action by contact in the Nyayad Sitra and the debate over action by
contact in quantum mechanics.
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The point was that, such specific continuities and parallels would better
illuminate the relation between tradition and contemporary science, which it
is Shekhawat’s stated aim to connect. However, Shekhawat avoids all such
particulars, presumably because he has never engaged extensively enough
with ‘contemporary science’,

Thus, my criticism of Shekhawat’s book concerned not so much the thesis
that he is ultimately defending, but the way in which he defends the thesis.
Therefore, also, inventing positions for me, and attacking these positions is
hardly the relevant way to respond to the criticism of his book stated in my
review.

In fact, my other criticism of Shekhawat’s book was that instead of en-
tering into any such specific and substantive issues, Shekhawat’s entire strat-
egy is limited to quibbling about the meaning that ought to be assigned to
words, and he proceeds by adjusting and redefining a variety of terms,
‘science’, ‘paradigm’, ‘axiomatic method’, ‘theorem’, ‘fact’ etc., in ways that
suit him, though the redefinitions naturally tend to become diffuse, ambigu-
ous, and idiosyncratic in view of the conclusions that the redefinitions must
ultimately support!

There are obvious problems with Shekhawat’s strategy of focussing on
quibbles and avoiding substance,

First, a continuity between two things cannot be established merely by
changing or attempting to change the usage of some words. Second, even
where a substantive continuity does exist, e.g. between a horse and a mule,
one is unlikely to be able to sell a mule, except to a gullible customer, simply
by insisting that it ought to be called a horse. On the other hand, calling a
mule a horse tends to conceal germane differences between them. Thus, I
believe key differences do exist between the philosophy of mathematics in
Indian tradition, and in the current philosophy of formalistic mathematics
deriving from the European tradition of rational theology, I believe these
differences are of current importance, and, in my review, I mentioned these
differences in passing by referring to the ‘epistemological discontinuities’ in
the calculus in Europe.

To be quite explicit, my reference® was to Newton's ritualistic use of the
axiomatic method to assimilate an imported mathematics with a different
epistemological idiom. Therefore, it is rather amusing that Shekhawat re-
sponds to my criticism by citing Newton’s use of formalism as authoritative!
It is, in fact, quite like citing Newton’s authority to permit an author to
review his own book! (As president of the Royal Society, Newton chaired
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the committee which enquired into Leibniz’s allegations of plagiarism against
Newton, he wrote the ‘impartial’ report exonerating himself, got it published,
and himself reviewed it anonymously, afterwards writing in his diary that
what he did quite broke Leibniz’s heart.)

I should add, however, that one can nevertheless distinguish between
degrees of ritualistic usage: despite Newton’s failed attempt to axiomatize the
calculus, the calculus could eventually be successfully axiomatized 200 years
later. A school student of science performing practicals ritualistically and
mimetically is another case in the point: the practicals could, in principle, be
performed differently. However, Shekhawat has reduced the axiomatic method
to the ritual of merely uttering (or writing) the words ‘theorem’ ‘proof” etc.,
and he justifies attaching these labels to his opinions by quibbling that history
is not mathematics, so that these terms must have a different meaning in
history. This labelling strategy hardly merits a discussion: what Shekhawat
calls a ‘theorem’—that ‘Arabic-Persian-Turkish culture ... was not cognitively
competent’—is something that I would call a raw prejudice. To avoid further
quibbles, let me state quite explicitly that he is, of course, free to apply any
labels he wants, just as much as others are free to take his labels non-
seriously and to consider them unworthy of discussion. That history is not
mathematics ought to be a ground to avoid formalization of history, and not
an excuse for the lack of rigour in an attempt to capture the labels and
authority of formalization.

Incidentally, I also do NOT hold the opinion which Shekhawat attributes
to me, that axiomatization should be reserved for ‘Euclidean’ geometry.
Shekhawat ‘redefines’ my opinions as arbitrarily as he attaches the label
‘Theorem’ to his own prejudices, but I have earlier expressed the opinion that
Hilbert’s attempt to axiomatize ‘Euclidean’ geometry has been unsuccessful!®
In fact, at the recent East-West conference in Hawai’i, I expressed the opin-
ion that mathematics itself should not be axiomatized, that it should be de-
formalized, and de-platonized, and that the empirical should be introduced
into it.% I am currently working on this, and I plan to give a summary of this
argument in the JICPR, at a later date.

A final point on the matter of quibbles. A word, such as ‘science’ refers
to something in common discourse, in a context. While I accept redefinitions
as permissible (so long as these redefinitions pertain to words and do not
extend to my opinions!) a redefinition of the term not quite informed by its
common usage in the philosophy of science can easily become a misrepresen-
tation. It is one thing to insist that a mule should be called a horse, it is
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altogether another to do so because one is unaware of the way in which
people commonly distinguish between the two!

Thus, as I pointed out, on Shekhawat’s definition of ‘science’, “... there is
no longer any essential difference, such as falsifiability, between science and
traditional metaphysics ...". Apart from his general views on the place of
tradition in the history of science, Shekhawat does not inform us why he
holds the opinion that there ought not to be any difference between physics
and metaphysics. Nor does he inform us about the reasons for the failure to
observe the usual distinction between a formal theory which is metaphysical
and a scientific theory, which is physical. For, even in his response, Shekhawat
states that if we gloss through some works on the history of Greek science,
for example, it will be found that they considered Ethics, Politics, and Eco-
nomics also as science (episteme) and moreover they thought that these could
be axiomatized on Euclidean geometrical model.” This remark, on the face of
it, confounds a formal theory with a scientific theory. Shekhawat scems
unaware that a theory which can be axiomatized, like ‘Euclidean’ geometry,
is a formal theory, and hence NOT a scientific theory.

A formal theory deals solely with tautologies, and the criterion of (logical)
falsifiability is precisely that a scientific theory is one which is prepared to
deal with non-tautologies, which is prepared to stick its neck out, and which
is prepared to be proved to be false by empirical circumstances. Hence, also
it is expected that those who claim that some or all aspects of tradition are
scientific, are required to indicate the conceivable circumstances under which
they would accept the tradition as FALSE. They are required to put the
tradition to empirical test. This is a central expectation that cannot be easily
bypassed; the aim of Popper’s criterion is precisely to block the quibbles and
silences with which people hang on to a variety of beliefs. One might have
reservations about Popper’s criterion (I do), but that does not detract from the
central point that one empirical test is worth a thousand quibbles.

Moreover, the point of Popper’s criterion is that a statement such as ‘All
swans are white’ may seem to have something to do with the empirical,
though it actually does not when it is combined with quibbles about whiteness
being the essential nature of swans. Unfortunately, there is not even a single
case in which Shekhawat cares to depart from the safe ground of authorities
and quibbles, to the risky ground of empirical tests. Is this why Popper does
not appear in the book’s index? This avoidance of the empirical incidentally
ignores also the method of validation in Indian tradition where pratyaksa is
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the one pramana accepted by all schools of thought. Naturally enough,
Shekhawat also sidelines those Indian traditions which have dismissed the
authority of the Veda etc. as unreliable, and proposed a reliance solely on
pratyaksa or on pratyaksa and anumana.

Incidentaily, to my knowledge, the first and last mention of ‘Euclid’ the
geometer, in early Greek sources, is confined to a stray remark by Proclus
in the 5th century ce. Therefore, could it be that the relevant ‘some works’
on the history of Greek sciences that Shekhawat has ‘glossed through’ really
rely upon the 14th and 15th ¢. ce Byzantine Greek sources which translated
from the Arabic originals into Greek, like Ibn as-Shatir’s text on heliocentric
planetary orbits that Copemicus translated from Greek to Latin?

APPENDIX: CRITERIA FOR A SCIENTIFIC THEORY

For the record, my position’ is that a tentatively acceptable scientific theory
should satisfy the following eriteria: (i} internal consistency, (ii) brevity,
(iii) (logical) refutability, and (iv) external consistency, in the sense of
(v) maximum likelihood. As explicitly specified in reference 7, there are a
number of caveats, so that my usage of these terms differs somewhat from
the common usage. Thus, for example, internal consistency still means that
not every statement should be both true and false, but I do not assume, a 2-
valued logic by default, so that inconsistency is NOT equivalent to A * ~ A:
Schrodinger’s cat CAN be simultaneously both alive and dead, as in quasi-
truth functional logic which [ have suggested as the basis of quantum me-
chanics.® Inconsistency for me simply means triviality, or a theory in which
every statement is both valid and invalid.

Again, I disagree with Popper’s attempted resolution of the problem of
induction. Popper is quite right that probabilities (in Kolmogoroff s frame-
work) are not ampliative. However, in practice, one never knows probabili-
ties, since one only has estimates of probabilities, and estimates of probabili-
ties may be ampliative. The principle of maximum likelihood is simply a
commonsense rule to reach practical decisions in an inductive situation.
Obviously, 2 experiments against, and 12 experiments for violation of Bell’s
inequalities provide better ground to believe in the violation of Bell’s in-
equalities than do 2 experiments for, and 2 experiments against.

By these criteria, many current theories, such as quantum gravity, do not
qualify as scientific theories. Also, neither Newton’s laws of motion nor
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Newton’s law of gravitation, by themselves, constitute a scientific theory in
the above sense, though the two put together do.*

Finally, there is a key caveat about the criterion of falsifiability: it is my
stated position that all the above criteria (logic, refutability ...) for a scientific
theory depend upon the nature of time, and that the assumed nature of time
in the physical theory should be consistent with the nature of time assumed
to decide whether the theory is physical. Thus, one may need to modify either
the criteria or the picture of time.

To take a concrete example, the Buddhist position which accepts pratyaksa
and anumana as the only pramana-s while formulating a new picture of time
in the theory of paticca samuppada, provides a picture which 1 regard as
being overall consistent. To take another concrete example, with the above
criteria for a scientific theory, overall consistency requires a change in the
picture of time, or a modification of the present-day understanding of phys-
ics, for example along the lines that I have suggested of using mixed-type
functional differential equations of motion. This latter proposal is still in the
process of being empirically tested.

Though I have used the term ‘scientific theory” in the above paragraphs,
I'would prefer to substitute it with the term ‘physical theory’. Also, despite
the above definition, I would continue to use the word ‘science’ the way it
is used in common parlance, the particular sense in which the term is used
being clear from the context.'?

The classification of theories as physical or metaphysical is NOT prima-
rily a methodological classification, and one could arrive at. the primary
hypotheses of the theory by any method—by dreaming or by referring to
some scriptures or by observing natural phenomena.
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