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Gestalt Theory and Tacit Knowing

KARORI MB{IGUA

Centre for African Studies, University of Cape Town, Rondebosch
7701 Cape Town, South Africa

One of the most interesting features of Michael Polanyi's theory of
knowledge is the claim that all knowledge is either tacit or rooted in
tacit knowledge. This view is partly derived from Gestalt theory whose
overriding principle is that the whole dominates the parts and that 1t is
possible to comprehend the whole without paying explicit attention to
its parts. This paper examines how Polanyi uses Gestalt concepts of
perceptual integration to formulate his theory of tacit knowing.
Whereas science is generally thought to be concerned with the break-
ing of wholes into their component parts, Gestalt theory teaches that
the only way to understand the coherence or pattern of an object is to
integrate its parts. Polanyi draws upon Gestalt concepts of perceptual
integration to formulate a theory of scientific knowledge. However, in
contrast to Gestalt, which involves the equilibration of certain bits to
form a coherent shape, Polanyi sees science as a deliberate integration
aimed at discovering order in nature. The integration of parts into
wholes is the backbone of Polanyi’s theory of scientific knowledge.
This integration requires the active involvemnent of the person knowing.
Using numerous examples from diverse fields, Polanyi has shown
that when we immerse ourselves in the clues or particulars of percep-
tion we are able to gain knowledge of the whole. In doing so, we do
not lose sight of the particulars, but we become aware of them in a
subsidiary manner. In other words, we come know them in the object
that we recognize or the activity that we do. This leap from the particu-
lars to their joint meaning is a tacit operation. We cannot explicitly say
how it is done. This is the tacit dimension of knowing that Polanyi is
talking about. When we become aware of parts only as pointers to
something else, we are said to become aware of them in a subsidiary
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manner. To be aware of something subsidiarily, says Potanyl, means
that we are not aware of it in itself but as a clue or instrument pointing
beyond itself (Polanyi 1958: 44). Most things are not the focus of our
direct attention. Words, graphs, maps and even myths, for example, are
merely pointers to something clse (Polanyi 1958: 40). They are clues
or instruments pointing beyond themselves.

Polanyi contrasts subsidiary awareness with focal awareness. Focal
awareness refers to our attention to or knowledge of an aggregate of
details as a meaningful whole. 1t is important to note that these two
kinds of awareness are mutually exclusive. In fact, it would be self-
contradictory to be both subsidiarily and focally aware of the same
pasticulars at the same time (Polanyi 1958: 56-7). Besides, while focal
awareness is necessarily conscious, subsidiary awareness may vary over
all degrees of consciousness.

THE STRUCTURE OF TACIT KNOWING

Polanyi has cited numerous examples to demonstrate that we can know
more than we can tell. Most of his examples are those pertaining to
knowledge how. We recognize a face we know among a million, yet
we cannot tell by what means we know it. We know how to swim, but
we cannot tell by what mechanism we keep afloat; we can recognize
the moods of a human face yet we cannot tell by what signs we do so.
A chicken sexer succeeds in sorting out newborn chicks by sex without
being able to say what the visual feature is upon which he relies. We
could enumerate many more examples but these are sufficient to show
what Polanyi means by tacit knowledge.

In order to understand the dynamics of tacit knowing, we shall con-
sider an experiment in subception described by Polanyi. He reports an
experiment in which a person was presented with a number of non-
sense syllables (Polanyi 1964: 55-7). After being shown certain of
these syllables, an electric shock was administered on the experimental
agent. After some time, the subject showed signs of anticipating the
shock at the sight of the “shock syllables’. Asked what made him an-
ticipate the shock, the experimental agent could not tell what made him
expect it. He failed to identify the shock syllables yet he relied on them
for anticipating the shock. Polany1 concludes that the subject must have
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acquired ‘a knowledge similar to the one we have when we know a
person by signs we cannot tell” (Polanyi 1964: 56). The subject’s knowl-
edge of the shock-producing syllables is said to have been tacit. He
failed to identify the particulars (in this case the shock-producing syi-
lables) because he was aware of them ‘only in their bearing on the
electric shock’ (Polanyi 1964: 57).

The experimental agent was ‘relying on’ the shock-producing sylla-
bles in order to ‘attend to’ the electric shock. Consequently, Polanyi
refers to that which we ‘rely on’ as the proximal term because it is close
to us. On the other hand, he refers to that which we ‘attend to’ as the
distal term because it seems to be at a distance from us.

Polanyi distinguishes four aspects of tacit knowing. First, we have
the functional structure. By this, he means that the function of the
subsidiary knowledge of the particulars is to direct us to the under-
standing of the whole. In other words, the functional import of tacit
knowing is to guide us from the proximal, interiorized particulars to
the whole, which is their joint purpose and meaning.

The second aspect of tacit knowing is the phenomenal aspect. By
this term, Polanyi means that when we move from the proximal (the
parts) to the distal (the whole) the former is transformed and acquires
an integrated appearance. [n short, the parts change their appearance
when viewed in terms of the whole and a pattern can be discerned.

The integration of clues into an intelligible pattern gives meaning to
these clues. This is the third aspect of tacit knowing. Polanyi refers to
it as the semantic aspect. Viewed as separate entities, the particulars
tend to be meaningless but when we integrate theim, we endow them
with meaning.

From these three aspects of tacit knowing—the functional, phenom-
enal and the semantic—Polanyi deduces a fourth aspect. This aspect
tells us that our subsidiary awareness of the particulars leads us to the
comprehension of something real. This, according to Polanyi, is the
ontological aspect of tacit knowing.

In addition to these four aspects of tacit knowing, we also find that
the structure of tacit knowing is triadic (Polanyi 1969a: 181). First, we
have the target, which may also be cailed the problem. Secondly, we
have the particulars, which we are only subsidiarily aware of, and
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finally we have the person who links the focal target with the subsidi-
ary clues. It is important to note that the linking process is carried out
by a conscious mind. It cannot be doné mechanically. It is a personal
achievernent. We emphasize this point because Polanyi’s theory of
knowledge is a theory of personal knowledge. He believes that the
knowing subject has a crucial role to play not only in the holding of
knowledge, but also in its shaping. The knower acquires knowledge by
tacitly integrating subsidiary clues into a focal whole.

The important point to be noted at this stage about the theory of tacit
knowing is.that because we always attend from some set of subsidiary
clues, we can never make our knowledge wholly articulate or subject
it to a complete critical scrutiny. As Polanyi puts it

Subsidiary or instrumental knowledge, as I have defined it, is not
something known in itself but a known in terms of something fo-
cally known, to the quality of which it contributes, and to this extent
it is unspecifiable. Analysis may bring subsidiary knowledge into
focus and formulate it as a maxim or as a feature in a physiognomy
but such specification is in general not exhaustive. Although the
expert diagnostician, taxonomist and cotton-classer can indicate their
clues and formulate their maxims, they know more things than they
can tell, knowing them only in practice, as instrumental particulars;
and not explicitly as objects. The knowledge of such particulars is
therefore ineffable, and the pondering of a judgement in terms of
such particulars is an ineffable process (Polanyi 1958: 88).

Polanyi continues to tell us that it is possible for the relationship of the
particulars jointly forming a whole to be ineffable even when all the
particulars are explicitly specifiable. The point is that although we can
at times identify the particulars forming a whole, that does not mean
that we can tell how these particulars are related to one another in order
to form the whole. If we pay explicit attention on the parts, we lose

sight of the whole.
TACIT KNOWING AS INDWELLING

The body plays a very important role in Polanyi’s epistemology. He
divides the universe into two. The first part consists of our body with

Gestalr Theory and Tacit Knowing 5

which we identify ourselves, and the second part consists of those
things that are not part of our body. Our body is the instrument by
which we know the world. According to this view of the body, we
make sense of the world by ‘relying on our awareness of the imp’oacts
made .by the world on our body and the response our body makes on
these impacts’ (Polanyi 1964: 62). Consequently, we can only know
Ehe world by making contact with it. We know our body, says Polanyi
b){ attending to it from our body; and our body differs from all other,
objects by being the only collection of things which we know only
exclusively by attending to them in themselves’ (Polanyi 1964: 62). In
fact, the knowledge of our body is the paradigm of tacit knowing: it
is the subsidiary sensing of our body that makes us feel that it is ,our
body’ (Polanyi 1969a: 183).

Polanyt’s view of the body has very striking similarities with that of
Merleau-Ponty. [n his Phenomenology of Perception (1962), Merleau-
Ponty‘ has underscored the important role that the body pl;lys in our
experience of the world. He argues that the body cannot be experi-
epced as an object because it is the medium through which we expe-
rience other things. He maintains that the body is invisible and intan-‘
gible insofar as it is the one that sees and touches. He writes:

[ observe external objects with my body, I handle them, examine
them, W01."k round them, but my body itself is a thing which [ do not
observe: in order to be able to do so, 1 should need the use of a

second body which itself would be unobservable (Merleau-
1962: 91). (Merleau-Ponty

Whep we comprehend the whole, we are said to interiorize or assimi-
latie its parts, to ‘indwell’ those parts. This internalization of parts de-
prives them of their character as external objects. They become part of
us. Polanyi is very explicit on this point. He says:

Indeed, whenever we experience an external object subsidiarily, we
feel it in a way similar to that in which we feel our body. Hencé we
can say that in this sense all subsidiary elements are interior to the
body in which we live. To this extent we dwell in all subsidiary
experienced things ... . Meaning arises either by integrating clues in
our own body or by integrating things outside, and all meaning
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known outside is due to our subsidiary treatment of external things
as we treat our own body. We may be said to interiorize these things
or to pour ourselves into them. It is by dwelling in them that we
make them mean something on which we focus our attention (Polany1
1969a: 183).

According to the theory of tacit knowing, indwelling is a logical rela-
tionship that links life in our body to the knowledge of things outside.
When the parts of the external world are interiorized, they function in
the same way as our body functions when “we attend from it to things
outside’ (Polanyi 1964: 63). It is by assimilating the particulars that we
are able to achieve a meaning of the whole. But of course we cannot
literally assimilate particulars, and make them part of ourselves. What
Polanyi means is that we assimilate concepts of the particulars, and that
after a time an abstract concept emerges which we consider to be the
whole. According to this view, we live in the particulars, which we
cornprehend in the same way as we live in the tools and probes, which
we use. The ‘dwelling in’ that Polanyi is talking about here ‘forces us
to participate feelingly in that which we understand’ (Polanyi 1969a:
148-9). Indwelling is an important aspect of every cognitive situation,
The degree of indwelling, as Polanyi has shown elsewhere, imncreases
gradually as we move from the exact sciences to the life sciences. It
reaches its highest peak in the humanities.

Tacit knowing is not to be confused with deduction. These are two
distinct modes of inference. One of the major differences between
them, as Polanyi points out, is that whereas in tacit inference subsidi-
aries (particulars) are made to bear upon a focus, in logical deduction
two focal items—the premises and the conclusion—are joined together.
But perhaps the most important distinction between the two is the fact
that tacit integration can only be carried out by a conscious act of the
mind. Unlike logical deduction, tacit integration cannot be mechani-
cally performed.

From the foregoing, we can sec the shortcomings of the objective
ideal of knowledge—the dangerous objectivism that Polanyi’s
epistemology is primarily aimed at repudiating. This false ideal, which
is both mechanistic and reductionist, ignores the fact that we are endowed
with tacit integrative powers, which enable us to discern coherence in
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nature. All knowledge bears the mark of the knowing subject. Only
persons are able to know because all knowledge involves the use of our
tacit integrative powers. -

CONCENTRATION AND LOSS OF MEANING

Another very important aspect of the theory of tacit knowing is the
claim that concentration on the particulars makes the pattern, or the
whole, disappear. The meaning of a comprehensive entity 1s effaced
when its particulars are scrutinized in detail. Meaning requires a person
who can integrate clues into a coherent pattern that he or she can see
as meaningful.

Polanyi gives numerous examples of loss of meaning arising from
concentrating on the parts of a whole or the clues of a skilful perform-
ance. If a pianist focuses his attention on his hands or on the individual
notes, he gets confused and may have to-stop. Loss of meaning due to
specification explains why so many pre-historic sites were only discov-
ered when flying by aeroplanes was introduced yet so many genera-
tions had walked on the same sites without noticing them (Polanyi
1975: 40). 1t would appear that these generations had failed to notice
the whole (the sites) because they were observing the particulars from
close quarters. They could not therefore integrate them into a meaning-
ful whole. The pilot observing historical settlements from the air is
aware of the parts in a subsidiary manner. He is aware of them only as
pointers to a comprehensive entity. On landing, his attention is shifted
from the particulars as parts of a whole, to the particulars in them-
selves. This leads to a loss of meaning.

Another example, which shows the dangers of making the subsidiarily
known details the objects of focal attention, is that of riding a bicy-
cle—an instance of knowledge how. A mathematical description of
what happens at every moment as a cyclist adjusts the curvature of his
bicycle path in proportion to the ratio of his imbalance over the square
of the bicycle’s velocity is unknown to most cyclists. Such knowledge,
Polanyt says, ‘is totally ineffectual unless it is tacitly known——unless it
is simply dwelt in’ (Polanyi 1975: 48).

These examples show the limits of pure analysis as a method of
acquiring knowledge. We understand things by integrating their
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disjointed parts, by simply indwelling them and not by giving explicit
attention to their parts. Such kind of reductionism is particularly de-
structive in psychology and biology. We shall look at what Polanyi
considers the shortcomings of such extreme reductionism in the next
two sections.

TACIT KNOWING AND THE MIND-BODY PROBLEM

The theory of tacit knowing gives us a clue as to how we know other
minds and the nature of the relationship between the mind and the
body. Using this theory, Polanyi is able to bridge the Cartesian gap
between the self and the world.

According to this theory, we know other minds by indwelling within
the specifiable particulars of their external manifestation. When we
tacitly integrate subsidiary clues of a person’s behaviour, we are able
to know his mind. In Polanyi’s own words:

We know other minds by dwelling in their act—as a chess player
comes to know the mind of the master whom he is studying. He does
not reduce the master’s mind to the moves that the master makes. He
dwells in these moves as subsidiary clues to the strategy in the
master’s mind, which they enable him to see. The moves become
meaningful at last only when they are seen to be integrated to a
whole strategy. Morcover, a person’s behaviour in general becomes
meaningful only when integrated to a whole mind (Polanyi 1975:
48).

From this quotation, we learn that we know another person’s mind not.

by observing his actions, but by tacitly integrating these actions. These
actions when jointly integrated point to the existence of a mind.
Polanyi disagrees with behaviourist psychology, which claims to
understand the operations of peoples’ minds in terms of their manifest
behaviour. He accuses behaviourists of failing to distinguish between
‘observing the working of a mind as mere events’ and ‘reading them as
the signs of a mind’s working’. The former, he says, is a detached
observation whereas the latter is a convivial appreciation (Polanyi 1957:
483). In Polanyi’s view, we cannot keep track of a person’s mental
manifestations ‘without watching them as pointers to the mind from
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which they originate’ (Polanyi 1969b: 135). The point that Polanyi is
making here, and I think he is right, is that behaviourists are wrong in
equating the mind with its workings. The mind and its manifestations
are two distinct things. The mind is the source from which our behav-
iour springs. Polanyi would have no quarrel with the behaviourist if
‘the pieces of behaviour which correspond to the presence of a mental
state would be focally known’ (Polanyi 1969b: 203). He rightly points
out that, on the contrary, these pieces of behaviour are known
subsidiarily. They are known as clues to mental states.

Thus Polanyi’s main quarrel with behaviourists lies in their attempts
to replace all reference to mental states by descriptions of the behav-
iour by which these states are known to us. The theory of tacit knowing
clearly shows the inadmissibility of behaviourism. It shows that we
cannot wholly shift our attention to the fragments of conscious behav-
iour. These fragments, as we have already seen, must be known in a
subsidiary manner. They must be known as clues to mental states. In
trying to explain the mind in objectivist terms, behaviourists commit
the fallacy which Polanyi calls pseudo-substitution. The fallacy con-
sists of ‘using objectivist terms which are strictly speaking nonsensical,
as pseudonyms for the mentalistic terms which they are supposed to
eliminate’ (Polanyi 1969b: 204). Some of the terms that behaviourists
use to cover the mentalistic terms nclude stimulus, response and control.

Concerning the mind-body relationship, Polanyi invokes his two
kinds of awareness—subsidiary and focal-—to show the structure of
this relationship. He urges that the body seen focally is the body while
seen subsidiarily it is the mind. It would appear that for Polanyi when-
ever we integrate the pieces of a person’s behaviour a higher Jevel of
reality emerges and it is this level that we refer to as the mind or
consciousness. Any attempts to specify these pieces of behaviour would
destroy the mind. The relation between the mind and the body seems
to have the same logical structure as the relation between clues and the
image to which the clues are pointing:

BIOLOGICAL REDUCTIONISM

From our exploration of the theory of tacit knowing, we can now
understand why Polanyi criticizes modern biologists and particularly
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molecular biologists. These biologists hold that living things can be
fully understood in terms of the laws of physics and chemistry that
govern their component parts.

Molecular biology has been very successful In studying life up to the
molecular level. The discovery of the DNA molecule, the universal
basis of heredity, is regarded as one of molecular biology’s crowning
achievements. This astounding success has led some biologists 10 de-
clare that molecular biology is the only form of biology that is worth
studying.

Although many biologists have attempted to reduce biology to mecha-
nistic materialisnt, it is important to note that all the important theories
and laws of biology were formulated quite independently of physics
and chemistry. What these biologists refuse to acknowledge publicly is
that living things can be comprehended only by attributing to them a
purposiveness, which cannot be made explicit at the physico-chemical
level. Polanyi reports the story that circulates among biologists to the
effect that ‘teleology is a woman of easy virtue, whom the biologist
disowns in public but lives with in private’ (Polanyi 1964: 67).

Biology, according to Polanyi, should be understood as an instance
of life examining itself. He argues that to describe life in terms of
physics and chemistry would be like interpreting Shakespeare’s son-
nets in terms of physics and chemistry. Such an interpretation would
be meaningless. The point is that living things are comprehensive entities
and their meaning is lost if we reduce them to their smallest elements.

‘Physical and chemical investigation,” Polanyi says, ‘can only form
part of biology by bearing on previously established achievements such
as those of shapeliness, morphogenesis, or physiological functions’
(Polanyi 1957: 482). Taking a frog as an example, Polanyi shows that
its physical and chemical topography could not tell us anything about
it as a frog. The reason for this is that apart from the principles gov-
erning the frog’s atoms and molecules, there are other principles that
are irreducibly teleological. Polanyi is very emphatic on this point. He
writes:

The achievements which form the subject matter of biology can be
identified only by a kind of appraisal which require a higher degree
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of participation by the observer in his subject matter than can be
mediated by the tests of physics and chemistry (Polanyi 1957: 482).

He further says:

An attempt to de-personalise our knowledge of living beings would
result, if strictly pursued, in an alienation that would render ail obser-
vation meaningless. Taken to its theoretical limits, it would dissolve
the very conception of life and make it impossible to identify living
beings (Polanyi 1969a: 152).

The dangers posed by an objectivist and reductionist biology should
not be underestimated. Such biology corrupts our conception of man as
a moral being. Man viewed in mechanistic terms 1s reduced to a com-
plex organism whose operations could be predicted by physicochemical
laws. Polanyi seeks to correct this view. Biology has to be understood
as a science that involves a high degree of personal participation. The
knowledge of life is henceforth to be understood as a ‘sharing of life,
a re-living of life, a very intimate kind of indwelling’ (Polanyi 1969a:
150-51).

Looking at the DNA, which is a molecule said to contain the secret
of life, Polanyi argues that the patterns of its organic bases are not
reducible to physics and chemistry. Reducing the DNA molecule to its
physical and chemical level would destroy it as an information convey-
ing code. David Holbrook supports this view when he says that ‘the
pattern by which the DNA transmits information cannot be derived
from the physical or chemical laws and must be understood in other
terms’ (Holbrook 1977: 43). And as Polanyi himself further says:

Whatever the origin of a DNA configuration may have been, it can
function as a code only if its order is not due to the forces of potential
energy. Just as the arrangement of a printed page is and must be
extraneous to the chemistry of the printed page, so the base sequence
in a DNA molecule is and must be extraneous to the chemical forces
at work in the DNA molecule (Polanyi 1975: 172).

But Polanyi was not the first person to address the question of biologi-
cal reductionism. Theodosius Dobzhansky in his Mankind Evolving
(1964) observes that although there is much to be learnt from molecular
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biology, it is not the only biology worth studying. He maintains that
life should be studied at all levels. He remarks:

The laws of Mendel, of gene segregation and recombination, are not
deducible from any of the glorious achicvements of chromosome
and gene chemistry. And they need not be so deduced; Mendel’s
laws and much else in biology have been discovered through studies
on organismic level. Biology moves both downward and upward—
from the organismic to the molecular and from the molecular to
organismic level (Dobzhansky 1964: 83).

This quotation reveals that Dobzhansky, like Polanyi, is not opposed to
molecular biology as such. Dobzhansky is only opposed to the view
that life can be reduced to mere matter—to physics and chemistry. And
as George Kneller says:

... although life is based on inanimate matter, it posseses properties
that do not belong to its separate inanimate constituents but only
emerge when these constituents are arranged in certain ways. These
biological properties are peculiar to whole entities—to the cell, the
organ, or the organism—and can be discovered only through the
study of these entities (Kneller 1978: 148).

Another thinker opposed to the mechanistic reductionist view in biol-
ogy is Fritjof Capra. In his popular book, The Turning Point (1982),
he criticizes molecular biology, which he says is based on the Cartesian
world-view. He castigates modern biologists for what he considers
their narrow and fragmented approach to life, arguing that their ap-
proach cannot account for living systems as wholes. He points out:

Biologists are busy dissecting the human body, and in doing so are
gathering an impressive amount of knowledge about its cellular and
molecular mechanisms but they still do not know how we breathe,
regulate our body temperature, digest or focus our attention. They
know some of the nervous circuits, but most of the integrative
actions remain to be understood. The same is true of the healing of
wounds, and the nature and pathways of pain also remain largely
mysterious (Capra 1982: 95-6).
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Like Polanyi, Capra is drawing our attention to the limitations of
reductionism as a method for studying living things. Living things are
too complex to be understood through analysis alone. Capra 1s calling
for a change in our approach to the study of living things.

He believes that change will come from medicine because the func-
tions essential for an organism’s health cannot be explained in terms of
physics and chemistry. This revolution will only come about if we
abandon the belief that organisms can be completely described in terms
and properties and behaviour of their constituents. Turning his atten-
tion to the phenomenon of healing, Capra criticizes modern medicine
for failing to treat the patient as a whole person. He observes that like
modern biology, modern medicine is based on the Cartesian model. It
concentrates on the separate parts of the human body thereby running
the risk of losing sight of the patient as a person. Such an approach,
as Capra further says, reduces health to mere mechanical functioning
and cannot therefore deal with the phenomenon of healing. The phe-
nomenon of healing should be understood holistically for it involves
interplay among the phystcal, psychological, social and environmental
aspects of human condition.

The main problem with modern medicine, as Capra sees it, is its
failure to distinguish between illness and disease. Capra looks at dis-
ease as a condition of a particular part of the body and illness as a
condition of the total human body. Today’s medicine has tended to
concentrate on disease rather than on illness. Doctors are today mainly
concerned with treating a particular tissue or organ without considering
the whole body, let alone considering the psychological and social
aspects of the patient’s illness. Capra is criticizing modern medicine
because it is only concerned with the alleviation of physical symptoms
while ignoring the root cause of illness. He is therefore calling for a
change in which biomedical research will be integrated “into a broader
system of health care in which manifestation of human illness are szen
as resulting from the interplay of mind, body and environment and are
treated accordingly’ (Capra 1982: 164-5).

Of course some people may not totally agree with what Capra is
saying especially with regard to the distinction he makes between ill-
ness and disease, but one cannot fail to see that the direction he is
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taking is in line with that of Polanyi. They are both calling for a new
orientation in our understanding of life processes. Living things are to
be viewed as comprehensive organic entities, as whole whose opera-
tion principles cannot be accounted for by the laws of physics and
chemistry alone.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

From the foregoing, we can see that Gestalt theory has helped Polanyi
expose the inadequacies of reductionism, which is a logical corollary
of the objectivism that he is rejecting. We have seen that attempting to
explain wholes by giving explicit attention to their parts is destructive
of whole areas of knowledge. Polanyi’s dynamic conception of knowl-
edge offers an interpretation of meaning. It tells us that knowledge is
acquired through an act of comprehension, which consists in merging
our awareness of a set of clues into our focal awareness of their joint
significance. Thus integration is the basic act of meaning construction
and of coming to know. The theory of tacit knowing is particularly
relevant to the science of biology for it entails a rejection of the view
that living things can be fully explained in non-teleological terms alone.
This theory teaches us that we cannot speak meaningfully of living
things without using the notion of achievement. Polanyi is right in
pointing out that to reduce biology to physics and chemistry is to
neglect the distinctive characteristics of living systems, as self-main-
taining, self-regulating, developing and reproducing mechanisms. We
have also seen that the causal-analytic method that biology has taken
over from the physical sciences is inadequate to its task for it gives us
little understanding of living things and their activities. Although a
number of other scholars have drawn our attention to the limitations of
this method, we are indebted to Polanyi for being the first to explore
in detail and with authority the negative consequences of a purely
reductive analysis.

But pethaps the most important lesson to be learnt from Polanyi’s
holistic epistemology is that epistemology and psychology are closely
related and that it would be difficult to separate them. Contemporary
philosophers of science such as Karl Popper (1979} have called for a
separation of the two. However, as our study of Polanyi has shown, an
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investigation of the psychological processes that are involved in the
scientist’s cognitive construction of reality can shed light on epistemo-
logical questions. His transposition of Gestalt psychology into a theory
of knowledge and his conception of knowledge as a personal integra-
tion of subsidiary clues into a focal whole places the knowing subject
back into the discussion of epistemological questions.
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A Theory of the Self in Hermeneutic Philosophy
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The concept of the ‘self” as the metaphysical reality persisting through
all changes has witnessed serious criticism in recent philosophy.
Hermeneutic and deconstructive discourses abound with such discus-
sions. While the traditional rationalistic model with the supremacy of
the Cogito gets marred with the hermeneutic claim that man is not only
a rational being but also a ‘willing, feeling and imaginative being (in
the midst of others)’,! this very logocentric foundation is severely rocked
by deconstrution.

The Cartesian mind-body dualism is portrayed by hermeneutic phi-
losophy as ‘being-there that we are’. The attempt is to bridge the schism
between mind and matter. But deconstruction, on the other hand, in its
critical fervour, attacks the principle of duality itself which, n fact,
distinguishes philosophy as a privileged discourse among the others.
According to deconstruction, in all dichotomies, like speech-writing,
identity-difference, inside-outside, one conjunct is considered to be
superior to the other. And on the same principle rests the idea of the
‘self” as the ‘same identity’.

Although the self under the ‘metaphysics of presence’ faces strong
criticism by deconstruction, one still finds constructive tones in
hermeneutic philosophy. Thus, while the theorization of the self is an
impossible venture into the deconstructive stream, one can construe
such a theory within the hermeneutic purview.

My concern in this paper is to explore the possibility of a theory of
the self and self-understanding within the hermeneutic tradition. I be-
gin with extrapolating a very fundamental notion of hermeneutics,
namely, the notion of ‘mediation’.? It is fundamental because every
hermeneutic enterprise necessarily requires some point of mediation. It
has been rightly put by Page that the hermeneutic view of understanding
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‘stresses the presence of some form of necessary mediation in the proc-
ess of understanding.” This mediation is characteristically linguistic;
for a hermeneutic activity is all about understanding the meaning-im-
pregnated human reality. Understanding, in other words, is shot through
with language or sign-systems because the life-world is, in some sense,
constituted by linguistic symbolic categories and images. Understand-
ing is thus taken to be mediated by the world conceived in linguistic
or symbolic terms.

The idea of ‘linguistic mediation’ characterizes understanding as a
cognitive faculty. But beyond this epistemic feature, the fundamental-
ity of ‘understanding” is construed ontologically. Heidegger points out
that ‘understanding’ is an ontological attribute—a mode of existence. It
is not just that a human subject employs understanding in its epistemic
relation with the life-world; the fundamental fact is that human subject
understands itself in its worldliness.

Although the ‘ontological reversal’ of understanding is much more
primordial, the epistemology of interpretation or the methodical role of
hermeneutics is conceived as a mode of understanding human exist-
ence. In the post-Heideggerian period this point has been put up by
Gadamer and very strongly by Ricoeur.

What is commonly stressed is that a philosophical enterprise into the
nature of ‘being’ or ‘seif’ cannot do away with the epistemological
inroads to understanding. In other words, interpretation of symboh-
cally constituted human reality is an essential detour to self-under-
standing. Ricoeur strongly contends that the epistemology of interpre-
tation, which he terms the ‘long and ardous’ route, is essential to the
ontology of understanding. The similar tones are echoed in Gadamer
when he claims that ‘Being which can be understood is language.™ The
claim here is that since the world is linguistically or symbolically
constituted, the self is bound to be represented as textured by language;
whence it follows that the link between self-understanding and lan-
puage is intimate. This idea of linguistically mediated understanding
has been developed by Gadamer and Ricoeur differently in their theo-
ries of ‘dialogical’ and ‘narrative’ understanding respectively. The two
theories also espouse two accounts of the ‘self” and ‘self-understand-
ing’. In the following two sections, I delineate these two accounts
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which pave the way towards contemplating a comprehensive theory of
the self.

I

In this section I lay out the central claims of Gadamer’s hermeneutic
philosophy and argue that a possible theory of the self emerges out of
it. Following the footsteps of Diithey and Heidegger, Gadamer also
admits that ‘understanding’ is the most primordial featare of human
existence. He defines understanding as essentially linguistic. What gives
it a linguistic character is its immanent ‘as-structure’ which means that
we always perceive things from a certain standpoint ‘as-something’ and
not as mere brute, a-linguistic facts.

Linguisticality is further characterized by Gadamer as having a com-
municative structure. That is to say, language is not a tool to be used
in the judgemental mode; rather the fact is we live.in it, grow with it.
We find ourselves situated in a socio-historical reality fabricated by a
particular language. And the mode of our understanding is conversa-
tional; for the language intrinsically is conversational. Hence, our un-
derstanding of overselves takes place in and through the communica-
tive or dialogical encounter. In other words we live in and through
dialogue.’

What is crucial about dialogue is its inherent logic of ‘question and
answer’. It is a dialectical interplay of ‘give and take’ relationship, that
is to say, the participants engage themselves actively and not passively.
Another characteristic feature of a genuine dialogue is that participants
do not make superiority claims over one another, instead, the dialogue
exercises its own power, as it were, its own being. From beneath the
dialectical process the ‘matter’ or ‘truth’ under discussion comes to the
surface and enables the participants to reflect upon their judgements.
The ‘truth’ however let itself show only when the interlocutor (be it a
person or any other hermeneutic object) is treated as an actual partici-
pant in a dialogue. It would have to be something like a conscious
being, as it were, a ‘thou” capable of eliciting responses and questions
in a dialogical encounter. A genuine dialogue is a platform for enlarg-
ing the horizon of ones understanding in the light of multiple life-
worlds that it opens up. For example, a hermeneutic reading of a text
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as a dialogical encounter not only reveals its sense, its syntactical form,
but also its referential dimension—the semantic existential framework.
However, the semantic possibilities can be appreciated by the inter-
preter only when he listens to the claims made by it.°

That we should lend ears to what the other person says is not only
a requirement of a genuine dialogue. The fundamental point here 1s
that it is the basis of our own understanding, our own being. It is for
this reason Gadamer considers it obligatory to appropriate the tradition
transmitted to us as a ‘thou’, a living being, in order to make sensc of
our own historicity. We are essentially partjcipétive beings in the on-
going conversation of mankind and our understanding is due to the
feature of dialogicality. The fact that we are historically situated in
some socio-cultural realm is a fact about our participative or dialogical
nature which survives on the communality of thought or meaning.

The point about the realm of common understanding 1s an ontologi-
cal claim about the fundamentality of communicative understanding or
consciousness which Gadamer terms ‘effective-historical-consciousness .
Tt is this communality of thought which we owe natarally in a histori-
cal flow of consciousness that unites the ‘T and ‘thou’. The communal
nexus between ‘T’ and ‘thou’ does not guarantee complete understand-
ing of the other, but signifies that the other is not a total stranger to us.
In fact, the commensurability thesis assumes a dialectic, a tension
between the familiar and unfamiliar, identity and difference, proximity
and distance. ‘Differal’, in short, is the very essence of the thought.

Gadamer accepts this tension to be constitutive of all understanding.
Understanding, for him, does not mean overcoming the distance be-
tween the past and the present, between the alien and the familiar, but
listening to the claims made by the other, thus building a communica-
tive bridge between T’ and ‘thou’. This communicative linking which
presupposes the shareability of common thoughts that we naturally
receive in the historical flux, conditions our ‘self-understanding’ or
‘self-disclosure’. In essence, our understanding of the other, be it a
tradition or the text, is a necessary prelude to our own understanding.
The ‘other’ in the communicative nexus determines the ‘" or the self-

understanding.
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To sum up, the dialogical mode of understanding is a mode of being.
QOur identity is a ‘communicative’ identity insofar as dialogue is an
event of communication. The inseparable ‘T-thou’ relationship is an
internal subjective correlate of communicative or dialogical event. We
can say that the unity of the individual self is a synthetic unity in the
sense that the self partakes of the conversational unity of mankind.
Since the individual’s existential identity has its locus in the dialogical
nexus the self can be said to have a dialogical constitution.

il

While Gadamer considers hermeneutic conversation to be that locus of
self-understanding, Ricoeur develops a thesis of narrative understand-
ing in this regard. The central claim of his theory of narrative under-
standing is that life essentially is textured in story-forms. The tempo-
rality of life is not just an errant succession of events, but it inherently
possesses a narrative quality. Ricoeur calls this feature ‘pre-history” or
:pre—ﬁguration’ (similar to Heidegger’s notion of ‘pre-ontological’ or
pre-figuration’) which needs articulation in the form of a narrative text
or discourse, The pre-figured, loosely textured reality of life attains
meaningfulness in the act of telling a story about oneself. The pre-
ngrrative stage of life, in a way, awaits the narrative synchrdnization by
virtue of which a meaningful order of life is made apparent.

The work of configuration or ‘emplotment’, as Ricoeur calls it, is
hpwever not to corrupt the facts and thus become guilty of interpreta-
tive colouring. Though creative imagination does enter into an act of
configuration, what prevents the misrepresentation of lived-reality is
the essential pre-narrative structure. We experience the temporality of
our l%fe-episodes in a narrative bent of mind. The thread of life, so to
say, 1s a narrative one.
| But why then is narrative rendering at all desirable when life itself
is textured in story-forms? Ricoeur’s answer is that a story is a ‘story
told’” or ‘story recounted’. The act of telling a story is the articulation
of the loosely configured ‘lived-stories’. And for him the transition
from the untold and repressed stories to the story told is an expression
of.a ‘quest for identity’. In telling the story of ones life a person appro-
priates his identity. Ricoeur contends:
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The individual can be said to be entangled up in stories which hap-
pen to him before any story is recounted. The entanglement then
appears as the pre-history or the story told, the beginning of which
is chosen by the narrator ... the stories that are told must then be
made to emerge out of the background. As they emerge, the implied
subject also emerges too (1991, p. 30).

The emergence of self-identity in the form of narrative identity 1s a
result of the actual story which a person configures out of discrete and
heterogeneous experiences of life. The narrative mediation in this sense
has a cognitive potential. The movement from the pre-narrative, incho-
ate state towards the narrative interpretation of life is manifestive of the
deepest desire of mankind to achieve stability against the fluidity of
time. It is this desire for order, unity and stability that constitutes the
very essence of the self and of self-understanding. And attaining self-
understanding is a matter of understanding oneself in the narrative
mode as having narrative identity.

However, the stability brought about by narrative ordering 1s intrin-
sically dynamic. For it is an organized temporal structure and not the
static identity of sameness (idem) as a metaphysical substance persist-
ing_through temporal contingencies. Rather, the identity question is
that of self-hood (ipse) of an agent—a moral agent, who Ricoeur says,
is an ‘acting and suffering’ being.

What emerges from the exposition of two theories 1s the dual char-
acterization of the self or self-understanding. Gadamer portrays the
‘self” as having the dialogical constitution. The ‘thou’ is a necessary
detour to appropriate ones own understanding. The theory focuses upon
the ‘outer’, ‘public’, dimension of self-understanding; for ‘T’ is an inte-
gral correlate of the ‘I-thou” existential matrix.

Ricoeur, on the other hand, illuminates that alongside our involve-
ment with the ‘other’ in the communal space of language, we also have
our life of self-involvement in the reflective space of individuality.
There is the inner self with its personal space of being oneself, engaged
in introspective reflection upon the myriad of contents of its lived-
temporality and thereby articulating a more or less coherent structure
of its own subjectivity—which is known as ones personal identity.
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Thus, Ricoeur’s theory focuses upon the subjective, personal dimen-
sion of self-understanding.

1

Having expounded the two accounts of self-understanding, 1 stress that
Gadamer’s theory of dialogical self-understanding needs to be supple-
mented with Ricoeur’s theory of narrative identity. My argument is that
his theory leaves out that essential dimension of human subjectivity
which Ricoeur is rightly emphasizing. For Gadamer the subject, being
a participant in the dialogical situation, is a product of the ‘effective-
historical-consciousness’ in the continuity of which his self-understand-
ing grows. As a result, the subjectivity or consciousness is delimited by
what may be termed the collective subjectivity. It hardly concerns
Gadamer whether there can also be an exploration into the patterns of
self-constitution or individual subjectivity independently of the socio-
communal, communicative-dialogical encounter of self-understanding.
And it is not just possible or plausible; it is also a necessary direction
insofar as an adequate comprehensive theory of self-understanding is
concerned.

In order to justify that Gadamer’s theory needs to be supplemented

with Ricoeur’s, I elaborate upon two notions—'effective-historical-con-
sciousness’ and ‘making of history” dealt with by Gadamer and Ricoeur
respectively. The examination of these two concepts paves a way to-
wards conceiving a comprehensive theory of the self.
. In Gadamer’s view. our understanding of ourselves is correspond-
ingly determined by our individual entrenchment in a community of
co-participants roughly sharing a certain world-view and partaking of
social customs. From this point of view, there is no transcendental
epistemological point of vantage from where one can attain objective
knowledge about human reality. Since our understanding is grounded
in historical consciousness there cannot be a ‘pure’ consciousness purged
of the tradition. Gadamer describes this mode of consciousness as ‘ef-
fective-historical-consciousness’.

The consciousness of historical continuity is a hermeneutic experience
and not an intuitive knowledge. This experience derives its cognitive
significance from an immanent reflectivity that self-understanding is
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finite; for it is delimited by 1its historical rootedness. Although a
hermeneutic experience reveals that self-understanding is a ceaseless
reflective process of bildung, it can be argued that justice cannot be
done to it if it is defined in terms of ‘effective-historical-consciousness’
only. For if effective-historical-consciousness is to be taken as the
chief determinant of our understanding of ourselves, our self-
consciousness would appear to be the representation of ourselves as
being ‘appropriated’ by history. We would then be ontologically
identified as beings shaped by the causal power of history. Although
this is true, this is only half the truth. But what is the other half of the
whole truth about -ourselves and about self-understanding?

Granted that we are to be understood as products of history, the
other fact still remains that we are the makers of history. The continu-
ity of the past in the present cannot overshadow the fact that we are the
agents of history in so far as we are ‘acting and suffering beings’. If it
is true that the past questions us before we question it, it is also true
that the past answers us to the exient we question it. We make the past
‘answerable’ to us by adopting a critical stance towards it; it is as
though we assert our effective individuality over tradition from the
centre stage of our living present.

Although Gadamer acknowledges the ‘mediation” of present in any
instance of hermeneutic experience and this is clearly displayed in his
notion of ‘fusion of horizons’, his emphasis is on the continuity of the
past or tradition which makes the ‘present’ what it is today. In fact, it
is the continuity of the past or tradition as a ‘thou’ that constitutes the
dialogical patterning of our understanding.

{f the continuity of historical consciousness indicates the presence of
‘otherness’ in understanding. The concept of ‘fusion of horizons’ can be
utilized to assert the authenticity of the ‘present’ and thereby that of the
individual being who construes his identity in his conscious reflective
act of configurating his lived-temporality. The fusion of horizons is a
testimony to the historical agents’ appropriation of history—a testi-
mony to the effectiveness of the individual in bringing about the con-
versational unity against the backdrop of the diversity of allegiance to
tradition. In Ricoeur’s words, ‘effective-history, we might say, is what
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takes place without us. The fusion of hotizons 1s what we attempt to
bring about’ (1983, p. 221).8

Given that the fusion of horizons is not a happening but is actively
accomplished by us endorses that the present has to be considered a
significant and active moment of the entire continuum of history with
the past and the future as the two outmost moments. The ‘present’ is
to be deemed as the historical present that mediates between the inher-
ited tradition (or the past) and the horizon of expectation (or the
future). It is only in structuring of this kind of a grand narrative that
we can truly appreciate the dialectic of the ontology of ‘tradition-
boundedness’ and the disclosure of ontic possibilities.

Gadamer overplays the fact of our receptivity of the past; the ontol-
ogy of ‘effective-historical-consciousness’ gains ascendancy over the
notion of the ‘historical present’. In Ricoeur’s hermeneutic philosophy
we find the grand narrative structure of historical consciousness is
shown to be constitutive of the three temporal modalities, namely,
being affected by the past, the historical present and their relations to
the future. Ricoeur here alludes to Heidegger’s idea of ‘making present’
however differently. 1

In Heidegger the ‘making present’ is just another moment in our
circumspective concernful existence, but Ricoeur adds to it the idea of
‘initiative”, The moment of initiation as I can’, ‘[ do’ is a moment of
decision and action.

Not only does Ricoeur attach the idea of initiation, he also comple-
ments it with Mearleau-Ponty’s idea of the ‘lived-body’ which bridges
the guif between the physical and the psychical, between the cosmic
exteriority and reflective inferiority. Thus, Ricoeur’s concept of “his-
torical present’ along with the notions of ‘initiative’ and ‘lived-body’
changes the profile of historical consciousness. It recuperates the sub-
jectivity, the ‘acting and suffering’ beings vis-a-vis historical
embeddedness.

v

In the light of the above discussion, I argue that Gadamer's idea of
effective-historical-consciousness’ is largely responsible for underlining
the communal dimension of self-identity. In as much as this dimension
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is considered primordial, ones self-identity or subjectivity is virtually
shaped by the historical past or tradition. One is thus a product of
history, and oneself is always a being solely in virtue of co-participating
with others in a perennial communicative praxis. Though an individual
subject understands himself in and through his participation in the
ongoing dialogue, he also discovers his ‘self” through apn inward
reflective journey into his own lived-temporality. With respect to this
undeniable phenomenon of human subjectivity, I stress that Gadamer’s
notions of the ‘self’ as a participative being in the communal space
needs a theoretic account of the inner personal dimension of self-identity
as a necessary supplement.

- Ricoeur’s idea of the self as a narrative construct, and the self’s
identity as narrative identity, aptly characterizes the interior structure
of the self as a single subject—that is the structure of subjectivity itself.
That emergence of is a ‘singular narrative’ is a fact of self-identity in
addition to the fact that the formation of self-identity necessarily
depends upon the influence of larger cultural narrative. The appropria-
tion of oneself in a conscious act of narrative configuration does not
negate our historical rootedness. In fact, this singular narrative or story
of an individual life cannot be imagined independently of its
embeddedness in a larger, meaning-giving structure, but at the same
time, the subjectivity of this narrative is not therefore reducible to that
of larger structure of intersubjectivity. It is this irreducible, essential
individuality of self-conception that demands the representation of the
self in a narrative mode. One might say that this singular narrative 1is
personal in the sense of being intra-subjective.

However, raising the question of the structure of self-conception for

a personal identity-profile does not imply contemplating individual
subjectivity as ontically distinct from that of the collective subjectivity.
Indeed, the whole issue is to provide an adequate dual-aspect charac-
terization of the human subject. It is not the case that there exists some
kind of a private ‘monological’ self as the interior counterpart of a
public dialogical self located in the space of collective subjectivity.
The fact of the matter is not dualism about selves, but dualism about
aspects of the self.
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Thus, the conclusion I arrive at is that the two distinctive identity-
profiles of self-representation are not to be mistaken for two
ontologically distinct self-conceptions. Rather, the distinction is to be
recognized in terms of aspect dualism. It is the conception of one and
the same self as essentially marked by two interpenetrating existential
features of dialogicality and narrativity that together constitutes a com-
prehensive theory of the hermeneutic self.
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The present paper contains an attempt to show that Wittgenstein’s ar-
guments against the doctrine of simples are not fatal to Russell’s doc-
trine of simples.

Wittgenstein in his Philosophical Investigations advances a number
of arguments against the doctrine of simples. Russell never recognized
Investigations as a serious philosophical work. According to him,' the
negative doctrines of this work are unfounded. But surprisingly he
admitted the cogency of one of the arguments against the doctrine of
simples advanced by Wittgenstein and his followers. This argument
forced him® to admit that there is no reason either to assert or to deny
that simples may be reached by analysis. 1 shall, however, try to show
that even this argument of Wittgenstein has failed to achieve its pur-
pose, and that Russell could easily refute this argument.

Wittgenstein criticizes the doctrine of simples from two different
angles. First, he tries to show that it makes no sense at all to speak of
absolutely simple entities. Secondly, he questions the merit of analysis
of complexes mto simples in philosophical thinking.

I

Wittgenstein offers two arguments to show that it makes no sense at all
to speak of absolutely simple entities. His presentation of these argu-
ments is sketchy, and we have to analyze them to understand what they
really intend to prove.

It appears that one of the arguments of Wittgenstein intends to show
that what we get by analyzing a complex being is simple relative to
that complex being but not absolutely simple. An absolutely simple
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being is one which is not further analyzable, and thete is no reason to
suppose that there is such a being.

... What are the simple constituent parts of which reality is com-
posed?— What are the simple constituent parts of a chair?—The bits
of wood of which it is made? Or the molecules, or the atoms?—
‘Simple’ means: not composite. And here the point is: in what sense
‘composite’? 1t makes no sense at all to speak absolutely of the
‘simple parts of a chair’.?

Wittgenstein assumes that the advocates of the doctrine of simples take
the term ‘simple’ to mean something that 1s not composite. As the idea
of simple is conceived negatively in terms of the idea of complex, to
understand what the advocates of the doctrine of simples mean by
‘simple’ we have to understand in what sense they use the term ‘com-
posite’. Thus, Wittgenstein asks: in what sense ‘composite’? An entity
is regarded as composite if it is analyzable. Now, if ‘simple’ means ‘not
composite’, a simple being would be one that is not analyzable. But
there is no reason to suppose that there are entities which are not
analyzable. A chair is, for instance, analyzable in terms of bits of
wood, bits of wood in terms of molecules, molecules in terms of atoms,
atoms in terms of electrons, protons and neutrons, and so on. If we
carry analysis in this~way, we may get certain units which are not at
present analyzable; but they may at any moment turm out to be capable
of analysis.

Russell admits the force of the above argument. As it is logically
possible that complex things are capable of analysis ad infinitum, it
cannot be logically established that there are ultimate simples which
are incapable of analysis. Again, we cannot empirically know whether
there are entities which are simple in the sense that they are unanalyzable.
For what appears to be simple at present may subsequently turn out to
be capable of analysis. That is why Russell* came to think that, al-
though many things can be known to be complex, nothing can be
known to be simple. Thus, he abstained from asserting that products of
analysis are simples. But he did not abstain from emphasizing the merit
of analysis, and tried to modify his doctrine in such a way so that
the question whether the products of analysis are simples becomes
unnecessary.’

On Wittgenstein's Attack on the Doctrine of Simples 31

The other argument of Witigenstein tries to establish a different
point. The terms ‘complex” and ‘simple” are used in different senses.
The term ‘complex’ has different senses, because complex beings are
analyzable in different ways. Consequently, what we get by analyzing
a complex being in a particular way are simples in a particular sense
of ‘simple’, and it may be complex in a different sense. As any product
of analysis is simple relative to a particular sense of ‘simple’, it makes
no sense to speak of an absolutely simple entity.

Wittgenstein says that there are different kinds of complexity. ‘Multi-
colouredness is one kind of complexity; another is, for example, that
of a broken outline composed of straight bits.® As there are different
kinds of complexity, the term ‘complex’ is used in different senses in
different language-games. We cannot, therefore, ask the question ‘Is
this object composite?” outside a particular language-game. And the
answer to the question whether something is simple or non-complex
depends on what we understand by ‘complex’.’ In that case there can
be nothing that is absolutely simple. Consider the following passage
from Wittgenstein's [nvestigations:

We use the word ‘composite” (and therefore the word ‘simple’) in an
enormous number of different and differently related ways. (Is the
colour of a square on a chessboard simple, or does it consist of pure
white and pure yellow? And is white simple, or does it consist of the
colours of rainbow? ...)*

A chessboard may, for instance, be regarded as a complex entity in the
sense that it is at a particular moment of experience analyzable in terms
of certain empirically distinguishable properties—white colour, black
colour, square shape, etc. In that case a property like white colour
would be regarded as simple. But Wittgenstein points out that white
may be regarded as complex in a different sense. It is complex in the
sense that it consists of the colours of the rainbow. Of course, we
cannot empirically distinguish the colours of the rainbow from white
colour on a surface that is called white surface; but when a beam of
light is reflected from a white surface and passes through a glass prism,
it is separated into a spectrum with red light deflected least and ultra-
violet most. Perhaps it is thought that the colours of rainbow are
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potentially present in white colour, and thus the colour white under
specific circumstances gives rise to the colours of the rainbow. How-
ever, if white is regarded as simple or non-composite in some sense but
complex in some other, it cannot be regarded as absolutely simple. We
may sum up Wittgenstein’s second argument as follows.

‘Complex’ and ‘simple” have different senses. What the advocates of
the doctrine of simples cite;‘{ as examples of simple are simples in a
particular sense but comple‘g& in some other sense. So, they are not
absolutely simple. 'S

I shall try to show that none of the arguments of Wittgenstein is fatal
to Russell’s doctrine of simple. First I shall offer my argument and then
try to establish the premises of my argument. My argument is the
following.

The term ‘complex’ has different senses. An analysis of different
senses of the term ‘complex’ reveals that there is a particular way of
analysis corresponding to each sense of ‘complex’, and that complexes
are not capable of analysis ad infinitum according to each way of
analysis. What Russell in the context of his doctrine under considera-
tion regards as complexes are complex in a particular sense. Russellian
complexes are complex in the sense that they are analyzable in a par-
ticular way. Products of this type of analysis are not further analyzable.
So, they are simple or non-complex in a particular sense of ‘complex’.
They may be complex in some other sense of ‘complex’; but this can-
not be a charge against Russell, because neither does his doctrine imply
nor does he explicitly assert that the products of his analysis cannot be
complex in some other sense of ‘complex’. Thus, Wittgenstein’s second
argument fails. Again, as what Russell regards as products of analysis
are not further analyzable in a particular sense of ‘analysis’, Russellian
complexes are not capable of analysis ad infinitum. Hence, Wittgenstein’s
first argument fails. Of course, complexes may be capable of analysis
ad infinitum in some other sense of “analysis’; but this cannot constitute
a charge against Russell, because in the context of his doctrine under
consideration he speaks of a particular process of analysis. The prod-
ucts of this analysis may be regarded as absolutely simple or ultimate
simple in the sense that they are non-further-analyzable ultimate prod-
ucts of analysis of complexes in a particular sense of ‘complex’, but not
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in the sense that they are not complex in any customary sense of the
term ‘complex’. However, | have not anywhere in Russell’s books found
that he has used the expression ‘absolutely simple’ or ‘ultimate simple’
to refer to the products of analysis. In his earlier writings he has used
the term ‘simple” without any qualification.

I shall now try to establish the premises of the above argument. I
shall begin with an analysis of three different senses of the term ‘com-
plex’, and show that there is a particular way of analysis corresponding
to each sense of the term ‘complex’, and that complexes are not capable
of analysis ad infinitum according to each process of analysis. (1) An
entity is regarded as complex in the sense that it is analyzable into
certain parts which are physically separable. A table is, for instance,
complex in the sense that it consists of and is analyzable into different
parts—its legs, the top, etc. We can physically separate these parts by
performing certain physical operations. We can break up each of these
parts into further parts by performing further physical operations. Thus,
a being, which is complex in the sense that it is analyzable into physi-
cally separable parts, may be capable of analysis ad infinitum. (2} An
entity is regarded as complex in the sense that it is at a particular time
analyzable into certain properties (specific shade of colour, shape, size,
ete.) which are empirically distinguishable but not physically separable
in fact. A table is, for instance, complex in the sense that it is at a
particular moment of experience analyzable into certain empirically
distinguishable properties—specific colour, shapes, etc. Again, a chess-
board is complex in the sense that it is at a particular time analyzable
into different empirically distinguishabte properties—black colour, white
colour, square shapes of different sizes, etc. These properties are em-
pirically distinguishable at a particular moment of experience but not
physically separable in fact. We cannot, for instance, physically sepa-
rate the colour of an object from its shape, but still its colour and shape
are empirically distinguishable. Now, an entity, which is complex in
the sense that it is at particular moment of experience analyzable intoe
certain empirically distinguishable properties, is not analyzable ad
infinitum. Products of this type of analysis are certain distinguishable
properties which we can directly identify in a complex at a particular
moment of experience, and at that moment one cannot directly identify
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some other property in any one of these products. Consequently, prod-
ucts of this type of analysis are not further analyzable on logical grounds.
Of course, we can get a new property of an entity other than the
properties which are empirically distinguishable in it at a particular
time if we perform some physical operation on it, but it is not empiri-
cally distinguishable in that entity at that particular time, and cannot,
therefore, be regarded as an actual or possible product of analysis of
that entity in the particular sense of ‘analysis’ under consideration.
Again, a property under certain specific conditions may give rise to
certain other properties, but these ‘other properties’ cannot be regarded
as the products of analysis in the sense of analysis under consideration,
because we cannot directly identify the latter in the former at a particu-
lar moment of experience. Whether the colours of a rainbow are poten-
tially present in white or not, we cannot empirically distinguish them
from white on a surface that is called white surface. It follows that
these colours are not products of analysis of white colour in the par-
ticular sense of ‘analysis’. (3) A being may be regarded as complex in
the sense that it, under certain specific conditions, gives rise to certain
properties which are not empirically distinguishable in it at a particular
moment of experience. These properties are thought to be potentially
present in that being, and so it is conceived as complex' in the sense
that it is analyzable in terms of these properties. Thus, white is com-
plex in the sense that the colours of the rainbow are potentially present
in it, and that it is analyzable in terms of the colours of rambow.
Avoiding metaphysical controversy regarding potentiality, it may be
said that what we call white are in a complicated way causally related
to the colours of the rainbow, and consequently that the term ‘white’
refers to not only a simple observational property but also a causal law
and causal or dispositional property. Thus. what is actually referred to
by the term ‘white’ is complex in the sense that it is analyzable in terms
of observational property, causal or dispositional property and causal
relation. Now, an entity is analyzable indefinitely in this sense of ‘analy-
sis’. A being is analyzable in terms of its causal properties, each of
these properties is further analyzable in terms of certain other causal
properties, and so on indefinitely. (Here we must note a point. Russell
considers the term ‘white” as a simple symbol. It may be true that in
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ordinary language ‘white’ is used to refer to a complex of observational
and dispositional properties. But Russell’s doctrine is not at all con-
cerned with' what we mean when we use the terms of ordinary lan-
guage. He proposes to construct a technical language for a technical
purpose by giving a particular name to cach empiricaily distinguish-
able property: And here we are not concerned with whether what the
names of ordinary language refer to are simples, but with whether what
the names of Russell’s language refer to are simples.)

What Russell in his later thought has regarded as complex is com-
plex in the second sense of the term ‘complex’ discussed earlier in this
paper. In his later work he proposes to “abolish what are usually called
“particulars”, and be content with certain words that would usually be
regarded as universals, such as “red”, “blue”, “hard”, “soft”, and so
on.” In this work he'® identifies a particular with a bundle of proper-
ties, which are presented as one complex gestalt, presented at one
particular moment of experience, and says that his analysis needs one
proper name for the complex whole and other proper names for parts.
And what he regards as analysis is ‘the operation by which, from ex-
amination of a whole W, we arrive at “P is part of W' Here P, the
product of analysis, does not refer to the products of physical operation
(or physically separable parts) and to causal or dispositional properties,
but to empirically distinguishable parts or properties, and the operation
by which we arrive at ‘P is part of W’ is not physical operation but
empirical examination. All these may be evident from the following
passage:

There are complexes composed of compresent qualities. I give the
name of ‘complete complex of compresence’ to a complex whose
members are all compresent with each other, but not all compresent
with anything outside the complex. Such complete complexes take
the place of particulars, and in place of such a statement as ‘this is
white’, we have ‘whiteness is constituent of a complex of
compresence’ consisting of my present mental content.'

Products of physical operation are not constituents of a complex of
compresence consisting of a person’s mental content of a particular
time. Moreover, when we get a product of physical operation of a
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complex, the appearance of the complex changes due to the operation
and we get one or more new complexes. We cannot get a product of
physical operation from a complex without destroying the complex.
So, a product of physical operation of a complex cannot be a product
of analysis of that complex in Russellian sense. Consequently, Russellian
complexes are not complexes in the sense that they are physically
analyzable. Again, a causal or dispositional property is also not a con-
stituent of a complex of compresence consisting of a person’s mental
content of a particular time. Thus, Russellian complexes are not com-
plexes in the sense that they are analyzable in terms of causal proper-
ties, They are complexes only in the sense that they are analyzable in
terms of empirically distinguishable properties which are presented as
one complex gestalt in a person’s experience at a particular time. This
type of complexes are analyzable in a particular sense of ‘analysis’. |
have already shown that products of this type of analysis are not fur-
ther analyzable on logical ground. So, they are simple or not complex
in a particular sense of ‘complex’. Thus, Wittgenstein’s second argu-
ment fails: Again, as Russellian complexes are not capable of analysis
ad infinitum Wittgenstein’s first argument fails. It follows that Russell
need not abstain from asserting that products of his analysis are simples.
Wiltgenstein tries to show that products of analysis are not abso-
lutely simple. But we may ask the Wittgensteinian question: In what
sensc are they not absolutely simple? If Wittgenstein says that ‘simple’
and ‘complex’ have various senses, and that a product of analysis is
stimple m a particular sense but complex in some other sense, then my
reply 1s: the products of Russellian analysis are simple or not complex
in a particular sense. If he says that the products of Russellian analysis
are not absolutely simple because complexes are capable of analysis ad
infinitum, then my reply is: Russellian complexes are not capable of
analysis ad infinitum in a particular sense of ‘analysis’. Hence both the
arguments of Wittgenistein fail to refute Russell’s doctrine of simples.

I8

Wittgenstein offers another set of arguments which question the merit
of analysis of complexes into simples. He speaks of two forms of
language. In one, composite objects have names, and in the other, parts
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are given names and the whole is described by means of them. Sym-
bols of the former can be analyzed in terms of the symbols of the latter.
But Wittgenstein tries to show that such analysis not only does not
serve any useful purpose in practical life but also distorts reality. Hence,
the language of simple symbols cannot be claimed to be more funda-
mental. '

Wittgenstein'® points out that when we use a term to say something
about a complex entity we do not specially think of its parts. For
example, when someone says, ‘My broom is in the comner’, he does not
specially think of the parts of the broom, and he does not really mean:
the broomstick is there, and so is the brush, and the broomstick is fixed
on the brush. Thus the analysis of complexes into simples does not
really reveal what people really mean when they use complex symbols,
and consequently a sentence containing complex symbols cannot be
replaced by certain sentences containing simple symbols. .

This argument does not prove anything against Russell’s doctrine. In
the first place, what Wittgenstein in his example regards as the prqd—
ucts of analysis (broomstick, brush, etc.) are not products of Russellian
analysis. The products of Russellian analysis are not physically sepa-
rable parts but empirically distinguishable properties. Secondly,
Wittgenstein’s argument is based on the assumption that the analyst
holds that analysis of complex symbols in terms of simple symbols
reflects what people really mean when whey use complex symbols. But
Russell is not at all concerned with what people really mean or think
of when they use complex symbols. He' is only asserting that all the
facts asserted by the use of a complex symbol can be asserted by the
use of simple symbols in terms of which the complex symbol is
analyzed. o

Wittgenstein'® raises another point. Suppose, someone, while giving
an order, says, ‘Bring me the broomstick and brush which 1is fitted onto
it’ instead of saying ‘Being me the broom’. This appears to be an odd
way of giving an order. Adopting such an odd way of giving an order
is useful if the hearer understands the analyzed form of the order better
than the unanalyzed form. But the analyzed sentence, ac«:fording to
Wittgenstein, achieved the same as the ordinary one, but in a more
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roundabout way. Thus, analysis of complexes in terms of simples has
no practical utility.

This argument, if at all directed to Russell’s doctrine, is based on
wrong assumptions. Russell'® himself says that the purpose of con-
structing a technical language in philosophy is not the abandonment of
ordinary language in favour of certain odd ways of speaking. His purpose
is to understand the nature of the world-structure and the relation be-
tween language and the world. Again, Russell does not anywhere sug-
gest that the analysis of complex symbols in terms of simple symbols
provides a better understanding of the meaning of complex symbols in
ordinary context. Rather, he suggests that simple symbols determine
the meaning of complex symbols. For instance, what we understand by
a broom is composed of a broomstick and a brush, and it will not be
regarded as a broom without the brush or the broomstick. Thus, the
meaning of the symbols which stand for a broomstick and a brush
determine the meaning of the symbol which stands for a broom. (In
this example the simples are not Russell’s ‘simples’, still it shows what
Russell really suggests.) '

Wittgenstein points out a further problem of analysis. A whole is
something more than its parts obtained from analysis. Something is
lost when a whole is sought to be analyzed. It is, therefore, unique and
unanalyzable. As an illustration Wittgenstein speaks of the French tri-
colour. “Think of the cases where we say, “This arrangement of colours
(say the French tricolour) has a quite special character.”’" Such a
special character does not belong to any of its elements obtained by
analysis. This character is lost when it is analyzed. Thus, to analyze is
to distort reality.

How do we know that something is lost when a whole is analyzed
into parts? This is not possible to know without analyzing the whole.
Thus, the worth of analysis is that it gives us knowledge not otherwise
obtainable. However, nothing is lost when we apply Russell’s method
of analysis to analyze a whole. According to Russell, the operation by
which, from examination of a whole W, we arrive at ‘P is part of W',
is called analysis. Now, consider a complex—an arrangement of col-
ours that 1s called the French tricolour. Let us call it F. Call its char-
acteristics P, P, P, etc., and its special character P . We may observe
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and examine the complex called the French tricolour, and analyze it as
‘P is part of ¥’, ‘P, is part of , ‘P_is part of F, and so on. Nothing
is lost in this analysis. The special character of a complex is lost if we
disturb the arrangement of its properties by physical operation or by
something else, In that case we get a new complex which is analyzable
in terms of a different set of properties,

Russell propoeses to construct a language by giving a particular name
to each empirically distinguishable property. The above-mentioned
arguments of Wittgenstein try to show that this is not the fundamental
form of language in the senses that an analysis of the other forms in
terms of its symbol cannot catch what people mean when they use
other forms, cannot give us better understanding of what is said by
using the other forms, and so on. But Russell never claimed that his
language is fundamental in the sense that it gives us everything. It is
fundamental in the sense that its simple symbols are the smallest number
of words in terms of which we can describe the empirical world. All
the complex symbols which we use to describe the world are definable
in terms of these simple symbols.'®

I

An analysis of Wittgenstein’s arguments against the doctrine of simples
may give the impression that these arguments are not at all directed
against Russell’s doctrine of simples. But since he at the beginning of
his criticism of the doctrine of simples refers to Russell’s ‘individuals’
and his ‘objects’ (Tractatus), we may assume that at least some of his
arguments are directed against Russell’s doctrine. In that case I shall
conclude that he was arguing against certain false interpretations of

Russell’s doc  ne.
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Our traditional value perspective, famously known as theory of
Purusartha, aims at the purification and perfection of human beings as
noble creatures among the creatures by asserting the four cardinal values
such as Dharma, Artha, Kama and Moksa. Our traditional value per-
spective has emphasized the moral and spiritual perfection and it takes
us to a state of realization in which four cardinal values act interde-
pendently by providing a common principle of living. Modern social
reformers and leaders have often latched on to the traditional value
perspective and its customary provisions, challenging Purusarthas by
common dharma ethic. But, though still inconclusive, their challenge
shows how India today seeks a situation both through its traditions and
the positions to let people approximate good living and claim for
human values which may be suitable for the same with the help of
rethinking of present social reality and reformation. But in this case,
our craze for material consumption and the over-impact of scientific
authoritarianism distinctly constrains such a spirit by establishing the
rule of ritual exclusion, social dismissal, injustice and impurity. The
main objective of this paper is to highlight the spirit of moral and
spiritual attainment which remains highly receptive as a fundamental
goal to human beings over and above material prosperity and scientific
vision. This paper also presents the view that the spirit of modernity
does not encourage the clash of values between our tradition and modern
science, and this view is presented in the light of a comprehensive
unity of spirituality and science.
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TRADITION, HUMAN LIFE AND MORAL CONSTRAINTS

Hindu tradition has always pointed at a central issue: how can one lead
a good life? A necessary and sufficient access to good living by all
humans may be considered as a moral need or a basic human right. As
a corollary in an egalitarian civi] society it also means that tiere 1s
§qual opportunity and fairness for everyone in securing good living
1pgluding for the poor, marginal and weak. Similarly, the right to good,
living can not be limited to the socially dominant of the biologically
fittest. A democratic welfare state must ensure a uniformly just and
equitable system and the inculcation, possession and instruction of moral
values apc} human ideals for all its different constituent groups and
f:ommuplt1es. But at the end of this modern century most nations

:nternatlgnal organizations and intellectual bodies still treat these aé
non-attainable hopes’ so far as our socio-cultural moral conditions are
copcemed. The right to good living is nowhere near a globally assured
ulm.verslal political-legal right of people. Rather, the concern of good
living 1s‘qu1'te asserted as an event of personal commitment to have a
decent living with own moral consciousness. Moral consciousness

Professor Daya Krishna aptly observes, follows from moral events Whicf;

a man experiences in his daily life or from the situations in which he
is involved.' He says: |

.Moral consciousness is a troubled consciousness, the guilty con-
sc10L'tsness par excellence, for it makes one continuously fee! that
one is not doing all that one could or ought to do for others. Even
in the pursuit of knowledge or the creation and appreciation of works
of art, or while engaging in sheer fun or play or social get-togethers
or sport, one has to forget the immense misery in the world, and the
ley way one justifies it to oneself is that these activities are perhaps
indirectly helpful in alleviating the misery of mankind to some ex-
tent and that, in any case, one cannot do much to help mankind.’

So n.obody can assure good living to all and even all can not be able
to wipe out odd conditions which are responsible for violating the right
to l__"OOd living. Odd conditions of our social space have been the source
of llmmorality and have mtensified inhuman anti-social moods and
actions with increasing harmfulness to peaceful living. In certain cases
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the increasing social dependence, inequity and injustice have become
cause for disharmony and revolutionary tension. These conditions to-
day globally produce massive irritation, on the one hand, and the total
factors of war and terrorism on the other.

Human good living availability is thus subject to enormous factors,
both subjective and objective, more often because of human factors
than natural disasters and calamities. As a matter of realization human
good living is conditioned by at least two sets of values, one morally
ideal or universal and the other contextual and practical. Both sets of
distinctions are at the heart of Indian—traditional and modern—de-
bates surrounding human interests and availability of values which are
wreated as sole conditions for human good living. The issue of the right
to good living is even more clusive and uncompromising. If the assur-
ance of good living debate in India today rests on the presence of
human values, then human values availability within the present envi-
ronment rests, as surely, on several concurrent moral, religious and
cultural criteria that Hindu minds except.’ But the question central to
this paper is: how do these two distinct cultural trends, i.e., traditional
as well as modern, today relate to the right to good living issues in
India? Both often exist and works in India under either mutual denial,
separation or obviation. Even when recalled together, the two cultural
trends remain separate, confined to their own distinct spheres of con-
cern. If the modern social reality dominates ideals of good living or
moral aspects of human life, then we need our traditional values as
may be in a refined manner to shape our living morally satisfactory and
perfect. However, the fact of today is to realize the effectiveness of
both trends which are now indispensable for our existence, develop-
ment and sustenance. For this reason, we may avoid the open ideologi-
cal conflicts between the two or any one-sided judgement on them.
With regard to good living, we experience, Professor Daya Krishna has
evidentially pointed out, a cluster of interrelated Hindu cultural con-
structs with contemporary Indian approaches, traditional and modern
especially on the issues of natures of man, nature of life, moral enti-
tlement, values and human rights.*

Although Indian cultural responses to modernity are far from final,
they nevertheless repeatedly show a distinet cultural ‘bridge-work’,
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evident more in social life than in conceptual schemes and philosophi-
cal ideologies. Human values availability and possession issues also
reflect the same pattern. That is, while Indians have upheld modernity
they have also pragmatically accepted the traditional values rooted in’
spiritual preachings inherently present in our past classics. Under such
conditions a moral assessment may be made with regard to Hindu
cultural ideals, conceptions and practices. While assessing them from
both within and without, a genuine thinker may better ascertain how
the two domains, i.e., the traditional Indian way and modern, human
needs get differentiated by social contexts, crises and conditions. When
cpnsidering the Hindu traditional approach to issues of access to good
!wing and human values, we encounter two basic questions. First, what
is its internal/moral/cultural language on matters concerning the natural
origination and availability of human values, and what are the major
forces that limit and constrain good living and sustenance in society?
Second, how close are the cultural ideals and ideas to actual local
conditions and conflicts on the one hand, and to the modern liberal
right to good living goals and debates, on the other?

Today’s Hindus, however, culturally self-isolating, can not insulate
thems'elves from these issues any longer. Rather, they must critically
examine their own operating cultural assumptions, attitudes and prac-
tices. Gooed living and the degradation of moral value issues in India
toFlay are seldom so simple that one could squarely blame either the
qudy traditional system or the modern state of living with welfare
pF)lIICIGS and programmes. Simple ideological oppositions between tra-
dition and modernity, the underpinning of many an academic debate,
also simplify and distort the overall Indian social and pragmatic sen-
stbilities. Such debates often overlook internal differentiation and un-
delrestimate not only the social resilience of Indians, but their eye on
fairness as well. They often enhance people’s capability for social care,
moral esteemn, resourcefulness and practical ingenuinity while facing
a.dversity and odd situations. The Indian value system; 1.e., Purusartha
aims to draw and to show the best in the man more than an empiricai
explication of the standard of human life.’

Without denying or keeping aside the fact of disvalued conditions in
our social space we may explore the sense of Indian ethos with its
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actual roles, meanings and limitations. We now realize that although
every major Indian religion and system of thought asserts its distinct
ideology—a philosophy, a system of morality and values, a sense of
good living, disallows social justice and inhuman practices in any form,
they still fail to present an explicit picture/model of human life/code of
belief and conduct for reaching the highest goal. Spiritually speaking,
the highest goal in the Indian case, ie., Moksa, i3 prefixed with its
metaphysical commitment. The tradition of Indian belief and knowl-
edge has ever tried to explore one ultimate reality, ie., Brahma/
Parmabrahma, and individual attainment/realization of this ultimate
reality. The Hindu religion ever speaks about an ethics or value system
without any presumed bias for reaching the final perfection. Even we
can not underestimate this sense by experiencing the diversity of
Indian culture. But this diversity which is empirically true to all does
not keep us far from our final goal. Rather, participating in diversity
drives us to such a state, i.e., a state of unity, which meaningfully
asserts an open mind to see the truth in proper light by omitting and

shadows and prejudices.

TWO CULTURES: SPIRITUAL AND SCIENTIFIC

We encounter a good form of cultural pluralism and consequently we
have variety of values. In contemporary discussion on culture and values,
what we arc convinced of is that all cultures (both traditional and
modern) that we encounter in the Indian context, in principle, may be
categorized and move themselves under two major cultural perspec-
tives, such as the culture of spiritualism and the scientific culture. The
scientific culture, in the broad sense of the term, represents the culture
of progress and material prosperity and, on the other hand, the culture
of spiritualism represents the culture of spiritual perfection. The thrust
of the scientific culture is the idea of progress that enjoins a constant
search for new values of all kinds, intellectual and otherwise. This is
the spirit of modemity which is governed by modern science and tech-
nological advancement. Science is an eternal quest for the understand-
ing of secrets of nature. This requires building new structures and
paradigms of our scientific explanation of the world. This spirit ex-
presses itself in an onward movement, in building ever larger and more
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complicated structures. Herein lies the speciality of this model of cul-
ture. It accumulates more and more complex structures of the plan and
patterns of life and the world. There is, therefore, progressive unfoldment
of the new visions of life in the new settings of the scientific culture.
For there is no resting place in its onward movement towards the
future. The future promises even better life in a better world. However,
m contrast to the idea of progress in the scientific culture, there is what
may be called purpose and perspicuity of this progress in the culture
of spiritual perfection which lies in the ‘striving for highest ideal
(vimoksa)’ with personal purification and perspicuity. The quality of
good living is more closely linked with this spirit than with the web of
material prosperity. This typically brings modern man to the idea of
tradition as the storehouse of human values along with the highest goal
for which he strives. That is, he seeks freedom from the world-picture
that captivates his mind. He needs such values which can save him
from this captivation. Here the idea of freedom stands for clarity of
understanding or intellectual perfection and the consequent sense of
standing above the scientific culture. The latter sense is the sense of
transcending the scientific world-picture and its attendant value-sys-
tem. Scientific civilization creates its own value-system in the ideas of
progress and progressive acquisition of the material resources. This
model of progress thus makes man more and more inclined towards the
gross products of our civilization and contributes towards the pollution
of the human spirit, especially towards separating man from his tradi-
tion, from what is final and eternal,

The foreseen fact is that the two cultures of progress and spiritual
perfection stand in sharp contrast to each other. While the one stands
for the spirit of conquest, the other stands for withdrawal from the race
for adventures. One stands for scientific knowledge and the other for
spiritual wisdom. Scientific culture ensures outward-looking life of
action while the spiritual culture recommends the life of quiet contem-
plation. In scientific culture the values of life lie in the intellectual
excellence and its other modes of manifestation such as in art, religion
and science. The age of reason represents the height of this culture as
it leads to the progress of all aspects of human life in all possible
spheres. According to Ernst Cassirer, this is the dominant culture of
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enlightenment in the west.® To this is opposed the culture of spiritual
perfection and the freedom of the human spirit. The latter is not op-
posed to reason and science as such, but it opposes the rationalist and
the scientific bias of the age. It stands against the spirit of scientization
of every aspect of life. It undermines the very strategy of reducing all
enquiry into an enquiry of rationalization and justification. The con-
trast of the cultures lies thus not so much in form but in content. Both
are products of the age of enlightenment but, whereas one seeks expla-
nation of everything, the other searches for the essence in contempla-
tive description; the latter as the enquiry into meaning and the value of
existence whereas the former still searches for the causes and the grounds
in the scientific age.

No doubt, the modem world including Indian space is governed by
science. Scientific temperament and outlook have become a natural
possession of modern man. True to say, science will never succeed in
destroying the spiritual urge in man in spite of his large material craze.
Acharya Vinoba Bhave writes:

Many are under the illusion that the science of spirituality has reached
perfection and now there is no room for any improvement. Modern
scientists, however, are humble and they declare that science will
never reach perfection. Though we are contemplating a trip to the
moon, they say, and though we have succeeded in sending an arti-
ficial satellite in an orbit around the earth, yet the knowledge that we
have obtained hardly relates to an infinitesimal fraction of the infi-
nite universe. Just as science is growing every day and will continue
to grow hereafter with every new scientific discovery or invention,
spirituality also continues to make progress with every new experi-
ment undertaken.’

The message of this passage is neither to over-emphasize science nor
to heighten the spirituality. It, rather, indicates to a model for harmo-
nious presence and progress of both science and spirituality. In the face
of such a model, extreme scientism seems to be harmful to mankind
and, similarly, radical spiritualism will drive us to mystical fantasies
spoiling human possession of natural reason. What seems to be mor-
ally relevant is a comprehensive unity. In this unity there remains a
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central core which is the same and which makes a relation between
scientific culture and the culture of spirituality possible. The core of
this unity lies in Sarvodaya. As Professor J.N. Mohanty observes:

Sarvodaya—to mention one of Vinobaji’s favourite themes—is born
out of the union of Asmajnana and Vijnana. This equation expresses
Vinobaji's faith that Servodaya is a modern creed to meet the needs
of the modern man ... Ancient self-knowledge teaches, amongst other
truths, the identity of all selves and the ethics of love and ‘renuncia-
tion”. ‘Give up the “I” and the “mine”,” teaches the Vedanta. Science,
it could be said in general, inculcates the ideas of evolution and
progress; a sense of history and an awareness of the historical situ-
ation, a collective point of view and a feeling for the temporal needs
as contrasted with the purely spiritual aspirations. The Sarvodava
outlook on life combines these two.® -

Besides, spirituality in the Indian case tells us of certain unique aspects
of human life. Spirituality points to truth that includes unity and sanc-
tity of life. The belief in unity of life is not sufficient. Unity of life is
a very abstract thing and it may not have that strength to stimulate us
and lead us to right thinking. There are many things for which we have
to use tests other than the unity of life. Simply agreeing that life 1s one
is not enough. Spirituality demands that one should have faith in ab-
solute moral values, not relative moral values.”

Spirituality of the modern variety'® stresses on the need to join the
hearts of the different peoples of the world to form a common world-
culture which can make us ‘appreciate the plurality of faiths not as a
curse but as a necessity born of the human situation.”! Since the sci-
entific culture, as noted above, stands for the culture of progress, it is
marked by the symbol of the wheel. The concept of progress is marked
by the symbol of wheel as it presupposes time. ‘The Indian culture as
a whole,” A.N. Balslev says, ‘makes profound and profuse use of this
symbol in a variety ways. It is tied up inextricably with the life and
culture of the Hindu-Buddhist world. To the participants of this culture
the wheel captures the pole of experience which allows one to arrive
at a notion of law, that which makes prediction possible. The Buddhist
tradition makes the symbol a vehicle of Buddhist thought. The

Living with Values: Reflections on Modernity and Morality 49

message that the symbol of the “wheel of becoming” (Bhava-Cakra)
has been transmitting for the past 2500 years is not any idea of me-
chanical repetition of individual destiny, externally imposed. On closer
examination it can be seen that the emphasis is on the inexorability of
the moral law, karma, involving and implying ideas about rebirth and
salvation.”*? Imperatively, it is significant to note the fact as A.N. Balslev
writes further, ‘The theories of time developed at that stage of philo-
sophical growth which saw the rise of distinct Schools of Indian Phi-
losophy. The contrast of views in awe-inspiring. If at the one end of
the scale there is a unitary view, there is a pluralistic view at the other
end; if some maintain the objective, independent reality of time, others
question it.”"*

Thus, in the Indian context tradition is not a static concept. Rather,
tradition involves its own elements of progress. To say this, the culture
of spirituality as the foundation of our tradition creates new values like
of the scientific culture, and so moves as the culture of value-seeking
and of self-realization. The idea of value-secking and the value of self-
realization is linked with man, traditional or modem, since ultimately
the supreme value of being a human lies in the understanding of the
value of life. Life-patterns of humans reflect the values that they like
or dislike. Life-patterns constitute the value of life and the value of life
is something that is manifested in culture but is not amenable to causal
and scientific explanation. Thus there is a protest against the so-called
scientization of human culture and value-system.

THE POSSIBILITY OF AN INTEGRATED PARADIGM

Modermnity tells us the truth that morality of man depends upon both
science and spirituality. As a human being, man has power to ration-
alize everything as well as the power to inculcate faiths upon certain
things. In the process of living he may encounter conflicts or dilemmas
between reason and faith, science and tradition, but he can not de-
nounce or underestimate any one of them. Man, like a bird, has two
wings—science and spirituality—and he needs both together for his
happiness and good living. The design of every machine provides for
two forces, one to generate energy for movement and the other to
guide and control it. One cannot work without the other. Once Acharya
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Vinoba remarks, ‘we walk with our feet and not with our eyes, but the
eyes show us where to go. Self-knowledge is the eye, science is the
feet ... . Nothing can be done in the world without science, but science
cannot go in the right direction without self-knowledge or spiritual-
ity.”"* Spirituality is needed today because man has acquired immense
power of science. Science has taught us open-mindedness, rationality
and value-flexibility but these concepts will be weakened if they do not
significantly access the existence of identity of human beings. If
everything in this world is purposive and goal-oriented, science cannot
go on and work without a purpose. 1f this purpose is to seek the well-
being of the mankind, and if, in turn, mankind’s well-being completély
depends on the assertion and realization of ‘innerness’, it would be a
great damage to us for thinking that science and spirituality move in
opposite directions. In this connection what actually is proposed by
Vinobaji is, as Professor J.N. Mohanty puts it:

Consistent with his general attitude Vinoba Bhave does not regard
man’s self-knowledge as immutable. He condemns that type of spir-
itual thought which regards truth as known, without residue, which
leaves no room for further explorations, and which sees no line of
spiritual perfection that has not been realized. On the other hand, he
would recommend to the protagonists of spiritual life an ever reced-
ing, unattained, but progressively attainable, ideal in the manner of
the scientist. He would like the spiritual speaker to get rid of self-
complacency and face new possibilities of development and new
lines of advance. It is his conviction that ‘only a tiny portion of the
possibilities of self-knowledge has been realized by mankind’. There-
fore, like science, self-knowledge also has to grow far beyond what
the ancients had realized '*

It is worthwhile to observe that three forces are working in this scien-
tific age. The first is ‘spirituality” which moulds human life. The sec-
ond is ‘science’ which, besides changing the external, influences the
internal life as well and requires man to rise above his mind. The third
force that can prove effective is that of morality of ‘faith’. The morality
of faith may vary from person to person, but its ultimate concern is to
bridge the gap between the external and internal, i.e., between the
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empiricality of the world of science and the transcendentality of human
mind or spirit. In Indian culture, though the morality of faith seems to
dominate human thinking and understanding and creates a value-sys-
tem (Purusartha) where at the centre the role of men is clearly defined.
According to our tradition man is defined as a finite body with an
infinite soul and our saints and peers explore this nature of man.

Modernity is a reflection of scientific world-picture which does not
denounce, but includes the rationalization of spirituality. The rationali-
zation of spirituality means to bring out the universal character of
human-beings barring all temporal attitudes, desires, beliefs, etc. The
universal character of human-beings denounces the diversity which is
phenomenal in nature and asserts the unity of life consequently. Unity
of life, as it can be said, is a product of consciousness and follows from
both science and spirituality. We discover this truth with a better hope.
The hope is that science/the scientific culture and spirituality/the cul-
ture of spiritual perfection could combine and lead the world to greater
harmony and happiness. Under the present circumstances, both scien-
tific knowledge and spirituality would prove very helpful to man to
lead a peaceful life. Just as in an automobile, there is an accelerator,
manipulating whether its speed can be increased or decreased, and a
steering wheel which gives a direction to it, similarly spirituality will
show the direction to humanity and science will move in that direction
with speed. Of course, this analogy shows us man'’s intimate relation-
ship with the culture. However, as Professor Daya Krishna rightly
observes:

The relationship between man and culture is thus as diverse as the
ways in which man himself may be conceived. And the fact that man
himself may be conceived in different ways, and that each of these
different conceptions has a profound influence on the way a society
and culture shape themselves, is perhaps the most important thing
that can be said about man himself. Yet, once this is admitted, the
central issuc begins to relate to the question of alternative ideals of
man and society and the ways in which any particular ideal may be
justified or validated as against others. The diversity of cultures is,
in a sense, standing evidence of the diversity of ways in which man
has conceived of himself and the literate civilizations have left an
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impressive record of the continuous debate about the different ideals
which men had conceived and of which these civilizations were an
embodiment, to some extent or other.'

One must see the implications of this passage the movement one is
inclined to discover the worth of many ways of man’s relationship with
culture. Since on the eve of modernity we talk about a world-culture,
the whole truth lies in the study of man and his forms of life. Human
life is complex and has many facets and forms, There may be some
justification for this claim, yet one may also insist that in spite of this
‘manyness’ of human life, there is a higher form of life, i.e. to say in
terms of a divine life/perfect life/happiest life, in the sense of that is the
source of morality and values. This hope would play a crucial role in
defining man, be it scientific or spiritual, and, perhaps, which is truly
grounded in the historic consciousness of a tradition.

AN UNENDING ISSUE

Science 1s now warning man that the mental equipment is no longer
sufficient and that he must now build his life on a scientific foundation.
Man holds in his hands the power of the atom, the very building block
of creation, and at the same time the energy of which can destroy the
creation itself. For life or death, the atom is in man’s hands. Science
and spirituality together can bring heaven down to earth, but science
atlied with violence can bring ruin. It is just because science has made
so much of progress that spirituality has assumed so much importance.
If we want science to go on developing, we will have to accept spir-
ituality for our complete living. In this context we must regard the
moral maxim: ‘No peace today, no life tomorrow’. Adherence to spir-
ituality would display our commitment to commandments and precepts
involved in the tradition and values which are developed from the
commitment. Consequently, spirituality would compel the realization
of the necessity of observance of individual and social morality and
thus 1t will ultimately prevent the misuse of scientific inventions and
power and will create a peaceful global atmosphere in which our good
living and sustenance will be continued. Bertrand Russell in his essay
entitled “The Future Shock’ published in 1914 states that ‘At present
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science does harm by increasing the power of rulers. Science is no
substitute for virtue; the heart is as necessary for a good life as the
head.” The virtue is, indeed, provided by the culture of spirituality. To
promote and foster virtue-impulses is the function of spirituality which
is an inherent moral instruction of Indian tradition. The ideal of
humankind is not differently defined in the name of modernity;
modernity is itself within the tradition,

Besides, the present pragmatic mood for a critical inquiry concern-
ing the issue of the values and value-relativism is to be emphasized for
stimulating a reappraisal of the question of cultural pluralism. To
acknowledge cultural pluralism as an empirical phenomenon is not
necessarily to assume the stance of a relativist; for that one requires
additional arguments. Relativism, however, is one amongst the various
possible theories which try to make sense of pluralism, just as its very
opposite, i.e. essentialism, also claims to be able to account for this
phenomenon. What essentially prompts this discourse on phuralism in
the cultural context, as Professor Mrinal Miri indicates, is the need that
the members of various cultural communities have to achieve a higher
level of critical self-understanding by placing themselves in a larger
context which inevitably involves certain basic values as objective ones."”
One may very well claim that values have a cultural-base for their
origination, sustenance and decay. In short, culture breeds values and
values are meant for human beings who live with what exactly consti-
tutes the values in the cultural context is indispensable for understand-
ing the very idea of value-relativism.

The need for an intellectual involvement with the question of value-
relativism seems to be intimately tied with any attempt to understand
the contemporary world—a network of complex and complicated
issues which amongst others also has its cultural dimension.'
Evidently, it is no adequate description of the present global situation
to say that the nuclear age is a post-orthodox era. Tradition has been
changed and conventions have been revived according to time for human
beings. We live with a new culture—located by multi-culture space.
Cultures, indeed, are major sources of ideas which provide meaning
and a sense of direction for human existence. They play an important
role in how a people constitute a sense of living and a sense of goodness.
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They are important factors in the continuing power of group identities.
They not only unify, they also divide. The purely theoretical aspects of
the issue of cultural-pluralism and the possibility of value-relativism
need to be examined in the light of this awareness.!?
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The restriction on the rule of exportation imposed by Kaplan in section
[X of ‘Quantifying In™ is intended to block certain anomalies in this
rule onginally proposed by Quine.?

According to Quine, if, e.g.,

(1) Ralph believes that the man i the brown hat is a spy

is a true sentence, and if ‘the man in the brown hat’ denotes a person
by name “Ortcutt’, one may export on the term ‘the man in the brown
hat’ to a purely referential position, i.e., to a position which is outside
the scope of the believes—-that operator, and substitute ‘Ortcutt’ for it.
Thus we may infer from (1).

(2) Ralph believes of Ortcutt that he is a spy.

In section VII of his ‘Quantifying in’, Kaplan exposes one limitation of
this rule. It is plausible for Ralph to believe that the shortest spy is a
spy without having any idea of who the shortest spy is. Assuming that
there 15 someone who is the shortest spy, we could export on ‘the
shortest spy’ in

(ay Ralph believes that the shortest spy is a spy
to a purely referential position to obtain
(b) Ralph believes of the shortest spy that he is a spy.

Exportation is intended to validate the inference that there is someone
(or something) of whom an agent believes something if he believes
that, e.g., the man in the brown hat is a spy. Kaplan’s counter-example
shows that unrestricted exportation does not work because there are
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sifuations in which an agent, here Ralph, believes that someone is
such-and-such without therefore believing of a particular person that
he is such-and-such.

Kaplan corrects this deficiency of exportation by introducing the
notion of ‘representation’. Briefly, a term o represents a person (or
thing) to an agent iff o denotes that person (or thing), 0. is a name of
that person for the agent, and o is a {sufficiently) vivid name. Kaplan
proposes that exportation should be allowed only 1f both the agent
believes that ¢ is such-and-such, and o represents the relevant person
(or thing) to the agent.*

The modified version of exportation now blocks the inference from
(2) to (1) in a situation in which ‘the man in the brown hat’ does not
represent a person to Ralph. And given what ‘representation’ is, we
therefore cannot export on ‘the man in the brown hat’ in (1) if 1t
denotes the “wrong’ person, or if it is pot a sufficiently vivid name of
the relevant person for Ralph. Further, we cannot export on ‘the short-
est spy’ in (a) to infer (b) because this term is not a name of the shortest
spy for Ralph.

While this is a vastly improved version of the original rule of expor-
tation proposed by Quine, 1 wish to suggest here that this version
sometimes proves too restrictive. Specifically, 1 will attempt to build a
case that shows that Kaplan's version of exportation does not allow us
to infer that an agent has acquired a belief about a person when it is
clear from the situation that the agent does indeed believe something
about a person; this will be in part IL. First, however, I will briefly
present Quine’s account of expoftation and Kaplan’s considerations in
medifying Quine’s rule.

In ‘Quantifiers and Propositional Attitudes’, Quine relates the story of
a person named Ralph who thinks highly of a well-respected member
of his community, Ortcutt, whom Ralph has scen once at the beach.
Ralph has also seen a certain person in a brown hat under suspicious
circumstances. Ralph does not know who the person in the brown hat
is, but he comes to belicve that he is a spy. As it turns out, the man
in the brown hat is just Ortcutt, but Ralph is unaware of this fact.
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Now Ralph is willing to assent sincerely to the sentence ‘Orteutt is
no spy’, and so believes that Ortcutt is not a spy, Thus, the sentence

(3) Ralph believes that Ortcutt is not a spy

is true. Of course, it is also true that he believes that the man in the
brown hat is a spy; i.e., (1) 1s true.

Quine then asks the question that defies a direct answer: Is this man
Orteutt such that Ralph believes him to be a spy? Quine’s solution is
based on a distinction between two senses of belief. One notionally
believes (n-believes) that someone/something is such-and-such, while
one relationally believes (r-believes) of someone/something that (s)he/
it is such-and-such. To illustrate, Ralph n-believes that Ortcutt is not a
spy, n-believes that the man seen at the beach is not a spy, and n-
believes that the man in the brown hat is a spy. But it is not true that
he n-belicves that the man in the brown hat is not a spy, or that he n-
believes that Ortcutt is a spy, or that he n-believes that the man seen
at the beach is a spy.

To move from an n-belief report to an r-belief report, Quine pro-
poses a rule of exportation according to which we may infer from

(I) P believes that @,
and
(I1) Vy (P believes of v that it = o)
(11) B believes of o that &

where ‘it’ is anaphoric on o. Thus we may infer (2) from (1). A crucial
difference between (1) and (1II) is that ¢ occurs in what Quine calls a
purely referential position in (1II) but in a referentially opaque position
in (I). This prevents the substitution of terms co-referential with o for
a in (1), but allows such substitution for o in (IIT). The idea behind so
forbidding and permitting substitution of o, respectively in (I) and
(IIT), is this. Since (I) is taken as asserting a two-place relation between
an agent and an intension, substituting a term co-referential with o for
o would change the intension which the agent is in a relation with, and
s0 is disallowed. However, (I11) is construed as asserting a three-place
relation among an agent, an 1ntension and the individual denoted by o
substitution of o with any term co-referential with o here does not
affect the relation which obtains among these three entities. Thus, ‘the
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man in the brown hat” or ‘the man seen at the beach’ may be substituted
for ‘Ortcutt’ in (2), but no substitutions may be made for ‘the man in
the brown hat’ in (1).

Quine exploits these notions in examining various answers to his
question, but our concern here is only the exportation rule—let us call
Quine’s version of the exportation rule Q-exportation. Exportation is
intended partly to facilitate the plausible inference that one believes of
someone/something that (s)he/it is such-and-such. So in Ralph’s case,
we may infer by Q-exportation from (1) and (3) that he believes of
Orteutt that he is a spy, and also that he believes of him that he is not
a spy.

As Kaplan points out in ‘Quantifying In’, one problem with Q-ex-
portation is that it allows exportation even when Ralph notionally
believes that someone 1s such-and-such without believing this of any-
one in particular. Thus Q-exportation allows the inference from (a) to
(b) even though Ralph does not believe of anyone in particular that he
is a spy while believing that the shortest spy is a spy. Further, Q-
exportation makes no allowance for an agent’s state of mind in attrib-
uting to him beliefs about an individual. The inference from (3) to (1)
by Q-exportation that Ralph believes Ortcutt not to be a spy and that
Ralph believes Ortcutt to be a spy attribute to Ralph contradictory
beliefs about Ortcutt. Q-exportation therefore scems to imply that Ralph
actually believes contradictory things of Ortcutt.

To block such counter-intuitive cases, Kaplan proposes a new ver-
sion of exportation that we will call K-exportation. Crucial to K-expor-
tation is the notion of ‘representation’, which in turn involves the no-
tions of ‘vividness’ and of ‘a name being of someone for a person.

Briefly, a name is of an individual for a person only if that person
has been in epistemic contact, direct or indirect, with the individual
denoted by the name. A name of an individual is vivid for an agent
only if the agent’s mental state is at a certain threshold of clarity which
enables him to ‘see’ that the name resembles the individual denoted by
it; it is a further requirement of a vivid name that the individual it
resembles to an agent actually exists. On Kaplan’s view, a name must
be of an individual for an agent, and must be vivid for that agent if he
is to acquire a belief about that person or thing.
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Kaplan employs these notions in the definition of ‘representation’
thos: A name represenss an individual to an agent iff (i) the name
denotes that individual, and (ii) the name is of that individual for the
agent, and (iii) the name is a (sufficiently) vivid name of that indi-
vidual (for the agent). Symbolized, this would be R{c., x, a) where o
is the term denoting x, and a is the agent.

He then proposes his version of exportation, viz., given that an agent
believes that someone/something is such-and-such, and given that the
term occurring in the ‘believes-that’ context represents the person/thing
denoted by the term to the agent, we may infer by exportation that the
agent believes of that person/thing that it is such-and-such. Let us call
this K-exportation. Fssentially K-exportation consists in the replace-
ment of (II) in Q-exportation with R{a, x, a).

That K-exportation is an improvement over Q-exportation is indubi-
tably clear when we notice that the former blocks exportation from (1)
to (2) and from (a) to (b), both of which are cases in which Q-expor-
tation yields unintuitive consequences. The inference from (1) to (2) is
blocked because ‘the man in the brown hat’ is not a sufficiently vivid
name of Ortcutt for Ralph; and that from (a) to (b) is blocked because
‘the shortest spy’ is not a name of the shortest spy for Ralph. While K-
exportation succeeds in blocking these unintuitive inferences, we will
now see that it sometimes cannot be applied to infer that an agent
believes something about a person/thing, though the situation strongly
suggests that the agent does believe of a person/thing that (s)he/it 18
such-and-such.

I

Take the following story. Bernard Ortcutt is the reclusive mayor of the
town in which a certain Ralph lives. Now Bernard has a more gregari-
ous identical twin by the name of Bertrand Ortcutt who also lives in
the same town. Given their natures, Bernard often has Bertrand stand
in for him at public functions since Bertrand easily passes for his twin
brother Bernard.

Since this deception has been carried on for so long that none of the
people now in the town know the truth about the twins, they believe
(r'l—belie‘ve and r-believe) that Bertrand is indeed their mayor. In fact,
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all of Ralph’s friends not only believe that Bertrand is their mayor, but
they even do not know that Bertrand has an identical twin who is the
real mayor, Ralph’s friends have all met Bertrand, the man who they
think is mayor, and learning that Ralph also wants to meet the mayor,
they introduce him to Bertrand as ‘the mayor of the town’.

It is important for our purposes to note that Ralph is introduced to
Bertrand as ‘Bertrand’ and as ‘the mayor of the town™ several times by
his friends so that the term ‘the mayor of the town’ comes to be both
a name of Bertrand for Ralph, and a vivid name of Bertrand for Ralph.
Up to this point, Ralph has been in no kind of epistemic contact with
Bernard, does not know him or anything about him, and, of course,
does not know that Bertrand’s twin is Bernard.

One night, Ralph sees Bernard for the first time when the latter is
rifling through some papers in a file marked ‘Top Secret’, and mistakes
him for Bertrand. Knowing that the mayor has no business going through
those sensitive papers, he acquires the belief that he is a spy. Thus the
following sentence is true.

(4) Ralph believes that the mayor of the town is a spy.

But it appears that here we cannot perform K-exportation on ‘the mayor
of the town’. No doubt the term ‘the mayor of the town’ is a name of
Bertrand for Ralph, and further, it is a vivid name of Bertrand for
Ralph. To be able to export on this term to Bertrand, however, ‘the
mayor of the town’ must also denote Bertrand, which it clearly does
not; ‘the mayor of the town’ denotes the mayor of the town who hap-
pens to be Bernard. Thus, ‘the mayor of the town’ does not represent
Bertrand to Ralph, and so we may not K-export on this term in (4) to
Bertrand.

On the other hand, while ‘the mayor of the town” denotes Bernard,
this term is neither a name of Bernard for Ralph nor is it a vivid name
of Bernard (though it is a vivid name of Bertrand) for Ralph. Thus, ‘the
mayor of the town’ does not represent Bernard either to Ralph, and so
K-exportation to Bernard is also blocked.

Given the circumstances of the story, however, it seems clear that by
virtue of believing that the mayor of the town is a spy, Ralph has
indeed acquired a belief about someone. Who the person is, or persons
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are, who Ralph believes to be a spy may be subject to debate. Perhaps
Ralph believes of the man who he actually sees going through those
papers, Bernard, that he is a spy. Or, perhaps, he really believes of the
man he ‘had in mind’, Bertrand, that he is a spy. Perhaps, again, he
both believes of Bertrand that he is a spy and believes of Bernard that
he is a spy even though he does not know that he has beliefs about two
persons, What seems uncontroversial, though, is that Ralph does be-
lieve of someone that he is a spy; a fact that K-exportation prevents us
from expressing.

Now one may object that just because K-exportation does not facili-
tate the inference from (4) to the fact that there 1s someone of whom
Ralph believes that he is a spy, it does not follow that K-exportation
blocks all means of inferring that there is someone whom Ralph be-
lieves to be a spy. And so long as K-exportation does not disallow
every way of inferring that there is someone of whom Ralph believes
that he is a spy, it cannot be considered objectionable. After all, the
main purpose of an exportation rule is to enable the inference, where
plausible, that there is some individual/thing of whom/which an agent
belicves something.

This objection may be illustrated with the help of the sentence:

(5) Ralph believes that the man who was introduced to him as mayor
of the town 1s a spy,

where ‘the man who was introduced to him as mayor of the town’
(‘him’ = Ralph) denotes Bertrand. Further, this term may be considered
a name of Bertrand for Ralph if we assume that Ralph so mentally
dubbed Bertrand on one of the occasions when he was introduced to
Bertrand; the term- would then also be a vivid name of Bertrand for
Ralph. Given these three facts, the term ‘the man who was introduced
to him as the mayor of the town’ represents Bertrand to Ralph, and we
may therefore K-export on it in (5) and substitute ‘Bertrand’ for it. This
would give us:

(6) Ralph believes of Bertrand that he 1s a spy.

However, the thrust of our argument against K-exportation is that it
should allow inferences to r-belief constructions from n-belief
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constructions whenever such inference is appropriate, rather than allow
such inferences only in some cases and not in others. Let us amplify
this point by first adding the following details to our story.

Ralph is so shocked to see Bernard indulging in this shameful deed
that he whispers in disbelief, “The mayor of the town is a spy!’ Ralph’s
imprudent whisper alerts Bernard to his presence. Bernard realizes that
the game is up for him if he lets Ralph leave the place alive. So, at the
very instant at which Ralph has uttered that fatal sentence, Bernard
shoots him dead.

Thus, Ralph’s last words—to which he no doubt would have sin-
cerely assented if only Bernard had left him alive for us to question—
were “The mayor of the town is a spy’, which expresses his last belief
that the mayor of the town is a spy. Apart from this, we may assume
that Ralph had no time to form any new beliefs relevant to this story;
in fact, we will stipulate that Ralph forms exactly this new belief in his
last moments, and none others that are relevant to the present context.
His final set of beliefs relevant to his case, therefore, includes only
those that have already been attributed to him plus this last new belief’

Given these additions to the story, Ralph’s only additional death-
throes belief that is new to his existing set of beliefs (those relevant to
the story we are considering) is, presumably, that the mayor of the
town is a spy. In his lifetime, he does not come to have an n-belief
about the person he sees rifling through those papers under any con-
ception other than ‘the mayor of the town’. Thus (4) is still true, and
as before, we cannot export on ‘the mayor of the town’ in (4).

The difference that this modification to the story makes, though, 1s
that there is no way left to employ K-exportation to express the fact
that in his last moment, Ralph believes of someone that he is a spy.
Thus is because, as we just said, the only relevant sct of n-beliefs that
Ralph has at the time is that the mayor of the town is a spy, and this
term is not here open to K-exportation. Hence K-exportation is of no
avail in arriving from (4) at the plausible conclusion that Ralph be-
lieves of someone that he is a spy.*

It is noteworthy that Ralph’s predicament can be put (o work against
Q-exportation, too. Q-exportation allows us to infer from (4) that Ralph
believes of the mayor of the town that he is a spy, and so infer that
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Ralph believes of Bernard that he is a spy. But this pays no attention
to the person Ralph had in mind when he acquired the belief that the
mayor of the town is a spy. Though it is plausible that Ralph has
unwittingly acquired a belief about Bernard, it is equally plausible, if
not more so, that Ralph has acquired a belief about Bertrand also, but
Quine’s account entirely neglects to take this complication into consid-
eration. Thus, though Q-exportation allows the inference from (4) to

(7) Ralph believes of Bernard that he is a spy,

it must be considered defective because it does not accommodate Ralph’s
belief regarding Bertrand.

All this is not intended to show that K-exportation is not an im-
provement on Q-exportation, just because neither satisfactorily handles
the case we are discussing. As we said earlier for other reasons, K-
exportation is a vast improvement on Q-exportation. The present case
presents at least one additional reason to believe that K-exportation is
undoubtedly an advance on Q-exportation. The former prudently does
not attribute to Ralph a belief either about Bernard or about Bertrand
when it is unclear who the person/s is/are of whom Ralph believes that
he is a spy. On the other hand, Q-exportation does not even take
account of the problems in determining the object(s) of Ralph’s belief
when he sees Bernard, instead allowing us to indiscriminately infer that
Ralph has a belief about Bernard.

The point we hope to press, though, 1s that K-exportation needs to
be further refined because it sometimes does not provide a way of
determining the object(s) of a person’s belief even though it is clear
from the context that a belief has been acquired.
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account of belief constructions is to be taken not merely as a logical
consequence of exporting on terms in such constructions, but as synony-
mous with those constructions. For our purposes, however, what is crucial
is that Kaplan is offering a modified version of Quine’s rule that osten-
sibly always yields intuitively correct conclusions when applied to appro-
priate contexts.

. We may further stipulate that he has no time to form from his existing

beliefs any further beliefs that follow, e.g., as simple logical consequences
of his existing beliefs.

. It is possible that in a variant scenario, Ralph acquires the deathbed belief,
e.g., that the person he sees rifling through those sensitive papers is a spy.

If this had been his last belief, K-exportation would perhaps allow the
inference to the conclusion that Ralph believes of someone that he is a
spy. However, the fact that K-exportation is valid in these scenarios does
not detract from its inadequacy in the present case, where we stipulate
that the only conception of Bernard that Ralph’s final set of relevant
beliefs allows is ‘the mayor of the town’.
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3. In the special kind of schema called tarka, the D/U-v@kya is replaced
by an evertrue siddhania called karanatd siddhanta (the other one
generally mentioned along with it is prayojanatd siddhanta admitted
by most indigenous' cosmologies! with variant interpretations of pur-
pose). The ever true karanatd siddhanta was symbolized earlier as

x) (¥) <K1§1>xy in (15). However, if we keep the order of terms in

mind, then the karya is said to be a samavayi of karana and not the
other way round so that the correct symbolism for this siddhanta 1s

actually (x) (y) <ﬁf(>xy' Argument-units such as farka in which this

proposition replaces the D/U-vakya allow us to discover the causes
without which no satisfactory system of knowledge is viable. Thus the
regularity accepted as genuine in pramanakarana is further sought to
be investigated in tarkakarana. We may ask why is linga (such as
dhiima) regularly associated with /ingi (such as agni)? Or, specifically,
why does dhizma arise from agni at all? We thus explore deeper and
deeper layers of regularity by means of siddhi-by-tarkakarana—and
also find reasons for occurrence of apavdda in regular situations.
Tarkakarana may thus also be spurred by such situations as why is
there fire but not smoke, or, why is there smoke but not fire?

An example of tarkakarana in Samkhya Siddhanta is: ‘Bandha karya
hotd hai, hareka karva ka karana hotd hai, atah bandha ki karana
hotd hai’. And in Arogya Sastra: ‘Vyadhi kirya hofl hai, hareka kirya
ka karana hota hai; atah vyadhi ka kdrana hotd hai’. In these yuktis,
we have employed a cosmically universal siddhanta instead of D/U-
vakya and reached a conclusion. A similar notation for cosmically
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universal siddhénta can be S*(Pp) so that the above one will be S*(Ny),
and the form of the above yuktis will be,

U(Vy)
S*(Ng)
s UV
which provides the rule of inference,
U(Vg) . SN | U(Vy) (23)

The discovery that there must be some cause would, however, be
incomplete without the identification of cause which proceeds in two
steps: ‘Jab p, hotd hai tabhit q, hota hai, jab p, hotd hai tabhi q, hotd
hai adi: atah p. q ka karana hai’; and ‘py, q, k@ karana hai, p,, G, ka
kiirana hai &di; atah p, q ka karana hotd hai’. In the first step, we
identify a samyoga relation between p, and q, etc., which are terms,
and reach a particular conclusion, yet retaining the samiyoga relation
between its terms. In the second step, however, we make further obser-
vations employing bahuvisaya-bahupreksaka utsargakarana and reach
a universal conclusion of which the terms have samavaya relation from
particular premises with terms related by sanyoga relation. This tran-
sition is something like the transition in wupamanakarana, (13) and
(22), where we had discovered a new tadaimya or samavaya relation
in the conclusion from premises having sadrsya relation only. Thus, here
we discover a samavava relation in the conclusion from premises with
samvaya relation only. These two steps can be formalized as follows:

(y)(py, Uy,
(Y)(Pf('z qué)
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providing the rule of inference,
(P, way, ()P vas ) ——F (py ) (24)
Py, WA
p%% )

S Ulpngx)

providing the rule of inference,

(P, Y a1)-(PR, Va3)— ——— F U(pnax) (25)

The above being only kevalanvayi variety, we can have kevalavyatireki
and anvavavyatireki varieties also which will provide us further rules
of inference.

A variant of the ’above situation is that of sd@hcarya employed fre-
quently in Arogya Sastra. Thus if, say q, increases when p, increases,
and q, decreases when p, decreases; q, decreases when p, Increases
and q, increases when p, decreases; or vice versa, the same situation
as above obtains and we can infer by utsargakarana that p, is karana
of q.

A method known as parisesa was first employed by VaiSesika
Siddhanta in establishing sabda as guna of akasa. The same can be
employed for discovery of causal relation also. In this method, exhaus-
tive enumeration of al/l the known possibilities is made and then all
except one are discounted by reasoning, so that the one that remains,
by elimination of alternatives, has the relation. This method has also
been employed in Arogya Sastra. Thus, for example, ‘vat se vyadhi hoti
hai yi pitta se vyadhi hotl hai ya kafa se vyadhi hoti hai; vah vyadhi
pitta se nahin ho sakati aur kafa se nahin ho sakati; atah yah vyadhi
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vt vikdra se hui hai’. This involves identification of one of several
possible causes of a complex phenomenon. The method can also be
employed for discovery and identification of one cause such as, ‘tridosa
ya mithyd ahd@ra ya ati-ahara ya hina ahara ya prajaparadha vyadhi
ke mitla-karana ho sakate hain; fridosa ya mithya ahara ya ati-ahara
yd hina ahdra vyadhi ke mila karana nahin ho sakate; atah
prajiapar@dha vyadhi ka mila karana hota hai’. The symbolic form
of this kind of tarka-karana is generally this:

E¢VE VG VH;

~ Fp-~ Gy~ Hy

So<Ef >
which provides the rule of inference,

(E,VE.VG,VH, ——).(~F~Gp~H ——)FE; (26)

[Prakarantar pratisedha of Sathkhya Siddhanta has a similar struc-
ture. ]

Tarkakarana thus employs the above methods of siddhi in order to
discover the causes and to explain subsequently why a thing is so or a
case is so. Thus illuminated by pramanakarana and guided by
vuktikarana and tarkakarana, we probe deeper and deeper in order to
explain more and more facts enlarging the system of knowledge incor-
porating more and more cases of regularities in cosmology. This proc-
ess is likely to lead us to ultimate cause(s) and ultimate purpose(s) of
all the kd@rvas in the cosmos.

4. In our theory of proposition,” it was shown that apavada-proposi-
tions are of many kinds and these always refer to a parent universal
proposition which is maximal and true. Now, the usual interpretation
that ‘existential” propositions are true if at least one case exists cannot
be acceptable here for the claim that, for instance, there is at least one
krsaka which is aparisrami is made by ‘vah krsaka aparisrami hai’
which is a singular-apavada-proposition so that the apavada-
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proposition proper, as quantified by kucha, has to be interpreted as
being true only when there is more than one aparisrami krsaka. Thus,
only a proposition such as ‘kucha krsaka aparisrami hain’ can be said
to be an apavada-proposition which 1s, however, only a particular-
apavada-proposition. Again, it is only several particular-apavada-propo-
sitions (say, obtained by observing different regions) that can provide
us a ‘universal-gpavada’-proposition such as ‘kucha krsaka aparisrami
hote hain’, which alone is strictly speaking a ‘restricted universality” or
apavada niyama serving as addendum to the parent universal proposi-

tion. Symbolizing the first kind of proposition as P% and the second

kind as (3,)(Pg)y, we have the following schema by utsargakarana,

S (30 )y

which provides a rule of inference,
1 2 3
P;. Pg. Py H(3x) <Pg >, (27)

When several particular-apavadas, say in different regions, are ob-
served, we are able to argue that,

(2,)(Ph)y
(3P,

(3,00,

(Fx )3y <Py >y
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which then provides the rule of inference,

FOC) - FOED, - GOPD, F (F)E,) <Pp >, (28)

Now, insofar as one universal-apavada or ‘restricted universality’ does
not by definition falsify an ufsarga-proposition or ‘unrestricted univer-
sality” but rather is acceptable as addendum to it, neither a singular-
apavada-proposition nor a particular-apavada-proposition can contra-
dict the maximally universal or just-universal propositions being siddha
by means of one or many of the methods of siddhi delineated above.
In the present system of logic, then, a maximally universal affirmative
proposition can be falsified only by a maximally universal counter-
affirmative proposition. However, we can not make such a claim for
Just-universal propositions for although grounded in empricio-practical
self-evidentness, these can mislead us in crucial situations (such as the
‘sun orbiting the earth’). Similarly, the falsifier of a universal-apavada
proposition, which generally ought to be counter-affirmative, would be
a negative of counter-affirmative proposition such as ‘koi bhi krsaka
aparisrami nahin hotd@’, though we néver seek to falsify apavidas but
rather seek to eliminate these by discovering deeper maximal
universalities!

5. An important aim of samvada is to dispel samsaya and eliminate
viparyay, the latter to be eliminated by allowing true propositions only
m the system of knowledge by recourse to pramana siddhi. The ques-
tion, however, remains: How can samsaya be dispelied? Samsaya can
be pure or mixed, the former having the logical form Pq V ~ Pq and
the latter P_ 'V F_. This sams$aya represents a situation of disjunction;
either Pq is true or Pq false, either P_is true or F_ is true. That is to say,
it represents a situation where it cannot be decided what is the case.
The persistence of such a situation is obstructive to the situation of
siddhi or swikarya samsthiti and unavoidably lands samvada in uttarot-
tara prasanga even when samsava remains within the bounds of rules
of discourse and is not asamsava or atyantasamsaya. It is yet this
legitimate samsaya which compels us to proceed with prakriya siddhi
by sthapana-pratisthapand-vipratisthapand-prativipratisthapana ... .
Legitimate samsaya is thus a condition of prakriva siddhi without which
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no siddhanta is possible. We humans thus find ourselves in a deep
predicament; we aim at dispelling samsaya and yet we cannot do with-
out it! In a sense, then, the indispensability of legitimate samsaya on
the one hand and the endless pursuit of dispelling it marks the funda-
mental limitation of human knowledge situation.

When we mark out a clearly defined logical-All for ourselves, how-
ever, we exhaustively enumerate all that there is providing us a non-
infinite conjunction of the reals. This, then helps our disjunction also
to be exhaustively enumerable which thus exhausts a// the logically
possible cases providing a decisive enumeration and bringing under
conirol, so to say, the situation of indecision. Thus, for example, when
it is said that Sabda is guna of either atma or mana or prthivi or jala
or vayu or agni or aka@sa or dik or kala, we have exhausted all that is
logically possible and ensured our samsaya to be a legitimate mixed
samsaya, not an open-ended one such as in P_ V Fq Vv Gq ... . Thus the
marking out of a logical-All and the consequent possibility of exhaus-
tive disjunction allows the method of parisesa on the one hand and the
construction of dvividha or dilemma on the other hand. Because of this
possibility of exhaustive enumeration, samsaya is made to commit
suicide, so to say, in a dvividhd. Thus the situation of disjunction here
proves valuable, the idea being that if we can show that all exhaus-
tively enumerated alternatives involve this or that failacy (or violation
of rules of discourse), then the alternatives have to be rejected as not
producing a situation of acceptance or swikarya samsthiti. Even then,
however, samsaya manages to dog us for a dvividhd itself can be
illegitimately constructed giving rise to a paradoxical situation. Thus,
for example, ‘va to purusa sakarana hota hai ya akarana hotd hai,
yadi sakarana hotd hai to karana-ajiiataia dosa hota hai, yadi akarana
hot@ hai to karanata siddhanta asiddhi hoti hai; atah purusa siddhinta
asiddha hota hai’. Such dividhas arising out of illegitimate samsaya
cannot be refuted by the usual device of pratisthapand by replacing the
vidheyas of premises and the conclusion by their complementaries for
that would amount only to side-tracking the criticism. The dvividha
therefore seems to suggest a contradiction within the knowledge-sys-
tem and raises the problem of ensuring the consistency of the system,
The problem was thus tackled by discovering the method of anista
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prasanga whereupon if any proposition violates any of the general
rules of discourse or the ones specific to the knowledge-system, it
cannot be admissible in the system. Thus, ‘yadi purusa sakarana hotd
hai to purusa karya dosa hot@ hai, purusa karya nahin ho sakatd; atah
purusa sakarana nahin ho sakata'. This can be symbolized as,

~D

. ~U(Py)

where D stands for dosa and N for sakarana. Further, ‘karya ki karana
hota hai our akdrya ki akarana hot@ hai, purusa akarya hota hai, atah
purusa akarana hota hai’, which can be symbolized as,

S*(Ky)
S*(Ky)

U(Py)

oo U(Pg)
These yuktis then provide the following inference rules,

{U(Py) =D} |~ UPy) (29)

[S*(Ky)-8* (K UPg)} FUPR) (30)

6. It is precisely the occurrence of such apparently logically paradoxi-
cal situations in knowledge systematization that prompted Indian logi-
cians quite early to search for more comprehensive logical principles
in the direction of a complete system of logic. Some of them rejected
entirely the possibility of systematization of rational cosmology
(Nagarjuna) while others sought to explore more comprehensive con-
ditions of such systematization. This became possible due to long-
drawn experience of cosmological samvdda. Thus, Bauddha
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cosmologists first rejected the fundamental universal principles of Arsa
cosmology, such as ‘mila tattva nitya hote hain’, and defended the
contradictory universal principles, such as a ‘koi bkl tattva nitya nahin
hotd’; while the Jaina cosmologists sought alternative principles in
which contradictory descriptions themselves could be accommodated.
Even Bauddhas seem to have taken an optimistic stance later suggest-
ing exhaustive enumeration of all that which is logically possible. There-
fore, although the series (sat), (asa?), (sadasat), a-(sadasat), (sadasat-
a-sadasat), ... seems unending, it can be terminated—in the light of
simplicity—at the fourth step hoping that a sufficient number of all the
logical possibilitics in the cosmos have been enumerated. Similarly,
Jaina analysis of all possible descriptions can be reinterpreted as ex-
haustive enumeration of all possible descriptions/perspectives allowing
us to reach logically possible maximal perspective as conjunction of a
logical-All, hoping that this would be sufficient for description of the
entire cosmos. A description can be true under certain conditions and
its contradictory can also be true under some other conditions. Moreo-
ver, the conjunction of an affirmative description and its contradictory
can also be true at the same time under some other conditions. Finally,
the contradictory of such conjunction itself’ can be true under some
other conditions. Thus, we reinterpret the exhaustive enumeration of
all possible descriptions as only four-fold, cutting out the rest as
translogical: Py ~ P Pq "~ Py ~ (pq -~ pq) which may also be put
as: g, Pa» Py~ Pgs ~ (pq * Pg), hoping that the last will include in it
the ‘unsayable’ as well.
Thus symbolizing sat as 8,, asat as s,, elc. we have,

4

2.5

n=l1

enumerating all that which is logically possible, symbolizing such
enumeration. Now, if we try to describe these ‘four varieties’ exhaus-
tively enumerating all that there is, we shall have four sets of descrip-
tions so that let p, be the description of s, Pg, of s, etc. which will

have four possible values, namely safya, asatya, satyasatya and
asatvasatya. Thus
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4 4 4 4
2 (Pg dms 2 (Pg dmr 2 (Pg,)m> 2 (Pq Im>
m=1 m=] m=] m=1

where m enumerates the fourfold values. When unpacked, these pro-
vide us the fourfold system of logic:
a) Logic-s,, or sat samvadaganita:

pQ’ pﬁn pfh .pc_h’ (pch pql)
b) Logic-s, or asat samvadaganita:
Pq,> Pg,, Pg, ‘Pg,» ~ (pch .pqz)
¢) Logic-s, or sadasat San&v&daga{ﬁ'm:
Pgy- Pgy, Pqy "Pg;» ~ (p% 'pﬁs)
d} Logic-s, or a-sadasat samvadaganita:
Pq,> Pq,, p‘h ] p@t 0T (pq ) pqc;)

For example, the true propositions in L-s; will be of the type ‘prrti sat
hoti hat’; in L-s,, ‘Nrsranga asat hotd hai’; in L-s,, ‘Sabda sadasat
hotd hai’; and in L-s,, ‘avvakta a-sadasat hota hai’. These four logical
systems then jointly equip us for samvada on sufficiently entire cos-
mos, that 1s, these allow sufficiently exhaustive samvada. This sug-
gests that we are required to give at least sixteen sets of descriptions
for sufficiently exhaustive treatment of reguiar cosmos hoping that all
the logically possible regularities will have been accommodated. That
is to say, these logics are sufficient for making explicit the dharma or
rta, that pervades the cosmos, in entirety, eliminating, hopefully, the
paradoxical situations as considered above. Various perspectives/posi-
tions get assimilated in these logics and let us briefly work out one by
taking an example common fo all indigenous trends. Thus, for exam-
ple, it is true that I remain awake under certain conditions and it is also
true that I sleep under certain conditions. Further, it is also true that I
remain awake as well as sleep at the same time under certain condi-
tions such as in yoga-sleep, and, finally, it is equally true that it is not
the case that I remain awake as well as sleep under certain conditions
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such as in samadhi. If I were then required to describe all these situ-
ations with my person as the subject of investigation, I shall have to
resort to Logic-s,. Now, the counter-affirmative of ‘vah nidra hai’ is
‘vah anidra hai’ of which the negative is ‘yah anidra nahin hai’. Thus,

Py, = ‘yah nidrd hai =Vy =E; (say)
Pg, = ‘yah anidrd hai’ = Vé =Fy

Pq, Py, = ‘vah yoganidrda hai’ = % -Vé = Gy,
~(pg,'Pg) = ‘yah samadhi hai’ =~ (Vi-V3)=H;

Logic-s, would then consist in providing proofs for truth of these
propositions employing various rules of valid inference (in a four-
valued logic) so that the final description of my various states will be

(Ef, -Fy, -Gy -Hy)).

7. In the section of yuktikarana above, we have discovered the condi-
tions of validity of yuktis or argument-units provided that the truth of
premises is guaranteed. Thus in all these seventeen forms of reasoning,
if the premises are true, the conclusion is guaranteed to be true and the
forms are thus valid forms of reasoning from which concrete analogues
depicting/composing actual situations can be constructed. Now, in some
of these forms, all the four kinds of relations are allowed between the
terms of the premises, at least in principle, while in others only one
kind of relation 1s allowed between the terms of the premises. Thus, in
a full-blown samvada ganita as presented here, various formal charac-
teristics of each of these two sets of forms of reasoning need be inves-
tigated in detail. All these forms seem to follow some general ‘rules’.
Thus, for example, from any ‘s@manya’ term in the premises a lower-
degree ‘s@manya’ term can be deduced from all of these whereas a
higher-degree ‘samanya’ term can be derived only in, say (14) and
(15). If a just-universal/numerally-universal/temporally-universal propo-
sition and a siddhanta occur as premises, then a just-universal/numerally-
universal/temporary-universal proposition can be derived in all the yuktis.
Further, in such yuktis, the siddhanta terms need not have the same
relation as the kefuvakya- terms have; also no upanayavakya is required
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in their complete proofs. A feature of Hindi Janguage is that the phrase
k@ occurs in both kinds of propositions: the ones of which terms have
samavaya relation as well as those having t@datmya relation. For ex-
ample, ‘gulab ka phoola hai’ is a tadatmya-proposition and “karya-ka
kidrana hota hai’ is a samaviya-proposition. Thus, we are allowed
flexibility in interpreting the relation of 47 according to our suitability.
Since some vuktis make better sense under samviya interpretation,
while others make better sense under tadatmva interpretation we should
choose the interpretation in the light of this feature.

Now, in (14), (15), (16), (17), (18), (26), (27), (28), (29) and (30),
all relations between the terms of premises are allowed, but in {19},
(20), (21), (22), (23), (24) and (25) only one kind of relation between
the terms of premises is allowed. It would thus be interesting fo unpack
these latter forms and discover the relations allowed. Form (19) is,

~ (X)(B,), FUBY),

and the relation between B and p' is w and so it is between B and p,
so that,

~{(x)(Bup L FUBuWD).

The relation of the premise is preserved in the conclusion and the
uddesva term is also preserved—only the vidheya term changes to its

complementary.
Form (20) is,

~U(M;) | UM, ),

where j and o are constants occurring always with variant uddesyas.
Here too the relation between M and j as well as between M and o is
), so that,

~UMuj) F U(Muo).

Here too, the relation of the premise and the uddesya term is preserved
in the conclusion; only the constant j changes into constant o.
Form (21) 1s,

- (Elx )(Pm)x I_ (ax)(Po)x’
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where m is much like the constant j but has slightly different sense.
Here also the relation is i« so that,

~(FPUm) = (F )P o),

Here also the relation and uddesya of the premise are preserved in the
conclusion.

A remarkable feature of all these three forms is that a single, nega-
tive premise yields an affirmative conclusion. (We have the advantage
of having abhidva as a vidheya here. The conclusion could also be
made negative if ‘bhava’ as a vidheya is adopted; but that is generally
not preferred by logicians.)

Form (22) is,

U(Hy)-U*(Bg) FU(H,),

in which the terms of the premises depict the relation < and those of
the conclusion depict the relation O, so that

UHcH)-U*(Bcg) FUHDg).

Tn this form, the recurring term, namely b/B, is eliminated in the con-

clusion of which the terms also have a new relation.
Form (23) is,

U(V)-$*(Ngo) FUCVRD,

in which one of the premises is a siddhanta and N and K constants
ocour as uddesya/vidheya terms. If we unpack this form, the following
relations are depicted:

U(V 5 K)-S$*(N>K) |- U(VoN)

Here too, the recurring term, namely K, is eliminated in the conclusion
of which the terms have the same relation as the terms of siddhanta
have (which may be taken to be a rule). The yukti remains valid even
when we have variable terms instead of the constants, so that the form
of the argument is quite general.

Form (24) has already been presented in unpacked form which is,

Py, way, ) (Y U)o b (P ).
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In this form, the premises are temporally-universal propositions in which
the terms are related by \; conclusion is a particular proposition in
which the relation between terms is preserved but the uddesya acquires
a ‘mark N’, that is, acquires the feature of becoming a kdrana though
we are not yet in a position to claim whether ‘q’ is arising accidentally
from the karana or is its karya. This sort of claim becomes possible
after subsequent utsargakarana as in form (25),

(ply, WD) (PR, ©42) - U (k)

Here the relation between terms of the conclusion changes; a new
relation is discovered as different from that of premises, and the vidheya
term also acquires a ‘mark K, that is, acquires the feature of becoming
a karya. Here, from particular propositions we are able to derive a just-
universal proposition as conclusion.

The following characteristics of these seventcen forms may thus be
remembered:

a) In forms (14), (15), (19), (20 and (21), the relation between
terms of the premises is preserved in the terms of the conclu-
sion.

b) In forms (22) and (25), new relation different from the one
present in the premises is discovered in the conclusion.

¢) In forms (16) and (17) a new uddesya or vidheya term is dis-
covered in the conclusion,

d) In forms (18), (22) and (23), the recurring term of the premises
is eliminated in the conclusion.

e} In form (30), three premises occur and the recurring term be-
tween one of the siddhantas and the other premise gets elimi-
nated in the conclusiof.

) In forms (27) and (28) we are able to derive, by utsargakarana,
(counter-affirmative) particular apavada-proposition from sin-
gular (counter-affirmative) apavada-propositions, and from par-
ticular apavida-propositions as premises, a ‘universal’ apavada-
proposition as conclusion.

8. Considerations in this essay present a definite picture of samvada
ganita or pratika anviksiki, the most significant aspect of which is that
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ganita consists in the symbolization/formalization of underlying
principles or ‘laws’ of samvada which have already been made explicit
or sphuta in the Sarhvada Sastra by evolving criteria of pramanakarana,
siddhi etc. which further help is developing logical techniques such as
yuktikarana, tarkakarana, pariksd, anistaprasanga, etc. These
techniques in turn allow us to fathom deeper causes, identify these and
preserve the consistency of knowledge-systems so systematized. A
logically sound cosmology with minimum apavadas and maximum
span is the aim of cosmological samvada and it is expected of samvada
ganita to facilitate this. In order to achieve this goal, samvada ganita,
as guided by Samvada Sastra, adopts the following strategy:

a) Symbolize the proposition preserving at the same time its relational
structure. This helps achieving clarity and precision about means of
genuine knowledge and criteria of truth of propositions.

b) The criteria of truth of propositions themselves involve the idea of
siddhi by utsargakarana or anumanakarana or upamanakarana which
thus provides criteria of validity of argument-units though mvolving
only particular propositions. When symbolized, these make explicit the
property of transitivity within the argument-unit under definite condi-
tions. Thus, for example, in utsargakarana, the natural situation of
agreement amongst all humans without exception regarding perceptual
experiences allow us to reach a surer proposition from less sure state-
ments and accept the former as siddha. The less sure statements being
the premises, we are thus enabled to say that the conclusion derives
from the premises by utsarga. Or, the inference by uzsargakarana is
said to be a valid inference. Or, the schema is said to provide a proof
for the conclusion. Similarly, in anumanakarana, the natural sitnation
of anumana or ‘inferring’ from certain perceptual experience by a
mediating drstanta (as occurring due to empirico-practical self-
evidentness) by all humans without exception, allows us to reach sure
as well as new genuine-knowledge/proposition and accept it as frue on
the condition that the perceptual-evidential proposition is true, the
drstanta being ever-true. These being the true premises, we are thus
enabled to say that the conclusion derives from the premises, or, that
anumana is valid inference, or, that the schema proves the conclusion.
Similarly, in the patural situation of upamana, we allow a ‘Srutanta’ to
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replace the drstanta, all other conditions remaining the same, and
validly infer a conclusion. These methods of siddhi then provide us
simple rules of inference which are universally true and which can be
employed for such inferences by ail humans without exception. Some
of these rules then lay down the conditions of fruth of propositions,
whether particular or just-universal or maximally universal; while other
rules lay down the conditions of validity of inferences made.

¢} The groundwork of basic, errorless genuine-knowledge thus having
been created, further errorless genuine-knowledge is generated by dis-
covery of more abstract principles that are maximally universal or
cosmically universal irrespective of whether these are made explicit
from some natural situations obtaining in humans or not. This is achieved
by yuktikarana in which the premises as well as the conclusion are
just-universal or maximally universal propositions that have already
been presumably proved by the above methods. Thus, in yuktikarana,
we take the truth of premises for granted and concentrate on the con-
ditions of validity of argument forms so that the derivation of a true
conclusion may be ensured. The property of transitivity is kept intact
in yukti by modelling it on the above methods of siddhi. Thus, the first
premise has to be an already proved proposition therefore true, and the
second proposition has to be a drstanta or udaharana, the former being
empirico-practically self-evident and the latter being always a Just-
universal or maximally universal proposition proved by utsargakarana.
This procedure allows us t0 reach maximally universal propositions
some of which are true in all systems. We further adopt the procedure
of prkriya siddhi exposing such propositions to criticism and defense,
and when the defense is successful, to call such propositions siddhantas,
being well-tested and well-established therefore true with much greater
surety. Therefore, one seeking to construct a cosmology or knowledge-
system, proceeds by propounding affirmative just-universal or maximally
universal propositions by yuktikarana—called sthapand, makes these
available for criticism whereupon counter-affirmatives of the above
propositions are sought to be established by yuktikamna—called
pratisthapand; and then the systematizer defends by establishing the
negatives of these counter-affirmative propositions—called
vipratisthapand, and the process goes On.
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d) As prkriva siddhi is thus symbolized by us and some ever-true
L.s*iddhaﬁms are got hold of, these can be deployed as second premise
instead of D/U-vakya, in yuktikarana, in order to discover the cause;
(and purposes). This is the procedure of tarkakarana. The causes (and
purposes) are further identified in this procedure b}'/ various techniques
such as anvaya, vvatireka, s@hcarya, pariSesa and prakdrantara
pratisedha. In this way, it becomes possible to exploré deeper and
deeper, reaching ultimate cause (and purpose) by proper rules of siddhi
or valid inference. Thus, we are enabled to construct more and more
corpprehensive knowledge-systems by demarcating the logical-All and
laying down the rules of proper discourse and criteria of proper scepsis.

¢) The possibility of prkrivasiddhi on the one hand and that of samsaya
or scepsis on the other, often makes us commit fallacies of reasoning
or samvada dosa which arise either by violating the general rules of
discourse or by violation of fundamental presuppositions (such as that
of a two-valued logic or of demarcation of logical-All) of specific
systems of knowledge. This requires working-out of consistency of
knowledge systems and definite conditions/criteria of such consistency.
The logical techniques of dvividha and anista prasanga are thus dis-
covered which allow us to show, whenever the criticism is unjust, that
certain rules of discourse have been violated or the fundamental pre-
suppositions of the specific knowledge-system have been overlooked.

f) Such a situation, however, necessitates the search for more compre-
hensive logics, new ways of demarcating logical-All, new criteria of
sat and asat and thus of truth and falsity. Building of such cosmo-
logics—suitable for more and more satisfying cosmological samvida—
presupposes satisfactory theory of proposition and theory of proof!
argument-unit/vukti. The concept of apavada-proposition is thus cen-
tral to such cosmo-logics which consider all that which is logically
possible and all its logically possible descriptions. These require the
working-out of criteria of when exactly an apavada can be said to be
apavida proper and when can it be said to falsify strictly the parent,
cosmically-universal, affirmative proposition. Search for such cosmo-
logics and criteria of falsifiability of propositions within these is, there-
fore, the ideal of samvdda ganita so as to make possible a logically
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sound cosmology with minimum ‘universal-apavadas’ or ‘restricted
universalities’.

The justification of samvada ganita consists in this that it facilitates
clear and precise generation, presentation, appraisal and establishing of
more and more satisfactory cosmologies. Since cosmology 1s the most
comprehensive of all sciences, if samvada ganita facilities it, it would
facilitate any limited systematization of knowledge or sidhanta-tantya-
farana ot sitrakarapa. Our search for multiple samvada ganifas en-
riches the inventory of logical methods and techniques to such a degree
that we can choose a specific logical apparatus for specific knowledge-
systematization, whether in medicine or Arogya Sastra, or ethics-and-
law or Dharma Sastra, or politics—and—law-and-economics or Artha
$astra, or aesthesis and artistic creativity or Natya Sastra-Vastu Sastra.
In a sense, then, the fundamental problems of samvada ganita no longer
remain the search for conditions of truth of propositions or conditions
of validity of proof or conditions of consistency of knowledge-systems
as such, but those of proper demarcation of logical-All, proper defini-
tions of saf and asat, most adequate number of values of propositions
and truth, validity and consistency relative to such logical systems!

NOTES AND REFERENCES

1. Is there a symmelry between karana and kérya on the one hand and karya
and prayojana on the other hand? Since most of the cosmologies admit
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fact’, we shall be able to discover the underlying purpose and then pro-
vide a telic explanation of why the ‘purposive fact’ is so. Thus ‘dukha
hotd hai: atah purusa-kaivalya hotd hai’ represents the discovery of
prayojana, namely kaivalya and ‘Purusa kaivalya hota hai, atha dukha
hota hai’ is the teleological explanation of suffering. This suggests that
our conduct remains geared to a prayojana even if we are not able to
think it up and this inability keeps us saved from ‘determinism’.

2. “Theory of Proposition or Vakya', JICPR XV (2), 1998.

Identity Through Necessary Change:
Thinking About ‘Raga-bhava’
Concepts and Characters

MUKUND LATH
A-37-38, Vishwamitra Marg, Shyamnagar, Jaipur 302 019

This essay is an attempt to explore the question of the identity of
changing objects. It is, however, a banal truism to speak of the question
of identity as one that involves change, for if there were no change,
there can be no question concerning identity. The question, indeed is:
what is it that remains the same through change? But, identity, with
this question in mind, is usually understood as something which re-
mains the same despite change. Difference 1s, thus, taken in some sense
as accidental or contingent to identity; mn some sense ‘seeming’ or
unreal, something that just Aappens to an object, while identity persists
and makes a thing that thing, in a non-contingent sense. What we
attempt to put forward here is that the relation of change to identity can
be considered in a quite different light, with a focus, which is not
usual: there are identities, we can contend, where difference 1s not
contingent but necessary to identity; the identity in such cases is formed
and maintained through a process of change. How is such an identity
to be understood? This question, I think, presents a most tantalizing
aspect of the problem of identity. Reflection on it can also afford us a
new centre of attention for viewing the relation of change or difference
to identity. The present essay is an attempt at such a reflection, where
the objects of reflection are identities of what might be called self-
consciously created objects, which are also dynamic in nature. The
chief @lambana for thought here is raga, which classical Indian musi-
cians create. In #dga we have an enticing case of identity, where the
raga is necessarily formulated through a process of palpable, self-
conscious change called @ldpa in order to retain sameness. Reflection
on riga leads us to other analogous objects: dynamic objects, where
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identity is the result of a necessary process of aldpa-like change, a
change which aims at creating identity, an identity that cannot be
imagined without change. With a mind to a deeper, more immangnt
understanding of such an identity, we move on to consider the identity
of the objects of the act of reflection itself: that is, abstract or pure.
concepts, or ideas, where a dynamic process of change is as essential
to identity as in ragas. Like ragas, we argue, the identity of concepts
is unimaginable without a necessary self-conscious al@pa-like process,
as can be tellingly seen on considering the identity of the concept of
‘identity’ itself. The concept of ‘identity’ is here taken as a significant,
self-reflexive example'of conceptualizing as such, and shown to be a
process as ingrained in change as the process of raga-making. In_ our
deliberation here, raga is the chief basis of considering such identities.
But one can see that identity as conceived in such a manner has a large
scope and even extends to the identity of an individual as a self-con-
scious, self-creating human person. Our discussion reaches out to such
an identity, too, but in terms of persons as imaginary characters, for
reasons that come out during the course of our deliberations and follow
from our focus on the raga. ‘

Let us ask ourselves a question that arises naturally in trying to
understand ragas: What do we mean by speaking of the ‘same’ rc’zga. n
spite of an inbuilt plurality of distinctly different formulations, which
a rdga by its very nature has?

There is a problem here, which calls for reflection. The ‘same’ raga
appears to be made of two opposing elements that seem to basica.llly
contradict any idea of sameness: one, a specific well-structured, delim-
ited, form, and the other, an alapa or improvization, nurtured in willful
change. The very conception of raga, thus, seems to battle against the
idea of identity. Yet we do identify a raga in the plurality of its for-
mations. And in creating it through alapa, we are earnestly intent on
creating an individual identity for it, distinguishing it from other ragas.

What is this identity that not only accommodates but also invites
change and plurality? This is the question we shall try to look mto.

Rigas are, on the one hand, as we know, described, identified and
learnt through well-defined structures. They consist of a network of
relations between a select series of tones or svaras, arranged within
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distinct scales or ‘that-s’. Or, to use a more expressive analytical term,
‘melakartas’: a term that may be paraphrased as, ‘a series of select
svaras, together forming an octave, which in different combinations of
ascending and descending arrangements (droha and avaroha) have the
potential of giving rise to different r@gas.” But whatever term we might
use, there is still an oversimplification involved here, since not all
ragas can be fitted into a tight and distinct ‘that’ or ‘melakarta form.
Still, the melakarta analysis holds in general, and can be modified or
extended to include more complex rdgas. In any case, the important
thing about rdgas as structures is that they are specific patterns; pat-
terns, which can be analyzed and understood as distinct from any alapa
through which they might be elaborated. The rdga pattern is ‘given’
and forms the basis of a free and open &lapa or improvized elaboration
according to a set of rules, which assume the pattern, but allow room
for imagination. The @/d@pa and the pattern can be discerned as distinct,
and, indeed, the rdga as a pattern can be recognized without any aldpa,
as in film-songs or Rabindra Sangita. Yet, in the music of raga-mak-
ing, dlapa is central to the making of what we call a raga. We formu-
late a rdga through alapa, not apart from it, and we identify two
formulations as that of the same rdga, not only despite- alapa, but
through it. The raga we identify in a fixed composition is a raga only
by courtesy. A rdga proper, rendered through alapa, always remains
open to a different @/apa; so that no one rendering of a raga can be
identified, in principle, as the raga.

How is plurality of alapa, which inevitably incorporates change,
related to the identity of the r@ga as the raga? What, in other words,
is the relation between the (seemingly) battling duality, alapa, and a
‘given’ singular structure, that forms the basis of identity in raga-
making? How is this identity to be understood? These are the questions
T wish to take up here. They suggest larger issues regarding identity in
general, and will take us beyond raga-music, but my focus still re-
mains rdga. | hope that my discussion of raga and the peculiar com-
plexities of its identity will raise interesting questions regarding the
matter in general.

Unlike scored or pre-notated music, a r@ga does not have a blueprint
that can be and is supposed, ideally, to be duplicated in every
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presentation. Even fhis can raise questions of identity, because any
living duplication invites ¢hange. Yet the identity here can, at least in
principle, be said to be a simple matter. The identity of a raga 1is
obviously more complex (that is why it intrigues and invites question).
Alapa or improvization 1s immanent to a raga. Yet we portray the same
rdga again and again, making a point to distinguish between correct
and incorrect presentations. The care with which a raga is formulated
as a distinct, unique entity is best illustrated in the thoughtfulness with
which we distinguish it from other ragas that resemble it and share
strong formal traits with it. This also, tellingly, points at the emphasis
that raga-music puts on the specificity of a raga as a distinct entity. An
obvious and explicit basis of identity is the strong given structural
individuality of ragas, yet looking at alapa, this cannot be the whole
of the matter. The given structure of a raga, 11s individual pattern and
rules of formation, no doubt, form the basis of ‘cotrectness’ as well as
ground for retaining sameness in different presentations. But there 1s
more to it as we shall see. Identity in a raga cannot be restricted to a
given pattern or even rules, since a good alapa reweaves them in its
own way, and a great alapa can even transform them. No doubt,
musicians—and rasikas—pay careful attention to the given in a raga,
but raga-making is an imaginative, creative activity which seeks ina
raga a deeper individuality or identity than that which lies on the
surface. It seeks raga-bhava, which reaches beyond the given. The
given structure of a rdga is only a part of aspect, Or ‘facade’ of the
bhava of a raga.

This is the reason that aldpa is central to building a raga. Tradition
tries to restrict alapa, too. But however schematized alapa might be-
come due to conventions and the conforming process introduced 1n
musical practice by specific gharanas, samprada@yas or guru-
paramparas, 1t always retalns openness. We thus find that even as
tradition extols orthodoxy and conformity, it also, at a more meaning-
ful level extols the ideals of innovative, creative, individualist raga-
making. To be ‘true’ to a rdga is to be true to its bhava, and this is a
complex ideal that cannot be contained in any given, whether a ‘cor-
rect’ pattern or a ‘correct’ tradition.
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This suggests a tension between a given stable form and an innova-
tive change-instilling movement at the very centre of the culture of
raga-making. The two foundational elements of the process of raga-
making: a ‘given’, formally delimited structure and alapa, which opens
it up, have been at the heart of raga-music since its inception. Together
these conflicting elements introduce a friction, which has also been
a seed of vitality in the history of ragas, giving the culture and tradi-
tion of raga-music an in-built dynamism, a protean spirit; and to raga-
forms, a sense of dynamic identity, which we will seek to explore
and articulate.

Ragas are tooted in history. Even within living memory, we expe-
rience ragas changing over time. In addition, we find certain ragas
gradually going out of currency and new ragas replacing the old. Qur
musical lore and our ingrained habit of thought have learnt to ignore
this change. We maintain a myth of unchanging eternity even as we
keep changing our ragas inevitably through the duality of the process
we embrace in making them. We believe, especially today, that ragas
have continued unchanged almost from time immemorial. We are taught
to disregard, even dismiss as inconsequential, the dynamic, ‘historical’
nature of ragas, preferring the idea, or rather the illusion, of stability.
But Sangita-sastras, which we do revere, should dispel the 1llusion.
They have a long history and an acknowledged chronology that takes
us back reliably into rdga-history over a millennium at the least. The
sasiras bear clear witness to change: both in particular dgas and even
in the total corpus or repertoire of raga-forms over a time. We discover
that not only did individual ragas change, but also that entire new sets
of ragas replaced older sets within a few generations. And this, the
available records evince, happened more than once during the last seven
or eight hundred years. The famous musicologist Samgadeva writing
his Sargita-ramakara in the thirteenth century, records and describes
a large repertoire of ragas, dividing them into two distinct groups: the
older, ‘traditional’ médrga ragas and newer forms, which he calls ‘Ragas
that are now current’ (adhunaprasiddha ragas). The older ragas were,
apparently, relatively frozen forms handed down from the past. We do
not know how purely they were preserved in Samgadeva’s day and

how free was the nature of @lapa in then1. The more critical part of the
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repertoire of rdgas was the set of adhunaprasiddha ragas, or cogte@—
porary r@gas current during his time. They were, evidently, forms living
through free @lapa, which seems 1o have been similar to our own, and
were, hence, variable in nature. By the 14th century when Kallinatha
wrote his commentary on Sarpgadeva’s famous work, many of these
‘current’ ra@gas had indeed changed, almost beyond recognition.
Kallinatha observes that a number of adhunaprasiddha ragas of
Sarngadeva’s days were no Jonger current in t}}e form de?cribed py
Sarngadeva, and were not identifiable through Sarngadevas descrlp—
tions. Interestingly, for Kallinatha this was not a flaw (a diisana) in
raga-music, but a merit, a valuc to be cherished (a bhifsana), because
ragas, for him, were dynamic by nature—they were not sacrgd, but
‘dest forms, nurtured in change. About two cenfuries after Kallindtha,
by the 16th century, the ragas ‘current’ during Sarngadeva’s days had
gone completely out of currency being replaced by a totally new s.et of
ragas. The same process has happened once again since then, and if we
look historically at the ragas current today, it is unlikely that more than
a handful go back to the 16th century in the form in which they are
now current. This raises the question, when does a rdga lose its iden-
tity? But we will not go into this knotty question here, 1imitipg our-
selves to exploring identity, not the loss of it—Iloss of identity n a
protean form does not seem as surprising as the fact 1t is there at ?111.
What is it, we could ask, that continucs in the culture of raga-making
keeping the tradition and ideal of raga-identity alive while ragas ch-ange
over time. Certainly the ideal of a raga’s identity 1n alapa contmu.es
even as ragas change or go out of circulation. Other continuities in-
clude elements such as a general, overall, musical approach: basic rules,
norms, styles, ideals and usages of alapa with which individual ragas,
whatever their specific form, are articulated in musical practice. Such
continuities are, indeed, part of any culture and are rooted not only in
ideals and approach, but aiso in convention and standardizatioq of
practice. So we have gharana-like conventions along withl fomallzed
raga-rules to limit change. This is analogous to standardization of a
language through conventions of educated usage, which, like gharandas,

also inspire ideals of stability.
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And yet, however conventionalized it might become, alapa, like
language, retains an open core rendering ragas effectively dynamic.
Ragas will change as long as they are made through alapa.

More important than convention in circumscribing alapa is the raga
itself. For, alapa has a distinctive character in raga-making, a matter
that needs to be stressed. Alapa, as such, is not confined to raga-
making. It covers a much wider area. Jazz has aldpa or improvization,;
50 has much music in our own country, which is not r@ga-music. We
are all familiar with the kind of @lapa associated with folk dhun-s
rather than ragas that is part of the repertoire of many accomplished
musicians. Such a non-rdga alapa is, we also feel, much freer than
raga-aldpa, much less rule-bound, allowing adventurous digressions
into capricious phrases using any group of notes that might create a
pleasing or striking effect. A raga does not permit this. It demands in
the aldpa a proper attention to its given structure or patiern: what has
been called the ‘nada-riipa’ of a riga, that is, the distinctive rule-bound
web of svaras that build up its individual form. To understand the
distinction meant here between raga-alapa and alapa in general, look
at the distinction in musical usage between ‘badhat’ in general and
‘ragadari’. ‘Badhat is a more universal term meaning improvization as
such; it can be a term describing any kind of free musical elaboration.
‘Ragadari’, on the other hand, is @lapa carefully oriented towards the
formulation of a specific r@ga. In such an @lapa, the given form of a
raga, its nada-riipa, regulates the @ldpa. Ragadari, one could say, 1s
open, imaginative elaboration, which willingly limits itself to the
specificity of a pattern.

This opens it to a search for a deeper something within the pattern:
an aspect or level of identity of which the pattern becomes the seed, so
to say. For, ragadari is not just a quantitative elaboration of a pattern
of svaras through a set rules of permutation and combination. It s a
deeper activity in which a given pattern becomes the basis of exploring
and seeking a ‘felt’ identity, a process in which the pattern is opened
up in meaningful ways. The aim is to create rdga-bhava. Raga-bhava
is the term in use for the felt identity of a rdga. A rdaga without raga-
bhava is believed to be only the shadow of a raga. The given, basic
pattern which forms the seed of the raga-bhiva has been called the
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nada-riipa of a rdga. Raga-bhava may be said to be the inner identity
of the n@da-riipa, an identity sought and created by musicians through
alapa. This is why it has plural possibilities, since different musicians
seek the bhdva of a raga in different ways,

Literally the phrase, ‘nada-rgpa of a raga’ means the ‘raga as it
sounds’; it refers to the rdga as ‘a perceived, concrete, aural object’.
This, in musical convention, is the given pattern of svaras constituting
a raga. Nada-ritpa may also be described as the skeleton or frame that
achieves flesh and spirit in raga-bhava. The role of ragadari is to flesh
out the nada-ritpa and give it an inner ‘self , 80 to say; or, in other
words, impart to it a raga-bhava. A raga-bhava, then, can be justly
said to be the ‘true’ identity of a raga. Without raga-bhava what we
have is a nada-rizpa, which is only the potential of a raga, not a raga.

The question of the identity of a raga, then, can be seen as: What
1S raga-bhava?

In the discussion to follow, I will not use the word ‘raga-bhava’ but
replace it with ‘bhava-ritpa’ as a synonym, in order to make it parallel
to ‘ndda-riipa’, so that the distinction between the two is more con-
spicuous. The term nada-ripa is an old term known from an important
text: 1t was used by the seventeenth century musicologist, Somanatha
in his Raga-vibodha, to distinguish the svara-structure of a raga from
its dhyana, in which a rdga is conceived as a kind of supernatural
deity. In the words of Somanatha, the dhyana gives the ‘deva-riipa’ of
a raga. The term ‘bhdva-ritpa’ does not occur in older texts. But nei-
ther does the term, réga-bhava, used today by rasikas and musicians.
Yet the idea of an inner, felt form of a raga has been central to the
aesthetic of rdga-making for centuries and is in a profound sense con-
tained in the very musical approach which makes the culture of raga-
making what it is.

To ask, what is the bhava-riipa of a rdga, implies another question
which could be taken up first, namely, how does bhava-riipa relate to
ndda-riipa? What makes it possible for a delimited nada-riipa to be-
coine the ‘seed’ of a bhava-riipa? How, that is, is ndda-riipa conceived
and ‘grounded’ as pattern to give it such a potential?

We have spoken of bhava-riipa as the flesh and spirit of a nada-
ripa. One might, somewhat less metaphorically, like to refer to it as
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the ‘content’ of a nada-ripa. But speaking of a duality such as that of
form’ and ‘content’ is not appropriate in this context, since in music
there is no content, only form. The form itself, one might say, is the
content. The duality of form and content js most marked in literature,
which uses language, where the distinction between word as sound and
word as meaning, grounds the distinction between “form’ and ‘content’,
In'music, however, where there is only sound, any ‘meaning’ that is felt
has to be grounded in sound itself And yet, a profound distinction is
felt in ragas between an inner and an outer rigpa despite an obvious
absence of a duality such as that between form and content. The n-
triguing question still would be that if a distinction between an inner
and outer appears as illogical here as a distinction between form and
content, how can such a distinction be meaningfully made, and how
can we articulate it?

I will attempt an answer, First by speaking of how the nature of
raga-rules ground a process that enables an ‘opening up’ of a given
raga-pattern for creative exploration. Then [ will take up two analo-
gies, very different from each other, which, I think, might, together,
help to understand the kind of entity that a bhava-rijpa is: its complex,
dynamic and plural identity. To think in analogies appears to be a
meaningful approach in this context.

The nada-ripa or the given raga-pattern can be seen to have two
aspects as is also implied in the descriptions above. What we have is
a laid pattern of svaras and a set of given relationships between svaras
formulated as rules that allow the relations to be ‘activated’, so to say.
A ndda-rigpa is not a ‘composition’ that can be sung or played by itself,
where the svaras are ‘fixed’ or ‘frozen’ in a relationship. Even to be
formulated as a discernible pattern, the nada-riipa needs a musical
endeavour, an @lgpa-like effort, to acquire any aural, musical form at
all. So if someone asks, ‘show me the basic form of raga x°, the raga
will have to be shown through some actual musical movements, as-
suming the pattern and needing a kind of alapa to bring it out. This
rudimentary process itself is unfixed and can—and does—adopt mul-
tiple ways, The rudimentary dlapa needed to articulate the pattern it-
self, is not really @lapa but a display of how the rules work, like
showing how a game of cards might be played. Such a rdga-setting
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alapa assumes a richer ‘understanding’ of the raga, but it cannot really
be called r@gadari, or even really an alapa; its purpose is just to give
a ‘basic’ sketch of the raga. Now, if one were fo display the rdga
meaningfully as a felt musical entity, ragadari will come into play and
attempt to present the raga as a bhava-rilpa, not just a nada-ripa.

We could rightly speak of a duality of alapa here: one which could
be called an ‘outer’ @lapa, which is concerned merely with the setting
up of the rdga as a structure, its ‘correct’ form, and the other, which
reaches deeper into the structure, exploring its spirit. I can imagine
rasikas who might not like to call the alapa that aims merely at depict-
ing the nada-riipa, really glapa, yet alapa it still is, however rudimen-
tary, even unmusical it might be, because the riga could have been
displayed in a different way. But, surely, ragadari it is not. For, alapa
in rdgadari assumes the ndda-riipa; it does not display it separately.
Rigadari is like a discourse in a language where the rules of sentence
making are taken as assumed and not needing a display. A display may
perhaps be needed only if a serious breach of ‘correctness’ were to
occur. Or, perhaps, it may be needed if a r@ga were new or lesser
known. Ragadari, in truth, is a seamless process where no duality
between nada-rijpa and bhava-ripa is felt; it consists of a single,
uninterrupted weave. Just as a discourse has.

So, the distinction we are making here between nada-ripa and bhava-
rilpa might even seem merely analytical, a purely conceptual and not
an actual distinction. There is, one could assert, no distinction of outer
and inner in a raga. But the distinction is more than analytical, as one
can see in the teaching and leaming of ragas, where the nada-riipa is
presented through a rudimentary @lapa, in order to show the distinct
form of the raga, its nada-ripa, which could then form a doorway to
ragadari. We may also distinguish between the nada-riipa and bhava-
riipa in the ragadari of a musician when we want to think of what she/
he is doing with the raga. We find critics doing this,

Still, it has to be granted that in the process of creating a bhava-riipa
for a rdga, ragadari weaves a unitary, unbroken fabric, where a nida-
riipa is not separately discerned. Ragadart as a creative effort sub-
sumes the r@ga-pattern, not needing to display it separately. But it also
assumes the pattern. It follows—and self-consciously so—the rules
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forming the pattern, although it is not, and cannot as imaginative dlapa,
be a mere external following of rules. In fact, it is deeply felt in the
raga-tradition that rdgas are not built on raga rules, which are in truth
deduced from the practice of living raga-music. There is again a simi-
larity with language and its grammat here. Rules of language assume
language, and are brought out reflexively as vyakriya or analysis. The
vyakriya, interestingly, also reveals that the rules of a language do not
bind it as is shown by the necessity of exceptions or apavida.

But once the rules are there they become part of our self-conscious
understanding and use of language. They bind language, standardize it,
make it possible to teach it systematically, even to non-native users,
and give it stability. But they now can also be transcended more self-
consciously by creative users. In raga-music, what the Sastra and its
vyakriya@ do is to bring out ndda-ripas as patterns and rules, fix them
as closely as possible so that they can be described, learnt and become
the basis of the identity of a raga. But once the vyakriya is there, we
can also see more self-consciously that the purpose of nada-ripas is to
provide ground for bhava-rijpas: to be the doorway for an interior
space where algpa can move in. We can now also treat the rules them-
selves imaginatively, changing them, modulating them to treat ragas
differently or to create new ones. We can even systematically enlarge
the scope of rules to expand the span of possible ragas (and thus of
possible bhava-ripas), as did Venkatamakhin with his notion of 72
melakartas.

And so, although it is true that in music, including r@ga-music, no
distinction can be made between form and content, we may yet choose
to call the bhava-riipa the content of the raga to distinguish it from the
nada-riipa, for it ‘“fills out’ the nada-riipa, or is ‘poured into’ the nada-
riipa. Or, one could put the matter differently. One can be a parinama-
vadi and say that the ndda-riipa itself is not mere form but a felt,
significant form, and that creating bhava-riipa is the act of manifesting
or bringing out the significance inherent in the form. But in any case the
key role of ragadari will have to be granted as a necessary act, an act
without which a rdga can have no bhava-riipa and is not really a rdga.

The rules that mark the nada-riipa of a raga, like those of language,
are ‘enabling’ rules. They enable dlapa to create a bhiva-ritpa. They
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may be likened not only to rules of language but also to those of
games. They set up a potentiality or a ‘space’ for an ‘inner’ movement,
permitting freedom for such a movement, a movement, which, indeed,
will be absent without the rules. We can see that without the ‘skeleton’
or, rather, the ‘seed’ of a na@da-rifpa and its associated language-like or
game-like enabling rules, there will be no space for alapa and the
creation of a bhava-riipa.

The analysis of a rdga into a nada-riipa may also be meaningfully
seen as an attempt to discern a core or nucleus form, which gives rise
to a multiplicity of bhava-rigpas, which yet remain moored in the same
rdga, thus forming a core, which also is the centre of identity of a
rdga. This is a compelling analytical tool, one could feel, by which the
riga tradition transmits r@gas as potential bh@va-rijpas. ldentity in a
riga has not only to be created but also sustained in practice. With a
complex object like raga, pure forms, which inherently incorporate an
improvized ‘inner’ plurality, the nada-riipa analysis seems an ideal
way of transmission. It is like the preservation of seeds.

The art of raga-making, it should be clear from the above discus-
sion, is in many ways quite different from other arts. Works of art,
usually, have an identity as single, definite objects (whatever the in-
definiteness of their ‘meaning’). They are also said to be the unique
product of a unique imagination. Rigas do not fit into this description.
A single raga is not a single definite ‘work’, nor does it have a single
individual creator. A ra@ga would not be a rdga, if it were to have a
single unchangeable form, such as a symphony, or remain the work of
a single individual in the usual sense in which a work 1s said to ‘be-
long’ uniquely to a painter, poet or sculptor and the like. A rdga, on
the contrary, even when created by an individual musician, as it often
is, is not ‘hers/his’ in the same sense that a poem or a novel is. A raga
would not be a riga, if it could not be sung or played by anyone
competent to do so and create a bhava-rijpa for it. The identity of a
riiga, in this sense, is quite in contrast to the concept of the art-form
as something ‘unchangeably unique’, both in terms of a creation and a
creator. When we generally think of a work of art we think of it as
something that was created once for all and as something that should,
ideally, remain so for our contemplation in the shape that its creator
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gave it, whose genius the work nimitably expresses. We, therefore,
strive to keep poems, paintings, buildings and sculptures by great artists
undistorted. But a rdga is different. We strive to change it all the time,
through a constant process of alapa. A raga, moreover, once cognized
as a raga, becomes the free property for anyone who might like to sing
or play it. And different musicians will do so differently; they will,
indeed, be expected to do so, creating bhava-riipas with their own
alapa, individual style and vision—their gavaki or bdj. And yet a raga
retains an identity through all this, for as long as it lasts. And that is
why the question of its identity poses a more than ordinary puzzle.

It was in order to grasp such a dynamic identity in difference that we
turned to rules. The ‘same’ rule is naturally open to multiple
actualizations. With a rule-created entity one can reasonably imagine
the presence of identity in multiplicity. There can be rules that restrict
freedom but, contrarily, as we saw above, they can also have an ena-
bling quality, as do rules of language, games or ragas. Let us look at
raga-rules more closely.

Raga-rules as we said earlier, assume a svara-pattern; they are, as
we have also said, grounded in such a pattern. The pattern is generally
given in terms of droha (select svaras in an ascending configuration
within an octave) and avaroha (descent). Raga-rules both assume this
pattern and create it as a dynamic entity. They carve out individual
paths of movements for the Glapa to move in. This is the chalan of a
raga. Chalan-s can be simple or complex, more open or more hedged
in, and we have ‘bigger’ or ‘smaller’ ragas, the bigger being relatively
more open, with more space for alternative movements. But this is a
relative matter and in principle, all rdgas have an inner space for al-
ternative movement. The rules which create the chalan of specific
ragas can be seen as ‘particular’ r@ga-rules. Particular rules are more
apparent—we learn them in leaming rdgas; and so, also more immediate.
They are also relatively more dynamic and amenable to modulation.

These particular rules are themselves grounded in a larger or wider
set of rules. We can, indeed, distinguish two distinct elements, or lev-
els, one might say, in the rules of rdgas. These can be distinguished as
‘particular’ and ‘universal’ rules. The two, as we can imagine, are
interwoven in practice and the distinction is matter of analysis. And
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yet, the distinction is vital in understanding what it is that gives an
“interior’ to a nada-ripa.

The more universal or general set of rules, as we have called them,
are those which are associated with ragas as a whole. They form, so
to say, the basis of the realm of ragas as such— creating, 1n gther
words, the very possibility of ragas as a genus of rule-formed entities.
Rules of chalan pertaining to single, individual ragas assume the uni-
versal rules. .

[ndeed, the ‘openness’ of particular rules, permitting @lapa, derives
from the universal rules, which are also more ‘static’ and stable—they
continue, while particular rules, and the ragas they make, change. The
relation between the particular and the universal may be likened to that
between laws and norms of justice.

The rule, which may be said to be the most universal, is the ‘defini-
tive’ rule (or raga-laksana 10 us€ the ancient word), which says that
ragas are formed through two qualities that one could apply to any set
of svaras, namely alpatva (making a svara or group of svaras weak)
and bahutva (making svara/svaras strong). What this means is that of
all the svaras used in any raga, some are 10 be stressed, others not.
This may be said to be a rule for making any structure at all out of what
would otherwise be pure uniformity and monotony devoid of any pat-
tern whatever. The bahu svaras in ancient raga-making were particu-
larized and spoken of as vadi and sarvadi, because these were svaras
that also stood in a natural harmonic relation with each other. But vadi-
samvadi, though we still speak of them, are ancient notions which are
not central to r@ga-making in practice today; the chalan is more impor-
tant, which provides a complex pattern of alpa and bahu within a
distinct pathway.

The alpa-bahu rule is, clearly, the foundational realm-making ru?e.
It can obviously be particularized in any aumber of ways (as the his-
tory and practice of rdga-music also shows). It has an Openness of
possibilities, which it retains in—or, rather, transmits to-—its particular
formulations as singular nada-ridpas. What a nada-ritpa does is to
regulate alpatrva and bahutva. And this can be done in ways ranging
from the more ‘open’ to the more circumscribed—as some examples
might more palpably reveal. Ragas such as Malkaus, do not really have
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a given rule concerning alpatva and bahutva pertaining to particular
svara/svaras (the rule, which it is supposed to or even ‘decreed’ to
have—sa vadi, ma sanvadi—is one which can be broken with impu-
nity), and a musician is free to set up his own pattern/patterns of
alpatva and bahutva without loss to the identity of the rdga. This was
patently brought out in a concert called Navarasa Malkaus, held some
years ago, where different svaras of the five svara structure were used
as key or ‘jiva’ svara by different musicians to create the rd@ga, enrich-
ing its possibilities rather than losing or loosening its identity. On the
other hand in rigas like Sithd, Bahar and Basant there are special and
particular rules organizing alpatva and bahutva in abundance of detail,
channelling musical movement into more circumscribed paths. The
degree of openness regarding alpatva and bahutva is one major basis
for the distinction between ‘smaller’ and ‘bigger’ rdgas. But however
circumscribed it might be in some ragas, the alpa-bahu rule yet re-
mains a general rule open to multiple interpretation.

Another general rule lays down that no raga can be formed with
fewer than five svaras of an octave, and that no raga should use all
svaras that an octave can have. The alpatva-bahutva rule concerns the
organization of particular chalan patterns within particular ragas. The
present rule provides the basic condition that any selection of svaras
must fulfil if it is to form a nada-riipa, since any nada-riipa in order
to form the basis of @lapa must possess an adequate span capable of
accommodating a musically satisfying chalan or antaramarga (‘inner
pathway’, to use a more ancient word). It also opens up the possibility
of any number of nada-ripas. Given the rule, we can sec that the
number of imaginable ragas is immense. Only a handful of the possi-
bilities are actualized. At any particular time, the current repertoire of
rdgas is bound to be a very small set of rigas that can possibly exist.
Assuming the number of svaras to be seven, some old texts, indeed,
enumerate the number of rigas one can have given this rule. The
answer, as one can imagine, runs into a few hundred thousand. If we
take the number of svaras to be more than seven, which they are, the
possibilities will multiply into millions. We must bear in mind, how-
ever, that the numbers laid down in the rule, ‘at least five svaras’ of,
‘not all the svaras’ are not strictly mandatory; the intention behind the
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rule is not a fiat concerning how many svaras a rdga must have, but
the articulation of a simple principle for creating sufficiently rich yet
singular structures. If the use of fewer, or, contrarily, all available
svaras can yet succeed in providing significant nada-riipas that satisfy
that criteria of richness and individuality, they can be freely set up. We
find that there are, and have always been, ‘eood’ ragas like Malashri
with four or even three svaras of the octave (Matanga, the great raga
theorist, writing some time between the Sth and the 7th centuries, also
notes the possibility). And to take an example from the other end of the
limiting span, we have ragas like Bhairavi and Pili, which can be
played and sung without dropping a single svara. It is their chalan that
gives such ragas their individuality.

Réaga-making rules also reveal the ideal nature of ragas: allowing
possibilities, they oblige the musician to interpret rules, and this inter-
pretation essentially involves the exploration of musical meaning. Since
a nida-riipa has to be shaped through alapa, its ‘being’ essentially
involves ‘becoming’. Ragadari is mnfent not only upon what a raga 15
as a given pattern, but even more so upon what it can be and should
be. A musician looks towards not only correctness but also aptness and
propriety in interpreting the rules of a raga, which involves the creation
of significance and not just structure. Ragadart aims at revealing 1 a
raga its 1deality, which leads beyond any purely given form. This is
why no actual rendering of a riiga ever exhausts the rdga, and a dif-
ferent, and perhaps more meaningful, rendering of it is always possible.

What the rules do, then, 1s to create single nada-riipas that can have
multiple bhava-ripas, all ‘dentifiable as ‘that rdga’. This 15 a self-
consciously created identity. Let us take an analogy here to understand
such identity. A bhava-riipa, we might say, 18 somewhat like a concept
or an idea. An idea differently expressed, in different words, 1s yet
identifiable as the ‘same idea’. It would, in fact, not be an idea or a
concept if it could not be so expressed. This analogy is, I think, helpful
in understanding the plurality of a bhava-ripa as well as its ideal
nature. Let us take the concept or 1dea of ‘identity’. What we are asking
for, one can say, is the identity of the concept of ‘identity’. This would
need an exposition requiring claboration—which can be reasonably
called an alapa in thought—that can be validly done in multiple ways
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to expound the same concept. One could here object and say that the
logical statement or formula, ‘p is p’ gives us ‘identity’ and needs no
elaboration. But a simple question will open the formula up for mspec-
tion and demand exposition: true, ‘p is p’ is called an identity state-
ment, but does it really give us the idea of identity; does it not on the
confrary, assume identity, presuppose it as given? If someone wanted
to know what the concept or idea of identity is, would it do to say,
‘identity is identity’, on the lines of ‘pis p’? ‘P is p’ can make no sense
without an exposition: it is indeed part of a certain way of conceiving
identity, a conception that needs to be expounded if we want to under-
stand it. And we can still question it and open the way for a very
different understanding and exposition of the idea of identity. We can,
like the Naiyayika, assert that a statement such as ‘p is p’ is meaning-
less, for it is just a pointless tautology: Why say ‘p is p” when ‘P is
enough to give us p’? Is ‘p’ not identical with itself? Why add ‘is p'?
What does the addition give that is more than ‘p? The only purpose of
the addition of ‘is p’, one can argue, could be to avoid p’ being
misidentified with something it is not: a ‘not p’. So would it not be
better to say: ‘p is not, not p’. If one were to object here and say, ‘not,
not p’ is the same as p’, of, in other words, is identical with it, the
statement would still need an exposition, for it could raise an objection,
which cannot be answered without an exposition: ‘not, not p’ cannot be
identical with ‘p’, since ‘mot, not p’ is an apoha-like distinguishing
statement, which assumes a world of ‘not ps’ which it then negates; P
alone cannot do this. Arguing thus, one could assert, to identify, is to
differentiate; ‘p is p’ cannot do this, but ‘not, not p’ can, since it pre-
supposes other entities (or at least one other entity) than ‘p’, namely,
a ‘not p’, which it negates in order to target ‘0’, even though p’ be

qnothing but a notional place name. As an identity statement, ‘not, not

p’, assimilates the concept of ‘difference’, in order to arrive at ‘non-
difference’ or identity; neither ‘p is p’ nor ‘p’ in itself can do this.
Hence, such a piirvapaksa can argue, even a formula-like statement of
identity should be expressed as ‘p is not, not p’ and not as ‘p is p’. One
could reply by saying that what v is p’ does is to try and ground
identity as a purely logical principle in the simplest of forms without
reference to anything else. But even a logical principle is grounded in
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thought and needs exposition, or assumes 0N, of which it is a crystal-
lization (somewhat like a nada-riipa, one could say). And an exposition
of identity, clearly, will have to assimilate the concept of ‘difference’
(and other relevant concepts) in dealing with the concept of identity or
else it might be found inadequate even as a principle. it will have to,
like an aldpa in thought, explore the conceptual identity of ‘identity’,
taking a formula such as ‘p is p, as if it were a nada-ridpa, and ex-
pound it into an adequate bhava-riipa-like coherent weave. And this
can, obviously, be done in plural ways.

I will not proceed further with this line of thought except to reassert,
as an implication, that an exposition is necessary if any concept such
as ‘identity’ is to have any meaning at all. Such an exposition, MOIEOVer,
will presuppose a field of expositions and a tradition of expositions
with which and within which it will be formulated. Other expositions
can play the field in other possible ways, provided they do so in a
relevant and creative manner. The analogy with ragas 1s transparent.

Plurality, in fact, can be detected deeper than concepts. It can be
seen 4s an aspect of any search for meaning,. It is certainly present in
the most palpable sense of meaning, namely the meaning of words. It
is part of the very natute of language. The ‘same’ meaning can be
expressed in different words, in a number of possible ways. Indeed, if
it could not be so expressed it would not express a meaning at all but
be just a string of sounds (or syllables)—as Kautsa argued more than
twenty-five hundred years ago. He made the point that the Veda has no
meaning, because its words—or rather, its set of syllables—and their
order is fixed. Therefore they can have no meaning (and so cannot
even be called words), because any set of syllables that are words have
a meaning that can be expressed in different words (or a different
word-order) even in the same Janguage, and that if this cannot be done
what we have is not meaning but just sound (or script). The parallel
with raga-bhava is here plainly suggested. Nothing can be said without
words, and yet, it 18 what is said, the meaning (or the idea) that is
eminent over words, and gives meaning to words-—and one might even
go so far as to say——makes them words. Analogically, one can say that
there can be no bhava-riipa without a nada-riipa, but it is the bhava-

*
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ripa which gives meaning to the nada-riipa, and indeed calls for it,
since a bhava-riipa needs a nada-ripa to manifest itself.

This analogy is, I think, meaningful in understanding the same raga
as inherently plural through its bhava-rijpa. The analogy also reveals
alapa as a ‘thinking’, reflexively ratiocinative activity, which it indeed
is. However, it brings in language, and has snags. Language has a basic
difference with music. Language can be transparently separated into
words and meanings or ideas, in other words sounds (or scripts) and
sense, where the one has no necessary oOr inherent relation with the
other, and the two can be perceived as distinct entities. This cannot be
done in music where structure and sense (or meaning, or ‘significance’
if one likes), are two aspects of a single perceived entity. Moreover,
though similar in its ideal quality to a concept, the raga is yet more
individoal in some essential ways. Concepts can travel from one lan-
guage to another; being in words, they can be translated. Ragas cannot
be translated; indeed, it amounts to almost a category mistake to speak
of ‘translation’ in the context of ragas. Ragas, like other musical forms
are confined to a specific musical tradition and culture, even though,
as we know from the Indian experience, there can be more than one
tradition of r@ga-making, where ragas may be ‘borrowed’ from one
another: the Hindustani tradition, as we know, has taken many ragas from
Karnataka, and the other way round; ragas have also travelled from the
middle-east to India. One may, perhaps, also speak of a rdga remaining
the ‘same’ in some essential sense even within different cultural tradi-
tions as we do of a concept; but it is also true that raga-making is not
a universal human phenomenon, in the sense that concept-making is.

The analogy with concepts also does not do justice to bhava-ripas
as felt entities. So it would be interesting to reflect a little more and
think of other analogies, which could be suggestive of this aspect of
rdgas. The word bhava means, “feeling’ or ‘emotion’. Bhdva-ritpa (ot
the word that it represents here, namely, ‘R&ga-bha‘zva’), then, could be
taken to be a qualitative concept as opposed to nada-riipa, the purely
structural aspect of a raga, which can be quantified. Indeed, the nada-
rijpa doss not even have to be demonstrated through some kind of
singing or playing in order to be displayed in a quantified or ‘meas-
ured’ manner. A description of it, in terms of the svaras it uses and the
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overall rules of formation applicable to it can be enough. And through
the nada-riipa we can recognize the raga to which %t belongs. Sketch-
ing a nada-ripa through a listing of its aroha (ascendl'ng notes), c.{varoha
(descending notes), and some typical movement of its chalan, is often
enough to lead to recognition. More description of usage or perfo.rm—
ance practice, such as is found in text-books, namely, more -detaqed
combinations and phrases specific to a rdga, make the quantlﬁfat_lon
surer, leading to a readier identification (descriptions guch as sancara,
melana, pakada and the like, here come to the mind, or what Bhatk_hande
and others notate as. typical alapas’ in particular rdgas, a kind of
notation practice, which goes back to Matanga—>5th—7th centuries AD).
Such a detailed verbal delineation of a raga goes beyond the mere
sketching of a ndda-riipa. and it leads us more surely to cognize & -raga
as ‘that specific raga’. To use a phrase from Abhinavagupta (a thinker
and musicologist of the 10th-1 1th centuries) a tad-Raga-dhi, or knowl-
edge of a raga as the particular raga (‘tat’-Raga), can be had from a
‘measured’ report of it. ‘

And yet, any such description has to be grasped in a lar‘ger perspec-
tive that reaches beyond descriptive knowledge to a musical compre-
hension, an experience of a raga within a living traditon. Wlthout
such a living awareness, the descriptive knowledge, too, remains bar-
ren, even meaningless, being devoid of any real reference. And, need-
less to add, a living knowledge of a raga assumes knowledge of ragus
not just as néda-ripa (in however extended a sense) but_also as bfzava-
vilpa, a felt entity brought to life through ap actual alapa, not just a
description of it: it assumes, that is, the knowledge of ragas as a.quah—
tative structure apart from something merely quantifiable. This 18 also
clear from the fact that the descriptive knowledge of a rdga helps us
to recognize only those ragas, which we have heard, and not Pnheflrd
rdgas. Descriptions of rigas in ancient eX{s cannot really be ‘read as
rdgas, but only shadows of them. - ) _

The idea of ragas as living forms is deep-rooted in the raga-tradi-
tion itself. Ragas have been likened to women and men. An old _and
{well-known} story speaks of how Narada visiting the abgde of Visnu
discovered men and women with distorted limbs crying 1n pain, who
wurned out to be ragas and raginis badly sung by him. This strongly
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suggests an analogy. A raga is like a living person, a human being. We
can thus imagine it with a similar duality of an inner and an outer form,
both merging into one another, as it were. Also, as with a person, who
is one among other persons within a living milieu consisting of a web
of inter-relationships, a rdga, too ‘lives’ with other ragas within a
similar web of ‘living” links. Moreover, as with persons, so with ragas,
‘knowing’ them is an evocative, evolving, open-ended process with the
prospect of a gradual deepening.

The similarity can be seen from the other end, too. We can-—as with
ragas—identify a woman or a man (that is, have a tat-stri/purusa-dhi)
from a physical description of her/him, a description, which can be made
more definite by adding facts about who she/he is socially, how she/he
behaves, how she/he is ‘placed’ among other persons, and similar exter-
nal “facts’. Such identification can as surely target a particular woman/
man, distinguishing or selecting her/him from among other women/
men, as it can a raga. But, it is also true, that this is not really the way
to know a person. It is just outward acquaintance. For a real understand-
ing, we need a more vital identification; we need to be able to empathize
with the person, know her/him as a specific agent with a specific ‘felt’
being. Similar things are true about ragas. Ragas, as we have argued,
have an exterior and an interior in their nada-ripa and their bhava-ripa,
and we truly know a r@ga only in knowing its bhava-rijpa. For the sake
of distinction, we could, meaningfully, make the old distinction here
between ‘knowledge” and ‘understanding’. Knowledge is concrete and
quantific, and grasps something in a causal, ‘scientific’, measurably
descriptive situation. ‘Understanding’ calls for living and felt, existential
knowledge. The difference has also been put as the distinction between
knowing from without and knowing from within. With persons—and
with ragas—what matters 1s ‘anderstanding’, or knowing from within.
In the context of musical experience, which is always a living context,
rdgas exist as rdgas only through ‘understanding’.

Another thought might help to grasp the kind of distinction between
¥nowledge and understanding that is intended here in the context of
riigas. Let us come back to a rdaga we know only from an old text; a
raga no longer sung or played, but of which a fairly detailed descrip-
tion is available. We know, that is, its @roha, avaroha, its chalan, its
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usual al@pa and the like and even have notations of some compositions
in it, of the kind one finds, for example, in Bhatkhande. In other words,
let us assume that we know’ the raga as what we might call an ex-
tended nada-riipa. Can this give us the rdga? It cannot. What it could
give us at best is the possibility of a raga, a possibility which can be
realized only within a living musical tradition of r@ga-music, into which
the raga could be inducted through the imaginative efforts of a musi-
cian/musicians. Without such an induction or living transformation, we
shall not be able really to grasp it as the kind of entity it is intended
io be. And once the raga is ‘brought to life’ within a living raga
tradition, it will be one among other ragas with which it will react and
be shaped in seeking its own distinctive identity. It will be differently
realized by different musicians, who will keep modulating and chang-
ing it in the process. One can protest here and say that for a good
musician or rasika the actual playing or singing of raga is not really
necessary. She/he can imagine it as a living thing from its description
with the aid of her/his musical imagination. But such ‘pure’ imagina-
tion, too, if possible, would need a living musical practice within which
it can work and give a cogent body and life to the rdga in question.
Otherwise the ‘imagination’ we are thinking of, would be a mere shadow
of itself: a mere fancy. Inducting an ‘old’ text-given raga into a raga-
tradition is, in fact, no different from introducing a new raga. It will
have to be given a bhava-riipa by the person who conceives it and then
that raga will pecessarily be a ‘public’ entity with multiple possibilities
that could be differently realized by different musicians. One can, in-
deed, make the strong assertion that a raga has to be necessarily in-
duced into a living tradition of raga-making to be really a rdga. Here
again a raga is like a concept. What would an ‘imagined’” concept be,
if it could not be presented in living thought for ones own inspection
and that of other thinkers? Induction into a living raga-culture is the
only possible way in which a raga can have a bhava-rifpa, apart from
just a ‘dead’ nada-riipa.

But let us come back to the old equation of ragas with persons. |
think, we have an analogy here that can be further reflected upon. This
ancient metaphor provides a basis for understanding ra@gas musically
as ‘living’ and ‘felt’ entities. The famous musician Pandit Omkar Nath
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Thakur has, in his Baroda lectures, delivered more than half a century
ago, and published as Raga ane Rasa, stimulatingly argued along these
lines, making the traditional metaphor of ragas as women and men the
basis of a deeper and more potent conception in musical terms. Indeed,
we seem to have here a more appropriate understanding of bhava-riipa
as a felt unity than we have in the earlier analogy with concepts.

Tradition has itself elaborated upon the idea of ragas as women and
men. The conception, evidently, goes back to the 13th—14th century
when ragas and raginis began to be pictured as human-like semi-
divine beings, and were painted as such in sets of paintings known as
raga-malas. By the 15th-16th centuries they shed the little divinity
that was attached to them and became plain women and men, with an
appropriate change in their portrayals by painters. Ragas and raginis
began to be pictured now as nivakas and nayikas, pursuing the vagaries
of love in various, though somewhat ‘typical’, situations and attitudes.
The number of ragas depicted in painted raga-malas grew with time
(later raga-malas consist of more than 200 women and men, grouped
into large families of a number of wives and a husband along with sons
and daughters-in-law). It became a deeply entrenched tradition.

But the raga-mala tradition as it has come down to us is also rather
simplistic, even najve—though, no doubt, it has produced many, sen-
sitive and moving works of art. Musically, however, the idea is not
only vague, but also elusive and incoherent. It was also not really taken
seriously in the musical tradition, as distinct from the tradition of paint-
ing. Pandit Omkar Nath Thakur was the first person to do so. What |
would like to do here is not to deliberate on what he has to say, but to
take the old analogy into a newer direction.

Ragas as women and men in traditional raga-malas are rather dis-
appointing as men and women. They do not even seek to convey the
impression of vital, protean characters. They are conceived as flat and
typically conventional n@yikas and ndyakas, one-dimensional, narrow
and frozen. They rarely step out of the confines of routine sragara.
Unfortunately, even Omkar Nath Thakur takes the picture of ragas as
niiyaka-ndyikas and the confines of sragara rather seriously.

Not only are ragas as na@yaka-nayikas ‘limited’ as ‘persons’ in rdga-
mdla paintings, they make persons inert. They are single, static
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representation of a raga, with a predictable and almost hieratic iconog-
raphy. This leads us away from ragas as vibrant musical entities rather
than towards them. A focal aspect of rdgas is that they are not only
open to change, they are actually created through change, while retain-
ing an identity (a tad-raga-dhi). This is why women/men are a good
metaphor for them. Raga-malds, do not do justice to the metaphor.

But, however we might take the metaphor (or analogy), there could
still be a problem here, It is easy to see that we have a problem of
duality here somewhat similar to the one we had with language, and
one could even think, in a more acute sense. Women and men have a
duality of body and mind—or a body and a soul (or spirit, or what you
will), two entities, categorically different from each other. This mili-
tates against assimilating them to rdgas, where the duality nada-riupa
and bhdva-riipa is a duality within a unitary fabric of pure form. Yet,
it is possible to conceive of a ‘person’ without such a duality. We can
think of her/him as an inner embodied in an outer, as we usually do.

We can do this, if we take the analogy not of persons as such, but
of imagined characters, such as we have in literature. Here the body-
mind duality assumes a unity in imagination. With created characters
it is easier to see a person as an interrelated and uninterrupted duality
of an ‘outer’ inseparably linked with an ‘inner’ being. An imagined
character, like a raga created through alapa, presents us with a being
where an outer aspect may even be said to ‘merge’ into an inner qual-
ity. The physical presence of a character is part of his total presence.
Like the bA@va-riipa, character appears to subsume an outer body—-a
néda-riipa—into a qualitative whole.

A good musician, one also feels, builds a bhava-rizpa with the same
kind of touch and empathy for opening out an individual identity as
does a novelist or playwright building a character, integrating change
and creating space for expansion. The difference, patently, is that bhdva-
riipas are more abstract entities, not related to the world of human
living—or the ‘human condition’, as it has been called—as directly as
characters are. In this they are more like concepts. Yet they are created
with the same existential intentionality as are characters. They have a
concept-like weave, but a felt existential weave, closer to character.
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One might raise an objection here, remarking that even if this be
true, the analogy still does not work because bhiva-riipas are necessarily
plural. In fact.they are doubly plural, because they not only allow
different formulations by a single musician but also permit—indeed
require—this to be done by different musicians. Characters, on the
contrary, are singular creations, by a single creator. But this is not
really true. The kind of plurality that a r@ga has, can be seen in char-
acters, too. Although characters in most ‘modern’ novel or play-writing
are tied down to a single creator, and a single ‘formation’, this is not
necessary to the conception of character. Let us take a more ‘tradi-
tional’ framework and we will find hosts of identical characters being
differently envisioned by different creators. The Faust of Marlow and
Goethe comes readily to mind. The question whose Faust is “Truer’ is
not relevant here (indeed as a character Faust is imaginary right from
the beginning, even if there may have been an actual person called
Faust). The question whose Faust is greater, is also irrelevant for the
analogy; the same could be asked of the same raga as envisioned by
different musicians, expecting the same kind of answers. The point is
that a character retains a clearly recognizable identity despite quite
different treatments. And Faust is not the only example. Distinct crea-
tions with the same character treated quite differently by different authors
can be found all over the world—take the Sakuntala of the Mahabharata
and of Kalidasa, for another example, closer home.

Yet we can still see obvious differences between bhava-ritpa and
character. The same character can be conceived with a quite different
body. But a rdga cannot be so dissociated from its specific nada-riipa.
It is tied down to an actual single physically perceivable ‘body’ in an
unambiguous sense. Also, a raga, unlike character, cannot become a
non-perceptual being detached from a living milieu and live in imagi-
nation alone as a character can,

And yet the analogy is forceful. No analogy, if we enter into the
details of it, can give us that which we are seeking to capture. But an
analogy has a living power which a pure conceptual understanding can
never have, for concepts as universals naturally tend to move away
from the actual; even more so from a ‘living’ actual like a raga. To
understand complex identities such as those of rd@gas, and other such
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felt entities with a recognizable ‘outer’ woven into an ‘inner’ dynamic
being, analogies are certainly more perceptive. Like concepts they also
allow us to think through them, not only with them. Moreover, we can
play around with them more malleably than with concepts. To under-
stand raga, thus, as ‘character’ straightforwardly allows us to see bhava-
riipa as distinct from nada-riipa yet incorporating it. For, remark, that
even though it may be possible for a character to live purely in imagi-
nation as it does in novels, yet character, too, cannot be really dissociated
from a body. Not only are characters always conceived as embodied,
they are conceived as having an ‘appropriate’ body, one that suits the
tenor of the character. This becomes even perceptibly clear when a novel
is dramatized or made into a film. We then choose an actress/actor with
certain ‘suitable’ bodily traits, which will ‘go’ with the character.

One can still object, pointing out that even though this be granted,
the relation between a character and its embodiment is yet a somewhat
‘external’ relation, and nowhere near as deep and essentially insepara-
ble as between the nada-riipa and the bhava-ripa of a raga. In film
and in theatre, the same character can be played by quite different
actors, and the same actor can represent quite different, even contrary,
characters, in different roles. But the same bhava-ritpa cahnot be
embodied in different ndda-ripas. (Though, there are some questions
and reservations here, or rather qualifications regarding this contention,
which T will take up later.) To put the matter briefly, the bhava-riipa
cannot be without its specific nada-rijpa, whereas character can retain
its ‘character’ without a specific body; it can, indeed, be portrayed,
understood and empathized with without any real presence of a body,
and we can do so not only in fiction but with people no longer alive,
and whose bodily traits may be entirely unknown.

One could reassert that imagined characters, inhabiting novels or
acting plays always have a body. We can, as pointed out above, imag-
ine a character without thinking of a specific body for it. And yet, as
also pointed out, we do not think of it as a disembodied being, like, for
cxample, the soul. So, even though there may not be a one-to-one
correspondence between a body and a character, still a character is
always thought of as having a body. Such an embodiment can be
understood, as we have said, as an inseparable relation between an
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‘inner’ and an ‘outer’. But it can also, perhaps more aptly, be understood
as a relation between a sitksma (subtle) and a sthitla (gross) aspect
within the same being, implying gradations in the relation between the
inner and the outer: a relatively more sthiila tapering towards a rela-
tively more sifksma, making the relation between the two a matter of
degree, rather than that of a radical distinction such as between mind
and body or body and soul. Nada-riipa, seen as the sthizla aspect of a
sitksma bhava-ripa, can be grasped as both embodying bhava-ritpa as
well as leading to it. The analogy with character now becomes even
more substantial. In grasping character, too, bodily aspects such as
physique, the physical présence, facial expressions, gesture, movement,
and the like (body-language, or hgva-bhava, one might say), lead gradu-
ally from the comparatively more sthitla to the more sithksma: tempera-
ment, moral nature, emotional disposition and the like. Changeability,
while retaining identity, too, is a matter of more or less consequence
among the sthitla and the sitksma aspects of character. We think of
some aspects as more malleable that other aspects. In this respect, we
make a keen distinction between sitksma or inner changes as opposed
to more sthiila and outer changes. Changes in a character’s physical
‘form, gestures and even behaviour are thought of as comparatively
outer’ or minor changes, while changes in the more inner aspects, such
as moral character, the quality of thought or feeling and the like, are
considered core changes. We speak of the person being the same
despite most sthiila or sitksma changes: viewing sizksma changes with
a different eye. They are viewed more ideally. We speak of growth
regeneration, deepening, broadening and the like of character, which
are inner changes we seek and which are yet central to the identity of
a ‘person’ or a character.

We can say somewhat the same thing about nada-riipa and bhava-
riipa. The inner is not only the ‘core’ aspect of ‘character’ it may be
also called the ‘ruling’ aspect in a whole where the physical is in an
essential sense, internalized. The body as part of character is not a mere
physical thing: it is a living entity, and the sthiila in it merges in a
literally “vital” sense with the sizksma. This may be observed in the
effect that a change in inner character has on moulding the physical
presence of person (not only in novels and plays but clso in actuality).
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The same, intriguingly, may be seen in the ‘moulding’ or ‘shaping’
relation that a bhava-ritpa can have on its nada-ripa.

Let us look at this a little closely, for it 18 something which trans-
parently reveals the independent potency of bhava-ripa. 1 have 1m-
plied—as well as stated— above that n@da-riipa is a lthmg fixed or
‘given’, while the bhava-ritpa 8 malleable, indeed, multi-form. But this
assertion (as 1 also said in passing), needs to be qualiﬁed: The bhava-
riipa does excrt an influence on the nada-ripa. just as inner change
introduces changes in the physical presence of a character. The bhava-
rilpa, as inner 1s the centre of the raga as a whole, and can be seen t.o
reach into the outer while transcending it. An imaginative change in
the bhava-riipa thus affects the nada-riipa of a raga, 100.

Examples may help the rasika here. Take raga Bihag. 1ts nada-ripa
(in most current descriptions) stipulates the use of the fivra madhyama
with an oblique or vakra movement in the avaroha—ma (rfvra)-> ga
> ma (komala) > ga’. That, in fact, is where, for many of us, is the
charm of Bihdg. (1 remember being especially enchanted by that turmn
of svaras when I first became acquainted with the riiga.) But we know
that we can drop the fivra madhyama altogether and yet have a sub-
stantial Bihag, unmistakable as Bihag. The introduction of fivra
madhyama n the nada-riipa does not change the charac?ter of the
raga: its bhava-rupa. Indeed, on the contrary, W think that 1.t .enhances
it. It was, certainly, an imaginative insight into the possibility of the
bhava-rigpa that introduced the change. Historically, it appears, l:i’i.h&g
began without the fivra madhyama, as some old dhrupad composiiions
tend to show. The fvra madhyama was introduced perhaps as a grace
note—an alamkarika svara—which later acquired a more focal posi-
tion in the nada-riipa, because it was felt to enrich the bhava-riipa. But
behind this lies a change in the conception of the bhava-riipa, a change
made to ‘enhance’ the ‘charm’ of identity. One can quite plausibly
imagine the opposite happening. Bihdg may have begun with a {vra
madhyama, and we can imagine a musician wishing to drop the fvri
madh_vama in order to impart to Bihdg a more restrained and tidy
chara};ter, doing away with the unnecessary, a move towards a kind of
minimalism. 1 remember a conversation with Prabha Atre, when she
made a similar point about another rdga of the Bihdg family, Mar#
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Bihag. She put a question, which then seemed a little strange to me, but
is very relevant for ragadari: is the komala madhyama in Mariz Bihag,
she asked, really necessary; can we not have Marii Bihdg, and a better,
more self-contained, Mariz Bihdg, without it? I was a little startled to
begin with, but a little reflection showed that it is a deep and meaning-
ful question. Because, although conventionally we do not think of the
rdga Mérii Bihag as devoid of komala madhyama, but that svara also
seems part of special movement, which, if given up will yet not defeat
the spirit of the raga, and might even give its bhava-riipa a more well-
knit form and a weightier character than it presently has. Take an
actual example of such an important pruning ot truncation in the nada-
riipa of a raga, to bring the point home. Take the case of the alluring
Mewati gharana Jaijaiwanti, which drops the komala gandhara alto-
gether, otherwise a very dominant note in the rdga, a note for which
it cannot be said that it is part of an @lamkarika or inessential prayoga.
The Jaijaiwanti, without the komala ga, still remains Jaijaiwanti,
manifesting, aesthetically, a more austere possibility of its bhava-ripa.
A similar thing might very well bave happened with the Bihag, which
was made to give up the tivra madhyama to explore a similar possibil-

ity, but the svara was later reintroduced. Even if this did not actually
happen, the important thing is it is quite conceivable and that simijar
modulations can be imagined in the nada-riipa of ragas without loss

of identity, modulations which show the centrality and autonomy of
the bhdva-riipa, and its power over the nada-riipa. Such changes in the

nada-riipa can be described as modulations made on the ndda-riipa by

the bhava-riipa. They are akin, one can see, to the changes made in the

physical presence by change in ‘inner’ character. The bhava-riipa here

can also be seen as the sithsma core pervading the sthitla, where a

change in the ‘character’ of sitksma affects the sthiila. Or, to change the
mode of expression from the ontic to the epistemic, we could say that

it is the bhava-riipa on the basis of which we judge a change in the
nada-riipa as ‘relevant’ or “irrelevant’.

One might, if one likes, revert here to the earlier distinction made
between knowledge and understanding. What allows a novelist to be
free with a character is his understanding of its inner being, which
permeates its outer physical embodiment or even the circumstances in
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which it is placed. A novelist can often take an actual ‘given” character
he knows in life and put the character in quite different circumstances,
with different bodily traits, while retaining the sum and substance of an
identity. This is how we do get recognizable people, inhabiting a dif-
ferent body and quite different imaginary situations. But here also hes
an important distinction between character and bhava-ritpa. A bhava-
riipa is not as independent of the outer nada-riipa as character 18 of the
body. A bhava-rigpa affects the nada-riipa, can modulate it to an ex-
tent, but it cannot ‘inhabit’ quite another ndda-ridpa; it cannot like a
character assume a very different body altogether. It is much more
essentially tied down to a rada-ripa. The wonder really is that in a
rdga, which is pure structure or form, an interacting duality of an inner
acting on the outer can at all be palpably made. Perhaps, any self-
conscious creative process does two things by nature: 1t seeks some
kind of identity—as it does through ragadari—and in doing so initi-
ates a duality of an inner linked to an outer.

The two very different analogies we have discussed above, I believe,
afford two different insights into the nature of raga and its identity,
insights which complement and complete each other, however disparate
they might seem to be. Character provides a metaphor for the embodied
aspect of raga as a felt bhava-riipa, with an inner being merging 10t0
an outer ‘body’. But character is perhaps weak as an analogy for the
plurality of bhava-rupa (despite what we have said above), as well as
its “abstract’ quality. Here the analogy of idea or concept seems Mmore
apt. This analogy focuses on alapa in ragadari and its key role in
formulating an identity, where plurality is seen as necessary to it as an
identity-seeking reflexive activity. It allows us to s¢¢ alapa as a
‘thinking’, ratiocinative activity rooted in self-consciousness. Together
the two different analogies, 1 think, suggest the identity of a rdga as a
‘felt concept’.

A crucial distinction between character and bhava-riipa is that char-
acters as imaginative entities reflect living human beings. We do not
create living human characters (unless we speak of self-creation in
some unusually profound sense); we only reflect them or recreate them
through imagination. But rZgas are more palpably created by us. Riigas
assume us. Somewhat in the same sense as do concepts.

Prasastapada’s Mapping of the Realm of Qualities:
A Neglected Chapter in Indian Philosophy

DAYA KRISHNA

Jaipur

Qualities are all that we know, and what else can we know but them
Y§t, they are a most neglected subject in philosophical reflection Locké
might have distinguished between primary and secondary qﬁalities
and chers might have added the idea of tertiary qualities to them bu;
that is not to talk of qualities, but of their relation to conscioﬁsx,less
‘Even Buddhists who gave up the notion of ‘substance’ and denied ité
necessity’ for thought, do not seem to have engaged in any in-depth
exploration of the categorical variety in the realm of qualities, perhaps
beclauselthey too were interested only in their relation to consc’iousness
as is ev1d_ent in the vast Abhidhamma literature on the subject. As fo;
the rest, it is substance, the ‘know-not-what’, the ‘thing-in-itself’, the
Afn.mn or the purusa which is the centre of their attention ’The
Samkhyanas do talk of sattva, rajasa and tamasa but, though cc.)nsid—
ered as qualities or gunas of prakrti, they too are defined and under-
stooq 9n1y in relation to consciousness. The ‘ego-centricity’ or ‘self-
Icentnc;lty’ or ‘consciousness-centricity” of philosophical thought, whether
in the:- east or the west, seems to have ensured that ‘object’ ,which is
constituted by its qualities and qualities alone, shall be treated as sec-
gndary and in a perfunctory manner, even when the ‘sclf’ or the ‘sub-
ject’ itself appears as such, that is, as ‘object’. |
The Vaisesikas are a notable exception and Prasastapada’s treatment
of t_he subject is challenging in more ways than one. He is said to have
divided them on the basis of twelve different criteria which, however
are _not as clear-cut as one would have wished them to be. ,Yet theré
are 1pteresting insights which, if critically reflected upon, may h’elp us
in thinking about the subject in our own times. ,
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Prasastapada’s first criterion draws our attention to the radical dis-
tinction between qualities that are abstract or amﬁrm as he calls them
and miirta or concrete, a distinction that 1s dl'ff-erent from the one
drawn by Locke or Galileo ‘0 the western tradition. The former are
grasped, so to say, by reason, while the latter are gr'asped by the senses.
The latter are further divided by him into the inner and the outer
senses, and even amongst the latter he distinguishes between those 'ﬁlat
are grasped by one sense alone and those that are grasped by more than

& -
Oniﬁzniistinctions, though clear at first sight, lead fo difficulties and
even inconsistencies ‘which do not seem to have been seen by tiﬁe
Nyaya-VaiSesika thinkers, as the two have been clubbed together n the
Indian tradition. In fact, even Pragastapada does not s‘eem to ha\'fe re-
alized them as will be evident if one closely examines tk}e dllverse
criteria he has offered for distinguishing between qualities in his sys-
tenl;.irst, what exactly is meant by the term “inner sense’ and what
exactly are the ‘qualities” grasped by it? Is it the's_ame as manasa or
what has been called ‘mind’ in the Western tradition? Also, is there
only one ‘inmer sense’ or are there more tha.n. one? e

Similar problems bedevil the idea of qualities that are apprehen: ei
by more than one sense. Normally, each of the senses ahpprehf:ndsil ondy
the qualities that can be apprehended by 1, aTld 1f one apprehen S
something through more than one sense, .o‘ne is said to pecrcenlf.e' or’
apprebend an ‘object’ to which those qualities belong. The "qua 1t1esh
themselves remain ‘separate’ in the sense that they are grasped by eac

enses singly and separately.

” ;};Zrz 1s the adgdz:ional problem regarding the qualities that’ are sup-
posed to belong o a ‘whole’ which consists of parts. Pr'as-;astapa%da
makes an interesting distinction in this context between quahue‘s v_vhlch
are the same as the qualities of the parts and those that are dlstmctly,
different from them. The latter are what have b'een called er?ergen_t
qualities and the ‘wholes’ to which they are said to belong, organi
wholes’. But, though he makes the distinction, he does not mgke _1t
clear whether these are sensuously apprehended o no?. The S;uesh:ar;1 1_1
important, particularly in the case of those qualities in the "parts’ tha
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are themselves sensuously apprehended. The problem will get still more
complicated in case of ‘wholes’ whose parts have properties that are
apprehended by different senses. And, in case the parts or at least some
of them are supposed to have what Prasastapada calls amizrfa or ab-
stract qualities, the so-called ‘emergent quality’ of the whole will itself
be miirta or amiirta, concrete or abstract, or an amalgam of both.

Abstract qualities themselves are not supposed to be grasped by the

senses, but by reason. In fact, that is the reason why they are called
‘abstract’. But in case they are apprehended in an object which is grasped
by the senses, then the so-called miirta or concrete object will have
qualities in it which are grasped by reason, and reason alone, and thus
will have to be thought of as miirta and amirta at the same time.

The distinction between miirta and amiirta, though generally made,
is not clear as nothing could perhaps be more ‘concrete’ than pleasure
or pain, or desire (iccha) or say, the apprehension of a quantitative or
qualitative relationship such as 2 x 2 = 4 or the ‘aesthetic matching’
between two spaces or two forms, or colours which occurs in architec-.
ture or painting. Yet, these are generally regarded as “abstract’ qualities
even though they are as immediately apprehended as colour, smells,
taste, touch or sound.

Perhaps, the distinction could be drawn in terms of what is grasped
by the senses, whether interal or external, and what is grasped by
buddhi or reason. Prasastapada draws this distinction also, as well as
the one between sa@manya and visesa, or those that are universal and
those that are particular., But he does not seem to see the relation
between the two and, in fact, does not appear even to grasp the point
of the distinction between ‘reason’ and ‘sense’ as he treats pleasure and
pain, or even icchd and dvesa as grasped by the former. Interestingly,
he also puts dharma and adharma in this category and suggests that
moral qualities are grasped by reason and that this is what distinguishes
man from all other animals with whom he shares other qualities be-
longing to them both. In contrast, the western tradition ascribes only
the knowledge of ‘universals’ to reason and not that of values, even
though the idealist tradition from Plato onwards tried to contlate
the two. The attempt, however, was unsuccessful mainly because
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mathematics was taken as the paradigmatic example of truth gras.,ped
by reason, a turn for which Plato himself has to be held respons1bl§.

But, paradoxically, buddhi which may be regarded as the Sanskrt
term for ‘reason’, is considered a ‘quality’ in the VaiSesika system and
is mentioned as such in the Vaisesika siitra 1.1.6. On the other hand,
samanya and visesa are said to be ‘dependent’ on buddhi in the Stitra

1.2.3 T gy ?{% ﬂ@?ﬁ&m In other words, they do not have an
‘independent’ or ‘nirapeksa’ saltd of their own, as is asserted of drav_yg,
guna and karma in the Siitra 1.2.8. Praastapada also puts buddhi in
the category of guna and treats it as amiiria in his Paddrthadharmfz
Samgrah (Prasastapada Bhdsyam. Varanasi, Sampurnananda Saqsknt
Visvavidyalaya. 1977, p. 229)). Yet he also, like Kanada, conmde_:rs
certain qualitics as ‘buddhyapeksa’ but, surprisingly, k'le does not in-
clude samanya and visesa amongst them. For him, it 18 parlfaz.‘va,. a.nd'
aparatva, dvitva and dviprathakatva which have this chat,'acterlsuc (ibid.,
p. 239). He, of course, adds the term ‘ity@di’ or ‘et cetra to ?,uggest that
there may be other qualities which share this characteristic also.l But
&ridhara Bhatta in his commentary on the text added tritva, etc. (ibid.,
p. 239). Like .Karlléda and Prasastapada, he does not se¢ t}{e prot_)lm}'l
posed by this. Nor does he seem to notice the fact that Prasastapada’s
list does not include the ones given by Kanada in the Sitra 1.23. In
his discussion of samanya and visesa he does not seem to raise the
question whether they are ‘buddhyapeksa or not. -
But the fact that both Kanada and Prasastapada make a distinction
between entities whose ‘existence’ or “being’ can only be conceived O_f
as ‘being there’ because of buddhi and those that are ipdependent of 1.t
raises important issues for the Vaisesika view of reality. The budofﬁz,
it should be remembered, is explicitly conceived of as ‘knowledge 1n
the Nyaya Sitras where it is defined as ‘upalabdhi’ or ‘jﬁc?nq’ .(1.1.15)
and if certain entities come into being just because of this activity, then
in each type of ‘knowledge’ onc will have to distinguish between those
clements which are there because of something being known and that
which is known because 1t was there to be known. The author of tlr'le
Nyava Sitras seems 0 be aware of this to some extent as evidepc.ed in
his definition of perceptual knowledge which he characterizes as
vyavasayatmakam, avvapadesyam and avyabhicari (1.1.4). Perceptual

————f
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knowledge, it is being suggested, need not necessarily have these char-
acteristics, and in case it is so it cannot be treated as a pramdna.
Something may be perceived and yet the resulting knowledge need not
be a pramana, as is well known in the case of perceptual illusion.

But once one accepts this, one will have to develop some sort of a
theory of pratyaksabhasa on the analogy of hetvabhasa even though,
as far as | know, it has not been developed in the tradition, perhaps
because of the fact that tradition itself is not clear as to what a pramana
is. The Nyava Sitra only enumerates the pramanas and does not give
its laksana which was mandatory for it if it was to follow its own
practice in respect of the particular pramanas later on. In fact, if there
can be a pramandbhdsa as is accepted in the case of anumana and if
it has to be extended to all the other pramanas, then one will have to
give some criterion or criteria to distinguish between a pramdéna which
gives true knowledge and one which does not. One may define pramana
as that which gives prama but that will be to give a circular definition
and hence one will have to give some independent criterion of what is
pramd and not just say that prami is what is given by a pramana and
pramina 1s what gives a prama.

It is true that circular definitions are not always considered vicious
and some logicians have recently talked even of ‘virtuous’ circularity
but the present circularity is prima facie undesirable and unless proved
otherwise has to be avoided, if possible. Nyaya itself attempts to do so,
at least in the context of anumana explicitly and of pratyaksa perhaps
not so explicitly. The whole discussion of hervabhasa in the case of the
former attests to this, as the inclusion of dosas in the case of the
indrivas does in the case of the latter. But the fact that Nyaya thinkers
did not realize the necessity of making this distinction is shown by the
fact that they did not draw it in the case of either sabda or upamana
which they also treated as pramana in their system. Not only this, they
did not even think of applying the notion of dosa in the case of the
internal sense or the antarindriya through which one was supposed to
apprehend pleasure, pain, desire, aversion, dharma, adharma, etc.

The idea of dosa does occur in Nyaya and that too in a generalized
fashion so as to be almost coterminus with pravriti. But, then the
Nyaya thinker forgets that the whole pramana vyapara is, and has to
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be, inevitably carried on within this basic dosa which Qestroys the
distinction between pramd and aprama at its very fogndatlops as eve-
rything becomes an aprama if one takes the cont_ennon §er10us]y.l .

The so-called pramd ultimately becomes meaningless if p.mv_'rtz.‘z it-
self is regarded as a dosa by everybody, and even the criterion of
pravrtti-samarthya which is supposed to distingmsh'true lknow'ledge
.frorr; false makes no sense, if one accepts the equation given i the
siitra 1.1.2 of the Nydya Siitra.

The Vaisesika Stitra, at least at the prima facie level, does not seem
to make this move and hence does not seem 10 suffer from the appirent
conflict between the two proclaimed prayojanas of the Nydya Sttra,
that is, nihsrevasa and apavarga. It regards both abhyudayaf and
nihéreyascz'as the fruit of dharma and if nihsreyasa is understood in the
sense of the Nyaya Sitra, then one will have to find how apavarga Of
moksa can be accommodated within that system. ) o

Pi‘aéastapﬁda treats dharma and adharma as amurrc_z, lzazse;_'zka,
atindriya, akﬁm(zagunapﬁrvak&h, samyogaja, Samanasam‘an_.m

Jjatvarambhakah, ubhayatrarambhakah, kriyahetavah and are nimifia
kc"i;fana, and vavaddravyabhavitvan.

Prééastapﬁda, it should be noted, places each of the gunas that he has
already listed in one of the other of these twelve categories, gach of
which consists of a pair. He 18 empirical enough to observe that some
of themn may belong to both the classes which genera}ly lexclude each
other. In this he is closer t© modern logic which admits in the caselof
relations properties that cannot be attributed in a clear—_cut, exclusive

‘ither-or’ manner to those relations as they can be done 1n othgr cases.
It is the ‘empiricality” of the relation that creates th_1s p_robl_em 1n'some
cases, and it is strange that Kant did not see this in his discussion of
the categories of understanding in his system. .

Kant did not raise the question whether all the twelve categores
have to be simultaneously applied in every act of ju@gement, or tl}at
only one out of the four sets of quantity, quality, re}atlon an'd moda}lty
has to be applied in each case depending upon the approprlateness or
‘fittingness’ of the category S0 chosen to the object cogcerned.
Pragastapada is. not 8o concerned either, but he seems to be-heve that
the heart of both epistemology and ontology is an understanding of the
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qualities that we ascribe to substance and the exact characteristics that
they have. He devotes a major part of his work to this exercise and its
understanding, 1 believe, may provide a clue to an important aspect of
Indian philosophizing which has not been paid attention up till now.

Kant, it should be noted, is not interested in ‘qualities” at all. By that
term he merely means, following Aristotle, whether the judgement is
affirmative or negative. He adds the third alternative ‘limitation’ only
to make the list threefold, forgetting that it has nothing ‘logical” about
it. In fact, the term ‘quality’ in the sense of predicate occurs under the
heading of ‘relation” where it occurs as ‘Substance-Accident’ and re-
minds one of the category of samavaya in the VaiSesika system. Sub-
stance, it should be noted, is not an independent category in Kant; it
occurs in a relational context and the ‘name’ for it is just the same as
in the VaiSesika system, that is, inherence. Even the other term of the
relation, ‘accident’, does not make much sense as it not only does not
distinguish between essential and accidental properties, but also be-
tween them and what may be catled ‘relational properties” which all are
usually treated collectively as ‘predicates’ in traditional logic. Kant,
strangely, has no ‘real’ relations under the category of ‘relation’ in his
categorical scheme. ‘Causality’ and ‘Reciprocity” are not judgemental
relations, but are rather empirical in nature involving the notion of time
which has already been treated as the form of inner sensibility in the
Transcendental Aesthetic. Besides this, at least ‘causality” involves the
notion of ‘necessity’ which itself is a category under the heading of
‘modality’. There is just no place in Kant’s scheme for such simple
relational statements as ‘A is between B and C’, a judgement which
requires three substances to obtain and not one.

Pragastapada, interestingly, brings in the notion of ‘causality’ in the
understanding of ‘qualities’, but does so in a strange manner. For him,
a quality can be seen in a causal context as being the product of quali-
ties similar or dissimilar to itself, and as giving rise to other properties
which may be samanajativa or vijatiya, as the case may be. The San-
skrit terms practically mean the same as ‘similar’ or “dissimilar’ though,
strictly speaking, they mean belonging to the same jati, that is class or
genus or universal, as the case may be. This, however, is to see the
qualities in a dynamic context where they are seen as *arising’ and
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‘giving rise to’ and thus being essentially related to time, involving
almost a Buddhist way of looking at reality, something that no one
would have dreamt of associating with the Vaisesika way of looking at
things.

But Prasastapdda is not wedded to time or obsessed by it as the
Buddhist seems to be. He is equally aware of the ‘space-occupying’
character of qualities and distinguishes them on this basis as those
which belong to the ‘object-as-a-whole’ or belong only to one specific
part of it. The term used i3 ‘pradesa-vrttitva’ and ‘vyapitvarh’.

A similar categorization of qualities occurs in respect of their rela-
tionship to the qualities of the parts of which the whole is constituted.
The quality of the ‘whole’ may be the same as the quality of the parts,
or different from it. The nature of the relation between these two,
however, is not clear but judging from the emphasis on ‘causality’ in
the classification adopted, one may surmise that it may be so.

The classification or categorization of qualities given by Pradastapada,
thus, deserves a closer examination than has been given to it up till
now. At times, it seems that the qualities actually enumerated under the
category do not illuminate or clarify the nature of the category. Some-
times, the fact that some qualities are included under both the catego-
ries adds further to the confusion. But, inspite of these and other limi-
tations, Prasastapada’s exercise challenges us to think about the prob-
lem anew, for it is only the qualities that we know, and to ‘know’ more
about them would certainly be desirable from all points of view. But,
then, qualities, will have to be ascribed ‘qualities’, a doctrine that 18
expressly rejected by Prasastapada in his own definition of quality as
dravyasritvam, nirgunatvam, niskriyatvam. How could this definition
be sustained in face of the detailed characterization of qualities by him,

which, prima facie involves a manifest inconsistency, is the question
which scholars and votaries of this school have to address themselves
to. Not only this, how could he ascribe niskrivatvam to them when so0
many of his characterizations are based on karanatvam. Terms such as
‘kriyahetavak’, ‘Grambhakartvam’, ‘samyogaja’, ‘karmaja’, ‘akarand’,
‘k@rand’, etc. are freely used in the characterization of qualities that are
extensionally enumerated by him, adding to those that were given in
the Vaisesika Satra without adducing any reasons why he is doing so.
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And, st.rangely still, he adds even to these in his explication of the
categories under which he wants to include them. Many of these seem
to be complex properties compounded out of other properties, built for

some reason or another for some purpose. Such are, for example, 3w
3

and 39T (241, 244, 246), U, UHaadhd, (g, Ruoraa afifys
wdcd (243, 247, 249). But it will be more difficult to explain such

formations as (231, 238) and WNf&® &a (230, 249) and almost
impossible to do in case of T YRAIGR FAFT (238) and F19 (241)
The last that is jiigna may be said to raise no difficulty, but if it is-
rfamembered that it is not included amongst the original qualities men-
tioned by Prasastapada, and that buddhi which is supposed to mean the
same as Jrdna, 18 mentioned separately in these lists, then its inde-
pendent mention in the discussion of qualities would be seen as justi-
fiab'ly raising a problem in the context of VaiSesika thinking on the
sgbject. But whatever may be the case for jiana 1o one, I hope, will
dispute that there is some problem about the bizzare property’con—
gocted by the author of the Paddrtha-dharmasarmgrah where he men-
tions titlaparimanottarasamyoga as a property. And, who would den
that a/l these properties involve having another property in respect 0};
a property?

It may be said that such a construal of what Prasastapada has said
depc?nds on a total misunderstanding of his contention in this regard
HE'IS npt saying that qualities have these characteristics, but that theyl
reside in dravyas or substances that have these characteristics. This is
clearest in the case of miirta and amiirta which as Sridhara Bhatta’s
commentary makes amply evident characterize the dravyas and not the
gunas to which they are mistakenly thought to belong.ﬂ It 1s not riipa
rasa, gandha or sparsa which are miirta but the substances or dmvya;
to which they belong, -

The argument, or the explication, may be extended to all the other
characterizations of qualities which Pra$astapada has discussed in his
work. But, then, these will have to be treated as qualities, as gunas of
the dravyas and added to the list he has given. This, howjever, has not
been done, as no list of the gunas given by the Vaisesika thinkers
includes them. Not only this, they are not gunas in the ‘usual sense.
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They have some sott of a necessary dichotomous division between
them. A dravya has to be cither miirta or amirta. NO dravva can be
both, though a quality may belong either to one, or the other, or both.

These qualities, then, are radically different in nature from the others
enumerated by him. They are categorical in nature, in that all dravyas
shall have to belong to one of the dichotomous pairs mentioned by him
in his discussion of the subject. They are also second-level qualities as
the qualities mentioned by him have to belong to the dravya classified
by him on this basis.

Understood in this way, Prasastapada’s classifications would be seen
as providing ontological categories for the description of the qualities
of the dravyas that are found in the world. But one problem would
remain even then. He bad defined gunas not only as nirgunatvam, but
as niskrivatvam and many of these categorical qualities have been de-
fined in such a way that they 1mpose 2 ‘causal’ activity or function on
the first-level qualities he had already enumerated in his work. In fact,
one of the basic distinctions in this respect is between those which do
not need these activities and those which do, that is, those which are
‘akarana’ and those which have karanatva in them and, if so, they
cannot be niskriya as defined by him. But even if someone attempts 10
save the definition by taking recourse 1o the same strategy as was
adopted in the case of miirta and amiirta, then one will have not only
to add to the list of karma or activities originally enumerated in the
system, but will have to treat them as typically different from them on
the same ground, as given in the case of gunas above.

There is, thus, a lot 10 challenge contemporary thinkers in the dis-
cussion of Prasastapada on the subject. And, once On¢ does so, one will
find that many of the ‘orthodox’ positions ascribed to these thinkers
need a radical revision in the light of their own work, i.e. the texts
attributed to them. Besides this, they may also discover a lot of physics
prevalent in those times and the problems it was raising for the thinkers
of that age. The House of Vaisesika needs to be opened once more and
fresh air let in so that it may begin 10 house ‘living thought’.in it once

again.
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We pass now to consider in greater detail one of the most thorn
questions connected with the Sarhkhya philosophy. This is the questi g
of the real or imposed agenthood of the self whose twin i?}teresj:)sn
bhoga and apavarga, prakrti seeks to promote through its creation thé
mamfgst world. This issue has traditionally been sought to be soived
in .mamly two ways: (1) the ‘single reflection’ theory advocated b
;iff]t}ﬁ Vacaspati, and followed by others, and (2) the ‘mutual reﬂez’—’
e un:;)gfg;pr;iwd by Vijfianabhiksu, who finds Vacaspati’s solu-
To take up Vicaspati first, we saw above in our consideration of SK
20 that however inscrutable the whole proposition stated therein ma
be,.all commentators take the two-fold appearance it posits literall ang
s;rlously. .In fact, Vacaspati goes to the length of attributing th‘isy illu
sion—the illusion that the (inactive) self {consciousness) is active a c_l
that the (non-conscious) buddhi, etc. are conscious—to the roximil}[
of self .and buddhi (bhrantibijam tatsamyogah tatsannidh&nfm) Cony
sideration of the full implications of this comment of Vacas '-'clti w;
§hall postpone for the present. The immediate point to be note(fl) is that
1n§tead of choosing the present and certainly more relevant occasiof'll
Vacaspati prefers his gloss on Karika 5 to express his first ever state:
ment of how he views the crucial agency problem and its resolution:

Tlhe purusa indeed is conscious and has no contact whatever with
p eas.ur.e, knm-)v]edge, etc.; he, on account of being reflected
(pratibimbita) in the tattva called buddhi and so being identified
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with it, appears to pOSsess knowledge, pleasure, etc., which in point
of fact belong to buddhi (intellect).

This important statement is preceded by the following words: ‘Since
buddhi, being an evolute of prakrti is unconscious, its knowledge
(adhyavasaya) is also unconscious like pot ete. Likewise, things such
as pleasure, etc. which are modes of buddhi are also unconscious.” And
yet, adds Vacaspati, this unconscious buddhi with its unconscious modes
(knowledge, pleasure, etc.) appears as if possessed of CONSCIousSNEess
because of the consciousness’ reflection in it.” In other words, upon
Vacaspati’s interpretation, bhoktriva, which is cited as a proof of the
reality of the self, is actually a function of buddhi, and only assumed
to be that of the self thanks to its reflection in buddhi: the self 1s
needed but as a passive presence meant to illuminate all mental trans-
actions As such passive presence, and being further unsullied and
contentless, consciousness appears, under the cloak of an active pos-
sessor, to acquire all content, whether subjective or objective, and so
render the latter appear as if invested with consciousness (acetanam
cetanavadiva lingam: SK 20).

Before we come o Vijiianabhiksu’s alternative proposal, it would be
worthwhile to notice briefly and critically some key points that arise in
connection with Vacaspati’s attempted solution.

(1) The first point, which is clarificatory, concerns the likely query
whether buddhi can in point of fact be conceived as capable of func-
tioning as such without its (inherited) contact with consciousness, which
contact is in Samkhya said to be beginningless? Buddhi’s function,
needless to say, consists not only in manifesting all objects whether
constructed or caused, but also, as mentioned above, in manifesting
what is called the primordial distinction of object from the self (cf. SK
62). This function according to Samkhya buddhi cannot perform unless
it is in some way intelligized, which it is said to be by the conscious
self’s association, whether the association be read (a la Vacaspati) as
the latter’s reflection in buddhi or otherwise. Thus it seems that if
buddhi is to be treated as unconscious, it can be so only in respect of
its emanation from the tripartite unconscious prakrti, that is, in other
words, in respect of its being a manifest form of the latter. And it is
only thus that buddhi’s modes, knowledge, pleasure, etc. can be called
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uncqnsm_ous. Indeed, as noted above, Vacaspati himself alludes to this
fapt in his gloss on Karika 5: buddhitattvam hi prakrtatvad acetanam
iti tadiyo 'dhyavasdyo ‘pyacetano. evam hi buddhitattvasya sﬁkh iad

pi parinamabheda acetana. ’ e

('2) The ‘reflection’ of consciousness in buddhi (cicchayapatti) of

which Vicaspati speaks is more or less a language of metaphor, though
often mistaken, and put forward by Vicaspati himself, as one’ of fagt
Though thé idea of non-conscious buddhi receiving the reflection ot-”
purc consciousness is not in itself contradictory, it is not a self-evident
‘[I’l_,lt.h either and so needs something by way of demonstration. The true
Samkhya view seems to be that since buddhi, despite the fact that it is
made up of three gunas which in themselves do not possess knower-
hood (jidtrtva), is always of the form ‘T know’,? it is inferred that such
a buddhi must be closely associated with some luminous entity (called
se}f), which is responsible for its above-mentioned manifest, if indeter-
mmat-e, form. It is this latter which gives it the appearance’of being a
conscious existent. And since it is believed that consciousness cannot
really be transferred into the being of buddhi, recourse is taken to the
metaphor of reflection (pratibimba), specially when this buddhi be-
comes so much like consciousness that it comes to be mistaken for the
latter.

(3) This relatively indeterminate form ‘I know’ is often obscured b
the.(intellect’s) awareness of the form ‘T am the knower of the object?(
which latter, being more explicit or determinate, comes to be accepteci
as the onfy r_eal form. In fact, to be more proper, the buddhi’s real form
seemns (o be: ‘I know myself’ or, in other words, I know that T am’. It
i$ th1§ foundational, self-assertive, objectifying awareness which w};en
.Comblfled with the explicit sense-awareness of an object, takes the
form: ‘T am aware that [ am aware of, say, this tree.” T am éhe knower
of the object’ —this ‘intellectual’, object-oriented awareness is some-
thing which exhibits permanent (i.c. beginningless) association with
the luminous self in spite of the fact that buddhi is non-intelligent in
terms of its material causality. In the statement ‘T am aware that [ know
X, tl‘le first half ‘I am aware’ can fairly be called pratibodha, the latter
half (that) I know X’ being what is called bodha (cognition) or, pramana
The pratibodha obviously is impossible without consciousness. No
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wonder then that in the Fy@sa-bhasya on Yogasiitra (YS) '1:7, purusa
has been called the pratisamvedi (loosely, reflector)’ of buddhi (buddhgh
pratisamvedi purusah). This pratisarivedana signalizes the neces§1ty
of the self, for it is purusa which (so to speak) reflects or t'noulds into
its own light the modalities (cognition, etc.) of .the. b.uddfu and hence
is said to know them. And if purusa appears 1nd1st1ngu1shable from
buddhi, it is because it remains unchanged in all the chang}ng modes
of the buddhi. Since every cognition (vrtti) has its pratisar.nved_anar'-
which derives from the fact that the self'is buddhi’s pratisamvedi-—this
state of pratisamvedana is what is called paurug.?ya bgqu. For exam;
ple (to repeat), the modality (vreti) ‘I know X, which 1s’ a case 0
pramana, is invariably echoable as ‘1 know that L @ow X’. This ﬁrr?t
part ‘1 know’ represents pauruseya bodha in its articulate form; rnam—1
festing itself successively it culminates in_ the (apparegtly) actua
pauruseya bodha, which is the self’s witnessing of the vrif ‘(mode). It
must be remembered, however, that this pauruseyd bod'ha is after all
a modality of buddhi and is In no way part of the self which is far form
' eal knowing agent. .
bel"?l%eaproint of the gab(%ve observations is that tbe maniffast buddh.z,
never being during its proper life unassociated with cgnsmpusness, 1s
never, in a manner of speaking, non-conscious or non-intelligent at the
functional level. Consequently ifs modifications (knowledge, pleasure,
etc.) also cannot practically be treated as UNCONSCiOUS; properlly speak-
ing, they are modes of the buddhi which is from the start presided over
by consciousness (purusadhisthita). .
Having made the clarificatory comment, procegd to firaw at.t,entlon
to certain notable inconsistencies which characterlzf: Vacgspah s own
interpretation. In the first place, his ‘single reﬂectlon' d.octrllne as sta_ted
above is very hard to reconcile with his attempt to distinguish ‘ms'wew’
from that attributed by him to ‘others’, namely, that the self as “enjoyer
(bhoktr) actually means self as only a seer (dr{,zk_s;_r). For,‘as we saw at
the velry same place, he seems to ventilate, without equivocation, t}}e
view that the self is a real enjoyer directly and not through a Qetour in
the form of its reflection in buddhi: the unconscious l?uddhx ca.nnot
enjoy its own pleasure and pain except on pain of opergtmg upon 1t§elf
(svatmani vritivirodha). The self’s reflection in buddhi, even assumiig
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that Vacaspati is right in this, cannot be a substitute for the real enjoy-
ing self, which is what Sarikhya originally needs and attempts to prove.
Secondly, while the other view is held to conceive even bhoktrtva in
terms of drastrtva, Vacaspati, as we again noticed, interprets even
siksitva and drastriva in a way which goes to emphasize the essential
subjecthood of the self, at least so long as it is embodied. In fact, if
Vicaspati is to be believed, it is only when it occupies a body that the
self’s saksitva and drastrtva as indicating his subject-character make
any sense at all. And this subjecthood, one hardly need mention, is
inexplicable, especially within the Sarmkhya parameters, except through
‘necessary’ reference to the object(s) which it enjoys. It is evident, then,
that Vacaspati is unable to offer a coherent view of the Samkhya think-
ing on the matter, let alone remove the deep ambiguities which are
already engrained in that system. The expression darsitavisaya used by
Vacaspati apparently implies that the drasta self-subject is not indiffer-
ent to the objects presented to it by buddhi. Indifference (audasinyam)
in the present context means lack of concern even with regard to the
tantalizing question whether there is a world of objects which needs to
be known or experienced.

The equivocation in Vacaspati’s thoughts on the issue is evidenced
by certain of his views which he expresses while commenting on some
other Karikas. Thus, for example, in his comment on SK 55a (tafra
Jjaramaranakrtam duhkham praproti cetanah purusah) he writes in
anticipation of a piirvapaksin’s query—namely, if pain etc. are attributes
belonging to huddhi, then how do they come to be associated with the
purusa—that the word ‘purusa’, since it derives its meaning from the
fact that it rests (sefe) in the body or linga (piir), it comes to experience
suffering etc., which otherwise characterize buddhi.* Tn other words, it
is its presence in the body which causes the spirit to be affected by
misery, etc. It is surprising, though, that having said this, Vacaspati
adds that the said attributes {misery, etc.) come to be related to purusa
because purusa superimposes them (adhyavasyati purusah) upon itself
because of the absence of awareness, on its part, of its essential distinc-
tion from the linga.

That prakrti’s evolution has as its objective the release of the self
who really, and not apparently, gets affected by pain, is the import not
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only of (the next) Karika 56, but is accepted as such in clear words by
Vacaspati too. It is scarcely realized, however, that commitment to this
doctrine renders true understanding of the Samkhya insistence— which
too Vacaspati supports whole-heartedly—on the (so-called} actually
ever inactive and ‘free’ self a formidable task. Indeed, the above fact
confirms the equivocation which pervades Viacaspati’s interpretation
(in fact that of even other commentaries) in a large measure. Raising
the question that if prakrti is the ground of the visible world, and 1if,
further, prakrti by nature is ever active, then the idea of the cessation
of this world at least for the liberated self, to which Samkhya
uncontroversially subscribes, is rendered unmeaning, Viacaspati replies,
though surely by way of comment upon the second line of the Karika,
that prakrti ceases in its operation as soon as it has effected a (particu-
lar) self’s release.’ It would be uncharitable however to treat the deep
schism that seems to exist in Vacaspati’s account as chiefly his contri-
bution. For, to be fair to him, it must be said that the said schism 18
very much characteristic of the Samkhya-karika itself. Thus, recanting
the earlier position adopted by Samkhya, SK 57 reiterates the generally
accepted Samkhya doctrine that the final objective of prakrti’s self-
differentiation is the release (preceded by enjoyment) of the spirit:
puru_savimok_s'a-nimirtam tathd pravritih pradhanasya. Though he rightly
calls Vacaspati’s explication of this Karika erratic, Ram Shankar
Bhattacharyya’s own explanation implying that the self’s release 18
only an incidental objective of prakrti’s evolution® (since purusa 18
already ‘free’ and unchanging), also leaves the real problem where it 18,
and so fails to explain why the Sambkhya-Karika, its own inconsisten-
cies notwithstanding, should again and again talk, in unqualified lan-
guage, of a teleology implicit in prakrti’s self-manifestation. To €n-
Jarge upon what [ am saying, I advert to SK 56, where it is maintained,
as a fundamental teaching of Samkhya, that the creation from intellect
(mahat) down to the gross elements, is brought into being by prakrii
for another’s (i.e. the self’s) benefit, as if it were its own interest
(svartha iva parartha arambhah). Gaudapada’s comment here deserves
notice: ‘Just as someone ignoring his own self-interest or business,
carries on those of his friend, so does pradhana. The self makes no
return to pradhana. “As if for itself” (svartha iva) means: not actually

The Samkhya Argument for the Self and Some Related Issues 131

for itself, but really for the sake of another’s benefit. ... As it is said:
pradhana is like a jar, and having fulfilled the purpose of the spirit, it
departs.” The Karikas 58 and 59 also expand upon the very same
governing principle behind prakrti’s evolution.

l‘n conclusion then it must be said that if Samkhya philosophy is
serious in its postulation of an intrinsic necessity to prakrti’s self-
manifestation, then the self’s bhoga and apavarga, in which alone
prakrti’s dynamic (rather than mechanistic) activity finds and can find
its fulfilment, cannot, without contradiction, be treaied as a mere ap-
pearance. And if they are not an appearance, then a measure of real
enjoyership or agency has in principle to be admitted to the self, denial
of which threatens to undermine one central teaching of Samkhya. The
same conclusion holds, mutatis mutandis, for Vacaspati's ‘single re-
flection’ theory which rests on that very denial of the self’s agenthood.
For, to put it a little differently, it should be plain that denial of bhoga
and apavarga as the ends that necessitate postulation of the existence
of purusa as their recipient inevitably leads to the denial of any real,
as opposed to apparent, meaning to creation. And the dilemma to which
this- consequence gives rise is: If prakrti is motivated by no real or
specific interest, why should (1) the asserted orderliness of the crea-
tion, not to talk of the creation itself, not be treated as merely acciden-
tal, and (2) why should prakrti ever cease its operation, which it is held
to cease for the spirit which has attained release. Creation then would

become not only beginningless, as indeed it is said to be,® but also

without any ‘final” end which it is supposed to achieve in the form of
its departure upon a self’s release.’

v

I now take up for examination Vijfianabhiksu’s ‘mutual reflection’ theory
(anyonya-pratibimba) which has as its backdrop Vacaspati’s ‘single
reflection’ theory and which is proposed by him as the only viable
solution to the ‘riddle’ surrounding the self’s agenthood. Since we
cannot here enter upon all the details of the polemic, important and
vigorous as they in their own right are, we shall try to be short with
Vijiianabhiksu’s account which is aimed at making better sense of the
Samkhya attempt to ground the existence and necessity of the self in
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the aforementioned two-fold purpose. One fatal objection to which
Bhiksu finds Vacaspati’s explanation exposed is that Vacaspati’s view
fails altogether in the primary objective it sets itself, namely to account
for the experienthood or subjecthood (bhoktrtva) of the self and its
quest for freedom from bondage. The principal- contention of
Vijidnabhiksu then can be formulated thus: either the ideas of bhoga
and apavarga are real or not real. In case they are real, as Sdmkhya
according to Vijiianabhiksu unquestionably holds, then they, says he,
cannot be the characteristics of a merely reflected self. A mere reflec-
tion has no reality so as to be the subject of a real predicate. Not being
the owner of a.real attribute, it can enjoy no real agent- or experient-
hood. 1t is on this single consideration—though others too are ap-
pended by him to buttress his main thesis-that Vijignabhiksu formu-
lates his famed doctrine, that in addition to consciousness becoming
reflected in the buddhi so that experience (by the intelligized buddhi)
becomes possible, as Vacaspati indeed (rightly) envisages, the buddhi
too with its modes (modifications) is reflected back in (the passive)
consciousness such that the ascription of experience to the conscious
self (the self s bhoktrtva, in other words) acquires an intelligible mean-
ing.'"" This meaning, asserts Vijnanabhiksu, Vacaspati’s doctrine fails
to provide for or justify: buddher eva pramatrive puruso na sidhyet."
Vijfianabhiksu’s meaning, in other words, is that it is only due to error
in the form of reciprocal reflection that there is the illusion of oneness
between buddhi and purusa (ekatabhrama), as is found illustrated in
expressions such as ‘T am the agent,” ‘I am happy,” ‘1 know,” etc. If we
forget for the present the point concerning the illusion of identity,
Bhiksu’s whole contention reduces to this: while the first reflection
merely intelligizes the content of buddhi which is the object of knowi-
edge, the second reflection causes the self to be the subject or agent of
that knowledge by making it directly apprehend the buddhi along with
its modifications (which latter represent cognitions of objects).'* To
elaborate a little, apart from the urge to do justice to the concept of
proximity between purusa and prakrti, Bhiksu also aims, by dint of the
above doctrine, to justify and give content to the widespread common
notion that the ends, bhoga and apavarga, can propetly be the ends
only of a conscious experiencing subject—an assertion which is
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repeatedly made by the SK itself; a reflected self after all cannot pos-
sess true substantiality. If our primitive innate impulse to enjoy the
world and seek freedom from the ensuing pain is to have, as dictated
by t'he sheer logic of the circumstance, a conscious principle as its real
subject, then the suggestion (by Vacaspati} that the self 's reflection too
can very well serve that purpose, reduces the actual consciousness’
presence to a contingent fact devoid of much metaphysical signifi-
cance. And it hardly needs mentioning that such a view (according to
Vijiidnabhiksu), apart from lacking in explanatory powef, compounds
t}?e problem more than it promises to solve. For isn’t it Sarnkhya’s final
view, Bhiksu seems to ask, that the self’s existence has a necessity
about it, given that there is a world and that it is of a certain sort.
Additionally, Viacaspati’s theory from a certain point of view fails to
mgke the Samkhya dualism seem internally consistent. Dualism im-
plies two conditions, i.e. two terms or principles and not one, as well
as the reality and equality of these two terms. Reduction of the self to
its reflection is therefore to reduce the self to virtual unreality. (This 1s
of course not to question that Vacaspati’s solution has as an i.mplied
postulate—warrant for which is available even in SK 62 itself [see
above]—a different doctrine, namely that consciousness is meant not
really to meet the felt demand for an experient or a secker of apavarga
but to lend the service of its reflection so that the unintelligent if active
buddhi may be intelligized and discharge its dual functions, otherwise
illusorily referred to the self.)

Now there seems to be no doubt that Vijidnabhiksu’s castigation of
Viacaspati’s theory as basically defective has a gooci deal of merit. It
cannot be gainsaid, however, that part of Vacaspati’s failure derives
from what prima facie seems to be SK’'s own volie-face. Indeed, it is
my view that Vijiianabhiksu ought to have launched his attack, in the
first place, on the Sarkhya recantation itself (cf. SK' 20 and 62), by
pointing out the very serious threat its teaching poses for the basic
Samkhya doctrine, and then tried a hermeneutic device which could
facilitate a more coherent and plausible solution within the original
framework of Sarmkhya. Vacaspati’s gloss on Kiarikda 62 once again
echoes his earlier affirmation: bhogapavargayoh prakrtigatayorapi
vivekagrahat purusasambandha upapadita iti sarvam pitskalarﬁ. Our
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worry here 1s, something to which Vijiianabhiksu pays little attention,
the key expression: vivekagraha. Even forgetting for the present about
the grave anomaly that infects the Satkhya view on the whole issue,
the question that arises is: if bhoga and apavarga are only mistakenly
ascribed to the self, is this error itself real? It deserves to be noted that
you cannot hold both propositions—one, that there is an erroneous
attribution to the self of what does not belong to it, and two that this
erroneous attribution itself is unreal or an appearance-—-in the same
breath: nothing would be more self-contradictory. The saving grace,
however, is that Samkhya, unlike Advaita Vedanta, treats the said error
as real, and as much real as the (embodied) self and buddhi (prakrti),
and of course its consequence, pain. Now normally knowledge and
error are considered to be conscious experiences and so prima Jacie
should belong to the self as conscious subject. The Sarmkhya view,
however, seems to reject this common perception when it conceives
the intrinsically material or ‘non-conscious’ buddhi—which otherwise
is an object from the point of view of the self-—-as such a subject,
notwithstanding that it is said to need consciousness (or its reflection)
as a necessary (causal?) condition to discharge its concerned functions.
Now if there is an immanent objective to prakrti’s evolution in the
form of buddhi, etc., and if the real subject both of knowledge and
error, more specially the universal error called vivekagraha, is also
qone else than buddhi, then extirpation of this error which constitutes
the ladder to final release, also affects directly the fate of buddhi alone:
it cannot be that disappearance of what is essentially buddhi’s error
results in the release of the spirit—which in any case never really gets
bound. But this contingency gives rise to the following very important
question: Where does the huddhi (and the body), and by implication,
prakrti stand vis-h-vis the self in Samkhya? Is it only prakrti or the
body which needs the self’s presence to attain its intrinsic goals, or
does the scif also equally need the body for something more than
unwittingly exercising mere ‘nominal’ effect on it, the nature of their
relationship, whether contingent (empirical) or otherwise, notwithstand-
ing? And if the self too necds the body, what for does it need 1t?
Surely, it cannot be for any real interest of its own, for it has no such
interest to realize if the Samkhya characterization of its nature in SK 19
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%s to be believed. And if so, the self, quite contrary to what in one
important respect Sarhkhya maintains, survives at most as an existent
who, though without any life of its own (life here meaning the surr;
total of experiences and actions, good or bad, snaring or salvational)
acts as an indifferent sustainer of buddhi’s life. The so-called parc‘xrthc;
of prakrti then turns out to be nothing but a camouflage for its svartha
And when we further find that even the pre-eminent task of discrimi:
nating (viveka) the self from itself (buddhi) is by Sarkhya assigned to
buddhi itself—saiva ca visinasti pradhinapurusantaram siksmam (SK
37)—one looks askance as to what sense to Iﬁake of the aimfulness
which constitutes the rationale of the created world or for that matter
of the body which is said to be the fleshly tabernacle of the self. The
conclusion then becomes irresistible that Sarhkhya, even when recom-
mending in principle a dualistic doctrine fails not only to justify it even
on the metaphysical grounds which it adduces, but also to explain the
true nature of the (reciprocal) relationship that is said to exist between
Pmk_rri and purusa, or self and body, and its impact on both the relata
in any very plausible manner. T am not here suggesting that there is
necessarily something intrinsically wrong with dualism as such, what-
ever form it may then take, but only that Sarnkhya fails to make a
proper case of its brand of dualism at the basic level itself. This failure
represents to my mind a missed opportunity, if for nothing else than
the fact that Sarkhya’s conclusions, besides being gravely imconsist-
ent, fall starkly short of its own philesophical expectations.

To return to Vijhanabhiksu, the sum and substance of his theory of
mutual reflection (to recapitulate) is that in addition to the reflection of
thg self in the buddhi whose modes at their level not only. reflect the
objects but refer them (i.e., their knowledge) illusorily to that reflected
self, the modes of buddhi also are reflected back in the self such that
the subject- or experient-character of the self finds an experiential basis
which it does not do on the ‘single reflection’ theory or any other
doctrine. The reasoning he summons towards this end can be briefly
put as follows.

(1) If we accept the single reflection theory, then (as noted above)
thle concepts of bhoga and apavarga which that theory regards as (at-
tributes) ascribable only to the reflection of the seif and not to the real
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self, lose (to repeat) all meaning, and the creaturely effort to achieve
freedom from pain is reduced to so much Sisyphean labour. A reflec-
tion possesses no real substantiality or independent reality (a-vastutva),
and so no real agenthood to which any activity can properly be as-
cribed. Consequently conferment of any such title on it would render
the supposition of the original (real) self wholly infructuous."’

(2) In explicating his doctrine, Vijiianabhiksu makes the point that
‘becoming one with the object’ (arthakaratidy—which is how ‘knowl—
edge’ of objects is conceived in Samkhya-Yoga and even in Advaita
Vedanta— constitutes a change (or modification) in the buddhi, while
in the self the same knowledge survives in the form of a reflection.”
This reflection of the buddhi in the self does not, according to
Vijiianabhiksu, have its support in reason alone, but in hundreds of
traditional sayings as, e.g.. ‘In that clear mirror of consciousness all
these objects are reflected, like the trees on the bank are reflected in the
lake."s Bhiksu’s point is that his proposal cannot be reproached on the
ground that, however rationally argued, it is after all novel, for, he
asserts, it has the backing of a no less strong tradition.

(3) Now Vijiianabhiksu anticipates an objection, especially from the
supporters of the ‘single reflection’ theory, which he formulates as
follows: When knowledge of the objective content of the modification
is possible through contact with consciousness alone, whose reflection
‘0 the buddhi confers upon it experienthood, where is the need for
postulating the reflection of huddhi and its modes in consciousness or
the reflection, in buddhi’s modifications, of consciousness?'®

This protest Bhiksu attempts to meet by pointing out that if his
theory (which incorporates backward reflection) were to be rejected,
then we shall be faced with the contingency that the self, being eternal
and all-pervasive (vibhu), would come to know everything in the world,
whether past, present or future, because of its contact with them all at
the same time.'” And this, according to Bhiksu, runs counter to com-
mon experience. The second point is that because of purusa’s omnis-
cience (sarvajiiatva) the exhortation o it to undertake spiritual
practices (like meditation) will become utterly pointless. The “double
reflection’ theory therefore ensures against the possibility of the self’s
admitted omniscience coming into real effect, by making the self a
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recipient only of such (finite) knowledge of objects as are reflected, in
the form of buddhivrttis, in the self: the knowing buddhi after all is
restricted to its veitis which alone represent (knowledge of) objects by
reflecting them and which in the nature of the case are not all-knowing.
We say ‘in the nature of the case’, for it is only when buddhi assumes
the form of the apprehended object presented through the senses and
gets reflected in the self that the latter comes to have an experience of
that object. And, as is obvious, the field of sense-knowledge and, a
fortiori, of buddhi-knowledge is intermittent and limited. The objec-
tion that the self’s inability to know all that is, can be traced to the
(element of) ignorance acting as a hindrance, is met by Vijianabhiksu
by observing that the presence of ignorance stands ruled out in some-
thing that is by nature eternal knowledge.' Secondly, since attributes
such as pain and ignorance belong really to buddhi, they can in no wise
be conceived as belonging to the self.'” So, concludes Bhiksu, the
intermittent nature of the self’s (so-called) knowledge of objects be-
comes intelligible when understood as arthakdrata (‘becoming one with
the object’), which arthakaraia, as such knowledge, represents a modi-
fication of the buddhi™

It seems to us that what Bhiksu is trying to emphasize is that its all-
knowing character notwithstanding, the self ’s being encased in a body
makes no inconsiderable difference to its cognitive capacities, just as
a man’s vision of the expanse of the sky through the window of the
room in which he is shut up differs from his vision of the same when
he is out in the open. (As a limited comparison, one here calls to mind
Plato’s doctrine, as expressed, for example, in Republic BK X.611 and
Phaedo, 67d, 82e—83a, etc., that the body is a positive evil which
adversely affects the natura] activities of the soul, which otherwise,
according to Plato, is quite capable, as a spiritual substance, of subsist-
ing by itself and pursuing its objectives.)

(4) Another argument which Vijfiinabhiksu puts forth in support of
his theory is that the beginningless relationship of ‘owned” and ‘owner’
between buddhi and purusa respectively inevitably determines, in the
sense of putting limitations, the reciprocal reflection of the two—some-
thing which makes impossible knowledge of the modifications of an-
other’s intellect.?’ (The reader will note that this point supports what
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we have said in the preceding.) It may be noted that this argument does
not prove what cannot be proved on Vacaspati’s theory also. For even
that theory does not in principle allow for the possibility of knowing
what is happening to (i.e. what is being cognized by) someone else’s
buddhi {mind).

(5) A further important reason cited by Bhiksu is this: If Vacaspati’s
view were to be accepted, then the world ‘pauruseya’ in ‘pauruseya-
bodha’ would become meaningless, for Vacaspati’s theory admits knowl-
edge, experience, etc. as attributes not of the real self but of its reflec-
tion in buddhi. And since a reflected self’s existence can only be a
shadowy one, it is proper, Bhiksu strongly suggests, that we accept the
doctrine of mutual reflection, which (in his view) can account for the
real self acting as the substrate in which experience and knowledge
subsist.”

(6) The preceding leads Bhiksu to assert that the self can be called
a knower proper (pramatr) only if the fruit of knowledge is admitted
to reside in him (cif) as conditioned by the reflection of buddhi.”’

(7) 1t deserves notice that in order to establish his doctrine of mutual
reflection, Vijfianabhiksu envisages a special kind of relation between
buddhi and purusa. It is this relation, calied by him samyogavisesa or
‘particular copresence’, which according to him is the cause of the
mutual reflection of buddhi and the self in each other® Buddhi is
illuminated by consciousness’ presence like the iron is heated by the
presence of fire, and just as again, fires light etc. do not get transmitted
into the iron, similarly consciousness is not transmitted into huddhi
whereby it may become identical with it.?* In other words, through this
‘conjunction’ consciousness or the self only gets reflected in the intel-
lect. And this special saryoga, adds Bhiksu, takes place through the
change in the form of preponderance of saffva in the buddhi, it being
impossible to admit ‘instrumental causality’ (nimittaka-visesa) in re-
spect of the self, which latter would make it susceptible to changeful-
ness.*

(8) We have already noted that one fatal objection which
Vijianabhiksu brings against Vacaspati's view is that it uses the
ground-—namely the self’s experient-character—mentioned in SK 17
to demonstrate in fact the reflection of that self, and that this position
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is contradictory. In continuation with that, Bhiksu at different places
makes (what to him is) the very pertinent point that if buddhi, with
consciousness (self) reflected in it were to be considered as the real
enjoyer and agent (the self being so only by proxy), then it would lead
us into the grievous error of confounding the object with the subject
(agent) (karma-kartr-virodha), of making, e.g., of the same thing the
object and the s'ubject of pleasure, pain, etc.;?’ and as is well known,
predication of contrary attributes—in the present context, kartrtva and
karmatva—of the same entity at the same time violates the law of
contradiction. Ostensibly, then, Vijfianabhiksu seems inclined to admit
actual bhoktrtva in the self itself, in line with the SK 17 argument.**
Not only this. He seems, at least in letter, to endorse the other argument
given in SK | 7—samghatapararthaivat—to prove the necessity, the
metaphysical rather than merely epistemological necessity, of the self
as something which is not only different from the samghdta—which
any object, whether phenomenal or noumenal (prakrti) truly is because
of its being a combinational unity of the three gunas—but which is the
actual reality for whom as ‘other’ (para) the samghata is really meant.”
Sarmkhya seems aware that there is no contradiction involved in a
thing’s being real and its being contingent. (Note that, as is clear from
SK 17, sammghata includes, besides prakrti, the manifest individual
bodies, whose adhisthana the self is conceived to be.) In other words,
if our understanding of the Samkhya meaning and Bhiksu’s explication
of it is correct, association with purusa is not only the trigger of the
evolutionary process, but also makes, at least in letter, purusa itself the
chief beneficiary of that process. Purusa’s reality is thus sought to be
proved retrospectively (so to speak) by postulating an immanent mean-
ing and direction in the evolution of prakrti in which the purusa itself
has a definite role to play. And if it bappens at the cosmic plane, it
must happen at the individual plane too. (The same holds of Bhiksu’s
explication of other arguments given in $K 17, as represented respec-
tively in the Samkhyasitras 1.140-144.) An anarchic world devoid of
any specific meaning or design is thus not acceptable to Samkhya, and
it is this idea which gives the system, of almost all the Indian meta-
physical theories, its typical character. Regrettably, however, this pecu-
liarity of the Sarbkhya argument for the self seems to have been lost
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on the subsequent writers on Samkhya who do not seem inclined to
undertake such interpretive exercise as could enable the notion of self’s
bhoga and apavarga to retain its plausibility. So, so far as his inten-
tions are concerned, Bhiksu’s endeavour is meant to provide a needed
corrective to this aberration, which in his view undoes all that Samkhya
attempts to provide by way of a basic insight into the nature of the
world. And apparently it would seem that irrespective of the merit or
otherwise of his own solution, Vijiianabhiksu is partly able to see the
problem for what it is. In other words, his anxiety is to see that
Samkhya’s own grounds for proving the self’’s reality do not turn out
to be no-grounds. '

Qur intentions are, however, no guarantee by themselves of our
actual ability to work out in thought solutions which meet the objective
set by them. In fact quite often they are found to pull in different
directions such that while sympathizing with the intentions, one has per
force to reject the theoretical solution offered as false, in whatever
measure, whether because of its failure to think the things out to their
logical limit or because of the chinks developing in its explanatory
armour. Our fear is that this is precisely what has happened in
Vijiianabhiksu’s case.

While Vijiianabhiksu rightly judges Vacaspati’s theory to be defi-
cient in a major way, he does not try to enquire (1) whether the Sarmkhya
account of the whole issue of the self may not itself suffer from basic
incongruities and even contradictions, and (2) whether therefore it is
not possible that at least part of Vacaspati’s ‘faulty’ thinking derives
more from this feature of the Samkhya-karika than otherwise. For, after
all, the point at issue between Viacaspati and Vijfianabhiksu and their
respective followers is, how best to account for the agenthood of the
self so that prakrti’s self-manifestation as meant for the self’s bhoga
and apavarga makes plausible sense.

It is possible that, as Bhiksu says, Vacaspati’s ‘single-reflection’
doctrine completely fails in the said objective. But how about
Vijaanabhiksu’s own attempted solution? If we forget about Bhiksu’s
own claims or even the claims of such of his followers as Nagesa, or
in our own times, K.C. Bhattacharyya, then, even presuming with him
that his theory goes farther than Vacaspati’s, it does not seem to go far
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enough. One basic objection to which the theory seems exposed is that
Bhiksu also, like Vacaspati and others, does not cast suspicion on the
fundamental assumption of Sarmkhya that the self being, after all. not
susceptible to vicissitudes™ is not the real experient-agent. The so-
called agenthood then of the self which in Bhiksu’s view accrues to it
from its (seeming) identity with the reflection in it of the buddhi and
its modes®' turns out not to be a part of the self’s intrinsic nature but
a grand delusion born of the fatal confusion between buddhi (prakrti)
and the self and their respective natures. The seeming change caused
in the self by buddhi’s modifications by appearing to be his modifica-
tions, is then a false change much like the crystal which appears to
possess false redness because of its proximity to the chipa-rose.”? And
if the self’s bhokirtva or ‘enjoyerhood’ is a delusion, so must be its
quest for freedom from bondage.
For the very same reason Bhiksu’s explanation of ‘pauruseva-bodha’
virtually ends up being no explanation: pauruseya-bodha in the end
turns out to be not as something subsisting in purusa but in buddhi
whose misidentification with purusa causes such ascription to be made
to him in the first instance. Bhiksu's theory therefore succeeds, para-
doxically enough, only in proving appearances, and not reality, ifs
professed objective to the contrary notwithstanding. The self is here,
the suggested devious procedure of ‘double reflection’ apart, no more
a bhoktr than it is on Vacaspati’s theory, and so what is supposed to
be prakrti’s pard@rtha remains in the end only its svartha. The rony
gets compounded when we find that Vijfianabhiksu also simultane-
ously wants to preserve the spirit of the original Sarkhya doctrine by
repeatedly arguing in favour of self as the real experient-agent. In SPB
under SS 1.99, he unequivocally declares that if knower-hood were to
be the property of buddhi, then the Samkhyasiitras 1.104 (‘cidavasano
bhogah’) and 1.143 (‘bhoktrbhavar’), which declare that experience
ends with discrimination and that the experient is purusa, would be
contradicted—something that he finds hard to swallow. Indeed he
concludes that if experience were to be taken as belonging to buddhi,
the attempt to prove the existence of purusa would be deprived of the
only (major) argument that exists to that effect, namely experience,
which (as he says) serves as an inferential mark of purusa: puruse
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pramanabhdvasca purusalimigasya bhogasya buddher eva svikarat (SPB
under SS 1.99). Now, unless their genuineness be disputed, these are
not positions which can be easily reconciled, least of all on the theory
Bhiksu advances. And there are other difficulties which attach to the
theory, one of them surely being the bothersome question as to what
s the basic evidence, experiential or otherwise, on which to ground the
view that the self too receives the reverse reflection from buddhi? 1
will not, however, discuss this question either. The presently more
relevant question is whether even acceptance of the reality of such a
reflection solves the issue at hand in any very satisfactory way. Let me
here quote from a passage in VijAanamrtabhdsya which testifies to the
grave inconsistencies between Bhiksu’s ‘official’ view and his actual
pronouncements: “This bhoga gets reflected in the self; since the latter
is beyond mutations, that very experience (bhoga) of pleasure and pain
is bhoga of purusa. Even at a secondary level, the above bhoga cannol
by any possibility belong to the buddhi for the reason that the latter is
insentient, and there arises, besides, the contingency of the assumption
of the self becoming superfluous.™ (My italics.) The question is, if the
self is beyond change, how can bhoga, which ‘necessarily’ involves
change in the existent to which it belongs, be legitimately said to be of
the self. Its belonging to buddhi is, on the other hand, ruled out (1} on
the ground that buddhi, though active, is non-conscious, the idea being
that an experience must belong to a conscious being, and (2) for the
reason that bhoga (experience) of pleasure, pain, etc. by buddhi itself
whose modes the former are, would incur subject-object contradiction.
In such an event one is obviously left with the feeling that Vijfianabhiksu
seems to be attempting the impossible. He fails to see that if Vacaspati’s
reflected self is powerless to do what it is supposed to, then his self
too, in spite of its being a recipient of buddhi’s reflection, fails to
become a real enjoyer or knower; it loses none of its detached witness-
character or its (so-called) purity by acquiring contentfulness which the
act of knowing involves and apparently imparts to it.>* It looks then
that though, given that the original Samkhya view is already ridden
with deep incoherences, Bhiksu’s attempt to make the relationship
between the self (with all its proclaimed nature) and buddhi appear
more intelligible does not lack seriousness of purpose, the emergent
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picture does not help matters very substantially. Indeed, the theoretical
pressure under which Bhiksu strives to explain the Samkhya viewpoint
{once again) shows up in his comment on SS 1.144 (‘kaivalyartham
pravrtteh’), where he observes: Sariradikameva ced bhokta syat tada
bhoktuh kaivalydrthan duhkhﬁtyanrocckedartham kasyapi pravrttiv
nopapadyeta. $ariradinam vinasitvat, prakytesca dharmigrahakamanena
duhkhasvabhc’zvyasiddhya“ kaivalydsambhavat. na hi svabhavasyatyanto-
cchedo ghatate ityarthah> (It is to be noted that Bhiksu’s gloss on the
above sufra cites in full SK 17 by way of support to his above view.)

[t passes comprehension however that Vijianabhiksu—and of course
Vicaspati, apart from the other commentators who have gone before
him-—should be averse to take note of the almost sudden and drastic
change in the Samkhya doctrine and the resultant melancholy compro-
mise between the only argument given for the self (cf. SK 17 and the
relevant Samkhyasutras mentioned above) and the nature or character
of that self delineated a few Karikas later. It seems in this light that
whether we accept Vacaspati’s interpretation or Vijfiinabhiksu’s, the
actual self is nowhere in the picture. And though it is maintained that
the self is intelligible by itself in contradistinction to prakrfi, which 1s
said to exist for the self, this self is a redundancy for all practical
purposes: far from constituting the only rationale of prakrti, the self,
to the extent its reflection alone or in combination with buddhi’s reflec-
tion in it is supposed to do all the duties, proves in the end to be its
supreme embarrassment. And so its association with prakrti, which,
even though held to be having its source in non-discrimination (aviveka),
is after all considered very much real, turns out to be a mock-relation,
a relation, in other words, which has no real warrant either in the nature
of prakrti or in the nature (or existence) of the self.

It will have been noticed that I have refrained from examining in
detail the appositeness or otherwise of Vijianabhiksu’s theory. It is not
because | want to deny the credit where it is due, but because in my
judgement Bhiksu's effort to make tenable sense of the Sarhkhya argu-
ment for the reality of the self at the most succeeds only in lending to
the self’s apparent bhokirtva greater plausibility than Vicaspati’s theory.
The apparent bhoktriva is, however, a fundamentally different propo-
sition from the real bhoktriva, which alone is made by Samkhya the
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premise on which to ground the inherent purposiveness of prakrti. As
a matter of fact, Bhiksu’s own comments make, as per his opponents,
the problem difficult of resolution when he maintains, in the same
breath, (1) that the agency of seeing is unreal due to the projected
activity on the reflection, and (2) that the self 's status as a witness of
buddhi and its modifications is real and not apparent.’® Thus the YV
gloss on ¥S 2.20 observes: purusa knows well by reflection the buddhi
which has assumed the form of, and so become identical with, the
object (of knowledge). ‘Sarvedanam’ is the modification through which
there is the above identity (arthakaravrtti). Purusa is one who reflects
(lit. echoes: pratidhvanivat) that (kind) of buddhi like an echo. The
resultant meaning then (of purusa) is: he is the witness of the buddhi.
Through this it is also conveyed that seership (drastrtva) is, ‘being a
knower brought about by the imposed activity in the form of reflec-
tion”.” The point of the above is to underscore that his claims apart,
Bhiksu’s device fails to prove either that the self on his interpretation
comes out as the kind of self which the Sarhkhya argument sets out to
prove, or that it comes out as a better justified apparent ‘enjoyer’ than
it does on Vacaspati’s or any other thinker’s theory. He forgets that on
any reckoning the relation between the self and the intellect—also
called the relation of identity (buddhyabheda)—is taken as an illusory
one, so that even if we succeed in proving that prakrii is a real bhogya,
we can in no wise prove that the self is a real bhoktr. The rest of the
difference between him and Vicaspati is therefore mainly verbal. Also
the self’s purity, attributelessness, witnesshood, etc. are asserted by
Samkhya, and followed unquestioningly by both Vacaspati and
Vijfianabhiksu (and their respective followers) without the slightest
feeling that this nature of the self also needs to be reasoned in the way
for example Sarmkhya reasons for the necessity of the self within its
scheme. So Bhiksu too, even while never questioning the validity of
the Sarhkhya argument,’® fails to make the way clear for its acceptance
through his double reflection theory. In fact, to go a little further,
Bhiksu too falters where almost every interpreter does, for he too fails
fo see that the original Sariikkhya thought already moves in contrary
directions, thus leaving behind a chasm which cannot be bridged eas-
ily. To argue to the existence of the world-ground prakrti from the
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experienced world, and to argue fo the existence of the self from the
inherent purposiveness of prakrti, is, whether successtul or not, truly
a heroic and perhaps unexampled speculative effort. The effort, how-
ever, comes unstuck when (to repeat) we are told that the self for
whose enjoyment prakrii plays its dance, is really an unaffected non-
enjoying seer-witness with no pretence to participate in the affairs of
the world. It remains where it is, immobile and immobilizable; its end,
if we can speak of its end, is nothing beyond its beginning. I have no
wish to deny a priori that the self may be of the nature the Samkhya-
karika decides to assign it in Karika 19. My point is (1) that, unlike
with respect to some other things, no show of reason is attempted to
prove that this is so; and (2) that this is not the self which the Samkhva-
kiirika originally aims at proving as part of its explanation of the world.
Appearances normally do not need proof; they are already, especially
in the context of a philosophy such as Samkhya, part of everyday
experience. It is the reality, which supposedly gets confounded with
them, which needs proof. Any argument therefore which is designed in
intention to prove a certain reality turns into a mere pretence
when it is assumed as proving an appearance which veils that reality.
The result of it all is there for all to see: the (so-called) activity of the
non-conscious prakrti is of no real meaning to purusa, while the
untainted purusa, except for its illusory association with buddhi,
survives as something scarcely distinguishable from an ‘adventitious’
facticity.

Finally, at no place does Vijiianabhiksu’s dilemma come into such
sharp focus as when he asserts in SPB under S5 1.141, that the com-
mon experience expressed as ‘I feel pleasure’, ‘I feel pain™—which all
at least appear to common sense as belonging to the sentient self incar-
nated in the word ‘I'—cannot constitute an evidence that they are in-
deed attributes of the self: but though they are not attributes of the self,
they can yet (avers Bhiksu) be regarded as belonging to the self much
like a thing which belongs to its owner.* Now it is strange that Bhiksu
should deny these experiences as those of buddhi as their subject on
the ground that this position involves karmakartrvirodha, and discount
the self as their proper subject on the ground that that would make the
self a mutable entity.® It seems that both the reasonings are fallacious,
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and, besides, rest on a dogma. One side of the dogma is that if a thing
is of a certain nature—as buddhi is of the nature of pleasure, pain,
etc. —then that thing cannot properly be the experient-subject of some-
thing that possesses that nature, for that involves ‘karmakartrvirodha’.
Bhiksu however gives no forceful argument in support of this conten-
tion. Besides it seems that his idea of karmakartrvirodha in the context
at hand is a glaring instance of misapplication of an otherwise useful
notion. To illustrate, someone may maintain that while the eye sees
other things, it cannot see itself, and that therefore anyone asserting
that it can, implies that the subject or perceiving eye can make itself the
object of its (own) perception. Now while this argument may have an
immediate appeal, it is scarcely sound. For the question is: after all
how do we know that the eye sees things other than itself unless we
admit—what is a fact—that in that very process the eye also Jeels
directly that it is seeing, or that its function is to see. Needless to say,
this self-awareness on the subject’s part (here, the eye) is unobjectifying,
involves no returning upon itself of the subject-eye, and so involves no
karmakartrvirodha. My point in saying this is not to suggest that there-
fore buddhi becomes the proper subject of experiences such as pleas-
ure, pain, efc., but rather that its claim—and for that matter, anything’s
claim—to subjecthood cammot be rejected on the ground that that would
involve subject-object contradiction. The other side of the dogma—viz.
that if the self be admitted as changeable in nature then it would never
cease to change and so would make conception of its permanent lib-
eration, which implies changelessness, impossible—is also in itself
fallacious. There is, after all, no inherent incompatibility in a self first
getting bound because of its certain (bondage-involving) actions and
then attaining release because of certain other (release-involving) ac-
tions. Nor is there any inherent contradiction between eternity and
change: after all one can think of a thing retaining its self-identity in
the midst of change. In other words, eternity does not by definition
involve changelessness.

An attempt at resolving the problem is made by Bhiksu by suggest-
ing that since pleasure, pain, etc. cannot be accepted as attributes of the
self, they can yet be regarded as apprehended by the self in the sense
that being properties of the buddhi they are reflected in the self. And
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if, he adds, we concede this apprehension as in order, then we have to
concede the self’s ownership of these experiences also as real. But this
again in my view is to beg the issue. In the first place, even if it be
granted that reflection of buddhi and its modes in the self is a plausible
hypothesis, this reflection cannot legitimately be construed as appre-
hension on the self’s part unless the said apprehension implies that the
self at least entertains those modes. And it is clear that the self, insofar
as it is, even on Vijiianabhiksu’s admission, a mutationless non-active
presence, cannot really entertain the reflections. In fact, in contrast, the
buddhi assuming subjectivity proper to the self on account of the lat-
ter’s reflection 1n it, is still understandable because buddhi is dynamic
in nature and besides represents the knowing function. Secondly, it is
not understood how, if the self’s reflection in buddhi is insignificant
(fuccha) and therefore meaningless so far as the question of agenthood
is concerned, the buddhi’s reflection in the self can acquire meaning-
fulness and greater purpose. Lastly, even if it be conceded that the self
can somehow be said to apprehend the intellectual modes without (ac-
tively) entertaining them, conferment of such agenthood would in any
case at best be only illusory, thus reducing the phenomenon of the
self’s bondage too to a mere illusion. And needless to say, all this
militates against Vijfianabhiksu’s own original promises and his rea-
sons to propose the theory of mutual reflection.

NOTES

b, ‘purusastu sukhadyanusangi cetanah. so 'yam buddhitattvavarting
JAanasukhading taipratibimbitas tacchayapattya jhidnasukhidiman iva
bhavati iti cetano nugrhyate.” TK under SK 5. See details there. Also
compare Vacaspati's comm. TV under YS 4.22 (pp. 434--5). See also ibid.
under ¥§ 3.35 {p. 351) where this doctrine is again enunciated and af-
firmed.

2. Though what I say here is a view which 1 have come to form on several
grounds, in attributing this to Samkhya 1 find support from such quarters
as Vijiianabhiksu, who observes in his SPB under SS [.66: ‘na hi
dharmibhdnam vinad sukhasya bh@nam sambhavail. aham sukhltvevam
sukhanubhavaditi’ (p. 70).

3. Though T have rendered ‘pratisamvedt as ‘reflector’, I would not be taken
as final about this rendering; this is the one that strikes me presently.
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Vijfanabhiksu’s explication of the word in his gloss (YV, p. 214) on ¥§
2 20-—samvedinvah buddheh pratisarmvedi purusah, samvedanam
arthakaravrtiih tasyah pratisamvedanam pratidhvanivat pratibimbam yatra
sa purusa et};arthafz, buddheh sdkst iti tu paryavasito ‘rthah—however
seems to enable us to understand its meaning: the self being luminous and
besides being associated with buddhi, echoes (pratidhvanivat), as it were,
whatever happens to buddhi and so can be said to be the latter’s witness
(sa@ksi). The self’s witness-character, however, needless to add, does not
necessarily presuppose ‘double reflection’, as Vijfianabhiksu seems to
contend in the above, .
‘puri limge Sete’ iti purusah, limgam ca tatsambandhiti cetano pi
tatsambandhi bhavati ityarthah.” TK under SK' 55.

. ‘evam pratyekam purusan mocayitum pravria prakrtir yam purusam

mocayali fam praii punar na pravartate.” TK under SK 56. .
See R.S. Bhattacharyya’s Hindi commentary Jyotismati on TK {(under 5K
57), pp- 320-21.

. Gaudapada-bhasya under SK 56. ‘
. The YD, while explaining ‘pravartate’ in Karika 56 observes: pravartate

iti krivaprabandhamaha pravitto na pravarisyati kintarhi pravaritata
evanantanam Sarivadibh@vena parasparanugrahena ca’ (p. 140).

_ The YD (under Karika 56) clarifies that prakrti becomes ‘desireless’

(nirdkamksya) after fulfilling purusa’s interests: ‘sarvapurus-
adhikaranibaddhayvah sarvasakter nirakambsikaranarthamitvarthal’ (p.
140). |
‘vathd@ ca citi buddheh pratibimbam evam buddhavapi citpratibimbam
svikaryam anyathd caltanyasyd bhananupapatteh svayam saksat
svadarsane karmakartrvirodhena.” YV under ¥S 1.4 (p. 22). Continuing
Bhiksu explains: ‘tadevam buddhyatmanoh parasparaprati-
bimbdrﬁp&ddog&deva ekatabhramo ham kartd sukhi janamityadiripa it
Ibid. It deserves notice that Bhiksu cites SK 20 in support of his above
doctrine, and specially refers to the word “iva’ in that Karika. Reference
to this treatment in ¥V is made by Vijfianabhiksu in SP'B under 55 1.99.
See also details there,

The reader who sympathizes with Vijﬁﬁnabhiks_;u’s above doctrine, but
yet may want to sec it interpreted in a way that makes it on the who.le
more fascinating, is referred to the late K.C. Bhatta_charyya’s version in
his Studies in Philosophy, vol. 1, chapter VIIL, especially pp. 190-91. 1,
however, since I do not find Bhikshu’s view very convincing, do not
discuss Bhattacharyya’s undoubtedly ingenious improvements.
¥¥ under ¥S 1.7 (p. 30). This assertion is made by Bhiksu after presenting
Viacaspati’s view, without of course naming him.
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12. ‘yasca caitanve buddheh pratibimbal sa ca ariidavisayaih saha buddher

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.
18.
19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

bhanartham isyate.” SPB under S5 1.99 (p. 97). Bhiksu elaborates that
since at the level of buddhi, apprehension of objects takes place only
when it (buddhi) assumes their form (erthakara) it is not reasonable to
regard this arthakaratd as unnecessary on the ground that manifestation
of objects in the self can become possible through mere particular con-
junction. That is, in other words, the self’s apprehension of objects can
be made intelligible only by postulation of reverse reflection of buddhi in
COMSCIOUSTISSS.

‘vattu kascidaviveki vadati—buddhipratibimbitapurusasva karmeti, tanna,
yogabhdsye smaduktaprakarsasyaivoktatveninyaprakarasyd-
pramanikatvat, pratibimbasyavastutvena karmadyasambhavacca. anyatha
pratibimbasya  karmatadbhogadyangikare  bimbatvabhimata-
purusakalpandvaivarthyasya pitrvam pratipaditatvaditi.” SPB under S5 2.46
(p. 183).

‘8@ ca arthakiraid buddhau parin@maripi ... puruse ca pratibimbaripd.
YV under ¥S 1.4 (p. 22).

‘tasminSciddarpane sphdre samasia vastudrsiayah/imas 1ah pratibimbanti
sarasiva tatadrumih.” Though this verse is from Yoga-visistha (upasama).
41.113, Bhiksu quotes it in ibid.

‘nanu savisavavrtieh sphuranam cetanasamyogddeva bhavari ... atah
kimartham caitanye vrttipratibimbam vrttau vd vaksyamana-
caitanyapraiibimbarm kalpyate” YV under ¥S 1.4 (p. 21).

‘anyath@ kutasthanityavibhucaitanyasya sarvasambandhat sarvam vastu
sarvair jAayeta .. YV under ¥S 1.4 (p. 22).

nityajfidnasya pratibandhiisambhavar” YV under ¥S 1.4 (p. 22).

© “dubkhajianamayd dharmah prakrtestu ndtmanah” ityadibhih
atmanyajignapratisedhdcca.” YV under ¥YS 1.4 (p. 22).
‘ato’rthabhanasya  kadacitkatvidyupapattaye  arthakarataiva
arthagrahanam viacyam, buddhau tathd drstatvat.” YV under ¥S 1.4 (p.
22).

‘anadisvasvamibhavasyaiva pratibimbaniyamakataya vaksyamanaivatiu na
parabuddhivrtter bhanam. YV under ¥YS§ 1.4 (p. 22)

‘pauruseyasabdasya yathdsvutdrtharyagapatteh, pratibimbasya tucchataya
‘rthabhanaripatvanupapaitesca pratibimbasya prakasadyartha-
kriyakaritayah kvapyadarsandcca.” YV under ¥S 1.7 (p. 30).

‘citereva vrttipratibimbopdhitayah phalatvam yuktam’ YV under ¥§ 1.7
{p. 30).

‘ayameva ca samyogaviseso buddhydtmanor anyonyapratibimbane hetuh.’
SPB under S5 1.99 (p. 97).
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5. ‘na tu caitgnyamantahkarane samkramati yena samgitd syat. SPB under
55 1.99 {p. 97).

26. ‘ayam cu samyogaviseso ‘ntahkaranasyaiva sattvodrekariip@t parinamad
bhavatiti phalabaldt kalpyate, puru;asyaparin&mitvena samyoge
(annimittakavisesasambhavaditi” Ibid.

27, ‘sariradinam hi yah sukhddvatmkatvam dharmah, sa sukhadibhoktari na
sambhavati  svayam sukhadigrahane karmakartrvirodhat.
dharmipuraskarenaiva sukhﬁdyanubhava‘diti.’ SPB under SS 1.141 (p. 132).
The same thing is asserted in Bhiksu's comment on $S 1.143; see note 26.
Also see SPB under (the following) SS 1.144 (p. 133). All these emphases
echo, wittingly or unwittingly, the point made by Vacaspati in his 7K
under SK 17 regarding ‘svafmani v_rrrivirodha’, referred to in the first part.

28. ‘yadi hi sariradisvarupa eva bhoktd svat tada bhoktrivamevd vydhanyetd,
farmakartrvirodhdt.” SPB under SS 1.143 {(p. 133).

29. ‘vatah sarvam samhatam prakrivadikam pardrthar bhavali sayvadival.
ato samhatah samhatadehadibhyah parah purusah siddhyati.” SPB under
S5 1.140 (p. 131).

30. ‘tatha ca kitastha eva puruso vyuttana iva tadanimapi prak@sasvaripa
eva tisthati” YV under ¥S 1.3 (p. 18).

11. And the condition of purusa in vyutthana (activity of the intellect) 18
described by Bhiksu thus: vyutthane cittena saha drastur vritau
saripyamityarthah, vyutthane  hi bimbapratibimbarupayor
buddhipurusavriyoh sariipyam.’ YV under ¥S 1.4 (p. 20). Though ‘sariipye’
generally stands for similarity, here it means identification. Cf. Vacaspati’s
TV under YS 1.4 (p. 19): ‘saripyamityatrd sa-sabdah ekaparyaval’.

32, ‘yadyapi purusascinmatro vikari tath@pi buddher vijsayﬁkﬁravrttmﬁn'a
puruse yani pratibimbani tanyeva purusasya vrttayah, na ca tabhir
avastubhiitabhih parin@mitvar, sphatikasyevatativaio nyathabhavaditi.

YV under ¥S 1.4 (p. 20).

33. ‘ayameva va bhogascetane pratibimbati, tasyavikaritvat, sa eva purusasyd
bhogah = sukhaduhkhasaksatkararipo bhavuati. na tu
sukhaduhkhasaksatkararipo gaunabhogo pi buddheh sambhavati tasya
acelanatvit purugakalpan&vaiyarrhyﬁpatres'ceti.’ And then Bhiksu quotes
the Samkhya argument: ‘afa evd samkhyah ‘puruso’sti
bhok{rbh&vﬁd’iryﬁhuﬁ.’ VAB (under Brahmasiitrd 1.1.2), p- 35

34. ‘viée;astvayamﬁ—aparii_qﬁmitvﬁt purusasya vi_sayabhoga.f'z
pmribimbﬁd&nam&tmm.’ SPB under SS 1.104 (p. 102).
35. SBP, p. 133.

36. See YV under ¥S 2.20. See details there.
37, ‘sarvediny@ buddheh pratisamvedi purusah, sarivedanam arthakaravriih,
tasyah pratisamvedanam pratidhvanivat pratibimbam yatra sa purusa
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z'_tyar).fim:. buddieil sa@ksiti tu paryavasito’ rthah, etenq pratibimbariipaya

aropitakrivaya kalpitam darsanakartrtvam drastrivami : siicitam.”

A . strivamityapi stcitam.” YV

38 Sorpe further statements of Bhiksu need to be quoted here: ‘asya ca
sariyogasya purusdrtho hetur iti vaktum sakalapurusarthavativarapan
svatvam budc?'hau purusasya prattpad@vatiwtadetaditi.; YV under ¥§ 2.17
(E. 189). Bh1k_§u goes on to point out {ibid., p. 191) that the intellect
t qugh othtlarw1‘se independent of the self, becomes dependent upon it due;
to its pursuing its (self’s) goal: svatantvam purusdnasritamapi pararthatvat
paratantram pavasya svamityarthah.’ . |

39. aharr_z switkhf, duhkhi, mitdha ityadipratyayastu na puruse sukhadisadhakah
tatsvamittvendpyupatteh’ (p. 132). ' B

40. Cf. SPB under SS 1.146 (p. 135).
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DISCUSSION AND COMMENTS

The Dogma of Determinism

If a man knows English and no other language, he has no option but
to speak English if he wants to speak. Had he learnt some language
other than English, he could have spoken that language if he would
have wanted to speak. To the extent that it was possible on his part to
learn that language, at least to that extent it 1S not necessary that he
speaks English. He actually speaks English, but it is not necessary that
he speaks English. The reason why it is not necessary that he speaks
English is quite simple. That the man speaks English is a fact and no
statement of fact is necessarily true. That either he speaks English or
he does not speak English is a necessary truth, but it is not a statement
of fact. As it is not necessarily true that the man speaks English, it is
false that P (P = If a man speaks English then it is necessary that he
speaks English) when the man speaks English and falsity of P is less
harmful than its truth. The former leaves room for the sceptic; the latter
stops our growth of knowledge. Granted that no necessary truth fol-
lows from a factual truth, P is false. However, if scepticism is possible
on every truth that does not amount to a necessary truth, the ground for
making P false is also the ground to make scepticism alive forever on
every factual truth. On the other hand, if P is true and the said ground
is invalid, then, there is no scope of scepticism on factual truth. Such
a win over scepticism defeats our growth of knowledge. A necessary
truth can follow from a fictitious truth if it can from a factual truth.

One may argue for the truth of P like this. There is no world other
than the actual world. Whatever is true in this world is true in every
possible world since ‘every possible world’ ultimately refers back to
this actual world. What is true in every possible world 1s a necessary
truth. Hence, if it is fact in this world that the man speaks English then,
it is necessarily true that the man speaks English. In other words,
‘Actually he speaks English’ and ‘Necessarily he speaks English™ are
two different sentences expressing the same proposition. He necessar-
ily speaks English means nothing but that he actually speaks English
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because both of the sentences belong to a system that approves of the
actual world as the only world. This defence for the truth of P can be
outrightly rejected on the ground that this world is not the only world
possible. If there is no other world possible, then not only can P be-
come true, even Q can become true, when one dreams of a cat speaking

English and

Q = If a cat speaks English then it is necessary that the cat speaks
English.

If it is viable to accept that this actual world is the only world, why
can’t it be viable that the dream world is the only world? If the dream
world is the only world, whatever is true in the dream turns out to be
necessarily true. ‘It is necessary that the cat speaks English’ and ‘Tt is
true in the dream that the cat speaks English’ are two different sen-
tences expressing the same proposition. As we cannot accept that Q 1s
true, so also, we cannot accept that P is true.’

P is an instance of a general principle that whatever actually takes
place, necessarily it takes place. We may call it the thesis of a Logical
Determinism and abbreviate it as

T1: Given any x, if x is a fact or event in this world, it is logically
necessary that x.

Corresponding to Q, we can have another general principle and call it
an alternative version of Logical Determinism. Abbreviate it as:

T2: Given any x, if x is a fact or event in a dream, it is logically
necessary that x.

Neither T1 is true not T2 is true. The difference between T1 and T2
is that the former presupposes that this actual world is the only world
possible whereas the latter presupposes that a particular dream world
is the only world possible. The former is a Logical Determinism based
on this physical world and the latter is a Logical Determinism based on
a dream world.

Physical Determinism can be distinguished from Logical Determin-
ism. Physical Determinism also requires the fact of event to be neces-
sary but involves a physical mode of necessity. Changing the mode of
necessity from logical to physical, we can have a thesis parallel to T1 as:
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T3: Given any x, if x is a fact or event in this world, it is physically
necessary that x.

The difference between T1 and T3 is the difference between the two
senses of ‘necessity’, namely, the logical and the physical.? The physi-
cal necessity depends on physical laws as much as the logical necessity
depends on logical principles. Nothing is logically necessary if ~p
follows from p by some fogical principle.’ Similarly, if by a physical
law, we can have facts and events without any cause, then, nothing
becomes physically necessary. Anything made out to be physically
necessary can be made out to be not so. For example, if it is physically
necessary on his part to speak English, then, it is not physicaily nec-
essary on his part to speak English. It can be conceived that it is not
the case that he speaks English. That the man is not speaking English
can be conceivably brought about. It does not require a cause and,
thereby, it can be there out of nothing, devoid of all possible
determinations. If it is physically necessary that p, then, insofar as ~p
can be conceivably brought about as it requires no cause, it is not
physically necessary that p.

Physical determinism claims that it was impossible to bring about
not-x at a moment t, if it is x at t. The physical laws determine x to be
there at t. Let us call the whole set of physical laws L. If the man
speaks English, then, in accordance with this claim, the man could not
have spoken Hindi even if he knows Hindi. It is possible to think of
the man speaking Hindi but it is not possible to think that L is true and,
at the same time, the man is speaking Hindi. If L is true, then, even if
he knows Hindi, he has no option but to speak English if he speaks
English. [t is not in his power to alter the physical laws and the physi-
cal laws determine that he speaks English. A set of propositions which
represent the relevant states of affairs prior to his speaking English and
L entail that the man speaks English. This is in accordance to a general
principle. Abbreviate it as:

T4: Given any statement S, if S represents a fact or event of this
world, we can have a set of propositions M representing facts and
events prior to what S represents such that M&L entails S.*
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T4 is either untenable or uninteresting. It is not an interesting claim if
it ultimately means that all physical facts and events are physical. If no
known set of physical laws along with the relevant propositions entails
that the man 18 speaking Fnglish, then also it is determined that he
speaks English. The known laws may fail to determine but, insofar as
it is a physical event that he speaks English and, thereby, it is deter-
mined by physical, laws, some of the yet-to-be-known—laws which may
even conflict with the existing known laws, determine that he speaks
English. In this understanding of physical determination, the claim 18
not that S can be determined by the known physical laws but by the
physical laws which may or may not be known at present. It is not
interesting because the sense of ‘determinacy’ is reduced to ‘determi-
natjon in principle’ on the ground that ‘All physical events and facts are
physical’ is analytically true. If any event fails to be entailed by any
statement of fact plus the physical laws, then it may fail in actuality,
not in principle.

The mistaken presupposition of such a move is that physical laws
are no less true than logical truths. A logical truth never becomes false,
so also, a physical law never becomes false. If it is proved to be false
then it is no more a physical law. In accordance to this understanding,
only those physical laws are physical laws, which are immune to revi-
sion. Otherwise, if we understand determinism without considering the
physical law par with the logical truth, determinism fails. This is for
the simple reason that the laws are revisable, hence, what they deter-
mine is revisable too. Any answer to 56 + 57 cannot become the
correct determination of the answer. Nor does the correct answer by a
wrong procedure amount to the correct determination of the answer. So
also, if by a revisable procedure we make out a result, we cannot say
that we have correctly determined the resuit.

NOTES AND REFERENCES

1. Any sentence that expresses the proposition P is false, for example, the
sentence ‘If he speaks English then he has to speak English’ may be used
ambiguously and mean that P. Secondly, one may argue (Malcolm in his
‘Dreaming and Skepticism’, The Philosophical Review, 1956, Vol. LXV,
pp. 14-37, argues against Descartes’ Dream Argument, whatever we
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F}fﬂrc;rl;!: r:}nisw;:&rl;;ga s;ate Etfloubtable because, whatever we perceive in
. e and there is no mark by which we can distinguis
g}}e \3;1&; \31; \;z;:lng f;om sleep) that there is no question of truth or fi;::fs
o reortns e 1{1110:) . What we dream of cla%ming, describing, asserting
O reporting ¢ our a_ssemons but dreaming of some assertions, We
N 51;::’ ai?imethmg ina drearn bgcause dreams can take place in
sound s 1p ones maklr}g an assertion is enough to prove that he not
in sound sleep. However, this would lead to say that nothing is nece
ily true and truth is confined to factual truth. Such a claim wouizszli:)r-
unacgept.able. That .either the cat speaks English or the cat does not s ealf(:
E,r;ih;h 18 tr;leocessar]l(ljy true. It 1s true in the dream, in the imaginatioi as
s in this world of facts. Insofar as i ’
gense over and above the sense conveyesd E;C‘?Ziizgtgxﬁ’ CQoch BY?) e
3f P can be true. Neither P is true nor Q is true. , e
2. Slefnfslz tshp;a:l](]s };;nég]ish theE he had to speak English’ is ambiguous in the
he had to speak English’ can be under i
be understood as that it is logically necessary thatsktlzoscll):azl:g En‘giﬁ' Ili 222
. aBlso be underst_ood as that it is physically necessary that he speaks E,nglish.
. : sfzgsgna;i:}gng n:ia?; 01.1t to be logically necessary can be proved to be
. round al its negation is logically necessary, i i
;ch?fn ;alxll be Itcﬁ)g:caUy derived from it. If it is necessai}ilyntsr?lial‘;}?;t 1;:
e }1ho :)ws from it t_)y the c.or'ltrwed logical principle, it is necessar-
y true that ~p. Sm-ce ~p is true, it is not necessarily true that p. A parallel
arg.ument follows in the text with respect to physical necessi't ’

4. Strictly speaking, M need not stand for a set of relevant rc))[ -osit'
When thg claim is that M&L entails S, M may stand for an)I/) r}; osli{t)'ns.
represe.nt.mg g.state or event prior (o that represented by S. If tEe t;i)le:sis1 Zril?
determinism is true, then, from any point we can determine any other point
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A Spoor of Spooks'

"ljhe title of this paper is lifted from a book with the same fitle pub-
lished some fifty years ago. The author claims to track down a nurll?lber
c};fl ghosts or spooks, -that is, popular fallacies, myths and superstitions.

hilosophy also has its spooks, old and new, and mine is an attempt to
track some of them down. This attempt has been occasioned by aptalk
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given recently at the Department of Philosophy, the University of

Mumbai, by a visiting professor from Germany. He sought to_ promﬁte

a new kind of philosophy which he calllled ¥nte1;;ultural Philosophy,

i spelled out in the four following theses:

Whlil. ria);l?iioslgphy springs from a certain culture and differs from
culture to culture. Therefore, unless you immerse yourself in
that culiure and get the right ‘feel’, you cannot understand or
appreciate that philosophy. ‘

B. Philosophy is a combination of ratiopal argument as well as
preference and prejudice. ‘

C. Each philosophy and philosopher must .be appxl'oached w1_th an
open and unprejudiced mind and alll philosophies and philoso-
phers must be given an equal heanng. .

D. All philosophies are equally good or true and, therefore, ac-
cording to ones preference (or prejudice), one may accept any
or all of them. . N

I shall try to show that the concept of ‘interculturgl philosophy’ is an
extremely tangled bundle of half-truths and confusions. I shall try my
best to disentangle the threads and examine them. _ _

I have straightaway to point out that Intercultural ]‘?’hllosophy is not
itself a philosophy at all. It (whatever it is) bases itself on the two
dubious and dogmatically asserted theses A and C above. It is only an
exhortation and gives you apparently sound adv1c_e about how to do
philosophy, namely, you must immerse ygurself in the cul-ture from
which a philosophy springs and give all philosophies and philosophers
an equal hearing. Having said that, it has reached a deaq end. It hafs no
problems or theories of its own. The visiting professm: in fact admltFed
that Intercultural Philosophy is really just an ‘attitu_de . Indeed, calling
a philosophy an attitude is a long-standing dodge in the face of awk-

ward questions. . -
1 shall now examine the four theses which make up the concept o

‘intercultural philosophy’.
Thesis A. 1t is made up of two propositions: ‘a ‘philosophy springs from
a certain culture” and ‘unless you immerse yourself in that culture, you

cannot understand or appreciate that philosophy’. The first proposition
may be readily granted. A philosophy is bound to be determined by
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some of the characteristics of the culture from which it springs and
within which it flourishes. For example, since individual freedom is
greatly prized in Western culture, the problems of free will and politi-
cal freedom have always been conspicuous in Western philosophy,
whereas the Indian philosophers, working in a predominantly religious
culture, have not been too exercised over these problems but have been
more concerned about moksa and karma. So also, the peculiar German
culture, based on its heroic legends, produced the philosophy of the
superman, embodied (so 1 believe} in the opaque writings of Nietzsche
and expressed through Hitler’s fascist philosophy.

It may be interesting to trace the relationship between cultures and
philosophies and to discern similarities, differences, influences and
borrowings; but this would be the sociology of philosophy, not phi-
losophy. Such a survey cannot affect the philosophical content of the
philosophies, that is, the problems that are tackled, the relevance and
cogency of the arguments used, and the manner in which the issues are
developed. An acquaintance with the cultural background may, occa-
sionally, help in unravelling some obscure or weird position. But once
one has immersed oneself sufficiently for the purpose and got the right
‘feel’ and once one has isolated the issue from its non-philosophical
setting and grasped its philosophical significance, it has to be consid-
cred on merits and assessed by using methods common to all philo-
sophical investigations. For example, after understanding the background
against which the Republic was written or agamst which the fascist
philosophy was developed, one has to pull oneself out of the respective
backgrounds and consider whether malformed children or a particular
race ought to be eliminated. Or would you say it was all right under
the circumstances?

Thesis B. Philosophy is a combination of rational argument, preference
and prejudice. Here we have, not a half-truth, but a logical confusion,
If this thesis is meant to be a statement of fact, then, of course and
sadly, it is largely true. As true as it is to say that all judges are to some
extent biased, It is an expression of human weakness, a human predica-
ment. Philosophers are also human.

The thesis can also be taken to mean that one may get interested in
a certain philosophy because of ones personal preferences and,
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perhaps, prejudices. This is also true, but, for our discussion, harmless.
1 may, due to my upbringing and education, prefer to study the Repub-
lic to studying the Gita; nevertheless [ may disapprove of the teaching
of the Republic and embrace the ideas in the Gita. If Thesis B means
to suggest that one should, in studying a philosophy, succumb to ones
preferences and prejudices, or that one cannot help doing so, instead of
pinpointing them and trying to overcome them because they obstruct
fair assessment, then there is a confusion between the ‘is’ and ‘ought’
of doing philosopby (a distinction which philosophers should be aware
of). :

Admittedly, it is extremely difficult to suppress our biases and preju-
dices, but it can be dong, or education becomes simply indoctrination.
Legal training, for example, is geared partly to achieve the capacity of
unbiased and critical thinking. We do not cheerfully accept ‘committed
judges’. We should not accept committed philosophers either or, rather,
philosophers who are not committed to impartial and critical thinking.
Even if we can’t conquer our prejudices completely, that is no reason
for not trying to do it at all. Thesis B is an expression of an easy
defeatism. It sends out wrong signals; especially to those who have just
set out on the quest.

Thesis C. Each philosophy or philosopher must be approached with an
open and unprejudiced mind and all philosophies and philosophers
must be given an equal hearing. But this is impossible if we accept
Thesis B, which told us that preference and prejudice together play a
major role in philosophy. Against them, rationality has little chance.
That apart, to say that all philosophies deserve an equal hearing 1s
again a half-truth. Firstly, if a philosophy deals with trifling, ephemeral
or insignificant matters, there is no reason why it must be given an
equal hearing along with those which discuss important, more perma-
nent and fundamental problems. (I anticipate the retort ‘Who is to
decide what is fundamental etc.?” I shall answer that later.) Secondly,
after having given the equal hearing, what next? Has equal weightage
also to be given? Indeed, this cannot be done, since some of these
philosophies would conflict with others. That all views should be heard
is a (relatively true) democratic principle; that all views are equally
worthy of being taken seriously 1s carrying democracy too far,

WP:
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Thesis D. All philosophies are equally good or true and so one may
accept any or all of them. This is somehow supposed to follow from
Theses A, B and C. What it comes to is that philosophies cannot be
1r}tellectually graded. In support of this thesis, the visiting professor
cited two cases.

Case 1. Hegel and Max Mueller regarded Indian and Chinese phi-
losophies to be immature and inferior to Western philosophy, particu-
larly the German variety. So you see? But what do we see? ’Granting
the s_tupidity and arrogance of these two worthies, does it prove that
g.radmg 18 inherently tmpossible or meaningless? It was, let us say
simply a case of faulty grading and, further, it was so precisely becaus;
they allowed their Western prejudice to cloud their rational faculty, If,
E.lowev.er, we accept preference and prejudice as necessary or inevitable,
ingredients of philosophy (as Thesis B says), where were Hegel and
Max Mueller remiss? And why are we not, as good intercultural phi-
losophers, prepared to tolerate their views?

Case 2. Descartes claimed that he was certain of his own self, but
Hgme could not find his. So doesn’t that show there is no one truath in
ph‘llosophy? Hardly. They were neither asking the same question nor
using the same method nor contradicting each other. Descartes asked
it anything was certain, while Hume asked if the self could be found;
Descartes used the rational method, while Hume used intr(')spection?
Degcartes concluded that doubting was impossible without a doubter,
while Hume failed to find his self by introspection. When you comparé
two philosophers, you must make sure about what exactly you are
comparing. And suppose Descartes and Hume did really contradict one
another? What then? Does it follow that both were equally right ot
equally wrong or that all philosophies are equally true?

. Entercultural Philosophy gives us nuggets of wisdom. One of them
is ‘Truth is nobody’s private possession.” Another version of this re-
mal_'k is ‘Why do you think you alone are right?” Such expressions
believed to be lethal, really fall in the category of red herring. Truth is,
not like a piece of land waiting to be discovered and taken possession
of. When a person propounds, for the first time, a truth, it can, in a
sense, be said to be Ais truth. Einstein’s theory is Einstein’s theory.
Once it is generally accepted, it becomes everybody’s theory, but it can
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still be referred to as his. Do we not speak of the Vedanta theory of
karma® As for the challenge, “Why do you think you alone are right?’,
it could equally well be returned, with compliments, by the other party.
If 2 man seriously makes a statement, he naturally believes and claims
it to be true, otherwise why would he make it? He doesn’t think he
alone is right; what he thinks is that, at this moment, he thinks he is
right, and, if he is a reasonable man, he thinks he has some good
reasons for thinking he is right. He is being neither dogmatic nor
presumptuous. He would be if he were to add that he never can be
wrong and is not willing to admit his error even if it is shown to him.
All that the above two red herrings, when properly understood, are
trying (rather clumsily) to show is that no philosophy or philosopher
can claim truth as a matter of right, irrespective of argument or evidence.

Another apparently knock-down argument against the possibility of
grading philosophies takes the form of another challenge: what is your
criterion for grading? There are many criteria, but, first, let us make
sure that we know what exactly we are talking about, for philosophy
can mean many things to many people. When Plato, Kant, Gandhi,
Aquinas, Jaspers, Aurobindo, Shankara, Whitehead, Wittgenstein, J.
Krishnamurty and Ramesh Balsekar are all called philosophers, there
is bound to be a lot of talking at cross purposes. (At least Gandhi
disclaimed the title of philosopher.) Do all these assorted persons have
anything in common? I think they have. All of them show concern
about certain fundamental problems and they are all very keen to con-
vince others about what they hold to be true. They can, however, be
divided into two groups—those who hold that their method of inquiry
is essentially and exclusively the rational one of argument and counter-
argument and those who hold that this method has grave limitations
and must be supplemented by other more satisfying and reliable av-
enues of reaching philosophical truth. Nevertheless, persons belonging
to both the groups are called philosophers because (1) for all of them
the rational component is the minimum requirement for being so called,
and (2) all of them are anxious to convince their opponents of their
own position by an appeal to at least some sort of rational argument.
We do not refer to Moses, Jesus or Zarathustra as philosophers. Hence,
[ suggest that it is this rational component that makes philosophy an

T
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academic discipline and it is on this minimal common factor that we
have to concentrate if we want to see the relationships between differ-
ent philosophies.

Returning to our earlier question, I think there are several criteria for
grading philosophies.

If we are considering entire philosophies (say, Indian philosophy or
British philosophy) or the philosophies of different particular philoso-
phers, I would give the following as important criteria:

1. the richness of the philosophy, that is, the extent and scope of
its investigations, the number of fundamental problems dis-
cussed and the seriousness with which they are pursued;

2. the number of propositions, theses or theories treated strictly by
the method of intellectual argument without appeal to extra-
intellectual considerations;

3. the quality of the arguments used.

So how do we assess arguments? Ready-made recipes would be
inappropriate, but | suggest the following criteria. An argument

1. must be relevant to the problem in hand,

2. must be prima facie plausible and internally consistent;

3. must have a structure and cogency that is geared to convince
the other party, must avoid red herrings and must be as neat,
economical and straightforward as possible.

If an argument does not stand up to at least the first two demands,
it should be dismissed forthwith. I am not underestimating the diffi-
culty of applying these criteria, especially the third one. In many cases
we might not be able to decide between rival contestants. But from
none of this does it follow that we must throw up our hands in despair.
Very often we are able—if we are not being obtuse and tendentious—
to decide between good and bad arguments.

The sceptical and negative attitude towards philosophical grading,
though superficially attractive, is unwarranted. Are we, for example,
seriously going to maintain that the moral philosophy (if it may be so
called) of Diogenes is on a par with that of ‘Aristotle, that J.S. Mill’s
proof of Hedonism is a sound one, or that the epistemology of the
Australian aborigines (if they have one) is as worth taking seriously as
that of The Critiqgue of Pure Reason? An affirmative answer to these
guestions would only be an affectation.
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So much-—and quite enough—for Intercultural Philosophy, which
declares that all philosophies are equally true (or false). A new, but not
very new, spook has appeared on the philosophical scene. It says that
philosophical truth is itself a spook. I call this the Black Cat Syn-
drome—the view that a philosopher is like a blind man looking for a
black cat called Truth etc. This is to be distinguished from the Logical
Positivist thesis that metaphysical statements, being unverifiable in sense
experience, are meaningless nonsense. The Black Cat Syndrome does
not say that philosophical statements are meaningless; they are per-
fectly meaningful; their peculiarity is that any two of them may con-
tradict one another and both be true or any number of them may be
each other’s contraries and yet all of them may be true. A variant of
this thesis is that philosophical statements do not claim truth at all. In
support of this also the Descartes-Hume example has been used. This
example is as irrelevant here as I had shown it to be earlier and I need
not repeat my analysis. However, in further elucidation of this new
thesis, it is said that philosophical statements are neither like scientific
or common-sense statements, whose truth-claims can be settled by
empirical tests, nor are they like statements regarding tastes (like A
saying ‘I like beer’ and B saying ‘I detest it’), where the question of
contradiction simply does not arise. (Neither of these two contentions
is as simple as it is made out to be, but let it pass.) Philosophical
statements, we are told, can contradict each other and yet we can
accept them both without feeling any intellectual discomfort. Take “The
soul is immortal’; and ‘The soul is mortal’; each is true from its own
point of view; from one point of view it is mortal because, on death,
it merges with the Absolute and so loses its identity, but from another
point of view it is immortal because it merges and never dies. With this
some revolutionary and crucial discovery is claimed to have been made,
namely, that philosophical statements can defy the laws of common or
garden logic with impunity and without being any the worse for it. But
the appearance of a great discovery here is an illusion. Any elementary
text-book on logic will tell you that it is only when contradictory or
contrary terms are asserted of the same subject at the same time in the
same sense that the propositions making these assertations cannot both
or all be true. Once you introduce points of view, the contradiction
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vanishes and the game is up. No logical law is violated and the logical
miracle is seen to be a fraud. Just as the soul can be mortal and immor-
tal from different points of view, so can so mundane an object as this
table be solid and stable (from the common-sense point of view) and
also a continuously changing whirl of particles (from the micro-physi-
cist’s point of view). It can also be to the left of the door from my point
of view and to the right of the door from yours.

Lastly, I take up another argument for demolishing the idea of truth
in philosophy. This is the old chestnut, “Who is to decide what is true
or what is a good argument?’ The Descartes-Hume combine reappears;
Descartes said one thing and Hume said another! and so another red
herring also makes tts appearance.

The first thing to notice is that this creature can be drawn across al
truth-claims—scientific, philosophical or any other. Who 1s to decide
that the Law of Gravitation is true? The expected retort is: ‘Ah, but this
law is the result of scientific observation’. But then who 1s to decide
that the observations were properly made and the result correctly
reached? Who is to decide whether Shakespeare was a great dramatist?
Bernard Shaw disputed it. Who is to decide if kindness is better than
cruelty? Once you start on this slope, there is no stopping. Who is to
decide if the principles of logic are reliable? Who is to decide if ‘who
is to decide ...7" is a good question? Whatever answer one gives to your
‘who is to decide?’ question, you will ask who is to decide if that
answer is the correct one. We have an infinite regress, but who is to
decide whether that is a good thing or a bad thing?

Let me try to explain the correct position. The word “decide’ is quite
inappropriate here. Nobody decides if a statement is true or false or if
an argument is a good one or not. This is to adopt a legalistic stance,
as if there must be some duly appointed authority empowered to make
a ruling which cannot be challenged, an authority like a judge or chair-
man or a head of an institution. But even these persons, even dictators,
seek to give reasons for their decisions, and then who decides if they
are good or bad reasons? In an argument, it is just those who engage
in it who have the responsibility of mutually considering the validity
of the arguments they use. The party that is trying to establish a thesis
has to use the method and standard paraphemalia of rational argument—
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facts, evidence, premises, inferences, etc. If the other party does not
accept any of this, the burden is on him (if he wishes to continue the
discussion) to raise specific objections {not the ‘who is to decide?’ type
of objections) and expose errors and fallacies. The first party may then
challenge these objections in the same way. This is how a discussion
would ideally proceed by argument and counter-argument. Discussions
don’t proceed ideally, not because there is any fault in reasoning as
such, but because time, encrgy and argumentative capacity are limited.
Tempers also tend, in different degrees, to run out, and then an exas-
perated party flings at the other party one of the red herrings. 1f, how-
gver, both parties are serious and sincere about reaching the truth, there
is no reason for thinking that a conclusion cannot be reached which is
satisfactory to both parties. One party may be able to convert (that is,
intellectually of course) the other party to his position or both parties
may find it necessary to modify their original positions or they may
abandon the search and agree to continue it another time. They may
call it off with ‘Oh, a difference of opinion’, but that is only a provi-
sional and temporary measure.

So what does all this come to? One thing it doesn’t come to 1s that
discussion or argument are futile. If people dispute, then, in principle,
they must believe that the dispute must reach the truth regarding what-
ever they are disputing about. Otherwise arguing would be pointless,
merely a game. Even in most games winning is the aim. As a matter
of fact many arguments do terminate satisfactorily. If you maintain that
all this does not apply to philosophy, you would have to produce a
much stronger case than to appeal to some of the red herrings 1 have
considered or to some of the spooks hiding in the concept of ‘intercultural
philosophy’. Why philosophical arguments arc often not satisfactorily
concluded and disputants keep doggedly sticking to their positions, is
because of the peculiar nature of the subject and particularly the fact
that philosophical arguments cannot be refuted or supported in a straight-
forward way, as scientific and common-sense arguments can, by citing
factual evidence. You cannot, for example, refute idealism by kicking
a stone, as Dr Johnson claimed to have done, or by holding up your
two hands, as Moore tried to do. In legal disputes it sometimes takes
months to clearly frame the issues; in philosophy it could take even

?
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much longer to be quite sure as to where the point of disagreement lies.
Hence the greater scope for introducing spooks and red herrings. But
none of this proves that philosophical disputants arc never able to
satisfy each other. Even self-conversion is not unknown. Plato, Russell
and Wittgenstein are obvious examples of philosophers who repudi-
ated their own earlier views.

1 close with a significant passage from Plato’s Gorgias. Socrates
holds that the wicked cannot be happy and Polus claims to refute him
by pointing out that the majority of Athenians would not accept the
Socratic thesis. Socrates answers:

Not so, my simple friend, because you will refute me in the manner
which rhetoricians practise in courts of law. For there the one party
thinks that they refute the other when they bring forward a number
of witnesses ... . [TThey will alf agree with you; T only am left alone
and cannot agree, for you do not convince me, although you produce
many false witnesses against me, in the hope of depriving me of my
inheritance, which is the truth. But 1 consider that nothing worth
speaking of will have been effected by me unless I make you the one
witness of my words; nor by you, unless you make me the one
witness of yours. (472)

NOTE

1. A paper read at a meeting of the Bombay Philosophical Society on 10th
January 2003.

121, Pushpak . S.K. OOKERJEE
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Dharmardja Adhvarindra on the Definition of Prama:
Some Reflections

I

Dharmardja Adhvarindra in his Vedantaparibhasa has defined the valid
cognition (pramd) in two ways-—one including memory-cognition
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under the purview of valid cognition and another excluding the same.
[n this paper an effort will be made to show some paradoxes in the
latter definition of valid cognition, which runs as follows: valid cogni-
tion is a kind of cognition having some object as its content, which is
uncontradicted and unacquired (pramcitvamanadhigatc‘wadhitc‘zr-
thavisayakajiianatvan).' The terms ‘anadhigata’ (unacquired) and
‘avadhita’ (uncontradicted), which are accepted as adjuncts to the ob-
ject, which has become the content of cognition (arthavisayakajiiana).

L

The term ‘anadhigata’ means ‘unacquired’ or ‘novel’. Actually the term
has been incorporated in order to exclude memory-cognition from the
purview of the valid cognition, which is indicated by the term
smrtivyavrita.? Though Dharmaraja Adhvarindra does not pass any
judgement of his own regarding the tenability of the memory as a valid
cognition, it is assumed that he is in favour of not accepting memory
as a valid cognition. This assumption is grounded on the fact that he
has formulated. the above-mentioned definition and substantiated it
through some arguments. The term ‘anadhigate’ means ‘that which is
not acquired earlier’. That which is not acquired earlier is called ‘novel’.
It must apprehend something new, which was not known before. Rec-
ollective cognition is the memory of an object, which was perceived
earlier. It does not add anything new to our knowledge. It is simply a
reproduction of the previous perception. So it should not be regarded
as strictly valid cognition. To them the object which is new, comes
under the purview of the valid cognition. In other words, novelty is a
characteristic feature of truth. From this the memory-cognition 18 ex-
cluded from the purview of valid cognition, no doubt, but it also ex-
cludes the recognitive cognition (pratyabhijia). Memory-cognition is
generated through our earlier impression alone (samskaramatrajanya)
while recognitive cognition is caused by the impression of the past
experience associated with the presence of the object (samskarajanya
but not samskaramdtrajanya). If it is said that the object of cognition
is anadhigaia, 1.e., not known earlier, it excludes both memory and
recognitive cognition, because recognitive cognition is not anadhigata
but acquired earlier. Memory-cognition is accepted as invalid, as the
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content is not verifiable due to the absence of it. Due to its non-
verifiability there is every chance of committing a mistake or acquiring
a mistaken cognition. Hence there is no guarantee that such cognition
(smrti) would be veridical. But so far as recognitive cognition
(pratybhijiid) is concerned, it is not at all invalid, because it can help
us to lead our day-to-day behaviour. As the term anadhigata is incor-
porated in the definition, it cannot justify the recognitive cognition as
valid cognition, as it is already acquired (adhigata) and hence not new.

Keeping the earlier objection in view Dharmaraja Adhvarindra per-
haps has tried to justify the lokavyavahara, i.e. day-to-day behaviour
in the light of persistent cognition (dharavahikajiana), which does not
solve the real problem. To him the cognition of an object known for
a considerable period of time is called persistent cognition of the same.
When we keep looking at a table, for example, it is not the same object
seen for a period of time but it is different in different moments. The
table seen in the first moment is completely different from that seen in
the second moment. In the same way, the table in the second moment
is different from that occurring in the third. To him it is the temporal
factor which differentiates one from the other. Hence, an object exist-
ing in each and every moment is completely new (anadhigata), but not
repeated what is already acquired (adhigata).® As the continuous cog-
nition is not the repetition of the same object due to the acceptance of
their change in every moment, it provides a continuous flow of an
object changing in every moment. As such cognition is completely
new, it is valid on account of the fact that it comes under the said
definition.

This justification cannot really solve the earlier problem of recogni-
tion cognition. If each and every object is different from each other
from the standpoint of temporality and it is new as per the given
justification, how is an object seen earlier recognized as identical in
other occasion in different time and space? It is accepted that each and
every object is new or unacquired, it will lead to the non-acceptance of
recognition or recognitive cognition, which is already accepted as valid
cognition in the Advaita Vedanta by Dharmaraja Adhvyarindra himself.
In other words, this definition does not cover such recognitive cogni-
tion and hence there arises the defect of avydapti here. If it is accepted
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that, though an object is different in a different moment, and hence
new, there are some similarities between two pieces of cognition, which
make the recognition possible. These two pieces of cognition cannot be
taken as completely new or novel due to having some old characters
in it for which recognition is possible. When a jar is recognized as such
in the light of the old one, it may be said that the new is completely
different from the old one as this occupies different time in comparison
to the old one, which also occupied a different time. How is the rec-
ognition possible if some similarities are not found in them? When a
particular sword used by Tipu Sultan, as for example, is seen by an
individual in the museum and appercepted as ‘This is that sword used
by Tipu Sultan’, how is the old sword used by Tipu Sultan recognized
as such if these are completely different? The sword used by Tipu
Sultan and seen by me belongs to different space and time and hence
they should be called as new or novel (anadhigata). But if it is so, how
is the recognition of the sword used by Tipu Sultan possible? It is a
fact that the recognition is possible and this recognition presupposes
some sort of identity between them. If identity is there or if some
identical features are there, these are not completely different or new
though they belong to different time-span. Rather it would have been
more accurate if it is taken as acquired or adhigata instead of anadhigata.
If the acquiredness of such cognition of sword used by Tipu Sultan
were not accepted, its recognition would not be possible at all. Hence,
the term anadhigata as an adjunct to the object cannot justify all types
of valid cognitions.

Dharmaraja Adhvarindra has already described such type of
recognitive cognition as indeterminate perceptual cognition
(rirvikalpakapratyaksa). It is paradoxical to the Advaitins that they
have accepted unacquired or new cognition as a mark of an object of
the valid cognition (prama) on the one hand and nirvikalpaka—per-
ceptual cognition on the other. The acceptance of one is contradictory
to another. The Advaitins have given two examples of such cogni-
tion—one from the secular world and another from the Vedic text.?
“This is that Devadatta’ (so yam devadattah) is from the secular world,
which points to the recognitive cognition, as the present Devadatta is
identified with the past Devadatta. In other words, there is an identity

*
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between the consciousness limited by Devadatta and the consciousness
limited by the mental mode in the form of Devadatta, as our inner
organ called antahkarana goes out of the body and assumes the form
of Devadatta as per the methodology of perceptual cognition.” Though
the present Devadatta and past Devadatta are different in terms of time
and though they are not completely identical yet there is an essential
identity (svarfipagatatadatmya) between them, which entails that they
are not completely unacquired (anadhigata). The example cited from
the Upanisadic text bears the same import. The Mahavakyva, ‘Tattvamasi’
(Thou art That) signifies the essential identity between two, “Thou’
(tvam) and “That’ (tat), i.e., Brahman or Atman. Both are taken to be
different due to having the specific characters in them. The former has
got an atomic {anu) power while the latter 1s endowed with all-perva-
sive power (vibhu). In spite of this, an identity between them is as-
serted from the standpoint of essence (svariipagata). In this case there
is the identification of the knower referred to by the term ‘thou’ and the
object referred to by the term “That’.® In this case also the phenomenon
of anadhigatatva does not exist, leading to the falsity of the nirvikalpaka-
cognition or recognitive cognition. If such nirvikalpaka-cognition is
proved as falsified, it would lead to the falsity of the Mahavakya, i.e.,
tattvamasi which is suicidal to the Advaitins. For, the understanding of
the Mahdavakyas helps an individual to build a mental platform to re-
alize the Ultimate Reality. The falsity of the Mahavakyas leads to the
falsity of the whole metaphysical presuppositions. Hence the term
anadhigata creates confusion in the Advaita Vedanta system of Phi-
losophy and it should be excluded from the definition. That a Mahavakya
is false is contradictory in nature. If it is true, it will lose its
Mahavakyatva.

Moreover, the sentence ‘Tattvamasi’ (Thou art That) is taken as an
example of jahadajahallaksand (i.e., a laksana which partly forsakes
and accepts its primary meaning) according to some Advaitins. In this
sentence the absolute identity between an individual being (jiva) and
Brahman is rejected but the essential identity between them is ac-
cepted. By virtue of being a specific type of laksand the sentence
provides us a valid verbal or scriptural understanding (sabda) though
the character of being anadhigata is not there.” What is the utility of
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inserting the term anadhigata in the definition of pram@? Dharmardja
Adhvarindra has made an effort to justify the fact of an object’s
unacquiredness by introducing the concept of persistent cognition
(dharavahikajidna).® To consider a piece of cognition as occupying a
moment and changing in every moment is an attempt o justify the
theory of momentariness as accepted by the Buddhists, though the
Advaitins do not believe in the same set of ontological presuppositions,
The Buddhists are consistent in propagating the theory of momentariness,
as they believe in the theories of svalaksana, no-soul or permanent
entities like s@manya etc. For the Advaitins such a theory of
momentariness is not at all supportable because the Advaitins believe
in the existence of permanent Self but not in svalaksana etc. As the
Advaitins have accepted a different ‘set of presuppositions, the theory
of momentariness does not find its entry in the Advaita framework.
When the Advaitins formulate the theories of the perceptuality of cog-
nition of an object (jianagatapratyaksa) and the perceptuality of ob-
ject (visayagatapratyaksa), they recommend the amalgamation of dif-
ferent limiting adjuncts (upddhi) of the Consciousness like
visayacaitanya (the Consciousness limited by object), pramanacaitanya
(Consciousness limited by mental mode) etc.’ How can an amalga-
mated situation be a momentary one? Even if it is accepted as momen-
tary, how can it be known as perception of a jar or the perception of
the cognition of a jar within a single moment? All these problems
remains unresolved if the term ‘anadhigata’ is not withdrawn from the
definition.

The famous commentary Sikh@mani has raised some of these prob-
lems. Through the incorporation of the term ‘anadhigata’ Dharmardja
Adhvarindra would like to suggest that memory-cognition is caused by
the impression alone (samskaramatrajanya) and there does not arise
any question of over coverage of the definition of Prama to such
cognition. As recognitive cognition is not caused by impression alone
(samskaramatra), it is not excluded from the purview of Prama. But
this criterion is not clearly mentioned here. As there is an emphasis on
the term anadhigata or novel, no old cognition would come under it.
Hence recognitive cognition would not come under the purview of
valid cognition, though Dharmar3ja Adhvarindra has accepted its
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validity as an indeterminate perceptual cognition. Those who believe in
Fhe instrumentality of a sign admit that in an inferential cognition sddhva
is inferred through a sign, which is in the form of impression, and
l_lence a sign seen earlier is recognized elsewhere with the help of
impression. From this one can raise a question of the defect of avyipti
of the said definition of pramda to all the cases of inferential cognition
(anumitimatre) and also to the case of recognitive cognition (pratya-
bhijaa). Dharmaraja Adhvarindra, however, has tried to give an expla-
nation of the term ‘anadhigaia’ in a different way, which also cannot
solve the problems raised carlier. The term ‘anadhigata’ means some-
thing invariably having an object, which is not the property of some-
thing existing in the immediate preceding moment. (dnadhigatatvam
ca  svavyavahitapurvaksanavrttidharmavisayavisayakatvena
feiyatarvarh).'“ Let us explain this with the help of an exémple follow-
ing the line of Maniprabhd. Here the term ‘sva’ stands for the cognition
of a jar. The property existing in the immediately preceding moment
is the cognition of cloth etc., the object of which is the cloth etc. The
cognition in the form of a jar is endowed with the substratumness
determined by the contentness of a jar, which is different from the
cloth etc. (svamayam ghata ifi jAdnam tasmadavyavahitapiirvaksana-

vrttidharmah patah ityadijianatmako dharmastasya vis.ay‘ah

pa_t&disrabhinnagha_tavi;ayakarvanirﬁpitaa’hikaranatc‘zvattvan%ayaﬁ

ghata iti jAane iti laksanasamanvayah’)." There is the cognition of X

which is endowed with the substratumness determined by having the

contentness of X which is completely different from Y etc. whose

propetrty is in the form of cognition of Y etc. remaining in the imme-

diate preceding moment. In other words, an object is known as having

substratumness determined by having the contentness of that particular

object which is different from another cognition having an object oc-

curring in the preceding moment. If there is the cognition of X en-

dowed with the substratumness determined by having the contentness

of X which is completely identical with the X occurring in the previ-

ously preceding moment, it would be taken as adhigata (acquired) as

opposed to anadhigata (unacquired). Even if this interpretation of
anadhigatatva is taken into account, memory-cognition as well as
recognitive cognition can be excluded from the purview of prama. As
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in the case of recoguition ete. the same object remains in the preceding
moment or earlier than this, the phenomenon of recognition is not
possible due to its absence of unacquiredness (anadhigatatva). The
problems raised earlier remain unresolved even if the new interpreta-
tion of the term anadhigata is taken into account. If such definition is
accepted for granted, the cognition in the form of Brahman being alone
real, the cognition of a jar etc. becomes illusory and hence there arises
the defect of avyapt, which cannot be removed. So the term anadhigata
inserted in the definition will be of no use, as all objects are taken as
vadhita or contradicted from the standpoint of the cognition of Brah-
man. It may be argued that as valid memory-cognition leads us always
to the successful inclination (niyatasamvﬁdxpmvrrti), it comes under
the purview of prama (valid cogpition) and hence it, being a defiendum
of a valid cognition, may lead to the uselessness of the term aradhigata.
Considering this possibility, it is said that the term serves the purpose
of either excluding acquired object (itaravyavriti) or including the usages
in which the property of being 2 valid cognition becomes the qualifier
(pramc‘zrvaprakc‘zrakavyavahdm). That is, it is useful on account of the
fact that it can exclude memory-cognition, which is adhigata in char-
acter from the purview of the valid cognition. Under such circum-
stances the validity of a cognition having the capability of inducing
successful inclination (san"zva“dipmvrrtyupayuktaprﬁmdnyan'ft) should not
be determined as a separate criterion of valid cognition. In order to
‘ndicate this the adjunct anadhigaia i the definition is justified. In
other words, an object is known as such from the fact of its leading to
the successful inclination of cognition through the light of the previous
impression of the same object, which 1s certainly adhigata in character.
The mention of the term anadhigata at least removes the possibility of
excluding successful inclination as a criterion of valid cognition.” In
this connection it may be said that if such a case is excluded with use
of the term anadhigata, what 1is the utility of another term avadhita
inserted in the definition?

[n response to this, Dharmaraja Adhvarindra has inserted the term
avadhita as an adjunct of object, which entails that the cognition of an
object existing in the phenomenal world, ie. in the transmigratory
state, must not be contradicted or sublated by the latter cognition in the
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phenomenal, i.e. in the transmigratory state but not in the transcenden-
tal level. It implies factual consistency or agreement with the given
facts, which have an empirical reality. The Advaita Vedanta recognizes
the empirical reality of the world, but not its ontological reality. The
kpowledge of plurality as found in the phenomenal level is cc.mtr.a—
dicted by the intuition of identity of the Absolute. The term avadhita
can test the truth of an object at the empirical level.” |
The msertion of the term avadhita again creates some philosophical
confusion in this context. How can .an object be adjudged as
uncontrac_iicted? If there is cognition in the form: ‘It is raining outside’
the quest19n may be raised how the truth-value of such a sentence car;
be dejcerr_nmed. Definitely we have to look outside whether the incident
described in the sentence is true or false, which will go in favour of
{parara_hpramﬁnyava‘da not admitted by the Advaitins. As they believe
n th‘e Sgatahprﬁm&nyavdda (i.e., the extrinsic validity of truth), the
enquiry into the truth of a sentence cannot be experience—indepen;ient
If it is said, “The sentence is either true or false’, it can easily be saitj
Fhat .the sentence is true without going out of the sentence, i.e
1nstfr1nsically true. It is stated by Dharmaraja Adhvarindra thz;t -th.é
validity is intrinsically known. The meaning of the term svatah 1s as
lfollvows. The collocation of causes, which can reveal the object e;(isting
in it, can also reveal its validity if and only if there is the absence of
de:f.ect.14 The substratum of it is the knowledge of vrti or mental mode
which can reveal the witness (saksi). 1f the cognitfon of vrtii 1s app're-’
hended, it can apprehend the validity of it also. It has already been said
that the various transformations of antahkaranah or mind are called
T{rtfi. As this vrtti is known through the witness, the validity existing
%n.1t also is known through the same witness. It may be argued that if
:‘f is accepted that the validity is svatah, there does not arise any ques-
tion of the doubt of validity. Because in each and every case the wit-
ness will reveal the knowledge of vriti resulting in the knowledge of
intrinsic validity. Under this situation there does not arise any question
of the doubt of validity, which is not the fact. In fact, we generally feel
the doubt of validity. The previous sentence is not like this and hence
the' truth-value of such a sentence can be determined extrinsically
which goes in favour of pamtahprﬁm&rzyavada, which is not accepteé
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by the Advaitins leading to a paradoxical situation. In response to this
objection the Advaitins may rejoin that the term avadhita is incorpo-
rated in order to remove the defect of ativyapti (over coverage) to an
illusory cognition of an indeterminate object (anirvacaniyavisaya-
bhrame tivyaptivaranarthamuktamavadhiteti)."” In spite of this the prob-
lem cannot be solved. What is to be understood by the term
‘anirvacaniyavisaya’? The object, which is inexpressible through lan-
guage, does not come under the purview of contradiction (vadhitatva).
If an object is mistaken as an indeterminate object, there is a chance of
taking it as valid cognition. In order to exclude such cognition from the
purview of valid cognition, the term aviadhita has been incorporated. If
cognition is without any description, there does not arise any question
of contradiction (vadhitatva). In this connection it can be said that an
indeterminate cognition is neither true nor false due to the absence of
proper description. On account of this it is very difficult to say that
there is vadhitatva or avadhitatva. Even if it is accepted that the term
anirvacaniya is taken in the sense of some indescribable phenomena
that are unseen in character, the term avadhita cannot be applied here,
as there does not arise any question of contradiction (vadhita). Hence
the justification of the insertion of the term avadhita does not stand in
the eye of logic. Maniprabha further adds that when an individual is
having an illusory cognition, the cognition of the earlier object seen in
different space (i.e., snake for example) is acquired and hence there is
the lack of the cognition of an object unacquired earlier. As the content
of an illusory cognition remains acquired due to the absence of the
content (i.e., rope for example), which 1s unacquired in nature, the
adjunct anadhigata does not remain here. In order to exclude such
cognition from the purview of valid cognition the term avadhita is
inserted in the definition.'®

Though the significance of the term avadhita can be explained some-
how partially, the problems of paratahpramanya in order to test the
unacquired character of the object cannot easily be resolved. Moreover,
the paradoxes of the incorporation of the term anadhigata cannot be
resolved and hence the term should not be incorporated in the said
definition.
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Again the term ‘arthavisayaka’ generates some problems in the fol-
lowing manner. The term literally means ‘having some object as its
content’ of the cognition. A question may be raised as to the incorpo-
ration of the term artha as an object (visaya). The visayaka means a
cognition having an object, which is characterized by the adjuncts—
anadhigata and avadhita. Hence there is no justification for incorpo-
rating the term artha; rather it leads us to a kind of tautology. The
expression ‘the cognition must have an object as its content’ means ‘the
cognition must have an object’. The term ‘as its content’ (artha) is, |
think, superfluous; because an object always remains in cognition as
content. It is contradictory to say that something remains in a cognition
without being its content. At the phenomenon level the knowledge
means the knowledge of something. Hence the term visayaka instead
of arthavisayaka would have been more justified. Through the inser-
tion of this term Brahman that is in the nature of Pure Knowledge
having no object (avisavaka) can easily be excluded from the purview
of the definition, which is meant for the knowledge of the phenomenal
objects. However, one justification may be offered in favour of the
Advaitins. In this connection the term visavaka is not to be taken as
‘having some object’, but as ‘having some relation with’. From this
term ‘arthavisayaka’ would mean ‘having some relation with content’.
In other words, the viseyatd in this particular context exists in the
content, which may technically be called arthanisthavisayata (i.e., the
contentness existing in the object). Visayata (contentness) generally
exists in three places—in the qualificandness called visesyatanistha-
visyata, in the qualifierness called visesanatanisthavisayata and in the
relationness called samsargata@nisthavisayata. By the term ‘artha-
vistavisyaka® Dharmaraja wants to mean that contentness exists in the
qualificandness in the form of artha (arthariipaviSesyatanisthavisayatd).
As the term visaya is taken in the sense of a relation, there is no scope
for the defect of tautology.
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A Critical Review of Santaraksita’s Proof of Non-
Conceptuality (nirvikalpakatva) of Perception (pratyaksa)

In order to prove the non-conceptuality of perception Santaraksita re-
sgrts to both direct experience (sdksadanubhava) and inference espe-
cially. the inference of anupalabdhi type.

I. PROOF THROUGH IIRECT EXPERIENCE

Let us start discussing the Se‘mtaraksita’s proof of the non-conceptuality
of perception with the help of direct experience. He says that when a
person’s mind, which is the source of conceptual construction (kalpand),
is attracted by something and at the same time, the person is aware of
the presence of an object which appears before his eyes, this awareness
is clearly an instance of a simple, non-conceptual experience. For ex-
ample, if at the same time when someone is thinking about a prize he
will offer to a dancing girl entertaining him, he is also aware of the
presence of something, e.g. colour appearing before his eyes, then the
latter awareness is an instance of a simple, non-conceptual cognition.
For, in this case, that object which is before his eyes cannot be inter-
preted by the name ‘blue’, ‘yellow’, etc. An instance of non-conceptual
cognition is thus established on the basis of direct experience
(saksddanubhava).’

The opponent Naiyayika, may suggest that both the cognition in-
volved in thinking about the prize, and the cognition of a thing before



18O Discussion and Comments

the observer’s eyes are conceptual cognitions. That is according to
opponents, two conceptual cognitions may oceur simultaneously in
someone’s mind.

But Santaraksita says that it is true that the cognition involved in
thinking about the prize, is conceptual, but the cognition of something
appearing before the observer’s eyes cannot be conceptual. If the latter
cognition were conceptual then the observer would be able to interpret
the object which appears before his eyes, as blue, yellow, etc. In our
day-to-day life we all have experience of that kind. We often find that
when we are fully pre-occupied with some thoughts we suddenly be-
come aware of some sensations (visual, auditory, etc.), although we are
not in a position to interpret these sensations. Hence, such indisputable
experiences of our day-to-day life prove that such experiences are not
conceptual. According to Santaraksita, then, two conceptual cognitions
cannot occur simultaneously, although a conceptual cognition and a
non-conceptual one may appear at the same time.

The opponent may try to stick to his own position in the following
way: Though two conceptual cognitions cannot occur simultaneously,
yet it is possible that the two conceptual cognitions occur successively
and the mistaken idea of their simultaneous appearance is due to the
rapidity of succession. For example, the rapid circular movements of
a fire-brand produce the impression of an uninterrupted fiery circle
(alatacakra). In this case, because of the rapidity of movements the idea
is produced of a single flaming circle, all the several successive percep-
tions being mixed up as one. In the same manner, where cognitions
appear very quickly, one after the other, there arises the mistaken idea
of their appearing together as one.’ )

But reacting to the above argument Santaraksita firstly says that
quickness of succession cannot be a cause of this error of simultaneous
perception. He argues that, if the rapidity of succession could be an
obstacle to the perception of real succession, then we could not also be
able to apprehend any succession between two words like ‘lata-tala’
and the ‘sarah-rasah’ etc. when they are pronounced very quickly.
However, as a matter of fact, we can apprehend the succession between
two such words inspite of their quick enunciation. Hence from the
above discussion it is clear that two conceptual cognitions which occur
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successively, cannot appear to be simultaneous inspite of the quickness
of their occurrences.’

Secondly, Kamalasila points out that the example of rapidly moving
flames of fire, producing the illusion of a circle of fire, is not apposite.
One cannot, with the help of this example, prove that two cognitions
are essentially successive and yet, because of the quickness of their
succession, we wrongly take them to be simultaneous. In order to
prove the erroncous nature of the simultaneous appearances of
cognitions, which really appear successively, the opponent should have
produced an instance of conceptual error (vikalpaja-bhranti). For, the
error mentioned above is a case of conceptual error. But the example
actually provided by the opponent, namely, the example of the appear-
ance of fiery circle, is not a case of conceptual error. Memory plays a
crucial role here by lumping together several successive perceptions of
moving flame. However if memory was responsible for the illusion of
the fiery circle, then the fiery circle would have appeared as faint,
indistinct. As a matter of fact, it appears to be vivid and distinct.
Accordingly, it is called a case of perceptual error (indriyaja-bhranti).
Hence éﬁntaraksita concludes, the opponent is not successful in prov-
ing that ‘the two conceptual cognitions are essentially successive, but
due to the quickness of succession we take them to be simultaneous.™

It is then clear that two conceptual cognitions cannot occur simul-
taneously. On the contrary, Se‘mtaraksita maintains that it is proved
from our experience that two distinct cognitions, one conceptual, the
other non-conceptual occur simultaneously in a person’s mind. In sup-
port of his opinion, éﬁntaraksita gives an example of a person witness-
ing the performance of a dancing girl. In witnessing the dance of a giri
the observer not only sees the girl dancing, but he also hears the song,
tastes the flavour of camphor, smells the fragrance of flowers, feels the
cool breeze of the fan waved overhead and thinks of making presents
of clothes and ornaments. He does all this at one and the same time.

iI. PROOF THROUGH INFERENCE

After having established perception (pratyaksa) as a non-conceptual
cognition with the help of the cognizer’s own direct experience
(saksadanubhava), Santaraksita proceeds to prove it by means of



182 Discussion and Comments

inference (anumana). For this purpose, he resorts to the anupalabdhi
anumana. The formulation of the inferential argument which is, ad-
vanced by Santaraksita is as follows:

Wherever there is the absence of the reason of being determinate
(i.e. the absence of the apprehension of the qualified object), there
is the absence of determinacy or conceptuality.

Perception is free from the reason of being determinate (i.e. free
from the apprehension of the qualified object).

Therefore, perception is free from determinacy or conceptuality.

The inference may be formulated in Sanskrit in this form:
pratyaksam na savikalpakam viée;anavisi;_ﬁrth&gmhanﬁt.6

Kumarila's Objections Against Santaraksita's Inference

Kumarila, the founder of the bhatta school, raises an objection against
the above inference. He says that in that inference the reason {(hetu),
visesanavidistarthagrahanat (the absence of the apprehension of the
qualified object) is inadmissible (asiddha) and thereby the inference is
invalid. The reason is proved to be inadmissible in the following way.

Kumarila asks: is the term ‘pratyaksa’ (sense perception), in the above
inference, regarded as a subject (paksa) generally, i.e. without refer-
ence to any particular kind of perception, or with special reference to
any particular kind of ‘perception’? Does the term, ‘sense perception’
indicate both determinate perception (savikalpaka-pratyaksa) and inde-
terminate perception (nirvikalpaka-pratyaksa) or does it indicate inde-
terminate perception alone? If ‘sense perception’, Kumarila urges, is
regarded as the subject (paksa) generally, without reference to any
particular kind of perception, then the reason will be vitiated by the
fallacy of paksasiddha, in as much as there will be a possibility of the
absence of the reason (hetu) in one part of the subject (paksa). In other
words, the reason, ‘the absence of the apprehension of the qualified
object’, will be absent in determinate perception or conceptual cogni-
tion although it will be present in indeterminate perception or non-
conceptual cognition. Again, if ‘sense perception’ is regarded as the
subject with special reference to a particular kind of perception, that is,
if the non-conceptual or indeterminate perception alone is regarded as
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the subject, then there will be a fallacy of establishing what is already
established (siddhasadhana dosa).” There is no need to prove that
indeterminate or non-conceptual cognition is nirvikalpaka (non-con-
ceptual).

S‘&ntaralcsita s Defence of His Own Position

Defending his own position Sﬁntarakg,ita says that in the inference
‘pratyaksam na savikalpakam visesanavisistarthagrahanat’ the subject
(paksa), ‘pratyaksa’ (perception) does not mean either the non-concep-
tual cognition or both the conceptual cognition and non-conceptual
cognition. Here ‘pratyaksa’ (perception) means ‘immediate awareness’
(saksatkari-jiana). Only the specific individuality (svalaksana) can be
the object of awareness at the first moment of our cognizing process.
It is not obvious to the cognizer that such an immediate awareness is
non-conceptual, The cognizer establishes non-conceptuality of that
immediate awareness, through the above inference. Hence, Sa‘mtaraksita
claims that his position is free from the charge of establishing what is
already established (siddhasadhana dosa).

Sﬁntaraksita adds that because perception is only the immediate aware-
ness of the specific individuality at the first moment of our cognizing
process, the subsequent cognition of universal and the rest (which are
not real, being produced by conceptual construction) is not perception
at all. It is called conceptual cognition (savikalpaka-jfiana). Because
the subsequent cognition is conceptual cognition, it is not perception
(pratyaksa) and it is not regarded as subject (paksa) of the above infer-
ence (ekada tavajjatyadinam nirastatvanna santyevata iti kutastadgrahane
pramanyam; TSP; Vol. 1, p. 472). Consequently there is no possibility
of the absence of the reason (the absence of the apprehension of the
qualified object) in a part of the subject (paksaikadesavrttitva of the
hetu). It cannot be shown that the reason is present in one part of the
paksa (i.e. in non-conceptual perception). Hence, because there is no
fallacy in the above inference, the inference, ‘pratyaksam na
savikalpakam vi$esanavisistarthagrahanat’ remains valid.

Santaraksita’s commentator Kamalasila adds: even if, for the sake of
the argument, it is admitted that universal and the rest are real, and the
apprehension of those universal characters at the subsequent moment
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constitutes perception, there will be a contradiction in Kumarila’s stand-
point. He can never show any case of perception as a case of concep-
tual cognition (savikalpaka-jiiana), in as much as every case of percep-
tion has specific individuality as its object. But we know that Kumarila
believes in both conceptual cognition and non-conceptual cognition as
perception. The contradiction can be shown in the following way:

According to Kumarila both the universal and the particular (spe-
cific individuality) are related to each other in the relation of iden-
tity-cum-difference (bhinnabhinna sambandha).

Because both are related in this way, he has to admit that ‘wherever
there 1s the universal, there is also the particular (specific individuality)
and vice-versa’. As a result, when the universal and the rest are appre-
hended at a subsequent moment (uttaraksana), then the particular is
also apprehended there. Because the particular or specific individuality
1s apprehended at a subsequent moment, along with the universal and
the rest, so the apprehension or the so-called ‘perception’ at a subse-
quent moment becomes non-conceptual (nirvikalpaka) cognition.® The
reason 18, according to the Buddhists, the cognition of specific indi-
viduality must be free from concept. This argument may be formulated
in Sanskrit in this form, ‘uttarakalabhavi pratyaksam avikalpakam
svalaksanagrahitvat’. Hence, it is clear that if Kumarila admits the
subsequent cognition as perception, then all perceptions become non-
conceptual (nirvikalpaka) and the distinction between the non-concep-
tual and the conceptual perceptions accepted by him becomes invalid.

From the above discussion it is clear that Se‘lntarak$ita applies the
indirect method (prasanga method) of proof and shows that a contra-
diction evolves from taking Kumarila’s position as true. In this way he
proves that the subsequent cognition (uttarakalabhavi jfidna) is not
perception at all. And consequently, he claims that there is no possi-
bility of the apprehension of the reason, ‘the absence of the apprehen-
sion of the qualified object’, in a part of the subject (paksa). The infer-
ence, ‘pratyaksam na savikalpakam viesanavi$istarthagrahanat’ thus
remains vahd.

The opponent may urge again that the universal alone {(and not the
specific individuality) is apprehended at the subsequent perception

*
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(uttarakalabhavi-pratyaksa). Hence, he claims, the application of the
reason, ‘the apprehension of the specific individuality’, for establishing
the inference, ‘uttarakalabhavi pratyaksam avikalpakam
svalaksanagrahitvat’ is inadmissible.?

Séntaraksita, however, reacts to Kumarila’s objection in the follow-
ing way. If it is said that the universal alone is apprehended in the
subsequent cognition (uttarakalabhavi-jfiana), then an absolute distine-
tion between the universal (qualification) and particular (qualified) must
be admitted. However, it is not admitted by Kumarila that there is an
absolute distinction between the universal (qualification) and the par-
ticular (qualified). Kumarila himself in his Slokavarittika clearly says
that if qualifications were absolutely distinct from the qualified, then
they could never qualify the object qualified, i.e. the particular,
svabuddhya yena rajyeta viSesyam tadvisesanam (as quoted in 7SP,
Vol. 1, p. 474).

However, according to Kumarila, qualifications (visesana) qualify
the qualified object (visesya). Moreover, in the opinion of Kumarila
the qualifications, ‘universal and the rest’, are different as well as non-
different from the particular. The universal is neither absolutely differ-
ent from nor absolutely non-different from the particular. Hence, he
can never claim that the universal alone is apprehended in the subse-
quent cognition.'®

Kumarila may, at this stage, claim that what is apprehended in the
subsequent cognition is neither the universal alone nor the particular
alone. The particular, as characterized by the universal and the rest, is
apprehended in that cognition,'

However, éﬁntaraksita objects to Kumarila’s observation by saying
that it is not correct to say that one and the same cognition apprehends
the specific individuality and the universal. If a cognition apprehends
both the universal and the specific individuality then the question will
arise: what is the nature of that cognition? Is it conceptual (savikalpaka)
or non-conceptual (nirvikalpaka)? If this cognition is conceptual, then
it will apprehend only the universal and the rest (Jatimitra). And if the
subsequent cognition is non-conceptual, then it will apprehend the
specific individuality alone (vyaktimatra).'” And if the subsequent cog-
nition is the cognition of the specific mdividuality alone, then the
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cognition has no novelty (anadhigatatva) which, according to Kumarila,
s the main feature of valid cognition; and as a result, the cognition will
not be considered as a valid cognition. In as much as the-specific
individuality, which has already been apprehended in the initial cogni-
fion of our cognizing process, is again apprehended in the subsequent
conceptual cognition, the subsequent conceptual cognition, thus, is not
considered as valid cognition (pramana).”

In the opinion of Mimamsakas, a cognition which is the apprehen-
sion of the object that has already been apprehended, cannot be valid.
Memory is not recognized by Mimamsakas as valid cognition, in as
much as its objects are already apprebended in the root-perception.
Because the subsequent conceptual cognition (uttarakﬁlabhﬁvi-jﬁﬁna)
which follows from the initial cognition (alocana-jiiana), apprehends
the object that has already been apprehended in the initial cognition,
the subsequent conceptual cognition can never be treated by
Mimamsakas as valid cognition (pramana}. The argument can be for-
mulated in Sanskrit in this form, ‘uttarakalabhavi savikalpakajfianam
na pramanam grhitagrahitvat smrtivat’."

In the above inference $antaraksita with the . help of
vyﬁpakaviruddhopalabdhi’ proves the invalidity (apramanatva) of the
subsequent conceptual cognition (uttarakalabhavi savikalpakajfiana)."

Vyapakaviruddhopalabdhi is one among the eleven kinds of non-
apprehension (anupalabdhi anumana). It is an apprehension of the
contradictory of the probandum (vyapaka) of the probans which will
be negated (pratisedhya-vyapya). Through such an apprehension the
absence of the thing negated is established. Let us now see how
Santaraksita proves the invalidity of the subsequent conceptual cogni-
tion through vyapakaviruddhopalabdhi. In the inference ‘uttarakalabhavi
savikalpakajilanam na pramapam gyhi_tagrﬁhitvit’ (a) the negated probans
(pratisedhya-vyapya) is validity (pramanatva) of cognition; (b) the ac-
tual probandum (vyapaka) of that probans is ‘the apprehension of the
un-apprehended’, ie., agrhitagrahitva); (c) the contradictory of that
probandum is ‘the apprehension of the already apprehended’
(grhitagrahitva). In this way, in the above inference, Santaraksita proves
the invalidity of the subsequent conceptual cognition through the
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apprehension of the reason, ‘the apprehension of the already appre-
hended object’ (grhitagrahitva).

Because the subsequent conceptual cognition is not valid cognition,
it cannot be regarded as perception and, consequently, according to
Buddhist logicians, only initial non-conceptual cognition is perception.

NOTES AND REFERENCES

|. pratyaksam kalpanapodham vedyate’ tiparisphutam,
anyatrdsaktamanasa pyak sanaimiladivedanat, 75, Vol. 1, Verse 1242.
See also Kamalasila's commentary:
syadetat-bhavatvevam yathopavarnita kalpana, kalpanapodham tu katham
siddham? ityaha-pratyaksamityadi. anena svasamvittya pratyaksatah
kalpanavirahah siddah ityddarsayati. TSP, Vol. 1, p. 438, o

2. kramenaivopajayante vijfiananiti cenmatam,
sakrdbhavabhimanastu $ighravrtteralatavat. TS, Vol. 1, Verse 1246.

See also Kamalasila’s commentary: vikalpasahabhavitvamasiddhamiti
kaddcitparobriiyat, atastaddsankyannaha-kramonetyadi.  yadi
kramenopajayante  katham  yugapat pravedyante?  ityaha
sakrdhavabhimanastviti. alata ivalatavat. yatha’late $ighrahbhramanat
sakrccakrikdra pratitih, taddar$ananam ghatanad evam jﬁe‘me’mém
Sighrotpattitah sakrdbhavabhimana iti. TSP, Vol. 1, pp. 458-9. '

3. bahubhirvyavadhane’pi bhrantih sa casuvrttitah.
latataladibuddhinamatyartham laghu vartt-anani,
sakrdbhavibhimano’tah kimatrapi na varttate. TS, Vol. 1, second line
of Verse 1249 and Verse 1250.

Qee also Kamalasila’s commentary; TSP, Vol. 1, p. 460.

4. (i) na cdyam sakrdbhavabhimano’pi bhranta

ityadarsayannahabhrantiricyadi.
. na catra badhakamasti, yena bhrantih syat. Ibid., p. 459.

(ii} yascayamalatavaditi drstantah
.. yato neyam manasi bhrantih kramavarttini darSanani ghatayanti
samupajayate, kim tarhi?

. na hi vikalpanubaddhasya spastapratibhasitvam yuktam. tathahi

ghatand kriyamana smrtyaiva kriyate, nendriyajfignena,
... iti sadhyavikalo drstantah. Ibid., pp. 460-61. .

5. tatha hi-yadaiva narttakimutpa$yati tadaiva gitadisabdam §rnoti,
karpuradirasamasvayati, nisikdputavinyastakusumamodam jig'hrati,
vyajanani adispar§am ca sparsati, vastrabharanadidanadi ca cintayanti. [bid.,
p. 460.
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visesanavisistarthagrahanam na ca vidyate. 7S, Vol. [, Verse 1257 (2nd
line).

Sce also Kamalasila’s commentary:

nasti ca pratyaksasya ... savikalpakabhavavyavasthitau. visesanavisista-
rthdgrahanam nimittamiti karanamupalabdhih. 7P, Vol. 1, p. 461.
sarvam pratyaksam paksikitam tafra ca sarvatra pratyaksakhye dharmini
savikalpakavyavasthitau nasti ca viSesanaviistarthagrahanam
nimittamityasa hetorasiddhih; alocanajfidnavyatirekenanyatra pratyakse
samanyadiviéesanavi§istarthagrahanasya vidyamanatvat .athdlo-
candjiianameva paksikrtya heturabhidhiyate, tada siddhasadhyateti manyate
parah. TSP, Vol. I, p. 470.

tathapi tadgrahane alocandjfignavaduttarakalabhavinam jhananam
svalaksa[;avisaya-t'vﬁdavikalpataiva, jatyadinam svalaksanadavyatirekasya-
bhyupagatatvaditi bhavah prayogah-yat svalaksanagrahi tadavikalpakam,
yathalocanajfanam. Ibid., p. 473.

syadetat-jatimatravisayatvadasiddho hetuh? TSP, Vol, I, p. 473.
jatimatretyadi. ekantena vibhinnata visesanasyeti. visesyaditi $esah naitacca
paraitistamiti. ek@ntena visesanavisesayorvibhinnatvam. katham pestam?
ityaha yathoditamiti. tenaiveti $esah.

kim tat? ityha-yadityadi paryayena bhedasyapyabhyupagatatvadekantata
ityaha. tatha hi-bhinnabhinnasvabhiva jatyadayas tasyestanaikantato bhinna
napyabhinnah.

[‘buddhibhedanna caikatvam ripadindm prasajyate,

ekanekatvamistam va sata rupadi bhedatah’] SL¥V, Verse on perception
158. TSP, Vol. 1, p. 473.
svasamanyalaksanavisayatvenobhayavisayatvat
kevalasvalaksanamatravisayatvamasiddhamevottaresam jiiananam? Ibid.,
p. 474

svalaksanasimanyalaksanayonaikam jhanam vedakam yuktam. tathahi
tadekam jhanam savikalpakam va syad, avikalpakam va; tatra
savikalpakabhave = savikalpakatve sati, praktanasya = pUrvoktasya
svalaksanasya, vit = vedanam, na prapnoti. anyathiabhava it
nirvikalpakapakse aparasyeti samanyatmanah, vit = vittirna syat. Ibid., p.
474 '

evam tdvat svalaksanavisayatvaitaresam jAgnanamavikalpatd prapnotiti
sadhitam. idanim bhavatu nima savikalpatvam tathapi grhitagrahitvanna
tesam pramanyameva yuktamiti pratipadayannaha. lbid., p. 474.
tatscadyenaivalocanajiianena jatyadi grhitamiti smartta jianavadadhi-
gatarthadhigantrtvat param jatyadidharmani§cayajiianamapramanameva
yuktamiti. prayogah-yad grhitagrahi jignam na tatpramanam. yatha smrtil.
Ibid., pp. 474-5.
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15. grhitagraht ca pratyaksaprsthabhavi vikalpa iti vyapakaviruddhopalabdhih
Ibid., p. 475, .
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Cnamerl CHOWDHURY

Comments on Professor R.C. Pradhan’s article
entitled ‘Persons as Minded Beings: Towards a
Metaphysics of Persons’ published in the JICPR,
Vol. XV, No. 3, reactions of Dr Sauravpran to it, JICPR,
Vol. XVIII, No. 1, pp. 218-21, and the response of
Professor Pradhan to it, published in JICPR,

Vol. XVIII, No. 1, pp. 221-7, 2001

Professor Pradhan, in his well-argued article, has tried to provide a
theory of metaphysics of person and defincs persons as minded/think-
ing begins. Dr Sauravpran Goswami has reacted that because of what
Professor Pradhan has established that infants and insane human be-
ings cannot be called human persons. He has charged that Professor
Pradhan in his article has failed to rise above a restatement of the
Cartesians. Dr Goswami has put forward the Strawsonian argument
that the person is an organic body against Professor Pradhan’s
Cartesianism. No doubt, Dr Goswami’s favour of Strawsonianism in-
cludes the infants and insane human beings as persons, but what he has
to say on inorganic entities is left without any deliberation. Are they
not persons? If they are not, how is their person, in uses, determined?
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Ideas or thoughts are represented in language as being of awareness in
character and neither ‘T” nor ‘You' but ‘it’ is used to denote them.

How far is it philosophical to ask for an option 1s itself a question.
However, Professor Pradhan, in the conctuding lines of his response to
Goswami’s reaction, asks one to choose between the two theories and
certainly he chooses his own. It is very like a surgeon who has an
option to but puts off all the lights while operating in the operation
theatre.

If we accept the person as a minded being in the strict sense of
Professor Pradhan, it will be difficult, rather, impossible to accept not
only the person représented by the pronouns like this, that, all (not
representing mind/consciousness as it 1s, usually, represented by the
pronouns of first and second person) but all the nouns representing
third person also. The person of a minded person, when he reflects on
his person, stands neither as ‘T’ nor as ‘you” but as it, this or that
pronoun not representing mindedness but very general substance, with-
out all its specialties of mind or body.

A definition of a person must be such that it includes all the cases
of person, that is, on the basis of which all sorts of persons can be
defined uniformly. Otherwise, it is narrow. If we accept the person as
a minded person then there will be the possibility of only two sorts of
persons, i.e. first and second person, or in more specific words, 1’ as
speaking and ‘you’ as spoken to. Then, what will one say about the
character ‘spoken about’ that is about a third person?

‘Ram is a person’ is a sentence representing ‘Ram’ as person. If the
person (Ram) is a boy, he is a minded person, but if Ram is the name
of a sheep or a dog, it is not a minded person in terms of Professor
Pradhan, and that of Dr Goswami if it is the name of a stone. In the
sentence ‘Ram is moving’, it is not clear if Ram is a minded boy or a
non-minded stone. These cases show that the person is a character/
capacity represented, in language and grammar, as a subject qualified
by qualities or actions as the case may be. The subject represented thus
may be, metaphysically, a minded person as in cases of T and “You’
and may be a non-minded person as well as in the cases of ‘this’, ‘that’,
‘it’. The subject represented by the third person pronouns like ‘this’,
‘that’, ‘it’, and nouns like Ram, Christ, etc., may be or may not be

»
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minded persons but in both of the positions, the mindedness of the
subject is not represented by the words. Leibnitzians and most of the
idealists of the east and west may interpret the non-minded as minded
reflecting mind in less degree.

I conclude that throughout the discussion on ‘Persons as Minded
Beings: Towards Metaphysics of Persons’, reactions to it and the re-
sponses to them, neither is the person defined well nor is the metaphys-
ics of person settled well. Metaphysically, a person is not confined to
minded persons only because metaphysics is metaphysics and cannot
be divided in two level metaphysics of the minded/conscious being and
of unconscious/physical beings. Even if the metaphysics of person is
divided into minded and non-minded for some specific purpose, the
character of minded person represented in language as non-minded or
even as mind-imposed will not be acceptable to one who confines
person to minded persons only, In his state of affairs, there will be no
possibility of the sentences in third person represented by pronouns
like ‘this’, ‘that’, ‘it’, ‘all’ denoting very general being without any
specification or qualities. Not only that, but either the metaphysics of
non-minded beings will need an extra criterion for the acceptance and
description or the existence of non-minded persons is negated as a
metaphysical person. The former position amounts to arbifrariness and
the latter is inconsiderate.

Professor of Philosophy D.N. Tiwari
L.N. Mithila University, Darbhanga 846 008

A Response to the Discussion Note on the Definition of
Knowledge given in Tarkasangraha
Raised by Dr Ranjan K. Ghosh

In response to the discussion note on “The Definition of Knowledge
given in Tarkasangraha (TS) and Deepika (Dpk)’ by Dr Ranjan K.
Ghosh, in JICPR, Vol. XIX, No. 1, January—March 2002 issue, | would
like to make some observations.
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Before | do that, I would draw aitention to the lines of the same
portion of Prakashika (P)—a commentary on TS Dpk.

FH@HE AT | TR AT TR { FHa

g | 3@l 9 o AdAdERed:
T = Uy i Wi |

The English translation of this would be as follows:

Mere ‘Knowledgehood’ is the defining mark of knowledge. To show
the authenticity of knowledgehood, it is also said that knowledgehood
is apprehended by anuvyavasaya, having the form ‘I know’. Thus,

YaaeRed: g4 S —the statement in TS must be taken as an
explanatory note on the nature of knowledge.

This statement is explained in all the commentaries thereon in the same
manner. The early works of Nydya such as Nyayasara. Lakshanavali
and Lakshanamila etc., also hold the same view.

k%

Now, let me put forth my views on this matter,

The statement of TS ‘Gde@agReq: f&: SHH consists of two
synonyms for knowledge, i.c., ‘& and STF9. Here the word gf&
refers to &, the thing to be defined, and the second word =14 offers
the definition for the same. This is explained by the author himself
in his Dpk. To avoid any misunderstaiiding, he further writes,
ST IR TR edqd’, emphasizing the same with Td".

Therefore I think, no room is left for any confusion in this context.

* % %

Explaining the statements of TS and Dpk, Dr Ranjan comes to some
conclusions, which are wrong in my view when we analyze the origi-
nal text.

He writes, ‘Whatever is statable alone is knowledge (K1).”

This is # misconception according to me. The explanatory statement

of TS, ie., ‘FdamgerRed: gf& Y9 means that knowledge is a
quality, which is a causing factor for all meaningful linguistic activity.
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If we interpret it carefully, it seems to convey that knowledge is that
which has causality described by the effectness of all linguistic expres-
sions. The Sanskrit rendering of this may be as
AR o ARRa T aHRIEad S .

To make it clear, we can put it in Predicate Logical form as under.

Vx dy [Cause (y, x)] * [Knowledge (y)] * [Ling-Expr (x)]

Since, effects are pervaded by their cause, we can also say that knowl-
edge—the cause pervades the Linguistic Expression—the result. This
can also be expressed i Predicate Logical form as follows:

Vx Jy [L-Expr. (x) = Knowledge (y)] (F1)

If we put it in simple English, it reads as ‘All linguistic expression
implies some knowledge.’

Therefore, it would be incorrect to say that ‘whatever is statable
ALONE is knowledge’, which represented in PL, reads as

Vx Jy [Knowledge (x) = L-Expr. ()] (F2)

Here between the above statements F1 and F2, contradiction is very
much clear. Hence, the conclusion of Dr Ranjan would go against the
original text. .

The second assumption made by Dr Ranjan is also a quasi-fact and
half-acceptable. He writes ... ‘Whatever has knowledgehood, is knowl-
edge and mark of which is the condition of it being statable.’

The first half of the statement is absolutely right, whereas the second
half is not acceptable. For, this is not that what has been stated in Dpk.

In Dpk, Annambhatta, defining knowledge as having knowledgehood,
says that knowledgehood—the defining mark of knowledge, is grasped
by anuvyavasaya—the cognition that comprehends the cognition prior
to that, having the form ‘T know’. This form is not a linguistic form,
It is only a representation form of anuvyavasiya. Therefore the ques-
tion as to ‘whether the process of anuvyavasaya takes place without the
aid of the linguistic act of the form “I know”’ that is based on the
aforesaid misconceptions, does not arise.

£ ok o®



T ———

194 Discussion and Comments

The conclusive remarks made by Dr Ranjan are as follows:

(a) Gé@ﬁé!?%g points to a process of reflection, which can be car-
ried out only by linguistic means, and as a mark of cognition, it leaves
out the possibility of Nirvikalpaka cognitions.

My comment: Yes, the definition given in TS, does not cover all its
#G—the objects being defined—as it leaves out Nirvikalpaka cogni-
tion. However it can be considered as the definition of just Savikalpaka
cognition or, it may be taken as just an introductory note that gives a
general idea about knowledge. If it is considered as a flawless defini-

tion, to overcome avyapti, it will be altered as W?J(EHHECT?-
fassd faT-RefideRuTda s dGoladed by addition of Jathi—uni-
versal that resides in all instances and doesn’t leave out any single
instance. This kind of Lak$ana is called STTfrefeeeaio—the definition
that consists of Jathi. FdadeRGEETAGUTERORTEaE G BT HGH
means that the Jathi—universal, that is delimiter for BRUTd—causality
described by T —effectness of all linguistic expressions, is the
mark of knowledge. Knowledgehood or T is that kind of Jathi
here. Since, STT<d alone can be a flawless definition, the other portion
can be omitted. For the same reason Annambhatta himself goes on to
replace the first definition with another, i.e., ST, which covers all
type of cognitions including Nirvikalpaka.

In other words, the definition HIREETRY is not a general defini-
tion and ST9<d is considered as the general definition, which also covers
cognition like Nirvikalpaka.

This explanation, I feel, is sufficient to show that the objections
based on the aforesaid assumption will not stand any more. Therefore,
I do not want to take up other issues.

Rashtriva Sanskrit Vidyapeetham SRINIVASA VARAKHEDI

(Deemed University), Tirupathi 517 507

Agenda for Research

The Brahadaranayaka Upanisad is a well known work, and so also the
discussion and debate at Janaka’s court where after the great sacrifice
a discussion and debate ensued testing Yajfiavalkya’s implied claim
that he has the knowledge of the Brahman as he had asked his student
to take away the gold and the cows which were to be his who knew it.
But, no detailed study seems to have been made of the questions that
Yajtiavalkya was asked and the sequence in which they were asked and
the answers that he gave. Nor has the relation of these questions to the
knowledge of Brahman been examined.

A critical examination of the nature and the sequence of these ques-
tions, and the answers given by Yajfavalkya to them would perhaps
result in a micro-investigation into this-and the other texts which, as far
as we know, has generally not been done.

There is also a problem as, perhaps alone, amongst the Upanisads,
the work, though called ‘Brahadaranayaka Upanisad’, consists of chap-
ters called Brahmana and not Aranyaka or Upanisad. This raises the
question as to what exactly was meant when a particular text was
designated as a Brahmana or an Upanisad or an Aranayaka. A close
investigation into this might help in freeing us of many delusions cre-
ated by the ‘naming’ of the texts which seems prima facie to be arbi-
trary in nature.

Dava KrisHna



Focus

1. The recent events in Iraq have highlighted once again the problem
of war and peace, and the role that supra-national political organiza-
tions such as the United Nations are supposed to play in this regard. On
one side, we have the notion of ‘independent’ ‘sovereign’ states which
can not accept, by defimtion, any authority, superior to or higher than,
themselves. On the other hand, if peace is to be preferred to war, then
one has to accept equally the necessity for some supra-national organi-
zations to ensure this.

The problem was examined by Kant who tried to deal with it in his
work entitled Perpetual ‘Peace: A Philosophical Sketch and contains
the blue-print of the “articles’ required for an organization which may
possibly ensure peace between states. The work discusses the relation
between politics and ethics, an issue which has generally been ignored
by almost all those who have thought about politics or ethics, as if they
had little relation to each other. Ethics has been seen as an individual
enterprise, and politics has been seen as an arena where only power
matters, particularly when it concerns relations between states.

In this connection Kant develops the notion of “public right’ which
he treats as a ‘transcendental’ presupposition of thinking about the
public domain.

It 1s time that political thinkers and philosophers become aware of
Kant’s pioneering work in this regard and carry it forward for all its
worth, as even after what has happened nations have to return to the
peace table and think of how to avoid wars.

2. Attention is drawn to the publication of the second part of the
Anumana Khanda of Gangesa’s Tattvacintamani by the Kendriya San-
skrit Vidyapeetha, Tirupathi in 1999. The first part of that work was
published from Tirupathi in 1982 by Ramanuja Tatacaryya from where
the Pratyaksa Khanda was published in 1973. Both these have been
published by Professor Ramanuja Tatacaryya.

Dava KrisHna
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Notes and Queries

1. Kant sees both arithmetic and geometry as examples of knowledge
which is both @ priori and synthetic in nature. This is sought to be
justified by showing that both time and space which they deal with are
transcendental forms of inner and outer sensibility. As transcendental
they are a priori, and as they are forms of ‘sensibility’, they may be
said to be ‘synthetic’ in character. Their synthetic character is further
strengthened by the fact that space and time are themselves appre-
hended as sensuously ‘given’ and that the categories have to be appli-
cable to that which is apprehended through them and sensuously given
either through inner or outer sense.

But both arithmetic and geometry as ‘knowledge’ display a character
which at least prima facie seems incompatible with their priori na-
ture. The ‘knowledge’ in these fields not only grows but changes in
such a way that what was considered correct is found to be incorrect
and has to be given up or radically modified taking it into account.

This, however, raises the problem not only for Kant but for the usual
understanding of this kind of knowledge from Plato onwards in the
Western tradition,

On the other hand, it would be equally difficult to treat them as
empirical in nature in the usual sense given to that term. Would then
there be some ‘third’ kind of knowledge which is neither ‘empirical’ in
the accepted sense of the term nor purely a priori as understood in the
Western tradition? But, then, what would be an exampie of a priori
knowledge?

2. What does the term ‘Br@hmana’ mean in the Mimarhss definition of
Veda which is supposed to consist of mantra, brahmana and namdheya.

Is it the same or different from the ‘texts’ known as ‘Brahmana’ in
the Vedic tradition such as, say, the gatapatha Brahmana?

3. What does the term “San'ehit&’, mean m the context of the “Veda’

™
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Samhita? Does it mean the Samhita patha, as has been suggested by
some, or something else?

4. It is accepted by both Mimamsa and Vedanta that the Sruti is au-
thoritative only for that which can not be known either by pratyaksa
or by anumana. Yet, how can it ever be established that something can
not, in principle, be known by either of these, or by both of them

together?

5. What exactly is meant by Swartipa Sarhbandha and what is the
difference, if any, between it and fadarmya? What exactly was the
philosophical reason for postulating these relations. Was it the same
which led to the acceptance of ‘reflexive’ relations in modern logic
which have hardly been seen as creating any epistemological or onto-
logical problems in the philosophical consciousness of that tradition?

Davya KRISHNA

Book Reviews

Ramnamutiu Sucathan: Polylectics Logic of Postmodernism (Delhi,
Manak Publications Pvt. Ltd., 2002), pp. x + 190, Rs 400

A study of postmodernism in the intellectual world today makes us
aware of the extent to which we have not questioned and modified the
outdated categories of thought and the modes of perception. Dr
Sugathan’s book, a selective reference work, intends to delineate the
elements of dialectics and logic from the postmodem stream, seeing
the continuity and divergence from the modern thought. It is going to
open up for us a vista on the depth and extent of unquestioned/
unexamined categories; this alone would make such a discussion worth-
while.

The book has been divided into five chapters besides a brief Intro-
duction. He has taken up such issues as ‘Recurring Circles of Reason
and Passion’, ‘A Polylectic of Reason in Hegel and Nietzsche’, and
‘Redefinition of Reason’. About Polylectics or multilectics, the author
contends, ‘subjective, objective and historical metaphysics are shat-
tered or at least challenged. The necessity of pattern is questioned. The
causal binding is broken. The reason is disrupted. The linearity, singu-
larity and the absoluteness are ruptured. The rupture is in the logic
itself ..." (p. 41). The author feels that there has been development in
the sphere of thought and reality and asks ‘whether we can find and
collect the elements of this new turn of thought. If dialectics was a
great breakthrough in thought and logic, one is justified in pinpointing
the significance of the third turn in logic, that is, the logic of the
postmodern dialectics’ (p. 41). In his attempt to define the so-called
postmodern dialectics, the author says, ‘It is a dialectics which takes
into account the rupture of thought which Derrida talked about, and
gets ruptured accordingly. A dialectics which is able to hold this col-
lapse within its logical playground and is amenable to “free play”, the
post-Neitzschean logic, and cannot be the same as dialectics itself,
despite its continuity in the history of thought in a multi-dimensional
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dialectics with qualitatively newer and infinite dimensions. This can be
called multilectics or polylectics” (p. 41).

Dr Sugathan tries to show that the matrix of polylectics is not just
confined fo the binary tensions, dual and dyadic, or triadic and tri-
chotomous at the maximum. Polylectics has ‘the multiplicity of dimen-
sions in each contradiction. A contradiction in polylectics is multipolar.
The dialectics was so far as opposites. The “identity of opposites” in
Hegel, the unity or “unity and struggle of opposites” in Marxism and
the base-superstructure debate in it point at the binary level involive-
ment of reason/thought/logic’ (pp. 41-2). The dialectical thinkers like
Mao-Zedong and Louis Althusser are also confined within the rigid
frame of causal reason. ‘Multiple polarity of reality is a matter of
logicization yet to be reckoned with. Polylectics comes handy here’ (p.
42). Finally the author gives an optimistic note that polylectics ‘in the
political and social arena ... can defend ethnicities, marginalized sec-
tions, and various life-options ... and this is the right step to avoid the
fundamentalist sort of error’ (p. 43).

Postmodernism is one of the very fertile areas of human enterprises.
It has been vibrating since the '60s and "70s with new nomenclatures
and conceptualizations, facing new challenges and criticisms during
the ’80s, and is still imbued with creativity and is alive to the new
problems and perspectives in the society. Dr Sugathan himself was
involved in the radical left movement during the “70s and '80s in
Kerala and at JNU. With the collapse of socialism in the Central and
East European countries during the 90s, which the People’s Republic
of China just managed to escape, young radicals like Dr Sugathan (not
so young now) were forced to look for an alternative ideology, as an
alternative to ideological hegemonies (Soviet Marxism In particular).
Dialectics was taken into account to construct an alternative ideology,
but, however, dialectics is itself responsible for the development of
ideological hegemony, beginning with the ‘totalizing efforts of reason’
in Hegel. How can dialectics help to overcome ideological hegemony?
It can not. Therefore Dr Sugathan introduces ‘polylectics’, that of his
own kind.

In the first chapter, Dr Sugathan tries to present the path of reason;
reason-passion conflict, the prevalence and rampancy including
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gccasional hibernation and the challenges reason faces. He gives an
intellectually stimulating but brief account of Parmenides and Zeno
Socrates and Plato (pp. 5-7). He gives due emphasis on modern west:
erm Reason beginning with Descartes and taking into account the con-
tributions made by Leonardo, Copernicus, Galileo, Kepler, Newton
Locke, Rousseau and others (pp. 7-10). Out of three reasons that Kan;
has advocated, Dr Sugathan has discussed only one, i.e. pure reason
and that also in just two pages (pp. 11-12). A further development ha;
peen shown in Fichte and Schelling (pp. 13-14). On Marx and Marx-
ism, he has given Marx’s criticism of Hegel, Engels’ and Lenin’s ar-
ticulations of dialectical materialism (pp. 14-17). Schopenhauer gives
a new turn to the journey of reason, replacing it with will, not only
with human will but also a cosmic one. The Reason and Passion con-
ﬂict, which 1s so inherent in Schopenhauer and Nietzsche, can be traced
mn Hume (pp. 18-25). This in fact is the beginning of postmodernism
(pp. 22 and 29). Brief introductions to Derrida, Roland Barthes, Umberto
Eco, Julia Kristeva, Habermas and Lyotard have been furnished to
create a background to polylectical possibilities (pp. 25-43).

I_n chapter two, Dr Sugathan goes into the details of Hegel’s Svstem
which includes Logic, Philosophy of Nature and Philosophy of _Spirir.,
He has discussed ‘contradiction’ and ‘sublation’ as the two operative
terms of the dialectics of reason (pp. 67-75). It is this dialectic of
reason which has been applied to the study of history because ‘reason
1s the law of the world and, that therefore, in the world history too
things have come about rationally’ (p. 76, Hegel, Philosophy of Hisj
tory). Reason and reality also get united, ‘what is rational is adctu.al and
what is actual is rational’ (Hegel, Philosophy of Right).

In chapter three, the author goes to the rush of ideas in Nietzsche
unlike the comprehensiveness of them in Hegel, the explosion-liké
scattering of insights, deeper and controversial ones. The Dionysian/
Apollonian orders in the Greek drama have been highlighted with the
contention that it can displace Christ (pp. 88-92). The ways of Nictzsche
are read and used by Foucault and Derrida. The author gets an insight
into the existence of ethnicity of consciousness and a reaction against
equating life with logic (pp. 96-100). Hume’s denial of necessary
connection between cause and effect has also been used to substantiate
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this point (pp. 100-101). Nietzsche’s mistrust in all systems is what
lies in the decline of metaphysics and consequently to the death of God
(pp. 102-6). The author gives a cursory view of Nietzsche’s ir}ﬂuences
on Foucault and Derrida on issues like language, representation, real-
ity, truth, things and so on.

In chapter four, Dr Sugathan gives a comparative account of Hegel
and Nietzsche with the aim to establish polylectics. He has drawn
resources from reason and dialectics in Hegel (pp. 142—4), ‘play’ in
Nietzsche (pp. 142-52) and deconstruction and difference in' Defrrida
(pp. 154-62) for identifying and formulating polylectics. Idel}tlty is the
central category of formal logic. Contradictions take place in Dialec-
tical Logic. Free play can be, the author argues, adjudged the category
of polylectics. Logic is useful to decode and dismantle the strgcturés
and the patterns of reality making it understandable to human epistemic
processes. And logic is itself also undergoing such a process (pp. 163'—
70). This is the part of the demetaphysicization or a sort of demy_stl—
fication of reality itself. Here the author wishes to introduce Polylect_lcs,
which can fepresent the logic of breaks, ruptures and disintegration.
Thus necessity/determinism/causality gets broken in polylectics (p. .171)'

At the end in chapter five, Dr Sugathan has attempted to furnish a
redefinition of Reason; that ‘Reason is everywhere from full to nil,
from cent to zero, in history, ethuicity, religion, secular, linguists even
in irrationality’ (pp. 175-9). . |

Taking into consideration the divergent positions' and v1'ewp'01nts,
quite often mutually contradictory concepts concerning logic, dialec-
tics and polylectics that Dr Sugathan has so painstakm.gly collectfed,
arranged and presented, he should be congratulated. Besides swetping
generalizations almost everywhere in the book, the author dges suc-
ceed in throwing new lights on most of our outdated categories. The
method of dealing with the philosophers is indeed polylectical.

Notwithstanding this merit of the book, I am myself more concerned
with the following points of difference or amendments for further debate
and discussion. . -

To begin with, polylectics cannot be regarded as the third turn in
logic (p. 41). It could however be regarded as the fgurth tur_n—formal
logic (Aristotle) Transcendental Logic (Kant) Dialectical Logic (Hegel
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and Marx) and fourth could possibly be polylectics (though I'll recom-
mend that with certain reservations). In Positions, Derrida with the
logic of difference does the same. The pharmakon is neither remedy
nor poison, the hymen is neither confusion nor distinction, gram is
neither signifier nor signified, spacing is neither space nor time (Derrida,
Positions, etc., pp. 43, also please see, Dissemination, pp. 20-40).
Instead of giving a superfluous account of metaphysical issues and
causal patterns of modernity being questioned, the author should have
gone into the causes of the breaking of causal bindings, reasons for the
disruptions of reason, the modes and extent to which the subjective,
objective and historical metaphysics is challenged; the collapse of lin-
earity, singularity and absoluteness, etc. A serious reflection on these
issues will inevitably take us to a re-reading of modemists’ texts, in-
scriptions and discourses. For instance, if we read Descartes’ Discourse
on Method (1637) and Meditations ( 1642), we come across what 1 call
Central and the Marginal issues. At the centre of Descartes’ philoso-
phy, we find cogito, truth, certainty, moral issues, dualism, God, etc,
At the Margins of his philosophy, we find demon, deception, madness,
sin, fantasy, sexuality, absurdity, diabolic acts, emotions, passions, etc,
The central issues of Cartesian modernity got their philosophical growth
and development in the succeeding philosophical systems like those of
Galileo, Spinoza, Leibniz, Locke, Newton, Hume, Kant, Hegel and
Marx. Thus four grand narratives of European modernity come up-—
Foundationalism, Essentialism, Teleology and Logocentrism. The mar-
ginal issues were also moving at a relatively slow pace but could never
find a philosophical basis. It was during the time of Marx, especially
in the writings of Schopenhauer and Nietzsche that an incredulity to
modernist metanarratives was seriously raised. There was growing
awareness of new problems wrought by societal rationalism, the explo-
sion of new informational technologies and the emergence of new
social, ethnic and subaltern movements. The modernist assumption was
that we had a ‘glassy essence’ that could be rationally perceived and
interpreted through particular ideologies, but postmodernism smashes
that glass. It was at this time that we found an internal departure from
modemity to the so-called postmodernity, an attempt to recognize the
potentialities of these marginal issues. If modernity breaks with the



206 Book Reviews

endless reiteration of traditional (classical) themes, topics and myths;
postmodernity operates at the places of closure in modernity, at the
margins of what proclaims itself to be new and a break with tradition.
To be modern means to search for new self-conscious expressive forms.
To be postmodern is to marginalize, delimit, disseminate and decentre
the primary and often secondary works of modernist inscriptions. It
implies that the line of demarcation between modernity and
postmodernity remains a matter of uncertainty because postmodernity
operates at the edge of modernity. That is why Lyotard says that
‘postmodernity is a re-writing of modernity’.

Further, in polylectics, Dr Sugathan argues in favour of multiplicity
of dimensions in contradictions (pp. 41-2) over and above the formal
(the transcendental) and the dialectical logic. The basic questions,
however, are: (1) What, after all, is the fundamental basis of our act of
philosophizing? (2) Is multiplicity operating in it? To answer the first
question, we can say that we have three possible acts of philosophiz-
ing; (a) we go from one to many like those in Plato, Hegel, Marx or
eight to ten schools of the Vedantins; (b) we go from many to one like
Schopenhauer, Nyaya-Vaisesika (theory of Atomism); (c) we go from
many to many like those of Jainism, Samkhya, Yogacara Buddhism,
purva Mimamsa, Descartes, Leibniz, Hume, Kant, Russell, Derrida,
etc. It is under this act of philosophizing that I can recommend
multilectics. We have a profound exposition of multiplicity in Marx’s
analysis of Capital in which the cause is one but there are multiple
effects. Private property could be the one such cause with multiple
effects like ‘exploitation of the working class’, of ‘unemployment’, of
‘competition and anarchy of production’, of ‘class-struggle” and so on.
But this position could not be equated with Polylectics because for
Marx there is an underlying principle of ‘unity and struggie of oppo-
sites’, but Polylectics is unprincipled, opportunist and quite arrogant.
Polylectics seems, like in guerrilla warfare, to attack quickly and run
back, to puncture and parody and to defuse through refusing to take a
thesis seriously.

Besides these charges, I would in the following enlist such issues,
which should have been dealt with seriously and comprehensively:

(H
(2)

(3)

4

(5)

(6)

(7)
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The author has not even touched the three pillars of European
modernity like Foundationalism, Essentialism and Teleology.
The Enlightenment Movement developed by Locke, Voltaire,
Rousseau, Hume and Condercet needs to be discussed. Special
attention should be given to Kant’s Enlightenment rationality
published in the Berlinischer Monatsschrift, December 1783
issue, entitted Beanwortung der Frage: Was ist Aufklaerung?
or ‘Answer to the Question: What is the Enlightenment?’,
Kant’s paradigm of three ‘reason’ (p. 10) needs to be explored
further. European modernity revolves around these reasons
where ‘pure rcason’ self-reflexively comes to grasp the univer-
sal and necessary conditions for the possibility, validity and
limits of synthetic a priori judgements, ‘practical reason’ can
give rise to categorical imperatives and the ‘Judgement’ can
discern what is beautiful and sublime.

Since the critique of logocentrism (p. 42) lies at the basis of

postmodern thinking, the five meanings of the logos should

have been explained; such as those of Heraclitus, the sophists,
the stoics, the Bible and that of Socrates.

Critical theory is not simply just what Habermas has said (pp.
33 and 38). In fact, the Institute for Social Research was founded
at Frankfurt in 1923 with Max Horkheimer, Adorno, Marcuse
and others. Habermas belongs to the second generation of criti-
cal theorists and we have already come to the third generation,
All this needs to be explored.

A study of European modernity requires extracting the central
and marginal issues. In decentering the central issues and
centering the marginal issues in the modemists’ inscriptions,
the postmodernists have expanded the horizons of modernity.
Thus continuity between modernity and postmodernity could
be established.

In the last chapter, Dr Sugathan has given 16 definitions of
reason with the contention that ‘Teason is neither this nor that,
but it is there’ (pp. 175-9). Is it not the same kind of an argu-
ment which the theologians have given about God? I wonder!
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Despite these shortcomings, it has to be unanimously accepted that Dr
Sugathan’s book is intellectually stimulating, informative and provoca-
tive. I wholeheartedly recommend the book to teachers, researchers
and general readers who wish to improve their understanding of the
subject from author’s chosen point of view.

Associate Professor, Group of Philosophy R.P. SinGH
School of Language, Literature & Culture Studies
Jawaharlal Nehru University, New Delhi 110 067

PraruLLA KuMAR PaniGraHL The Theory of Zero Existence (New Delhi,
Sarup and Sons, 2002), pp. 90, Rs 150

In the preface the author begins by saying he propounds a theory that
bridges the gap between the findings of higher physics and those of
vedanta. He further asserts that the book establishes the world as illu-
sion and also identifies the mother of this illusory creation for the first
time.

In the first chapter called "Maya and Her Duality’ the author explains
the horizontal and vertical duality of the opposing principles of the
world which are really complementary. In the horizontal duality two
opposing principles, first and second, constitute one single whole. This
15 further explained by material objects and non-material sky, matter
and energy, proton and electron, etc. In vertical duality two opposing
principles, first and second, are one and the same. This is explained by
wave-particle duality of light and electron, individual cell and the whole
organism etc. He further explains the dependence of the sub-atomic
particle’s nature on the observing mind as either wave or particle and
comparing this with the concept of Maya of Shankara as the power of
Brahman which conceals the real and superimposes the unreal on i,
the author comes to the conclusion that the object is an illusion. At the
end of the first chapter the author concludes with stating the vertical
duality of creation of the phenomenal world and Brahman as first and
second respectively.
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Now what the author calls duality is what philosophers and mystics
called the dual nature or the dual aspect of reality. Active spirit and
passive nature or essence of mind and essence of matter or being and
thought. Now both are real and it depends on the plane of reality
whether it is being or thought or a combination. The ultimate express-
ing different aspects at different planes. Everything is real in its own
plane. So it is not right to say matter and energy are only attributes of
subatomic objects. At the subatomic plane they are the substance. In
that realm they are real. What quantum theory proves is there is no
independent reality, in other words, the inter-dependence of subject
and object. What the author calls non-physical space and physical ob-
jects (phenominal world) and matter and energy (physical world) are
one and the same thing. This is because the quantum field is nothing
but energy field. So space is nothing but different forms of energy
field. Now if by Brahman the author means the highest plane of the
reality, it is not correct to call it the second of the phenomenal world
in vertical duality. Brahman as the highest plane is beyond duality,
opposition and comparison.

In the second chapter called ‘Maya and Her Tridhara’ the author
describes the whole cosmos as existing in and through tridhara of
Maya. The first is positivity or plus one. When wakeful, if an idea
corresponds with an external object, it is plus one. The second is nul-
lity and its concept is zero. If there is neither idea nor anything external
it is called zero. Third 1s negativity, called minus one. Here there is
only idea in the mind. This 1s produced by plus one acting on zero. The
author further reduces all into minus ones by first showing the exist-
ence of zero in mind as concept and then explaining the wave-particle
duality of sub-atomic objects and the principle of complementarity of
Bohr which states sub-atomic objects are wave and particle at the same
time and at any time the nature depends and is decided by the observ-
ing mind which proves the so-called plus ones are also minus ones.
The author further argues that for the formation of the world which is
absolute minus one there must be absolute plus one and that 1s Brah-
man. The absolute minus one or the phenomenal world is produced by
the action of absolute plus one or Brahman on zero or Maya.
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The author’s nullity or concept of zero is debatable. As he himself
later says, as there is concept of zero in the mind, it is minus one. But
then he compares Maya with zero. Throughout the book, and even the
title of the book, suggests the author takes Maya as zero existence.
Now even nothing or non-being is a concept. As a concept it is minus
one. Zero existence is a concept. As a concept it is minus one. So there
arc only two categories possible, plus one and minus one. Now if Maya
or zero is not an entity, a plus one (brahman) cannot act on it. If the
author considers mother maya as an entity or existence it is not zero.
Now from Heisenberg’s Uncertainty Principle or Bohr’s complementarity
principle one cannot prove that the world is minus one but rather that
the nature of reality also depends on and is determined by the observ-
ing mind or the interdependence of subject and object.

In the third chapter called ‘Maya and Her Relativity’ the author
explains the relative existence of everything like space, time, mass,
volume, etc. (except the velocity of light) by explaining” Einstein’s
theory of relativity and concludes that velocity of light is infinite and
all the objects in the world lie between zero and infinite velocity. As
the world is a creation of mind and velocity of light has cancelling
effect on the velocity of mind they influence each other so both of
them cannot be absolute. Now as the human mind knows plus one only
as minus one so it is deficient so cannot be absolute. So the absolute
is pure consciousness or Brahman which as plus one acting on zero
(Maya) mind is produced.

The author’s view that everything is between zero and infinite veloc-
ity is a novel idea which needs further discussion. As I said earlier, the
world is not minus one but reality as a different aspect or plane other
than the highest plane and zero which is non-being cannot be the cause
of the world.

In the fourth chapter called ‘Maya and the Point of Dissolution’
starting from the particle wave duality the author establishes every-
thing is activity and so becoming. The author further says time 1s only
a mental concept and not objective reality. He explains why time stops
for someone who travels at the velocity of light. This is because when
one travels at the velocity of light all activities are cancelled by the
velocity of light. So time, being an index of change of activity, also
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stops. This also means stopping of mental activities. So there is
dissolution of both observing mind and observed world. Then being
alone remains. This is Brahman, the pure consciousness. He further
states that the cessation of volume is due to stopping of mind and mass
does not become infinite as Einstein says but also dissolves.

The author’s view of everything as activity and the dissolution of
mind, volume, mass at the velocity of light is a novel idea which need
further consideration. Time as mental concept is similar to Kant’s view
of time as a priori. But as Hegel says, time is not only subjective but
also objective reality. The changes in activity or duration is real in
objects. Now time stops, mass becomes infinite and volume zero of an
object travelling at the velocity of light, to an observer who is not
moving with. it. For the thing in itself there is no change. Relativity
theory is relative to an observer from another frame.

In the fifth chapter called ‘Maya and Her Amazing City’ he states
that as mass and volume are different aspects of the same object, when
one becomes zero the other also becomes zero and not as Einstein's
theory which says that mass become infinite when volume becomes
zero at the velocity of light. Further he argues that zero and infinity are
the same because all numbers are limitations so we cannot get infinity
by increasing numbers. Not only is light at absolute motion but also at
absolute rest. This is because when one travels at the speed of light
time stops but as velocity is the relation between unit of time and
distance, when one is zero there will be no motion.

As 1 said earlier, the theory of relativivy is relative to an observer
from another frame. It does not say the object in its own frame changes.
For an object with the velocity of light, there is no change in time,
volume or mass. The author’s view that true infinity is beyond numbers
is a novel idea. But both increase in number and decrease in number
are limitations. Zero is the concept of absence of quantity so it is also
inadequate to the concept of infinity. The author’s view that light 1s i
absolute motion and absolute rest is debatable. Now light has a veloc-
ity of 300,000 km/sec. An object with the speed of light time stops for
the observer not for the object. So there is no point in saying there is
no time element for light. Light takes minutes or days to reach earth
from the 'sun or other stars. So there is a specific velocity. So it is not
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infinite or absolute motion, and lastly zero and infinity are not the
same.

In the sixth chapter called ‘Maya and the Nature of her Creation’,
stating light velocity as both zero and infinity, he says light is both at
absolute rest and absolute motion. He further elaborates the massless
character of the light photon and the zero volume of the light velocity
object to the observer hence concluding that light is zero or non-exist-
ence, so that the velocity of light is absolute. All the other existences
which are minus ones are produced by this zero, velocity of light, so
this is Maya herself. In explaining the Heat-Death theory the author
illustrates the creation from zero or infinite point. Just a fraction later
there is maximum energy and minimum matter. This is also the point
of maximum velocity and hence activity. There is waxing and waning
process and at some other point matter become maximum and energy
minimuni, then at zero or infinity point there is dissolution of universe.

As we said earlier, light has a definite velocity. So it is neither zero
nor infinite. Activity also depends on frequency. In fact the activities
of the human brain during waking, dreaming and deep sleep are meas-
ured by alpha, beta, and delta waves with different frequencies. Now
light is only one member in the electromagnetic spectrum. Only the
velocity of EMR is the same but it contains radio waves with the least
frequency to cosmic rays with the highest frequency. So if we take
frequency as the parameter of activity as there 1s in EMR waves with
other frequencies, we cannot say light is in absolute motion or rest. It
1s true that photon is massless but the zero volume is not that of light
but to an observer of any other object with the velocity of light relative
to the observer. So we cannot conclude from this that the velocity of
light is absolute.

In the seventh chapter called ‘Maya and Her Lord” he states that the
brahman or pure consciousness or plus one acting on Maya or velocity
of light or zero form mind and the mind create the world which is the
minus one. When we reach the plane of zero the minus one or the
world disappear. If we observe zero from the plane of plus one zero
also dissolves, then only Brahman remains and we come to the
realization that both the world and Maya are Brahman. Further he
argues that maya (illusion) itself is the proof that the real is Brahman.
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Now the concept of Maya as velocity of light 1s debatable. Now
velocity 1s only a property. It depends on a substance. 1t has no inde-
pendent existence. The author, throughout the book, takes maya as a
being or entity. He refers to maya as she or her. Now is maya illusion?
According to Kashmir shaivism, Maya is real and denotes limiting
power (emanating principle) by which the five kanchuka evolved. In
vedanta also badarayana and other commentators like Ramanuja and
Madhava treat the universe as real. Now the concept of Maya of
Shankara as the power of Brahman which conceals the real and super-
imposes the unreal is from the highest plane where except Nirguna
Brahman everything is unreal. Now the reality of Maya or illusion is
taking the material world as something devoid of mind. According to
self-realized men, reality is knowledge (thought or mind). The two
aspects of the knowledge are thought and images (discursive mind and
imaginative mind or in Hegel’s terminology speculative thought and
picture thought). Now what mystics says illusion is taking this imagi-
native thought as something devoid of mind or as inert matter. Another
point is when the author talks about maya as the cause of mind and
world the author’s concept of maya is that of being or essence of matter
or prakriti which acted upon by essence of mind or purusha forms the
world, but maya is not onty the nonspiritual principle of reality but also
the emanating power. When we teach brahman or at realization, it is
not dissolution of world or maya but realization that all are different
aspects or planes of brahman, which is the highest plane and every-
thing is real in its own plane.

Now the ultimate is neither mere affirmation nor mere negation. [t
is a dialectics of affirmation and negation. The highest vision is of
course not diversity or multiplicity but neither is it unity. The state of
self-realization is a dialectics of unity in multiplicity and multiplicity
n unity.

Pantheerankave ABRDUL LATHIEF
Calicui 673 019
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RADHIKA SrINIvASAN: Sacred Space (A Journey Through the Spirit of
Asian Art), 2002, Bharatiya Vidya Bhavan, Mumbai, pp. 168, 24 col-
our plates, Rs 325

The book Sacred Space explores the concept of space in different
contexts of Asian art traditions beginning from the external space in
structures, forms in movement, sound and time; and leading to the
inner space of man within. Like a philosopher the author gradually
leads the reader to the unity of time and space, the two parameters,
cancelling each other yet complementary and often used interchange-
ably, and finally reaches to the space of consciousness within. It is by
realizing this space one touches the Divine within oneself. The book
interestingly enough presents a reflective journey through the Asian art
to the final destination of the realization of the Divine within us.

It 1s the sacred space, the space which is meant to provide a place
for the gods to live in. The journey starts with the exploration of the
sacred external space in all its different manifestations in temples,
sculpture, dance and musical notes and explores the inner space, the
chiddkasa in man.

The approach of the author is to study art monuments of Asia to
explain the common threads of symbolism in the architecture of tem-
ples, the religious sculptures and the Divine Being. The author has
cited the Vedic and Upanisadic texts to explain the symbolism of the
architectural space and of the form of religious sculptures of Visnu,
Siva, Sakti and Buddha. 1t is true that the author is able to convey to
her readers something of her experience and her own sensations of the
presence of the Supreme spirit while going through a temple. In this
regard the book is a good example of the involvement of the author
who has lived with the subject. As a result the analysis of the subject
is far more illuminating and greater than any art historian’s description
of the architecture and other arts in the context of space. Tt is because
of the intimate involvement with the subject that the author could treat
the subject in all seriousness yet present it in a way that it could be
understood by a lay reader.

The author has tried to delve deep into the layers of space in the
Asian tradition, citing the literal meaning of space as hollow, cavity,
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fountainhead or source to sky and void. The term has been used in
various symbolic contexts of sacred structures of temples, sculptures,
stipas, dance in movement, sound and music and finally the inner
space, time and consciousness. It is interesting to read the meaning and
imagery of circular fire altars representing the cosmic time. The cosmic
body of Purusa corresponding to the human body with all its limbs,
senses and apertures, leading to the abstract thought of space. She has
based her explanations and symbolism on the Vedic and Upanisadic
texts.

The idea of space behind the sacred structures is commonty upheld
by all the Asian countries. She tries to re-establish the common threads
in architectural terms, building material, names for sculptors etc., by
citing instances from literature, religious texts and common names
prevalent in Bali, Nepal, Kerala and other Asian regions. For instance,
the workmen who decorated the temples belonged to the wood carvers’
class and were known as faksaka. Wood was commenly used for build-
ing the earliest sacred edifices originating from the wooden shaft used
for Vedic rituals. Similarly, the symbols of temples of Hindu and
Buddhist tradition, from 100 sc to 10th century Ap, are compared to
medieval temples and linga sanctuaries in Laos and Cambodia. The
imagery of a temple as a mountain and cave is used in many Asian
countries such as Myanmar, Cambodia, Bali, Burma and India. She has
also referred to the different terms used for cave as Ki or Guha in
Myanmar, Giri in Cambodia and Meru (axis) in Bali, whereas in India.
Meru, Mandara and Kailasa are terms denoting temples in ancient texts—
the Brihat Samhita and the Matsya Purana. She even goes on to de-
scribe the architectural space of the temple in terms of human body
corresponding the inner space of garbhagriha to that of the imnner
space of the heart shrouded in darkness, the Hridayakasa. As the su-
preme being resides in our heart, its symbolic form is established in the
innermost space of the temple, the garbhagriha. She also gives the
reasons for the profuse ornamentation on the outside walls of the tem-
ples while the innermost chamber is left vacant and dark. This mner
space is left for the real occupant, while the outer space symbolizes the
profusion of forms in the universe. The inner space signifies the.he'art
when it realizes the Supreme Being, That state comes after renunciation
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of all desires. Thus the physical space is transformed through architec-
ture of the temple into a metaphysical space. She has explained the
presence of architectural space in the temples of nagara as well as
dravida styles. According to her the nagara temple presents space in
vertical form of the Sikhara whereas dravida temple, surrounded by
gopuram, 1s the example of horizontal space. The gopuram represents
the feet of the deity. Here the vertical and horizontal lines converge at
the centre that is the sanctum, which is the heart and head of the god
in nagara and dravida temples respectively. In this way the compas-
sion and wisdom of the Supreme being is significantly explained by
the author. The vertical space is emphasized in the pyramidal Hindu
temple of Brihadi$vara at Tanjore while the stijpa presents an ideal
model of horizontal expansion.

The idea of cosmic being dwelling in the cavity of hearts of all
beings has been emphasized in all Vedic and Upanisadic texts. While
describing the temple the author has always emphasized the justifica-
tion of using architectural forms and also gives supportive evidence by
quoting texts. For instance, the doorway of the temple also frames the
image of the sanctum, or the gavaksa is so placed that the sunlight
only illuminates the face of the image. In this way she has tried to
explain the structural symbolism of the temple architecture from the
point of view of yoga to enhance the understanding of the visitor. The
representation of the twenty-sided plan of the adhisthana correspond-
mg to the twenty gross and subtle tattvas consisting of five senses,
producers and their productions, five sheaths and five elements and
four sides of the temple delineate the four mental states, the Buddhi,
Ahamkara, Manas and Prakriti. She has referred to the architectural
examples from the temples of Angkorwat at Cambodia, Chandi
Prambanam at Central Java and Chandi Borobudur thus including all
the important religious sects of Vaisnava, Saiva and Buddhist to em-
phasize that the philosophical symbolism is universally followed in all
the temples and sculptures irrespective of place, time and religious
affinity.

She has also clarified the concept of space in the context of sacred
images. Here space manifests in the form of the image itself. As in
dance it is the body of the dancer in movement which is taken as
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space. The images of Buddha, Visnu or Siva in the Asian tradition
have developed more as a personification of an ideal than as a means
to deify a historical figure. From the external manifestations of space,
the readers are led to the abstract concept of space in structural form
in movement, i.e., dance and space in temporal arts as rhythm and
order.

After going through the book one feels that the artist must become
a mystic in order to understand and create these types of space. The
true nature of classical Asian art is to realize beauty beyond the limi-
tations of physical and mental space. The author has glorified tradi-
tional Indian art as proper art that extends to an order of beauty. Though
she accepts that proper art may be static or fossilized in the convention
but it has signiﬁcant form that leads the viewer to contemplation and
enjoyment which is called rasa. This feeling of enjoyment is universal.

As far as the analysis of the sacred space and its philosophical sym-
bolism is concerned, the book is technically sound but it lacks in the
representative examples of images and temples. The author has fo-
cused her analysis around the temples of Angkorwat, Chandi
Prambanam, Chandi Borobudur of Cambodia, Java and Indonesia; and
of stitpas of Nepal, Bali etc. Only some passing references to a temple
of the south and the stigpa of Sanchi have been given in the book, while
the supportive evidences from the texts are only confined to Indian
literature. This imbalance in the representative illustrations and literary
examples may lead a lay reader to believe that Indian heritage is lack-
g in representative examples, while it is vice versa, the examples of
temples, stiipas, images of Visnu as Sesaéﬁyi, Siva as Mahe$amirti of
Elephanta, sculptures of pafichamukha lingam and the cave architec-
ture of Ajanta and Ellora would also have served as representative
examples of space.

The book has an exhaustive bibliography, glossary and index.

B-195, University Marg NEELIMA VASHISHTHA
Bapunagar, Jaipur 302 015
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I.N. Mouanty: Classical Indian Philosophv, Oxford University Press,
New Delhi, pp. x + 180, Rs 425

The vk begins with a brief history of the development of Indian
philosophy, i.e., from Vedas to the rise of Navya Nyaya in Mithila—
from Vedas to the systems of Indian philosophy. The book is later
divided in to epistemology, metaphysics, ethics, religion, art and aes-
thetics. It gives the reader a clear concept of epistemological ideas and
their development through time, making their inherent meaning ex-
plicit and their interconnectedness clear.

The Theory of Knowledue section, i.e., Part [, discusses the various
sources of valid knowledge, i.e., Prama. The Sanskrit terms used in
philosophical discourse are defined. The questions about these sources—
that were asked and answered by the different systems of philosophy—
are discussed. While elaborating the six Pramana, a list of Pramanas,
as recognized by different schools is also given. The author has also
discussed these Pramanas with reference to different- schools. For
example, all schools accepted perception as a truc cognition, but they
did not agree regarding the nature of perception such as, Nyaya,
Vaiéesika and Mimansa separate the casual process, i.e., Pramana and
its result, i.e., Prami, others as Buddhists of Vijnanvad school and
Jains regard the cognition itself to be both Pramana and Prama.

After surveying all the modes of knowledge, theories of false cog-
pition or illusion are also considered. The idea of ignorance is very
important not only to Indian epistemology but also to the Indian meta-
physical systems. For awareness of ignorance, illusion or Aprama is
the starting point of logical thinking. A true cognition arises by de-
stroying the past ignorance of the object being known and this aware-
ness that the object was unknown makes one start thinking consistently
and logically. The problem of truth and falsity, being intrinsic or ex-
trinsic, is also discussed.

Dr Mohanty, then, takes up the problems of metaphysics, i.e.,
Padarthas, Self—its goals, i.e., Purusharthas, causality, relations, part
and whole, existence of the external world, is the world real? Identity
and difference as propounded in Vedanta, absolutism versus non abso-
lutism (Anekantvida).
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Later, Dr Mohanty deliberates philosophy of religion. He begins
with disagreeing with the widely held view that philosophy in the
Indian tradition was inseparable from religion, just as religion was
deeply philosophical. He does not discuss major Indian religions but
philosophy of religion, i.e. philosophical questions which arise from
the reflection of religions themselves. He begins with the nature of
Vedic traditions, making clear that it is not a historical religion in the
sense that it is founded by a prophet or based on a book at an identi-
fiable part of time. Vedic religion, at best, is called a natural religion.
The Vedas record everything that was known, derived from the root
vid—to know, and from which entire culture began. Not having an
author, they are called apauruseya. Every subject, art, music, aesthetics
originated from them.

Dr Mohanty has also deliberated the three paths for Moksha, 1.e.,
path of knowledge, action and devotion, both as alternatives for reli-
gious life or a synthesis for reaching the goal of religious life. The
problem of evil is also included.

The basic problem throughout the book has been subject-object
dualism, the distinction between means of knowing and the object of
knowing. Even in the chapter on Dharma and Rasa, the dualism is
between the possible objects of knowing, namely moral laws and aes-
thetics and the means of apprehending them. Although Indian philoso-
phy is determined by subject-object dualism, there is also a tendency
on the part of philosophers to overcome the dualism.

From the time of Upanishads, philosophers have pointed out the
positive possibility of a kind of experience or knowledge that is be-
yond the subject-object dualism, knowing of Brahman is also becom-
ing Brahman: ‘Brahmavid brahmaiva bhavari’. Once ignorance is re-
moved the knowledge of nature of Brahman stands unconcealed—it is
self-revealing. Knowledge in this sense, Dr Mohanty states, has no
object. This knowledge is not produced, it is not acquired through
praminas, and it is self-revealing once its concealment is removed. It
is not someone’s knowledge. This knowledge is eternal, universal—the
foundation of all things. The goal of human beings is to realize it.

Throughout the book, his style remains lucid and precise. His style
of depicting the problems of knowledge and metaphysics remains true



220 Book Reviiw:

to the traditional techniques of Indian philosophy, on one hand, while
on the other, he also makes use of the conceptual thinking of western
thought. The author has successfully made the metaphysical concepts
of Indian philosophy clear for a beginner without losing their depth
and subtleties. The language is simple, clear and makes very good
reading.

The contents give the number of pages to be 181, but the page 181
is missing.

The bibliography 1s exhaustive. The book has an appeal for both a
beginner as well as a scholar.

If this book could be translated in Hindi, a large section of students
of Hindi-speaking regions would also be benefited.

B-3072, Prafulla Nagar Colony SHasHl Bara Dusk
Plot 13, Lanka, Varanasi 221 003

ARUNA ANAND: Patanjala Yoga Evem Jaina Yoga ka Tulnatmak
Adhyana, Bhogilal Institute of Indology, Ahmedabad, distributed by
Motilal Banarsidass, Delhi, pp. 328, Rs 695

Here is a piece of research on Jaina Yoga compared to Patanjala Yoga.
The work is, no doubt, produced with expert deep penetrating acumen
after exhaustive study of Jaina Yoga in the light of Patanjala Yoga. As
it is believed that Patanjali was the first to offer the systematic study
on Yoga, hence much credit has been given to him unequivocally by
all, though the learned author took no pain to trace the historical an-
tiquity of Patanjali. Perhaps the author presumed without any sense of
controversy that Patanjali preceded the thinkers of Jaina thoughts on
the subject, whereas it is glaringly clear from the impartial study of the
aphorisms of the Yoga Sttra text that the technical terminology and
phraseology used in it is very much borrowed from various texts of
Jaina cannonical works. The philosophy evolved from the text of the
Yoga Sutra does not reveal, directly or indirectly, any clue of continu-
ity of any previous thought of the orthodox school of Indian philosophy.
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At most it seems an independent work on spiritual philosophy and
spiritual practice duly influenced by all the currents of contemporary
thoughts prevalent at the time when Patanjali (if he is generally the real
author of Yoga Stifra) wrote the important thought-provoking work on
yoga, which influenced the entire thought world including the Bhagwata
Gita and others later on. ‘

The present work has been divided in seven chapters. In the opening
chapter the author describes first of all the philosophical background of
spiritual sadhana of Patanjali and Jaina system and brings out the dif-
ference in approaches of the two. Jaina texts have widely used the
word ‘yoga’, but with different connotation from that used in Patanjali’s
text. The Jaina used it as inlet source of the mflux of Karman in the
region of soul, which ts eventually shut down voluntarily by way of
tapasyd; whereas the writer of Yoga stitra used the word in the sense
of voluntary efforts of the individual to resist the perversion by way of
eightfold organs of personal discipline (astanga marga). The Jainas
used their technique to trace the path of liberation. Patanjali is anxious
to control and restrain the mental vibrations for spiritual emancipation.
Later on Patanjali’s interpretation and approach became popular, so
much so that every system of Indian tradition re-traced its steps and
revised the exposition of their respective philosophies accordingly.

Historically the author based his study of Yoga Siitra on three avail-
able commentaries of Vyasa Muni, Gyana Nanda and Swami Narain
comparing with Jaina Yoga as propounded by Jaindcarya Haribhadra
Suri, Muni Jina Vijai, Acharya Shubha Chandra, Hema Chandra Suri
and Upadhyaya Yasho Vijai.

In the third chapter the main purport of Yoga is elucidated in detail
in the form of samprajnata and asamprajnata classification. In Jaina
Yoga adopting the anekantavadi temper the reconciliatory technique of
attaining transparency of spiritual sadhana is the goal in self-realiza-
tion. Hari Bhadra in this reference discusses adhyatmika yoga, bhavana
yoga, samata yoga with all its vicissitudes based on samyak-darsana
and samyak jhiana. On further study the author discusses in detail as to
who is really eligible for yoga-sadhana. Different classifications of
eligible yogis on that basis are elaborate in both the systems.
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The fourth chapter is devoted to yoga and ethics to attain the kaivalya
level of sadhana. Patanjali insists on eightfold path, whereas the Jaina
system bases on three jewels (triratna) of sadhana, i.e. right vision
(dar§ana), right cognition (jiana), and right conduct (caritra). In this
context the author refers to the philosophical theory of non-absolutism,
theory of relativity and seven-fold logic. Also the basic postulates of
Jaina philosophy, basic elements of Jaina asceticism and detailed expo-
sitions of vows of Jaina ethics have been discussed in the continuation.
Brief reference of Karma-bandha, destiny and voluntary efforts are
also given in this chapter.

The fifth chapter deals with the evolutionary stages of spiritualism.
Patanjala Yoga Sttra mentions five stages of spiritualization by way of
self-control through yoga exercises. Jaina thinkers, consistently with
the Jaina spiritual tradition, mention with great details the 14 stages of
spiritual evolution (gunasthanas). Such evolution takes place by way of
ascetic penance along with yogic control of mind. In order to attain
liberation from Karmic bondage it is necessary to make efforts to free
the entire existence of mind, body and soul from the clutches of devil-
karma. In this way the sadhana-range of Jainas is much wider than that
of the Yoga Stitra. Both the systems do full justice to dhyana-process
to realize the purity of soul. This is, as a matter of fact, the ultimate
goal of life, i.e., Kaivalya.

The sixth chapter vividly deals with the fruits obtained in human life
by yogic sadhana and ascetic penance. In Yoga Siitra such realized
fruits are called siddhis. Varieties of Siddhis are realized by yama,
niyama, asana, prandyama, pratyahara and dhyana, dharma, samadhi.
Similarly in Jaina Yoga several types of riddhis are detailed in Jaina
scriptures. Some of them are: 18 buddhi-riddhis, 11 vikriya-riddhis, 7
+ 7 Kriya-riddhis, 3 bala-riddhis, 8 aushadhi-riddhis, 6 rasa-riddhis,
and 2 Kshetra-riddhis.

The last and concluding chapter beautifully summarizes the entire
discussion so far done on yoga. The author rightly traces the root of
yogic thought in the prehistoric period of Hiranyagarbha Rishabha
Deva and presents a reconciliatory view of all the aspects of yogic
practices in India. The entire discussion of this treatise is well-illus-
trated and supported with authentic references in footnotes, and an
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exhaustive bibliography facilitated with an index of special personages
and technical terms used.

32, Agrasen Nagar, Kiccha Road ANANG PraDYUMNA KR
Rudrapur, Udhamsingh Nagar 263 153
Uttaranchal

ARVIND SHARMA: Modern Hindu Thought: Essential Texts, Oxford
Unjversity Press, New Delhi, 2002

This book is a compilation of essential texts from different sources—
speeches, biographies, pamphlets, autobiographies and letters, etc., of
some of the eminent thinkers which record their views on Hinduism
and Indianism. Sharma is a well-known name in the field of studies on
Hinduism. But in this work he puts on a different mantle, that is, of an
anthologist, presenting source materials interspersed with his own
observations and comments on the issues and events. According to him
the British rule in India should be viewed as a form of encounter
(rather, forms of encounter) at two levels—an encounter between the
culture of two countries, and a religious encounter between Christian-
ity and Hinduism. As per his own admission: “The cultural and reli-
gious encounter, with its horizon extended to the end of the twentieth
century, when viewed through the lens of Hinduism, constitutes the
theme of this book.” But in the process of going through the work the
reader is likely to experience other forms of encounter, too.

A student of religious history of India is likely to be aware of the
fact that the eighteenth century was a period of stagnation for Hindu-
ism. The Bhakti movement spearheaded by the Sanths all over India
was gradually losing ground. This movement had very successfully
generated a new interest in Hinduism, with its dynamism and reformism.
But the British rule in India and the cultural imperialism that followed
it posed a new challenge before the educated elite of India, which the
editor very rightly calls, the ‘civilizational encounter’. This form of
encounter could be displayed by four possible forms of reactions: (1)
acceptance, (2) rejection, (3) resistance, and (4) selective adaptation
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Here the editor prefers to capture the fourth form of reaction. He ad-
mits that the focus of the source book, ‘lies in its attempt to foreground
the pattern of “selective adaptation” without overlooking the three other
elements in the Hindu response to this encounter.” Keeping this in
view, the editor selects sixteen thinkers—Raja Ram Mohun Roy,
Devendranath Tagore, Keshub Chunder Sen, Ramakrsna Paramaharsa,
Swami Vivekananda, Dayananda Sarasvati, Jyotirao Phule, Mahadev
Govind Ranade, Gopal Krishna Gokhale, Bal Gangadhar Tilak,. Sree
Narayan Guru, Rabindranath Tagore, Mahatma Gandhi, Aurobindo
Ghose, Sarvepalli Radhakrishnan and Jiddu Krishnamurti. The hst covers
an extensive period of Indian history from the first decade of the 19th
century to the 1980s-—almost a hundred years. Naturally, the reader 1s
likely to come across a kaleidoscopic picture of Hinduism as a way of
life. Sometimes it is moral, sometimes intellectual and in some cases
it is aesthetic. Thus, the editor’s selection of the representatives of the
modern Hinduism provides a fascinating panorama of the Hindu view
of life.

As we come to know from the preface, the editor intends to present
the contents from a purely historical angle. But a sensitive reader may
not feel so limited and is likely to be transported far beyond the limits
of history. What he ultimately captures is not just the cultural and
religious encounter between Christianity and Hinduism, but a different
sort of encounter. It is an ‘ideological encounter’ between the two faces
of Hinduism—the exotic, which extols non-idolatry, spiritual monism
and jAana; and the ugly, which prescribes a rigid social hierarchy and
elaborate rituals for the attainment of the svarga. Such paradoxes of
Hinduism come out very prominently through excerpts selected in this
book.

Never the question— What is Hinduism?” has stirred the Hindu mind
so viotently as in the post-Godhra period. One comes across people
talking very excitedly about Hindu revivalism. But the moot question,
that many of the Hindu protagonists are likely to ignore is— Which
aspect of Hinduism they want to revive?” This same question was
asked by Ranade more than a hundred years ago, when he very frankly
admitted, ‘People seem to me to be very much at sea as to what they
seek to revive.” The second question that any Hindu is likely to avoid
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is— ‘What after all is Hinduism?’ Is it there in the temples dedicated to
innumerable gods and goddesses? Does its essence lie in the caste-
wars? Is it there in the discourses offered by the televangelists? Is it
there in the Vedas, Upanisads, Gita or in the elaborate rituals? Even a
hard-core Hindu fanatic would fumble in the face of such questions,
for there is no definite answer. Vivekananda had asked this question,
so had Tilak and Gandhi. All of them agree that Hinduism stands for
a concatenation of many forms of beliefs and faiths. As Vivekananda
very aptly says, ‘From the very high spiritual flight of Vedanta philoso-
phy ... to the low ideas of idolatry with multifarious mythology, the
agnosticism of the Buddhists, and the atheism of the Jains, each and all
have a place in Hinduism?’ But what is the common centre to which
the diverging radi coverage? It is the spirit of Hinduism itself—the
spirit of adjustment and self-appraisal. Hindu dharma has been inter-
preted and reinterpreted since Sarnkara’s attempt to save it from social
rejection when it found an alternative faith in Buddhism. The challenge
Samkara had to face has resurfaced again and again, though not always
in the form of social rejection. All the sixteen thinkers included in this
book faced the challenge in the form of an alien culture. Along with
this they also had to go through the process of seif-appraisal to save
Hinduism from its ugly repercussion, i.e. the overdose of ritualism,
casteist bias and other forms of social evils, Therefore, the selections
and excerpts from the writings of these great thinkers offer us a glimpse
of two types of encounter, i.e. between Christianity and Hinduism, and
between the ugly side and the beautiful side of Hinduism.

The reactions of the thinkers represented in this book, to the mod-
ernism perpetuated by the British rule, have different shades. Most of
them belonged to the elite and educated class (excepting Ramakrsna
Paramaharhsa). Some of them wanted reform and restated Hinduism in
the light of the rationalism and scientism of the West, without violating
the basic character of Hinduism. But certain other thinkers were reviv-
alists who wanted to revive the traditional Hindu spirituality of the
Vedas and other sacred texts. But all of them in their own way had
offered a constructive criticism of traditional Hinduism and highlighted
its spiritual dimensions.
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The first three chapters of the book are devoted to three stalwarts of
the Brahmo Samaj movement—Raja Ram Mohun Roy, Devendranath
Tagore and Keshub Chunder Sen. Incidentally, all of them were from
the eastern part of India (to be more specific, from Bengal). Pointing
out the historical compulsion behind such a process of the development
of the modern Hinduism, Sharma very rightly points out, ‘Bengal, in
the east, was the first region in India to come under British rule (1757)
in a major way’ (154). So the book very justifiably starts with the
selection of texts of Raja Ram Mohun Roy.

Raja Ram Mohun Roy (1772/74-1833) is the pioneer of modemn
Hinduism, if we mean by ‘modern’ the phase of Indian history project-
ing the interface between traditional Hinduism and Western rational-
ism. Though Roy learnt English at a later stage of his life, he was not
totally oblivious of its impact on Indian intellectual psyche. The chap-
ter devoted to Roy is most fascinating because 1t very successfully
reveals the mind of a person, who in the words of F. Max Miiller
possessed three essential elements of manly greatness— unselfishness,
honesty and boldness.” Most of us are more or less aware of Roy’s
contributions, i.e. (1) his effort to separate the pure from the popular
form of Hinduism (which subsequently led him to found the Brahmo
Samaj), (ii) his sincere advocacy for the abolition of the practice of
Suttee, and (iii) his keen interest in the introduction of western science.
He was an unflinching monist, who would not accept any form of
idolatry and religious pluralism—be it the polytheistic practice of
traditional Hinduism or be it the idea of the trinity of the Christianity.
One is simply struck by his critical and unbiased thinking. He, no
doubt, defends his own brand of Hinduism by delving deep into the
sacred texts of his own ancestors. But one sincerely feels that his entire
reformist thought process is not inspired by any external influences, it
comes straight from within. In this context the remarkable passage
describing how he became modern India’s first major Hindu reformer
is very crucial. He writes:

The physical powers of man are limited, when viewed compara-
tively, sink into insignificance; while in the same ratio, his moral
faculties rise in our estimation as embracing a wide sphere of action,
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and possessing a capability of boundless improvement. If the short
duration of human life be contrasted with the great age of the uni-
verse, and the limited extent of bodily strength ... we must necessar-
ily be disposed to entertain but a very humble opinion about our
own nature; and nothing perhaps is so well calculated to restore our
self-complacency as the contemplation of our more extensive moral
powers, together with the highly beneficial objects which the appro-
priate exercise of them may produce.

On the other hand, sorrow and remorse can scarcely fail, sooner
or later, to be a portion of him who is conscious of having neglected
opportunities of rendering benefit to his fellow creatures. From con-
siderations like this it has been that [ (although born a Brahman and
instructed in my youth in all the principles of the sect), being thor-
oughly convinced of the lamentable errors of my countrymen, have
been stimulated to employ every means in my power to improve
their minds and lead them to the knowledge of a purer system of
morality.

This passage holds the key to understanding the personality of a man
who had the courage of conviction to pursue the goal of his life inspite
of strong social opposition and, in certain cases, public humiliation.

What may endear Roy to the women readers in particular is the
discovery of the fact, that even the women of modern India cannot
surpass his zeal in advancing the cause of women’s liberation. The
selections presented in this book very clearly unfold the honesty, sin-
cerity and dynamism of the multi-faceted personality of Raja Ram
Mohun Roy.

Second in the series comes Devendranath Tagore, another Bramho
Samaji. But the selections provided by the author very distinctively
bring out the difference between Roy and Tagore in their approach to
life, as well as their process of self-appraisal. Devendranath’s interpre-
tation of Hinduism is more aesthetic and emotional which can easily be
contrasted with Roy’s intellectualism. His religious orientation comes
from his own spiritual realization. Specifically, the passages where he
narrates his spiritual experience at the sight of the star-studded sky are
simply fascinating. Like Ram Mohun Roy, he searches for the basics
of Hinduism in the sacred texts like the Upanisads, but he soon realizes
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that all that is contained therein does not conform to the theory of God
as an infinite and impersonal Being. So he is forced to use the methed,
better known as the ‘selective use of scriptures’, to provide a basis for
his own version of religion. This method was used by subsequent
Hindu thinkers to project their interpretation of Hinduism, thereby
successfully concealing the paradoxical nature of the sacred texts.

The chapter on Keshub Chunder Sen very succinctly brings to the
surface the contradictions involved in the life and thought of a person
caught between the love of ones own culture and fascination for the
alien culture. Like Roy and Tagore, he belongs to the Brahmo Samaj
movement. But his inspiration is neither supported by the deep sense
of concern for his fellow-men, nor based on internal conviction, as it
happened in case of Roy and Tagore. Here is a man, who looks at his
own religion through the lens of Christianity and western culture. It is
very much evident from the passage where he epitomizes the impact of
his tour to England. In a characteristic way he admits, ‘1 am now, thank
God, a man of the world, and can say that England is as much my
father’s house as India.” The hypocrisy involved in his encounter with
Hinduism comes out explicitly in Max Miiller’s account of Sen as
described in his letter to his wife. Though later on he became more
sympathetic in his interpretation of Hinduism and more radical in his
criticism of the British culture, the inherent fascination with the West
continues to be there. However, an intriguing dimension of his person-
ality is indicated in this book through Ramakrsna Paramaharhsa’s ac-
count of the pature of their relationship.

All the three thinkers presented in the first three chapters are reform-
ers and believers in spiritual monism. The intellectual streak in their
thought and works cannot be overlooked. So the author provides a
study in contrast by enlisting Ramakrsna as a modern Hindu thinker.
He is modern because he encounters a society more or less soaked in
the spirit of the then modernism. Ramakrsna’s lack of education and
his simplicity do not stand in the way of his own interpretation of
religion. His deep involvement and experiments with different forms of
religion, including Christianity and Islam, provide him with unparal-
leled conviction in the unity of religions, He, alone could announce
with confidence that, ‘wherever 1 look, I see men quarrelling in the
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name of religion ... But they never reflect that He who is called Krsna
1s also called Shiva and bears the name of Primal Energy, Jesus, Allah
as well.” These are words of a bhakta, a mystic, a realized soul. His
brand of Hinduism has more relevance for the modern man than that
of many others, presented in this book. This brand of Hinduism is for
the intellectuals as well as the common mass.

Any account of Ramakrsna Paramaharhsa’s contribution to Hindu-
%sm is incomplete without a reference to Swami Vivekananda. His
terpretation of Hinduism in the light of Vedanta and Yoga are well-
known and most often included in the syllabi of Indian universities.
The author presents in detail Swami Vivekananda’s addresses at the
Parliament of Religions. But what may be of great interest to the reader
is Sister Nivedita’s account, as well as his own account of his spiritual
encounter with GGoddess Kali. Again Vivekananda’s own lyrical com-
position ‘Song of the Sannyasin’ reproduced at the end of the chapter
1s equally appealing. Another piece depicting his straightforward criti-
cism of the missionary activities of the Christian order may be worth
noting. He asks: “You Christians, who are so fond of sending out
missionaries to save the soul of the heathen—why do you not save
their bodies from starvation?” It is particularly interesting in the mod-
em context.

There is a shift in geographical theatre from the East to West with
the enlisting of the modemn Hindu thinkers Dayananda Sarasvati, Jyotirao
Phule, M.G. Ranade, G.K. Gokhale and Bal Gangadhar Tilak in the
subsequent chapters. The editor feels that this shift from the East to the
We.stem part of India is not without a ‘historical logic’. Bengal was the
major region to come under British rule while the Western part came
under its sway quite a while later. So the religious encounter had its
impact accordingly. The description of such encounter starts with
Dayananda Sarasvatl, a man who was neither bred in western educa-
tion nor had the knowledge of English. Yet the challenge posed to
Hinduism by the British rule was countered in the intellectual and
ideological front by him. He contributed in a major way to Hindu
nationalism by emphasizing on the revival of the brighter dimension of
Hinduism. Again, the reader is made aware of Dayananda’s two-pronged
challenge—challenge to the alien culture and challenge to the false
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doctrines passed in the name of sanatana dharma. His hard hitting
views about the Vedic concepts as opposed to other religious ideals
may evoke the interest of the readers, so also the records of his debate
with the representatives of other religious faiths. At the same time, the
rich tribute paid to him by Sir Sayyid Ahmed Khan is evidence of his
dynamism.

Jyotirao Phule’s account of Hinduism very adequately projects an
interesting foil to Dayananda’s revivalism. His brand of reformism is
characterized by a rebel against the Brahmanical social order. His in-
terpretation of Hindu mythology is truly innovative. Mahatma Phule’s
modernism is inspiied- by a passion for social justice, which does not
stop him from conceiving the British rulers as the saviours.

On the other hand, the selection and excerpts included in the section
on M.G. Ranade project the personality of a man, more patient and
much less violent. As a member of the Prarthana Samaj, an institution
inspired by Keshub Chunder Sen’s version of Hinduism, he carried on
the reformist movement, but with a difference. His source of inspira-
tion was not the sacred texts of the Hindus, but the lives and works of
the Sanths of Maharashtra. So the selections dealing with the bhakti
movement are likely to unfold a much neglected aspect of the history
of medieval reformist movement. Two interesting points referring to
his personal life also attract the attention of the readers. Both the ac-
counts are narrated by his wife. Inspite of his attack on the system of
child marriage, he was forced to accept a child bride after the death of
his first wife. She offers a detailed account of how it happened and the
‘field realities that the reformer had to grapple with.” The second ac-
count is recorded in the end-notes. Ranade was opposed to Dayananda’s
revivalist movement, as he very rightly felt that Hinduism was to0 vast
and too multifaceted to be caught within the scheme of revivalism. But
when there was a planned attack on Dayananda Sarasvatl by his oppo-
nents at Pune, he stood by him. These two accounts reveal the vulner-
ability as well as the inner strength of Ranade as a great person.

In the chapter devoted to G.K. Gokhale the author very rightly points
out that ‘G.K. Gokhale is of special interest to students of Hindu Thought
on account of his close connection to Mahatma Gandhi.” Gokhale’s call
for ‘spiritualizing public life’ was interpreted by Gandhi as follows:
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“All of us can surely cultivate the virtues of fearlessness, truthfulness
cvourage, meekness, fainess, straightforwardness, firmness and suc};
like and devote them to the service of the country.” Gokhale’s choice
of his career as a teacher seems to be backed by this conviction. Here
the selgctions provide a perfect picture of an honest and con\;inéed
reformist. But particularly interesting are Mrs Roy’s accounts of his
honesty. There seems to be no hiatus between what he preached an£{
what he practised. The editor, at certain points, presents some good
examples to show the moderation of Gokhale in contrast to Tilak’s
revolutionary attitude.

The ‘next section naturally is devoted to Bal Gangadhar Tilak, a true
revolutionary in speech, thought and action. The Indian readers of this
source book are supposed to be aware of Tilak’s two great contribu-
tions to modern Hinduism—his reinterpretation of Bhagavai Gita in
the light of Karmayoga and his endeavour to instil self-confidence
amongst the people of Maharashtra by organizing public celebration of
the worship of the Hindu God Ganapati and the Maratha hero Sivaji
The former was aimed at establishing the theory that the Gisa is essen—.
tially a book on Karma voga, not bhakti. For him, Giia preaches a way
of action-oriented life for the cause of society and humanity at large
The latter was aimed at re-establishing the national pride, because for'
Tilak, religion is an essential element of nationality. In fact, one ca;lnot
separate nationalism and religion in Tilak’s thought. No other thinker
covered by this book, displays so much of pride in Hindu philosoph);
as Tilak does. His address at the meeting of ‘Bharata Dharma
Mahamandala’ and his speech on Git@ at Amraoti must be meticulously
scanned to assess his brand of nationalism and reformism.

Inclu_sion of Sree Narayana Guru, the saint from the south, comes as
a surprise. Not many books on Hinduism discuss his views on the
subject. He was born in the family of Ezhavas, who are considered to
be.low castes. Therefore, it is not surprising that he strongly felt, at that
point of time, that one of the greatest needs for India was ‘liberation
from the competition among castes and religions.” Equally significant
is his slogan ‘One Caste, One Religion, One God for Man.” He was
revered by some of the greatest like Rabindranath Tagore, Mahatma
Gandhi. His way of activating Hinduism was quite different from others.
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‘It is striking that Sree Narayana Guru, unlike other leaders of modern
Hinduism, was actively engaged in temple construction.” He envisioned
the temple as the centre for spiritual and educational activities. He was
a Saivite, but the selections presented in the book reveal that he was
a broadminded, dynamic and rational thinker. Two conversations re-
corded in the book, one with a Christian missionary and the second
with Sahodaran Ayyappan, who was in favour of wholesale conversion
of Ezhavas to Buddhism, bring forth clearly Sree Narayan Guru's clar-
ity of thought, the power of rational explanation and his sense of wit.
The section entitled ‘One Caste, One Religion and One God for Man’
is equally appealing. One notes with interest, Sree Guru’s way of de-
fending Hinduism against Buddhism which, at that point of time, was
thought to be a better alternative for the preservation of the self-esteem
of the people of the lower caste.

In the section devoted to Rabindranath Tagore the reader may dis-
cover a different hue of Hinduism, which neither fully conforms to the
Upanisadic spiritualism nor to any sort of bhaktik type of emotional-
ism. Tt is essentially an aesthetic representation of a religion which
could only be envisioned by a poet of high order. It is best put in his
own words: ‘I felt that 1 found my religion at last, the religion of man,
in which infinite became defined in humanity, and came close to me
50 as to need my love and co-operation.” Rabindranath calls Him, ‘Jivan
Devata’. Therefore, those interested in his interpretation of Hinduism
may find the selection from the conversation between Albert Einstein
and Tagore very useful. Tagore’s conception of Hinduism as a form of
universalism is aptly manifested in his attitude towards the ‘culture of
encounter’ between British rule and Indian struggle for freedom. In
Tagore’s case the encounter pales into a form of synthesis between the
East and the West. This ideal, in turn, provides the very basis of his
ambivalent attitude towards Gandhi and his method of fighting against
the British rule. The selections dealing with these dimensions are likely
to attract the attention of the readers.

Mahatma Gandhi’s autobiography as well as his views on religion,
ahimsa, saty@graha, are so well-known that it might have become
quite difficult for the author to introduce novelty in the chapter. Arvind
Sharma very frankly expresses his problem in dealing with Gandhi’s
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thought. He writes, “The collected works of Mahatma Gandhi cover
almost a hundred volumes and render an anthologist’s task somewhat
fiaunting.’ So he tries to make the section on Gandhi something more
1n1f‘0rmative by presenting the excerpts from Gandhi’s book Hind Swaraj
originally written in Gujarati in the course of his voyage from Englanci
to South Africa in 1909. The selection deals with Gandhi’s enunciation
of the doctrine of Satyagraha, ahimsa and primacy of the soul-force.
The excerpts dealing with Gandhi’s views on the caste-system also
;hould deserve attention. Another important aspect which is dealt with
1n th.is chapter is the Jewish response to Gandhi’s opinion regarding the
apphcation of the technique of satyagraha in the context of the perse-
cution of the Jews. The selections on this issue contain two long letters
one by Martin Buber and the other by J.L. Magnes. ,
The life and contribution of Aurobindo Ghose is also not unknown
'[F) the Indian intellectuals. So what is likely to hold the reader’s atten-
tion are the accounts of his mystic experiences, especially his experi-
ences in Alipore where he was imprisoned for one year. The detailed
account of this experience is recorded in his Uttarpara speech. What
really touches ones heart is his identification of the nation’s interest

with his god-realization. The following lines may offer us some idea
on this:

If thou art, then thou knowest my heart. Thou knowest I do not ask
for Mukti, I do not ask for anything which others ask for. I ask only
for strength to uplift this nation, I ask only to be allowed to live and

work for this people whom I love and to whom I pray that T may
devote my hfe.

Again, Sarvepalli Radhakrishnan is a well-known personality and a
much read about author of a series of books on Indian philosophy and
Hinduism. The chapter on Radhakrishnan, however, deals with his
personal reflections on the Hindu view of life. He claims that religion
1s a form of experience and religious tolerance is the basic feature of
Hinduism. This ultimately leads him to believe in the harmonization of
the living faiths of mankind.

The concluding chapter presents the thoughts and reflections of Jiddu
Krishnamurti, a modern Hindu in every respect. However, he does not
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fit in with the basic focus of the book, t.e. the cultural encounters
between British rule and the Indian struggle for freedom, on the one
hand, and between Christianity and Hinduism, on the other. His views
are too sophisticated and intellectual to be placed even within the broader
and the extended notion of Hinduism. Even when he talks of the ‘free-
dom from the self’ and ‘abnegation of me’, in the context of the reali-
zation of the Truth, one notices the influence of Buddhism, more than
that of Hinduism.

Selecting materials from the literature available on the thinkers, from
Roy to Krishnamurti, is a herculean task. But the editor has done a
wonderful job. He has-taken meticulous care to project the benign face
of Hinduism in the background of the cultural encounter between the
British modernism and Hindu traditionalism. In the process the reader
is likely to be amply rewarded with new insights about Hinduism.
Professor, Department of Philosophy, TANDRA PATNAIK
Utkal University, Vani Vihar,
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