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Jacques Derrida and Jurgen Habermas

R.P. SINGH

Centre for Philosophy, School of Social Sciences, Jawahartal Nehru University,
New Delhi 110 067, India. E-mail: rpsingh@jnu.ac.in

The present paper is an attempt to compare and contrast the
philosophical quests of Jacques Derrida (1930 to October 9, 2004) and
Jurgen IHabermas (I.. 1929-). The unlikely comparison between Derrida
and Habermas faces two-fold important questions: Can the self-
proclaimed ‘philosopher deconstructor’ and the ‘universal pragmatist’
have the richness of potential in their philosophical programs, and is
the comparison really a sharing of space between the covers? What is
striking about their individual quests and thus about sharing of space,
though perhaps not to some who have long been of this view, and thus
could not countenance this as a comparison, is that they seem to have
as much in common as they have separating them. It may be pointed
out at the outset that what Habermas sees as a ‘program of action’,
Derrida understands it as an ‘ideal’. By this, we can understand that for
Habermas communication, to anticipate a later discussion, is never
wholly one sided; it involves the necessity of a mutual recognition and
the procedural mechanisms of communicative action. While Derrida,
in deconstructing the terms, identifies its logocentric roots.

However, such a difference can itself be deconstructed when we
consider the normative justification for communicative action. To
substantiate this point, we can take the example of Habermas’ roots in
Kantian deontological ethics. Both Kant’s ‘duty for the sake of duty’
and Habermas’ communicative action as a predicate of the democratic
norms are based in reason as the framework of recognition. IHabermas’
aim is to realize the ideal speech—situation, a moment that is
characterized by undistorted communication. Yet elsewhere, Habermas
himself has recognized the abstract and other-worldliness of such an
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ideal, couching it in terms of a thought experiment, or fictional
idealization, ‘a methodological fiction in order to obtain a foil against
which the substratum of unavoidable societal complexily becomes
visible. The idea then allows us a model of pure communicative
socialization.”

Both Derrida and Habermas have developed the philosophical scheols
of the much broader philosophical movement known as ‘Postmodernity’.
Other such schools are structuralism of anthropologist Claude Levi-
Strauss, the cultural semiologist Ronald Barthes, the psychoanalytic
theorist Jacques Lacan, the post-structuralist Michel Foucault, besides
Richard Rorty, Lyotard, Levinas, including other critical theorists like
Horkheimer, Adorno and Marcuse. These represcntatives of
postmodernity, each in his own way, have attempted to go ahead of
Kant and Hegel, either by offering an amendation to Kantianism and
Hegelianism or by making. Kant and Hegel relevant in the changed
intellectual climate in Europe and America. In this context, both Derrida
and Habermas can certainly be included as contributing to an unfinished
project of Furopean modernity. Both have stated and are still stating,
or at least reliant on the notions of transcendence as part of a decidedly
unending quest of modernity, whether it 1s termed the democracy to
come or the ideal speech situation. While this itsclf is not an issue
here, what it means is that despite mutual differences between Derrida
and Habermas, they share the same flaw/gap/margin of modernity. To
substantiate this point, T propose to mention in brief some of the founders
of European identity along with the central and the marginal issues in
their philosophical quests.

The central issues of modern Europe could be identified in terms of
ideology, scientific and technological development, logocentrism,
foundationalism, essentialism and teleclogy, unified world order,
rationality, conceptions of morality and justice, secularism, human
rights, democracy, freedom, capitalism, etc. At the margins of Iluropean
identity, we find that Furope has shrunk into finite propositions in
terms of anti-foundationalism, anti-essentialism and anti-teleology.
fragmentation, irrationality and plurality of ethnic identities, linguistic
identities, etc.
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It was the period of sixteenth to seventeenth-century, that European
socicty underwent that crucial change, which marked the transition
from tradition to modernity. It was the period when the centre shifted
from religion and revelation to science and human rationality. With
this separation, the European Middle Age entered into the New Age
(Neuzeit). We have a long list of philosophers who are the founders of
modern European Identity. They are Descartes, Bacon, Galileo, Newton,
Hume, Kant, Hegel, Marx, Mill, Comte and so on. These philosophers
radically liberated traditional thinking from the authority of the Church
and highlighted the role of independent and rational thinking based on the
achievements in science. The basic philosophical quests in modernism
are that ‘man can be interpreter of nature’ (Bacon), ‘an observer of the
universe through an instrument such as the telescope and the
mathematical foundation of the physical world™ (Cartesian-Galilean
mechanics), ‘universal law of gravitation’ (Newton), ‘understanding
makes nature’ (Kant), ‘what is actual is rational and what is rational 1s
actual’ (Hegel), ‘the point is to change the world’ (Marx). In a nutshell,
one can shape and control the world through science is what inaugurates
the modern Liuropean identity. So, rationalism, empiricism,
transcendental idealism, dialecticism, Marxism, utilitarianisin,
positivism, etc., are the manifestations of European identity.

Both Derrida and Habermas have developed their individual
philosophic quest greatly under the influence of one or more of the
central and the marginal issues of Furopean identity. They have aimed
a strong reaction not at a single philosopher, but at the entire modern
European movement in philosophy. Derrida, for instance, has dubbed
this reaction as ‘deconstruction’, °... it did indeed become the systematic
rejection of the most basic premises of modern European philosophy:
the celebration of the self and subjectivity, the new application of
history, and most of all, the already flagging philosophical confidence
in our ability to know the world as it really is. It was, in a phrase, the
wholesale rejection of the transcendental pretence.”? In what follows,
I'll first discuss Derrida’s attempt to deconstruct the fundamental
presuppositions of Western philosophy. Derrida has occasioned
considerable confusion and misunderstanding among the enthusiasts
and detractors alike, as well as some sound criticism.



4 R P SINGH

Professor Jacques Derrida is one of France’s most famous
philosophers. He was born in a modest small town in Algeria, a
Mediterranean land, endowed with abundant and a fine quality of lustre.
At the age of 19, he went to France. In his long academic career, he
worked at the Sorbonne and also several American universities. Derrida’s
ground breaking work in the 1960s and his ongoing achievements in
the academic circle, specially in America, besides his constant and
untiring engagements against apartheid in South Africa, supporting the
dissidents in Czechoslovakia and most importantly Derrida/Habermas
appeal entitled as ‘Europe and the global South towards a circle of

equality’, specially the second war on Iraq, are some of the landmark

events of his life. He is best known for his deconstruction theory,
vivisecting the anatomy of a text to strip away the concealing tissue of
codified signifiers to reveal what lic beneath, shom of the semantic
superstructure of the deliberate or unwitting bias, unpicking the way a
text is put together in order to reveal its hidden meaning.

Jacques Derrida’s deconstruction could be described as ‘the revenge
of language in philosophy’, tracing its lineages to the phenomenology
of Edmund Husserl and Merleau-Ponty, which attempted to cut away
the blinkers that ‘intentionality’ imposed on the consciousness.
Deconstruction is highly complex, not to say obscure; at its heart is the
notion that each word and, by its extension, each text contains layers
of meaning which have gone through cultural and historical processes.

DERRIDA’S QUEST

In an interview in Paris in 1981, Derrida has said, ‘My philosophical
formation owes much to the thought of Hegel, Husserl and Heidegger .’
Derrida hails originally from the phenomenological movement of
Husserl, Heidegger and Levinas and it is within and around this
particular framework more than anything else that his thinking has
evolved. Derrida’s ‘deconstruction’ questions such notions as the Idea
of Plato, the Pure Thought of Aristotle, the Cogito of Descartes, the
Transcendental Consciousness of Kant and the Geist of Hegel.
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DERRIDA ON MODERN WESTERN THOUGHT

‘I have never been very happy with the term “modernity”. Of course,
I feel that what is happening in the world today is something unique
and singular. As soon, however, as we give the label of “modernity”,
we inscribe it in a certain historical system of evolution or progress (a
notion derived from Enlightenment rationalisin), which tends to blind
us to the fact what confronts us today is also something ancient and
hidden in history. I believe that what “happens” in our contemporary
world and strikes us as particularly new has, in fact, an essential
connection with something extremely old which has been covered over
{archidissimule) so that the new is not so much that which occurs for
the first time but that “very ancient” dimension which recurs in the
“very modern”; and which indeed has been signified repetitively
throughout our historical tradition, in Greece and in Rome, in Plato, 1n
Descartes, in Kant, etc. No matter how novel or unprecedented a modern
meaning may appear, it is never exclusively modernist but is also and
at the same time a phenomenon of repetition. And yet the relationship
between the ancient and the modern is not simply that of the implicit
and the explicit. We must avoid the temptation of supposing that what
occurs today somehow pre-existed in a latent form, merely waiting to
be unfolded or explicated. Such thinking also conceives history as an
evolutionary development and excludes the crucial notions of rupture
and mutation in history. My own conviction is that we must maintain
two contradictory affinmations at the same time. On the one hand we
affirm the existence or ruptures in history, and on the other we affirm
that these ruptures produce gaps or faults (failes) in which the most
hidden and forgotten archives can emerge and constantly recur and
work through history ... The difference between our modes of thought
does not mean that I or other ‘modern’ thinkers have gone beyond
Plato ...™

DERRIDA’S DECONSTRUCTION

With the above understanding of the history of Western thought, Derrida
has this to say about deconstruction: ‘A sowing that does not produce
plants, but is simply infinitely repeated ... a semination that is not
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insemination but dissemination, seed spilled in vain, an emission that
can not return to its origins in the father.” In Positions, he remarks, ‘In
the final analysis, dissemination means nothing and cannot be
‘reassembled into a definition...”® and, therefore, deconstruction is not a
theory, not a position, not a critique, not a technique, ‘not a method
and cannot be transformed into one’.” With deconstruction, Derrida
tries to transcend the binary oppositions like truth and falsehood, reality
and appearance, good and evil, etc. With deconstruction, Derrida
dismantles these conceptual oppositions. It is the logic of differance
that is the most operative term in Derrida’s deconstruction. Richard
Kearney, in a Prefatory Note on Derrida, writes, ‘Derrida was working
out his central notion of the irreducible structure of différance as it
operates in human consciousness, temporality, history and above all in
the fundamental and overriding activity of writing (Lécriture). By means
of this concept of différance—a neologism meaning both to “defer”
and to “differ”—, Derrida proposed to show how the major metaphysical
definitions of Being as some timeless self-identity of presence (e.g.
logos ...), which dominated Western philosophy from Plato to the present
day, could ultimately be “deconstructed”. Such deconstruction would
show that in each instance, difference precedes presence rather than
the contrary ...”* In Positions, Derrida writes, °... différance refers to the
(active and passive) movement that consists in deferring by means of
a delay, delegation, reprieve, referral, detour, postponement, reserving,
In this sense, différance is not proceeded by the originally and invisible
unity of a present possibility that 1 could reserve, like an expenditure
that I could put off calculatedly, or for the reasons of economy. What
defers presence, on the contrary, is the very basic on which presence
is announced or desired in what represents it, its sign, its trace ...”

DERRIDA AND WESTERN METAPHYSICS

Derrida developed this problematic in order to question the system of

Western metaphysics as a whole. In his Exergue or ‘outwork’ to Of

Grammatology, Derrida focusses attention on a triple movement of our
logocentric epoch: ‘1. The concept of writing ... 2. The history of (the
only) metaphysics, which has always assigned the origin or truth in
general to the /ogos: the history of truth, of the truth of truth, (which)
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has always been ... the debasement of writing and its repression outside
“full speech”. 3. The concept of science or the scientificity of science-—
what has always been determined as logic.”"®

DERRIDA AND LOGOS

In his celebrated works Positions and Of Grammatology, Derrida has
overwhelmingly acknowledged the significant place of the logos in his
own ‘theory of sign’ on many occasions. Derrida has said, ‘The
problematic of the sign derives from a fundamental logocentrism, a
philosophy of consciousness of the originary subject’. The notion of
sign occupies the central theme of Derrida’s writings. In his analysis
of the history of the notion of sign in Of Grammatology, Derrida
attempts to show that ... the very concept of the sign has always
depended upon, or been determined by that fundamental metaphysical
opposition: the sensible and the intelligible. His various treatments of
the sign work shows that the metaphysical tradition has always treated
the sign as a transition or bridge between these two moments of
presence. Because the sign could only function as a provisional reference
between presence in the form of the object (the sensible) and the
presence in the form of self-presence (the intelligible)...”"! With the
logic of différance, Derrida first decentres the /ogos, then he marginalizes
the logos and finally he rejects the logos, “The sign unites an independent
“representation” and “intuition”, in other words, a concept (signified)
and a sensory perception (signifier),”"> but in logocentric systems,
Derrida charges, there is a kind of “separation’ or ‘disjoining’ which, by
dislocating the ‘intuition’, opens the space and plays off signification.

Derrida, in fact, takes up a Kantian project—to show how the
atemporally true can be contained in a spatio-temporal vehicle, regularize
the relation between man and what man seeks by exhibitling its
‘structure’, freezing the historical process of successive reinterpretations
by exhibiting the structure of all possible interpretation.

DERRIDA ON WRITING

Richard Rorty says, ‘Writing is an unfortunate necessity; what is really
wanted is to show, to demonstrate, to point out, to exhibit, to make
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one’s interlocutor stand and gaze before the world. The copy theory of
ideas, the spectator theory of knowledge, the notion that “understanding
representation” is the heart of philosophy, are expressions of this
need to substitute an epiphany for a text, to “see through”
representation.” Let us consider this passage:

There is, therefore, good and bad writing: the good and natural is the
divine inscription in the heart and the soul; the perverse and artful
is technique, exiled in the exteriority of the body. A modification
well within the Platonic diagram: writing of the soul and of the
body, writing of the interior and of the exterior, writing of conscience
and of the passions, as there is a voice of the soul and a voice of
the body .... The good writing has therefore always been
comprehended. Comprehended as that which had to be
comprehended: within a nature or a natural law, created or not, but
first thought within an eternal presence. Comprehended, therefore
within a totality, and enveloped in a volume or a book. The idea of
the book is the idea of a totality, finite or infinite, of the signifier.
This totality of the signifier cannot be a totality, unless a totality
constituted by the signified pre-exists it, in its ideality. The idea of
the book, which always refers to a natural totality, is profoundly
alien to the sense of writing ... If I distinguish the text from the
book, I shall say that the destruction of the book as it is now underway
in all domains, denudes the surface of the text."

DERRIDA ON LANGUAGE AND WORLD

What is the relation between the language and the world? Derrida does
not come right out:

“To this one can only reiterate that Derrida is in the same situation
in regard to language that many of us secularists in regard to God.
It isn’t that we believe in God, or don’t believe in God, or have
suspended judgement about God. It isn’t that we know that God is
a cognitively meaningless expression, or that it has a role in a
language-game other than the fact stating, or whatever. We just
regret the fact that the word is used so much. So is this the case for
Derrida with the vocabulary of Kantian philosophy. His attitude
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towards centuries of worry about the relation between subject and
object, representation and the real, is like the Enlightenment attitude
toward centuries of worry about the relation between God, man,
faith and reason.’"”

At the end, we can say that although Derrida has an intense distrust of
metaphysics, yet he has made an important contribution to European
identity. For Dernda, the job of philosophy is not to account for a
system, but to deconstruct it. In deconstructing the presuppositions of
Western philosophy, Derrida offers a serious and constructive counter
nomenclature.

Professor Jiirgen Habermas belongs to the second generation of the
Frankfurt School of Social Research, founded at Frankfurt in Germany
in 1923. The critical theory of the postmodern philosophy is the most
imporiam\t reaction to Kantianism and Hegelianism. Its advocates,
Horkheimer, Adorno, Marcuse and Habermas, attempt to go ahead of
the “closed’, ‘systemic’ thinking of Kant and Hegel. It is the first criticism
of modern science and enlightenment rationality. Adorno and
Horkheimer attempt to lay out, ‘The discovery of why mankind, instead
of entering into a truly human condition, is sinking into a new kind of
barbarism’.'* Adorno’s ‘negative dialectics’ or the ‘immanent criticism’
or the ‘critical theory’ is neither a ‘pure scientific theory’ nor a ‘pure
philosophy’. Critical theory is located ‘between philosophy and science’.
This makes the critical theory as negative dialectics, which sets out not
only to describe but also to vigorously criticize the existing social
norms without recourse to either the fundamental concept of the
enlightenment rationality.(i.e. reason, freedom, truth) or the value-free
model of science. With these clarifications, [ shall come to Habermas.

The range of Habermas’ theorizing is extraordinary. He deals with
most of the themes developed by earlier critical theorists, including
epistemological questions raised by Adorno. In addition, he has sought
to achieve a thorough going synthesis of developments in social science
and philosophy, including analytical philosophy, the philosophy of
science, linguistics, political sctence and systems theory. In 1969, George
Lichtheim, one of the most perceptive commentators on European
cultural life, wrote about Habermas, ‘It is not easy to assess the work
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of a scholar whose professional competence extends from the logic of
science to the sociology of knowledge, by way of Marx, Hegel and the
more recondite sources of the European metaphysical tradition ... (At)
an age when most of his colleagues have painfully established control
over one corner of the field, he has made himself master of the whole,
in depth and breadth alike. There is no corner-cutting, no facile ¢vasion
of difficulties or squires enunciation of conclusions unsupported by
research: whether he is refuting Popper, dissecting the pragmatism of
Charles Peirce, delving into the medicval antecedents of Schelling’s
metaphysics, or bringing Marxist sociology up to date, there is always
the same uncanny mastery of the sources, joined to an enviable talent
for clarifying intricate logical puzzles. He seems to have been born
with a faculty. for digesting the toughest kind of material and the
refashioning it into orderly wholes.’

[abermas was 40 years of age and already recognized as a leading
younger social theorist in post-war Germany. The most striking and
impressive feature of Habermas’ approach to the range and complexities
of human inquiry is the way in which he weaves whatever he analyzes
into coherent whole. There is a unity of vision that informs his work.
To this extent, he is greatly under the influence of Marx, the young
Hegelians, Hegel, Schelling, Fichte and Kant. FEven before Habernas
became [ully aware of the critical theory of the 1930s,
he was recreating the experience and pathway followed by Horkheimer,
Adorno, Marcuse and other members of the Frankfurt School. Recalling
these intellectually formative years, Habermas has written, “In retrospect,
I sometimes have the impression that a student can recreate a segment
of the critical theory of the 1930s, if he systematically works his way
from Kant through Hegel, including Schelling, and approaches Marx
via Lukacs."”’

HABERMAS' QUEST

In Knowledge and Human Interests (1968 and Linglish edition in 1971),
Habermas outlines his first systematic philosophical exposition. His
major theses were succinetly summarized in the inaugural address he
gave at Frankfurt University (published as an Appendix to the book).
In the Preface, IHabermas announced, ‘I am undertaking a historically
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oriented attempt to reconstruct the prehistory of modern positivism
with the systematic intention of analyzing the connections of knowledge
and human interest. In following the process of dissolution of
epistemology, which has left the philosophy of science in its place, one
makes one’s way over abandoned stages of reflection. Retreating this
path {from the perspective that looks back towards the point of departure
may help to recover the forgotten experience of reflection. That we
disavow reflection is positivism.’'®

HABERMAS AND POSITIVISM

By 1968, the positivist tradition, from August Compte to logical
positivist like A.J, Ayer, was already under severe attack. But one
cannot underestimate the extent to which the positivistic thinking
pervaded and dominated the intellectual and cultural life. Habermas, in
this context, is speaking of “positivism’ in a broad encompassing manner.
He wants to identify the tendency to which many philosophical schools
have contributed. This formulation is very close to issues that
preoccupied thinkers of different philosophical positions. He has
advanced a provocative interpretation of a movement of thought that
encompassed Kant, Fichte, Hegel, Marx, Dilthey, Peirce, Nietzsche,
Compte and Freud. But I would like to emphasize the point that at the
roots of Habermas’ philosophical formulations to reconstruct the
prehistory of modern positivism, there lies an essentially Kantian
paradigm of ‘reason’.

HABERMAS AND KANT

Habermas has derived from Kant that ‘reason is self-reflective’ or ‘the
self-reflection of reason upon the conditions of its employment’. This
is the thrust of Kant’s Critiques, where ‘pure reason’ can self-reflexively
come to grasp the universal and necessary conditions for the very
possibility of theoretical knowledge, i.e. synthetic a priori proposition;
“practical reason’ can give rise to categorical imperatives and ‘judgement’
can provide acsthetic judgements. Further, the ‘critique’ is the self-
critique of reason where reason is both the subject and the object of
critique. This is the emancipatory sense of self-critique and self-
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reflection. This concept could be further elaborated with the help of
Kant’s article ‘Answer to the Question: What is Enlightenment?’ The
attempt to get rid of “self-imposed immaturity’ is both selfn.critique and
self-reflection with the aim to attain emancipation. Emancipatory self-
reflection is dependent on giving a rational reconstruction of the
universal conditions for reason. To use the Kantian analogy, only when
we understand the possibility, validity and limit of theoretical knowled-ge
and the categorical imperatives does it become intelligible to specify
what miust be done to atlain autonomy and emancipation.

The nature and status of human mind, divided into three distinct
faculties—pure reason, practical reason and judgement—was essentia_lly
Kantian and remained Kantian from historical perspective. Post Kantian
philosophers, especially Hegel, have resolved, once and for all, the

Kantian distinction.

HABERMAS AND THE ENLIGHTENMENT RATIONALITY

Late Dr Paulos Mar Gregorios, in one of his lectures, has this to say:
The basic thing about European enlightenment is an attempt to totally
undermine the feudal system and to give a rationale to the new
bourgeoisie that is where the enlightenment begins. Bourgeoisie was a
new class of people comprising artisans, craftsmen, traders and others,
just coming out around the seventeenth century as a result of the
economic and social development. They wanted in the first place. to
overthrow feudalism and to establish a new philosophical justification
for the new class. The class is the new bourgeoisie—the citizens. In
doing so, one thing became very clear as a historical fat?t. The - old
feudal system was so integrally related to the religion and it was very
clear that as long as religion and feudal system work together, any
attack on feudal system would not work. So, in the Luropean
enlightenment, it was decided that religion as such should be omitted.
Even in the French Revolution, there were some people who were
‘deists’, believing that God started the whole thing, then He went away
and everything goes on in accordance with the natural laws_, i.e. deists.
Even Voltaire was like that, But others were strongly convinced that
you couldn’t defeat feudalism unless you defeated the religion. The
best example of that is Heinrich Heinz, the great German poet and
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writer. He said that in France, you are able to beat religion but in
Germany we are not because religion is so deeply rooted and unless
we defeat this religious entrenchment, we cannot begin our task. This
was one side of it. Voltaire was also influenced by the idea that religion
was a reactionary force. Nehru himself was partly of the same point of
view that religion was an obstacle to progress. If you want progress,
not only should you attack religion but also put it aside.

Until enlightenment, the integrating intellectual principle was the
belief in God. It was in theology that all human problems in experience
were integrated. Now the enlightenment threw out that integrating
principle—the religion as the matrix of thought process. In that place,
enlightenment put the human reason which could integrate everything.
This was the basic change which European enlightenment brought. I
myself do not subscribe to that theology as integrating element. But
once you subscribe to enlightenment reason, you find that the integrating
principle does not work fully. So you divide ‘experience’ into three
compartments—science, ethics and art. In the new enlightenment
thinking, technically, it is human reason that reconciles the three. But
that integration is very flimsy. It does not have adequate foundation.
Immanuel Kant particularly was the one who was trying to distinguish
between three kinds of reason—pure reason, practical reason and the
Judgement. In the one, you know the things (phenomena); in the other,
you know how to act; in the third, you have to discern what is good.
By making this separation, he held on the ‘idea of reason’, which was
already divided in three compartments. European enlightenment has
this problem that ‘reason’ as such is not able to fulfil the task of
integrating everything. But the enlightenment was able to assert on the
‘autonomy” and ‘adulthood’ (maturity). According to the evolutionary
ideology, which was going through that time, humanity has been
developing into three phases; of which one is the religious stage, the
second stage 1s metaphysics. These two stages are the stages of
‘immaturity’ of humanity. Humanity becomes ‘mature’ when its
knowledge becomes ‘scientific’ which is the third stage. Science is the
mature form of human dealing with reality. Both religion and
metaphysics belong to the ‘childhood’ of humanity. Maturity means
repudiating religion and metaphysics. The positive thing is that it affirms
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humanity. In the eighteenth century, Immanuel Kant wrote, ‘What.' 1s
Enlightenment?” In the pamphlet, he wrote, ‘Enlightenment is the comm’g
of the age of maturity, throwing away all that belongs to childhood;
And why is humanity languishing because, it does not have the ‘courage
to trust its own ‘Teason’, it is too dependent on religion and metaphysics.
So, enlightenmeni means that a human being has to have the ‘courage’
to think boldly, to overthrow childishness. It was industrial revolution,
which was coming out of feudal relationship and trying to affirm humz-m
autonomy. An individual’s dignity, freedom and rights are afﬁrme.d in
enlightenment reason. If reason has to be criticized, it has to be criticized
by reason alone. That is what we mean by critical reason."”

HABERMAS AND HEGEL

Like Kant and Hegel, Habermas took the split between science, morals
and art as the ‘fundamental philosophical problem of modernity’.
Habermas saw that Hegel ‘solves the problem of the sclf-assurance of
modernity too well, because the philosophy of Absolute Spirit removes
all importance from its own present age ... and deprives of its calling
to self-critical renewal’® He saw the popularity of ‘end of philosophy’
thought as an over-reaction to this over-success.

HARBERMAS AND THE END OF PHILOSOPHY

Habermas thought that we need not be restricted, as Horkheimer and
Adorno were, to mere socio-historical forms of social eriticism. He
viewed Horkheimer, Adorno and Foucault as working to new Versions
of ‘the end of philosophy” ‘... no matter what name it (philosophy)
appears now—whether as fundamental ontology, as critique, as negative
dialectic, or genealogy—these pseudonyms are by no means disguises
under which the traditional (i.e. Hegelian) form of philosophy lies
serves as the drapery of philosophical concepts morc likely serves
as the cloak, for a scantily concealed of philosophy.™

Hebermas’ account of such ‘end of philosophy’ movements is offered
as part of a more sweeping history of philosophy since Kant. He thought
that Kant was right to split ‘reason’ into science, morality and art and
that Hegel was right in accepting this as ‘the standard (massgeblich)
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interpretation of modernity’.> He also thought that Hegel was right in
believing that ‘Kant does not perceive the ... formal divisions within
culture ... as diremptions. Hence he ignores the need for unification
that emerges with the separations evoked by the principle of
subjectivity.”® It may be recalled that unification was the fundamental
philosophical preoccupation for Hegel. In a very remarkable manner in
his early fragments cntitled Glauben und wissen, Hegel has said,
‘Unification and Being (sein) are equivalent; the copula “is” in every
proposition expresses a unification of subject and predicate, in other
words, a Being.™ In the process of unifying the opposites, ‘reason’, for
Ilegel, touches every part of reality; ‘reason’ sublates the finite and its
negation, so that they are revealed as moments of a more inclusive
whole. Habermas agreed with Hegel that there is a ‘need for unification’.
He wanted to go back to Hegel and to start it again. Ile thought that,
‘in order to avoid the disillusionment with the philosophy of subjectivity
which produced Neitzsche and the two strands of post Neitzschean
thought which he distinguishes and dislikes (the one leading to Foucault,
and the other to Heidegger) we need to go back to the place where the
young Hegel took the wrong turn; that was the place where he still
held open to option of using the idea of uncoerced will formation in
a communication community existing under constraints of co-operation
as model for the reconciliation of a bifurcated civil society ... it was
the lack of a sense of rationality as social that was missing from the
philosophy of subject which the older Hegel exemplified from which
the “end-of-philosophy” thinkers have never really escaped.”
[abermas thought that the philosophical requirement that ‘the
philosophy of the subject’ gratified is as real as it was during Hegel’s
own time, and can perhaps be fulfilled by his (Habermas’) own focus
on a ‘communicative community’. With Hegel’s overemphasis on the
Geist, philosophy has become ‘an isolated monastery/sanctuary’ in which
an individual forms an isolated order of priests untroubled by how it
goes with the world. This position has certainly come from Kant’s
‘three-sphere’ picture of culture which Hegel tries to resolve. On this
tatter view, Kant’s attempt to deny knowledge to make room for faith
{(by inventing ‘transcendental subjectivity’ to serve as the function for
the Copernican revolution) was proveked by an unnecessary worry



16 R.P. SINGH

about the spiritual significance or insignificance of modemn sclence,
‘Like Habermas, Kant thinks that modern science has a theoretical
dynamic, one which can be identified with (at least a portion of) the
pature of rationality. Both think that by isolating and exhibiting his
dynamic, but distinguishing it from other dynamics (e.g.) practical
reason or the emancipatory interest, one can keep the results of science
without thereby disenchanting the world. Kant suggested that we need
not let our knowledge of the world gua matter in motion get in the way
of our moral sense. The same suggestion was also made by Hume and
Reid, but unlike these pragmatical Scotchmen, Kant thought that he
had to back up this suggestion with a story which would differentiate
and ‘place’ the three great spheres into which culture must be divided.™

Despite being under the influence of Kantian paradigm, Habermas
remained a critical theorist. One of Habermas’ most basic and
challenging thesis is that ‘we cannot even make sense of the concepts
of meaning, understanding and interpretation unless we rationally
evaluate the validity claims that are made by participants in these
forms of life. We must be able to discriminate what participants
themselves count as reasons for their actions, and this requires a
performative attitude on our part where we assess what “they” count
as good rcasons for action with reference to “our” standards of
rationality.” To illustrate it further, we can say that we are essentially
embodied beings. We are embodied in the family—the property,
language and the value systems—in the tribal community and in the
ethnicity. At the same time, we are able to transcend this infrastructore
and bracket all judgements of the validity claims made by participants
in a form of life. It is dialectic that lies at the centre of Habermas’
critical theory. Habermas says, ‘A critical social science will not remain
satisfied with this. It is concerned with going beyond this goal to
determine when theoretical statements grasp invariant regularities of
social action as such and when they express ideologically frozen
relations of dependence that can in principle be transformed ... thus the
level of (non-reflective) consciousness which is one of the initial
conditions of such laws, can be transformed. Of course, to this end, a
critically mediated knowledge of law cannot through reflection alone
render a law itself inoperative but can render it inapplicable. The
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methodological framework that determines the meaning of the validity
of critical propositions of this category is established by the concept of
self-reflection. The latter releases the subject from dependence on
hypostatized powers. Self-reflection is determined by an emancipatory
cognitive interest.®

Habermas’ critical theory is a dialectical synthesis of the empirical-
analytic and the historical-hermeneutic disciplines. It is a constant
cognition and vigilant criticism and this process always goes on and
never arrives at any finality. There are also issues and their criticism,
further issues and further criticism; but there is no final issue and no
final criticism. Habermas’ synthesis comes into clear focus when we
turn into the third type of cognitive interest: the emancipatory interest:
“This interest is at once derivative and the most fundamental cognitive
interest. If we reflect upon the forms of knowledge and the disciplines
guided by the technical and practical interests, we realize that they
contain an internal demand for open, free, non-coercive communication.
The validity of knowledge claims in empirical-analytic sciences and
the historical hermeneutics disciplines always allow of further testing,
challenge and rational evaluation.’?

Habermas agreed with Kant in the belief that there are basic structures,
rules and categories presupposed by reason (Kant) and communicative
action (Habermas). But he is sceptical of pure transcendental philosophy,
which cannot transcend itself. Habermas takes the help from Hegelian
dialectic, which can break with the legacy of pure a priori transcendental
philosophy. It is this synthesis of Kantian apriorism and Hegelian
dialectic that has given rise to Habermas’ critical theory of
communicative action.

To conclude, we can say that although the details of Habermas’
communicative actions are subt! , complex and controversial, we can
sketch some of its basic features; ‘Communicative action is a distinctive
typc of social interaction—the type of action oriented to mutual
understanding. It must be distinguished from other types of social
action and non:social actions, which are oriented to “success”, to the
efficient achievement of ends. These latter action-types exhibit the
form of purposive rational action where we seek to achieve an end or
goal by appropriate means. ™ Habermas elucidates °... the goal of coming



18 R.P. SINGH

to an understanding (Verstanding) is to bring about an agreement
(Einverstandis) that terminates in the intersubjective mutuality of
reciprocal understanding, shared knowledge, mutual trust and accord
with one another. Agreement is based on recognition of the
corresponding validity claims of comprehensibility, truth, truthfulness
and rightness.”' All communicative action takes place with two operative
terms—consensus and disagreement. Habermas argued that anyone
acting communicatively must, in performing a speech action,
raise universal validity claims, and must suppose that such claim can
be vindicated. As indicated in the above quotation, there are four types
of validity claims—comprehensibility, truth, truthfulness (sincerity) and
normative rightness. In most empirical situations, we resolve our
conflicts and disagreements with these validity claims. But there may
arise a situation where validity claims can break down or be challenged
by one of the participants in the communicative context. To resolve a
break down in communication, [{abermas proposes to have a discourse
and argumentation or dialogue where we explicitly seek to warrant the
validity claims that have been called into question and replace it with
a new model of validity claims, which could be higher, more
comprehensive than the earlier one. And that there is no dispute about
a validity claim beyond rational argumentation by the participants
involved.

To bring this paper to a close, we can say that Derrida has an intense
distrust of metaphysics. For Derrida, the job of philosophy 1s not to
account for a system, but to deconstruct it. In rejecting the presupposi-
tions of Western philosophy, Derrida, however, fails to offer a serious
and constructive counter hypothesis to supplant the doctrines that lie
at the roots of Western metaphysics. Derrida’s method of deconstruction
means, like in guerrilla warfare, to attack quickly and run back, to
puncture and parody, and to defuse through refusing to take a thesis
seriously. The logic of différance has been designed to do the same
function. In the context of Habermas, it may be said that he dialectically
synthesizes the empirical-analytic and the historical-hermeneutical
studies. It is a constant cognitio'n and vigilant criticism and this process
always goes on, [labermas takes the help of Kantian apriorism and
Hegelian dialectic to formulate his communicative action. He has made
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an effect to develop a validation criterion in communicative action. It
is quite uncharacteristic to Frankfurt scholars to develop a validation
criterion. The validation criterion for physical sciences is different
from the validation criterion for social sciences. This is because what
is actually practiced in science is different from the ideology formations.
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ABSTRACT

It is argued in this paper that man is a naturally moral bemg. This is
shown to follow from the fact that man by nature is rational as well
as spiritual. By virtue of rationality, we are capable of discerning right
from wrong, moral from immoral. But by -simply knowing. this
distinction we do not do what is right and may not act morally. Moral
reflection does not by itself lead to moral action. But it is shown that
the link between moral reflection and moral action is, nonetheless, a
logical link—weaker than logical necessity but much stronger than
mere contingent relation. (The extreme claims of ethical externalism
and ethical internalism are thereby refuted.)

This argument is strengthened by arguing further that our evaluation
system, which consists of our capacity for moral reflection, would
influence our motivation system by the exercise of our spiritual faculty,
by virtue of which one identifies with one’s value judgement and acts
in accordance with it. Moral motivation is effected by spiritual
endeavour.

Thus, it 1s shown that while rationality is necessary condition of
moral personhood, spirituality is the sufficient condition thereof. And
both together complete the making of moral personhood.

*Contents of this paper form part of the project on ‘Ethics and Society’, which
I did recently as a Senior Fellow of the Indian Council of Philosophical Research.
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In this paper I want to argue that man is a naturally moral being, and
that to be moral and to tend to act morally is as much natural for man
as it is for him to be rational. As I do this, I shall use ‘man’ to mean
the same as ‘person’, in the sense in which Aristotle defined man as a
rational animal, and I shall ignore the rather dubious distinction, made
by Locke, between man and person— the former, for him, requiring a
human body for its application and the latter defined in terms of
consciousness ‘that makes a person’. My account of man or person in
the described way will lead to the concept of moral personhood with
the implication that man has a natural propensity to act morally unless
otherwise constrained.
The theory of moral personhood that I want 1o present is based on
the fact that morality supervenes on personhood in as much as the
reality of value supervencs on the reality of consciousness. For
_consciousness, which essentially characterizes personhood, has two
prominent aspects that define personhood 1n a way: rationality and
spirituality. Tn respect of the first, i.e. rationality, man is capable of
reason and reflection. And because of this feature, human consciousness
necessarily contains what is called ‘personal stance’ that is adopted by
one person towards others who, in turn, are capable of reciprocating
this stance. This reciprocal personal stance is what I regard as
constitutive of personhood. As Strawson implied,’ to be a person is t0
treat others, who are like oneself, as persons. Rationality makes us
recognize not only the distinction between oneself and others but also
their essential interrelation; it accounts for (explains) that reciprocal
personal stance, which necessarily characterizes us as persons. By virtue
of spirituality, the second important aspect of human consciousness,
human beings are capable of reflective self-transcendence, which is the
capacity for going beyond the confines of one’s own interests and
recognizing values in others; Moral personhood is a necessary outcome
of these two aspects, rationality and spirituality, of human consciousness.
Thus, if man is rational and spiritual by nature, then it follows that man
is naturally moral. It is because of this that acting morally is congenial
to human nature and on the few occasions, when he refrains from
morality or acts in ways contrary to moral expectations, one does find
it alien to one’s nature and inclinations, to say the least. In what
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follows, 1 shall spell out in some detail this fact of morality as the
natural offshoot of man’s rationality and spirituality.

RATIONALITY AND MORAL PERSONHQOD

Let us consider rationality in man. What exactly is involved in man’s
being rational and how it bears upon moral personhood? When man is
said to be rational, it is meant to be so much an essential characterization
of man—indeed a defining feature of him—that anybody questioning
this by asking “Why should I be rational?’ would be asking an utterly
impr(.)p‘er question, because in trying to answer this question, we would
be giving reasons for being rational! We would be presupposing
rationality, that is, in our attempt to justify rationality. The resulting
justification, whatever we may come up with, would thus be inevitably
circular. It is, therefore, futile to ask for a justification for man’s being
rational. But this shows ‘not that rationality lacks a necessary justification
but that it needs no justification, because it cannot intelligibly be
questioned unless it is already presupposed’? All this accounts for the
definition of man as a rational being. The fact that many people, in
fact, are irrational or, at any rate, sometimes behave irrationally, is
irrelevant to this definition. For what is meant here is that men are
capable of rationality, that is, they are capable of being fully rational,
though-—because of factors alien to their nature—at times they may
not-be acting or behaving rationally. In this respect to be rational, like
to know, is a capacity concept a la Gilbert Ryle—and hence the rational
being need not always exercise the faculty of reason but can do so on
appropriate occasions. The fact that some of us are very irrational
some of the times, or even most of the times, in actual life should be
absolutely unworrying. To such deviant pointers, eminently raised by
}Sertrand Russell, Antony Flew appropriately responded by saying that
... to be rational, in this sense of [being] capable of rationality, is not
merely not inconsistent with but is a precondition of being irrational ...°,
very much in the same way as ... only a moral being, a being capable
of morality and immorality, can be truly said to be actually immoral.”
We would not say of a chimpanzee—even a systematically trained
one-—nor of a sophisticated machine, nor of a robot endowed with
what now is fashionably described as artificial intelligence, that it is
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behaving irrationally, for it is incapable of behaving rationally and
irrationally in the strict sense of the terms. Just as only people with a
sense of logic can be said to be illogical and be properly reprimanded
or criticized for being so, i.e. for not being logical which they are
capable of being, only rational beings, beings with a sense of
discrimination between what is reasonable and what is not, can be said
to behave irrationally and be held accountable for doing so. Because
of this; actions of beasts, babblers and insane adults which, though
may happen to be good or bad, useful or harmful, can never be termed
as rational or irrational, much less as moral or immoral, since
responsibility cannot be ascribed to them and commendations or
condemnations will not apply. Freedom and morality are semantically
inalienable, and in the obvious lack of freedom in the described case,
attribution of moral responsibility would be gratuitous.

Rationality, thus, being the presupposition of personal consciousness,
reasoning is a distinctively human faculty. Reason governs our actions
as well as theorizing. In other words, we all are capable, by virtue of
rationality, not only of theoretic discriminations of sorts but also of
judging what we should do and what we should not, what is good and.
right and what is pot. Further, our actions governed by reason are
responses made to our desires, and as Aristotle cautioned, one can
respond too much or too little to one’s desires. The correct response
lies somewhere between the two extremes. This is the doctrine of the
‘solden mean’, which is a meta-ethical statement about the form of
certain moral concepts; namely, to every virtue there are two distinct
vices, the two extreme responses to one’s desires. Reason steers clear
between the two and locates the virtue. ‘

The distinction between the two extreme responses, on the one hand,
and the correct response, on the other, is the distinction between what
can be called the desired and the desirable. The desirable is what one
values, or what any one would vale, under all normal conditions. Being
driven by passion, I may act upon a desire, e.g. to supersede a more
deserving colleague which, deep within my inner self, 1 find alien and
hostile because it is not in keeping with the dictates of reason. My
being motivated by such a desire, which I really disvalue, would create
for me a moral predicament, not uncommon in human history, and the
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rational struggle to get over it by attaining an ‘ideal consistency’ between
what [ value and what I desire is a distinctive mark of moral
personhood.* By acting upon the described desire, | might appear to
havF: been free to do what I desire to do; but this would not only be
an irrational but an utterly puerile view of freedom, since, far from
being free, I would be really impeded from being the person I want to
be if T acted upon a desire that is hostile to what I value as a rational
being. A genuine moral reason derives from what we value, from what
we count as desirable rather than from what we desire, from the nature
of the case rather than from our nature. Thus, rationality of persons is
inseparably connected with morality. Morality is a distinctively rational
alfair in the sense that moral concern is grounded on reason. This
makes persons, who are constitutively rational, naturally moral and
endowed with intrinsic moral worth.

- The other connected feature that follows from persons being rational
is evaluative consciousness, which is characteristic of personal
consciousness. That means that persons are conscious of ' others, the
world and of themselves in terms of moral and religious values. ‘Those
things mean to them in certain ways, as having some significance.”
Moral reflection, by which we engage in moral evaluation of ourselves,
our actions and of those of others, is thus constitutive of personhood;
for molral rellection is the activity of rational agents, and only persons
are rational agents.

Moral reflection is an intellectual operation aimed at judging the
moral worth of human actions and intentions. The objects of one’s
moral reflection may be one’s own intentions and actions as well as
those of others. The results of such reflections are usually expressed in
the form of moral judgements. Being endowed with the capacity of
reason and reflection, a person often reflects on the rightness or
wrongness, goodness or badness, morality or immorality of his actions
before actually performing these actions, in which case the actions
become the proper objects of moral accountability. It is not suggested
that every person, every rational being does, in- fact, engage in this act
of reflection abways before doing anything he does. Quite to the contrary,
mo.ral reflection is not the same thing as moral action, nor are moral
actions necessarily preceded by moral reflections. It is quite possible,
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indeed often the case, that men do things which may turn out to be
morally right and commendable without at all reflecting on the morality
or otherwise of such actions before performing these actions. People
often do such things because of their familial and societal habits and
conditioning. Such unpremeditated actions, more prevalent in
unsophisticated and intellectually naive societies, are nonetheless subject
to moral commendation and condemnation. A properly reflected action,
however, gets a clear edge and is often more deserving, at least on the
well-known principle that a Socrates dissatisfied is better than a pig
satisfied. For if one simply happens to stumble on to what is a moral
thing to do, one does this by a fluke without knowing that one is doing
so. And when one acts in this way, one gets no, or not much, credit
for this. But when one does it with proper reflection, with full knowledge
of what one is doing, one gets full credit for it and one’s action 1s
more properly moral, if T am allowed this way of putting the matter.
The deserving trait of moral reflection 1s further explained (evidenced)
by the fact that, other conditions being fulfilled, moral reflections would
lead to moral actions. IHowever, in some cases, despite reflecting on
the morality of an action X and judging that X ought to be done, a
person may not do X, because the actual doing of X requires fulfilment
of certain other conditions, besides judging that it ought to be done---
conditions like absence of obstructions, external and internal, incapacity
of the agent, physical, physiological and psychological, and so on. But
if these other conditions are fulfilled, *... then one’s judging that one
ought to do X suggests that onc would do it.” This is how Rajendra
Prasad explains the intimate [logical, as I am inclined to argue] relation
between moral reflection and moral actions.® However, I would very
much like to think that the ‘suggests’ in the quotation has all the
strength of ‘implies’. It is rather odd that Prasad seems to underplay
this crucial point; for he himself goes on to say thereafter that other
conditions being fulfilled, ‘we would then be surpriscd or disappointed
if we find that one does not do what onc says [read “judges”, PKM]
one ought to do. And our surprise and disappointment will be more
logical than psychological’” (Fmphasis added.) This ‘logical surprise’
at one’s failure to perform the moral action X, despite one’s reflection
that it is a moral action which one ought to perform, clearly points to
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the logical link between moral reflection and moral action, by virtue
of which people will resort to moral actions because of tileir moral
reflection or belief unless otherwise obstructed by the nun-occurrence
of the other required conditions.
What kind of ‘logical’ link are we talking aboﬁt, it will be asked, if
mo.ral reflections do not always lead to moral actions? or if mo,ral
beliefs and motives for action are not necessarily related? To be sure
I have been talking somewhat within the confines of ethical externalism,
by espousing the thesis that one can accept (have the belief) that X is
mqrally desirable and yet that this alone cannot provide the motive for.
doing X The link, I suppose, can be construed as a conceptual
conn'echon, weaker than logical necessity but much stronger than
f:ont.mgent relation, very much in the way Evan Simpson suggested
in his article ‘Between Internalism and Externalism in Ethics’.® We can
say, for example, Simpson points out, that *... one kind of thing [moral
actions in this case, PKM] logically depends upon another [moral
reflections here, PKM] if it 1s logically impossibie for things of the
first kind always to occur in the absence of the second but logically
fv‘os.sible that the first should sometimes occur alone.”” (Emphasis added.)
T'his sort of logical relationship has also been recognized in some othe-r
areas of philosophy. Wittgenstein’s notion of criterion, on which mental
states are by nature expressible in physical behaviour even if they are
not .-':ﬂways so expressed, may be a fitting case. Pain is typically, though
not 11?vgriably, connected with pain behaviour. T have argued elséwhere'“
that }t is not at all a case of contingent relation, because though it is
posmble for pain to occur unaccompanied by pain behaviour, it is
1mpgssible for pain never to be expressed in behaviour. Rem;mber
sg:tmn 142 of the Philosophical Investigations: ‘If things were quite
different from what they actually are—if there were for example no
charac'tc-:ristic expressions of pain, of fear, of joy; if rule became
exception and exception rule; or if both became phenomena of roughly
qual fr'cquency——this would make our normal language-games lose
their point.” The [such] impossibility of massive error makes Davidson
argue that ‘belief in its nature is veridical’, for most, if not all, of a
person’s beliefs must be true, although it is not a matter of nec,essity
that any one particular belief be true. Elsewhere I have adduced a
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similar view'® that it is necessary that persons should have mental
states, though it is not necessary that a person should have this or that
mental state. These are instances of that important kind of relationships,
which are necessary but defeasible but which do not, for that reason,
cease to be necessary and degenerate into mere contingency. In view
of this, and given the weaker sense of logical dependence sketched
above, we can say that it is necessary that any one having a moral
belief will sometimes, or quite often, be motivated to act accordingly—
not that it is necessary that he will always be thus motivated. Thus,
internalism fails and so does externalism. The lack of logically necessary
connection between beliefs and motives, between moral reflection and
moral action, should be absolutely unworrying, for pace externalism,
the fact is that moral motivation is included in the moral beliefs of
people, that moral action flows from moral reflection, if of course
there are no defeating situations obstructing the actual performance of
the action. Simpson again: ‘It is part of making moral judgements that
one is sometimes moved in virtue of the contents of those beliefs.”? All
this points to the fact that men with moral beliefs are naturally inclined
to act morally, and since moral reflection is the act of rational agents,
persons are prone to act morally by virtue of their rationality that is
constitutive of their nature.

Our natural propensity to act morally is so strong and so compelling
that it is often considered an improper question to ask, ‘Why act
morally?’ or ‘Why be moral?’ Besides the dubious reason (for rejecting
the question as improper) that our ethical principles are by definition
overridingly important,” the more important reason, important for the
present purpose, is that this question must be rejected for the same
reason that we must reject the other important question ‘Why should
I be rational?”" The question ‘Why should I be rational?’, I have shown
above, is a logically improper question, a question that should not,
rather cannot, be asked for the simple reason that in asking this question
one would be questioning something (i.e. rationality) that is normally,
nay logically, presupposed. Therefore, the question is really a logically
improper question since, in trying to answer this one would be giving
reasons for being rational. But is the question “Why should I be moral?’
as much improper a question as ‘Why should I be rational?” To be
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rational is a part of the definition of man or person. Can we say that
to be moral is also a defining feature of man/person? Would the question
then be taken as presupposing the very same thing (morality) it purports
to question? My answer is: yes, if the ‘should’ in the question is taken
as a moral ‘should’. For, in that case, one would be asking for moral
reasons for one’s being moral, and this is absurd. However, as Singer
points out, it is not necessary to interpret the question as a request for
an ethical justification of cthics. The ‘should” here need not mean a
moral ‘should’. “Why should I act morally?’ can simply be asking for
reasons for one’s actions without any specification about the kind of
reasons asked for. There may be several non-ethical points of view
from which we may ask for reasons for actions, ¢.g. self-interest, public
etiquette or aesthetic considerations. And whether to act morally from
considerations of cthics, self-interest, etiquette or aesthetics would be
a very open question, not committed to the ethical point of view. Non-
question beggingly, it is (may be interpreted as) ‘a question about the
cthical point of view asked from a position outside it’.'" However,
given the conception of ethics as in some sense involving a universal
point of view, the question “Why should I act morally?” would be
asking for reasons for transcending self-interest and acting on
universalizable principles, from the point of view of the impartial
spectator or ideal observer. We thus come back here to the reciprocal
personal stance, which we have seen to be constitutive of personhood
as a result of the person being a rational agent. Kant is eminently noted
as trying to demonstrate that to act rationally is to act ethically. Moral
personhood is, thus, the direct offshoot of the person’s rationality.

SPIRITUALITY AND MORAL PERSONHOOD

Let us now consider the role of spirituality in the making of moral
personhood. If it is because of rationality that we adopt the reciprocal
personal stance and treat others as persons as we are, it is the faculty
of spirituality that endows us with the distinctive capacity of reflective
self-transcendence, the capacity to rise above the ethos of self-interest
and egocentricity. Unfailing moral personhood, which requires freedom
from egocentricity, depends upon spiritual sustenance. Admittedly, the
basic function of reason is to discern between oneself and others and
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to judge egoism as ethically inferior to altruism. But as we have seen,
merely judging the latter as good and valuable is not necessarily or
even invariably connected with one’s actually being motivated to realize
this good. Merely baving the valuational system, which no doubt is the
essential first step towards moral personhood, is not enough to have
one’s motivational system oriented accordingly. One has to identify
with the value judgement in order to be so motivated; the identification
has to be typically relevant to moral motivation. And such morally
relevant sort of identification is possible only when it is characterized
by spirituality. For in identifying with a value judgement, ‘the agent is
not just emotionally attached to the judgement of value but is in spiritual
accord with the judgement of value.'* Moral motivation is possible
through spiritual endeavours.

What | want to drive home is the point that reason, unaided by
spiritual endeavour, does not eo ipso facilitate morality or lead to
moral action. In order to realize unfailing moral personhood, an agent
must buttress his evaluation system with a distinctively spiritual urge
for self-excelling. His motivational system must add to itself this unique
urge for self-cxcelling, which is not intrinsic to his evaluation system.
More importantly, this spiritual urge is not only extrinsic to the agent’s
evaluation system; it is extrinsic to rationality itself.'"” To attain unfailing
moral personhood, rationality must be complimented by spirituality,
both of which are distinct, though essential, aspects of personal
consciousness. If we may put it this way, rationality, insofar as it
promotes (is responsible for) the evaluation system in us, i1s the necessary
condition of moral personhood whereas spirituality, insofar as it makes
us identify with our value judgement or the moral point of view and
orients our motivational system after that (our judgement of value, that
is), is the sufficient condition thereof; for it, in the company of the
rational Faculty in us, goes on to complete the making of moral
personhood.

The more important fact, which must be noted with emphasis, is that
spirituality, though extrinsic to rationality, is, like rationality, not
extrinsic to personhood. It is an innate potentiality which, when
actualized, leads the person to excel his self-interest and egocentric
ethos. To the extent to which this realization of spirituality is effected,
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moral personhood gets developed in the direction of perfection. The
control of our motivation system by our evaluation system can be a
matter of degree, depending on the extent of this realization. The
evaluation can evolve and change drastically, and moral paradigms can
and do change because of this. The prevailing wisdom of a culture is
a prominent source of value paradigms, which shapes our motivation
after them. But to draw from this the general theoretic conclusion that
moral personhood, even personhood as such, is a matter of degree and
subject to gradation, as some have done,* is not only far-fetched but
somewhat odd and counter-intuitive. Moral personhood, like
personhood, is an all-or-nothing concept, and the unfolding of it through
gvolving value system cannot interfere with its intrinsic pristinity.
Spiritual self-excelling, which makes this unfolding possible, is an
innate capacity that gets realized through intellectual maturity and in
response to changing cultural contents. It is by virtue of this faculty of
spirituality that the person is a reflective self-evaluator. As discussed
above, if rationality makes us distinguish between wanting as desiring
and wanting as valuing, between preyas and shreyas, spirituality makes
us alienate from the former and identify with the latter. Reflective self-
appraisal involves alienating something of our common nature, which
Nerlich describes as ‘person-contingent features’,' such as some specific
needs and desires, moods and manners, which form the first-order
features of ordinary life. The first-order desires that persons have are
largely part of their human nature, which constitute their basic nature.
But human beings would not be persons if they were to be constituted
of and confined to only the basic features with which the moral beings
in them refuse to identify. This is so because persons are distinguished
from other beings by virtue of the fact that they are capable of having
higher order intuitions and attitudes towards their first order desires
from the valuational point of view. This distinctive feature, which tells
a person apart from a mere human being, is what Frankfurt calls ‘second-
order desires’.*® Second order desires mark the distinctive character of
persons as reflective self-evaluators and it is in their ability for reflective
self-evaluation that the real freedom of persons lies. For freedom
consists, not in acting upon our basic desires, but in being able and
willing to translate our higher order desires into actual motivations for
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action. “The free agent has the capacity to translate his values into
actions; his actions flow from his evaluational system’?’ Compulsive
behaviour, like that of a kleptomaniac or of one under cocrcion or
hypnosis, are un-free, being responses 1o desires that claim fulfilment
independently of the agent’s evaluation system. By taking resort to
reflective self-appraisal, the person—the moral person-—exercises his
freedom and breaks away from his basic desires and inclinations, which
he finds alien to his true nature and identifies with others, which he
values and glorifies. e wants to be different from what he happens to
be. Thus Frankfurt:

Besides wanting and choosing and being moved to do this or that,
men may also want to have (or not to have) certain desires and
motives. They are capable of wanting to be different, in their
preferences and purposes, from what they are... No animal other
than man, however, appears to have the capacity for reflective self-
evaluation that is manifested in the formation of second order

desires.?

Freedom of the individual, which is the driving force of self-ecxcellence,
is the prerogative of persons. It lies at the root of the urge for moral
perfectibility and goes to the making of what 1 have been calling
unfailing moral personhood. It is in quest of freedom that the person
is engaged in reflective self-evaluation and as such is an embodiment
of value. It is because of his ability to be free, the ability to identify
with the value judgement and motivate himself to live the life in
conformity with it, that the person is able to transcend the level of
mere human existence. The self-transcendence or personal self-excelling
requires that the person’s motivational system be controtled by his
valuational system with which he identifies, his reason has to control
his passion. The evaluative system that we persons have, it must be
reiterated, is not and need not be static and fixed. It is a faculty we all
are endowed with and each of us is capable of developing and making
progress with it by exercising the freedom to expose ourselves to new
and changing values and circumstances. On its part, the evaluation
system can evolve and go through drastic changes, all through the
exercise of our critical self-appraisal. This is how moral progress s
possible. Moral progress is possible by moral striving and moral striving,
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which aims at moral perfection (perfect moral personhood), is not just
rational but also spiritual, as we have been arguing.

The conclusion to which we are drawn from the foregoing is that
moral personhood is a joint offshoot of man’s rationality and spirituality.
As rational beings we discriminate between what is right and what 1s
wrong, what is moral and what is immoral, what is and what ought to
be (if the former happens to be what ought not to be). We distinguish
between what is desired and what is desirable, between egoism and
altruism, also we know that altruism is preferable and worthwhile. As
spiritual beings we identify with the latter and alienate from the former.
Because of the spiritual urge in us, we rise above self-interest* and are
motivated to act morally from the universal point of view. Both these
faculties combined, we are not only aware of the moral but also are
motivated to be moral, to act morally. Rational discernment of the
moral from the immoral and the spiritual urge for self-excelling put us,
persons, naturally on the path of moral progress and moral perfection.
Thus, moral inclination is innate to persons who are naturally or
constitutively endowed with the faculties of rationality and spirituality.
By virtue of this, we inherit our moral standards and engage in the
process of improving these standards, replacing onc (or one set of)
standard(s) by another, which may be found to be better under the
changing social and cultural circumstances. Our intrinsic moral sense
enables us to gather the acquired abilities for improving and developing
the moral standards, by living up to which we march towards moral
perfection. Indeed, this is what moral philosophy is all about. ‘Much
of moral philosophy should be seen as just a continuation—more self-
conscious and more sustained—of this project of improvement that all
of us are engaged in well before we have even heard of philosophy,™
much in the same way as we all think and speak in accordance with
the principles of logic even without our being aware of this. And that
means, for a person, there cannot be any question about his having or
not having any moral standards; it is only a matter of his having this
or that moral standard. So, to repeat, the question ‘Should I be moral? ’
or ‘Why should I be moral? is a logically improper question that
cannot be asked without involving self-inconsistency. This fact that
there is, for us, no alternative to being moral is also evident from some
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compelling facts about humnan nature like: (1) that we all have benevolent
inclinations that make us concermned about the welfare of others; and
(2) that we all have a natural conscience which gives rise to the feeling
of guilt when we do something we know is wrong.* Awareness and
acceptance of ethical standards is bound to incline us to live up to
them. And on Hare’s persuasive account of ethics, one’s acceptance of
ethical standards is Jikely to lead one to arouse similar moral feelings
in others. Ethics has the primary function of promoting values common
and conducive to the members of the society, and ethical judgements
do this by commending and encouraging actions in accordance with
these values. Further, ethical judgements must be concerned with motives
of (right) actions not just the rightness of the actions, pace Kantianism
and virtue ethics, because the former is a good indicator of the tendency
of an action to promote good or evil, and also because it is here that
praise and blame may effectively alter the tendency of a person’s actions
and behaviour. It is here also that applied ethics can geta firm foothold.
Praise and blame can change 2 man’s moral evaluation (system), which
is a very good means of changing his moral behaviour. In this sense,
morality can be taught and our natural propensity to act morally can
be properly propelled to bring about a perfect moral order. Like learning
counting or knowing how to go on, morality can be taught in order that
our intrinsic moral sens¢ could be sharpened to effect unbridled,
spontaneous moral actions and unfailing moral personhood.

POSTSCRIPT

However, commitment and requirement of self-consistency often may
not act as enough motivation to act morally as required of moral
personhood. 1 shall cite the remarks of two prominent philosophers of
our time before I come to mild grips with them and fortify the conclusion
of this paper. The first, which is stated as under, is that of Thomas
Nagel:
To say that altruism and morality are possible in virtue of something
basic to human nature is not to say that men are basically good. Men
are basically complicated; how good they are depends on whether
certain conceptions and ways of thinking have achieved dominance,
a dominance which is precious in any case. (Emphasis added.)
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And Nagel goes on to add with apparent indignation:

The manner in which human beings have conducted themselves so
far does not encourage optimism about the moral future of the
species.”

With a similar note of indignation, though with less explicit desperation
and pessimism, Rajendra Prasad writes:

It can be said of most modern Indians that they censure injustice
only fearing that they may be victims of it and not because they
shrink from committing it.*

This, incidentally, 1s a well-known remark made by Thrasymachus
about the nature of the average man in Plato’s Republic (p. 609). I find
the indignation expressed in the above quoted passages absolutely
unwortrying, albeit apparently unsettling to the general trend of this
paper. For what it purports to highlight in effect is only the distinction
I have drawn attention to between one’s knowing to discern the moral
from the immoral and one’s identifying with the moral. As I have
shown, the former is because of our rational faculty while the latter is
because of the spiritual urge endemic in human nature. The few
occasions, in which some people are likely to act to the contrary,
display the exceptions rather than the features of normalcy. Such deviant
actions and behaviour, we have seen, are hostile to our nature and from
which we understandably alienate deep within our inner self; these
exceptional (im)moral conducts are because of obvious extraneous
factors, prominent among which are kleptomania and akratia or
weakness of will, which make the subject act against his best judgement.
The oft-quoted confession of Duryodhana jandmi dharma na ca me
pravrtii, jandmyadharma na ca mé nivrtti is a glaring case in point, to0
familiar and self-explanatory to create a flutter. I have argued that both
these faculties of rationality and spirituality are present in us in the
dispositional form and need to be made occurrent by sufficient
intellectual maturity and meaningful social living, which plays an
important catalytic role in the process of moral progress and perfection.
Interestingly, Rajendra Prasad alludes to this in the very first essay of
the cited book (p. 2). Although moral reflection may not, in some
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cases, lead to moral actions, as Prasad and Nagel rightly point out, it
cannot be denied that the former is intimately related to the latter. Ior,
other conditions being fulfilled, one’s judging or reflecting that one
ought to do the action X would lead to one’s doing X: We would be
certainly surprised, even disappointed-—as Prasad and Nagel seem to
be—if one does not do X despite one’s judging that one ought to do
it. But, as should be quite clear from the foregoing discussion by now,
this has nothing to impair my contention (indeed the fact, as I have laid
bare) that man is naturally moral and is inclined to act morally by his
very nature and dispositions.
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Hintikka’s semantics (1975) represents (according to his own words) a
confrontation with Fregean semantics. This theory deserves some
attention concerning its consequences for a general theory of meaning.
The issue to be explored here is the possibility of using Dummett’s
falsificationist conception as the theory of meaning for this purpose.
The question can be put more precisely in this way: Is Dummett’s
conception a philosophical theory of meaning, and if it is, can it
incorporate the semantics of Hintikka’s game-theory as its own part or
not? That is, are these theories parallel, analoguous or neither? Hintikka
implicitly permits for such a development with his verificationist/
falsificationist/language-use interpretation of language-games (for formal
logic in 1968), and Dummett (1976) explicitly indicates the ‘obvious
affinities’ of his own theory with ‘the language-game type of semantics
developed by Hintikka and others’. In Saarinen’s (1979) words, ‘it
remains to be seen whether both theories can be tied together with
more systematic links’. This kind of investigation includes the theses:
(1) Wittgenstein’s influence on both Dummett and Hintikka; (2) their
attitude toward Frege; and (3) the forming of the theory of meaning
involving verification/falsification. The main objective of this paper is
to highlight only on the first thesis which 1s associated with the growth
of Dummett’s conception out of Wittgenstein’s claims about use and
language-games.
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Although Dummett and Hintikka criticize Wittgenstein’s view of
language, they both develop their theses about language-games and the
importance of the use of language. Dummett does not think that
Wiltgenstein's conception can be a systematic theory of meaning,
because it impugns the ‘legitimacy of any distinctions corresponding to
that of Frege between sense and force’; and if it must be ‘a wholly new
kind’ of the theory of meaning, ‘there is not sufficient indication’ even
for ‘the general outlines of such a new types of theory’ (1978). He
accuses Wittgenstein of ‘linguistic holism’ (1975) and finds a similar
defect in the picture theory (1981). On the other hand, Hintikka thinks
that Wittgenstein’s device ‘is not unequivocal’ (1968) and that the
notion of a game is vague (1971). However, according to Dummett
(1963), merely identifying meaning with use does not ‘by itsell
accomplish very much: but to reject the identification is to abandon all
hope of an explanation of meaning’.
Hintikka claims that Wittgenstein’s picture theory already suggests
a theory of language use (1969), and that the idea of language games
does not refute his earlier picture theory (1971). So, Hintikka wants to
relate Wittgenstein's device closely to the notion of language-game, a
notion which he believes ‘sits especially happily’ with his own
conception of ‘language-games of seeking and finding” (1968), providing
for Wittgenstein’s notion ‘the precise sense of the mathematical theory
of games’ (1971). As Hintikka (1976) himself says, he by and large
accepts Wittgenstein’s notion of ‘language-games as the mediators

between language and reality’.
It is obvious that Dummett and Hintikka differ with regard to

Wittgenstein. The question 1s: Would not such a difference be so great
as to compromise the possibility of Dummett’s conception being a
theory of meaning for Hintikka’s game-theory semantics? Or can such
a difference be explained as a difference only at a level, as Dummett
seems to suggest by his conception of a philosophical theory of meaning
that would also provide a semantics for a fragment of natural language?
An investigation of the origin of such a difference in these attitudes
toward Wittgenstein’s thoughts may facilitate an answer to this question.
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Dummett’s 7ruth (1959) was already an announcement of his plan
to accommodate Wittgenstein’s concept of use to Frege's theor
Dumlrrllett no longer identifies Frege's term ‘sense’ with the trutg—'
COl’ldlth.n of a sentence, but with its use, i.e. with what is accomplished
‘py making several kinds of statements, in this case, conditionals. ITe
}m{okes the Tractatus distinction between saying a’nd showing z-is it
might have been useful to Frege’ in distinguishing between meanin
and sense. Dummett emphasizes the ‘force’ which in Fre ‘c’i
Beg}:{fﬁchrj‘ﬁ had the role of determining ‘the connection betweengthe
:;1: Secriz;i:t;?n of an arbitrary sentence and what we effect by uttering
But, in Frege: Philosophy of Language (1973), Dummett remarks
that the late Wittgenstein does not understand the term ‘sense’ ve
well, because he captures only one aspect of sense by ‘use’ Fregel?;
theory, according to Dummett, does not neglect to empioy both
approaches, atomic and molecular, toward the relation between words
and sente:nces. Wittgenstein overvalues one approach; for him, the
sentencecls the smallest unit of meaning. In this connec,tion Dum’mctt
dra‘ws a ‘crude analogy’ between a simple code and the und,erqtandin '
of 1ts_constituent words, and our understanding of the wordskthrou ﬁ
grasping the way in which they may figure in a sentence in gener§1
(Wittgenstein also employs the term ‘code’ in a his Philoso hz’ca:"
Grammar, but Dummett does not mention it.) g |
| Durpmett points out that Frege’s conception of meaning accounts for
three important notions: sensc, tone, and force. The notion of sense
presupposes the distinction between sense and reference. In his exam--
1qat10n .of I'rege’s notion of reference, Dummett mentions Wittgenstein’
discussion about ‘Moses’, incorporating it into Frege’s account of théS:
problem of reference. He points to Wittgenstein’s later writings as a
attack upon Frege’s distinction between sense and force Dgumme‘g
repeatedly emphasizes the importance of force in our undér:v,tandin of
a sent‘ence (1967, 1975a and b, 1976). ¢
In Frege’s Distinction Between Sense and Reference’ (1975)
Dummett, interpreting Frege, writes, ‘Sense is an ingredient in meaning’
The sense of the words contributes to the determination of the conditior;
under which the sentence is true. This claim is explained as in previous
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but now the stress is on Frege’s thesis that the ‘sentences play a

texts,
primary role in the theory of meaning’ because the smallest linguistic
ything is a sentence. In order to

complex with which on¢ can say an
the distinction of which, as we

support such a claim, Frege employs
know, Dummett approves. Dummett claims that the main attack on the
sense/reference distinction today comes from holism and the causal
theory of reference. This claim is important not only with regard 10
his objection to Wittgenstein, but also in regard to the emphasis he
places on the notion of force. Dummett thinks that for Frege, sensc
determines reference, and the force is an aspect of meaning without
which it is impossible to consider the different categories of sentences.
At the end of his paper “Was Frege a Philosopher of Language?’
(1979a) Dummeit affirms that it is possible to connect Frege's
conception of the sense of a sentence with the idea of its use, but that
‘no statements of this thesis are to be found in Yrege’. Later, in
‘Comments on Professor Prawitz’s Paper’ (1980), Dummett includes
the notion of use as the central notion in the theory of meaning, i.e. in
its part (I). In his book The Interpretation of Frege’s Philosophy (1981),
ations that Frege does not succeed in his
attempt to explain the notion of sense independently of psychology,
because the understanding of a sense is a mental process. Eventually,
according to Dummett, Wittgenstein provides the solution: under-
standing is mot a mental process.
At the outset we can find reason to suspect Dummett’s accommoda-
tion of Wittgenstein to Frege’s framework. We already have some
indication of a ncgative answer to the putative question: Can Dummett
accommodate Wittgenstein’s thesis in Frege’s framework? If this
accommodation is not possible, it seems that we would have a reason
for precisely the reversc strategy. Our question should then be: Can
Dummett accommodate Frege in a Wittgensteinian framework?

he is concerned with indic

SENSE AND FORCE VS. USE AND LANGUAGE-GAME

We can find some indications of this reverse strategy in Dummett’s
treatment of language-game in his early article “Truth’ (1959). Dummett
employs the characteristic terms from board games, ‘winning’ and
‘losing’, which he says coincide with formal descriptions of what
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happeng in natural language. He makes a comparison between winni
?md losm,_o?r and the determination of the sense of a statement by kn ing
in what ctrcumstances it is true or false. The notion of sensc}:’ b e
Separatgd from a truth-conditional treatment. At the end of thi e
he crejdﬁs Wittgenstein with being the author of the doctrine of nsmf g
explamefi In terms of use, which involves dethroning truth and faiu'ng
fr(;)(;n tt};lelr ::}::ntral role in the theory of meaning (Behera, 1998) Dunjnsu:z
adds that the point of Wittgenstein’s doctrine , .
und::rsttoocli. dDumme:tt connects this doctrine :?fhnlg;ekg):?sn ng:)ﬂtril(‘c;:na1(1)31Z
contextua efinition in the Grundlagen. He ins in F |
ihzl;)tsoph).z }(1 119168) that Frege scems to bge aiming Z}:Iziilalzs\ﬂ;ﬁtgfe;ﬁ:iz
is after wit is notion of ‘making a move in the languag me’
According to Wittgenstein, says Duimett, the llil;gt:iZtiI: l;%;]‘:)gfel—ltgtan?e :
a sentence——the smallest linguistic unit—is makin i the
R . g a move in the
‘thIn Postsc.rxpt (1972) to ‘Truth?, Dummett reiterates the claim that
‘ e corgparlson ’betwe'en the notion of truth and that of winning a
],o:ame Isull. seems’ to him gqod; but he doesn’t mention Wittgenstein
ere. In his book Frege: Philosophy of Language, Dummett mentio
F;aiflipg cards, and connects it with the problem of sense. He pointsI orLllst
langui gs:,l‘ne connection Wittgenstein’s' dictum ‘make a move in the
y :)Z;dﬁli?n 11;51ght, then, is tl.lat, when the Wittgensteinian notions of
g Dg age—ge,une are mtroducc?d as candidates for the central
T inuﬁimzt: hs theory of meaning, this is done only implicitly.
e bear in nd that Dummett.clalms to supplement Wittgenstein’s
8, then 1t seems that our candidates do not have much of a cha
But v&:e can try to find another possibility. o
In I*rege’sﬁDislinction Between Sense and Reference’, Dummett
?sls.e{;seﬂ:zlt 1a:al;regean fEheory of meani.ng rpusl be capable of accounting
e 2T ;sleﬂ(l) language. This d{rection can be taken as an
. and; er way of emphasizing the relation between
. ’r?ge‘, one that wpuld cgmbine Wittgenstein’s thesis
he e o c,e . In "Can Agalytlca] Philosophy Be Systematic, and
ght It To BL? (1975) Dummett allows that the notion of langua
game that Wittgenstein employs is connected to various activitifs cg ;
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linguistic acts. But he points out that the category of the sentence is
still one aspect to the meaning based on different acts, which
Wittgenstein does not respect because he proposes rejecting the linguistic
act of assertion in Philosophical Investigations.

This objection deserves much attention. For instance, C. Wright
(1980) does not share this opinion. It is strange that Dummett does not
connect the problem of force with Wittgenstein’s notion of language-
game, although in his text he mentions it and considers it along with
Frege. He claims (1975a) that Wittgenstein employs the notion in the
Brown Book and elsewhere, regarding a language-game as a ‘fragment
of the language which is displayed as actually spoken’ and which 1s
constituted by ‘the complex of activities with which the utterance of
seniences of the language are interwoven’. Dummett points out that
Wittgenstein’s example of a coin in Philosophical Investigations 13 the
best illustration of what he meant with the term “use’, i.e. he means the
institutionalized character of the linguistic activities. To both
Wittgenstein and Frege, Dummett attributes the insight into the
ineradicably social character of language. However, he must admit that

s the institution of language as autonomous, whereas for

Irege take
stic activities.

Wittgenstein, language is interwaven with our non-lingui
Dummett does not restrain his criticism of Frege’s disregard of the
social character of language, but he does glide rather quickly over such
difficulties of Wittgenstein’s as ‘the remoteness of the connection
between linguistic activities and non-linguistic ones’ (1975a). However,
we can admit it is visible in the trace of his supplementation of so-
called T'regean force with Wittgenstein’s notion of social games.

In “What is a Theory of Meaning? (II)’ (1976) Dummett once again
claims that the theory of force must be viewed as a supplementation
to Wittgenstein’s thesis identifying meaning with use, since-the
distinction between sense and force, disregarded by Wittgenstein, is
important especially for the linguistic act of assertion. Thus, Dummeit
insists on his radical interpretation of Wittgenstein, but he doesn’t supply
any reason for preferring the Fregean notion of force. Dummett here
favours a theory of meaning in which it is possible to obtain a
formulation of ‘the general principles in accordance with which the
language-games of assertion, question, command, request, etc. are
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pl_ayed’.. So far, we do not know whether such a claim is in accordanc
with Wlt-tgenstein. The problem requires further analysis, especiall ?’
we bear in mind Wright’s disagreement with Dummett’s (,J ir?ion by 11’
Wlttger.lstein’s denial of the sense/force distinction. g o
Wllln his lecture at Stockholm University, entitled ‘“What Do I Know
tenee;; Itﬁn(l){w a rLar.lggage?’ (1978), Dummett, developing Wittgenstein’s
, thin s that it is also necessary to take into account the three
well-known ingredients of meaning. Here we have more evidence that
thfe;upplemeqtation of Wittgenstein with Frege is the accommodatioi]
;amr;ge to Wittgenstein’s conception of meaning as use in a language-
Dumrpelt repeats in “‘What Does the Appeal to Use Do for the Theo
of Meamng?’ (1979) the importance of the theory of force, which ;Y
connects with .thc use the sentence has in actual linguistic pr’actice Buz
aﬁt the, same time, he repeats his claim that Wittgenstein re u(ii't“
Frege's distinction between sense and force. P
In t’he'beginning of his ‘Comments on Professor Prawitz’s Paper’
( 1'980) Dummett repeats that there is no clear idea of ‘use’ of a sentc};ce
w1th0ut‘ an explanation of what a speaker does by uttering it. H
émph‘asmes. that ‘it will have to envoke some general principlef?r B.ut irc;
the discussion with Prawitz, he agrees that it is possible to i‘al.ce ‘use’
as the ce_ntral notion of the theory of meaning. But he also points out
g)uPraWtf?z that it remains necessary to take force intopaccc;u(;lli
mm ' .
i ‘i e: reply to the problem of force seems so far to be only a half
Wright (1981) has shown that it is not very certain that Witteenstei
do.es deny the sense/force distinction, and has explaingd ‘;1“
Wittgenstein does not consider the entire theory of force nece%sw ,
;W'e can ad.d that Wittgenstein seems to make this distinction in mi?;
ae;):its.t(_for 1nst§nce i Pl OC -R}f‘M)l, a_nd that the various linguistic
fivities provide a natural basis for it, i.e. they constitute the general
pr11.101ple of distinction. It seems that to Dummett it is not so ftrairée
ial;tldea. We can raise the question—why has it remained dnly implicigt‘?
2 us'try to make it more explicit. |
OfIII: his ,book F rege: Philosophy of Language, we find the exposition
rege's thesis about thought which has as its vehicle the sentence.
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According to Dummett, Wittgenstein is indebted to Frege for such an
idea, and for denying that thoughts are mental entities (Pradhan, 1996).

In other papers also Dummett is occupied with this topic. In the
book Truth and Other Enigmas (1978), he stresses the public character
of Frege’s thesis, and adds that Wittgenstein is very forceful in rejecting
the private interpretation. The direct contribution of Frege and
Wittgenstein to the fundamental outlines for the insight of how language
functions is in their thesis that thoughts are communicable by means
of language (Pradban, 2001). An analysis of employment of language
must, therefore, according to Dummett, make explicit the principles
regulating our use of language, of which we already have an implicit
grasp. He reiterates that they both treat language as a vehicle for thought
and a means for communication. Nevertheless, Dummett thinks,
‘although these are ideas with which any future attempt to construct a
theory of meaning must come to terms, Wittgenstein’s work does not
provide a foundation for such an attempt’ (p. 453). A systematic theory
of meaning must enclose a vast complex of interconnections in an
account of the mastery of language which does not consist ‘in a number
of principle isolable practical abilities’ (p. 454). According to Dummett,
further development comes after I'rege, since, as a result of his work,
we know enough of ‘underlying syntactical structure of our language
and about what is demanded of a theory of meaning (p. 454).

In his Stockholm lecture, Dummett repeats both Frege’s and
Wittgenstein’s theses regarding language as the vehicle of thought,
characterizing it not as a means for thoughts, which becomes important
for further interpretation.

In his The Interpretation of Frege's Philosophy (1981), Dummett is
concerned with defending Frege’s conception of thought. TFrege does
not belicve in incommunicability of thoughts in the sense in which
Wittgenstein denies them to be possible. Wittgenstein 1s clearer,
Dummeti admits, denying the thought as mental processes. Dummett
cannot deny that Frege takes into account an individual speaker’s
mastery of language and connects it with his idiolect. The whole point
of Wittgenstein's attack, admits Dummett, has its origin in his treatment
of language as a public language, which essentially involves reference
to the linguistic community. This reference is obscure in Frege’s
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conception, and, according to Dummett, equally far from Putnam’s
idea of the division of linguistic labour. This public character of a
language is also pointed out by Dummett in his paper ‘Realism’ {1982).

The previous analysis shows that Dummett vacillates between a
partial and a complete denial of Frege’s so-called public interpretation
of language. It is remarkable that he displays such vacillation not
merely in the articles from different periods of his writing, but often
in a single article. His relation to Wittgenstein is interesting in this
regard: he admits Wittgenstein’s advantage over Frege, but persists in
the thesis that further development comes from Frege and not from
Wittgenstein. In most of his papers, his objections to Witlgenstein are
sharper than they are to Frege, but in his last book (1981}, he admits
the full advantage of Wittgenstein over Frege. We can conclude that
these elements of Dummett’s own theory become more explicit when
we consider their origin.

CONVENTIONAL AND SOCIAL ACTIVITIES

Closely related to the notion of public linguistic activities is the problem
of the interpretation of a code. In his book Frege: Philosophy of
Language, Dummett points out that a code is not a good comparisoh
with a word or with a sentence. In his Stockholm lecture, Dummett
emphasizes his and Frege’s repudiation of the conception of a language
as a code. He claims that in such a conception it would be required
‘that we may ascribe concepts and thoughts to people independently of
their knowledge of language’. He cites Frege’s and Witlgenstein's
counter examples. For more light it is useful to turn back to 1963
article ‘The Philosophical Significance of Godel’s Theorem’. In his
examination of meaning and use, Dummett says that recent philosophers
have tended to reverse Aristotle’s approach. Ilis useful analogy with a
code drops out. According to Aristotle, we use sentences to communicate
thoughts that we cannot transmit directly; therefore, we code them by
means of audible or visible signs. The sentence is in that case the code-
symbol for the thought. Dummett says that Wittgenstein's analogy
with chess-picces and their posers is better. The code-symbol for that
power is not considered as something which could in principle exist on
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its own, but only in the practice of moving it in accordance with
certain rules. It seems that he is in agreement with Wittgenstein’s
{reatment that we do not code our thoughts. But, consequently, since
Dummett considers only these particular thoughts of Wittgenstein and
not the others, we can conclude, that Dummett has not provided a
complete account. So, Frege receives the better treatment. Dummett is
too severe with Wittgenstein and too mild with Frege. We cannot
forget here that, according to Dummett, Frege could not give up his
unpublic conception of language and the mental character of thought.
If this is so, how can we admit that Frege reverses Aristotle’s approach?
Wittgenstein’s attitude toward thought is uncompromisingly
unmentalistic. Dummett is forced to admit this, at least in his second
book on Frege, more explicitly. We have seen that this problem has to
do with implicit knowledge and with problems about rules. We shall
now pursuce these topics.

In his Stockholm lecture, Dummett siresses the gquestion: Do we
really know the theory of meaning when we know a language?
Following first Wittgenstein and further Frege, he asserts that ‘the
conception of mastery of a language’ consists ‘in implicit knowledge
of a theory of meaning’, i.e. ‘what makes the utterances of a speaker
to be expressions of thought is a piece of internal equipment’. In his
attempt to make this implicit knowledge manifest in the speaker’s use
of the language, it becomes evident that invoking the knowledge is not
necessary at all, because we must take into account ‘the social practice
in which that mastery enables’ the speaker to participate.

In his last book about Frege, Dummett says that we cannot dispense
with the notion of a purely implicit understanding, and points to Frege’s
analysis of the expression of generality of which we have implicit
knowledge. He also points to Wittgenstein’s ‘tacit conventions’
‘governing thé working of our language’ (p. 236). So, it appears, that
we must take into account such terms as ‘implicit’, ‘tacit’, and so forth.
Implicit knowledge of which Dummett earlier wished to dispense, in
reality, is the problem of implicit knowledge of the rule.

In his book Frege: Philosophy of Language, Dummett speaks about
rules of inference and of proof. Paraphrasing Wittgenstein’s ‘move can
be made in the language’ (p. 194), he explains what for Frege is the
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problem of the relation between words and sentences, and then he
employs the term ‘rule’. He also makes a comparison with playing
cards. The rule for a word functions together with the rules which
govern other words, which in turn constitute the words of a sentence.
In ‘Frege’s Distinction Between Sense and Reference’, Dummett (1975b)
says that according to Frege, ‘in our everyday speech we are not playing
a game whose rules we have not fully formulated, but one for which
no- consistent set of rules could be drawn up’. In ‘Can Analytical
Philosophy Be Systematic, and Ought It To Be?” we find Dummett
emphasizing the proximity of Frege’s and Wittgenstein’s descriptions
of the conventional principles which govern the practice of speaking
the language and of the concept of following a rule. In “What is a
Theory of Meaning? (II)’, speaking of an anti-deterministic theory of
meaning, Dummett stresses as the main claim, the studying of the rules
and strategics of a game which even in principle could not be predicted
by any one speaker. In the Stockholm lecture, he makes the comparison
with a board player. If we wish to explain what the mastery of a rule
for a player consists in, we describe the practice of playing the game,
i.e. we simply ‘state the rules’. So, the individual player’s practice is
based on implicit knowledge of the rules, but in the question of language
we must take into account ‘the social practice’. As we have already
seen, for such a purpose we do not need to ‘invoke the knowledge at
all’. We already encounter in Dummett’s last book his stress on
Wittgenstein’s Tractatus appeal to ‘tacit convention’. He applies
Wittgensteinian language-game terminology to Frege and asserts that
Frege does not think it possible to formulate a consistent set of rules
for natural language. Who doubts the existence of a systematic theory,
Wittgenstein or Frege? _

After this, Dummett thinks that both Frege and Wittgenstein are
interested in the description of conventional principles which govern
linguistic practice. It is clear that, according to Dummett, Frege does
not believe in the possibility of such a description. Finally, Dummett
claims that the rules are constituted by conventional and social linguistic
practice, a view which—Dummett claims in his last book—Frege could
not hold. Hence, Dummett must change his negative opinion about
Wittgenstein in an explicit way, or we can conclude that he is merely
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using Wittgenstein as a supplementation to Frege. In the preceding
discussion, we saw that the problem of interpretation and understanding
the rule includes the question about the relation between words and
sentences, i.e. it is included in the main problem of meaning, to which

we now turt.

COMPONENT AND CONTEXT PRINCIPLES

In his book Frege: Philosophy of Language, Dummett discusses Quine’s
holism, which cannot allow the notion of language ‘as something
decomposable into significant parts’, with different levels. In ‘Frege’s
Distinction Between Sense and Reference’, he reiterates this objection
to Quine and especially 10 Davidson’s holism as well (Pradhan, 1992).
Though the holist theory has difficulties, he admits that for some kinds
of sentences, ones with proper names, it seems to be true. But,
nevertheless, he pursues the objection in ‘What is a Theory of Meaning?
(I)’. The holistic theory precludes the possibility of providing a
systematic theory of meaning for natural language, because it has the
wrong basis, a4 specific class of sentences, and because the notion of
language is reduced ‘to that of an idiolect’. Throughout his writings,
Dummett is opposed to the social character of language. In this sense,
he ascribes to holists the omission of the phenomenon called by Putnam
‘the linguistic division of labour’. He criticizes the holist for applying
the case of Wittgenstein’s ‘Moses™ to all the words in the language.
In ‘The Justification of Deduction’ Dummett makes the distinction
between the radical Witigensteinian holistic position and a possible
modification of it. Wiltgenstein’s holism renders the characterization
" of the meaning of an individual sentence without ‘giving an account of
the entire language of which it forms 2a part’. According to Dummett,
:n modified holism, the molecular view is lacking too, because we can
find no way of ascribing an individual content to each sentence of the
Janguage without a knowledge of the entire language. Either holism
cannot ‘consider the sentence as a smallest unit of the language’.
Therefore, according to Dummett, we must reject holism if we wish to
retain both the claim that each sentence has a content depending only
upon its internal structure, and the claim that the sentence cannot have
‘a meaning independent of all the rest of the language’. Dummett
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contends in ‘Can Analytical Philosophy Be Systematic, and Ought It
To Be?’ that Wittgenstein’s language-games ‘gave an account of some
very small fragments of Janguage’ which ‘do not appear a promising
model for a systematic account of an entire language’. Confronting
Dummett’s own text, one gets the impression that his objection to
Wittgenstein involves contradictions, which we ought now to try to
resolve.

In his article “Nominalism’ (1956), Dummett for the first time points
out that probably the most important of Frege's philosophical statements,
quoted by Wittgenstein in both the Tractatus and the Investigations, is
his ‘doctrine that only in the context of a sentence does a name stand
for anything’. Dummett writes very often after that about Frege’s
treatment of proper names, of complex names, i.e. of the reference of
words and expressions. Dummett (1973a) explicitly applies the term
‘reference’ to the relation between words and things. He tries to explain
Frege’s own view as the name/bearer relation, which, as the prototype
of reference, forces him to the distinction between intensional and
extensional contexts (Sen, 1991). Dummett (1973a) reveals difficulties
that make Frege’s conception much too weak. Of course, for I'rege, the
most important question always concerns the truth or falsity of a
senfence: a sentence without a bearer has no truth value. And, as we
know, a lruth-conditional approach is the standpoint neither of
Wittgenstein nor of Dummett. However, Dummett tries to explain in
his last book some misunderstandings about the terms ‘referent’ and
‘reference’ connected with Frege’s interpretation of predicates. He must
finally admit in ‘Realism’ (1982) that, by I rege’s principle, ‘we do not
need to invoke the notion of reference’ in applying to terms, but ‘we
continue to ascribe reference to terms for directions’ (p. 68). The
previous stress on the distinction between sense and reference becomes
superfluous, and Dummelt’s criticism of the causal theory of names
becomes unconvinecing. The first insight renders the criticism of
Wittgenstein’s holism and holism in general unconvincing. Dummett
claims ‘that Wittgenstein’s example of ‘Moses’ indicates the correct
schematic use of the form which a specification of the use of the name
must take (1975¢). But, he thinks that the typical holistic requirement
of the entire language for the understanding of any part is not avoided
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(1976). In his last article (1982), he employs the same interpretation of
Wittgenstein’s treatment of words and expressions of inner sensations.
But at the same time, he approves of Wittgenstein's view of the
ascription of inner sensations as involving a radical divergence from
the principle of bivalence (1982). How can we combine this with the
previous criticism? Dummett’s theory of reference is not so firm
anymore. Why?

In ‘What is a Theory of Meaning? (IIy’, Dummett presents his own
ideas of the correct theory of meaning as composed of two, rather than
of three parts, the central part providing the theory of sense and
reference, and the second part being supplementary. In the first part,
Dummett lays out the features any sentence must have; and in the
sccond part he provides a uniform means of deriving such features for
gvery aspect of a sentence’s use. But on the very next pages, we see
that he advocates a theory in which ‘the theories of reference and of
sense merge’, a theory in which the candidate notion is verification or
falsification. This new theory ‘has obvious affinities, not only with
Popper’s account of science, but also with the language-game type of
semantics developed by Hintikka and others’. It is very important {o
see herc how much closer Dummett’s interpretation of Frege is to
Witigenstein’s account of the relation between words and sentences.

Irr the beginning, Dummett ascribes to both Frege and Wittgenstein
a theory that is both atomistic and molecular as the same time (1956).
The sentence is primary only ‘on the ground that we can learn the
meaning of a word only by learning the meaning of a sentence in
which it oceurs’. There are the sentences ‘which we understand only by
already knowing the meaning of the constituent words’. For Dummett,
it is quite wrong to ascribe to I'rege ‘the doctrine that the unit of
significance is not the word but the sentence’ (1973, 1956). In both
cases, Dummett appeals to Wittgenstein supporting Frege’s doctrine
with Wittgenstein’s idea of making a move in a game (1973). The word
is another kind of linguistic unit. It is the smallest bit of language to
which one can attribute sense. The first is named the ‘context principle’
(196%), and the second may be called the compositional principle, ie.
the componential principle (1975b). Dummett makes a ‘crude analogy’
with a code-word may consist of a numeral followed by a string of
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Jetters. The analogy with our understanding of a word independently
of any particular sentence containing it is established in the following
way: the determination of the encoded word proceeds only by applying
the general rule of a code word. The analogy with our understanding
such a word consists in grasping the way in which it may figure in a
sentence in general. It follows that the significance of the code of any
numeral or letter is not explainable without the reference to the general
notion of the representation of a normal word by means of a code word
(1973). But in the same book, he mentions Wittgenstein’s comparison
of the word with a chess piece, which for Dummett is a better
comparison than with a code: ‘the word has a sense, and is not, as on
the first view, a code for it, just as the rook has certain powers of
movement and is not a code for them’ (p. 156). It remains for us to
choose which example is better or to accept Wittgenstein’s treatment
of codes in Philosophical Grammar, as we already suggested.
Wittgenstein employs the terms ‘code’, ‘denotation’, ‘designation’, in
Philosophical Grammar. He speaks about ‘the grammar of denotation’
and makes an example with designation. The rules of the language-
games, according to Wittgenstein, codify different characteristics of
words. The code with the key for deciphering we can explain as a
connotative code for the sentences encoded (1982). Since, according to
Wittgenstein, the ‘meaning is the role of the word in the calculus’ and
‘the proposition has its content as part of a calculus’; this gives to
denotation a character of identification of one part of sentence content,
as we have explained before (1982). So, the denotative code denotes
the primary content and the connotative code is the ‘under-code’ (1982).
The ‘multifariousness’ of language in Philosophical Grammar must be
understood as the cultural systems of codes. Wittgenstein is not satisfied
with some general theory. He allows for a generality (PG) which cannot
concern the language alone, but involves the cultural and social systems
with which the language is interwoven. The terms ‘denotation’ and
‘designation’ in PJ, in OC, and ‘designation’ and ‘reference’ in Remarks
on Colour have the same role. In this manner, Wittgenstein tries to
save the individual content of a sentence through the compositional
principle, and to guarantee the sentence as a unit of language through
the context principle.



54 SATRUGHNA BEHERA

Let us consider the distinction between syntax and semantics which,
according to Dummett, is the source for Frege of bis double principle.
Dummett explains that Frege does not directly provide ‘any syntactic
analysis of natural language’. The sentences comprising his formalized
language, however, have a precise syntactic structure, manifested in
their surface appearance, which can provide the basis for a semantics
for a large fragment of natural language, even though Frege does not
believe in the possibility of such semantics (1975b). Frege's syntax has
two stages: first we construct the simplest form of sentences, then out
of them the complex sentences by means of iterable devices of sentence-
composition.

In ‘What is a Theory of Meaning? (1)’, Dummett says that holism
has a tendency to disregard the atomistic standpoint only at first sight.
Given the continuous needs of the relation ‘to the language as 2 wholc’,
this tendency becomes apparent and unsuccessful.

In “The Justification of Deduction’, Dummett speaks about a modified
Wittgenstein doctrine which would also throw out the ‘molecular
conception of language under which each sentence pOSSESSes as
individual content which may be grasped without a knowledge of the
entire language’. Therefore, he concludes, we must reject holism if we
wish to suppose that each sentence has a content which depends ‘only
upon its internal structure’. But, ‘of course, even on molecular view
of this kind, no sentence can have a meaning which 18 independent of
all the rest of the language’. He admits this double principle, and at
first it is hard to see the difference between a point of view which is
molecular and one which 18 atomistic. But in ‘What 1s a Theory of
Meaning? (II)’, Dummeit proceeds with explaining the difference
between a molecular and a holistic view. For a ‘molecular view, there
is, for each sentence, a determinate fragment of the language a
knowledge of which will suffice for a complete understanding of that
sentence’, and for a holistic view, ‘it is impossible fully to understand
any sentence without knowing the entire language’. In ‘Was Frege a
Philosopher of Language?’ (1979), Dummett aitempts to further explain
the same claim in connection with Frege’s problem of thought: ‘the

structure of the sentence reflects the structure of the thought and

{he senses of the constituent parts of the sentence arc parts of the
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thought, which is the sense of the sentence’. Such a view Dummett
sees, as before, as close to a possible interpretation of natural language.
He says, ‘the surface form of the sentence does not reveal its true
structare’, which is not an unfamiliar idea to Chomsky and other
linguists. Such a conception aims at what Dummett calls ‘essential
structure’, even though it is not ‘intended [by Frege] as a contribution
to a syntactical theory; it is concerned to explain Frege’s account of
what is involved in grasping the thought expressed by a complex
sentence’. Dummett claims that such a treatment, which Frege has
pointed out, ‘Wittgenstein, Chomsky and others are never tired of
pointing out’.

In The Interpretation of Frege's Philosophy, 198 1, Dummett defends
himself against Sluga’s attack that he has not given enough weight to
the context principle. But, even now, he gives morc weight to the other
compositional principle. Here Dummett writes about Frege’s
unsuccessful attempt to reveal how thought is constructed out of its
constituents. Ile examines Wittgenstein’s proposal in REFM, pp. 41-43,
that the meaning of a complex sentence consists in what we can do
with it, or in what is involved in accepting it (as an assertion). Dummett
remarks that this is essentially explained by the rule governing the
deduction of simpler sentences from it. What Dummett needs is a
stronger principle. Frege does not find the solution. Wittgensteln comes
closer with his anti-mentalistic approach, but exaggerates, according to
Dummett, the context principle. However, Dummett empbasizes
Wittgenstein’s approach in his last article (1982). In his last book
(1981), he rejects the Wittgensteinian picture theory as a possible
solution of the role of the thought in such problems.

In the third section, an analysis 1s provided of the problem of proper
names, words, and expressions. Dummett settles this, yielding, as 15
promised, to holism (to Wiitgensteinian holism and also Quine), and
to some kind of causal theory as well. Wittgenstein’s conception of a
name is nearer to some aspects of the theory of direct reference, as we
can conclude from Salmon’s interpretation of possible refinements of
an orthodox Fregean theory (1982). Dummett insists so much upon a
distinction between sense and reference, but already from 1973 on, be
began to “incorporate’ the reference into sense. Finally, they ‘merge’
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and give way to another notion, that of verification and falsification.
We can conclude that until “What is a Theory of Meaning? (I)" Dummett
does not find in Wittgenstein any exaggeration of the context principle.
He starts then to accuse him of holism, but at the same time asserts that
his model of language is not promising, because it can be only for a
small fragment. Frege’s conception is promising for a large fragment
of language. After all, what are language-games, and what is Hintikka’s
type of game-theory semantics to which Dummett appeals? Is 1t for a
small or a large fragment of language? Wittgenstein's language-games
are in language; they are fragments, some of the examples are explored
by Hintikka. On the other hand, Hintikka (1971) shows that his idea
of game-theory semantics is connected with the picture theory explicitly.
We have tried to show that Wittgenstein’s explanation of word-meaning
and sentence-meaning is better than Frege’s. The last section provides
the most explicit view that Dummett implicitly accommodates Frege to
Wittgenstein. This is the reason for his errors.

CONCLUSION

Comparing and confronting Dummett’s texts, we may conclude thus:
Dummett, by his own words, commences as a follower of Wittgenstein
(1978). Then he attacks Wittgenstein using Frege. But, step by step, he
is forced to concede. If he intends to accommodate Wittgenstein’s
notions in a Fregean framework, he should have made it in conjunction

with Frege’s truth-conditional theory. Dummett does not want to do

this, and cannot. Considering further the converse possibility, the
difficulties in accommodating Wittgenstein’s notions into the central
and second part of Dummett’s theory of meaning, we come to Wright's
interpretation of ‘force’, developed more explicitly than Dummett’s
own concession to Wittgenstein’s unmentalistic, conventional, and social
rule-governed treatment of linguistic activities. Such a conception leads
Dummett to abandon the previous approval of the strict distinction
between sense and reference, and to acknowledge some interpretations
of certain representatives of the theory of direct reference and holism.
The candidates he proposes for a central part of his theory are
verification and falsification, which he finds later in Hintikka’s
semantical notions. This investigation shows that Dummett must be
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closer to Wittgenstein if he wants to include Hintikka’s context-
dependent semantics and his own conception as an attempt at a general
philosophical theory of meaning.
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ABSTRACT

Man is essentially a gouardian irrespective of actually becoming trustees
and caretakers in a homeless world. The essential and the ontological
search for meaning is to reveal the essential structures, the structural
necessity of man’s being in the world. This can be a search for the
taxonomical account of the essential features of the object of caring for
and a similar account of what it is to care for, and of the act of caring
itself. This would justify man’s intimate relation to the world, a different
manner of existing sharing a relation of mutual trust and commitment,
which makes man a dweller in a homeland. Otherwise, the tiring and
the strenuous journey of being in the ‘homeless’ world is marked by
the urge to manipulate and the entire relation is then characterized by
the logic of the maximum utility for the maximum number and
the enhancement of instrumental rationality which will ultimately make
the world an insecure resting place for the weak, unprotected and the
silent ones. Using Heideggerian terminologies to define fanaticism and
terrorism as modes of inauthentic existence, I have tried to relate it to
one of the central themes of Martin IHeidegger’s hermeneutic philosophy:
the essential world dependentness of a human Dasein. I have attempted
at understanding the essence of a kind of coping that could be
characterized as fanatical way of coping with one’s environment. My
basic claim is that there are some distinctive traits that characterized
both Nazism and Al Qaeda in terms of which a Hitler or an Osama Bin
L.aden could appeal to their followers for a kind of total submission as
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obligatory. An attempt will be made to address these issues for the
Heideggerian perspective.

The recent happenings in the World Trade Center is for me another
reminder of our inauthenticity, a mode of existence characterized by
intolerance and rejection: So I have used Heideggerian terminologies
to define fanaticism and terrorism as modes of inauthentic existence.
I will also look forward to a solution to this crisis, if their is any, in
the philosophy of stewardship that Heidegger had provided, in making
the earth a secure dwelling place with a promise for an authentic
dimension of life. I will also try to understand the contradictions found
in Heidegger’s creed and deed, not sure though if these are contradictions
or consistencies, in terms of his so-called controversial role as an
active member of the\National Socialist Party, thereby rendering his
philosophy in the service of those who could justify any wrong as
necessary means for a desired goal.

At a time when there was need for Heidegger’s philosophical guidance
to humanize a situation that behaved in an insane manner, Heidegger
did nothing that could unveil the ‘inner beauty’, and ‘depth’ of that
dark phase of existence. In Heidegger, we seem to find another case
of betrayal when reason and philosophy are surrendered at the service
of fanaticism. ‘There is finally no significant distinction between
Heidegger's call for submission to the whim of the Fiihrer and Lukacs’
similar betrayal of reason in the service of Stalinism. As concerns their
voluntary subordination of philosophical criticism to political
totalitarianism both thinkers are outstanding example of the betrayal of
reason in our time’! (Rockmore, 1992, p. 66). My basic question is:
How to reconcile the two faces of Heidegger, an active member of the
National Socialist Party, and a ‘philosopher of Being’ with genuine
concern for making the earth a secure place of dwelling? My approach
to Heidegger is an attempt at understanding man in the light of his
thought and to locate any disparity between the two. This, I hope, will
throw some light on exploring some dimensions of man’s inauthentic
phases of existence over which man seems to have no control, as man
finds him ‘thrown’ into a situation which makes him an impotent thinker
but a skilled doer. My philosophical understanding of fanaticism is

Fanaticism and the Philosophy of Dwelling o1

also a search for meaning of man in terms of the commitments he is
permitted to make. So, I start with Heidegger to understand the essence
of a kind of coping that could be characterized as fanatical way of
coping with one’s environment. This, I hope, will justify my claim that
what we have recently witnessed on September 11, 2001 is not an
isolated instance unparalleled in the history of fanaticism. It is an
instance representative of many others of its kind, including the
holocaust of gas chambers, and of fapaticism in diverse forms and
guises.

My basic claim is that there are some distinctive traits that
characterized both Nazism and Al Qaeda in terms of which a Hitler or
an Osama Bin Laden could appeal to their followers for a kind of total
submission that could justify any wrong, including killing of innocents
as instrumental for a religious goal, an attainment of heaven for the
one, safeguarding the interests of the volk, or of the nation, for the
other. This inauthentic dimension of man is one of the central themes
of Martin Heidegger’s hermencutic philosophy, which depicts man in
terms of his world dependentness. I will first try to understand one
type of fanaticism, Nazism under Hitler, an ideology that inspired
intolerance and a rejection of the ‘other’ for the sake of the ‘One’. In
my attempt at accommodating this picture of a dependent Dasein as a
victim of circumstances to which man in this world is just thrown, a
price any Dasein has to pay for dependence on ideologies, fanatic, or
compassionate, the way it is handed down to him through shared
language and shared tradition that nurtures his subjectivity and makes
him what he is. A Dasein may be hypnotized by an intolerant ideology
which is the price he has to pay for being rooted in a particular tradition
that is authentically his own, which he may wrongly identify as his
‘homecoming’ with a strong demarcation between its indwellers and
outsiders, a demarcation made not only on social and political grounds
but temperamentally, ideologically, and thereby exclusively, and
fanatically.

My philosophical approach to a possible understanding of these two
kinds of fanaticism associated with Hitler and with Osama Bin Laden
is an understanding of the limitations of our situatedness that makes
man vulnerable to forces that are beyond his grasp. In this background,
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it is no wonder that a Nazi or a member of the Al Qaeda will redefine
man in terms of a sacredly demarcated inner line permit identifying
‘home’ as that which is exclusive of the “foreign’. Taking this as the
reality, I am interested in understanding a sense of ‘rootlessness’ and
a genuine feeling of ‘homesickness’ that is there in the philosophy of
Martin Heidegger with its central focus in the sense of alienation of an
inauthentic Dasein. An inauthentic Dasein finds him a stranger at his
own homeland, a place that looks alien that once witnessed the
orchestration of the play between the fourfold, the earth, sky, mortals
and gods. This is the time when man becomes a stranger and an alien
in a world which is no longet a home, a place to dwell, but the flat
planet earth that has lost its radiance. This fallen state of man is an
alienation, a way out of which is to restoring the radiance, which alone
can transform the world into a habitat, a place for dwelling.

In the case of Nazism, it was a will to restore the lost radiance with
nostalgic longing for the God who could be exclusively ‘theirs’.
Heidegger has rightly identified the disease, this is the sacrifice man
has to make at the altar of modernity and its mechanization. This
pathetic state should not be the permanent destiny of man who is
essentially a dweller, for whom the carth is a home that is to be cared
for. Man is to be restored to that essential and authentic dimension, its
care structure and its poetic mode of existence characterized by the
mutual interplay between the fourfold reality of heaven, earth, mortals
and gods. In that authentic state, man is a caretaker, a guardian of the
fourfold, for whom there is no separation between the one and the
other, between the home and its outsiders.

Heidegger’s pre-war thought, revealed in Being and Time, 1s a
continuous quest for Being, for the being of all things and the being
of man, as for him, any thought must contain the presupposition what
it means for something ‘to be’. This could keep room for flexibility and
for a kind of intellectual humility in one’s exploration of a dimension
that is not yet defined. Dasein alone has this privileged access 1o the
question of Being. Dasein is primarily a participator, one essentially
involved in the world, and is a part of the world, is basically immersed
in the flux of everydayness, lost in a mode of inauthenticity. Man
relates to the world in a concerned way, ‘we care about the way things
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are, we are interested in what will happen™ (Edler, 1995). Man 18
basically a doer, habitually responding to things and beings using them
as tools, or as resources, which characterize man’s inauthentic life
style. This, for man, is the only way to cope in this inauthentic and a
fallen state of existence that makes man an explorer of significance
and for his root.

Unlike other beings, man’s inauthentic living is characterized by a
sense of anxiety, driving him ahead toward a mode of existence that
alone would transform the alien world into a safe home for mankind.
Dasein’s loss of the sense of ‘being at home’ in this world, the sense
of heimisch, is his inability to own death which alone gave impetus to
heroic living. All the violence of modern technology is a part of our
existence now as we, as fallen Daseins, are living in a disenchanted
world with our inability to see the being of beings, and the ‘what ness’
of things, a nccessary prerequisite for a care based relation to things
and beings. This is our living in terms of modernity and mechanization
when the radiance of things and beings is lost transforming man, nature
and gods into things and resources. In this inauthentic manner, Dasein
acts as a part of a system, displaying only equipmental understanding
of things and beings, a pathetic state that is responsible for the worship
of death and destruction when man is a stranger to another man and
a stranger in an alien world.

An inauthentic Dasein is the disenchanted man of everydayness, ‘a
man there’, living a life that is a meaningless repetition of everyday
ritual. These are the masses who always wait for a revolutionary or a
poet, for a charismatic leader for miraculously transforming them into
lived dynamites. It is a matter of skill for a political leader, who 1s not
a poet or a thinker but a man of the world deeply interested in worldly
goals, to mobilize the masses, focusing their hatred against a common
enemy. This is how millions of Germans at Hitler’s time identified
them with the leaders of the Nationalist Movement and with Iitler
when the latter used his political skill to channelize the superstitious
and the unscientific nature of their thought for his political advantage.
About Germany at Hitler’s time, Konrad Heiden lets us know: ‘Germany
was the perfect place for this development. In almost no other country
were so many “miracles” performed, so many ghosts conjured, so
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many illnesses cured by magnetism, so many horoscopes read, between
the two World Wars. A veritable mania of superstition had seized the
country, and all those who made a living by exploiting human stupidity
thought the millennium had come™ (Online, 2001).

‘Tor Hitler, Jews were the sources of all mankind’s ills—from
Marxism, social democracy to international capitalism. The Nazis
promoted the pseudo—sciences, astrology, clairvoyance, spiritualism
and other ‘magical’ forces—in their belief that these could help them
understand the supernatural powers that control the destinies of man.”
(Online, 2001). Hitler despised enlightenment and its emphasis on
reason and humanism and promoted the romantic view of a super race.
The Jews were identified as the enemy of all that was valuable for the
Germans; they were the supposed votaries of all those ideals despised
by Hitler and by the Nazis, humanism, reason, intellect, the forces that
could overthrow the Third Reich and its cherished beliefs. Some such
belicfs are: “We are at the end of the Age of Reason. The intellect has
grown autocratic, and has become a disease of life.” ‘Conscience is a
Jewish invention. It is a blemish, like circumcision.” ‘A new age of
Magic interpretation of the world is coming, of interpretation in terms
of the Will and not the intelligence.’ ‘“There is no such thing as truth,
cither in the moral or in the scientific sense. The new man will be the
antithesis of the Jew™ (Online, 2001).

Heidegger sought to revolutionize the revolution, giving it a linguistic
and a hermeneutic turn. The thinker Heidegger used the language of
the revolutionaries, leading them to a state of ecstasy where the inner
beauty and depth of the movement could be poetically lit. It is still
debatable whether the dreamer and the thinker, the man with a vision,
could transform the Dasein in others, and in him, or it was the other
way round. If it was a failure on his part, his failure was a Serious
offence of wrong guidance. As Walter Newell writes: ‘Just as Heidegger
wanted the German people to return to a foggy, medieval, blood and
soil collectivism purged of the corruptions of modernity, and just as
Pol Pot [who, like Shariat, studied at the Sorbonne] wanted Cambodia
to refurn to the Year Zero, so docs Osama dream of returning his world
to the. imagined purity of seventh-century Islam. And just as Fanon
argued that revolution can never accomplish its goals through negotiation
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or peaceful reform, so does Osama regard terror as good in itself, a
therapeutic act, quite apart from any concrete aim™ (Nowell, onlins).
Heidegger’s tragedy was his failure not only to revolutionize the
revolution stealing the language from the revolutionaries, it was a
tragedy of coming under the powerful spell that the revolution and its
language had on him, transforming the voice of the thinker to that of
a superstitious but tradition-rooted fanatic Dasein. What was natural
for a leader like Hitler to use the language of the volk, it became a
symbol of a superior race and its superior language at the hand of the
philosopher. When this is coupled with Heidegger’s desire for German
sclf-determination apart from the “sms’ of modernity, we see him not
only throwing his support to Hitler as a dictator who would make the
transition possible but also plunging into the political arena of National
Socialism in order to guide that transition. ‘[e plunged into politics,
think, because he believed that, like a Janus, his double language
would enable him to accomplish two tasks at once: on the one hand,
his language appeared, on the surface at least, close enough to the
ideology to pass muster, while on the other it covertly circumscribed
and displaced the metaphysical foundations of the ideology into the
hermeneutic movement of questioning. In other words, Heidegger
thought he could guide the revolution by stealing the language out
from under the noses of Nazi ideologues such as Krieck, Baeumler,
and Rosenberg. As late as 1935 in “An Introduction of Metaphysics,”
Heidegger still believed that a revolution in language was the
prerequisite for a revolution in education: “the first step must be a real
revolution in the prevailing relation to language™’ (Online, 2001).
As the linguistic turn in Heidegger’s philosophy brought out the
specificity of German language, the poetic mode of existence of an
authentic Dasein could be revealed only by some special poetry: Tt is
not just any poetry that takes over from the Nazis to uncover Being,
but German poetry. Heidegger is thus not a “linguistic philosopher”,
but a self consciously German-philosopher. This made him a natural
and logical admirer of Hitler”® (Rockmore, 1992). This radiant mode of
existence could be conveyed poeticaily by German poets leading to
authenticity of Dasein in terms of a care relation. Man cares for that
to which he belongs, his place of birth, a local sky, a god of the region
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worshipped by the people of the locality, which is what Heidegger
initially wanted to convey with his Blut und Boden principle though
widening its scope from its racial framework. Heidegger first talks of
the local fourfold (Young, 2002, p. 100).*

But in another sense, it could accommodate a wider scope as
homeliness implies foreignness, though strictly speaking, to be at home
in one place is not to be at home in another place. Though it is not
rejection of foreignness, 2 Dasein’s being at home somewhere rules out
being at home anywhere. To be at home is for it to show as a.holy,
a poetic place. ‘In particular, it is for the gods of that place, as we
know, is for it to show as holy, as that is, authoritative. To belong to
a place 18 to be committed to its ethos. Different places, however,
house at least marginally different “gods”. Hence, the idea of being
equally and fully at home everywhere threatens the unity of a person.
It entails the possession of a multitude of different, and incompatible,
fundamental commitments™ .(Young, 2002, p- 101).

Identifying a fanatic as one who is totally intolerant of the other who
differs in race, creed or ideology, 1 have tried to address these issues
from a philosophical perspective, more specifically a distinctively
Heideggerian one, understanding man as Dasein with ideologies that
inspire him to cope so that one can live. What sort of coping it would
be that inspires one to die here in order to live there? Is there scope
in Heideggerian framework for a kind of Dasein who is a prey to an
ideology of nihilism that inspires it to be a crusader for the sake of
idolizing and glorifying death and destruction and for a total rejection
of the one which is profane and impure just because there is the Other
which alone is sacred? Osama Bin Laden and the Al Qaeda are
emerging basically as a kind of nihilistic and world-negating force that
glorifies death and destruction as a means as 2also as an end. My
obscrvations about the negative ideology of the Al Qaeda is an attempt
to relate this picture of a being who is helplessly a victim of his
circumstances to such an extent that Dasein rejects oneself in the process
of rejecting others, Using a language existing in some forms in Islam,
what Bin Laden has done is its reinterpretation for a fanatic goal
toward a complete rejection of the profane for the sake of the sacred.

v
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With its much focus on the transcendence of ‘Allah’ than His
immanence, Islam as a religion has a tendency toward overemphasis
on the life beyond than life here though this is not to be interpreted in
literal manner as it is a mysticism that conveys its meaning poetically
than literally. In this manner, one is advised to interpret such sayings
that what is more important is the life after death, a life with the God
than life here. With this in the background, the only thing a fanatic
Muslim like Osama Bin Laden.did was revolutionizing religion
identifying his goal as a religious goal for which no true Muslim

should hesitate to make them subservient to a divine purpose.

Bin Laden could inspire his followers that they were dying for a just
cause, for the cause of the God, which gave his type of fanaticism a
religious brand. Bin Laden gave calls that would motivate his followers
to accept death and destiuction in this particular context as another
instance of celebrating and glorifying the sacred at the cost of the
profane, a rejection of life here that has become impure as defiled by
infidels. It was thus transformed to a pro-death ideology with an urge
to escape and to reject executing a death sentence that is already declared
to those who have done wrong. It is not an encouragement to reform
and correct that which is impure but to reject it and to reject it with
a rejection of life and love.” Bin Laden appears on the tape to counsel,
‘the love of this world is wrong. You should love the other world ...
die in the right cause and go to the other world.” In his Qctober 9 taped
message, Al Qaeda spokesman Sulaiman abu Ghaith gloried in the
‘thousands of young people who look forward to death, like the
Americans look forward to living™'® (Online, 2001).

The tension between the two trends of religion, between the liberal
and the fanatical—a common trait in almost all religions—is felt at
different phases of history, which are decisive for creating an atmosphere
of tolerance or of hatred and intolerance. It is a conflict of ideology
that divides mankind into two blocks: those who are in possession of
the absolute truth and are intolerant to criticism, and the others who are
for assimilation and for recognition of others into its fold. It is basically
a tolerance of the other which is different from the One or a total
rejection of the others. For the fanatics, “Truth’ is certain since it is ‘the
Truth’, there is no scope for any flexibility in one’s stand, it is then
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simply a matter of making others obey the Order, as “Truth’ is not to
be further explored. It is also a rejection of all sorts of consensus or
negotiation with a strong hostility to reform or for dialogue. It 1s a
pathetic phase of existence characterized by frustrations and nihilism
that transforms man to a votary of death and destruction which later
became one of the characteristics of fanaticisms of the kind advocated
by Bin Laden, and his followers.

Like the Nazis or some other fanatics elsewhere, Bin Laden sought
to channelize some genuine concerns and feelings which were there in
some form in the minds of many Muslims and non-Muslims across the
globe, some kind of resentment for sanctions against Iraq and many
other sensitive and delicate issues which would always keep room for
divided opinions. This was then a situation more favourable to the
ideologies of the conservatives than for the progressives, some section
of the secular minded tolerant Muslims. Bin Laden could fuel an
explosive situation, which was already charged with distrust and mutual
hostility, a situation which would make man stranger everywhere in an
alien world, searching for 2 home that would safeguard that lost identity
which is sought to be resorted. This goes to the credit of any charismatic
leader who could reinterpret the nihilistic tendencies in terms of religious
aspirations. Others could be aroused toward a holy war against the
wrong doers, the sinners, who have defiled the sacred; a rejection of
such elements could also be interpreted as akin to the performance of
a purification rite.

This is definitely not what characterizes Islam as a religion. It 1s
wrong to identify fanaticism with Islam as it would amount to rejecting
the human and the tolerant face of Islam, which could inspire liberal
ideals focussed around the centrality of a tolerant and loving face of
Allah that gave impetus toward a congenial atmosphere for the tolerance
at heart of Sufism. Such liberal and tolerant ideals of Islam were
evolved with the emphasis on love and tolerance than on power around
many places in Central Asia, Persia, Afghanistan and around the
subcontinent. The Muslims who were not totally uprooted from the
pre-Islamic past opted for a tolerant atmosphere with assimilation and
accommodation than total rejection, with recognition of pharaohs and
pyramids in Egypt, of Darius and Zorashtra in Iran, trace of Hinduism
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in Indonesia, and in Iraq. On the other hand, a home was sought to be
provided for the indwellers both by the Nazis and the Al Qaeda, a
home for those who were legitimate indwellers, exclusively. The Nazis
opted for an ideology of being rooted in a particular tradition the
exclusiveness of which was for them a matter of shared destiny of a
particular people. On the one hand, it inspired dynamism and a will to
change and to reform, either by eliminating the others or awaiting to
be eliminated by others, or, it was a war of strength and power that
also kept room for others, superior in strength and power for rejecting
and eliminating the less powerful by the more powerful. Ironically,
one who is recognized as a religious fanatic need not always be
fanatically committed to virtues or vices that are religiously approved.
Some of the practices adopted by those Islamic fanatics were not proper
Islamic virtues.” The terrorists had shaved off their beards, they spent
time in bars, they became drunk, and they participated in lap dancing.

Interestingly, in Bin Laden and in Al Qaeda, it is not a rejection of
modern America and its strength, its modern technological achievements
and its riches. Not because America is a symbol of modernism and all
that is associated with it, which is felt to be a threat to the traditional
ideologies and its solidarity. Bin Laden was not against the fruits of
modernism and of Americanism, its sophisticated modern weapons
and the American lifestyle, unlike some other fanatics who used death
and destruction as instrumental toward a mundane goal safeguarding a
‘home’ for them with a rejection of the other who is a stranger to them.
This is what is common in all phases of fanaticism, from Nazism to
state-sponsored terrorism, which is subservient to a mundane goal.
This was also the interesting dimension of Al Qaeda and its relation
with super powers, including America as the CIA-tramed Bin Laden
was acceptable to the Americans as a category of state-allied terrorist,
so was America acceptable to Bin Laden and the Al Qaeda who could
change customers suiting the situation. This was a time when fanatics
could share worldly concerns of Leftist anti-globalization discourse or
of a return of a Nazi vision of Jewish conspiracy. Till that time, both
Bin Laden and the superpowers were mutually sharing a relation of
give and take as instrumental for safeguarding the sovereignty of the
territory or for any other cause.
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Bin Laden’s hatred for America started at a time when Americans
landed in Saudi Arabia and remained after the Kuwait conflict; that 1s
the time which is a turning point for this fanatic movement to be
completely identified as a religious revolution given a call for a holy
war against the infidels. Now it is no longer a worldly movement for
a mundane cause like driving away the intruders to Afghanistan or
changing customers in the war between superpowers. Yet along with
this crazed “rationale”, we should keep 1n mind that, as Dostoevsky
understood so well in The Demons, at the core of every terrorist
movement lurks the nihilistic pleasure in destruction. Bin Laden’s
celebratory statements following the attacks of September 11 stand in
a long line of terrorist exultation over death and destruction™
(Online, p. 3).

CONCLUSION

Heidegger’s basic philosophy was a search for that significant dimension
of dwelling, which is a recognition of the mysterious dimension of
being-in-the-world. Dasein’s being in the world is recognition of its
potential vulnerability and its finitude that it has alive with
contradictions. It is the relational mode of existing that makes the
embodied ‘I’ ever open to its other, who is ‘with me in the world’.
Dasein’s ‘mineness’ is also an ‘openness’ to the interest of others. This
sense of dwelling with others, this tension between the ‘I’ and ‘thow’,
between one’s home, its indwellers, and all others, those outsiders is
contributive toward constituting the authenticity of the authentic Dasein.
Acceptance of others is a prerequisite for identifying the stranger in
others and the familiar in the one, a foreignness that makes one
homesick, some ‘everydayness’ average that makes one strive for its
own ‘significance’ with a sense of having a special mission in life, an
aspiration for an authenticity for oneself that restores its caring structure
which is equally authentic in all its concerns. A fanatical rejection of
the other is suicidal on Dasein’s part; it is an aim at silencing the voice
of others that initially kept the tension alive, it is like severing one’s
head if one has a headache. Silencing the voice of others would diminish
the one in stature as one needs inspiration and challenges from others
to explore one’s naturalized potentialities. A fanatic who glorifies death
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of others, or of one, fails to safeguard the security of a home and
authenticity even to its own indwellers.

But what should be the role of a poet and a thinker, who is also a
steward of the fourfold realities? When one comes across a statement,
‘Do not let doctrines and ideas by the rules of your Being ... the Fihrer
himself and he alone is the present and future German reality and its
rule,” not from an inauthentic Dasein with his mode of fanatical coping
but from the thinker who relentlessly searched for ways to make the
earth a habitat, a place to dwell, one must take note of the difference
between his creed and deed. In his writings, Heidegger continues to
emphasize conservation instead of domination, though in reality,
Heidegger, the man, is constantly in search for the historicity and the
facticity of the German Dasein exclusively. ‘About becoming a
“custodian” of Being Heidegger because he didn’t actually want to do
anything particularly practical but his poetic language calling to mind
a time of farmers, shepherds, Greek gods, nature, community, yet used
to describe anthropological/ontological structures rather than sociological
ones, is his great appeal. Is it possible to cover the world, this harsh,
industrial inhuman world with a language of high culture, of artistic
beauty? Or perhaps if we start thinking like Heidegger suggests (seeing
ourselves as guardians, not exploiters, etc.), the world will begin to
change too. Rather like hoping that the workers cover their hard, oily
machinery with something will somehow change the nature of the
machine.”"?

Heidegger remained optimist of reviving that old magic of making
the earth a place of dwelling from a distance, a mystic and a
contemplator willing to take mankind back to a more primordial time
when man could be awakened to a new kind of thinking. His talk of
Being and his philosophy moved further away from talks of beings
here but he remained a poet and a mystic while all others, the people
and the institutions—including the movement that in his eyes started
with a right beginning—could not be transformed to a new way of
thinking. The thinker and the mystic failed to provide the beings an
alternative and a non-fanatical mode of coping in an world that has lost
the radiance of the heaven in its fallen state of a living hell. At a time
when the philosopher’s search for making the earth a habitat ends in
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Islamic fundamentalism? <htip://www.aicgsorg/research/911/
hef.shtml>80ctober200!.  www.afterseptemberl1.tv/download/

confusion that fails to demarcate heaven from hell, home from foreign,
all appearing one and the same, death for others then becomes life for

sorpe_, home for cne is. exile for ol‘hers.'This ?'s a time when the 11%20September%ORescarch.pdf.

philosopher and the thinker has to remain a distant and a remote 12. Anti-Heidegger ... question ‘what is Being’, Heidegger is more concerned
observer, a contemplator, for whom the dividing line between life and about becoming a ‘custodian’ of Being .. Nietzsche also sees the problem
death, light and darkness, becomes blurred, the two appearing to be of philosophy as being a part of a ... homepages.anglianet.co.uk/johnm/
one and the same. ‘Agriculture is now a motorized food-industry—in philosophy/heidegl.html—18k—Cached.

13. Heidegger Deconstructed by Peter J. Leithart, 7. Edler, Frank H.W.

essence, the same as the manufacturing of corpses in the gas chambers
<http://www.commhum.meceneb.edw/PHILOS/stealing2. htm>

and the extermination camps, the same as the blockade and starvation
of the countryside, the same as the production of the hydrogen bombs.””
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Definition is suspect, at least since Wittgenstein is said to have given
it a death-blow or mortally wounded it and the post-modernists,
following Derrida, gave it a hasty burial. Yet man still pursues
knowledge, at least that is what the universities and the research
institutes, so lavishly funded by the Public Exchequer, are said to do.
But no one asks how can this enterprise be pursued if there is nothing
to know and how can questions of ‘truth’ or ‘falsity’ be even raised, let
alone settled. The two positions are at loggerheads, and yet both go
merrily along without ‘seeing’ or ‘caring’ for the contradictions invoived
in them.

Strangely, both the notion of ‘definition’ and that of the ‘knowledge-
enterprise” harbour hidden problems in them which have not been seen
either by those who accept or deny the one or the other for some
reasons of their own. The idea of ‘definition’ does not involve, as
Wittgenstein thought, the possession of some common properties by
all those to which the term was ‘correctly’ applied, even if at first
glance it may appear to be so. Rather, it involves making a distinction
hetween the qualities possessed by an object on grounds which may be
as varicd as the ‘purposes’ of the classifier and the ‘order’ of “importance’
given to them. This has been traditionally masked by the use of the
" term ‘essential’ in respect of those properties, that were taken to be the
‘defining’ characteristic of the object concerned. The post-modern denial
of ‘essences’, which follow from Wittgenstein’s position, underwrites
this traditional understanding of the notion of definition as perhaps
nothing else could. But neither the post-modernists nor Wittgenstein or
his followers seem to have asked the simple question, ‘what was a
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property?’ and ‘what was the basis of making distinction_s‘betwgen
them?” That this should have happened in face of the long discussion
from Galileo and Locke onwards and even earliet, say. since Aristotle,
speaks volumes for the ahistorical nature of the thinking influe.nced by
them. The ‘ahistoricity’ by itself, may not be a fault, but when it results
in the total neglect or blindness to distifictions that were discussed and
found reasonably well grounded, there is reason for disquiet and
wondering what has gone WIOng with much of the contemporary
thinking that has become the ‘fashion’ of the day. .
The problem, however, is a deeper one and infects both classical,

modern and post-modern thinkers alike on the subject concerned. It
assumes not only the notion of an ‘object’, but that all ‘objects’ are of
one kind as, whatever be the differences between them, there are ‘objects’
of knowledge both in the epistemological and the ‘ontic’ sense of the
term. In the former sense, they are all ‘objects’ to consciousness,
provided one accepts that there is such a ‘thing’, while in the case c.)f
the latter they enjoy an independent reality of their own and, 1t_ is
because of this, that they become the objects of knowledge. The glar‘mg
contradiction between the two senses has either pot been seen or just
glossed over. In the former sense, all that is there already exists,‘lher'e
is nothing to be ‘known’ as the ‘presentation’ exhausts what therc—f is
without any residuum whatsoever. In the latter case; the ‘object’ is
never exhausted by any of its ‘appearances’ and thus demands to be
“known’, a demand that is insatiable and inexhaustible and which thus
sets the enterprise of ‘knowledge’ on its unending course whose possible
finality is nurtured only by the illusion that the so-called presentation
has no ‘ontic’ reality of its own independent of the facticity of its being
‘known’. The illusion, as should be obvious from the history of the
‘knowledge-enterprise’ of man, creates the delusion that the ‘object’ _is
not only constituted by the “yets’ of the ‘knowing consciousness’, as in
Husserl, but also that ultimately it 1s as ‘definitional’ in nature as in
mathematics, no matter if this definition is arrived at through a rigorous
process of empirical investigation and experimentation, as in ‘science’
which is accepted as the paradigmatic example of knowledge today.
The recent attempt to turn the tables and see mathematics itself as a

‘social construction’ only substitutes ‘society’ for the Husserllian

Definition, Deception and the Enterprise of Knowledge 77

transcendental subjectivity, without secing, that it brings once again
the ‘unendingness’ in the enterprise of knowledge, not this time from
the ontic reality of the object but from the indefinite temporality of that
which is supposed to construct it. The term ‘society’ in this context, it
should be remembered, is most probably a deliberate deception to hide
the fact that those who are supposed to construct are a little minority
whose members, though mortal, delude themselves into thinking that
they are ‘legislating” on behalf of the whole mankind and for all future,
as without this assumption their ‘construction” would lose the aura of
authority they want it to have.

The deeper and perhaps more intractable problem, however, relates
to the notion of the ‘object’ which is said to be known and in respect
of which the issue of ‘truth’ or ‘“falsity’ arises. That which is supposed
and said to be an ‘object’ transcends that which ‘appears” at the level
of sensuous apprehension and also that which may be said to be an
object of thought or reflection and is usually described in conceptual
terms that have to be embodied in language if they have to be
apprehended at all. The difference between the two relates to the
contingency or necessity of language for their apprehension, as is evident
in the case of animals who possess the former but not the latter. The
fact that living beings that are non-human possess some sort of
“language’ for purposes of communication between themselves makes
po difference as, even in their case, the so-called ‘language’ is contingent
for the sensory apprehension they have, just as the number of ‘senses’
they may have for the purpose of acquiring what we call ‘sensuous
knowledge’. In fact, the “facticity’ of the ‘nature’ and ‘number’ of senses
and their ‘necessity’ for what we call ‘knowledge’ has been the
unexamined presupposition of all discussion about knowledge up till
now. So also has been the question whether anything like ‘inner sense’
has to be accepted and, if so, what 1s its nature and whether it has to
be assumed to be as diverse in character as the bodily senses are and
whether it is confined to human beings alone.

The so-called ‘outer’ or ‘bodily’ senses are usually said to be five
and all knowledge is supposed to be based on them but, as everybody
knows, not only are there animals who do not have all the senses that
we have but there are also human beings who are born blind or deaf,



78 DAYA KRISHNA

and yet who ‘know’ in some sense of the term ‘know’ and live on the
basis of that knowledge. The case of a Helen Keller may be exceptional,
but there are others, thousands in number, whose case should have
been the object of epistemological reflection, particularly amongst those
who contend that ‘senses’ alone are the “source’ of knowledge or that
only in their terms can a ‘knowledge-claim’ be validated.

That ‘knowledge’, whatever be its source or pature, provides a basis
for ‘living’ should have raised the question of the relation between
sense organs and motor organs, or jhanendriyas and karmendriyas, as
they are called in the Indian tradition. But epistemological reflection
on the problem of knowledge has, for some reason, failed to come to

grips with the problem in spite of the fact that pravrtti-samarthya or-

the capacity of knowledge to lead to successful action, and the relation
of knowledge to liberation or of jiiana to moksa have played a significant
role in Indian thinking on the subject just-as the centrality of ‘cash-
value’ of ideas or the operational theory of meaning has done in the
western tradition.

But whether it be pravrtti-samarthya or ‘cash value of ideas’ or the
operational theory of meaning, they all introduce not only an
unresolvable ambiguity in the notion of knowledge as they themselves
are intrinsically ‘ambiguous’ in nature, but also surreptitiously give a
direction to the enterprise of knowledge which it would not otherwise
have had except for, or because of them. Besides this, it also thrives
on the unasked question as to how such a formulation would avoid the
fallacy of ‘affirming the consequent’, even if one accepts that the notion
of ‘success’ can be defined in such a way as to suggest that the
‘knowledge’ on which it was based was true.

Perhaps, the insight involved in these formulations has to be
disengaged from the notions of ‘success’ or ‘cash value’, and seen in
a different way. The crucial question perhaps is whether the idea of
‘knowledge’ can even be thought of without involving some sort of
‘activity” which is intrinsic to it and varies with the type ol knowledge
that it is. ‘Knowledge’ surely is not of one type, and the difference in
this must affect not only the way it is acquired or comes into being,
but also that which it inevitably must give rise to, as ‘effectivity’ of
some sort is generally supposed to be one of the characteristics of
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reality, besides others. Knowledge always requires some sort of ‘activity’,
gven if it be only of ‘attending’ which is minimally required in any
‘knowing’ or ‘lcamning’ process, as it itself is a part of the process, a
resultant of some previous activity of knowing and giving rise, in its
own turn, to further knowing and thus engendering a chain which may
be broken at any moment, but which is unending in principle. And,
strangely, even ‘knowledge’ has to be known, understood, interpreted,
disputed, debated and discussed, not only be others but even by oneself
as the enterprise of knowledge is as unending as all other enterprises,
both for oneself and everybody else.

But how could knowledge be an ‘object’, and it has to be such if it
has to be ‘known™? That it is an object can hardly be doubted as
otherwise the whole process of ‘education’ would make no sense at all.
But if it be an ‘object’ what sort of an object it is, and what is its
relation to those ‘objects’ of which it is supposed to be knowledge. The
‘objecthood’ of knowledge, however, has to be radically different from
that which is ascribed to that of which it is a ‘knowledge’, as questions
of ‘truth’ and ‘falsity’ can be raised about the former in a sense in
which they can never be raised about the latter. Tarski pointed this out
in his well known paper “The semantic conception of truth’, where he
had argued that ‘truth’ is a characteristic of sentences and not of things.
The sentence ‘snow is white’ can be said to be true, but to say that
‘white snow’ is true seems meaningless.

But there are ‘objects’ which share certain characteristics with
‘knowledge’ as they too are ‘human creations’, though different from
it. The problem of knowledge arises in respect of these also as they
demand to be ‘understood” and ‘known’ like everything else, even if
their knowledge be different from that which is sought in respect of
those that have little to do with man as they are not his creation. The
term ‘art’ collectively designates most such objects, just as ‘history’
does in another context. Knowledge is sought in respect of both
these realms and that knowledge is as much ‘knowledge’ as the
knowledge of any other realm. In fact, if we leave the ‘natural
sciences” aside, knowledge in most other sciences shares the peculiar
characteristics that belong so obviously to those that relate to the
realms of art and history
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Knowledge, thus, seems to run parallel to that of which it claims to
the knowledge, whether it be that of ‘nature’ or of that which man has
created either individually or collectively. The ‘being’ of this knowledge
is, however, radically different from all that ‘is’, including that which
man creates, as it lies outside itself in a way that is not the case with
his other creations. The knowledge of these ‘creations’ has always
created a problem for man, just as knowledge’, which itself needs to
be known. In fact, many a time doubts have been expressed whether
the knowledge of these human creations deserves to be called
‘knowledge’ at all but no one seems to have doubted that whatever 1s
called ‘knowledge’ not only needs but deserves to be known. Yet,
knowledge about what is claimed to be known is not only a second
order knowledge, but all knowledge, whether “first order’ or “second
order’ presupposes a pre-existing knowledge in the context of which it
alone can arise and which it adds to, finds fault with, modifies, criticizes
and chooses to some extent. This process seems as ‘beginningless’ as
that which is involved in the notions of ‘causality’ and even ‘change’
which apply to all processes which have a temporal dimension to
them. But a process when it is ‘thought of® has not only to be seen as
‘beginningless’ but also ‘endless’, a point that the ‘revisability” thesis
about knowledge appears to ignore. If knowledge is essentially revisable
in principle, then the so-called claim of knowledge to be *knowledge’
is essentially spurious and based on the illusion that what is claimed
to be knowledge is not ‘really’ so and that one has the warrant to act
on it in the belief that if one does so one would achieve what one
wants by doing so.

The ‘antinomian’ nature of the situation, so well pointed out by Kant
in his Antinomies of Reason in the Critique of Pure Reason is, bowever,
different from the one discussed here in the sense that the dilemma that
knowledge always has to have a previous pre-existent knowledge as its
context finds its paradigmatic, yet baffling example, in the phenomenon
called ‘education’ without which no human society or culture or
civilization can even be conceived. There has to be such a thing as
‘education’, and yet one has to learn to unlearn a lot of what one has
learnt, to see through the delusions of ‘certainty’ it had deceptively
built, to doubt and to question what one had taken for granted as
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‘gospel truth’ and which one was supposed and expected to take as
such.

Yet, in spite of all this, one is also supposed to do ‘research’, to add,
to discover just as the earlier generation had done, and the generations
before that. The ‘house of knowledge’ is ever being built and rebuilt
and yet never completed, even though the whole of humanity has been
engaged in it since it appeared on the scene. And, perhaps, there is not
one but many ‘houses’ all half-built and many in ruins as the histories
of civilizations amply testify.

The idea of an ‘object’ that is to be ‘known’ seems to arise at first
at the perceptual level and then gets successively transformed, creating
the problems whether what is sought to be known can be called as
‘object’ at all till we reach such nebulous entities as concepts, theories,
values, mental states and, above all, self-conscipusness where one does
not know what the ‘seli” is of which one is supposed to have knowledge
as it intrinsically is incapable of being an ‘object’, whether conceived
of as a substance, as in Advaita Vedanta, or as an incessant, evanescent
flow of momentary episodic occurrences as in Buddhism.

The perceptual ‘object” which provides the model for that which is
said to be the object of knowledge is, and has to be, a centre of
substantive, enduring unity of all the qualities that are apprehensible
by the different senses that human beings may be said to possess. The
point is that a ‘sense-quality” cannot be an ‘object’ of knowledge unless
it is conceived of in substantial terms as having properties of its own
which have, at least possibly, multiple dimensions or ‘facets” to them
just as the perceptual objects have. An object with a single property
which itself is supposed to get ‘exhausted’ in the moment of its
occurrence can hardly be called an ‘object’, even though some sub-
atomic particles are said to display such characteristics. But, then, they
are supposed to have multiple properties such as spin, colour, angular
momentum, etc., and the duration of their existence can not only be
calculated with fair accuracy, but their interaction properties be also
stated in terms of inter-subjectively testable prediction. In fact, to be
an ‘object’ means to be able minimally to fulfil these conditions as
without them the enterprise of knowledge cannot even take off, as
mere ‘appearance’ as in dreams or in pure imagining, does not and
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cannot raise any questions about itself, in the seeking of the answers
to which knowledge arises. The issue of truth is central to knowledge
and it cannot arise unless that which is claimed to be known has
something further to reveal in relation to that which appears to have
‘appeared’ and even whose ‘appearing’ may be subject to simultaneous
or subsequent ‘doubting’. The complex of appearances, even at the
sensory level, has to be both related and ‘unending’ in order that the
parallel stream of knowledge may flow diversifying in different
directions as the questions themselves diversify and rroliferate. That is
one reason why ‘knowledge’ seems to grow incessantly and become
more and more compiex and complicated even when the object that is
claimed to be known seems to remain the same.

Yet, however large the number of properties that an object may be
said to have—whether those that are supposed to belong to it naturally
or those that arise from its interaction with others—a distinction always
has to be made between those on whose cessation the object itself will
be considered to have ceased and others whose ‘disappearance’ does
not entail its cessation.

This is the doctrine of essential qualities which are supposed to be
captured in its definition which was thought to be the goal of all
‘knowledge at one time and in which knowledge was supposed to consist
in. These properties could be seen either in static terms as ‘attributes’
belonging to some substance or as ‘powers’ or ‘forces’ resulting in
‘causal effectivity’, or even as ‘capacities’ or ‘potentialities” which would
be actualized through maturation as in the biological world or through
interaction with other substances as in the world usually called ‘material’.
But, whether conceived of in one way or another, they always have to
be thought of in such a way that if they ‘ceased to be’, whatever may
be meant by this phrase the ‘object’ that was supposed to be defined
in terms of them also ceased to exist.

But, for this to happen, not only the object had to be conceived of
in a certain manner, but the properties that were supposed to be
‘essential’ to it had also to be both ‘finite’ in number and related in
such a way that if any one of them ceased to be for any reason, so
would the others. As for the conception in terms of ‘powers’ or ‘forces’
or ‘capacities’ or ‘potentialitics’, the notions are so nebulous, dispositional

- r
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and time-dependent that one would never be able to determine whether
this was actually the case or not, at least in principle.

The deeper difficulty, however, arises from another direction as
those that relate to the above in the context of practical action can be
taken care of pragmatically, even on cognitive grounds and for cognitive
purposes. But what cannot be so taken care of is the arbitrariness in the
choice of what shall be taken to count as the “defining’ property or
power or capacity of the object, as that is what ‘knowledge’ about it
is supposed to consist in. In the case of objects with a multitude of
complex, interrelated properties and capacities, to be an ‘object’, as
pointed out earlier, means just this. There is always the problem as to
which is given primacy or importance over others, something that can,
and always has been a matter of dispute.

Definitions do change, as everyone who is acquainted with the history
of any subject knows and these changes reflect changes in knowledge
about that domain. But what does this really mean? Does it imply that
what we considered as ‘essential’ was not ‘essential” and that what was
supposed to be ‘knowledge’ of the ‘object” was not knowledge, even
though we thought of it as such, and taught and acted on it.

There is another problem in respect of knowledge that is central to
the idea of ‘definition’ and that is that it not only subsumes an ‘object’
under a class and sees it primarily as its member, but has to differentiate
it from other cognate classes, epitomized in Aristotle’s well-known
statement in this regard. But this, as Aristotle noted, would make the
enterprise of ‘defining’ restricted only to that which can simultaneously
be seen as a member of a class higher than itself and as itself a class
having subclasses of itsclf. Aristotle saw this primarily in terms of
‘genus’ and ‘species’ but, as the idea of ‘class’ has undergone a radical
revision since then, it need not be confined to the biological perspective.
within which it had first been formulated. But, whatever the
reformulation, it would still make such a definition impossible in
principle as what cannot be subsumed under a class higher than itself,
or which cannot have a subclass of itself, for it is not a class at all. This
latter is the case with an individual or that which is the subject of
singular judgement, just as the ‘class of all classes’ may be said to be
an example of the former. The recourse to the notion of a ‘“unit class’



84 DAYA KRISHNA

and the idea of the ‘null class’ being a member of every other class as
it is necessarily included in it, would be of littie avail as the latter, by
definition, can have no characteristic at all to characterize it, while the
former can only grant the spurious quantitative character of being
‘equal to’ all other unit classes, bereft of any quantitative identity which
was needed to define it.

As for the ‘class of all classes’, the paradoxes in respect of it are well
known and the Russellian recource to the theory of types to save the
situation is only a clever move which deceives no one. The point is
that the ‘singular’ and the ‘universal’ can have no definition, and thus
are incapable of being known, if to ‘know’ is to know, through the
definition of it, in its terms. But if neither the individual nor the universal
can be known, what is the ‘knowledge-enterprise’ doing in which man
scems to be engaged since he achieved self-consciousness and got
involved in it. But the dilemma is that in order to determine what is
‘singular’ or ‘individual’ and what is that ‘universal’ which has nothing
more universal than itself, one can have at the level of thought which
is the sphere of intellect or reason only negation, as it is only in respect
of objects that are ‘in between’, i.e. have elements of both ‘singularity’
‘and ‘generality’ that both affirmation and negation can simultaneously
occur and ‘knowledge’ obtain as that is the very characteristic of
knowledge. Identification and differentiation occur simultaneously m
the judgement as to recognize that ‘this is this’ is also to implicitly
recognize that ‘this is not “that™.

But, paradoxically, it is the ‘singular’ or the ‘individual’ which is felt
to be the most, or even the only ‘real’, just as in another context, it is
only the ‘truly universal® that is felt to be the only real and everything
else as being only deceptively so. This may not be knowledge as
reason understands it, but it is certainly ‘something’ in which man
“lives” all the time and provides for that which he calls *knowledge’.
The relation between the two is or should be the central problem for
thought though, for some strange rcason, it has not been so. The
preemption by ‘reason’ of what shall be considered to be ‘true’ and the
relegation of everything else to the realm of the ‘pre-reflective’ is
perhaps onc reason for this. The other is the radical discontinuity
between the two as the former is committed by its very nature to scek
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coherence, consistency and adequacy both in terms of evidence and
argument, while the latter seems to be concerned only with immediacy,
significance, meaningfulness and fulfilment.

The ‘philosophical’ and the ‘poetic’ consciousness perhaps
paradigmatically illustrate this, if they are treated as Weberian “ideal-
types’ in themselves. The poetic consciousness should be treated as
symbolizing the ‘aesthetic consciousness’ in general which is
distinguishable from its closest analogue, i.c. “spiritual consciousness’
in the sense that the former has necessarily to try to embody itself in
an ‘externality’ through an activity which it considers to be ‘creative’
but which is continuously constrained by factors of which the ‘creator’
is overwhelmingly aware though he is reluctant to acknowledge them,
while the latter just never feels the need to do so, and in case 1t does,
it feels it to be a ‘temptation’, a ‘fall’ from what it ‘knows’ it should be.

Distinguishing, discriminating and evaluating awareness is present
and active at all these levels, and vyet is not treated as ‘knowledge’,
even though it also changes and grows and stagnates and perhaps has
a ‘history’ of its own just as ‘knowledge’ is supposed to have. The
Jatter, however, seems to have a cumulative character which the former
does not seem to have and has, in most cases, a character which
ensures that the ‘latter’ is better or more reliable than that which has
been superceded by it. This results in that ambivalent relationship
which makes all that is not accepted and certified as ‘true’ by the
reason-centred enterprise of knowledge as ‘superstitious belief or faith’
which only the ignorant and the ‘irrational’ can cherish or ‘live” in. Yet,
it is ‘beliefs’ that man lives by and the so-called ‘knowledge’ has to
turn into superstitious belief if 1t is to influence and determine the
feelings and behaviour of men. The way this happens is generally
overlooked as the very pretension to ‘knowledge-claim’ renders it
difficult, if not impossible, to do so. The ‘claim’ denies that anything
else can be regarded as ‘true’, or even worthy of cognitive consideration
as it has not fulfilled even the minimum conditions for being considered
as such. But the ‘denial’ is itself based on a denial of that very
characteristic of knowledge which makes it ‘knowledge’. There is, and
can be, no ‘finality’ in knowledge and hence its claim to ‘truth’ can
only be in a sense in which ‘truth’ is not generally considered as true.
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Normally, ‘truth’ is supposed to be both infallible and complete and yet
knowledge, that is ‘human knowledge’, can never be so. The attempt
to save the situation by seeing ‘truth’ as a characteristic of ‘atomic
propositions’ designating ‘atomic facts’, as in Wittgenstein, would result
in a ‘relationless’ world where nothing affects or makes a difference to
anything else and all the so-called ‘relations’ will be only a
superimposition by the ‘logical reason’ on ‘reality’, designated as ‘logical
connectives’ in his system. Wittgenstein’s is a Leibnitzian monadic
world where ‘reason’ as the ‘organon’ of knowledge functions as it
does in Buddhism or Advaita Vedanta without his being aware that 1t
is so. The question, however, is whether this world of ‘atomic facts’ is
‘open’ or ‘closed’, and in case it is the former, how does a new ‘atomic
fact’ come into being and in case it is the latter, how does one know
that it is ‘closed’ and that nothing further can be added to it. The deeper
question, however, relates to its reflexive relation to language which it
is supposed to mirror and which iself is supposed to be ‘atomic’ in
character without any ‘real’ relations in between them, thus destroying
the very character of language as ‘language’ for just as ‘words’ have to
be related to form ‘atomic sentences’, so ‘atomic sentences’ have to be
related ad infinitum, at least in principle, to yield language.

Yet, the moment one gives up the notion of “atomic facts’ and ‘truth’
as being a characteristic of ‘atomic propositions’, one also gives up the
notion of knowledge that characterizes it as true in the deceptive sense
of the term. Knowledge is certainly ‘true’, but this ‘truth’ is always
bound to be ‘less’ than that of which it is supposed to be knowledge,
as it is the latter which provides that perennial dynamics which makes
the former perpetually move forward and never rest content with itself.

But though knowledge never rests still and is ever incomplete, the
illusion of having grasped the ‘truth’ affects both the Consciousness
about the object of which it is the knowledge and the self-consciousness
{hat thinks it possesses the knowledge, and is ‘sure’ of the ‘certainty’
thereof, The ‘object’ begins to be conceived of in terms of its knowledge
and defined in its terms, so that now it is the ‘definition’ that begins
to determine what ‘object’ shall be correctly designated by that name
or word. And, as knowledge changes, which it must, definition also
changes, ‘changing’ the objects designated by its name or term.
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The changes thus iniroduced affect, at another level, both feeling
and action, transforming the self and the world in a way which would
not have happened if the illusion had not been there, or if the
‘illusoriness’ of the illusion had been realized. What comes thus into
being is the strange world created by man through actions based on
that knowledge and the feelings engendered by it, specially in the
context of the way the ‘self” and the ‘world’ are conceived and also the
relations between them.

The story of civilizations is the story of this interplay between the
delusion and deception superimposed by the successive definitions of
reality at all levels, both of objectivity and subjectivity, and the atiempts
to get out of them only to get caught in some new snare or conceptual
net created by the cognitive enterprise of man.

The enterprise of reason or the cognitive enterprise determined by
the search for essences and the grasp thereof in definitions may,
however, itself be either totally given up as in the so-called ‘spiritual’
or creativity-centred aesthetic pursuits of man, or submerged in living
primarily in terms of ‘feeling-relationship’ with the ‘other’ at all levels,
or actively negated through the pursuits of wealth and power, epitomized
in business and politics.

Fach of these, paradoxically, however gives rise, because of the
reflexive sclf-conscious nature of man, to a view of self and reality
which are not only at Joggerheads with one another, but result in the
creation of that human world which has necessarily to be self-
contradictory because of this very fact. Man has to see himself in terms
of all of these, including all that he knows about them even if it results
in contradictions which he finds difficult to live with.

The contradictions arising from the conflicting definitions which
continue to persist even after one is supposed to have superceded the
other provides a clue not only to the dynamics of the human situation
in all its dimensions, but also to the unbelievable tragedy which
permeates every aspect of it since its very inception. Wars, cruelty and
injustice have dogged it at every step. But, what is stranger, human
reason has always been able to find ‘reasons’ to justify them, mainly
because it has seen ‘reality’ and defined and constituted it in terms of
its own definitions. Definitions constitute knowledge and knowledge
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determines the way ‘reality’ is seen, and the way reality is seen
determines the way men feel and behave and act on its basis. Once,
one loosens the bonds between these, one would also ‘free’ oneself
from the compulsions which the uncritical acceptance of reason and
the belief or ‘faith’ in the knowledge that is its result, result in.

Knowledge is an unending, ‘open’ enterprisc of man, while that
which is sought to be ‘known’ is supposed to be ever the same, and
even when it is supposed to change, there is the ‘anchanging’ law
according to which it is said to change. To treat the former as if it were
the latter, is the mistake and ‘definition’ does just this, just as the
formulation of a ‘law’ does at another level. Both, if not understood as
steps in that open unending process, generate dangerous delusions as
they superimpose deceptions leading to what has been called ‘arrogance
of knowledge’ resulting in that state of the ‘cogito’ which asserts T
know’ when it knows nothing. The ‘unknown’ is always greater than
the ‘known’, and what is ‘known’ is not only incomplete but full of
inaccuracies, inadequacies and errors about which one knows nothing
except that they must be there if the enterprise of knowledge has to go
on, as it must.

Once this consciousness takes hold of man, the enterprise itself will
become radically different, ‘freed’ as it will be from the ‘I-centricity’
which is the bane of all knowledge-claims, and that ‘past-centricity’
which thinks that all that is to be known was already known as cvidenced
in a revealed text or the utterances of a Master who had ‘scen’ the
trath. The ‘unendingness’ of the enterprise, if existentially realized,
might also cure one from the illusion that there would ever be a time
in the future when the enterprise would cease, as man would have
known all that was to be known and there would remain for him
nothing more to know. There is, and can be, little difference between
the past and the future in this respect, though many consider the ‘iHusion’
about the ‘future’ to make the enterprise move forward. But this itself
seems an illusion as otherwise the enterprise would have stopped long
ago as many a time, in the past, man had thought he had found the
truth “finally” and that there was nothing more to find.

The illusions of ‘finality’ are thus not necessary for the human
enterprise of knowledge, just as they are not necessary for his other
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enterprises for, basically, it is not different from them. Definitions,
thus, have to be ‘freed’ from the notion of ‘finality” which has been
associated with them up till now, if the knowledge-enterprise is to be
seen as an ‘enterprise’, ‘open’ and ‘unending’, like the other enterprises
in which man has engaged since he appeared for reasons about which
he can know nothing. ‘
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In loose terms, free will is a philosophical notion describing a particular
ability possessed by an agent which enables it to choose an un-
constrained course of action from amongst various alternatives. There
is significant argument over the exact nature of free will and in the
case of humans, it is often largely ignored except when moral
responsibility comes into question. Now that sophisticated Artificial
Intelligence (Al) agents are being developed, the notion of free will is
being applied to them too. However, Aaron Sloman suggests that the
development of Al agents has revealed the futility of the notion of free
will itself.

According to Sloman, the traditional notion of free will is dependent
upon a well-defined distinction between systems which have free will
and systems which don’t. He refutes this assumption by arguing that
the only well-defined distinctions between systems are design
distinctions and even though all the different designs have some or the
other form of freedom, there is really no one holistic property of ‘free
will’ that a system can be said to have.'

In the beginning of this discussion, free will was introduced as the
ability to make an unconstrained choice of a motive. However, whatever
may be the design of the system, it would always have to operate
under some constraints.? So, we really can never say that a system has
“free will’. In fact, due to cach constraint it has to operate in, it would
lose a certain kind of freedom. We would then have several different
notions of freedom, some applicable to some agents and other applicable
to other agents, The single distinction between systems with or without
free will has hence been lost.
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Once the core assumption of free will is refuted, Sloman argues that
the question of free will loses meaning since there is no single way left
to answer it. This is because there is no single meaning of free; instead,
there exist several shades of freedom. For instance, consider a child
being told to play. The child can do whatever he wishes. Is he not free
then? However, speaking broadly, we can immediately list some very
obvious constraints. The child cannot go out of the playground, or he
would probably be lost. The child cannot do anything that harms himself
or others. The child can also not play games which demand more
physical characteristics than those he currently possesses. There are
many more constraints that are due to the design of the agent (child)
and are not discussed here. But the ones listed are enough to prove our
point—even the most elementary activities which we might think to be
free, are often under several constraint. Answering the question Ts the
child free?’ is now a lot more difficult.

We probably need to understand the constraints imposed upon the
agents due to their design, before we can attempt to answer the question
of free will. Sloman brings to notice the differences in the designs of
agents. In the section below, some of these designs have been compared

and their freedom assessed.

CASE 1

Compare (a) agents with a monolithic hierarchical computational
architecture where sub-processes cannot acquire any motives (goals)
except via their ‘superiors’, with only one top level executive process
generating all the goals driving lower level systems with (b) agents
where individual subsystems can generate independent goals. In case
(b) we can distinguish many such cases, for instances:

(b1) the system 1§ hierarchical and subsystems can pursue their
independent goals if they don’t conflict with the goals of their superiors.

(b) there are procedures whereby subsystems can (sometimes?)
override their superiors (e.g. trained reflexes?).

In agent (a), achievement would be greater as the whole agent
comprising superior and subordinates will work as a team towards a
single goal. However, in such an agent, the exploration of new methods
and opportunities would completely depend on the superior module.
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There could be a scenario, where a motive which might be very
important for the system could be missed out. Assuming that the
subordinates of a team do not have personal ambitions, all the
subordinates perform according to the superiors and work towards
achieving the single goal.

However, in agent (b) even though the system might not be able to
achieve a lot towards a focussed goal, it would still be able to explore
more methods and opportunities. More time would obviously be needed
to achieve the subordinate goals as each subordinate module would be
working independently towards its goals. This behaviour would be
different in agent (a), as the entire system with all its subordinates
works towards a single goal. Moreover, in a complex agent like (b),
mechanisms are required to ensure that the subordinates’ separate goals
do not conflict with each other’s goals or the goals of the system as a
whole.

We can think of (b1) to simulate the behaviour of a country where

the superior module is the head of the state, the restrictions are the
laws and the subordinates would be like the citizens of the state having
individual goals and the right to fuifil them as long as they don’t go
against the law/restrictions. In (b2), the system can be thought of as a
natural system like the body, where the brain commands what is to be
done but sometimes subordinate modules like the spinal card takes
over in conditions like experiencing a burn, and overrides the brain by
appropriate reflexes.
_ Finally, in agent (a), the aspects of a social setting will be explored
just by the superiors and hence the adaptiveness would depend on the
guperiors. The subordinates would just follow the superiors. Further,
interaction with (a) would be very focussed, and similar ideas/reactions
Would be obtained in each iteration since each time, basically we are
just interacting with the superior. On the other hand, diverse reactions
can be expected from agent (b). Reactions of (b1) would be moderated
by the superior, but in (b2) even this would not be a restriction.

In this classification, the aspect of free will 1s more focussed to
the subsystem rather than the system. In case (a), the subordinates

are retrained. On the other hand, in case (b), a sort of free will can be
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thought of to exist under certain restrictions for the subordinates to act

as they want.
CASE 2,

Contrast (a) an agent whose motive generators and ‘cc?n-lparators (hlgher
order motivators) are themselves accessible to exphclt internal scrutmy,
analysis and change, with (b) and agent for which all the ghanges in
motive generators and comparators are merely un(-:qntrolled side gffe?cts
of other processes (as in addictions, habituation, etc.). A similar
distinction can be made as to whether motives themselves are or are
not accessible to explicit internal scrutiny, analysis and ch'ange.
Initially, when either of the agents are .give:n a certain goa.l to
accomplish, their performance would be quite sumle-n' to ea.ch othe_r,
but there would be an improvement in (a) over a period of time. This
is because apart from the environment, the internal processes of agent
(a) would act as meta-processes which would evaluat-e the Process
itself. Therefore, agent {a) would learn from SBlf—COI‘IGCl‘l(-)I.l upllke (b)..'
Agent (b) would also improve due to the increased familiarity that‘ it
will have by performing the same task, habitually, over anfi over again.
However, it is not necessary that the method the- agent 1s repeat'edly
using is necessarily the most optimal method, since it has no mechanisms
to check that. It hence faces this obvious disadvantage when compared
¢ Igfg;)vever, the nature of the self-correction employed by agent .(a)
raises some doubts. The doubt is introduced be(.:ause the correction
might not always be towards the good as what might seen to be good
to the agent might not be good in reality. Therefore, the power of‘ an
agent to modify itself by self-correction can have an adverse effect as
well. '
Agent (a) does seem o have more free wili than (b? since the changes
to its generators and comparators are controlltfd by itself. In (b), these
changes are merely ‘uncontrolled side-effects’.

——_
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CASE 3

Contrast (a) an agent whose motive generators and comparators change
partly under the influence of genetically determined factors (e.g.
puberty), with (b) an agent for whom they can change only in the light
of interactions with the environment and the inferences drawn therefrom.

We are assuming here that the first agent (a) can modify its motive
generators and comparators partly due to genetic factors and party due
to interactions with the environment. The second agent (b) can only
modify itself due to the interactions with the environment. We can
hence see an obvious advantage (a) has. It cannot only change according
to the changing needs of the environment like (b), but in addition it
also changes due to genetic factors. It is arguable whether the effect of
such a change would be positive (as we are assuming) or negative. We
think it to be positive since we are assuming that genes of a species
being passed down are modified and improved to suit the environment.
In this way, agent (a) would be able to perform certain tasks ‘innately’
while (b) will have to rely on its experience alone.

Another difference between the characteristics of the two agents is
that it is almost certain that (a) will change over time. However, the
same prediction cannot be made for the latter agent as it is dependent
on changing due to interactions with the environment, and we cannot
say for sure whether or not the environment would change over time
or would induce a change in the agent.

We can infer from the above discussion that (b) is probably freer
since it is not bound to its genetic factors to change. The changes
due to genetic factors do not force any change (good or bad) upon
the agent. Agent (b) is hence responsible for learning from its experience
and changing its generators and comparators accordingly, unlike (a)
which cannot escape the changes due to uncontrollable genetic factors.

Hence, Sloman successfully proves that there is no one distinction
between agents with or without free will, rather as seen in the examples
above, there exist shades of freedom. However, the notion of ‘“freedom’
is still not clear. From Sloman’s persuasive argument, it is acceptable
that there is no one single idea which can define freedom and that
freedom has many characteristics. However, even if we consider a
particular kind of freedom, still we are unable to clearly understand it.
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In my view, this understanding is important before any attempts to
answer the question of free will are made. For instance, we can claim
that the choice ‘to be or not to be” exists and that we are free to take
the decision. We are certainly physically capable of employing a method
of self-destruction in order to commit a suicide. So, whether we comimit
suicide or not is ultimately our choice since we are equally capable of
performing both actions. But it is arguable whether it is really a choice
or merely an illusion of a choice because rationally we know that
unless mentally ill, we will not commit a suicide. Does just being
capable of doing something make us free, even though we know we
wouldn’t do it? According to some philosophers, there is no genuine
problem of free will since freedom is illusionary.” This Jine of thought
demands our altention, since it is not difficult to view the environment
as a set of constraints. Sloman describes 14 different kinds of constraints
on the design and operation of an agent. We can think of many more
constraints under which agents have to operate. We can hence argue
that there is no action that can be performed that is unconstrained. The
definition of free wall, with which we began this discussion, required
an agent to choose an unconstrained motive, and since this is not
possible, we can derive that there is no free will.

Amongst the many arguments against this point of view, 1 belicve
the most significant argument 1s that of moral responsibility.” It can
be argued that morally, there is no obvious constraint. For instance, if
we indulge in charitable work then we are doing it out of our own wish
and will. Are we then not free? I do not agree with this argument.
Indulging in a particular kind of work —moral or not—is a goal. People
are morally responsible for all sorts of reasons including the simplest
that they might just like it. Liking or disliking something (charitable
work in this case) is also a form of a constraint. Just like Sloman
argucd that there is a distinction between agents who modify their
motive generators and comparators according to the likes/dislikes of
other agents, we can argue that likes/dislikes of self are also constraints.
Hence, we can think of moral responsibilities as an extreme kind of
constraint.

My view is also different from determinists.® [ do not believe that
all the events in the world are due to a chain of previously occurring,

) A
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events. In fact, recent developments in physics and mathematics reveal
that a system can get into phases where small variations in parameters
can lgad to an unpredictable behaviour variation in future system
behaviour.” This negates the cause and effect theory of determinists
I do not believe in free will because freedom is just an illusion—-

ultimately, even the choice of our very existence 1s constrained. We

can thlpk of emflronme.nt as a programme with invisible rules and
constraints, creating an illusion of free will.

NOTES AND REFERENCES

3 ioman, Aaron, 1992, ‘How to Dispose of the Free Will Issue.” 4ISB 31—

2. Sloman, Aaron. Croucher, Monica, 1981, i
] ! .C . . . ‘Why Will R ) "hink?”
Py e = | y Wi obots Ever Think?
3. Hamlet. By William Shakespeare.
4, Mano_De Carc---David Macarthur (eds), Naturalism in Question
Cjambndge (MA): Harvard University Press, pp. 188-200. ’
5. OjColnnor, 1 1m0t51y? Free Will’, The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy
(Spring 2002 Edition), Edward N. Zalta {ed.), URL = <http://
] ;\)}\l/ato.stanford.edu/archives/sprZOOZ/en{ries/frf:ewil]/ -
. Wikipedia. Wikipedia. 23 November 2004 <http: or. wikipeds
pi_ tp://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/

7. Klauninger, Bert. ‘Causalit ’
, . C y and Emergence.” (n.d.) 23 N r
<Causality and Emergence> : ovember 200



Reason, Democracy and Freedom

DEEPAK SRIVASTAVA

Lecturer in Philosophy, T.R.T., Department of Philosophy,
Umiversity of Rajasthan, Jaipur, India.

ABSTRACT

A general concession granted to any ideology is that its practice might
encounter some difficulties and, thus, ideology can neither be practiced
with absolute rigidity nor it can thus be expected to generate perfect
results. In this article, an attempt has been made to argue that despite
the ideal of democracy being so popular, there are certain difficulties
in its practice. These difficulties are not only empirical, i.e. that ideal
of democracy is difficult to practice not only because of uncongenial
political situations, but more importantly that there is some thing in the
ideal itself which makes it self-defeating. Thus, there is not only practical
difficulty but also logical impossibility in the practice of democracy.
This 1s largely due to the two mutually negating presuppositions 1 of
liberty and 2 of consent of people, as fundamental to democracy. The
critique is based on the understanding and exposition that in purest
form the concept of ‘freedom’ (as conceived by libertarians) defies
consent and the consent (which is essentially the ‘reason’) is
encroachment on individual’s liberty. Both cannot go together.

It is argued that since the concept of democracy is based on reason
on one hand and it tries to protect freedom on the other, it becomes
self-contradictory. Reason demands submission and freedom defies the
same. Thus, due to this inherent contradiction in the idea of democracy,
its practice 1s bound to promote corruption, coercion and violence. The
end product is terrorism.

The ideal

Some definition of democracy, and the promise
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Genesis of ideal—the philosophy of social contract (Hobbes, Locke

and Rousseau} .
The evolution of the concept of liberty,

liberty

of individualism and individual

The practice
Necessity of judging political ideal (of democracy
pracmabﬂcil?" for the practice of democracy

1 s for
]glzifrac:tmini;?izs consent of people, but the-re are other aspects E)clh)
The scheme of practice (dilution of either liberty or contract or 0o
Democracy as conceptual impossibility (three arguments)
Democracy as empirical difficulty (three arguments)

) on the basis of

The product |
The nature of man, the scheme of practice, th

power and individual ' '
Collectively or in isolation result in terrorism.

¢ concept of liberty,

most unanimously presumed, is the best form of,
and the most popular form of goverqment in the modern world.baltg ei(s1
also presumed to be not only a political sys'terp of _governance .
on the consent of governed, but also a value in itself an_d a way 0 int(;
The pressure and struggle to transfm_’m undt?mocratlc p;tlonsratic
democracies continues. Even those nations which are not democ i O%
partly due to this endeavour, proclaim themselves. to be democ':)racn
their kind. Why is democracy regarded as soO high a system:

Democracy, it is al

‘THE IDEAL

Lincoln conceived democracy as ‘Government ?f the pe((l)};:lle, b)czrie
people and for the people.” Lord Bryce observed, The w§r h‘irr;orm 03;
has been used ever since the time of Herodotus 10 depote t ::11 0 i
government in which the ruling power of the State is legally ves it,
not in any particular class or classes, but. in Fhe member_s ot; comlmul?I Ozl
as a whole.”! Democracy is taken as 2 civilized way of political ac
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in which everyone has a share; a system in which people have the
power to legislate and govern themselves in accordance with their own
will. Most of the contemporary discussion on democracy emphasizes,
along with others, on the notion of liberty, of individual liberty. It 1s
basically this liberalism which makes democracy of present day a value,
as it goes well with freedom; individual, economic, etc. Mill’s love and
advocacy of democracy, it can be supposed, results from his belief that
it is democracy alone which can defend and give the fullest possible
expression to an individual’s liberty. Thomas Mann held that any
definition of democracy is incomplete if it takes only the technical
political view into account. Nor can the idea of peace and of right to
self determination (alone) be adequate grounds of understanding
democracy. “We must reach higher and envisage the whole. We must
define democracy as that form of government and of society which is
inspired above every other with the feeling and consciousness of dignity
of man.”? We can, thus, see that democracy as a concept seems to
promise a better or the best possible political, social and economic
world order in which the individual is most important.

It will be expedient at this juncture to probe into that genesis of
democracy, which makes it an ideal. One of the greatest promoters of
modern democracy is the contractarian thought. The contractarians
including Hobbes are held high in democratic thought essentially
because they all based the foundation of government on the consent of
people. And the consent of people is the foundation of democracy.

Hobbes, one of the greatest contractarians in the history of political
thought, presents for the purpose of contract the description of the
‘state of nature’. Hobbes sees in the state of nature, a continual war or
threat of war of every man against every man. For Hobbes, strife and
war are a maltter of rule rather than the exception in uncentrolled
human behaviour. Man’s natural passion carries him to partialities,
pride, revenge and the like.

Due to the presence of selfish and egoistic tendencies in human
nature, Hobbes advocated a strong sovereign state unassailable against
enemies from within or without. He also attacked any institution that
could weaken the omnipotence of the state, such as the division of
power, the principle of coalition in government formation, liberty of
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the subject or the right to challenge the wisdom or legality of sovereign
actions. He maintained that the only law is the word of the sovereign.
There can be no unjust law. No laws are wrong because laws are the
rules of just and unjust.

On the questions of why mankind cannot live sociably with one
another like living creatures as bees and ants can. Hobbes answers are
interesting. For him, ‘men are continually in competition for honour
and dignity which these creatures are not ... . Among these creatures
the common good differs not from private ... . But man, whose joy
consists in comparing himself with other men, can relish nothing but
what is eminent ... . The agreement of these creatures is natural, that
of man is by covenant only, which is artificial, and therefore it is no
wonder if there be somewhat else required, besides covenant to make
their agreement constant and lasting, which is a common power 1o
keep them in awe and to direct their actions to the common benefit.”™

Hobbes’ entire account should, for our purpose, be divided into two
sectors:

1. Dealing with the basic nature of man which drives him to enter

the covenant, to form a commonwealth and contract, and

2. The nature of legal sovereign power.
Locke, in contrast with Hobbes, supposes that the state of nature is not
the state of war, but a state of peace, goodwill and mutual assistance.
The only defect of the state of nature is that it does not have political
organization to give effect to the rules of right. Men, thus, enter a
contract of political or civil society, the great and chief aim of men’s
formation of commonwealth is the mutual preservation of their, lives,
liberties and possessions. And invasion of the life, liberty or property
of subjects is ipso facto void.

Rousseau’s General Will is considered as onc of the most influential
inspirations behind modern democracies. Of General Will, Rousscau
says, ‘There is often a great deal of difference between the will of all
and the gencral will; the latter considers only the common interests,
while the former takes private intcrests into account, and is no more
than a sum of particular wills; but take away from thesc same wills the
pluses and minuses that cancel one another, and the general will remains
as the sum of the differences.” On the nature of man and state, Rousseau
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held that man is naturally good, and only by institutions is he made
bad.

The idea of liberty is a natural ally of the concept of democracy. The
original concept of liberty in West, i.e. the Greek concept of liberty
was essentially the right to participate in public affairs. The modern
Western concepts of liberty and individual (with reference to the duality
of individual and state) emerged in the sixteenth-century movements.
In economic thought, it expressed itself as capitalism. The changed
political and economic circumstances of the modem states brought
about a remarkable change in the concept of individual and liberty.
:l"hc concept of liberty assumed more and more negative emphasis of
the absence of restraint’ in place of positive stress on ‘participation in
public affairs’. The democratic ideal of liberty, from ancient to modern
always attracted the libertarians and no wonder almost all of then;
sided with democracy.

THE PRACTICE

A political ideology, even if abstract, also has to be judged on the basis
of the actual results it produces, or is bound to produce in real human,
political situation. How is the ideal of democracy to be practiced? The
ideal 1n itself is not enough and surely it demands certain conditions
to prevail for its success,

The conditions necessary for the successful practice of democracy
can be broadly stated as: High standard of honesty and honour among
the people, high level of rationality and education amongst the people,
the community consciousness, strong and vigorous public opinion, a
mind for not only political but also for social and economic democracy
(after Hearnshaw). Some of these conditions can be fulfilled, but the
point is, not some but all of these or even more are required to be
fulfilled.

{\ny discussion on the social contract is so obsessed with the idea
of “consent of people’ that other aspects get easily ignored or sidel.ined.
The idea of popular consent is good for democracy, but the idea of
popular consent is not a complete idea if divorced from the causes and
the consequences (both imagined and actual) of popular consent. The
moment we bring to surface the causes and consequences of the idea
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of popular consent, We 5¢ democracy landing into trouble, conceptually
fading away to nullity.

Of all contractarians, Locke is the most outstanding in terms of
impact and influence. He has suggested that popular consent is the sole
legitimate base of government. For Locke, an arbitrary autocrat is an
outcast and people in rebellion against him are the defenders of Jaw.
“What makes the two treatises remarkable is that they are more than an
apologia for the revolution in 1688.” His insistence that there 1s a law
higher than the proclaimed law of community has led to the conception
{hat to obey the law is virtue but not the highest civic virtue.

Locke’s concept of law and that of the consent of the ruled exposed
him to the charge that his idea ‘lays ferment for frequent rebellion’. In
response to this change Locke answers, ‘The people generally ill-treated,
and contrary to the right, will be ready upon any occasion to ease
themselves of burdens that sit heavy on them. In continuation of this
response he further says, Great mistakes in the ruling part, many
wrong and inconvenient laws, and all the slips of human frailty will be
borne by the people without mutiny or murmur. But if a long train of
abuses, prevarications and artifices, all tending the same way, make
the design visible to people and they cannot but feel what they lie
under, and see wither they are going—it 1s not to be wondered that
they should then rouse themselves and endeavour to put the rule into
such hands which may secure to them the ends for which the government
was first erected, ...”7 Expanding the propriety of rebellion, Locke holds
that it is right to rise in rebellion against legislators if they act contrary
to the end for which they were constituted. ‘And if those who by force
take away the legislature are rebels, the legislators themselves, as has
been shown, can be less esteemed so, when they who were set up for

the protection and preservation of the people, their liberties and
properties, shall by force invade and endeavour to take them away; and
so they, putting themselves into the state of war with those who made
them the protectors and guardians of their peace, are properly with the
greatest aggravation rebellantes (rebels). But if they who say it lays
ferment for rebellion mean that it may occasion civil wars ... . They
may well say upon the same grounds that honest men may not oppose
robbers or pirates because this may occasion disorder ot bloodshed. If

*
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any mischief came in such cases, it is not to be charged upon him who
Qefends his own rights, but on him that invades his neighbour’s. If the
mpocent honest man must quietly quit all he has for peace’s sake to
hlm. who will a violent hand upon it, I desire it may be considered what
a'kmd of peace there will be in the world which consists only in
violence and rapine, and which is to be maintained only for the benefit
of robbers and oppressors.”™
The spirit behind this justification of rebellion by the liberals is that
the rebellion against the government (establishment) is justified onl
when the majority feels oppressed by a minority of those who govemy
or l?y a single despot. Under such conditions, it is not only morall
justified but also a duty of those who love liberty and the rule of lavj
to rebel against oppressing establishment. If force is the only way t(;
wrgst freedom from the oppressive rule, then force must be used
Ha:rold J. Laski outdoes Locke in the right to rebel. Locke resu:icts
the right 1o rebel to aggrieved majority; Laski goes much farther to
cgnclude that, ‘In the last resort, the individual will have to decide for
hlmse.alf whether he will bow to established law and order, or whether
he will feel compelled by inner impulse of irrepressible ,intensity to
}'ebel."’ Regarding such a decision, Laski maintains, ‘He may be wréng
in the view he takes; but he has never any rational alternative to action
in Fhe. light of his own certainties”.' This move from the feeling of
m‘ajorlty to the judgement of singular individual is much in consonance
with the Jogic of individualism which runs hand in hand with democracy
as aga}nf;t that of (majority) society which is compatible with socialism
Infi1v1dual’s freedom and opinion have always remained precious'
for libertarians. Much like Laski, John Stuart Mill holds that despite
the government being popular and upholder of the interest of the people
a.t lgrge (majority), it cannot ignore individual. In his defense
significance and just fullness of individual’s opinion says Mill, Let u;
suppose, therefore, that government is entirely at one with th£; péople
an'd never thinks of exerting any power of coercion unless in agreemenz
with what it conceives to be their voice. But 1 deny the right of the
people to exercise such coercion, either by themselves or their
gow.ernment. The power itself is illegitimate—it is as noxious, or more
noxious, when exerted in accordance with public opinion, t};an when
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. . inion,
in opposition to it. If all mankind minus one, Were of one (;1;:[11}1 =
i ustified in silencing that one person,

mankind would be no morc jus lin cing Aot
1 be justified in silencing
if he had the power, would usti | : ,
. After having mentioned these principles of practice of de;n;t;:?ctz
i t and other thinkers), I now proceed.
as given by noted contrac proc 28
Eirguge that there is something conceptually wrong with the- ﬁzrem
democracy and it is a self-defeating concepl. Due.‘tohlr;1 _
contradictions, true democracy is forever imposs1ble.‘ N_ext Ili a aCﬁ%ed
that if despite self-defeating nature of dcrncclracy(,1 it IS~tSEaS I;Oduced
- N M e. 1
in di the only alternative) it shall produce; ¢ |
(in distorted {rom as | o b e
in t inue to produce results con he
n the past and shall continue ( ' nirac -
limaginr:ad or hoped for. Position two 1s logically implied by positi

one.

[ impossibility
Democracy as a conceplua : | N o .
Since all my view regarding the conceptual 1mpos;1b1hty of dcrilzcbﬂe);
' o it is important first to prese :
is based on the nature of reason, e R .
statement (of my understanding) of the. nature of reaso?t. toason
that supreme faculty of human mind which does not ?ri% (L S
i authori thought, has
the supreme authomty © .
1t. on the contrary, being : s rsiese el o
: ‘ hend the truth immediately, 1.6. Wi
ower to grasp and compre at ‘ | i
fnediationg It sce the truth a priori. It sees the Lssenci of emstenc:elf
: n are seHf-
{ hangeable. The truths of reaso .
sees the universal and the unc : R by 3
evident, necessary, un-contradicted and un—contlrladlct;blfﬁlur;g::egory
: are -qved at but are ever there. 1o tms
and eternal. They are not arrived ¢ _ E
iths athematics and logic. The :
belong the truths of mathe ; . o Nl
i " discovery is all that 1s meant DY ing
discovered. The process of : | .
And by rationality is meant the instrument employed to make t
iscovery possible. N ) .
. 1 I.P}:atlfi:'onali‘ty is presented as a demand or condition for dumzzrafge
‘ ' & ' to arrive at a compromise,
The contract invokes reason g e
consent of all. All here means each individual, the hbt,lx.‘{)y I(E
whom is promised to be safeguarded. But reason and 1t erty
both know no compromise. Reason docs not give consen (1.(;
it does not function in persuasive or appeasing n’mnnerf).me
either approves or disapproves (i.c. its judgements arc O
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nature of command or imperative). Thus, ‘creation’ of contract
is impossible, for if reason approves of it, it shall always be,
and if it does not, it can never rationally be. Further, the
hypothesis of contract presupposes a march from imperfection
to perfection. Thus, believing men or at least most of them are
not rational. In spirit of contract, it is useless to argue that some
rational beings, after the contract may make the remaining beings
rational.

2. Reason subscribes essences; the universal unchanging essences,
liberty the existence; the ever-changing particulars. Essence
and existence mutually negate each other. (Rationalism or
essentialism tries to define man, to present a fixed unchanging
nature of man. Existence, particularly as Sartre saw it, on the
other hand, emphasizes that man is ever at liberty to change and
there ought not to be a closed conceptualization of nature of
man, liberty by nature defies all sorts of binding.)

3. Fallacy in collective reason:

The conclusion that democracy is desirable—based on the belief

that it stands to fulfil the people’s wish-—proves to be logically

invalid on closer examination. This is shown by the fallacy in
coliective reason which may assume two forms:

(a) Fallacy of composition: As it is fallacious to argue that,
since that every ship of fleet is ready for battle, the whole
fleet must be ready for battle. It is also fallacious to argue
that, since every one in contract wants liberty, equality and
fraternity for all, the contract safeguards the liberty, equality
and fraternity of all. To argue like this is to apply the
attributes of the components to the composed. It does not
happen often, and never in human spheres.

(b) Fallacy of division: As it is fallacious to argue that, since
the machine is heavy the component parts of machine must
be heavy. It is also fallacious to argue that since democracy
ts based on people’s will, all people will for democracy.

Now 1 bring forward to second set of arguments which render the idea

of good practice of democracy as impracticable. These may be called
irremovable empirical difficulties.
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Democracy as empirical difficulty

1. We the people—who are they? How many arc they? Surely

few, who only represent of in most cases, are 'Onlyfbdle\{:dt;(;
represent people. If they really represent the will 0 1?e(;phu,man
will of people is diluted, for at every stage: or'pom ko N
representation, corruption of thought or feeling takes poSeci
The more indirect, the more corrupt. If they are on?; supf o
to be representing people, it is thg rulel: f)f a few on t Z rei .even
will of people in either case 18 mitigated, diluted ©
2. X)ﬁf ti‘ijnchise principle, even at the best in 1t§ apphc;t;;g
counts only the heads. It goes by number (unconscious ‘sop )
rather than by actual spirit of governance for good. It 1s ne1
ople nor for the people. ’ .
3. ?})Illsh(?ult):orlfle of voting does not reflect peoples chmce,ltni)li
even of many and in some Cases not even-of any. Resu a
equilibrium 1s always in different from desired direction.

THE PRODUCT

. . .
What have this concept/idea of democracy and its application prhoducecl t
What have they given to humanity, to people? Surely, tthey yat\;le;nng :
7 1 duced, amongst man 28,
roved themselves sterile. They have pro d, any U -
11é;oth ideological and actual, ground and condition for p.rohferanon of
one of the ugliest malice for humanity. That is Terrorisn.
‘ i f Hobbes™ account
Let us recall our formulation o : . ' |
(1) Dealing with the basic nature of man which drives him to clrllter
the covenant, to form a commonwealth and contract as well as
i r.
2) The nature of legal sovereign power.
Of ‘Ehf):se, (1) tells us that it is inherent in man’s nature to be selﬁs{x a;lc:
to fight with use of force. He is a brute who want-s to appropriate 0
himself as much as he can. He has no rules to abide by agd that 1t. 13
in the pature of every man to wage a wat at every man. This (1rrespect.1ve
of what political historians and analysts have thought 80 far r.ega@mg
this) also leads us to presume that to be sel'ﬁsh and voracious ﬁs a
psYchological-natural fact in man and there 18 no wonder that these
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tendencies pop up again and again and are given a name of terrorism
in today’s political setups and situations.

(2) leads us to think that the state is itself another name of terror,
as the purpose of its formation is to broadcast awe and so that the brute
are forced to abstain from their natural desires. Here two things demand
our attention. (1) In the first place, what if some (considerable group)
does not enter the contract? And (2) What if it desires to break away
from the formed contract? In the case (1) it is more than likely that the
group of individuals will be coerced (terrorized) by the rest, and with
this the spirit of contract would die out. In case (2) the legal sovereign
who may exist and wield the law shall declare the dissident as outlaw.
Here the use of terror is inherent on both sides, i.e. the state and the
dissident. Dissidents would either be acting at the force of natural
tendency or on the reason of failure of the purpose of covenant.

Yet another situation is entailed, that the state—which is so
authoritarian that it overrides the individual’s intellect and power to
reason—ignores individual’s liberty and freedom, and might itself
become a terroristic state. In doing so, it might sow the secds of
counterterrorisim amongst its subjects. '

Thus, the political thought of Hobbes, intended to explain society
and its governance, the relationship of sovereign and the subject, the
means and process of avoiding conflict and coercion, has not only not
delivered the promise but has also brought in its train ideas which
might be helpful in promoting the use of coercion, violence and terror.
His mistake lies in unintentionally promoting what he wanted to avoid.
Many a thinker today associates the genesis of modern terrorism with
totalitarianism; hence finding fault with Hobbes is not so disappointing.

Liberalism, as generally understood, stands in thorough opposition
to terrorism. The terrorist actions distort the face of liberty, and the
majority of people feel liberty loss with any activity of terror inflicted
on them. Yet it is not difficult to see that they have something in
common. Both libertarians and terrorists (as per their own pronounce-
ments) are devotees of freedom. For terrorists too, their entire activity
is a freedom struggle or the demand or pressure for demand of some
kind of (or extension of) liberty. The difference between the two,
according to the traditional as well as recent prevailing litcrature, is
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that liberty is lawful and it is to be demanded through the means
approved by law, where as terrorism has no legal justification, it
is condemnable wherever it occurs, more important of all the differences
is that the value system(s) find liberty moral and terrorism immoral.

The popular opinion regarding the distinction between terrorism and
liberty is so strong that our thought process flows only in one direction
and never does any mind endeavour (0 think against the stream. This
should be overcome. Let us begin by asking ourselves a question: 18

there anything in libertarianism which can be (at least supposed to be)
supporting terrorism?

Thomas Jefferson is a hero par excellence in the history of American
liberalism. Reacting to the charges of anarchy laid on Americans by
the British, in one of his letters he wrote, ‘The tree of liberty must be
refreshed from time to time with the blood of patriots and tyrants. It
is its natural manure.”” Jefferson had written this letter from Paris but
he did not have any idea of French Revolution in mind when he wrote:
these words. Though, however, the concept of ‘blood thirsty tree of
liberty’, entered into the rhetoric of the French Revolution and
specifically into the rhetoric of revolutionary terror.

One of the metaphysical”? conceptions of Rousseau’s general will in
social contract is that of being “forced to be free’. The general will is
the will of the sovereign, general will is always right. Each citizen qua
citizen shares in general will, the social contract involves that who ever
refuses to obey the general will shall be forced to do so. “This means
nothing less than that he will be forced to be free.” The dilemma in
Rousseau’s thought is this: that either democracy should be direct one
and of small states (small enough to support direct democracy in which
each citizen can directly participate). Or if there are larger indirect
democracies the concept of “forced to be free” shall become incvitable.
Small direct democracy of Rousseau’s kind is not possible, and “forced
to be free’ involves coercion of some minority by the majority. This
might lead to what may be called ‘State Terrorism’.

There would be hardly anything seriousty wrong if the idea of
‘contract’ and the idea of ‘rebellion’ were (especially in Locke) not in
conformity with each other. This would only imply that the philosophy
was inconsistent. But unlike empiricism, his ideas of rebellion are

W
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consistent with his ideas of contract. And this time it is the consistency
which 1s root of the problem.
Locke’s idea of law above the law gives each individual an
opportunity to fix for himself (quite subjectively) the nature of this
higher law. If for one it is the path of religion (one’s own) and for
the other the secular humanism, conflict becomes inevitable. Further
the oppression or benevolence of the government is not always thc;
same for all interest groups amongst the ruled. For a considerable
period of time, the British Raj in India was seen as oppressive only by
the minority of few elite, there was simultaneously a large part of
Indian population which believed British to be just and benevolent.
(Many have seen this as the reason of failure of many revolts against
the British.) A policy of government might appear appeasement of a
particularsection (and therefore unjust), to many, to the equal in number
it may appear to be appeasement and still just, and still there would be
many who would find the same policy neither appeasement nor unjust.
This always happens in large democracies, happens to the extent that
the majority opinion becomes ambiguous ‘and is often moulded to
benefit by interest groups, either in power or in public. Majority opinton
is seldom monolithic and well defined. It is composed of fractions and
fragments, of which suitable are chosen and highlighted by influential
to gain political leverage. The question of the unpopularity of rule is
also decided in more or less the same way. In such a situation, there
might be radical groups (as there actually are) that may feel decetved
and their opinion, however strong (also right according to themselves)
being trivialized. There is high possibility that such groups will take to
arms to overtake the current of those opposing their view. The suggestion
being offered here is that a particular group may consider its opinion
to be the opinion of majority, remaining cither indifferent to support
from masses or waiting for the support and approval of masses in the
retrospect of the action done. (The success or failure to get such support
and approval would not in any way change the action already done.)
United States’ leadership and its forces, despite their continuous
propaganda—that the majority of Iragis are pro-coalition forces and
anti Saddam—-could not demonstrate this, as long as the battle (almost
one-sided) was going on. The US claim and belief that the common
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Iragi would stand up in rebellion against Saddam with the support of
and to support US-led forces is also being increasingly proved to be
hollow. Even within the US, the opinion on the question: ‘To wage or
avoid the war was not only divided but also displayed a see-saw
bending one side or the else from time to time. (President Bush’s
appeal to support the war is well known to the world.)"

In the liberal thought majority counts, a majority which Rousseau
suggested and Locke gave a high value. But this is not all. In the
thought of Laski and Mill we sce that though majority is important, yet
the most significant and precious for their kind of liberalism is individual
and from this the individualism.

Laski’s view that the law has to be based on ethical consideration
and the source of ethical validity of law lies in individual ‘T make law
legal ... makes sufficient base for the launch of ideas of inappropriate-
ness of laws and these are o be revolted against. Mill does consider
power to be illegitimate, yet he indirectly grants the conditional sanction
to the individual, of the use of power, i e in case of majority not being
sympathetic to his view point. Mill’s declaration that ‘even one person
would be justified in silencing the mankind’ is definitely motivating
(surely much contrary to what Mill must have wished) for terrorists.
They are accumulating and also displaying what they have accumulated
in terms of power. (A perverted destructive type.)
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INTRODUCTION

To the question, ‘What is the true origin of government and civil
society? one of the responses that arose postulated a theory of ‘the
state of nature’. The state of nature was seen to be the condition of men
before there was any state or civil society. Thomas Hobbes (1588—
1679) described ‘the state of nature” as an anarchic condition in which
the life of man was ‘short, solitary, nasty and brutish’ (Hobbes, 1975).
John Locke (1632-1704), referred to as ‘Father of British empiricism’,
described the condition of ‘the state of nature’ in a very different way,
maintaining that ‘men living together according to reason, without a
common superior on earth with authority to judge between them is
properly the state of nature’ (Locke, 1972). Locke’s analysis reveals
that while the state of nature persists, every man is the judge in his own
cause since he must rely upon himself for the defense of his rights. To
counter this evil, civil government 1s the remedy.

The Hobbes and Locke, the foundation of the entire social and
political order is civil government. Questions have been raised
concerning whether there indeed ever was such a state of nature, i.c.
whether it has any historical existence. Was there ever a time when
men lived without some form of law, order, regulation and organization?
An alternative position is the view that the family stands at the
foundation of the entire social and political order; the family and not
civil government is the fundamental society. This latter position was
advanced by the ancient Chinese sage Kung Fu-tzu (more popularly
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known as Confucius) and, similarly, by the ancient Greek philosopher,
Aristotle.

In our view, the idea that the family 1s the fundamental unit of
socicty is a more plausible position than the postulate of some kind of
society which preceded the institution of government. The implication
then in that ‘the state of nature’ may be a merc hypothetical conjecture,
an illustrative hypothesis lacking historical validity.

Our task in this paper is to carry out a comparative analysis of the
centrality or primacy of the family as the foundation upon which
the statc is built from the perspectives of Confucius and Aristotle. We
further show that the family is also a fundamental institution in African
cultural philosophy. Our aim is to show that there are points of
convergence of various strands of philosophical traditions in the world,
in this case, Ilastern, Western and African.

In the final analysis, we posit in agreement with Confucius and
Aristotle, that the state or nation is indeed, families-writ-large. Thus,
by the cultivation and promotion of family cthics and values such as
love, care, mercy, loyalty, selflessness, generosify, obedience, sharing,
sincerity, steadfastness, and so on, in individual families, the whole
nation would be gradually transformed. The point made here is that
peace in the families is the basis for peace in the society and strong
united families make for a stable and strong society and nation. Proper
family cthics and values must then be necessarily cultivated. In our
view, the global relevance and moral legacy 1o the world of Confucius
in the Hast and Aristotle in the West lies in their refocussing our
attention on the all-important institution of the family, an institution of
supreme significance in African cultural philosophy.

THE CONFUCIAN SOCIAL SYSTEM

The family stands at the foundation of the entire Confucian social and
political order. It is in the family that Li and Jen, two Confucian
concepts that connote filial piety and individual capacity for goodness,
respectively, are found and cultivated. Confucius posited that through
the kindness and courtesy practiced in individual families, the whole
nation would be gradually transformed. It is in the family that one
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learps how to exercise authority and submit to authority, and from the
family these virtues are translated to the state.

Confucius made the natural love and obligations obtaining among
%nembers of a family the basis of a general morality. The two mosgt
important relationships within the family are those between father and
son and between an elder brother and younger brother. If a man is a
good son and a good younger brother at home, Confucius assumed, he
can be counted on to behave correctly in society. Confucius went’ on
to draw the logical conclusion that ‘being good as a son and obedient
as a young man is, perhaps, the root of a man’s character’ (Conﬁlcius
1979:15). A passage in The Analects quotes Confucius thus: '

Those who in private life behave well towards their parents and
elder brothers, in public life seldom show a disposition to resist the
auth-ority of their superiors. And as for such men starting a revolution
no instance of it has ever occurred. It is upon the trunk that z;
gentleman works. When that is firmly set up, the way grows. And
surely proper behaviour towards parents and elder brothers is the
trunk of goodness (Waley (Trans.), 1938:83).

'Cm.lfucius emphasized the duties of children to their parents. And this
is in t\fvo categories, material and spiritual. At the material level
Copfucms enjoins careful attention to the bodily needs of one’s parcntsj
caring for one’s own body as a legacy received from one’s parents anci
rearing children to perpetuate the family tree. A very fundamental
precept of Chinese social life to which Chinese have remained faithful
is that ‘the most unfilial thing is to have no sons’. Perhaps this explains
the very high birth rate among the Chinese.

Und-er spiritual obligation, Confucius urges obedience to parental
authorny; being mindful of one’s parent’s after death; carrying out
their cherished wishes and unfulfilled plans, and winning all the
successes :and honour that will bring glory on the family name.
Confucius is quoted as saying that ‘filial piety is the root of all virtue
and the stem out of which grows all moral teaching’ (Edet, 2001 :89)’

From thg practice of filial piety to one’s parents, a person cnters the‘:
lgrger relationship of society; the rulers of government become, for
him, new objects of filial piety. At the government level, the pra;:tice
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of filial piety applies not only to subjects toward their officials and
toward the sovereign, those who govern are themselves expected to be
faithful in. the practice of this virtue.

Confucius believes that the disorders and distresses of society are
not so much due to the innate wickedness of mankind as to the lack
of social cohesion and harmony. That the human person is perfectible
is a central tenet of Confucian thinking. The human person, Confucius
believes, is not always good but can become better. This tenet is
expressed by the Confucian concept, Jen.

Jen is the implicit capacity for goodness and harmony in the
individual. It is the supreme virtue and interior quality in Confucius’
catalogue of values. It may mean humaneness, humanity, human-
heartedness, man-to-manness, love, benevolence, or goodness. In
essence, Jen is what one does when he is truly human and implies that
humanity is a task and an achievement (Baird & Bloom, 1971:164;
Kwong-Loi, 1997:140). Betterment in the individual, Confucius teaches,
comes through learning and service to others. Jen must be cultivated
in a social way and this cultivation begins from the family. If harmony
is to be established in society, proper attention needs to be paid to the
right forms for social life. Confucius suggested that although peace is
an artificial creation, peaceableness is innate in men, cven though men
so often display the greed, cruelty and arrogance that promote warfare
and disharmony.

In order to recreate the right forms of social life, one must consider
the social relationships which exist in human life with a view to
determining the proper attitudes to be adopted by those standing in the
relationships. Consequently, Confucian teachings codify five most
important personal and social relationships of human life. Beginning
from the family, Confucian teachings consider first the relation between
father and son; second, that between the elder brother and the younger
one: third, that between a husband and his wife; fourth, that between
an elder and the younger and fifth, that between a ruler and the subject.
It should be recognized that the latter of each pair is inferior in status
to the former.

Confucianism further teaches that these five relationships should be
governed by appropriate dispositions. The son should show filial piety;

f
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the younger brother should show respect; the wife should show
obedience; the younger man should show deference and the subject
shouifi show loyalty. But all these ought to be reciprocated b Jthe
superior in these relationships: the father ought to show kindnes:‘ the
older brother, nobility; the husband, love; the elder, humaneness,and
the ruler ought to be berievolent. In this way, Confucius believed, true
human welfare will be attained (Omoregbe, 1993:292-293) ’
_ Central to the system of relationships outlined above 'is a ver
nppqtant Confucian concept, Shu or reciprocity. It is reported thatz
d1$01ple‘asked Confucius, ‘Is there one word which may serve as a rule
of phractlce 2(?)1' allhone’s life?” The Master answered, ‘Is not reciprocity
such a word? What you do n : ‘
e e 2001:8};)' ot want done to yourself, do not do to
T-hfa point of the entire Confucian social system 1s that there must be
stablhty- and mutual consideration in both social and political transactions
and reciprocal cooperation must reign in human affairs; and all these
values are cultivated in a social way from the family as the famil
stands at the foundation of the entire social and political order. d

ARISTOTLE’S POSITION ON THE FAMILY AND
THE EVOLUTION OF THE STATE

Aristotle in ancient Greece has also postulated the view that the family
is t'he .root, the foundation upon which the state is built. Aristotle
ma}nta}ned that nature intends that man should live in society. He also
ma1nta1ned that there are three types of natural associations. The first
1s the family, which is that association established by natu're for the
supply of daily wants and for the sake of pfopagation of the human
race. The second is the village, which is the union of several families
for thg supply of something more than daily wants or needs. In effect
for Aristotle, villages evolve in response to the need to atter;d to those;
needs of man which transcend daily needs, and hence cannot be satisfied
at the family level.

‘Tust as with the family, there are human needs which cannot be
satisfied at the village level. Hence, the third natural association which
evolved as a consequence is the state. The village is not self-sufficient
It cannot adequately satisfy man’s needs. The state thus emerges as a;
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higher form of association. There is a fusing together of several villages
into a complete community, large enough to be self-sufficient (Aristotle,
1972). Here we see that for Aristotle the formation of state i, therefore,
a gradual process, beginning with the family. The family is thus the
fundamental society. Aristotle is in agreement with Confucius that the
family stands at the foundation of the entire social and political order.

THE AFRICAN TRADITIONAL SOCIAL SYSTEM

The average Aftican is incurably family conscious. Within the context
of traditional African society, the word ‘family’ has a much wider
application than the word suggests in Europe and North America. In
traditional African society, the family includes children, parents,
grandparents, uncles, aunts, brothers and sisiers who may have their
own children and other immediate relatives (Mbiti, 1969:106). This is
the ‘extended family system’.

According to Omoregbe, the family tie is so strong in African culture
that Africans do not make a sharp distinction between brother, half-
brother {or sister), cousin, nephews or pieces. The words ‘brother’ and
‘sister’ cover all degrees of blood relationship (Omoregbe, 1999:70;
Unah, 1995:116). Anyone who is related to me, no matter how distant
that relationship may be, is my ‘brother’ or ‘sister’. This implies that
the average African considers himself as his brother’s keeper. Thus,
wholesome human relationships can be found within the institution of
the family.

The extended family system is still being practiced in many African
communities today. An Igbo proverb says, ‘Both the eagle and the kite
should perch; whichever denies the other the right should suffer a
broken wing’. Elechi Amadi (1982; 58) opines that the extended family
system rested and still rests, on the eagle-and-kite principle, to borrow
the image of the Igbo proverb. The traditional extended family is
cooperative in spirit and practice. Ideally, there are no lazy or idle
persons in the community. Each person is taught to share whatever he
has with other members of the extended family and cach person is
expected to contribute his quota 10 the common pool. No one is expected
to sit back on the labour of others, those who do their best but cannot
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make any contribution to the common pool are, however protected
and not made to suffer want. To quote Amadi |

'szlke the case of a young boy who lost his parents at a tender age
His unc%e would bring him up practically as his own child %Ie
would give him an education, which in those days included the‘ art,
of looklpg after himself and of conducting himself properly in socict S
and basg: skills such as hunting, trapping, fishing and farmir; . T hy
art of bringing up a family he would learn by observing his L%I;Clef
example. When he came of age his uncle would help him to buil;
a house. and acquire a wife and would give him funds or the
v?zhel."ewﬁhal for farming, fishing, cattle-rearing or some other
livelihood. When the boy became the man he would look after his

uncle’s children, if L e .
1982:58). necessary, to the best of his ability (Amadi,

Amadt explains further that,

Of course, an uncle anywhere else in the world might show his
nephew the same kindness, but the difference is that in Nigeria l‘h;:
uncle would regard his nephew’s education, in these circumstances
as a duty, not just as act of kindness. He would come in for th\cg
censure of the community if he behaved otherwise (Amadi, 1982; 58)

According to Amadi,

As a result of this system, the individual was never without help. No
one was absolutely destitute, so the kind of insanity that is c;al'lsed
by the pressures of urban life and by loneliness were virtoall

unknown in rural Nigeria. In a system which had no asylums, poo}li

houses or old people homes, the ea i
5 or ) gle-and-kite system a
elfective indeed (Amadi, 1982: 58). ’ s

It is clear thgn, that the extended family system in particular, and the
AfI'l.CEln soc1e.ty in general, offer the individual both ecomeic and
f?ma_l security. This is what Sofola has called ‘Familism’ or
I'aimlyhood’. Sofola defines familism variously as:
L A feeling of belonging to the family group;
1. Integration of activities of family members for the attainment
of family objectives;
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{ii. The utilization of family resources to help needy members;
iv. Rallying to the support of a member if he is in trouble; and
v. The maintenance of continuity between the parental family and
new family units (Sofola, 1973:140).
In Familism, one finds appropriate answers to the problems created by
the modern world of atomic individuals with undue emphasis on social
and economic self-interest. Because of its altruistic outlook, familism
has continued to thrive. To consider familism irrelevant to the twenty-
first century world of greed, complexity, acquisitiveness, cut-throat
competition and struggles for survival is to lack the grasp of the structure
and needs of our present world.
No wonder then, Julius Nyerere, former President of Tanzania adopted
‘familyhood’ as his development ideology for independent Tanzania,
which he expressed in the concept of Ujaama. Ujaama is literally
translated as ‘familyhood’ or ‘brotherhood’. Tn Ujaama, Nyerere is
concerned with socialism and traditional African society and problems
of stratification in the society. He believed that Ujaama is the basis of
authentic Africa socialism. The essential goal of Ujaama 1s to build a
society in which all members have equal rights and equal opportunities
and where social justices are practiced. To create this kind of society,
Nyerere believes that it has to be built on the firm foundation of the
three principles of the Ujaama family: respect, community life and an
obligation to work. In addition to these principles, there is need to
develop the knowledge and instruments necessary to overcome the
poverty that was prevalent in tiaditional African society. In other words,
there is an urgent need to modernize the means of production in order
to guarantee increased output per worker (Nyerere, 1967:4). It 1s
important, he reiterates, for the attitudes of traditional African socialism
to be regained, modified, and applied to the new societies being built
(Nyerere, 1962:6). He envisaged a society made up of Ujaama villages
(ie. atomic family units) with mutual cooperation and collaboration.
If this type of socialism is to succeed, Tanzanians have 10 fulfil
certain essential conditions. The first of these is hard ‘work which,
according to Nyerere, has no substitute, especially as Tanzania 18
basically a poor country lacking large accumulations of capital that can
be invested in agricultural labour-saving devices ot in increased
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productivity. Nyerere insists that it is obli
! . 1$ obligatory on Tanzania
on their hands and brains’ to develop. e
IOCI; addition, there must be an efficient and democratic system of
o ggemment SO that‘the people make their own decisions on the
. 1:gsl at affect then'l directly. This would enable them to establish
. o o:i:r community decisions and ensure their responsibility for
ying them out. Yet this local control h iz
as to be organized i
a way that the nation is united and i =
working together for commo
: nn
anc(!: for the maximum development of the whole society -
. ton:;ie.:c_luently, for Nyerere, it is vital that the principles upoh which
: : r; 1t10nal_ ext‘-ended family was based be reactivated. For a start
bx Zn ed famz?y villages are to be established and with time they wili
Ae'i eveloped into larger communities than was traditionaily the case
Wasc;, mzdern knowledge must be applied by these communities and.
eXijs/teznb rtt‘lsans gfag\e to be found to break the barriers that previ:)usly
etween different groups so that the ' ]
tasks of development. e il
. . :
y goirllrsl}jlre'tguch a cooperation by different people, Ujaama farms
unities are to form the basis for the rur k
: al economy and to set
;‘he s{omal pzttern for the country as a whole. This means that most
‘arming needs are to be done b
y groups of people who live and
as . : by work
Otha; communlty. This con_npumty is the traditional family group or any
er group of people living according to these Ujaama principl
articulated by Nyerere: -

;ll"lhe land this community farmed would be called ‘our land’ by all
Crz m::n.lbers; the £ruRs they produced on that land would be ‘our
Witﬁsﬂ,l it WOll'ld be ‘our shop’ which provided individual members
b tt;l dag-to-day necessities from outside; ‘our workshop” which
e ‘the bricks from which houses and ildi
constructed ... (Nyerere, 1967:11). ils ik

Nver .

trzg;;;;nhct)ﬁesl't}%at such living and working in communities could
. he living standards of Tanzanians. In such i

opines, there will be no class stru — A

the; ggles, individualism itali irit

of acquisition, exploitation of | B h .
 acquisttion, man by man and inequality. The rul

will identify with the masses and everybody will be prepﬁred to r\i;;li
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in any capacity for the good of all. Such a society will aim at self-
actualization, self-liberation and self-reliance.

The essential element in the Ujaama communities is the equality of
all members and the members’ self-government in all matters that
concern their own affajrs. This, for Nyerere, is authentic soctalism.
Socialism, like democracy, is construed by Nyerere to be an attitude of
mind. It is this attitude of mind, rather than a rigid adherence to a
standard political pattern, that is needed to ensure that people care for
each other’s welfare.

African socialism, to Nyerere, 18 distinguished from capitalism,'which
seeks to build a happy society on the basis of exploitation of man by
man: and it is equally opposed to doctrinaire socialism, which seeks 10
build a happy society on a philosophy of inevitable conflict between
man and man; The foundation of African socialism is the extended
family, which regards all men as brethren—as members of an ever-
extending family because Nyerere maintains that in the modern world,
familyhood must be made to transcend the family, the tribe, to embrace
the whole society, the whole country, the whole of Africa and the
whole world.

As Nnamdi Azikiwe, former President of Nigeria observed, family
or tribal feeling is not incompatible with national unity and progress
if it is eclectically and pragmatically channelled towards the nation.
Every couniry in the world is made up of tribes, every tribe is made
up of clans, every clan is made up of villages, every village is made
up of families, and every family is constituted of individuals. Now, an
individual’s duty is first to himself, next to his immediate and extended
family, then to his village, clan, tribe and last to the country. Although
such an order does not conduce to national unity and progress,
nevertheless, history shows that many nations have been able to replace
{ribal loyalty with national unity (Igwe, 1992:132).

Despite the place and role of the individual within the African family,
he cannot avoid to function within the community. Without community,
there can be no meaningful existence (Iroegbu, 1995:345). For
Menkiti, man is defined by reference to the environing community
(1984:171). In short, the close relation between life in the family and
life in the community is such that one cannot exist without the other
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and the solidarity to one is the solidarity to the others (Uduigwomen
2001, 29-30). This is evidenced in the process of family formation (1 e,
marr-iage). In traditional African society, the marriagé union 1s
cgnsxdered not just as a union between the two individuals who are
directly involved, but between two lineages or two extended families
to ensure that the union is a success. Among the Igbo and the Yoruba
of Nigeria, for instance, the splitting and sharing of kola nuts in the
atm0§phere of honour-pledging during marriage ceremonies seals the
marriage contract. Thus, the family having been assured of stability
and solidarity extends the same to the wider community or soclety.

_ What we have tried to show in the foregeing discussion is that the
individual in traditional African life does not and cannot exist alone

except in a community. He is simply a part of the whole. Only ir;
re_,ference to other people does he become conscious of his own being

his own duties, his own privileges and responsibilities towards himsel%
and towards others. When he suffers, he does so with the corporate
group. When he rejoices, he does so with his kinsmen and neighbours

Himself, his wife and children belong to the community. Whatevm:
happens to him happens to the whole group and whatever happens to
the whole group happens to him. According to Mbiti, the individual

can only say, ‘T am, because we are; and since we are, theref ’
i , i ) efore, 1
(1969:108). o

EVALUATION

We h:fwe laboured to show that in Confucius’ philosophy the family
occupies a central place as the foundation upon which the state or
society is built. Aristotle likewise, we have shown, considers the family
to be the bedrock of the state. Similarly, we pointed out that in African
cultl%rai .philosophy, the family institution, even in its more extensive
application is an outstanding feature of the African traditional social
§ystem. Following this analysis, we reiterate the view that the family
is the fundamental unit of society and maintain that this i1s a more
plausible position than the postulate of some kind of society which
Prec‘eded the institution of civil government. Thus, we dismiss the
soc1a1 contract theorists’ and their notion of a ‘state of nature’ as mere
hypothetical conjecture, an illustrative hypothesis lacking historical
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validity, a myth. There cannot have been a time when men lived isolated
from their families or forebears.

Aristotle, in his social and political philosophy, did not articulate
any system of virtues or values which need to be cultivated at the
family level to ensure the ideal state in the evolution of the family
through the village level up to the third level, the state.

Aristotle’s purpose was mainly to criticize his contemporary and
teacher Plato. In Plato’s Republic, the family institution stood abolished
for the ruling class and the auxiliaries. Thus, Aristotle perceived the
social evolution as a consequence of an inadequacy to satisfy the wants
of men at the various levels.

Confucius, on his part, was a moral teacher and political reformer
who was convinced that good government could only be achieved by
the application of certain transcendental values and virtues which can
be cultivated by study, zeal and self-cultivation as directed by the Tao
or ‘way’. The Tao or ‘way’, in ifs broadest implications, refers to the
entire socio-political order, with its policy and familial roles, statuses,
and ranks. The Tao governs this order, but it also refers to the inner
moral life of the individual. Confucius found that ‘the Tao does not
prevail in the world” (Waley (Trans.) 1938:204) and saw himself as its
restorer.

In his conviction that it is in the family that the supreme virtues Li
and Jen are found and that it is there that one learns how to exercise
authority and submit to authority, and from the family these virtues
are translated to the state, we posit that Confucius was advocating the
‘extended family system’ which has been with Africans for ages and is
still being practiced and which constitutes the logic upon which
Nyerere’s Ujaama ideology was grounded, as we saw earlier.

Furthermore, we maintain that Confucius in the East, Aristotle in the
West and Julius Nyerere, the African sage, all deserve commendation—
Confucius and Aristotle in their refocusing our attention on the all-
important institution of the family and Nyerere for articulating the
Ujaama ideology using the family institution and attempting to
practically implement this ideology to transform the living conditions
and standards of Tanzanians.
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In our view, the ‘extended family’ practice should be studied in
greater depth and worked into a political philosophy. The ultimate
hope of all the peoples of the world is the realization of the universal
brotherhood of man. In Nigeria, that hope is already realized at the
lribal and clan level. It should be nursed, expanded and made the basis
of a Nigerian 1deology.

CONCLUSION

Indeed, the civil state is ‘families-writ-large’, as Confucius and Aristotle
opine. The family stands at the foundation of the entire social and
political order. Thus, by the cultivation and promotion of family ethics
and values such as love, caring, mercy, loyalty, selflessness, generosity,
obedience, sharing, sincerity, steadfastness and so on in individual
families, the whole state would be gradually transformed. The family
is the school of love and peace. Peace in the family is the basis for
peace in the society and strong united families make for a stable and
strong society and nation. Proper family ethics and values must then
necessarily be cultivated.
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[

We had better begin with the question whether Buddhist mysticism is
a mysticism in the strict sense of the term ‘mysticism’. If we define
mysticism as ‘immediate, non-discursive, infuitive relation with the
Absolute, whether personal ... or impersonal ..." then it would be hard
to affirm that there is mysticism in Buddhism. This is what L Dela
Vallée Poussin and E.J. Thomas-had contended in their contribution on
‘Mysticism (Buddhist)’ in Encyclopaedia of Religion and Ethics. Their
contention was that as there is no Absolute according to all the orthodox
forms of Buddhist thought, so there is no Buddhist mysticism as such.!

Over the decades, the meaning of ‘mysticism’ appears to have become
broader. One of the distinguished philosophers of religion, John Hick,
for instance, has defined mystical experience as nothing other than
“first hand religious experience as such’. He observes:

Religion consists primarily in experiencing our life in its relation to
the Transcendent and living on the basis of that experience. And
mysticism, I take it, is simply religion understood in this way ...
mysticism is a general name for religious experience together with
part at least of the network of religious practices which support iti?

In this broader sense, Buddhism is as much rooted in mystical experience
as are the other major world religions. Being based on the mystical
experience and the resultant spiritual awakening (bodhi) of Prince
Siddhartha, Buddhism can simply not be anything else than a mysticism
at its core.
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One of the pivotal tenets of mysticism is that there is a third kind
of knowledge over and above sense-knowledge and knowledge by
.. ference. In this respect too, Buddhism belongs to the mainstream of
world mysticism. Buddha only interprets his religious experience with
the aid of the concepts provided by his cultural milieu like Karma,
Samsara, Avidya, etc. Even here we do find that he introduces necessary
changes into the cultural context that he inherits. For instance, he finds
such concepts as God and self irrelevant to the articulation of his
religious experience.

In Sutta 26 of Majjhima-Nikdya, Buddha sheds light on the nature
of his mystical insight into the meaning and destiny of human existence

as follows:

This doctrine to which I have attained is profound, recondite, and
difficult of comprehension, good, excellent, and not to be reached
by mere reasoning, subtle and intelligible only to the wise.?

Like the Upanisadic seers, the proponents of Vedanta, the Sufl mystics
and other master mystics like Eckhart, Buddha is convinced of the
transcendental character of his spiritual or inner awakening (bodhi).

It

Professor Sisir Kumar Ghose demarcat=s four stages in the attainment
of or ascension to the mystical experience, Viz., purgation (of bodily
desires), purification (of the will), illumination (of the mind) and
unification (of one’s will or being with the divine).*

Buddhist mysticism lays great stress on the stages of purgation and
purification. The Buddha’s sermons at Rajagraha, Jetvana ahd on many
other occasions bear ample testimony to this. But this mysticism
fundamentally differs from Upanisadic, Sufi and many schools of
mysticism in regarding lumination of the mind as the summum bonum
of the path of mysticism. It has no room for any unification between
the self and the absolute for the.reason that the very entities that are
to unite are not acknowledged to be valid concepts.

n the description of his own state of Nirvana, the Buddha lays
stress only on the cognitive dimension which liberates a person
immediately from the states of ignorance, suffering, selfhood and the
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cycle of life and death. In the Sutta 26 of Majjhima-Nikaya, he sets
forth the state of super consciousness as follows: -

And being, O priests, myself subject to birth, T perceived the
wretchedness of what is subject to birth, and craving the incomparable
security of a Nirvana free from birth; myself subject to old age,
disease ..., death ..., sorrow ..., corruption, I perceived the
wretchedness of what is subject to corruption, and craving the
incomparable the security of a Nirvana free from corruption. And
the knowledge and the insight sprang up within me ‘My deliverance
is unshakable; this is my last existence; no more shall 1 be born
again’.’
Soon after his mystic illumination, the Buddha encountered the naked
ascetic Upaka between the Bo-tree and Gaya while on his way to
Benaras. In his reply to Upaka’s query as to who his spiritual mentor
was, the Buddha laid emphasis on the fact that his mystic experience
had imbued him with total illumination, with higher knowledge capable
of destroying his thirst for the world of the senses. Here are the Buddha’s
first utterances immediately after his mystic experience:

All-conquering have 1 now become, all-knowing; Untainted by the
clements of being. I've left all things, am freed through thirst’s
destruction, All wisdom’s mine: what teacher should I follow?*

Thus, Buddhist mysticism lays stress on the cognitive dimension of the
mystical experience. ‘Knowledge of Being, not absorption of the self
into divine or cosmic Being, is therefore the keynote of Buddhist
mysticism’, remarked Herbert V. Guenther.”

m

In his sermon to the five disciples at Benaras, the Buddha delineates
the various stages to the highest mystic experience. The first stage or
trance consists in an isolation from sensual pleasures and demeritorious
deeds. This state is characterized by joy and happiness. The second
trance consists in the inner tranguility and the inactivity of the rational
faculty. Contemplation is a prominent feature of the third and fourth
trances. The fifth trance consists in the contemplation on the infinity
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of space. The seeker passes on t0 the infinity of consciousness in the
sixth trance and then to the contemplation of nothingness. At the eighth
or the penultimate stage, the seeker proceeds from the realm of
nothingness to the realm of ‘neither perception nor non-perception’.
The Buddha’s reluctance to give a detailed description of the nature of
mystical experience is evident in his account of this final stage of

religious experience:

But again, O priests, a priest through having completely overpassed
the realm of neither perception nor yet non-perception, arrives at the
cessation of perception and sensation, and before the clear vision of

wisdom all his depravity wastes away.t

Such a person’s transformation into an arhat and his total liberation
from evil is underlined in this account:

Of such a priest, O priests, is it said, ‘He has blinded Mira, made
useless the eye of Mara, gone out- of sight of the wicked one, and
passed beyond all adhesion to the world’. He walks, stands, squats
and lies down in confident security. And why? Because, O priests,
he is out of the reach of Mara’

IV

The Buddha takes recourse mostly to negative descriptions of the
everlasting state of mystic Ilumination. He used such expressions as
deathless (amrita), without end (ananta), not liable to dissolution
(apolokina), imperishable (acyuta), etc. for this state of final release
(apavagga). In his long dialogue with Upasiva in Samyutta Nikaya, he
carries his negative method of communication to one of its logical
conclusions when he refers to the inadequacy of speech to convey the
experience:

There is no measure fo him who has gone to rest; he keeps nothing
that could be named. When all dharmas are abolished, all parts of
speech are also abolished. (Attahangatassa na pﬁménam atthi; yena
nam vajju, tam tassa natthi; Sabbesu dhammesu, samuhatesu

Samthata Vidapatha pi sabbeti.)”
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This ineffability is the keynote of his characterization of Nirvina in
Udana 80 which, in our view, is one of the characteristic revelations
of Buddhist mysticism. Here we notice a not-so-oblique reference to
the transcendental realm or universe of non-discourse of some kind.
The Buddha, much like a Upanisadic seer, proclaims:

There is that sphere wherein is neither earth nor water nor fire nor
air; wherein is neither the sphere of infinite space nor of infinite
consciousness nor of nothingness, nor of neither ideation nor non-
ideation; where there is neither this world nor a world beyond nor
both together nor moon nor sun..."

He continues:

I say there is neither coming from it nor going to it; it has neither
duration nor decay; there is neither beginning nor establishment;
there is no. result and no cause; this verily is the end of suffering.”

Like Jaidev Singh, we are also convinced that the Buddha here refers
to the revelation of a new dimension of being in mystic experience.
This characterization of mystic experience has striking stmilarity to
attempts in the Upanisads to depict such a singular and basically
ineffable experience.

Here ig how the Manditkya Upanisads describes the state of
superconciousness (the chaturtham):

Not inwardly cognitive (antah-prajiia), not outwardly cognitive
(bahih-prajiia), not both-wise cognitive (ubhayatah-prajiia), not
cognitive (prajiia), not non-cognitive (a-prajiia), unseen (a-dresta),
with which there can be no dealing (a-vyavahara), ungraspable (a-
gridhya), having no distinctive mark (a-laksana), non-thinkable (a-
cintya), that cannot be designated (a-vyapadesya).’”

So far as the mystical content of Buddhism, the Madhyamika school
qf Mahiayina philosophy appears to accord closely with the Buddha’s
life and teachings. The Madhyamika thinkers like Nagarjuna and
Chandrakirti prefer to use the world Siinya and Sanyatd to denote the
mystical experience of a bodhisattva. In his MEdhyamika Karika
Nagirjuna characterizes Siinyata as that experience which cannot b;
communicated (aparapratyayam), as inexpressible by the categories
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belonging to the verbalizing activity of the mind
(prapanchairaprapanchimm), as devoid of plurality (anan@rtham) and
as incomprehensible by the intellect or reason (nirvikalpam).

The Buddha’s silence regarding the ‘questions that tend not to
edification’ including the ones about the saint’s existence or being after
his nirvapa and about the eternality or transience of the world found
a systematic expression in Madhyamika distinction between the two
Kinds of truth; empirical (samvriti) and transcendental (paramartha).

Ashwaghosha, the author of Buddha Charita, was another pioneer
of Mahayanic mystical philosophy. In this classic work on the Buddha’s
life and mystical awakening, we come across the following splendid
reference as to how the Buddha attained his bodhi or transcendental
cognition and the consequent liberation:

This is pain, this also is the origin of pain in the world of living
beings; this also is the stopping of pain: this is that course which
leads to its stopping. So having determined he knew all as it really
was. Thus he, the holy one, sitting there on his seat of grass at the
root of the tree, pondening by his own efforts attained at last perfect

knowledge."

The transformation of Prince Siddhartha into the Tathagata (one who
has attained the mystical enlightenment) is described in a metaphorical

mode of speech as follows:

There has arisen the greatest of all beings, the Omniscient All-wise
Arhat—a lotus, unsoiled by the dust of passion, spring up from the

lack of knowledge ...""

v

The bodhisattva deal is one of the greatest accomplishments of Buddhist
mysticism. It appears to be the consummation of mysticism at large.
Here is a mode of individual existence, which is soaked through with
bodhi or enlightenment. His individuality is an abode of universality
which rises above cultural parochialism. Iis unique existence is the
actualization of the synthesis of bodhi (mystical illumination) and
Karuna or compassion, of knowliedge and action, of the paramartha
(transcendental realm) and Vyayahara (the here and now) and of the
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personal quest for liberation and the altruistic concern for mankind
nay, for the entire domain of sentient being. His decision to postpon&;
his own final Nirvana in order to alleviate the suffering of his fellow
humz?n. beings and other sentient beings adds a glorious dimension to
mysticism.

Man){ scholars of mysticism have directed our attention to the
expression of mystic illumination in social action. Such scholars
1nclu§e Hocking, Underhill, Bergson, Wapnick and Johnston. Thus, the
bodhisattva ideal has manifested itself in such historical cases as tl;ose
of Eckhart, Joan of Arc, Kabir and Gandhi. Richard Woods refers to
this post-illumination phase of a mystic’s life after a period of withdrawal
for self-realization as positive social engagement. He says:

The isolation and alienation of the mystics during their period of
dev'ﬁlopment is thus both provisional and contingent upon heightened
soclal interaction later on, ... The greater mystics, then, are those
whose identification with their fellow human beingjs is more
profoundly human, less specifically cultural, and whose process of
development is proportionately searching, their‘subsequent activity

more pervasive and penetrating. They belong not to Germany, Spain
or India, but to the world.'¢ ,

Compared to this ideal, Theravada ideals of the arhat and pratveka
Buddha or self-enlightened Buddha lack this equal valuat‘ioﬁ of wisdom
(p‘rajﬁﬁ) and compassion (karuna). Only the Bodhisattva is so suffused
wrth compassion that he transfers his own merit to his devotees for
their faster moral and spiritual advancement,

VI

The Mal.ﬁyana reconciliation between higher wisdom and universal
cgmpgssmn is reiterated and expressed through symbolic language in
Ta_mtrlc Buddhism, especially through sexual symbolism. This much-
misunderstood, even maligned, tradition is fundamentally one with the
oentr_al core of Mahayanic thought. While setting the ultimate goal of
mystic experience akin to that of the Buddha under the bodhi tree, it
lays QOwn its own mode of attaining the goal. Its final goal reveals,its
mystical identity. Moreover, like any Mahayanic thinker, it lays the
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utmost stress on the synthesis of the two poles of a seeker’s life: prajid
(wisdom) and means (updya). The latter consists of adopting the best
possible course of action in a situation that could raise him to a higher
plane on the way to prajfia. Passivity characterizes the state of wisdom
and activity that of means or upayd. This encouraged the Vajrayana
thinkers to use feminine symbols for the former and masculine symbols
for the latter.

Sexual union provides these thinkers with the most convenient
imagery to convey the synthesis of wisdom and means which obviously
inchudes compassion and other sthical values along with the appropriate
spells or mantras. The gexual union between a man or woman, a god
or goddess illustrates the inner integration of wisdom and compassion
(Karund) with the means (Upaya) or dynamic aspect of the mystical
ascension of an aspirant. This integration of apparent opposites 18
considered indispensable for the mystic awakening. The union
(maithuna) of the female goddess yum with the male god yab results
in the eternal bliss (mahasukha) of mystic realization. The influence of
Hindu Tantra appear pronounced when the Kalacakra Tantra recounts
the Buddha’s teaching that the body can also be the instrument of
Enlightenment in this age of degeneration (Kali Yuga).

VII

Buddhist mysticism attains one of its tallest summits in the conception
of Satori in Ch’an or Zen Buddhism. This tradition reaffirms the original
mystical orientation of the Buddha’s teachings, especially with regard
to the determination of the goal of a Buddhist aspirant as consisting in
the attainment of mystic experience that would result in a total
transformation of one’s being. Deriving its name from the Sanskrit
term for meditation dhyana, Zen Buddhism lays stress or mediation as
the highway to enlightenment. It traces its origin to the sage Kasyapa
who is credited with having received his instruction from the Buddha
himself. The Lankavatara STtra records such an association between
the master and the disciple.

Wu in Ch’an Buddhism and Satori in Zen Buddhism (the latter is an
extension of the former) refer to the state of Enlightenment in which
the Buddha-nature of the entire gamut of reality is revealed. These
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schools declare emphatically that the enlightened aspirant can never
communicate the objective pole of his mystic experience because it
surpasses the concepts and categories of the customary speech. Satori
(or Wu) transcends the subject-object duality and so it can never be
expressed by any book, teacher, sermon, etc. The only path leading to
Satori (or Wu) is one’s own personal religious experience. It cannot be
gchieved either through the intellect or empirical experience. It is an
}nner, intuitive experience, which is absolutely ineffable. Satori is
identical with the experience that transformed Prince Siddhartha into
the_ Enlightened One, the Buddha. The means of obtaining it is also
quiet sitting and meditation (zazen) atleast in the largest sect of this
school known as Soto.

VIII

Our appraisal of the Buddhist mysticism leads us to affirm that it
conforms to the basic postulates of mysticism and reveals itself as
more a mysticism than a religion. It is in the name of mysticism as the
alpha and omega of religion that it revolted against the ritualism of
pre-Upanisadic Hinduism. We have already made a short reference to
the affinity between Buddhist and Upanisadic mysticism. There are
marny more very fundamental points of agreement between these two
traditions that ascribe priority to intuitive religious experience over
conformity with the external aspects of religion. The Buddha’s leave-
?aki_ng advice to his followers to be lamps unto themselves is an
indication of his re-evaluation of the nature of religious life. It also
fundamentally conforms to the basic postulates of mysticism as the
power of the human intuition to penetrate into the very heart of Reality,
as the necessity of moral preparation, as the inner individual having
the potentiality for transcendental expansion or realization, as the
achievement of a state of Enlightenment and Liberation as the
culmination of the mystic’s life, etc.

Despite the difference is terminology, the Buddhist bodhi denotes
almost the same experience as referred to by the Sufi “Vision’ called
in Arabic Mushahadah. This vision equips the aspirant with absolute
certainty (Yagin) which is beyond the ken of the intellect and which
cannot be conveyed by the illuminated self (ru'yar al-galb) to a non-
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illuminated self. It is also a basic postulate of Buddhist mysticism that
each aspirant has to achieve his own illumination in the depths of his
own being. Its a sort of mystical monadology that Buddhist mysticism
adheres to.

The priority of the mystical substructure over the theological and
ritualistic aspects or expressions of religion places Buddhism among
the higher religions of the world. The focus of a higher religion must
be the integration or reconciliation of religious experience, reason and
the moral-cum-spiritual elevation of mankind. It must be imbued with
a universal spirit, which must not divide mankind into the saved and
the condemned, into the believers and the infidels. Being based on a
firm mystic foundation, Buddhism eminently qualifies for this position.

Moreover, this priority of the mystical over the ritualistic and the
theological demonstrates that the characterization of the Buddhist
doctrines as ‘ethical idealism’” is an understatement. I it is unable to
satisfy the architectonic requirements of human reason,'® then, it cannot
be considered one of its demerits. Rather, its mystical orientation and
its repeated emphasis on the inadequacy of reason and language
adequately account for this inability. Thus, instead of saying that
the Upanisadic metaphysics must supplement the Buddhist doctrine,
we had better say that the applied or practical dimension of Buddhist
mysticism with its accent on loving kindness (mettd@) and compassion
(karun@) has the potentiality of adding a human touch to Hindu
mysticism which is usually charged with such a lacuna. One can venture
the thesis that one of them emphasizes the metaphysical expression
and the other the practical, social application of a single evolving
mystical tradition that was bent on redefining the religious life of India
with an outright rejection of Vedic ritualism and caste-governed
orthodoxy and ethical-system.
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DISCUSSION AND COMMENTS

Does Affirming the Consequent Make Hypothetical
Arguments Invalid?

It is a commonly held thesis that hypothetical arguments are valid in
virtue of their logical form. If they have the logical form of valid
hypothetical arguments, for example, modus ponens or modus tollens,
they are valid. If they have the logical form in which the consequent
is affirmed or the antecedent is denied, that is the form of invalid
hypothetical arguments, then they are invalid. I show in this paper, by
giving two counterexamples-—one of affirming the consequent and the
other of denying the antecedent—that this commonly held thesis cannot
be rationally maintained, that it is possible for an hypothetical argument
to ‘commit’ the fallacy of affirming the consequent or the fallacy of
denying the antecedent, and in this way being apparently fallacious,
yet the hypothetical argument, in fact, may be perfectly valid from the
strictly logical point of view. The validity or invalidity of hypothetical
arguments in either of the counterexamples that I give here does not
depend upon their logical form.

An argument is said to be valid if its conclusion follows logically
from its premises. In other words, an argument is said to be valid if it
is inconsistent to assert the truth of its premises together with the
falsitv of its conclusion. Hypothetical arguments are valid by this
criterion cf validity, if they fail to satisfy this criterion they are
characterized as invalid.

An example of hypothetical arguments is

(A) If X is the case, then Y is the case, but X is the case, thercfore,
Y is the case.

Its logical form can be exhibited 2s

B) If p, then q,

p,
therefore, q.
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Symbolically,

pP>q

P,

/o q.

The hypothetical argument (A) is valid if 1t is an exemplification of a
valid logical form of an hypothetical argument. The logical form of an
hypothetical argument is valid if it satisfies the definition of validity;
namely, that the conclusion of the argument follows logically from its

premises.
The logical form of a valid hypothetical argument in modus ponens

18
(C) Ifp,thengq,
P-
therefore Q.
Symbolically,

pP=49
Ps
/oo g
The logical form of an invalid hypothetical argument 1s

(D)  1f p, then q,

q,
therefore p.

Symbolically,
P=>4
9.
/o p.
Again, the logical form of a valid hypothetical argument in modus
tollens 1s
(Fy If p, then q,
not q,

therefore, not p.

T —
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Symbolically,

p=q
—~ q,

The logical form of an invalid hypothetical argument is

(F) If p, then q,
not p,
therefore, not q.

Symbolically,

p=9
- Ps
/o=

.In (1:)) above, the fallacy of affirming the consequent is committed, and

in (¥) above, the fallacy of denying the antecedent 1s commitied H1 -

both (D) and (F) are invalid hypothetical forms. iy -
Now consider the hypothetical argument

(G} (AvB)D(A.B),
(A . B),
/o (A v B).

This argument, prima facie, has the logical form of an invalid
hypothetl‘cal argument (D), and thus it apparently commits the fallac
of gfﬁrrm.ng the consequent. However, the argument (G} is pf:rfec:tly
vahd,. for‘ its conclusion follows logically from its premises. The seconz
premise (_A . BY straightaway implies the conclusion ‘(/.X v B)iitle
first premise is redundant. What do we say here? Shall we say follo*:vin
Fhe doctfme of logical form that the argument (G) is invalid becausi
1t commits the. faliacy of affirming the consequent? Or, do we say that
the argument is perfectly valid, for its premises imply, its conclusion
that we cannot assert the truth of its premises and deny its conclusion‘;
Again, consider the argument |

(H) (AvB)>(A.B)
~ (A v B),
/ s~ (A .B).
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On the face of it, this argument has the logical form of an invalid
hypothetical argument (F) and thus it commits the fallacy of denying
the antecedent and, therefore, it should be characterized by its logical
form alone as fallacious. But the argument is valid. The first premise
i« redundant and the second premise alone implies the conclusion. The
second premises is ‘~(A v BY, and it is equivalent to ‘(~A . ~B).
The conclusion is ‘~(A « B which 1s equivalent to ‘(<A v ~BY. It 1s
easy to verify that ~(A BY implies ‘(A v ~BY’.

On the basis of my analysis of (G) and (H) hypothetical arguments,
I am led to form the picture that either the arguments (G) and (I) do
not have the logical form of hypothetical arguments and therefore the
fallacy of affirming the consequent or the fallacy of denying the
antecedent are not applicable to them. Or, if one goes by the appaient
logical form of the arguments, then the arguments must be said to be
logically fallacious. But, one can easily verify, by using any relevant
decision procedure, e.g. the method of alternational normal schemata,
that they are perfectly valid from the logical point of view. Of course,
we cannol characterize them as both valid and invalid on pains of
contradiction.

The picture that I have drawn above compels me to observe: one;
that the so called logical form alone cannot be effectively used as a
reliable guide for determining the validity or invalidity of hypothetical
arguments; and mwo, that the dogma of logical form of hypothetical
arguments, as 1 have shown above, 1s logically indefensible in that it
leads to consequences which are inconsistent from the logical point of
view and thus cannot be rationally accepted.
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SHASHI BHARADWAJ

Postmodernism: A Philosophy of Consumerism

Pecause in common uses ‘modern’ means ‘contemporary’, the term
Po§lm0dernlsm’ has seemed from the start like the vocabulary, of sci
fiction. How after all, can something which exists, now, be s;iflnie
‘com; at:ter .the‘present ... the confusion vanishes ,when:we replacz
lin(: e'rn‘] \/\‘/lth modernism’ aqd explain that the latter refers less to
historical time than to a specific movement in the art.' Prefixed b
post’, quernism proceeds ahead in the second half of. the twenti tﬁ
century., identifying a historical sequence in the sense of st leI
succession. "I‘he ‘post’ indicates a new direction from the previousn;[r)lee
‘ The term postmodernism’ was first used by Federico de Omin in hi ‘
Anthologia de la literature’, says Ihab Hassan, ‘the prelude tls
Ip;ostmoderni'sm what he terms as literature of silence ’or anti—Il)iterature 2
dostllnodernlsm emerges from the post-industrial techno—scientif;lc
eve opment and refers to a perfect change in the attitude of the peopl
belonging to developed societies of the West, the impact of whilcjh 2
be clearly notic':ed on art, literature, architecture, politics and GCOI;OI:I?
angti?tmodernxsm is a term usually applied to the period of literature
_ iterary theory since 1960, though some regard it as a prevailin
intellectual mood since World War II in 19452 Tt can be réalil;cd in thi
context of post-war political and cultural disappointment of th
developed countries of western Europe and United States of Americ .
_The'f%'ustrated generation of the new consumers’ society rebelled a aina;
trad'ltlonal values and ideals, but could replace them only by des gair cfr
cynical hedonism wallowing in sex and alcohol. Some critics ni‘er all
nog-tra@xtionai literature written after World War II to postmodernism
which virtually represents a second shift in Western thought during thé
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twentieth century, apparently, anti-modernist, non-traditional, against
authority and signification.

Freudian psychological movement turned many modern authors from
the objective world to subjective experience, creating a new domain of
individualism in English literature, leading to the development of typical
literary devices like internal monologue and stream of CONSCIoUSNESS
technique. Being closely related to pessimistic beliefs and tragic ideas,
individualism created an unbridgeable gap between subjective experience
and the objective world. Postmodernism emerges from over use of
subjectivity and its typical association with urban landscape, since we
can hardly imagine a couniryside scene in The Waste Land or
The Ulysses.* Modernist intercourse with subjectivity and urbanization
were close to a ‘cliché’ for alienation.

Postmodernism is used in different way: (1) to refer the non-realistic
and non-traditional literature and art of the post-Second World War
period; (ii) to refer to literature and art which take certain modernistic
characteristic to extreme stage; and (iii) to refer to aspect of a more
general human condition in the late capitalist world of post 1950s
which have all embracing effect on life, culture, ideology and art.’
Postmodern literature virtually presents a mimetic of socio-economic
and political practices in which it appears depicting many discriminations
of people on racial and regional ground.

Modernity, chiefly representing novelty and depth, is correlated with
the principle to break with the tradition and institute a new way of
living and thinking. Modernism was the high tide of the movement and
postmodernism was what came after. Thus, a change in modernism
may be called postmodernism.® But it was not a simple change.
Postmodernism emerges as a specific reaction against the established
form of high modernism.” It aims at freedom from all shackles of the
past, especially intellectual shackles of the past, both political and
cultural® The second feature ... of postmodernism is the effacement of

some key boundaries or separations most notably the erosion of old
distinction between high culture and so-called mass ot popular culture.’
It is virtually difficult to define postmodernism without having the
knowledge of the chief characteristics of modemism, since there is
more continuity than difference in the movement from modernism to

T —
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postmoderni.sm,and the latter represents a crisis within the former.'
Postmoqermsts reaction against modernism can be noticed in the
contrasting features, depicting in the following columns:'!

Modemism Postmodernism
Hierarchy Anarchy
Presence Absence
Gemta.l Polymorphous
Narratn.'e Anti-narrative
Determinacy Indeterminacy

Constru(.:tion of World model Deconstruction of World model
Ontological certainty Ontological uncertainty

Some critics refer to postmodernism what others call avant gardism or
even new avant gardism, while others call the same phehomenon simply
moder_msm.'2 The term ‘avant garde’ comes from military terminolo
and virtually represents ‘advance-guard’ which indicates the arrival ?}
larger _shqck troops of army for a massive attack. Avant garde means
a pre-indication of what will come after. It generally represents the
moverqents occurring between modemnism and postmodernism, Avant
garf:le includes movements like cubism, futurism and surrealis.m
For postmodernism, nothing remains absolute or eternal. All mea-nin

all value, is historically conditioned. There is nothing necessarilg,
essential about human being; the idea of human nature itself a humaz
cons.tl"uct. Thus, the construction or depicting universal experience in
traditional literature is irrelevant and illusionary."” Postmodernists
vehemently attack aestheticism, telling all beauty today is meretricious
gnd thfj‘ appeal to it by contemporary pseudo-aestheticism is an
1de<_)10glcal manoeuvre and not creative resources.'* Modernism is a
period marked by the search for totality; postmodernism abandons this
search.

.Ifostmodernist’s critics have sought to do without genre theory. These
critics assuime that a genre theory of a novel is committed t.o back
groqndl‘ng literary artifice to demanding coherence, unity and linear
continuity."” They no longer believe in the meta—narr,ative. Lyotard, of
course, defined postmodernism as incredulity towards meta—narrati\:e 1o
Apparently, meta-narrative signifies a narrative within a narrative whic.:h
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does not represent real life. To avoid coherence, unity and -linear
continuity Barth means by postmodernism keeping one foot in the
narrative past and one foot in the present. One foot, let’s say, in t}}e
Arabian Nights and one foot in grim real world history of Latin
America.'’ .

Postmodernists abandon not only the plot treating it as a construction,
but also reject characterization, since the description of a fiction character
can never be complete like in real life. Secondly, there is always a
discrepancy between the character who acts and the character who
watches herself or himself acting. There is, as it were, a temporal
distance between the agency and self-consciousness regarding that
dance. How can we know the dancer from the dance.'

David Lodge has singled out five techniques typical of postmodernist
fiction—contradiction, permutation, discontinuity, randomness and
excess."” The world being virtually composed of contradictions like
light and darkness, postmodernists adopt this device to depicts physical
reality in their works. Permutation as a mathematical concept presents
iimless movement of things arranged in a group. It points to the
postmodernists’ style of incorporating alternative narrative in the same
text. Discontinuity undisputedly disrapts continuity of discourse b_y
unpredictable and sudden change in the direction. Randomnegs too is
a kind of discontinuity according to the logic of absurd. Excess involves
a technique deployed taking words used in transformed sense and
testing them to deconstruction. .

Some very prominent literary devices of postmodernism 1nclu(_ie
‘parody’ and ‘pastiche’. Parody stands for imitating others’.st_yle. n
amusing and exaggerated way. Parody is a form of literary imitation
in which the distinctive characteristic aspects of the original, usually,
the style is cxaggerated. Murdoch’s The Black Prince is a parody of
Shakespeare’s Hamlet. Similarly, Cervante’s Don Quixote is a parody
of sixteenth-century chivalric romance. Sometimes parody forms an
excellent example of inter-textuality and in such case it cann_ol'- be
appropriately appreciated without having the knowledge of the original
work. Pastiche, a collage of disparate fragments, is actually a patchwork
of works, sentences or complete passages from various authors or even
one author. It is also a kind of imitation and intentionally constitutes
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a parody. Pastiche is a blank parody and parody involves the imitation
or better still, the mimicry of others style.?

When literary study went ‘post’, there was a changing need of
evaluative device, since there was no fact, only interpretation and no
value, so there was no need of value distinction, Under the circumstantial
demand, postmodernists have developed some important devices like
‘deconstruction’ and ‘difference’ as tools for new interpretation of the
text and to unveil the physical reality,

Postmodernism starts with the rejection of artistic aura and the
logocentric tradition of the western metaphysics. Discrediting, meaning
hopeless delusion, postmodernists discard the whole previous system
of philosophical and linguistic speculations. The focus of postmodernists
s on language and signifying system, but its claims are basically
epistemological.

Postmodernists’ concept of material reality 1s based on the
indeterminacy theory of quantum mechanics which reveal that statistical
possibilities can be determined for the position of an electron of an
atom at any given time, beyond that our measurement cannot go with
any certainty. And, by attempting to ‘lift the veil’, we disturb the
natural stage of the atom; the act of observation alters the phenomenon
we observe.?! By the application of the concept of uncertainty, the
autonomy of the text has been toppled. Critics are now free to explore
multiple possibilities interpreting any original work of art. Derrida’s
deconstruction emerges from this scientific theory of uncertainty,

The term ‘deconstruction’ originates in the writings of an Algerian-
French philosopher Jacques Derrida (1930-2004) and denotes a
particular kind of practice in reading. Deconstruction is a method of
textual analysis, a mode of analytical inquiry. ... It is much closer to
the original meaning of the word ‘analysis’ itself which etymologically
means ‘to undo’ a virtual synonym for ‘to deconstruct’ 2 Deconstruction
is just like picking up separate fibres from a soft wooly blanket. It
provides threads for inter-textual web to unweave the hypertext or
hybrid text.

Derrida is the founder of ‘deconstruction’ a method of textual analysis
applicable to all text, but method of deconstruction has obvious interest
in literary criticism, Derrida’s ‘de-construction’ is the minute detailing
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of the text.®® Deconstruction ... the task is ... to dismantle the
metaphysical and rhetorical structure which are at work (in text) not in
order to reject or discard, but to reinscribe them in another way™ to
dismantle in order to reconstitute what is always already inscribed.
Deconstruction in nutshell.” The movement of deconstruction do not
destroy structure from outside.”® Deconstruction involves locating the
peint where the fabric which tropes are so adept at weaving is unraveled.
Finally, deconstruction is not a method and cannot be transformed into
one. It is virtually the dissemination of facts and to scatter the seed on
the stone to destroy and never to germinate.

Derrida’s neologism liberates critics from the- logocentric tradition
of the Western metaphysics. Logocentrism is derived from the Greek
word ‘logos’ identified with God, the ultimate source of truth. In
deconstructing Western metaphysics, Derrida tries to prove that its
theories are not truth, rather they are constructions. The logocentric
idea of ‘presence’ is defined as transcendentality, consciousness or
God. Derrida claims it to be a dream.

Deconstruction discloses that the interpretation of a text can never
arrive at a final and complete meaning. Moreover, it has nothing to
reveal, since there is always something more to be revealed that absolute
revelation is impossible.”” Thus, for Derrida, the meaning of a text is
always unfolding just ahead of the interpreter, unrolling in front of him
or her like a never-ending carpet whose final edge never reveals itsel{.”®
Postmodernist readings and interpretations have a tendency to end up
all looking the same, all demonstrating the ceaseless play of signifier
and nothing much else. Postmodern critics assume that a text may
possess s0 many meanings that it cannot have a meaning.” Neologists
virtually explain language as multi-layered medium of expression
without having the possibility of final meaning.

A deconstructive reading analyzes the specificity of a text’s critical
difference from itself. Jacques Derrida’s coinage differance is based on
a Saussurean theme that is language everything is based on relation.*
Derrida’s master concept ‘difference’ spelled with an ‘a” has been taken
“from the French verb ‘differer’ which means both to ‘to differ’ and ‘to
defer’ (suspended status). The ‘ance’ ending is the mark of that
suspended status ... . The ‘a’ serves to remind us that even within the
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graphic structure, the perfectly spelled word is always absent, constituted
through endless series of spelling mistakes.*’ This difference is also the
structure of ‘presence’.*? Derrida, by his difference, intends to reject the
presence, the reality itself which is treated it to be absent.

Derrida argues that in language there is only differance.™ An originary
differance is neither absent nor present, neither negative nor positive. >
The differance ... must be nil.* It reveals that differance is the middle
point between presence and absence, a suspended status. Meaning, as
Derrida msists, is a matter of contrast, it is created by difference, not
by identity of the sign (word) with that which the sign represents.*® To
understand Derrida’s concept of meaning, one must have the knowledge
of the traditional theory of meaning, the relation between the signifier
and signified, word and object. Derrida rejects this theory saying that
the signified does not exist. It is a logocentric illusion. The signified
is never present it is always absent.

Some critics are of the view that Derrida’s concept of meaning is
based on the argument that nothing is simply present, but depends for
its meaning on relation to things absent. In this negative logic a pen
is a pen, because it is not a pipe. Those critics argue that Derrida’s
concept of differance is close to Buddhists® claim of negative theory of
meaning. But it is significant to mention here that after Kumarila’s
attack that negation of non-existence and nothingness is not possible,>
the Buddhist concept of negative meaning lost its ground. Moreover,
Derrida’s concept of differance is not a true copy of Buddhist theory
of negative meaning. Derrida argues, ‘Tmagination alone has the power
of giving birth to itself. It creates nothing because it is imagination.
But it receives nothing alien or anterior to it. It is not affected by the
“real”. It is pure auto-affection. It is the other name of differance, the
auto-affection.”® Apparently, Derrida’s concept of difference seems to
be his own imagination a construction of present: But it is not a fact.
Nasadiya Stikta of the Rgveda® deals with the suspended condition
before the creation revealing that there was nothing present or absent.
Neither there was death nor deathlessness. Neither there was day nor
even night Derrida’s imagination of differance has much similarity
with this vedic concept. In this context his imagination cannot be
treated as original in nature.
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Derrida rejects the established form of meaning and argues that
meaning does not involve a correspondence between signifier and
signified, sign and thing; rather he claims that signified does not exist
except as logocentric illusion invented to suppress the materialistical
play of language the movement from signifier to signified. Obviously,
language is an illusionary play of signifier, a journey from word to
word and the object, which the word represents never, appears. To
conclude that in the context of language one can never has direct
sensory contact with the phenomenal world.

An important assumption of Derrida is that producer of the first
signifier, it is not a simple signifier among others. It signifies mental
experience which themselves reflect or mirror things by natural
resemblance.® The feelings of mind, expressing things naturally,
constitute a sort of universal language.*’ Mental experience represented
by différent words in different languages indeed forms the foundation
stone of human speech.

Postmodernists present some novel concepts of language and criticism
that we cannot outright reject. de Man argues that language does not
function like the world. We treat it to be ‘a-phenomenal’. Derrida tells
that there is nothing outside the text. He disregards extra textual factors
influencing the interpretation of the text. F.R. Leavis also belicves that
evaluation of the text ... the focus must always be the ‘words on the
page’ 2 Evaluation of the text is the principal function of criticism.
Leavis rejects the concentration on literary biography and history as
extra-textual factors overpowering interpretation. Critical evaluation
however does not require or depend on formulation of a rigid poetics
or theory of literature. ’

The great legacy of postmodernism can be the dismantling of the
authority of the West itself. The dismissal of intellectual heritage and
line of descent of which postmodernists themselves are not exceptions
proves to be a suicidal attack on their own writings to be insignificant.
Somic critics are of the view that postmodernists expose the question
of reality; they do not provide explicit answer about reality.® Professor
Shah is, therefore, right to joke, ‘I suppose that once the West had both
theory and practice, then, there was only theory and no practice and
now there is neither theory nor practice."
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After rejecting all previous philosophical and linguistic principles,
postmodernists’ introduction of determinacy theory in the realm of
criticism and in quest of physical reality seems to be unveiling the
darkest chapter of history leading to the destruction of human race.
Thab Hassan believes that certainly it is not the Dehumanization of art
that concerns us now, it is rather the Denaturalization of the planet and
the end of the Man.®
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Senses and Human Understanding

ABSTRACT

Human perception is characterized with certain limitations and

tendencies. Under certain conditions, humg.n senses convey false
knowledge to the mind. Human understanding does not e:fccluslvellly
depend either on innate faculty of mind or on the data supphed y the
senses; rather, it is jointly dependent on the two sources qf know}edge,
inner and outer. Human mind and ego are primary thF:1r constitution
at the initial phase. Later, they are metamorphosed into secondary
constitution. Consciousness precedes idea.
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Let me begin this paper with a quote from Kant’s book, Critigue of
Pure Reason. Kant writes °... all our knowledge begins with experience
... though all our knowledge begins with experience, it does not follow
that it arises from experience’.! Kant further poses a question, ‘Whether
there is any knowledge that is thus independent of experience and even
of all impressions of the senses? Such a knowledge is entitled a priori
and distinguished from the empirical, which has its sources a posteriori,
that is, in experience’.?

Let me now start from the very beginning. There are five senses,
namely, eye, nose, ear, tongue and skin. These senses convey knowledge
of the outer world to the human mind in the form of vision, olfaction,
audition, gustation and touch respectively. Let it be mentioned here
that out of the five senses, four are dual-sensory and the remaining one
is uni-sensory. In addition to their own specific sensations, eyes, nose,
ears and tongue also convey touch sensation to the mind. Skin conveys
only one sensation to the mind, i.e. touch.. The five senses are further
classified into two categories namely, contact and distance. Contact
senses convey impressions from the stimuli to the mind through contact.
Tongue and skin fall in the contact category of senses. They convey
gustation and touch messages, respectively, to the mind only after the
physical contact with the stimuli. Eye, ear, nose are distance senses.
They catch impressions from their respective stimuli both from afar as
well as from close ranges.

Senses are the media of perception; they cannot perceive themselves.
De-linked from the mind, they lose all capacity to perceive. It is
generally believed that senses and stimuli play active and passive roles,
respectively, in the perceptual process. Such a belief, however, is quite
often belied. Two bulls fighting with each other forcibly catch the
attention of people around. Further, senses’ perceptual jurisdiction is
confined to the outer world; they cannot look within. A hymn in
Kathopanisad clearly states that senses are so constituted as to perceive
the outer world only; they cannot orient their focus in the inner world
of man.’

Let us distinguish perception from other neighbouring words such
as sensation, sensitization and observation. Sensation is a pre-stage of
perception. Sensatton arises when the senses come in the tangential
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touch with the stimuli. Sensation is believed to be a psychological
myth. Sensitization is a process wherein senses derive impression from
the stimuli. Observation 1s planned and purposive perception.

LIMITATION OF SENSES

Ishwar Krishna, author of Samkhya Karika, enumerates certain
limitations of visual perception.” According to him, under certain
circumstances, eyes convey false knowledge of the stimuli to the mind.
Visual limitations arisc under the following five conditions:

(a) Extreme Contiguity with the Stimuli: A dust particle falls in the
eyeball. The particle is so close to the eye, yet the eye fails to
perceive it. Further, eyes fail to perceive their own eyebrows
because of the same reason. In fact, the visual focus has a
starting as well as termination point. Stimuli at the pre-starting
point fall without the range of visual perception. The termination
point of focus is extended in the case of radiant objects, such
as the sun, the moon and the stars. In the case of non-radiant
objects, the termination point occurs much earlier. it is because
of this tendency of visual termination that the sky falsely appears
as a canopy. The canopy-view of sky 1s nothing but an illusion
that arises due to the {ermination tendency of the visual
perception. Let it be mentioned here that sensory perception 1s
confined only to such stimuli which exist physically. Sky lacks
this qualification; it 1s devoid of all physical aftributes. In
Qanskrit language, the equivalent of sky is Sinya. Void or
Siinya lies beyond the periphery of visual perception. Our
knowledge of the sky, therefore, is not perceptual; it is
inferential. Like sky (space), the entity of time also lies beyond
the periphery of visual perception. Yet it is believed to be a
piece of empirical reality. In fact, the origin point of the time-
concept is traceable to the sequence of astral events such as
sun-rise, sun-set, hide and scek play of day and night, cycle of
seasons and so on.

(b) Inattention: In the state of inattention, divided attention, sleep
and other such mental conditions, eyes along with other senses
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cease to perceive any stimuli. In the state of inattention, linka
of mind with the senses is suspended. g

(c) Infinitesimility of the stimuli: In the event of the infinitesimilit
of the stimuli, there is no perception of the items concerne(f
We fail to perceive small germs, atom particles. We fail l{;
form auditory sensation of sound if it dips below a minimum
volume.

{d) Stff?’mll' under Cover: Qur eyes fails to perceive such stimuli
;Jvhlch ;re not exposed to them directly. We do not perceive our
ungs, heart and other inne
e i ol el r parts of body as they are covered

(e) {dentica! Structure of Units. Our eyes fails to distinguish
identical units from one another. We fail to distinguish one ant
from the other, one fly from another, one bee from another, one
wasp from another and so on. ’

) Furlther, according to Ishwar Krishna, our eyes convey false
C:I(])(\;iftieocilgsf:: of the stimuli to the mind under the following three
First, a jaundiced eye conveys false message to the mind in respect
of the stimuli’s colour. Second, stimuli lying far away from us dopnot
appear as big as they are actually. The sun, the moon, the stars appear
SO sn?all and tiny, which 1s evidently a false knowlecige Third Egder
dazzling light of the sun, we fail to perceive the stars. Ir; other =words
tg}ieryt of s.talri1 isdlost in the radiant light of the sun. Non-perception ot,"
e stars in the daytime i i 1
= min}; | ¢ is a piece of false knowledge which our eyes
. "l.“he. story of non-perception, wrong perception and perceptual
llmltat.mn does not end over here. There are many more instfnces
wherein our senses fail to perceive the stimuli as they are actually. Our
senses openly mislead us. There are cases of illusion (rope appe:drin
as snake). Perception of movement outside the running train is anothegr
example of perceptual illusion. Hallucination (perception of apparition
and other non-beings), non-perception of stimuli due to darkness are
the common experiences of our life. Further, our senses convey false
knowledge in respect of stimuli of enormously large size. Due to
the largeness of the earth, it appears as flat, though it is global in
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constitution. The list of visual limitations and false perception in fact,
is quite long and serpentine.

A poct composed a rhyme,
Twinkle twinkle little star/How I wonder what you are.
Up above the world so high/Like a diamond in the sky.

When the burning sun is sel/When the grass with dew is wel.
Then vou show your little so light/Twinkle twinkle all the night.

which recads as below:

false knowledge have been conveyed to

In this rhyme, three pieces of
diamond-sized. Second, the sun

the reader (tiny tots). First, the star is
sets and the third, it twinkles in the night only and not in the daytime.

Iimitations of human senses ar¢ overcome by technologies developed
by man. Distant sounds are brought within the reach of man’s auditory
perception through radios, telephones and mobiles. Distant images are
brought within the reach of man’s visual perception through TV sets.

he body through x-ray. Man extends his

Man perceives inner parts of t
perceptual capacity through such instruments as telescope, microscope,

etc.

[ view the problem of perceptual limitation and human senscs
conveying false knowledge to the mind in a different way. In my view,
knowledge which senscs supply in respect of stimuli, is primary. A

parallel may be drawn between primary knowledge and raw gold

extracted from the gold mine. At the later stage, man processes his
primary knowledge and raises it to the secondary stage. At the secondary
stage, sense data are checked and balanced. Through the process of
checking and balancing, man approximates his knowledge to the real
state of the stimuli.

Through his sustained experience, man tries to cxplicate the nature
of perception and devises ways and means to pickup true pieces of
knowledge from the heap of mixed data supplied to him by the senses.

Our senses supply us primary or raw data. As the senses are the part
of the nature, they are constrained to abide by the laws of nature.
Nature has framed the law of diminishing size in respect of long-

distance perception. OQur senses cannot outstrip such laws. According

to the law of diminishing size, the image of the stimuli grows smaller
and smaller with the rise of distance between the two sides of perception.
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Aft i
o ;:rlilt]::anucon;fs tﬁ know this law, he does not interpret his perceptual
rally. He changes his mode of inte ion | '
o of dtnishing s rpretation in the light of the
theli; man does not perceive stars in the daytime, he does not rely o
oy thestlm():uy ot; the daytime sense data. For true knowledge, he mzvers1
¢ nocturnal data in respect of the ;
. . stars. Man now k
things outside the movi ' be mea ot (8
oving train appear as moving. Th
present stage of awareness has freed hi B itong e
imself from the i
knowledge lying buried i i
ed in the heap of primary d j 1
4dEs B ot on the : p ry data. A jaundiced man
sense data in respect of the col ‘ imuli
supplied by his diseased e ol b e
yes. There are oth im t
colour of the stimuli. e o el i e
In , .
Certaiidtdltilon tg the natural ‘laws by which our senses abide, there are
¢ endencies of perception. These tendencies have been identified
pzr Cson;e psyghploglsts. According to Krech and Crutchfield,’ visual
eption is determined by two sets of f; ;
actor, structural and ]
Structural factors deri , e pe
ve from the structure of the stimuli 1
i timuli. Foll
are the major structural fact ' i e o
ors which determine the nature 1
or stru ] . - of perception:
. e(r.'::) Contiguity: Two items immediately contiguous to each othPe]r are
g -atlsda IIJart of the common stimuli. (b) Closure: Two separate units
andmri , gc.)k as one unit. (¢) Figure and ground: Figure is perceived
: Sini leun -tls oc\ifei‘llooked. (d) Whole and part: Whole is perceived as
unit and the parts are lost in the whole uni
t. We i
tree but hardly perceive it indivi s ot e
s leaves individually. () Similari '
6 Dills - e its : nilarity of items:
r?;?l]lgr items Of. tbe spmuh are perceived as parts of a single stmcturé
detls.llsd cal‘ljefilmmllarlty principle of perception. Murphy® has given ::;
ailed and 1llustrated description of the struct
- > structural factors of perception
. Functional factors derive from the need, moods, personal idiosyl;w'ra.
sie ' , .
dis;,oieiits_to expet{l;rl]ces, memory, mental set and several such personality
1ons of the persons concerned. Functi f
. . onal factors go to mak
perception selective. People ig in i ; ol
! . ple 1gnore certain items of the stimuli
; | ' ] ¢ stimuli
;atcllvertently and selectlvely perceive such items, which suit their needs
Nungpry;1 man may percetve non-eatable items as eatable ones ‘
ow ' i :
e };eagwfdoes nzian flck up pieces of true knowledge from the
of sense data? Does he rely for this hi
B S ' . on anything other than
e senses? This is a very crucial question. On this issue, views furiously
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differ. Philosophers and episiemologists are dividc?d into t:./odsghoocﬂ:
on this point, empiricism and rationalism. P1to.p(?51t10.ns p1051 lt(:e t ;ik "
school are hotly refuted by the other. Empinicists hkf}:l doih el
Tabula rasa (blank sheet of paper) analogy. On the othe iriCiS;
rationalists like Leibnitz talk of windowless r‘nondds. Whertalgsleélsgnmny
economy is based on the policy of endlvess import, rationa tlS ceonomy
follows the policy of total self—sqfﬁmency. The tw;) ex rfom- e
joined by Kant. He came out with the conc'ept 0 _? ﬁ” .
posteriori. Kant was half empiricist and half rationalist in hls ?li).pl.ather.
According to him, truth does not lie in either of the two ?C 00 s., ,
it consists in the synthesis of a prio;‘z'sr.n and a po.s{erzorzsr;z. —
Analogitally speaking, Lockian man is seitled on the.mson. ror!
sustenance and subsistence on the lunar surface, he meortf1 18 ncn kLi IZ
iterms. from the earth as nothing grows on the surface o'f t e n:oo ail e
lunar surface, man’s mind does not produce any thing II’; z;r;i Céf(,)ks
simply imports items from without through Ser_van.ts ( s;‘ensci1 nd cooks
the material 'thus collected. Entire prop'e;_rty of mind 1s colle iy
the outside sources. If this be the-posnu_)n of Logke, 1.‘16.11 C an
indefensible. But Locke is not so categorlgal on fhls point. . c:(, tainlg
to him, man’s mind is not equipped with innate ideas, but it certamnty
is equipped with innate faculty. e -
. gqiigplfr?likc the T.ockian man, Leibnitzian man is lodged 1;1 fd ccraﬂ,
where everything is provided from the very begmmn.g once (';m t (;1; ;V(;
Here, there is a rule of pre—established harmojray. Mll‘ld nee dn;) s
out of the cell for anything. Leibnitzian man.s.cell _15 closel‘ ro .
the sides. The external world is strictly prohibited from entering

the monadic cell.

THE MIND

As I visualize the situation, and real man is neither inlly s}c:ns;:s n;);
1 i ind. At the time of birth, the hum
only mind; he is senses plus min o )
bab};f is eql,lipped with primary mind. At the 1n111al- stage, such a mil(nci
makes reflexive movements; it mechanically sustains. the body; mafr ge
instinctive gestures as assisted by the prlmar}fldsensllqr){l stjlrlslc;?i.mary
3 Ce he from the outer world, whic €
senses carry the message ) : . B .
mind stores, processes and synthesizes. Primary mind remains engag
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in dual function, namely cozing consciousness and storing the images
from the outside world conveyed by the senses. With the expanding
volume of consciousness, primary mind is metamorphosed into
secondary mind. Primary mind is the baby counterpart of the adult or
secondary mind. In the reservoir of consciousness, sense impressions
brought from the outside are shaped and fashioned. Consciousness and
sense-impressions may be likened to ¢gg and spermatozoan,
respectively. The spermatozoan fertilizes the ¢gg. The fertilized egg is
nothmg but idea. So, consciousness is the mother and sense-impression
is the father of idea. Both sense-impression and consciousness precede
idea. In case consciousness precedes idea, how can idea be called
innate? No idea is possible without consciousness and sense-impression.
Mind encompasses consciousness it generates idea and many other
ttems, in the course of its existence. Consciousness may also be called
psychological field, which is differentiated into several sub-systems
such as cognition, affection and conation.

Primary mind is managed by the primary ego, which also goes with
the name of id. With the growing volume of consciousness and
furtherance of shade-differentiation, the id is metamorphosed into
secondary or real ego. After coming into being, the real €80 manages
the volume of consciousness and directs it towards the intended targets.
Primary and sccondary egos may be likened to the protem or ad hoc
and elected Speaker of the Parliament respectively.

Shades of Consciousness

Consciousness possesses several shades. Almost all the shades of
consciousness move under the instruction of the ego. Following are the
major shades of consciousness:

(a) Attention: attention is the flow of consciousness to a particular
target. Attention takes several shapes in respect to the following
conditions. (a) Singularity and multiplicity of target: In the event of
singular target, attention is highly pointed and intense. Multiplicity of
targets makes attention fragmented, less intense and less effective
with respect to each target. (b) Imagination: It is wayward flow of
consciousness toward certain distant ends, Imagination remains always
tied to the string of reality like kite. The kite flies high in the sky but
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it does not lose touch with the ground reality. (c) Inference: Inference
is judgement reached on the basis of major and minor premises. Major
premise 18 believed to be a piece of self-evident knowledge.
{(d) Reasoning: Reasoning refers to the investment of consciousness for
tentative judgement on certain issues. (e) Speculation: Speculation 1s
reality-controlled flow of consciousness in respect of certain 1ssues.
(f) Fantasy: Fantasy is flight of consciousness beyond all constraints
and regulations in the pursuit of certain ethereal objectives. Such a
flight, however, remains under the loose supervision of the ego.
(g) Dream: Dream is a shade of consciousness whereupon the ego
exercises no control whatsoever.

In this short paper, I have sought to portray
understanding and the role of senses thereinto.

the siructure of human
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Noticing the Illusoriness of the Tllusion of ‘I-Centricity’

The article entitled ‘Freeing Philosophy ft
Centricity”' written by Professor Daya Kris

om the “Prison-House” of I-
hna (hereinafter DK) is very
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El')portyr'le. DK,. n factf, has been trying since long to demolish through
is wrltlpgs this particular prison-house. And through them h hg
been trying to emancipate contemporary Indian philosophy fi > I?S
morass of biased thinking. And thus he is doing signaly 1'0{"1? <
philosophy in general and Indian philosophy in particular i -
But what is this prison-house? Well, this phrase obviou.sl i
met.‘aphorlcally here. And its real significance may perhaps ezcls bt
no_tlce of many who are not experts in philosophy. So I wo ldall')e o
briefly explain its real significance. e
- Reallty., whatever it is, started to evolve with a ‘Big Bang™, and th
#s evolution went on and on, and today it is what we find itg tc; be Ptx C;In
it may perhaps please you and other human beings, the ev.ol g
eﬂmeygmg after the animals are all of us the I—Iomo’Sapiens l';}lfb
(Jhrlstlelms expressed this phenomenon by saying that God create(-i i
after His own image. [ shall not go into the details of the conce tm anf
God and Creation here. In the beginning our primitive Aryan thililli ;
were not quite definite about the nature of the ultimate reality asmif
inﬁlcgtfrzd by the TRIE JaT (Rgveda, X. 129). But then this very SI_IICI'(:[
ells that through the force of heat the One (cf. Singularity as for Big
Bang) was born out of whatever was (JaRINTUREFRAOTAAFR). A li
Fhen, as 1s clearly pointed out in Rgveda, X. 190, on account \f)'f !t'llll' ;
intense inflammatory heat (3¢ig1y dud:) Law and I?Existence Were burlb
And then was born night, and then watery ocean. (& @ Ueg dnfl n!
'(TtrﬂT§wvﬂ?1ﬂ| A THAGTYUC T AT 3k (cf. aru: vg wrsiial) :n;;
then in the course of this creation in the form of evolution life anci then
tc';rcl)lnscuilflsneav,s .emerged, and only then self-consciousness. And il 1s
; al;l eseof ;%?lsg::g;:lr;ees which made thinking possible and later our
But thén, what exactly is this self-consciousness? DK says that it ts
thc‘ogtcm_ne of the ‘reflexive’ activity of consciousness. Well reﬂetiv';:
aot1v1ty_ is a sort of reaction. It can be possible eith,er at‘lht:
unconsciousness level or at the consciousness level. In animals, 1t 1S at
the former level, but in human beings, who are obviousl}’/ more
advanced3 it can be at the Iatter level also. But whatever be the level
the physical or more specifically the neural base is unavoidabl;
necessary for consciousness and, therefore, also for self-consciousness.
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The most advanced animals just below the human level are
neurologically almost similar 1o the human beings in respect of the
neural equipment. But the slight neural difference between the two
species makes the former incapable, while the latter capable, of thinking.
The Director of the Centre for Brain and Cognition; Califorma, V.S.
Ramchandran has in this connection said, “We know that thinking is
unique to human—to conceive implausible alternatives and to be able
to juggle them around. I would say that this major step in human
evolution—that must have occurred between half a million to 100,000
years ago—was the ability to introspect and become aware that you're
aware ... . It was when we became aware that we're aware that there

was a major difference between humans and apes ... .

‘One ctucial but elusive aspect of self is its self-referential quality;
the fact that it is aware of itself-—tae metapresentation.”

Prakash Chandra, a Newspaper Columnist, also says, ... sequences
of DNA have hardly changed in hundreds of millions of years of
evolution. And humans share much of their genetic inheritance with
other organisms, and nearly (italics mine) 100 per cent of the same
genetic code among themselves ... . This genomic perspective of man’s
place in nature should be a source of humility; and a heavy blow to the
idea of human uniqueness. Let’s now wait for the chimpanzee genome
that will probably be the best reality check for mankind. Although
scientists expect almost (italics mine) 100 per cent sequence similarity
between humans and chimps, there must also be a few differences that
will be of immense value. For among these differences, we may find
the genetic secret for our overbearing domination of planet Earth.™

And obviously this ‘domination’ is due to thinking, which is the
prerogative of man only. And surely enough, this ability to think 18
very much linked with the above-mentioned ‘self-referential quality’ of
man. It is this quality which, according to DK, is self-consciousness.
So, this self-consciousness is nothing mysterious after all, but is just
a kind of orientation of something towards some other thing. In the
case of the human consciousness the orientation is either towards things
outside of consciousness or towards consciousness itself.

Here a very pertinent question arises: Can consciousness be conscious
of itself? Well, in this connection, there is a very interesting view
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according to which consciousness, in order to be conscious, must have
tC'o be conscious of some object other than itself. And according to a
dlffere'ant but still very interesting view consciousness in order to be
consciousness need not be conscious of any outside or inside object
whatsoev'er. In India, there is a very strong lobby in favour of this
sc?cond view since very ancient time. But then, ordinarily it is the first
view that is accepted. In my Presidential Address ‘Consciousness or
Fonsqousness-of’s I have elaborately argued in favour of the
Colnscmusness~0f’ view. I have also argued in its favour in my paper
ent‘ltled Ty W ged o It may also be noted here that m;)n
philosophical disciplines of the West such as Existentialismy
Phenomenology, etc., are quite emphatic in holding that consciousness’
in order to be consciousness must have to be conscious of some object
either mfl:ntal or physical. I shall not discuss this point here in deiail
Now, in our own country the ‘pure consciousness’ lobby is so stroné
fmd so much entrenched that many of its influences have become
1nhf?rent1y embedded in our culture also. This point needs some
glarlﬁcation. This ‘pure consciousness’ lobby is very old in India and
it }:}as a boosting, as it were, in the teachings and preachings of the
Upanisads. The Upanisads are the culmination of the Vedas and apart
fro_m many other things the former preach with much emphasis the
ultlmacy of Pure Consciousness, €& da=d. The Upanisads were
SLEmmarlzed in sitra-form by G in his Brahma Siitra. Well, these
siitras on account of their being sutras needed explication for’being
understood, and this explication was done by very many commentators
the garliest of whom perhaps is the Adi Sarmkaracarya. He was a strici’*
mom.st and this implies that apart from Pure Consciousness there existed
nothing. This One Existent Brahman or Aitman is nothing different
from me or you or any other jiva. There is full identity between Brahman
flnq any other jiva. But then, the manyness of jivas again is not real.
I wEAST, ‘aq @ o, 98 A ek s and e Wl wfRRar
are the crucial statements of the Monistic Vedanta which is also known
as Advaita Veddnta. In the above statements which are regarded as the
mahavakyas the ‘%, ‘sur’, ‘o’ and & have the same referent. But
thBI:I the question arises: What is the status of the World? Well, it is
an illusion, pure and simple. !
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The Brahman or Atman, which is Pure Consciousness, cannot indulge
in any articulate knowing, nor can it perform any dloing. The subject-
object relationship of any kind which the ‘consmqusncss-of’ ~l‘0bby
regards as essential for consciousness is, accordmg‘ to. thf:' pure
consciousness’ lobby, a myth. Whatever is regarded as ‘object’ is just
a concoction on the part of those who are ignorant or ajiiani. The
entire complex of objects is an illusion which vanishes as soon as
the pure conscious state, that is the state of Brahman, is realized. Here
the analogy usually given in support of the illusoriness of the Worl'd
is quite famous. The illusion of the snake with which.everybody is
familiar vanishes as soon as the illusory object is recognized as a rope
due to, say, the advent of light. The Advaita Vedanta theory of the
paramdrthika, vyavaharika and pratibasika drstis is quite well known.
In the above analogy the vyavaharika drsti destroys the pratibhisika
drsti. Similarly, the paramarthika drsti can make the vyavaharika c‘i.rsti
vanish. We know as well that the Advaita Vedantin admits threc kinds
of sattd also, corresponding to the three drstis. The pratibhisika satta
vanishes when the vyavahirika satta is known, and the vyavaharika
satta vanishes when the paramdrthika satta is cognized. So, at the
highest, i.e. the paramarthika level, nothing except the Brahman or th_e
Atman is really existent; and all else is just illusion, also called mdy«_cx.
Accordingly, when a person is in the state of ignorance‘, hc is
mayopahita. Such a man is world-conscious, and on account of this hc.
is engaged in all sorts of worldly activitics; and so as a result of this
he has to suffer all sorts of worldly miseries. This is the human bondage,
a sort of imprisonment which one cannot avoid, when one is aitogether
oblivious of his true nature of pure consciousness which is an objectless
subjectivity or just I-ness. And it is this very I-centredness which can
make a human being fiee from the above bondage resulting from the
cosmic illusion referred to above. And so, this I-centricity alone is the
parama purusartha for man, attaining which liberation or moksa can
be realized. -

This philosophy of moksa preached by the Advaita Yedﬁntms_ is
perhaps started in its extreme form, as pointed out earlier, by Adl
San'lkarz"icérya. And this has influenced a large number of Indian
intellectuals and also quite some Western thinkers in such a way that
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for them what the Advaita Vedanta says is the Last Word. Such people
are so much indoctrinated as Advaita Vedantins that they would not
stand any kind of down-rating or devaluation of their “final’ doctrine.
Recently, DK wrote an article entitled “Vedanta in the First Millennium
aD: The Case Study of a Retrospective Illusion Imposed” which was
published in a JICPR Special Volume. This was adversely commented
upon by a number of ‘outstanding scholars of Advaita Vedanta’ whom
DK has named in his counter-reply to them under the title ““Shock-
Proof”, “Evidence-Proof”, “Argument-Proof” world of Sampradayika
Scholarship of Indian Philosophy”. DK had contended in his original
article that Vedanta was much less prevalent in India in the first
Millennium ap than were the non-Vedantic philosophies. This implied
a sort of minimization of Vedanta which obviously included Sarhkara
Vedanta also. So, DK’s contention could not be tolerated. But then DK
also could not take this intolerance lying down. And the title of his
counter-reply referred to above is clearly indicative of the intensity of
his intolerance. What I want to say by pointing out the above controversy
is that it is very difficult for thinkers to be altogether bias-free, neutral
and impartial. And certainly I cannot claim to be an exception in this
connection. But then I do certainly want and try to be reasonable and
impartial,

Now, let us try to evaluate the situation created by the ‘I-Centricity - -
believers. They hold that the T-Centricity’ is the Basic Reality and the
Empirical World is altogether illusory. And one must escape from this
tllusion and must be established in ‘I-Centricity’ which is Real Freedom
or Moksa. DK, however, holds that this view is a philosophical hoax.
According to him the ‘I-Centricity” itself is an illusion and the Empirical
World itself is foundational. The Empirical World is not at all a ‘prison-
house’, and this designation is most approprtate for ‘I-Centricity” itself,
So, one must necessarily escape from the prison-house of this I-
Centricity itself. 1 whole-heartedly endorse what DK says.

But in his article near the end, DK also says, ‘But neither Kant nor
anybody else has exhausted the unearthing and unveiling of these
llusions, nor has any one seen (italics mine) that the philosophical
enterprise as it has been practiced up till now is rooted in such an
Hlusion (italics mine). It is time that philosophy “frees” itself and gets
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‘Yiberated’ to achieve that for itself which it has been prescribing as the
summum bonum or parama purusartha for others.™

Well, this statement of DK is rather difficult to accept. If it means
that nobody (other than DK) has till now detected or noticed the
illusoriness of the above illusion of I-Centricity in his philosophical
enterprise, then I think it is not correct. The Carvakas did dismiss -
Centricity completely when they dismissed the very possibility of a
soul-substance distinct from the physical elements from which that
substance emerged as an epiphenomenon. If the ‘I’ ot the Atman is an
epiphenomenon, could it be an eternal existence? And if it is reducible
to earth, water, fire and air, must not the ‘T’ or the A¢fman be ontologically
illusory? Did not then the Carvakas notice the illusoriness of the illusion
under discussion? Thus, the detecting of this iltusion is surely very
ancient, as ancient as the Vedas, because the heretical views against
the §piritistic views were prevalent even in the Vedic times. Brhaspati
was a Vedic god and he was also regarded as the priest of the asuras
and he had preached heretical views and hedonistic norms to them.
Further, in connection with the impermanence of consciousness
Brhadaranyaka 2 1V 12 may be consulted.

Coming to Buddhism, we find that it preaches anatmavada in which
the entitative persistence of the soul is denied. H.ID. Bhattacharya
discussing andtmavada says, “The assemblage of coenaesthetic and
other presentations, representations and ideas, habits and dispositions,
feelings and sentiments make up the entire texture of our personality,
and al] these are changing constantly like a mass of foam or bubbles
and are ultimately unreal like a mirage (italics mine), the trunk of a
plantain tree, a spectre or magical illusion (italics mine), s0 that there
is nothing abiding in our psychical life to which the term soul (@tman)
might correspond.”

Now, if we turn our attention to the West we shall find that there
also the Ilusoriness of this I-Centricity has not gscaped the notice of
the critics and they have made it disappear perhaps forever. David
Hume, the celebrated British philosopher of the eighteenth century is
very famous as a sceptic denying the existence of any soul-substance.
He says, ‘... 'tis intelligible and consistent 1o say, that objects exist
distinet and independent, without any common simple substance or
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subjenl":t of inhesion. When I turn my reflection on myself, I never can
perceive this self without some one or more perceptions; nor can I ever
perceive any thing but the perceptions. 'Tis the composition of these
therefore, which forms the seff (italics mine)’.'"¢ ,

And now the American New Realists. Well, they went on a crusade
as 1t were, to demolish subjectivity altogether and launched the:
movt,tm.cnt of Pan-objectivism. It was they who pin-pointed this ego-
centricity as a predicament (1talics mine) and, accordingly, they advised
ftll not to be misled by it. And if this ego-centricity 1s a predicament
it can Ceﬂainly not lze regarded as a reality, much less as an Ultimatf;
‘On‘e.-An_d to regard it as Parama purusartha, as is done by the Advaitins
15 1n my opinion the height of absurdity. How can any illusory thingj
or object be any kind of purusartha?

While dealing with the American New Realism in my book ¥H&ATd
uregra ok 1 wrote,

Lo gRErd) guddd a9 [arefemard aw] B o amd § eEue
AR GudET qF HE AN q TR B v wHw 9 ug @ R R
AT W I W1 de WA TR W B 39 EN et R uRRfy
(ego-centric predicament) F§ T & I...

‘aarfser ue R a8 gwfew o gfYa wkir € fF gwd ge e femn
FN B e daer vy & asd § i & g uw g fawd) e
& ag wdar At & e owm ot §1 R Car wier gyl & (italics
mine) '

Again, in my article ‘#ia 3R gewel [ wrote, . wiae 3iY gurel Qi
“i\l,fa?a', doar ol Olla @ W Yg PR AaR @ ) gwArE yd ded aed
b

LU g das ol WiREer 0l wed 21 .., 3@ U godm @ (&
FT W famrfea =8 87 woar miFrs gfe | T w&) 4 o wig iy
A8t e vt B Qur we B W & Wt fg Al B L o S ag uw
& w g o9 ¢ o uRel IR W@ w8/

uyogeaed § g ped ueel A€ Edl| 9Wd HHUR e @ sk @ R
oy fawar o Qawr) fawrds dar s (italics now) s &

As a matter of fact, Sarhkara has not been able to eprain the existence
of the vyavaharika satta at all. All accounts given in this regard with
the help of mayavida are hoaxes, as it were. I have tried to explain
them in my article ‘Dogmas and Paradoxes of Advaita Vedanta’* In
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it I write, *... When they [the Advaitins] regard avidya as termingble
on the attainment of moksa, they regard avidyd as an epistelnologlcal
concept having significance in relation to the bondage of an ‘indiv1dua1
jiva. But when they regard avidya as asrita on Bral-lman Wlthout any
beginning, they take it as a metaphysical concept logically 1qdependent
of the epistemological condition of an individual jiva. But in order to
declare the purity and characterlessness of Brahman, they very cleverly
confuse the metaphysical and epistemological categories and become
the victims of a very bad type of category mistake.”"*

But then DK in his article under our review here has claimed, as I
have pointed out above, to have detected the prisonhood of the I-
Centricity himself for the first time: Well, I do not want to dwell upon
this point any more, and therefore end this article with my very_best
wishes to him in his very laudable endeavour of demolishing the prison-
house of the ‘I-Centricity’. |

But before I conclude, I would like to make a confession, in the
manner the great Exorciser Gilbert Ryle did quite some ‘time ago,' by
saying ‘As confession is good for the soul I do aFlm1t that I am a
spiritualist, all that I have said above notwithstanding. But then my
spirituality is an ethos, not a mythos of any kind.”"
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Morality of Revenge

I wish to ask the question: does revenge, which is refaliatory harm,
have the same moral status as initial harm? It is easy to answer this
question. If harming somebody is wrong or unjust, then retaliatory
harm, as countering this harm, would be Just. It would be punishment
for the wrong done. Next I wish to ask the question: does retaliatory
harm against this retaliatory harm have the same moral status as this
retaliatory harm? This question is also easy to answer. If the given
retdliatory harm is just, then the other one, as countering it, would be
unjust. It would be like a criminal avenging his punishment. In general
terms, we can make the following entirely uncomplicated statement: a
retaliatory harm is just when it counters an unjust harm; and it is unjust
when it counters a just harm. I have talked above of initial harm. I do
not wish to claim that it is casy to be sure in actuality which harm is
initial harm. It is possible that what is seen as initial harm is found to
be a retaliatory harm. However that may be, the general statement
which I have just made remains valid.
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irical theses, which 1 find gomng with the notion
of revenge. 1 would like to mention these, and also try o determine
their moral status. Firstly, there is a form of revenge, which tends to
become what I call extended revenge. That s, in this form of revenge,

we not only tend to take revenge against the person who has done us

harm, but also against other members of the class or group to which
d to chain-reaction. Thirdly,

he belongs.! Secondly, revenge tends to lea

with revenge against revenge, with retaliatory harm against retaliatory
st, tends to be all but

harm, the question of right or wrong, just of unju
forgotten, and the assertion of one’s personal or communal ego takes
over. One will have no difficulty in seeing that all these theses arc
profusely iNustrated in the case of Hindu-Muslim conflict in India.

[ will now seek to determine the moral status of these theses. In the
first case, we not only take revenge against the person who has done
us harm, but also against others who are not guilty, who are innocent.
As a result, we do something which is manifestly unjust. This unjust

phenomenon is startlingly common. To take just two examples. Musiims

in Godhra in Gujarat allegedly burn a coach of Sabarmati Express in
odhya. And then, in return,

which Hindus had been travelling from Ay
Hindus kill Muslims iz general in different parts of Gujarat. A Sikh

kills Indira Gandhi. And then, in return, members of the political party
to which she belonged kill Sikhs in general in Delhi and elsewhere. In
the second case, revenge as tending to lead to chain-reaction brings

into existence more and more violence. This can hardly be said to be

a desirable state of affairs, notwithstanding the fact that some of this
d case, morality is abandoned

violence may be of the just kind. In the thir
altogether. This conclusion s directly contained in the thesis that with
revenge against revenge, with retaliatory harm against retaliatory harm,
the question of right or wrong is all but forgotten, and the assertion of
one’s personal or communal ego takes over. i

1 may conclude my preceding discussion of the morality of revenge
as follows: revenge may be moral or immoral. But there are certain
empirical phenomena which tend to go with revenge, which are not
morally in order. We may say that this is one of the reasons why
people like Gandhi have spoken in favour of a non-retaliatory response

to injustice, in place of a retaliatory one.

There are certain emp

ﬁ
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I would like to utilize this opportunit
which he _ y to dwell upon a
the rca;)dr? gf g:‘:ed élnfl a great deal and for a long time. This cir::;:l?;
e & th‘n e revel?ge, On an earlier occasion, I have advanced
s bMialivesin hl;hCaOIillIlle:l:]tilgg. %nhdging so, Lparticularly had Hindus
let u ( - I hac made the following su I
histolizﬁf/oii t:tﬁeggi ar; :;W(: religious communities. g'rheff eesiigtr;
! erfain amount of hostili Ny
l;;t:;z:: zlcl)trannrlr.l fngtg re(siult, the har.n which only some mqén?lr;:rsdésflﬁ;
o communit1 ies do to some mfl:mbers of the other commuuity or
- Communyi as ?) whole, is projecied upon all the members of the
explanasion has a:tyl; n furthe¥ t.hought, however, I find that this
e and Muel 3§1 Only.f a limued application, say, to the case of
g v c:alms m_India. Thus, for example; it dees not apply to
g ki kﬂsle Iwg-lch I. han: also had an occasion to mention
a1t5/50 which she z.ln ira Ga:.ndhl. In_ return, members of the political
Lt e et e I;)nged kill Si-khs m general in Delhi and elsewhere
priliiighe: iy n 3not er case, which ore will not be surprised to come:
of the girls famil er;ﬁf’“cfl- A boy elopes with a girl. In return, members
of tho boy's fami){ ho do not approve of this start looking at members
to harm them.” | Vs/olrll dgenera]- with enemuty, and do not even hesitate
which seems to me tcl;1 h now like to advance an alternative hypothesis,
party, or the group t a‘;e; general validily. It i as follows: theEee
et i (gi arlz (1)) \;V ich the affected party or one which is taken
of mischief or ;)ne yh elungs, wreats the group to which the perpetrator
o8] G e 1W o is taken a§ the perpetrator of mischief belongs
membersiofithe ‘0 e, as a collective unity, in such a way that all thej
and consequcnt%;o:sl;) il‘t-;;:ellsd :; Sp?JIE?fLOW haViAng aport in thessaE
: | ishment. And it treats this enti
ﬁzoﬁgt?;ezrr:eﬂs];ngle Wh(?-lé on the l?asis of son.e affinity that there l;:;r:
perpetrator of lnvpelipefrutor of mischief or one who is taken as the
aoain. as ; . ~of Hindus an Muslims in India; or,
Ggandi1 ﬁvsolrni:h; ;ass Oi Slkhs in the example of a Sikh killing Indira
- I; oo y be .t e ai.”ﬁmty -of the relation of kinship as in the
P a boy eloping with a girl; or it may be some other affinity.
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collective (or communal) revenge,
In individual revenge, an individual
he latter harm the former

1. 1 distinguish between individual and
and between two forms of the latter.

or a group harms some person or persons, an‘d t : e
urn. In collective revenge in one sense, 1 the first s !

call it, a community as & whole or somebody who repre;er;ts t:-?tr(:;::;u?};;);
harms another community as a whole or spmebody w onec}zive o
community, and the latter harms the former in return. f{n co e
in the second sense, some rfnemlzﬁr or I;fnrr:lz?:; :))r tﬁa:(éommunity -
ember or members -0f another co : : .
fx?l?;‘;efnénd the latter harm the former com-mumlty ahs a WI?Z;CA ;:ﬁudmg
those of its members who are not .responsrble for the m:md e
It will be seen that it is collective revenge in the sec
[ have in mind here, and which I.call e).ctended rl;:v—englf.the ———
2. A story is told of a boy eloping with a girl. Mem ellj 0 e
. kill the boy’s father, his brother, and also othe.r niem eiifst S
return, members of the girl’s family are a159 k%lled, so tha e e
remain only the boy.and the girl to lead their life of love w1

in ret

] R K. Gurta
7B-5, Sah-Vikas, 68 Patpargan)

Delhi 110 092

Agenda for Research

What exactly is meant by padartha in the Indian Philosophical
Tradition?

The Nyaya Sutra mentions sixteen padarthas and the whole of the
Nyaya tradition is said to deal with them. Sibajiban Bhattacharyya’s
recent volume entitled Development of Nyaya Philosophy and its Social
Context published by the Centre for Studies in Civilizations under its
Project of History of Indian Science, Philosophy and Culture
programme, New Delhi, 2005 seems to centre its discussion around
them and not about the problems dealt with in the Nyaya Siitra. But
these are totally different from the ones given in the Vaiesika Sutra.

The padarthas of the Nydya Sttra seem to be related only to
knowledge and the argumentation leading to it, while padartha in the
Vaisesika Siitra refer so that which is there, i.e. substance, quality and
activities.

Both the Nyaya Siitra and the Vaigesika Siitra offer ‘extentional’,
definition of what they consider padartha to mean without giving any
independent criterion regarding what shall be considered as padartha
in their system.

Strangely, the Nyaya, according to Sibajiban Bhattacharyya as the
author of the Nydya Sutra considers padartha as confined only to
those mentioned in Siitra 1.1.1, later seems to consider padartha neither
n the sense of the Myvava Sitra or the Vaisesika Sitra, but as the
‘meaning’ or $abdabodha, as is clearly spelled out by Gadadhara in his
Vyutpattiviidah.

VV-LLL eiecard avareisyeagieRa dewt sefaafzar amd)

The term padartha here is neither the padartha of the Nyaya Stitra or
that of the Vaiesika Stitra.

The term padartha is also used in other schools of Indian Philosophy
as shown by Vladimir Shokin in his Article published in the JICPR,
Vol. XVII, No. 2.
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a i contexts has to be
' term padartha m all these ' . _
The U o feetisie and systematically elucidated in order to

tineuished, differentiated ‘ . ' |
;firinfn understanding of this key term in Indian Philosophy

Davya KRISHNA
Jaipur

Focus

1. Attention is drawn to Derrida’s work entitled Eye of the University:
Right to Philosophy published in 1904 by Stanford University Press,
Stanford, California. The work focuses on Derrida’s concern with
philosophy and the ‘teaching’ of philosophy as central to university
particularly in the context of the emerging situation created by far-
reaching developments in science and technology on the one hand and
economic and political forces on the other.

The work draws attention to the central problem emerging in the
field of ‘knowledge’ affecting all disciplines and, thus, requiring the
critical attention of concerned thinkers everywhere, be it the West or
the liast.

2. Gadadhara is generally acknowledged to be the last great Naiyayika
of the Post-Raghunatha era and his Vyurapattivadah is justly famous
amongst his many works, as it is an independent text on a linguistic-
cum-epistemological issue, and nor a commentary on anyone else's
work.

The ‘originality’ of the work in the well-established Sanskrit tradition
may be gauged by the tribute paid to it by subsequent thinkers who
have attempted to elucidate and understand its meaning. Surprisingly.
this work of the great master has challenged so many thinkers after
him that those who think that the great philosophical tradition of India
ceased long ago, would find it hard to come to terms with this
overwhelming evidence to the contrary.

Eight commentaries have already been published, starting from
Krsnamabhatta, whose date as given in Potter’s Bibliography is close
enough to that of Gadadhara to suggest that he was already a name o
reckon with in his own time, and ending with Sri Venimadhava Sukla
Sastri. A recent edition of the text with all the commentaries has been
brought out under the editorship of Achyutananda Dash, published by
the New Bharatiya Book Corporation, Delhi, 2004. The work is to
appear 1in three parts, but even the first part offers a taste of what is to
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come. It deals with Abhedanavya Bodhaprakarat raises ‘i}e 1cent’ral ;;qucg,
- P ing 1 a Sa ich cverytnin
age -in Nyaya or Sabdabodha on which

of language and meaning 1n : it
a o’ is inextrically involved with and dep

else rests. If ‘meaning 1s 1nex / invol e iy

upon the particular specificity of the linguistic cf)nsm.lctlon, t.hen‘lO -

can ‘meaning’ ever be ‘detached’ from that specificaion, scems

the central question addressed to in the work.

Daya KRISHNA
Jaipur

Notes and Queries

If Samvaya is not given the status of ‘existence’ or satt@ in Nyaya, how
can there be a real existent relation between dravya and guna, i.e.
substance and property or dravya and Karma, i.e. substance with
activity? Would not then, in reality, there would only be ‘substances’,
‘qualities” and ‘occurrences’, ‘events’ or ‘activities’ without any ‘real’
relation between them? )

In case the Nyaya distinction between that which is bhuddyapeksa
and that which is not, and if that which they consider as bhava is
regarded as buddhydpeksa, then does not the whole ‘world’ ‘constituted’
by relations and conceived of in its terms be buddyapeksa also?

In case we bring in the notion of paryapti sambandha in terms of
which they try to understand quantitative relations such as ‘twoness’ or
‘threeness’ or dvitua and fritva, then would not the Nyaya position
become ‘idealism’ pure and simple?

In case Nyaya accepts parvapti as a distinct relation different from
samviya, how would it be differentiated from the former?

What is the distinction between dharya jAdna and prama in Nyaya
which seems to accept both? Do dravya guna, karma, samanya, visesa,
samayaya and abhava not apply in the case of aharya jnana as they
do in the case of prama?

Jaipur [Dava KRISHNA
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SWETA Praapati: Influence of Ny@ya Philosophy on Sanskrit Peetics,
Paramamitra Prakashan, Dethi, 1998, pp. xxii + 275, Rs. 400

This book by Dr Sweta Prajapati has been introduced in the Foreword
as a Ph.D. thesis prepared by her under the guidance of Dr R.I. Nanavati.
Through this book Dr Sweta has fulfilled a long-standing need of
making an assessment of the iafluence of Nyaya system on Sanskrit
Poctics. I must say at the outset that the work has a stamp of authority
and critical acumen. It has been convincingly shown how both the
Pracina and the Navya branches of Nydya, including the Buddhist
Logic, have deeply influenced the various theories of Sanskrit Poetics
pertaining to Rasa, S‘abdavrttis Dhvani, Alankara, Dosa, etc. Due
credit has been given to the Adnumana theory which had its roots in
Sankuka’s interpretation of Bharata’s Rasa-siitra and which was
developed as a substitute for the Dhvani theory by Mahimabhatta. The
chapter on Nydya Methodology and Sanskrit Poetics has been quite
useful.

The chapter 1, which is an introduction, gives a brief survey of
Sanskrit Poetics from Bharata’s Natyasastra to Devasankara Purohita’s
Alankaramafnyjiisa, covering the salient features of all the schools of
poctics, and a succinct account of the influences of grammar and
philosophical systems on Sanskrit Poetics. A brief account of the history
of Nyaya as well as Buddhist Logic has been given in the end. This
provides a background to the subsequent study.

The second chapter called ‘Influence of Nyaya on Sabdavrrtz's’ is
quite interesting. Taking up Abhidha, the primary function of a word,
the scholar gives a comparative account of the views on the definition
of Abhidha and the classification of pada according to the Naiyayikas
and the Alarkirikas. Regarding the sources of Saktigraha, the treatment
of a single Alarkdrikas has prompted the scholar to go into the eight
sources, Vyakarana, Upamana, Kosa, etc., in detail on the basis of
Tattvacint@mani. Again, in the case of Laksand, a discussion on its
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name ‘upacara’ follows a mere mention of the three conditions of
Laksand according to rhetoricians. The discussion is based on the
Nyayasiitra of Gautama. Going back to the conditions of Laksana
(Laksan@—hetus), the scholar discusses about them on the basis of
Nyayasiddhanta-muktavali among the Nyaya texts and Kavyaprakasa
and Rasagangidhara among the Alankarasastra texts. The claims of
Tamparya as a vriti has been examined in the light of the views of the
different Naiyayikas and Alankarikas and a distinction between
Abhihitanvayavida and Anvitabhidhanavida has been drawn. In the
cases of Laksand and Tatparya, the influence of the Nyaya system on
Sanskrit Poetics has been quite evident.

I have to make some observations on some points in this chapter. It
is said that “Mahimabhatta recognizes 4bhidha alone as vrtti’ (p. 35).
It must be noted that Kuntaka was the first to recognize Vacya-Vacaka-
bhava alone between the word and the sense.! Hence, according to
Kuntaka also, Abhidhd alone is the vriti.

Secondly, it is said that ‘the restriction of Abhidhd by the restrictive
factors, therefore, is a myth’ (p. 41). There are two views regarding the
restriction of Abhidha among the Alankdrikas. These views are
expressed in the context of ‘anekartha-$abdas’. One view is that
the restrictive factors such as samyoga, viprayoga, etc. restrict the
denotative power of those words to give one meaning. The other
meaning is conveyed by Vyaijana* This view is held by Mammata,
Hemacandra, Visvanatha, etc. The second view is that the factors such
as samyoga, viprayoga, etc. do not restrict the Abhidha, but help in
deciding the contextual meaning (Prakaranika or Prastuta artha). The
other meaning is conveyed by Abhidha itself. This view is held by
Appayya Diksita, Jagannatha, etc.’ The first view is guided by one of
the five views on Sabdasaktimiiladhvani discussed in Abhinava Gupta’s
Locana on the Dhvanydloka.* The second view is guided by
Anandavardhana’s karika on Sabdasaktimiladhvani.® This view
corresponds to the view of the Naiyayikas regarding the restriction of
Abhidha quoted above. According to the second view, the
Sabdasaktimiiladhvani consists in the suggestion of some alankara to
avoid ‘asambaddarthatd’ between the prakaranika and the aprakaranika
senses.’
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It would have been better if a passing reference were made to what
the Naiydyikas say about Vyarijana vrtti in this chapter on sabdavrttz's,
indicating that the topic would be discussed in detail in the Subseciuenl
chapter on ‘The Theory of Anumana in Sanskrit Poetics™ (chap. V, pp.
148-9).

The third chapter entitled ‘Influence of Nyaya on Poetic Blemishes’
gives a critical account of poetic blemishes which are formulated by
the Alankirikas under the influence of Nyaya concepts of logical faults
like Vyaghata and Punarukta and those of Nigrahasthanas. Yet some
doubts arise in some specific cases as to whether they are defects at all.
For instance, an. example of Ekartha is given as cited by Abhinava
Gupta: FageReERIgG g7 | Here, on the basis of a poetic convention
that the fame is white, the fame is compared to the Kunda flower, the
moon, the garland of pearls and the laughter of Siva in whiteness. This
is given as an example of a poetic blemish called Ekartha, which,
according to Bharata, consists in avisesabhidhana, 1.e. use of many
words without difference in meaning, but not ‘use of many words for
a single purpose’ (as the scholar has understood, vide pp. 64-5). The
use of Kunda (flower), indu, hdra and harahdsa does nol amount to
such a blemish. The purpose may be the same, i.e. to bring out the pure
whiteness of fame. Fame is the Upameya and Kunda, etc., are the
Upamanas with ‘whiteness’ as the common property (sddharana-
dharma). If this is regarded as a blemish\, the scope of Malopamé is
totally eradicated. Again, Mammata’s example of Punarukta (which is
identified with Ekartha) has been (vide p. 66):

e B aeermrEgEwd: b
T ue fafy fafgwan aer foq
wifder. worfaen fsdwr: &
wed flerd wpper agfawrs &1

(Riches which yield all desires have been acquired. What then? The
foot has been placed on the head of the enemy, i.e. all authority over
the enemies has been established. What then? Friends have been gratified
with riches. What then? The bodies of men have lasted for a full cycle.
What then?)
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Here the repetition of tatah kim has been taken as a defect called
Punarukta on the ground that it dees not add anything new to the
meaning. It is true that tatah kim does not literally add anything new
{o the meaning. Yet the repetition has its own charm here, in as much
as it suggests the futility of human existence as a whole.

1 am not finding fault with the scholar’s treatment of the subject. She
has followed the textual authority faithfully in explaining the various
points of the topic. I am only wondering as to how the scholars like
Abhinava Gupta and Mammata gave such examples to illustrate the
defects. '

The fourth chapter gives a study of the influence of Nydya on the

poetic figures of speech. The very principles underlying the classification
of Alankéras mto Sabdalankaras, Arthalankaras and Ubhayalankaras
have been derived from the Nyaya system. The principles are
Anvayavyatirekibhava and Aérayasrayibhdva. Mammata is of the view
that the Gunas, Dosas and Alarikaras arc decided as of sabda or of
artha on the principle of Anvaya and Vyatireka, while Ruyyaka holds
that the principle of Asraya and Asrayin underlies the classification of
alankaras as of $abda and of artha. Further, in the classification of
Arthalankaras as governed by Tarkanydya, Vakyanydya, and Lokanyaya,
the group of Alankaras governed by Tarkanyaya are formulated on the
basis of Nydyasastra. Anumanalankara and Kavyalinga are the two
alankaras based on Tarkanyiya. Vidyanitha, Appayya Diksita and
Jagannatha consider Arthantaranydsa also as based on Tarkanyaya.
The conception and classification of these alankdras are based on
Nydya principles. Some \ater Alankarika (Yajfiesvara Diksita) has treated
Hetvabhasas as sub-types of Anumana. Among the eight
Pramanalankaras, the first four (Pratyaksa, Anumana, Upamana and
Sabda) are based on Nyaya principles. Bhoja, Amrtananda Yogin,
Appayya Diksita and Viévesvara Pandita deal with all the eight and
Devasankara Purohita deals with only first four. Drstanta, Udaharana,
Visesokti, Smrti, Samasokti, Tulyayogita and Virodhabhasa are the other
alankaras based on Nydya principles. All these alankiras are dealt
with in detail and the Nyaya principles underlying them have been
explained quoting relevant authorities.
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Now, as regards the points made in regard to the Anvaya and
T’/yatireka principles underlying the classification of alar‘;ka'rai: as of
sabda and of artha, some points need a close and critical iook Orc:e
S,uCh point is: ‘If one Alankara of a Sabda is due to the presen.ce of
sabda then Srautopama, which due to the anvaya of iva is actually an
Arthalankara, will be a case of Sabdalarnkara’ (p. 95), ’

This observation is not warranted because what Mammata has kept
as the underlying principle of Srauti and Arthi Upama 15 whethgr
aupamya is expressed or implied. When the upamavdcakas such as
yathd, iva and va are ysed, they convey the relation of aupamya directly
Then the Upama is Srauti. The same is the case with var added in the;
sense of Tatra tasyeva (Panini-siitra 5.1.116). This does not make
Srauti Upama a Sabdalarnkara. The anvaya of sabda in that case is
s:oupled with the idea of sabdaparivrtti-asahatva. If a particular word
is not used and any other synonym of that word is appfied, the expected
alfmkcira should not be there. In other words, the alankara does noi
arise when the particular word is changed. Then only the alankara is
called Sabdalarikara. In the case of Sraufi Upama, even if ivd is
substituted by yatha, va or vat in the sense of iva, it remains an Upama
It cannot be a Sabdalankira. Hence, Anvaya-Vyatireka theory rie:e(-‘i
not be discarded. Dependence on sabda or artha for saundarye can
also be expressed in terms of Asraya-Asrayi relation. 1

Then as regards Anumdndalankara which is a Nydya-based alaniara,
the examples given by Vagbhata (pp. 102-3) shows that there is-ﬁ
strong element of sambhavana in them. Some cases of Anum@na have
the Sankara with Ripaka, Atisavokti, etc.” Similarly, in the ex:h-i11pf&s
of Anumiina given by Vagbhata, there is Sankara with Utpreksa. How

could a pure case of Anumana be seen in an illustration g:-iven by
Appayya Diksita.®

In. all the cases of the alankaras in this chapter, the first criterion 18
poetic charm and since the Nyaya-content has been introduced into the
structure of these alankaras, they are called Nydya-based alankaras.
This is rightly made out by the scholar.

The fifth chapter is devoted to the theory of Anumana in Sanskrit
Poetics. The Anumana School in Sanskrit Poetics has the sole exponeft
in Mahimabhatta with the support of one predecessor called Sankuka
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who adopted the theory of Anumana in his interpretation of Bharata’s
Rasa-siitra and argued that Rasa was gnumeya. The scholar has given
a succinct exposition of the Anumana theory according to Mahimabhatta,
who made a scholarly attempt to show how all varicties of Dhvani
could be included in Anumana: The scholar has given an exposition of
five out of about thirty illustrations of Dhvani analyzed by Mahimabhatta
in his Vyaktiviveka and shown how Mahimabhatta attempted to explain
the suggested meaning in them as inferred (pp. 150-4). The Alankarikas
such as Mammata, Ruyyaka, Vidyadhara, Vidyanitha, Visvanitha,
Kavikarnapiira, etc., have followed the Nydya method in refuting the
views of Mahimabhatta. What I feel here is that instead of showing the
untenability of the Sddhya-Sadhana relation between the expressed
meaning and the suggested meaning in all the instances analyzed by
Mahimabhatta, they expend much of their energy and scholarly acumen
in showing that the hetus pointed out by Mahimabhatta are vitiated by
the fallacies such as Araikantika, Viruddha, Asiddha, etc., admitting
thereby indirectly Sadhya-Sadhana-bhava in those instances of Dhvani.
The Naiyayikas would enjoy sceing the Alankarikas engaged in such
a negative Ny@ya exercise. Mammata’s final and positive attempt to
show that the indefiniteness of the suggested sense proved the difference
between Anumina and Vyafijand, is the one which I appreciate most.

In the sixth chapter, dealing with Nydya Methodology and Sanskrit
Poetics, the scholar has pointed out how some Alankirikas such as
$obhakara, Vivanathadeva, Appayya Diksita, YajiieSvara Diksita,
Jagannatha, Vi§vesvara Pandita, DevaSankara Purohita, ¢tc., came under
the impact of Navya-nydya methodology in their argumentation in
their works. I would rather agree with P. Ramachandrudu (p. 193)
who, with reference to Jagannatha’s indulgence in the sabdabodha m
his Upama section, says: ‘This $astra has gained nothing by the
introduction of this prakriya.” The intellectual exercise in the form of
dialectical argumentation is often the enemy of poetic pleasure.

The seventh chapter gives a study of the impact of Buddhist Logic
on Sanskrit Poetics. This study is very ably carried out. The scholar
refers to the view of Mool Chand Shastri recognizing two traditions in
Sanskrit Poetics, viz., Brahmanic tradition and Buddhist tradition, and
putting Bhamaha, Silameghavarman, Sangharaksita, actually in the block
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of Buddhist tradition. Following K. Krishnamoorthy’s arguments, she
further establishes that Bhamaha was a Buddhist. All the argumen;s go
in favour of that view. But one point is against it. Bhimaha is opposed
to the Buddhist doctrine of Apoha and Santaraksita answers at length
Bhamaha’s refutation of Apohavada (p. 203). I refer here to the 7th
argument summarized from K. Krishnamoorthy’s work: Referring to
Buddhists as anaimavadins, it is said: ‘Bhamaha, like Buddhists, does
not accept poetic clements.” [ cannot understand what it means.
Sankuka’s leanings towards Buddhist Logic is quite clear in his
Anufnitivéida on Bharata’s Rasa-siitra (pp. 204--5). This is well illustrated
by Sankuka’s reference to the Citraturaganydiva.

The division of Sanskrit Poetics on the lines of Brahmanic tradition
and Buddhist tradition is not only unwarranted but also immature. The
traditions in Sanskrit Poetics could be on the lines of Rasa School
Alankara School, Riti-Guna School, Dhvani School, Vakrokti School,
Anumana School, etc. Whether Bhamaha was a Bauddha or not, he is’
held in great esteem by all the later Alankarikas, Vamana, Udbhata
Rudrata, Anandava_rdhana, Kuntaka, etc. Merely because two or thréc:
writers belonged to Buddhism should not be the criterion to make a
fh'vision like that. Hemacandra was a Jaina. One or two more writers
tn Sansknt Poetics might be Jainas. That should not become the ground
to create a Jaina tradition in Sanskrit Poetics.

The eighth chapter. the conclusion, brings out the salient points of
all the earlier seven chapters.

In conclusion, I have to say that this work is a remarkable attempt
by Dr Sweta Prajapati, whose scholarship in both the fields of
Alankarasastra and Nydya is quite extensive. This work is an excellent
contribution to the field of Alankarasastra. It can be a model for other
scholars to study the influence of other Sastras (Vyakarana, Mimamsa
Vedanta, etc.) on Sanskrit Poetics. ' ’

In the end, 1 have yet to say that a large number of spelling mistakes
have remained in the book. This is not desirable in a work of standard.
I do not know whether the publishers get the proofs corrected by the
author or not (some publishers have their own proofreaders). In any
case, some mistakes are glaring because they result in a meaning which
is opposed to the intended meaning: for instance, on p. 104: g3 iR@T
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gy gy Sugrgmafuden ax a9 @m0 The word underlined
should be @iuwra: | The Vyipti intended is: Whether there are formal
ways of addressing, etc., there is a state of anger. @IupirE: means ‘absence

of anger’.

Again on p. 151: g reyroraray, g@iigaEr .. | The word
underlined should be ¥izarmvmaray | WHURUGTEH means “fit for a timid
person to move about.” But the intended meaning is the opposite of
that (not fit for ...). sreyoma is the word required.

There are some errors in sentence construction: (1) on p. 37 and
143: use of ‘in case of in stead of ‘in the case of (2) on p. 41: ‘... the
exact meaning signify which ..” in stead of ‘... the exact meaning to
signify which ... Some sentences are not clear due to some missing
portion: (a) p. 97 ‘... similarly, poeticians also hold the view imply in
their propositions ..." (b) p. 149: ‘e laughs at the idea that poets
propose to solve the satisfactory solution at the hands of the most
learned logicians.” Lastly, the translations of some of the technical
{erms give other meanings. For instance, on p. 137 (last line): ‘person
reproduced’ for anukdrya (person imitated or represented); on p. 138
(first line): ‘reproducing actor’ for anukartr (actor who imitates or
represents); ‘realisation” for anusandhana (attunement or becoming one
with). There are many nstances with unsatisfactory translation. Since
they give tiw meaning of the technical term, I have not pointed them
out. Some sentences need improvement, for instance on p. 136: “The
theory of Rasa constittes one of the most important features of Sanskrit
Poetics’. Rasa is not one of the features of Sanskrit Poetics, but the
central, fundamental or- innermost point of charm in Sanskrit poetry

(Kavya).

NOTES AND REFERENCES

1. aed wearad § ) A arasenfRg w@sel gfv v d ndarsTEE
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1. 8).

7 apyaelvy erscey arawd Pafud
eiirmeRaraneiE R | | (Kavyaprakasa, 1. 19)
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byt forgd creaa-ae wRiEn |
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Nowadays, biographics are extremely popular. In Amazon.com, the
famous cyber bookshop, I found not less than sixty thousand bi‘ograg;hies
I((«':::)Civ (:;V;r ?J\f;:lmy-four thousand autobiographies!). Perhaps if the reader
o s that s E? reads a real .story', or a.t least a story based- on real facts,

comes easier for her to identify with characters and events. Another
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st love to peep into other people’s lives, especially
here is no doubt that Jiddu Krishnamurti (henceforth
ry life, leaving us with a fascinating teaching
de, attempting to this very day to offer an
(or inspired) by his teaching.
biography has been dedicated

option is that we ju
if they are famous. T
K) has lived an extraordina
and several schools worldwi
alternative in the field of education, based

It is not surprising then that more than one
to his life story. Interestingly, K himself started to write his

autobiography in 1915 (at the age of 20), and noted his reminiscences
up to 1911. Williams® book foltows the more famous biographies written
by Mary Lutyens' and Pupul Jayakar.” Lutyens, K’s official biographer,
has been close to K most of his life. He is the one who has encouraged
her to write, and he has read (or listened 10) her manuscripts prior to
publication. Jayakar has also been close to K, and writes primarily of
her own experiences with him. ‘I first met Krishnamurti in 1948’, she
begins her story, and the best parts of her book, at least for me, are the
detailed recollections of conversations she and others have had with
him. Unlike these two, Williams is a professional biographer and this

is her second biography; the first has been dedicated to the story of the

Australian novelist Christina Stead. The fact that Williams is an ‘outer’

biographer is both an advantage and a disadvantage.

Disadvantage, since her book is based on other people’s testimony,
each of them having her or his own impression and sometimes even
agenda. Advantage, as she is free to touch any issue, fragile as it may
be, without being required to depict K as necessarily ‘enlightened’ or
liberated. Williams indeed emphasizes several themes which were
previously somehow neglected (I will exemplify later), but I'm afraid
that something lacks in her book. K is more than the total sum of his
life events, which Williams laboriously depicts. There was something

about him which created immediate response in his listeners, and that
ot to be found in the book. Furthermore, I believe that

something 15 n
nor his teaching from him,

K cannot be divorced from his teaching,
whereas Willlams makes a clear distinction between the two and
endeavours to focus on the man, not the teaching. This editorial decision
(the man, not the teaching) turns K’s life, at least as sketched in the
book, into a soap opera: everybody falls in love with everybody, and
it’s all about personal relationships, ego-clashes, influence, money and
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i?fﬂ;a;tiis\g]si’e; Elznt atich)r aat lea{ist fh-at;? what K has been trying to
ol s n s : as well as in 1s diaries. Williams’ dista
om ihlst jyl?;lsoéloc;lll(lylfxigrissted in the photographs she has chols]e(::s
g ot uncommon that biographies ¢ '
theo(t;gﬁg‘};syzf ;1;: g}&:{r}stznea tolwhi;h they are dedicatged.pAfter Zﬁta;r;
o . quals a thousand words. Indeed, in Lu S
Sta(;l;:,otf"‘olii :)I(iafl;lplle, one‘ﬁnds r-emarkable photos of K in difgf;lr?t
e pho_to n I&a onhg with family ar}d friends; especially remarkable
e A thm (t) ¢ very act of Fhsmissing “The Order of the Star
il Oneeh mmen camp i August 1929, Williams’ book
R e.ph otE of young K on its cover. Inside, the readers
heeiotons l1lg t photographs, a.ll of buildings which are somehow
i ishi Valley Schoc?l in Andhra Pradesh, Mrs Besant’s
S Iyar, etc.); just buildings, not people, not K himself
o a};,omwc;uld say that the whple book in about ‘buildings"
i \'% Iat:ctualﬁly took place in them. Somehow, Williams’
i Occurrenare eft ou.t81de, specglating from a distance about the
s Kc’;es;; She is not asking the difficult questions. For
e pers.istence s timpus claim that ‘truth is a pathless land’ and his
e reconcﬂzr(;? If_:I 1mpo,rtance of.' offering an alternative educational
e . 'as Ks repulsion about hierarchy and authority
e ogty. is tembl.e, c,iestructive. The quality of authority
e M grd, 1§ -tyrz%nnlca] %} simply not been a psychologicai
S heade indoctrination he has gone through in Theosophical
o foqufslﬁers as a youth? Has K, in his talks, not been too
e raa f;rson who rejegts authority as much as he claimed
S e é Is t ave already said, Williams is not really interested
I E:gla:[' ns }e;ad, she prefers to focus extensively on two main
iy lic;ntsr i ;Eg\;f;}hi Shf}il'les Leadbeater and what I will later
D.LRa;]'agopaI and the lattex,"s. v.vifefj gﬁ‘;ﬁﬁgf R
‘discf;tvserzt;,r;( with the first issue. Leadbeater is the one who has
5 ity and(as well af Seve.ral,o.ther boys including, by the way, D.
T sawhthe messiah’ in him. Yet, as Williams explicitly
rEIatiO, Lo a homosexual gnd a pedophile. Referring to his
nship with young K and his brother Nitya, Mary Lutyens says
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that ‘considering Leadbeater’s homosexual tender,lcias( ’i; m;lts\:, agcel
i i been Krishna's s) o
mphasized that it could not have :
priarance that attracted him. Krishna, apart from t;s Wonde;f;il;vy;;,
1 t that time. He was N
looked far {rom prepossessing 2 ! i g
i 1 ito bites, with lice even 1n
undernourished, covered in mosqui .
: i haved to the crown and 1alling
brows, crooked teeth and his hair s )
?r}f Z ;igtail at the back™. I don’t believe that Lutye.ns has ever discllllstseli
the matter with K. Otherwise she could have simply wr;ttef 1:daShe
jonship with Leadbeater. instead,
does not recall any sexual relations . : e,
hink that such a horrible scenario co
probably prefers to t o o eh &
ill1 he other hand, cannot ex .
happened. Williams, on t ‘ . B
ibili i 1 for the understanding o
ossibility. How important 1s 1t g MACETEane 3 ,
Fnesqage‘? Well, psychologically speaking, if it did Eappen :t. gﬁiﬁx
4 de : it i ted to the great dif
left a deep scar, and it is perhapsl connec
vihich K }Il)as later on experienced in the course of Wha}‘[l he Kreierrec(l) :12
’ ing t ive occult training that K has g
as ‘the process’. During the extensive o o
‘ ori dbeater, a book called At the e
through under the tutoring of Lea : sat - ¢ Lreet
the M%zsrer has been composed. Williams dedicates a detailed dlscu;mlo;
to this thin book, allegedly written by K in 1909, at t'he a%T ?Chin,
shortly after being ‘discovered’. It is supposedly thc;I sum;\n/ldr){i I:;:t humgi
i ' he i hmiri brdhmin Maste
he has received from the immortal Kas 1 !
: ] iding in Tibet, whom he has visited every nig
(or Koot Hoomi) residing in , e
' et it beater. Of the notes he has
his astral body together with Lead : e
' is night ) t of his body, the book has
svery morning, afier his night journeys out of | . i
;‘;Zlycompiled or at least this is the official version of t;m;) Thciosopﬂlst-sﬁ
il i hi 1 laiming that K could barely write 1
Williams guestions this version, ¢ . riieiatier
inglish ¢ ime ting that it was Leadbeater
English at the time and sugges , = il
i I bout K’s authorship have a y
dictated the notes to him. Doubts a el
i ' d others. The book, easily availa
been raised by Pupul Jayakar an : vaable !
-world) wide even today, is an inter g
bookshops world- (and cyber-wor it estne
1 h of X and his teaching bu
document for the understanding not so muc . ' ‘
rather of Theosophy and the Theosophists of the time. Anfue Bessnl
(whose story, by the way, is not less interesting than K's), mld er
preface to the book, writes: “The privilege is given to me, as'én eb er,
to pen a word of introduction to this little book? the first wrlttenh-y a
younger Brother, young in body verily, but not in Soul. The teachings

Book Reviews 193

contained in it were given to him by his Master in preparing him for
Initiation, and were written down by him from memory, slowly and
laboriously, for his English last year was far less fluent than it is
now ..." The book, beginning with the dedication ‘to those who knock’,
is divided into four chapters, each dealing with one of four qualities
required from the student who wishes to walk on ‘the path’, namely
discrimination, desirelessness, good conduct and love. The first, i.c.
discrimination between the real and the unreal, is very common in
Advaitic texts. Check for example Sankara’s Brahmasiitra-bhasya 1.1.1,;
here he lists the qualities required from a sisya wishing to embark on
the inquiry toward the brahman, claiming that he should be nitvanitya-
vastu-vivekah, ‘endowed with clear distinction between the eternal and
the transitory’. The second requirement of Af the Feet of the Master,
desirelessness, echoes the message of the Bhagavadgitd; “You must
work for the sake of the work’, says to young K the Master (or
Leadbeater), “not in the hope of seeing the result’. The fourth requirement
blends the Git@’s bhakti with Christian love: ‘Of all the qualifications’,
says the Master, ‘Love is the most important. It is the will to be one
with God. Because He is Love (all the Capitals are in the original), you
if you would become one with Him, must be filled with perfect
unselfishness and love also’. Years later, K denied any memory of
writing the book. Williams even quotes someone who has heard him
saying to his father in his native language Telugu (which later on he
has altogether forgotten!) that he is not the author of the book. Written
by him or not, young Alcyone (K’s Theosophical name) had a long
Jjourney ahead of him until he was to become a full-fledged ‘world-
teacher’, the task originally intended for him by the Theosophists. ‘The
most remarkable thing about Krishnamurti’s life’, writes and justly so
Mary Lutyens, ‘was that the prophecies made about him in his youth
were fulfilled, yet in a very different way from what had been expected™.
If the later K used to say that ‘listening to the story of what is brings
about its own liberation™, thus rejecting ‘the story of what should be
told by religious traditions, leaders, gurus, politicians, etc—then At
the Feet of the Master is nothing less than a paradigm of that very
story which he has later on left behind’
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The second issue dealt by C.V. Williams a‘F lengt‘h is ‘the t_rlanglle .
In other words, she is extremely preoccupgad with the trl‘angu acll'
relationship between three figures: K, D. Rajagopal, thﬁ_: edlto:" anls
actually the compiler of many of K’s bool'(s, all based on the/prodoco .
of talks given by him, and his secretary/assmtan}/toqr-manage’r pro uc;:
right-hand, and Rosalind Rajagopal, the latter s wife and K's love(; osr
many years. Adopting a journalist’s perspectlfe, as Sh.e often tf)i:) ,
Williams (having read Lives in the Shadow v'uth; J. Krishnamurii thy
Radha Rajagopal Sloss, Rajagopal and Rosalmc_l s d'aughter)‘sees 'fe
classical romantic triangle: K having a love a.ffa}r with Rosalind, Wfi €
of his loyal servant Rajagopal, later on dism1551ng both of ‘them %_ er
having caused a split between them. She even brings 1n a sccl)op :1n
the early months of 1936 Rosalind was pregnant ﬁ_‘on.l K, but 'flter on
miscarried. One cannot argue with facts, but their 1nterpretat-10.n, as,
another cliché says, is in the eyes of the beholder. In between Williams
own lines, hides a slightly different story th:an the one she t?HSi
According to this story, if [ may offer my own mterpretahon, the r;:a
couple’ is not K and Rosalind nor Rosalind and Rajagopal, but 1“3.:1 er
K and Rajagopal. Two men who have been close to each otheT an 1;1
a sense depended on each other for many years. Yow_ung Rajago‘fab b
who has been promised by Leadbeater that in a future llff.: he ‘_wm'}l e
‘the next Buddha on the planet of Mercury’, has to settl_e in this 11f.e .for
being a helper of the ‘messiah-to-be’ on Earth, watching K recewtlrig
every privilege and all the attention. Later on, they were both sl:ar}d .o
England, where Rajagopal, unlike K, has been accepte@ to Cam r}kgg
and studied European and English history and layv,' unt1l.he was aske
to join K and his younger brother Nitya in Ojai, California, heniz
becoming a ‘family member’. K and Rajaggpal have»travelled the wo;
together, spending years ‘on the road’, while 3osa11nd and Radhai. er
and Rajagopal’s daughter, stayed back in Arr_lenca. Personally, I be ;e;fle
that only when he released himself from his deep Fiependence 0? tde
Rajagopals, practically (Rajagopal) as well_ as emotionally (Rosalin )(i
which has taken him years and became possible only when he develqpe
a base of support in India which included Pupul Jayakar, her sister
Nandini Mehta (who was very close to K to the extent. thgt many
believed, as Williams herself does, that she too had an affair with him)
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and several others—only then was K able to experience a new type of
freedom, freedom not only on a sublime metaphysical level, but also
on the daily level, in the small things, which afier all comprise a large
portion of our human existence. K’s dependence on Rajagopal and
Rosalind (to whom he has written unbelievable amount of letters from
his different journeys, often everyday) has replaced, as shown by
Williams, his previous dependence on Nitya, which continued until the
latter’s premature death at the age of 27 (K was 30 at the time), an
event which has affected K tremendously. To sum up the discussion of
‘the triangle’, 1 would like to say first, that things (as 1 have tried to
show) are much more multi-faceted than they seem to be on a first
glance, and second that in a way it is reassuring (and not at all
disappointing) to find out that K has all along been as human as us;
a person who had to overcome numerous difficulties to bring freedom
into his life, rather than a semi-god as the Theosophists and later on
some of his disciples (though he rejected the term and its connotations)
have preferred to see him.

1 would like to further touch on three themes, which I have learned
about from Williams’ book:

First is the fact that K and Nitya have been actually kidnapped from
their father Narianiah. When the latter—who at first cooperated with
Leadbeater and Besant—being a devoted Theosophist himself, realized
that they were determined to separate his sons from him, he applied for
legal aid; but when the court case was going on, the boys have been
travelling Europe, accommodated (and hidden) by supporters of the
Theosophical Society, and pressurized to take a stand against their
father. Having first lost the case in India, Mrs Besant managed to
change the verdict back home in England, where she still had enough
influence to do so. Hence, the boys could stay on in Europe rather than
being sent back home. That the brothers didn’t want to go back to
poverty and to what the now considered as ‘backwardness’ is
understandable, yet the story of two boys literally stolen from a father
who has all along been deliberately mislead (a story which has been
‘softened’ by Lutyens and Jayakar) is unbelievable. Second is the striking
fact that after dismissing “The Order of the Star’ in his famous speech
at the Ommen camp, Holland, in 1929, nothing much has changed: K
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continued to give talks to Theosophical audiences as before, travelled
between the same old places, has been funded by the same old
Theosophists, had as warm relationship with Annie Besant as before,
and even kept on conducting annual camps at Ommen (even if under
a different name). K himself, as shown by Williams, was yearning
for an outer change to match his inner transformation, but as she
further shows, he had to wait. _

The third theme concerns K's healing powers. According to Williams,
K has cured several people from deafness, leprosy and even cancer.
Surprisingly, he used to refer to his physical healing powers as siddhis,
claiming that they were ‘a deviation for a person interested in meditation
and liberation’. It is an interesting claim as it coincides with Yogasiitra
3.37, where Patafijali’s maintains that the siddhis elucidated in this
very chapter ‘are obstacles in the way to samdadhi but attainments when
the mind is outward-turned’.” Has K read the Yogasiitra? Has he been
influenced by this text? Williams says that Nitya has read it. Should
we consider K as a yogi then, on top of being an educator, which I
believe was the only ‘title’ later-K has ever been willing to identify
with, at least to a certain extent? And does it all have anything to do
with the fact that K has dedicated a daily session for more than thirty
years lo dsanas and prangyama which he learned from B.K.S. Iyengar
and T.K.V. Desikachar, two highly esteemed yogacaryas?

Reading through Williams’ book, I have been thinking (or actually
rethinking) about the novelty of K’s message. Has he said anything
new, 1f we compare him to other moksa-orientated thinkers, belonging
to the Upanisadic, Buddhist, Yoga and Advaita traditions? My very
own impression is that K’s novelty lies not in the what but rather in
the ow of what he has said and stood for. Using modern language and
science-friendly terminology, and being a ‘citizen of the world’, he
managed to earn the listening ear of new audiences: western,
westernized, middle and upper class people and in the Seventies even
the “flower’ or ‘hippie’ generation. In a sense, K has fulfilled the
Theosophical vision by becoming (even if reluctantly) a ‘living bridge’
between India and the West.

I would like to close with two quotations, the first from Sri Aurobindo
and the second from Sigmund Freud. Says the former to his biographers:

B
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T see that you have persisted in giving a biography-—is i
necessary or useful? The attempt is bou%ld to b% apf;/ﬂurlz ltt)eﬁfg
neither you nor anyone else knows anything at all of my life; ’it has not
been on the surface for men to see’s The latter conc,ludes his
autobiography saying the following: ‘Looking back, then over the
pat(?hw.ork of my life’s labours, T can say that I h;ve m’ade many
beglm'ungs and thrown out many suggestions. Something will come of
therr} m the future, though I cannot myself tell whether it will be much
or little. 1 can, however, express a hope that I have opened up a
pathway for an important advance in our knowledge’® T believe that
both Sri .Aurobindofs remark and Freud’s final words can be applied to
K too: Elrst, we shouldn’t forget that the unknown is greater than the
known in any human life, and even more so in an extraordinary life
such as K’s. And second, for me it is Is message of freedom which
counts, not the gossip trail which follows him. The question is what
are we to do with the seeds of change that he has left us, Are we goin
to pick up his open invitation to decrease our human suffering and givg

room tol love, creativity, sensitivity and clarity in our own lives as well
as the life of others? Are we?
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The title of the book itself suggests that this boo'k- is an effort to
evaluate Krishnamurti’s life and works. Krishnfimum is mainly known
for two things. First, he is known for his selection as the worlt‘i tc'aachef
(i.e. Buddha of the East and the Christ of the Wesl? a mission of
Theosophical Society and eventually his refus‘al of bemg Mess-l_ah or
world teacher in terms of Theosophical Society and- dissolution of
Order of the star. Secondly, he is known for his revolutionary thoughts
and teaching about religion, tradition, disciplines, r.nemory,-}(nowledgf,
etc., and also for the inaccessibility of his teachlngs. Knshnan_mrtl ]
teachings can be evaluated on the basis of reason without Ijeferrmg to
the mission and can also be done in terms of success and failure qf the
mission. 1 think Krishnamurti should be evaluated on tllle basis of
reason without giving any reference of the mission land his §0—ca]l'ed
prophecy. But the major portion of the book takep in to review t’rles
to evaluate Krishnamurti in terms of success and faﬂu’re of the mission.
The book provides a brief introduction with the subject and Chscussecs1
various aspects of Krishnamurti in subsequent four cha’pters 'f'oll-o}\ive
again by a very brief conclusion. First chapter ‘Legacy’ starts wit 1can
article, published in Express Magazine (March 16, ?986) a mgnth a .ter
Krishnamurti’s death, portrays the personality of Knshnamurtl-ar.lc‘l tries
to present the important teachings, the problem of in a:ccesslb111ty ol
his teachings, the mystical process of his transformanox.} and about
foundation and schools. The article concludes that there is no l'egacy
in terms of tradition and authority left by Krishnamurti as n the
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emptiness only there can be creation. Further the author mentions about
rich and vast literary legacy of Krishnamurti including all his writings,
discourse and dialogues with thinkers. Then author presents some
excerpts of Krishnamurti’s books, like commentaries on living,
Krishnamurti’s note book and a rare dialogue with Dr Ruben Feldman-
Gonzalez. The dialogue suggests that how and in which order one
should read Krishnamurti’s books. A very important finding comes
through this dialogue when Dr Ruben enquires Krishnamurti about
something ‘External’ that comes to us (or to Krishnamurti) in certain
specific circumstances. Krishnamurti replied that, ‘It may come now
when two or more meet to discuss seriously, which means no wish for
money and success and letting all the masks that protect us drop off.’
Here, an important thing"gets expressed that there is no need of any
external authority (which is always mystical in tradition) for total
transformation but only an authentic seriousness.

One can easily notice a gap between the statements ‘There is no
legacy’ and literal legacy of Krishnamurti. I think, to fill this gap, the
author should have discussed here why the literal legacy of Krishnamurti
will not be converted into an authority which is considered by
Krishnamurti as an obstacle to liberation.

The second chapter ‘Recollections and Assessments’ begins with
David Frawley’s objection against Krishnamurti’s thoughts about
tradition. Krishnamurti considers that tradition and knowledge provide
material to ignorance, thus becoming the cause of psychological
suffering. David objects and claims that the real knowledge always has
a tradition and authority, e.g. cultural tradition prompts spirituality and
creativity. Here, the author just presents Frawley’s views in a single
page and does not analyze it in depth. Title and beginning of this
chapter suggests that the author has reflected all controversial topics
and presented them in order to discuss them conceptually. However,
the author only presents different assessments of Krishnamurti by various
thinkers.

The rendezvous with Dr S. Balasundaram, Principle of Rishi Vally
School, describes Krishnamurti’s habit of reading detective stories but
being well informed about the happenings of the world. Once
Krishnamurti expresses his anxiety over the poor performance of India
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in Olympics and suggested that “True religious feeling 18 the.mother mf"
all creativity. This country has let it go’. In other occasion, Krishnamurti
questions S. Balasundaram about a school student and some tgachers.
He asked, ‘Balasundaram, have you produced one boy who is dlffere.:nt:
who is in an otherworldly direction? And is their one teacher w-ho 18?7
After three days, Krishnamurti enquires if his question; hurt h.1m and
Balasundaram replied in affirmative. Then Krishnamurti dug his hand
into Balasundaram’s chest and said ‘Old boy, remember, if you are
hurt, something is wrong with you.” He repeated this sentence thrice.
In Balasundaram’s view, Krishnamurti was such a great 'Feache.r that he
taught not only through his talks but also through his discussions and
various other means as well. .

The next recollection is this chapter is of Professor Krishna. Once
he enquired Krishnamurti about spirits and occu}t phe.nom‘enon that
whether all these are hallucinations. Krishnamurti replied, "No thqse
things exist but it is another form of power. It has, not}.ling to do with
goodness, therefore 1 am not interested in it. Th{s shows why
Krishnamurti always opposed occult practices and behev.ed that'they
are not related to well being of people and their liberation. Krishna
recollects that Krishnamurti was opposed to his lectures being reduged
to a form of knowledge but wanted them to be an experience (?f seeing
with him. That is why he has repeatedly stressed that ‘Thl's is not
something that I am trying to pass on to you—some .informatlor'ls thaE
you don’t have. We are looking at life, together like two friends.
Krishna further notices that every time when some one .ask.ed
Krishnamurti a question, he looked at it afresh, without brmgl‘ng
definitions or conclusions from previous inquiries. There was a quality
of enquiry never holding on to the past because it is 1mpoﬂagt tf) see
the truth through cognition, rather than as memory. I think this is the
reason why Krishnamurti’s words not work as knowledge and memory.
Further in this chapter, Krishna recollects two more importe.mjc .thlngs.
Krishnamurti surprisingly asked Krishna about the deflnltIOI? c_:f
Brahmin. After telling a story, Krishnamurti suggested that Brahmin is
some one who could not be bought and never works for rewards.- Once
Krishnamurti told Krishna that the uniqueness of this country is that
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here the poor man can still smile. This cannot be witnessed in other
part of the world.

The next recollection of Nadesan Satyendra, a writer from Sri Lanka,
is being presented in this chapter. N. Satyendra importantly recollected
a finding that moves on, from Krishnamurti’s statement, ‘Reality is an
interval between two thoughts.’ Descartes, father of modern philosophy,
on the contrary concluded that, ‘T think, therefore I am’. Satyendra
refers in this regard Peter Seller’s dialogue in film Party where he
plays a role of an Indian and proclaims, ‘In India we do not think, we
know who we are!’ Lastly, in this long chapter, the author recollects
Krishnamurti’s mystical transformation process. There have been
extensive debates on the meaning and implication of the process that
afflicted Krishnamurti since 1922. M. Brandford and P. Hayne of the
Institute of consciousness research argue that the phenomenon represents
the rising of Kundalini. They base their arguments on the testimony of
Gopi Krishna who claimed to have experienced the rising of the
Kundalini in his own person. Gopi Krishna gives details of those
characteristics, which he believes possible only by Kundalini Jagarana.
These characteristics are psychic gifts, personal magnetism, expanded
consciousness, sense of immorality, mystical perception, etc. These
characteristics are given in brief in this chapter. P. Hayne and M.
Brandford research found that these characteristics are also present in
Krishnamurti therefore they conclude that the ‘Process’ of Krishnamurti
is Kundalini Jagarana. The author, at last, rather than discussing the
things about process and Kundalini-Jagarana condemns this work as
"Product of thought’ on the basis of pretext that how Krishnamurti
would have reacted on this analysis.

In this context, I think one very obvious factor of his life always
remains ignored by people that Krishnamurti was not ultimately liberated
from suffering by so-called mystical process whom Gopi Krishna dubs
as Kundalini Jagarana. Krishnamurti was ultimately enlightened by
becoming aware of the very process of sorrow itself at the time of
Nitya’s death whom he loved very much. That’s why, after this
realization he has always opposed all methods of meditation and occult
phenomenon.
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The next chapter of the book is Krishnamurti and Theosophical
Society: Full Circle? This chapter is an effort to examine relationship
between Krishnamurti and Theosophy. The relation between
Krishnamurti and Theosophical Society has undergone in a circular
development from adulation of Krishnamurtt by Theosophy, to its
rejection by Krishnamurti and finally an apparent mutual accommoda-
tion by both. The chapter presents three views of theosophist regarding
Krishnamurti. The view of Aryel Sanet who has interpreted
Krishnamurti’s teachings in traditional terms of Theosophy. The view
of Hodson who has extremely criticized and condemned Krishnamurti’s
teachings because it is an obvious factor that they go against the
Theosophical Society. The third view of J.J. Van der Leeuw analyzes
the questions brought to the fore by Krishnamurti’s critiques of
Theosophical Society.

Sanat believes that Krishnamurti’s teachings are a continuation of
Perennial philosophy represented by Theosophical Society. He
represented it very intelligently in his book ‘The Inner Life of
Krishnamurti’. But I think if we interpret thoughts of Krishnamurti in
terms of Perennial philosophy, what about ‘Authorities’, which 1s already
accepted in Perennial philosophy. Sanat himself is aware of this fact
and tries to solve it. According to him, authority concerns with
conditioned mind, which accept or rejects according to its prejudices
therefore, it creates arbitrarily the notion of superior and inferior. But
really speaking, such kind of distinction has no meaning. Sanat rightly
analyzes the concept of authority but could not break the wall of
authority, which stands between perennial philosophy and Krishna-
murti’s teachings. Further, we will see that in analyzing concept of
revelation and realization, Van der Leeuw imparts some better insights
about authority, Theosophical Society and Krishnamurti.

Noted Theosophist Geoffrey Hodson has criticized the way that
Krishnamurti condemns traditional religions and its founders like Christ
and Buddha. According to him, they should not be condemned. He
gave his personal example and confessed that the Church had influenced
his life positively. Secondly, he criticizes Krishnamurti’s views on
organization. Then maximum part of his critique expresses incompre-
hensibility of Krishnamurti’s teachings. Hodosan said that he had
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listened to Krishnamurti’s talks for several years but he has not grasped
what Krishnamurti is trying to convey. He also said that one Beethovan’s
symphony does more for him in an hour than his seven years’ study
of Krishnamurti’s teachings. Further he warns that philosophy,
happiness, beauty and usefulness of our religions cannot be bargained
for occasional illuminating insights one gets while studying Krishnamurti
and it can lead to sterility, misery and a darkened life.

A leading Dutch Theosophist J.J. Van der Leeuw analyses some
questions brought to the fore by Krishnamurtt’s critiques of Theosophical
Society. The most important thing about Van der Leeuw’s analysis is
that it is not based upon personalities, which according to him, do not
matter. It is a conflict between two different point of views of life. He
defines these as the conflict between revelation and realization.
Theosophical Society is based on revelation; on the other hand
realization is emphasized by Krishnamurti as the way of life. A system
of revelation is only possible when there is one oracle or channel of
revelation, i.e. the authority, which is not to be questioned. In 1925, it
was announced on the behalf of Masters that the world teacher wouid
have twelve apostles and when Krishnamurti himself denied having
any apostles or disciples at all, it was inevitable that members should
ask whether this revelation as well as previous ones were to be trusted
or not. In Krishnamurti’s name and on his authority, people of
Theosophical Society and ‘Order of the Star’ think that they are doing
teachers’ work. But when Krishnamurti began his teachings and denied
the value of ceremonials, calling it an obstacle to liberation, again
there were many who asked themselves how could this contradiction
be explained. Many and ingenious were the explanations put forward,
but the fact remains that the faith in revelation had been shaken forever.

Van der Leeuw analyzes that the Theosophical Society, as criticized
by Krishnamurti, was born in the Victorian era and is based on duality---
duality of matter and spirit, duality of good and bad, duality of God
and Saturn, etc. Therefore, he believed that the Theosophical Society
should have changed itself now.

Further, the author presents Govert Schuller’s study, ‘Krishnamurti
and the World Teacher Project’ in this chapter. He believes that perhaps
it 1s the most comprehensive assessment of Krishnamurti from
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Theosophy’s point of view. Schuller said that as there exist a wide
variety of Theosophy’s ideas about the person Krishnamurti and his
teachings, he limited the scope of his analysis to the perception of
Krishnamurti, which is primarily concerned with the metaphysical status
of Krishnamurti. He examined the question that whether the project
was perceived as genuine, i.¢. having its origin in transcendental source
of supreme intelligence and whether the project was a success or failure.
Here again, the term success means project was perceived as having
fulfilled the. original intentions of the transcendental source of
intelligence. Schuller analyzes all four possibilities about the World
Teacher Project. The project was perceived as genuine and successful,
perceived as genuine but failed; perceived as not genuine and failed (of
course) and perceived as not genuine, but succeeded. Finally, Schuller
concludes that final judgement cannot be possibie in this regard.

The next chapter of the book is ‘Accessing Krishnamurti’s Insights.’
This chapter presents the work of Richard Bandler and John Grinder.
This work is an effort to develop certain approaches to access
Krishnamurti’s teachings practically. This effort should be appreciated
because many feels that Krishnamurti’s teachings are inaccessible.
Richard Bandler and John Grinder designed Neuro-linguistic
Programmings to access Krishnamurti’s insights practically. They called
it NLP. NLP is developed from teachings of Krishnamurti which show
the new interpretation of self and its function. An important concept in
NLP is associated and dissociated memories. Associated means going
back and reliving the experience seeing it from your own eyes.
Dissociated means looking at the memory from you own eyes as if you
were someone else watching a movie of yourself.

Grinder and Bandler believed that by the approach of NLP one can
deal with any unpleasant state of mind. Many different mental exercises,
based on NLP, have been presented in this chapter.

The most important question about transformation is that when the
process of conditioning itself is a unconscious process, how can one
consciously try to liberate from it? Bandler and Grinder suggest that
for any unconscious conditioning one has to ask the right question, 1.e.
who is the ‘you’ that wants to change? By asking this unanswerable
question, one can change that mental state unconsciously. Some
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examples are also presented in this chapter which show how one can
ask the right question in order to deal with a difficult mental state.

In the last chapter (conclusion), the author has confessed that a
debate on Krishnamurti could be endless. He further confessed that
because the debate is itself in the field of thought and hence irrelevant
from Krishnamurti’s point of view as are the questions, whether he is
the genuine world teacher and whether the process represents the rising
of the Kundalini.

Obviously, the book is mainly concerned with Krishnamurti’s world
teacher project and in this perspective it tries to discuss the question
that whether Krishnamurti was a great liberator or he was a failed
Messiah. As I suggested in the beginning that this question could be
asked in different perspective too, i.e. his controverisal teachings. If
this question is discussed in this field I think that would be more
fruitful and relevant. Most Krishnamurtians believe that thought corrupts
things. That is why the author has only compiled various articles and
dialogues on Krishnamurti’s status as a World Teacher and escapes
from thoughtful analysis to remain uncorrupted. But I think that in this
type of pure intellectual work one cannot and should not keep thought
and reason aside. '

Department of Philosophy Rajese CHAURASIA
Dr H.S. Gour University, Sagar (MP)

Lupwic WiTTGENSTEIN: Culture and Vilue, edited by G.H. von Wright,
translated in English by Peter Winch, Blackwell Publishers Ltd., second
revised edition, 1998, translated in Hindi weaR U€ 3= by Ashok
Vohra, Indian Council of Philosophical Research, New Delh1, 1998,
pp. xlvi+137, Rs. 400

1. In the contemporary Western Philosophy, Ludwig Wittgenstein
(1889-1951) is regarded as the precursor of analysis and Analytical
trends. If is also generally maintained that twentieth century Western
Philosophy belongs to Wittgenstein. Although he is known for his
contributions in the Philosophy of Mind and Language, Linguistics,
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and Analytic Philosophy, his direct comments in the field of Ethics,
Philosophy of Religion and Aesthetics are also significant.

2. This is the only book in which Witigenstein directly deals with
these issues consisting of his fragmented remarks which he habitually
noted down during his entire journey of philosophical exploration (i.e.
1914 to 1951). Apart from this book his lectures and remarks which
contain these applied aspects of his philosophy are ‘Lectures and
Conversations on Aestheties Psychology and Religious Belief', ‘Lectures
on Ethics’, and ‘Remarks on Frazer's Golden Bough’. And some of the
concluding pages of Tractatus and Notebooks—1914-16, also contain
remarks on value, criterion of happy life, death, religion and morality,
etc. It is notable here that Wittgenstein did not write much on these
issues as he believed that these subjects belong to the realm of showable
(that which cannot be said but can be shown only) and does not belong
to the realm of sayable (that which can be said). Thus, what 18 so
special about this book is that it understands these themes to be on
such a fundamental level that they cannot be spoken of at the same
level as the other themes of the book. But they are indeed mentioned
and dealt with directly. The same thing applies to the simultaneously
written Geheime Tagebiicher (published in 1991).

3. Wittgenstein neither wrote the Culture and Value in a book form
nor did he wish to publish it. In fact, he did not allow publication of
his works. Apart from Tractatus, Wittgenstein’s one review, one
dictionary, one article and one letter were published during his lifetime
which are: Review of Coffey’s The science of logic (1913), Waorterbuch
fiir Volksschulen (1926), Some remarks on logical form (1929), and
Letter to the editor (1933) (in the journal Mind). He did not publish his
works because he was not sure of the arrangement of the material. His
works, published after his death, include Philosophical Remarks,
Philosophical Investigations, On Certainty, Remarks on the Philosophy
of Psychology, Philosophical Grammar, and Remarks on the
Foundations of Mathematics.

4. This Hindi translation is bilingual. The Hindi translation of the
book contains 38 pages of the translator’s note (rgaTe@ fAge). Instead
of providing such a large biographical note of Wittgenstein, perhaps it
would have been more useful to introduce certain basic themes of the
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book. Moreover, it is an irony that this infroductory note which one
expects to be about the book, in fact mentions almost all the books and
articles of Wittgenstein except Culture and Value!

5. However, the translator’s note contains elements of Ray Monk’s
The Duty of Genius (Vintage: 1991) and Norman Malcolm’s Ludwig
Wz:ttgensrein:' Memoir (Oxford: 1984), the two best biographies on
Wlt.tgenstein. Therefore, until these biographies are translated into Hindi
a Hindi medium student of Wittgenstein will benefit from the translator’s:
note.

_6. There have been some erroneous and vague presentation of
biographical facts about Wittgenstein in the above-described note such
as

(i) S1a SffaT @ § O fadew iforer fhelafbae wimve qws, ik
AFaR A :s“f@rzm a Rt offt wfifdese wid s Q) @Y
BIEHY I T w1 P N siw a8 ww (p. ix) | This is
factually incorrect as the “Lecture on Ethics” was not published
during Wittgenstein’s lifetime.

(i) sl fewferEl &1 w7 oo &1 Red=ems &1 & oy oRo

g A1 of 1% 9 .90 ol | uedt &) WY e B @ 9Ron
3T @red o | Here it is not clear as to how one can inspire one’s
reader by way of his unpublished thoughts! (pp. xi and xxiii).

7. The translator’s note is unnecessarily drowned in the details of
Tractatus and ignores even to mention many important themes of
Philosophical Investigations around which the philosophy of later
Witigenstein revolves.

‘ 8. Now, let us focus on the quality of the translation of the book. It
1s.e.ssential to keep in view that this is not a translation from the
original German. Wittgenstein didn’t write the Culture and Value in
the‘ form of a book. It was von Wright who, at a much later stage
while editing the entire Nachlass, found bits and pieces that he liked sc;
%nuch (because they contained so many valuable insights, offered
interesting opinions on political and cultural matters, etc.) that he decided
to collect them and publish them. von Wright interestingly says in the
pre_facg that the remarks have nothing to do with philosophy. This
claim is rather astonishing. (I mean, it has sadly been one of the results
of von Wright’s job as editor of Nachlass that valuable comments by
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Wittgenstein on such matters have either been withdrawn from the
‘official” publication or simply declared as not being philosophy.)

For the first time, this book was published in 1977 in German under
the title Vermischte Bemerkungen. Its English translation by Peter Winch
was published in 1980. Its revised second edition (1998) rearranged
the entire thought of the book as they occurred to Wittgenstein during
1914 and 1951. The new thing was that this version included the work
done by Alois Pichler (from WAB), which consisted in the tracing
down of the exact date of all the remarks in the book. The list of all
the dates were first published in the Working Papers from The
Wittgenstein Archives, in 1991 (when Alois was only 25!). And most
of the work was also done in collaboration with von Wright in Helsinki.
Vohra translates this edition of the Culture and Value into Hindi. As
it is a translation of a translation, errors were bound to crop up.

9. Keeping such errors of omission and commission, Peter Winch
cautions the reader. He says, ‘Sometimes, Wittgenstein’s variant readings
can be captured more or less satisfactorily; but by no means always.
This is because the relative values of words which are roughly
synonymous in German are not mirrored in the English counterparts of
these words. In these cases there is no reason to suppose that
Wittgenstein would have wished to present anything like the same
variant readings had he been writing in English. It is important for the
reader to bear this in mind’ (p. Ix). When this mirroring gap between
English and Hindi languages is also taken into account, the gap between
German and Hindi languages becomes even broader. Some examples
of such gaps, which at times appear as blunders, could be cited here:

(i) ‘George Henrich von Wright' has been translated as uifef &f=®
w g (German pronunciation: Riccht!) | (p. liih).
(i) On p. 3 ‘shortsighted’ has been translated as 7GR TorR AT |

(iif) ‘Supernatural’ has been translated as 3% (p. 5)

(iv) On p. 5, the words ‘improved’, ‘improvements’ and

‘development’ all have-been transiated as gem |
(v) On p. 7, ‘sending then off to sleep’ has been translated as
fsa= |
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(vi) On p. 8, the word ‘things’ have not been used to mean physical
things but it actually stands for ‘affairs’ in Wittgensteinian
terminology. Therefore, its translation as @%<[¢ misses the point !

(vii) On p. 13, ‘the person that offended you’ has been translated as
AP R AMET A |
(viii) On p. 16, ‘confession’ has been translated as weRIR |
(ix) On p. 23, the sense of the word ‘established’ is taken as R«
. I g% which seems to be irrelevant.

(x) There are too many uses of the word @ on p. 40 in the line
st o wadl B e - gl @ e d ney 96 9 — ek
TR YBT W Al AAMIE B A 939 oid &

(xi) Take into consideration the following remark on p. 42:

‘People nowadays think, scientists are there to instruct them, poets,
musicians, etc., to entertain them. That the latter have something to
teach them; this never occurs to them.” This has been translated as:
e o e # F dsnfaet @ wm e Ren—fader & 2 ek
Sl e Wasl B B IE AT FEIH AT 2| A AT I $ Riar
A | 8, u® < 9% e 81 81| Here the word /atter points out
that it does not occur to people that poets and musicians can teach
them. But, the Hindi translation completely fails to distinguish
between scientists on the one hand, and on the other hand, poets and
musicians.

(xii) On p. 44, “Try to be loved and not admired’ has been translated
as HANM—RBT UH B Nl v
(xiii) On p. 86, the sentence “Tradition is not something that anyone
can pick up’ has been translated as yzwRr &l 7 Wl |
(xiv) On p. 87, ‘Schizophrenic’ has been translated as fafora afad |
10. Moreover, it is indicated in the editorial note of the English
version of the book that English translation contains certain symbols
such as <> for expanded remarks, i.e. remarks which are not of
Wittgenstein but are the expanded version of the thoughts of
Wittgenstein added by the editor, i.e. George Henrich von Wright. As
these remarks have not been incorporated into Hindi translation, it lets
down Hindi medium scholarship of Wittgenstein’s Philosophy. Whatever
bit it contributes to Hindi medium studies of Wittgenstein, it is essential
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