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Rgveda: The Mantra, the Sitkic and the Mandala
or The Rgi, the Devata, the Chanda:
The Structure of the Text and the
Problems Regarding it

DAYA KRISHNA

The Rguveda, as everyone knows, is divided into ten Mandalas, each
having a large number of Sikias which consist of separate, indi-
vidual Mantras, both numbered serially. There seems no principle
as to how many Mantras constitute a Sikte, or how many Sukias
make a Mandala. There are Sukias with one Manira only, and there
are these which have more than fifty Mantras in them.

Each Mantra is supposed to have a meter and a Devatd to whom
it is addressed by a Rsi whose name is given just as that of the
Devata to whom it is addressed.

The ‘unity’ of the Mantra is, thus, a function of three indepen-
dent variables, the Devaid, the Rsi and the Chanda. But as, for some
reason, the Mantra has to form a part of a Sukte which usually
consists of a sequence of Maniras, the unity of the Siikta is supposed
to be determined not by the ‘meaningfulness’ of the arrangement
of the sequence in a particular order, but by the Devata to whom
it is addressed, the Rsi who addresses and the Chandae in which it
is composed. This, of course, would imply that the collection of the
Mantra and their sequence makes no difference to them or, in
other words, each Mantra is an isolated, atomic entity complete in
itself, absolutely unaffected by anything outside itself even when it
is supposed to be received or sung in conjunction with others.

Why should there be a Sitkta in such a situation, is difficult to
understand. Would it not be better to ‘free’ the Mantra from the
Sithta and, thus, remove the misleading impression created by their
being put together in a Sakta, even though it does not make any
difference to them at all?

This, if accepted, would solve the problem created by those
innumerable Stkias scattered over all the Mandales where the same
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Sukta has Mantra addressed to more than one Devatd, or by differ-
ent Rsis, or in different Chandas, or even all of these together. We
would then have only the Mantra, and no Sitkia as at present, and
thus have nothing to worry about. :

The proposal, though tempting, runs against the serious diffi-
culties created by, say, Suktas such as the Nasadiya Sukic or the
Purusa Sukta, or even the Sukta whose Devatd is denoted as ‘KA’,
and a number of others of the same kind.

The problem created by the so-called ‘Dialogue Sukte’ such as
those of Pururava and Urvast in S@kie 10.95 and, Yama and Yami
in 10.10, is of a different order. Here, even the distinction be-
tween the Rsi and the Devatd breaks altogether, as each is the Rsi
and the Devatd successively in the dialogue, but also no unitary
meaning can emerge unless we keep in mind the successive stages
of the dialogue as conveyed by the ‘Mantrasequence’.

The dana-stutis, the hymns in praise of the Yejamdna, the
Yajamana-dampatti, and the hymns in praise of the seer or the Ry
or the Rsiksa raise problems which seem even more intractable as
it 1s difficult to see how one who is being praised becomes a Devata
Just because he is being praised. Yet, to one’s utter surprise, the text
seems to indicate that it was so, and was accepted from the very
beginning without any objection on the part of anybody. The extant
texts of the Nighantu, the Nirukta and the Brhaddevata amply con-
firm the same.

The list of the Devatas in the Rguveda is simply incredible and, if
seriously reflected upon, will reveal the utter inadequacy of the
idea of a Devata or deity as we think of it these days. The Vedic
idea must have keen totally different, if it could accommodate all
that it has called Devatds in that category without feeling any incon-
gruity, or being uncomfortable about it

The devatas whom. Yaska classifies as ‘terrestrial’ are an example
of this. Surely, if the Vedic Rsi considered ‘pestle and mortar’, or
‘bow and arrow’, or the earth, the battlefield and the place where
food is cooked as devatas, they could not be using the term Devata
in the normal accepted sense of the term. And yet, if he so re-
garded them, it is time that we revise our idea of what the term
meant to those who used them.

.
e
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The fact, however, is that this just could not be done and the
‘desperate’ attempts from Yaska onwards to try to bring some ‘sense’
and ‘order’ in this ‘chaotic—anarchic’ world of the Rgveda is an
evidence of the same. The recourse to etymology in order to find
the meanings of the words ‘naming’ the Devata was an attempt in
this direction. So also was the argument that the ‘gods’, even though
having different ‘Names’, were the same if they had the same
attributes, a strategy adopted later on by the author of the Brahma
Sttra to explain the divergent conceptions of Brahman in the
Upanisads.

Yet another strategy was adopted to reduce the number of ‘gods’
to a manageable proportion, and that was to treat the different
names as referring to different aspects of the same deity, as was
obviously the case with Siirya or the sun-god in the Rgueda. But,
though this might reduce their number, it could hardly be applied
to all cases as their number was too large and had, for some reason,
gone on increasing so that we find the largest number of ‘new’
gods in the last, i.e., the tenth Mandala. '

Surprisingly, this Mandala also has the largest number of ‘new’ Rsis,
thus raising the problem of the relation between the ‘new’ Devatas
and the new Rsis that are found in that Mandala. The appelation
‘new’ in respect of the Rsi only means that they do not belong to
the lineage of those Rsis who form the central nucleus around
which the earliest Sitkfas seem to have been collected and were
given precedence over others. Mandalas 2 o 7, as is well known,
are organized around the lineage of Angirasa/Bhargava, Viswamitra,
Gautama, Atreya, Bharadwaja and Vasistha, respectively. It is not
the case that the names of other Rsis are not found in these
Mandalas, but they are few and far between and, in the case of
sixth and seventh Mandala, practically none at all.

The case of the Kanva lineage is strange as, though they have a
prominent place in the first and the eighth Mandalo~some occur-
ring even in the ninth—they were never given a separate Mandala
to themselves. Perhaps, they are late-comers and became promi-
nent later, as is evidenced by the separate and independent Samhita
of the Sukia Yajurveda, called after their name, the Kanva Samhita.
Professor Satavalekar, the eminent scholar of the Veda, has ques-
tioned the identity of these with those found in the Rgveda, but
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there seems little reason to doubt that they belonged to the same
lineage as those found in the Rguveda, particularly if one remembers
the proliferation of the Rsis belonging to this lineage in the eighth
Mandala and of some in the ninth Mandala also.

In fact, the story is not confined to Kdpvas only. The case of the
Angirasa is even more important as—though they had the second
Mandale to themselves sharing it with the Bhirgava—they come
into their own only in the eighth, ninth and the tenth Mandalas
where there are a lot of other ‘mew’ Rsis also.

What is even more surprising is to find that even those mantras
belonging to the other major lineages such as Viswimitra, Gautama,
Atreya, Bharadwaja and Vasistha occur in Mandalas other than the
ones in which they occupy a prominent, if not exclusive, place for
themselves. This suggests not only that the successive generations
belonging to the families of these Vedic Rsis continued to add to
the creation of the Mantra/Sukta text of the Rgveda, but also that
the Mandalas in which they occur were incorporated in the stan-
dard text of the Rguveda later. This is generally accepted for the
first and the tenth Mandala by most of the scholars who have writ-
ten on the subject. But the same has also to be done in respect of
cighth and ninth Mandala on the same. grounds has, as far as I
know, not been seriously considered inspite of the fact that the
same considerations apply to them equally.

It is not that Rsis different from the seven lineages whom we
have designated as ‘new’ do not occur in the Mandalas I1, 111, TV,
V, VI and VII, but their number is far less than those that occur in
the rest of the Mandalas, i.e., I, VIII, IX and X. In fact, if we
include the Kanvas amongst the ‘new’ Rsis, the picture would
change even more as they form a significantly large proportion of
the Rsis in Mandala 1 and VIIL. The total number of ‘new’ Rsis in
the lineage Mandala, if we exclude the Kanvas, adds only to 23, 14
of which are found in fifth Mandala which belongs to the Atreya
family. The IL, IV, VI and VII Mandalz have only one, two and one
Rsi, respectively. The III Mandala belonging to the Viswamaitra
family has the second largest, i.e., five ‘new’ Rsis in it.

The story of the Devatas in these ‘Family Mandalas' is not very
different. They add up to 71, of whom 42 are found in the sixth
and seventh Mandala, 20 and 22, respectively. The II, III, IV and
V have 6, 7, 10 and 6 ‘new’ Devatds in them, adding to only 29.

G R
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As against these, Mandala X alone has about 90 ‘new’ Devatas. If
we add to these the ‘new’ Devatas occurring in I, VIII and IX
Mandala also, the total number would be about 135 or a little
more, depending how we treat the term pavamana when added to
Agni or Pusa as in Sithta 9.67. There are some differences in this
regard between the Brhad Devatd and the extant text of the Rguveda
that we have with us as, say, in IX.83. The problem of these differ-
ences, in fact, plagues every student of the Rgveda as there are not
only significant differences between the standard texts on the sub_-
ject, such as Nighantu, Nirukta, Brahaddevta and Servanukramant,
but also different interpretations regarding the Devata that is re-
ferred to in the Mantra on the part of well-known authorities such
as Sika;é.yana, Sékapf.‘z{ﬁ, Gargya, Galava and others. The signifi-
cance of these differences in the context of the construction of the
text of the Rgveda seems to have hardly been appreciated, for if
we cannot exactly determine in many cases who is the Devatd or the
Rsi of the Mantra concerned, how can we talk about it meaning-
fuily if the exact determination of the Rsi, the Devatd and the
Chanda is considered essential to the construal of a Mantra as a
Mantra in the Rgveda.

But whatever the problem created by the difference amongst
the texts on the basis of which our present ‘knowledge’ about the
Rgueda rests or the diversities of interpretation referred to by Yés?&a
in his Nirukta itself, there can be little doubt that something sig-
nificant was happening in the later Rgvedic period when new Rsis
brought with them not only new Devaids, but also a new ethos, a
new way of wonder and thinking and feeling brought to the fore
by the women Rsis or Rsikds on the one hand and those who
composed the Nasadiya Sikia, the Purusa Sikta, the Kasmai Devaya
Stukia, along with the Stktas called Bhavavrttam, as if it too were a
Devaté belonging to the Vedic Pantheon.

That there was some sort of a break from the earlier tradition
which may be regarded as centering around the familiesmand lin-
cage of the Rsis of the second to seventh Mandala, i.e., the Angirasa,
Bhargava, the Viswamitra, the Gautama, the Atreya, the Bharadwaja
and the Vasistha is shown by the fact that the first, eighth, ninth
and tenth Mandala breathe a different air. The Kanvas, who seem
to be a latecomer, dominate the first and eighth Mandala, while
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the latter brings a whole new class of Sukta called danastuti, which
though not entirely absent earlier as they are found in the sixth and
seventh Mandala also, predominate here, in the eighth Mandala.
As against one in the sixth Mandala (6.27) and three in the sev-
enth Mandala (7.18, 7.41 and 7.49) there are thirteen in the eighth
Mandala. It seems that Bharadwija and Vasistha had taken a step
which broke the inhibitions and made the praise of the gift and
the gift-giver equivalent to the praise of the Devatd who also were
asked for gifts by the Ryis and praised for the same.

Similar seems to be the story of the ‘self:praise’ of the seer or
the Rsis as if he/she were the Devata of the Sitkig as the ‘praise’ was
addressed to him or her. The tenth Mandala abounds in these,
though the tradition seems to have been well established as it is
found in other Mandalas also. The anomaly here secems greater as
it 1s difficult to understand how the Rsi could treat himself or
herself as the Devata as they could certainly not ask or expect ‘gifts’
from themselves. '

Perhaps it was the ‘praise-aspect’ that made the collecters of the
Samhitd Sukta treat them as Devatd. But even this hypothesis breaks
if we remind ourselves of the ‘Dialogue-Sitkia’ such as those of
Purusravd and Urvasi or Yama and Yami which abound in the tenth
Mandala where each is alternatively treated as Rsis or Devaid, de-
pending upon who is addressing and who is being addressed.

But, is this then the ‘real’ meaning of being a Rsi or a Devata in
the context of the Rgveda Samhitid Unfortunately, this is not sup-
ported by the evidence if we take the Swzkia dealing with
Duhsvapna-na$anam or Yaksminasanam or Sapatnghnam (10.166)
or Sapatnibadhanam (10.145) which, for some strange reason, is
also called an Upanisad. The Duhsvpana-nasanam occurs in other
Mandalas also as, say, in 2.28, 5.82 and 1.120. The Muandala 5.82 is
mentioned only in Brhdddevata and not, as the note there says, in
Sarvanukramani. These discrepancies raise important issues, which
we will discuss later.

But it is not just these that raise disturbing questions regarding
what is meant by a Devatd in the Rgveda. There are Siktas relating
to Prayasacitta as in 10.165 or 10.162 or rajyabhiseka 10.173 and
10.174 where the king is treated as a Devata.
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These and some others may be said to have been taken from
Atharvaveda where they are said to be found in plenty and, thus,
not belonging to the Rgueda proper. But what shall we say of thf)se
Sitkta where the Devatd is named as bhavavrttam or even something
such as Jiana as in 10.71? _ .

Bhévavritam is something special as it is found practically in the
tenth Mf.mdala alone. There is reference to a bhdvavrtiam in
Brhaddevaia ‘to one as occurring in 6.47 but, according to the foot-
n;)te given in the text, it is not found in Sarvanukramani. There are
at least six bhavavriiam in the tenth Mandala, including the famous
Nésadiya Sithte (10.129) of Prajapati Parmeshthin. The bhdvaw:ttam
Sithta where the bhdvavrtiam is explicitly mentioned as a Devata are
10.85, 10.129, 10.1%0, 10.145, 10.154 and 10.190. All these, though
listed in the Brhaddevata as such, are not always treated or men-
tioned as such in the text available at present. The bhdvavrtiam
referred to in 10.85, for example, is one such; another is 10:145
which is called an Upanisad in both and also describes by %ts subject-
matter as Sapatnibadhanam. Indrani is said to be the Isi or rather
the Rsikd, though she is not mentioned as such. She seems to hawej
some problem with Indra as she also occurs in 10.86 where Vrsakapi
plays somé role and there is a strange dialogue Petween her and
Indra. The present text gives Indra as the Devata tt.lough, accorc.i-
ing to the conventions of the dialogue, one who is .addressed is
always the Devatd and one who addresses is the Rsz, as in 10.1.0 and
10.95. Here, 10.154 and 10.190 are described as bhavavritam in the
present text as are 10.129 and 10.130. )

What exactly is meant by a bhavavrttam is not clear. The Sukta
10.129 suggests the emergence of a consciousness different from
the one associated with the Rsis of the Rgveda who are always ad-
dressing the gods, praising them and asking for something i%l rc-:turn;
The Nasadiya Stkta (10.129) reflects a ‘questioning consciousness
that is concerned with the cosmos as a whole and wonder about
its origin and coming into being. Even the Sutkta 10.130 contains'
this element in Mantra 3 where it asks ‘S ufar & Fermed
o Ry 7wl owe Rrioet fgd aigw 9 word fawdl).
But 10.154 does not seem to suppose this, though 10.190 takes us
again to the cosmic question of the origins, but without question-
ing it.
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These three Siktas, in fact, have something in common with the
other well-known Sikia of the Rgveda and should, more properly,
be classified with them. Sakte 10.121 ascribed to Hiranyagarbha
Prajapatya asks “®e Sar sy 8% and answers in the last Mantra
10 that instead of worshipping so many gods, we might address
only that which creates it all, i.e., Prajapati. The question, in fact,
is asked by Sunahsess Ajigarti in S@kta 1.24 where it is asked whose
auspicious name (¥R <aw W) shall we invoke and, successively,
suggests Agni, Savitd or Bhaga and Varuna for consideration. Sur-
prisingly Indra, for some reasons, is left out.

The Purusa Sivkia 10.90 deals with the same problem and answers
T v W Ay e & and details at great length how the all-
encompassing Being, though pervading all that has been, or will be,
yet transcends it also. The Nasadiya Sikta 10.129 questions even
this and raises the problem of there being ‘non-being’ or ‘Being’
at the beginning and suggests that the question is ‘unanswerable’
because of its very nature. The Sukia 10.190 suggests that the an-
swer may lie not in postulating some ‘Being’, whether personal or
impersonal, but rather in seeing an ‘order’ which makes judge-
ments claiming ‘truth’ or ‘goodness’ possible through providing a
foundation for their ‘actuality’ and validation. Rta and Satya pro-

vide the cosmic foundation of the universe and may be apprehended
by tapasa or disciplined ‘secking’ or sadhana and realized through
them. The Sttkta 10.191, the last Sithta of the Rgveda, suggests that
this is not, and cannot be, something on the part of an individual
alone, but is rather the ‘collective’ enterprise of all ‘humankind’
and names the ‘god’ of this Sitkta ‘Sornjfdnam’ emphasizing the
‘Togetherness’ of all ‘Being’ and spelling it out as & Twowvd, ¥ Tge
4 " @ i A AT aet ger g wemaer wurad |

This upasana is not the updsana of the Upanisads, which is done
in loneliness for the attainment of ‘Aloneness’, but a ‘together- .
ness’ of ‘mind’ and ‘heart’, as the subsequent verses explicate.

These Suktas which form the speculative core of the Rgueda have
little 1o do with yajfia, but are rather a reflection on problems with
which man has been perennially concerned. They all occur mostly
in the tenth Mandala and are hardly concerned with any of the
‘gods’ of the Vedic Pantheon, or the ‘reflections’ of any of the Rsis .
belonging to the major lineages in the Rgveda, except Samvanana
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Angirasa to whom the last Stzhta is ascribed, and this perhaps is the
only Sukta with which he is associated. o

All this suggests that something ‘new’ was occurring in the l.ate
Vedic period to which this Mandala is generally assigned. 'I.'he im-
pression is further strengthened by the fact that womern Hsis came
into their own in this Mandala and speak with a voice wh'lch, though
embarrassing to many, was distinctly their own. Surp.rismgly, when
the male voice talks like this in a hundred allusions in the Rgueda,
it does not seem to embarrass anyone, but when a Yami (10.10)-0E
Urvadl (10.95) or a Romasi (1.126) or Lopén.mdré or Indrani
(10.86) speaks out, most people do not like it. It is not that women
Rsikas always speak with one voice or are concerned on1.y with
expressing their viewpoint on the intimate aspects of_ their per-
sonal life. Like their male counterparts, they too have a w@e-rangmg
cosmological reflection as in 10.125 where Vagamaoran sees her-
self as identical in essence with all the gods and e\_ferythlr}g e_lse,
leading to the puzzling question whether the Devatg of this Slukta
be considered as Vak or Atmd or the Rsika herself. D:ffer.ent edltO}’s
of the Rgveda offer different opinions according‘ to th_ezr own dlt:-
ferent predilections. The same situation obtains with Sraddha
Kamayani who talks of Sraddha as being the most fundal:nental
thing in life, as without it life can have neither ‘.roots nor ‘mean-
ing’ (10.151). Strya Savitri plays the same trick with he.r name and
describes her marriage with a systematic ambiguity as 1f. she is de-
scribing the marriage of Siirya, the sun-god himself. It is not that
the Rsikds do not write Sithtas in honour of the usual gods ad-
dressed to in the Rgveda. Ghosa Kaksivafi, for example, addresses
the Asvinas in Siikfas 10.39 and 10.40.

The Sithias ascribed to women Rsis deserve an independent study
on their own. But there.can be little doubt that most of these
oceur in the tenth Mandala of the Rgveda, and that they are gen-
erally not related to the Rsis of the major lineages, though some.dwo
belong to them. The presence of Sarpardjiii amongst the Rsikds

- suggests that the tribals were being adopted into the Vedic fold,
~ including the women, as belonging to them. Sv_f.zkm 10.175_s§ems tlo
~ be attributed to a tribal Rsi also called sarpa (Urdhvagrava Arbudi)

whose Devata is said to be gravanalh or prastardikhanda, that is a
’piece of stone.
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It is not just the tribals or women who begin to play a more
important part in the late Vedic period, but also those who belong
to the various professions other than those who belonged to the
priestly class. The case of rathakara is wellknown as he was given
the right to perform the Vedic sacrifice along with Nisadasthapati,
the tribal chief, but the case of Dhinaka (10.35-36) or, say, Tvsta
Garbhakartd who occur in the tenth Mandala (10.184) de not
seem to have been paid sufficient attention in this regard. In fact,
if one pays attention to Sukta 9.112 where the Rsi, Sisu Angirasa
calls himself as a Kird, i.e., a ‘crafter’ (mantra 3) or maker of
verses (kartirahar) just like others who pursue their craft and
has his father who was a bhisaja or ‘doctor’ did, or his mother was
Upalapraksini, a profession which the translators do not find easy to
understand. There is, in fact, a Rsi who is called Athavana bhisaja’
in Sikta 97 of the tenth Mandala who has written Mantras in praise
of medicinal plants or ausadhi samitha, which is regarded as a Devata
for the Sikta. The name seems to suggest that he was a Rsi belong-
ing primarily to the Atharvaveda and his inclusion here seems more
a matter of courtesy than of right. In fact, the tenth Mandala scems
to have a number of SZiktas, which seem to belong to the
Atharvavedic rather than the Rgvedic tradition. Such, for example,
are those that deal with the healing or even the magical power of
Maniras to achieve ends that one would not usually regard as good.
The Sukta 10.163 ascribed to Vivrha Kasyapa deals with the curing
of tuberculosis or Yaksama (@swmrer). Suhta 10.161 also deals with
Rajayaksamandsanam and the Rsi to whom it is ascribed is called
Yaksméanasana Prijapatya. While Sikta 10.164 deals with getting rid
of bad dreams (duhvapna nasanam). Sukia 10.166, ascribed to Rsabha
Vairdja or Rsabha Sakcara, is supposed to be effective in dealing
with co-wives who, presumably, are creating difficulties for one
another. Strangely, Skt 10.145 deals with the same problem,
Saptnibadhama, and is ascribed to Indrani and is, strangely, also
called an Upanisad. This obviously is a Rstka Indirani different from
the Vrsakapi Sukia 10.86 where Indra, Vrskapi Indra and Indrini
are said to be the Rsis and the Rsikd engaged in a dialogue with
Indra as a Devata of the Sithta.

The notion of the Rsi and the Devata usually associated with the
Vedic Mantra need a drastic revision as not only they can easily
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interchange places as in this Sitkta, but also have nothing sacrosanct
about them or an element of the transcendental or the sacrc?d
associated with them. The dialogue between Yama and Yar.ni in
Sithte 10.10 and Purnruva-Urva§i in Sitkta 10.95 are pre-eminent
examples of this where each is successively men{:iolned as a Rsi _and
a Devatd, depending upon the situation as the dlalogue.re‘qmre‘s.

But while there may be some justification for such ascriptions in
the dialogues as the Devatd is usually the one who is addrtlzssed a%nd
the Rsi the one who addresses, there seems to be none in calling
duhsvapna nasanam as Devatd (10.164) or Yaksmanasnam as in 10.163.

The same seems to be the situation in the Prayaseitta Sitkia such
as 10.162 and 10.165 where the Devatd is described as garbhasrdva
prayasacitta (10.162) or Kapotapachcha Prayascitta (10.165).

It is not that such Devaids are not mentioned elsewhere. Dulzsi;:a na
nasanam occurs, for example, in 1.120 and 2.28 also. Similar is the
case with, say, Mrtuvimocini 7.59 and Pasavimocini 7.88, but there
these so-called Devatas are embedded in the larger Sukia devoted
to some other regular Devatd such as Afvini Kumara or Varuna. As
for mrtunvimocani, it is embedded in a Sukta dedicated to Maruta
except for the last manira (12), which is addressed to. Rudra as
Trayambaka and is known by this name. The same is true of
Paiavimeani in '7.88 where, in a Skt addressed to Varuna, it is onl'y
the last Mantra No. 7, which seems to be concerned with this. This
designation is found only in the text edited by Satavalekara from
Pardi and is mi'ssing from the other text that we have that I.las been
edited by K.L. Joshi, published by Choukhamba ?ress in 2000.
Surprisingly, the Brhaddevata does not mention e.lther of. t'hese
specific titles in the list of deities given in Appendix 111, crmc_ally
edited and translated by McDonnell in 1904 in the Harvard Orien-
tal Series, though there is a reference to Tryambaka in it the context
of which the term mytuvimchani is used. There is even a proble.m
with the ascription of duhsvapna nasanam in 1.120 where, ip spite
of the fact that this designation occurs in both the texts edited I?y
Satvalekara, Joshi and the Brhaddevata, the text does not sustain
the specific description in it

The problem with the Rsis and the Devatas in the Rgueda, as
mentioned in the text available with us at present are so many and
so baffling, that it is surprising as to how could anyone have hon-
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estly said that a Vedic Mantra cannot be a Mantra unless these two
are exactly specified along with the Chanda or the meter in which
it is composed,

If taken literally, the requirement will create a problem for all
the Siutkias where the Rsi or the Devatd or the Chanda cannot be
unequivocally determined or is given with possible alternatives, or
is just absent altogether. The whole of the second Mandala, for
exarnple, is supposed to be ascribed to both Angirasa and Bhirgava
even though the two lineages are quite distinct in the Rgueda it-
self.! This, as everyone knows, is not an isolated case. The whole of
the Rguveda is replete with similar examples. The situation is even
more complicated as, too many a time, the Rsi and the Devatd are
the same as, according to the description given in the Brhaddevatd,
the Sitkta is in ‘self-praise’ of the Rsi and, hence, is addressed to
oneself. There are also cases of alternative ascriptions where the
same person is, alternatively, 2 Rsi and a Devatd, depending upon
who is being addressed and who is addressing. Urvasi and Pururvi
in Sukta 10.95 and Yama and Yami in Sukta 10.10 are well-known
examples, but there are others as well. Lopamudra and Ramasa
(1.179 and 1.126) are other examples found in the first Mandala,
suggesting that the Dialogue form was not confined to tenth
Mandala only.

The anomalous problem created by the alternative appellation
of the term Rsi and Devatd to the same person in the Dialogue
Suktas of the Rgveda is further compounded by the Sukia where
the self-praise of the Rsi results in his being treated as a Devatd of
the Sukia to whom the Mantra is being addressed. The practice
abounds in the eighth and tenth Mandala, but is sporadically found
elsewhere also. Some of the women Ryis of the tenth Mandala such
as Saci Paulomi do the same (10.159),

As for Chanda, the third pillar on which the identity of a mantra
is supposed to rest, the situation does not seem any better. If there
is indecision about the 7s5i or the devatd in so many of the Siktas in
the Rgueda, the same is also found in the case of Chanda, though
not to the same extent. The Sikta 4.10, for example, mentions in
respect of mantras 4, 6 and 7 that these may be in the Chanda
named Ul or ufer®s, while mantras 5 and 8 are clearly designated
as werdhs and s, respectively. The occurrence of different Chandas
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in the same Sikta is not supposed to affect the ‘unity’ of the Sithta,
Jjust as the existence of different rsis and the devatas is not sup-
posed to do the same. Where from does the unity of a S#tkia come,
then? That is the unanswered question in respect of this most basic
text of the ‘Indian civilization’.

The ambiguity in respect of what is meant by 75i or devaid in the
context of the Kguveda is endemic, as has been pointed out at
length earlier. But, like the Chanda, perhaps more than that, they
too abound in multiplicity and difference, as if the very idea of
‘unity’ did not make any ‘sense’ to those who ‘authored’ or ‘col-
lected’ them.

The idea that the ‘unity’ to a vedic mantra or S&kta is given by
the 75, the devata and the chanda is a superimposition on the text,
a myth, an adhyasa from which we need to ‘free’ ourselves so that
we may ‘look’ at it with fresh eyes, unencumbered by the ‘misguid-
ance’ of the past, enshrined in the texts written on the subject.

The same is true with respect to the mandale arrangement at
present which, however, convenient it might have been in the past,
stands in the way of our understanding and appreciating it now.

NOTE AND REFERENCE
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A thought configuration, however complex or systematic, consists
of a set of concepts and their inter-relations. What is the nature of
these concepts? How they come to be? How do they acquire a
meaningful role? How do they function? How they themselves
become problematic and object of analysis or investigation? And
how they are related with what lies yonder or beyond them, comprise
some of the questions which are not centrally raised. In this brief
paper, an attempt is being made to find answers to these questions.

To begin with, what is the nature of these questions? What are
they? What is their stuff? These questions are as puzzling as is to ask
what is consciousness? Or, what is the stuff of consciousness? These
questions appear to be even more strange when it is realized that
we are inquiring about something which is closer to us than any
other thing—something we are experiencing all the time. And yet
it is also evident that the answers to these questions have so far
eluded us while thinkers have been busy with them from the ancient
times. There is little unanimity amongst thinkers about the
answers. In fact, the very warp and woof of the fabric of experience
consists of concepts.

To have a concept is to be conscious of something, and to
be conscious is to have some concept, though not always. The
two—consciousness and concept—are intimately related, though
they are not identical. It is possible to be conscious but have no
concept, while it is ﬁot-’possible to have a concept and not
be conscious of it. The question regarding the nature of the stuff
of concepts or consciousness leads us to the controversy relating to
the relationship between mind and brain. It is not convenient to
enter into that debate here but it would be helpful to put before
us the two major views relating to which the debate continues. One
' view is that there is nothing like consciousness as a separate entity
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apart from the brain. The other is that consciousness cannot be
reduced to a brain. These are, of course, extremely simplified
positions.

The answers to the question as to what a concept would be is
determined in the light of either of these positions. It might be
some physiological function or it may be something which is largely
independent of the physiological frame of explanation. Whatever
position is taken, one thing appears to be clear. The terminology
involved in the discussion of mind and mental phenomena will
continue to be significantly used even when it is shown that the
mind is completely reducible to the brain and all mental phenom-
ena can be understood in terms of physiological functions. So, we
shall proceed with the language that has been in use in this con-
nection without assuming any of the positions concerning the
mind-brain debate.

Functionally, a concept is something which allows some sort of
multiplicity or complexity to be apprehended as a unity or totality.
A concept may apprehend an object or an individual either as a
whole or a whole with its parts, members, atiributes or as a part of
a bigger complex or whole whenever we entertain or think about

some object as picked up from its environs at thought level and

proceed with it into a sort of inquiry into its various aspects or
relationship with other chunks of the environs.

It is interesting to notice that often the process of thinking goes
on while the object of thought is not present physically. Thinking
about something when it is not present to us physically, moves us
into a higher level of journey into the realm of concepts. Concepts
acquired as a result of the encounter with the world now assume a
sort of independent status and now float about in various modes as
objects of our awareness aided with our imaginative ability and
some sort of purposive orientation. A word about the ‘encounter
with the world’. It is queer that we use this expression with great
facility without being aware of the implication. It does not occur to
us how can I or we encounter the world. For, in that case, I am
assuming-—of course, in an unconscious manner—that I am not in
the world. The world is there outside me. Obviously, this is non-
sense. Yet the locution is current. It presents the same kind of
puzzle as does the notion of self-knowledge. Self-knowledge re-
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quires the subject to be in the place of object. As has been noted,
that seems to be an impossibility. Yet the talk about self is fluent.

Besides the concepts that come to be formed as a result of the
encounter with the world, we find many other kinds of concepts
when we introspect. As is well-known, Descartes looked into the
repository of mind and found three kinds of concepts—those which
are acquired from the external objects, those which are result of
imaginative activity, and finally, those which he called innate. While
such an attempt draws our attention to what the mind possesses in
the form of concepts and the fact that these concepts are not all
the same type, yet Descartes’ classification does not exhaust the
variety of concepts. Moreover, the characterization of innate con-
cepts having a privileged epistemic status and their nature has
been contested. For example, the idea of infinite remains debat-
able since the times of Descartes regarding its source. So we need
to go through the repository of concepts afresh.

Besides the concepts that are acquired as a result of the encoun-
ter with the world which may be called representational concepts,
we find concepts which enable us to organize our experience. The
vast input from outside requires the identity of items and that
involves differentiation between various objects.? Recognition of an
object as the same object necessitates the concept of identity on
the one hand and requires the concept of difference on the other
so as to avoid any confusion. Perceptual events are not stationary.
In fact, nothing is stationary and yet, it is miraculous that we expe-
rience stability in relation to the various objects that we encounter.
What happens is that the percepts follow each other in a constant
stream. Kant distinguished between a reversible sequence of per-
cepts and the irreversible sequence of percepts. He thought that
the category of cause and effect enables us to comprehend the
visible sequence of objetcs. His idea was that the category of cause
and effect is something which our understanding contributes to
the experience. He does not seem to have noticed that the distinc-
tion which he found between the reversible and irreversible
sequences of percepts was embedded in the given or what we
called the manifold itself and it was because of that very
embeddedness that understanding could apply to the category of
cause and effect.
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+.-The deeper thing that Kant’s analysis draws our attention to is
that the object itself or its percept does not carry the label of cause
or effect. It is in this sense that the concepts of cause and effect
and also those of identity and difference can be said to be the
mind’s contribution, though their source lies in the experience
itself. The thing to note is that concepts like these are organiza-
tional concepts and they help us to make our experience intelligible.
Spatial concepts such as ‘left’, ‘right’, ‘up’, ‘down’, ‘centre’, ‘far’,
‘near’, and ‘central’ belong to the same category. Perhaps this
could also be applied to temporal concepts.

Events are not merely fixed in the grid of cause and effect; they
are also given names such as ‘revolution’, ‘big bang’, etc. They are
further specified and given more specific names such as ‘Russian
Revolution’, ‘Indian war of Independence’ and so on. Thus, orga-
nizational concepts seem to form a hierarchy, a consideration of
which would lead us into the nature of thinking itself. The forma-
tion of basic concepts or key concepts as belonging to a certain
theory or discipline come from such a hierarchy. The investigation
in a certain domain of inquiry moves around such concepts. These
sentences may give the impression that such concepts or their
application remain selfidentical for good. However, as is well-known,
Kuhn has pointed out that over a period concepts undergo drastic
changes and the entire framework gets transformed. While Kuhn’s
idea pictures discontinuities in the history of cognitive enterprise,
it shifts our attention from the subtle continuity which underlies
such an enterprise. But this merely supports Kuhn’s notion—his
theory cannot be stable one.

Needs of survival sustaining the being of the organism and mak-
ing it possible for it to exist in the collectivity of such organisms as
also interact with each other generate concepts which lend orien-
tation to our activities and also enrich our activities with a quality
dimension. Concepts such as goodness, duty, utility, prudence,
beauty, efficiency, comfort, freedom, all illustrate those concepts
which give orientation to our actions. Some of these concepts and
the likes also enable us to place things, events, acts and perfor-
mances, artefacts and even concepts themselves in some sort of
scheme. They may, therefore, be called evaluative concepts. In the
episternic contexts we have evaluative concepts like ‘true’, “false’,
‘valid’, ‘invalid’ and so on. '
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It scems to be a characteristic of understanding that it moves
from plurality to unity, from multiplicity to totality. Total perspec-
tive is a unified perspective. Such a movement of understanding
does not seem to rest till it arrives at a totality without a residgal.
Hegelian Absolute illustrates the point. Hegelian dialectic has for
its culminating state an Absolute which has assimilated all the pos-
sible categories (so far as Hegel’s understanding was concerned).
Apart from the movement towards totality, understanding also moves
towards the base, ground or cause which is ultimate in the sense
that such a ground state is in itself baseless, groundless or causeless.
The great thing bout Kantian insight is that we become aware
of the contradictory demand of the understanding and, thereby,
realize the futility of such a demand. Yet, many thinkers and the
untutored common understanding go on seeking a baseless base or
an exhaustive totality without at all being bothered about its impos-
sibility. Such a quest generates concepts which are parz%dom.ca%.
These concepts seem to knock at the limits of conceptuahty,- simi-
Jar to the astronomic numbers they seem to be inconceivable in the
sense of being unimaginable. . o

The attention to inconceivability is to take resort to imagination
and call images from experience which would, in some way, be
analogical or approximate to some consummating experience.
Religious discourses, given any culture, would be found to be
replete with such images. It is interesting to note.that .those who
have pursued the ideas of the ultimate with a logical rigour were
not satisfied with such approximations or analogies and conceived
the ultimate without any sensous content and also withou_t any
possibility of predication. It does not matter how inconceivable
such a concept may be.

There are some other concepts which do not have any apparent
relation to sensuous content. They may be referred to as purely
formal. Concepts which are normally dealt with in logic or n:?atl.]-
ematics illustrate such concepts. These concepts have an intrinsic
organization. The various operations in logic can be distinguished
from each other and can also be carried on within a formal struc-

_.ture without having any reference to empirical realm. So seems
. the case with mathematical concepts.

Before moving further we have to remind ourselves that what-
ever we have said so far about concepts has been possible because
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we have the facility as well as an ability to use symbols to talk about
concepts. Obviously, language makes thinking possible. The rela-
tion between a word and a concept is indeed very intimate. That
we are using a language—moving through words while thinking—
requires some effort to be conscious of this fact. The situation
becomes more complex when language itself becomes an object of
investigation. When we think of what we are trying to.convey through
a word or a sentence, we are obviously thinking of something which
is prelinguistic or non-linguistic. This is quite clear when the dis-
tinction between a proposition and a sentence is discussed or the
matter of translation is talked about. This paragraph had to be
inserted here because the notion of meaning in terms of words
and sentences cannot be voided in such an exercise.

While all concepts can be assimilated under one category or be
considered as homogeneous, vet, as we have already noticed, they
can be distinguished as falling in several domains according to
their role and function in actual discourse. A major distinction can
be introduced between representational concepts and the rest.
Since most other concepts have for their subject the representa-
tional concepts, they cannot be completely dissociated from them.

“For example, what would the organizational concepts organize if -
they did not have representational concepts for organizing? This is -
" not so clear so far as the orientational, regulative or valuational
concepts are concerned. |

An interesting point to be noted is the fact that orientational or :
valuational concepts primarily indicate a realm, which is non-exis-
tent. Here, ‘ought’ in contrast to ‘is’ indicates a supposed state of
affair which is basically characterized by non-existence. ‘Ought’
directs our action. However, the action requires for its realm an
existing state of affairs. A desired result cannot be attained in the
absence of the knowledge of state of affairs and the dynamics
involved in such a state. Moreover, the kind of desired state of
affairs is notionally constructed out of those components which

must be there.

This brings us to one of the fundamental problems of philoso
phy. What is the relationship between concept or thought and:
being or existence? It is well-known that philosophers have de-
bated this issue from two different and opposed points of
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view—thought is determined by being and_ being is determined by
thought. There have been several .sl.lades 1n~betw§en. Tiln?dco?tr&
versy raged between British empir1c1s_m and Co?mnenta‘ idea ;sm
Buddhist schools dealt with it centuries befo%‘e 1‘t was discusse hl‘l’l
the West. From the point of view of the beginning of the psl}s: blc
life, it would appear that the so-called .m.ental contents wou he
determined by the impact of the individual encounters u:.i t f
world. However, the needs of survival a‘nd, consequently, a just-
ment with the surroundings lead to react;ons to the wo_rld. \fangus
abilities of the mind such as comprehension, memory, 1mag1nat1c;1;
and intelligence enable the individual to -Iearn about .t_he world
outside and react to it. This process of action apd reaction wou
generate both representational as well as orgamzat‘lonal conceptsci
Questions regarding the relationship betwefan c:pxstemologzr1 an :
ontology are raised at a stage when our _mmds haw? alrea fy;ce
quired a countless variety of concepts. Since the h1story_ ok e
genesis of concepts is cost in oblivion, we are tempte.d to thin ¢ tha
whatever we know is mostly or completely a contribution of our
mlﬁd\.vould be pointed out that the regula'five or orientataoillilal
concepts on the one hand and the evaluative concepts on | c;
other cannot be contributed by the world .there for they are mean
to bring about what is not there, or bel.ng ab.ou'tt the structure;
which do not exist. There is a sense in which th‘is is true. As ‘not;
-above, norms and values are not answered p’artlally or fully m‘t e
world and so they inspire our actions to bring abou.t the desired
objects and situations. But there is another aspect is the matter

““which bears upon the relationship between what. is there and V‘vhat
“is not. Let us take an example. I find my room in complete d}so_r-
~der. Things are so placed in it that neither can I move about in it

with ease nor can I find things when I need them. So I sF:t abou;
to bring about some order into the room. I I)‘lfzce the items o
furniture in such a way that movements is facilitated. I arrange
things in such a way that when [ need any of them I am able to find
them. Obviously, this order did not exist when I ﬁrst. loo‘k.ed at my
room. The needs of movement with ease and the availability of the
" hings without difficulty determined how I would go ab01:1t to set
the room. These needs and the existing disorder determined the
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sality is accepted, then the talk of concepts ane'l their transcenden-
tal source would turn out to be at most a fiction. However, thfare
is a great resistance to the reducibility of rnin(ii, for su.ch a.nouon
robs human individuals of all significance. Inspite of this resistance,
the brain-view continues to gain strength because of the continu-
ous advances into brain research. .

Even if substantiality of the concept of mind is com}:i)leteiy re-
jected, it does not seem likely that the language of the mind woulfl
ever fade away. Such a language, being closer to hurr%an_experl-
ence and being a lot convenient, will continue to be s%gm?lcantly
used. It may be noticed that while the _language of scientific Cclle--
scription is more exact, it is seldom used u} the common day-to- ag
business of life. While it is true that morning means that the ea.rt
has completed a round on its axis and_ thi? is not true that Sun rises
or sects, yet no one—including the scientists—would want to use 2
more exact language in normal dealing, The Sun would continue
to rise as it is morning and it would set to announce the end of the

in the evening. '

da?l‘lir;re are conc;gpts which pose problem for c?nceivabihty% con-
cepts which involve denial or negat.ion, including contradlcuin}
and paradok, do not have the same kind of transparercy as do the;
positive concepts. While it is possible_ to imagine sqmethmg not
being there or somebody being deprived of somf::thmg.or sor}?e—
thing undergoing a change and 1osing.somfe attribute in such i
process, it does not seem possible to imagine something wh‘ic
never existed or which is never likely to exist in the future. Making
sense of nothing at all can only mean excludir}g_ \.vl.iatever has the
possibility of existing. Contradictions or im}?9551b111tles too seem to
defy conceivability. Yet we cannot have critical langugge w1l;‘hout
having the particle ‘not’ on the one hand and the'nc.)tton of. con-
tradiction’ on the other..Son of a barren woman is inconceivable
“but we understand what the word ‘son’ means and whgt Fhe ex-
'._pression ‘barren woman’ means. In illustrating a contradiction, we
are only saying that these two expressions cannot be parts of the
same sentence and also be significant. -
 We also talk of open concepts. To have an open concept is to
have a concept which is not fully determined. Such a cogcept
would require certain other concepts for it to be fully determined.

Does that mean that there is a state of awareness which is devoid
of all concepts? It is interesting to note that the discourse relating
to ‘Brahma’ or Siunya does culminate in an indication to a
conceptless awareness, which is sometimes shown as being one
with the cosmic consciousness.

There are other concepts which are similar to the concepts of
‘Brahma’ or ‘Stinya’, but different in the sense that they are not
conceived as completely devoid of predication. Descartes’ concept
of infinite, or ‘Substance’ of Spinoza or ‘the Absolute’ of Hegel are
concepts which point to what is real in a pre-eminent sense and
admit predication in some way or the other. The notion of ‘saguna
brahma’ is of a similar kind. As pointed out above, such concepts
are made intelligible by calling to attention approximating experi-
ences, which we human beings have actually gone through.

How do we come to have concepts such as these? Since they are
not formed as a result of any impact of the external world, they
must have their source within our mind or consciousness. They are
innate or a priori. They are not conceived as conclusions of an
inference. Being independent of experience on the one hand and
being not a result of mental activity on the other, they are sup-
posed to have an epistemically privileged status. Descartes thought.
of the idea of the infinite as innate and so endowed with a special .
status. Kant conceived the ideas of the existence of God and im
mortality of soul as postulates having a transcendental necessity.

Hegelian pan-rationalism has no place for any outside. Like:
Spinozist substance, the unfoldment of Absolute followed an in
built necessity. Being the only reality, Sankara’s brahma was there
all the time. Thus, these ideas were related to the real in a tran-
scendental sense. They either had no place for the external world
or reduced it to an unsubstantial status. This is a gross simplifica-.
tion, for each of the concept mentioned in this context has beer
dealt with in a complex way. :

Whether concepts have a transcendental source apart from hav-
ing empirical genesis will remain a debatable issue and the
acceptance of a position in the debate would ultimately be moti-
vated by an individual’s approach to existence. A reference to the
controversy regarding mind-brain duality is relevant. If the notion
of mind is completely reduced to the brain and only physical cau
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In non-scientific discourse, we often have concepts which require
more concepts to become more exact. In fact, the process of think-
ing moves towards a closure of a concept. In this course, some
concepts have to be added and some to be rejected. While a re-
Jected concept may remain in our awareness, we do not do anything
with it. It remains unused.

A life of concepts is characterized by numerous dimensions. They
define ontology. They make experience intelligible. Of course, they
make life blood of thinking. They get busy even with themselves.

NOTES AND REFERENCES

1. It would be convenient to mention some allied words and notice the
differences amongst them. These words are: idea, thought, form, cat-
egory, notion, belief, fancy, image.

The first thing to note is that in some sense these words, including
concept, are used in opposition to and in contrast with words like ohject,
real, thing, entity, actual and so on. In this sense, they seem to function
as a form of abstraction. The second thing that comes to mind is the
differences that these words have when contrasted with ‘concept’. Con-
cept seems to be amenable to a wider usage as compared to any of these
others. ‘Thought' is specific to thinking. As a noun, it is used for the
object of thinking and also for the product of thinking. ‘Notion’ is used
as an idea, view, belief, plan and s0 on. It has also been used in a specific
sense by Berkeley. While he used ‘idea’ for the object of spirit or
consciousness, he used ‘notion’ for the awareness of spirit or conscious-
ness itself. ‘Tdea’ has a prestigious heritage, as is well known. In platonic
parlance, it served to point to a form as an instrument of intelligibility |
but more specifically as something real and having intrinsic worth yet
not concrete or material. All these three—thought, notion and’
idea—also have a wider usage. s
Like idea and notion, ‘category’ has also been used in a specific sense’
byAAristotIe as well as Kant. Both of them used the word differently,
though Kant claimed to have acquired the term from Aristotle. To:
Aristotle, ‘category’ was a form of predication supported by Greek usage.
It was also used as a class of predicates. Kant assigned ‘category’ a more
specific function. It was used as a sort of cast which moulds the manifold
or transforms it into something intelligible, It is interesting to note that
at several places Kant used the term ‘Begriff’ (concept) for ‘category’,
for example. The first book of ‘Transcendental Analytic’ is called “The
Analytic of Concepts’ {Gritique of Pure Reason, A66/981).
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The usage of ‘belief’ involves a sort of mental possession. ?‘f)r example,
we generally say ‘x has certain beliefs’. A belief is a cognitive counter-
art of a linguistic-cum-logical form., o . ‘
gancy is a free float while image helps individuation. The term con-
cept’ can be used and is used for any of these synonymousl_y while
the usage of any of these may help us to indicate the specific use
) ’ ish it to be put to.

of ‘concept’ that one may wis ut Lo |
Concepts like ‘identity and difference’ point to a wholt.e.class _of
concepts, which are dichotomous—one of the pair is Parasltlc .for'its
meaning on the other. Such pairs are: being and non-being; beglnmng
and end; cause and effect; real and apparent; necessary and contmgen‘t,.
good and bad; beautiful and ugly; true and fai§e, and so on. ’1_"11?;1
relational character and consequential problematic has been classically
dealt with by F.H. Bradley.
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An attempt is made in this article to defend linguistic normativism
against verificationist and naturalist interpretation of understand-
ing of the language with relation to a general theory of meaning
constructed for a natural language. I shall attempt to show that
verificationist’s or naturalist’s insight as an irremediable flow in the
cases of semantic consideration has made our linguistic under-
standing unbased and falliable. Both verificationists and naturalists
are deluded and their delusion rests on misconceptions regarding
semantic concepts such as meaning, truth, understanding, etc., in
reference to the relation of logic with language and, the relation of
language with reality. It also rests on an exaggerated conception
of the epistemic role of semantic conditions under which the very
concept of uriderstanding of the language and, therewith, a sys-
tematic theory of meaning would be considered as the matter of
epistemological investigation. To argue against these misdirected
conceptions, my strategy would not be different from the later
Wittgenstein’s descriptive mode of representation! and viewpoints.
‘Rather, I will explicitly substantiate my arguments with the most
illuminating insights and' ideas of Wittgenstein in order to defend
* the thesis of linguistic normativism-—a thesis according to which all
“semantic concepts could be elucidated in terms of our continuous
“involvement into uses of language what Wittgenstein calls ‘lan-
guage-games’. Since language in its ordinary sense of the term
represents a system of linguistic activities, on account of the knowl-
edge of normative nature of the semantic concepts here
language-reference must be taken as only a pre-condition rather
than any epistemological presupposition. We may put the matter
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concretely in question form: If we concede the conception that
none can use language without understanding why and how it can
be used, could we then concede the conception that understand-
ing of a language is knowing its meaning? Further more, Does
knowing the meaning of a language presuppose any preoccupied
cognitive condition(s)? A positive response to these questions obvi-
ously constitutes an impressive basis for semantics and linguistic
theory. My purpose in this paper is to give a normative foundation
for the basis, against some recent attempts to undermine it.2

1

It is very common to our philosophical awareness that the twenti-
eth-century analytic philosophy has taken the study of language to
be the highroad to the solution of philosophical problems. It, in
fact, has exhibited an intense investigation into the nature of lan-
guage and, more particularly, commitment to its investigation has
been centred to the concept of meaning and understanding of the
language in general. To this purpose, whatever the case may be,
language has been commonly viewed as a means of communication
and logic as foundation on which our linguistic theories rest, and
to which linguistic learning and intelligibility must conform. One
of the consequences of this view is that linguistic meaning and
understanding are believed to be rationally justified if and only if
they can be deductively subsumed under a universal ontological
framework involving the appropriate logically relevant facts. Based
on this view, the justificatory relationship between our specific lin-
guistic expressions and linguistic conditions is a one-way-street, in
the sense that our specific linguistic expressions are Justified by
appealing to logical facts. Logical facts are not, in turn, Justified by
any appeal to specific linguistic expressions.

Despite this deductive logical model of semantic consideration
and its pre-eminence impact upon the contemporary philosophy
of language, the semantic consideration that philosophers actually
cngage in bears a significant model for keeping language, logic
nd reality within a perspective of ‘perspicuous representation’.
‘“ne striking difference between the logical model and the per-
spicuous representational model is that whereas the former provides
primacy to logic, the latter takes language as the pivotal one. This
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difference vanishes as Wittgenstein tells us when we really .hzive a
‘grammatical investigation’ into them and, to Wittgenstein, t'he
‘grammatical investigation’ (i.e. widely accepted as a normative
critique) marks the point at which language, grammar and reality
come together in a transparent manner. This transparency. revez%ls
in what we define the meaning of language and also in the way in
which we understand it. Referring to semantic cons‘idf.:ration, this
conception implicity involves two fundamental questions: first, how
does any word or expression in a learnable language become mean-
ingful? And, second, how do we know {(understand) the m'eam'ng of"
any word or expression in such a language? The‘grammaﬂcal inves-
tigation’ shows us the conditions by means of which we can z}nswer
these questions in the correct manner. In other words, the gram-
matical investigation’ discloses the conditions of semantic
consideration and, in this sense, it justifies our linguistic knomvledge
or understanding. In practice, the way by which we arrive at_t‘ms
state of ‘perspicuous representation’ is relatively simple and str:alght-
forward. Of course, semantic consideration and justification obviously
cannot occur in a vacuum. It needs a base or ‘ground’, whic.h as
Wittgenstein suggests, would be neither higher nor lower, but within
the language’ itself. Thus, the most reasonable place to §lart Fhe
process is with the language itself. For it is the language in which
we have the greatest confidence in so far as ‘the language speaks
for itself’. In this sense, what Wittgenstein really intends to assert
is the autonomy of language because he believes the langl_tfqge is
. primitive and its primitiveness is reflected in our stream of life. He
refers to ‘forms of life’ which constitute actual grammar of lan-
':'g’uage in the sense of our ‘modes of thinking and acting in actual
situations with language’. He characterizes them as fundaiaental
conditions in which our linguistic capacities are most likely to be
displayed without distortion. _

""Against this backgroun'd or with Ieast concern to it, however,
philosophers on the one hand and theoretical linguists on the
other have attempted to explain the nature of language and have
engaged in the construction of a theory of meaning for a natura‘l
linguage on their own viewpoints along with specific presupposi-
tions. Dummett, for example, in arguing against Frege’s realism,?
aims for a theory of meaning which, according to him, happens
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to be a theory of -understanding.? It is intended as an account to
disown Frege’s notion of sense of expressions as participating truth-
conditions independently of the user’s knowledge of those
conditions; it also concentrates on the significance of a theory of
reference which, to Dummett, must be counted as basic to the
claim of the construction of a general theory of meaning. This
attitude, in truth, matters with the sole claim as an account of what
it is that someone knows when he knows a given language, and
that, in turn, is taken to be knowing the meanings of the expres-
sions and sentences of the language. To this claim, indeed,
Dummett owes to Wittgenstein for his most influential verdict that
‘meaning is use’. According to Dummett, truth-conditions are not
enough to construct a general theory of meaning for the natural
language, and it is the case that we must take account of contex-
tual conditions under which a given linguistic expression can be
asserted or denied. To him, these contextual conditions constitute
asertibility conditions which necessarily determine the meaning of
linguistic expressions so far as a speaker understands (knows) those:
conditions. These assertibility conditions are never verification-tran-
scendent; rather, they constitute themselves as the verification-
conditions by which the meaning of a statement is ‘exhaustively.
determined’. Dummett’s verificationist argument here is explicitly;
reflected in his ‘The Reality of the Past’® and “The Philosophical;
Basis of Intutionistic Logic’.® But any difference to this argument;
Dummett’s famous paper on ‘Truth’ published earlier by the Ar-
istotelian Society in 1959, has not really changed philosophers to
line of enquiry which has appeared both classical and new.” As
result of philosophical investigation, it compounds some of th
most distinctive philosophical ideas such as Frege’s analysis of sense
the reflection on meaning as used as in later Wittgenstein
intutionism in the philosophy of mathematics, and, especially, epis
temological under current contact in semantics on the advancemen
of ordinary language philosophy.?

Dummett’s plea for antirealist domination in the semantic con

i
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influenced many contemporary philosophers. Crispin Wright, foi;"
example, attempts a critical observation of Dummett’s anti-realism
in his Realism, Meaning and Truth® Wright explicitly expresses h
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reaction on Dummett in saying that ‘this kind of_ “anti'-reallsrlno” is
merely a (British) eccentricity, fgelled by 'fu"chzuc hepisttftrsnc;b fz;
bad philosophy of mind and native pre-Qum(‘san t 01.1gf > about
meaning, will be encouraged, I hope, to.ex'amme’ r}z;ou; u ‘},rv pan
nither to what basis there may be for thinking so’. T en Orfgl;e_
begins his observation dealing with.the general con(‘:e;;)tlond o re
alism. According to him, realism in its general sense is based up

two fundamental presumptions, such as:

P(1) That human kind confronts an objective.world, som;thmg
almost entirely not of our making, possessing 2 host 0h occal-
sional features which may pass altogether unnqﬂced by humanr
consciousness and whose innermost nomeological secrets may

: 11
remain forever hidden from us.” .

P(2) That we are, by and large and in favourable c1rcumstan:::les-,
capable of acquiring knowledge of the world and of under-
standing it.!?

With reference to P(l} and P(2), 'there are two ‘pOS.SIblti re:
sponses: idealism and scepticism. It is a open tr.uth t}}at anti-rea 1st1;r]1e
is not a version of the latter and its relatlonshlp_ to 1de.ahsn;1, omf ¢
other hand, is far from the open truth. For, as Wright claims, ‘the foc

point of the debate, over the past 25 years or so has been the thesis

that our depictive powers may outstrip our (Izg)ganlve capaq;le;,
that truth may intelligibly transcend ewde'nce . T’hls state; a aen :
nite doctrine of realism which is epoched in Frege’s formalism

it is which Dummett concerns himself with. Wright points out this

¢ i are
maiter as the realist holds that, ‘some true statements which

fully intelligible to us, may neverthcfless be... ‘evic_lence‘-trztnscs;-
dent’.M If this is the statement of realism, then antl-reahgm mA ci
in some sense, deny that truth can be ewci.ence:transceﬁ ent.1 n
this is the form of ‘anti-realism’ which Wright 1n.tends L(? exp (?r_el.
Hence, the realist’s view—as Wright contends—is that .the axta;;
_ability of otherwise of evidence is no conceptual cogstrat‘nt on

i > 15 And for the anti-realist, on the
apacity of a statement to be tru'e . T tl N ocent
_contrary, epistemological conditions are built 1‘nto the veryf copt
of truth, the thrust of his arguments is that . the tru,t}:(io as
ment requires that evidence be available of its truth’.
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Some problews, however, are involved in the above account.
One may, here, ask: does realism, as Wright has generally charac-
terized it, require that truth be conceived as potentially
evidence-transcendent? Does it entail ‘realism’ in the specific
Dummett-Wright sense? Of course, Wright himself shows some initial
agnosticism on this peoint. In other words, as he says:

‘On the face of it at least, there is no immediate route from denying that
conviction (that truth is evidence-transcendent) to denial of what seems
essential to realism, as characterized above. What seems essential is the
conception of truth as constituted by fit between our beliefs, or statements,
and the features of an independent, determinate reality’.!?

Here, it is not clear that endorsing the idea of truth as ‘fit’
requires one to accept that truth is evidence-transcendent. This is .
so because it apparently leaves it open as a possibility that the
reality which true statements fit in fact here—for reasons having
nothing to do with the very concept of truth—transcends our
possibilities of investigations. There may be much about it that
soméone neither knows nor will ever know, but nothing about it
. for which evidence is unavailable, which someone cannot know if
" he chooses to search for it.

"~ 'This'is, indeed, an initial possibility, but it does not match our.
‘common sense or scientific view of the world, We may take a naty-
ralistic view, seeing ourselves as causal patients and agents within.
an encompassing causal order. But this naturalistic view inevitably
carries the consequence that there are states of affairs which obtain
but which we cannot obtain evidence for. To argue against it, we
need philosophical grounds for holding that the availability of evi
dence is built into the very concept of truth. That then motivate
some Interpretation of commonsense or scientific naturalism de:

signed to make it consistent with our philosophical account of the
concept of truth. '

Then we may ask: could any such interpretation remain realist
in the sense of endorsing the idea that truth is fir? It, perhaps,
could not. Rather, it necessarily brings idealism with it. Truth as fit
is central to the notion of a factual statement. Factual statemen
are those which are true or false, according to whether they c_é
respond to some fact, or to say, to an ‘independent determina
reality’. ‘Determinate’ here means determinate independently

2

Understanding the Language 35

the state of knowledge which it causes i‘n tl’.lﬁ knowing su.bject.fS;I;
the idea of truth as fit already carries “.ch it the cogceptzondo "
interaction between knowing the subject and an m_deper; ‘erriltz
determinate object. If, therefore, the central dgctrme.o a -
realism’ concerns the concept of truth, and says it t.hat_ it Can;ﬂt_
outrun the availability of evidence, ther} the anti-realist ;s CO-I‘;I} i
ted at some level to rejecting the notion OJ.f trutl; ;ls 1t‘;v1at -
independent determinate reality. The c_luest;}on 0 Q:;rl,e; are ,
anti-realism can be distinguished from idealism must n n
This leads us to argue that Wright is perfectl?( accura}t;: in s yt1t E
that the debate of realism—anti-realism-.was lnsp.lred by umn::; -~
has focussed on whether we can attain an evxdenc‘e-t;ans;e dent
notion of truth. But while this has been the focg.s, 1th as Sen °
against the background of a larger débate‘ regarding t c(}: n?hz o
meaning. In this larger debate, realists like Fregefan :ltence ,
similar pursuation hold that our ur.ic_ierstandn.lg 0 ? se pence o
given by a grasp of its trthh-cond1t19ns, while anté-riat 5 ke
Dummett and others in similar pursuation would hol. t lzjt i oes
not. That is to say, the basic account gwfn} by an anti-rea 1s.t is that
understanding is grasping assertiomcondltlor'is. These .assertlon-
ditions, as having been said so far, detern.lme meaning. ) :
What follows is that explaining the mezaning of an assertion must,
in general, consists in an explanatiop of its use. (Dumﬁeté;;st:;
have stated just now, contends in his paper on Tru; s
claim provides a way whereby we can abandon realism w

. falling into. subjective idealism. On the other hand, it also seems

that Dummett opines that understanding is given by grasping asser-

. .
- tion-conditions which constitute an account of the eplf;fmhlc
| conception of meaning’ to be linked in some vital respect with the

rejection of evidence-transcgndent t.ruf;h which entails t?le ‘e}?l:tffrriz
conception of truth’. Of course, it is 1mp0rta_nt to .notlce t 3 -
can save the epistemic conception of meaning wzthc‘)ut e? 0;0 mg
the epistemic conception of truth, then' it is certainly ar1 o
obvious that our position is a form of idealism, or even that i
: es the title ‘anti-realism’. o
dcsgfzvlgfn:t;.?s basic arguments for the view that undrs:rstr:mdmgI is a
matter of grasping assertion-conditions seem to move by the cAau;}
that we can secure no notion of evidence-transcendent truth. And,
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consequently, the epistemic conception of meaning follows from
the fact that truth must be equate with assertibility of some sort as
W€ can secure no other concept of the truth. That is, since under-
standing of truth-conditions is not secured, understanding as the
grasp of assertion-conditions is to be accepted. If we examine the
statement at the end of Dummett’s beliefs, i.e. ‘an account of
the use of a statement for an account of its truth-conditions as the
general form of explanation of meaning.... We can abandon real-
ism without falling into subjective idealism’, we see that the basic
assumption in it is that a statement cannot be true unless some-
thing makes it true. But ‘what makes it true’ is read as ‘what
warrants its assertion’ and ‘what warrants its assertion’ is taken in
an epistemic sense.'® If this is the only way of getting to the epistemic
view of meaning, and if the denial of evidence-transcendent truth
is a form of idealism, then we can have no reason to hold that
‘meaning is given by assertion conditions unless we hold to a form
“of idealism. But reading Dummett does not entail that it is the only
way. Dummett himself has suggested that intuitionistic conception
of ‘mathematics is best argued for from the Wittgenstenian insight
th:i_t“m”eaning' is use. Hence, his real view, as it seems, is that the
two doctrines: (i) that understanding is grasp of assertion-condi-
tions; and (ii) that truth cannot transcendent the availability of
evidence, emerge as joint products of something more basic, .
namely, the thesis that the understanding or grasp of concepts is
acquired and manifested in use. Dummett explains this thesis in
holding the language mastery as a fundamentally recognitional ability
and a non-classical view of truth.!9

II

Theoretical representationalists, following Noam Chomsky,?® have
argued that learning a language or understanding a language in-
volves constructing—on the basis of c¢xXposure to utterances—a
grammatical theory for that language. Such a theory consists of
a system of rules and elements, or in words of Professor. K. Sengupta -
‘a set of hypotheses framed in terms of certain innate universals’?!

Io generate the sentences of the language. This theory involves a-
mental setup which is innately occupied by the speaker of the:
language. It is a fact that individuals in a speech community all
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language, because they possess the
t seems to follow that they all evolve
lained on
And that can only be exp
e theory of grammar. : nly xpl on
e SaIsl:lmptioriy that they employ highly restrictive prmc1pﬁl:as (tams
i i , it se
t1r1€ulate them in the construction of such a theory. Hefnce L seems
e are both with innate knowledge of r-uies of a e
e as in Chomsky.?? The rules of a universal grammal; :
o . i i ent o
gramff;k suggests, are to be part of the biological endow'm e
Cho‘;: rzan beings, and have some ‘mental rep;efentauon .Cony
e ons loyi r of language -
] ules, the use
ously employing these r e com
uﬂCOtI";S?;S ngmmatical theory. The theory so0 constructed is m;,OH
1 i 1 1 But possess
r introspection.
reach of consciousness o . ‘

o including a well-defined syntax, 18 what knowing

acquire essentially the same
same mental mechanism. So, 1

struc
beyon
“of such a theory,

i f.
nguage consists o _ B . N
: 1'Elthi ffct is that for theoretical representatlonahsts, to

H 3 M % b th
slan

i e or, to say, ‘mastery
: i the knowledge of language or . .
L e ey n to the way a scientist encounters his

' Tis ¢ aki
ol linguage e 2 of hypothesis as to the nature of the

i a with a set :
xperimental data witl : ure of e
fl:alt)q’ 28 With this realization, Chomsky explains t;che ;;.;n re of in
guistic acquisiiion and suggests that ‘knowledge of gr ,

of language, develops 1n the child into the 11}terp;?.};‘}o£ fcehnc;u;z;lz
etermined principles and a course of .expeuenc 3 stae
gtifn wine is a matter of having a certain mental structure dco it
ing I:f) ‘geietically determined principles’ that. gen;;i;e Cz;r; Cel;:t;(m
the mental representation of form ‘.'md meamng{,}.1 o e
lone, Chomsky claims, can expla‘m the fact : 2;1 o e ore.
utterances generally conform to various gramma 1; fules hat pres
existed in an user’s mind. Thus, Chomsky suggests that 11 know o
10 proposed explanation for the fact that our g}}m ng i
c¢haviour accord with certain rule systems ot}cllerh e
.16:1‘1__that computation involv;lm'g sgcl(;’z;gkghz;r;n i ]iyes thleaory pavions
hey provide ¢ lace in the mind’.* ory, 1 _
C}SCE;:; lscizrtil;egs rlljew insights into the innate generative transfor

insi impress other
ational structure of language.®® These insights 1mp

Fep investicate the underlying struc-
inguists, for example J.J. Katz, to investig L This underlying

¢ of language which can be innately ‘generatc s pnderyne
icture of language, what Katz calls ‘deep structure™™’, p

Aw«%m&%&% S

i

w

i




38

SATRUGHNA BEHERA

- fact that.it is a. ‘deep structure’ of language so characterized for
.o/ the reason. that it is the internal source of the complexity of linguis-
tic construction; - o ;
" Moreover, Jerry Fodor, a famous theoretical linguist, also profE
~.-poses a naturalistic theory of understanding by insisting on the fact
that the brain is 2 meaning machine.28 He recognizes that this view
rests on the semantic correspondence thesis. According to him,
the semantic correspondence thesis exclaims that ‘the bedrock
upon which the possibility of computational explanations of
behaviour is founded is the (presumed) fact that the causal rela-
tions among the physiological states of the organisin respect the’
semantic relations among formulate in the internal code’.®® This
suggests that the hehaviour of the organism is explained by refer-:
ence to states in its neural centre whose causal properties correspon
with the semantical features which explain the behaviour. To Fodor
all that is needed to say that the nerve system is in a certain propo
sitional attitude state is that it is ‘wired’ in such a way that its being
In a certain relation to an internal formula is sufficient for its being
in a certain propositional attitude state.
Fodor undertakes this naturalistic project to construct a model
of semantic correspondence, as he thinks that this correspondence

understanding. Fodor explains the correspondence between ne
ral states and propositional attitude states by solving the problem
how could they be wired in. To him, there is no reason to thin
that it cannot be wired in, because something analogous to th;
occurs in natural languages. In a public language, the connectio
between the formula and the relevant propositional attitude, an
on the basis of that, the relevant meaning,
in the case of the brain lan
necessary’. %0

is conventional, wherea
guage it is wired in, or ‘nomologicall

But it makes no difference whether the principle is laid dow
by social convention or by nature. Hence, there is no principle
objection to the semantic correspondence thesis. Fodor arrives a
the conclusion that ‘It is pertinent to finish by emphasizing thaf
these views may all be wrong, but they are at least empirical’.%!
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Moreover, Fodor’s claim for the coherence of rr.lechanism is ‘banj-d
on the alleged analogy between the nomological neces;xtlesb;iré
‘ . 4 . . o pu
¢ tions’ which underlie the use
rature and the ‘covnen . - _
;anguage He assumes that the meaning of expressions In natural
languages are constituted in atomistic lines. As he says,

i he
It is. . .reasonable to suppose that a system rich enough h::01 exp{ress Sti:t
age i consist-
convey will have ... a vocabulary
messages that natural languages . : "
ing in% a finite inventory of discrete, meaningful elementary items
What is important to see in this connection 13 that similar to I o
i i a
Fodor holds that understanding of a sentence (1.v.e.,t tofsazfomic
1 ement o
i ¢) is a structured arrang :
meaning of a sentenc | : . e
conceptg; 3 The most basic assumption which underlies Ff);ional
. ism i ' meaning is a compositio
i i chanism is that meaning 1s o]
notion of a meaning me : SaninE. itona
i i : is a presupp
i aning particles. is -
function out of atornic me : : . on
of the semantical correspondence thesis which, n’; tur.n, 1Isfa0pfar
i in i cal engine. 1t, s
iti that the brain 1s a semanfica
supposition of the view : : - far
Ehgppossibility of a linguistic holism is concerned, 'therg areean
elementary ‘meaning particles’, then there are no dl::reieFrr; a
> wi ‘ f a machine. o
i i 1d ‘correspond’ with states o de
et the i thesis is an empirical
[ the - semantic correspondence the
argument that the se ‘ csis s an empre
is si that these ‘conventions
hypothesis simply assumes ese T s
i i t holistic in nature. 1o P
line public language are no . [ ocor ®
i 1 —nhis assumption tha
i 1ost unflattering manner
argument in its mos O s 1o
i i lie natural language ar
conventions which under an. ¢ . | o
the nomological necessities in nature—it 18 noljnmg other Ljha{r; o
assumption that natural language is a ‘mechanical caIculusi] . e
i ason why
i be true, then there is no re :
argument is taken to ‘ 7 thert
cannot be a meaning mechanism, though there are z{%t:empt.s w
act as counter-arguments to defy such a rcahmtlc;ni.3 U
The basic tenets which are inherently presented by e
ist projects of language—~meaning and language-—mastery,
all, may be summarized as the following:

T(1}) A language consists of the relation of words ar.id n:lezzizl%
over an infinite domain of sentences. Suc.h a relation is er
mined by a grammatical theory consisting Of1 rusz :
principles which generate the sentences of the language.
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T(2) To understand a language is to be in a persistent mental state
which has a mental structure consisting of such a system of
rules and principles that generate and relate mental repre-
sentations of various types.

T(3) To learn a language one must ailready know, cognize or pos-
sess a universal grammar which is an element of the ‘genetype’
that maps ‘a course of experience’ into a particular grammar.

T(4) To have learnt a language is to have constructed a grammati-
cal theory of language. This theory of the language is ‘internally
represented’ in the mind of speakers and, it is conjectured,
also in the brain. It is, however, essentially unconscious, inac-
cessible o introspection and conscious knowledge.

T(5) Understanding a particular sentence mvolves, inter alia, un-
consciously computing the meaning of the sentence on the
. basis of the tacitly known grammatical theory and syntax, to-
gether with a further rich array of rules and principles of
_ *semantic. and pragmatics.
i :.-_T'_('G)_:-Na'l;u_ral language is atomistic in nature and is 2 ‘mechanical
s ccalculus?, 2o o

mechanical computation of the calculus. Finally, togethetr tlzz)rzl ;Itlrz;k;
beings who have not yet learnt a language .o :

iflnf)iiizrabout the grammar of the language to the utterances o

e
e e ?Ziio‘i):l};l()gsﬁittgenstein’s favourable insight§, I may ar-

Hoge‘t’e;’cme of these tenets—-—philosophicall?' spe_akiflgmmakes:
B i ‘Hcative claim. The naturalist and verificationist concep
a'ﬂY S}grfu lcallan uage, of knowledge, of mastery of a .lang_uage,
reanin ; terr;glinati(;n of understanding and of speaking in ac-
meanm'glzx fh rules of ianguage are not, as a matter of fact, fal‘se.
o ‘:t a:e self-defeating because they exploit the normative
ﬁ:ttulfe i)sfe our linguistic understanding and with it the normativencss
O e o 1;“%;?;3 er‘lormativeness of the natural language, any

NOW’L E: e(f: n;airlg the nature of language and its conceptual struc-
v bpcorrelated with certain central concepts such as
s TluStexglanation of meaning, understanding, tru}:h,' rules, etcl:r;
m;?"“’; cggncepts are linguistically not distinct but associative to e_anc
Tthecjr being involved into a system of language. When mea:::s ife
(‘) 1ks seem to be more attractive, other concepls areé no less pers e
:?1 osriler to construct a general theory of meaning fo;‘ thea:i:; ;rin
language. Any meaning-talk entails the expianauo_n 0 1r_x;z;:nce o
;eference to meaning of a word. or.an exp_resslo?(;ted n e,xpla‘
meaning of a word or an expression 18 wh‘aL is felzl ted In xpie
nations of its meaning. Equally, the meaning ohand tEe -
what we . understand when we actuz{.lly compre _en ghe cxpres
sion. However, verificationists who (flalm. that mzamt hgers e
is explained by its method of .ver%ﬁcatlon, an.fo s O
against this by claiming that it is given by spec 1caCh~actS s e
conditions or of its potential for p.erformmg spee ; ui,stic e o
these has wished to examine what, in our 9rdmary 1ng:: tisic o
‘actions, counts as an explgmatior} of meanlr;)g. ;:S szcsz}) kit
‘we may say that they are in ‘pos§ess,10r1 ?f wiglt . ;"ohic A
justly says ‘a perennial fascination’ or "a philosop A on
In this sense their hopes for or gt'tem-.pt.s. to seman e o
are halfway assessment or oppositionistic to.the nierses § nael
language. Wittgenstein, with his refined m9t1ve, rg e g,
tional direction of relation between meaning and u

111

- Now, we' may observe that naturalist tenets have some significant
implications. Especially T(I) and T(2) make sense for there to be
rules of language which are never, and in some cases cannot be,
expressed in that language. T(3) and T(4) make sense to speak of
people following rules which they do not and cannot understand.
Hence, the matter may be possible to discover what rules people—
unknown to themselves—are following in their daily linguistic
transactions. Although these rules are alleged to have a mental or
neural representation, this mode of representation is wholly
known. Hence, the rules thus represented have no nor

in human activities of teaching, explaining,
what they

un-
mative role
correcting, clarifying .
say and what their utterances mean, Despite this, T(5)
and T(6), on this account, make sense for particular acts to be in
accord with such unknown rules and each sentence in a language.
bears its own significance distinctively by certain mental represen-
tation having no relation with other sentence

s of that language, -
and each mental representation is made possible only through a '
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completely reorienting the role of explanation in an account of
the nature of language and linguistic conmpetence.

43
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e explanation of mean-

. . . th
‘The meaning of a word is what is explained by o

3 ”
rd “meaning’,
i.e., if you want to understand the use of;?he WO
ing, 1.e. ‘ e o
1f 1g’wha,t are called “explanation of meaning
or

What follows from the above-mentioned thought is that a philo-
sophical explication of meaning must be presented according to

ning is all by

i

i hat mea
Here, Wittgenstein urges us o think not of w

- to teach the
; . ing of a word,
- g . . . it is to explain the mean . vord.
- the conditions put not by the traditional preoccupied presupposi- itself, but what 1t 1s P know the meaning of a v
W\/\A
m\

§“

.

o

tions but by a proper analysis of the logic of understanding,
explanation and communication. Meaning is the correlate of un-
derstanding. Understanding of an expression, i.e., knowing what it
means is not a mental state or event, e.g., of having an image or
picture of an object or state of affairs, or of mysteriously appre-
hending an abstract entity like of the Fregean ‘sense’. Nor is it a
mental process or activity, e.g., of deriving the meaning of a sen-
tence from the known meanings of its constituents and their mode
of combination, as Chomsky and Chomskean generative grammar-
ians have it. Rather, it is akin to an ability, to mastering a technique.
So, a prior clarification of the concept of ability is a precondition
to explicate the nature of understanding whether an ability is
posscssed. To what degree it is mastered and its basic nature is
scen in and determined by its manifestations. The ways in which
linguistic understanding manifests itself can be categorized into
two viewpoints. First, whether a person understands an expression,
and what he understands by it, can be seen from the way in which
he used it and the manner in which he reacts to its use by others.
The correctness or incorrectness of his use, the appropriateness or
inappropriateness of his reactions to use, constitute grounds for
attributing to him an understanding or lack of understanding of it.
Secondly, understanding is manifested by correctly explaining the
meaning of an expression. What a person understands by an ex-
pression is just what he explains in his explanations of its meaning.
Here, it can be said that there is a perfect fit between the
meaning of an expression and what we understand when we under-
stand the expression. Given this perfect fit, the expression ‘what
we understand’ introduces an indirect question, not a relative
expression standing for an abstract of mental object. Hence, if a
person undersiands an expression then, in practice, he can answer
the question ‘what do you understand by it?’ or ‘what does jt
mean?’ Understanding is internally related to the ability to explain.
Thus, Wittgenstein very aptly remarks:

. to a learner, L0 X s
meamns Oft;i?c;fnp(l)e truth has been obscured by philosopher
Of course,

- nine the notion of explanation of meaning. Itis a phllzsoorlzh;; :
Sﬁbl%glrllnﬁ*;xg Plato to Frege and beyonccii, thf?‘fc;(::n:ognditions of
illusi P ry and su
deﬁr'liti('m Sp’?flfgi:;gt ::Znnee:;sassa)t/ion of word‘fn_eaning, oz:zssi};
apphcanolﬂ e t of specification of truth-condltl'ons cour_x S
that noﬂ.]mg hor nteice. In fact, our explanations of hr(ligzions
explar.iati()ﬂ e Sc(;iverse and are not judged by these clon L ex:
g\}ea::ﬁ;r:er;eegﬁngs ostensively, by samP'ile)s, zni{:srg\}?eeise? erc.

€ ent,

emplification, by Corifx;l;?} ;;E;?r?te, def}t;ctive or incqmglftf:;
Such c:»(piamitlons.fﬂliona1 standbys which we tolerate untﬂ. i -
They are not pro\’;s by philosophers, linguists or other scmnﬁism.;
ones &7 C.hSCOVETC xyression does not transcend the expla_l_la Oof
_The meaning of‘ arklx et I:ve give and recognize in our practices o
of Tt mFamng ;}V : meaning is revealed in the explanat;ons rd-
explanation; 1 e e to it. Consequently, explanations of wo ot
meaning that W= ggéach and K.J. Shah rightly observe—are I; !
: mez%n‘ing—jas e or any sort of unknown mysterious mental Hllflg in
axyaiu;ggizsggy having mastered the use of number-wo
nism.” »

. hat they
it until Frege to be hold w
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a whole. And explanation of meaning provides a standard for cor-
rect use of an expression. This normative role depends upon the
use to which the explanation is put. We accept certain explana-
tions as correct or fit and reject others as faulty or incomplete. We
appeal to explanations to criticize or justify a given use of an ex-
pression and we refer to explanations in order to guide us in our
use of expressions. The normative role of explanations in our prac-,
tices is central to Wittgenstein’s philosophy of language, yet it is:
almost wholly neglected in competing contemporary philosophies
as I have discussed some of these philosophies so far. Obsessed by
the ideal of a calculus of meaning rules, a semantics for a natural :
language, an appeal to Cartesian dogma of dualism, indeed, these

philosophies deprive their own ‘specification of meaning’ from any.
actual normative status.

S T

v

We may now ask: Is the notion of understanding a semantical con
cept? An affirmative reply to this question would impress us to say.
that when we reflect philosophically on the notion of understand-
ing, barring all epistemic constraints, we must talk of understanding:
only in the sense of a semantical concept. As a semantical corncept,
understanding refers—as we have pointed out so far—to the lin-
guistic competence expressed in our linguistic transactions.
Understanding, as we have it for normative analysis is, for us, a
grammatically articulated concept, since it is presented to us in the
moulds of our language. Taking the clues from the later Wittgenstein
use-centred explanation of meaning, Dummett explained the no-
tion of understanding (as discussed in carly section of this paper):
in terms of linguistic competence in his verificationist framework, 40
For Dummett, a theory of understanding should proceed by char-
acterizing that knowledge whose possession is constitutive of mastery.
of the language. Besides, understanding is held to be a behavioura
matter. Dummett argues for these theses because his fundamental
claim is that for every statement (in a theory of meaning) whic
specifies the interpretation of a sentence, a theory of understand
ing must provide a behavioural account of what it is to have implicit
knowledge of that statement.*’ However, from the Wittgenstenia
point of view, it can be argued that for Wittgenstein ‘understand
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anything what is within our perspective of semantic consideration.
This perspective perfectly belongs to grammar,*® and it is grammar
and, for that purpose, philosophy as an activity of elucidation which
can alone study the nature of our understanding, and of the na-
ture of meaning as a semantical concept. Hence, Wittgenstein insists:
‘Our problem is not causal but a conceptual one’ . The same
reflection may be realized in his Tractatus,’ where Wittgenstein
contends that ‘philosophy is not one of the natural science™® and,
therefore, the method of philosophy is significantly different from
that of the natural sciences. This also explains why Wittgenstein has
gone, in the Tractatus, to the extent of denying epistemology a
place in the semantic space because he believes that epistemology
comes under the subject-matter of psychology.*® He believes that
epistemology is concerned with the study of psycho-cognitive pro-
cesses through scientific postulations operated on
mental-mechanism. Though Dummett was aware of this fact, he
committed to a reverse position by explicating linguistic acquisition
as a matter of epistemic function with our behavioural patterns. On
the grounds of Wittgenstein’s most significative concept of ‘use’—
though Dummett dethrowns Frege's realism—and claims that the
view of mastering and learning of language wherein meaning is a
part of the general framework of understanding, in turn, he com-
mits to a verificationist thesis. His verificationist thesis explaims the
epistemic ground as sentences in a language are meaningful if and
only if the speakers of the language determinately know the truth-
conditions of such sentences.

However, the problem with Dummett is not with his reading of
Wittgenstein; rather, it is with his apprehension on the very
concept of understanding. He takes the notion of understanding
as an epistemic concept which differs from Wittgenstein’s inten-
tion in being completely semantic. Besides, Wittgenstein is
concerned with the notion of understanding in the normative sense
as much he talks about the cases of following a rule where the
relation of our knowledge of language with our forms of life is
obviously presupposed. As he explicitly points out:

‘It is not possible that there should have been only one occasion on which
someone obeyed a rule. It is not possible that there should have been only
one occasion in which a report was made, an order given, or understand;
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and so on. To obey a rule, to make a report, given an order, to play a game
of chess, are customs (uses, institutions}.'?

The normative nature of the notion of understanding is too obvi-
ous in another passage in which Wittgenstein says:

“The grammar of the word “knows” is evidently closely related to that of
“can” “js able to”. But also closely related to that of “understands” (Mastery
of a technique).’®!

But, in this connection, what Wittgenstein prohibits us to conceive
‘understanding’ as a semantic concept is made clear by him in the
following passage:

“Try not to think of understanding as a “mental process” at all. For that is
the expression which confuses you. But yourself in what sort of case, in
what kind of circumstances, do we say, “Now I know how to go on”, when,
that is, the formula kas occurred to me?

In this sense where there are processes (including mental process) which
are characteristic of understanding, understanding is not a mental pro-
cess'5? (italics original).

Thus, the question of the nature of understanding always remains
as a matter of semantical relation of language to our contextual
settings embedded in our forms of life. To this effect, Wittgenstein
rejects the psychological processes as irrelevant to philosophical
explanation of language, meaning and understanding. Cognition,
for Wittgenstein, is virtually a grammatical remark upon our expe-
rience and experience is mere a grammatical requirement in the
perspective of semantic consideration. In this connection by epis-
temology, if we mean linguistic epistemmology in the present
reflection, it does not necessarily mean the study of the psychology
of knowledge as the traditional empiricists think, and may very well.
refer to grammatical analysis, of knowledge, or in Kantian noefics
sense of the term it is preferred to say as philosophy of knowledge.
Wittgenstein accepts, as hopefully remarked by P.M.S. Hacker that
‘epistemology in the latter sense and has reinstated it in the se-
mantic space in the form of grammatical investigation of cognitive
claims’.53 Thus, if we concede this view, understanding of the lan-
guage would presuppose, alone, the semantical analysis of the
conditions of epistemic claims as they can be recorded in language.
Though at first sight epistemic claims may lead us to presuppose any
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cognitive (i.e., psychological) "grour_:i_'dfifcjr"-'aﬁai_j_('si:s' ‘(or'to construct
certain theories) and thereby we may be ‘deceived by the so-called

psychologism; but in this crucial context what after John V\Tisdorrilf’4
Mrinal Miri® illuminatively. suggests, psycho-analysis’ in its philo-
sophical sense may methodologically help us ‘to cure certain mental
cramps’ preoccupied by metaphysical thinkers or philosophers who
show indifference (due to their conceptual prejudices) at 'to get
the matter aright’. Now the main points and focus of Wittgenstel.n s
critique of understanding w_hii:h'--'folIéW_-f_mei the above .observation
may be realized as important:and’ stated as-the following:

1. That there is no need of any mysterious mechanism or entity
as ‘intermediate: case’ to fill. up. the. gap between my unde}"-
standing something and’ my. knowledge. about it. For ‘1
understand that I know...” is'a:semantic demand. Thus, there
is no distinction between my understanding of a sentence by
‘S’ and my knowing that I understand the sentence by ‘S

9. That understanding, meaning; intending, etc., are not
epistemic contents, i.e., matter. of experience at all. Nor_ can
those be defined or reduced to. our observable behaviour-
manifestations. All that follows. is that the philosophical
explanation of those concepts. in form of self—know%edge and
privileged access, is grammatically proved to be simply not
unbased, but also redundant. . . .

3. That semanticknowledge requires a primitive state of under-
standing, but this can be explained by specifying semantic
conditions that constitute the broad perspective of language
as a organic whole in relation to our shared forms of life. In
other words, a state of semantic knowledge presupposes lin-
guistic holism, not linguistic atomism.

4. That a state of misunderstanding, like of a state of under-
standing, is in need of grammatical clarification instead of any
scientific explanation with empirical data. This is so because
all so-called scientific attempts are causal rather than concep-
tual, and they presuppose the gap between our state of
understanding and the contents (both concept and object}
of understanding. Thus, they fail to observe the logical rela-
tionship between the two. The fact is that this ensures sceptics
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to defy the claim for logical necessity which is internal to our
linguistic system. Indeed, to save linguistic normavism and
with it the rationality of our linguistic knowledge, what we are
concerned with as with any form of verificationism or natural-
ism or scepticism is our right to speak that we understand this
or that—that we mean so and so—with our persistent philo-
sophic pursuit for the clarification of philosophical prejudices
and clearing up intellectual knots.

v

To conclude, thus, since philosophy always has an ongoing business
with philosophical problems; the danger that it encounters is our
obsession for treating philosophical problems as scientific and re-
ducing philosophical descriptions to naturalist projects. But
philosophical problems are not scientific problems. This realization
has led many well-done linguistic thinkers to watch against the
danger that linguisticization of philosophical problems has put
provisions to reduce them to verbal issues which can well be an-
swered by naturalistic projects. To them, these verbal issues
characteristically concern with language and language use and these
issues are, after all, philosophical problems and, as such, grammati-
cal creations. A grammatical creation also breeds a grammatical
illusion and our task is only to watch against this unnecessary breed-
ing with sufficient awareness about the logic of language, linguistic
representation, state of thinking and understanding in relation to
the world in which we live and sustain.
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ABSTRACT

Knowledge is the ability of adaptation to changing conditions and
is now regarded as a most valuable and critical resource for creat-
ing sustainable competitive advantage and building a unique core
competency. Knowledge as well as management of knowledge plays
an important role towards success in business. This article states
and explains the definition, origin of knowledge, concept of knowl
edge management and its importance under changing conditions
in a business environment. A comprehensive and unified model of
Knowledge Management (KM) framework is the crying need to
gains a competitive advantage in order to keep pace with the chang-
ing business environment. '

INTRODUCTION

In an increasingly competitive business environment, there is an
upsurge of interest in business community about the importance of
managing knowledge. Knowledge is regarded as a most valuable
and strategic resource to create a sustainable competitive advan-
tage. It is considered to be the capability for effective action. Over
the past few years, knowledge management (KM) has become one
of the key areas of attention in the managerial circles. There has
been a phenomenal growth in interest and activities about KM in
the business community. The subject has occupied increasing space
in technical press in the past decade. The myriad of KM-related
books, articles, papers, authors and conferences recognizes that
KM is a discipline which needs to be considered in any modern
business operation as a crucial factor for competitive success.
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In recent years, society is completing an evolutionary shift from
the Industrial Age to a Knowledge Age. Peter Ducker (1993)
describes that organizations move from productivity based on ‘make
and move’ to one based on ‘knowledge and service'. As a result,
7% per cent of the US labour force has been employed in service
sectors, and this trend will perhaps continue. As per a staterent by
the IDC India also, KM was worth Rs. 27.7 crore in 2001-02 and it
was anticipated to grow at 75 per cent annually to Rs. 1562.7 crore
by 2004-05.

Organizations are given the impression that they will not survive
in the emergence of this ‘knowledge era’ unless they have the
ability to manage and leverage commercial value and quality from
their knowledge assets. Ducker also points out that ‘the substitu-
tion of knowledge for manual effort as a productive resource in
work is the greatest change in the history of work’. In the past,
hammer and chisel were the tools of the manual worker. However,
the situation has been changed. Now, computers and information
systems are the tools of today’s knowledge workers. Ducker also
remarks that knowledge is the only meaningful economntic resource.
Again, all human work requires knowledge. Therefore, the success
of an organization in this millennium’s increasingly competitive
market and knowledge economy depends almost entirely on how
well it manages and deploys its knowledge of workforces rather
than on the financial capital, equipment, raw materials, land and
the traditional means of corporate assets. This is why we will take the
philosophical questions centring round ‘Knowledge’ and ‘Manage-
ment’ just to find out what is meant by knowledge in the
management perspective. Philosophy, thus, may be considered as
the discipline that ‘keeps everyone honest’ and ‘critical as well’.
Hence, we can account for the important role played by knowl-
edge in management perspective. V

ENOWLEDGE

Although the Knowledge Management (KM), as the term implies,
has a concern in knowledge itself as its focus of interest, analysis,
investigation and management, the contemporary literature on KM
pays little attention to descriptions that most directly and searchingly
examine and inform questions about knowledge and its origin and
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nature. This hinders the proper methodological evaluation about
knowledge and hampers potential conceptual developments,
particularly in areas of concern that are central to the practice
such as the nature of tacit knowledge and creativity, and how such
‘knowhow’ might be created, stored, shared and applied effectively
for organizational learning, value addition, innovation and decision
making. This is why, before we apply knowledge into management
practice, it is necessary to enquire as to what is knowledge.

Definition of Knowledge

Different experts interpret knowledge differently. Philosophers
interprets knowledge as certain or infallible, whereas from the
scientists’ view, all knowledge is accountable, fallible and experi-
ments. In making an attempt to define ‘knowledge’, we are rather
compelled to use such terms as ‘consciousness’, ‘cognition’, ‘aware-
ness’, ‘experience’, etc., which have more or less the same sense
as the former and we are also confronted with the same situation
if we attempt to define any of these terms themselves. Though it
is somewhat difficult to define ‘knowledge’, yet it is not impossible
to characterize knowledge in such a way that we can understand
what it is as.a form of consciousness as distinguished from other
forms such as opinions, beliefs, doubts, emotions, desires, volition,
etc. Knowledge as a form of consciousness can be defined as a
‘complete justified true belief’. To say that ‘we know’ is to say that:
(a) what we are conscious of is true; (b) we believe that it is true;
and (c) we have adequate evidence to believe that it is true and,
obviously, the above three are the main constituents of knowledge.

Origin of Knowledge

The problem of the origin of knowledge is 2 fundamental question
of epistemology. Thinkers are not unanimous in their views regard-
ing the question how knowledge originates in the human mind. In
the fields of knowledge, there are two main rival schools of philoso-
phy—rationalism and empiricism. Rationalism regards reason as
the source of eternal, self-evident, universal and real knowledge.
Plato, Descartes, Wolf, Spinoza, and Leibnitz are all prominent
rationalists. While empiricism regards sense-experience as the source
of knowledge. Locke, Hume, Berkelly, Mill are typical exponents
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of empiricism. Rationalism in its radical sense is diametrically op-
posed to empiricism and is satisfied like its rival with the opposite
extreme of supposing that it is reason and its principles that are
alone responsible for the origin and content of knowledge. It would
not be an exaggeration if we remark that the history of philosophy
is a history of this rivalry between rationalism and empiricism, be-
tween reason and experience, between a priori knowledge and a
posteriori knowledge. According to rationalism, knowledge and uni-
versal truths lie innate in the mind or reason. It is prior to
experience. Mind, with the help of the intellect or reason actively
produces real and certain knowledge out of the innate ideas lying
inherent within it. Mind does not remain altogether empty before
experience; there are some selfevident and necessary fundamen-
tal ideas or concepts which lie ingrained in human mind before
sense-experience. These ideas or concepls are innate; these are a
priori. On the other hand, empiricists say that all our ideas and
concepts spring from sensations and materials derived from sensa-
tion. The empiricists do not admit to the existence of any innate
or a priori ideas; no ideas can exist in the mind prior to sense-
experience. At birth, the human mind is empty, like a blank sheet
of paper (Tabula rasa), void of all characters. The entire knowl-
edge comes through the two doors of experience—sensation and
reflection. It universality and necessity are regarded as the marks
of knowledge taken in the strictest sense, then it must be consti-
tuted by certain concepts which originate not in perception but in
reason. Empiricism, on the contrary, is justified when it asserts that
only what is given to us in sensuous experience can obviously give
us novelty and advancement of knowledge. Again, conflicting claims
are put forward by rationalism and empiricism in connection with
the use of the deductive or the inductive method. The rationalists
adopt the deductive or mathematical method, while empiricists adopt
the inductive method. Again, the rationalists hold that values are
objective, but to the empiricists values are subjective.

So we may find a golden mean as to the origin of knowledge by
reconciling the two diametrically opposed views of rationalism and
empiricism and this is what has been done by Kant. Immanuel Kant
has made an attempt to reconcile the above two extreme approaches
in his criticism or critical theory. Kant argues that knowledge is
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composed of two factors—matter and form. According to Kant,
sense-experience furnishes new material to knowledge, and reason
furnishes the universality and necessity of knowledge. The forms of
knowledge are a priori, i.c., they are not derived from sense-expe-
rience. When reason applies the a priori form of knowledge to the
discrete materials of sense impressions and organizes and inter-
prets, then we have knowledge. So, according to Kant, knowledge
is formed from the combination of both matter and form—matter
supplied by sense-experience and form supplied by reason. Hence,
credit goes to Kant for reconciling the views of rationalism and
empir.icisrn as to the origin of knowledge. Metaphorically, there-
fore, it may be said if rationalists are like spiders, empiricists are
like ants, while Kant is like a bee (Samanta, 19752, Samanta, 1995%).

DATA, INFORMATION AND KNOWLEDGE

Leaving behind the philosophical part of knowledge, most experts
in KM literature agree in presuming that knowledge is something
different from data and information. While the distinction between
data and information may be clearcut, that between information
and knowledge is often less obvious. This is partly due to the hu-
man habit’ of taking information, accepting it and treating it as
knowledge. In order to effectively apply and to understand KM, it
is important to, distinguish between knowledge and information
and think of how knowledge and information relate to each other.

There are three main schools of thought in defining knowledge.
One group of researchers argues that data, information and knowl-
edge focus on different parts of a value chain or hierarchical
structure. The other focusses on the analysis of ‘process’ of know-
ir}g, through which the knowledge is created, processed and
disseminated (Figure 1)..The third group regards knowledge as
‘thing” or ‘object’. According to value chain, data comprise raw
facts, figures or observationt and information is data organized so
that it has meaningful context, and knowledge is meaningfully
organized accumulation of actionable information applicable to
problem solving.*®

According to the process viewpoint, knowledge can be identified
with both justified belief in the mind (personalized information or
the cognitive status of knowing) and commitment anchored to the
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overall epistemological structure (Sveiby, 1998; Malhotra, 1997;
Nopaka and Takeuchi, 1995). Data is uninterpreted material on
which a decision is to be based; information is data interpreted in
a given context. Knowledge is the cognitive ability to generate
insight based on information and data.’ Knowledge can also be
considered as the end of the chain that begins with data as a com-
modity, while value is added to data when they are processed into
information and, in turn, information gains further value when it
is applied in meaning and context transforming into knowledge.
Data are processed or organized for a meaningful analysis. Nu-
meric data can be entered into spreadsheet (in 2 computer), and
rend, chart, qualitative and quantitative analysis drawn. During the
analysis phase, information is transformed into knowledge. This
knowledge is now context specific, relevance and actionable for
planning, scheduling and executing decision making, problem solv-
ing, machine prognosis/ diagnosis, product development or service
delivery, creativity and innovation (Figure 1). There is a significant
positive correlation between the measure of knowledge and job
performance for all levels of management. However, within the
value chain approach, some researchers regard knowledge as 2
thing or object that we can manage, store and manipuiate.5

There are two types of knowledge: tacit and explicit. This dis-
tinction between tacit and explicit is increasingly recognized by
scholars as a subject of discussion and fundamental to the concept
of KM. This important distinction between tacit and explicit knowl-
edge with regard to forms of knowledge was introduced by the
chemist-turned philosopher M. Polanyi and used by Nonaka to
formulate 2 theory of organizational learning that focusses on the
conversion/creation of knowledge between tacit and explicit forms.
Explicit knowledge or know-what (sometimes referred to as formal
knowledge) is explicit as also the most common type of knowledge.
It is very often codified and stored in a written form as manuals,
brochures, technical drawings, scientific formulae and patents, and
readily communicated cither in a symbolic form or in formal and
systematic language and shared through print and electronic meth-
ods along with other formal means. It can be gained through
education or structured study.
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‘Tacit knowledge (also informal knowledge), on the contrary, is
pmlmarily more tacit and hard to articulate with formal language.
It is highly personal, and deeply rooted in an individual’s experi-
ence, actions, understanding and involves personal belief, values,
perspectives, insights and assumptions. It is highly contextual and
cultu.re bound. It involves both cognitive and technical elements
and is non-transferable without direct personal interaction (either
physical or virtual). Therefore, it is not found in manuals, books
documents or databases. Tacit dimensions of knowledge build up’
over time in peoples’ heads, hands and relationships. People gen-
erai_ly use stories, metaphors, analogies and demonstrations to convey
their .tacit. knowledge to others. Polanyi (1967) encapsulates the
meaning of tacit knowledge as ‘we are more than we can tell’, e.g.
swimming, ride a bicycle. It is assumed that tacit knowledge ha;
more value than explicit knowledge. According to Nonaka (1995)
‘%he key to knowledge creation lies in the mobilization and converi
sion of tacit knowledge’. However, knowledge is only valuable when
it can be explicit. Even in philosophy this point is emphasized
since the question of knowledge arises when there is proposition,
and only a proposition can be true or false. Actually, both forms of
knowledge are important for organizational effectiveness. The task
of KM for organizational effectiveness is, therefore, to identify and
f:dmhtate the application of valuable tacit knowledge that is poten-
tially useful when it becomes explicit.




60 MOUSUMI SAMANTA and BIMAL SAMANTA

Dimension of tacit knowledge is divided into two categories: tech-
nical and cognitive. Technical tacit knowledge (TTK) consists of
informal personal skills or a craft, sometimes referred to as ‘kno-
whow’. Cognitive tacit knowledge (CTK) encompasses implicit
mental models, perceptions, beliefs and values.

Information becomes knowledge once it is processed in the
peoples’ mind (tacit knowledge as per Nonaka, Prusak) which then
becomes information {(explicit knowledge as per Nonaka) once it
is articulated or communicated to others in the form of spoken or
written words, text, computer output or other means. There are
some definitions of knowledge as justified personal belief that in-
creases an individual’s capacity to take effective action (Alavi and
Leidner). Davenport and Prusak (1997) describe knowledge as ‘a
fiuid of framed experience, values, contextual information and
expert insight that provides 2 framework for evaluation and incor-
porating new experiences and information’.

WHAT IS MANAGEMENT?

Philosophers are generally not interested in the discussion of what
is meant by management. ‘Management is a live philosophy.” ‘Man-
agement’ is basically the art and science of getting things done
through and with other people in formally organized groups. So,
managing as practice is an art while the body of the knowledge
underlying it may be referred to as a science. Management is a
process of directing the operations of an organization or the seg-
ment or causing people to coordinate with each other to achieve
the specific objective with the available resources. Managers make
decisions, allocate resources, direct activities of others in order to
attain goals of an organization. The objectives of the management
in any organization are to stay and prosper in business, to improve
the share of the investor and also to increase profitability. The
main characteristic of management is the integration and applica-
tion of the knowledge. The knowledge that employees have can
include their ‘competencies, skills, talents, thoughts, ideas, intui-
tions, commitment, motivations and imaginations’. Knowledge makes
people able to perform different business tasks. It relates to how
well people do their jobs, how they interact with customers or
clients, and how they monitor and adjust methods for getting the
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EKNOWLEDGE MANAGEMENT

KM is concerned with two aspects, identifying and managing the
knowledge that already exists in the organization and enhaicin
thc_: aI?ility to create new knowledge in order to meet businesﬁ
objectives. As yet, there is no clear, consensus and any universall
accepted definition of KM. There are several working deﬁnitionz
of KM found at conferences, in print and on websites. Some of the
best definitions of KM come from researchers who are widely con-
sulted‘practitione‘rs and specialists in their field. The foIl}c;xvin
comprise a representative sample. Sveiby (1997) defines KM as ‘argt
of creating value from an organization’s intangible assets’. Ruggles
(1998) describes KM as ‘an approach to adding or creating value
by more actively leveraging the knowhow, experience, and judge-
men_t resident within and, in many cases, outside of an o’rganizar_ion’
KM is t}'le ‘process of collecting, organizing, classifying and dissemi;
nating information throughout an organization, so as to make it
purposeful to th.ose who need it’ (Albert, 1998). KM deals with the
?{?;gii” ioticigzté?.g value from an organization’s intangiblg assets
Beckm'an (1997) defines KM as ‘the formalization of and access
to experience, kihowledge, and expertise that create new capabili-
ties, enable superior performance, encourage irmovationp and
u‘enhance customer value.’™ According to Yogesh Malhotra (1’997)
%mowledge management caters to the critical issues of or aniza:
tt.onal a'daption, survival and competence in the face of increisin 1
d{sco‘ntmuous environmental change. Essentially, it embodies orga)i
'mzatlona:l processes that seek synergistic combination of data a;gld
mformatpn processing capacity of information technologies, and
the creative and innovative .capacity of human beings’ Ma1,11otra
argues that this is a strategic view of KM that takes into a‘ccount the
synergy between technological and behaviour aspects as necessa
for survival in ‘wicked environments’. The need for syner c?;
technological and human capabilities is based on the gistin%:{ion
between the ‘old world’ of business and the ‘new world’ of busi-
ness. Some have defined KM as getting the right information to
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the right people at right time soO that they can make the right
decision. However, Malhotra advocates that in a world of radical
discontinuous change, it is impossible for a system 10 predict in
advance what the right information, right person or the right time
will be at any given point in the future. KM focuses on ‘doing the
right thing’ (effectiveness) instead of ‘doing things right' (effi-
ciency). KM is a framework within which the organization views all
its processes as knowledge processes. So it is found that there have
been several schools in the subject of KM till now. However, most
gurus consider KM to be a process. This is based on understanding
any organization as a KM system. With this view, KM can be defined
as a specified business process through which organizations system-
atically and comprehensively identify, create, store, share, and apply
their institutional or collective knowledge to improve overall orga-

nizational effectiveness (OOE}.
ROLE OF KNOWLEDGE MANAGEMENT

Heraclitus, an ancient Greek philosopher, remarks that ‘there is
nothing permanent except change’. Everything is becoming.
Everything is flux. Business environment is no exception. The busi-
ness environment has undergone and experienced a sea change.
Turbulence is the hallmark of recent business environment.
Malhotra (1997) indicates ‘the key ideas that influence the cur-
rent global business scenario is radical and discontinuous change’.
In an increasingly complex environment, technology is changing at
a breathtaking rate in recent decades, with no sign of slowing
down in the foreseeable future. The knowledge—which today
managers and engineers need—is more comprehensive and com-
plex than before. Changing operational strategies, customer trends,
economic trends, organizational systems, competitive products and
services and changing societal expectation make the existing busi-
ness models; business practice and value proposition obsolete.
Knowledge is subject to natural decay. Management must adopt
continuously and adopt the understanding that the only constant
is, indeed, change itself. So the modem business needs to adapt to
change in order to achieve benefit. Knowledge is the ability of
adaptation to changing condition. Knowledge is a resource with a
significant amount of potential status and power. In this context,
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Nonaka. (1991) states ‘in an economy where the only certainty is
.uncertamty, the one sure source of lasting competitive advan?a]. €
is knowledge. Successful companies are those that consistentl c;qe—
ate n.ew_knowledge, disseminate it widely throughoug the
orgafuzation, and quickly embody it in new technologies and prod-
ucts.” Knowledge today is the only meaningful economic ressurce
tfor companies to become market driven or customer oriented, KM
is necessary for facilitating continuous and ongoing process;as of
Ieatjnmg and unlearning in order to remain competitive in the
radically changing needs of the business environment. Accordin
to P.rusak (1997, 2001), globalization of the economy; the comg-
plex%ty and volume of global trade; the awareness of ﬂ;f: value of
S}_)ecmlized knowledge; the emerging trends of knowledge-centric
view of Fhe firm; the awareness of knowledge as a distinct factor in
producfzion; and cheap networked or ubiquitous computing are
'_the main facets which are the driving forces behind this renewed
interest in KM. In a traditional economy, knowledge is more aca-
demic and' cognitive in nature. In contrast, in the knowledge
economy, it is application oriented and value addition occurs
through the continuous application of new knowledge to the im-
provemer}t of the work process, product and services that have
-.:omn?.erCIal implication. The following specific business factors are
1dent1fjled as to the reason why we need knowledge to manage
During the last few decades, downsizing has been a populz‘n"
strateg?’ to reduce the size of workforce and increase profits. Knowl-
edgf:_ 15_Iost through outsourcing, downsizing, mergf.:rs and
terminations. When an employee left, he or she took the knowl-
f:dge that they had accumulated over the years. This loss of
1mportar.1t knowledge led the management to undertake KM strat-
egy. Again, reduction in staffing creates a need to replace informal
knowledge with formal methods. What is necessary is product/
service with fewer people .but fewer people with higher technical
knowledge. We are all action‘bound; we are forced to work, so we
must know what action to perform. Knowledge is power; n’ﬂ.ost of
our work (99 per cent) is knowledge based. It has gener’ated new
products and services that have commercial implications. The
amount of available time of employee to experience and ac' uire
knowledge has diminished. Again, early retirement or VRSqand
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increasing mobility of workers lead to loss of knowledge. A manage-
ment review survey also confirmed that KM as a strategy will offer
a competitive advantage in the future. To summarize, managing
knowledge represents the primary opportunity for achieving sub-
stantial saving, developing a new product/service, instigating change,
identifying new markets, improving market shares, significant im-
provements in human and organization performance, and
competitive advantage. Some times knowledge related to the field
of business management also creates deception and discrimination
between consumers who happen to be the citizens of one’s
own country as also those who belong to others. There is a notion
that if something has been ‘produced’ it has to be ‘sold’ even if it
should not be sold because it may harmful to those who

consume it
ENOWLEDGE MANAGEMENT FRAMEWOREK. FOR BUSINESS SUCCESS

There are several frameworks for KM developed by scholars. KM
frameworks (KMF) have been described differently by different
authors. In characterizing the nature of KM phenomena, frame-
works differ not only in their focus, but also in their breadth and
depth. In their reviews, Holsapple and Joshi (1999) and Rubestein-
Montano et al. (2001) discuss the components and assumptions in
the existing frameworks for an organization context. After review-
ing a broad range of KM framework described in literature it was
found that there is no one single KMF and that each of these offers
insights in its own way and in particular circumstances. There ap-
pears to be a consensus on the need for a more specific framework
for business success. Even though the existing and the suggested
frameworks recognize varying organizational contexts, they gener-
ally appear to ignore the differences in the operating environmental
contexts. We have developed a KM framework after reviewing a
broad range of literature (Figure 9). The working of 2 KM frame-
work depends on individual knowledge capabilities (ICG) or
competencies, organizational knowledge capabilities (OC) and en-
vironmental influences (EI). The structure of the framework is as
follows: first layer: Environmental influence; second layer: organiza-
tional and individual capabilities or competencies; third: KM
process/life cycle and, finally, production/service process.
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Envirf)nmental factors generally influence the KM process for an
unc.ertam future through the employees and the organization. An
environment can be viewed from different dimensions like socio-
cultu_rai, political, governmental, legal, economic, customer
supplier, competitors, product/market change, design complexity,
tec.hno}ogy, community, etc. Individual knowledge capabilities comi
prlse.mdividual skill, knowledge, value, norm, education
expen‘en(fe, time and motivation. A person working in or with an,
organization is the main actor of the KM process. On the other
hand, organizational knowledge capabilities include organizational
c_ulture, structure and strategy, infrastructure and technology, par-
ticularly IT, human resource development, objectives, leade;"ship
knowledge asset, etc. Successful organizations are those that consis:
.tentl?f manage the continuous and ongoing KM process of
identifying, creating, storing, distributing and applying their knowl-
edge. that define the ‘core competency’. In fact, an organization
r.equ.xres knowledge for organizing and maintaining itself as a func-
tioning enterprise. Organization and environment interact with
one another, as a result of which information is absorbed and
kngw]edge originates and action is taken on the basis of its combi-
nation with the experience, values and internal rules (Davenport
and Prusak, 1998).

KM generally deals with a number of different core knowledge
process activities. KM activities have also been described differently
by different authors. From research and experience and reviewing
a broad range of KM process described in literature, it has been
founc'l that the following five basic knowledge process activities are
sufficient and appropriate: (1) Identify, (2) Create, (3) Store, (4)
Share, and (5) Apply. These are called the knowledge life c’ycle.
Though some approaches have additional activities, they are still
included in our five basic activities.

Identify: The first phase of KM process is the identification of
knowledge available within the organization. Every organization has
some objectives. To reach any destination, we must know where we
are. Similarly, to achieve the business objective, organizations need
to _1dentify what knowledge they possess and what they are lacking.
Itis necessary to continuously assess the ‘best practices’. It includes
an analysis of customers’ requirements, organizational core capa-
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bilities and knowledge requirements. In order to avoid the reuse
of knowledge to reinvent the wheel, the identification steps should
be done before creating new knowledge.

Create: The next phase is the creation of new knowledge to
improve products, performance and sustainable competitive advan-
tage. Nonaka and Takeuchi (1993), in their dynamic model of
knowledge creation, suggest that knowledge is created and trans-
ferred through social interaction amongst individuals and
organizations. Nonaka and Takeuchi also propose four different
modes of knowledge conversion between tacit knowledge and
explicit knowledge in a matrix:

Socialization (from tacit to tacit): an individual acquires tacit
knowledge directly from others through shared experience, imita-
tion, observation, practice, on job training, brainstorming and
becomes ‘socialized’ into a specific way of doing things.

Externalization (from tacit to explicit): It is a knowledge cre-
ation process. By its very nature, the conversion of tacit knowledge
into explicit knowledge is somewhat difficult. Tacit knowledge is
converted into explicit form with the help of stories, metaphors,
analogies, demonstrations, concepts, hypothesis or models, e.g.,
writing a report after attending a conference or workshop, dia-
logue among teams members. ‘

Combination (from explicit to explicit): This combines discrete
pieces of explicit knowledge into a new whole, e.g., compiling data
from numerous source to write a report. The report is constituted
by this new explicit knowledge.

Internalization (from explicit to tacit): It is a process of ‘learning
by doing’ and a verbalization and documentation of experience.
Individuals have to understand and internalize information which
involves creating their own tacit knowledge so that they can act on
it.

These processes do not occur in isolation, but work together in
different combinations in typical business situations. Knowledge is
shared, articulated, and made available to others when, as a result
of the individuals’ participation in these processes, organizational
learning takes place. Creation of new knowledge takes place through
the processes of combination and internalization. Socialization and
externalization are complex and human-interactive processes.
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Knowledge-creating activity requires human commitment, personal
vision and will power. Knowledge is created through a process of
inter-subjectivity, a type of connection or feedback mechanism
between two or more minds. The fear of war and the pursuit of
power have affected the creation of knowledge. Talent is fragile
and needs to be handled with care. There were deep-rooted ideo-
logical, economic, power rivalry and political differences between
the United States and Soviet Union before the Second World War.
These differences intensified in the form of a cold war because of
their mutual suspicious immediately after the Second World War.
To create knowledge people need to possess the right to speech
and trade freely throughout the world. After the Second World
War capital movement, technology, economic power shifted from
company to company instead of country to country. It is not just
the pursuit of profit of the company but also creation of power. For
creation of knowledge an open culture environment, i.e., free
channels of two-way communication is required. ‘Knowledge can
be viewed as intrinsically relational to its surrounding world.” Cre-
ation of knowledge is a result of human mental acts that are
dependent on various socio-cultural contexts. It creates a relation-
ship between a subject and an object. It does not exist in an isolated
state in the objective world, but resides within a variety of contex-
tual factors.

Store: The next phase is the storage of the newly created knowl-
edge in individual and organizational memory in order to build up
knowledge assets for future benefit. This also includes storing it in
the form of documents, databases and records.

Share. The purpose of this step is to distribute the new knowl-
edge with the members of the organization. Knowledge is
transferred and made accessible to workers throughout the orga-
nization by way of collaboration, training, coaching and workshops.
In fact, if knowledge ofany. person is not shared by others, it will
have only a limited organizational value. Again, unlike tangible
assets, knowledge grows only when it is shared; after all, ‘a candle
loses nothing by lighting another candle’.

Apply: Knowledge becomes valuable if it is practically applied in
the business processes. On the other hand, if it is not so used, the
same purpose is defeated. In fact, the firm’s ability to create and
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sustain competitive advantage should be fundamentally based on
integration and application of specified knowledge of the mem-

. bers of an organization. Valuable human and knowledge resources

will. be lost unless organizations make better use of their critical
resources.

As Knowledge is context specific, it depends on a particular
time and space. Much of what was learned a few years ago is no
longer relevant in the workplace. In the fast-changing business
environment, knowledge also becomes obsolete over time unless
organizations make better use of their creative workers who desire
to apply their knowledge for value addition. Use of knowledge,
therefore, becomes an input for the knowledge identification
phase. In this way, each KM process step paves the input for the
next step and then again for the next and so on. Thus the cycle
of knowledge is build upon itself; it becomes a knowledge spiral in
the organization as described by Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995).
However, an organization cannot create knowledge without indi-
viduals,

The output of such new knowledge will become the basis of all
work done by the production systerns. Managers and engineers are
required to franslate the output of putting knowledge in practice.
Applying the knowledge within the value-adding processes of an
organization, the .products and service are innovated and devel-
oped, manufactured and delivered to the customers. Management
effectiveness depends upon the interplay of many factors, includ-
ing decision-making capability, the ability to deliver the desired
service by individuals and by department, technical and managerial
capability, etc. All the above factors depend to a significant degree
on effective availability, creation, share and application of good
knowledge and clear understanding and consequently, broad and
systematic management of knowledge.

For machine diagnosis, a large amount of knowledge is also re-
quired, viz., knowledge of equipment and how it normally operates,
knowledge about the failed equipment and its fault systems, etc.
History, experience and a precise knowledge of how a system
operates regulates and controls the eventual success of manage-
ment strategy implementation.
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CONCLUDING REMARKS

KM is not new. It is an evolutionary development rather than a
revolutionary one. Even before the term KM was coined in the
early 1990s, many organizations had a well-established system to
manage and generate knowledge in a variety of approaches for
upgrading the knowledge base of their employees. Prusak (2001)
looks at ‘knowledge management like any system of thought that
has value, is both old and new, and its combination of new ideas
with ideas that everyone has known all along’.

However, under increasing competitive pressure, many compa-
nies have recognized KM as a strategic weapon in the market place
for a business success either through knowledgeable people deliv-
ering tasks more effectively.or through managing the intellectual
capital wisely. Again, due to global competition and a turbulent
business environment, there has been an increasing amount of
interest shown to create, store, share and apply knowledge in all
organizations. The objectives of KM is to capitalize on knowledge
assets in order to achieve maximum attainable business goal. So, in
the digital age, knowledge plays an important role. It is found that
an essential part of KM is, of course, knowledge itself. The ques-
tions of origin and nature of knowiedge has been explored from
both the philosophical and KM perspective. Knowledge is some-
thing that resides in the head of a person rather than in computers
and is revealed through the skill and ability to operate in certain
conditions. Knowledge is something different from data and infor-
mation. It is, however, more than information. There is a difference
between two main types of knowledge: tacit and explicit knowl-
edge. KM cannot be viewed as the implementation of technology
alone; rather, it is a multidiscipline approach that integrates busi-
ness strategy, cultures, value and work processes. Creation of KM
requires the processes of social interaction. The unique configura-
tion of individuals that make up the organization is, therefore,
paramount to KM's long-term viability and its value to companies.
So, organization environment should be one where workers readily
transfer and share what they know, internalize it and apply it to
create new knowledge for business success. In order to support

production systems, it is first necessary to know what events are. -

likely to occur. Knowledge of employees of the organization sub-
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stantially influences the efficiency of its activity, the achievements
f’f its goals and adaptation to complex changing conditions. In fact
if the employees of an organization have wide and deep knowli
edge, the organization works better and will have greater potentiality
for work in the future.
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QUEST

This short essay is a very late response to an article written by Daya
Krishna in the Quest four decades ago. His article ‘Reflections on
an Alleged Anecdote in Sankara’s Life’ appeared in Volume 43
(October-December 1964) of the Quest: A Quarterly of Inquiry, Criti-
cism and Ideas edited by Abu Sayeed Ayyub and Amlan Datta. The
same volume consisted of articles such as Abu Sayeed Ayyub’s
Jawaharlal Nehru on Religion’, M.K. Haldar's ‘Nehru’s Foreign
Policy’ and N.K. Devaraja’s ‘India and Western Scholars’, as well as
reportage on African socialism and a poetry section. In the follow-
ing lines, I will revert to the famous anecdote from the traditional
accounts of Sankara’s life, reflecting on which Daya Krishna’s ar-
ticle has been written. I will touch on the main points that he has
raised, hence offering another hermeneutic angle to this old
hagiographic chapter, taking it as a later-Advaitic bhasya of Sankara’s
own notion of jfidna—nistha.

SANKARA IN THE KING’S BODY

Before turning to the actual narrative, let me say that the episode
we are dealing with is included in all the hagiographies (eight in
number, composed in Sanskrit between the fourteenth and the
cighteenth centuries A.D.') scrutinized by Jonathan Bader in his
intriguing book Congquest of the Four Quarters: Traditional Accounts of
the Life of Sankara (Aditya Prakashan, New Delhi, 2000). The fact
that the episode is repeated in hagiography after hagiography in-
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dicates—or at least this is my contention—that it adds more than
just a large quantity of masala to Sankara’s life story. Through a
fascinating anecdote (which consists of everything: sex, suspense,
humour), the hagiographers highlight a philosophical notion
par excellence, namely Sankara’s notion of jAgna-nisthd.

The relevant elements of the anecdote under discussion might
be summarized as follows: Sankara and Mandana Misra, the great
Advaitin and the illustrious Mimamsaka, meet for a mighty philo-
sophical debate. ‘I am sure I will be victorious in the debate’,
Sankara begins by saying, ‘but if however I am defeated, I shall
cease to be a samnydsin, abandon my ochre robe and assume the
white dress’.? ‘If I happen to be defeated in argument’, replies
Mandana, ‘I shall take the life of samnydsa’.® Hence, the debate
starts, and as we are dealing with a story told and retold by the Advaita
tradition it is no wonder that Sankara turns out to be the winner.
But Ubhaya Bharati,* wife of Mandana Miéra, incarnation of god-
dess Sarasvati and the umpire of the debate so far, insists that
Sankara’s victory would not be complete until he defeats her too.
The challenged Advaitin agrees and a new debate starts. Deter-
mined to overcome the samnydsin, she takes the discussion to the
realms of love and erotica which Sankara, a celibate from birth,
knows nothing of ‘Discuss with me the science and art of love
between the sexes. Enumerate its forms and expressions. What is
its nature and what are its centres? How does it vary in the sexes
during the bright and dark fortnights? What are its manifestations
in man and woman?® Sankara is indeed puzzled when asked to
discuss the kusumdastra-§dsira. After all, what does a brahmacarin know
about the flower-arrows of Lord Kima (shot from a sugarcane bow,
as we can visually see in perhaps the most famous relief of the
castern group of temples in Khajuraho)? Ignorant as he is about
the new topic of discussion, Sankara asks for- and receives a month-
long (and in some versions of the story six-month long) ‘time-out’
to prepare for such a debate. Surprisingly though, rather than
using the time given to him to consult Vatsydyana’s Kdmasittra or
other relevant texts, Sankara decides to leave his body in a cave
and enter—with his yogic powers—the body of a king called in
most of the hagiographies as Amaruka, in order to acquire ‘erotic-
knowledge’ by experience without breaking his drahmacarya vow.5

|
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Bader points out’ that on top of his ‘practical training’, Sankara’s
in the king’s body has also composed—according to most of the
hagiographers—a commentary to the Kamasuira or has at least
authored the famous Amaruka-$ataka (‘The Hundrc;d Love Poems
of King Amaruka’). Absorbed in sensual pleasures, Sankara ‘forgets
himself altogether and in due time fails to appear for the renewal
of the debate. Worried for their master, as well as for themselves
having been left without a guru, Sankara’s disciples show up at the
king’s court disguised as musicians. They sit at the king's feet and
sing the Upanisadic mahavikya tat tvam asi, using, in fact, Sankara’s
own pedagogic tool as 2 wake-up call for none other than him; and
indeed, Sankara’s identification with the king’s body fades away;
he realizes who he really is (the dtman, and on the ‘phenomenal
level’ a renouncer and gurw), returns to his body and defeats Ubhaya

Bharati in the debate.
AN ELEPHANT IN THE UNIVERSITY QUARTERS

Daya Krishna’s reading of the anecdote can be summarized as
follows:

(1) *Knowledge of the ultimate reality does not necessarily give
you knowledge of other things as well.’® Or, in other words,
dtma-jfidna is not sarvajidana. Daya Krishna's emphasis is on
the fact that the acquirement of ‘metaphysical knowledge’
does not make a person an expert in empirical issues too.
Hence, ‘

(2) In empirical matters one has to consult the senses, like
Sankara’s of the anecdote when it came to love and sex.
‘Neither §rufi nor authority of any kind nor yogic meditations
nor the realization of Brahman is competent, either singly or
collective}y, to answer‘such [empirical] questions.”® The same
argument is further- developed by Daya Krishna in his later
article ‘Pitirim Sorokin and the Problem of Knowledge.’!
Here he states, in response to Sorokin’s idea of ‘systems of
truth’——each having its own system of validity—that “There is
a cross-cultural system of validity [of knowledge] and no alter-
native system of validity, at least in the empirical-rational sphere
of truth’ (p. 147). That is to say, that empirical knowledge
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can be validated merely with empirical tools, rather than by
way of supra-sensory and supra-rational means. Interestingly,
Sankara himself (the philosopher, not the protagonist) agrees
wholeheartedly with Daya Krishna. *You cannot prove that
fire is cold or that the sun does not-give heat’, he maintains,
‘even by citing a hundred examples [from the §ruti], for the
facts would already be known to be otherwise through an-
other pramana. And one pramana does not contradict another,
for it only tells us about those things that cannot be known by
any other pramana!’ Therefore,

(3) ‘Realized souls’ should not be considered as omniscient, nor
treated as an authority in empirical matters. ‘How can a saint’,
asks Daya Krishna sharply, ‘even if he is a perfect saint, pro-
nounce relevantly on the theory of relativity or the correctness
of a fiscal policy or the morality of birth control or the com-
parative aesthetic excellence of the famous ‘Khajuraho Kiss’
and ‘The Kiss’ of Rodin?’!? And if this attack against blind
faith in gurus is not sufficient, Daya Krishna adds that ‘if a
Buddha were to say that ‘there is an elephant in quarter No.
C-6 of the university quarters in Jaipur on the 15th of April
1964 at 1000 A.M.’, and if no one who is there at that time
and is not blind does not see it, then the statement is false
even if it is made by the Buddha'.!®

Having presented Daya Krishna’s reading of Sankara-in-the-king’s-
body anecdote, I would like to approach the story from another
angle. Hence, the next lines will be dedicated to Sankara’s notion
of jhdna—nistha.

JNANA-NISTHA

The term nistha occurs in the Bhagavadgita thrice. In Bhagavadgita
3.3 it refers to the famous paths of knowledge and action (jfidna-
and karma-yoga respectively) leading as per the Gutd-kara to moksa;
in BG 18.50' it refers again to the knowledge-path; and in BG
17.116 it refers to each of the three gunas, as the basic approach
behind, or the hidden motive for action. The term nisthd is also
used, and often so, in Sankara's different commentaries.!” For him,
as for the author of the Bhagavadgita when the latter uses the term
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in reference to the paths of action and knowledge, it means being
deeply absorbed in something. In the Advaitin’s case, it is usually
used in the sense of ‘being inside’ Brakma-jiiana, i.e., Brahman-
knowledge or ‘the knowledge which is Brahman’.!® In his bhasya of
Bhagavadgiti 3.3, Sankara glosses the term nistha as ‘sthitir
anustheyatatparyam’, ‘steadfastness, persistence in what is under-
taken’;!® ‘what is undertaken’, we understand from the Gitatext
itself is either jiigna or karmayoga. In his introduction to chapter
4 of the text, Sankara states that the yoga taught in the last two
chapters is jaananisthalaksanah sasamnyasah, ‘characterized by jAdna-
nistha and samnyasa’;*® here the term nisthd is not glossed but the
centrality of jianna-nisthd in the message of the Gita as read by
Sankara is emphasized, as well as the interlacement between Jjhana—
nistha and samnydsa, certain type of knowledge and a matching way
of living. I will touch on this interlacement elaborately later. In
Bhagavadgita-bhasya 18.12,2! the Advaitin claims that a paramahamsa-
prividgjaka is a jiidna-nistha;, hence, again, the connection between
renunciation and being ‘inside knowledge’ is reinforced. Sankara
further claims that merely samyag-darSana-nisthé destroys avidyd and
other samsara seeds. The same phrase, i.e., samyag-dariana-nistha,
‘nistha in right perception’ also occurs in Bhagavadgita-bhasya 8.24.22
In his commentary of Bhagavadgita 18.50, Sankara glosses the term
nisthé by saying that ‘here nistha means culmination, a final stage.
Of what? Of Brahman-knowledge’.® Implied are degrees of know-
ing the Brahman, of which nisthd is the deepest. In his commentary
of Mundaka-Upanisad 1.2.12, Sankara portrays the Braima-nistha, in
the following manner:

‘One who renounces all activities and remains absorbed in the non-dual
Brahman only is a Brahma-nistha, just as it is in the case of the words japa-
nistha, absorbed in self-repetition, and tapo-nistha, absorbed in tapas. For
one engrossed in action cannot have absorption in Brahman, karma and the
knowledge of the atman being contradictory.'?*

In order to clarify the notion of Brahma-nistha, Sankara draws on
the more familiar notions of japa-nistha (a person immersed in
recitation of mantra) and lapo-nistha (a person engaged in lapas).
Prima facie, these two practitioners differ immensely from the
Brahma-nistha; if each of them is dedicated to his own practice, the
latter—owing to Sankara’s famous clear-cut distinction between
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knowledge (jiana) and action (karma)-—is not doing anything. Yet,
my contention is that even though ‘knowledge’, in Sankara’s sense
of the word, has nothing to do with practice nevertheless it refers
to what we may call praxis. Like the jepa-nistha and the tapasvin, the
knower of Brahman is not merely devoted to a certain path, but
rather he cannot be divorced from it. He is not just a knower; he
is ‘inside knowledge’. Implied is again the link between one’s
knowledge (jiidna) and his ‘way of living’, encapsulated—I would
like to suggest—in the very term mnisthd. Hence, according to
Sankara, ‘the knowledge which is Brahman’ consists not merely of
the obvious epistemological dimension (which makes it knowledge,
vidyd, rather than subjective anubhava) but also of an existential-
soteriological dimension. If one takes the anecdote about Sankara’s
life seriously (no, not as itihase, but rather as a narrative-illustration
of a philosophical standpoint), then even the ‘erotic-knowledge’
for which the protagonist has entered the king’s body is double-
faceted, i.e., consists of epistemological as well as existential
dimensions. And if such is the case, why not assume that every type
of knowledge—profound or profane-—has an implicit existential
dimension in addition to its explicit epistemological character?
This existential dimension is further illustrated in the following
passage from the Advaitin’s Brhaddrayake-Upanisad-bhasya:

‘Because of the assertion “Desiring this world alone”, we understand that
those who seek the three external worlds are not entitled to wandering
mendicancy, for a resident of the region of Benaras who wishes to reach
Haridwar does not travel eastward.'®

In this shprt passage, which seems to be hiding yet another anec-
dote of Sankara’s life (pilgrimage from Kasi to Ganga-dvara?),
neither the term jfidne—nistha nor even nisthd is mentioned, but
the intimate liaison between knowledge and ‘way of living’ is in-
triguingly exemplified. The person wishing to reach Haridwar,
explains Sankara,® is a Brahmavid (and may I add: but not yet a
Brahme-nistha) and afma-lokdrthinah (one who aims at the ‘Gtman-
world’). To achieve his aim, he must opt for parivrajya
(renunciation), rather than ‘travel eastward’ (i.e., outward).
Parivrdjya (which I believe refers primarily to one’s mental ap-
proach)® is depicted by Sankara as the matching way-ofliving of
‘the knowledge which is Brahman’. A certain way-of-living, then,
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facilitates or even determines a certain type (or certain types} of
knowledge, and might as well block the possibility of acquiring
other knowledge-types (as Sankara’s samnyasa did not allow him to
acquire ‘erotic knowledge’). The anecdote about Sankara in the
king’s body further illustrates that it is not merely one’s way-of-
living determines that the knowledge available to him, but also vice
versa. Otherwise, why would Sankara and Mandana announce at
the very beginning of the debate, that if they are defeated, i.e., if
the knowledge they stand for cannot be defended, they will adopt
not merely their opponent’s prevailing knowledge but also his way-
of-living?

Knowledge, as depicted in the revisited anecdote (with constant
reference to the philosophy of the Advaitin himself), consists then
of epistemological and existential dimensions; the existential di-
mension is displayed in a way-ofliving facilitating /facilitated by that
very type of knowledge. Instead of epistemological and existential
dimensions we may also speak, respectively, of theoretical and
experiential aspects. Indeed Sankara enters the king’s body to ac-
quire ‘knowledge by acquaintance’, but the hagiographers insist
that he has also written either a Kdmasitra-bhdsya or a collection of
love poems. That is to say, that the very same knowledge should
also be reflected upon, either philosophically or poetically. In an
anecdote which is all about the experiential dimension, its theo-
retical counterpart is not forgotten.

The etymology of the terms nisthd (‘being in') and jiiana—nisthd
(‘being in knowledge’), used by the Advaitin, is explicitly, even
EXPLICITLY illustrated in the alleged anecdote under discussion.
By entering the king’s body, the protagc}riist, in fact, enters knowl-
edge itself. I would like to suggest thail it is a unique case of a
literal, even physical jidna-nistha, jiana referring here to the ‘erotic
knowledge’ that Sankara was seeking. The protagonist’s forgetful-
ness of himself as anything besides (or rather ‘outside of’) being
the bhogin king (hence his failure to reappear for the debate),
illustrates—according to my reading—the difference between ‘be-
ing in knowledge’ and mere ‘knowing’. When ‘you are in’, all the
rest hardly exists, hardly matters, hardly makes any sense. Being in
knowledge X as forgetfulness of everything which is not-X; this
is further exemplified in an interview with Nikhil Banerjee, the
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famous sitarist, in which he speaks of his illustrious gury Ustad
Allahudin Khan Sahib:

‘He [Khan Sahib] was such a person, suppose I would meet him on the
train, on the road, on the bus, anywhere, immediately he would talk about
music. He actually wanted to live in music, always in music. He would never
talk about politics, nor talk about how far America is from Maihar. He never
knew all these things. He would not talk. He would not lsten,’2

In the context of our discussion Banerjee, in fact, discusses ‘musi-
cal knowledge’. Music is depicted by him as nothing less than a way
of living, nisthd in Sankara’s sense of the word. According to
Banerjee, his guru was not merely interested in music alone, but
rather he knew nothing about non-musical issues. Implied is the
contention that when one is absorbed in whatever knowledge-type,
there is no room for anything else. Allahudin Khan did not know
how far America is from his home in Maihar since it is a meaning-
less question music-wise. If Sankara’s Jhana—nistha lives in an
atmarloka, then Khan Sahib—according to Banerjee—lived in a
samgita-loka. Knowledge, then, is not merely a way-of-living, but
rather it constitutes a world; it determines what shall be put at the
center and what should be shifted to the periphery; it excludes
other knowledge-types if they do not ‘belong’ or fit in this world.

To conclude, I would like to raise two questions: First, what is the
relation of jiana-nistha as depicted above to the notion of open-
ness? Second, what will happen to the jAdna-nisthé notion if we
think of knowledge in terms of change?

The first question is born of the feeling that the picture of
Jjhana-nistha, as portrayed above, whether embodied in Sankara’s
Brahma—nistha who does not travel eastward or in Nikhil Banerjee’s
Allahudin Khan (‘He never knew ail these things; he would not
talk; he would not listen’) is too confined, isolated, limited. Deep,
even infinitely deep as the worlds of music or the Brahman are,
have I not depicted a picture of ‘knowledge’ as a cave in which the
‘knower” encloses himself? Furthermore, is not Openness an essen-
tial ingredient of ‘knowledge’? The same question is frequently
asked in the context of contemporary scientific work, wherein schol-
ars become experts in very specific areas and acquire very precise
knowledge-segments at the cost of panoramic or inter-disciplinary
knowledge. The second question is born of yet another ‘knowl-
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edge article’ by Daya Krishna. In his recent article titled ‘Knowl-
edge: Whose is it, what is it, and why has it to be “true”?’?®, Daya
Krishna reflects on new institutions, methods and technologies of
knowledge which are perpetually created, invented, even commer-
cially manufactured. Hence, he invites the reader to re_thmk
knowledge in terms of change, plurality and the relationship be-
tween different knowledges. ‘Knowledge’, he writes, ‘has an
open-ended character and is subject to continuous revisi.on, modi-
fication, extension and amendation. Therefore, the discussion [about
knowledge] has to take a new turn as the discussion till now rests
on the assumption that reality is there, finished and complete.d to
be known, and that human action has nothing to do with it.’%
Leaving aside Sankara’s Brahmavidya which is supposed to
be trikalabadhita, and taking into account every other vidya, ca.n
the picture of jiagna—nistha accommodate knowledge as a dynamic
notion?

As for the first question—about jiidna—nisthd and openness—I
would like to suggest that a certain degree of openness is perhaps
inherent in the very ‘knowledge-cave’ itself. In other WOI‘dS_: my
contention is that the jAgna—nistha is not merely a knower within
a certain ¢ontext, a specific field, a particular world; but rather
that being a nistha in one field he has decoded ‘the DNA’ of
knowledge as such. Thus, he knows what it takes ‘to enter a. knowi-
edge-body’, knowledge which can be applied—as exemplified in
the anecdote-~to other types (possibly every type) of kn_owledge.
Implied is a common ontological ground which undferhes every
knowledge-type. One of the bricks of such an ontologxc‘al gr?und
(‘ontological’ as opposed to the ‘ontic knowledge’ which differs
from discipline to discipline} could be the interlacqrr}ent 1'3etween
a certain type of knowledge and a matching way of living _ch'scussed
above. Hence, an individual imbued with jiidna-nistha is ‘well
equipped’ for entering/visiting other caves too, but what will
motivate him to do so, to get out of ‘his body’, out of the cave?
What will motivate an Allahudin Khan to listen to anything but
music? .

As for the second question—about jaane—nistha if knowledge is
thought of in terms of change, my initial response is that c‘h—a_nge
is inherent in the very notion of jiana—nistha, or rather that jrdana—
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m‘;g‘.hd is a perfect prism for watching knowledge as a dynamic
n_otlon. If the nistha of jiagna-nistha refers to the existential dimen-
sion of knowledge, and if the jiidna of jiana-nistha is not an object
but rather cannot be divorced from the knower and vice versa, then

* change is inevitable. Since I am constantly changing and ‘my knowl-
edge’ is not closed in some file in the drawer, a computer or even
ig my consciousness, but rather goes with me to the market, eats
dinner with me, etc.; since it is there in every morment, it is bound
to change with me as I am changing with it it is bound to be
modified, extended, even reinvented. Why not?
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No Art is an Art: Plato’s Argument Against
Poetry and Rhetoric

VIJAY TANKHA

St. Stephen’s College, University of Delhi, Delhi

Plato’s arguments against poetry have created a certain amount of
consternation in the ranks of his admirers, not a few of whom have
been poets. The fact that Plato had more than a passing interest
in poetry is clear. From what is possibly his earliest dialogue (Jon)
to what is certainly his last (Laws), poetry has been of continual
concern for him. But Plato is not merely an important thinker
perhaps prejudiced against literature; he himself was an artist and
poet of no mean accomplishment.

Even a cursory laok at Plato’s work will reveal its literary qualities,
its range, and its sensitivity to both poetry and drama. We know
that Plato, ‘'under the influence of Socrates, burnt his early literary
efforts. But in the dialogue-form Plato invented a literary method
for philosophizing that has been frequently copied but never
matched. Moreover, there is hardly a style of Greek writing that
Plato does not attempt somewhere and show himself a master of.
His imitations of predecessors and contemporaries are either indis-
tinguishable from or better than the originals.! Surely, the author
of the Symposium and the Phaedrus, the myth-making Plato, if any-
one, would appreciate the themes and structures of epic and lyric
poetry and would respond to the moral questions tackled by Attic
Tragedy. It is this apparent lack of concern that Plato seems to
have for all that we admire in Greek poetry and drama, that has
been especially difficult to explain or accept. The rejection of
poetry and the other arts would not be surprising, if it did not
come from a philosopher who was also one of its finest exponents.

It is clear from a close reading of Plato that his rejection of
poetry is part of a more complex design, but before this design can
be discerned and due weight given to its different but complimen-
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tary parts, it is important to try to expose—as clearly as possible—
?ne or two lines of argument that Plato adopts in continuing the
old quarrel between poetry and philosophy’. This paper is an
attempt to demarcate some of these broad themes, to assimilate
th.e critique of the poets and so the characterization of poetry as
mimetic (and by extension art as mimetic), to a larger Platonic
programme for the establishment of the scope and nature of phi-
losophy. Naturally, the whole of this enterprise can only be signa?led
here: .nor can I, within the ambit of this article, do more than show
one line of argument Plato initially develops which both grounds
his later epistemology as well provides a basis for rejecting other
}mowledge claims. This procedure is in keeping with the account
in th.e Apology, of Socrates’ examination or questioning the claim;
to w1s.dom that some scholars have made. Of the poets he says, ‘I
perceived that they, on account of their poetry, thought thatytl’le
were the wisest of men in other things as well, in which the werz
not’.2 It is this claim to wisdom and authority that is the fo};:u f
Plato’s account of poetry. e

A THEORY OF ART?

While there is still some controversy about whether Plato has a
theory of art, many deny that he does, others offer versions of such
a theory, sometimes with apologies.? My own view is that he does
not ha\.!e a theory of art, but certainly does possess theory about the
arts. His theory of Art,! as has been commonly understood, is ini
tially a byproduct of other more central concerns, mainly ‘t’)ut no;
faxcluswely, mn epistemology. I will elaborate upon this by,ex licat-
ing part of the vocabulary that forms Plato’s understanding cij th

arts Once this is done, we will be able to see that Plato’s conce (i
f:lon of art arises as a result of a general strategy that he em 1ops
in F)rder to undermine a whole series of persons and practicei zf
which poetry and rhetoric were the most important. The ar’ u-
ments against the poets and rhetoricians draw new distinctions agnd
demarcgte the field of knowledge in a radically new way. Plato’

conception of Art entails that the arts of poetry and rhetofilc fail ts
quahf?( as Arts. The initial attack against the poets, narrowl baseg
on epllstemological distinctions, is in Iater.dialogues broaden);:d into
a maJor campaign in which the older argument does not play a
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major role, although its conclusions are at times assumed. New
arguments against both poetry and sophistry are developed that do
not depend on what has gone on before. This is especially true of
the arguments of Republic Bk. 10, where the sentence of censorship
of their poetry (first mooted in Bk. 3) is extended to the exile of
poets. In this cluster of arguments that fly thickly together, there
is a danger of missing the trees for the wood.

Plato’s attack against individual exponents of the art of rhetoric
(generically dubbed ‘sophists’) forms an integral part of his own
systematic, ethical and political doctrines. The rejection of sophis-
tic metaphysics and epistemology, consciously articulated or not by
individual sophists themselves, is vigorously pursued through the
Platonic corpus. The weapons designed against the pocts are in
many cases found suitable against the sophists: the attack is, thus,
not only against verse but also prose writers. So it is not verse or
poetry per se that is attacked by Plato but a more amorphous sct of
pratices. While we might—from the distance of two millennia—
detect a community of interests that group together such thinkers
as Prodicus and Hippias, Plato was clear that for all their diversity,
the sophists fell into a single camp: his opponents. His attitude
towards ‘sophistry is encapsulated in the words he puts into
Protagoras’ mouth concerning the nature and extent of sophistic
doctrine: }

‘Personally, I hold that the Sophist’s art is an ancient one, but that those
who put their hand to it in former times, fearing the odium which it
brings, adopted a disguise and worked under cover. Some used Poetry as
a screen, for instance, Homer and Hesiod and Simonides; others religious
rites and prophecy, like Orpheus and Musaeus and their school...Music
was used as a cover by your own Agathocles, a great sophist...”

What Protagoras takes as reason for pride, Plato warns us of the
invidiousness and depth of sophistry within the fabric of Greek
society. For him, it is not'simply one or more beliefs, but an entire
outlook, that is responsible for fashioning both men and states.
Sophistry as both a theory and practice is ultimately self-refuting,
according to Plato. While the details and complexities of this claim
cannot be gone into here, we need to note that Plato’s first attack
on the sophists is based on the conception of Art that he develops

in his early works.®
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Plato examines and rejects sophistic doctrine in a number of
ways and at a variety of levels. For our purposes, it will be sufficient
to mention three principal grounds on which Plato attacks sophis-
tic doctrine: epistemological, psychological and political. His dismissal
of poetry in particular and the arts in general follows similar lines,
though differences between different arts merit different argu-
ments.” The censorship of the poets is for political rather than
artistic reasons. The early books of the Republic are entirely con-
cerned with poetry as it influences one’s character. There are no
aesthetic reasons for censoring the poets, only moral ones. Ulti-
mately, the poets are to be replaced by the philosophers as the real
instructive force in the city.®

Each of these considerations forms the basis of Plato’s identifica-
tion and rejection of the sophists as well. These three strands in
Plato’s thinking about sophistry and art are interconnected and, as
will be seen, mutually supporting. Here, I will look primarily at the
epistemological basis for Plato’s strictures, as his basic argument is
conflated later by him with other arguments directed against the
effects of poetry—indeed of speech in general—on the character
and outlook of those charmed, and so formed by it.

An examination of the first of these, the episternological critique
will, I hope, make clear the non-paradoxical and non-self-contra-
dictory nature of the title of this article. The argument claims that
what constitutes the arts for us (for which we sometimes use the
phrase ‘fine arts’) does not, for Plato, fulfil the conditions that any
practice must in order to constitute Art in the proper sense. What
we call ‘arts’ are not really Arts for him at all. This rejection of both
poetry and rhetoric as Arts is explicit in Plato’s writings. Further,
we do not even expect arts in our sense of the term to fulfil the
Platonic conditions for an Art and, hence, we should have little
objection to many (though not all) the strictures that Plato lays on
those who attempt to pass themselves off as practitioners or teach-
ers of an Art in his sense of the term. If this is so then there is little
or no convergence between what Plato wishes to attack and what
we might wish to defend. We may restate this in another way: many
of the functions that Plato thinks that the arts cannot and, there-
fore should not attempt to perform are not functions that we
suppose the arts now attempt to perform. It is, however, true that

|
:é
)
g
:

No Art is an Artr 89

there are possibilities in them which we find important and worth
preserving which, given Plato’s attitude about individual freedom
in general, he is less sympathetic towards. Even if we assume that
these issues have to be looked at quite differently now rather than
when Plato addressed them, it is important to note that the formal
attack against the arts that Plato launches is based on a rathe.r
different conception of what it is for anything to be an }.Xrt. Hls
relegation of those practices which we ‘most commonly identify
with the arts, to the class of ‘imitative arts’ is an express denial that
these practices, poetry, painting, sculpture, some kinds of music,
are indeed Arts at all.?

TECHNE AND ENOWLEDGE

We need to look closely at the term ‘art’ which I have placed at the
centre of this controversy. The term ‘art’ is the frequent, if admiF—
tedly problematic, translation of the Greek term techne (pl. technai)
that Plato, along with other late fifth- and early fourth-century
thinkers, use to characterize an entire gamut of activities ranging
from flute-playing to architecture, from shoe-making to astronomy. !
The range of this term also explains why ‘science’ or ‘craft’ are also
acceptable translations of it.!! Such translations, however, are of‘ten
made on the basis of our individual understanding or conception
of the particular activity that Plato is describing. Thus, if. he is
discussing mathematics, translators will translate techne as ‘science’;
if he is talking about shoemaking as a ‘craft’ and when abogt
painting as an ‘art’. We may note, however, that for Plato there is
no formal difference between the activities of, say, shoemaking and
astronomy, which would warrant calling only one of them a techne.
At the same time, we must not be led into supposing that each of
these were somchow equally valuable for him. Both Plato and
Aristotle are dismissive of manual work as ungentlemanly and de-
grading.!? While ‘craft’ as a translation of techne suggests a low-level
skill, it preserves, unlike ‘art’, an important practical element that
all technai share. For technai are characterized as being goal-directed
activities aiming at the production of specific and specifiable ends.
Given a techne, we should be able to specify its subject or special
area of expertise as well as the result or aim that it is designed to
bring about. The successful deployment of a particular fechne may
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be judged by its ability to regularly bring about the result in ques-
tion. A fechne, in this sense, is contrasted with chance. Plato denies
the status of techne and subsumes under chance all manners of
empirical skills which use rules of thumb (for example, cooking}.
Plato privileges those skills which have a strong theoretical compo-
nent as technai proper, denying this title to.those that lack theoretical
grounding. Such theoretical grounding need not, however, be
formalized, for the cobbler’s or the shepherd’s art are regularly
adduced as examples of technai'® The paradigm fechne that Plato
often alludes to is that of medicine, whose aim is health.! For this
reason, phrases like ‘professional skills’!® are often used to bring
out a contrast that Plato clearly intends between lay and specialist
practice.!® For every techne, there is an expert or technikos who,
because of his special knowledge, is able to achieve the result that
his techne aims at. Further, whether the fechnai are invented, or
received as gifts from the gods (or in spite of them as the myth of
Prometheus claims), they contribute to the well being of men. This
emphasis on the practical and useful aspect of technical knowl-
edge will become important for our understanding of some of the
arguments that Plato generates against poets and rhetoricians.

We may now be able to accept the equation that Plato continu-
ally makes between techne and knowledge. Every techne is at once a
branch of knowledge.!” Much of the strategy of Plato’s attack on
rhetoricians and poets in the early dialogues is to draw out what he
considers the implications of this identity.

Plato’s term for knowledge, episteme, preserves the sense of prac-
tical efficiency which characterizes techne. Unlike modern
philosophy’s insistence and focus on propositional knowledge,
episteme carries with it a sense which we would lead us to translate
the term as ‘systems of or ‘bodies of knowledge rather than merely
as items of knowledge. Thus, the word has a frequently employed
plural with no equivalent in English. Epistemai are often conjoined
with technai without implying any contrast between them. The term
epistemon (‘one who has knowledge’), for instance, ‘has strong con-
notations of competence in performance, approximating to
“skillful™.18

So far all that has been shown is that the term fechne is used by
Plato to characterize specialist activities, which aim at specifiable
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ends and constitute determinate bodies of knowledge. There are
tests—both theoretical and practical—for determining whether a
person is in possession of a techne or not. The ‘theoretical’ test is
the ability of the person in question to be able to give ‘an account’
(definition or explanation) of what it is he claims to know.' The
‘practical’ test is the ability of the person to regularly produce the
product that his Art aims to produce.?® Only those who are experts
in the sense given may be regarded as teachers of the techne in
question.?! Though Plato does not rule out self-discovery, for him
a techne can be acquired only by learning it from someone else who
already has the knowledge in question. Technai then are branches
of knowledge which can be passed on from teacher to student.
They are distinct subjects which are or can be systematized and
which require time and effort to master.??

POETRY AND EDUCATION

Of the many routes into Platonic theory, one way is to start with a
question that he himself raises often in the course of the ecarly
dialogues: what should be the content of education? What is worth
leaming? This question is connected with another: what do people
actually learn? What are the sources, the form and content of their
education? An investigation into the second question forms the
basis for determining an answer to the first. That is, by examining
the sources and nature of traditional Greek wisdom, and (signifi-
cantly) showing it to be inadequate in an important sense, Plato
lays the foundation for his own answer to the question of what the
young should learn.®®

That this is not a purely academic question for Plato is under-
lined by the urgency and frequency with which it is asked in the
early dialogues. In the Laches, for instance—a dialogue concerned
with a search for the deﬁhition of courage—the parents of two
young Athenians express their uncertainty and concern for the
welfare and success of their children.?* At the end of the Euthydemus,
Crito, in conversation with Socrates, wonders whether the sort of
verbal pyrotechnics that the sophists Euthydemus and Dionysodorus
have given a display of, and which they pass off as philosophy,
would really be of benefit to his own sons.?® The subject of educa-
tion forms an important and consistent theme through Plato’s work.
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A very large section in the Republic, where his first explicit strictures
against the poets are made, is concerned with the importance of
primary education in shaping both individuals and the societies
they constitute. Much of what Plato says about the arts occurs within
the context of his discussion of this question.

Without here attempting to give even a summary account of the
nature and forms of early education in classical Greece, we may
note that both the poets and the sophists largely provided the
content as well as the form in which Greek education took place.
The poets and the sophists, in that order, were for Plato the chief
source for the education of those who played the most important
roles in the civic life of the city. The former provided the tradi-
tional wisdom hallowed by custom and usage, the latter the new
and radical break with this tradition. Hence, an investigation into
the nature of what they taught became the cornerstone of Plato’s
mvestigation of his own tradition. And his critique of them the basis
for the overhaul of that tradition. Plato is not unaware that the
content of what is taught—once it becomes a part of the social
fabric—reinforces the teaching again, by legitimizing it. Homer
himself is called a sophist who disguised his doctrines in poetic
garb, %6

Plato calls Homer the educator of all the Greeks.?” Epic verse
provides both the form as well as the content for orthodox peda-
gogy. The Homeric epics constituted Greek literary and religious
tradition. Not only the nature of the gods but also the nature of
man and the relation between them is demarcated in the epics.
Plato was not, of course, the first to challenge either the anthropo-
morphic picture of the Homeric gods or the uses to which divinity
can be put. But he launched the most comprehensive attack against
such traditional worldviews in the Greek philosophical tradition.28

I say this because it may also be thought that the sophists them-
selves began the re-evaluation of values that Plato later continued.
The sophists are sometimes seen as part of a new humanistic
movement, introducing a liberal outlook in Greek thought.? Both
the terms ‘enlightenment’ and ‘liberal picture the sophists as a
positive and a welcome development in Greek thinking. The radi-
cal and revolutionary character of sophistic thought, its departure
from the central pre-occupations of pre-Socratic natural philoso-
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phy, has been frequently remarked upon. The brea%&_with tradlt;gg
is part of the creation of a new tradition, Grefek political expa}r:znd
during the late fifth and early fourth centuries on the one t n«;
and the form and functioning of the legal and democratic syste
on the other, has been seen as creating the context for.thehsfucczs;
of the sophists. There is an importa.nt elea.nent of truth in this, zen-
from some points of view the sophists mlght be seen as .repéi e
tatives of an anti-conservative and skeptical tenc_lencyfm reek
thought, and Plato’s response to them as the reaction o - con e
tive and aristocratic forces. But even as he attempls to re;:_nv?ntradi_
aristocracy, Plato himself refashions the Greek philosop 1(:(;11(:1S rack
tion, bringing into focus a new set of concerns wholly at c? s vit?
what has gone before. At the same time, l.)lato respon 3 Xt e
counters the claims of the sophists an.d their new xi\nsdo.m._ e
core of this response lies what we might call the implication

epistemology.
EDUCATION AND THE SOPHISTS

30
As teachers the sophists offered, quite simPly, to t'each a techt?;ez.m
Admittedly, they claimed on behalf of their teachm.g mor; han
one would expect from a simple craft or art or science. fL‘lN o
using, as they did the term techne to characterize the nat‘;lll‘fi (1)] what
they offered instruction in, they appealed to a ter;ntt a had 2k
ready gained considerable currency as a commendatory erm in
Greece. Its use encapsulated the possibility o.f human en cavout
and achievement, contrasting human w?rth with the _S(.th c; m'seto_
according to rank that formed the basis .of the' tradmc;{na E;J‘Id .
cratic social order. One who had the right kind of n%wecii-
could forge his own destiny, and need not depend on the ahis
dents of birth or the favour of the gods to leave a ma.rk upon s
times. This sense of optimism is well captul:ed, fqr 1nsta;nce, 1te
Sophocles’ hymn to mén in the Antigone which catches the rlgat
both of personal endeavour as well as of .successful progr;zssf o
characterizes the new knowledge, which g_wes man contro h0t s
destiny. It is man’s knowledge, his possession of a tech.neat at beed
ables him to achieve his aims. Man, in this famous hymn,-zs es;]:rl X
as a technikos; it is with his technica}. mastery over nature t a; h;
opens for himself the door of possibility. There is nothing beyon



94 VIJAY TANKHA

power. His subtlety meets all chance, conquers all danger. For every ill he
has found its remedy, Save only death ...Clever beyond dreams, the inven-
tive skill [to mechanoen technas) he has, sometimes to ill sometimes to good
leads him.3! Techne is here contrasted with tuche, chance or luck. As
Plato says, one who has knowledge, or fechne, has no need of luck.32

For the sophists too, the possession of a skill was a mark of hu-
man knowledge and the only sure way to success (both Protagoras
and Gorgias were professed atheists). They used the term to signify
not simply the possession of a skill, but a valuable life-saving skill of
use both to individuals and society, which could safeguard them
from the vagaries of chance or fortune. Plato acknowledges more
than once the effect that the sophists had on the younger genera-
tion as well as their acknowledged popularity.33

But what was it that the sophists taught? While different fourth-
century teachers taught different subjects, for Plato the aim of all
sophistic teaching was the claim to teach arete (virtue). If, as we
found, the translation ‘art’ is an inadequate and misleading trans-
lation of the term fechne, the translations of this Greek word are
even less representative of the range of its meanings. The term is
usually translated into English as ‘virtue’. With qualifications and
explanations this may cover the philosophical and moral turn, which
the word is given by Plato and Aristotle, but it entirely fails to
answer the question of what the sophists, in claiming to teach arete,
claimed they were teaching. For this reason, an alternative transla-
tion of arefe, ‘excellence’, is sometimes preferred.™ This sense of
arete is brought out by the general disbelief that follows any claim
to teach it. Can arete ever be taught? If we take it here to mean
political wisdom, or ‘sayvy’ we might agree with the common sen-
timent that Socrates expresses in response to Protagoras’ claim. At
both public and private levels, arete is not something that can simply
be passed on. Pericles and other famous Athenians—Socrates at-
tests—were not able to pass on their own arete to their sons who
‘browse around on their own like sacred cattle, on the chance of
picking up arete automatically’. And if they, acknowledged possess-
ors of it, could not pass it on to their children, can any one? Arefe
is, in this rather unspecified sense, radically contrasted with techne,
for while a techne is teachable, arete is never. Plato argues that in
claiming to teach arete, the sophists lay claim to a skill (fechne) that
they do not, in fact, themselves have.? -
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We might say that the sophists, in offering to teach arefe, offered
minimally to teach men the art of success—success in the political
life of the city of which they were citizens. The means whereby
such success was to be achieved could vary from teacher to teacher,
but its aim was success in a sense general enough to include its
most conventional trappings: power, wealth, fame and, in conse-
quence, the satisfaction of whatever desires a person happegs t’o
have. Prowess in battle like that of the lion on the warrior’s
tomb, is replaced in Greek democracies with a new kind of skill,
because there is a new kind of contest (agon) in which he has now
to take part. The sophists offered to their students thf: key to _the
competitions of corporate civic life. Some of them, like Gorglas,
explicitly disclaimed that they prescribed goals to ‘be p‘ursued, ie,
they only taught a technique. What a person did with his newfound
ability was up to him.?® Plato thought otherwise; means and ends,
form and content, determine each other. Rhetoric as persuasive
speech brings with it its own standards, undermining truth and

replacing reality by appearances.
PLATO’S ARGUMENT

Plato’s strateé’y against the sophists and poets is quite simple and,
at least in the early dialogues, practiced consistently. His argumf:nt
against them relies on the following assumption: if the sophists
claim that they possess a fechne (whether of politics or virtue or
whatever), then they must have knowledge of what they profess to
teach. Plato attacks their claims to knowledge by setting up criteria
for any episteme (and, hence, for any fechne) and demc‘mst.rating
that poetic and sophistic teaching fails to meet these criteria. He
can then conclude that as they are not in possession of a fechne,
they have no knowledge and so cannot (really) teach at all. Ir_1
order to instruct, one must have knowledge of a specific and speci-
fiable subject-matter. This is"the minimal claim that Plato thinks
anyone who claims to instruct, must make. Plato uses this assump-
tion to generate a series of arguments against both sophists and
poets. '

In rejecting poetic and sophistic claims to have a fechne, Plato
uses epistemological criteria abstracted from everyday examples of
knowledge. In the lon, one of Plato’s earliest dialogues, he employs
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a general notion of what it is to be a fechne to undermine the
rhapsode’s claim to be a fechnikos (one in possession of a fechne}. He
further offers an alternative explanation of both rhapsodike as well
as poetike to explain how these purported fechnai ‘work’. We will
look later on at both the epistemological criteria that Plato employs
as well as his arguments in the fon against the art of the rhapsode.

THE USE OF POETRY

It may be appropriate at this point to introduce and answer a
possible objection that could be made on behalf of the poets. Surely,
it might be said, the poets are not instructors. To suppose they are
is to misunderstand the function of poetry.?” Further, poets did not
claim, like the sophists, to teach arefe at all, or even to have a
techne.® These are aims and methods which Plato seems to foist on
them, so that he can then show that they are not wise at all. For
what the poet did claim, and was accorded, was the title of sophos.™
But what precisely was their wisdom, is less clear.

For Plato, poetry had principally two functions: instruction and
entertainment. These are complementary: all poetry instructs and
entertains with varying degrees of success.*® Plato is suspicious of
the entertainment value of anything, conceptually linking it with
pleasure: his criterion for acceptable pleasures is simplicity.*! He is
also dubious about the instructional value of poetry in general. The
arguments in Republic Bk. 3 against the artists are related to his
dismissal of the instructional value of art. But the arts may be
thought broadly to instruct in two ways: firstly as providing some
matter of knowledge simpliciter (note the ridicule poured over fon
about the poet knowing the art of war).*

This form of {mis)instruction is conceived as a one-lo-one rela-
tionship between individuals (say, the poet and his listener). Poetic
content in such contexts is seen as the transmission of information
(knowledge) from the poet/performer to his listener. Plato dis-
mantles the poet’s claim to wisdom in such cases by pointing out
the deficiencies in his knowledge claims. It may be of some impor-
tance to note that such a claim was never explicitly made by the
poets.*® Indeed, poctic knowledge and poetic wisdom are charac-
terized in such general terms, that until the question, ‘what is it
that the poets know?’ is asked, no answer is forthcoming.!* It is

R N e e e )

No Art is an At 97

Plato who asks this question and then provides an answer on behalf
of the poets. That poetry per se is not the real subject of Plato’s
inquiry is apparent as the arguments in the early dialogues against
poetic techne are on par with those designed to show up other
claimants to knowledge, including that of the sophists. Neither
poetry nor sophistry, according to Plato, can provide technical in-
struction in the way that specialized crafts or trades do.®

The more important kind of instruction is what we might call
moral instruction and it is here that poetry plays a crucial role.
Here the poet is seen, not as passing on specific technical know-
how (which he does not really have), but providing a broad cultural
education such as we now associate with the study of the liberal
arts.?8 Such education, Plato claims, creates paradigms for conduct.
Much of the form of early education that Plato would have refash-
ioned consisted in memorizing poetry and, thus, internalizing the
value-system it was based on. This had, according to Plato, a pro-
found effect on the shaping of the individual personality, especially
where the real content was concealed.”

So far as the conception of poets as instructors in the second
sense is concerned, if this is indeed a misconception of poetry, it
is not merely Plato who is guilty of it, but the Greeks as a whole.
This is why his arguments against the poets is taken as really an
argument against literature in general. The Homeric epics were
regarded as encyclopedias of wisdom.? Plato attempts to under-
mine poetic ipstruction in the second or general sense, by using
epistemological arguments to show that the poet does not, in fact,
have particular knowledge in the first sense, even though the two
ways in which he attacks the poets and their works are discon-

nected.??

WISDOM IN GENERAL

It is not easy to summarize the nature of poetic wisdom. In Plato’s
time, the role of the poet had undergone major changes. Poetry
too was in the process of reinventing itself. Although Plato assimi-
lates tragic to epic poetry, the epic verse of Homer was part of the
tradition, while the tragic poets or playwrights, as we call them, had
a completely different role to play in the city state. While still
under the patronage of the rich, the forms of such patronage had
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cha‘nged, and with it the role that the poets undertook to play
While the archaic role of the poet was tied up closely with thc:
values of the heroic age, in the democratic states of Plato’s time
the tragic poets could themselves bring into question the values o%
th}% Homeric world. Plato, however, does not distinguish between
his contemporaries and their predecessors, but assimilates them
somewhat hastily together. ’
‘ One claim made often by the epic poets is taken as representa-
tive by Plato of poetic wisdom in general, and is contrasted by him
leth the new model of knowledge that he has inaugurated in his
dialogues, for poetry had made on its behalf a claim to a sort of
superhuman wisdom. The poet is said to know all things and pos-
sess some form of comprehensive knowledge.’® But the poetic claim
and the Platonic challenge are somewhat at odds, the former has
no conception of the question that the latter asks.5!

The sophists also thought that their teaching could provide com-
prehensive knowledge,5? often as a single alternative to all other
skills.? Plato counters both these claims by denying the possibility
of such knowledge on the one hand and its usefulness on the
other.” In so doing, Plato ignores the fact that these are, at best
entirely different claims made in entirely different contexts or a;
worst, claims that he has made on behalf of his opponents. ,

Part of Plato’s programme was inaugurated in the early dia-
logue‘s to investigate and evaluate (in his terms, of course) the
practice of different kinds of wisdom, each of which seeks to be a
lechne even if it is not so designated. Thus, in the Ion, it is the art
of the Rhapsode (rhapsodike techne); in the Euthyphro that of the
prophet (mantike); in the Protagoras it is the wisdom Protagoras
defines as politics (politike); in the Gorgias, it is the art of rhetoric
(?"h.etorike). On the basis of these so-called technai, their practitioners
claim to possess knowledge of a very special kind as well as the
authority that goes with it. The mantic or the seer, the rhapsode
or the performing poet, the rhetorician and the political orator
are those whose competing claims to wisdom Plato investigates and
rejects. These are not technai or Arts at all, as they fail to satisfy the
criteria that Arts must satisfy. Hence, their practitioners do not
have the claim to either knowledge or authority. Plato, in what is
regarded as one of his earliest dialogues, looks at the nature of
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poetry through the practice of its performance by the rhapsode
Ion. In the dialogue of that name, the issue of poetic knowledge
is used to confuse and confute lon, and the conclusion—poetry is
not a form of knowledge—is established.

THE ION

In the fon it is Homer who is also attacked, indirectly, through his
rhapsode.?® Plato here draws out some of the consequences of the
assumption that the poet has some knowledge. Of course, the attack
is at one level removed, just as in the famous simile of the trans-
mission of inspiration, Ion is once removed from Homer, and the
audience is twice removed. Socrates, in his conversation with Ion,
does on occasion refer to Homer, but largely directs the argument
against Ion’s claims to know the thoughts of Homer. The attack on
Ton is an attack on his claim to have expert knowledge of Homer.
In claiming to be an expert, Ion claims to be in possession of a
techne (530c¢). However, in rejecting Ion’s claim to be an expert in
the art of poetry, Plato does more than merely undermine the
pretensions of a single individual. Instead, he suggests that no such
expertise, is possible at all. His argument, thus, moves from an
investigation of Ion’s own personal claims, to a consideration of why
it is not possible for anyone to gain the sort of knowledge that Ion
claims to have. This move from particular to general is part of what
Socrates claims knowledge is.57 In a sense, then, knowledge is com-
prehensive, but not as being acquainted with many things (‘many
fine things’ at 530d), or in remembering the words of the poet,
but in knowing what makes each of those things what they are.
This is just the demand that Socrates makes of Ion.”

In the first part of the dialogue (530-533d), Socrates examines
Ton’s claim to only know the thoughts of Homer. Socrates argues
that in so far as Ion only knows the thoughts of Homer, he cannot
be said to have a fechne at all. In doing so, he relies on the notion
that the subject of any form of knowledge must form a conceptual
unity. If poetry is a whole—as Ion agrees it is—and as Ion must in
order to claim to be a skilled expounder of it, then to can be said
that in order to know poetry, lon should have knowledge of all
sorts of poetic compositions. The principles of the craft should
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enable him to expound the thought of all poets.? Ion is maki
two (logically) unrelated claims; he claims to ‘knc;w’ Homer iz Eg
sense of being able to remember (and be able to recite) Hom 'e
verse. He also claims to be able to ‘embellish’ (fosmein) the zntc
with many fine thoughts. This latter ability, which we might sse Z,
an expert discourse about poetry, lon says, has given him mores
.troul:fle _than actually mastering the poems themselves (530¢).%° Ion
Is claiming to be some sort of literary critic. But in both case;s Ion
wants to restrict his knowledge-claims to the poetry of Ho;ne
What is really at issue here, in Platonic terms, is the semantc ran 1:3.
of words: like ‘knowledge’, which Ion either confuses with ‘to fe-
mem‘ber ,» or with ‘speaking well’. Speaking well, as we will see, is
a claim made by the sophists on their behalf, but is only a sign r;ot
its sum, for Plato, of knowledge.®! But Ion can only speakgaiaout
Bomer. He uses a variety of terms in this connection to character-
ize what he does, ‘speaking best’ about Homer, ‘No one has
marny fine thoughts to offer about Homer’, ‘Howjv well T have eso
bel‘hsh?d‘ Homer’.% In all this, I on does imply that what henils-
doing is 1mPortant. His fame and the fact that he is the best of all
rhapsodes, is emphasized continually.5® And this is because it is th
works of Homer that he is conversant with. )
Socrates observes firstly, that where Homer and other poets share
the same subject and agree about it, Ion should be able to explain
or expound, what both say. lon agrees with this. He needn’tl?iav
done so. If all that he had claimed was an ability to recite Homere
then he would not need to claim to ‘know’ (remember) the worlz
f)f othe_:r poets. In fact, Ion only remembers Homer’s verse, and h
}s con!'_lmfaily shown as eager to give demonstrations of thi; But be
knowm..g a poet, Socrates has already indicated that he. meany
somethmg.more than merely remembering his words.%* Ion iI‘T
some way, is expected to know what Homer claims to know 'us’t a
Homer himself will be required to show that he has knowlt,aé ;
what he writes if he is to claim to have a techne, =0
Secondly, Socrates says that where Homer and the other poets
sh-are the same subject but disagree about it, that is, sa cliffle)r ; t
things, _Ion should be able to interpret what they bo,l;h za 'ustma1
a mantic (one versed in the art of divination) would bey’a{)le ts
mnterpret these poets when they speak of his art, both when the;
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agree and when they disagree. So far Socrates has emphasized that
poets may agree and disagree about certain things. He has also
suggested that where they do disagree or say something different
from each other, there must be some expert who will be compe-
tent to judge which of them speaks well.%
Thirdly—and this rounds off the points made earlier-—Socrates
claims that, in fact, Homer and the other poets share the same
subjects. This completes the argument against Ion. The poets
have the same subject, and say things about it that are either in
agreement or in disagreement. If Ion is skilled in the interpreta-
tion of one of them (Homer) he should be skilled in the
interpretation of the others as well. Ton’s attempt to suggest a
difference between Fomer and the other poets fails to point out
a relevant characteristic that would justify his knowing only Homer.
The fact, even if true, that Homer is better than all the others, in
no way helps him. Better and worse with respect to one subject are
to be judged by the same person, one who knows the subject in
question. The general rule is formulated at 533e, but it should be
noted that the question is not one of speaking well or badly, but
of knowing what good and bad speaking are. An equivocation
between speaking well (diction, voice, etc.) and speaking knowl-
edgeably allows the argument to proceed. Only one who knows,
Socrates claims, will know how to speak well and be able to distin-
guish good from bad speakers. Socrates has here undermined the
basis of the praise and fame that on enjoys. For Ion has all along
been claiming to speak well, but in this his judges—Socrates points
out—are those who are in no position to know whether he speaks
well or ill. Ton himself is like them in his relation to Homer, lacking
knowledge of what Homer speaks; he is in no position to indepen-
dently judge Homer’s remarks. By pointing out that poets may, in
fact, disagree with each other, Socrates has brought poetic wisdom
in general into question. And by introducing the notion of expert
knowledge, he has covertly undermined the notion of poetic au-
thority. What is questionable is, of course, the way in which he has
conceived of poetry, as if it were a (poor) compilation of technical
knowhow, designed to inform its listeners.5
This is the epistemological critique of the poets: that they have
no understanding of the whole that poetry must be in order for
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such knowledge to form the basis of a techne, Knowledge that is not
particular but general. Ion’s failure to satisfy the condition of gen-
erality shows that he does not grasp the principles of a genuine
branch of knowledge but relies upon something else. The poet
who claims to speak well of many things has no real knowledge
(techne),5 but does so as a result of inspiration. Plato regards inspi-
ration as the epitome of irrationality.

It should be noticed that in the Jon, while investigating the claim
of the rhapsode and his source (Homer) and denying that they
both constitute a body of knowledge—which conclusion is reiter-
ated in the last line of the dialogue—Socrates continually makes
reference to other arts (technai), from charioteering and medicine
to those which we have called ‘arts’ (corresponding te our notion
of ‘fine arts’), which include poetry, sculpture, painting, music,
etc.%® These are the very ones that will be described as mimetic arts
(which description is part of what is thought to be Plato’s theory
of art). In citing sculpture and painting as arts, while dismissing the
claims of poetry to be a fechne, Plato seems to be committed to the
view that-these are genuine fechnai. Elsewhere (e.g., Republic Bk.
10), he describes all these as ontologically defective. His indiffer-
ence here to these other arts, is indicative, in my mind, of his

indifference to providing a theoretical understanding of them as a
whole.

RHETORICAL SPEECH

Before I outline the explanation of poctic success according to
Plato, we may note that a similar complaint forms that basis of his
attack against the sophists. Indeed, Gorgias is made to boast of this
accomplishment. ‘Rhetoric is the power to persuade by speech...in
every gathering ..it [rhetoric] practically captures all powers and
keeps them under its control..for there is nothing on which he
wouldn’t speak more persuasively than any other craftsman before
a crowd of people.’® Hippias in the Protagoras is shown answering
questions from diverse persons on different subjects. Later, in the
same dialogue, Protagoras claims to be skilled in both long dis-
courses as well as short ones.”™

While the sophists claim to have comprehensive knowledge, other
claimants are more modest. Thus Euthyphro, who is a mantic, knows
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‘more than any other man about matters which have to do wi_th the
gods’.”! But the ability to speak, and speak well about a variety of
things is a result of the sophists’ claims to be polymathsf. The soph-
ists made the claim that they, through the power of their art, could
make the weaker argument stironger.”? .

Plato’s argument against the poets accepts their clai.m to be in
possession of a divine dispensation and, even if th_e notlonlof artis-
tic inspiration is a Platonic construct, turns this agalpst poetic claims
to authoritative wisdom. Similarly, the sophists’ claim to be able to
persuade anyone about anything is used by Plato as further evi-
dence that they do not have knowledge of what they speak. By
drawing the distinction between appearance and tru.th, Plato can
both find room for the sophists’ claims, as well as discount them.
For the rhetorician and his art, ‘there is no need to know .the truth
of the actual matters, but one merely needs to have discovered
some device of persuasion which will make one appear E?s those
who do not know to know better than those who know...

The success of the rhetorician as well as that of the poet has to
do more with the ignorance of those who are his ju.dges rather
than with the knowledge that the rhetorician has. Ultimately, the
ability to- speak well (true rhetoric) when accom;?anied by knowl-
edge is, as Plato tells us at the end of the same dialogue, the only
art that will care for the soul, which is, of course, the role th:dt
Socrates gave io philosophy.™ Similarly, in the ideal state there will
be room for acceptable forms of both poetry and divination.

AN ALTERNATIVE MODEL

In the Jon Plato offers us an account of the success of the poet in
terms of inspiration (enthusiasmos). This he likens to the po§563510}1
that bacchantes undergo in the service of their god.” Tl_ns
alternative to a genui_ﬁely cognitive state enables Plato to derive
from the view of the inspired poet the very reverse gf what such
inspiration was thought to be a sign of.76 Inspiration is not knf)wl~
edge. Nor indeed is inspiration a guarantee of truth,.as mlght
otherwise be supposed. The reason I think that Plato is not im-
pressed with inspiration even if it guarantees the truth, is tha.t it 18
a little like luck. For Plato there is more to knowledge than simply
getting something (perhaps on occasion) right. What enables the
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poet to claim to be inspired is, in fact, a deficiency in his psycho-
log.lcal .ma%«:up and his ability to communicate his part.icu.iauiP b};and
of inspiration to his audience is correlated with their own psycho-
pathology. The argument is developed along with the psychoioygica}
model that underpins it. In the bi- or tri-partite division of the soul
Plato finds a model of human make-up that enables him to ex lair;
the' success that poetic and sophistic practices enjoy. He can dopthis
Whll(?‘ still denying that they are forms of knowledge.”” Neither
provides, or indeed can provide knowledge, and hence must fail
even on pragmatic grounds. If every fechne aims at a beneficial
result, and can produce that: result unerringly, then both poet
and‘ rhetoric fail this final test, just as they fail other tests thz
orc_imary forms of knowledge pass, for they do not lead to the well
being of the individual, and hence whatever else they might be
they are not proper Arts at all. ’
Plato’s moral psychology provides him with a model that explains
the success that both poets and rhetoricians enjoy despite lacking
a techne. This is an important adjunct to the epistemological argu-
m.ent.78 For surely, it might be thought, sophists could dispense
with the need for the name techne as long as they continued to
pro#uce results: swayed and cheering Assemblies, weeping stricken
audler_lces would be all the testament that a sophist or a poet would
need in order to continue to practice his craft. And indeed the
fact .that they are compelling and successful is something that the
conti;fmally point to. The psychological model enables Plato tg
faxpiam how they are successful as well as how limited and damag-
ing such success might be for those who hope to achieve it.” ’
The.se alternative forms of wisdom, however, must find a. lace
that will .explain not only their occurrence but also their powepi In
the Gorgias, Plato devises a category of pseudo-skills 1o cover a wh.ole
range .of practices, though he is mainly interested in categorizin
rhetoric and sophistry. These skills copy genuine technai.8 Plati
here uses the term eidola (or image). This term is connected with
.thf? more familiar cluster of terms around the word mimesis or
imitation. Mimesis is used by Plato, principally in the Republic, a
dTalogue dated to his middle period and in other post—RepuE:lic
dialogues.®! Mimesis might be a term that Plato adapted from the
Pythagoreans.’? The word itself, in its principal occurrences in the
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early fifth century, involves the imitation of animate beings, human
or animal, by the body or voice.B® In later writings, this use is ex-
tended to include a representative image or replica of a person.?
Democritus, who elsewhere uses the being/seceming distinction,
does not suggest that contrast when using cognates of mimesis.®
Xenophon, in the third chapter of his Memorablia, brings about the
shift in meaning of the term that Plato was to (ilevelop.s6 In Plato,
the contrast between real and its imitation, between an object and
its (inferior) image, becomes central to both his epistemology and
his metaphysics, in which the imitative arts are given a subordinate
place on par with shadows and reflections.¥”

The Republic develops several strands of arguments that are found
in the earlier Gorgias. The pseudo-technat of the Gorgias become the
mimetic arts of the Republic3 While the arts of rhetoric and oratory
aim at persuasion (as opposed to truth), they achieve this aim by
means of gratification or pleasure.® Plato broadly identifies the
aim of poetry as pleasure.® The general line of his argument against
poetry turns on his conviction that not all pleasures are good.”! The
dualities of body and soul, goodness and pleasure, knowledge and
opinion, Art and pseudo-Art, enables Plato to set up certain equiva-
jences and oppositions which are developed in the arguments
against the arts in the third and tenth book of the Republic. Further,
in the developed psychology of the Republic, the soul, announced
as the real subject of all education,™ is bifurcated into a rational
and an irrational part. The power of the imitative arts is their ability
to affect the irrational or appetitive part of the soul, that which s
more easily swayed by pleasure than by reason. Children, whose
rational part is yet to be fully developed are, thus, to be shiclded
from the ill effects of the pleasures as well as the deceptions of
poetry.® But—and this is true of Republic Bk. 3—this applies only
where these effects are regarded as detrimental to the moral de-
velopment of the child. Plato has, at least in this book, no quarrel
with poetry because it is imitative. In Bk. 3, control over its prod-
ucts is based on the premise that its objects (and therefore its
effects) are often debased. That it is not a branch of knowledge is,
I think, for Plato a settled issue. In the Republic, he is not concerned
with the teaching or practice of fechnai, but with the educational
curricula of children. Indeed, for him, all the citizens are really
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children and have to be told for their own good what to do. The
initial censorship of the poets is to ensure that they provide the
right models for the children-citizens. Not all imitations are ruled
out. Thus, to his question: ‘Do we wish our guardians to be good
mimics or not”’ he can answer in the affirmative so long as there
is a shift from mimicking to what is mimicked. ‘[he] will feel no
shame at that kind of mimicry, by preference imitating the good
man when he acts steadfastly and sensibly.’%4

But is sophistry an imitative art as well? That is, do the psuedo-
technai pass over, all of them into the mimetic fechna?® This question
will not admit to a straightforward answer. Plato often makes and
uses distinctions tailored to the problem at hand, and is notorious
for leaving loose strands—both terminological and theoretical—
which seem to come together, overlap, and often slip tantalizingly
through the fingers of those who would like to see them neatly
tied. Nevertheless, it seems to me that we can detect a clear thread
running consistently through the early and late dialogues support-
ing the thesis that both poets and sophists are treated together;
that the pseudo-technai of the early dialogues are taken over by the
mimetike technai of the Republic and post-Republic dialogues.

In the Sophist, a post-Republic dialogue, Plato initially divides all
technai into productive and imitative (219a), after several sets of
classificatory searches for an adequate account or definition of the
sophist. Plato (or the stranger from Elea who is his mouthpiece),
describes the sophist as a juggler and imitator. Indeed he is, in the
course of the dialectical search that makes up the first part of the
dialogue, compared to the painter ‘who professes to be able by
virtue of a single art to make all things... to make imitations
(mimemata) which have the same names as the real things...” The
sophist too, bewitches the young with words, ‘by exhibiting to them
spoken images of all things, so as to make it seem that they are true
and that the speaker is the wisest of all men in ail things’,%

In the Sophist, Plato’s objective is not to show that sophistry is not
a genuine art, which he now more or less takes for granted. Here
his multiform task is more complex: to show how the sophist, who
claims that there is no falsehood (or that all judgments are true,
a claim usually associated with Protagoras}, hides himself in appear-
ances.%” These issues are somewhat tangential to the matter at hand.
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. . .
That Plato continues to treat poets, painters am;;l sophlstsdtoii‘:g;:ar
thought that all of them made
however, shows that he . ' . !
claims, or in so far as they did, which could be demolished by the
ame arguments, - .
i The point of taking Plato’s arguments age%lnst both sol.ahi';‘,ts and
oets should be clear. Plato is not primarﬂY.or <?xc1usnfe y con
Eerned with the arts alone. The doctrine of mimesis, for ;nstan(lzi;
hat Plato fashions against those w
i ly one of several weapons t ' se W
o 22}31&1 the centre of social and intellectual life of the c1fty. tIf
S lace it was, in fact, to
‘ ’ the agora or marketplac , .
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make philosophy an ral to the soc
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in poetry per se, in the sense that he is not trying to theorize p

i bl i i Poetics.
production, in the way that, for instance, Aristotle will do in the
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6. i&l{alt::;zr‘?;c;;ksb I mean those ‘Socratic’ dialogues that are principally
Cnoterized ya lack of central PlaFonic doctrine. These dialogues
I ‘m:;;:;tyagg ffalz;t:;f‘e(;.tl;at dlstixIlguishes them from what are
. lalogues. I take the early dialogue
g}u?;;;jzmiiﬂ?ﬂng Apology, Cn‘to,. Charmides, Laches, Lysis, )l;ﬁppiasg Mz'snotz
e ;d don, rotagoras, Gorgias and Republic-1. The first part of the

7 The o ad ressi_'s problen?s t.hat the early dialogues deal with.
reject,ion - fg agi:;); ry.an;s:{ painting are assimilated as imitative arts, the
o, W}; ; tﬁg in ' k.‘IO of the Reptfblic is based on an ontological
aree , ¢ rgjection of poetry in Bk. 3 is on a psychological

8. The Republic (607e) describes itself as a counter charm to poetry ‘¢
i)frezcar;e éxggfcrlom zlipping back into the childish loves of the Hf)ultitl}l,de?

. s -e. Laws 811d, ‘to teach the chi i :
ours, and such as resemble and accord with é]lfiersf;n ?{ii? glll’siim‘[irfs . Of
utterances seem to be the same as ours or better, then we will ’ranty on
a chorus,'but if not, my friends, we can never do so'. Plato’s aini{ in th):sz

. g::sagg is to make philosophy the content of education.

. ere is an inherent non-symmetry to Plato's dismissal of poetry (epi
or dramatic) and rhetoric on the one hand and other arts, like Zi t'plc
and sculpture, on the other. The arguments he uses agairjst théj :Con' o
set d(‘) not always apply, mutatis mutandis, to the others. Indeec; mjr:
gccasmn, he seex.ns to concede that painters and musicians are prjacti-

oners of a specific art. Thus, Connus is mentioned as the teacher of
i.::;?tes (futh;ﬁhm 272), Pheidias and Polycleitus ave expert s‘cul;io(zs
1oned at Meno 91d and at Protagoras 811c. Zeuxippus th inter
and Orthagoras the flautist are examples of experts inplf?heir 1‘zspilcn'tel
, thv
f’:lelcéz éirfli;:i?r?-s 31]8d), each (.)f whorfn teach that which they z?a'ta}?sk.illf:cle
e i r}:; ine flas a specific subject-matter and is taught by those
o heregSO ;}:e:’h;lzali) ronsatlter. I:IFow Plato may be using a conception
ely and mor i ) 3
shalled against painters in Re;ublic Bk.I(;3 (ZI:}?ISSS;E;E‘G:;;:? o to
sculptors as well). But principally, the attack seems to ge agai Sionlto
poets and tragedians, who are also poets, rather than an O‘fgt;‘l o ;]e
ﬁnc_ arts. Thus, the entire argument in Republic Bks QZ% is d(? 'Ol i ¥
against .the poets and the myth makers. Only at the 've : end“?id
seclion Is state supervision extended to ‘all other craftsmgl’ (401(;3 o
;?(1)& grouhncls that all products will have (some) effect on the soul In) 13?1:1
Otr,l ;nmt-tse ;ﬂzglczz?dd;é;ebechlefl opp;onezllts are the painters. OF these
othe ) saying that their i ivi
life is suspect. Indeed, he does {hagt. But in Zef;fn? tI;ZI;S(t)II:;; 5}:::;;:’;;
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constitute a fechne Plato is undermining a part of their claim to authority.
That this is not the whole of Plato’s attack should be stressed. But that
it is the first step in such an attack needs, however, to be emphasized.

10. In Homer and Hesiod, and even in its occurrences in Aeschylus and

Euripides, techne has the sense of artifice, snare, or trick and is regularly
uses clever devices adopted by animals for their safety. (cf. Vernant and
Detienne, 1978, p. 23 nt.3). But workers, craftsmen {fektona) and singers
are found unambiguously together in Homer as in Odyssey 17.381 ff.
However, Homer does not speak of the activity of poets in terms of skill
or craft; even the term poet, associated with making rather than with
performing is, in general, alien to the archaic epic and lyric tradition.
It is only when the idea of a poem as something made rather than as
something performed comes to the fore that poetic activity can be
assimilated, as Plato assimilates it, to the vocabulary of production. See
in this context, Ford, 2002 p. 132ff. But in the late fifth and early fourth
centuries, the term is found in the titles of prose treatises (often ‘arts
of oratory’) written by an entire range of thinkers broadly associated with
the sophistic movement. The term comes to be associated with a new
kind of knowledge, often identified with oratory or public speaking.

11. J. Lyons, Structural Semantics (Oxford, 1963}, in this study of the semantic

field of the Platonic terms fechne, episteme, sophia, etc. Lyons offers {p.
142) an incomplete list of 15 hyponyms of techne, each of which as
feminine adjectives ending in ~ikos, function as nouns in their own
right. This list includes ‘everything from shoemaking to astronomy, from
flute playing to architecture’. Further, Lyons tells us, the list must re-
main incomplete, ‘hecause for Plato the subsystem it constitutes is
open-ended and, in the later dialogues at any rate, Plato creates fresh
forms of techne freely.” While this is true, T am here concerned with what
Plato will exclude from this field rather than what he so freely includes.

19. Such technai are called banausoi, a term applied ‘to every kind of me-

chanical and illiberal practice’ (Adam, nt. on Rep. 495e30). Regular
crafts like farming, etc., are so-called because they do not involve sophrosune
(Alcibiades 1 131D). Platé and Aristotle rationalized their contempt for
the manual skills by noting that certain trades cause physical and moral
injury to their practitfoners (Republic 495d-e. Aristotle Politics 1337b8ff
where Aristotle offers a definition). In Republic 529d, Plato uses the term
to refer to all the lechnai except those having to do with number.

13. While Plato does this when it suits him, he is not reaily interested in

these skills, as they have little or no political importance. Thus, in
Rep.421 a, he can say that it will not make much difference to the city
as a whole, if cobblers and farmers interchange their occupations.
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14. The subject-matter of medicine is the human body. If we take sections

15,

16.

17.
18.
19.

20.

2L

22,

23.

of the fon with that of the Gorgias, we might want to say that the subject-
matter of (epic) verse are the doings of gods and heroes, while the aim
of effect of this is the pleasure (or benefit) that is produced in the
spectator.

The phrase ‘professional skills’ is adopted by Gulley, The FPhilosophy of
Socrates, (London, 1968), p. 15 as a translation of techne

As an example of this suggested contrast consider Socrates’ observations
at Protagoras 319b-c where he.points out that the Athenian Assembly will
accept advice on particular matters from relevant experts but not from
anyone who is not a craftsman (demiourgos), ‘and such is their procedure
in matters which they consider professional’.

J. Lyons, 1963, p. 170.

Gosling, J.C.B., Plato (London 1973), p. 57.

To give an account (logon dounai, logon didonai or logon labein) is a Platonic
formula familiar in the middle dialogues (Phaedo. 74b, 78d. Symposium
202a) though it occurs as late as the Laws (966b, 967a, 968c). In the
carly dialogues it is introduced as a general condition for technai. In the
Gorgias, for instance, genuine and pseudo-fechnai are distinguished on
the basis. of the account that the former can and the latter cannot give,
‘And I say that it is not a art, but a knack, because it has no rational
account (logos) by which it applies the things it applies, to say what they
are by nature, so that it cannot say what is the explanation of each thing;
and I don’t call anything an art (fechne) which is unreasoning (alogon)’
Gorgias 465a.

In the Futhyphre Socrates takes common examples of technai: medicine,
building, military strategy and farming. All these, he says, produce or are
concerned to produce some result: health, houses, victory and food. As
we observe, ‘ergon’ (‘product’ or 'effect’) is used quite generally to refer
to any determinable product, whether abstract or not. Nor is it necessary
that there be only one product as long as there is one chief product.
Thus Ion agrees with Socrates that communicating the thought of the
poet to the spectators is the major effect (pleiston ergon) of his art (fon
530c, which the Loeb translators render, mistakenly, as ‘the most labo-
rious part’, as is shown by its mismatch with the sentence that follows).
‘The general principle is found in the Gorgias (460b): ‘anyone who has
learnt a certain art has the qualification acquired by his particular
knowledge’.
Piato often depicts sophists as claiming to be able to quickly and effort-
lessly teach anyone their disputational techniques (e.g., Euthydemus 273d).
“The one great thing... [is] education and upbringing ... to put it briefly

24.
25.
26.

27.

28.

29.
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the overseers of thie polis must cling to this, and see that education is
not corrupted without their noticing it, and guard above all else that
there should be no change in music and gymnastics... For poetry and
music are not changed anywhere without change in the most important
laws of the polis, as Damon affirms and I believe’ (Republic 432-424c).
The importance of both the form and content of poetry, as discussed in
the third book of the Republic, lies in their effect on the impressionable.
This is a topic that Aristotle takes up, for the same reasons, in Politics 7.8.
Laches 178-180.
Euthydemus 306d.
Protagoras 316d. As examples of a critique of poetic wisdom as represen-
rative of tradition: see how Simonides’ remark ‘one must help one’s
friends and harm one’s enemies is overturned in book 1 of the Republic.
There the initial definition of justice offered by Polemarchus is con-
nected at once with the wisdom of the poets: ‘You must have learnt that
from Homer, who showed his predilection for Odysseus’ grandfather
Autolycus by remarking that he surpassed all men in cheating and
perjury. Justice according to you and Homer and Simonides turns out
to be a form of skill in cheating, provided it is to help a friend or harm
an enemy’ (334a). In the Protagoras, Socrates engages with the sophist
Protagoras in a polemical interpretation of a poem of Simonides, com-
pletely reversing his (Simonides’) meaning.
Republic 604. Despite his criticism of Homer, Plato repeatedly refers to
him with respect, ‘a certain love and reverence for Homer...would stay
me from speaking. For he appears to have been the first teacher and
beginner of all these beauties of tragedy’ Republic 595¢. cf. 598e, 607a.
Plato, in general, takes Homer as representative of the poetic tradition
as a whole.
The fragments of both Xenophanes and Heraclitus preserve not only
the recognition of the importance of the epic poets, but also an implicit
rejection of some of their claims. Thus Xenophanes says, ‘From the
beginning all have learned according to Homer’ (DK 21 B10). Heraclitus,
‘Hesiod is the teacher of most men..." (DK 22 B57). Xenophanes con-
tinues (B11}, ‘Both Homer and Hesiod attributed to the gods all the
things that are blameworthy and a reproach among men: Stealing, com-
mitting adultery, and deceiving one another.’ Heraclitus is even more
scathing, ‘Homer should be thrown out of the competitions and beaten...’
(DK B42).
Thus, Guthrie, History of Greek Philosophy vol. 111, subtitles his chapter on
the sophists “The fifth-century enlightenment’. E.A. Havelock’'s book on
the subject is, in fact, titled ‘The Liberal Temper in Greek Politics'.
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30 P i i
lOtagOI as 18 Sald to have wiitten an "Art Of Debatlllg (](ECl‘Hle 8”.5‘1321(03)
2

according to Diogenes.

gl. Sophocies, Antigone, 360-61, 368-69.
2. But the Antigone, though it forms the third play in the Oedipus cycle

38.

34,

35,

36.

37.

v.;flas, in fact, the first of the plays of that cycle that Sophocles wrote. In
the Qedzpus Tyrannus, the notion of human knowledge is taken up a a
Qedzp%ts iar.:ks the optimism of the Antigone. Oedipus is the tedmilj ga;n.
pits his -Skﬂi successfully against that of the Sphinx, and saves tl:z? ::vlt] ?
II;Ii; rts;lnmds. the assembled citizenry of this when Tiresias begins to war;
m that thm.gs are not what they seem. Oedipus mocks the divinato
skill of the blind seer: ‘What was your vaunted seeroraft ever worth? ... Bi I;Iy
lore and god-craft all were silent. Until I came—TI, ignorant Oedipus c;zm . d;
stopp.ed t{te riddler’s mouth guessing the truth, by mother wit, not bi:-fle,l ‘m'
Oed{plls 'purer human skill and knowledge, which is c:)ntinuali om
phasized in the course of the play, is pitted against and finall oves
uneq.ual to that older wisdom which is the preserve of the god ) ancl by
association of the poets. sots maby
‘Protagoras of Abdera and Prodicus of Ceos and many others ki
themselves so beloved for this wisdom that their companions”;'illlmll) ¢
;z:;;y thg:m;tbout on their shoulders..." Republic 600d. “Tragic poets t;lot
(La;l :S lgg Sl_e for Athens, for the good ones are greatly honored there’
Ot_her senses of the term abound. Consider the following sixth-cent
epitaph, “Tell me, lion, what dead man’s tomb are you guardireln ‘;r)’
tween your legs? Bull eater, who was worthy of your prowess?’ (B g
izs tas sas axios en aretas). . rphegs
The issue is complicated by the fact that Socrates seems to think that
;ﬁte can be taught (because he explicitly claims it to be knowledge)
¢ difference between the sophists and Socrates is that they d ot
mean the same thing by arete. ' yee et
ﬁijwd Qgc I mos% :}dmire.a G_orgias for this, O Socrates, that one never
rd him promising this [i.e., to be a teacher of excellence], but h
even laughs at others when he hears them so promising’ e
Ic;‘r;;‘for Instance, presents himself as a performer and nit'as a teacher
;I | nllse i\rits II:;EIIO'H’ in s? far as he.uncriticaﬂy transmits the thought of
howeve,r differz ;;r;?g:;l?geejrucgtion};‘”l;he manner of this teaching is,
) ay 1n which a genuine fechne is taught.
;);S:;Zodizggzen: lf:rf;lzte t;;oxz't?zf.ul effect of his teaching, for its prgzrtcticI;
: at 1t 1s not a genuine branch of know
II;;at;z !f;as. tl }fc;l).ursel to a psychological model that he develops in c:::rgd?
with his rejection of poetry. Ion also, as we shall see, claims to
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interpret Homer: even there he is found not to have knowledge and,
hence, not to be wise.

38. The poets may not claim to teach arete directly, but in praising those

30.

40.

4],

42.

43,

gods and heroes that they do, they give content to the notion of aréte
(excellence} and set up models of conduct. ‘

The first attested instance of sophia claimed for poetry is in Solon 13.52;
but the singer exercises wisdom in Hesiod, Works and Days 649. In Plato,
the poets, like the sophists, are regularly presented as claiming wisdom
as in the passage quoted above from the Apology (cf nt. 2 above}. The

sophist too, as his name implies, is ‘one who has knowledge of wise

matiters’ {Profagoras 312c).
‘For Plato, a poem has to be either useful for the care of the soul...or

be there purely for pleasure. He does not allow for a third possibility,
which is to say that in his conceptual scheme there is no room for a
special capacity for aesthetic understanding and enjoyment, such as the
one we mark in modern philosophic discourse by the expression ‘taste’.
This can be brought out by contrasting the views of Plato and Aristotle
with the view embodied in Kant's Critigue of Judgement (Moravcsik 1982,
p- 30}.

Republic 357b. The pleasures provided by poetic representations are,

however, complex: we view the sufferings of others with pleasure ‘and
tation with sympathy

abandon ourselves and accompany the represen
and eagerness, and we praise as an excellent poet the one who most
strongly affects us in this way’ (Republic 605d).
Ion 541. The same point is made in the Republic (599ff) ‘is there any
iradition of a war in Homer's time that was well conducted by his
command or council?’ For democratic states the issue of Homer as a
teacher of military strategy was important. Pericles, the Athenian states-
men is said to have said of Sophocles (who was elected a general) that
he knew how to compose poetry but not how to command an army (cf
Adam on Republic 598e, Ford, 2002, p. 203).
Hence, the search for instances of the assimilation of poetry to craft in
literary texts before Plato is not likely to yield any clear or conclusive
results. In any case, Plato is simply sweeping the whole literary tradition
with the same broom, where modern commentators have noted the
differences. ‘[A]rchaic and lyric singers describe themselves with verbs
of performing rather than making: they sing, celebrate, hymn or provide
festive music. Epithets for singers in Homer and Hesiod... stress the
divine sponsorship of song rather than the singer’s skill in language
and when songs are praised, it is not for being well “made” or artfully

constructed’ (Ford, p. 113).
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44. Poets, for i i
these’d‘;: nllnstance, were said to know many things, or everything; but
e o ; are forrnu%axc. Many pre-Socratic phi!osophers als . d
5 N pecified generalizations of this sort o made
. or, we mi ; i
higher e’g&iﬁi_wa'ﬁt to add, can philosophy. The very general sketch of
relatmmhip .Ilcon in ghe second half of the Republic glosses over the
> if any, between kno di i
) practical sciences. wiedge of dialectic and any of the
6. Prot
o fgﬂﬁi’?filﬂ‘). Piatc.) concedes that sophistic education, like music a d
catim-: : sa 5;30 fl:lot with a view to becoming a professional, but for ec?u
efits a private gentleman’, N , :
ron . . Note the use of i
Ettituzt;ncgments in the first two books of the Reprublic, to de ictpn(-ieml:
- ;-t] Oth .poets and prose writers, Adeimantus maintaini) agre:riil
nat virtue is painful. N i i ’
really is (Rep. 36365 P one of them praises virtue for what it
(If -
. “ﬁzubare a;vei! informed as to what is good or bad among these wa
o youepsle ; foll; yo; to buy doctrines from Protagoras or from any;fl:
se: but i not, take care... vo
hande g ... you are compelled, when you
. anddsc;vz: t;e price, to take the doctrine in your very soul by);e'trgfzjg
s epart either an inj )
3140b). n mjured or a benefited man’ (Promgams
48. Havelock, 1963
) » chapter 4, claims that Plato’
. ‘ » cl ato’s statement {Rep.
niqu:s::c;rdmg to popular estimate the poets ‘possessed th(e oi; aigts:lﬁx
» 18 not far off the mark. But it is crucial to distinguish the pl:ce;

of poetry in the creati
eation of culture and
‘ OCtry as a i
in the way that say medicine was. Posty o echnical resource,
49. Plato, however,

47.

Hr TV Hes;;grr:; :; rr.1ake no distinction between the epic poets
ant the tas poet,s ( hyr;c -poets (wlrfom he quotes not infrequently)
A Who are some times separately referred to and

ssimilated to the general class of poets). For Plato, the

differen ithi i
ces within poetry were irrelevant to the demands that he m

of it, ade

50. This is o . .

Ili}::i 1(sl.g;$n‘;r}11 j.varfety o.f tra.ditional formulae: Thus, Chalcas in the
(1.7 ar,ld wmlsb ilft;? in 'bard-lore, is said to know ‘the things that
boets o i b . lato in R‘epublic 392d makes this claim for the
D ets o e ) f‘s not evegthmg that is said by myth makers and
D o e ?ho what was, is or will be?* The claim is repeated in Bk
oo t,h NP e Poet, who claims to know all the crafts fAris], is tn;
o ha ; a sTmple fellow, who has met some magician or sE;:i ht-

and mmitator and has been deceived by him into the begﬁ]ef

dlat Ile is aii Wise he ause o 118 abllILy to [)ut to |]]e F}l‘)()i all(!
P . - . . - ¥
dlstnlgulsll kllOWlEdge, 1gn01 ance and llnlta.tlon

54, There is here, it seems, a conflation of two
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51. It is as if, in response to an astrologer’s offer to answer ‘all questions’,

someone were to ask him to name the capital of an obscure country.

h2. Philostratus, Lives of the Sophasts, 1,9, 11 ‘For coming into the theatre of

the Athenians he [Gorgias], had the boldness to say “suggest a sub-

ject,”... showing apparently that he knew everything and would trust t0

the moment to speak on any subject.” Cf. Plato, Gorgias 447c.

53. Thus Gorgias 452e: ‘By virtue of this power you will have the doctor as

your slave, and the trainer as your slave; your moneygetter will turn out
to be making money not for himself... but for you’. Protagoras (Protagoras,
318d-e), notes that sophists generally teach their students all sorts of
technai ‘arithmetic and astronomy and geometry and music’. But that
what he will teach will dispense with the need for all such learning. In
the Euthydemus (278h), after the initial display of their new (logical)
tes remarks of the wisdom of the sophists, Euthydemus and
Dionysodoras, ‘these things make a joke of learning...I call it a joke
because even if you were to learn all such things, you would not learn
anything whatever about the matter at hand.’ Later, in the same dialogue

(294dff), when the sophists insist that they have knowledge of every-

thing, Socrates asks them, ‘Do you know how many teeth Euthydemus
have?’ In Republic

has and does Euthydemus know how many teeth you
Bk. 10 602b, in the intertwining argument about painters and poets,
‘imitation is a form of play, not to be taken seriously’. Cf. Phaedrus
976d-¢. In the Sophist 234a, where the claim again covers the production
and the class of imitators in general, Plato writes, “‘When a
ings and can teach everything in a short time...

1

skill, Socra

of painters
man says he knows all th
shouldn’t one think it only a joke (paidia)?
distinct claims. Poetic wis-
dom-. was comprehensive in the sense that it could encompass large
sections of time, bringing together the past and the future; or access
large volumes of data that simply are not given to men to know (e.g., the
catalogue of ships in the Iliad). The poets were witnesses to what lay
beyond the ken of men; they were divine in this sense, because their
Early pre-Socratic philosophers also laid claim
hings. Heraclitus (B 40 ‘Much
uld have taught Hesiod
s as well’) criticizes such

wisdom was superhuman.
to wisdom, and were said to know many t
learning does not give understanding or it wo
and Pythagoras and Xenophanes and Hecataeu
polymathy as ‘artful wisdom' (kakotechne, a coinage of Heraclitus, accord-
ing to Kahn. Art and Thought of Heraclitus (Cambridge 1979), p. 39 but,
in fact, we find the noun, kahotechnos used in a similar sense at Tliad xv.
14). The sophists claim, instead, is to be in possession of a technique
for argumentation/speaking, which would gives power over all other
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as it is not contested by any interlocutor in any dialogue. Kahn, 1983,
p. 77 cites Jon 357d-358a as evidence for a doctrine which ‘proposes a
principle of individuation for fechnai based on a one-to-one mapping
between an art or science and its subject-matter’.

53. ‘When one has acquired any other art whatever as a whole, the same

principle of inquiry holds throughout” (fon 532¢). The claim here pre-
figures, suggestively, the doctrine of natural kinds that Plato advances
in his later dialogues. In the Philebus (18¢-d) Theuth claims that you
cannot know or learn only a part of what he demarcates as the ‘science
of grammar’ (grammatiken technen). This is because the unity of the
entire subject makes it impossible to learn only a part, as the part has
no separate identity. This is not to suggest that someone could not learn
only a part of what is a unified whole, only that this learning might be
more like Ion’s (by rote) than through the principles of a particular
techne. This criterion has a role to play in Plato’s conception of medi-
cine as well. In the Charmides (156b-d), Socrates suggests that the art of
medicine should not look at parts in isclation, but should, following the
Thracian practice, look at both body and soul as parts of the same whole
in order to cure defects in one or the other. The very general claim is
that every (real) subject has only branch of knowledge that (genuinely)
studies it. On this principle, as anticipating the Republic's principle of
specialization and the Ion as pre-figuring later Platonic doctrine, see
Kahn, 1996, pp. 104-13.

59. It is for this reason that Plato says (Symposium 223) that if poetry is an
Art then the same poet should be able to write comedies as well as
tragedies. The implication, of course, is that since poets don’t, they do
not have an Art. But there can, in a subsidiary sense, be an art of poetry
(the ability to write good poems) just as there can be a true art of
rhetoric. In the Phaedrus, a dialogue usually dated after the Republic
where Plato offers a Hmited defence of both poetry and rhetoric, he
seems to admit the possibility of the art of Tragedy, which admits that
there could be an art of composition which, once learned, would con-
stitute the tragic art (268-269). But this, in any case, would not be poetic
knowledge, but knowledge of poetry.

60. Jon530c. Ford, 2002, p. 71 notes that this was a traditional practice may
be inferred from the contemporaries Ion mentions and claims to be
better than and cites Isocrates Panathenaicus 18-19, where a few sophists
are reported as doing much the same thing.

1. Notice that speaking well is not identical with speaking truly: Truth or
falsity is not, as yet, a criterion for knowledge. In the Jon, Plato is careful
to avoid asking the question of whether Ion speaks truly about Homer,
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and whether Homer speaks truly about his subjects. On those occasions
when the truth of statements is at issue, it is always Socrates who claims
to speak truly (alethe), e.g., 532d, 536a and Ion, when he does use the
term, almost invariably does what Socrates has said {e.g., 531d. 535a,
538b, 539d). With regard to Homer’s claims, and where those claims are
to be judged by other experts, Plato uses various locutions, whether
Homer speaks correctly or rightly (orthos), 537¢, 538c; well or nobly
(kalos), 538b, well (eu), 532b, 532, 533c, 536e....the broad categories
are better and worse (arisia/ameinon and kakia 531d,e). What signifi-
cance we are to attach to this is as yet unclear to me. Perhaps Plato
wishes to show that Homeric language does not warrant the attribution
of true and false.

lon 530c(kallisia legein), (epein...pollas kat kalas dianoias pert Homerou) at
530d4. (eu kekosmeka ton Homeron) at d8.

e.g., at 530d, 533c, 535d-e, 53%e.

Notice that Ion is eager to recite to Homer and can be called upon to
quote passages on request {5637b). On one occasion Socrates chides Ion
with ‘not remembering’ (539e) what he has just said.

In distinguishing the art of the rhapsode, that is, his knowledge, Ton
does not appeal to the notion of truth (see nt. 61), in filling out what
‘speaking well’ consists in but to the notion of the fitting (frepon). This
term encapsulates ‘moral and aesthetic values' rather than epistemo-
logical ones. See Ford 2002, p. 20 and Plato, Gorgias 503e, ‘craftsmen...
each of them arranges everything according to a certain order, and
forces one part to suit and fit {frepon] with another, until he has com-
bined the whole into a regular and-well ordered production.’
Bloom, 1983, p. 375 holds that Socrates here ‘is testing the Greek
understanding of things, particularly of the gods’. While Bloom is right
in the importance of Homer as the real target of Socrates’ attack, he
reads more into Socrates’ argurients than is perhaps there. Socrates’
chief claim in the lon, as I see it, is to demonstrate that both rhapsode
and poet lack genuine knowledge.

In Republic Bk. 10 599ff, Socrates asks what Homer was good at; if he
knew about medicine, did he cure any one, if warfare, did he command
or counsel? What inventions are attributed to him? This lack of practical
application is designed to show that neither Homer nor other poets

have knowledge in the requisite sense. The view is encapsulated in -

Sacrates’ remarks in the Apology (21d): ‘the poets say many fine things,
but know nothing of that of which they speak’. Poetry is an art parasitic
upon other arts. Homer *speaks a good deal about arts in a good many
places’ (537a), but does this without knowledge.
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Thus, Socrates refers to painting at Ion 532e (there is an art fechne of
painting as a whole); to sculpture (andriantopoia) at 533a; flute or harp-
playing at 533b and even to rhapsody!

Gorgias 456a-c. As the initial section of this dialogue contends, sophistry
is fine speaking which has no subject {544d}).

Protagoras 315¢, 336b. In the Hippias Major Hippias is famed ‘as one who
knows many things’ (285¢).

Euthyphro 13e.
This is explicitly stated as the charge against Socrates, assimilating him

to the sophists: “There is a certain Socrates, a wise man, a ponderer over
the things in the air and one who has investigated the things beneath
the earth and who makes the weaker argument the stronger’ (Apology
18¢c).

Gorgias 459c.
¢ while the other [rhetoric] is noble—the endeavor, that is, to make

the citizen's souls as good as possible, and the persistent effort to say

what is best; whether it prove more or less pleasant to one’s hearers. But

this is 2 rhetoric you never yet saw’ (Gorgias, 503a).

Although Plato clubs them together in his discussion of poetry in the

Ion, these are logically distinct claims: the first about the sources of
poetic wisdom and the second about the epistemic condition of the

poet. By connecting the two, Plato is essentially undermining the epis-

temological basis of poetic knowledge. Despite attempts to find examples

of ‘inspiration’ as a source of poetry in writings before Plato, the only

unambiguous citation is from Democritus DK°B 18: ‘What the poet
writes with inspiration (enthusiasmos) and the breath of the gods is very
fine.” Murray, 1981, pp. 87-100, who concludes, ‘It was Plato, who, so far
as we know, first opposed the concepts of poetic inspiration and tech-
nique.’ Havelock, 1961, p. 156 contends that the notion of poetic
inspiration was gn invention of the fifth-century philosophers, particu-
larly Plato, to characterize poetry and not part of the self-imagery of
poetry.

While the notion of inspiration may not have been traditional, it is
connected with a group of ideas and practices which connects epic and
choral poetry with divinity. In the fon (536¢, d, 542a) Plato describes
poetry as a theia moira (a part or portion from the gods). This does not
confer on it a special status in so far as knowledge is concerned, but is
designed to provide an explanation of how poetry gains its authoritative
position. At the end of the dialogue, Ion is content to accept this as an
account of poetry. Inspiration is not replaced by mimesis in the Republic
as Stern-Gillet, 2004, contends, for we find the account of poetic mad-
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ness used to describe poetry in the Phaedrus. Though I am in agreement
when she says (p. 173) ‘The very manner in which Socrates is there
made to draw the contrast between what is and what is not a techne,
therefore, rules out the possibility that Plato might have conceived
the Ion as a dialogue about what we call “the arts”, or would have
extended to what we call other art forms the claims that he makes about
poetry.” That is, Plato does not have a theory of art,
Reprublic 605¢-606d. Poetry/Rhetoric appeals to the appetitive or emo-
tional part of the psyche which is unreasoning (alogon); socially likened
to a beast that must be moved by charms and goads. Charms are Jjust what
sophistic speech claims to be able to effect. Both poets and sophists are
assimilated to the goes (a wizard or sorcerer), Gorgias 483e—484a, Sympo-
stum 203a, Laws 909b.
These arguments also lead to what might be called a certain mismatch,
The psychological model accounts for the power that these persuasive
practices have while the epistemological arguments show them up as
false. In the first two sets of arguments in Republic Bk. 10, the argument
against the painters shows that such mimetic arts as representational
painting is also ontologically deficient. Julia Annas, 1983, p. 20, argues
‘that Plato is deeply split about art and especially about poetry. In the
Republic he treats poetry inconsistently, as both trivial and dangerous
because he is pulled both ways; he wants to tame poetry in the service
of morality and to expel it from morality’s concerns altogether.’ But
there is no reason why what is epistemologically trivial (i.e., false) could
not be psychologically very dangerous. Nor is it the same kind of poetry .
that Plato wants (both) to tame and expel. :
Body soul dualism is emphasized in the Gorgias, and there is a strong
suggestion that the individual is to be identified with the soul. The body
becomes the locus of pleasure, although it is the soul that is affected |
(for the worse) by bodily pleasures. Poetry as productive of pleasure was
a traditional claim that Plato used as a weapon against it. On the -
conneition between poetry and pleasure see, for instance, G. Nagy, The -
Best of the Achaeans (John Hopkins, 1979) p. 1711,
‘Rhetoric is an image (eidolon) of a branch of politics’ (Gorgias 463d).
There are other pseudo-arts that are similar in the sense that they are
images/ghosts of genuine arts: *...as selfadornment is to gymnastics, so
is sophistry to legislation; and as cookery is to medicine, so is rhetoric
to justice’ (465c). Genuine and pseudo Arts are also classified accord-
ing to whether they cater to the body or the soul. “The most important
element in the present passage is the distinction of principle which -
Plato draws between “scientific” and “unscientific” procedures. It is one
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form of that distinction between being and seeming, inner real.ity and
outward appearance, which runs through the whole of 'the dialogue
from this point’ (Dodds, 1959, p. 227). The eidolmlz or image recurs
frequently in Plato with reference both to the soPhlsts a.l.nd the poets
who are regularly described as ‘image makers’ Fezdalopozzizos). 1?'01‘ the
poets see Republic, 605c (eidolapoiountas); for painters see ..S‘aphest”QSGc
where the painters are classed among the image makers (eidolopoiikes);
he sophists, Sophist 260,
'fTOI:etre al'epnvo occufrences of mimesis in the Gorgias, both of which have
the sense of debased copying of persons (51la, 513b). In the Cmtyl.us
(423d, 427b}, which is sometimes dated as pre-Republic, the te‘rn“n has its
usual sense of the imitation of accents or voices. In the Repu.blzc, 1t.would
seem, Plato brings together a number of words like image (ezkon', ezda_lm?‘,),
likeness {homoios), phantasma, and links them with the term mimesis, 11
order to create a category to which he can relegate a number of other-
wise distinct activities (see previous note). .
Aristotle Metaphysics, 987bl1-15 where Aristotle says 'ahat Plfltf) 51‘mply
changed the Pythagorean term mimesis into methexis (part‘1c1pat.10n.).
Methexis, however, characterizes the form particular relationship in
Plato, whereas mimesis, in both the third as well as th-e tenth bo_ok_of Fhe
Republic, has a whole host of roles to play and not simply the imitation
of forms by objects.
The most common forms are mimos and mimesthas, the latter seejm‘s to- be
earlier and occurs in the Delian hymn to Apollo, where the 1m-1tamon
is in the medium of song and dance, as in Aeschylus (Chffep.fwr%. 564):
‘“We will both put forward a Parnassian accent, imitating, x'mr.mckmg the
sound of the Phocian dialect’ the imitation involves mum.ckmg the wa?/
people sound. Plato retains this sense (and Ob_]ffCtS to it} at.Re[)ublzc
306bff. Pindar uses mimeisthai three times, each time in a mu'smal con-
text but also with clear allusion to its mimetic effect (e.g., Pythian. 12.21.
For details see Else, 1958). .
Herodotus 2.78. At Egyptian banquets a realistic ‘wooden image of a
corpse carved and painted t6 look as much like the real tl_nng as pos-
sible’ was carried around as a reminder to the guests of their mort]ahty.
Democritus B39 (‘one must be either good or imitate a good- man Y, 79
(‘It is a bad thing to imitate the bad and not even to wish to 11.mtate the
good’), 154 (‘we are the pupils of the animals in the most important
things ... by way of imitation’). Plato puts in the mout'h of Pr‘otagoras, an
account of early education where children ‘are furnished with works c;\tf‘
good poets (poielon agathon poiemata) ... anfl‘are made to lezu:n tfhem od
by heart: here they meet with many admonitions, many descriptions an
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praises and eulogies of good men in times past, that the boy in envy may
imitate them and yearn to become even as they.' Profagoras 526a.
Xenophon 3.10. 1-8 "He took mimos (mime as both' a genre and an
actor), mimesthai (to mimic), mémemea (product of the action of mimick-
ing), and mimetes (the one who mimics) and employed this set of
terms—whose use is not attested before the fifth century and which in
all likelihood belonged to the literary genre of the mime with its very
specific values of mimicking, aping and pretending—in order to desig-
nate the work of painters and sculptors.” Vernant 1991, p. 165.

The generic term that Plato uses for this entire class is efkasia (a cognate
of egikon or image, which bears a sense both of likeness as well as of
likeliness, or probable).

Poetry and rhetoric have been identified in the Gorgias, ‘Do you not
think that the poets use rhetoric in the theatres?’” (502dff). ‘Do the
rhetors seem to you to speak regarding what is best ... or are they like
them (the poets) set on gratifying the citizens...’ (502e)}. In Republic Bk.
10 poets are called imitators of images {mimetas eidolon 600e), Homer is
a ‘image-maker’ (599d). The mimetic art (mimetike at 598b), is con-
trasted with all the genuine arts (fon technon 598c, 600a). Both painting
and poetry are to be included as forms of mimetike (600b-c). The painter
and the poet are counterparts of each other (605a).

Gorgias 464c. These pseudo-Arts ‘care nothing for what is best but
dangle what is most pleasant for the moment as a bait for folly’. I use
the word pseudos to signal the contrast between the genuine techne
and those that are but images (eidole) of them. These spurious fechnat
are dubbed by him as forms of flattery, based on principles of trial and

error rather than knowledge, and aiming at deception rather than ben-,

efit.

Republic3. 397d, 398b, and previous note.

The distinction is made in Gorgias 499b.

Plato explicitly qualifies the statement, ‘gymnastics for the body and
music for the soul’ (876e), by saying ‘he who best blends gymnastics
with music and applies them most suitably to the soul is the man whom-
we should most rightly pronounce to be the most perfect and harmoni-
ous musician.’ (412a).

Thus, following the argument of Bks 2-3, Plato says again in Bk 10
(605c), “... the mimetic poet sets up in each individual soul a vicious
constitution by fashioning phantoms (eidola) for removed from reality,
and by currying favour with the senseless element that cannot distin-
guish the greater from the less...’

Reprublic 394e, 396d.
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95. Republic 596d where the artist ‘who makes all things the all handicrafts-
men (cheirotechnes) severally produce’ (596c¢) is called a ‘most marvellous
sophist’. At 599a7 Plato calls mimesis a ‘demiurgy of images’ (eidolon
demiourgia); in the Sophist (265b1): “Mimesis is something like a fab-
rication [poeisis] of images... and not of realities’;

96. Sophist 234b and 234c.

97. In order to really get a grip on him, Plato has first to show how one can
sensibly talk about non-being (the ontological correlate of false
judgment).

98, So, while it may have become one later, so far as Plato was concerned,
Mimesis was not a theory of art, but a rejection of art.
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Georg Lukics and the Problem of
Romantic Aesthetics

MURZBAN JAL
975, Princess Building, 1st Floor, Princess Street, Mumbai 400 002

I cannot bear an inessential life.
Georg Lukics, 30 November, 1911

ESTRANGEMENT AS THE HOUSE OF AESTHETICS

According to a certain line of thinking, it is not beauty and the
sublime that form the leitmotiv of the work of art but estrange-
ment. Estrangement (Entfremdung) is the House of Aesthetics. Or,
if one is to believe Hegel, estrangement is the House of Existence
itself. One has to understand this estranged character of existence
in order to understand both aesthetics and the world. The line of
thought of theoretical aesthetics which deliberates on the work of
art from the variations on the Greco themes of aesthésis (percep-
tion), aisthanesthai (to perceive) and aisthetikos (capable of
perception) to A.G. Baumgarten’s ‘the science of sensory knowl-
edge’ and ‘the science of sensory beauty’ and culminating in Kant’s
analytics of the sublime and the beautiful falls in this purview of
Entfremdung. Nothing escapes Entfremdung, not even beauty. In fact,
beauty itself is estrangement. Or, to borrow a Sarirean metaphor,
beauty is nausea because existence itself is nausea. One tries to
run away from this nausea but one cannot. Each one of us is this
nausea. )

Whilst nausea formed the basis of Existentialist art, cultural alien-
ation became a more definite form that became rooted in the
Romantic genre of nineteenth and early twentieth century art.
According to Hegel, the overcoming of alienation is important an
overcoming that is possible in the domain of the Absolute Mind,!
a domain that includes, besides art, revealed religion and philoso-
phy. Aesthetics for the idealism of Hegel is not only the House of
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Estrangement; it is also the House of Utopia. This leitmotiv that
Hegel had stressed on is the inspiring moment of philosophy—the
longing for Utopia. To long for Utopia is not only the motif of
Western art; it is the essence of human existence itself. So, if one
asks what is the essence of the work of art, one may answer: es-
trangement and the longing for Utopia. One has to experience
this estrangement (in fact, suffer in this. estrangement) as well as
yearn for Utopia in order to produce a work of art.

There is a sharp conflict emerging in the history of humanity:
the conflict between the void and fullness, estrangement and the
longing for Utopia. This conflict is not only applicable to Western
art, but to the entire world. Nothing escapes this conflict. The
history of art is the history of this conflict. Take the case of the art
of the Romans, Greeks and the Indians. The Romans had power
inscribed in their art form; the Indians had the grace of timeless
Time as their leitmotiv, whilst the Greeks who, of course, did not
think that the Greco world stood at the level of estrangement,
championed the epic form. The aesthetics life-world of the Greeks
was the epic—that which understood life as fullness and not the
void. Fullness is said to contradict estrangement. It is to this ten-
sion—fullness and the void, estrangement and life——that we will
focus our attention in this article. We begin with our main propo-
sition: the tension between estrangement and Utopia has been the
driving force of the history of philosophical aesthetics. By the end
of the nineteenth century, this storm and stress was reflected in
European aesthetics, with the Hungarian philosopher Georg Lukacs
as the chief representative of this historical tension.

This essay is on Lukécs’ theory of the art form, a reflection that
he began in early twentieth century as a Romantic championing
Nietzsche, Kierkegaard, Dostoevsky and the German mystics, to his
Hegelian-Marxist notion (or probably the Leninist notion, if one is
to believe Slavoj Zizek)? of the proletariat as the identical subject-
object of history in History and Class Consciousness. There are three
distinct phases that Lukics underwent (here we are mentioning
only the texts that pertain to the question of Romanticism and
culture): (1) the Romantic phase which includes The Soul and the
Forms (1910), Aesthetic Culture (1910), The History of the Development
of Modern Drama (1911), The Poverty of Spirit (1912), Philosophy of Art
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(1912-14), The Theory of the Novel (1916) and the unfinished Heidel
berg Aesthetics (1916-18); (2) His magnum opus History and Class
Consciousness (1919-1922), that is predated by his essays ‘Bolshe-
vism as a Moral Problem’ (1918), ‘Tactics and Ethics’ (1919), ‘Moral
Mission of the Communist Party’ (1919), and ‘Old and New Cul-
ture’ (1919), and his role as the Deputy Commissar of Public
Education (1919) in the Hungarian Soviets; and (3) the later Lukics
who (after the attacks of Karl Kautsky in Die Gesellschaft (June 1924),
Deborin in Arbieterliteratur, Ladislaus Rudas, a one-time supporter of
Lukécs, in the Arbieterliteratur (1924), followed by the criticism of
Bukharin and Zinoviev in the Fifth World Congress of the Comimu-
nist International (June-July 1924) on History and Class Consciousness
as bourgeois idealism and the consequent Stalinization of the So-
viet revolution) decided to keep silent on his magnum opus—FHistory
and Class Consciousness. The third phase includes The Historical Novel
(1987), The Young Hegel (1938), Literature and Democracy (1949),
The Specificity of the Aesthetic (1962), Essays on Thomas Mann (1964),
Realism in Our Time (1964), Goethe and His Age (1968) and Studies
in European Realism (1972). Relating these three phases has been a
problem. Regarding whether there is a sharp epistemological break
or continuity, Istvin Mésziros and Gydrgy and Markus (one-time
students of Lukacs) qualified these three phases in the Hegelian
language of an Aufhebung, a dialectical supersession that is simulta-
neously a preservation of the previous stage at a higher level of
complexity.? Whilst there is a distinct move from the first (Roman-
tic) to the second stage (Hegelian-Marxist), the movement to the
third stage (the dogma of Socialist-Realism and the capitulation to
the Stalinist bureaucracy) cannot be termed as a move into a ‘higher
stage’. What concerns us here is the question of Romanticism based
on the crisis of culture and the metaphysical tragedy of human
existence in his early works and the synthesis of his earlier messi-
anic concerns with Marx, coupled with Fichte and distinct echoes
of the Young Hegelian Max Stirner and the consequent resigna-
tion in the face of Stalinism.

This brings us to the central question of this paper: the question
of Romanticism in the arts. It is quite often said that Romanticism,
unlike other aesthetic genres like Classicism, Realism, Naturalism,
Symbolism and Impressionism, is a loose concept. In the words of
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Victor Hugo, it is a 'vague and indefinable concept’. Sometimes it
is used in a pejorative sense. Yet it is Romanticism that is probably
the most important of the aesthetic genres, spanning a period
from the French Revolution to late nineteenth century. It includes
the European composers, Haydn, Mozart, Beethoven and Wagner,
and sometimes also includes the Barogue master, Johann Sebastian
Bach. It also included the Russian composer Tchaikovsky, the French
composers Bizet and Saint-Saéns, and it is quite possible that the
period of Romanticism in European music terminates in early twen-
tieth century with the rise of the Neo-Classical music of Igor
Stravinsky and the two French Impressionists, Ravel and Claude
Debussy. It is almost at this period that Lukécs begins his career as
a critique and essayist.

Aesthetically, whilst Romanticism emerged from Classicism (if
not in opposition to it), the core of its philosophical ideology was
its critique of industrial civilization. Tonality and chromaticism in
music were its leitmotivs in its pastorale ode to pre-industrial cul-
tures. Thus, whether it were the English poets, Keats, Byron and
Shelly, or the music of Chopin and Schubert, the poctry and essays
of Charles Baudelaire, or the short stories and works on music of
E.T.A. Hoffmann, it is this critique of the age of the machine that
defines the Romantic genre. Whilst Classicism was based on rigor-
ous discipline and the seeking of harmony in form, Romanticism
sought to destabilize this discipline. Classicism sought the great
cities; Romanticism depicted the peasant. Classicism sought reason;
Romanticism (if not celebrating irrationality as found in the works
of Baudelaire and Hoffmann) would not be a slave to reason. Or
if there was to be a ‘reason’ it had to be subservient to the model
of aesthetics. For the Romantics it is art that can make people act

according to the principle of reason. And since reason itself has’

betrayed reason, then it is left to the arts to rescue both reason and
humanity. For early German Romanticism (Frihromantic), especially
the thinkers surrounding August William Schlegel, his brother
Friedrich Schlegel, Friedrich Schelling, Ernst Schleirmacher and
Friedrich von Hardenberg, or Novalis as the world would know
him, this relation between art and reason took place where art was
given a privileged place. The arts henceforth were understood as
the highest value bestowers in life. Cultural education as the re-
valuation of all values takes place in this aesthetic life-world.
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From this Romantic idealization of the arts there are four central
ideas developing: (1) the autonomy of the arts where art repre-
sents human freedom; (2) the grand synthesis of art, religion and
politics; (3) the privileging of organic community (Gemeinschaft)
against modern, individualist society (Gesellschaft); and (4) the moral
mission of cultural Bildung according to the principle of the beau-
tiful. For Lukéacs this cultural-aesthetic model was of great
importance. And since the influence of early Romanticism was
strong on him, a contradictory theme developed.in his early works—
the tendency of a ‘high’ art coupled with a spontaneous anarchist
movement from below which would not only be involved in the
cultural Bildung but which would dissolve all societal reifications.
This is the central theme of Lukécs as the cultural educationist. In
a certain way he would be carrying on the traditions laid down by
Fichte's Leciures on the Vocation of a Scholar (1793) and Schiller’s
Lectures on the Aesthetic Education of Man (1795). For Lukacs, art is
cultural education, and revolution is the realization of this aes-
thetic education. And this aesthetics would ponder over the
question: why is there no more the world of Classicism which had
found the ‘full man’ full of beauty and rationality; and why are we
engulfed -in the modern age’s dilemma of ‘transcendental
homelessness’?

Though Romanticism in the arts, in the beginning of the twen-
tieth century, was fading away to give way to the Modernist
avant-garde, this transcendental homelessness would strike at the
heart of Europe. It also struck the young Lukics. But with
this striking the longing for Utopia would also begin. Utopia man-
ages to create an important task: to create the ‘hero’ who destabilizes
the reification of the mundane life-world. The Utopia in the works
of Lukacs is the seeking of a humanist homeland, similar to the
Utopia of Goethe. What was prominent in the works of Lukacs till
1928 was his refusal to'compromise with reality. Though passionate
about Hegel, the Hegelian theme of ‘the reconciliation with real-
ity’ remained foreign to him. Now this theme of absolute
unreconciliation was also a dominant trend in the ideology of
Romanticism. It is the deed (the ‘radical act’) that comprises this
irreconcilability of Romanticism. So, if there has to be a philosophy,
it has to be a philosophy of the deed. Whilst the Young Hegelians
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éf zz: tll;l:;dgd, In his own way) were gripped with this philosoph
ed, it was Goethe, who as the Romantic par excell g
gave poetic form to this question of the deed: e

Tis writ, ‘In the beginning was the Word’

I pause, to wonder what is here inferred

The Word I cannot set supremely high: .

A new translation I must try. .

I rt?ad, if by the spirit I am taught,

Thfs sense: ‘In the beginning was the Thought’
This opening I need to weigh again, ’
Or else may suffer from a hasty pen.

D,oes Thought create, and work, and rule the hour?
T'were best: ‘In the beginning was the Power.’ .

Xet while the pen is urged with willing fingers,
sense of doubt and hesitancy lingers.

The.spirit comes to guide me in my need
I write: ‘In the beginning was the Deed.*
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n s ana n); Ado;r;uszc). But unlike Lukacs who stressed on the
(Gemmﬂmms,wem)- o concentrated on the total work of art
mz'lll‘(l;lrllsg :sza;ytlieaacon}fequent inquiry into two distinct sites: (1) the
s of esthetics of Romanticism, which focuses on the
uropean art; and (2) the notion of the reification of
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consciousness. For Lukacs, the sketching of the hero is simulta~
neously a search for the revolutionary subject of history. The hero
subverts all reifications. For Lukacs (like the entire repertoire of
what is known in Marxism as historicism and humanism, and unlike
the structuralist ‘history as a proccss without a subject’) to consti-
tute the subject is central to his philosophy. The subject is the hero
of history. Decentring the subject (following the fashion of the
French structuralists—most notably Louis Althusser and following
this pattern of thinking, the post-structuralists and
deconstructionists) is not only an epistemological error; it is reac-
tionary metaphysics, which not only the bourgeoisie but also
revolutionaries of the calibre of Engels succumbed to.”

There is one important point in order to understand Lukacs’
aesthetics, and that is to take note of culture and aesthetics (like
history itself) as a process with a subject. Now this aesthetics of the
hero-subject becomes at the same time political (critiquing
the high Romantic [ Hochromantic) trend of ‘art for the sake of art’
[Part pour Uart]). And this theme of political art—or art as political
and cultural education—manifested as revolution formed the core
structure of twentieth century avant-garde art. It is this subject-
based philosophy of aesthetics that becomes the epistemic basis for
other seminal Marxists philosophers of art and culture, Walter
Benjamin, Theodor Adorno, Bertolt Brecht, Herbert Marcuse and
Frnst Bloc. Reflection on Lukacs’ concept of the ‘reification of
consciousness’ (Verdinglichung des Bewusstsein) is not only a reflec-
tion on-the ‘dialectical image’ (Benjamin), ‘phantasmagoria’
{Adorno), the ‘one-dimensional man’ (Marcuse) and the ‘culture
industry’ (Horkheimer and Adorno); but also a reflection on the
problems of our contemporary age. Three important themes fol-
low: (1) the notion of estrangement in Lukacs; (2) the search for
the revolutionary subject and Lukécs’ reflection on the mystics, the
anarchists and Marxism; and (3) the relation between the reification
of consciousness and the spectacle of the culture industry which
the Frankfurt School consequently developed. It is at this epistemic
site that Lukécs (and later Adorno) had posed the question: Can
art be possible in the age of capitalism that is determined by the
culture of the mechanical mode of production? What is the rela-
tion between a genuine work of art and this mechanics of the
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culture industry? And finally: Does art have the possibility to desta-
bilize this reified life-world? But most importantly, if art is possible,
then is ‘Life’ possible?

According to this line of thinking that does not understand art
for the sake of art, but links aesthetics to ethics and politics: we live
in the age of late capitalism {or following Antonio Negri), the age
of the empire—to be precise, empire-ism or the Americanization
of the world—where the globalization of capital postulates the
cultures of not only ‘post-politics’ and ‘post-ideology’, but also
produces the culture industry and the Ideological State Apparatus
which attempt to colonize almost every sector of cultural and po-
litical resistance. They have literally rendered unnecessary the
process of thinking. Attention, thus, must turn to what Marx called
the ‘estranged mind’ (entfremdete Geist)® and the traumatic dream
worlds opened up with the colonization of the life-world.® Whilst
for the early Lukécs this colonization is brought forth by Western
civilization, in History and Class Consciousness, it is the reification
inherent in the capitalist mode of production that brings forth the
practice of instrumental reason—the reason not to know, but to
conquer. And it is this instrumental reason to the will to conquest
that was soon to bring forth the entire globe in the jaws of the
World War. Also, it is in the midst of the war did Lukacs ask the
most pertinent question: Who will save us Jrom Western civilization 210
Yet Lukacs did not appeal to existentialism, as did other German
thinkers like Karl Jaspers, Heidegger and Karl Léwith. For the
young Lukacs: the hero of history—the proletariat, would humble
the nihilism of Western civilization.

The importance of Lukéics is that by articulating the idea of
the reification of consciousness based on the fetishism of the phan-
tom commodity as the essence of Marxism, he could pose the
question of the primacy of aesthetics, culture and politics that was
in rigorous contrast to the hegemonic versions of Marxism of the
Second International. According to this dogma, consciousness was
to be understood as an ‘emanation’ of ‘matter’ and ‘copies’ (some-
times ‘reflections’} of economic situations. In this case, art becomes
a mimesis of an underlying economy and, as such, has no validity
of its own. Of course Marx never said anything like this. Engels, in
his 1890 letter to Josef Bloc, protested against this vulgarization of
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windelband, Rickert and Simmel, he did not stop at the neo-
Kantianism of the Heidelberg Circle. The radicalism of Ervin Szabo
(who would be the first Hungarian translator of Marx and Engels)
as well as Endre Ady, the energia of Henri Bergson, the irony of
Thomas Mann, the anarcho-syndicalism of Georg Sorrel and the
mystical revolutionarism of Dostoevsky would form the core strucs

ture of his thought.
According to Lukacs, capi
does not produce according to

according to the dictates of the di
distastefulness. It is the black-hole from which the “ntellectualized

cultures’ of modern, rationalized, industrialized civilizations (as
against the ‘aesthetic culture’ of authenticity) have emerged.

To this nature of Entfremdung one must turn, for it influenced
not only Hegel and Marx (in their radically different ways), but
also the entire generation of the Romantics and Existentialists. So
what is this Entfremdung, and how is one to understand the Roman-
tic, Existentialist, Modernist and Marxist versions of it? Is it an
Existential emptiness, Or the Buddhist notion of Dukha? 1s it the
void from which sorrow emerges? Is this sorrow linked to the his-
tory of tragedy from the Greeks to Goethe’s The Sorrows of the Young
Werther and Faust? This is one part of the idea of estrangement and
the work of art—an idea that the German poets of the nineteenth
century perfected. But there is another idea of Entfremdung—iright--
ening terror that Freud called ‘the uncanny’ (das Unheimlich).
According to Freud, the work of art emerges from this Unheimbich.*
So, if Entfremdung is the House of Aesthetics, then das Unheimlich
comes marching into this house. But it does not break down this

House; it cohabits with Entfremdung.
cs’ aesthetics and the crisis of cul-

To understand young Luké
inct sites of his operation: (1) the

ture let us highlight three dist
alienation of the human condition, (2) the equation of objectivity

with estranged objectivity; and (3) the crisis of culture that is con-
stituted within a Fichtean ‘age of absolute sinfulness’® coupled
with the Marxist genre of the decadence of class societies. In order
to understand this crisis of culture, tet us slightly shift from Lukacs
to Marx's analysis of the regression of thinking and feeling that is
based on the theory of the accumulation of capital. Accumulation

talism is unliveable and inauthentic. It
the laws of beauty, but essentially
stasteful. Entfremdung itself is this
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of capital (for Marx as was later for Lukacs) is simultaneously the

accumulation of regressive thinking and feeling. According to the

Frankfurt School’s writings on aesthetics and culture (who would

be developing from Lukics’ idea of the reification of conscious-

ness), the Ideological State Apparatus of late capitalism in the form
of the culture industry ‘pacifies rebellious desire’,*? as also cher-
ishes as art ‘shinning white teeth and freedom from body odour
and emotions’.?® Why does this happen? It happens (for Marx),
not only because the culture industry wants to control human desire,
but more importantly because the accumulation of capital is also
the accumulation of the crisis of culture and also the accumulation
of insanity. The notorious Monsieur Capital who along with Madam
Rent, as Marx exclaims in Capital, Vol. III, does his ghost walking as
a social character and also as a mere thing® is inherently insane and—
contrary to the discourses of modernity—seeks not so much science
and technology as it secks magic and necromancy.®® In The Increase
of Lunacy in Great Britain, Marx said that increase of wealth is ac-
companied with an increase in lunacy.26 Marx’s Capital is not only
the critique of capital accumulation, but also the critique of the
culture industry and insanity. Why do we say so? We say because

the great capitalist referent and sign—surplus value (M!) has lost
totally its human and material content—it is ‘only form without

content’.?” It is an estrangement, which is simultaneously a

disembodiment—a mind that is produced that is split from the

body. It is, thus, the estranged mind, or what Lukics called ‘the
reification of consciousness’. Freud called this ‘psychosis’—a with-

drawal from reality. Lukics one must remember never took Freud
seriously and unlike the surrealists did not experiment with the
politics of the unconscious.

For the young Lukics, to deal with the modern industrial society
is mainly to deal with a sense of the Unheimlich, a condition that is
overcome sometimes in mythology, sometimes in revolution. Mythos
for Lukacs in the The Soul and the Forms is the world where the
individual gets sense of the heimlich—a theme that he developed
from Novalis. For Lukécs, following Novalis philosophy is read as
nostalgia where the ‘impulse is to be everywhere at home in the
world’,* whilst the estranged individual as the stranger (Fremdling)
is not totally lost in the world, but (as in Novalis’ poem DerFremdlz'ng
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quite distinct from his palpable bodily form’® and then marches

into the political economy of the metempsychotic and transmi-

grated M-C-M! circuit where: (1) ‘M’ as the primal idealized sign is
the original self of Monsieur Capital; (2) ‘C’ as crypto-matter about to
be idealized is actually Monsieur Capital transfigured as means of
production and labour power whilst: (3) ‘M" is the expanded self
of Monsieur Capital, but now appearing as the neurotic return of the
pure idealized sign devoid of matter, i.c., returning in this great spiri-
tual form which is ‘quite distinct from his palpable bodily form’.
Now this rather strange voyage of Monsieur Capital necessitates an
augmentation of himself as this disembodied and thingified fetish,
Monsieur Capital, now appearing as surplus value, keeps on recur-
ring in this disembodied form. For Marx this Monsieur is both

neurotic as well as psychotic. Now Lukacs, in both his early as well

as late periods—like Benjamin’s analysis of the Slaeneur—grasped

this point. In History and Class Consciousness he says that the problem

of the thing-in-tself that cannot be changed, yet has to be, is the

fundamental problem of bourgeois thought.3” But what he grasps

is that drama, as bourgeois drama, is the perfect realization of the
fetishization of the capitalist life-world.

When the First Imperialist World War broke out it was a kind
of ‘the final stage’, to borrow Adorno’s phrase, ‘of the dialectic of
culture and barbarism’.3® Rosa Luxemburg had demonstrated the
unsurpassable antinomy of capitalism as the conflict between social-
ism and barbarism. For Marxism, unlike the metaphysicians of
estrangement, we are not condemned to live this barbarism. Estrange-
ment is not a state of permanence. Nor is it a Heideggerean Dasein,
where humanity is ‘thrown into the world’. Nor is it what the
History of the Development of Modern Drama cailed Bestehn—the ‘being-
there’ which is ‘naked existence as force'. Instead, for Marx, the
traumatic dream images of commodity fetishism are socially and
historically constituted and have to be torn down along with its
entire world-outlook. With Marx’s revolution in thinking ‘modern
materialism’ (to borrow Andre Breton's and Walter Benjamin’s
term) was born.??

Lukdcs would be ambivalent on this stand on modern material-
ism. In History and Class Consciousness, he affirms Rickert’s claim that
materialism is an ‘inverted Platonism’ % Yet he agrees with modern
materialism’s proposition that one cannot theorize in the castles of
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grou’p of the ultra-leftists, Lukacs included) as “infantile disorder”.4’
Lukacs becomes the Hamlet of the international proletariat revo-
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error is retreating into the neo-Kantianism of the Geisteswissenscaften
(human sciences) /Natwrwissenschaften (natural sciences) opposition

luti :
ution, and he was to know it (which he learnt from the Heidelberg Circle), resulting in the

condemnation of the natural sciences (and nature itself) as eter-
nally alienating. What Lukacs rejected was objectivity (recall how
he emphasizes on the Fichtean ‘so much the worse for facts’) and
nature. Real history then cannot be predicted on the ‘dialectics of
nature’, but on the ‘phenomenology of the Geist. And, like the
entire Neo-Platonic and romantic tradition, nature had to be con-
demned. Lukécs was not only moving into the romanticism of the
Gemeinschaft school, where he would share his aesthetics and poli-
tics with Coomaraswamy and Gandhi, but where the heroic
proletariat as identical subject-object would move away from nature
(in fact, declare war on nature), and go into the site of the inte-
riors of the soul. ‘

One knows how Lukécs’ pre-History and Class Consciousness works
like the History of the Development of Modern Drama, The Soul and the
Forms and The Theory of the Novel were concretely rooted in the site
of the Romantic Gemeinschaft tradition. So did Lukacs involve a
rupture with his gemeinschafilich past? Or did this Gemeinschaft tra-
dition continue to haunt him? One knows that the German
Romantics’ aesthetics of feeling and emotion criticized the ratio-
nalization and mechanization of modern society. Yet there can be
two main critiques of rationalization and the reification of the life-
world, the one that Marx involved in his critique of capitalism and
the ideology of Romanticism that Marx rubbished as ‘reactionary
socialism’. Both of these are rigorously distinct. Romanticism, as
distinct from Cubism and Surrealism, besides being based on the
Nietzschean aristocratic ethics, would be uncompromising about its
critique of modernity. Though they would write apocalyptic cri-
tiqueé of industrial civilization, it would involve merely the act of:

PSEUDO-REBELLION: GEMEINSCHAFT AND THE RETURN OF
PRIMAL CONSCIOUSNESS

The idea of pseudo-rebellion is Wilhelm Reich’s. In the Mass Psy-
chology of Fascism, Reich talked of how fascism used emotions to
arouse the popular masses. Since Reich, the idea of pseudo-rebel-
lion is used to analyze popular reactionary movements.
Pseudo-rebellion has Romantic anti-capitalism as its ideological basis
It mob.ilizes an anti-capitalist tradition; however, of the reactionary.
authoritarian type. What is important in Lukécs, that almost a cen:
tury after he began his career as a neo-Kantian and eighty years
after History and Class Consciousness, one may say that he is almost a
landmark in the history of philosophy is because even at the time
of the ‘crises in the European sciences’ (to borrow a phrase from
Husseri), if not the crisis of capitalist civilization, Lukacs could ar-
ticulate the question of the primacy of culture in Marxist theory (a
.fact till then highly ignored), as well as a necessity of comprehend-
ing philosophy as philosophy (especially the importance in
undt_arstanding of Hegel in particular and classical German philoso-
_phy in general), thus, avoiding both the positivism of Soviet Marxism
as well as the later postmodern post-philosophical thinking. The
importance (in a reverse way) is also to understand the philosophy
of not Marxism, but anarcho-syndicalism, a philosophy shared by
the. anti-colonial Gandhi, to the anti-American and anti-Russian
Heldegger, the contemporary Heideggereans in Iran as also the
?ate Michel Foucault. Lukics is the classical romantic revolutionary
in a hurry—in Lenin’s words, an ‘infantile disorder’—but a disor-
der that recognizes the fallacies of not only the Marxism of Kautsk
and ’Plekhevov, but also the fallacy of onto-theology. It is said tha}i
Luk.acs’ revolution (like the entire anarchist tradition) is not only
against the capitalists—Ilike Dostoevsky it is against existence, i.e
existence as Existence itself. T
Let us sum up Lukacs’ Romantic motifs: Lukécs’ fatal error is
based on his attempt to ‘out-Hegel Hegel’, by equating objectivity
per se, i.e., trans-historical objectivity with alienation. The second

i

v

half lamentation, half lampoon; half echo of the past, half menace of the
future; at times by its bitter, witty and incisive criticism, striking the bour-
geoisie to the very heart’s core; but always ludicrous in its effect, through
total incapacity to comprehend the march of modern history....

Nothing is easier than to give Christian asceticism a Socialist tinge. Has
not Christianity declaimed against private property, against marriage,
against the State? Has it not preached in the place of these, charity and
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poverty, celibacy and mortification of the flesh, monastic life and Mother

Church? Christian Socialism is nothing but the holy water with which the
priest consecrates the heart-burnings of the aristocrat. 48

The Romantics upbraided capitalism for producing the proletariat,
but forgot that the proletariat is not the subject that suffers and
pleads for charity. On the contrary, it is the subject of history that
demands the revolution.® The essential difference between Ro-
manticism and the Modernist avant-garde was the difference in
their respective ideas of history—German Romanticism stressed on
mythology as redemption (the operas of Richard Wagner are a
case in point) in contradistinction to the French ideologies of
progress and development. Bertolt Brecht, in his Die Lssays von
Georg Luhdcs, said that ‘There is no going back. It’s not the matter
of the good old, but the bad new. Not the dismantling of technol-
0gy, but its build up. We will not be human again by leaving the
masses, but only through going info them...but not in the sense
that we were human earlier’,5

The Romantics, unlike the Modernists (especially the Saint-Simon
type of Utopian Modernity), refused to embrace the idea of an

immanent telos of progress and development in history. Lukics too
echoed this theme and in History and Class Consciousness said that
the greater the productive forces, the grea

ter the reification expe-
rienced. Now Romanticism (especially that of Edmund Burke, Adam

mined by genealogy and the forces of origi
(Herkunf). The forces of carlier descent {according to him) are
noble as against the later descents that are reactive and of a lower

d, Lukics has at least one
although like Nietzsche, he is
rality with an alleged ‘higher
laimed that a sort of a perfec-

text of extreme retrograde morality;
able to combine this absence of mo
morality’. In the Poverty of Spirit, he ¢
tion of the moral order was achieved by the ancient caste system,
whereby duty and morality were syn

thesized. Such sort of an eihi.
cal perspective was shared not only with Novalis who in Christianity
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and Europe talked of the ‘beautiful, magnificent tin?es:slwheg Ii:u-
rope was a Christian land...(and a) vast spiritual empire’’, but also
with Coomaraswamy who in Sati: A Defence of Eastern }?fozani;?;l
i i i i lation as a higher
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P e o an i R ticism, though
nthesized. Yet Roman ,
where man and woman were sy ‘ . fictom, though
i i toral ideal, did not opt for n
etreating to a mediaeval pas . ‘
irn the ar%s but sought the ‘Idea’ that lay behind nature. If the city
life was condemned to hell, so0 too was. rllatﬁr;" ke with not
lem arise with Lukécs: (
o where does the prob ' with :
beisng ‘concrete’. It lies with the idealist view of history. {;c;ordlrig
) - . " ve
ism i t ‘an ideal to which reality will ha ]
to Marx, communismn is no L " AT
just i 52 But for the early Lukacs, the subj _
B onres i jective’ d the corpus of his
i ‘truth is subjective’) forme
(the Kierkegaardean imed the corpes o ¢
) lture, he recalls the Dostoevsky
thought. In Aesthetic Culture, . e ot
ng i 551 ding to Dostoevsky,
thing is permissible. Accor ‘ com ¢
ggjr}lcipli weﬁt thus: ‘If God does not exist, then anything is pe
missible’. For Lukacs:

g . eat
Anything is permissible when everybody is living in expectation offt'rlll gllzt
ﬁnzl accounting, which however never arrives; for on the daydoth > s

| ill i be found to be easy, an e -
judgement all things will in any case : : - and th
jﬁuial feeling of tragedy will grant absolution for every frivolity.

. o . .
Anything is permissible, ontologically and pol;t;ca_llbepeak;nfl,] gc:s
i 1 ‘radical act’) possible? It is becaus

why is not anything (the ‘ra s because one 19
iving 1 ivi lled ‘second nature’--‘a cha

living in the living hell ca X fouse of

i iorities’ whi be only brought to life by

long-dead interiorities’ which can ’ ; fe
‘zxr::gtaphysical awakening of the soul’.? According to Lukics:

i al attitude
Estranged from nature (the first nature), the rnoc.iem sentm’fent | atide
to nature, is only a projection of man’s experience of his se
4 £
environment as a prison instead of a parental home. fecuate for man
When the structures made by man for man are really adequ o nos,
i he nos-
they are his necessary and native home; and he does n(;t_ know o
i ject of its own se
i i iences nature as the objec =k
talgia that posits and exper S s 0 cekine
: of pure cog ,
i re, nature as set of laws
and finding. The first nature, : - pure cognition,
i [ fort to pure feeling, is no g
nature as the bringer of com . ‘ . 8 o than
historico-philosophical objectification of man’s alienation from
constructs.®

1 th
But this realm of living death does 1:10!‘. propx_el him t'0 se(gi th:
priest who sprinkles holy water to pacify rebellious desire.




144 MURZBAN LAL

contrary, the subjective spirit (the soul) is in war with the objective
spirit (Church, State, Nature). Lukacs has two models in his aes-
thetics: that of Stavrogin (Dostoevsky’s analysis of the radical act)
and, secondly, the Hegelian Geist in its overcoming of nature itself.
Romanticism is, thus, caught in this double bind: to seek the radi-
cal act and the possibilities of the principle: anything is permissible;
and secondly, to search for the medieval solution of the Catholic
Church’s representation of the ‘Idea’ that lies behind ‘Nature’.
These are the two souls dwelling in the breast of Romanticism,
each, as Goethe remarked, ‘going apart from the other’. The
dominant trend is that of the world abandoned by God himself and
left to the mechanics of the alienated worldview to take care of
itself. In this sense, the second double binding of the Romantic
tradition is like the biblical conflict (best represented by Zizek)—
where on the one hand, God is shown as an omnipotent, but a
perverse subject, who desires to see humanity suffer and then at
the appropriate moment intervenes to claim that he is the ‘hero’
of history. On the other hand, God is not an omnipotent subject,
but more like the hero of Greek tragedy who is also subordinated
to a higher destiny.>®

Now Lukécs carried this metaphysical- and existentialist conflict
with him and, strangely, also seemed to share a particular motif of
anti-Naturalism (i.e., seeking the ‘Idea’ behind ‘Nature’) with Indian
aesthetics {Coomaraswamy especially) who had said that one should
not even use the term ‘aesthetics’ since it signifies sensuality.5” This

type of Romantic anti-Naturalism does not even accept the art

form of the ‘body’. The body, as Coomaraswamy had said, is illu-
sory.58 One has to move into the realm of what Lukdcs in The Soul
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Consciousness. Nature and objectivity (as we noted) are condemned
as alienation. Nature is itself said to be deterministic and manipu-
lable, in contrast to the ‘inner’ spiritual domain of ‘man’. What
does not involve ‘man’ is condemned to hell. Nature has forgotten
‘man’. The revolution is, thus, against nature itself. Nature is then
understood as (not only in the Kantian but also in the structuralist
sense as a) process without the subject. Seems strange as to how two
contrasting episteme: structuralism and historicism-humanism, and
two conflicting philosophers: Althusser and Lukécs meet in this site
of estrangement. So, if ‘nature’ is considered as deterministic and
manipulable that does not involve ‘man’, then there can be no
praxis, no freedom. Nature thus excludes freedom. The paintings
at Lukacs’ exhibition, which are supposed to be about the story of
‘man’, are actually about the souls and forms of ‘man’, ‘man’ that
has actually died with the birth of urban civilizations.

And if nature is manipulative, so too are the natural sciences.
We thus descend into the Kantian dualisms of pure reason/prac-
tical reason, science/ethics, nature/culture. We live in this, almost
eternally defined dualisms, somewhat akin to the biblical conflict of
God with Satan. But Lukics does not believe in the eternal, for the
subject, as pure praxis, has to rebel. But this rebellion is against
‘nature’ and, thus, in a way against God himself. If Benjamin had
talked of ‘shattering the continuum of history’,%! then Lukacs wants
to shatter history itself.

The ‘hero’ thus enters the scene of aesthetic history. In a pecu-
liar way, Lukéics combines the hero of classical antiquity, reminding
one of the ancient Iranian epic warrior-heroes Rustaum and Sohrab
as depicted in the eleventh-century Persian epic Shahenama, with

and the Forms called (after the German mystics) ‘imagelessness of
all images’.? But this going into a mystical, supra-Hegelian ‘Idea’
becomes not only phantasmagorical, where (as we said before)
Monsieur Capital has left his ‘palpable bodily form’ and become
‘ideal’ and ‘invisible’; but also where there is the operation of
psychosis at work—the compulsive desive to withdraw from reality.

So, how does the early Lukacs understand the radical act? Lukacs
states that humanity has to transcend ‘laws’ (i.e., ‘laws’ of nature)
because laws hold people in chains.% Unfortunately, Lukécs would
tend to hold this same ontological position even in History and Class

the Dostoevskyean hero. Just as the Iranian hero has the glory
(Khavernah) bestowed on him, so too Dostoevsky’s hero has the
aura sketched around his character. The hero is the mystic, pure,
honest and full of goodness (Giite). Goodness is grace, the aura
bestowed by God himself. Micheal Léwy, in his excellent study of
Lukacs, has said that one cannot help comparing Lukécs’ dualism
of grace and ordinary life with Weber’s counter-position of ‘cha-
risma’ (a Greek word implying ‘gift of grace’) and ‘routine’.%? In
Iranian legend, grace is robbed and the ‘fall’ of humanity begins.
In nineteenth-century Russian literature, the hero is sketched both
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in the heroic Iranian-warrior form as well as the Christian form of
love-seeking hero as found in Dostoevsky’s The Idiot. So it is Chris-
tian love as well as Iranian form of smiting all evil that Lukics
incorporates in his aesthetics. The nineteenth-century Russian novel
incorporates both these aspects. In fact, the combination of these
seemingly contradictory aspects forms the core structure of the
Slavic personality. The Soviet State after Stalin’s counter-revolu-
tionary takeover after 1928 also incorporated this antinomy: smiting
evil (i.e., the revolutionaries) as well as bestowing goodness and
charity with the public distribution system. This urge towards a
grand Slavic-socialism, combined with the mystical love of God,
remained a core of nineteenth and twentieth century East Euro-
pean literature. There seemed to be no resolution to this aporia—in
which terror and/or love is caught in the abyss between ordinary
life and the radical act. Léwy notes (quoting Dostoevsky) how the
ethical-literary gospel influenced Lukacs:

The moment he thought seriously about it, he was overcome by the
conviction of‘_the existence and immortality of God, and he quite
naturally said to himself: ‘I want to live for immortality, and I won’t accept
any compromise’, Similarly, if he had decided that there was no immor-
tality and no God, he would at once have become an atheist and a Socialist,
for Socialism is not only the labour question, or the question of the so-
called fourth estate, but above all an atheistic question, the question of the
modern integration of atheism, the question of the Tower of Babel which
is deliberately being created without God, not for the sake of reaching
heaven from earth, but for the sake of bringing heaven down to earth.%

If not the idealization effect of classical idealism then at least the
Hegelian activist idealism of the pro-active Geisi combined with
the mysticism of the pre-Marxist militant bent towards heroic sac-
rifice to gain the great idealist end would return to haunt Lukics.
The heroic subject is not the rational and pragmatic Lenin, but the
mystic Jesus, the anointed one, tormented with the slings and ar-
rows of the sufferings of mankind. After all, one knows that it is the
estrangement from God which forms the motor force of the meta-
physical dialectics of the mystic’s alleged radical act. And it is this
radical act that has so fascinated the history of world literature. In
Crime and Punishment, Roskolnikov’s alleged radicalism is said to lie
in the murder of a frail old woman, a murder that has to be
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committed because with the money robbed from the moneylender
woman, humanity could be saved. After all, so Dostoevsky’s charac-
ter claims, that all world saviours shed rivers of blood.%* Till History
and Class Consciousness the strong influence of Dostoevsky is evident.
But then the proletariat changes the course of action of the ‘hero’.
Or does it?

In History and Class Consciousness, the proletariat as identical subject-
object enters the scene of world history to take on the role of the
divine mystic and the messiah that saves the world soul from trag-
edy. Though revolutionaries in late antiquity and later (Jesus,
Mazdak-I-Bambad and Mohammed) emphasized the will of the
mystic and the sacrifices that they claimed formed the core of the
radical act,® it ought to be remembered that for the Heidelberg
Circle it was Russian mysticism and Russian literature that wielded
them together and which provided a mode of rejecting Western
capitalist civilization.%

But Lukécs also knew that the dangerous zone that divides
materialism from idealism had to be breached. If, for idealism, the
mystic is the subject of history, materialism needs to find an emPiri-
cal subject that is located in the concrete moment of the historical
conjuncture of class struggles. The proletariat (for Marx) becomes
the class that has reached the vantage moment in history because
of its historical antagonism to the bourgeoisie, to the accumulation
of capital and to class societies in general. The moralistic version. of
the pre-Marxist revolutionary corresponds to Christian sufferu?g
and charity in contrast to the militant proletariat. For Marx, in
contrast to the Romantics:

The proletariat, on the contrary (umgekehrt), is compelled as proletariat to
abolish (aufzuheben) itself and thereby its opposite (Gegensatz), private
property, which determines its existence, and which makes it proletariat.
It is the negative side (ﬁegative Seité) of the anti-thesis (Gegensalzes), its
restlessness (Unruhe) within its very self, dissolved (aufgeldste) and self-
dissolving private property. The properties class and the class of the
proletariat present the same human self-estrangement (menschiiche
Selbstentfremdung) . But the former class feels at ease and strengthened in
this self-estrangement, it recognises estrangement (Enffremdung) as its own
power and has in it the semblance (Schein) of 2 human existence. The latter
feels annihilated (wvernichtet) in estrangement; it sees in its own powerless-
ness and the reality of an inhuman existence {unmenschlichen Existenz). It
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Is, to use an expression of Hegel, in its abasement the indignation at the
a?r)as.ement, as indignation to which it is necessarily driven by the contra-
fiictlon ( Widerspruch) between its human nature (menschlichen Natur) and
its condition of life, which is the outright, resolute and comprehensive
negation of that nature (Verneinung dieser Natur) .5

But, in contrast to Marx, it is not only the ‘comprehensive negation
o.f that nature (Verneinung dieser Natur)’ but, principally, the nega-
tion of Nature itself that the Romantic seeks. The Romantic does
not want to negate contradictions that comprise reality. He wants
to negate ‘Reality’ itself. The Romantic is the mystic who is neces-
sarily bound to the idea of pure identity—what the Sufis call Fana
and the Iranians once remembered as Kshnoom. Lukics’ hero (at
least till 1918) was this mystic and the saviour—but the saviour that
never comes. Like Goethe's Faust, the young Lukicsean hero is
then dragged to hell. In that case, one will then have to wait for
the absent saviour, whether the Zoroastrian Soashant, the return of
Jesus, the Shiite imam, or even the tyrant and false prophet Gen-
eralissimo Stalin_. Though the saviour never came, it is the spectres
of the revolution and counter-revolution that now haunt us.

By 1928, one episode of the Romantic Utopia had come to an
end._The Slavic Utopia in war with Western civilization was realized
not in the worker’s paradise, but in the Stalinist bureaucracy. The
Soviet Union became the graveyard of international communism.
Eve{x Trotsky, the ‘hero’ who chided Romanticism’s child ‘fate’
(saying, following Proudhon: ‘Destiny—I laugh at it; and as for

I
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As meditation or the thoughts of love,
May sweep to my revenge....
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silent. And along with the cacophony of this silence is also heard
the voices of Hamlet and his spectral father:

in the temper of this idealism of ontological and metaphysical alien-
ation. The rigour of the political economy of estrangement that Marx
emphasized was, tll the late 1920s, buried in the silence of orthodoxy.
David Ryazanov, the great Marxologist (incidentally eliminated by Stalin),
would reveal the Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844 and the
Contribution to the Critiqueé of Hegel’s Philosophy of Right (both which central-
ized the notion of estrangement in the theories of capitalism and the
modern state) only in the late 1920s and early 1930s. Between 1929 and
1981, Lukécs worked with Ryazanov at the Marx-Engels-Lenin Institute,
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they were published.
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.

L

%ﬁi(

1
o

H

i
i

e

o

Ghost. Revenge his foul and most unnatural murder.
Hamlet. Murder!

Ghost. Murder most foul, as in the best it is;
But this most foul, strange, and unnatural.
Hamlet. Haste me to know’t, that I, with wings as swift
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ABSTRACT

Emergentism is a non-computational and nf)n—material t}.leory 0;?
the mind, because this theory says tha}t mind or consc(;ousz:gzt
emerges from material objects, but it will not be .reduce tof 2
matter. That is to say that the higher levels of quality emerge fro '
a lower level of existence. It emerges therefrom, and doc;s nof
belong to that level, but constitutes its possessor a new or ler o

existence with its special laws of behaviour. Thus, emergentlsm hls
an anti-reductionists’ theory of the mind and has e.stal')h_shed the
hardness of the problem of consciousness. The physicalistic theory
of the mind in all its hues faces the question as to how we can
account for the qualitative content of our consciousness. It c;nhnot
ultimately tell us how the subjective experience 1s possalble.ar.l ow
consciousness can be real in the universe. The p'hysmahsuc WT-W
does not have any convincing answer to the question: how qualia
are a necessary feature of consciousness?

I

13

Emergentism as a theory. of the mind is .c?mpatible with t'he mt)g:;
computational theory of the: mind. According to emerg.entlsm, ¢
higher-level quality emerges from the lower level of ex%stence an

has its roots therein, but it emerges therefrom, and 'lt does r_lo;
belong to that level, but gives rise to a new ordf:r of e-xxstcnlce ‘I'VIE :
special laws. Whereas Samuel Alexander says, the hlgheri eve 0';S
quality emerges from the lower level of existence and have its roo

therein, but it emerges therefrom, and it does not belong to that




154 RAJAKISHORE NATH

lower level, but constitutes its possessor a new order of existence
with its special laws of behaviour. The existence of emergent quali-
ties thus described is something to be noted, as some would say,
under the compulsion of brute empirical fact, or, as I should pre-
fer to say in less harsh terms, to be accepted with the “natural
piety” of the investigator. It admits no explanation’.! Here, emer-
gence refers to the fact that in the course of evolution new things
and events occur, with unexpected and unpredictable properties,
Things and events are new in the sense in which a great work of
art may be described as new. Every genuine emergence introduces
novelty into the world. To say that an emergent characteristic is
novel means that firstly, it is not simply a rearrangement of pre-
existing elements, although such a rearrangement may be one of
its determining conditions. Secondly, the characteristic is qualita-
tively—not just quantitatively—unlike anything that existed before
in history. Thirdly, it is unpredictable not only on the basis of
knowledge available prior to its emergence but alse on the basis of
an ideally complete knowledge of the state prior to its emergence.
These points permit a distinction to be made between what is new
in the sense of being a fresh combination of old factors and what
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brain. As we know, living human brains arf*-: ultimately compos.ed qf
the same material satisfying the same ph.ysmal laws as are t}}e mahm;
mate objects of the universe.? There is the Cari‘:esmn view t 8:_
consciousness arises only in humans, and that anz_mals are inant
mate automata; a view which is clearly pre-evolutionary. AnFi hwe
have reason to accept the view that there are lower ar}d higher
states of consciousness. Moreover, the most reasonablft' view se'e.ms
to be that consciousness is an emergent property Of' ammalls’;1 arlsiﬁg
under the pressure of natural selecnc_)n. If this is so, then die-
question is: how does consciousness arise from'antece.dent con
tions in the physical universe? This question still remains
un‘?‘g:vzgzcéwation of the behaviour of the amoeba created thef
strong impression that it is copscious. We can find s.ymp‘;:zr;sm (;
activity and initiative in its behaviour. Acuwty and behav;)lillr > some
thing different from what happens 1n t}}e_neurons. e auman
brain is estimated to have ten thousand million neurons, an o
are also thousands of synaptic relations among neurons. But, the
qualities which exist in consciousness are not' fox‘md in t.he neu-
ronal relations. There is a new emergent entity 1In CONSCIOUSNESS

=

which did net exist in the neurons, because the emergent proper%
ties of consciousness are ontologically new. T'he problim 0
emergence in this context starts with ‘life and it should be re-

is novel in the sense of being qualitatively unique and unpredict-
able.

.
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II

In this article, we will find out how consciousness emerges from
material properties, and how the emergent property of conscious-
ness cannot be explained in a functional or computational way.
Some philosophers argue that consciousness might be an emer-
gent property, in the sense that it is still compatible with materialism.
It is also often held that emergent properties are unpredictable
from low-level properties. However, it can be argued that these
properties are new in an ontological sense. What is interesting
about these properties is that they are not obvious consequences of
the low-level properties. But they are still causally supervenient on
low-level facts.

Following the above argument, we can put forth the theory that
the phenomenon of consciousness could rise only in the presence
of some non-computational physical processes taking place in the

=

membered that the ‘brain’ is not just a pie.ce of inanimate‘. matter;
but a part of the ‘living’ body. As Daya Krishna re‘x‘nar}fs, “1l; is no
even clear whether those who want to deny the reality oi con-~
sciousness want to deny the reality of “life” also. The -body th.ey
talk about is a “living body”; the “brain” they are fon.d f,)f }‘s the b:am
that is “alive”. Take “life” away and everything “dies”, ceases”, at
least as we “live” it and “fe¢l” and “know” it."”? I—I,ere, Daya_Knshna
is uying to identify ‘life’ with ‘consciousnesses’. Here, %1ke c.?n—
sciousness, life also emerges, from the human body and identifies
itself (life) with consciousness. In fact, the problem of emergence
of ‘life’ is a far wider one but here we are concerned with human
hfilozntl});e question is: why is it that the phenome‘nofl_o.f cc’)ni:(:fzu:-
ness appears to occur, as far as we know: (')Iill}’ in ‘hvmg. ei SS;
although we should not rule out the possibility that consciousn
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might also be present in other appropriate physical systems? The
second question is: how could it be that such a seemingly non-
computational behaviour presumed to be inherent in the actions
of all material things has so far entirely escaped the notice of
physicists? The first question is related with the subtle and complex
organization of the brain, but that alone could not provide a suf-
ficient explanation. Penrose ciearly writes, ‘I am contending that
the faculty of human understanding lies beyond any computational
scheme what ever. If it is microtubules that control the activity of
the brain, then there must be something within the action of
microtubules that is different from mere computation.’* Here,
Penrose says that this inanimate matter comprises microtubules
that control the activity of the brain because there is life in it
(brain). The action of microtubules is different from mere compu-
tation. He points out that such actions are non-computational actions
wherein ‘life’ is related to consciousness.
The above statement leads to the question: is there any evidence
that the phenomenon of consciousness is related to the action of
microtubules in particular? It must also be the case that the de-
tailed neural organization of the brain is fundamentally involved in
governing what form the consciousness must take. For Penrose, if
that organization were not important, then our livers would evoke
as much consciousness as do our brains. He puts it thus, ‘What the
preceding arguments strongly suggest is that it is not just the neu-
ral organization of our brains that is important. The cytoskeletal
underpinning of those very neurons seems to be essential for con-
sciousness to be present.” But it’s not a cytoskeleton as such that
is relevant, but some essential physical action that biology has so
cleverly contrived to incorporate into the activity of its microtu-
bules. Moreover, it may be pointed out that in our brain there is
an enormous organization, and since consciousness appears to be
a very global feature of our thinking, it seems that we must look to
some kind of coherence on a much larger level than that of single
microtubules or even single cytoskeletons. And there is some kind
of useful non-computable action involved, which Penrose takes to
be an essential part of consciousness. Secondly, we must expect
that vestiges of such non-computability should also be present, at
some indiscernible level, in inanimate matter. But as yet, the phys-
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ics of ordinary matter seems to allow no room for such non-com-
putable behaviour.

111

Jaegwon Kim, in his article on Supervenience, argued 'that there is a
striking similarity between emergence and supervenience. Accord-
ing to Kim, ‘higher-level properties notably consciousness and otber
mental properties, emerge when, and only when, an apProprlate
set of lower-level (basal conditions) are present, and this means
that the occurrence of the higher properties is determined by, and
dependent on, the instantiation of appropriate lower‘ulevel proper-
ties and relations. In spite of this, emergent properties were held
to be “genuinely novel” characteristically irreducible to the lower
level processes from which they emerge.’® Then, the concept of
emergence combines the three components of supervenience
delineated above, namely, property covariance, dependence, and
non-reducibility. Thus, emergentism can be ‘reg?rded as the first
systematic formulation of non-reductive physm:ahsm. . .

This thesis makes the mental life supervenient on its physical
background. That is to say, according to this thesis, the r.nental statfis
are not reducible to but are supervenient on the physical states in
such a way that whatever changes take place in the physical states
must make a difference to the mental states as well. No two thmgs
could differ in 2 mental respect unless they differed in some ph){sz-
cal respect, i.e., imperceptibility with respect to physlical properties
entails indiscerniblity with respect to mental properties. That is the
core idea of mind-body supervenience.

Thus, supervenience understood in the strong sense makes.. room
for a nomological dependence of the mental on the ph}r.smai in
such a way that the physical states are necessarily responmble for
the mental states. As Kim points out, one must notice that the
mental is dependent on the physical but not vice versa, because
the mental states are a direct consequence of the physical states.
The mental states themselves do not determine the physical states.
In that sense, the mental states remain nomologically depe'ndent
on the physical universe according to thesis of strong supervenience.

Kim, in his article on The Non-Reductionist’s Troubles with Mental
Causation, mentions that the non-reductive physicalism consists of
the following theses:
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(1) All concrete particulars are physical.

(ii) Mental properties are not reducible to physical properties.

(iii) All mental properties are physically realized, i.e., whenever
an organism, or system, instances a mental property M, there
is a physical property P such that P realizes M in organisms of
its kind.

(iv) Mental properties are real propertics of objects and events;

they are not merely useful aids in making predications or
fictitious manners of speech.”

Therefore, we find that these four basic tenets bring non-reduc-
tive physicalism very close to ‘emergentism’. In fact, non-reductive
physicalism of this variety is best viewed as a form of cmergentism.
Emergentists in general accepted the purely materialist ontology of
concrete physical objects and events. For example, Kim, following
Samuel Alexander, one of the principal theoreticians of emer-
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gence school, argues that there are mental events over and above
neural processes. Alexander says, ‘We thus become aware, partly by
experience, partly by reflection, that process with the distinctive
quality of mind or consciousness is in the same place and time with
a neural process, that is, with a highly differentiated and complex

g
o

.

.
.

.

and to identify them. There is but one process which, being of a
specific complexity, has the quality of consciousness . . . It has then
to be accepted as an empirical fact that a neural process of a
certain level of development processes the quality of consciousness
and is thereby mental processes; and, alternatively, a mental pro-
cess is also a vital one of a certain order.’®

However, the emergentist doctrine that emergent properties
are irreducible to the physical conditions out of which they emerge
is familiar; this irreducibility claim is constitutive of the emergentists’
metaphysical worldview. Although the emergentists’ idea of reduc
tion or reductive explanation diverges from the model of reduction
implicit in current anti-reductionists’ arguments, the philosophical
significance of the denial of reducibility between two property levels
is the same. The higher-level properties, being irreducible, are
genuinely new addition to ontology of the world. For example,

arle!? ample, which will make the above
%&Qﬁ process of our living body. We are forced, therefore, to go beyond John R. Seafl‘? . has Ofgeredoasi e:e }E:ave a system S, and the ele-
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L
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will not make it possible to explain in the mechanical/functional
way, but it needs a separate explanation, and its explanation is non-
reductive explanation, that is, self-explanation.

The above definition shows that consciousness is a causally emer-
gent property of systems. It is an emergent feature of creation of
systems of neurons in the same way that solidity and liquidity are
emergent features of the system of molecules. Thus, the existence
of consciousness can be explained by the causal interactions be-
tween elements of the brain at the micro level, but consciousness
itself cannot be deduced or calculated from the sheer physical
structure of the neurons without some additional account of the
causal relations between them.

Now the question is: Why is consciousness an irreducible feature
of physical reality? There is a standard argument to show that con-
sclousness is not reducible in the way that material qualities are.
For example, I am now in a certain conscious state such as pain.
Now the question is: What fact in the world corresponds to my
statement, ‘I am now in pain’? Here is the fact that I have now
certain unpleasant conscious sensations, and I am experiencing
these sensations from my experience. It is these sensations that are
constitutive of my present pain. But the pain is also caused by
certain underlying neurophysiologic processes consisting in a large
part of patterns of neuron firing in my brain. If we reduce the first-
person sensation of pain to the third-person pattern of neuron

firing, then we try to say that the pain is really ‘nothing but’ the
patterns of neuron firings.!? If this is so, then we are leaving aside
the essential features of pain. No descripton of the third-person
type would convey the firstperson character of pain because the
firstperson features are different from the third-person features,
Nagel states this point by contrasting the objectivity of the third-
person features with the whatitislike features of the subjective
states of consciousness. As Nagel points out, ‘Conscious experience
is a widespread phenomenon. It occurs at many levels of animal
life, though we cannot be sure of its presence in the simpler organ-
isms, and it is very difficult to say in general what provides evidence
of it... no matter how the form may vary, the fact that an organism
has conscious experience at all means, basically, that there is some-
thing it is like to &e that organism ... But fundamentally an organism
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jousness comes into its own and discoyers that 1; ca N
zcl?fr;f:i consciousness, and indire<_:t1y everything felse :«e;g;fing s
ing, intending, thinking, attending, concentrating,

and developed through a long process....

v

1 i ce con-
ove exploration, it follows that on

Therefore, from the ab 11 never be reduced

. . . . .

N ductionist shows that

i ble. The re

ind-body problem really intracta !

1;111: mind};)gdy problem is not a real problem. For them, ;T;reo ;s;

no explanatory gap between mind and body. We have ;0 lelation
why these arguments do not help us to understand the r
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between mind and body. Without consciousness the mind-body
problem would be less interesting, but with consciousness it seems
hopeless.

The tough problem of consciousness is that of experience, espe-

cially for a first-person character which cannot be explained within
a scientific framework. Cognitive science can explain a system’s
functions in terms of its internal mechanism. But it is not possible
to explain what it is to have subjective experiences, because it is
not a problem about the performance of fractions. As Nagel ar-
gues, ‘Conscious experience is wide spread phenomenon
fundamentally an organism has conscious mental states if and
only if there is something that it is like to be that organism—
something it is like for the organism.’’® In recent times, all sorts of
mental phenomena have yielded to scientific explanation, but
consciousness has stubbornly resisted this explanation. Many phi-
losophers and scientists have tried to explain it, but the explanations
always seem to fall short of the target. Now the question is: Why is
it so difficult to explain? According to Chalmers, cognitive science
has not explained why there is conscious experience at all. When
we think and perceive, there is a spate of information processing,
but there are also subjective individual aspects of consciousness,
which go beyond the information processing.

Chalmers -writes, “When it comes to conscious experience, this
sort of explanation fails. What makes this problem hard and almost
unique is that it goes beyond problems about the performance of
functions. To see this, not even when we have explained the per-
formance of all the cognitive and behavioural functions in the
vicinity of experience-—perceptual discrimination, categorization,
internal access, verbal report—there may still remain a further
question: Why is the performance of these functions accompanied
by experience?’!” According to him, even if all the functions of a
system are well articulated, there is further question as to why
there is any experience at all accompanying their function. Cogni-
tive science fails to explain why there is any experience at all,
even though it explains all the brain functions.

According to Chalmers, the hard problem of consciousness con-
sists in the ‘why’ questions regarding consciousness. But the questions
remain: Why is the ‘hard’ problem so hard? And why are the easy
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problems so easy? The easy problems are easy bcf:ause they colru_:ern
the explanation of cognitive abilities an.d functions. To exp alrtlhz
cognitive function, we need a mecham_sm that can perfc?rm ¢
function. The cognitive sciences offer this type of. explanation 211;1
so are well suited to the easy problem of consciousness. On tbe
other hand, the ‘hard’ problem is *hard’, because it 1s not a prg -
lem about the performance of functions. The prob}fem persists
even when the performance of all the relevant functions are ex-
plained. Chalmers says, ‘I suggest that a theory of consc1ousnessf
should take cxpérience as fundamental. We knf:)w that a theor)I' f[)
consciousness requires the addition _of somethlr.lg fundamsflm .tg
our ontology, as everything in physmfﬂ theory is compali 1(‘3 wi h
the absence of consciousness. We rmgl.lt add some entllrez; r;jeut
non-physical feature, from which experience can.be gzrwe ﬁkel
it is ‘hard’ to see what such a feature would be like. More : thyé
we will take experience itself as a funda'mental feature o ¢
world, alongside mass, charge, and space-tme. If we take. expe:f
ence as fundamental, then we can,lsgo about the business
ing a theory of experience.
Cogslfltzuizggctionistsryhave not solved the ‘hard’ problem of 'conc;
sciousness because, as we have seen, they have ex.plame
consciousness only in terms of the ‘easy’ problem‘of consc;}ou_sne::i
Easy problems are all concerned with howt a cognitive or be haw;lain
function is performed. These arc questions a‘t:_>ou? hpw the !
carries out the cognitive task, that is, how it discriminates s;.}mu },f
integrates information, and so on, whereas, the hard prob em o
consciousness goes beyond the problems abcnllt how functions are
performed. If a scientific view of the mind tries to give 2 definite
definition of consciousness then it leaves out thfa explanatory g;p,
that is, there is no explanatory gap between mind and body. : cz
cause there is no distinction between mind a'nd boc;ly. The mu;1
can be explained in terms of body, and there is nothu‘.lg.called 1-f e
mind, since the mind itself is a part of the body. If this is so, then
it leaves out subjective experience, and opts for the third-person
i f consciousness. .
peggfx(s:zli‘;isiess makes the mind-body problem really intractable.
The reductionists deny that there is a mind-body Problem at all.
For them, there is no explanatory gap between mind and body.
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Again, because there is no distinction between mind and bedy, the
mind can be explained in terms of body, and there is nothing
called the mind, since the mind itself is a part of the body. There-
fore, for them, the mind is reductively explainable in terms of the
body. On the other hand, many philosophers hold that mental
states are not reducible to any physical state(s). That is, the mental
states are not reductively explainable. Chalmers argues that no
reductive .explanation of consciousness can succeed, because there
is subjective quality of experience. Therefore, he argues that this
quality of consciousness makes it different from all other proper-
ties, including emergent biological properties such as life.1°

The essence of the body is spatial extension, the essence of mind

is thought. Thought is taken to be the defining attributes of mind
which is an incorporeal substance, a substance that is non-spatial in
nature. He writes, ‘By the term “thought”, I understand everything
which we are aware of as happening within us, in so far as we have
awareness of it."® What follows from Descartes’ view is that con-
sclousness is essentially a first-person, subjective phenomena, and
conscious states cannot be reduced or eliminated into third-per-
son. Therefore, it is consciousness, which makes the explanatory
gap between the first-person and third-person perspective. Accord-
ing to the Cartesian concept of mind, we have access to the contents
of our own minds in a way denied to us in respect to matter. There
is something special about our own knowledge of our own minds
that naturally goes with the Cartesian view.

Pradhan argues that the mental life, with its qualia, cannot be
nomologically determined by the physical conditions of the uni-
verse. The following are the reasons for the thesis that the mental
life is independent of the physical body, though they co-exist: “(A).
The qualia of the mental states cannot be reproduced in an arti-
ficial machine like a robot or a machines table; they are unique to
the person concerned. (B). The qualia are the essence of con-
sciousness and so must be intrinsic to the conscious subjects.’?!
Thus Pradhan concludes that the intelligibility gap between the
qualia and the physical world remains, as the qualia are understood
widely as belonging to the conscious subjects.

Consciousness makes the gap between the mind and the body,
and ‘subjectivity’ is its most troublesome feature. Self is the subject,
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. s on. The

which encompasses our feelings, thinking, and‘ ﬁeicepF;otub'j;‘ect
i is what it is like for i

character of experience is W ' ‘ :

Ve As Nagel puts it, ‘Conscious experience is

levels of animal life,

qualitat _
have the experience.
anwidespread p%enomenon. IF occurs at rr.lalnyli1 o anime
though we cannot be sure of its presence in the si (fes organisms,
d it is very difficult to say in general what provi once of
. atter how the form may vary, the fact that an organism
lt;ﬁ;lccijol:s experience at all means, basically, that there is Z(;;l;
:ﬁing it is like to be that orgal_:lism... But fgnd;menit;alslz Hal:ﬂc:irfg o
has conscious mental states if an(% on?y .1f t ere o
like to be that organism————solnzlethmgnr;ttlsb i1k:x ﬁ;ned vl
As we have seen, subjectivity can : ‘ ucoey.
‘It i lyzable in terms of any €Xp
e Nag? ?urizflzn;tl IZth;sfmoiyintentional states, §ince they
o Sylitem c:ibed to robots or automata that behave‘d lllke people
ciclmldh ih?y experienced nothing.’®® There is a sui?jec.tweffe?.lmgs
, Ouied to our conscious experience be‘:cause sub‘]ef:twe ee.mgs-
atmcthe outcome of our conscious experience. That. is, con;clot‘ire
?;:Zs itself cannot be established sirfiply on thewbas;;ngi ;we :plain
observe about the brain and its physical effects. e mot expa
vhich property of the brain accounts fqr consciousn tio.n stinct
‘cognitive pfoperties, namelj'/ perc:::pnon‘ a}llndt gztrl;)s};;’:g an,d cee
sarily mediate our relationships wit B o aapects of
iousness. We cannot understand how‘ the subjec \
Z?{;SeiIiche depend upon the brain that is really 1rtll.lce.prolat e;nr.ne
onsciousness is essentially subjectwar because- t is },S nc: e
chz?nicai state, as many philosoph;:rin iel;efvii)E:; 1btiz§101gi:; SSL;ES; :
i nsciousness. S0 ical
:iociiiceil;igcaengothat consciousness is essentially subjective. The

p I ¢ lbl ny SCT VeI,

i ave a pain
because it is a first-person experience. For example, I h P

. - .
in my leg. In this case, the: stateixllentflz };{:tf:r;;)‘l:ztegssglgilc:v;lglrixt,
‘pain’ itself has a subjective mode 0 - A
‘Iéasr[:scious states exist only when they are experlenc;:;iubys j%rgs
human or animal subject. In that sense, t.hey are ess'e?inct}];eamres
tive. I used to treat subjectivity and qualitativeness asd is alitativenes;
but it now seems to me that properly understoo ,bqua anvencss
implies subjectivity, because in order for there to be a q
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feel to some event, the .

the event. No subjectiy, no cxperience rt P
at 1s . ’

experiencetzosri}; tslr;abt. the qualitative experience can exist only as
in this sense, it is le th cts. Because conscious states are subjective
ogy, as OPP;Sed togihmate- to hold that there is first-person ontol-
molecules. which o e t'hlrd-person ontology of mountains and
fires. Th’erefore anb.exxsvt even when there are no living crea-
ontology because " hS“ Jective conscious states have first-
subject as self. It is ;y e}:;ust only Wht?n they are experienced by a
the SUbjecLive‘ existe e ITas experience and in this sense, it has
not only establishes :HC . Tlhls 8ap between the self and the body
of first-person subjecti Srp 2aatoly ap, but also gives the ontology
central problem OJf th;1 o rll‘herefore, the ‘subjectivity” or ‘I’ is the
explain how conscio explanatory gap. Cognitive science tries to
cess of the brain B tus experience arises from the electrical pro-
belong to the ‘s ut it cannot show how and why conscious states
subject’ or ‘I'. This qualitative feature of mental
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ABSTRACT

The primary aim of this article is to explicate the concept of
anirvaceniyata that invariably represents the foundational receptive
faculty of knowledge in its expressed as well as a priori modes ac-
cording to Advaita Vedanta. In a more general context,
anirvacaniyata refers to ‘indefinability'—uwhatever can be said can be
expressed, all else remain indefinable. But, for Advaita Vedanta,
anirvacaniyatd requires a clarification of its fundamental concepts
that have been dealt with the imperative of ‘in-determinability,
indefinability or unknowability and indistinguishability’ without
puzzling on its non-dualistic coneptualization about the Reality.
The paradox of anirvacaniyatd rests on the conceptions of truth
and error in human mind. However, the common exegesis on this
concept is applicable to the premise of avidya (error, mithyajiana,
avabhasa and illusion) that is an indefinable (as existent or non-
existent) proposition. But a deeper penetration into the
anirvacaniyatd necessarily brings in its correlates such as
indeterminability, unknowability and indistinguishability into the
arcna of falsity in understanding the Reality.

To begin with, the basic unit of argument is cognition. Accord-
ing to Advaita, a cognition results in immediacy of knowledge and
that is identity of Atman with Brahman. The issue here is: how can
a truth value be assigned to such a cognition? Given that truth
value is independent of everything else, cognition must have a
definitive subject. Here, Brahman is neither subject nor object,
but is beyond that and this raises several problems—
Indeterminability’ of cognitive content; ‘indefinability’ of the
relational aspect (cognitive content and cognition); and ‘Indistin-
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guishability’ of error in truth. These three have different contex-
tual connotations in Advaita Vedanta. Hence, there occurs a
necessity of analyzing the above three premises in ontological,
metaphysical and epistemological grounds. Ontology presupposes
@ priori and this cannot come under the constitution of subjectivity
that is a necessary prerequisite for metaphysics as well the cogni-
tion. Here, @ priori never falls under the category of determinacy,
whereas its expression is the content of cognition. The difference
between jiidna as expressed and Cit pure consciousness as a priori
seemingly becomes inevitable in the philosophical discipline of
Advaita Vedanta for a better explication of its non-dualistic
conceptualizations. The imperative is that the a priori becomes
expressed by/in a way through Maya, the indefinable ‘something’
in the context of the indeterminable or unknowable g priori—
Brahman. The epistemological emphasis on avidyd as disjunctive
something, the causality, is 2 mental construct and as such cannot be
squeezed into a straightforward definition of anirvacaniyatd that is
a special concept aiming to rectify the falsity of notion on Reality
and its causative function. But its dubious role in falsifying the
knowledge cannot be unaccountable and this has relevance in the
context of its anirvacaniyatd. In spite of all these critical resolutions,
any disagreement on Advaitic non-dualism will become illegitimate,
for, the principle of coherence will never allow bracketing norma-
tve validity claims on the Truth.

The present endeavour examines the deep-rooted problem of
antrvacaniyatd, indicating the indefinability factor that has acquired
greater prominence in the system of Advaita Vedinta with a view
to establish the non-dual essence of all to which the whole per-
ceived universe is reduced to in the final analysis. Metaphysics,
presupposing the generally invisible criteria and their subsequent
dispositions will, in turn, get justified only when it suits to the
intellectual faculties of man within a framework of experience.
Considering this basic necessity, Advaita bestows the element of
‘experience’ with prime concern in the rightful formulation and
development of its peculiar metaphysics that penetrates into the
depth of human existence. Hence, every division of experience is
specifically treated here with their actual relevance for understand-
ing the true impact it generates in man and its real mission.

Anirvacaniyati 171
The term enirvacaniyatd appears mainly inl the context.ual prenz;se
of avidya. An inquiry concerning the domaIFi of es“senflal c:zusa ;fz
determination regarding the nature of anirvacaniyata cen .rels "
the notion of its referent ‘Brahman_’, the Absolute.prénmp _eus-
existence. According to Advaita Vedanta, Brahmar} is donsdazms
ness and also Non-dual. The world comes out of' this .an_ 1: te s
into this Unity of Existence. The causal factor is cfvzdya t afgthe
sublated by the knowledge of Brahman.. The mgrmﬁclancz l:00 fhe
proposition lies in the fact that Consc1ousnes‘s is rehz.lte, o the
world in a peculiar relation in the forrr.l of ‘somet mg, thar
conceived as indeterminate. Neither does it conform to tl.e ou! r{ <
tive nor to the objective one. In the so-called phenomena :122 n e
the Noumenon, avidya as the causal factor ger accog e al;iin
precedence over other inquiries that rev.eal this trans (zlrr(xil ara;
But this attempt has to overcome some hitherto unatteg e.thp e
doxes in anirvacaniyata. These parfld_oxes are .co_r.mecte manifest
distinctions in the concepts of Maya and Avidya; the udl}r?_nction
consciousness and its manifest cou'nterpa-trt as *tvell Fhle 15;1 :3 ction
among the individuality and the unlveljsal}ty. T.hls artic e. re o o
these three aspects to understand the Imp}lcatlor} of an_zma-ca Syts ié
The basic premise of argument on whlct} .amrvacm.uyam r; e
the cognitive content. The identity of cognlt‘ion.and its cond e
a debatable issue as far as advaita .metaphysms is f:oncelrne .ithin
Ontological consideration must be gn.ren an aipproprzate P ac;; :rre n
the philosophical discipline of Advaita Vedanta so as_ to e e s
Non-dualistic approach to Reality. The author ha.s given su e
attention to this fact not to derecognize the advaita understanding

but to clear certain doubts in this regard.
ANIRVACANIYATA—ITS MEANING AND IMPLICATIONS

The dogma that the Ultimate Reality is unk.nowable in its t‘.ruef
sense is the main reason’behind proposing ‘t-hc notion 0’

anirvacaniya. The term in 1ts true purport njfw_phes 1ndeter‘m1n;1ic2/1 )
‘unknowability’ or ‘inexpressibility’ of sor_nethmg. The term is m " K
used by Advaitins. However, the f1r>sl;_’clear exposition >
_-,zirvacaniyatd can be traced to Mandana Mifira, a contempor?;y _
Sri Sankara.! The term is used to explain the nature of manifesta

‘tion of the world through Mdya (Illusion).
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Anirvacaniyata 173

An investigation into the premise of anirvacaniyalad reveals that
its distinguishing mark is not projected to make explicit the clear
purport of the thing as this or that. It can either be one or both
or even something distinct from these. The spontaneity of knowl-
edge (as against sense-perceptibility) is a difficult proposition for
which the term is actually proposed in philosophy. In this sense, it
closes on to the notion of its essentiality (a priori). Though it cannot

these two, at least in the context of ontological premise of Con-
sciousness, a difference has to be accepted, because ‘knoxyledgc?’
implies manifest consciousness. In case one docsf not recognize this
distinction among the manifest and the unmanifest Brahman, one
will have to find difference-in-identity in Brahman which it is not.
But whatever factor one may choose to differentiate the two, th_a\t
becomes difficult to be evidenced as there is nothing second to it

be fruitful in inquiring into the contextual basis of anirvacaniyata,
it is a methodological way of understanding the possibility of a real
essence. In particular, it brings in all kinds of ohject-relatedness in
a peculiar way. So, anirvacaniyata applies to the constitution of the
object from the subjective standpoint. This premise is, however, in
a strict sense, occupied with the subjective element as that only is
beyond the sense perception. The Upanisads and the Advaitins
rightly call it Maya or Illusion. From this viewpoint, it can be under-
stood that terminologically, the transformative process of the
subjective into the objective is maya or, otherwise, anirvacaniya. But
there is another context wherein the anirvacaniyata is referred to
for the Avidya or false knowledge. In this context, the issue per-
tains to whether avidyd is existent or non-existent. The traditional
thinking that the Subject is the Absolute and Infinitude makes it
impossible to define. This is one ontological dimension of
anirvacaniyaid. The premise of transformative process is another
context. In this case, the real-issue pertains to whether this avidya/

maya that is the causal transformative agency is existent or not.
Viewed in this manner, the problem of anirvacaniyaldé can be
analyzed from three contextual premises:

(1)} It refers to the expressibility or inexpressibility of Avidyd or :

Maya.
(2) It refers to the identity or difference correlate with Brahman.

(3) It refers to the truth or falsity notion as seen from the epis-
temological dimension.

The problem assumes crucial importance with the recognition
of the unconditioned Brahman as absolute and its distinction from
the conditioned one as another entity of lesser Reality. While the
Advaitins may contend that there is no difference whatsoever in

In this sense, what we may express as Brahman is the manifest or
the Expressive form of that Absolute Unmanifest entity.

The theory of anirvacaniyatG is a sequitur to the Vijiidnavadins

argument that Brahman as eternal knowledge, liberation .requi.res
no further knowledge to be produced and hence nothing Elke
avidya needs to be stopped. If avidyad is not the essence (s?fabhava)
of Brahman, then a second entity has to be admitted which d_oes
not fit into the scheme of advaitic non-dualism. Another question
that is posed is: if avidyd is not distinct from Brahma_n, does it not
have the same eternality as that of Brahman? In this case, avidyd
cannot be stopped. Countering this argurnent., Mandana s.ays that
‘Avidya is not the essence of Brahman, nor is it .another thing, _nc.)t
absolutely existent nor non-existent. It is for this reason that it is

refered to-as anirvacaniya’l Again, to say that knowledge (Con-
sciousness) appears as such one has to accept its object, for the
reason that form of the thing known is only the external appear-
ance. Further, if avidyd is non-existent, the k‘nowiedge. cannot
appear as external and any activity will be denied. In this sense,
avidyé is mayd and is ‘inexpressible’. _ .

A distinctive feature of Mandana’s theory is that at least in the
ontological premise the notion of anirvacaniyata stands for that
which is neither completely real nor unreal. This is so.becaus_e a
real thing cannot be ended and that which is said to dlfferenn‘ate
the real is only a false notion getting sublated when such a notion
is removed. Such a logical necessity brings in the two-truth theory
as proposed by the Advaita Vedanta—the absolute tl’"uth or the
Paramartha and the Vyavahdre. The Mahayana Buddhists also ac-
cept such a view. Therefore, the only alternative left for thff
existence of the world is to accept avidyd as anirvacaniya. BhE‘lI‘t{‘harl
uses this inexpressibility relation calling it anakhyeya (inexplicable),
indicating the inexplicable as identical or different from the Self




s

ot

b
@

o
-
.
%
|
-
P
-

‘

174 N. USHA DEVI

(knowledge).? For Mandana, it is ‘tattvanyatvabhydim saltvasattvabhyam
anirvacaniya’. Sankara points out that avidyd cannot be non-exis-
tent as it will become superior to Brahman, Its existence cannot be
denied altogether as it is the causal factor. He uses it in the sense
of maya, a $akti (seminal power) of Brahman which he identifies as
nama-rupa—prakrii, a primordial substance of the world. This $akti is
avidyatmaka (of the nature of avidya) or avidyakalpita (emerged
out of avidya). The right term that can be used for this is ‘unreal’
rather than indescribable. The inexpressibility concept is also found
in the doctrine of Sabdabrahman.?® But it is important to note that
while Mandana and others use anirvacaniyatd in the metaphysical
category, Sankara uses it in the cosmological context only. For this
reason avidyd is distinguished from mdyd by Sankara, though vari-
ants to this view become explicit in the latter advaita thinking. A
deeper enquiry on Sankara’s understanding of the problem of
anirvacan?yatd brings forth his intention that even if the causality of
relation between the real and the unreal is illusory, it cannot be
negated altogether as the illusory objects exist as far as the illusion
persists. What makes Sankara adhere to the principle of
anirvacaniyati of the transition of the real into the unreal is that
there is no possible alternative to avidyd as in-definability, since all
presumed alternatives will end in infinite de regress only. Mandana
has the same opinion—‘while diversity of name and form cannot
be said to be “formed” or based on avidyd,* but simply avidyd. Also,
‘avidyd, even though it is expressible, will not cease to be avidya
since it makes the form of one thing appear as belonging to an-
other.”> But if one delves deeper into the difference in the doctrines
of Sankara and Mandana, it becomes clear that Sankara tries to
assert the views of Advaitins prior to Mandana who makes some
bold attempts to explain the dogmatic problem of the transcen-
dental nature of avidyd as distinct from the empirical one. The
Advaitins had rather called the empirical avidya as vibhrama and
avidyad proper for the transcendental one. Mandana finds no
distinction between these two.6 Sankara, however, subscribes to the
transcendental nature (bijasakts) that remains indistinguishable in
the identity-in-non-difference (abheda). Applying the logic of
‘tattvanyatvabhyam anirvacaniye’, the difference as indescribable
comes only in the purview of the metaphysical category of thought
and, hence, identity with or difference from something can be said
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physical, spatial and time-determinate. Even any kind of metaphysi-
cal experience, claimed as absolute oneness with the Absolute or
Brahman, cannot be the ultimate one, for any, experience is re-
lated to the ‘appearing’ or manifested being, not the un-manifest
absolute. Given that experience of ‘something’ is had only in
the physical, spatio-temporal ‘another’, how can there be absolute
oneness? Also, in the case of mdya or avidyd lying within the premise
of ontological category, it can be possible for the absolute only to
stop the manifestation through the mayé or avidyé. This is what
some of the later Advaitins tried to disclose through the two-fold
nature of avidya—mulividyé and tulavidyd. The first one refers to
the fundamental error or to be better called Maya for it is the
actual illusory or concealing power and this is difficult to under-
stand. The second category is the projective power through which
the world is created. This is also secondary to miuldguidya. In this -
perspective, it can be said that the ‘appearance’ of the reality
becomes associated with this talavidyd projecting the apparent world
of multiplicity; the unmanifested being is untouched. :

Now, to express the unmanifested Being is beyond the possibil-
ity. For, this unconditioned cannot be said as either existent or .
non-existent, neither one nor many, neither unity, because there .
is nothing except it, nor diversity (vibhakia) as it is non-dual, nei- .
ther changing nor changeless, neither something nor nothing .
according to Bhartrhari. The indecisiveness or unknowability of
Brahman is expressed by Radhakrishnan as ‘who then knows, who
has declared it here, from whence was this created? The Gods.
came later than this creation, who then knows where it arose?.....
He from whom the creation arose, whether He made it or did not
make it, is the highest seer in the highest heaven, He forsooth, .
knows or does even He not know.” Further to review Wittgenstein,
the contemporary philosopher of the West, the following words
acquire significance: ‘Not how the world is the mystical but that .
is.’8 This is the anirvacaniyatd of the ontological reality or Absolute.:.
To analyze the purpose of realization, it exposes the illusoriness of
the world appearance and thereby the knowledge of the reality.
But what is presented is subjugated to the effects of mdya and
never mdaya itself. Maya is inevitable; hence its anirvacaniyatd poses.
problems for the clear understanding of it, which means difficulty.
in understanding the absolute.
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In the ontological resolution of ‘limitations’ of knowledge, the
Advaitins’ concern is about the ‘possibility’ of knowledge, i.e., ‘what
it appears’ as in cognition. It is the subjective essence. The ‘actu-
ality’ is still beyond any subjective proposition and never comes in
the purview of cognition. But it cannot be denied even as denial
will result in denial of this ‘possibility’ itself which must have a
ground of existence. Consciousness, according to Advaitins is non-
attributive and, therefore, remains empirically indeterminable;
hence it is ‘actuality’. Knowledge, as its subsistence depends on
some extrinsic factor—the Mind (vnti the mental mode}, it is not
independent. Consciousness, therefore, is the ‘actuality’ whereas
knowledge is the ‘possibility’. In this sense, what Wittgenstein pro-
poses is that ‘all that can be said about reality is “how reality is” and
nothing can be said about “what reality is”.’¥ Immanuel Kant also
expresses the same view that Noumenon is unknowable.

Given the ‘indeterminability’ of the ‘actuality’, the account of
indeterminability of avidya/maya has relevant certainty, for, there
cannot be any knowledge of the unknowable. It can be said as
‘however it comes into existence’. For Sankara, the ‘what’ of Re-
ality is insignificant in the empirical realm or is outside the bound
of cognitive knowledge, infinite and simply is ‘Brahman’ as inclu-
sive of everything and included in all.

So, from the ontological perspective, what anirvacaniyald implies
is that it is the indeterminability of the infinite as this or that,
existent or non-existent, either one or many. It can be said as only
non-dual. There is a peculiar identity within this non-dual that is
ever unknowable,

THE THEORY OF ANADHIGATA

The term anadhigate simply refers to that which comes in the
purview of what is characterized by gjfigne and that which is posi-
tive in nature. This implies that anadhigata is the a priori of ajfiana

- that exists in the moment before the sense organ starts function-

ing. According to Brahmananda Saraswati, the world is proved to

- be false (mithyd) on the ground that it is perceivable.!’® The two
" functions of gjfiana—one veiling the object and causing the notion

that the object is not at all present (asatvapddaka) and the other
preventing the revelation of the object, thereby bringing the no-
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tion that the object is unmanifest (abhanapadaka).!! In erroneous
cognition, the prior existence of ajiidna creates the notion that the
object itself does not exist. What then is the nature of a priort
gjnana? Such an a priori ajfiéna is unknowable or indescribable
(anirvacaniya). :
From the Advaitic perspective, there is an identity posited be-
tween ajfigna or avidyd and Brahman in the absolute sense. If
ajfiana is completely sublated in realization, where is the case or
necessity of identity-in-difference in the Jidentity-in-unity concept?
This brings in the non-occurrence of ajfiGna or avidyd in Brahman.
Such a contextual issue leads to the fact that ajfiana has a ground
of its existence that, nevertheless, is mdya. From the empirical
premise, this seems more realistic, Maya then becomes indefinable
certitude like the Absolute.

Ajrdna then becomes a mental construct that will be sublated by
jhana.

THE METAPHYSICAL RELATIONAL PERSPECTIVE

Knowability is dependent on a subjective enterprise. This necessar-
ily brings in a connection between the subjective and the knowing
category. This is where Advaitins find a distinction between knowl-
edge, the knower and the known. What makes the subjective from
the beyond subjective one is ascribed to nothing else than the
Mayd—the indefinable something. It is the transcenden tal illusion—
transcendental in the sense that it is indescribable. It is the
self-manifestation of Brahman that makes the implicit as explicit. -
This transcendental illusion is distinct from the empirical in the
sense that in the later case illusion completely disappears when the
reality of objects is recognized. In the former case, illusion persists
as impressions though it is claimed to be completely disposed of, -
Maya in its true sense cannot be dispelled off but by Brahman.
Why metaphysics is preferred over ontology in Advaita Vedinta
is a vexed problem. However, it can be argued that as ontology is °
purely the premise of the absolute non-dual; in the empirical con-
text, it is of legser requirement. Metaphysics, as it is concerned with
the subjective enterprise or the so-called ‘expressed reality’, gives
more perfection to sensual experience as unity of existence be-
yond the normal objective experience. Further, metaphysics deals
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with the fullness or wholeness of the reality' or t}_1e k?mwa}.)le prin-
ciple. Cognizance gives the inner essence as 1d.ent1ty with this being.
It finds the relational aspect of this being ?Nlth the wc_;r'ld. .

To go through the metaphysical perspectwe of Advaitins, it nec-
essarily requires an entity that can be judged through‘ cogmt?on,.
This has brought down the Absolute to that of the appf:a.rm.g.r£S
(expressed) level. Does this mean that the absolute appears 1r'1T 111 ’
entirety? Surely, indeterminable is the 1:1ature of_ appearance. .
obstacle is nothing other than the inevitable maya. But it Is ¢ ar%
acteristic of the Advaita metaphysics that thrqugh ‘the cognition o
a wholeness of the appearing reality, a peculiar kind .Of 1den2tg is
had that requires no further efforts to thfz oneness .thh thff ;0;
lute. The only requirement is a continuity of persistence in t ?
state of knowledge awaiting ‘Non-Dualism’ at the egd of the cyf1 €
(dissolution) enjoying the supreme state of happiness. On dt 1sf
account, it can be said that this state rcpr.esents the gl.rounf 0-
preparation for the transcendental non-.duahsm. The unity .(; te);
perience that cognition represents is entitled to the selfmani gste.
entity that appears as ‘Brahman’, not the non-'dx'xal absolute E) a IIS
the indeterminate proposition from any empirical means. ntoi
ogy, on the other hand, is directed towaljd‘slthe transcejnden’teils
being, purely infinite, wholeness. The ‘possibility of' experience hy
then, what gives subjective reality to th.e non-subjective 01,11"‘ 11):10‘
objective one, in cognition. In this sense, knowledge wl 1cC is
manifested in cognition is distinct from the Absolute that is Con-
SCI"CI)‘I;SIE;; the indeterminate.Consciousn.ess to the determma;e
cognitive knowledge through the idea o.f 1-dent1ty can be ghouge :
of as a possibility not in the sense tbat it is tl'-le relation f}:ltwg i
illusory world and the cognitive rea‘llty but.ls in tl'le‘metacll;.).ysm :
sense of expressed (manifested) reality ar}d its a‘pno.m condition f)d
un-manifest state. Regarding the cognitive reality, '1t can be sai
that it is the sufficient condition that justiﬁe§ all unity in the fo_rrn
of knowledge that is meant for liberation. 'I‘h%s c_a11§ for explana:cif)n
with regard to the possibility of error (avidya) ml t}}e cogmtnlfe
reality as this avidyd has to be ascribed'to some & priori content. tn
the metaphysical a priori deductlgn, it is mfdetermmg €

(anirvacaniya), for, error cannot be said as belonging to such a
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cognitive reality. Moreover, avidyd is a mental construct rather than
a constitutive aspect of the reality. How avidyd is brought into play
needs a metaphysical explanation. From the subjective standpoint,
avidya then becomes indeterminate in the sense that whether it
exists or not whereas in the objective view it is only a mental con-
- Struct that is characterized as illusory that brings in false notion
about reality. Whatever may be the apprehension regarding the
constitutive aspect of avidyd, it is produced through the inner or
mental causes. Herein, the latter Advaitins’ distinction between
the mitlgvidya and titldvidyi requires much attention as there is a
clear difference observed between these two. This has to be judged
in the sense that the latter is the metaphysical indeterminate propo-
sition. What is relevant here is that tulavidya is sublated when the
cognitive knowledge is had, while mitlavidya cannot be.

Now, to re-examine the notion of causation it can be said that
‘intentional causation’ (will) is subjective rather the beyond imply-
ing that the metaphysical reality is the a prior of causation. Hence,
in determining the constituent aspect of the causation, it is neces-
sary to look into the correlate of avidyé which influences. the
causation. The conflicting opinions about the nature of avidyd as
both known and unknown are solvable in the metaphysical context.
The correlate that is the mental construct is knowable while the

unknown category is the ontological premise and is indeterminate
(mayd-illusion).

THE EPISTEMOLOGICAL (CONTEXTUAL) ISSUE OF
IN-DETERMINABILITY

The epistemological ground of Advaitic thought is centered on the
concept of Atman—the inner essence of all beings as non-different
from the Brahman. The basis of truth lies in its immediate self-
certainty that is devoid of all effectual causes. For this, Advaita
proposes validity of knowledge gained through Vedic texts which
alone can give a correct knowledge of the nature of Reality. As
these texts are believed to be superhuman (apauruseya), revela- -
tions in the sense of extraordinarily experienced facets of the eternal
principle of Reality, they are to be examined with a deeper con-
cern of reasoning for the dispensation of false understanding
regarding the universe as well as one’s own self. An epistemological
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that reflection and it gives rise to the subjective condition of the
reality,

not the reality itself. This state is characteristically the premise

of consciousness that has a relational content (manifest conscious-
ness where distinction in the form of knowledge, knower and known
persists). This is the Saksin of Advaita Vedanta, So a person be-
comes conscious of this subjective condition. It is the Atman. The
phenomenon that causes failure to discriminate the subjective from
the beyond that is still indeterminable. But the Advaitic view is that
‘Atman is Brahman’ and, therefore, this identity brings in the .
fecessary oneness with the Absolute. If the Absolute is indescrib-
able or unknowable can the identity of Atman with Brahman be
claimed as complete? This identity is indescribable.

This marks another dimension of anirvacaniyati called
anadhigatattva. Any perspective on the rightness of knowledge
requires a previous unknownness. In defining Prama as
‘anadhigatabadhitirtha visayake jRianam, Vedanta paribhasa makes it
clear that it is of the nature of Jhiana and has as its content some-
thing previously unknown or unsublatable. In this sense, the Vedas
are authoritative as a source of knowledge event—prama because
they disclose that which is hitherto unknown. An important ques-
tion is raised against this—when everything else than Brahman is
made illusory or sublated, can their cognition be claimed to be
valid? According to the Upanisadic text ‘When, however, for him |
everything has become just one’s own self, then whereby and whom
would one sce?’!? Also ‘Where there is duality of some kind, there ;
one sees another.’’® These two statements point out the fact that
the cognition obtained in the phenomenal existence is not fully
valid and in-determinability still persists. So, there is a necessity of |
persistent cognition to have the oneness with Brahman, the un-
knowable. In this peculiar way, the dilemma in Advaita Vedanta -
regarding anirvacaniyatd can be examined and explained.

CONCLUSION

It has been noticed that sufficient attention has not been accorded
to the notion of anirvacaniyatd in Advaita Vedanta, A premise gen-
erally used is that ‘whatever expressed is determinate’,

Anirvacaniyatd corresponds to the condition of thought that fails to

discriminate the real from the unreal which, in turn, makes the
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thought proposition itself both real and.unreal. 1111{ t:gs eis:e‘?lt::i
condition of thought, all tha;. cax;s,b?r lizlc;a;z?uctomi ! zrnder o
ity is’ ‘ i .
ey ? I;idr;;tlagg?t; 1}rﬁjmtythe ontological perspective‘. T.h,e
j&ﬁsfi(t)i? noon—dualism rests on the condition thatH‘what R,eiatd::tg nlli ;
i ise is 1 i ut ‘However
%n o Of]tOIOQIC?ISPI;‘:Hx:;f ﬁgfct;rrtrklll:ib;eegomes the cognizable
onts emsmnlfe aled e. Pure consciousness assertively is Absohf.te
?nuty—“ﬂ’:;e, I:r(;‘jts égss;zntiality. This point is, neverthcles.s, cc‘)nsml:
mdeﬁ'na ificant in Advaita Vedanta. The important c_iuestlon ho—w“
efef;. Slg:omes into manifestation is to be sensfibly viewed as ma_:lo:
Rez o t avidyd. The ‘indeterminability’ of this transformation .
fm h ’ ) anirvacanivatd is not revealed, as no second entity
SOT?: };r(i)wm (})?;’ahman exists as an ontological witness. 1'1“1131e fﬁvz&i
e i i criterion to elabora
met&}?hY§1CS 1%051'?3%;033 ?Sllz;zg?i:)e the transformative sta?e-of-
COﬂf‘tlmUﬁn Ovz'd. 4 that is neither truly real nor unreal_, neither
affalrs#?stzna; njc,)r completely non-existent. An anal‘ysm. of the,
firrlllil};sifilbability’ of avidya is more rel_ev,aI.lt ‘for tl;el a’s Olft ;;1;—
the Absolute. This ‘as it were’ 1s "possibility : -
r'ather ﬂ:ljan ot the ‘actuality’ that is evidenced by necessity o
Ugrr;isignc: of perception even after gai}ning the knov;ledeg; zﬁ
grahman. The function of avidyd as ‘making one fc?rm Fppm o
another’ has 'an objective basis rather‘.ﬂ);:ﬁ ;:E‘i:?til;e;her?mpera_
i i idya seems ‘1n
?iz:tac?fh Zlilecztlasp ;::SVI::::":; ﬂllavt:dgeal {avabhasa). It creates diff;alrefn;g:
i; the non-difference. The failure to éi‘scrlmu.latfhth:trl;lectur; "
the unreal is again the illusory gos&bﬂlty. It 1sb. Etive ctre o
o detors aPPﬁ'ar%;ﬂde';iftet;‘;‘llg;tcz; zni(;ysis is used to
mes ‘indeterminate’. The : ,
e 0 il of o o & nerel o, T
7 eing the sources ot vali wledge, irre
}ibr:mtllzl?ﬁelzaphisical realm. In tlf}e expllcau?.n of Itlhz :lrite;;l;l?e cif
having experience, the expression of Rea 1ty_cz:hat ‘eiperience,
appropriate for cognition. What 1s mearft ‘here 1ts au experience
requires a subjective background and this is par 1;11 mi);l tled to the
indefinable avidya as a mental construct.. When 1:1 e mind becomes
a subjective enterprise, avidyd becomes indefinable. :
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1. Brahmasiddhi, 1.2,

,;}? g:;:ﬁiégi%ﬁi?é;;i and I. 4-' The following is a response to D.a%'a ,Krishna’s article ‘Freeing Philosophy
(Ch.V. Subdabratmapartisg). VsV of Tuttuasamgraha of Santaratsia g:erg:);f ngoar;:l?rj:hf: iiﬁfli}zrgmnfg’ g?iiiii;ﬁﬁfﬁl?iiﬁf:ﬁﬁ?il

g g;zhm\a]s zii;lgz, V. 8lab. move which sees the ‘cogito’ as a ‘leverage point’ for a(':hieving any
6. Ibid.: 56 7 ‘ type of certainty, at the cost of the inability to ve.rify the independent
7. Indian };Iai;’oso hy, Vol existence of other things outside oneseh'“. To highlight another ang‘le of
Vedic Experien g; 4 5§ - L, pp. 100-101. Also, Panikkar Raimundo, The the same problem, I will draw on Luce' Irlgaray’§ theory of '.sexuate differ-

8. Tractatus Logic {; EI 7 s ' ence’, with special reference to her notion of ‘Being Two". Irigaray attempts
9. Ibid., 3 22181 ulosophicus, 6.44. to establish our cognitive, ontological and psychoiogical world .on two
10. Lagh;zcc.mdn“]gé rather th?.n one as the ‘basic atomic unit’. She has written el:xteln‘slvely on
11. Paficadadi, VII C‘f;n;nentazy on Advaitasiddhi, Sec. 52-58. relationships based on mutual respect to each other"s subjectivity. I will
12, Brizaddm?; ako. : 5 show that even though DK and Irigaray come from different worlds and
13. Ibid. wyakopanisad, V.5.15. are motivated by different issues, they share a fundamental concern: both

are determined to break down ‘the prison-house of I-centricity’.

NOTES AND REFERENCES

Freeing Philosophy from the Prison-house of
I-centricity: A Response to Daya Krishna’s
Article

Dava KRISHNA

In his article, DK argues that philosophical thinking has generally
been rooted in self-consciousness, having risen from a ‘reflexive’
activity of consciousness as in cogilo ergo sum. Hence, it can only
explain that which is directly related to self-consciousness. This has
given rise to a fundamental problem which philosophical thinking
has not been able to resolve till date. Since ‘thinking’ is reflexively
centered in itself, it does not know how to ‘think’ of anything
which is essentially ‘independent’ of it or ‘unrelated’ to it, because
even then it will always remain an ‘object’ of ‘though’ or ‘think-
ing’.! The dilemma is as well known as are the failed attempts to
escape it. Descartes, for example, had to lean on the ‘idea of God’
in order to free himself from the ‘prison-house of I-centricity’
which he himself had created. DK further argues that objects are
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not seen in terms of their true nature (svabhava), which makes
them ‘resistant’ to consciousness, both on the levels of knowledge
and action. Hence, the ‘resistance’ displayed by an ‘object’ toward
the ‘subject’ proclaims its ‘independence’.? DK brings forward several
examples of qualities of objects which reveal their independent
hature, usually ignored by philosophers. A ‘feeling relationship’
is one such example. In such a relationship, one becomes aware of
the freedom of the ‘other’ to relate or to withdraw. On the other
hand, in a ‘feeling relationship’, one may feel that she or he is an
‘object’ of a ‘subject’, and this feeling of being alone and aban-
doned in itself can be a proof for the existence of other ‘subjects’.
These phenomena are so common that DK remarks that if philoso-
phers need to be reminded of them, something must be wrong
either with the philosophers or with philosophy itself.3 Many of the
‘objects’ we encounter and apprehend daily have an ‘immanent
subjectivity’ in them, which the philosophical discussion on the
subject has deliberately chosen to ignore. In short, philosophers
are imprisoning themselves in a ‘prison-house of I-centricity’ made
by none other than they themselves. DK concludes with a plea for
a turn in the philosophical thinking about ‘me’ and the ‘other’
which will break down the walls of this old unnecessary ‘prison-
house’.*

LUCE IRIGARAY

A philosopher and psychoanalyst working and living in France, Luce
Irigaray is associated with a strand of feminist thinking called—
mainly in the American discourse—‘French feminism’. She attempts
to describe and define non-power-based relationships, or rather, to
pave the way for such relationships between the opposite sexes and
humans at large. Referring to the experience of a non-power-
based relationship, she writes:

‘1 contemplate the outside and the inside. ] think without renouncing
you, me, us. I love to you, I love in me. The breath comes and goes—life,
affection, intention. In me. In two.'s

Let me try to explain what Irigaray means when she writes ‘I Love
fo You’, a phrase which is also the title of one of her books.b

When I say ‘I love you’, the ‘you’ becomes the object of my love. The “to’
in ‘I love to you' secures a space between ‘me’ and ‘you’.
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The ‘to’ ensures that we are two subj(i:cts, withc?ut re_ducing or
sacrificing the one to the other. Being in a relationship, I n,;;ft
understand that [ have no contml. over the person I 10‘:‘11‘ /e
other is much more than me turning my .attennon‘towarb 1r1n
her. I need the other to define my boundaries at all tmlef% Iut z‘z hsl(;
need to always respect and see those boundaries myself. In
sense, I am always together with the other person.

DAYA KRISHNA AND LUCE IRIGARAY

DK’s article is a critique of a basic phil.osopf%ical move, Whl;h pi)ace;si
the ‘I’ in ‘the prison-house of the cogito’ w1th9ut seeing t elicz ;S%
dity of it. How shall we break down tl}e p‘rlso_n-house wa s.h tz
reverting to a ‘commeon-sense philosophy “.rhlch is open ei'iougund
embrace feelings and emotions as a part of its fgundatlona glro a.l
In fact, DK suggests that if thinker after I;hml:celj went a ontie
rational route until they reached a ‘dead end, it is because 0)1/:
have neglected a readily available, su.nplc* and obw?_us avedm;;ow
inquiry, which must be incorporated in the way we Cllveha..n ' en: ]
We must recognize our dependence on othersf, and this L p "
dence alone shows that the world does n'ol: exist solely 1r‘1 bt?nxet ;
mind’. I am not a sole ‘subject’ and the existence f)f ‘other (;- _]eg se
is not only at the mercy of my COﬂSCi.Ol‘lSﬂCSS. In thls‘mter-slu. jectiv :
world, I always depend on others. This is the connection to rlg_a;rat)}: ’
thought. She has arrived the very same conc1u51.on, evenll he
problems she is trying to solve are altoge.ther different. In nt(’:) t
wrilings, Irigaray shows that throughout history, women areh ©
perceived as different from men but Father as opposite th the.t
* Man is plus and woman is minus; Man is b‘lack a,nd woman Isfv\\f’v 1 eti
* Man is strong and woman is weak; etc. Irigaray’s crm(:fsm o ?Sa
ern philosophy concerns the forgetfulness of. the ex.1ste'n_cte. :ubu
_subjectivity which is different from the masculine suiq;ectw:i };.ional
“jectivity in the feminine. In order.to escape th‘e tra 1ti !
- formulation, Irigaray sets out to establish an aiternatw.e, crea r’lgI
culture of two subjects and a philosophy of ‘sexu?.te dlfferel.lgfe n
this context she speaks—as has alreadyl beer_l sald——of- a di eren;
fypa of relationship based on the atomic unit of a pair, man an
woman, instead of on the conventional model of one versus ma;.ly.
The proposed relationship presupposes not only the individuality
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of each of the two but also their co-dependence, Irigaray tries to
illustrate this new relationship through her unique style of writing.
She uses first-person singular and addresses a ‘you’. The ‘I’ in her
writing always appears in the context of an appeal to others: an
appeal to be a witness, to listen, to respond. This rhetorical con-
struction highlights the open structure of the ‘I’ and the mutuality
of the relationship with others who are not opposite but different.
In ‘sexuate difference’ the other is one’s own ‘horizon’; the other
is perceived and forms a reference for oneself, but cannot be
contained or controlled. Irigaray sees love as an ethical relationship
which transcends romantic love. It is a relationship between a person
and another as well as between a person and herself, in which

there is no erasure of the difference between, nor unification of
the two:

‘Recognizing you means or implies respecting you as the other, accepting
that I stop before you as before something insurmountable, a mystery, a
freedom that will never be mine, a subjectivity that will never be mine, a
mine that will never be mine.’?

In other words, the emotional connection with the other forms the
basis for Irigaray’s philosophical standpoint. If DK brings in one’s
emotional dependence on others as a key for escaping the ‘prison
house of I-centricity’, Irigaray’s starting point is the two. Her initial
move is all about leaving room for the other in my life. As a matter
of fact, feminist philosophy cannot but start from the two. After all,
when a woman brings a child into the world, from that moment
onward the existence of a world outside her becomes absolutely
clear; a separate person inhabits the world outside her, and yet the
mother’s entire happiness depends on the continued well being of
her child. The threat to a mother’s happiness is an indisputable-
proof for the existence of a world which is external but, nonethe-’
less, can take away that which is most precious to her. This certainty,”
which is self-evident to a woman from the moment of giving birth;"
will not leave her all her life, nor allow her to question the reality
of the outer-world. Hence, I assume that if women-philosophers-
would have shaped the philosophical picture of the last 2,500 years,

we would not have entered ‘the prison-house of I-centricity’ in the:
first place.
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Reply to ‘Was Goldman (1979) an Internalist?’
By Proyash Sarkar

I am grateful to my young friend and former colleague Proygsb
Sarkar for his thorough scrutiny of a part of my_boc?k ]us.tzﬁcatwn:
Concepts and Theories, resulting in a critical review }n his lucid pape’r.
I am happy to note that Sarkar’s careﬁtﬁ _readmg 'of Goldman,s
paper has discovered some of my mistakes in interpreting Goldman’s
view. Unfortunately, however, there are some contexts where Sarkar
has misunderstood me. A detailed discussion is needed. Let me try
to clarify my position and correct my mistakes, wherever necessary.

Let me begin from the outset. It is true that G(?ld.man has not
restricted his justification-conferring processes to behew.ng processes
or states of belief. Here I do not have the slightest hesitation .to go
against Goldman, if that is heeded. Of course, this does not Justlfy
my inclination to invite Goldman to accompany me. In any case, in
my view it is beliefs and beliefs alone that can Jusgfy other beliefs.
For to say that one is justified in believing that p is the same as to

- say that one is justified in believing that p is true. If this is the case,
. then a justification-conferring process/state must be a process/

state which is capable of being either true or false. And what other
than a belief with a prepositional content can be said to be the
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bearer of truth and falsity? Here I am in agreement with Davidson
as against Quine. (Please see p. 109 of my book for an elaborate
argument for rejecting the candidature of sensory impression.)
About thoughts being candidates for Justifiers, what I would like to
say is that here we are dealing with propositional beliefs; beliefs
followed by a thatclause. If there are beliefs other than belief,
then that we are not concerned with them. In other words, think-
ing that is our sole concern, though there may be other varieties
of thought. And my question is: Is there any difference between
thinking that and believing ‘that? May be, a marginal difference
exists in some cases.

- Proyash Sarkar has rightly pointed out that Goldman would dis-
own my type of internalism. But I do not understand why, as accused
by Sarkar, my brand of internalism—wrongly ascribed to Goldman—
makes me a supporter of ‘current time-slice’ theory? How have I
given farewell to the personal cognitive history of the believer? If
I have done so, let me confess that I do not intend it.

Sarkar has brought the charge of level-confusion against me and
not against Goldman. Unfortunately, however, that does not make
any difference. Any reader of Goldman’s paper in question cannot
fail to notice the introduction of meta-belief in the analysis (analy-
sis 9). I am not sure if my explanation distorts what Goldman has
said. Of course, Goldman himself refers to various difficulties that
this definition invites and he is hard hit to retain it. Besides, this
is not his final analysis. But if a belief about another belief is re-
quired for justification of the latter belief, why shall I not be allowed
to speak of a meta-belief or second-order belief? Again, Goldman
says that the processes believed to be reliable are regarded as justi-
fication-conferring processes. ‘We note certain cognitive processes
in the actual world, and form beliefs about which of these are
reliable. The ones we believe 1o be reliable (my italics) are then re-
garded as Justification-conferring process’ (p. 17).! Two levels seem
to be present here: I fail to understand my confusion of levels.
Moreover, it is somewhat puzzling to me why Sarkar switches from
level-confusion over to internalism. Terminal-phase reliabilism or
Current time-slice theories are not Goldman’s cup of tea. And it is
a personal fact that I do not take tea at all. Jokes apart, I have no
intention to ascribe to Goldman either current time-slice theory or
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terminal-phase reliabilism in order to turn him to an internalist. 1
am somewhat familiar with Goldman’s other writings a1§o. But I
cannot say in one fellswoop that externalism runs in his system.
And let us not forget that this is a paper written iatver ‘than 'at least
two of his papers where analysis of the concept of justification was
not Goldman’s main concern, or not a concern at all. If he was
concerned there with ‘justification’ at all, I would prefer to say that
Goldman had an internalist—cum—externa]is.t stance. And can we
not justifiably think that this 1979 paper is mu§h more mature
where Goldman is somewhat inclined to internalism?

I do not know what motivated Sarkar to take the ?x%imp'le of a
zebra and to drive home the point that there is a distinction be-
tween definition and identification. He secems to lack conﬁdeut:fa
in his readers. Beside, I am really unnerved Wher.l he.uses defini-
tion and criterion as alternates of each other, speaally in a contexg
where any use in the loose senses of the .ﬁt‘zrms is dangergus. We al‘
know (if we have not sacrificed the tradltxon.) tl_lat c_ieﬁmon is that
which is per genus et differentium. And a criterion is what ena%:lc?s
us to recongnize or identify something, say, a stjar as a star. ThlS‘ 18
what we mean by identification. Goldman writes about counting
some beliefs as justified and others as unjustified. Let us tell our-
selves that counting and identifying are not the same. Whe,n we ask
‘Why do we regard such and such beliefs as Jus‘tlﬁec'i? we are
asking for a definition. When we ask ‘Fow ‘do .we identify a plrd/
cuckoo as a cuckoo?’ we are asking for a criterion. ¥ am remmdes
of J.L.. Austin’s ‘Other Minds'.2 'How do you lfnow itsa g?ldﬁnt‘:h.
The reply may be ‘From its behaviour’, ‘By its I'f'.:d head’ etc. “.....
I indicate, . . . those features of the situation Wthl:l enablej m§ tg
recognize it as one to be described in the way I.dld describe i

In this connection let me add one small point Sarkar‘ writes
“..when does one identify an animal as zebra?’ This when mlghti be
misleading—one may think of the point of time. ‘The appropriate
expression here is ‘how’. I know the philosopher in S.arkar SO Very
well that I know he is the last person to mean anything temprra'kl
here. But since he is so very careful and acute in his writing, it is
better not to leave any chance of misinterpretation: o
- One point about Goldman. What is highly satisfying is that
‘Goldman provides us with a plethora of analyses of the concept of
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Justified belief. This is, undoubtedly, a sincere attempt of a serious
philosopher who goes on telling his readers how he is trying to
improve on his theory. He ends up with a vague analysis and says
that ‘our ordinary notion of justifiedness is vague’. There are some
problems with analysis (10) which goes as follows. (10} If S's belief
in p at t results from a reliable cognitive process, and there is no
reliable or conditionally reliable process available to S which, had
it been used by S in addition to the process actually used, would
have resulted in §’s not believing p at t, then S’s belief in p at t is
justified.* \

Now the crucial question is: Does this analysis contain any ele-
ment of internalism? The term ‘available’ is really tricky here. Can
we say that a beliefforming process is available to someone when
he is totally unaware of it? Perhaps we can. ‘Available’ means what
one can avail of, not that one has actually availed of. Perhaps we
cannot. If we cannot, then the process is accessible to him and
consequently the possibility of its being internal cannot be ruled
out. So I am inclined to classify Goldman’s theory under
‘Internalism’, in a broad sense, though. This has not been clarified
in my book. Thanks to Sarkar. But again, two terminal points.
Goldman has rightly said that the cognizer/believer may lack privi-
leged access to the justificational status of his beliefs at the time of
believing. I have no quarrel with Goldman or Sarkar here. For I am
not concerned with the privileged access to the justificational status of
beliefs. What concerns me and others in this context is the accessi-
bility of the justification-conferring processes. Surely, justificational
status of a belief and justification-conferring factors of a belief are

not one and the same. And I cannot concede to Sarkar’s reading:

that Goldman is an externalist in his 1979 paper. It seems to me
that he is more an internalist than an externalist. About Goldman’s
other writings—I am extremely interested in taking up the issue
with Sarkar, if and when possible.
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Understanding Corruption

In this article I shall attempt to show that‘ corruption forms one
major basis of institutional change in a society. The: purpose here
is not to condemn or to commend corruption. The 1-dea is to focus
on the role corruption plays as an insr_rumcnt_ of social .change and
stability. That of corruption can be beneficial is contradictory to the
intuitive idea of welfare that we all have at the level o_f common
sense. My argument is that when production of the d:esn"ed go_ods
and services in a society is inhibited by structura% s'oczal 1neffic‘16n—
cies, corruption could serve as a means of attaining .the c_iemred
outcome. This is an important point. If we keep morality a51de. for
some time, then the implication is that legally unattainable desnjed
goods can be possessed through a different, separate route, which
is the non-legal, non-moral, corrupt way. Of course, this path need
not be celebrated—should be lamented—but its existence cax?not
be ignored. When this route is frequently visited, it gets noticed
and laws are changed. Does this mean that if there are_ no corrupt
acts, no injustices done, then we have a society that wT.H s.tagnate?
Probably so. As Rawls, who borrowed circumstances of Justice from
Hume, also observed thdt justice makes sense only in a society that
is subject to the circumstances of justice. They are the reasons,

- which compel a person to seek principle of justice. Rawls describes

the circumstances of justice as ‘the normal conditions und’ml*
which human cooperation is both possible and necessary'.
_There are objective and subjective circumstances. .Objectl\.fe cir-
cumstances refers to a situation of moderate scarcity. Subjective
circumstances refer to the parties as rational who take no interest

in one another’s interest.
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It is possible that the condition of-moderate scarcity leads to
corruption. The basic idea of scarcity is that the amount of some
good is not sufficient to satisfy the desires of all those who want
such a good. To say that something is scarce usually refers to its
desirability. If people are deprived of whait they value, there will be
conflicts. Men will resort to unfair means to possess what they desire.
Since everybody will prefer a larger to a lesser share, in the absence
of benevolent impulses, corruption will creep in. Inequalities will
stem from it and the situation thus engendered will not be fair.

Justice and injustice go hand in hand. If people were benevo-
lent, and goods were in abundance, there would be no case of
injustice and laws would not be required. As David Hume puts it
that justice as a whole is founded on public interest. Just actions
are recognized and acknowledged when there are unjust actions
to contrast them with. Injustice can take place in a just and stable
society. Corruption has been a part of our society since the ancient
times. We’ve had treatises which seemed as guides to the kings to
rule without bothering over morality. Kautilya's Arthasastra was
meant to serve as prescriptons for the king to rule without being
much concerned about morality and ethics. Reputed Indian histo-
rians show that for Kautilya, moral considerations have no place in
politics? and that he approved of fraud and deception under cer-
tain conditions, and upheld the materialist values over morality and
suggested that the ruler should prefer wealth to virtue.?

In the ancient India, Kautilya in his Arthasastra, a book on poli-
tics, administration, and economics, writes: ‘Just as it is impossible
not to taste the honey or the poison that finds itself at the tip of
the tongue, so it is impossible for a government servant not to eat
up at least a bit of the king’s revenue. Just as fish moving under
water cannot possibly be found out either as drinking or not drink-
ing water, so government servants employed in the government
work cannot be caught while taking money for themselves’.* The
important point here is that corruption comes naturally to a public
servant or anybody who assumes office and power. Misuse or viola-

tion is a concept very close to the behaviour of human beings. Men -

deviate from the given code of conduct very easily if it goes in their
favour and more as in the process they don’t harm anybody. It is
for this reason that bribery is a most popular form of corruption.
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It is a normal process and both parties involved are satisfied and
most of the times, it is not even made public at any point of time.
The mischief remains a secret and if the game has not harmed
anyone then the guilty conscience pricks no one.

Edward Van Roy® suggests three methodologies, one of them
being functionalism, whereby corruption may be analyzed. Here
practices like patronage, bribery, bossism are treated as fulfilling
‘positive functions which are at the time not adequately fulfilled by
other existing patterns and structures’.® The emphasis here is on
the positive role that corruption plays and also helps thereby in the
development of a nation. These corrupt practices are indispens-
able since no other system can perform these functions. The same
applies to bureaucratic corruption in the developing countrie§,
which is said to play ‘a role which is sufficiently important that if
it was not played by this device must be played by another or the
consequences might severely undermine the pace, but more im-
portantly the character, of the development effect’.” The point to
note is that both Bayley and Merton are highlighting the positive
and growth-oriented characteristics of corruption, Its presence results
in speedy work and its absence can affect the pace. It works as a
catalyst in the society and provides an incentive to people to do
their work. Not only does it participate in the development of a
nation but it also speeds it up. A more general statement, more
euphemistically phrased, asserts that ‘institutions that are not part
of the approved and acknowledged social milieu.... can be called
“interstitial” institutions because they establish themselves in the
interstices of the society and perform functions that are performed
in no other way’.® After Durkheim’s classic analysis of crime, a
number of studies have argued that corruption itself, within the
. broader category of social deviance, performs certain essential func-
tions in its very essence of being recognized as corrupt. This kind
of reasoning calls corrupt behaviour as ‘safety valve’ institutions,
sieving the harmful aspects of a social structure and using it for the
benefit or development of the society. ,

These arguments give rise to one question: Are we trying to
-say that practices such as bribery, prostitution, etc., are contribut-
ing to the growth of a nation? It is not incorrect to say that corrupt
practices play a positive role and they perform a function which no
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other policy can perform. Along with all this, one must not over-
look the corrosion of values, the moral decay and the disintegration
of standards of proper behaviour, as the repercussions of corrupt
practices. Corruption is a universal phenomena and it needs to be
accepted with its positive as well as negative aspects. In fact, corrup-
tion can be taken as an informal political system. While party
manifestos, general legislation and policy declarations are the for-
mal ingredients of a political structure, corruption stands in sharp
contrast to these features as an informal political system in its own
right. This hidden structure is of great importance and is so deci-
sive in the history of a nation that an analysis which ignored it
would be not only be inaccurate but also misleading.

In different countries, corruption appears to have similar causes,
patterns and consequences. Analyzing corruption on the pattern of
political events, James C. Scott® suggests that patterns of corruption
can be related to the character of the political system and to the .
nature and rate of socio-economic change in a way that suggests
meaningful .parallels between regimes that have long since disap-
peared and regimes that thrive today. One of the causes highlighted -
by James Scott!? is the traditional gift-giving practice. In an attempt °
to re-distribute wealth, the rich used to give gifts to the poor and -
the worst off were often expected to make some kind of offerings -
to their leaders as a sign of their allegiance. These practices trans-
formed into corruption. If, for example, a farmer won a court case,
he was expected to come with a basket of fruits or something else,
for the judge’s family. Such practices have survived especially in
the rural areas and it does account for the motives behind many
petty acts of corruption.

S.C. Scott speaks of kinship ties and other parochial loyalties as
a cause of corruption. A traditional man prioritizes his loyalties in
this order, first comes family and then the society. These obliga-
tions are strong and they contribute to a large amount of corruptjon:
in the new nations. In India, it is common practice to appoint one’s
relatives to any post and preferring them over meritorious candi-
dates. People often justify their corrupt acts by justifications like
‘everybody else is doing it’. Lobbying for one’s own brother or
sister is common practice in India. Such lies and practices are
present in developed nations too. Emotions play their role irre-
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spective of the level of development of a nation. It is not very
correct to argue that when one nation passes from an under-devel-
oped stage to a developed stage, these causes of corruption become
ineffective. There might be new causes but the old ones do not
become obsolete. .

As an employer, the public sector in the new states of Africa and
Asia represents the single most important source of status, w?alth,
prestige and security. It is the dream of virtually every .farnlly.to
place at least onc of its sons in the public service.!! Public service
s in demand and there is a lot of corruption around the selection,
appointment and even in matters of promotion. In Ir}dia, in cer-
tain states civil servants demand more dowry from girls, parents
and their demand is also met.

Mutual benefit is identified as another cause of corruption. Both
the parties normally benefit from the act of corruptif)n..Even‘if a
person is paying to get a work done, which he otherwise is entitled
to, the fact is that his work is getting done in his benefit. And of
course, the other party is being paid for it. The negative impact of
such acts may produce long-term disenchantment with t_he legal
system and, thereby, harm the society. Any illegal transaction does
not prove to be advantageous to one person only. In fact, the profit
or the gains (whether in terms of money or satisfaction) are shared
by many. The agreement would not be stable if there are (}hanges
in the balance of benefits between the sides. Thus, corruption can
be explained in terms of ‘mutual advantage’. Also, when it is. ber_l-
eficial to both the parties, they are equally interested in keeping it
a secret. “Mutual advantage’ is the common point between corrup-
tion and justice when it is beneficial to both the parties,. tllley are
equally interested in keeping it a secret. This is the distinction
between the explanation of corruption in terms of ‘mutual advan-
tage’ and the version of ‘justice as mutual advantage’. Such versions
regarding justice can be found in Thrasymachus ‘might is right’
argument.!?

It is interesting that two seemingly opposite concepts—justice
and corruption’—can both be discussed with reference to ‘mutual
advantage’. The difference between the two is that corruption
brings in dissatisfaction and instability since here only a few people
benefit from a particular transaction, whereas justice brings about
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a long-term stability since in this case the majority get what they
deserve. It is the beginningless cycle of inequalities, also unending,
which makes people invest in a corrupt transaction. Rawls observes,
"The basic structure contains various social positions and that men
born into different positions have different expectations of life
determined, in part, by the political system as well as by economic
and social circumstances. In this way the institutions of society favour
certain starting places over others. These are especially deep in-
equalitics. Not only are they pervasive, they also affect men’s initial
chances in life. They cannot possibly be justified by an appeal to
the notion of merit or descent. It is these inequalities, presumably
inevitable in the basic structure of any society, to which the prin-
ciples of social justice must apply’.’® Rawls makes an attempt to
eliminate these inequalities by introducing the difference prin-
ciple. It states that inequalities are permissible if they are beneficial
to everybody. Such inequalities play a big role in a person’s life.
Most of the inequalities stem from the circumstances in which one
finds oneself. The kind of profession one joins not only reflects his
preference for one type of work but also the abilities and aptitudes
given to him by nature or shaped by his parents and environment.
Rawls however believes that inequalities resulting out of such con-
ditions cannot be justified by an appeal to merit. Eric Rakowskil*
points out that a theory of Justice that treats people as equal au-
tonomous, decision makers must take them as responsible for their
tasks. If there is a higher price being paid for a work which does
not have many volunteers, then they are entitled to higher wages.
Because everyone is assumed to have the same abilities, whatever
differences in holdings accrue can be traced only to differences in
their preferences, and they alone must assume credit or blame
for their desires. 1 Equality can only be preserved by allowing equally
talented persons to reap what they sow. Equally gifted peopie should
keep what they produce. We all come into the world naked and -
blank, apart from our genetic predispositions, and can hardly choose

the person we are to be. But the fact that people do not create -

themselves does not absolve them of the responsibility for their -

actions and character once their reason, experience and capabili- -
ties cross certain threshold.
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Also, it is not just the abilities with which people arefb.orn wzllﬁ(t:h
effect people’s initial successes, and are a S(‘)urcedo 1.1123126 rZ;
Even in a society where resources were c%lstrzbute as JK] e Ie
quires, it is difficult that equality will reign supremt?.ht o thfir
people can allow themselves to lc.)ecome lazy and lose s;g ot
aim, and also regret it later, it is also true .that some rﬁe 01;; ople
simply cannot work as hard as they woznlld 11k.e for in spi e or e
best attempt their attention lapses, distractions preva ,al ¢ thelr
determination evaporates. All Fhese flz:;:tgrs‘izi gtc;oul‘r;zcg;ess’ ccess
or failure among people and it would be
i ities. * ing’ i ialities could also be one of the reasons
}n:c};?‘l;l?;tsi.o;e;fe an;gerlsrcl)iqils not allowed his due and observes tbat
oothers get more than what is due‘ to ‘them, hc? will filelh;ri?grg
treated. The whole process migh}t.kllihhls er‘l%hlrlsliser;lr:; rininle

to unfair means to get his share. ‘ .
isfgogt leave a lot many people _unhapp’y.and c;)r;upt.ecizj;es:nj
the principle that undeserved inequalities call for r mdese’wed
since inequalities of birth and natu;al eng;‘;zljsr;ttse grcfeotr nd NOZid;

inequalities are to be somehow ¢ . .

: zt::;f:es thgt just because no one c%eserves their talents,hpzttrsreltiss z;noci
social advantages that are his at birth does not mean t ah s o
entitled to whatever benefits flow 1from1 thlfre, without sharing
une with those who are less lucky. '
'go?dihficr)llzuRawls 'is wrong in contending Ithat the unc.ieserv::tjle ;n—
“equalities of birth may warrant redress_. While corlsgrllllctlngt fome (1;);
“of justice, Rawls is uselessly chalit?nglng n‘atuxje. ; ou ome o
‘the natural and social lotteries mlght'l:?e arbitrary from nor:
“perspective’.!” But these are inequalities Rawls can do no DO;gl
Tabout. It is a benevolent thought that th.are all desw? some ge "
‘and no one possesses a superior claim to it, the 01_r11y J}JSt cours s
_to divide it or its fruits equally. This ennrt‘e operz.mon is restllngbili_
one basic assumption that such a division is p‘ossﬂ:ole.. N’atura a :
ties cannot be regarded as a ‘common’ on Follectwe sitsszt, and
talents cannot be pulled out from infant minds and l'lm sea:fzn
reapportioned. It might be morally desirable 'that .there is an o
distribution of resources but people’s mate}“:al. c1rf:um§tances.bl
lot allow it. Hypothetically too, an even distribution s ploss:: t(e)
once. As men get hold of their resources and put their talen
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it, they will leave each other behind. Rawls cannot keep on redress-
ing the differences.

Nature, Rawls contends, is an unfair. lottery system. He goes
overboard when he claims that people bear no responsibility for
their diligence or their decision to work extra, since these choices
reflect the chance influences of nature, parents and teachers.
Hence, people do not deserve any part of what they achieve by
virtue of their efforts or character, and the only intelligible notion
of descent is that of a right secured by fulfilling some institutional
requirement. ‘Thus it is true that as persons and groups take part
in just arrangements; they acquire claims on one another defined
by the publicly recognized rules. But what they are entitled to is
not proportional to nor dependent upon their intrinsic worth. The
principles of justice that regulate the basic structure and specify
the duties and obligations of individuals do not mention moral:
descent, and there is no tendency for distributive shares to corre--
spond to it.’18

It is difficult to understand the Rawlsian preconditions of genu-:
ine responsibility. There are lots of ‘gifts from God’ which makes.
a person succeed or fail. The common sense view regarding merit:
is that a person’s voluntary actions, including those that contrib
uted to the formation of his productive powers, constitute legitimat
foundation for merit, and characteristics which are beyond a per
son, such as their innate capacities and unwanted obsessions. I
Rawls does not hold people responsible for their actions, then the
will not deserve their rewards also. Also, a person who works harde
deserves Lo be paid more. Since Rawls would take it as luck and no
credit the person for it, this man will not get what he deserves:
Rawls prepares a ground for injustice by not giving to people wha
they deserve. If a person does not deserve an increment because
he has worked for it, then when does he deserve it? If no one i
responsible for his character, then in the most just of possible
worlds, everyone would receive an equal amount of money; no
matter how hard one has worked, his lazy co-worker will get
as much. In such a society where is the incentive for people to
work more? It would be death for creative, restess people and the
whole scene will be of unhappiness. People deserving more will
vent out their frustration at the not so talented in other ways. It
would be something similar to life after reservation. People who
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avail of quotas can never be treated nor feel like the other mejri~
torious ones. The normal category people will be annoyed v‘vn;h
them and they could deliberatly not be given the best of posting.

Their capability would always be questioned and they might feel

that to come through reservation is not such a gf:)f)d ide_a afte_r all.

The point I want to make is that most of policies which aim at
levelling tend to make people unhappy (not ti‘:e worst-off) and
they look for other means to compensate for their 1955. The fquota
people just might have to pay bribe to get plur.n postings. This cap
give rise to further injustices and corrupt practices. It is Pr?xdent to
accept humanity with all its distinctiveness‘, as Bernard William says,
in ‘the idea of equality’ that difference is the marlf of humanity.
To eliminate that difference is the death of humanity as. compet-
tion brings out the best in people. Redress'{ng .would brlpg down
the level of competition. Inequalities and.injustzces all .lead to cor-
ruption. They present us with pressing and important social proble@;
to deal with, they are a part of our lives and we learn to deal wit
th(;;n .this article I have argued about the role which cc.)rruption
plays in institutional change in any society.ll take corruption to bIe
an integral yét dispensable part of a growing, cl.)ar{glng society. It
is an informal political system and performs certain important func-
tions which no other policy can carry out. Participants of a corn‘th
act directly benefit from it and also raise. social 'ivel.fare by crea;]tmg
opportunities for production that otherwise are limited. Also, short-
comings of a particular law ensures gmendments: These
shortcomings come to light when men exgloTt .t}'lem to their advan-
tage excessively. Subsequently, a change is initiated.
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The Issue of War

It is indeed very timely that Professor Daya Krishna (hereinafter
DK), the Editor of JICPR, has, under the column ‘Focus' (Vol. XXI,
No.4, October-December 2004), raised the question of the rel-
evance or otherwise of war in the present world scenario. He, in
this regard, draws the attention of his readers to the ‘current con-
text of systematically planned and organized terrorism in the
different parts of the world...". I, too, while concluding my Lecture
given on November 2005 in an ICPR sponsored meeting of the
Patna University Philosophy Department, had said, But then, what

Edward Van Roy, ‘On The Theory of Corruption’. Economic Develop-
ew York at Stony Brook,

RASHMI BHARADWA].
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is the present environment for man in general? Well, it_is certainl_y
the one besieged with perhaps the worst kind of terrorism. And it
is definitely proving to be a very serious and dangerous challenge
for the whole Modern World. Surely, this challenge cannot b? meil;
with any docile, or “pacifist” method. It can be met only “wisely”,
that is, only philosophically. Philosophy is not concerned merely
with knowing but also with doing.” o
So, DK has really done a signal service to humanity by‘ bringing
the question of war under the focus of peopie’s a‘ttention. Agd,
while doing so, he has given toco much kudos to Levinas for hawng
brought to the notice of the people this issue (?f war thrgugh his
book Totality and Infinity (Trans. by Alphonso Llr‘xgis, published I?y
Duquesne University Press, Pittsburg, Pennsylvania, 2002). DK, in
his Focus, also points out that Levinas in his work, ha:_; denc_mpced
the importance and merit of morality while dealing with this fssue
of war. According to this thinker (as pointed out by. DI.(), The
state of war suspends morality; it divests the etemal. institutions anc.i
obligations of their eternity and rescinds ad interim the uncondi-
tional imperatives....” War is not only one of the ordgals greatest of
which morality lives; it renders morality derisory. SOT it appears that
Levinas is very much in favour of political expediency, and tha,t
even at the cost of morality. Maybe, Levinas is more ‘Canakyan
- than Canakya himself. '
But then, I too, from my own side would like to evaluate this very
. provocative thinker. And, before I do so, I would like to sa.y a few
- words about DK himself. The very first sentence with which DK
“begins his ‘Focus’ is “The issue of war has seldom (italics mine) been
a center of attention in philosophical thought anywhere in the world
italics mine), even though the Gita in the Indian tradition starts
~with it and the problem it poses’. In this statement the two terms
seldom’ and ‘anywhere in the world’ have been, I thmlf, use{'tl
‘ather listlessly. If the former term is ‘temporal’, the latter is 0bV]:
ously ‘spatial’. According-to the Oxford English Dictionary ‘seldom
means ‘not often’. But has the issue of war been discussed by
thinkers only rarely? And then, the use of the phrase ‘anywhere.in
tﬁ'e world” here is all the more deplorable. If, as DK himself admits,
the Gita did at least raise this question, then his use of ‘anywhere
nithe world’ is, to say the least, very careless.

o~
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Think of the Vedic God (deva) Indra (Vrtraghna) who killed
Vrtra the demon (déanava). This god-demon tussle might be alto-
gether mythological, but even then it indicates that Vedic people
were agog with war-related ideas and activities. Maybe, there was
some historical truth behind this Indra-Vrira war myth. Anyway, the
phrase devasura sangrame of the Vedic literature is much too sig-
nificant in respect of the Vedic culture and civilization. And then,
if we go down the memory lane, we can come across such war-
heroes and war-sponsors as Rama, Krsna Canakya, Siviji Maharaja,
Rina Pratdpa, quite a number of Sikh Gurus—the most prominent
being Guru Govinda Singh—Tilaka, Netaji Subhash Qhandra Bose,
etc.

Now, if we turn to other countries we find that there, too, there
have been persons or episodes who or which were either for or
against war, viz., Moses, Christ, Prophet Muhammad, Zarathustra,
Martin-Luther King, Tolstoy, Confucius, Nelson Mandela, Crusade,
Jihad, Jewish Elimination, etc. So, I think, neither the use.of ‘sel-
dom’, nor of ‘anywhere in the world’ by DK is justified.

Now, let us come to Levinas who seems to have made a mockery
of morality. But even then, it appears, he has been covertly ap-
plauded and praised by DK. But, what are Levinas’s credentials?
They are: ‘

1. He himself says, ‘Everyone will readily agree that it is of the
highest importance to know whether we are not duped by
morality’. Well, this statement is, clearly enough, not only
befooling all others, but is also a prejudging of the entire

issue of the role of the discipline of morality. Are we really |

duped by morality?

2. He further says, ‘Moral values are questioned in life by every-
body and those who try to be moral are considered fools by
others who prosper by wilful denial of all values in their lives”.
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after all? Well, when Levinas does not give any importance to such
simple logical requirement, importance a must be given to his
arguments against the ‘role of morality in life can easily be guessed.

Now, let us come to Levinas' statement that “The state of war
suspends morality...”. Well, by making such a statement he ‘un-
does’ what Mahatma Gandhi ‘did’, and ‘did’ rather successfully by
means of a life-long struggle virtually on an international platform.
We know the Mahatma established the principle of akimsa or non-
violence about which Pandit Jawaharlal Nehru said, ‘Gandhiji applied
this seemingly negative thing in an active way to mass problems in
South Africa and India’. And this very ‘seemingly negative thing’
was ‘the bond of union’ between the Mahatma and the great Russian
Prophet, Leo Tolstoy.

Regarding non-violence the Mahatma had said, “The non-vio-
lence of my conception is a more active and more real fighting
against wickedness than violent relation whose very nature is to
increase wickedness’. And, he did not go in for any violent war, for
that implied suspending or ignoring of morality. And his reason
virtually is that a war, in the final run, is nothing else but neglect
of principles. Principles of behaviour, if they are genuine, must
have to be universal, and where there is universality, there must
have to be welfare, and where there is welfare, there cannot be any
illegitimate bloodshed and killing.

Well, even if Levinas, as a thinker, has been guided above by the
easy ideal of practical expediency, he has atleast been guided by an
ideal of some sort. But then, once you are under the guidance of
an ideal, whatever that ideal may after all be, you are under the
grip of some sort of a principle. And if principles, then universality,
and also (using the very title of Levinas’ book) totality and infinity,
and, ultimately, welfare. Are all these ingredients of a genuine
principle very derisory of high moral values?

DK, however, in his ‘Focus’ does harp on, ‘The work of Levinas
focuses attention on this issue and suggests that nothing can be

honest, if it does not take it [Levinas’ book] into account’. And he
- also gives credence to Levinas’ statement: “Warfare questions al-
_most all the values that a man strives to seek in order to make his
ife worth living.” Well, I wonder what sort of a worth Levinas’

Now, before we somewhat critically investigate Levinas’ views, we
may just point out here the glaring self-contradiction in the state-
ment quoted above. Well, when moral values are questioned by
‘everybody’, who are those who try to be moral? Are these latter
fellows included in ‘everybody'? If not, what does ‘everybody’ mean
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‘worth living” indicates! Anyway, let DK accept all these observa-
tions of Levinas without any mental reservation. But the question
remains: How should one react to these observations of Levinas?
Should others, too, discard morality, so that warfare may have an
unbridled license for destroying the whole world at ‘its sweet will’?
This question does demand an immediate answer!

Dahua House
Shaheed Bhagar Singh Lane
Tikamanjli Bhagalpur 812 001

NITYANAND MISHRA

A Short Note on Non-Violence in Action

In Gandhi’s Ashram Observances in Action, | find the notion of “in
action’ significant for a number of reasons. Firstly, it makes us
aware of the limitations of a principle, whatever may be claimed to
be its source, intuition, tradition, or something else. Secondly, it
manifests its various dimensions, its rich content, not otherwise
discernible. Thirdly, it presents a person with a test of his practical
ingenuity. Let me mention here, as an illustration, some of the
dimensions of non-violence which Gandhi discovers in the course
of its application. When I do so, I should not be taken as writing

an essay on his view of non-violence, but simply as exemplifying the

significance of the notion of ‘in action’.

I find that, in the course of his application of non-violence,
Gandhi encounters various forms of violence. (1) There is a form
of violence which is not immoral or, as one may say, which is -
morally pardonable or excusable. This includes: (a) violence, .
which is in selfinterest, but which is unavoidable. Thus, we kill

mosquitoes in the interest of our bodily comfort, and take veg-

-etable life in the interest of nourishment; and (b) violence, which

1s resorted to as an alternative to cowardice, which Gandhi calls

defensive violence, or violence of the brave, or violence which is

almost non-violence. He would recommend manhandling of a
person, who is out to harass a woman, rather than being a silent
spectator in the name of nonwiolence. He would even recom-
mend a woman to fight this person tooth and nail. (2) There is
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a form of violence, which is morally justifiable, or which is non-
violence. This includes violence, which is resorted to in the interest
of others, but, again, which is unavoidable. Thus, we would kill a
person, who goes about shooting down anyone who comes his
way, and whom one has not been able to bring under control in
any other way. Then there is the case of euthanasia. (3) There is
form of violence, which is pure and simple violence, or which is
immoral. This includes: (a) violence, which is resorted to whether
in self-interest or not in self-interest, but which is avoidable, as
when we deprive people in need the use of our superfluous
possessions; and (b) violence, which is resorted to against the
weak, as when America invaded Irag with all its might. Gandhi
calls this the violence of the coward.

After seeing some of the dimensions of non-violence, which
Gandhi discovers in the course of his applying it, namely violence
which is almost non-violence and violence which is non-violence, 1
would like to take up a case in connection with the idea of our
practical ingenuity. It is not an uncommon case. Imagine two per-
sons, A and B, who are fairly close to one another. However, a time
comes when B is extremely unhappy with A, say, on account of
some misunderstanding or because B thinks that A has done some-
thing which he should not have done. After this, A does one thing
or another to sort things out. But every move which he makes is
cold-shouldered by B. B even loses no opportunity to present A in
a bad light. Now, under the conditions, A could adopt the attitude
of not caring less. He could also allow his retaliatory instinct to
assert itself. It should not be difficult to see that, in both these
cases, A 1s doing something of a violent nature. In the former case,
he is sort of counter-cold-shouldering B. In the latter case, he is
being explicitly aggressive: I have wondered what would or could
be a non-violent attitude which A could adopt under the circum-
stances. One possibility would be to adopt the attitude of waiting
with an open mind. The idea of open mind would include: (i) not
having any ill-feeling towards the other person; and (ii) always
being prepared to make use of every opening which may be of-
fered or may present itself to soften things. Kant distinguishes

- between pathological and practical love. The former one is what
- we have by nature, like maternal love. The latter one, which is also
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ich it is our duty, to
loving one’s enemy. We can say that the

1d include practical love, as far as our not
is concerned.

called moral love, is what we are requlred, wh

have, as Jesus’ enjoining

idea of an open mind wou

being adversely inclined towards others
RK. GUPTA
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Agenda for Research

Recent advances in computer technology and ‘decoding’ of the
‘genetic code’ raise fundamental questions about the nature of
language, a subject on which philosophers have thought since al-
most the beginning of philosophy.

The translation of languages into a common symbolic code raises
the question about ‘universals’ of language in a new setting.

As these codes are supposed to be applicable not only to actual
languages but also to all possible languages, this should result in a
reflection on the idea of language itself and what constitutes its
essential feature and its relation to the structure of the sound-
producing mechanism at the human level and the limits it poses
on the production of sounds in which language is necessarily em-
bedded. .

Decoding of the genetic code also raises questions of a different
sort as it extends the notion of ‘language’ to something in ‘nature’
itself; if ‘genes’ in a living organism are considered to be a part of
‘nature’.

What will be the effect of all this on our understanding of the
notion of language and meaning, specially as the ‘genetic code’, is
said to ‘determine’ the maturation and growth of the biological
organism with-all its diverse qualities that appear, or ‘get actual-
ized’ in temporal succession as per the ‘instructions’ that are
‘encoded’ there.

The larger question—whether everything in nature which is
generally identified with what is usually called ‘matter’—has some-
thing analogous to the ‘genetic code’ in its constifution, if asked,
would result in a radical rethinking in our understanding of the
concept of ‘causality’ as now it will have to be understood in terms
of a ‘determinate potentiality’ which ‘unfolds’ itself in time and,
hence, ‘causality’ could only be understood retrospectively by the
unfoldment of the actualization that occurs.

This is not exactly a ‘return’ to Aristotelian teleology but time
will also not be ‘causality’ the way science seems to have under-
stood it afiter Galileo and Newton.
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All this needs to be thought and worked on by all those inter-

ested in the nature of ‘language’ and ‘causality’ in the light of the
new’ work in these fields.

Dava KRISHNA

Focus

The situation in knowledge is changing so fast that most philo-
sophical thinking which was based on earlier understanding of
such foundational areas as mathematics and physics is almost com-
pletely obsolete.

Two recent publications—one on mathematics and the other on
physics—give evidence of this and, hence, should be of interest to
philosophers whose thinking is based on their usual understanding
of their fields of knowledge.

The first is Recent Revolutions in Mathematics by Albert Stwertka,
Pub: Franklin Watts, New York, 1987.

The second is The Constants of Nature by John D. Barrow, Pub:
Vintage Books, New York, 2003.

The commencement of the current understanding of the na-
ture of mathematics arises not only from the acceptance of
non-Eucledian geometries, but also of the idea of ‘actuality’ of
infinity in arithmetic, as articulated in the work of control but—at
a deeper level—in the increasing obliteration of the distinction
between the empirical and the non-empirical in these domains,
particularly as geometry reveals the nature of ‘formed space’ with
which all physical objects have to be identical to some extent and
hence have its properties as their properties.

DAvA KRISHNA




Notes and Queries

1. What exactly is meant by a $akhd of the Veda? Has each
Sakha an equal authority, and if there is a conflict, how
shall one decide between them?

2. What is the relation between different Samhitds of the
same Vedar

8. The Yajurveda is supposed to have two main Sékhés, the
Sukla Yajurveda and the Krsna Yajurveda. But the Sukla
Yajurveda also has two different Sakhas called Vijasaney
Madhyandin Samhita and the Kanva Samhita. The Kysna
Yajurveda has at least four Sakhas called the Taittiriya
Sasmhitd, the Kathaka Sawmhité, the Maitreayani Samhita
and Katha Kapisthala Sarhitd.

What is the relation between these different §akha texts to the
Rguveda, of which we have only one $akha text available with us at
present?

What is the authority of the Rgveda for these other Vedas? The
Purusa Sttkta (10.90), for example, is repeated in the other Vedas
with addition and/or modifications. Vajasneyt Samhita of the Sitkla
Yajurveda, for example, has six more maniras added to the Purusa
Sukta of the Rgveda while the Kanva Sasmhita has another thirty-two
added to those of the Vajasneyi Sawmhita in it

The Atharvaveda, both in its Saunsa and Paippalada Sakhas, also
has the Purusa Suktd, but with some modification in it.

Dava KRISHNA

Response to the Query Published in the
JICPR, Vol. XXIII, No. 1

L aor gfeafi-

1. As per the Vartikakara (Vijianabhiksu) of Yogabhasya, wfovaify
means the opponent. As such &% R means that which opposes
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&Y, 1.e., which is urninterrupted even by a moment. The chain of
changes, which is uninterrupted even by a moment, is called =%.

[eromferfir—evry seevey RN somreEIRT ST Oy | T Wiy @
frafee: 7 g datod=eEm]

2. As per Bhoja, evmfdaift means something other than &or [awor
fi@ierr]. The sequence lies on a chain of moments, and will be
known after the last stage of Parinama [change]. Here the word
ufe@if can be interpreted as SR as per convention ‘SMRT S,
s AR —Here the &7 is @M and the %7 is $MY—as such H4
is R of &mr. It is to be noted here that the & means not only
one moment, but a group of moments [&v T=Y].

If we observe the two different interpretations above, the Nyaya
influence is on Bhoja, and later commentators.

II. There is no such restriction on number of 3T and wRwfT
——one AT can have many 9R@fT and vice versa, for example,

a1 HRYg IR BR Hae—
here g, %7g, R, B} all are uf@aifs and wREd is erEifi-

III. When two objects are cognized as related, with a connection
element, then one will be called as 9@ and the other one will
be called as srgAfT. In other words, one is B%us and the other one
is ame@ for that connecting element, for.example, take ¥g%g (simi-

larity). The Upamana is aRmift and Upameya is s,

Sutra-4-34 of the Yoga Sutra
TORRRIAR o wRvee: Saw | wasdanar o wders Pt
T FA Ao IO WOR:  DaelemTaReT Bues |

Due to accomplishing what is to be done, the instruments of the
activity of Prakyti are absorbed in one’s own cause. Then Prakyti is
isolated. This isolation of Pradhana is called dasg|

As per the above description, the ®ae9 is not in purusa, but is
in prakyti. Then the question arises: what is the form of Purusa
then?
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The answer is '@w9 ufiwr e’ The power of consciousness
stay in its own form, due to lack of relation with gfz. This is called
#Haeq of gam.

In this siitra, two types of #9e9 are mentioned. One is related to
umfy and another one related to Purusa: the %@ed of Wgftr remains
isolated. The dawa of y%Y is the consciousness in its own form, due
to non-relation with s or Wef. ’

As per the above description, it is to be noted that the Sakii is
puruse and not Saktiis in purusa. So, there is no clash with any other
tradition.

There is another reading for this siitra, i.e., @y wiywr o ffawrw:
This reading is accepted by Bhoja. It is made clear that purusa is
nothing than consciousness in its own form, which is called the
B,

Vice-Chancellor K.V. RAMAKRISHNAMACHARYA
Rajasthan Sanskrit Universtiy

Madao P.O. Bhankrola

Jaipur 302 026




Book Reviews

EMOTION AND PEACE OF MIND: From Stoic Agitation to Christian Temp-
tation. (The Gifford Lectures) by Richard Sorabji, Oxford University
Press, 2000, in PB 2002, pp. 499.

The theme and issue about which Sorabji delivered the Gifford
Lectures forming the content of this book have, obviously, great
relevance to life and living and, consequently, of deep interest to
any reader.

Sorabji has moved through the dense labyrinth of ideas dealing
with emotions and control over them, from early Greeks, the great
Greek Philosophers, Epicureans, Cynics, Sceptics, Stoics to early
Christian saints and thinkers right up to Thomas Aquinas in medi-
eval times. Not only the ancients and medievalists, Sorabji has also
considered, discussed and reviewed some of the related modern
research. Occasional reference to Yoga, Buddhists and Shaivism
also occur.

There are exegetical issues relating to the reliability and authen-
ticity of reports by some later thinkers on earlier ones such as that
of Galen on Chrysippus and Posidonium—the Stoics, relating to
the problem of relation of emotions to rational judgement which
would be of interest to scholars engaged in the field. Also, let us
note that it is not a field being furrowed by some lonely toiler
alone; Sorabji’s book opens a door to the vast research field relat-
ing to an aspect of human personality generally bypassed by most
philosophers. I leave this aspect of the text for competent minds.

The central issues raised and questions dealt with in the text are:
What are emotions? Are thére basic or generic emotions? Does
emotion involve stages in its manifestation. If so, how are these
stages related to a better understanding of emotions and thereby
help one to get rid of them? What relations do they have to rea-
son? Does the structure of emotion involve rational component?
Are all emotions undesirable and so need be eradicated? Or only
some of them need be overcome? Is an emotion to be got rid of
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completely or it needs to be kept within limits only? Do these
emotions have any significant role in human personality?

Sorabji begins by saying that his book is ‘about emotion in an-
cient philosophy, not about particular emotions, but about what
emotion is in general and about how to cope with one’s own
emotions and establish peace of mind’ (p. 1). He further remarks
that sometimes ‘we celebrate our emotions; sometimes we are upset
by the emotive situations in life, and our emotions may then be
unwanted or counter-productive’ (p. 1). It is clear from these
remarks that some emotions point to a state of mind which disturbs
the peace of mind and at times lead to situations which are nega-
tive and destructive, while there are some emotional situations
which it is desirable to cherish.

The enquiry begins with an analysis of the view of Chrysippus a
Stoic in the third century BC. He believed that emotions are false
value judgements. An emotion, according to him, involved two
distinctive value judgements. ‘One is that there is good or bad
(benefit or harm) at hand, the other that it is appropriate to
react’, (p. 29). The latter covers two different types of reactions.
‘In pleasure and distress, the reaction approved is internal, present
and involuntary. It is internal contraction... or expansion...” (p. 30).
It is mind that contracts or expands and ‘the mind is a physical
spirit for the Stoic materialists’ (p. 31), informs Sorabji.

The second type of reaction is ‘behavioral, voluntary and di-
rected to future’ (p. 31). This relates to fear and appetite. All these
four—pleasure, distress, fear and appetite are called by Chrysippus
as ‘the generic emotions’ (p. 30). The second and the outer reac-
tion causes the inner one, but the distinction between the two is
not drawn in precise terms,

The state of affair which leads to an emotional state of the mind
is called appearance and it is to this appearance that one assents
to, judging it good or bad and then reacts to it accordingly (pp.
41-42). Since the judgement involves assent it is called voluntary.

Stoic believed that everything in the end is indifferent—neither
good nor bad—except character and rationality. Since there is
nothing good or bad except character and rationality, it was wrong
to judge appearance as good or bad and, consequently, it was
wrong to react to them in either case. That is how emotions were
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said to be false evaluative judgements and this realization could
lead one to be free from them. It should be noted that the Stoic
ideal was complete freedom from emotions, which they called
apatheia. Sorabji contends that the theory of indifferents was not an
essential part of Stoic therapy (p. 169). Chrysippus treated even
those who did not accept Stoic beliefs. Complete freedom from
emotions could characterize only a Stoic sage who could be only an
ideal being.

For Stoics, life, health, pleasure, beauty, strength, effective sense
organs, wealth, reputation and their opposites-—death, disease, pain,
ugliness, frailty, disablement, poverty, low repute, and ignoble
birth—were all indifferents. Yet the Stoics did not deny their being
naturally preferred or dispreferred—as the case may be. They
regarded the positive ones having some value and so accepting that
they could be our objective of action provided circumstances per-
mitted {p. 170).

Diogenes of Babylon advised a rational choice for that alone
could guide ‘living according to nature’. The interesting thing to
note is that one should be concerned with aiming the right and not
bother about the final outcome (p. 171).

One cannot but notice a close resemblance between the theory
of indifference and also the significance of aiming in contrast to
attaining, with the teachings of Gita and Upanishads. Whenever
such ideals were put forth, room was also made for those less than
a sage and in that space the doctrine of preferred indifferents and
the recommendations for certain common desiderata such as
life, health, strength, etc., as described above having some selective
value were made. To select these was to live according to nature.

Against the Stoic view, Sorabji considers the complete eradica-
tion of emotions as undesirable. He says, ‘we can learn from
the stoics in treating unwanted emotions, without agreeing that
none should be wanted’ (p. 173).

Posidonius, another Stoic, believed that emotions are not neces-
sarily judgemental and they can be there in the absence of any
Judgemental activity. They could be induced in animals, in humans
by wordless music. They are also found when tears come out and
they cannot be justified. Seneca, on the contrary, defending
Chrysippus, thought that what Posidonius defended as emotions
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were actually not emotions but the appearances or the first move-
ments, which if assented to and later reacted against would be
emotions (p. 72). The notion of the first movement is quite inter-
esting for it has been used to account for certain immediate and
involuntary reactions in emotional experience which, not being
within the control of human effort and so being applicable to all
human beings, are not culpable. Even sages cannot escape them
(p. 69). In contrast to first movements, emotions are voluntary
Judgements and are amenable to therapy. Sorabji quotes Seneca in
some detail and the passages quoted present an analysis of anger.

Seneca remarks that if anger ‘comes to birth against our will, it
will never succumb to reason. For all movements which are not
brought by our will are beyond control and inevitable, like shiver-
ing when sprinkled with cold water ... At bad news our hair stands
on end; at improper words a blush suffuses us, and vertigo follows
when we look at a steep crop’. ... ‘Anger is put to flight by pre-
cepts. For it is a voluntary vice of the mind, not something that
comes out of some circumstance of the human lot, and so befalls
even the wisest. Under that heading we must put that first shock
of the mind which moves us after we believe there has been an
injustice.” Theatrical sights or recital of some past deed may also
excite anger in us. “Singing and quick rhythms and the martial
sound of trumpets incite us. A grim painting or the sad spectacle
of punishment, however just, moves the mind ... All those things
‘are movements of minds unwilling to be moved, and not emotions,
but a preliminary prelude to emotions ... So emotion is not being
moved at the appearances presented by things, but is giving one-
self up to them and following up this chance movement ... anger
as impulse rushes out and it cannot do so unless it has “assent of
the mind”.’ ‘For it is impossible that revenge and punishment

should be at stake without the mind’s knowledge. Someone thinks
himself injured. He wills revenge, but he settles down at once .

when some considerations dissuade him. I do not call this anger,

this movement of the mind obedient to reason. That is anger which -
leapfrogs reason and drags reason with it ... So that first agitation °

of the mind which the appearance of injustice inflicts is no more

anger than is the appearance of injustice itself. It is the subsequent
impulse, which not only receives but approves the appearance of .
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injustice, that is anger; the rousing of a mind ‘that prosecutes
vengeance with will and judgement ... In order that you may know
how emotions (1) begin, or (2) grow, or (8) are carried away. (1)
The first movement is involuntary, like a preparation for emotion
and a kind of threat. (2) That second movement is accompanied
by will not an obstinate one, to the effect that it is appropriate for
me to be avenged since | am injured, or it is appropriate for him
to be punished since he has committed a crime. (3) The third
movement is by now uncontrolled and wills to be avenged, not if
it is appropriate, but come what may and it has overthrown reason
... Reason cannot control ... though perhaps familiarity and con-
stant attention may weaken them. The second movement which is
born of judgement, is removed by judgement’ (pp. 73-75). In
other words, if reason judges the appearance and takes a rational
approach, it is possible to control the first movement as culminat-
ing into the third.

Rational therapy would be based on this second movement and
can take several forms. One may re-label the appearance, i.e., look
at something or some happening which one confronts in a differ-
ent way. Such an approach will take away the undesirable impact.
One may refuse to consider it as significant and devalue it. Or one
might shift one’s attention or one may think of other things which
may be more pressing.

Posidonius,-under the influence of Plato, thought that emotions
have to do with the non-rational capacities of soul. Plato had de-
scribed two other parts of soul—irrational and appetitive besides
the rational one. Posidonius, therefore, sought non-rational ways to
counter emotions such as wordless music. He thought that because
of the likeness between cause and effect and emotion being an
aspect of irrational capacities of the soul had to be dealt with in the
same sort of methods. The training of the non-rational capacity
begins right at the prewnatal period. Habitation to proper diet
supplemented by rhythm, gymnastics and wordless music affected
the child having the seed of the mother (96-97). The sound of
music produces movement in body which has its effect on emotion
(pp. 2b8-bH9).

The approach adopted by Posidonius could take care of children
and animals on the one hand and the physiological aspect on the
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other. Galen had appreciated Posidonius; move for Galen thought
mental states are effected by the blend of hot and cold, dry and
fluids in the body (p. 253). Modern research also backs the physi-
ological aspect of emotions and their training. Sorabji refers to
William James and discusses the research of Le Doux who empha-
sized the role of Amygdala, a part in the mid-brain. However, he
points out an exception to this view by quoting experiments on
animals by David Ferrier. In the nineteenth century he had re-
moved the amygdala and observed emotional behaviour in the
animals. He came to the conclusion that the ‘centres of emotional
expression are ... situated below the centres of conscious activity
and ideation’ (p. 150).

So far we have noticed two approaches to emotions: (1) the
approach which emphasizes the cognitive factor; and that (2) which
has its accent on the physiological aspect. It seems that the modern
brain research is on the side of Posidonius and Galen rather than
Chrysippus.

The later part of Sorabji’s text is concerned with the views of
Christian Saints, especially with those of Origen, Evagrius, and
Augustine besides several others. He shows how certain Stoic ideas
continued to influence Christian thinkers. Stoics had pointed
out that there is pre-passion or pre-emotional state, which is not
under the control of human and, therefore, by itself it was not
culpable. This idea of first movement gets transformed into the
notion of ‘bad thoughts’ which led to the seven sins. Occurrence
of negative thoughts is not up to us. But when they are allowed to
linger on, we start taking pleasure out of them and proceed to act
on them, then we are entrapped by sin (pp. 345-55). The Chris-

tian fathers believed that there are demons who tempted and
incited men to commit sins. They analyzed these states of mind -

and investigated their inter-relationship. The recommended that
when one bad thought occurs it should be countered by another
one for certain pairs of these thoughts were anti-theistically re-
lated. Pride or vanity, for example, tended to oppose the rest of
the negative thoughts.

Chapter 25 has Been devoted to the issue whether emotions :
need to be eradicated completely or they need to be moderated -
only. This question was also connected with the question, whether -

all emotions are undesirable or only some of them were undesir-
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able which were to be overcome.

Philo, a first-century Jewish philosopher believed that emotions
are helpful to humans. Some pleasures, good and drink were
necessary. But wise people should repent against sinfulness.
Maimonides and Philo thought that one should be free from pride
and anger. Gregory of Nyassa thought that when anger and appe-
tite are put to good use they are not emotions (p. 386). Origen
believed that before Christ was resurrected, the ideal of apatheia
was not possible for humans. Besides other things, he thought that
God’s grace and a faith in Him were necessary to support our
struggle with emotions.

Chrysippus talked of apatheia. His main argument was that we
falsely judge things and events of the world and so react to them
in an inappropriate way. Things are neither good nor bad. Obvi-
ously, such a view would lead to a state free from all emotions and
would enable one to attaining tranquility. We should understand
that pleasure seeking is futile, for pleasure is not unmixed with
pain. Epictetus was against untutored love of family, for even such
love eventually transforms into hate. Unless people valued character
they would do anything (pp. 183ff), but Stoic vision did not imply
suppression- of emotion. It only required that they are understood
for what they are and, thus, allowed them to be dispersed (p. 185}.

As already noted above, the first movements, not being up to us,
could not be eradicated. Obviously, this is not what the Stoics meant
when they recommended apatheia. It is assent to and reaction to
these movements which had to be avoided. Against this, some people
would question the necessity of eradicating all emotions, for emo-
tions seem to be an essential aspect of human personality and, in
some cases, they are both desirable and necessary. As Sorabji points
out, how can one question the resentment and distress when one
thinks of Nazi atrocities (p. 190). Some people think it is hard to
visualize what the state of emotionlessness could mean. Sorabiji
suggests that we should not think of strong, determined and in-
tense motivation as emotions (p. 186). So, being free from emotions
is not being free from strong motivation.

As Sorabji reports, Strawson argued that without emotions we
would hardly be human and Sorabji agrees with him. He remarks
that he would not prefer a life, which is not recognizable as human
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(p- 189). Some church fathers-held the opinion that apatheia may
be an ideal to strive for but it could not be attained in one’s
present life. Clement and Origen believed that apatheia is not
possible before the resurrection of Christ. Jerome thought that it
is not possible for humans (p. 396). Against these thinkers, Augus-
tine argued that emotions are useful too. We need them in battle,
‘for fighting in the arena, for training animals, for self-defence, for
ambition independence of spirit, dutifulness, law-abidingness, pru-
dence, and ministering punishment or offering succour’ {p. 191).
‘At the same time, this is also true that excessive emotions are
detrimental rather than useful. Aristotle would recommend mod-
eration, though he considered some emotions intrinsically bad and
hence as beyond any moderation.’

Augustine believed that if Stoic apatheia excluded love and glad-
ness it was not desirable. If it excluded grief and fear it was neither
attainable nor desirable. Thus, he recommended moderation rather
than eradication. Against complete eradication of emotions, two
main considerations emerge. Emotions have instrumental value
while some belong to the substance of human life. In whatever
context, if they were untutored or excessive they would be counter-
productive.

In Chapter 16, Sorabji deals with the issue of emotions in the
context of time and self. In what way do the tenses affect our
understanding of emotions? Some time in the future, death would
overcome life. Non-existence as a consequence of death in future

can be a source of anxiety. It is interesting to note that one hardly -
bothers about the non-existence before birth. If non-existence were

really significant and a source of worry then non-existence before
birth should have been as much a source of worry as one thinks of
the non-existence after death. Since we do not worry about the
non-existence before birth, why should we consider life to be valu-
able then, remarks Sorabji, it does not matter to what segment of
time—past, present or future, does life belong (p. 230). One may
have anxiety thinking of some misfortune to occur in future. Stoics
suggested that it is better to anticipate misfortune. They believe
that it is the unexpected occurrence, which causes sorrow. One
should live as if each day lived is the last. It is no good to pin one’s
hope on future. On the other hand, Cicero believed that anticipa-
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tion of future misfortune allows one time for reflection and so for
‘correcting one’s judgement’ (p. 237).

In contrast, Plato saw ‘firm hope as pleasurable ... Aristotle also
discusses the pleasures of hope ..." For Christians, hope has special
significance. Seneca the Stoic too consoled Marcia that her son’s
soul will last in happiness though this did not match with general
Stoic belief.

As regards the past, Seneca pointed out that it remains intact
and is a secure possession. Plutarch recommends that we should
weave our present with the past like a musician who would use
different notes to create a harmonius whole so that harmony and
appropriateness is brought into life. Perhaps the idea here is that
whatever happened up to the present moment should be viewed
in a positive and creative way in order to have a positive approach
to life (p. 233).

Several approaches are found in relation to unpleasant experi-
ences in the past. Aristotle and Seneca suggest that we should feel
pleased that we have been able to come through those things in
past. Augustine believed that one is ‘glad to remember sorrow and
sorry to remember gladness when they are over’. Some Jewish
thinkers and Christians emphasized repentance and confession.
Epicurus suggested we should shift our attention from the present
evils and think of good things in the past (p. 233).

As regards the present, if it turns out to be painful, it could be
so either because of the past or the future. For Aristippus, the past
is gone and future is uncertain; hence, it is only present which is
ours. So we should seek the pleasure of the moment. Marcus Aurelius
considered present sufficient, past and future being indifferent.
So he advised leave the past alone and entrust the future to provi-
dence (p. 239).

Some thought of happiness as outside time (Plotinus). But against
Plato, Aristotle thought that being everlasting good would not
become more good just as white would not be whiter if it ever
lasted. It is said that time is a great healer since it allows the painful
to fade out and permits hope.

Concept of Self or Soul too has great relevance for treating
emotions. The idea that soul is distinct from the body led Epictetus
to think that only his body could be encaged, his soul could not be
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touched. Such a thought helps to overcome hostility, and becomes
a source of tranquility (p. 245). He conceived soul as both shaper
and shaped.

The idea that the self is discontinuous or undergoes change
every moment led to the idea that there is no occasion to be afraid
of death (Seneca and Plutarch). Sorabji conjectures that the idea
of discontinuous self may have come from India. But he adds that,
if it were so, it was not fully integrated in the system of Stoics
(p. 247). On the contrary, Socrates or Plato found the concept of
soul as everlasting soul being a source of peace (p. 249). ‘Philo-
sophical analysis of what the Self consists in had immediate practical
implications for how the emotions are to be brought into order’,
holds Sorabji (p. 249). His discussion of the self in connection with
emotion reminds us of the two extreme positions in Indian think-
ing—Advaita Vedanta and Buddhists, one propounding the doctrine
of everlasting self as being the only real, and the other preaching
the doctrine of non-self, self being considered as something con-
stantly undergoing change. Both the positions had been rigorously
argued for; it is further worth noting that both these doctrines
were partly answers to the problem of misery in existence.

Several other ideas and themes have been discussed and ana-
lyzed in this book such as the notion of will, desire, catharsis,
brain-research and physiology of emotion, suicide, etc. The career
of the concept of will coming to its full content in Augustine is very
interestingly sketched. All these discussions would surely excite the
interest of readers and make rewarding exercise. Besides these,
an important issue relating to the relation between theory and
practice has also been discussed and can be briefly mentioned.

It has been a long-standing debate between philosophers whether

philosophy has any relevance to practical concerns of human life
and personality. To a great extent, the debate either assumes or
leads to a view as to how philosophy itself is to be understood. In
the present context, the question has been posed whether philoso-
phy has any therapeutic relevance to emotional life. Sorabji has
taken a positive view and has attempted to answer ohjections raised
by Bernard Williams who holds *diametrically opposed view’. Sorabiji
quotes Williams, *

- can we really believe that philosophy properly
understood in terms of rigorous argument, could be so directly
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related to curing real human misery, the kind of suffering that
priests and doctors and-—indeed—therapists address?’ Williams
doubts if the ancient Epicureans, Sceptics and Stoics could at all be
taken seriously as philosophical therapists. ‘We are surely bound to
find the Epicureans too rationalistic the Sceptics too procedurally
self-obsessed, the Stoics ... too unyieldingly pompous for us to take
entirely seriously not just their therapies, but the idea of them as
philosophical therapists...” (pp. 159-60).

Sorabji writes in answer, ‘... the stoic analysis of emotion was
more rigorous than similar modern analyses, and yet that it has
therapeutic value. Here are four ways in which the philosophical
analysis contributes to therapy’ (p. 160). First, if emotions were a
matter of involuntary contractions or physical reactions only, drug
therapy may have been sufficient. But Stoics have shown that
emotions are sort of judgements and so they can be dealt with in
terms of judgements. Secondly, Stoics show that the judgements
about things being good or bad and the judgements that it is
appropriate or inappropriate to react to them, both indicate how
one can get rid of the emotions. Thirdly, it is a great help to
suggest that the physical indications in an emotional state are not
causes of worry in order to attenuate emotional impact. This con-
sideration is backed by William James’ view about the relation of
physical to mental when he showed that ‘we are afraid because we
tremble’. Fourthly, one has to act fast so that the initial appearance
that things are good or bad and it is appropriate to act, are suitably
countered (p. 160).

Thus Sorabji concludes, ‘I could sum up my view by saying that
in Stoicism analytic philosophy is married to philosophy as a way of
life. But in describing as practical, I have not described it as ap-
plied ethics ... The philosophical analysis of what the emotions are
is not even treated as belonging to separate branch of philosophy
from the practical control ‘of emotions. Both are classified as
cthics. The connection between practice and theory is seamless’
(pp. 167-68).

It seems that the issue relating to philosophy and practical con-
cerns involves different views as philosophy itself is understood.
Notice the phrase ‘philosophy, properly understood in terms of
rigorous argument’ in the quote from Bernard Williams and the




228 Book Reviews

phrase ‘philosophy as a way of life’ as it occurs in what Sorabji has
said in reply to Williams.

In India, by and large, philosophical thinking has emerged out
of the practical concerns to human life in a wide but deep sense.
A few lines in respect of Gita would be relevant in the present
context. As is well known, the first chapter of Giia is called
visadayoga—an occasion of depression, one might say. Thinking of
the devastating consequences of a war, Arjuna suddenly gets terri-
fied and depressed and gives up his bow and settles down in the
rear of the chariot with a sullen face. The description of what he
is feeling and what is happening to his body is worth attending in
the present context. Imagine a great warrior who has already won
several battles, suddenly deciding not to fight when the two armies
face each other and the trumpets of both the forces have already
been blown.

Krishna is intrigued by Arjuna's behaviour and it is his attempt
to restore his confidence, which is spelt out in the rest of the text.
The text contains psychological analysis, practical considerations
and interestingly a whole system of metaphysical beliefs. The rela-
tion between Arjuna’s emotional state and the significance of the
metaphysical discourse is evident by Arjuna’s statement toward the
end of the text, with ‘your blessings my delusion has disappeared
and I have gained understanding and now I am in a state free from
doubt and shall act’ (18.73).

Whether this relation between emotion and the philosophical
analysis can be understood as a necessary one would remain a
debatable issue but this much is clear that in one case it held. Gita
belongs to a larger text, the Mahabharata. It is well known that
towards the end of that text, Vyas has been reported as expressing
his deep dismay on the fact that he wants people to listen to him
about dharma, but no one seems to respond to his call. The idea .
is that the preaching of righteousness fell on deaf ears. The rela-
tionship between moral preaching and a positive response to them’
has mostly been tenuous. Thus, the relationship between philoso-*
phy and human action has been contingent. In fact, Sorabji has
mentioned at one place that Chrysippus performed his therapy .
even on those people who would not accept stoic beliefs.

One last point about the theme of the book. The presentation
involves an intimate connection between emotions and therapy.-
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This consideration by itself reduces emotions to a disease. It is clear
from the text that Sorabji considers emotions having an essential
place and role in human personality. If that is so, then emotions
cannot, as such, be treated as a disease. From the point of view of
survival emotions such as fear, distress and even anger have an
important instrumental role to play. Their situational aspect can
well illustrate this point as Sorabji has himself emphasized. In a
situation of danger, fear and distress may serve as alarm and anger
may just be a strategy to face the situation.

It is only in an excessive or perhaps inappropriate Treactions that
emotions turn out to be counter-productive and in that case their
control and moderation is called for not complete eradication, as
author has pointed out. Thus, it is Aristotelian metriopatheia which
deserves recommendation rather than apatheia of Stoics.

10/558, Kaveri Path, R.S. BHATNAGAR
Mansarovar, Jaipur-302 020
E-mail: bhrajendra@yahoo.com

BETWEEN Two WORLDS: East and West—An Autobiography, by J.N.
Mohanty, Oxford University Press, New Delhi, 2002, pp. 134.

Better late than never, says the cliché. And so, I'm sitting to write
a review on Mohanty’s autobiography four years after its publica-
tion. T wonder what it is that drives people to write their life story.
Do they write for others or for themselves? Or, as Nietzsche puts it,
is it a book for all or none? In Mohanty’s case, the question can be
extended: if it is for others, ‘for all’, is it intended for his Indian
friends and colleagues, for the Western ones or for both? Perhaps
he wishes to share with his friends in India his ‘Western world’ and
vice versa. When he speaks of the difficulties of an NRI visiting his
native (or in his case, semi-native since he was born and raised in
Orissa) Calcuttal, I suppose that he aims at his Indian (possibly
Bengali) readers. When writing of Durga, ‘the beautiful goddess
with ten arms, standing on a lion, and Kkilling with a spear a green-
bodied demon who was reportedly threatening all living beings on
earth and even the gods in heaven' (p. 101), he must be aiming
at his Western readers. :
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Mohanty’s memoir is a detailed report on the different phases.

of his life, from his childhood in Orissa, via Calcutta and Gottingen
to America. He has dedicated his life to the pursuit of knowledge
in academic institutions; hence his story is about studying and, later
on, teaching and lecturing in different universities, About each
and every institution he offers an elaborated report: which particu-
lar thinkers have been there at the time, what he thinks of them
and how they influenced him and his thoughts. About his
studentship in different schools, he mentions with whom he had
studied, and what are the current achievements of his then class-
mates, mentioning especially those who have become famous. In
each case, he does not forget to mention that he was (always) the
first student in the first class. Mohanty has gone a long way from
Calcutta to America via Germany, and has worked in leading uni-
versities in three continents (Calcutta, Jadavpur and Burdwan,
Gottingen, Freiburg and Oxford, Oklahoma, the New School and
Temple). His report ecovers them all.

I especially enjoyed his description of Calcutta’s philosophical
circle in Mohanty’s post-graduate years. I wish I could have been
there with him and his friends, who simply lived in philosophy:
breathing, eating, discussing and writing philosophy from morning
to night. On Kalidas Bhattacharyya, for example, he writes: ‘I be-
lieve he was the most inspiring teacher I have ever had, possibly
with the exception of Josef Konig in Géttingen’ (p. 24). Daya
Krishna is depicted by him as ‘a young and independent philoso-
pher who came from outside Calcutta. 1 would go to his house on
Janak Road near Ballyganj Lake on Sunday mornings to talk phi-
losophy, and would stay on until lunch time, when Mrs Bhattacharrya
would insist that I join them for lunch’ (p. 25).

I believe that the two worlds indicated in the title of Mohanty’s
autobiography are Calcutta and Géttingen, with everything they
represent: Sankara, Aurobindo, the Bhattacharyyas (K.C., Kalidas
and Gopinath), Sanskrit and Navya-Nyaya Pandits vs. Edmund
Husserl, German philosophers past (Hegel, Kant, Heidegger) and
present (Mohanty’s teachers and later on colleagues} and the
American academia. Mohanty has been privileged enough to meet
some of the best minds of his time; to receive a letter from Sri
Aurobindo, clarifying that whereas Sankara’s emphasis is on maya,
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his own (Aurobindo’s) is on fld; to listen to Martin Buber, to dine
with Martin Luther King, to have a close encounter with Hannah
Arendt. In the background of his philosophical pursuit, modern
India has taken shape, Gandhi and Vinoba have been of great
inspiration, and Europe was dealing with the trauma of the Secqnd
World War, the occupation of the Nazi regime and the Jewish
Holocaust. o
On leaving Calcutta and its (at least then) celebrated university
for the University of Oklahoma, known mostly for its football team,
writes Mohanty: ‘I thought, sincerely and honestly, that I Would
return to Calcutta after a few years of teaching and research in the
United States, but that was never to be. You become a helpless
victim of forces more powerful than your best intentions" (p. 78?.
Later on, in his epilogue (p. 127), he adds: ‘Living ou.t51de Indl’a
has been comfortable for my outer life, but hard for my inner one’.
In a chapter titled ‘Keeping a Promise’, Mohanty emerges as a
modern version of Sankara, the protagonist of the fa.mous
Sankaradiguijaya. Despite the fact that like the famous Advaitin, he
has left his home and renounced his previous life to become a
‘wandering philosopher’ a long distance away, he comes back to
consign his' mother’s ashes to Ganga-Ma and perform the necessary
rituals, thus keeping his promise to her. ‘As my mother passed
away’, he confesses (p. 119), ‘my need—whatever need I felt—for
religion was over’, . .
Of special interest, at least for me, are the chapters tltled. Philo-
sophical Journey, Roots and Religion’ and ‘Appendix: My
Contribution to Philosophy’. Here, Mohanty lists the themes which
caught his interest through the years: Gandhi vs. Marx (he opted
for Gandhi), Sri Aurobindo vs. Sankara’s mayavade (he prefe_rred
Aurobindo), Kantian epistemology (with Hegel as Kant's purva-
paksin or ‘His Other’, as Mohanty puts it), Husserl’s phenomenolog}:
(and Heidegger as Husserl’s Other), ‘consciousness’ vs, ‘language
or Husserl vs. Wittgenstein (his inclination was toward the former),
Platonism vs. anti-Platonism (he opted for Platonism). The ‘West-
ern themes’ have been dealt by him vis-a-vis Indian philosophy:
Buddhism, the Grammarians (especially Bhartrhari), Advaita
Vedanta and, of course, Navya-Nydya. Mohanty mentions Sri
Aurobindo as well as K.C. and Kalidas Bhattacharyya as those who
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have inspired his universal philosophical approach, according to
which philosophy is ‘one process’ embracing different traditions of
thought simultaneously. Finally, Mohanty mentions that he has ‘a
renewed sense of the importance of the ethical and the political.
“I'he Hindu concept of dharma, which I had so long expelled from
my thinking, now occupies a central position’ (pp. 115-16). Hav-
ing expounded his fields and themes of interest, Mohanty moves
on to touch on what he considers to be his own contribution to
philosophy. If as a young lecturer in Calcutta University, he used to
think that his life ‘was worth nothing if I did not find for myself a
path of thinking that was to be uniquely mine’ (p. 62), then now,
at the very end of his book, he depicts this very ‘path of thinking’.
He claims that he was initially interested and dealt with the prob-
lem of Platonism: Are there entities which are Platonic, ideal,
abstract? He answers affirmatively, and has made an attempt at
showing that nominalistic denials of such entities will not do. Is
psychologistic reduction more viable than the nominalistic? And, if
psychologism is rejected, how does the mind apprehend these
entities? These questions, says Mohanty, still occupy his thought
after nearly four decades. It is these questions, he adds, that con-
nect—at least for him—Husserl and Frege, continental and analytic
philosophy. As for his contribution to Indian philosophy, Mohanty
mentions two of his major works: Gangesa’s Theory of Truth and
Reason and Tradition in Indian Philosophy. The first book, dedicated
to Gangesa’s concept of pramanya, is an exposition of the doctrine
of Navya-Nydya ‘in a manner that is faithful to the work and the
method of the Pandit tradition’. The second book consists of ‘new
interpretations of old concepts and theories’, and a plea for ‘the
recognition of the claims of memory, history and mathematics to
be irreducible types of valid cognition’. Mchanty further lists his
interpretation of Husserl’s phenomenology and reformulation and
defence of transcendental philosophy in the tradition of Kant, Hegel
and Husserl, as belonging to what he previously referred to as his
own ‘path of thinking’. Finally, he spotlights his current dialogue
with the post-modernists, from whom he has appropriated the
reduction of identities to systems of differences. Hence, exempli-
fies Mohanty, ‘I speak of layers-of-selfhood instead of a fixed identity’
(p. 133).
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In the epilogue of his autobiography, Mohanty summarizes his
life story with the following words: ‘It has been an exhilarating life,
about which I have no complaints. I either did not do or did not
succeed in doing everything that as a young man I had dreamt of.
Amongst these dreams are: doing Gandhian village-level social work,
political activism, practicing yoga. Instead, I have spent a life de-
voted to thinking’ (p. 127). I would like to conclude by quoting a
few lines from another autobiography, that of Sigmund Freud (or
in effect of his psychoanalysis); lines which correspond, or at least
this is my reading, with Mohanty's inspiring devotion to thinking:

‘Looking back over the patchwork of my life’s labours, I can say that I have
made many beginnings and thrown out many suggestions. Something will
come of them in the future, though I cannot myself tell whether it will be
much or little. I can, however, express a hope that I have opened up a
pathway for an important advance in our knowledge'.?

NOTES AND REFERENCES

1. Intentionally I am writing Calcutta rather than Kolkata. Mohanty's love
and longing are for a Calcutta which hardly exists any longer, a Calcutta
with a British flavor, Calcutta of Pandits and philosophers, poets and
prophets (if I may refer to Gandhi, Tagore and Sri Aurobindo as proph-
cis).

2. Freud, Sigmund, An Autobiographical Study, Authorized translation by
James Strachey, published by Leonard and Virginia Weolf (London:
Hogarth Press, 1935).
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A PHILOSOPHMER LOOKS BACK: by T.M.P. Mahadevan Bharatiya Vidya
Bhavan, Mumbai, 1982, pp. 206.

Just recently, I have reviewed J.N. Mohanty’s autobiography for the
JICPR and then, on a random visit to Jaipur’s annual book fair,
came across another philosopher’s autobiography, namely
Mahadevan’s. In between, let me add in brackets, | have again at
random encountered and read D.P. Chattopadhyaya’s ‘A Short
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Intellectual Autobiography’, a chapter written by him as an appen-
dix for a collection of articles presented in his honour.! Having
shared with Daya Krishna the unexpected appetite I have devel-
oped for philosophers’ autobiographies, he has asked me to
transform it into yet another book review, on Mahadevan’s A Phi-
losopher Looks Back.

Mahadevan’s autobiography reveals a deep dichotomy or, if you
prefer, duality in the persona of this esteemed Advaitin. On the
one hand, he is or at least portrays himself as a student, exponent,
almost an embodiment of Advaita philosophy in theory but even
more so in practice. Hence, for example, the book starts with the
following passage:

The ‘segment’ of consciousness (cidabhasa) which had appropriated this
body made it see the light of day and touch the hard surface of the earth,
after making it spend ten months in the prison-house of its mother’s
womb, on the 24th of August, 1911. . . According to the Indian calendar
the birth took place in the year Virodhikit, month Avani, on the new moon
day which was a Thursday, at 10.30 a.m.

Or take the concluding words of Mahadevan (in his ‘postscript’) as
another example:

This postscript is being written on 24th August, 1981, when I have com-
pleted seventy years of earthly existence. My only aim in writing the book
is to help fellow travelers to the Ultimate Reality (p. 205).

In these passages and many others, Mahadevan depicts himself as
totally unidentified with and detached from ‘worldly matters’. In-
stead, he is (like each and every one of us in the Advaitic eye) the
atman in a temporary human form, and his autobiography is noth-
ing but seva offered to ‘fellow travelers to the Ultimate Reality’.
Mahadevan’s self-portrait is not merely of a dedicated Advaitin but
also of a faithful devotee of figures such as Ramana Maharsi, the
§ankar€1cz‘1rya of Kificl, Mahapurusaji Maharaj of the Ramakrsna
order and other saints and sages. On the other hand, Mahadevan
(a much worldlier Mahadevan) tells us in great detail of his numer-
ous achievements. From a very young age he has taken part in
different competitions (Gitd recitation, essay contests, etc.) and
always, simply always, received the first prize, reluctant as he was to
compete yet complying with the wish of his elders. Only once,
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believe it or not, he came second. It was in an essay contest orga-
nized by The New History Society, New York, in 1934, when he was
23 years of ‘earthly’ age. The first prize went to a Chinese woman,
he recalls, but adds that ‘on page 51 of the Volume [of the essays]
the editor made the following observation: In previous competi-
tions there had always been unanimity in regard to the first prize
winners. In this one, however, there was no such unanimity’. Un-
believably, 47 years later, Mahadevan stll remembers the online
incident. The dichotomy between Mahadevan-profound and
Mahadevan-profane can be rephrased as a conflict between
‘Advaitism’ and the very undertaking of writing an autobiography.
Whereas the latter is a personal excrcise of sharing one’s life-
memories with others; of inviting ‘outsiders’ to visit one’s innermost
‘private quarters’; Mahadevan's memoir is consciously written in an
impersonal ‘Advaitic’ tone. This inner-contradiction finds a lucid
expression in the narration of the touching story about Mahadevan's
mother’s immature death when he was just five years of age, fol-
lowed by the departure of his father who ‘left the household, went
back tp his people and eventually set up a [new] family’ (p. 5). My
own feeling is that somehow Advaita and autobiography writing are
irreconcilable. The same dichotomy or inner-contradiction is fur-
ther revealed—even though in a different context—in Mahadevan’s
address at the Golden Jubilee celebrations of the Department of
Philosophy, Madras University, in 1977, quoted by him in a chapter
titled ‘Fifty years of philosophy’. Here he responds to a claim raised
by his predecessor at the headship of the department, Professor
S.S. Suryanarayana Sastri, according to which Sankara {unlike some
of his disciples) did not recognize the continuity between the rela-
tive (vyavaharika) and the absolute (paramdrthika).. Mahadevan
denies the claim altogether. According to him, ‘one cannot speak
of continuity or discontinuity of the rope with the snake. The
relative world has no reality other than the absolute Self.” The
‘true’ Advaita is that who does not recognize duality between
the wyavaharika and the péaramdrthika, and that is Sankara’s. This,
however, does not mean ‘lordly indifference’ to or ‘neglect’ of the
affairs of the world. The life and works of Sankara are proof posi-
tive to show how ceaselessly the Master strove for the welfare of the
world’ (p. 94). My response to Mahadevan's position is twofold:
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1. Interestingly, the contradiction is not merely in
Mahadevan and his ‘Advaitic autobiography’ but even, as
pointed out by Sastri, in the Master himself, i.e., Sankara.
I am afraid that denial of the contradiction does not
remove it.

2. If merely the dtman is real, why not opt for ‘lordly indif-
ference’? Mahadevan, like Sankara before him,? brings
in the notion of loka-samgraha. Like the Adi Master, or at
least Sankara as depicted in the hagiographies dedicated
‘to his life story, Mahadevan too lectured, talked, preached
and expounded Advaita ceaselessly all his life. Later, I
will expand on Mahadevan’s notion of Advaita as well as
on his ‘Advaita ambassadorship’ abroad.

Mahadevan studied philosophy at Pachaiyappa’s College, Chennai,
under Professor P.N. Srinivasachari, of whom he writes: ‘Although
he was a ViSistadvaitin and has written a sumptuous volume on the
philosophy of Visistadvaita, he was broad minded and wrote books
on Advaita as well as on Bhedibheda. Making use of Kantian terms,
he was fond of distinguishing three types of Advaita: Pure Advaita,
Practical Advaita and Pure-Practical Advaita’ (p. 41). Mahadevan’s
Ph.D. thesis has been written in Madras University under the head
of the Department of Philosophy at the time, Professor Sastri. It
was, of course, on Advaita philosophy, based primarily on the
Vivarana-prameya-sangraha and the Paficadasi, both composed ac-
cording to him by Bharattirtha-Vidyaranya, Madhava-Vidyaranya's
predecessor on the Sringeri Pitha and not by the latter. His thesis
titled ‘The philosophy of Advaita with special reference to
Bharatitirtha-Vidyaranya’ was examined by S. Radhakrishnan, A.B.
Keith and F.W. Thomas. The second World War tock place in the
background of Mahadevan’s academic and spiritual life and he -
tells us that ‘during the very bad years of the war, the city of
Madras was almost vacated. Offices were moved out and many citi-
zens went to interior places. We, i.e., the Svami, my aunt and I, -
stayed for some time in a place near Bangalore’ (p. 44). Still in his .
30s, Mahadevan joined a pilgrimage tour to all the famous tirthas
of north India. Interestingly, Gandhi’s Sabarmati Asram and Nehru’s .
house in Allahabad were included in the firtha-yaira. In Sabarmati, ©
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the pilgrims met Kasturba Gandhi who told them khadi pehno and
in Allahabad they were welcomed by Kamala Nehru who was work-
ing in the garden. Gandhiji was in London at the time; Nehru was
serving a prison sentence. Between 1935 and 1937, Mahadevan was
a lecturer in logic at the Raja College in Pudukkottai, near
Tiruchirappalli, yet his first lecture in the college was spontane-
ously titled ‘Sankara as I know him’. Between 1937 and 1943, he
was head of the Department of Philosophy, Pachaiyappa’s College
and later, as we all know, he was the head of the Department of
Philosophy, Madras University (1943-1976). Mahadevan’s Golden
Jubilee address at the department, mentioned above, is in fact a
summary of his philosophical standpoint. Here he states that for
him, ‘Advaita is relevant for the management of man’s—even con-
temporary man's problems, ethical, social, political, etc.” (p. 96).
He further reveals his Advaita-picture in the chapter dedicated to
his voyage abroad in 1948-49. Mahadevan was invited to the US to
teach Indian philosophy in Cornell University, and travelled via Sri
Lanka and England. In Colombo, he delivered a lecture at the
Ramakrsna Mission, which started with the following words:

The way India has shown the world is the way that was taught and followed
by Sii Krsna, Sankara, Buddha, Ramakrsna and Gandhi. That is the mes-
sage of the East. The way is the path of the Spirit. As SrT Ramakrsna says,
if you add zeroes, one after the other, they will have no value at all, But
if you add number one before them the value of the zeroes will increase
with each addition. That number one is the Self (p. 105).

From London Mahadevan sent a recorded message which was pub-
lished in a Madras paper, stating that

It is amazing to note that there is colossal ignorance about our country
abroad. India would need many of her sons and daughters to go out into
the world to spread the message of her spiritual culture. In the era that
is coming she can well play the role of a leader of nations to lasting peace
(p. 109). '

Hence Mahadevan emerges—like Vivekananda before him-—as
an ‘Advaita ambassador’, eager to spread the message of Advaita as
a universal ground for a meaningful human life. During the long
boat journey from Sri Lanka to England, Mahadevan delivered
several talks to his fellow passengers, titled—as he recorded in his




258 Book Reviews

diary—‘Why Religion?’, “The quest after reality?’, ‘What are we?’
and ‘“Whither do we go?’

Of his first days in Cornell, Mahadevan reports that he was ex-
tremely surprised by the informality in the campus, the diligence
of the students, the fact that classes take place from 8 am. to 6
p.m., the easy availability of vegetarian food, the fact that young
male Indian students can cook and the inter-disciplinary character
of the syllabus. He has delivered ten lectures in his first semester
in America, titled: ‘The climate of Indian thought’, ‘The sources
of Indian philosophy’, ‘The avenues of knowledge’, “The real and
the non-real’, ‘The quest for unity’, “The world and its becoming’,
‘Discovery of the soul’, ‘“The roads to freedom’, “The end of man’
and ‘Summing up’. The story goes on: lectures, talks, conferences,
visits to Ramakrsna centers in different parts of the USA, sightseeing
in the Niagara Falls, etc. In the Ramakrsna center in Hollywood—
of all places, Mahadevan spoke of the difference between Indian
and Western Philosophy. ‘How the former was not only theoretical
but also practical; how it had maintained alliance with religion;
how it analyses states of experience other than waking and how
Indian philosophy is a philosophy of values’ (p. 130). Such a pic-
ture can only be sketched by a person for whom Indian philosophy
is (merely or at least primarily) Advaita, and Advaita is Truth with
a capital T rather than a philosophical standpoint among others.
Furthermore, such a picture does not take into account practical
instances in Western philosophy from ancient Greece to the exis-
tential movement and, of course, the philosophical writings of Freud
and others who have not written on turiya but, nevertheless, made
a contribution in the study of dreams.

Mahadevan further writes about the many journeys (Thailand,
Myanmar, Belgium, Austria, West Germany, Greece, Iran, Mauritius),
meetings (Albert Schweitzer, Charles A. Moor, D.T. Suzuki, Sri J.
Krishnamurti, Svimi Sivinanda, Anandamayi Ma and many others)
and lectures (with titles such as ‘Indian Philosophy: A Great Rec-
onciler of Religion and Science’).

Mahadevan’s book is not easy to delve into because of the inner-
contradiction between the personal and the impersonal discussed
above. But once you are in, it is an interesting piece of history.
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DISCOURSES IN BUDDHIST CLASSICS: Andhra University Philosophical
Studies, No. 6, D.K. Printworld, New Delhi, 2006, pp. 166.

THERAVZDA BUDDHIST DEVOTIONALISM IN CEYLON: by V.V.S. Sai' uba
Burma and Thailand, Emerging Perceptions in Buddhist Studies,
No. 19, D.K. Printworld, New Delhi, 2005, pp. 83.

FAITH AND DEVOTION IN THERAVADA BUDDHISM: Emerging Perceptions
in Buddhist Studies, No. 20, D.K. Printworld, New Delhi, 2005,

pp. 231.

Dr V.V.S. Saibaba of the Department of Philosophy and Religious
Studies, Andhra University, Visakhapatnam is a very fruitful writer.
In the following lines I will briefly scrutinize three of his recently
published books.

I. Discourses in Buddhist Classics is an introductory book of Bud-
dhist philosophy. It consists of six chapters:

Life and mission of Gautama Buddha

Origin and development of the Pali language

The Tripitaka literature

Theravida and Mahayina Buddhism

Theravada Buddhist classics (Dhammapada, Sutta-Nipata)
Mahayana  Buddhist classics  (Vajracchedika
Prajhaparamita-Sutra, Saddharma-Pundarika-Sttra)

SR e

Saibaba’s second chapter, on the Pali language, is interesting.
He refers to the etymology and origin of the word Pili itself as well
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as to the geographical regions where the language was in use. He
further provides a list of modern scholars, eastern (especially far-
cast) and western, who have contributed to the study of Pili, and
finally, he elaborately explains why it is important to study and
preserve the Pili language. Having incidentally read in The Times
of India just a few days ago that Sanskrit has been dropped from
the syllabus of Cambridge University, I definitely share Saibaba’s
implied concern. In an era of money and technology, capitalism
and instrumentalism, who will take care of or find interest in old
treasures such as Sanskrit and Pili, or even—as no other than
Jacques Derrida has worriedly suggested'—in philosophy, ‘the eyes
of the university’?

Also intriguing is the section dedicated by Saibaba (in Chapter 6}
to parables as an wpdya for conveying the Buddhist teachings. He
narrates five famous such parables. Here, the Buddha is depicted
as a father, a physician (and once even as a physician-father) who
has to seduce his children/patients to be cured/redeemed. In-
deed, one is so habitual to perceiving the world and himself/

herself within the world in a certain manner that it is difficult to-

persuade him/her that it is merely one’s possible perspective, dif
ficult as it is to break or broaden the borderlines of what she or he
became accustomed to identify with as ‘I. The need, referred to
by Saibaba, to seduce the blinded-by-avidya student to cut through
his mental formations reminds me of the role and place of the
Siddhis in Patafijali’s Yogasiitra. According to my reading, in order
lo be seduced into taking the yoge-marga leading to kaivalya, the
potential~yogin is promised a variety of magical powers, which as
the Yogasutra-hara himself admits,* are siddhis (achievements) merely
on the ‘outer’ wyutthana-realm. The point is that it does not really
matter what brings you to the spiritual path; what matters is the
transformation which the path might facilitate. The use of parables
in itself is a ‘seductive-act’. Are not these parables, in fact, attrac-
tive tales intended to pull the listeners out of their conditionings
and show them something which so far they could not see?

I1. Theravadae Buddhist Devotionalism in Ceylon, Burma and Thai-
land is a short monograph (75 pages, excluding bibliography and
index) consisting of two parts. Part 1, entitled ‘Historical perspec-
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tive of Theravada Buddhist and Devotionalism’ is dedicated to Bud-
dhist worship and devotional practices in Pali and Avadana literature.
It is further divided into four chapters:

1. Cetiya and Thitpa (Sanskrit: caitya and stapa) worship

2. Relic worship (hair, nails, teeth and ashes)

3. Syﬁlboi worship (Bodhi tree, wheel, bowl, staff, robe,
crest, turban, shadows and footprints)

4. Image worship

Part 2, entitled ‘Theravida Buddhist Devotionalism in Ceylon,
Burma and Thailand’, is a ‘fieldwork’ where the author finds out
how the theory expounded in the first part of his book is actually
practiced in these three countries. We all know of ritualism—in
fact elaborated ritualism—in Mahayana Buddism. The novelty of
this monograph is that it focusses on the ritualistic dimension of
Theravada Buddhism. The author does not deal with the prima
facie contradiction between ritualism and devotionalism (bkakti) on
the one hand and the famous intellectual dimension of the early
Buddhist tradition on the other hand. His book is more descriptive
than reflective, more about the relevant data than about analysis of
the data and its philosophical implications. In the first, theoretical
part of the book, Saibaba refers to the Nikaya texts which speak of
puja, vandanﬁ,' dana and daksina as the householder’s recipe for
reaching not merely ‘celestial mansions’ but even nibbana. When
he writes of stitpa and relic worship, the author—following the
Buddhist texts—mentions the benefits of such worship (rebirth as
a devata or a preta as per one’s dedication or negligence in his/her
worship, escaping bad destination ‘even after thirty aeons’, etc.).
Having lately read Ati§a’s Bodhipathapradipa and as I am currently
working on Pataiijali’s Yogasiitra, 1 find it disappointing that unless
a siddhi, a precious siddhi, is promised to the yogin/devotee, they
will not bother to step on the spiritual/devotional path. Interest-
ingly, nibbina or kaivalya are not appealing enough—at least in the
initial phase—to attract potential devotees/yogins.

Referring to symbol worship, Saibaba writes (pp. 27-28) that
during 480-180 BC, the Buddha was represented,hence worshipped,
merely through symbols. I was surprised to learn that his renuncia-
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tion was depicted by a horse without a rider and his enlightenment
by a vacant seat under a Boddhi tree. Another interesting symbol
of worship mentioned very briefly by Saibaba (p. 32}, is the worship
of the Buddha’s shadows in the city of Nagarahdra as well as in
caves at Kausambi, Gaya and Nagara. Unfortunately, Saibaba hardly
gives any details about the shadow worship. Taking the three sym-
bols together—horse without a rider, empty seat and shadows—I
would say that we are, in fact, facing a very intriguing type of
worship: worship of an absence, of that which is not, of a negation.
Is the famous notion of $uinyata hidden in these three symbols .of
worship?

In the chapter on Ceylon, in Part 2 of the book, Saibaba asserts
that ‘there are great similarities in the modes of food offerings to
the Buddha and to the statues of Visnu or the deity Kataragama in
the temples of Sri Lanka’ (p. 53). He further describes the way
Buddha statues are handled, cleaned and worshipped, and again
states that ‘there is little difference between all this and the way
pitja is offered to their idols by the Hindus’ (p. 54). In the chapter
on Burma we hear of a fish image representing the Buddha
(p. 67) and worshipped as a rainmaker. Excluding the rain, Visnu
and his Matsya-avatira immediately come to mind. Saibaba further
writes about worship which takes place for the sake of gaining good
health, better birth in the next life or immunity to spirits, nats and
other supernatural powers. The question is: What has happened to
nibbana? Has it ceased to be the prime purusartha of the Buddhists?
Saibaba agrees with W.L. King who claims (in A Thousand Lives
Away: Buddhism in Contemporary Burma) that nibbana is considered
by the majority of the Buddhist worshippers to be unapproachable
by ordinary people. Hence, the author of the monograph, in effect,
describes a Buddhist religion which shifts the nibbdnacentered

Buddhist philosophy from centre to periphery. The chapter on -

Thailand is too short (two pages and four lines) and very general.
In his epilogue (pp. 73-75), Saibaba finally offers an interesting
argument. According to him, devotion and rituals have not crept
into Buddhism or entered through the back door. Quite the con-
trary: Relying on the Mahédparinibbana Sutta of the Digha Nikiya,
the Petavaithu of the Khuddhaka Nikaya and their commentaries,

he argues that the Buddha himself gave relics for worship and -
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sanctioned the stipe-worship. Hence bhakti, according to V.V.S.
Saibaba, is an integral facet of Buddhism from the very beginning,
or as he himself puts it in the very last lines of his book: ‘What goes
on today in thipa, pagedd and Wat is not a distortion of Buddhism.
Generations of the sincere and the pious in different countries,
including learned men and common folk, could not have been
untrue to the spirit of Buddhism’ (p. 75). According to my under-
standing, Saibaba depicts a popular Buddhist religion (with deities,
rituals, etc.) which existed (and still exists) alongside the far more
demanding Buddhist philosophy, developed and nurtured by a
limited intellectual circle. After all, what will ‘the common man’
do with notions such as paticca samuppada, if even nibbana—as Saibaba
has shown—does not mean much for him? What will he do with
the striking discovery that for the Buddha, just like for Nietzsche-
Zarathustra two millennia after him, ‘God is dead’?

III. In his preface to Faith and Devotion in Theravada Buddhism,
Saibaba repeats the main argument of Theravada Buddhist
Devotionalism in Ceylon, Burma and Thailand, emphasizing the cen-
trality of bhakti within the early Buddhist tradition. ‘Although
Theravida Buddhism has the authentic tradition of philosophical
discourses’, he writes (p. xiii), ‘it should not be misunderstood as
a mere academic school... faith and devotion underlie the whole
Buddhist tradition.” The present book is divided into three sec-
tions:

1. Theravada Conception of gods and god
2. The Buddha in the Theravada literature
3. Saddha and Bhaiti in Theravada Buddhism

In the first section, Saibaba discusses the notion of deva, as well
as the role and place of the different devas in Theravada Bud-
dhism. He describes the intricate Buddhist cosmology with its
multiple heavens and hells, and compares several gods such as
Brahma, Sakka (Indra) and Yama, as portrayed in the Vedic and
the Buddhist traditions. Saibaba’s main point is that the devas in
the Buddhist context are merely supplementary to the Buddha,
hence they are not worshipped--~but only ‘remembered’
(devanussati) and ‘treated with goodwill, friendliness and love’ (p.
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38). Saibaba explains that the devas, from the Maha Brahmas to the
tree-gods (rukkha-devata), wood-nymphs (vana-devatd) and water
spirits (samudda-devatd) belong to the samsaric cyclel. Hence, none
of them is a creator (nor The Creator), eternal (due to the prin-
ciple of annica) or benevolent (since everything is dukkha). Rather,
the gods are servants of the Buddha, and as Saibaba puts it, ‘they
are only superior personages of some kind when compared with
human beings’ (p. 11). That is to say that they live in bigger Havelis
with nicer view and better neighbours. They eat tastier food and,
in general, live a more pleasurable life, but in due time—just like
us—they will continue to transmigrate according to their karmas
and will be reborn elsewhere. Interestingly, the devatds enjoy them-
selves too much to have the desire to be liberated (p. 14). After all,

liberation and dukkha are co-dependent; hence, a certain amount

of suffering is needed to persuade a person to adopt the dharma
mdarga. The conclusion is, of course, that a human birth is the best
as far as the chances of reaching nérvdna are concerned. Now the
question is: Who needs the gods, if they are samsdrins like us? The
answer has been given by Saibaba above: ‘Generations of the sin-
cere and the pious in different countries’. Here he adds that ‘a
person who applies his mind to recollection of the devas becomes
dear to them. IHe attains abundance of faith, virtue and other
qualities... he is bound for a happy destiny... and his mind is puri-
fied... recollection of the devasis an indirect means to attain nirvdpd’
(pp. 41-42). My own response is twofold: First, the devatas are ‘the
opium of the people’. Without them the world will be boring,
empty. They add the namak to our daily life. We love them, even

if they are not essential (to say the least) as far as the Buddhist

nirvana is concerned. Second, I am reminded of Sankara’s attitude
toward karma and bhakti, especially in his Bhagavadgita-bhasya.

According to the famous (pracchanna-bauddha) Advaitin, jiana-nistha .

alone results in moksa. Yet those who are not eligible or ready for
‘the way of knowledge’, like Arjuna of the Gita, for example, should
opt for the karma (including bhakti) nistha in order to obtain the
adhikara of the jiana-mdrga. Is this what Saibaba implies when he
speaks of ‘recollection of the devas as indirect means to attain
nirvana? Is it merely preparation for the Buddhist jAidna-nistha, or
rather total abandonment of the nirvana-deal for the sake of more
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worldly ends such as ‘abundance of faith’, ‘virtue and other quali-
ties’, ‘happy destiny’, etc.?

The second section of the book is dedicated to the figure of the
Buddha in Theravada Buddhism, and we are provided with a
detailed description of the different types of knowledge that Saibaba
has garnered (knowledge of the past, of heaven and hells, of oth-
ers’ mental and spiritual attainments). Here, a comparison with
the different types of knowledge which the yogin obtains through
samyama, as per the third chapter of Pataiijali’s Yogasittra would be
interesting.? It would also be interesting to compare the omni-
science of the Buddha (pp. 77-79) with other notions of sarvajfdna such
as, again, patanjali's, as depicted yet again in the Vibhuti-Pida of
the Yogasutra.* The proposed comparison between Theravada,
Buddhism and Pataiijala-yoga can be extended even more to in-
clude the siddhis of the Buddha and of Patafijali’s yogin. Check out,
for example, the following passage from the Samyuita Nikdya (as
translated by Rhys Davids and quoted by Saibaba in p. 88):

(The Buddha:) I brethren, according as [ desire, enjoy manifold mystic
power: being one I become many, being many I become one. Here visible,
there invisible [compare with Yogasitra 3.21-22]; 1 go without let or
hindrance through wall, rampart, hill as if through air; I dive into earth
and up again as if in water; I travel seated cross-legged through air as if
I'were a bird upon the wing [compare with ¥§3.40,43]; I can handle and
stroke with the hand this moon and sun, mighty and powerful though they
be... hear sounds both of devasand of men whether far or near [compare
with ¥§ 3.37] ... know in mind the mind of other beings [compare with
¥§3.19]... and remember my diverse former births [compare with ¥S3.18].

In the third and final section of the book, Saibaba writes of saddha
(Sraddhd) and bhatti (bhakti) in Theravada Buddhism. His basic
contention is that Buddhist monks and nuns focus on the attain-
ment of nibbana through meditation, whereas the lay community
concentrates on bhakti, or more specifically on Buddha-pija, accand,
paithani, thava and thuti. Saibaba, following the Buddhist texts, does
not forget the list the benefits of such worship (pp.188—91): hap-
piness, deva — rebirth, good name, longevity, etc. Nirvdna, we
discover again, is merely for an elite minority. The rest of us are
allowed to continue living happily in the realm of duhkha and
avidyd, gods and worship, mirch and namak.




246 Book Reviews

NOTES AND REFERENCES

1. Derrida, Jacques, Eyes of the University: Right to Philosophy 2, translated by
Jan Plug and Others (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2004).

2. Yogas'fz.ztm 8.38: te samadhav-upasargd vyutthine siddhayah.
3. Yogasitra 3.16, 17, 18, 28, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 83.
4. Yogasttra 3.34 and 3.50.
Department of Philosophy DANIEL RAVEH

Tel-Aviv University
E-mail: daniraveh@gmail com

i

s

Books Received

A. Raghuramaraju: Debating Gandhi—A Reader, Oxford Uni-
versity Press, 2006, pp. 388, Rs. 595.

R.C. Shah: Ancestral Voices: Reflections on Vedic, Classical and
Bhakti Poetry, Motilal Banarsidass, Publishers Pvt. Ltd., Delhi,
2006, pp. 82, Rs. 195.

Sukhamoy Ghosh: Truth: A Work of Nature in Man, Allied
Publishers Pvt. Ltd., New Delhi, pp. 152, Rs. 195.
Ambika Datta Sharma: 7'z w#ro7 ¥/7, Vishvavidyalaya
Prakashan, Sagar, 2007, pp. 209, Rs. 350.

K.S. Balasubramanian and T.V. Vasudeva: Darfanopanisad,
The Kuppuswami Shastri Research Institute, 2006, pp. 136,

Rs. 70.
Norman Haughness: Grandest Illusion: The Seductive Myth of

Free Will, Echo Park Press, 2006, pp. 500.
Richard Sorabji and David Rodin: The Ethics of War, Ashgate

Publishing Limited, 2006, pp. 253.
Sauraupran Goswami: Persons: A Strawsonian Study,

ANWESHA, 2006, pp. 224, Rs. 250.




” R B s

Diacritical Marks
Vowels

4
=1

!
[ =}

T3 & (long)

A 6 J(NB.long & and 6 are for the
particular syllables in Dravidic
languages.)

€ r and notri; (long =, which rarely
figures, may be rendered as 7}

Nasals

Anusvara

{} mandnotm

anunasikas

g n

I A

v n({ornaas the case may be)

Hard aspirate

Visarga

¢} h

Consonants

Paluatals

¥  caandnotcha

¥  cha and not chha

Linguals

T n

3 tha

T da

%  dhaand notlha
Sibilants
kLI

o sa

k) sa
Unclassified
@ la

&  ksaand not ksha
¥  jiia and not djfia
T Ilrandnotld
General Examples
ksama and not kshama, jiidna and not
djfiana, Krsna and not Krishna, sucaru
chatra and not suchéaru chhatra etc,
ete., gadha and not galha or garha,
(except in Hindi)
Dravidic (conjuncts and specific)
characters
&7 1
LY
& n
mr
Examples
Ilan-Gautaman, C6la (and not Chola),

Munnurruvamangalam, Méran etc,

- Miscellaneous

Where the second vowel in juxtaposition is
¢learly pronounced:
e.g. janai and not janat
Sefina and not Seuna

Also, for English words showing similar
or paralle] situations:
e.g. Preéminence and not preeminence or
pre-eminence
codperation and not cooperation or co-
operation

For the Simhalese, excepting where the
words are in Sanskrit, the con-ventions of
rendering Simhalese in Roman are to be
followed:
e.g. digaba and not dagaba
veve or véve and not vev

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

Place Names

These are to be diacriticised, excepting the
anglicised modern:

Examples: Mathura, Kau$ambi, Valabhi,
Kaficl, Uraiyiir, Tilevalii etc., but Allahabad
(not Alldhabad), Caleutta (not Calcatta),
Madras (and not Madrdsa),

Annotations

There will not be footaotes; but annotations
(or notes and references), serially arranged,
will appear en masse at the end of the text in
each article.

References to published works

Those pertaining to articles, books etc.,
appearing in the main body of the text, or
annotations, or otherwise:

Title of Book, Author's name (beginning with
his initials) title, edition (if any) used, the
name of the series (if it appears within it);
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