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Emotion and belief*

BIJOY H. BORUAH
Indian Institute of Technology, Kanpur

INTENTIONALITY AS THOUGHT-IDEPENDENCE: THINKING OF AND
THINKING THAT

Franz Brentano’s celebrated claim that intentionality, in the sense of object-
directedness, is a mark of psychological phenomena can be explicated by
reference to the notion of thought-dependence. Mental states in general,
with the exception of some instances such as sensations and after-images,
are directed towards their objects, that is, what the states are about. Mental
states are intentional arrows, so to speak, that necessarily hit on their res-
pective targets. Hence the states essentially involve thoughts relating to
these targets. And it is these thoughts that securc the object-directedness
of states of mind. It is in this manner that the Brentano-thesis has been
interpreted in contemporary analytical philosophy. For example, Richard
Wollheim defends the thesis by paraphrasing it as ‘the thesis that every mental
state is identified by reference to a thought: a thought, that is, on the part
of the person whose mental state it is” (Wollheim, 1967-68, p. 1).

But the notion of a thought or thought-dependence needs to be made
more definite, since there is no indication of whether the thought relating
to an object is meant to be simply the thought of something or the thought
that something is thus and so. For the difference between ‘thinking of” and
‘thinking that’ is highly significant in so far as the nature of mental states
is concerned. Clearly, not ail thinking of is thinking that, although the con-
verse is true. For example, if I think that X is F, then it implies that I think
of X’s being F. But if I think of X’s being F, then it in no way implies that
I assent to the proposition that X is F. For the state of affairs that I think
of may be known to me to be entirely fictitious, so that my thought-process
does not involve any readiness to assent to the statement describing the state
of affairs. Therefore, ‘thinking of” identifics a mental state quite different from
the state identified by reference to “thinking that’. As such, I shall adopt the
following interpretation of the Brentano-thesis, offered by Roger Scruton:

If there is a sense in which all mental states are essentially directed, then
they will all involve the thought of an object. We might analyze the notion
of ‘thinking of in terms of enfertaining some proposition about the object.
in which case we will have arrived at a conclusion congenial to the fol-

*Tp this paper, T examine the nature and role of belief in the structure of emotions. Al-
though belisfs are shown here to be a constituent of emotions, it is also demonstrated
that they are intentional causes of emotions.
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lowers of Brentano, namely that a proposition (on ‘intentional object’)
is involved in every mental state (Scruton, 1972, p. 32).

Introducing the notion of ‘entertaining’ a proposition is, I think, a significant
move in clarifying the thought-dependency interpretation of the intentionality
thesis. To entertain a proposition p that concerns some object O is merely
to think of O’s being thus and so. No existential commitment is thereby made
about O’s actually satisfying the description given by p. Thus, the entertaining
of a proposition amounts to thinking about something in a non-judgemental
state of mind—a state of mind that allows the thought to occur without
involving referential or existential considerations. On the other hand, to
think that p is generally to assert that something is the case. One is in a judge-
mental state of mind with regard to the object of thought or the states of
affairs represented by p, when one thinks that p. Judging is a mental act
additional to that of entertaining a proposition with respect to the state of
affairs that the proposition is about, namely, the act of judging that the
proposition is true.

It seems obvious that not all of our mental states involve judgemental
thinking. To think about X is not necessarily to think that X is F or G, that
is, to judge that X is F or G. However, when we do think or judge that X
is F (or &), it follows that we think of X”s being F (or G) plus the fact that
we believe there to be an X which has the property F (or G). It is in this sense
that thinking that something is the case logically presupposes thinking of
something’s being thus and so. And this points to the fact that thinking of
something’s being thusand so gives us the ‘unjudged’ or “unasserted’ version
of the proposition which is asserted by virtue of the additional mental act
of judging that it is thus and so. As such, the concept of ‘thinking of’ has
logical priority over that of ‘thinking that’. The former is wider in scope in
that it covers all intentional states.

So far I have elucidated the distinction between ‘thinking of” and ‘think-
ing that” in terms of the concept of judgement and its overt counterpart,
namely, assertion. But what is essentially involved inthe mental act of judging
is believing. Believing is a necessary condition of judging, though believing,
unlike judging, is dispositional or quasi-dispositional. In judging that some-
thing is thus and so, one believes that the proposition in question is true:
one gives assent to the proposition. Hence the concept of ‘thinking that’
embodies the concept of ‘believing’; and believing is a propositional attitude
contrasted with entertaining or judgementally thinking about something.
It is the presence of this doxastic attitude—the attitude of assent or belief
to a proposition—which, in some mental states, distinguishes them from
other mental states lacking this feature, Thus, ‘thinking of” is a logical feature
of those mental states that are unattached to the attitude of belief about the
truth or falsity of what is thought about, or even the existence of the object
of thought.
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To put the point made above in a nutshell, not all intentional states in-
volve belief about their objects. Not all thinking is believing, although what
is thought in thinking about something is preciscly what i§ believed in !)e-
lieving that the thing is (or is not) the case. For example, if I melrely tln‘nk
of a gander chasing a goose, and then think or believe that a gander is chasing
a goose, the contents of my thoughts in both cases are on¢ and the .same. It
is the same proposition that represents both thought-contents. The difference
is that in the former case the proposition is held in an attitude of mind in-
different to referential or existential considerations, while in the latter case
it is held in an attitude of belief that concerns the truth of the proposition
by reference to whether a gander is actually chasing a goose. Indeed, much

_~ of our thinking has the character of being indifferent to truth or belief. Hence

it would be wrong to try to explain intentionality solely by reference to ‘think-
ing that’. It is in the light of these considerations, I think, that Scruton’s
suggestion can be defended. Thus, Scruton goes on to say:

Tt is by no means clear that all mental states—even if there is some sense
in which they are all directed—involve the thought that something is the
case. The paradigm of ‘thinking that’ is believing—a propositional attitude
distinet from entertaining. And there seems to be a division among mental
states between those which involve an element of belief (such as emotions
and attitudes) and those (such as sensations and mental images) which do

not (op. cit., p. 32).

We may now broadly compartmentalize intentional states under “think-
ing of” and ‘thinking that'—merely thinking and believing. There seems to
be a logical significance to this division in that ‘thinking of” cannot be ana-
lysed in terms of ‘thinking that’, although all ‘thinking that’ presupposes
‘thinking of’. Consider a sophisticated context of thought which can be
schematically describable as ‘thinking of X as Y7, usually associated_wﬂ:h the
concept of ‘seeing as’ made familiar by Wittgenstein (Wittgenstein, 1953,
Pt. IT) and frequently discussed in the philosophy of perception.! For example,
in seeing a particular figure in a picture as a womarn bathing in a lake, the
onlooker as it were thinks of the figure (X) as a woman (¥) engaged in a
particular act, or lying in a particular posture. From this formulzi.tion it is
not permissible to conclude that the onlooker actually sees (or thinks) t{mt
X is Y. He does not see or think that the picture-figure is a woman bathing
in a lake; he merely sees or thinks of the figure as a woman engaged in bath-
ing. Similarly, if I think of a mannequin as a nude woman, my tlllought-
process in no way admits of legitimate analysis in terms of my thinking t;_hat
the mannequin is a nude woman. There is no sense in which, while having
this thought, I literally assert to myself that what I see is a nude woman.
Thus, thoughts of this kind irreducibly have the ‘thinking of” structure.?

Thus, mental states having the structure of ‘thinking of X as ¥~ are to
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be subsumed under a mode of thought distinct from belief or judgement.
The intentionality of such states is founded on thoughts that do not embody
belicf. Instead, their intentionality rests on a complex thought which requires
a non-predicative analysis. In having such a thought, one is not just thinking
about X but also about ¥; for it is X’s ‘being’ ¥ that one is thinking about.
And it is precisely the complex thought of X’s-being-¥ that one cannot assert
to oneself, or come to believe (literally) without absurdity. The thought of
Y is unpredicatively attached to the thought of X, which is why it is impossible
to formulate the thought in a that-clause. The existence of such psychological
contexts, therefore, vindicates the need to divide the intentionality of mental
states into ‘thinking of...” and ‘thinking that..’.

The ‘thinking that...” construction allows the representation of states of
mind that have the structure of predicational thought, e.g. ‘something is
thus and so’. This is not to imply that all thinking has the subject-predicate
form and are about individuals, but only to indicate that there is a funda-
mental category of thought, expressed in declarative sentences, which involves
reference to individuals and their properties, and has the above logical form.
The subject of such sentences designates an object which is thought or judged
{(hence believed) to possess some property described by the predicate-
expression—some property characteristic of the nature of the object. Hence
‘I think that X is F’ permits ‘I judge that X is F’ or, when the inner act of
judgement is expressed in the form of a public utterance, ‘I assert that X is
F.’. The thought then is recognized as an ‘asserted’ thought, and is open to
truth-conditional assessment. An asserted thought is, in essence, a thought
which is cognized by the thinker to be true.® In other words, the thought
is believed to be true. Thus, the paradigm of thinking that X is F is belicving
that X is F’is frue, and this reveals the close relationship between the mental
disposition of belief and the overt act of assertion.

THE BELIEF-DEPENDENCE OF EMOTIONS

The foregoing account makes clear that there are mental states whose in-
tentionality is essentially secured by unasserted thoughts. That is to say,
the objects that such states are directed on to are identified by reference to
thoughts which are not accompanied by the attitude of assent or belief, This
category of mental states needs to be highlighted in order to compare and
contrast it with another category, whose intentionality is secured by asserted
thoughts or thoughts that are tantamount to beliefs. In fact, it is a pecu-
liarity of these mental states that they cannot be represented as what they
essentially are without having recourse to the ‘thinking that...’construction.
The thought embodied in such a state is such that the person, whose mental
state it is, holds it to be true or believes that there is a state of affairs in the
world to which this thought in some way corresponds. So to identify this
state is to refer to the thought thas X is F, which is tantamount to the belief
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that X is F. Thus, there is no way of characterizing the real essence or identity
of such a state apart from referring to the belief that there is something of
which some property holds true. It is the suitable belief about the object that
determines the ‘direction’ of this mental state towards the object. And if the
belief is somehow removed or altered, that state of mind will also be corres-
pondingly made to disappear or modified. The intentional link between the
state and the object will be severed.

It has been the view of many philosophers that emotions are such belief-
dependent, judgemental mental states.? They argue that the analysis of an
emotion necessarily involves reference to the subject’s thought or belief
about the object of the emotion. And it is this belief that is said to secure
the intentionality or object-directedness of the emotion, such that the belief
or thought is foundational to the existence of the emotion.

Now, perhaps this thesis is not true, if it is intended to account for the
entire range of emotions. For it is not at all clear whether emotions form a
natural class, so that each member can be seen as belonging to a homo-
geneous group. Some philosophers have pointed out that emotions should be
taken to form a heterogeneous group, so that they cannot all be shepherded
together under one set of classifications as thought-generated, thought-
defined or belief-dependent.® Furthermore, there are many experiences which
are infused with emotional ‘charge’ or feeling. Consider, for example, the feel-
ing that one has been watching a sunset in a lovely summer evening. One is
then experiencing a delightful feeling. It does not seem appropriate to explain
the occurrence of thisfeeling by reference to any belief about the sunset. Simi-
larly, when one fecls awe at the sight of an ocean or a mountain, there seems
10 be no belief that can be cited in the explanation of one’s emotional state.
Presumably, the same thing can be said with regard to vague and inexplicable
feelings of depression or angst, which appear to be based on no particular belief.

However, the belief-dependency thesis holds as an explanation of emo-
tions if we make a distinction between emotions proper and moods and
other affectively charged attitudes. By ‘emotionsproper’ l mean those emotions
for which we have common names, as both Taylor (Taylor, 1975, p. 391)
and Hanfling (Hanfling, 1983, p. 241) point out. We may think of fear, anger,
jealously, pride, pity, grief, indignation, remorse, regret, gratitude as cases
of such emotions.® And it would not be wrong to say that we account for
most of the major human emotions when we go through the ones listed above.
The intentionality or object-directedness of these emotions is describable
by reference to specific beliefs with regard to the respective objects. The
intentional structure of such an emotion is such that without the belief in
question the occurrence of the emotion will be unaccountable. I could not
feel regretful about myself, if I did not believe that I was the agent of some
past misconduct. You cannot be angry with your enemy without believing
that the enemy has done some harm to you. A person feels grateful to an-
other person, because the former believes that the [atter has done something
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valuable or important to him. Similarly, Othello could not have been jealous
of Desdemona without having the belief that she was involved in an intimate
affair with Cassio. It is in this sense that to attribute an emotion of the above
kind and to deny the characteristic belief is to deny the emotion, which
means that the appropriate beliefs are foundational to the existence of emo-
tions of this catcgory.

Concerning any emotion of this category, it will be impossible to identify
the emotion if no reference is made to the suitable belief the subject holds
about what the emotional state is directed on to. If a person Sfeels an emotion
E towards some object or event X, then the explanation of the occurrence
of Eroughly takes the following form: S feels E because S believes (or thinks)
that X is F, where F designates some emotion-¢voking property characteris-
tically possessed by X. Necessarily, S believes that X exists or occurs, and
also believesthat F is true of X. It may be that F is not, in point of fact, true
of X, i.e. that S is mistaken in believing that X is F. Nevertheless, the belief
that X is true of F is a necessary component of the total mental state E. Even
the belief that X exists may be mistaken, when there is no corresponding
‘real’ object denoted by “X’. But the belief that X exists also remains as a
necessary component of E. Thus, the intentional nexus between E and X
is sustained by the evaluative belief that X is F, combined with the existential
belief that the object designated by ‘X~ exists. Hence, if S discovers or comes
to realize that it is not F but & which is true of X, and F and G are incom-
patible with one another, this evaluative belief will be replaced by some
evaluative belief appropriate to X. In consequence, the original nexus will
be broken to give rise to a new intentional nexus. And, similarly, if S finds
out that X does not exist, E will begin to disappear or be replaced by some
other mental state.

For example, were Othello to be convinced that Desdemona had not been
involved in an intimate affair with Cassio and that the apparent evidence
to the contrary was due to the machinations of Iago, his jealousy would
disappear. Of course, there is no guarantee that the discovery of the falsity
of his belief that his wife is unfaithful to him will automatically or immediately
result in a state of mind totally unperturbed by the previous fecling. However,
given his new belief, Othello can no longer be simply or straightforwardly
jealous. At best, the jealousy will soon be over; and, at worst, if the thought
of Desdemona’s unfaithfulness somehow continues, his jealousy might con-
tinue in the form of a perturbed mental state that can be described as patho-
logical jealousy. Thus, the change of the relevant belief leads to a correspond-
ing change in the emotion attached to the belief, which, in turn, requires a
redescription of the resultant mental state. The resultant state of mind must
be redescribed, because the original state of mind, namely, jealousy, essen-
tially involved Othello’s belicf that Desdemona was unfaithful to him. He
can no longer be said to be jealous, though he may well still be in turmoil.

Thus far the foregoing arguments have been adduced to substantiate the
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thesis that the intentionality of emotions, understood in the circumscribed
sense of the term, is secured by reference to belief. However, it might be alleged
that a person can know that something is the case, yet not believe it, and still
feel a particular emotion in spite of the lack of the suitable belicf. For example,
someone might argue that a young woman can come to know that she has
cancer, yet not believe it, but still suffer from anxiety. The question, then, is
whether her anxiety is directed towards the cancer. If it is, the apparent puzzle
would be: how could she be anxious that she has cancer when she dis-
believes that she has cancer? What is it that her anxiety is founded on, if the
belief appropriate to her mental state is held to be absent? What secures the
intentionality of her anxiety?

Emotional states of this kind are described as self-deceptive emotions.
Such cases are complicated and deserve careful analysis. The crux of the
problem, in the above cxample, is how the woman is involved in a complex
process of deceiving herself into a state of disbelief about what she knows.
For it seems that to know that p and still not belicve that p is tantamount to
denying that one knows that p. In the face of such a self-contradiction, her
case can perhaps be construed as her unwillingness to avow or acknowledge
explicitly what she implicitly claims to know. She is unwilling to reconcile
her knowledge about her incurable illness with her general attitude to life or
her health, namely, the desire to live longer, or to avoid painful suffering.

But, I think, it is not that she really does not assent to the knowledge-
claim. Rather, she somehow succeeds in blinding herself to what she already
believes to be true. For it is quite plausible to think that her engaging in a
psychological strategy to transmute a belief, which threatens her life, into a
disbelief is precisely what creates inner temsion in her. For a permanent
success would imply that the reason for, and cause of, being anxious had
been completely climinated from her mind. The inadequacy of her defensive
psychological strategy results in the resuscitation of the buried belief. The
belief that she Aas cancer reasserts itself.

But, then, it now appears as though it is the struggle to replace the belief
with its opposite disposition, rather than the belief itself, which is the cause
of, or reason for, her anxiety. The intentionality of her anxiety seems to
consist in a conflict of beliefs or dispositions. If this is true, then, again, we
confront the problem of not being able to provide an account of the inten-
tionality of this mental state in accordance with our theory. For no deter-
minate belief would be adduced in explaining the anxiety. Is there any ambi-
valence about her mental state?

Against this possible consequence, I want to argue that the belief that
she has cancer, accompanied by the evaluative belief that cancer will bring
an end to her life through painful suffering, secures the intentionality of her
anxiety. For her disbelief is less well grounded than her belief; the strength
of her belief keeps her disbelief from gaining a secure ground. In essence,
her disbelief is her unwillingness to recognize the belief. And the persistence
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of her anxiety is due to the persistence and dominance of her belief, which
is why her strategy fails to obtain more than a transient success,

THE FORMAL OBJECT OF EMOTIONS

To say that an emotion is founded on an appropriate belief is to imply that
the belief characteristic of the emotion concerns the object that the emotion
is directed on to. But the intentional nexus that binds an emotion to its object
deserves elaborate analysis in view of the fact that there are conceptual res-
trictions on the type of object which eachemotion could have. Intalking about
the relation between emotion and object, one must understand that the
word ‘object’ is being used in a formal or logical sense as opposed to a mate-
rial or empirical sense, such that the relationship between it and the rele-
vant emotion is itself logical or conceptual. Not just anything can be the
object of a particular emotion. For the object of an emotion is the object of
an appropriate belief; it is an object specified by the belief as possessed of
certain property. Each of the emotions is logically appropriate to certain
objects satisfying the descriptions given by appropriate beliefs. Thus, the person
having the emotion must believe that the object falls under a certain des-
cription characteristic of the emotion. The description uniquely identifies
the object of the emotion: one can feel the emotion E, only if one sees the
object O as fitting the description D. Since fitting the description D is a formal
requirement which the object O must satisfy for £ to occur, it is argued that
emotions (and actions) have ‘formal objects’—a medieval phrase of Aristo-
telian provenance, recently applied to the discussion of intentionality by
Anthony Kenny (Kenny, 1963). Kenny introduces the idea of a formal object
through an analysis of actions:

The formal object of ¢ is the object under that description which must
apply to it if it is possible to ¢ it. If only what is P can be ¢ed, then ‘thing
which is P’ gives the formal object of $ing...To assign a formal object to
an action is to place restrictions on what may occur as the direct object of
a verb describing the action (Kenny, 1963, p. 189).

For instance, if one can borrow only what belongs to somebody else, then
‘belonging to others’ is a description of the formal object of borrowing. If
one can strive only for what is difficult to obtain, then ‘being difficult to ob-
tain’ is the description of the formal object of striving. Whatever it is that
can be borrowed must be something which is believed to belong to somebody
else. Whatever it is that can be striven, for must be something which theagent
believes to be difficult to obtain. Thus, the formal objects of actions specify
conceptual restrictions on what can be counted as this or that particular
action.

Actions are both intentional (thought-dependent) and non-intentional.
Even non-intentional actions are specified by their formal objects. Touching
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and drinking are non-intentional actions, and are specified by their formal
objects. Only what is tangible can be touched; only what is liquid can be
drunk. But in neither case does the agent have to believe. that the object
he is touching is tangible, or that the object he is drinking is liquid. And
these two activities are not object-directed. Water, for instance, is an object-
to drink. But drinking a glass of water is not analysable in terms of the drink-
ing being directed on to the glass of water. Similarly, when I touch the
pen while writing this sentence, my act of touching is not said to be directed
on to the pen. Of course, my intending or desiring to touch the pen is directed
on to the pen. In that case, it is not the pen fout court but the pen as intended
or desired, as believed to possess some quality because of which I intend
or desire to touch it.

Actions that have the property of intentionality are such that they cannot
be counted as what they are independently of the agent’s belief about their
objects. I cannot be said to borrow a car, if 1 do not believe that it belongs
to somebody else. The act of borrowing necessarily involves being in a defi-
nite mental state, a state that embodies the thought that the object pertains
to someone else. So it is not something pertaining to someone else tout court
but something believed to be pertaining to someone else that is the formal
object of borrowing. The formal object of an intentional action is, thus, deter-
mined by reference fo an appropriate belief. It is the belief which secures
the intentionality of the action.

The intentionality of actions parallels the intentionality of emotions.
The formal objects of emotions are specified in much the same way in which
the formal objects of intentional actions are specified. Jusi as, for instance,
only what is believed to be difficult to obtain can be striven for, so only what
is believed to be a valuable achievement or possession of oneself can be an
object of pride. Likewise, only what is believed to be good or desirable and
believed to belong to somebody else can be envied. Again, A4 can be jealous
of B, only if A believes that B has been preferred in some way to himself.
Only what is believed to be a great loss or misfortune can be an object of
grief. In each case, the formal object specifies and thereby puts conceptual
restrictions on the kind of object (actual or fictitious) on towhich the parti-
cular emotion can be directed. An emotion is logically, not just ethically,
appropriate only to certain restricted objects—-this is, thus, a formal condi-
tion which must be satisfied by the emotion in order to be that emotion,

However, to say that assigning a formal object to an emotion places
restriction on the kind of object towards which one can have the emotion
is not to imply that ong cannot, for example, be envious or jealous or proud
of anything whatsoever. In point of fact, what is necessary for the possibility
of experiencing an emotion is the appropriate belief or thought #hat some-
thing is the case. For the restriction, put by the formal object, concerns not
the object per se but the appropriate belief about the object. For example,
although the formal object of pride is the possession of something which
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casts credit on oneself, I may take pride in something which does not really
cast any credit on myself in that it is not connected to myself. This can happen,
if I mistakenly believe it to be connected with myself. You may feel fear at
the appearance of a robin redbreast, because you may believe its appearance
to be ominous. Likewise,

It is possible to be envious of one’s own fruit trees; but only if one mis-
takenly believes that the land on which they stand is part of one’s neigh-
bour’s property; just as it is possible to feel remorse for the failure of the
crops in Vietnam if one believes that it was due to the inadequacies of
one’s own prayers (Kenny, op. cit., p. 193).

The rationale behind the above discussion is that what the formal object
designates with respect to an emotion must be understood to qualify only
the intentional object, i.e. the object as believed. The formal object specifics
a limitation not on the material object of the emotion, but on the thought
through which the material object is presented. This also partly explains
why one can fear something that actually does not exist, or feel delighted at
something which did not really happen or happened in a waydifferent from
the way it was thought to have happened. A mistaken or false emotion is an
emotion founded on a mistaken belief about its object. Having the emotion
is no guarantee that its formal object is always accompanied by an instance
of what it designates. For there may not exist any material or real instance;
and even if there is one, it may not be as the designation requires it to be.

The above can be contrasted with the description of actions that are not
characterized by intentionality. What the formal object of such an action
designates cannot but qualify the material object, for the relation. between the
action and its object is a material (non-intentional) relation. Kenny writes:

The description of the formal object of a mental attitude such as an emo-
tion, unlike the description of the formal object of a non-intentional action,
must contain reference to belicf. Only what is wet can be dried; but some-
thing which is merely believed to be an insult may provoke anger (op. cit.
pp. 193-34).

Two interrelated features can be brought to light on the basis of the above
elucidation. One is that an emotion is founded on an appropriate belief (the
feature of intentionality); the other is that the belief is causally efficacious
in bringing about the emotional state in the subject (the feature of causation).
Faced with the need to classify emotions as of particular types, we would
invoke the feature of intentionality. For example, we would classify an emo-
tion as one of fear or of anger or of jealousy in terms of the particular type
of beliefs involved in each case. And faced with the need to answer the ques-
tion ‘What makes you angry with or jealous of him/her? we would respond
by resorting to the feature of causation. That is, we would say, not just that
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he/she has done some harm to us or prefers someone clse £o us in some res-
pect, but that we believe this to be the case and are emotionally affected
because of what we believe.

It is pertinent to emphasize that the belief on which an emotion is founded
is ot just a purely cognitive, descriptive or factual belief—a belief of the kind
which is claimed to be involved in a paradigmatic perceptual judgement.
Although the initial judgement that the object of the emotion possesses some
property characteristics of the emotion contains a factual or descriptive
belief about existence, it is also the basis for an evaluation; and it is this
evaluation which transforms the initial cognitive and factual attitude into a
specific way of viewing the object. For example, if I feel terror at thesight of
a raging bull bearing down on me, I am not merely aware of the fact that the
object has such and such properties, but realize that those properties consti-
tute the object’s being dangerous to my existence. The raging bull is seen
as a threatening object which can injure or kill me. Likewise, a man is angry
because a situation is seen by him as offensive or insulting, embarrassed
because 2 situation is seen gs one in which he has lost face. Thus, the belief
or judgement on which the emotion is founded is an evafuative belief or
judgement, involving an appraisal of the object or situation. As William
Lyons points out:

...we will only count this emotional state as a case of fear if the person’s
particular judgements, say, that there is a bomb in the corner of the room
and that it is likely to injure or kill him, are judgements which together
can be said to fall under the general category or description of viewing
the situation as dangerous (Lyons, 1980, p. 78).

This explanation ties up well with the idea of a formal object. For to
claim that a person is in the emotional state of fear is to imply that the person
must view the object in a certain light, namely, as dangerous, harmful, un-
pleasant or disagreeable; and that the general category summing up this
particular point of view for fear, that is, the category of being dangerous,
harmful, disagreeable (a disjunction of this properties) is the formal object
of fear.?

GENERAL EVALUATIVE BELIEF AND PARTICULAR
EXISTENTIAL BELIEF

Since to assign a formal object to an emotion is to state the general evaluative
category of objects or situations the emotion must be about, it is obvious
that no particular object or situation has thereby been assigned to the emo-
tion. 1t merely states what fype of object or situation must be for it to be an
object of the emotion. Correspondingly, the general evaluative belief, appro-
priatetotheemotion, is not specifically about any particular object or situation
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but about objects or situations of a certain kind. A formal object, being an
evaluative category and determined by a suitable general belief, is a generali-
zation, a type description. Strictly speaking, a formal object is not an object
but a concept or conceptual framework which is applied toparticular objects
or situations. It is an evaluative framework constituted of certain evaluative
criteriz which are provided by the relevant general belief. The particular
object or situation which is made to fit that conceptual framework is, as we
might say, the ‘material’ object of the emotion. Thus, we also assign a material
object to an emotion, which means that we refer to a particular spatio-tem-
poral item (given that there is one) that the subject is emotional about.

Take the examples of sadness and envy. A person feels sadness towards,
another, if the former believes that the latter is a victim of some misfortune,
whether of health or family problem or socio-political pressures of some kind.
Then the concept of ‘being a victim of some misfortune’ sets the framework
by reference to which a person’s condition is deemed saddening. Thus, we
feel sadness towards a poor and innocent village blacksmith when we belicve
that some despicable vandalism has smashed his workplace, leaving him with
no means of livelihood. We see the blacksmith’s lot fitting the framework that
explains when a situation can be saddening. Similarly, the framework for
our finding a fellow human being’s life or a specific condition of that life
enviable is set by the belief that this person is better off than we are in some
respect which is considered good. Thus, the runner-up tennis player envies
the champion, because he believes that the champion has obtained some-
thing which he failed to obtain, namely, the championship trophy or money
and/or the fame.

This distinction between a ‘formal object’ and a ‘material object’ of an
emotion can be fruitfully used to elicit a corresponding distinction on the
side of belief, namely, a ‘general (evaluative) belief” and a ‘particular (exist-
ential) belief” respectively. While the formal object is related to an appro-
priate general belief in that the latter determines the former, the material
object of an emotion also relates itself to a belief, namely, the belief that there
exists this particular item onto which the emotion in question is directed.
Thus, if Mary is feeling fear at the sight of a wild dog approaching her, she
not only believes that wild dogs can harm her in certain ways; she also be-
lieves in the actual presence of a particular wild dog confronting her. An
explanation of her fear must attribute both these beliefs to her. For her fear
not only has a formal object but a material object as well, which figures as
an instantiation of the category of objects thought to be harmful or dangerous.

Now, it might appear that the two beliefs are not always necessary for
someone to feel an emotion like fear. For there are cases of fear in the ex-
planation of which the relevant existential belief does not, at first sight, seem
to be attributed to the subject. Consider the cases of recollection and anti-
cipation. Mary may simply remember a wild dog running towards her and
feel fear at that. Or she may, rather obsessively, anticipate an attack and
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thereby feel fear. It might then be said that in neither case does Mary hold
the existential belief in a wild dog threatening her while she is in her fearful
state of mind: only the general evaluative belief about wild dogs is operative
in her frightened consciousness, and thus only this belief is logicallyinvolved
in the concept of fear in general. Hence the conclusion might be drawn that
the general evaluative belief about something dangerous or harmful is by
itself necessary and sufficient to produce fear,

This argument, however, is fallacious. What the cases of recollection and
obsessive anticipation actually imply is not that Mary’s fear is founded on
no existential belief whatsoever, but that it occurs in the absence of the belief
in a currently existing wild dog. In other words, there is an existential belief
of a relatively different kind that is operative in the generation of Mary’s
fear, namely, the belief in the past or possible existence, or appearance, of a
wild dog running towards her. The point to be drawn from this is that the
general evaluative belief, involved in an emotion, is always in need of some
other mental act or state to be actually effective in eliciting the emotion.
When it is not accompanied by an existential belief about a currently existing
object or an occurrent event, it is accompanied by some substitute thought-
process, such as memory or anticipation, that embodies existential beliefs
in different ways. This is to say that statements about emotions, generated
through recollection and anticipation, entail existential commitments of
different sorts than that which is entailed by statements about perceptually
generated emotions. We might say that the general belief is ignited when
the mental process of recollection or anticipation, involving the belief in
past or possible existence of the object, is turned on,

It should be noted that the difference in existential commitments, involved
in different modes of emotions discussed above, corresponds to differences
in action or behaviour resulting from the emotions. If Mary feels fear at the
sight of a wild dog running towards her, she will normally tend to avoid the
dangerous situation either by running away from the dog or by obstructing
its progress towards her, which is to say that her fear will issue in some appro-
priate immediate action. When such an action actually issues, it can be con-
nected with her belief in a currently existing dangerous object facingher. On
the other hand, if she feels fear at the thought of a wild dog attacking her,
the fear will normally not be accompanied by the desire or motive to engage
in the appropriate immediate action mentioned above. But she may be dis-
posed to behave in certain ways and undergo some physiological changes
that are characteristic of fear. In other words, her fear will be expressed in cer-
tain passive symptoms, or in reactions without actions of the appropriate
kind. This fact can be connected with the (existential) belief that the wild
dog is not currently threatening her, but it was threatening her or could do so
in future. But in either case, the evaluative belief remains the same.

There is a further reason why the distinction between general evaluative
belief and particular existential belief has a significant conceptual role to
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play in accounting for the transformation or cessation of emotional states.
For instance, a man might harbour the general belief about a species of animal
in a particular forest that such an animal is a devil, which comes to carry
people off. Upon encountering a particular animal of that species while
wandering by that forest, he would feel afraid that the animal is a threat to his
life. But if he could somehow be convinced that this general belief concerning
such animals of that forest is nothing but a baseless superstition, he would
cease, or atany rate begin to cease, to see the animal, which he believes to be
approaching him, as a threatening or devilish object. His existential belief
about the animal would no longer be governed by his initial evaluative belief
about animals of that species residing in that forest. His existential commit-
ment to the particular object would, so to speak, be free from the existential
anxiety which he suffered earlier on. Thus, the kind of influence, which the
existential belief would have on the subject, is completely determined by
what general belief reigns over it.

THE NoN-CONTINGENT CAUSAL CONNECTION
BETWEEN EMOTION AND BELIEF

It has been held that a suitable belief about the object of an emotion is not
only conceptually necessary for the emotion to be what it is but is also
causally cfficacious in producing that emotion (Davidson, 1982; Green,
1972; Lyons, 1980; Neu, 1977). So the relationship between emotion and
belief has two dimensions—conceptual and causal. The conceptual dimension
is the rational aspect of the link: the belief on which the emotion is founded
is the reason for that emotion. At the same time, it is because of the belief
that the subject feels that cmotion, the ‘because’ here being causal. Since
the same mental phenomenon is being explained in terms of both a concep-
tual and a causal connection, it is necessary to argue for the idea thatcausal
connections do not preclude conceptual connections and vice versa. It
needs to be explained how beliefs can play a causal role in belief-dependent
states, even though belief-dependency is generally a matter of the classi-
fication and discrimination of mental states and is, therefore, a conceptual
matter.

If a relation to a certain belief is a logically necessary condition of an
emotion’s being the emotion it is, then it will be readily questioned how the
relationship between the two can be held to be causal. For the belief is a
defining characteristic of the emotion, and hence a constituent of it. But if
the belief and the emotion are to be construed as cause and effect respectively,
the belief must be shown to be a separate event, an event that can be identified
independently of the emotion. This objection is raised by Irving Thalberg,
who contends that a causal relation between X and Y presupposes that the
two events, X and Y, are independently describable. He states:
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It seems to me that any time you claim one event or condition is a cause
or condition of another event or condition, you must be able to gather
Eevidence of the effect which is logically independent of your evidence of
its putative cause (Thalberg, 1964, p. 51).

Put in general terms, Thalberg’s argument is that if having an emotion neces-
sarily implies having the appropriate belicl--a statement which entails that
one cannot gather evidence of the emotion (effect) that is logically indepen-
dent of one’s evidence of the belief (cause)—then the principle of logical
independence is violated in saying that the characteristic belief causes the
emotion in question.

What underlies the above argument is a general philosophical principle,
essentially Humean in spirit, that a Iogical or conceptual connection precludes
a causal connection—a principle which has been much criticized in recent
philosophy (see, for example, Davidson, 1967; Wilson 1972, chaps. 2 and 3).
Against this principle, J.R.S. Wilson puts forward the thesis that causal
connection is built into the meaning of certain concepts. He writes:

Sometimes two concepts are related in that any item which falls under
one has a certain relation to some item falling under the other. Thus any
item falling under the concept father has a certain relation to some item
falling under the concept child; any item falling under the concept cause
has a certain relation to someitem falling under the concept effect. (Wilson,
1972, p. 25).

This general counter-thesis 10 the Humean principle has been advocated in
more specific terms by O.H. Green, who thinks that Thalberg and others
have overlooked the fact that

...many descriptions are applicable only where a certain causal relation is
supposed to hold. The causal relation is built into the meaning of such
descriptions, Where this is the case, the fact that a logical connection
obtains will not preclude the existence of a causal connection. For example,
a burn is by definition an injury caused by contact with heat; thus, where
there is a burn, of course there is contact with heat, but this hardly means
that contact with heat is not the cause of the burn (Green, op. cit., p. 38).

Green, then, goes on to argue that emotional words are similarly analysable.
For an emotion is partially defined as ‘an affective state caused by a thought .
of a certain sort’ (#bid., p. 38). ‘Fear’, for example, is partially defined as
an affective state caused by the anticipation of some danger.

I think that the Green-Wilson argument is persuasive. The conceptual
connection of an emotion of a certain sort with a belief of a specific kind
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does not preclude the belief’s causing the emotion any more than the con-
ceptual constraints on ‘fathers’, ‘effect’, and ‘burns’ preclude their being
causally related to ‘sons’, ‘causes’, and ‘contact with heat’. The causal rela-
tion in the case of emotions can be exhibited by analysing the total mental
state of an emotion into its constituent parts. Basically, an emotion consists
of two units: first, a cognitive-evaluative aspect, which is the aspect of belief;
secondly, an affective aspect consisting of certain sensational and physio-
logical states. The affective aspect is generally linked with characteristic
behaviours or actions in which the whole emotional state expresses itself.
Now the affective aspect or the occurrence of certain unusual or abnormal
physiological changes associated with adrenaline flow, blood circulation,
respiration, muscular tension, gastro-intestinal activity, secretions—in short,
those changes associated with the central nervous system—must be causally
accounted for, let alone the behaviours or actions in which the emotion
is manifested. Since the belief-component is the only other constituent of
the total emotional complex, it scems necessary to refer to the belief in
providing a causal explanation of the observable physiological/sensational
effects.® Thus, even if the belief is a logically essential constituent of the
emotion, it is plausible to say that the belief causes the emotion in so far as
the affective reaction is elicited by that belief. But exactly how this type of
causation operates is the next question we must address.

The most likely suspicion with respect to the feasibility of causation of
some affective reaction by a belief is that the antecedent of this network is
not an event to be related to the consequent. A belief is not an event but an
attitude or disposition (although it could become an event by being an occur-
rent belief). And for the belief to become an event the subject has to bring
it to the threshold of his consciousness, or it has to occur there and persist
somewhat like an obsessive thought. However, this is not normally how our
emotions are related to their appropriate beliefs. The occurrence of fear, for
example, is not so much accompanied by the simultaneous or prior occur-
rence of the belief that something is dangerous, as it is triggered off by the
disposition to behave in a way characteristic of fear when faced with the
dangerous object. So the belief is active not as an occurrent state of mind
but in the form of a disposition. Yet, not being an event, how can a belief be
said to bring about another event?

The above perplexity arises, however, from a failure to recognize the com-
plex belief-structure of emotions. It is true that the evaluative belief need
not be a mental occurrence, even when an account of it is given in relation
to emotions as occurrent states. A dispositional analysis of the evaluative
belief can be correct. But if the evaluative belief, involved in a particular
emotion, is to play a causal role in occurrent emotional states, there must be
some occurrent aspect to this belief. [t seems necessary to posit some factor—
psychological or physiological-—which actually exists, in some sense, in the
subject. In other words, the disposition has some sort of structural or cate-
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gorical—as opposed to hypothetical or non-actual—base in the subject. Just
as, for instance, there is a physico-chemical structural base of a material dis-
position. like brittleness or magnetism, so there must be a dynamic psycho-
physiological structure underlying the evaluative belief. Tt is this dynamic
structural base which renders the belief causally efficacious in eliciting an
emotion.

But we have not vet fully answered the question of how a disposition
actually plays the role of a causal operator in generating a certain emotion,
For merely to say that a suitable evaluative belief is the cause of an emotion,
in the way brittleness is the cause of the breaking of a glass jar, is not to
provide a complete explanation. Although the disposition of brittleness is
a causal factor in the breaking of the glass jar, it does not constitute a suffi-
cient condition for the jar to break. Some other condition, such as the jat’s
falling on a rocky ground, has to be added to produce a sufficient expla-
nation. All we have so far is a necessary condition of the occurrence of the
event.

The sufficient condition can be provided, I think, by bringing in the role
of the existential belief. The existential belief is always an occurrent mental
state, and its occurrence normally triggers off the disposition to feel or behave
in a certain way appropriate to the relevant evaluative belief. The relevant
disposition is ‘actualized’ by virtuc of a mental occurrence of the instanta-
neous variety. Thus, the functional role of the existential belief in an emotion
is analogous to the role of striking a glass jar by some hard substance in
breaking the jar. And it is in this way, I think, that the belief component of
an emotional complex is activated to become an event of some sort.

SUMMARY

In this paper, I have tried to analyse the notion of intentionality or object-
directedness of mental states by reference to the concepts of ‘thinking of” and
‘thinking that’. While ‘thinking of” is representative of unasserted thoughts
or thoughts merely entertained or held in a non-judgemental state of mind,
the paradigm of ‘thinking that’ is believing or asserted thoughts—thoughts
that are held in a judgemental state of mind. The distinction is intended to
draw a general demarcation between thinking without believing and think-
ing as believing. 1 have explained the intentionality of emotional states of
a certain kind in terms of ‘thinking that’ or belief. Emotions of this category
are belief-dependent: they are founded on, and hence identified by reference
to, appropriate beliefs. And the appropriate belief specifies what is called the
‘formal object’ of an emotion. The ‘formal object’ of a certain emotion is
given by a description under which an object or situation must be believed
to fall, if itis to be the object of that emotion. This description is about the
general evaluative category under which a ‘material’ object must be sub-
sumed, if it is to be the object of the emotion in question.
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In view of the importance and complexity of the belief-structure of emo-
tions, I have drawn a distinction between general evaluative beliefs and
particular existential beliefs. The evaluative belief, involved in a certain emo-
tion, consists of an evaluative judgement about the nature of the object,
that is, some belief that the object possesses such-and-such emotion-evoking
property. The existential belief consists of the judgement or belief that there
is such an object or situation possessing the property specified by the evalu-
ative belief,

I then argued for the thesis that the non-contingent or conceptual relation
between emotion and belief is also a causal relation. Emotions are not merely
defined and classified in terms of appropriate beliefs; the beliefs are also
causally efficacious in generating the relevant emotions. Finally, T have ex-
plained how this causation actually takes place. Although the evaluative
belief is analysable as a disposition to feel or behave in a certain way appro-
priate to the belicf, the existential belief is a mental occurrence that triggers
off the disposition and causes a particular type of affective experience. Thus,
the belief-component of a total emotional complex, consisting of both the
evaluative and the existential belief, provides a necessary and sufficient causal
explanation of the occurrence of emotions.

NoTzes

1. Peter F. Sirawson has discussed how the concept of thinking-af-as is related to Witt-
genstein’s notion of seeing as (Strawson 1974, pp. 58-60).

2. Metaphorical thinking in poetry also seems to fit the ‘thinking of X as ¥’ structure,
In Blake’s mystical imagination, the thought of a finite Zour evokes the thought of
infinite eternity (‘to see eternity in an hour’); and his mystical vision of the keaven
occurs at the sight of a wild flower (‘and the heaven in a wild flower”). What Blake
is implying, as it might be argued, is thinking ef an hour as (or in terms of) eternity,
and thinking of a wild flower as (or in terms of) the heaven. What he is not intending
to imply is thinking that eternity is ## an hour, orheavenliness is inferent in a mundane
object such as a wild flower. In other words, it might be alleged that Blake’s poetic
thinking is not to be analysed as predicational: he does not think thar...but thinks
of X as Y.

But, I think, this interpretation of poetic metaphor is likely to be misleading, if it is
meant to apply across the board. For a mystical poetlike Blake might have had meta-
physical beliefs of a pantheistic character. He might have believed that there is God
or heavenliness in every finite and mundane object in an immanent form. Similarly,
it might be a misrepresentation of Keats’s thought expressed in his famous assertion
‘Beauty is Truth, Truth Beauty®, if we reinterpret the assertion as‘Beauty as Truth,
Truth as Beauty’. For he might have held some quasi-mystical theory of the identity
between beauty and truth.

3, Michael Dummett formulates the intimate link between assertion and truth in the
following way: ‘A man makes an assertion if he says something in such a manner as
deliberately to convey the impression of saying it with the overriding intention of
saying something true’ (Dummett, 1973, p. 300).

4, For example, Alston (1967), Bedford (1956-57), Gordon (1967), Green (1972), Kenny
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(1963), Lyons (1980), Neu (1977), Scruton (1970-71), Shaffer (1983), Solomon (1977),
Taylor (1975) and Thalberg {1964).

5. For example, see Rorty (1930), p. 1.

6. O.H. Green makes the same cautious move when he begins his essay with this state-
ment: ‘Beliefs of certain sorts are characteristic of the several emotions.’ He then
adds to the above a footnote remark : ‘Application of the term “emotion” is throughout
restricted to a range of conative-affective states including embarassment, pity, grief,
indignation, fear, remorse, and other quite similar examples’ (Green, 1972, p. 24).

Gabriele Taylor also restricts the belief-dependency thesis to a particular class of
emotions (Taylor, 1975-36).

7. So far I have related my discussion of the notion of a formal object of emotion to ana-
Iytic philosophers only. But the idea that an emotion has a formal object is also to be
found in the writings of some representatives of both phenomenological nhilosophy
and cognitive psychology, where the idea has been elucidatedina much more general
sense and from a broader perspective, If the formal object of an emotion is to be cons-
trued as ‘object-as-evaluated’ by the person having the emotion, then we are permitted
to generalize that our emotional responses to the world of objects and events are deter-
mined by, and classified in accordance with, the way we evaluate the various pro-
perties possessed by the objects and events. Thus, Jean-Paul Sartre says that an ‘emotion
is a specific way of apprehending the world® (Sartre, 1962, p. 57). And it is implied
that our responding to a certain segment of the world with a particular emotion is due
to believing evaluatively that the segment is invested with some specific quality appro-
priate to the generation of that emotion. ‘Emotionis not an accident, it is amode of
our conscious existence, one of the ways in which consciousness understands [in
Heideggar’s sense of verstehien] its Being-in-the-world® (Sartre, op. ¢it. p. 31). In a
similar vein of mind, a contemporary psychologist, Richard Lazarus, says: ‘Emotion
results from an evaluative perception of a relationship (actual, imagined or anticipated)
between a person {or animal) and the environment® (Lazarus, 1982, p. 1021).

8. William Lyons suggest that the link between emotion and evaluative belief is to be
construed as causal for ‘modified Humean reasons’. As he writes:

If it is known, as it is, that physiological changes of the type we are concerned with
do often follow on the generation or activation of some evaluative disposition in a
person, and if in a certain case the physiological changes follow quite directly the
evaluation, and if it is known that there is nothing else present in or near the person
who is undergoing these physiological changes which might be associated with
these changes, then one has good reasons for claiming that the evaluation is the
cause of the physiological changes. It is quite simply a matter of the evaluation
being the best claimant in the circumstances for being the cause of the observed
physiological effects (op. cit., pp. 61-62).
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Husser]’s notion of constitution in Heidegger’s
treatment of care

V.C. THOMAS
Indian Council of Philosophical Research, New Delhi

In phenomenology in general and existentialism in particular, there is a search
for meaning, not for any linguistic meaning but for meaning of the most
personal and subjective kind. The whole endeavour of Dasein is directed
towards the discovery of meaning, i.e. how such and such is meaningful to
me. Dasein discovers meaning not by any empirical means or by experimental
methods but by assigning meanings, and Dasein can so assign meaning be-
cause it constitutes meaning in so far it is the very source of its meaningfulness.
That Dasein is the meaning giver is the heart of Heidegger’s hermeneutic
phenomenology. The fact that Dasein discovers meaning (by assigning
meaning) after having constituted it shows that meaning is given to Dasein
as a task and not as a finished product. Thus, Dasein’s whole endeavour is
directed towards the discovery of meaning. It is perfectly legitimate and
absolutely valid to ask what is the meaning of this Dasein which is engrossed
in the task of discovering and assigning meaning. The answer is that the
primordial meaning of Dasein’s Being is expressed in saying ‘I am’ which
Heidegger interprets as ‘care’. Following Kant’s transcendental regressive
philosophical method which has generally been accepted both by the pheno-
menologists and existentialists, one can say that the meaning of Dasein’s
Being as care is the a priori necessary condition for there being any meaning
at all. Hence care is the foundation of every meaning.

Dasein’s fundamental and primordial concern is itself, a concern rooted
in Dasein’s ‘mineness’. Consequently, that into which Dasein searches for
meaning primarily is itself, its own existence. Dasein grasps the meaning of
its Being disclosed as existing now but suspended between the two poles of
past and future which merge into nothingness of the unknown. In other
words, Dasein grasps the meaning of itself as existing from one particular
point of time to another. Thus, Dasein’s whole existence is enveloped or
encircled by time which manifests Dasein’s sheer finitude, It is for Dasein to
appropriate time. By appropriating it, Dasein becomes owned or authentic;
and if it does not appropriate it, it becomes unowned or inauthentic. Hence
temporality is the criterion of owned or unowned modes of existence. Appro-
priating temporality means accepting whole-heartedly one’s finitude. This
acceptance is not out of helplessness but rather a courageous acceptance of
oneself, knowing well that one is finite. As a result, femporality (finitude)
becomes a source of strength and the origin of one’s capacity to assign mean-
ing. Once Dasein appropriates this temporality, strangely enough, Dasein



22 V. €. THOMAS

becomes the author of it and begins to exist by temporalizing itself. Dasein’s
existence within the domain of temporality is described as ‘ahead-of-itself-
Being- already-in (the world) as Being-alongside (entities encountered within
the world)’ (Heidegger, 1927). This is care. Care, consequently, is the essence
of Dasein’s temporality.

Dasein searches for meaning primarily in itself, for it is the source of its
own meaningfulness. The context that brightens up the meaning possibilities,
the circumstances which emphasize the need to discover meanings, the situ-
ation that demands the need to assign personal and subjective meanings is
anxiety or dread. In dread Dasein realizes how self-oriented its world is such
that the world is totally dependent on Dasein. It is dread that compels Dasein
to search for its own meanings. In dread the meaning of the average everyday
existence vanishes, leaving Dasein all alone to make its existence meaningful.
Dread as the direct experience of and the personal encounter with nothing-
ness makes Dasein realize how alienated itisfrom every thing else in its world,
and yet how everything else in its world depends on it for its meaning. Dasein
has to assign to everything its proper place in its world and decide on its
use. It is by doing thisthat Dasein discovers meaning in them. Dread, Dasein’s
confrontation with itself, is the siepping-stone towards the elucidation of
care. Heidegger elucidates care exclusively in temporal terms: ahead-of-
itself-Being-already-in (the world) as Being-along-side (entities encountered
within the world) (Heidegger, 1927). The expression ‘ahead-of-itself” indicates
Dasein’s tending towards the future. Future is meaningful to Dasein, because
Dasein goes forward to it anticipatingly instead of merely waiting for it. The
expression ‘Being-already-in (the world)’ designates the ‘having-been’ (past)
of Dasein. Anticipatively existing Dasein claims itself by coming back to
itself, i.e. Dasein comes towards itsclf futuraily in such a way that it comes
back upon itself. The character of ‘having-been’ isrooted in Dasein’s genuine
future. The next expression of the definition of care ‘Being-along-side (en-
tities encountered within the world)’ points towards Dasein’s present. Anti-
cipation which has ‘having-been’ inbuilt in it discloses the current ‘there’
of Dasein, i.e. the character of ‘having-been’ originates from the future in
such a way that the future in union with ‘having-been’ constitutes the present.

A close look at the elucidation of care shows that the characteristic that
stands out predominently in Heidegger’s definition of care is the future. It
also refers to the compact unity among the various modes of Dasein’s tempo-
rality. Those who dealt with the notion of time in the past laboured hard to
discover a principle of unity which for them was most often a metaphysical
necessity. The need to establish the possibility of such a principle of unity
arose because of our experience of the multiplicity of temporal dimensions.
But this trend of thinking is reversed in phenomenology and existentialism.
From Heidegger’s point of view, there is a plurality of temporal dimensions,.-
and this is precisely because Dasein exists. That Dasein exists is the only
raison d’etre for this multiplicity. The multiplicity of temporal dimensions
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are modes of Dasein’s Being. These modes find their unity in Dasein. Dasein’s
modes are because Dasein exists. The modes of Dasein are the horizons of
Dasein. Dasein moves towards its horizons constantly, for Dasein is never
a static substance but an active and dynamic relation. That Dasein’s Being
is such a relation is what enables Dasein to move constantly to its various
horizons. Because Dasein can relate to itself the various horizons at one and
the same time, it can eliminate the notions of earlier than and later than,
before and after and the like. Consequently, there cannot be any rigid sepa-
ration among Dasein’s future, past and present. Because the future and the
past find unity in the existing Dasein (hence the present of Dasein), Dasein
can move towards its past or future without bringingin the notion of succes-
sion into its experience of {ime. Then, one can say that care is a unifying
existential. Care reveals Dasein as extending itself to the future while being
tied down to the past and being distracted by the concerns of its current
world. In other words, the awareness of the passage of time and a sense of
the encapsulation of the various time-dimensions are integral to the notion
of care.

Because the temporal dimensions are modes of Dasein’s Being, Dasein’s
subjectivity, hence Dasein itself, gets permeated to each of its modes. Conse-
quently, as Dasein is characterized by mineness, the modes of Dasein’s tempo-
rality are alsocharacterized by mineness which in turn strengthens the unity of
Dasein’s temporal modes. Only if Dascins’ subjectivity gets transmitted into
its modes can Dasein experience owned time; without this Dasein experiences
inauthentic time. In other words, whether it be authentic or inauthentic,
time proceeds from Dasein’s Being which is carc. In Dasein’s world, there
is no time independent of Dasein. The Being of Dasein as care clearly
demonstrates that Dasein cannot be anything other than temporality.

Care designates how Dasein exists; and the elucidation of care, in purely
temporal vocabulary, shows that Dasein’s existence can be expressed only
in temporal terms, because Dasein Jives its time. Dasein lives time by existing,
for Dasein temporalizes itself by existing. In fact, the meaning of Heidegger’s
much ctiticized expression—temporality temporalizes itself (by existing)—
indicates the way Dasein lives time. By existing Dasein effects, creates, time.
From Heidegger’s point of view, Dasein cannot live any other kind of exis-
tence other than the temporal. Dasein’s modes of disclosure—understanding,
state-of-mind and fallenness—are summed up in just one expression—temporal
existence.

In stating that care is the essence of Dasein and by elucidating it in purely
temporal terms what Heidegger wants to say is that man’s (Dasein’s) pri-
mordial condition is temporal. Dasein’s before and after (i.e. its birth and
death) merge into nothingness, and what is in between is composed of tempo-
ral constituents. This indicates Dasein’s finitude. Because Dasein’s essence
is temporal, the modes of Dasein originating from this essence (of Dasein)
are temporal. Similarly, because the modes are temporal, the essence which
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unifies them must also be temporal. Otherwise, there would be no harmony
(unity) between Dasein’s essence and the modes. There is no question of
existence of the essence or the modes prior to or posterior to one another.
What is present is a simultaneity of existence of both the essence and the
modes. Because Dasein and its modes are equally temporal, Dasein cannot
have an existence other than the temporal; temporal existence is the primor-
dial condition of Dasein. One can say that Dasein is ‘condemned’ (a Sartrean
term to be understood very positively) to temporal existence. Temporality
as Dasein’s original condition constitutes every other condition for Dasein.

While defining care, Heidegger considers time neither subjectively nor
objectively but exclusively from the stand point of Dasein’s subjectivity.
He points out that the basic mistake of all non-phenomenological and non-
existential considerations of time is that they are either subjective or objective.
But Dasein which temporalizes itself by existing stands beyond both sub-
jective and objective categories, for Dasein is neither a subject nor an object;
it is subjectivity. Consequently, Heidegger examines the temporality of
Dasein in the language of subjectivity. It is because of this that Heidegger
has been able to evercome the difficulties of both the subjective and objective
treatments of time. In other words, the only way to arrive at the notion of
lived time, with which all the phenomenologists and existentialists arelabour-
ing, is to elucidate time in and around subjectivity. Only by doing so can time
be made meaningful. Making time meaningful to oneself amounts to living
time. By living time I create my time, and I create it by living it. The time
that I create is my time. Consequently, I cannot but live it. I assign meaning
to it in so far as I am the author of it. Because I create my time, I make it
meaningful to me. The meaning of my time springs from me, because I am
the source of my time.

In what way can Heidegger’s dependence on Husserl be articulated in
the context of the elucidation of care? Husserl’s method of transcendental
reduction in its very rudimentary stage is to be found already in the very
first section of his Phenomenology of Internal Time Consciousness. Reduction
aims at theego, i.e. subjectivity, without which no phenomenological enquiry
can ever be made. The term consciousness is used in Phenomenology of Internal
Time Consciousness in the sense of ‘time constituting’ flow of subjectivity.
What needs to be understood from this is that Husser] constitutes time in
and around subjectivity. Husserl painstakingly describes the notion of consti-
tution which Heidegger assumes to be valid, and applies it to his ontological
concerns in a modified way. Heidegger’s elucidation of time, in fact, is very
dependent on the notion of constitution. Some of Heidegger’s claims regard-
ing the temporality of Dasein becomes meaningful only on the basis of the
notion of constitution.t

In Husserl constitution has the sense of building up a whole by implanting
component parts which, in the context of Phenomenology of Internal Time
Consciousness, are called primitive apprehensions or partial intentions.
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Partial or primitive apprehensions are temporal phases which are either
actually present or held in retention or anticipated in protention. In the flow
of consciousness, one part pushes its predecessor, and, in turn, is pushed
back by its successor and so forth. In constitution a constant creative stream
of partial intentions -are added together one upon the other (i.e. retaining)
until a complete object arises. Thus, constitution is brought about by the
co-ordination and integration of component phases. As an accumulative
process, it is a subjective activity deriving from the spontaneity of conscious-
ness.

This notion of constitution has been adapted by Heidegger. But how does
he do it? Phenomenologically, Dasein is the concretely existing transcen-
dental ego.? Husser] has elaborately discussed the role of the transcendental
ego in the constitution process. The very life of the transcendental ego is
consciousness flowing in (as) a stream. This isthe all pervading self-projecting
of the ego. From the ego consciousness flows to its horizons. It is the very
dynamism of the ego that flows out of itself into its horizons in the form of a
stream. It is a remarkable insight of Husserl that this flow is in terms of tempo-
ral phases of now which are either actually existing or held in retention or
anticipated in protention. What Husserl does is to identify primitive appre-
hensions with the very flow of consciousness. Consequently, one cannot be
without the other. By doing this Husserl ‘subjectivised’ time. Because time and
consciousness are inseparable and because consciousness is the very spirit
of the ego (subjectivity), one can very well say, in a similar manner, that time
is the kernel of the ego. Because Husserl identifies consciousness with primi-
tive apprehensions and because he considers consciousness (and therefore
time t00) to be the very life spirit of the ego, he is in a position to point out
that time can be enunciated only in and around subjectivity. Time has mean-
ing, because it is my (i.e. subjectivity’s) time.

In Heidegger’s philosophy, constitution is brought about by Dasein.
That Dasein temporalizes itself (by existing) means that Dasein identifies
the flow of its consciousness with the now poeints, either actually existing or
held in retention or anticipated in protention, thus making its consciousness
temporal. Consequently, care which is the core of Dasein, can be elucidated
only in temporal terms. Dasein temporalizes itself by making its horizons
temporal, for its horizons are nothing but the fringes of its self-projecting.
They are temporal, because Dasein which projects itself into the fringes is
temporal, This is how Dasein constitutes time in and around itself (its sub-
jectivity).

Despite its various modes (now, retention and protention), temporality
does have a unity, because it proceeds from one and the same Dasein (sub-
jectivity) encompassing everything about itself by means of the flow of con-
sciousness. Because the flow of consciousness is all-pervading, Husserl points
out that the elapsed phases do not disappear from consciousness; rather,
they are present in consciousness as retaingd phases. Similarly, the future is
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not something from out of the blue, it is the horizon of recollection. The
point to be stressed is that a manifold of temporal phases can be present in
our consciousness at one and the same instant.

Following Husserl’s description of the unity of temporality, Heidegger
also points out that different modes of time do not disappear from Dasein’s
consciousness, Rather, a manifold of temporal phases united intimately with
each other can ever be present in consciousness at one and the same instant.
And care reveals such 2 unity of the manifold of temporality. Temporal
phases are the horizons or the fringes of Dasein; and because they are Dasein’s,
they exhibit their unity in Dascin. These horizons are the results of Dasein’s
temporalizing of itself.

The transcendental ego, consciousness, intentionality and horizon are
intimately interconnected in Husserl’s study of constitution. An intentional
act is essentially the one which bestows meaning. Every intentional experience
has its intentional meaning. Having a meaning is the cardinal feature of
consciousness. By identifying the flow of consciousness with the various
modes of temporality, Husserl conceives consciousness temporally. Conse-
quently, it can be said that bestowing a meaning is the most important role
of temporal consciousness. The transcendental ego constitutes something,
because it has been able to discover meaning in that which it constitutes.
And it discovers meaning in what it has constituted, because that which it
has constituted originates from its ‘creative’ (Husserl himself did not like the
term ‘creative’)act. Otherwise constitution would turn out to be meaningless.

Heidegger’s hermeneutic phenomenology which emphasizes the inter-
pretation of phenomenon departs from Husserl’s phenomenology whose
motto is ‘to let the facts speak for themselves’. But, in so far as both of them
have basically a phenomenological programme, there is this much agreement
in their respective approaches to the elucidation of the fullness of the pheno-
menon of temporality. For Husserl it is the transcendental ego which consti-
tutes meaning. For Heidegger Dasein, the concretely existing transcendental
ego, constitutes meaning. Dasein constitutes something, only because it has
endowed it with meaning; and because Dasein has constituted something,
it discovers meaning in it. In other words, when Dasein constitutes something,
it constitutes it as meaningful. One is neither anterior to nor posterior to the
other. In the world of Dasein, there are no prefixed meanings. Dasein dis-
covers meaning in temporality by way of constituting temporality.

No1es

1. Tt is, indeed, true that Husserl has a very elaborate treatment of constitution in his
Ideas. But Heidegger’s ‘existentialism’, due to various reasons, may not accept the
elucidation of constitution as given in Jdeas. That Heidegger appreciated Husserl’s
earlier phases of phenomenology follows from the fact that Heidegger edited Husserl’s
Phenomenology of Internal Time Consciousness and lectured extensively on various ‘In-
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vestigations®, Heidegger narrates lucidly all thesein his essay ‘My Way to Phenomeno-
logy’. But Being and Time is the raost powerful witness to Heidegger’s indebtedness to
Husserl’s phenomenology found in the earlier works. Not only does Heidegger accept
them in general but occasionally modifies and adapts them to suit the analysis of
Dasein, Consequently, it is to be noted that the notion of constitution by means of
which Heidegger elucidates his understanding of care is the one which is found in the
‘realist’ phase of Husser] which, in certain respects, differs from the treatment of consti-
tution in Fdeas.

Although concreteness and being transcendental are incompatible, one cannot deny
the fact that Dasein is transcendental, despite its concrete existence, to the extent that
Dasein’s Being is the necessary condition for its world and various other modes of
Dasein’s existing.
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‘Rules’ and ‘Knowledge’™
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Today in western thought there is a dominant view of knowledge which has
been emerging since the presocratics. Many philosophical postures, scientific
theories, and technological developments over the centuries have given both
new impetus to this developing view while also being, in part, the creation of
it. In fact, the general epistemological posture to be indicated in this essay
is currently so deeply embedded in western thought as to be a part of that
‘intellectual subconsciousness’ not usually articulated, much less discussed.
Yet, when this view of knowledge is brought to our consciousness, it appears
as the very foundation of all rational thought, of all knowledge, to be accepted
as a ‘rust be’ with no reasonable alternatives. Indeed, it appears that this
very view is necessary for any rational discussion—even a discussion of the
view itself. Hence, the only possible ‘modifications’ to this epistemological
stance are seen as taking place within the broad conceptual framework of the
view itself. And, in fact, only recently have persons such as Heidegger, the
later Wittgenstein and Polanyi attempted to bring into focus and question
the broad framework itself.

The view of knowledge which currently dominates western thought may
be characterized by citing several general—and equally as vaguec—features
knowledge is said to have. Knowledge is said to be (1) totally rule-oriented,
(2) objective, (3) standardizable, (4) impersonal, {(5) instrumental, (6) spe-
cialized, (7) atomistic, (8) reductionistic, (9) hypothetical, (10) relative,
and (i1) amoral. Expanding somewhat, the following observations can be
made;

(1) ' Knowledge is totally rule-oriented in that any knowledge claim can in
principle be completely formulated in a rule-governed system. All
knowledge claims arepart of a ‘theoretical’ or ‘conceptual’ framework
which in principle is completely expressible as a set of various rules.

(2) Knowledge is objective in that it is publicly confirmable or falsifiable
using well-established and mutually accepted methods of confirmation
and falsification.

(3) Knowledge is of that which is countable, measurable, weighable by
mutually accepted standards, techniques, and instruments all leading
to goals of exactitude and cerfainty.

*I should like to extend special appreciation to Professor Frederick Ferré, Department
of Philosophy, University of Georgia, and Professor Viadimir Slamecka, School of Inform-
ation and Computer Science, Georgia Institute of Technology, who read, and thoughtfully
commented on, earlier drafs of this paper.



30 FRANK R. HARRISON, III

(4) Knowledge is impersonal since in principle anyone with the proper
mastery of relevant facts, techniques, rules, etc. could know—indeed,
would know—whatever anyone else knows.

(5) Knowledge is viewed as instrumental in that its sole purpose consists
in solving practical and particular problems of prediction and control.

(6) Knowledge is specialized in various ways, but one of the moreimportant
is that the very tools and techniques used in problem solving limit both
what is to count as a meaningful problem and as an acceptable solu-
tion.

(7) Knowledge is considered atomistic in that there are assumed to be
basic, independent, discoverable ‘units’ out of which, by imposition
of various rules, knowledge is gained.

(8) Knowledge is reductionistic in that, given any legitimate knowable
subject matter, to know it is to be able to reduce, or analyse it into its
constituentt “units’,

(9) Knowledge is considered hypothetical in that any particular knowledge
claim, as well as a particular system of such claims, is always open to
further testing, analysing, and the like.

(10) Knowledge is said to be relative inthat there are no absolute standards
of truth and exactitude, and that error is always possible.

(11) Knowledge is considered to be amoral in that the facts in and of them-
selves are valuefree. Neither the world which we know, nor the

methods by which we come to know it, have intrinsic value. In the
realm of knowledge there are only pragmatic, or instrumental, values.

All of these points are not discussed in this paper. Only the first is. Further,
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remarks, But it would also make this paper inordinately long. Surfice it
to say for the present that my more positive views reflect the influence of the
I.ater Wittgenstein and the philosophical writings of Michael Polanyi. Lastly
in this paper, some brief concluding pointers concerning values anci
?(nowledge are suggested—’pointers’ because, as I just mentioned, no attempt
is madf: to develop a position to stand in place of knowledge as totally
rule—qnented. In one paper it is enough to attempt the therapeuiic effort
of _brmging into serious question one of the chief doctrines of a wide-spread
epistemological stance, held not only in philosophy but also in at least
some areas of science and technology.

In his 1677 paper, ‘A Preface to the General Science’, Leibniz maintains:

Wpence it is manifested that if we could find characters or signs appro-
prla'te for expressing all our thoughts as definitely and as exactly as arith-
fnetw expressed numbers or geometric analysis expresses lines, we could
in all subjects in so far as they are amenable to reasoning accomplish what
is done in Arithmetic and Geometry.

For all inquiries which depend on reasoning would be performed by the
tr.ansposition of characters and by a kind of calculus, which would immme-
diately facilitate the discovery of beautiful results. For we should not have
to break our heads as much as is necessary today, and yet we should be
sure of accomplishing everything the given facts allow.

Moreover, we should be able to convince the world that we should have
found'or concluded, since it would be easy to verify the calculation either
byl doing it over or by trying tests similar to that of casting our nines in
arithmetic. And if someone would doubt my, results, I should say to him:

‘Let us calculate, Sir’, and thus be taking to pen and ink, we should soon

the starting point of this discussion is a particular overlapping area of philos- !
settle the question.!

ophy and technology, namely, that arca where epistemology and computing
machinery come together. First Leibniz and then Irwin C. Marin are cited
as examples of this stance. Both men appear to view knowledge as totally a
matter of calculation given a set of rules. Secondly, by far the greater effort
of this paper is to unpack various uses of ‘rulé’ in order to clarify the general
view that all knowledge is rule-oriented. As this effort proceeds, it will become
evident that none of the uses of ‘rule’ discussed will satisfy the demands of
either a Leibnizian or Marinian-like position. The quite general claim that
all knowledge is totally rulc-oriented either turns out to be false or so hope-
lessly ambiguous as to be largely useless in the application of empirical research
or in the understanding of empirical phenomena. To the extent that ‘Marin-
like’ views are predominant in computer application—especially in such
areas as Artificial Intelligence, Cognitive Simulation, and Information
Science—those applications have serious limitations often not recognized
by practitioners in the field. Furthermore, it is not my intention in this
paper to present a position to replace the totally rule-oriented view of
knowledge. No doubt, such an effort would help to clarify some of my

Three hundred plus one years later, Irwin C. Marin asks:

Ho?v can we generate knowledge from a small set of elements and a set of
basic relations between these? Is there a ‘minimal generating set’ from which
all higher level elements can be derived ? If so, what is it and from whence
d.oes it come? The motivation for approaching these questions is quite
simple. If an explicit minimal generating set can be specified, and if it can
be realized by computing machines, then an ‘experimental epistemology’
can be developed which would allow the solutions of any problems of
epistemology and which would be able to take advantage of the generating
power of electronic computing machines.?

Marin further suggests:

Knowledge is the .specification of form. Information is a change in the
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reflection forms of interpretations, contexts, and evaluations (content)
will produce general philosophical languages tailored to solve specificaily
posed problems in any given system of philosophy, and many be realized
as a computerized philosophical ‘robot’. Finally, the combination of knowl-
edge form all forms—experimental, realizational, reflectional, representa-
tional—will yield general integrational languages and their realization as

specification of form. A problem is an incompletenessj in tife speciﬁca_rion of
form. Solving a problem is the completing of the specu‘icc{tmn of the incom-
plete form. A solution makes explicit, relative to th.e 1nt.er.preter and Fhe
context of a form, that which was previously only implicit. A solution
completes the specification of form to produce knowledge.®

Continuing, Marin states his fundamental concern: general unifying realization units.®
This brings us to the fundamental problem of generative epistemology. Indeed, Marin does not specifically maintain that all knowledge claims, all
Now that we have a concept of what knowledge is, how can we constr;lct rational behaviour, all human creativity ‘falls under’ his proposed generative
sequences which will lead us from one state o_f .kpowledge to another? If epistemology ; nevertheless, having read the above paragraph, one is tempted to
we identify a problem as a relation between an initial state and a .ﬁnal state, ask: ‘What doesn’t?” So, with Leibniz, Marin could say ‘all subjects insofar
where these states are forms of knowledge, then how do we SPECIfY_ the ini- as they are amenable to reasoning’ are matters of calculations, according to
tializing and terminating states, successor functions, and _const_ramt_rull;;s rules. To reason is to reckon; to reckon is to reason! And a strong covert
so that we can generate a sequence of knowledge forms which with suitable suggestion seems to follow: nothing else is of importance to us. Hence, all
specifications of the limiis of the space can be made to co_nverg,e to a desir- knowledge claims, anything that can be said to be known or knowable, any
ed form? How do we generate a sequence of forms which we can call_ a _rational action, etc. are, in principle if not actually, locatable in some con-
procedure for the generation of knowledge. Can we go further and specify ceptual framework conceived of as a set of ‘rules’. Not just claims about the
algorithms? Under what conditions?* physical world, but claims about anything at all, said to be known, are totally

susceptible to rules. Not only are rocket trajectories calculated by the appli-

cation of rules but so is human behaviour. And here ‘behaviour’ is under-

stood in such a broad manner as to include physical movement as well as ‘the

composition of music, art, and the spoken word’ and ‘general philosophical

he states: languages tailored to solve specifically posed problems in any given system
of philosophy’. i

i inmi i i in is found boping that ‘an

Although in the beginning of his article Ma}‘ln is .
experimental epistemology can be developed which would all'ow the solutions
of many problems of epistemology’, nonetheless in the penultimate paragraph

Generative epistemology is a methodology or a know-how of how to

g An important ambiguity is lurking in the above paragraph. The assertion—
. Iy
: by generating it. In the computer field, and especia : e : L
v_obtam kl:)c;iw%;dﬁ? zogrammin gg language, assemblers could be generated Hence all knowlf?dge clallms, anything .that.ca_n be: said to be known or
in thebsu e » P dgh' g langua,ges from combinations of assem- knowable, any rational actions, etc. are, in principle if not actually, locatable
i code, and i1 g 1 : ‘e Iy

fl')rlom rlrnrz!;i lator; i co%n silers could be Gmilarly generated directly from in c?Ome cgqceptu;ﬂ framework conceived of as a set of llru]es —can _be
ers. Y o tios.s Tiiere.is|gréat potential for use in this field as 11!1 :erstoo m a? east ‘two ways. Nor are these mterpretanqns necessarily
r;::;;g];ui:n t;f::p;;;‘iled ﬁeld; of infosmation processing such as ar tificial intel- distinct at all points. First, the comment might mean that some pheromenon,

or another may be describable and or explainable in accordance with some
rules which form an ‘interlocking’ system. By means of such rules a given
phenomenon may be related to a whole group of other phenomena. Secondly,
the comment might mean that any act of knowing or any process of coming
to know is a rule-following act or process. This second position—held in

A i mct computcr-realized form o £ gencrative epistemo- one fashion or another by such writers as Noam Chomsky, Jerrold Katz,

w - and Bernard Harrison—is completely general. Of course, some phenomena, in
i on of music, ; . : : ) s )
logy to solve problems relating to, e, exémpii’ézzlf;n;%?s?an J the comi- rather particular circumstances or in a family of circumstances, may be known
ion

ken word, and the generat ! : . .
g:;i:lirtl)i?i? ci{l;c;riemental and obseliational procedures and their conceptual by following some tule(s) or another. I do not wish to question thar claim.

s My comments are directed against the quite general claim that any act of
. . i tion of
. Areas of future developments include the genera ) - .
fon?]ulatlorizntaﬁons o hines and their realization as compuUers, an a knowing c{)r process of coming .to know must be folfow?r{g some rulle or set .of
basu:1 replre O averal dosign langmages and their realizations and rules, and these rules, in principle could be made explicit as descriptive prin-
evelopment of ge : ) : .
t::; ulztionfas s fes e Generation using the basic ciples of explanation of those acts or processes,

ligence where attempts are made to mimic S.O-C.all'ed classes ‘_’f in’tellig,ent
response. We can show how sequences of ‘intelligent F)eha\_rmur can be.
generated, giving rise to specifying a general purpose intelligent system;
and we can show that these sequences can be generate.d by computer‘. Other
areas of application which require the use of generative representation lan-
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While the view that all knowledge is totally rule-oriented is not claimed
to be a sufficient condition for knowing something, it is held to be an essen-
tially necessary one. Thus, if something is not susceptible to some rules or
another, that guarantee it is inappropriate in such a case to speak of know-
ledge. ‘Hunches’, ‘beliefs’, ‘opinions,’ ‘guesses’, ‘intgitions’ may be more
appropriate terms to use in non-rules-oriented cases—or so one may claim.
Even though there is debate concerning the nature of these rules, even though
there is not agreement concerning the relation of the rules to what they are
applied, and even though there is disagreement concerning the nature of the
conceptual framework formed by these rules—even so knowledge is held to
be totally rule-oriented. But certainly in attempting to assess such a claim,
it must first be made clear just how ‘rule’ is being used or could be being
used.

As Wittgenstein would remind us, ‘rule’ has a family of uses, some closely
related and some not.® Tn broad, but surely incomplete strokes, one may
point to logico-mathematical rules, game rules, and institutional rules,” o
cite a few large groupings.8 And each of these large groups also forms a
family of rules. For instance, the rules of chess are more like the rules of the
Truth-Functional Calculus than the rule of baseball, although both chess
and baseball are games. Yet, the rules of baseball—a game—are more like
institutional rules. For theimmediate purposes at hand, however, more speci-
fic ambiguities will not be pursued in depth, as discussion is focused on logico-
mathematical game, and institutional rules.

To aid in the ensuing discussion, consider the following examples of logi-
cal game, and institutional rules respectively:

(1) If ‘p. g’ appears as a line ina proof, then “p’ may be subjoined as a
line in that proof.

(2) In chess, the piece called ‘bishop’ may move diagonally across any
number of unoccupied squares on the board.

(3) In driving an automobile, always stop at a red light.

In considering these examples, contrast (1) and (2) with (3). One could not ‘do
formalized logic or play chess unless there were rules oflogic and chess to be
followed. There is no ongoing activity of constructing proofs or playing
chess independent of following the rules of logic or chess. The rules canitot
be ignored and the activity of logic or chess stifl continued. One might say that
the whole life of the sign called the ‘dot’ or the physical object called the
‘bishop’ is created by rules of logic or chess. A move cannot be made unless
permitted by these rules. Certainly, one can make mistakes in constructing a
proof or in making a move in chess. But here one says ‘that move is not per-
mitted in the game’. The mistake is, as it were, a2 non-move—a vacuum in the
fabric of the rules, a picce of nonsense unintelligible within the rules of the
game. Certainly, the ink mark, may be erased from, or cutout of, this page;
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the picce of wood, marble, etc. called the ‘bishop’ knocked off the board of
sixty-four squares of alternating colours. But these are not moves of logic
or chess. For it makes no sense whatsoever to suggest one can go outside the
rules of logic and still construct proofs, or outside the rules of chess and still
play chess. Here, of course, one must distinguish between, given the rules,
what is logically possible and what is physically possible.

On the other hand, rules of driving such as, ‘In driving an automobile,
always stop at a red light’ do not bear this sort of relation to the activity of
driving. They do not ‘define’ that activity. There were no stop lights in the
carly days of the automobile. Hence there was no rule: ‘Always stop at a
red light.” Even so, people then were no less able to drive automobiles. A
person can drive an automobile while going outside of the institutional rules
governing driving. In fact, the situation, the context, in which one is driving
often demands that the institutional rules be ignored so that one may drive
all the better. One may, therefore, either follow, or not follow, institutional
rules and still be carrying on the activity to which the rule is applicable. One
can choose whether in fact to apply the institutional ruies or not in those
situations to which they are in principle applicable. Such rules may be applied
with great rigidity or with a certain amount of laxity depending upon how
the driver judges the particular situation in which (s)he is driving. An emer-
gency situation may arise in which one feels it mandatory—perhaps to save
a life—to speed to a hospital, running various red lights on the way. Thus,
‘Stop at a red light’ is superseded by the demands of the particular situation.
And ‘Stop at a red light” does not apply to all red lights one may see while
driving. Traffic stop lights, blinking red lights at railroad crossings, flashing
red lights on fire trucks, etc. all count—but not red lights adorning houses
of ill repute.

Since institutional rules do not create, as it were, an activity, such as rules
of logic and some games do, but rather tend to regulate an activity already
being performed, there is always the question of the appropriate application
of such a rule to a particular concrete example of the activity in question.
Again, consider the example: ‘When driving an automobile, always stop
at a red light.” Two exceptions to this rule have already been suggested—red
lights adorning certain business establishments and an emergency drive to
the hospital. But other instances form a countless number of examples, which
could be suggested: “If I stop at this red traffic light, I'll be hit from behind
by that car tail-gating me’, ‘I do not need to stop at this blinking red light at
this railroad crossing because the light is out of order’, ‘If I stop for the school
bus red lights, the kidnapper will get away’, ‘I do not need to stop at the school
crossing red light because it is after school hours’, etc. Here, one proceeds
by not applying institutional rules in specific contexts which seemingly call
for the application of that rule. One, rather, breaks the rules. The rules are
broken for the very purpose of doing what is appropriate in a particular case.

Nor could there be any ‘rules of application’, that is, rules dictating when,
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say, it is appropriate to apply, or not, the rules of driving. For one can always
cite the same problems of application about these rules ad infinitum. Nor can
it be reasonably suggested that all possible exceptions be listed prior to their
occurrence, and then built into the rule: when driving an automobile, always
stop at a red light of the sort x except in situation y. In activities being carried
out and regulated, as opposed to defined, by rules, all of the indefinite large
number of exceptions cannot be foreseen nor written down. In any event,
a list of a definite number of items, as any list would have to be, which pur-
ports to enumerate an indefinite number of any thing is a contradiction. If
all the exceptions are listed, there is no longer an indefinite number of them.
If, on the other hand, itis supposed thereis an indefinite number of exceptions,
they cannot be listed.

But there is another, perhaps more challenging, problem to be faced in
suggesting the exceptions could all be listed and that would alleviate the prob-
lem of applicability of an institutional rule. This problem, simply stated,
is: “What counts as an exception? Now, if one is to keep within the totally
rule-oriented view of knowledge, this question must be answered by formu-
lating a complete definition, or rule for the use, of ‘exception’ such that, given
any context of its use, there can be no exception to the correct application
of ‘exception’, ‘Exception” must have no exceptions. Yet, this is not the way
the notion of exception operates in activities being regulated by institutional
rules. In saying that x is an exception to an institutional rule, one has to see,
to grasp, wherein x is similar enough to accepted standard cases for the rule
1o have been reasonably thought applicable, yet dissimilar enough from the
standard cases so that, in fact, the rule is not applicable in this particular
context. Thus, the very notion of being an exception depends on something
being similar in certain ways and dissimilar in certain ways not with reference
to rules, but to standard cases accepted within certain specific contexts.

Now, one does not here speak of similarity or dissimilarity, simplicatur.
For, any two, or more, situations can be said to be similar on some ground
or another, e.g. they all occur in time. On the other hand, any two or more
situations are dissimilar, if for no other reason, because they are two or more,
and not one. What is, therefore, demanded in addressing the question of
exceptions to the rules is relevant, or appropriate, similarity and relevant, or
appropriate, dissimilarity. Now, in ongoing activities being regulated by insti-
tutional rules the notions of relevancy and appropriateness, like the notion of
exception, are not spelled out’in some rule-like way. What is counted as, or
seen as, relevant, as appropriate, in a given situation, or not, depends in large
part on what may be called the ‘gestalt’ in which that particular situation is
placed. ‘“What are the purposes involved in doing so-and-so?” ‘What goals
are intended to be achieved in doing this instead of that? “What interests are
to be fulfilled? “What further situations are to be avoided? “What biological
and psychological considerations come into play here? “What individual and
social values are involved in delimiting these goals, purposes, inferests?’ ‘How
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is “the world” viewed by the person, the human, acting in this particular situ-
ation?” These are but a few questions pointing towards the gestalt’ in which
the notions of relevance and appropriateness have their natural homes and
find their great variety of uses in particular cases. Yet, such questions can
have no answers formalizable in sets of rules. Hence ‘relevant’ and ‘appro-
priate’ are not rule-governed, nor could they be. In general, what one holds
to be relevant or appropriate is not settled by an appeal to some set of rules.

Not being able to give a rule formalization for ‘relevant’ and ‘appro-
priate’, one cannot subsume ‘similar’ and ‘dissimilar’ under a set of rules
insofar as there is 2 demand for relevant, or appropriate, similarity and rele-
vant, or appropriate, dissimilarity. That beingthe case, given the totally rule-
oriented view of knowledge, the question of the applicability of institutional
rules must remain unanswerable if, indeed, not paradoxical. Of course, there
are institutional rules and they are applied. However, the totally rule-oriented
view is not able to account for this common human activity of applying rules
to particular cases. For the human, much of what has traditionally at least
been called ‘reasoning’ and ‘knowledge’ proceeds not by appealing to formal
rules in specific contexts or situations, but rather by seeing, by grasping resem-
blances and similarities in apparently disparate cases; by seeing, by grasp-
ing dissimilarities in apparently alike cases;? by appealing to accepicd para-
digm cases as ‘criteria’ for judging similarity or dissimilarity appropriateness
or inappropriatencss. That humans do this and to the degree in which they
are able to do so is intimately connected with a gestalt and the assimulation
of that gestalt into the human activities of the individual human. The totally
rule-oriented view of knowledge is not able to account for this.

Here one could take the following line of rebuttal:

A question with no possible answer is not a question at all. To presume
otherwise is to open up the possibility of taking all sorts of metaphysical
utterances seriously. What is here being called the ‘question of applicability
of institutional rules’ is unanswerable ir principle, and hence, in principle
not a question. More generally, this is to argue that what has been called
‘knowledge’ in the area of activities governed by institutional rules is
simply not knowledge at all. One would do better to use such words as
‘habit’, ‘custom’, or ‘instinct’, here. Thus, the totally rule-oriented view
of knowledge has not been challenged. What has been shown is a long
entrenched misuse of ‘knowledge’.

Understanding ‘rule’ in the institutional sense, the above retort may
momentarily save the Leibnizian position that all reasonable subjects, all
knowledge, is expressible in terms of rules. One simply stipulates that ‘rule’
is not to be used in any institutional context, in any context of on-going
activities performable without rules. In such cases, therefore, ‘knowledge’,
and related words such as ‘reasonable’, ‘understand’, is not to be used. Yet,
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there appears to be no justification for such linguistic strictures except ‘to
save the position’ of a totally rule-oriented view of knowledge. In any event,
the discussion to this point does cast serious doubts on the credibility of some
of Marin’s questions and promisory notes; namely, that knowledge is
generatable in a specific computer programme and that under this rubric is
found music, art, and general philosophical languags. Nonetheless, to under-
stand claims being made by the totally rule-oriented view of knowledge,
one must look elsewhere than institutional rules for clarification of ‘rule’.

Consider game rules. In discussing game rules, one should remember the
very large variety of different sorts of activities which are, or have been,
called ‘games’. There are board games, field games, games requiring no
marked-out areas, solitary games, games for two persons, games for teams
of persons; games in which physical behaviour is minimal, contact sports,
highly rational games; games requiring minimal thought, games having a
goal to win; goalless—but not purposeless—games, games without purpose
or goal; rule-structured games, games with few, if any rules, established
games, games that are made-up as they are being played; games primarily
of skill, games primarily of chance, and so on. And there are all sorts of
combinations of these characteristics.

Several comparisons between games rules and institutional rules have
already been drawn. For example, institutional rules function to regulate
ongoing activities which form a part of 2 much wider gestalt. Thus, insti-
tutional rules do not serve to create activities, as (some) game rules do, but
are applied to activities which can be performed, and in some cases performed
better, independently of the rules. Certainly, it may be difficult if not im-
possible to distinguish in any absolute way between some activities called
‘games’ and other called “institutional activities’. Yet, if one looks at a parti-
cular game, such as chess, distinctions become clearer. In doing this, however,
it is well to remember that to select one specific game as an apparent para-
digm is to distort the concept game10

As in many games, although not all, the rules of chess do not serve to
regulate any game activity which could be accomplished independently of
those rules. Once more one must distinguish between activities permissible
within the game and mere physical behaviour. Not only do the rules of
chess determine what movements are to count as acceptable moves in the
activity of playing chess, but they also dictate what is to count as a ‘piece’
within the game, the nature of the ‘field” on which these pieces are to be
moved, how the pieces arc originally to be placed on that field of play, which
‘side’ is to move first, the goal of the game, eic. In a word, the complete
context, structure, and all possible moves in the game are determined by the
rules of chess.

These rules, unlike institutional rules, are rigid. There is no laxity in their
application, no judgements to be made concerning whether a rule could be
broken and the game still appropriately continued—perhaps even in a
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‘better way’ than if the rule had been set aside. The bishop always moves
diagonally. Decisions and judgements are rather madeconcerning whether
or not to move the bishop and when. There are, indeed, no exceptions to
any of the rules. The pieces are either originally sct on the board according
to the rules, or they are not; the correct side either moves first; or it does
not. Hence in chess no ‘court of appeals’ is needed to determine, given exira-
rule considerations, whether a given move is legitimate or not. There are
no referees, no umpires, no judges or juries in chess. “T'he rules are the rules,
and they speak for themselves’ one might say.

But all games are certainly not so completely rule structured as chess.
Consider baseball, for example. In fact, there are all sorts of varying games
called ‘baseball.” These range from one person pitching the ball for another
to hit, through the back sand lot with varying numbers of players on each
teams, to professional ball clubs. Unlike ‘chess’, ‘baseball’ indicates a broad
family of games. So there is no single set of what may be viewed as the rules
of baseball. For present interests, however, this discussion can be narrowed
to professional baseball as played in the United States. In this context, the
rule of domestic, professional baseball, like the rules of chess, create an acti-
vity. Strictly speaking, there is no playing of this game of baseball outside
of the rules. So, as in chess, but unlike driving, there is no question of
breaking the rules and still playing the game—much less a question of play-
ing a better game in some particular instance than if the rules had been fol-
lowed absolutely. ‘In baseball, when a batter has three strikes, he is out’
forms part of the context of the game activity. One simply cannot decide, or
judge whether to follow the rules or not if the game is to be played.

Yet a telling difference between chess and professional baseball is that the
playing of baseball requires someone to referee the game. Baseball requires
not only rules providing the context in which game activity is created and
carried out but also persons who will judge on plays, settle disputes, clarify
ambiguities, etc. A central question becomes: ‘Has a player in fact broken
a specific rule or not, in such-and-such a play? Unlike chess, the ‘pieces’
in baseball called ‘players’ have a life of their own as certain organisms
capable of various kinds of physical behaviour. That physical behaviour is
“translated’, in part through the rules of the game, into the human activity
of playing baseball. Moving one’s arm at a certain velocity and through a
mathematically describable arc whileholding a ‘stick’ may be an example of
taking a swing at a baseball or conduciing the Atlanta Symphony Orchestra.
in and of itself that particular bit of behaviour is neither. Itis merely beha-
viour. Such ‘translation’ or seeing behaviour as certain human activities
requires judgement which does not appear to be totally accessible to rules.

There are, of course, clectronic and photographic devices which may help
clarify more precisely what behaviour may, or may not, have taken place ata
certain moment. And while the results of such devices may enter into many
final judgements of the arbiters of the game, and even in some cases, within
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the rules, compel one sort of decision—even so these ‘photo finish facts’ are
not the judgements of the umpire on which decisions are based. For the photo
is, after all, of a bit of physical behaviour which itself needs to be seen as
baseball activity. Consider an extreme, but possible, example. Within the
context of a professional baseball game using ¢lectronic photo devices to scan
and photograph the strike area at the batter’s plate, the current batter has two
strikes. The pitcher throws the next ball which, as verified by the electronic
devices, passes through the centre of the strike zone. Just as the ball is in the
strike zone the batter suffers a violent seizure followed by coronary arrest.
The electronic photo device produces a picture showing precisely the same
physical behaviour as would be shown under more normal circumstances if a
player were to strike. Considering this example, one asks: ‘Within the
confines of the activity of playing baseball, has this player now struck out?’
Given the outlined circumstances, no umpire would say ‘yes’ even though the
.overt physical behaviour, as photographed, in other circumstances may well
have produced a judgement of ‘out’.

Once more the concept of relevance becomes centrally important. While
the rules of baseball help set the context of game activity, in particular cir-
cumstances, they do not set all of the content of thai activity. For, after ail,
ualike in chess, the chief pieces played in baseball are also the chief players,
and these huwman players are capable of all sorts of physical behaviour, some
relevant to the game play, some irrelevant, and some quiteambiguous. Thus,
some human(s) has to judge which behaviour is relevant and acceptable as
game playing activity, which is not, and in cases of ambiguous behaviour make
still further judgements. Once again, there cannot be ‘rules of applicability’
of the game rules. For one thing, human behaviour is so variable and the
circumstances in which it can take place so numerous that seemingly no set
of rules could determine which behaviour in which circumstances is accept-
-able as game activity and which is not. At least, from the practical view-
point, there would always be unlimited exceptions about which decisions
would have to be made. And, as previously discussed, onecannothavea list
indefinitely long of exceptions. From another viewpoint, such ‘rules of appli-
cation’ would themselves need application. Would tkey require ‘meta-rules
of application’ which would themselves need to be applied? And so on and
on? No, there simply must come a point where we act, but not by applying
further rules. The ‘spade turns’ on the rock of activity.! Game rules are
applied but within a game gestalt of which the rules of the game are only a
part.

If one, therefore, is to clarify the concept rule, while also attempting to
maintain a totally rule-oriented view of knowledge, it appears that game
rules like those of baseball will not do. Perhaps chess is, after all, a better
example to use in clarifying the totally rule-oriented view. At least, unlike
baseball, chess requires neither physical skills nor referces in the ways base-
ball does. In chess the players are not the pieces used in the game activity
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as they are in baseball. Hence the question, for example, of applying the
rules of the game to ambiguous behaviour of the pieces does not arise. Chess
picces never display exceptional, unexpected, beéhaviour which could be
relevant to the activity of playing the game. And this is, of course, a ‘logical’
remark. Even when human beings arc used as chess pieces, none of their
behaviour ‘counts’ except those movements, determined totally by the rules
of the game, from square to square and off the board.

Nonetheless a question of the application of the rules of chess arises in
other ways. While in chess, there is no board state that does not have a
‘best’ move to game, yet because of the astronomical number of possible
permutations of branching moves the players cannot with certainty realize
what in fact, those sequential ‘best moves’ are. From the viewpoint of the
beginner, or moderately advanced player, the problem may be cast in this
manner, ‘Given the rules and goal of this game what move can I now make to
guarantee the most favourable result for me?—or, in short, “‘What ought I
to move next?’ The very way in which the question is put by the beginner or
moderate player, coupled with other considerations such as there being only
a limited number of pieces to move on a limited number of squares accord-
ing to a limited number of rules, suggests that one only has to go through
all of the possibilities permitted by the rules, eliminating first those prohibited
by the board state in this case and then selecting from the remaining possible.
moves the one most likely to fead to a favourable board. The results of this
selection of a particular move, of course, creates a new board situation such
thatin turn the player could ask, “What now?’ and begin the ‘process of ana-
lysis’ over again and again untii the game ends.

We have been considering the beginner or at best moderately capable
chess player. The master chess player, however, does not appear to approach
the game from the stance of eliminating initial possibilitics by means of some
strategy or heuristic rules, and then trying out one-by-one the remaining
possible moves permitted by the rules. Rather, the accomplished player at-

tends to the total environment of the game, i.e. to the game gestalt, which is

built up like an organic whole out of innumerable experiences—past and
present—of the player. To quote a chess master:

Because of the large number of prior associations which an experienced
player has acquired, he does not visualize a chess position as a conglo-
meration of scattered squares and wooden pieces, but as an organized
pattern (fike the ‘Gestalt,’ or integrated configuration, emphasized by
Gestalt psychologists.)!2

Indeed, Hearst here only refers to ‘the large number of prior associations
[with other games and players] which an experienced player has acquired.’
Yet, one might wonder how many master chess players also play a musical
instrument, compose music, read poetry, write poetry, paint and/or draw,
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and the like. And if any do, what relation, if any, does this have on their
gestalt in playing chess, e.g. on this scnse of order, symmetry, balance?
And these sorts of considerations still do not include other factors such as
room temperature, noise level, lighting conditions, etc. Or, perhaps last
week the player attended his mother’s funeral, or final divorce papers were
signed, or he recently won an important match, or.... The considerations
become countless, yet all become ingredients in the gestalt of the individual
player as he now sits in competition before the board. Itis within this intfa-
grated Auman context that the master player sees appropriate plays, in
opposition to calculating plays, at various overlapping developments of
the game.

Such a context, the game gestalt, is not amenable to formulation by some
set of rules or another. Yet, so it appears, for any game play much beyond
that of a good novice, it is exactly out of this context that various possible
plays are seen and made. If this is the case, then once more the uphjo!der
of the totally rule-oriented view of knowledge is caught in a queer position.
On the one hand, chess is often used by supporters of the totally rule-orienfed
view of knowledge as one of the very paradigms of rationality, of doing
something knowledgeably.’® The master chess player does not guess, does
not more or less hopefully move his pieces. The master chess player knows
what he is about. Yet the situation in fact appears to be the following. While
the master chess player, indeed, does know what he is about, does make
rational judgements in developing his game, nonetheless much of this has
nothing to do with any apparent appeal to any rules at all. So it now seems
that the upholder of the totally rule-oriented assumption of knowledge must
either give up the claim that the master chess player in fact knows what he
is doing, or abandon the totally rule-oriented assumption.

Often proponents of the totally rule-oriented view of knowledge attempt
to slip through the horns in this way.

The master chess player must be following some sort of heuristic rulest4
for successful application of the game rules. He is not, however, aware
that he is doing this. He has played the game for so iong and in so many
different circumstances that he has internalized his hevristic rules. These
rules have become an active part of his subconscious, and as such the
‘master player follows these rules even more faithfully than if he had to
attempt to verbalize them—or could verbalize them—when they are
followed. In fact, these rules are now such a part of him, so much a
‘second nature’ to him that he cannot verbalize them all.

Now, when pressed as to why all of this must be so, it is because, after
all, the master chess player wins; that is to say, he very often makes correct
moves in the sense that his moves bot follow the games rules and lead to
winning the game. But he could not make such moves unless he knew how
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to play the game. Yet, knowing entails following rules. However, in this

. case the master chess player is not consciously aware of following any rules

leading to successful moves. Therefore, these rules of appropriate play are a
part of his unconscious.

Of course, the above is an example of circular reasoning.’® The totally
rule-oriented view of knowledge is assumed. To give credence to this view,
such examples as chess and game activities of the master chess player arc
cited as paradigm examples of completely rule-oriented knowledge. But,
when pointed out that the master chess player does much of his play by not
appealing to any rules, it is then suggested that he must be making use of
some rules or another because the totally rule-oriented position demands it.
Therefore, it becomes evident that the only reason it is claimed that the master
chess player must be following some set of unconscious heuristic rules is
because of the assumption itself. Yet, it is just this assumption which is to be
substantiated, at least in part, by appealing to chess, the master chess player,
and the like.

There are other games which could be discussed in order better to under-
stand what may be meant by someone holding to the totally rule-oriented
view of knowledge. For instance, games in which chance becomes prominent
as part of the structure of the game itself have not been mentioned. Poker
serves as an example.’® While in chess every board state, given the rules of
the game, has a ‘best move’ to the next positioning of the board in view of
winning, this is not so in poker where cards held may be considered ana-
logous to a board state in chess. Here, to proceed, one must bet before the
next deal, and bet, in part, on some factors which in principle are not deter-
minable until after the deal.?” Further, that deal is made from a deck of
randomly shuffled cards. A bet is made on what is held in the hands of the
opponents as well as on what will probably be dealt in the next and subse-
quent deals. Yet, there are other important considerations in an actual poker
game beside knowing the rules and being able to calculate probabilities.
For example, there are both the ‘poker face’ and the ‘bluff’. A relatively
mediocre hand of two low pairs may be held. But, given the pressure of high
stakes, knowing (and this is a legitimate use of ‘knowing’) the ‘mental set’
of the opponents, having played a great deal of poker with all sorts of people
in all sorts of circumstances—given such factors and many more, the bet
may be raised and the opponents fold. The good poker player judges when
such an action is appropriate, but not by appealing to any set of rules.

There are various sorts of games which could be discussed other than
chess, baseball, and poker in order better to understand what one may mean
when holding to the totally rule-oriented view of knowledge. Nonetheless, in
every case where a game does have a sct of game rules to follow, one always,
sooner or later, encounters questions of application of those rules to
particular situations occurring when actually playing the game. Attempting
to concoct ‘rules of application’ for the rules of the game only delay these
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questions. These are questions of judgements as to what the game sit_uation
now is, questions of what is relevant in deciding the next play, questions of
appropriateness of a play in a concrete situation, and so on. Yet, none of
thesc sorts of considerations in game play is amendable to any sort of
complete rule formulation. Such activities are not irrational; neithe.r are
they totally rulc-oriented. Activities are performed, games played out, in an
over-arching context, a game gestalt, of which the game rules and stra’.cegles
are only a part, themselves in need of appropriate application in part_lcu]ar
cases.”® There comes a point when one simply—perhaps not too ‘sunpl_y’
—knows how to go on, and does. For, in all cases, rules come to arn end in
activities. Activities do not come to an end in rules.
Another. type of rule an upholder of the totally rule-oriented view of
knowledge may be considering is that sort displayed by logic and higher
mathematics. Certainly, this appears to be the proclivity of Leibniz. If one
considers a particular formulation of, say, the Truth-Functional Calcu;us
and views it from a purely syntactical posture, then the rules become like
those of chess and constructing a proof becomes like playing a game——qniy
here a game of solitaire. All moves, all positions, everything which gllght
happen in the game is decidable by appealing to the rules. Nothing is left
‘open’ ; everything is ‘closed’ by the rules. In such a situation the same Prob-
lems, already discussed, of the application of the rules at various partu;ular
moves in a proof arise. Certain strategies—heuristic rules—can be, and are,
developed. But these are limited in their overall success. Even so, their apP]]-
cation depends on literally seeing certain situations as this or that, depending
the varying contexts in which even the “same stituation’ may be seen. For
example, one strategy rule may be: “When one has a tilde on the outside of
punctuation marks, remove.” Here, ‘remove it’ means roughly: ‘Lock
among the game rules using tildes. Of those that ‘fit’ this situation, employ
the ones causing the tilde in question to ‘drop out’.” Of course, heuristic rules
are not claimed to yield hundred per cent accuracy. There are cases where a
tilde on the outside of punctuation marks is exactly what is needed. Having
separate lines ‘A D(~B.~C) and‘~(~B.~ Cy, while wanting “~ A’ then
¢ m‘(~B. ~C) isleftin that form--assuming the game uses the rule ‘Modus
Ponens’. But, then, thisis grasped by bringing together many factors. Suppose,
however, it would be helpful ‘to getrid of thetilde on the outside ofthe punc-
tuation marks in ‘~(~B.~C). Very well, does one wish to assert as a
new line ‘B v C or ‘~B JC? Or, is “ ~CCB’ more useful? Such questions
as these are finally answered not by appealing to rules only, but ratl.ler
by seeing what needs to be done in terms of all sorts of various and vary%ng
patterns, contexts, goals, etc. in particular contexts of game play leading
to still further possible contexts. As in chess, no set of rules will finally
solve these problems.
But, there are also dissimilarities with chess. In some respects, some qf th'e
rules of logic, e.g. the rules of the Truth-Functional Calculus, are like insti-
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tutional rules. As already noted, the game of chess is something wholly
created by the rules of the game. Without the rules there would be no game,
no play. Within the rules everything doable is done; everything decidable
is decided. On the other hand, as previously discussed, institutional rules do
not serve to create activities, but rather to regulate already existing activities.
Automobiles were driven long before stop lights were in use as rule-reminding
devices. But as more automobiles were driven congestion and accidents also
increased. Thus circumstances demanded rules regulating the activity of
driving. In a similar but not identical manner, while no formal proofs can
be constructed outside of the rules permitting such constructions, certain
other human activities—for good or ill—are performed; activities which can
be, and sometimes are, regulated by formalized rules of logic. For human
beings do argue, debate, reason, reckon without knowing and appealing to
formalized rules of logic. Possession of such rules and their use can, there-
fore, be seen as regulating ongoing human activities in a way the rules of
chess do not regulate any sort of behaviour outside of the game itself,

Furthermore, while the rules of chess are invarient, this is not the case,
say, with the rules of the Truth-Functional Calcolus. There is an indefinite
number of ways in which this ‘game’ may be set up. What appears as rules
in one formation will appear as provable theorems in another. What is taken
as a primitive rule of transformation in one system may be established as
a derived rule of transformation in another system. What counts as primitive
signs in one systemization of the Truth-Functional Calculus are now viewed
as signs defined in terms of primitives. In 2 very real sense, and, unlike the
rules of chess, one cannot meaningfully speak of the rules of logic. There is
an infinite variety of sets of rules by which a Truth-Functional Calculus may
be formulated. Such various formulations are said to be ‘identical’ in the
sense that any tautology is either provable in a system as a theorem or
appears as an axiom of a system. Thus, ‘““*~(p v p) v p”’is an axiom’ mayhold
for System « but not of System , 8 while * “~(p v p) v p”’ is 2 theorem’ would
then hold for System 8 but not of System «. Yet, in that ‘~{pvp) v p’ is
an axiom in one system and a theorem in the other would make these two
systems very different, indeed; different in proof construction, in appli-
cation, in psychological complexity of applying the rules of the system in
a particular proof, etc.

While the Truth-Functional Calculus has been cited as an example,
similar comments may be made about all areas of logic and mathematics.
It is extremely misleading to speak of tke rules of logic and the rules of va-
rious arcas of mathematics. What is a ‘knowledge claim’ in one system
‘based on’ a set of ‘rules’, may appear as a ‘rule’ in another system. In such
circumstances, the claims being made by a totally rule-oriented view of
knowledge are even less clear, for it becomes a matter of indifference, as
far as various systems are concerned, as to what is to count as a ‘rule’ and
a ‘claim’ dependent upon those rules. Even so judgements are made, based
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on all sorts of differing factors, as why to use this particular formulation of
the Truth-Functional Calculus instead of some other; why this particular
formulation of artithmetic instead of some other, etc. What sorts of justi-
fications can be given for such choices? Many factors can be, and should
be, considered here but not appeals to any further rules.

In concluding these remarks concerning logico_—mathematical rules asa
possible clarification of the concept of rule ina totally rule-oriented view of
knowledge, one more well-established observation is in order. Any axio-
matic system sufficient to generate formulae of arithematic is either comp-
lete but inconsistent, or consistent but incomplete. If the axioms of such
a system are consistent, there is always some well-formed formula, ‘F’, which
is not provable within that system, i.e. ‘F” is undecidable within that system.
Let °F’ be introduced as a further axiom of the system, and there shall be
another well-formed formula; ‘F’, which is not provable, i.e. which is un-
decidable. If, on the other hand, it is logically possible to prove every well-
formed formula of some axiomatic system powerful enough to generate the
formulae of arithmetic, then the axioms of that system are inconsistent.
That is to say, it will be possible to prove not only one formula, ‘F’, in that
system, but also ¢~ F’. Certainly, there has been a great deal of debate con-
cerning just what is or is not entailed by the findings of Gédel. It is enough
for the purposes of this paper to remember the observations of Ernest Nagel
and James Newman:

Godel’s proof should not be construed as an invitation to despair or as
an excuse for mystery-mongering. The discovery that there are arithe-
matical truths which cannot be demonstrated formally does not mean
that here are truths which are forever incapable of becoming known, or
that a ‘mystic’ intuition (radically different in kind and authority from
what is generally operative in intellectual advances) must replace cogent
proof. It does not mean as a recent writer claims, that there are ‘ineluct-
able limits of human reason’. It docs mean that the resources of the human
intellect have not been, and cannot be, fully formalized, and that new prin-
ciples of demonstration forever await invention and discovery.?®

.Godel’s work does, therefore, show either that given any systcm of
axioms (rules) sufficient to generate everyday statements in arithmetic such
a ‘141 =2" then there will forever be appropriately formulated claims in
that system which are true but not shown to be true on the basis of the
axioms (rules), or that there is an essential contradiction in the system itself.
So, if any language is rich enough to permit counting, adding, subtracting,
and the like, then that language will permit the formulation of true know-
ledge, claims, the truth of which is not totally rule-oriented in the sense of
being fully formalized in terms of the logico-mathematical rules of the
system. Only to a point and that point is variable depending ou the ‘system’
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in which one is operating is the Leibnizian dream of ‘beautiful results’ actual-
izable. Finding, establishing, justifying what is true is nor in all cases a
matter of calculation according to a set of rules whether these rules be
1qstitutional, game, or logico-mathematical in nature. But old prejudices
die hard.

And sometimes dying prejudices are given new life. In connection with
the totally rule-oriented view of knowledge, a new infusion occurred with
the invention of the electronic digital computer, coupled with the develop-
ment of computer science and technology. The fact that today there are
successfully used electronic digital computers gives even greater apparent
credence to the totally rule-oriented assumption. Within this computer
co:_l’sext, ‘tule’ takes on new uses, The computer, from one general view-
point, is nothing more than a concrete-instantiation of a formal (i.e. “rule
bound’) system used to process ‘information’ encoded in symbolic terms.2
Yet, more in particular, when speaking of computers, there is, as suggested
by Mortimer Taube, a ‘specialized synonymy between “‘formal” and
“mechanical” [which] is not found in the dictionary or common usage...’®
As far as the computer is concerned, what can be formalized—expressed in
terms of a rule—is limited by the physical construction of the machine itself.
In fact, ‘rules’, used in the context of contemporary computing machinery
may bt? viewed as symbolic representations—maps—of various electroz
magnetic, or ‘mechanical’ states of the machine.

First, the notion of rule, in the context of computer programming, is
not ?)eing understood in the same manner as when speaking of ‘same rules’
or ‘institutional rules’ or ‘logico-mathematical rules’. Rather, one would
do better to use ‘instructions’ instead of ‘rules’ in speaking of computer
programmes. Burrell clarifies this distinction.?2 He argues that instructions
are specific-oriented, whereas rules relate to ongoing activities. Instructions
lead to the achievement of a goal or product. Rules aid in fulfilling a purpose.
Instructions are given to be followed step-by-step in order to achieve a parti-
cular goal. Rules are applied in concrete situations. So, to know x is to be
able to formulate a series of instructions which, if followed, will ‘yield’ x
or ‘yield’ a situation in which the probability of x is very high. Here, ‘foli
lowed’ is devoid of any anthropomorphic tones. No decision, judgement,
understanding is involved—only mechanical (or electro-magnetic) states
of the computer.

Thus, for Marin in particular and the computer enthusiast in general
the ‘knowledge is totally rule-oriented’ view is refashioned into ‘knowledgé
is totally instruction-oriented’, We remember Marin writing:

Knowledge is the specification of form. Information is the change in the
specification of form. A problem is an incompleteness in the specification
of form. Solving a problem is the completing of the specification of the in-
complete form. A solution makes explicit, relative to the interpreter and
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the context of a form, that which was previously only implicit. A solution
completes the specification of form to produce knowledge.®

Here, ‘specification of form’ refers to various mathematical or quasi-
mathematical formulae and various definitions which can be incoded to a
computer programme, i.¢. set of instructions, and such that the empirical
variables of these formulae can be “satisfied’ with particular ‘empirical cons-
tants’. According to the programme, the computer then proceeds through
certain electro-magnetic states. Such ‘change in the specification of form’,
i.e. the preceding through various cleciro-magnetic states, is called ‘in-
formation’. A problem is represented by a programme not yet run, while
solving a problem is running the programme on the computer.2* The solu-
tion to the problem is already ‘contained’ in the programme, i.e. set of ins-
tructions. Only the programme and the computer on which it is run are
relevant to the conclusion. No novel factors, no questions of insight, no
judgements, etc. are pertinent to arriving at or ‘understanding’ the ‘solution’.
The ‘solution’ is simply the last stage in a series of electro-mechanical states
which can be expressed in a notation and ‘interpreted’ by either a human
being or another machine. And so knowledge is now viewed as completely
mechanized with questions of relevance reducing to questions of ‘completing’
various sets of instructions by incoding various data at specified Tocations
marked off in the notation by variables.?s The question of application appa-
rently amounts to nothing more than whether, yes or no, specific data can
be input into the variables in certain sets of instructions, i.e. programme,
and whether the ‘solution’ can be then decoded to match a given domain of
interest.2 There is, however, something linguisticafly odd in asserting:
‘Knowledge is totally instruction-oriented.” The oddity is in the conjoining
of having knowledge with following instructions. And it is precisely this
attempted linkage which is at the heart of Artificial Intelligence. Having
knowledge and following instructions are mot only logically distinct proper-
ties (or states) but are also logically incompatible ones.

Here the concept of logically distinct must be briefly explored. Consi-
der these examples:

(1) (a) being spherical
(b) mot being spherical
(2) (a) being spherical
(b) being green
(3) (a) being a building
(b) being a college

Given anything at all, it cannot both be and not be spherical. The syntactical
rules governing the uses of ‘not’ preclude such a possibility in our language.
But such properties as being spherical and not being spherical are not only

= |
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logically distinct, they are also logically incompatible because of the grammar
of our language. In that being spherical and being green need not, indeed
usually are not, predicated of the same object; they too are logically, distinct,
However, there are not logical reasons why some object, say, a beach ball.
could 1.10t be both spherical and green. That is to say, the semantical ruIe;
governing ‘spherical’ and ‘green’ are such that they may or may not be both
predlffated of the same thing. This being so, whether a given object is both
spherlcql and green is a matter which is established, or not, empirically
Propertl‘es such as these may be called fopic neutral. And what is to be sa.id:
concerning being a building and being a college? Certainly, they are logically
dlStht.. Many things are buildings which are not colleges. But are these
properties logically incompatible or topic neutral. When speaking strictly

one cannot assert of the same thing that it is both a building and a coIIege—:
even t%lough buildings may house colleges. But the reasons for this do not
rest with any syntactical rules of our language, but rather with what ma

broadly be seen as semantical considerations. Consider the following: ’

(1) Only ‘fhose things locatable int space and time, constructed from such
materials as brings, mortar, wood, etc. are properly called ‘buildings’

(2) On_ﬂy organizations or institutions which have students, faculty ad-'
ministrators, ctc. and are engaged in the assimilation, discovery’ and
transmlthn of knowledge are correctly called ‘colieges’, j

(3) NQ organization or institution is constructed of bricks, mortar, wood
nails, etc. Nor is any organization or institution located in’ space’
although organization and institutions do exist through time ’

(4) No building, on the other hand, is constructed for students. facult
and administrators. , 4

(5) Hence nothing which is properly called a building is also—can also
be—called a college.

It is in this way that having knowlege and following instructions are not onl
logically distinct but are also logically incompatible. The grammar of ou)1c
Ianguage. does not permit these properties to be predicated of one state or
process int any strictly literal manner. Metaphors are, of course, often used
fmd to no great harm in most cases. One can loosely speak of a cértain build-
ing as ‘the college of business administration’. One can loosely assert that
having knowledge involves following a set of instructions. But such met
phors are not to be taken literally. o
Ever% if such logically difficulties . were not present, one may still raise
furthe}' Issues. For example, there apparently is no question of application
of a given instruction, or a set of instructions, (i.e. computer programme) to
a -sp‘eciﬁ.c task to be performed. For example, the trajectory of a certain
mlssﬂ_e is to be calculated. Various mathematical formulae are written in
machine operable code along with instructions of steps to be taken in calcu-
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lating with the use of these formulae. Into this programme is put specific
empirical parameters concerning this missile, e.g. range, destination, speed,
weight, initial thrust, etc. Given the mathematical formulae, instructions
for sequence of steps to be taken, and the relevant empirical data, the com-
puter calculates a trajectory for the missile. Precisely, whenever this sort
of problem is to be solved, this programme, with whatever data are relevant,
is used. The only question of application seems to be whether or not a tra-
jectory is wanted. The only question of relevance apparently is to satisfy,
with specific data concerning the missile in question, the empirical variables
demanded by the mathematical formulae. In this way, applicability and
relevance apparently become minimal. Questions such as ‘Given the rules of
chess, should the queen be moved in such-and-such a way at this particular
state of game development?’ seem to have vanished.

Yet, we must also realize that even in computer application ‘to mundane
numerical problems’?? the whole story of ‘knowing’ cannot be told entirely
in terms of instructions to be followed, in terms of electro-magnetic states
to be realized. We may do well to remember Plato’s Phaedrus. In discussing
rhetoric and rhetoricians, the following interchange takes place between
Socrates and Phaedrus:

Soc.: Leave the unimportant and let us bring the really important
question into the light of day, which is: what power has
art of rhetoric, and when?

PHAEDR.: A very great power in public meetings.

Soc.: Tt has. But I should like to know whether you have the same
feeling as I have about the rhetoricians? To me there secem to
be a great many holes in their web.

PuaEDR.: Give an example.

Soc.: I will. Suppose a person to come to your friend Eryximachus,
or to his father Acumenus, and to say to him: ‘T know how
to apply drugs which shall have either a heating or a cooling
effect, and I can give a vomit and also a purge, and all that
sort of thing; and knowing all this, as I do, I claim to be a
physician and to make physicians by imparting this knowledge
to others’, what do you suppose that they would say?

PHAEDR.: They would be sure to ask him whether he knew ‘to whom’
he would give his medicines, and ‘when’, and ‘how much’.

Soc.: And suppose that he were to reply: ‘No; I know nothing of
alt that; I expect the patient who consults me to be able to
do these things for himself?

PHAEDR.: They would say in reply that he is a madman or a pedant who
fancies that he is a physician because he has read some-
thing in a book, or has stumbled on a prescription or two,
although he has no real understanding of the art of medicine.?

— e
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Only a fool would call someone a physician who possessed only some ins-
tructions which bring about certain effects. To have knowledge involves
much more thasn this. Minimally, it also requires the ability to apply appro-
priately—or not to use at all—the instructions. “Why? When? Where?' are
not answered by appealing to still further instructions.

‘Why do we want to determine a trajectory for this particular missile?
{To obliterate enemy ground to air missiles) “Why are not certain computer-
suggested trajectories satisfactory? (Because they take our missiles over
allied territory in 2 dangerous way.) “When should we ignore the computer
print-out? (if we have a hunch that our data is wrong, that the computer is
malfunctioning, that the enemy is going to do the unexpected, etc.) Such
questions (and possible responses) begin to unfold a Auman backdrop or
context, necessary to performing the job of creating a specific computer
programime for some purpose(s) or other and knowing in some useful sense,
the eventual computer print-out of some trajectory of another, While com-
puters may very well be used to manipulate facts according tovarious sets
of programme, the machine does not, nor could it as ‘computer’ is now
understood, set the context of goals and human values in which those facts
having meaning for us as human users. Even in the instances of ‘mundane
numerical problems’ there are, indeed, problems of application and relevance.
Such problems are resolvable by appealing not to computer instructions,
but to a human context, or gestalt, of desires, interest, values, etc. Thus, once
more it would appear that the dreams of Leibniz and Marin cited at the
beginning of this paper are forever that—dreains.

This essay began by characterizing a certain view of knowledge that is
prevalent in much of contemporary thought. One ingredient of this view is
the claim that all knowledge is totally rule-oriented—a claim which is as
ambigous as it is widely accepted. Early on in this paper it was suggested
that before this claim could be reasonably discussed and possibly accepted,
the concept rule needed to be examined. Having wrestled with several para-
digm uses of ‘rule’, it appears that none of them surfice for the quite general
claim that all knowledge is totally rule-oriented. Now, of course, by fiat one
could say, ‘By “rule” I mean x,’—for example, ‘instruction’—and then sti-
pulate a definition of ‘knowledge’ and related terms such as ‘understand’ in
terms of x. And many writers in such computer-oriented fields as Artificial
Intelligence, Cognitive Simulation, and Information Science appear to have
relied heavily on constructing stipulative definitions of ‘intelligence’, ‘cogni-
tion’, ‘language’, ‘games’, ‘rules’, etc. rather than use them as more com-
monly—albeit in many cases vaguely—understood. Marin is no exception.
Often he gives covert stipulative definitions instead of empirical observa-
tions or results, confusing the one with the other, while making claims of
catholic applicability. Here is the verbal trickster pulling rabbits out of his
fiat hat—and stuffed rabbits at that. Certainly, uses of various words may
change over times for any number of reasons, new scientific discoveries and
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technological applications being some of these. At some future time, it may
be appropriate to speak of computers composing symphonies, writing poetry,
proving theorems, playing chess, producing philosophical languages, etc.
But if such linguistic uses come to pass, this will not only represent experi-
mental breakthroughs in computer technology but also important shifts in
the uses of ‘computer’, ‘knowledge’, etc. However, as computers are currently
developed and used and as terms such as “knowing’ and ‘understanding’ are
currently used outside of specialized areas such as Artificial Infelligence,
contemporary computers—hardware and software—give no reasonable sup-
port to the completely rule-oriented view of knowledge.

There is a long and equally venerable tradition which maintains a person’s
knowing something, understanding something, believing something, etc. are
all activities of some sott or another occurring in that most private of cham-
bers, the mind. Early behaviourists and others denied this Cartesian view and
asserted that knowing, believing, etc. are all quite publically observable
events. Yet, common to both of these general positions is the view that, ex-
cluding direct intuition or perception, knowledge is a matter of manipulating
‘atomic bits’ by means of some rules or another. What counts as an ‘atomic
bit’ is different for different writers, as is the case for ‘rules’. Inthis paper only
various uses of ‘rule’ have been persuaded. Nonetheless, in both approaches
it is the individual being stressed. The individual is the one knowing, the one
understanding. Thus, concepts such as knowing and understanding become
essentially tied to either the notion of individual person ot individual body.

It is the case that the above comments start with a very specialized con-
cept, namely, that of individual. Various widely held epistemological prin-
ciples and theories reflect this approach. We take as given that the individual
knowing, understanding, believing, etc. We then ask such questions as: How
does the individual know, understand, etc. and what is now understood, etc.
by the individual?” And solipsism always appears close at hand in our ques-
tions and answers. However, even as little as this may be recognized, the very
concept of individual, here being used as individual person, is a completely
social concept. The notion of person is delimited by examining the various
sorts of overlapping contexts in which it naturally functions. As a person I
have both legal rights and obligations, as a person [ enter as a participant
into a religious community, as a person I am married, as a person I have and
help to create a family life, asa person I know, understand, belicve, etc. On
the other hand, as a body ¥ am 6’1", as a body I weigh 180 lbs, asa body 1
have a nervous system, as a body I can move—though not be said to act—
within the area of certain biochemical and physical boundaries. Indeed, as a
person I am essentially social or ‘public’, whereas as a body I am ‘private’.
The beginning point, the ‘start’ for epistemology is, therefore, better seen
as being social rather than individualistic. Or at least this much is minimally
the case: the social view is an alternative to the individualistic one.

If the social view is adopted, then from that stance several essential con-
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fusions are found in the individualistic approach so prevalent in Western
thought, For example, individual person and individual body are prone to be
assimulated into one another. Then concepts which are properly ascribed to
one are illicitly predicated of the other. It is persons who know, understand,
believe—and in all sorts of ways, in all manner of circumstances. Knowing,
understanding, believing, are simply logically incompatible with being a body
in the same way that being a building and being a college are logically incom-
patible. Now, a computer, as the term ‘computer’ is currently used, is not a
person but rather a body.?* Computers arc not said to have legal rights and
obligations, computers are not said to marry, computers are not said to be
participants in religious communities, etc.?® Computers are said to be big or
small, fast or slow, heavy or not so heavy, etc. Now, if it can be reasonably
argued that persons and bodies are logically distinct, that concepis such as
knowing, understanding, believing, etc, are correctly ascribable to persons, and
that computers are bodies of some sort or another, then it really makes no
sense at all to speak of computers knowing, understanding, believing, efc.
So promises of Artificial Intelligence are examples of important instances of
a general stance gone amuck. For if the individualistic stance had not been
taken, it is unlikely anyone would have attempted to model human cognitive
functions by means of a computer. None of these comments are to deny the
usefulness of computers in many particular human activities. However, an
instrument used in an activity should not be confused with that activity or
even said to be a model of that activity. To type a manuscript is not a model
of writing an article, for instance.

Continuing to assume the social stance as the beginning point for episte-
mological queries, we can now return to the completely general view that all
knowledge is totally rule-oriented. In attempting the task of clarifying this
view, we examined, in broad strokes, three different types of rules. In each
case we ran into various difficulties. One common to all, however, is the pro-
blem of application of rules to specific cases. This problem in turn raised
further ones of similarity, appropriateness, relevance, and the like. And our
discussions appeared to become hopelessly bogged down. As my closing
suggestion, I observe that this Gordion Knot cannot be unraveled, but it can
be cut. The social stance regarding epistemological issues supplies at least
fruitful suggestions of developing positions addressing themselves to questions
of similarity, appropriateness, relevance, etc. Beginnings are made in both
the later Wittgenstein’s ‘forms of life’ and Polanyi’s ‘tacit knowledge’. Rules
and systems of rules are to be related to these philosophical insights. But
this is far beyond the scope of this present paper. However, 1 do wish to add
one suggestion and for now a suggestion only, intended to augment both the
Wittgensteinian and Polanyian position. My suggestion is this. The primary
feature of a human form of life is that of intrinsic value. Rules are applied in
various situations to, loosely speaking, get things done. But why do we want
to do this whatever? Because we, as humans, perceive it to be important, to
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be valuable. Problems are set, rules applied, solutions found in a multitude
of different ways, but always within a normative framework. As humans we
set various goals and determine what is to count as satisfactory solutions to
prc?b]ems thwarting our achieving these goals. Now this human activity re-
quires much more than a consideration of pragmatic ends. For pragmatic
ends are usually associated more closely with the body as contrasted with the
person. Solving our human problems is also a matter involving the discovery
and articulation of intrinsic values which are more closely aligned with being
a person. And this discovery and articulation is not wholly accomplished by

following rules and sets of rules. For it is such values which make applicable
the rules.
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‘Desire’ in Yoga and Jung
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In recent years the Yoga psychology of the East has been given increasingly
serious attention by modern Western psychology.* Carl Jung was among
the first of the modern psychologists to be influenced by Yoga. In his encoun-
ter with Eastern thought, Jung paid particular attention to the Yoga-Sutras
of Pataiijali.? Some of Jung’s psychological concepts seem to parallel and
probably borrow from Patafijali’s Yoga. However, in other aspects of his
thinking, jung firmly rejects Yoga—at least in its direct application to modern
Western man. It was Jung’s view that contact with the East was capable of
causing a fundamental change in the modern Western world-view. But this
must occur carefully, The West must not mindlessly run after the East after
the fashion of beggars, being too ready ‘to accept the alms of the East in bulk
and to imitate its ways unthinkingly.’® If the West is to possess what has
taken Indian thought thousands of years to build, this cannot be done quickly,
easily or by theft. In Jung’s opinion, the inoculation of Eastern wisdom
must be allowed to work within the Western mind in such a way that the
danger of shallow ‘spiritual infection” from the East is avoided, and that the
way forward to new spiritual growth on the old Western foundations is
opened. Exposure to Eastern wisdom, therefore, is not so much the taking
in of new knowledge, but, rather, the encounter with another way of under-
standing and living life which jars the Westerner loose from his own narrow-
minded encapsulation. His awareness of consciousness is expanded, opening
the door to experience of the unconscious. Clues are offered to the perceptive
Western student as to what sort of things may be discovered within his own
consciousness. But, then, he must experience these things for himself,

Jung’s encounter with Pataiijali’s Yoga helped him to enlarge the aware-
ness of his own unconscious, and provided him with clues as to how to better
make present its contents. Elsewhere [ have examined Jung’s general encoun-
ter with Yoga,* and with Patafijali’s notion of levels of samadhi5 In this
paper, we turn our attention to the way in which “desire’ as dealt with by
Patafijali strongly influenced Jung.

Crrra, PsyCHE AND DESIRE

Before the conceptions of ‘desire’ in Jung and Yoga can be compared, the
psychological foundations within which desire occurs (cittza for Yoga, psyche
for Jung) must be understood.

Citta is the technical term used in Yoga to refer to consciousness including
both the level of awareness and the level of the unconscions.® Citfe has empi-



58 HAROLD COWARD

rical reality, and may be controlled or experimented with in the same fashion
as any other material reality. But because the material composing citta
is of a finer or more subtle nature than the quality of matter in the psysical
environment, special scientific techniques suited to the nature of citia must be
devised. These are the Yoga techniques systematized in the Yoga-Sitras
of Patafijali. In ordinary experience, citfa is.experienced as a series of
particular mental states (citfavrtti). A thought or cittavrtti for Yoga is
understood as a specific shapping of psychic matter or ciffa in the same way
as an external object, such as a chair, is a specific shaping of physical matter.
In the Yoga view, both are equally real. Jung shared this perception of the
reality of psychic matter. As he puts it; ‘It seems to me far more reasonable
to accord the psyche the same validity as the empirical world, as to admit
that the former has just as much ‘reality’ as the latter.’?

Writing his autobiography Jung refers to the turbulent years of confron-
tation with his unconscious as a period of scientific experiementation out of
which his basic psychological insights arose.® Influence from the Yoga came
in a most welcome form, namely, in providing independent confirmation of
what, to that point, had been merely his own experience. The full reality of
the psyche, as Jung technically called it, was confirmed by the Yoga concep-
tion of citza with its long history of psychological validity in Eastern thought.
Like citta Jung defines psyche as the totality of all psychic processes, conscious
as well as unconscious.® Although the way in which Jung subdivides the
psyche does not completely parallel the various stages in the evolution of
citta,!® there is one concept, namely, libido or psychic energy, that is shared
by both Jung and Yoga.

From the way he develops the concept, it seems clear that Jung’s view of
libido is definitely influenced by Yoga. The receiving of support from Yoga
for his notion of libido was most important to Jung, for it was this concept
that first caused the loss of his friendship with Freud. With the publication in
1912 of his book on the concept of libido, Jung reports that all his friends and
acquaintances dropped away, and the book was declared to be ‘rubbish’. 1
Jung’s view differed from that of Freud in that for Jung libido ‘is not the
sexual instinct, but a kind of neutral energy, which is responsible for the for-
mation of such symbols as light, fire, sun, and the like.”’* Jung argues that
this neutral energy can be canalized into many different expressions of desire,
of which sexuality is an important one but not the only one. Another and
perhaps equally strong expression of libido is found in the human experi-
ence of creativity.® The influences of the Yoga on Jung is very evident here
in that, throughout his analysis of the different ways in which the neutral
energy of libido has been canalized, Indian symbols dominate the text.!*
Jung’s conclusion is ‘that the concept of libido in psychology has functionally
the same significance as the concept of energy in physics...."1®

Jung found further support for his view of psyche and its neutral encrgy
or libido in the classical Indian Samkhya-Yoga conception of citta, In his
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1539 lectures on “The Process of Individuation’, given at the Zurich Eidgen&s-
sische Technische Hochschule, Jung spent considerable time analysing the
Sarmkhya-Yoga theory of citza.l® Jung’s idea of the expression of the psyche
as arising or being canalized from a pool of neutral energy (libido) fits very
well with the Sarkhya-Yoga conception of ciffa as evolving from the latent
energy pool of prakrti (non-intelligent matter, one side of the Samkhya-
Yoga metaphysical duality). Prakrti is composed of three aspects or sub-
stantive qualities (gunas), each of which can be found in an analysis of one’s
ordinary expetience of consciousness: saftva which is brightness or intelli-
gence; rajas which is energy or movement; and famas which is dullness or
inertia, Although each of these gunas keeps its own separate identity, no indi-
vidual gupa ever exists independently. Rather, the three gupas are always
necessarily found together like three strands of a rope. However, the propor-
tionate composition of cifta or consciousness assigned to each of the gunas
is constantly changing.? Only the predominant guna will be easily recognized
in a particular thought. The other two gunas will be present but subordinate.
Jung found confirmation and support for his concept of libido or psychic
energy in the Yoga idea of rajas. Rajas is cnergy or movement of any kind.
Passionate or lusiful activity which leads one astray is rajas, as is the spiritual
discipline of a saint or the highest thoughts of the greatest philosopher. Thus,
in itself rajas, like Jung’s libido, is neutral psychic energy. The value compo-
nent is added by the way in which the energy is canalized by the constantly
evolving psyche. Just as in Patafijali’s Yoga nothing would function without
rajas (the other two gunas of sattva and tamas would simply remain static),
so also in Jungian theory the dynamic functioning of the psyche, the tension
between the piars of opposites and the process of individuation could not
take place without the impetus of libido.18

Jung describes desire as ‘a particular psychological state, a specific con-
centration of libido, which through overflowing innervations produces a
general state of tension’.!® In Yoga the rajas aspect of citta produces desires
which are given technical analysis as the kledas.

JunG’s UNDERSTANDING OF PATANJALrS KLiSas

In his ETH Lectures Jung describes klesas as urges, the natural instincive
forms in which libido first appears out of the unconscious; they represent
psychological energy or libido in its simplest form of manifestation.2? Al-
though Patafijali confines klesas to the ‘afflicting’ processes of ignorance
(avidya), egoism (asmitd), attachment to sensuous pleasure (rdga), aversion
or dislike (dvesa), and shrinking from death or clinging to life (abhinivesa),
Jung follows the lead of Tantric Yoga and includes desire for intellectual
discrimination as yet another klea. This last Jung interprets as ‘an urge to
produce a personality, something that is centered, and divided from other
things. . . .It is what one would describe in Western philosophical terms as an
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urge or instinct toward individuation.?® In addition to the more negative
klesas of the Yoga-Sifras, then, Jung highlights the very important kleda
or desire for individuation, without which one could never develop an indi-
vidual personality. Individuality is given to each human, animal or plant by
the very fact that prekrti had to separate into these many manifestations.
This is the root cause of the pairs of opposites. When a whole is divided into
parts, such as male and female, says Jung, this causes the polarization which
results in energy or libido tension between the opposites.?® Even though
everyone is physically separated out from a common pool in this way, psy-
chological individuation only occurs when one becomes conscious of one’s
separate existence. As young children or primitive people we identify strongly
with the whole in what Jung refers the participation mystigue, but maturity
and psychic integration is realized only when our balanced unity in the centre
of the pairs of opposites is achieved. All of this Jung found well illustrated
and supported in both the teachings and the practices of Yoga.

Although Jung mentions all of the k/efas, he does not scem to appreciate
the subtleties suggesied by a careful reading of the Yoga-Sifra text. Raga,
for example, is the klesa which seems to represent our everyday conception
of ‘desire’. In Yoga-Sitra (11:7) raga is defined as the sequential attraction
to pleasure. Vyasa’s bidsya expands the intended meaning in terms of frsnd
or ‘the thirst for and the hankering after pleasure or the means thereof, pre-
ceded by a remembrance of the pleasure in one who has enjoyed it....”®
In his tikd, Vacaspati MiSra makes clear that the psychological process or
mechanism implied is simply the karma-sariskara-karma series (i.c. the pre-
vious experience of pleasure has left behind a memory trace which creates
in one the predisposition or desire for that same experience of pleasure once
again).#* Similarly, for Jung desire is created by the record of past human
actions and is recorded in the collective and personal subconscious.?” Yoga
also includes avidyd or ignorance, agmita or egoism, abhinivesa or love of life
and devesa or aversion; they are all different forms of desire, and, taken
together, cause samsara or rebirth.?

TAaPAS AND AcTIvE IMAGAINATION AS TECHNIQUES
FOR DEALING WITH DESIRE

Tapas is described in the Yoga-Sitras as that which burns up psychic im-
purities. It is the Yoga or psychological technique by which one, who is
afflicted with a mind addicted to materialistic and sensuous goals for the pur-
pose of satisfaction of the common desired (e.g. food, sex, ego-aggrandize
ment, etc.), may purify himself of these psychic disturbances (klesas). 27 Jung’s
understanding of this yogic process runs as follows:

The Indian conception teaches liberation from. the opposites, by which are
to be understood every sort of affective state and emotional tie to the
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object. Liberation follows the withdrawl of libido from all contents result-
ing in a state of complete introversion. This psychological process is,
very characteristically, known as fapas, a term which can best be rendered
as ‘self-brooding’. 2

In Jung’s view, the Yogi practising tapas seeks to concentrate his psyche by
accumulating libido. This he accomplishes by withdrawing libido from both
sides of the psychic opposites, that is, from both external sense objects and
interior thoughts.

The elimination of sense-perception and the blotting out of conscious
contents enforce a lowering of jconsciousness (as in hypnosis) and an
activation of the contents of the unconscious, i.e. the primordial images,
which, because of their universality and immense antiquity, possess a cosmic
and suprahuman character.2®

It should be recorded immediately that the above interpretation of fapas
and its goal is significantly different than the explanation found in Patafijali’s
Yoga-Sitras.

It has been noted above that one of the translations of fapas offered by
Jung was ‘self-brooding’. Jung took this notion from Rg-Veda (X, 121)
which contains the phrase sa tapo atapyata, and which the Sanskrit scholar
Paul Deussen translated as ‘he brooded his own brooding’.?? In the Vedic
hymns, Prajapati, the Lord of Creation, is depicted as the cosmic germ
incubating himself in the form of a golden egg from which is hatched the
world of diverse forms.

Prajapati’s tapas or ‘self-brooding’ was a form of self-incubation which
enabled him (o penetrate into the unconscious and individuate the many
separate forms of the cosmos. In this sense, fapas is also a means to creativity.
Jung also termed this process ‘active imagination’. Just as in Yoga meditation
upon an image is prescribed as an aid to fapas,® so also Jung found the use of an
image helpful in cultivating active imagination. One of Jung’s earliest descrip-
tions of active imagination occurs in his essay ‘The Relations between the
Ego and the Unconscious’.?? For Jung active imagination was a therapeutic
process opening the way for an exchange of contents, and, therefore, a shift-
ing of the psychic integration between the conscious level of ego-awareness,
on the one hand, and the unconscious, on the other. The patient fastens onto
an image, which may be external or internal, and allows the workings of
fantasy or imagination to operateuntil a vision, like the visions of the biblical
prophets, results. Jung describes the process as follows: “Not a “vision seen
ina dream”, but a vision perceived by intense concentration on the back-
ground of consciousness, a technique that is perfected only after long prac-
tice.”?® Unlike Patafijali’'s Yoga-Sifras Jung does not specily a set series of
exercises to be followed, for he finds that different patients use different
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methods. Jung leaves it tothe patient to discover by trial and error the m.ethod
that is most suitable. Jung’s approach is well illustrated in The. Tavistock
Lectures description of the development of active imaginatior} ina young
artist he was treating.3* The young man tried all sorts of thmgs_untﬂ he
finally hit on the method suitable to himself. He used to take a t_ra.ln t? see
Jung, and on the wall of the train station was a poster advertising Miirren
in the Bernesc Alps—a colourful picture of the waterfalls, oi: a green
meadow and a hill in the centre with cows on it. The young artist ﬁnally
succeeded in active imagination by sitting in the station, staring at the image
the poster presented, and imagining himself in the postelr Walkittg up t’he hiil
among the cows and then looking down on the other side. By ‘seeing what
was behind the hill in his imagination, he was able to bridge the gap to the
contents of his unconscious.?®
The reason that Jung was so weary of any set formula, such as the chga
exercises prescribed by Patafijali, is that he felt the modern Wcstern.mmd
tended to be too tightly controlled by the conscious side—‘the cramp in the
conscious mind’ as he called it.* This high degree of conscious cramp or
control obstructs the free flow of materials between the conscious and. un-
conscious levels of the psyche. Jung warned Westerners against practising
Patafijali’s type of Yoga, for he felt that its highly structured and prescribed
approach would only encourage more development of the alrea(‘iy ove:rdeve-
loped conscious control of the psyche and so serve to f}ll‘the]? m_ten.sqy the
‘cramp’. On this point Jung seems to have found the flexible a.n.d individual-
istic approach of Chinese Taoist Yoga more to his liking. In his c.ommenta:ry
on The Secret of the Golden Flower, Jung comments on the Taoist practice
of wu-wei (action through inaction) with the following. words: ‘The art of
letting things happen, action through non-action, letting go of oneself as
taught by Meister Eckhart, became for me the key that opens the door to the
way.’® In Jung’s view, the most important thing for the We§t to learn today
is the art of just letting things happen in the psyche. This is also the most
difficult for the Westerner, since from birth his conscious level is overempha-
sized and trained to interfere, to help, to correct, to negate and to never allow
psychic processes to grow in peace.®® Jung felt that to overcome t]'1is difﬁcu}ty
the West could learn a good deal from the East. From the Indian practice
of tapas,'the aspect of concentrating on an image often proves useful. Fr.om
the Chinese Taoist Yoga the notion of wu-wei or action through non-action,
when combined with Meister Eckhart’s ‘letting go of oneself”, is most bene-
ficial. Like the Taoist Chinese figure in meditation with the ‘flames’ of a
single consciousness being split up first into five and then fy.rther into.twenty-
five, personality growth requires dissociation of the previous consciousness
so that an cxpanded consciousness may be achieved.®
Jung felt that the use of active imagination would fulfil the same role for
the West that Yoga does for the East. It would help the unconscious t(? ree.u:h
the conscious mind. Active imagination, says Jung, consists in a switching
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off of conscious awareness, at least to a relative extent, so as to make room
in our conscious minds for new impressions and ideas. This makes possible
the arising of new contents from the unconscious to the conscious level of
the mind.10
The analysis of Jung and Yoga shows up a clear conflict of views in re-

gard to “desire’. The goal of Patafijali’s Yoga and its practice of tapas is to
purge out all karmas from consciousness, so that no klesas remain in exist-
ence. Desire and rebirth cease to be a part of one’s experience. The un-
conscious is no more. Now one is fully conscious. Jung, however, thinks
that such an optimistic result is psychologically impossible—an unwarranted
extrapolation of the overly intuitive Indian mind. In Jung’s view, the most
that is possible is that the practice of active imagination may make room in
our conscious experience for desires raised up from the personal and col-
lective unconscious. In this way, we may come to know most of our personal

unconscious, and have an increased awareness of the desires in our collective
unconscious. But no matter how successful we are at raising desires from the

collective unconscious, Jung, in true Western fashion, maintains that the
‘desires of the collective unconscious can never be completely purged or known.

Although Jung and Patafijali share many common conceptions as to the

foundations of the mind, they differ significantly as to the final goal of desire.

For Yoga all desires must be completely removed; for Jung it is the creative
individuation of many desires of the collective unconscious that signals a
mature and integrated personality.
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Michael Polanyi’s aesthetics:
a phenomenological study
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The philosophy of Michael Polanyi presents us with a framework within
which the relationship between man and his discoveries, his object of knowl-
edge and creation can be seen in 4 new light to enable us to overthrow the
positivistic perspective of human knowledge and ensure its personal dimen-
sion. Knowledge, for Polanyi, can be accounted for in view of man’s faith
and commitment, intellectual passion and existential urge to bring forth the
universal intent in his discovery. This dimension is of some fundamental
importance as it brings the free human individual with his creative compe-
tence closer to the world, makes him responsible for it, and generates a com-
mitment in him to discover the so far unknown forms of reality within the
world. This specific output of Polanyi’s philosophical programme is quite in
consonance with his statement that he turned from physical chemistry to
philosophy in reaction to the scientific outlook producing a ‘mechanical
conception of man and history in which there was no place for science itself”
(as a free human enterprise).! The alternative framework of knowledge pro-
posed by him has great relevance not only to philosophy of science—an
alteration of which was the initial thrust of his writings——but also to philo-
sophical anthropology,? philosophy of art and, for that matter, to contempo-
rary culture as 2 whole. In this paper, I propose to focus on Polanyi’s theory
of artin terms of a notion of intentionality envisioned in his concept of
personal knowledge and its underlying structure. For this purpose, I wish to
proceed by giving (i) a brief out line of Polanyi’s epistemology of personal
knowledge in terms of its salient features, so thata (&) new mode of inten-
tionality can be envisaged to explain not only our achievement of meaning
at the level of our interaction with impersonal objects but also (#) the nature
of meaning be-spoken by the works of art. This paper will, in this sense,
attempt to give an interpretative and critical study of Polanyi’s approach
to art. I call this study ‘phenomenological’ as it concerns the phenomena
of art in the irreducibility of their meaning and coherence, accomplished
through the dynamics of personal knowledge. We shall also see that this
dynamics enfails a concept of consciousness, the intentional acts of which
consist in self-transcendence to be sought in a meeting or dialogue bet-

ween man and world, Aesthetic intentionality comes under the purview of
this notion of consciousness.
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SALIENT FEATURES OF THE EPISTEMOLOGY
OF PERSONAL KNOWLEDGE

A Critique of Objectivism

While Polanyi does not deny the objectivity of our knowledge, he ass.ig.ns
a new meaning to it and frees it from the clutches of objectivism. Objecjuwty
of any knowledge-claim is on a par with its universality, which can be a.f:hleve'd
only through a personal commitment of the knower. For Polanyi science 1s
impossible without a presupposition of the existence of something hidden
from its view. The knowability of it is a faith to be pursued. This faith leads
the scientist to commit himself to discover it, to unveil its structure, and depict
it with clarity, precision and proof. The commitment sitnation is form‘ed
by the scientist’s search for the hidden reality and it controls tl_le- entire
knowledge-process. The questions concerning truth and falsity, validity fmd
invalidity, percision and imprecision, clarity and ambiguity are all meaning-
less, if we do not relate them to a commitment situation and point to the right
or wrong steps of science in its way of discovery. As Polanyi remarks; ‘A
passionate comprehension necessarily appreciates the perfection of that
which it comprehends’,* The relation between man and world in the per-
spective of human knowledge is not to be seen in a psychologistic, subje(.:ti-
vistic or objectivistic fashion. It is animated by human personality stepping
out to the unknown, and thereby widening its own horizon and enriching its
own identity. Subjectivism is not the alternative of objectivism. A proper
critique of objectivistic, positivistic, and impersonal approach to human
knowledge can be accomplished, according to Polanyi, by spelling out its
‘personal co-efficient’ persisting in every form of human knowledge. This
co-efficient, as Polanyi contends, bridges ‘the disjunction between subjectivity
and objectivity’, and ‘implies the claim that man can transcend his own
subjectivity by striving passionately to fulfil his personal obligation to
universal standards.’® An important contribution of Polanyi is that he
rejects any ontology of the subject or the object in this regard. If ‘onto-
logy’ means a theory of what there is, then such ontologies themselves are
based on some ontical assumptions. But these assumptions cannot be used
to give an one-sided version of knowledge and reality. “What there is’ can
be systematically theorized and put into some propositions. But this would
be an abstraction devoid of any relation to the very act of theorizing and
systematizing. The concepts deployed in a theory will then be without any
foundation. Polany’s concept of knowledge does not leave aside the dyna-
mic aspect of it which thrives through a constant interaction between the
knower and the known, knowing and being. Its ontological import lies, first,
in a transcendence of any dichotomy of the two into a reality in an active,
animate manner, and, sccondly, in guiding us to comprehend something
real. The way the personal being of man is tied up with reality in the for-
mation of knowledge as a meaningful and coherent achievement is further
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envisioned by Polanyi in terms of what he calls subsidiary and focal
awareness.

Subsidiary Awareness and Focal Awareness

Knowledge, for Polanyi, is an action which requires skill. Tts articulation is a
skilful shaping of a coherent meaning performed by subordinating a set of
particulars as clues or tool to it. All acts of knowing are constituted by three
interrelated factors: (a) the person (b) who integrates subsidiary clues (¢) to
focus on a coherent meaning. We become aware of these clues subsidiarily
within our focal awareness of the coherent entity that we achieve. To cite
an example given by Polanyi:

When I receive information by reading a letter and when I ponder the
message of the letter, I am subsidiarily aware not only of its text, but also
of all the past occasions by which I have come to understand the words
of the text, and the whole range of this subsidiary awareness is presented
focally in terms of the message. This message or meaning, on which at-
tention is now focussed, is not something tangible: it is the conception
evoked by the text. The conception in question is the focus of our attention,
in terms of which we attend subsidiarily both to the text and to the
objects indicated by the text. Thus the meaning of a text resides in a focal
comprehension of all the relevant instrumentally known particulars, just
as the purpose of an action resides int the co-ordinated innervation of its
instrumentally nsed particulars.®

Similarly, when one plays a musical instrument to performt a composition
which is a coherent entity, one’s focal target is to achieve that coherent entity,
i.e. to present the audience with the composition as 2 whole, though, during
the performance, one is subsidiarily aware of the particular clues like the right
movement of fingers on the instruments, pitch, etc. which lead the process
of performance to the consummation of a piece of art. As Polanyi says:

Subsidiary awareness and focal awareness are mutually exclusive. If a
pianist shifts his attention from the piece he is playing to the observation
of what he is doing with his fingers while playing it, he gets confused and
may have to stop. This happens generally if we switch our focal attention

to particulars of which we had previously been aware only in their sub-
sidiary role.5

They are mutually exclusive, but they cannot be divorced from each other.
None of these two kinds of awareness is reducible to the other. Each of them
has to be given its due to account for the entire knowledge-process. The
relation between the two is accountable in terms of the extension of the per-
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sonal being of the knower through the subsidiary clues to form the knowledge
into a coherent whole. The person integrates and indwells these clues to form
knowledge. The subsidiary clues are treated by Polanyi as extensions of our
bodily equipment. Such an extension is a dynamic factor which involves certain
change in our being. The entire knowledge-situation is activated by this
dynamism—the movement of the personal being from its own locus through
the subsidiary clues to the focal target. Thus, the concepts of subsidiary and
focal awareness give a personal dimension to human knowledge, and point
beyond the traditional bifurcation of the subject and the object in epistemo-
logy. We can conceive of a meaningful knowledge only by keeping it under
the purview of human personality:

The theory of personal knowledge offers an interpretation of meaning.
It says that no meaningful knowledge can be acquired, except by an act
of comprehension which consists in merging our awarcness of a set of
particulars into our focal awareness of their joint significance. Such an act
is necessarily personal, for it assimilates the particulars in question to our
bodily equipment; we are aware of them only in terms of the things we are
focally observing.?

The Tacit Dimension of Knowledge

Our knowledge of the subsidiary clues is always in terms of that we become
aware of focally. But our knowledge of those clues themselves in the process
of knowing is ineffable and prelinguistic:

When arts of knowing are explained by maxims, these never disclose fully
the subsidiarily known particulars of the art, sothat the powers of articulation
are already restricted at this stage....This ineffable domain of skilful
knowing is continuous in its inarticulateness with the knowledge possessed
by animals and infants, who also possess the capacity for reorganizing
their inarticulate knowledge and using it as an interpretative framework...
We may say in general that by acquiring a skill, whether muscular or
intellectual, we achieve an understanding which we cannot put into words
and which is continuous with the inarticulate faculties of animal.®

Inarticulate intelligence which gropes its way by plunging from one view
of things into another and which, therefore, is preverbal and a-critical can
be detected, according to Polanyi, among human infants and animals very
easily.? But what is more important is that Polanyi proves this to be the
foundation of our articulate, explicit knowledge. In his The Study of Man,
he starts with a logical oddity which man faces when he tries ‘to discover
knowledge that will stand up, by itself, objectively’ and ‘the moment he re-
flects on his own knowledge he catches himself red-handed in the act of up-
holding his knowledge'. Polanyi says:
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He finds himself asserting it to be true, and this asserting and believing is
an action which makes an addition to the world on which his knowledge
bears. So every time we acquire knowledge we enlarge the world, the
world of man, by something that is not yet incorporated in the subject of
the knowledge we hold, and in this sense a comprehensive knowledge
of man must appear impossible.2?

To offer a solution tothis Polanyi brings about the notion of tacit knowledge
as preceding our knowledge which is usually ‘set out in written words or
mathematical formulae’. The vain pursuit of reflecting ever again on our own
refiection to catch hold of our knowledge ‘objectively’ ends here with the
distinction between tacit, unformulated knowledge and explicit knowledge,
because, ‘we may say that we always know tacitly that we are holding our
explicit knowledge to be true’l Here Polanyi comes up with his concept
of truth. He says: ‘P is true’ declares that I identify myself with the content
of the factual sentence P, and this identification is something I am doing,
and not a fact that I am observing.? This tacit component prevails in every
experiental perspective of man. We always move from the level of our know-
ledge of what we are doing and how we are doing (which is unformulated,
tacit) to the level of our awareness of what we have achieved (in an explicit,
formulated shape). To confirm that which we have known we either go back
recapitualating our process of knowing or put it to some other test. In either
case, we indulge in a kind of action which itself cannot be put into an explicit
linguistic formulation. This entire perspective of human knowledge is sum-
marized in Polanyi’s statement: ‘We can know more than we can tell’® The
recognition of the tacit component of human knowledge makes us realize
that we are not confined to the metier of formulated, systematized, and arti-
culate domain of knowledge. Knowledge has a depeer dimension where our
personal being is actively involved.

TowARDS A NEw MODE OF INTENTIONALITY

Ta this brief introduction to Polanyi’s epistemology we should add his warn-
ing against a tendency to identify the pervasive substructure of all intelligent
behaviour that he calls the unformulated tacit dimension of knowledge with
subconscious or preconscious awareness or with the fringe of consciousness.’4
This warning can be justified by recalling, first, what Polanyi himself said
about the subsidiary awareness which goes through a process of tacit integ-
ration:

The relation of subsidiaries to that on which they bear is a logical relation
similar to that which a premise has to the inference drawn from it, with
the great difference that the inferences arrived at here are tacit. Subsidiary
awareness can be fully conscious, as that of a pointing finger or a pair of
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pictures viewed in the stereoscope, though in other cases our conscious-
ness of subsidiries may be on a very low level and may be altogether sub-
liminal. Such is the case, for example, when sensory clues inside our eyes
and inner ear are integrated to a percept. Such variations in their level of
consciousness it no way affect the functions of subsidiary elements in
contributing to an act of tacit knowing.**

Secondly, ‘pre-reflective’ is an appropriate adjective for the tacit way of
knowing rather then ‘pre-conscious’ or ‘subconscious’, because, though we
are very much conscious of our acting tacitly to form the subsidiary clues
into a coherent meaning, we do not stop to reflect upon it. The conscious
process at this level is more akin to ‘non-thetic’ or ‘non-positional’ in Sart-
rean sense of the terms.!® Tacit knowing is a doing of our own. To be aware
of it is ‘an essential part of our existence as sensuous active persons’.t? Thirdly,
according to Polanyi, all the tacit operations of mind ‘corsist in compre-
hending experience, i.e. in making sense of them.™® For example, a man,
unequipped with any map enters a new land to explore it. In his fumbling
progress through a hitherto uncharted domain, he tries to make sense of
every bit of his discovery and then record it with indications to be decoded
by future explorers. Now such an active participation of human person
cannot remain cloistered in the preconscious or subconscious. On the cont-
rary, to do full justice to this foundational aspect of our knowledge and to
show that it is intrinsically tied up with our being and becoming and not with
the knowing subject or knowable object alone in isolation from one another,
Polanyi stipulates the notion of ‘understanding’ by which he means com-
prehending or making sense of our experience from tacit to the explicit level
through the tacit operations of our consciousness. Thus, experience, for him,
becomes a unified phenomenon without any split between the knowing subject
and the knowable object. This gives us a new insightinto the nature of human
intentionality. Polanyi’s reflections on knowledge is in several senses impor-
tant for and relevant to the questions concerning phenomenological notion
of intentionality. What we intend to know is for him a major constituent
of knowledge. It significs the role of consciousness in a directional or pro-
jective sense. From this point of view, the intentional acts of consciousness
have a definite non-psychological character as they start with a trust in the
existence of something to be known or discovered, something that exists as
independent of consciousness. With his intellectual passions man pours
himself into new forms of existence, and aims at a correct shaping of know-
ledge gained in each form. The task of knowing something is thereby regarded
as a pre-existent one: “The sense of a pre-existent task’, saysPolanyi, ‘makes the
shaping of knowledge a responsible act, frec from subjective predilections.”®
Thus, man meets the world, not from any unconscious or subconscious depth,
but from the depth of his fully conscious state, his personality. Polanyi calls
it a fusion: ‘It scems reasonable to describe this fusion of personal and the
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objective as personal knowledge.?® With a professional phenomenologist
the objective status of a thing to which the intention may not correspond
becomes a problem when we consider the intentional structure involved in
assertive judgements, not otherwise. The ‘object’ intended, for Husserl is
‘real’ only in so far as it is real for me. This problem can be avoided by taking
a Polauyian approach to it, because, for Polanyi, meaning is not to be taken
for granted; meaning is an achievement through our doing with what is real.
The real is independent of me, and I trust it to be so. My interaction with
it is a kind of ‘meeting’ which makes it real not only for me but for everyone
by assigning a meaning to it.

The modes of intentionality that we are generally acquainted with in the
writings of Husserl and Sartre are still under the sway of subject-object dicho-
tomy, and so unable to account for the experiential forms where the observ-
able or knowable has a conscious or quasi-conscious role to play. The basic
purpose of phenomenology was to bridge the gulf between thought-oriented
approach and reality-oriented approach seizing both the subject and the
object in the intentional network. But this network fails to get rid of the
disjunction between subjectivity and objectivity. In Husserl, we find that the
support for all intentional acts of knowing and the knowable entity is ‘tran-
scendental Ego’, and the knowable is relative to it via the intentional acts.
Ultimately, for Husserl, the entire structure of intentionality becomes para-
sitic upon such a formally segregated concept: ‘T must loose the world by
epoch, in order to regain it by universal self-examination.'®* In Sartre, ‘the
transcendence of the ego’ signifies the relativity of consciousness to object.
Though his conception of consciousness as having no other substantive
dimension than a non-thetic and non-positional one is closer to our day-to-day
existence, its streaming down into en soi or object-in-itself shows Sartre’s
emphasis on objectivity rather than subjectivity. However, the primacy of
either subjectivity or objectivity debars us from entering the reality as a whole
and having an undistorted and unbiased self-perception in the process of
knowing. Polanyi’s theory of knowledge warns us against any such split
between our experiencing ourselves and the world. It points to a concept of
consciousness in and through understanding. What it intends is the knowable,
but indefinite and inarticulate till now, waiting for knower’s interference.
This intention is not the private whim of the knower. It involves his trust in
an objective, independent, and impersonal existence of something to be known.
His noetic activities are initiated by this belief. To speak from Polanyi’s
standpoint, a complete phenomenological suspension of the world for a
right knowledge of it is, in fact, a hindrance to such knowledge. Husserl
was right when he vouched for the difference between judging as ‘meaning—
and as a rule, merely supposing—that such and such exists and has such
and such determinations’, i.e. the judgement (what is judged) as ‘a merely
supposed affair or complex of affairs; an affair or state of affairs, as what
is meant’, and, contrasted with this, a ‘preeminent judicative meaning, a
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judicative having of such and such itself” which he called ‘evidence’.? This
is what he identified with scientific intuition. For Husserl evidence is ‘ex-
periencing’ of something itself. But steeped in Cartesianism he made this
experiencing ‘a mental seeing of something itself”.?? According to him, no
judgement can be accepted as scientific ‘that I have not derived from evi-
dence’.2¢ This is the basis of objectivity in science from Husserlian stand-
point; it becomes purely reflective. But the structure of tacit knowing tells
us about a more primordial from of intuitive capacity which is sensuous in
character—like a ‘hunch’ guidingus to discover something through steps
that are unspecifiable. As Polanyi says:

...in the structure of tacit knowing we have found a mechanism which
can produce discoveries by steps we cannot specify. This mechanism may
then account for scientific intuition, for which no other explanation is known
so far. Such intuition is not the supreme immediate knowledge, called in-
tuition by Leibniz or Spinoza or Husserl, but a work-a-day skill for sci-
entific guessing with a chance of guessing right.*s

This chance leaves us in a bit of uncertainty. The object of knowledge is not
éntirely my intentional constitution. There is always a risk of failure, a chance
of delusion which shaipen our intellectual passion for correction, validation
and perfection:

The anticipation of discovery, like discovery itself may turn out to be a
delusion. But it is futile to seek for strictly impersonal criteria of its vali-
dity....To accept the pursuit of science as a reasonable and successful
enterprise is to share the kind of commitments on which scientists enter
by undertaking this enterprise. You cannot formalize the act of com-
mitment, for you cannot express your commitment non-commitally.?®

In Polanyi’s framework, a perpetual exteriorization of self through sub-
sidiary clues as bodily equipment and an interiorization of the world giving
it a semantic dimension go together; it is not a suspension or bracketing out
of the world but taking a plunge into it which is more important. Here the
intentional network of human knowledge consists not in the primacy of
noesis Over noema or its reverse, but in a continuous to-and-fro relationship;
in the function of understanding which Polanyi expands ‘into that of what we
intend, what we mean or what we do.”*” The intentional acts of consciousness
begin with an intellectual passion to discover—from proximal, interiorized
particulars to the integration of a coherent, distal whole. Thisis the functional
import of tacit knowing. The bearing of particulars on a total pattern pro-
ducing the phenomenon of pattern constitutes the phenomenal aspect of
tacit knowing. Thirdly, the particulars bear on what they mean—the co-
herent whole which they signify. This is its semantic aspect. And, as this

MICHAEL POLANYI'S AESTHETICS 73

whole of parts is something real whose significance in many respects ranges
beyond the specifiable particulars or evenbeyond the presently visible outline
of the whole, there is an ontological import of this structure of knowing.®
Thus, the pretheoretical and the theoretic mode of understanding are com-
bined in Polanyi’s epistemology. When the latter becomes alienated from
the former, knowledge is reified into a set of explicitly formulated systems.
This epistemology integrates the knower with the known, the articulate with
the inarticulate, the unmeant with the meant. One may call it an integral
view of knowledge and reality.

We have seen how meaning is achieved through tacit integration. This
takes place at different logical levels of our relation with the object concerned.
The level which we have discussed so far is that of the relation between a
personal knower and the impersonal object. Polanyi calls it ‘fusion’. We
have called it ‘meeting’. ‘Meeting’, of course, has an interpersonal conno-
tation which cannot be characteristic of our relation with an object. But,
if by ‘object’ we mean something which is meant, then we do not really have
any interaction with any object at the tacit level. Qur knowledge of objects
which are objects in the sense of having been meant is preceded by our tacit
awareness of that which is not yet meant. We can call it a ‘meeting’ in the
sense that here the visionary act of the experiencing person is submerged
inthe experience itself. The assertion of the experience in terms of a conceptual
framework at an explicit, verbal level becomes a discovery presenting the
discoverer with an elation of mind, a satisfaction of his intellectual passion.
Now this relation with an object is, for Polanyi, such that here the object
is placed at a lower logical level than the knower. He calls this relation as
‘I-It’ relation. He contends also that there are knowable entities of higher
categories. When we pass on from the tacit or preverbal level of awareness
to a verbal or explicit level, we make the passage with an implicit faith in the
existence of others who have the same rational competence to understand
it and participate in our shaping of knowledge in the same way. We seek the
universal validity of our knowledge with this basic faith of man in man.
And when we approach man himself for our anthropological knowledge, we
translate this basic faith into a more articulate fashion, i.e. in terms of a mutual
recognition of each other’s autonomy, rationality, freedom and responsi-
bility. This is the level where ‘mutuality prevails to such an extent...that the
logical category of an observer facing an object placed at a fower logical
level becomes altogether inapplicable. The I-It situation has been gradua-
ily transformed into an I-Thou relation.’® At this level, it is not only the
knower who intends the known, but the known, too, intends to know the
knower and offers himself to be known. The play of intentionality changes
here. Through the act of addressing the other as “Thouw’, I also become
addressible as “Thow’. The ‘Thou-orientation’ resolves the subject-object
dichotomy into a phenomenal sphere of dialogue and meeting between two
personal knowers. The meaning that we achieve here is not by reifying the
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experience of meeting into the impersonality, facticity, and objectivity of the
assertion made in the context, but by intensifying the very experience of
meeting. But, for Polanyi, even the objective assertions regarding the meant
entities cannot be completely dissociated from meeting and indwelling as
the discovery of meaning is based on it, and the discovery itself becomes
a “celebrated fact’ in its relation to the intellectnal passion.

Hence we can talk about ‘meeting’ and ‘meaning’ at two levels and in
fwo senses:

(@) Meeting in the sense of indwelling of the personal knower in the im-
personal object Ieading towards achievement of meaning at the explicit
verbal level in an impersonal fashion; and

(6) Meeting in the sense of indwelling of the personal knower in another
person leading towards achievement of meaning at the explicit level but
in terms of a dialogical agreement and in an open-ended fashion.

Accordingly, human intentionality alternates between (a) and (b). But, as
Polanyi would assert, the difference between the two is more a matter of deg-
ree than a real one. The concept of intentionality, as we have tried to spell
out within the context of personal knowledge, is such that it signifies not
merely intention foward but a participation with. There is an act of com-
munion involved in such an intentional act. In both (@) and (B) there is a
measure of companionship between the knower and the known. In (&) it is
more intense. The achicvement of impersonal meaning that we have talked
about in (4), however, is also dependent upon a personal act, a peisonal
mode of establishing and asserting it. In some way or other, a dialogue
between man and world, man and man constitutes the basis of meaning.
The word ‘meaning’, according to Polanyi, describes the entity toward which
the person is pointed or directed. As Bruno V Masno describes it: ‘By
interiorizing or pouring ourselves into or dwelling in objects as subsidiaries
directed toward a focal purpose, one makes them mean something.’ And the
functional relation of the subsidiary to the focal target ‘involves the inten-
tional or vectorial quality, the outward displacement of meaning. This
intentional act is an act of self-transcendence, for the meaning act uses the
exporience of a person’s senses as clues which transcend this experience by
embracing a vision of reality beyond the impression of the senses.3° Polanyi
always tries to assert a continuity between meeting-and-meaning in senses
(@) and (b) as cited above, and he classed both our knowledge of other human
beings and our aesthetic awareness under (b)—the 1-Thou form of aware-
ness—as a sign of transition from natural sciences to the study of humani-
ties: “The difference is only a matter of degree: indwelling is less deep when
observing a star than when understanding men or works of art. The theory
of tacit knowing establishes a continuous transition from the natural sciences
to the study of humanities.’* But he scems to stress this continuity more
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from the standpoint of the participant, and in terms of the nature of the
participation than from the perspective of the object. These two perspectives,
of course, cannot be set aloof from one another. Polanyi’s own approach to
knowledge and reality demands them to constitute a unified field. To avoid
proneness to any one of them, I have laid greater emphasis on the concept of
‘mesting’ and a concept of ‘meaning’ evoked in terms of meeting. We shall
see that a concept of intentionality, based on meeting through a tacit inte-
gration of man’s being with reality, may serve as an important clue to our
understanding of aesthetic experience and gesthetic meaning.

AESTHETIC EXPERIENCE AND MEANING

Aesthetic experience can be discussed from the standpoint of the artist as well
as the beholder. But their roles overlap. The Greek meaning of aesthesis
provides a basis for aesthetic experience in the open availability of feeling
and perception. The common factor shared by the artist and beholder is a
creative and visionary approach to reality. This involves the entire being of
a person in terms of an integration of the subsidiaries as our bodily equipment
and directionality of our consciousness to a focal target through imagination
and interpretation. Polanyi’s concept of ‘bodily equipment’, however, is very
important in this regard as it shows the outward displacement of our being in
a very conspicuous manner and implies a notion of intentionality in a mutual ly
relative context where the personal man and the object interact with each
other. It somehow resembles what M. Merleau-Ponty says regarding the
role of body in the realm of art: '

It is by lending his body to the world that the artist changes the world
into paintings. To understand these transsubstantiations we must go
back to the working, actual body-—not the body as a chunk of space or
a bundle of functions but that body which is an intertwining of vision and
movement.?2

The creative and visionary approach to reality manifests also our capacity
for feeling and sensation in a way which goes deep below the common surface
of things. The originality and greatness of a work of art consists in grasping
the origin, the roots of both ourselves and things. Originality here means,
as Heidegger would put it, ‘that from which and by virtue of which a thing is,
what it is and how it is’.3® Polanyi seeks it in the realm of relation, so that
not only the root or origin of art as such and the art-objects but also the
change in our being, brought about by our reliance on and integration of
subsidiaries and movement toward the achievement of a coherent entity, is
accounted for at a meta-level, i.e. in a discourse. It justifies the need for
a participation on the part of the artist. He discovers the world in a special
way, and by discovering it he discovers himself too.
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The att-object, too, after assuming a shape, plays a quasi-conscious role.
It stands over against us and invites interpretations. We shall see that Polanyi
opposes art-objects to mere indicators (words, maps, etc.), and identifies
the former mainly as symbols and metaphors or, generally, as meanings con-
trived by men. Now such meanings are exemplary in nature in the sense
that they are found and inexhaustible by interpretation, It is interesting to
note what Professor Sundara Rajan says on this point:

The exemplar has a meaning-content which, however, cannot be exhausted
by any specific contextualization of it. Its content transcends all such
specifications and serves to suggest ever more fresh and novel specifica-
tions. Because of this latent or tacit dimension, an exemplar cannot be
grasped in the manner of an objective congnition; rather it is to be ‘com-
prehended’ and not known as a contextualized instance.3*

Sundara Rajan’s way of expressing the notion of ‘exemplar’ sounds quite
like that of Polanyi’s notion of meaning as symbols and metaphors. Polanyi,
however, stresses the ‘lively’ aspect of such exemplars to the extent of acknow-
ledging a Thou-character in them. In any case of creation, enjoyment and
interpretation, Polanyian framework shows relationality as the essential
ingredient of the world of art. It becomes a dialogue, if by ‘dialogue’ we
do not mean a sheer exchange of words but also a kind of communioxn.

Besides the availability of feeling and perception, an organization of them
is of utmost importance for the constitution of aesthetic experience. For
the artist the material for creation is not yet organized. For him ‘the vast
territories of space and time must still be marked rerra incognita. He takes
a plunge into it, gropes for a moment in his stream of consciousness to
arrest it as an image. In the words of Herbert Read:

The sensibility plays lightning over these dark abysses, and in the flashes
gets a brief glimpse of the lineaments of this unknown: the brief glimpse
that is the artist’s intuition, and which he then strives to commuugicate to
us by the symbols he invents. That is the moment of originality—the
moment in which we are made to realize the ethereal shimmering texture
of music, ‘the shapes that haunt thoughts’ wilderness’ in poetry, the
‘beauty wrought out from within upon the flesh’ of a painting.®®

This is the preconceptual basis for the organization of feeling and perception.
Polanyi compares it with our contemplative experience.

From Polanyi’s standpoint, what Read calls a ‘brief glimpse’ is a discovery
—the outcome of a search like that of an explorer in an unknown land.
The nature of this discovery, however, differs from a scientific one in that it is
a contemplative experience which dissolves any conceptuals framework.
According to Polanyi, this framework lies as a screen between ourselves
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and the observable. Contemplation ‘stops our movement through experience
and pours us straight into the experience; we cease to handle things and
become immersed in them.’#® He adds:

And as we lose ourselves in contemplation, we take on an impersonal
life in the objects of our contemplation; while these objects themselves
are suffused by a visionary gleam which lends them a new vivid and yet
dreamlike reality. It is dreamlike, for it is timeless and without difinite
spatial location. It is not an objective reality; for it is not the focus of an
intelligent perception anticipating future confirmation by tangible things;
but besides merely in the coloured patches of various shapes which the
things present to the eye. Correspondingly, the impersonality of intense
contemplation consists in a complete participation of the person in that
which he contemplates and not in his complete detachment from it, as
would be the case in an ideally objective observation. Since the imperso-
nality of contemplation is a self-abandonment, it can be described either
as ego-centric or as selfless, depending on whether one refers to the con-
templator’s visionary act or to the submergence of his person.2?

This is how Polanyi describes the contemplative communion of the religious
mystic, and places art between science and worship. ‘Music, poetry, paint-
ings: the arts—whether abstract or representative—are a dwellings in and a
breaking out which lie somewhere between Science and Worship.?® Here
Polanyi is unclear whether the impersonality of contemplation is selfless
or ego-centric from his own viewpoint. On this point, I wish to recall the
synthesis that I have tried to make between the knower’s visionary act and
his dwelling in the object which he intends to know—the synthesis that has
been my endeavour through the concept of ‘meeting’.

Meeting may be more or less intense. But it serves as a ‘touchstone of
reality’; brings it forth in terms of a comprehension of both the participation
of the subject in the world as existence and the appearance of the world in
the subject as experience, as a complete unsegregated whole in a sphere
between them. “Meeting’ always signifies a befween-ness where it is neither
the self nor the other which is important in itself, It is their coming together
which is important in an ontological sense. The transition from this level
to a semantic level is to be understood in consonance with the former, so
that any split does not take place between ‘meeting’ and ‘meaning’.

In case of aesthetic experience, the art-object remains as a meaningfuol
entity but in an open-textured manner. It has its own space and own time.
“We think of it as something that has a ‘life’ of its own, so to speak.,’® Some
recent Indian scholars of aesthetics have compared this experience with love
which involves us deeply in a personal encounter with a presence.®® We
can conceive of this encounter at two levels:
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(@) The artist delves into an opacity, creates animage both from something
which he is not and from within himself through a communion bet-
ween the inner and the outer. This is the pre-semantic level.

(5) When the art-object assumes a shape, it is left open to the beholder
for further communion as a requisite for appreciation and interpre-
tation. This is the semantic level.

Here we have a special use of the term ‘semantic’ which is different from
mere ‘indication’. Polanyi generally spoke of indicators as words which point
in a subsidiary way to that focal integration upon which they bear. Some
words, of course, can be replaced by road-songs, telling the way, or by maps
or drawings by engineers or by mathematical formulae which serve subsidia-
rily as indications, as denotative words do. These indicators, (words, maps
or mathematical formale, etc.) are of no intrinsic interest, ‘while that upon
which they bear is the part of the operation that claims our intrinsic interest’.*!
They function within a from-to relationship, in which the focal target is seen
from self as a centre: “...the self is never carried away in indication; it is
never surrendered or given to the focal object.. indications are always self-
centred’.*® Polanyi contrasts this form of semantic meaning with that which
consists in a selfgiving or surrender. For example, a symbol—say, a flag,—
as an object of our focal awareness:

...is not merely established by an integration of subsidiary clues directed
from the self to a focal object; it is also established by surrendering the
diffuse memories and experiences of the self info this object, thus giving
them a visible embodiment. . . .Instead of being a self-centered integration,
a symbol becomes rather a self-giving one—an integration in which not
only the symbol becomes integrated but the selfalso becomes integrated as
it is carried away by the symbol—or given to it.#?

Metaphors, like symbols, form another set of semantic meanings which, too,
consist in a self-giving:

As in the symbol, so in the metaphor; the subsidiary clues consisting of
all those inchoate experiences in our own lives that are related to the two
patts of a metaphor—are integrated into the meaning of a tenor and a
vehicle as they are related to each other in a focal object (a metaphor).*
The result is that 2 metaphor, like a symbol, carries us away, embodies
us in itself, and moves us deeply as we surrender ourselves to it

Thus, according to Polanyi, there are three kinds of semantic meanings:
indication, symbol, and metaphor. His concern is more with the artificial
meanings, contrived by man and manifested as symbols and metaphors, as

*By ‘tenor’ Polanyi means the subsidiary element, and by ‘vehicle’ the focal object.
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he intends to establish that these meanings—the coherent entities—which
we know as Michaelengelo’s Moses, Beethoren’s Ninth Symphony are ir-
reducible and real side by side the meanings which we know as natural;

In order to hold these meanings securely in reverence they seem to him
to demand, contemporary man, therefore, needs a theory of these meanings
that explains how their coherence is no less real than the perceptual and
scientific coherences he so readily accepts. He needs to see how his per-
sonal involvement with these meanings is necessarily and legitimately part
and parcel of the reality they actually have, that his personal involvement
is not at all a reason to regard them as mere subjective fantasies. These
meanings will then not seem to be mere appearness to him. They will seem
to be in truth what they ‘are’.4

Polanyi classes the phenomena of art with this group of meanings. ‘The
work of art’, as he says, ‘is a “something’-a “reality’” with powers of its own’.48
Our consciousness is directed to it, and participates in its life in the process
of integrating its parts in our vision of it. As he maintains, the meaning of a
poem ‘is formed by the integration of its formal pattern with that part of its
content that can be expressed in prose.’#? Its prose content is incompatible
with the artificial speech of a poem. “Nevertheless, we succeed in integrating
these incompatibles—the artificial pattern and the prose content—and by
doing this we produce 2 joint meaning which is the meaning of the poem.’#8

[The poet] produces from his own diffuse existence a shape circumscribed
in a brief space and a short time—shape wholly incommensurable with
the substance of its origins. Then we respond to this shape by surrendering
from our own diffuse memories of moving events a gift of purely resonant
feelings. This total experience is wholly of a novel entity, an imaginative
integration of incompatibles of all sides.#®

Now, for Polanyi, this achicvement of meaning on the part of the artist gets
dissociated from the personal life of its maker and starts Jiving for other
personalities:

A poem can form no part of a poets’ usual personality. Thus the formal
structure of a poem, which has so much of the poem’s meaning in it,forms
a blockage, insulating the poem from everyday affairs and so also from the
poct as a private person. When entranced by a poem, we repeat its words
through our lifetime ; strictly speaking, it is the poem that speaks to us, not
the poet.®

We enjoy a work of art in itself, not for the satisfaction of any of our personal
mundane desire. We accept its suggestions and clues, and integrate them
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by our imagination for sharing its meaning; we live in this meaning rather
than the meaning it would have for us in our ordinary ‘interested lives’.
A work of art, from this stance, is ‘virtual’ rather than factual or utilitarian.®
Our relation with it consists in a play between our imaginative and inter-
pretative approach to it and the emotions and associations evoked by its
so-called sensuous form and content.

In experiencing an art-object, uptake and interpretation are always based
on a meeting—a dialogue between 7 as a spectator and thou as an art object.
It is in this sense that the art-object has a quasi-conscious role to play and
the mode of intentionality differs in such experiential spheres. This is why
Polanyi holds that aesthetic experience consists of a communion which is
more akin to religious mystical experience: ‘.. artistic creation and enjoyment
are contemplative experiences more akin than mathematics to religious
communion. Art, like mysticism, breaks through the screen of objectivity and
draws on our pre-conceptual capacities of contemplative vision.’®* From
the general epistemologica! perspective of Polanyi, the tacit dimension of
knowledge is more vivid in this realm, and the logical level of the object is
approximated to a higher category—a thou rather than to an It. The
meaning that it acquires after going through a meeting is, therefore, not
tangible: “The greatest art does not communicate a fixed meaning so much
as nurture a growth of imagination and thought. It nourishes, challenges
and delights.’®® What specific emotions and associations will be evoked by a
work of art is not known a priori. It communicates through communion.
This preconceptual, tacit apprehension of a work of art—in its creation and
enjoyment—is not only the basis for its articulate understanding, it pervades
throughout our interpretative activities centering around it.

The thesis of intentionality that T have tried to construe in the context of
Polanyi’s epistemology and his thought in general keeps us in the track of
meeting-meaning meeting’. The directionality of consciousness to something
and its participation with it in terms of a tacit integration, indwelling in and
interiorizing of the clues as proximal terms of our existence and bringing or
understanding the image as a meaningful, coherent entity indicates this
intentional structure. While creating or appreciating an art object we rely
upon the subsidiary clues like manipulation of notes, modulations of the
voice, techniques taught by a music master, accompaniments, etc. and strive
to articulate and understand the composition as a coherent, meaningful
entity. We indwell and interiorize these clues into our personal being as a
whole—its past, present and future—with respect to the integration of a
dista] whole—say, a musical composition. There is 2 movement of our
consciousness through the proximal terms, i.e. our bodily equipments to the
distal whole by cultivating our relation with them. According to Polanyi,
while these clues are enlivened by us, the distal whole, too, has ‘life’ of its

own. Hence the outward displacement and movement of consciousness is
not toward any 7¢ but to a Thou. Aesthetic awareness and meaning, therefore,
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cannot be called subjective or objective but dialogic. In view of our study of
Polanyian aesthetics, art becomes a dialogic constitution.
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Respect for persons and self-respect:
Western and Indian

KOYELI GHOSH-DASTIDAR
University of Burdwan, Burdwan

THr WESTERN APPROACH

The claim that every person ought to be respected as such has received consi-
derable attention in much contemporary moral thought of the Western
tradition, although the problem is not wholly new and dates back at least
to Kant. The concept of respect for persons is bound up with acharacter-
istically modern liberal version of the concept of a person. If being a person
means being an autonomous individual capable of deciding for oneself, to
respect a person as a person is to recognize him as one who is capable of
acting autonomously.

What are the characteristics of a person that underlie the claim to respect
for persons? It may be clear what characteristics are in question if we are
speaking of showing respect to a person for some specific merit that he has
acquired. We can speak of respecting a person for his success as a scientist,
as a doctor, as a writer, and so on. ‘Respect’ in this sense amounts to ‘ad-
miration’. But the question about the characteristics underlying respect
for persons gives rise to many complexities, for when we are speaking of
showing respect for a person as a person, we are thinking of how we ought to
treat him as a moral being. This is because it is difficult to isolate any specific
task that a person as a person should perform. What we are asking is: why
should we respect a person as a person? But to ask that question is to
assume that to be a person as such is to be of some value. So, to ask, “Why
should we respect a person as a person?” is in effect to ask, “What makes
someone a person?’

A person, in the Western philosophical tradition, is considered to be one
who is (at least potentially) capable of exercising his reason. This concept
of a person as an embodied rational agent is found in its purest form in
Kant. A person is one who can decide for himself, who can formulate his
own plans and purposes, and who can also act in accordance with his own
decisions. The distinctive endowment of being a person, on this account,
is the ability to be self-determining. To be a person is to have the capacity
to will freely as a rational agent. It is also to have the capacity to govern one’s
conduct by rules. It is the ability to guide oneself by adopting rules that are
valid for all men.

The problem of respect for persons—the problem as it occurs in modern
Western philosophy—dates back, as has been pointed out above, to Kant.
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For Kant respect for persons is something that is inseparable from respect
for law. A rational agent is considered to be autonomous inasmuch as he
is capable not only of acting in accordance with principles but also of deter-
mining the very principle according to which he is acting. An autonomous
agent is one who gives the law of his action to himself. ‘Autonomy of the will
is the property the will has of being a law to itself.”? If the law in accordance
with which the agent acts is not self-imposed, the individual must be consi-
dered to be acting heteronomously. A law that is based on an object of
desire cannot, according to Kant, be the ground of moral action. A will is
moral only when it is subject to a self-imposed law. To respect 2 person as a
person, according to Kant, is to treat him as an end in himself and not as a
means. ‘Act in such a way that you always treat humanity whether in your
own person or in the person of any other, never simply as a means, but always
at the same time as an end.’® What is it about a person that makes him an end
in himself? To say that a person is an end in himself means that he has a
dignity that is conferred on him by that of the moral law, a law that is self-
imposed through the autonomous activity of the rational will. A person isan
end in himself because he is a rational agent acting in accordance with self-
imposed laws. To treat a person as an end in himself is to show ‘reverence’
to the moral law. For Kant, respect for a person is thus respect for the moral
law. His concept of moral law is inseparable from his concept of an auto-
nomous rational being who gives that law to himself.?

What precisely does treating a person as an end in himself consist in?
To treat a person as an end in himself is to respect the autonomy of his will.
One person can be said to respect another as a person, if herecognizesthe
other as an individual capable of acting in accordance with reasons that he
has deliberated upon. Two persons can completely disagree with each other
on a particular issue, and yet respect each other as persons. They can do
this in spite of the differences in the judgements that they make, ifthey agree
to disagree, that is, if each recognizes the other as capable of deciding for
himself. A might disagree with what B thinks, and yet respect B as a person
in so far as A considers B as capable of making his or her own judgements.
If the same is true of B’sattitude towards 4, the case turns outto bean exam-
ple of mutual respect. It is what has been called ‘autonomy respecting
autonomy’.¢ In the full Kantian theory, to respect oneself as an autonomous
individual is also to respect others as autonomous individuals, though this
may not be true of all other positions. ‘Nothing Jess constitutes full recognition
of the autonomy of another rational agent; nothing more is compatible
with maintenance of one’s own autonomy.’®

To respect 2 person as a person is to consider him as an individual who
has his own point of view. Anyone who treats individuals as if they do not
have a right to their own say on various issues, as if one can solve their problem
without consulting them, is showing lack of respect for persons as persons.®
This lack of respect can be shown in different ways. Since a person is only
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able actually to exercise his autonomy in situations that leave room for making
decisions, appraisals, choices, etc. he can be shown lack of respect as a person
if he is not allowed to be in such situations so that the possibility of exercising
autonomy is severely restricted or even eliminated altogether. If an individual
is treated in such a way that he hardly finds any opportunity to make deci-
sions ‘for himself”, he is being denied the respect to which he is entitled as an
individual capable of making his own judgements. This way of showing lack
of respect to a person as a person can be distinguished from those cases where
there is a positive interference with a person’s exercise of his autonomy.
Individuals, in these latter cases, do find themselves in situations that leave
room for exercising their capacity for self-directions, but also find that capa-
city to be positively frustrated. In both types of cases, persons are not respect-
ed as persons: in the former type of case, an effort is made to crush the very
awareness of being an autonomous individual by way of refusal to consult
the individual himself in shaping the pattern of his life; while in the latter
type of case, the individual does get an opportunity to exercise his autonomy,
but he is still not respected as a person in so far as an effort is made to nullify
his capacity for self-direction. Not all cases of preventing a person from
making decisions ‘for himself” amount, of course, to showingalack of respect
for him. For example, one may sometimes have to make decisions on behalf
of children or very old people. To make decisions on their behalf does not
mean that one refuses to consider them as individuals, either potentially
capable or previously capable of having their own points of view. Making
decisions on their behalf would rather mean a recognition of their present
incapacity to judge what is good or bad for them. Moreover, such decisions
might be made in view of the distinction often drawn between ‘the past of a
person’s life which concerns only himself and that which concerns others’.
A refusal to decide for others in such cases can mean what Mill in his book,
*On Liberty’, calls ‘selfish indifference’. Respect for a person’s autonomy
does not mean an attitude of ‘selfish indifference which pretends that human
beings have no business with each other’s conduct in life’. There can be
other similar cases where frustrating others’ actions does not necessarily
mean undermining respect for them as persons. Thus, there can be situations
where one respects one’s opponents, or, for that matter, even one’s enemy,
while still trying to frustrate or even kill him. This can be true of situations
ranging from sport to war.

A distinction may be drawn between the concept of the individual and
that of the person. The concept of the individual is wider than that of the
person. The distinction between ‘individual’ and ‘person’ is that between
the individual as an empirical agent and the individaal as an autonomous
moral agent. By an empirical agent is meant any being to whom states of
self-consciousness and corporeal characteristics are attributable. An auto-
nomous moral agent, on the other hand, is one who is not only capable of
exercising self-conscious choice and of making important decisions on his
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own, but who is also capable of taking responsibility for what he thinks and
does, and, above all, is able to recognize others as similarly autonomous.
The distinction between ‘individual’ and ‘person’ has further complexities.
To see someone as a ‘person’ is to see him as detachable from this or that
role that he is expected to perform in the society to which he belongs. This
awareness of people as detachable from the roles they are expected to per-
form does not seem to be present in the same degree in all societies and at
all times.” The word ‘person’ was derived from the Latin word persona
which originally meant a mask through which the sound of actor’s voices
used to come out. Later it came to mean a role in a drama (dramatis persona)
and then a social role. The individual, for the Romans, was then, more than
a name or the right to a role: he was a person in the eyes of the law. A person
came to be considered as one who was capable of exercising legal rights, and
exercising legal rights was considered to be a privilege which neither women
nor slaves could enjoy. A significant addition to the Roman notion of person
was made when the Stoics introduced the notion of the individual as a moral
agent. Later still, the notion of a person was greatly enriched by the Christian
emphasis on a person as a bearer of rights in the moral community. The
modern concept of person has thus a long history of slow and gradual growth:
it has developed gradually through many centuries.®

To respect a person as a person is to value his self-reliance or capacity
for self-direction, and to treat him not as a mere sct of roles. If neither of
these ways of regarding a person are encouraged in a society, respect for
persons as persons cannot be said to be accepted as a value in that society.
The question of respect for persons as persons only becomes significant
when the individual capable of making his own value judgements is recog-
nized as something valuable.

To respect a person as a person one has already to have respect for one-
self as a person. This is not to say that a person has to cease respecting others
as persons if his own self-respect is once destroyed. Let me try to clarify
this point.

The concept of self-respect, like the concept of respect for others, has
two aspects. Self-respect, in the first instance, might be understood in the
sense of ‘admiration’. Self-respect, in this sense, is an attitude that a person
might think it right to withold from himself if he does something that ought
not to be done. There is another sense of self-respect in which self-respect
means valuing oneself as an autonomous agent. A loss of self-respect in both
these senses is compatible with continuing to respect others as persons. 1
can lose respect in my own eyes, if I fail to do something that I think I ought
to have done, and still continue to respect others as persons. I can also cease
respecting myself as an effective autonomous agent, and still continue to
respect others as such. Drug addicts, for example, might cease to respect
themselves as autonomous beings. We may contrast with these cases those
where respect for other persons is seen as closely related to self-respect. I
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respect others as autonomous beings capable of deciding for themselves,
because I respect the value of my own autonomy and my responsibility for
making my own decisions. This should not be taken to mean that as an auto-
nomous individual I am never critical of myself: the truth rather seems to
be that the capacity for self-criticism is essential for the development of
autonomy. Self-criticism has to be distinguished from self-depreciation. A
self-critical person is basically one who does not consider his own reality
to be a sort of ‘finished product’ or something incapable of further modi-
fication or change. He does not think of himself as incapable of making any
false judgement. A person with the habit of self-criticism is not unwilling
to submit his own opinions to further reflection and consideration, if such
reconsideration are seen to be necessary. A person who depreciates himself
differs from the self-critical person in lacking a sense of his own value. The
former suffers from a lack of self-confidence. He may sustain a bad image
of himself because of a Iack of confidence in his own abilities, in the worth
of his own life-plan. (A person who willingly sustains a bad image of himself
has to be distinguished from one who is indifferent to the spreading of ru-
mours of his own conduct by others: in the latter case a strong sense of one’s
own value might be present.) It is self-depreciation and not self-criticism
that is incompatible with self-respect. Self-respect will necessarily be consi-
dered as one of the fundamental values in a society where autonomy or the
capacity for self-direction are highly appraised.

To come back to the question of the development of a person gua person,
or rather the ‘emergence’, if such a term be permissible, of the “person’ out
of the ‘individual’. Persons cannot respect each others as persons, if they
do not have a sense of their own potential value as individuals capable of
making their own evaluations, of deciding by which principles they ought
to guide their own conduct in relation to themselves and to others and so
ont. The development of individuals as persons is also not possible, if the seeds
of such a development are not already sown in the language that they use,
that is to say, if the concept of a person is not already developed and available
to them. Individuals can develop as persons, only if they can think (or come
to think) of themselves as persons. Respecting oneself as well as others as
persons is something that individuals gradually learn from the social en-
vironment in which they grow up. In certain exceptional situations, the
self-development of this or that individual as a person might be prevented,
even in a society where the concept of a person has developed, if heis per-
sistently discouraged from seeing himself as autonomous.® In spite of the
availability of the concept of person, such an individual might be incapable
of applying it to himseif, if its availability is counterbalanced in his parti-
cular case by some sort of positive discouragement of autonomy. As R.S.
Peters rightly points out:

A man develops as a person as this concept of himself and of others
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[develops]. . . To ask him therefore whether persons ought to be respected
is rather like asking a man whether he ought to be afraid of a dangerous
situation; for the concept of respect is necessary to explicate what is meant
by a person.®

Peters further argues that, even if respect for persons can be shown
to be logically bound up with the possession of the concept of a person, the
question as to why, in practice, every person must respect himself as well
as others as persons is not thereby answered. To answer that question, he
says, it has to be further shown that respect for persons is a necessary condi-
tion for participation in any rational discussion about what ought to be
done. Unless all concerned are regarded by themselves and each other as
capable of making decisions ‘for themselves’, of asserting their own points
of view, their participation in any such discussion turns out to be impossible.
A person cannot, in this view, discuss any issue with others, if he is not
prepared to take into account their points of view and interests. So far as
the possibility of any discussion is concerned, the question of whether persons
ought to agree or disagree with one another with respect to the particular
content of their judgements is not of vital importance; what is important is
the attitude of willingness to listen to what others have to say about the
topic of discussion. It is only by showing such an attitude that one can satisfy
the e¢xpectations that are highly cherished by every person as a person,
the expectations that he be free to express his point of view and that his
interests and claims will not be subject to any partial or prejudiced treatment.
However, I am inclined to think that Peters has gone too far in considering
respect for a person as person as essential for participating in any type of
discussion whatsoever. It is perfectly possible for someone to discuss with
others in order to learn how better to enslave or destroy them.

Respecting a person as a person, as I have earlier noted, may be seen as
treating him not as a mere set of roles. This point has been emphasized by
Bernard Williams in his essay “The Idea of Equality’,* To respect a person as
a person, he argues, is to treat him not as a mere player of this or that role.
To respect a person in this sense one has to draw a distinction between
regardinga person’s life and his actions from a technical or professional point
of view, and regarding them from the person’s own point of view, that is to
say, regarding them from the point of view of what these actions mean for
him. This meansdrawing a distinction between considering a man solely under
this or that title, and considering him as one who has that title. Respecting
a person as a person means avoiding any policy that may suppress or destroy
his consciousness of himself as one other than a role-player. The distinction
between the concept of a ‘role-player’ and that of a person who is supposed to
be a person before he is a role-player can give rise to many knotty issues into
a discussion of which it is not possible to go within the scope of this paper.!2
What I wish to emphasize here is that one can talk about roles only with
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reference to the concept of a person as one who is capable of performing a role;
who is capable of recognizing the role as a relation demanding a typical action,
whether he is or is not capable of an explicit recognition of himself as the
person performing the role. Inasmuch as it is the ‘person’ within the role-
player who is capable of recognizing the role as something that demands a
typical action, respecting a person as a person will mean giving due recog-
nition to this aspect of his personality and regarding it as something valuable.

THE INDIAN APPROACH

We have seen that in Western liberal societies to respect a person as a person
is to value his self-reliance and to treat him not as a mere set of roles. A
person is said to lack respect for persons as persons, if he does not recognize
self-reliance as a value. But what if self-rcliance as such is not considered
to be essential for having self-respect or respect for others as persons? The
role played by self-reliance in determining self-respect or respect for persons

‘may be interpreted in different ways in different societies. To someone

brought up in an individualistic society the link between self-respect and self-
reliance might seem to be obvious, but it might seem less so to one who has
grown up in a society that attaches great importance to interdependence.
The entite issue seems to boil down to this: how far, in traditional Indian soci-
ety, is dependence on external authority supposed to be detrimental to self-
respect?

To answer this question one needs to take a close look at the ‘bifocality’
that is supposed. to be at the heart of the traditional Indian view of the
individual.® The individual, on the one hand, is seen as free and immorial.
On the other hand, he is regarded as being doubly conditioned by his
membership of a particular caste and by the operation of the law of karma.
Although there is an obvious contrast between these two concepts of the
individual, the Indian tradition, it is suggested, has different ways of har-
monizing the two. If an individual conforms to his duties and obligations
as a member of a particular caste and family, he accumulates merit that serves
to release him from rebirth. Alternatively, he may follow the path of medi-
tation, which is supposed to bring detachment (vairdgya) and to pave the way
for liberation from the chain of rebirths. Yet another way of harmonizing the
tension is to step out of all caste and family restrictions altogether and
become a renouncer.

The traditional Indian approach to the concept of respect for persons and
sclf-respect presents a picture that shows various heterogeneous elements to
be at work. The traditional social framework does not encourage irdividuals
to value personal autonomy and self-responsibility. It is a framework where
personal initiative and decision are replaced by a tendency to conform to
authority, where responsibility is more responsibility related to the due per-
formance of various roles rather than one that is exercised on the basis of
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personal choice and decision. Caste rules, sect rules, etc. regulate the lives of
people in minute detail, and conformity to such rules is highly praised as a
virtue. An individual does exercise his capacity to choose, but the scope of
his choice is narrow and usually restricted to economic, rather than to social
matters.® An individual’s freedom is also restricted by the older members of
his family. Deference to parental authority is considered to be one of the
most significant virtues. The individual’s freedom of choice is also greatly
reduced in the sphere of sexual and marital relationships. Rules governing the
practice of both caste endogamy and caste-exogamy put considerable restric-
tions on the choice of partners, The practice of negotiated marriages hardly
leaves any room for exercising one’s freedom in choosing partners. Restric-
tions about the termination of marriage are similarly severe.

Traditionally a high-caste wife could neither divorce nor desert her hus-
band and a man, though free to add to the number of his wives, was not
supposed to divest himself of any woman he had married unless she was
guilty of adultery or any other serious offence which brought dishonour
on. her husband.t®

(This traditional attitude towards marital relationships has undergone con-
siderable changes through the impact of Westernization. A point also worth
noting in the present context is that attitudes towards marital relationships
tend to be more flexible in the lower castes. The scope of exercising freedom
and initiative in choosing partners increases as one goes down the social
hierarchy.)

Although the traditional Indian social framework tends to discourage
personal autonomy and decision in many ways, it does not necessarily
undermine self-respect. One’s own self does not cease to be valuable to one-
self through sheer dependence on external authority. If dharma consists
in due performance of one’s duties and responsibilities fixed by tradition,
a person does not lose respect in his own eyes when he shows what will be
called a lack of personal autonomy in Western liberal societies. If a person’s
value to his own self is judged in relation to the network of duties and res-
ponsibilities that have been laid down by tradition, he cannot be said to
lose self-respect by performing what, ex-Aypothesi, he is expected to perform.
On the contrary, it is the reverse that is true: a person might cease to have
respect in his own eyes, if he failed to conform to the traditional pattern of
values. The ‘self’ of “self-respect’ in the traditional Indian context is not the
autonomous individual capable of making his own decisions without any
appeal to external authority, but the individual who acts in conformity with
the traditional pattern of values.

So much for the relation between autonomy and self-respect. But what
about the relation between self-respect and role-playing capacity? Is the
person who respects himself capable of considering himself apart from his
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role-playing capacity? Answering this question would have been easy if
role-related duties were the only kind of duties recognized in the Indian
tradition; but not all the duties that an individual is expected to perform
are specific duties relating to that social role. In addition to the specific
duties of varnasramadharma, there are general duties (sadharapa dharma).
The former set of duties is relative and varies from on¢ individual to another
in accordance with the particular station in which he is placed, while the
latter is absolute inasmuch as it does not apply to an individual as a member
of this or that particular caste but to any individual as such. To any indivi-
dual as such? Then, caste society, perhaps, does not always encourage
treating an individual as a mere set of roles? Itis true that, in contrast to the
absolute duties, relative duties have been more rigidly codified in the law
books, a fact that has given rise to the claim that there is no universal moral
code for the Hindus. But it is also true that the epic literature of Mahdbharata
is one of the most authoritative sources of instruction on absolute duties.
Compared to varpasramadharma, sadhdranadharma is vaguely outlined, but
that does not diminish the importance of sddhdranadharma in guiding the
moral conduct of individuals. Virtues like non-violence, truthfulness, honesty,
restraint from greed and selfishness, kindness, etc. are recognized as universal.
Making room for duties that an individual has to perform apart from his
capacity of playing this or that social role is a necessary condition for the
recognition of the value of treating a person as a person, if for no other reason
than that a recognition of this vafue implies a recognition of the corresponding
non-role-bound duties.

Just as the recognition of an individual as someone more than a mere set
of roles was not absent in traditional Indian society, so also a readiness to
allow an individual to exercise his autonomy was not entirely absent. Both
the conformist and the non-conformist flourished in the Indian soil. The
readiness to allow an individual to exercise his autonomy found expression
not only through the institution of renunciation (sannyasa) butalso through
the speculations and discussions taking place between different schools of
philosophers, or between different philosophers of the same school. If an
individual’s right to express his own opinion, or to criticize those of others,
was not at all acknowledged, it is difficult to see how philosophical debates
could ever form a part of the Indian tradition. Unless respecting a person
as a person in the sense of being prepared to listen to what he thinks and
feels was recognized as a value in traditional Indian society, Indian tradition
could not have witnessed the growth and development of philosophical
speculations. The high frequency of moral debates in the epic literature of
India indicates that such debates must have indeed been a part of people’s
lives. A character such as Draupadi lives in our minds as an embodiment
of protesting womanhood.

Again, respect for persons as persons cannot be regarded as unknown in a
tradition that speaks of the human soul as being guided by its own light'?
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or of human beings as incapable of being subordinated to any higher reality.1®
In Brhaddranyaka Upanisad, there is a well-known conversation befween
a king and a sage regarding the guidance that a person needs in the course
of his life’s journey. The king asks: ‘“What light does a human being have
to guide him through his earthly journey? The sage answers: ‘He has the
light of the sun.” The king, not being satisfied with the answer, again asks:
‘And what will guide him when the sun has set? ‘The moon’ is the next
answer. Other answers which follow are ‘fire’ and °*speech’. When all these
guidances fail, it is the man’s own soul that offers him guidance. ‘The soul
is his light, for with the soul as his light one sits, moves around, does his
work and returns’—this is the final reply that the sage makes to the king’s
questions. In the epics and in the Puranas as well as in serious secular litera-
ture, the ideal of humanity is highly appraised. Human life is full of miseries,
and yet it is highly desirable, because it is only through a human life that a
final liberation can be attained. Human existence is the only gateway to
liberation.

As a member of caste society, an individual is, indeed, expected to con-
form to the traditional pattern of values, but he is also expected to make his
own judgements if he is faced with doubts, confusions and perplexities.l?
It might be objected that, for the most part, respect for a person’s autonomy
is recognized in traditional Indian society merely as an ‘ideal’, and that
few or none try to make it a reality. This objection, no doubt, is true to some
extent. [ havealready emphasized the ‘bifocality’ which is said to characterize
the traditional Indian view of the individual. But however restricted an
individual’s freedom might be in caste and family affairs, it cannot be denied
that he is allowed to exercise his autonomy to a considerable extent in certain
religious matters. It is true that even here, his life is studded with perform-
ance of various traditional rituals, but it is also true that he enjoys con-
siderable freedom in worshipping his chosen deity.

...every Hindu is free to worship his or her own chosen deity... The
relation between man and supernatural powers is regarded as a basically
private and individual affair, and even in the most orthodox communi-
ties a person’s attendance or absence at temple services is not a matter of
comment or gossip.2

Some Western Indologists have remarked?! that child discipline in the Indian
tradition is characterized by a prolonged transition from infancy to indepen-
dence and by a negligible emphasis on self-reliance. The Indian child, it is
said, learns about his environment more by observation than through sys-
tematic parental instruction. The traditional Indian family is thus taken
as tending to discourage the growth of individual autonomy. But the same
lack of systematic parental instruction in ‘sustained disciplined effort to
achieve distant goals’ can also be seen as a positive encouragement of
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individual autonomy, since by not excessively interfering with the child’s
activities, we are leaving him to explore and discover for himself. Hence
what appears as indifference and lack of encouragement of freedom from one
point of view may appear as respect for uniqueness and autonomy from
another. What is noteworthy is the similarity between the traditional Indian
pattern of child discipline and the ‘growth’ model of ¢ducation followed
by many modern Western countries. The ‘growth’ model insists that the
child should not be ‘moulded’ from without but should be allowed to ‘grow’
from within and learn by himself.
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From Descartes onwards it has been quite common with philosophers with
an introspective bent of mind (having in their minds the agreed results obtain-
ed in science and mathematics) to speak of the irresolvable disagreement
in philosophy, and to treat it as a malaise which afflicts philosophy. In this
way, the position that philosophers disagree or that disagreement is built
into philosophy has come to assume the standing of a firmly established fact;
few have ever thought of the need of subjecting it to scrutiny. However, in
what follows, it is the scrutiny which we propose to undertake. This will be
done with special reference to Morris Lazerowitz. The reason for our so
doing is that, as far as we know, no one among contemporary philosophers
appears to have been more concerned than Lazerowitz with this alleged dis-
agreement. As a matter of fact, the invaluable philosophy he has instituted in
the name of metaphilosophy is directed, almost entirely and specifically,
to providing an explanation of the supposed disagreement,

The position can be critically approached in a number of ways. For exam-
ple, one, assuming that philosophy is always fraught with disagreements, may
well ask (as Watkins! does) whether these disagreements are necessarily a
malaise. One may also ask whether the disagreements attributed to philos-
ophy are peculiar to philosophy and strictly confined to it. But our approach
to the position will be different, We are going to question it at a more basic
level. That is, we are going to investigate whether there is any sense at all
in which philosophical utterances may be said to be in disagreement with
one another. Do philosophers really disagree?

Lazerowitz has not investigated this problem in detail. However, he
does not deny the importance of the investigation. In a letter, he writes as
follows:

...one point you make is too important, however, to delay. This is whether
philosophers can be said to disagree. I have remarked on this but in much
too cursory a manner. If I may quote one passage: ‘With Moore philos-
ophy gains sobriety and the appearance of rigour but loses most of its
dramatic appeal; and it is taste and nothing ¢lse which dictates which we
choose in philosophy, the extravaganza of metaphysics or the sobriety of
common sense with the semblance of science. We may well say with Hume
“Tis not solely in poetry and music that we must follow our taste and senti-
ment, but likewise in philosophy’. But you are right, of course, I do not
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state this sufficiently clearly nor do I elaborate it nearly enough. In philo-
sophy there are preferences for opposing semantic innovations. .. .2

He says something to the same effect also in his ‘Cassandra in Philosophy’:
‘It would seetm that the validity of a philosophical argument...is determined
by preference.’®

Unfortunately, the lines quoted do not make things as clear for us as we
would have desired. If we have not grossly misunderstood him, in saying this,
Lazerowitz appears to understand disagreement in terms of our differences in
respect of taste, sentiment and preferences. But in so doing, if one may say
so, Lazerowitz is perhaps making a ‘holiday use’ of the word ‘disagreement’.
To explain the point. Suppose that I prefer coffee to tea, while my friend
prefers tea to coffee, or that I admire Gandhi, while my friend does ngt.
Such are not exactly the occasions where I and my friend may be said to dis-
agrec when I assert that drinking coffee is injurious to health, while my
friend asserts the opposite, i.e. drinking coffee is not injurious to heal_th.
‘Agreement’, ‘disagrecment’, and their equivalents, are, in fact, cognitive
words; and as such they are explainable only with reference to truth-value,*
and not with reference to taste, sentiments, etc. A situation which can be
rightly called one of disagreement arises only when the same proposition 1s at
the same time called true by one and false by another.

So the question whether philosophical utterances can rightly be said to be
incompatible with each other hinges ultimately on whether they can rightly
be said to have a truth-value; in other words, whether it would make sense
to call them true or false. Lazerowitz’s position on this point is quite clear.
He says: °...a philosophical theory is not the kind of theory which has a
truth-value.’s And further: °...metaphysical theories have no truth-values
and the controversies about them are not debates over whether they are true
or false.”®

Thus, Lazerowitz denies truth-values to philosophical utterances: philo-
sophical utterances, according to him, can neither be said to be true nor
said to be false. But the position, as we can see, tends to spell disaster for
Lazerowitz’s metaphilosophy itself. Unfortunately, Lazerowitz, however,
does not appear to be fully aware of this.

First, we have argued that statements, over which philosophers can be
meaningfully said to agree or disagree, must be such that they can meaning-
fully be said to be true or to be false. The notions of agreement and disagree-
ment are understandable only in terms of truth or falsity. This means that
statements which cannot meaningfully be said to be true or false cannot,
for that reason, also be meaningfully said to be compatible or incompatible.
Now, if there is nothing basically wrong with this position, then it would
follow that, in denying truth-values to philosophical propositions, Lazero-
witz has unconsciously committed himself to the position that there can
never be any disagreement about them. And, in that case, Lazerowitz’s
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metaphilosophy, essentially an attempt at explaining philosophical dis-
agreements, will have no job to do: it will lose all of its supposed
relevance. Lazerowitz’s metaphilosophy, in this sense, turns out to be self-
annihilating.

Secondly take the utterances of which Lazerowitz’s metaphilosophy itself
is made. What exactly may be the logical value characterizing them? Can
they make claim to being true? Taken as philosophical utterances, as we
would be inclined to do, in his view they certainly cannot, because philo-
sophical utterances, according to Lazerowitz, are not such as can be said
to be true.

But Lazerowitz may escape this consequence by denying philosophical
status to his metaphilosophical utterances. And this is perhaps what he is
inclined to do. For he seems to look upon his metaphilosophical theory
virtually as an empirical hypothesis. Consider the kind of expressions he
uses in talking about his theory: ‘“The Aypothesis 1 am going to formulate. .,”
‘Regardless of whether. .the Aypothesis I'm going to put forward’,® and so
on. And the hypothesis, according to him, is empirical in the sense that it
is backed by factual claims about ‘the unconscious’. ‘It is now possible’,
writes Lazerowitz, “to establish them or disestablish them [conjectures about
the unconscious significance of philosophical utterances], for there does
exist a science of the unconscious. The unconscious no longer is an unknow-
able, a Ding-an-Sich.?

However, taken as an empirical hypothesis, it gives rise to the question:
what tests has Lazerowitz conducted or proposed to ascertain its truth or
falsity? The answer to this is far from encouraging. Thus, one critic, while
reviewing Lazerowitz’s Structure of Metaphysics, says:

...one is amazed to find that there is hardly any evidence of empirical
methodology being used throughout the whole book. There are no data,
either statistical or clinical on which the theory is supposed to be based...
the hypothesis belongs to the well known field of psycho-analytic theories
and, whatever may be the limitations of the verificational methodology
in that field, there certainly is a methodology to test the various hypothesis
put forward in that field. It is inconceivable that Lazerowitz does not
know the fact, yet it is equally strange that a serious thinker should for-
mulate an empirical hypothesis and not fry to test it.1°

Lazerowitz is not altogether silent about the question of the justification
of his hypothesis, that is, his metaphilosophical theory. Asking himself
¢...what right do I have to think that it is correct... 78 he says: °...in answer
to this question, perhaps the best thing I can say is that the position has
“clicked™ for me, that I see that it is correct, if not in every detail, then at
Jeast 1n substance.’®® He continues: “The hypothesis I am going to formulate
meets the intellectual need of facing and explaining this fact, and to put the
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matter subjectively has clicked intellectually for me.'® But ‘clicking’, as one
may say, is not enough for the establishment of empirical hypothesis,

Anyway, in fairness to Lazerowitz, it should be mentioned that his re-
mark that ‘the position has clicked for me’4 is not the only thing he has said
in defence of his metaphilosophical hypothesis. He also tries to derive
credibility for his hypothesis from an explanatory efficacy it is supposed by
him to possess. He thinks that it explains ‘the chronic condition of philo-
sophical differences of opinion’®. As quoted above, he says that it ‘meets
the intellectual need of facing and explaining this fact....28

Explanatory efficacy is, indeed, one thing which contributes to the credi-
bility of a hypothesis. This is a recognized fact. So, what we have to exam-
ine is the explanatory relevance or efficacy Lazerowitz claims for his
metaphilosophy.

Any claim to such effect as that a particular hypothesis or a theory explains
a fact makes sense, only when the fact it claims to explain is really there to
call for explanation. Talking of explaining a particular fact, when no such
fact is there, makes no sense. The fact which Lazerowitz’s metaphilosophy
makes a claim to explain is, as he explicitly states, the endless disagreements
in philosophy. But do philosophers really disagree? Is it really a fact that
there is anything in philosophy which may count as disagreement in the true
sense of the term? We have already argued that, in conscicusly denying
truth-values to philosophical propositions, Lazerowitz has, in fact, been
unconsciously led to deny that there is, in reality, disagreement. Dis-
agreement presupposes truth-values; and there is no disagreement without
them.

The problem that will occupy us now is whether, without leaving Lazero-
witz’s own framework, we can restore truth-values in some way to philo-
sophical propositions, so that the alleged disagreements among philosophical
propositionsmay turn out not to be a myth, and the invaluable philosophiz-
ing he does in the name of metaphilosophy is not in consequence irrelevant.
To put the matter in another way: can we find any ground for saying that
philosophical propositions can sensibly be said to be true or false, so that we
may also have a ground for maintaining that philosophers may sensibly be
said to disagree and that, therefore, Lazerowitz's metaphilosophy has a
genuing fact to explain.?

The crucial point for us here to be clear about, we think, is this. What is
it that makes Lazerowitz commit himself to the position that philosophical
propositions do not have truth-values.? The answer is not hard to find. It
lies mainly in what is called the ‘third layer’ of his ‘three layer’ analysis of a
philosophical theory. The position which constitutes the ‘third layer’ links
up philosophical utterances with the non-cognitive functioning of our mind,
mostly with wishes (and sometimes also with emotions). It is held by Lazero-
witz consistently. To state the position in his own language:
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...his [the philosopher’s] utterances give expression to unconscious fanta-
sies...[and] an unconscious fantasy like a dream functions as the substi-
tutive gratification of wishes,'”

...joined to these is a third and less accessible layer, a complex of uncon-
scious fantasies.18

A philosophical theory consists...lastly, of an unconscious fantasy or
cluster of fantasies of importance to our emotional welfare.1®

The great importance of the utterance to the philosopher makes it safe to
compare it with a dream...: like a dream it is fundamentally a wish
fulfilment.®®

The lines quoted above make it plain that in Lazerowitz’s mind philosophical
utterances or theories, like dreams, are closely linked up with wishes.
This, in turn, makes him feel that the body of utterances that constitute
philosophy is a part of our conative discourse as distinguished from the dis-
cours¢ which is cognitive. Once committed to the view that philosophical
utterances are a cross-section of conative utterances, Lazerowitz seems to
find it mandatory to hold that they are not amenable to any appraisal in
terms of truth or falsity; for truth and falsity belong strictly to cognitive
discourse.

However, the passage from the ‘third layer’, i.e. that philosophical utter-
ances have their roots in our unconscious wishes, to the position that they
do not admit a truth-value is not, perhaps, as straightforward as it would
appear to be at first glance. There is, we feel, some degree of clumsiness
about it. Admitting that philosophical utterances are rooted in our uncon-
scious wishes, it does not follow that they are unconditionally conative, and,
therefore, necessarily devoid of truth-value. Utterances may be linked to
wishes in two senses.

First, we may speak of utterances as linked with wishes in the sense that
they are straightforward expressions of some wishes in our mind. Examples
of such utterances are: ‘Had I the wings of the dove!” ‘If I were a multi-
millionaire!” and the like. Such utterances constitute conative discourse
par excellence. They are essentially immune from characterization in terms
of truth-value: no one, in fact, calls them either true or false.

But, thatan utterance is linked with a wish may also mean that it is in some
sense cqused by the latter. And this, as we understand it, is the sense which
Lazerowitz has in mind when he speaks of philosophical utterances as wish
fulfilment, That is to say, in calling a philosophical utterance an ‘uncon-
scious fantasy” or ‘wish fulfilment’, or in comparing them with dreams, all
that he has in mind is the idea that philosophical utterances have, in some
sense their cause in our unconscious wishes. But for an utterance to be cona-
tive in this sense is very different from its being conative in the sense of
being a direct expression of wishes. The latter excludes its having a truth-
value, but the former does not. Being caused by wishes is not incompatible
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with a statement being true or false. One may well call it true (if it is $0),
or false (if it is so).

To illustrate the point, let us take what I dreamt last night. I dreamt
that I had become the Prime Minister of India, that I had gone to the United
States on the invitation of President Reagan, that I held a very crowded
press conference which had been telecast all over the world, and that for my
performance I was being showered with praises from all corners of the earth.
Take the sentences. The dream is composed of:

(a) T have become the Prime Minister of India;

(5) I went to the United States on the invitation of President Reagan;
(c) I held a press conference;

(d) My performance in the press conference was very good;

(e) Praises are being showered on me.

As I am not actually the Prime Minister of India, the sentences are all expres-
sions of my unconscious wishes. But that does not stand in the way of their
being called false as they are, in fact, false.

As a matter of fact, along with every statement that is undeniably truth-
valued may well go some wish in our mind. For e¢xample, when I say to
somebody ‘I am thirsty’, I may well be supposed to be expressing my wishes
in order that my hearer will listen to me, and that he will give me a glass of
water. My statement, though motivated by my wishes, is to be called true,
if it is really true.

Lazerowitz makes no distinction between an utterance which directly
expresses a wish and one which is caused by a wish. He seems to have modelled
the Iatter after the former. And that possibly is one thing which has debarred
him from granting truth-values to philosophical utterances, and thereby,
eventually, made him unwittingly liquidate the very logical basis of the alleged
fact of their disagreement, i.e. the very thing which his metaphilosophy
centres around.

Thus, the psychological information about philosophical utterances
contained in Lazerowitz’s ‘third layer’ may well be accepted as true, without
it being logically obligatory to say that philosophical utterances have no
truth-values. Philosophical utterances may, in fact, be true or false. So
there is no need to deny the factual feature of disagreements of philosophical
utterances and, for that reason, to deny the relevance of Lazerowitz’s meta-
philosophy. But are they true or false in the sense in which utterances in
science or those in mathematics are said to be true or false? This, however,
is a very different issue which we need not discuss here.

But one may ask: what about the acceptability of the position embodied
in the ‘third layer® itself?

For one thing, the position is emotionally disturbing to philosophers.
Hospers in his paper, ‘Philosophy and Psychoanalysis’,?! refers to the ‘vio-
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lence of the reaction’ to the position when it was presented by Lazerowitz
at a conference in New York University. And the reaction is, in 2 way, emo-
tionally not justified.

The position that philosophical utterances atre the fulfilment of uncon-
scious wishes, is apparently an attempt at using the psychoanalyst’s arsenal
to debunk philosophy. And this is unlikely to please philosophers. They see
in if, not only an attempt at understanding the glory of their professional
achievements but also an act of betrayal, that is, a colleague of theirs crossing
his professional boundaries and leaguing himself with the psychoanalysts.

It is not that Lazerowitz does not anticipate such a reaction. Referring
to this position, he writes in his The Structure of Metaphysics:

___Freud describes three great ‘outrages upon its naive self-love’ which cul-
tured mankind has had to endure in the last few hundred years. And if
the present hypothesis is correct in its general outline, a special group
of intellectuals, who have prided themsclves on being impersonal seckers
after truth [are exposed] as the dupes of games they unconsciously play
with language.®

Theoretically also, the hypothesis of a ‘third layer’ is perhaps more vulnerable
than that of the other two layers in Lazerowitz’s three-tier analysis. And
this is one reason why critics?® generally have chosen this as a convenient
target of their attack.

The source of our own unhappiness with it, however, is that it tends
eventually to liquidate the very reality of philosophical disagreement which
Lazerowitz’s metaphilosophy has to presuppose for the justification of its
relevance. ‘

There is another objection which also should not go uamentioned.
While fraught with dangerous consequences, it dilutes Lazerowitz’s meta-
philosophy, which is philosophy, with psychoanalysis, which is not
philosophy.

It may, however, be mentioned here that, in Lazerowitz’s own eyes, this
layer is far less important than the other layers in his analysis.

Yet Mr. Lazerowitz maintains that this is not the main point he is interest-
ed in making. He has even indicated that he would be willing to drop
this part of his theory if it raises too many additional problems.2

During a discussion, Lazerowitz said something substantially fo the same
effect.?®

Despite all this, the position embodied in the “third layer® is not altogether
without sympathizers. It continues to derive support of some kind from the
writings of such philosophers as J.O. Wisdom,2¢ Alice Ambrose,¥ John
Hospers,* Margarct Chatterjee® and others.



102

24.

23,
26.

27.

28.

29.

MERCY HELEN AND MIHIRVIKASH CHAKRAVARTI
NOTES AND REFERENCES

‘Word-Magic and the Trivialization of Philosophy’ in Ratio, Vol. 7, 1965.

Vide his letter of 21 March 1984 to Professor M. Chakravarti.

The Katherine Asher Engel Lectures, Smith College, 1983, p. 13.

Ci. M. Chakravarty, ‘Proofs in Philosophy’ in Proceedings of the Indian Philosophical
Congress, 45th Session, Motilal Banarsidass, Delhi, 1971, p. 170.

Philesophy and Illusion, George Allen & Unwin, London, 1968, p. 83.

The Structure of Metaphysics, Routledge & Kegan Paul, Londen, 1955, p. 25.
Ibid., p. 58 (italics ours).

Ibid., (italics ours),

Ibid., p. 69,

Daya Krishna, ‘Some Considerations on Morris Lazerowitz's The Structure of Meta-
physics’ in Mind, LXVII, No. 226, 1958, p. 258.

The Structure of Metaphysics, Routledge & Kegan Paul, London, 1955, p. 57.
IThid.

Ibid., p. 58.

Ibid.

Ibid.

Thid.

Philosophy and Hlusion, George Allen & Unwin, London, 1968, p. 109.

The Language of Philosophy, D. Reidal Publishing Company, Dodrecht, Holland/
Boston, 1977, p. 174.

Studies in Meiaphilosophy, Routledge & Kegan Paul, London, 1964, p. 217.

The Structure of Metaphysics, Routledge & Kegan Paul, London, 1955, p. 227.
Psychoanalysis, Scientific Method and FPhilosophy, New York University Press, New
York, 1959, p. 336.

Sce The Structure of Metaphysics, Routledge & Kegan Paul, London, p. 226.
Daya Krishna in his article ‘Some Considerations on Morris Lazerowitz’s The Structure
of Metaphysics® Mind, p. 243; J.W.N. Watkins, ‘Word Magic and Trivialisation of
Philosophy” Ratie, Vol. 7, 1965; Brand Blanshard, ‘Review of Philosophy and Iilu-
sion’ Metaphilosophy, Vol. 1, No. 2, 1970, p. 184; and J.L. Cobitz, ‘Metaphysics
as Wish Fulfilment’, in The Philosophical Review, LXVII 1958, p. 76.

Victoria Dodd Reed, ‘Some Methodological Considerations of Morris Lazerowiiz’s
Ezamination of Metaphysical Statements (an unpublished dissertation), Massachusetts,
1967, p. 88.

Discussion taperecorded by Mercy Helen.

Lazerowitz’s interpretation of Metaphysics, in Philosophy and Its Place in Our Culure,
Gordon and Breach Science Publishers, New York, 1975, pp. 193-95

‘Philosophy, Language and Ilusion’ in Psychoanalysis and Philosophy (eds.), Morttris
Lazerowitz and Charles Hanly, International University Press, New York, 1971,
p. 14.

‘Philosophy and Psychoanalysis® in Psycheanalysis, Scientific Melhod and Philosophy
(ed.) Sidoey Hook, New York University Press, New York, 1959, pp. 336-57
‘Subversion and Inversion’ in The Languoge of Philosophy, Allied Publishers, New
Delhi, India, 1981, pp. 79-96.

‘Ontological-commitment’ .
in the context of the Buddhist thought

KEWAL KRISHAN MITTAL
University of Delhi, Delhi

If history repeats itself or not, I do not know. But it seems to me that history
of philosophy does have a knack of doing so. It happens, I suppose, because
there are some perennial problems of philosophy which cont%nue to appear
from age to age in one form or the other. One such problem is the probler.n
of ‘ontological-commitment’. Philosophers have always both‘a_red their
heads about the question of ‘what there is’. Towards the beginning of the
present century, it was, however, felt that this question had more prope:rly
been taken care of by science through its many branches such as physics,
chemistry, botany, zoology, biology, physiology and psychology. But
soon the scientists became conscious of the limitations of science* and some
of them themselves turned philosophers.? It was realized that science was not
free from speculation, and that its theories and concepts, being at best con-
structive descriptions,® could not represent a counter-factual language.*
The problem, thus, remained in philosophy, but assumed a new form m S0
far as it had been thought that the question was mainly that of the meanings
of the words used by the scientists, philosophers and the common men, and
could be decided through linguistic analysis. It is in this form that the
problem has been debated for the last three decades.’ .

In a similar form, it appears to me, the problem was discussed in the
context of the Buddhist Thought. It is well known that the Buddha ans-
wered only in silence (or refused to answer) the ontological questions such
as the following:

(1) Is the world eternal?

(2) Is the world not eternal?

(3) Is the world finite?

(4) Is the world infinite?

(5) Is the soul one thing and body another?

(6) Is the soul the same as the body?

(7) Does the Tathagata exist after death?

(8) Does the Tathigata not exist after death?

(9) Does he both exist and does not exist after death?
{10) Doe¢s he neither exist nor does not ¢xist after death?®

The Buddha used his great power of reason and eloquence not for pro-
pounding any transcendental metaphysics but for expounding the ills of hﬁ?—
their causes and conditions, their cessation, and for suggesting a way to bring
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them to an end.” It led to a variety of interpretations of his thought and
person. If there are some scholars who say that ‘his philosophy, partly ex-
pressed and partly implicit’, may be called ‘positivism’, ‘phenomenalism’ and
‘a kind of empiricism’,® there is one who points out that to say so is to mis-
understand both positivism and the thought of the Buddha.? The Buddha,
according to him, had been an ‘empirical mystic’ with ‘rational gifts’.10 If
there is one who considers the Buddha an agnostic,) then another scholar
seems to go to the length of taking him to be an annihilationist.’? Professor
T.R.V. Murti, referring to ‘the practical’, “the agnostic’ and ‘the negative’
as ‘specimens of the incorrect reading of Buddhism’ observes; ‘These and
similar interpretations do not accord with the teaching of Buddha and the
doctrines of the Buddhist Schools. We can not have a way of life which does
not imply a Philosophy, an ultimate appraisal of reality.”3

I do not disagree with it, but I would humbly point out that it is not pos-
sible for us to say definitely that the Buddha was committed to this or that
specific standpoint on ontology in so far as he did not draw the implications
of his own teachings. It cannot be easily denied that his own attitude was
intensely practical. Take, for example, his view as represented in Potthapada
Sutta (Dhiga Nikdya) where, speaking on various speculations on the char-
acter of the soul, he says that the word arta, too, is a word like milk, butter,
ghee, curds, past, present, future, etc. a mere name, a mode of speech, a
label or title in common use, an expression which is used by Tathagata also
but without being misled.’* One would not be far wrong, if one sees in such
‘a view an anticipation of Russell’s theory of ‘incomplete symbols’ which treats
the words in common use (as, for example, table, chair, pen, paper, etc.)
as mere logical constructions.1s

There is no gainsaying that, while propounding a way of life, Buddha did
make (or is reported to have made) many statements, both positive and ne-
gative, which were of a high (and suggestive) philosophic import, From the
point of view of drawing their implications, we may divide Buddhism into
three phases which I shall call here as the primary phase, the middle phase
and the final phase. I propose to cover under them, Theravada, Sarvastivadi
schools of Buddhism such as the Vaibhasika and Sautrintika or the Abhidhar-
mikas, and the Madhyamika (Sanyavddi) school of Buddhism. I do not
include the Yogacira (Vijfiagnavada) school in the scheme, because I feel thatthe
yogacéra school did not arise so much from an interpretation of the teachings
of Buddha as from a dissatisfaction with the Madhyamika philosophy.18

The Theravadians lay emphasis on the statements denying substantiality
of things while drawing the implications of the Buddha-Vacana. The first
phase is, therefore, marked by a negative interpretation.’” The two doctrines
that receive their attention the most are Anitmavida (the doctrine of no-self,
i.e. anattd) and Anityativida (the doctrine of impermanence, i.e. anicca).
To give but one example, the cosmos (loka) is spoken of as ‘without God
(anissaray, ‘impermanent {(adhuva)y, and ‘completely lacking (#ina) in any
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transcendental substance’ in the Majihima Nikdya.® The dialogue between
King Manender and Sage Nigasena on the denial of a self is too well known
to be quoted here.!® It is particularly the denial of the self on the part of the
Theravadins that has irked some scholars very much. George Grimm, for
example, considers the whole of Tripitaka a great falsification, ‘a killing of
the Buddha-idea by its professed guardians’.?® There is no need to feel
perturbed, I think, if one properly understands the emphasis on denial of the
self (or, for that matter, of anything) as merely a continuation of the non-com-
mittal attitude evinced by Buddha on ontology. Besides, I am in full agree-
ment with the advice given by Stcherbatsky that ‘whosoever wishes to undex-
stand Buddhism must fully realise the decision and vigour with which this
doctrine (Anitmavada) is professed and defended.’®

As regards the middle phase, the thinkers belonging to it paid more atten-
tion to the affirmative statements made by the master. The Buddha, while
steering clear of absolute-being (§@savatavdda, eternalism) and non-being
(Ucchedavada, annihilationism), did affirm becoming.*? ‘The becoming of
all that is’, in the words of Dr, Radhakrishnan ¢‘the central fact of Bud-
dhism.”®®* The doctrine of dependent-origination (pratitya-samutpada),
which was developed by the Buddha in order to explain ‘becoming’, has
been hailed by a historian of Indian philosophy as ‘the foundation of all the
teachings of the Buddha.’®® The Buddha explained ‘becoming’ in accordance
with the doctrine of depemdent-origination in the following words: ‘This
being, that arises (gsmin sati idam bhavatiy. Now such an expression implies
the existence of past (and future) besides the present. On being asked
whether the past (and future) does exist or not, the Buddha is reported to
have given a vague, yet affirmative, answer: ‘All is (sarvast/).’25 His being
vague and affirmative, it may be pointed out, are well within his general
non-committal attitude and his intention to avoid further discussion.2

A further quiry as to what he means by servasti brings forth the answer
from the Buddha: “Twelve dyatanas are.’® The Sarvastivadins, picking up the
suggestion of the Buddha, worked out an ontology of a radical pluralism of
dhammas, ‘the ilems of becoming’, classified variously as twelve ayatanas,
eighteen dhdtus, five skandhas, etc.?® For a ‘dhamma’ as defined by Stcher-
batsky is an ‘ultimate entity, the conception of which, in the domain of matter,
excludes the reality of everything except sense data and, in the field of
mind, of everything except separate mental phenomena’.?® Now, if we
accept this definition of dhamma the Sarvastivadins do stand committed to
an ontology. But, I think, we are not bound to accept such a definition of
dhamma, once we pay attention to the two developments in the thought of
the Buddhists belonging to this phase. In any case, not all the Sarvastivadins
are staunch realists. Some of them do lean towards nominalism, For if the
Vaibhasikas consider even the nama-kdya as real as dravya-dharma, then the
Sautrantikas are not prepared to grant the ndma-kdaya a status other than
that of mere verbal, sound.*®
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A word pafifiatti has been used in the Pali Suttas as standing for names
and concepts which are mere designations in common use without referring
to anything ultimately real.® Pafifiatti is spoken of as a saiketa dhamma,
because of its being regarded significant only through convention, in Abhidha-
mmattha-Sangaho? ‘Defining a dhamma whichis pafifiatti, the Dhamma-
Sangani’,*® according to P.S. Jaini, ‘says that which is an appelation, that
which is a designation, an expression, a current term, a name, a denomination,
the assigning of a name, an interpretation, a distinctive mark, a phrasing on
this and that Dhamma is a dhamma called Pafifiatti.’®* P.S. Jaini, again,
informs us that ‘the Atthasalini3® says that this is a unique dharma which
covers all dharmas, all dharmas come under its scope’.?® If such a view of
dhammas is taken by some Sarvastividins, then, according to them, the
dhammas would not be ultimate entities but mere conventional names.

Another consideration that shows that not ali the Sarvastivadins regarded
the dhammas as ‘ultimate entities’ can be discerned in the view held by the
Sautrintikas about dependent-origination (pratitya-samutpada). Candrakirti,
the famous Madhyamika scholiast, quotesa view of some philosophers in his
Madhyamika-Karika-Vytti on pratitya-samutpdda, which purports to show
that the formula ‘Chis being there that arises’ (asmin sati idam bhavati) cannot
be explained on the hypothesis of a simultaneous existence of all the dhammas.
Causality, according to it, could be explained only in terms of the relationship
between perceived appearances and inferred or supposed realities.? Both
Poussin® and Stcherbatsky®® identify this view with that of the Sautrantikas.
The dhammas on this view do not turn out to be ‘the ultimate entities’ ‘but
evanscent appearances’ connected with some ultimate entities, which are only
inferred to be and are never known directly.

The final phase of drawing the implications of the Buddha’s teachings,
namely, the Madhyamika School of Buddhist philosophy, goes the whole
hog and does not stop short at or emphasize this or that particular aspect
of the Buddha-vacana as well as the nirvacana (silence). Nagarjuna, the chief
exponent of the school, perfected a dialectics through which he showed that
the wisdom of the Tathigata (prajiia or parama-Prajfig)could not be bound
down to any particular view (@rsti), for ‘every thesis, according to the
Madhyamika’, in the words of Professor T.R.V. Murti, ‘is self-convicted and
counter-balanced by an antithesis.™s®

By a thorough criticism of the various views Nagirjuna shows that it can-
not be maintained that there are things with their properties, things without
properties or properties without things;# that there are five elements?® or
that there are five Skandhas;*® that there is a self apart from its states, states
apart from the self, or they are together with an intelligible relationship.*
His dialectics makes him declare the sclf as a falsc appearance ;45 the notions of
birth, persistence and death as illogical;#® the distinctions such as between
subject and object and their relationship—or between a doer (kartd) and an
action (karma), and the result of action (karmaphala) as baseless.*” It is not
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possible to prove conclusively that there ever was a Buddha, a dharma or a
sangha.®® Even the four noble truths and nirvapa are mere words having no
basis in reality.4® Finally, it may be observed on behalf of the Madhyamika,
that anyone who describes reality through any of the four known categories
(catuskoti) of *being’, ‘non-being’, ‘both’ or ‘neither’ is bound to be wrong.50
Every .thing being inexplicable, nothing could be described as existing or
non-existing, mind or matter, conscious or unconscious.™

Thus, it happens to be the case that ‘the Mdadhyamika does not have a
thesis of his own. He does not construct Syllogisms and adduce arguments
a1.1d examples of his own.’®? Considering the ‘rejection of all theory as the
highest wisdom,’s® the Madhyamika addresses himself to the task of picking
holes in the arguments of the opponents.® In his case, therefore, the question
of any commitment, ontological or otherwise, does not arise.

The Yogicara Buddhists may, however, protest against the thoroughly
floncommittal attitude of the Madhyamikas. For they may point out that
in the very recognition of the absurdity of any view—or in the construction
of any subject-object duality—we undeniably affirm the existence of consci-
ousness, mind knowledge or thought.® Besides, they say consciousness is
self-re_vealatory (atmasamvedanameva sadaiva jianam).® One may deny
an object of cognition apart from cognition or an act of cognition apart from
cognition, but how can one deny cognition itself which is self-luminous
beyond the distinction of the subject and the object®” The Yogacaras, thus,

again bring about the problem of an ontological commitment in the purview
of the Buddhist thought.

Notes

-

J.W.N. Sullivan, The Limitations of Science (Mentor Series).

2. Among the numerous such scientists one may mention the names of Sir Arthur
Eddington and James Jeans,

3. Cf.SI;.SS.9 Stebbing, A4 Modern Introduction to Logic, seventh edn, London, 1963
Ppp. 395-9.

4. There are some philosophers these days who would deny that we possess any such
language.

5. PT G?a;ch, A.J. Ayer and W.V. Quine were the participants. For example, in an
mt'erestmg symposium ‘On What There Is’, held at the joint session of the Aristo-
telian Society and the Mind Association at Edinburgh in July 1951. See Aristotelian
Society Supplementary Volume, xxv, pp. 125-60.

6. See, Majjhima Nikéya Sutta 63 (Dialogues of Buddha by Rhys Davids, Vol. 1, pp.
426-32), Sutta 72 (ibid., pp. 483 ff); Dhiga Nikdya, Mchanidina Sutta (Vol. 11, p., 86);
Samyutta-Nikdya. Vacchagotta Samyuttam (Vol. HI, pp, 257 ff). A vyakata Samyutfan;
(Vol. 1V, pp. 374-403); Arguttara-Nikaya (Vol. IV, pp. 67 fi).

7. See, Cldenberg, The Buddha, pp. 127 fT; Dale Riepe, The Naturalistic Tradition in

Indian Thought, p. 128.

8. S.C. Chatterji and D.M. Datta, An Introduction to Indian Philosophy (ffth ed
Calcutta, 1954, p. 142, phy ( n),



15,
16.

17.
18.
19.
20.

21.
22.
23,
24.
25.

26.

2l
28.

29.
30.

31
32.

33.
34.
35.
36.
37.

38.
39,

41,
42.

KEWAL KRISHAN MITTAL

Dale Riepe, op. cit., pp. 123-24.

Ibid., p. 123, in, 28.

A.B. Kieth, Buddhist Philosophy, p. 63.

Oldenberg as quoted by E.J. Thomas in his History of Buddhist Thought, p. 127.
T.R.V. Murti, The Central Philosophy of Buddhism, London 1960, p. 37.

Imé kho citta, loka-samafifid, loka-nivuttiva, loka-vohara, loka-pafifiattiye, yahi Tuthi-
gata Voharati aparamasamti, Dhiga Nikdya, 1. p. 202; cf. P.S. Jaini, “The Vaibhasika
Theory of Words and Meanings’, Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African
Studies, University of London, Vol. XXIT,1959, pp. 99-100. -

See 1.S. Stebbing, ap. cit., pp. 155-58, 502-5.

In most of the books dealing with the history of Buddhist philosophy, the order in
which the schools are discussed the Yogdcara school is treated next to the Vaibhasika
and the Sautrantika and before the Madhyamika. Looked at from a particular point
of view that procedure, too, is logical.

Cf. Radhakrishnan, Indian Philosophy, Vol. I, pp. 676 ff.

Majjhima Nikaya 11, 68.

See Treckner (ed.), Milindapaiha, pp. 254i.

Die Wissenschaft des Buddhismus (Leipzig, 1923), note in p. 2, quoted by M. Winter-
nitz in *Self and non-Selfin Early Buddhism®, Jha Commemoration Volume,n.1,p. 457.
Such has been the view of Mrs. Rhys Davids too, according to Wintetnitz,

See Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African Studies, London, Vol. VI, 1931,
p. 873.

Cf. Radhakrishnan, Indian Philosophy, Vol. 1, pp. 365 ff.; Oldenberg, The Buddha,
p. 240,

S. Radhakrishnan, ap. cit., p. 368.

Chandradhar Sharma, 4 Critical Survey of Indian Philosophy, p. T2.

CI. Stcherbatsky, The Central Conception of Buddhism and the Meaning of the Word
*Dhamma’ London, 1923, p. 5.

See P.T. Geach in symposium ‘On What There Is’, op. cif., sup. n. 5, pp. 128-9 (on
‘everything’ being a vague answer to what there is); see also Ayer, ibid., p. 147 (where
he observes: “The denial of being is, in Philosophy, the prelude to explanation; the
affirmation of being more often a refusal to provide one’).

Cf. Stcherbatsky, op. cif., sup. n. 25.

See ibid., for an exhaustive list of the Dhammas; Warren, Buddhism in Translation,
p. 158; Mrs. Rhys Davids, Buddhist Psychology, p. 41.

Stcherbatsky, op. cit, p. 6.

See Vibhisq Prabhd Vrsti (Commentary on Abhidharmadipa of Vasubandhu, ed.
P.8. Jaini, Tibetan Sanskrit Series, Patna) on Kariké 142.

Cf. P.S. Jaini, “The Vaibhagika Theory of Words and Meanings’ in Bulletin of the
School of Oriental and African Studies, London, Vol. XXII, 1959, p. 99,

Savam pafifiatti vinneya loka-sankeia-nimmitd. Sce Abhidhammattha-Sangaha of
Aniroddha, VIIL. 36.

Marikas, 128-30.

Op. cit., sup. n. 31, p. 100.

P.V. Bapat (ed.), Atthasalini V, Poona 1942, 114.

Op. cit., p. 101, The text is quoted in a fn.

Madhyamika-Karika Vrtti {or Prasennapada) of Candrakirti (ed. L. De la Vallee
Poussin), p. 5.

Ibid., p. 5, fn. 10.

The Conception af Buddhist Nirvapa, Leningrad, 1927, p. 86. n. 1,

T.R.V. Murti, op. cit., 1960, p. i36.

Milamadhyamika-Karika, vii,

Ibid., IV.

43.

45.
46.
47.
48,
49,
50.

51.
52.
53.
54.

55,

56.

57.

ONTOLOGICAL-COMMITMENT 109

Ibid., V.

Ibid., VI, 10.

Ibid., x. 16, XVIIL, 1, 4.

Ibid., X1. 2, 8.

Ibid., XIV. 3, XVIL 33.

Ihid,, XXIV.

Ihid., XV1, 4-10; XXV, 4-16.

Ibid., XI1. §; Sec also T. Suzuki, ‘The Awakening of Faith in Mahiyina (Mahdyina
Shraddotpadakasastra of Ashvagosha retranslated from the Chinese translation of
Paramartha), Chicago, 1900, p. 59.

T. Suzuki, Ibid., pp. 111-12.

T.R.V. Murti, ep. cit., p. 132.

Ibid., p. 52.

This is the task of a philosopher according to St. Thomas Aquinas; also of. W.V.
Quine, ‘on what there is symposium’, ep. cit., (sup. 1. 5), p. 159,

Ci. T.R.V. Murti, op. cit., p. 319; of. also Vijdaptimatratasiddhi Viméatikd (ed. S.
Levi, Paris, 1925) Vr#ti on Karika 1.

Tattvasamgraha-Padjikd of Kamalasila, Karika 1899, Gaekwad Oriental Series XXX,
Vol. 1), p. 559.

Nanyo nabhavvo buddhy@sti tasya nanuvhavyo parah. Grihya grahaka vaidhurydt
svayam saiva prakasate in Sarvadarianasangraha (ed. Vasudeva Shastri, Abbyankar
Bhandarkar Research Institute, Poona), p. 12; cited from Pramapaviniscaya of
Dharmakirti.



Time, self and consciousness:
some conceptual patterns in the context
of Indian thought

ANINDITA BALSLEV
Temple University, Philadelphia

A survey of ideas regarding time, self and consciousness would certainly
indicate that the earliest concern for these issues was expressed by philos-
ophers and theologians of different traditions. It can be seen that systematic
intellectual effort was directed towards raising relevant questions and for-
mulating appropriate responses already at an early date in history. This
gave rise to widely divergent theories. Since then the process of reconceptual-
ization has not by any means lost its vitality. It is all the more reinforced
as these issues gradually became concern for other disciplines as well.

The conceptual patterns to be discussed in this paper are based on original
texts of Brahmanism and Buddhism, the two major traditions of Indian
thought. Reference will be made to certain schools representing these two
traditions in order to indicate the variety of viewpoints in the treatment of
these issues.

It may be observed at the outset that, if an analysis of the different
conceptual schemes in the Indian context shows preoccupation with soterio-
logy as an ultimate concern, it equally demonstrates that this has not blocked
a free philosophical exploration of ideas. On the contrary, it triggered an
enormous interest in these issues, and has inspired profound search into
the various aspects of the questions—metaphysical, psychological, epistemo-
logical, etc. This comes to the forefront as we examine closely the inherent
philosophical tensions between Brahmanism and Buddhism that kept on
provoking reformulations of views through centuries of confrontation. To
place the ideas in the traditional framework it is fruitful to take note that
Brahmanical soteriology, despite the internal variations, unanimously main-
tains that only atmavidyd, i.e. knowledge of the self, can give salvation. The
Buddhist tradition, on the other hand, with its deep involvement in the quest
for mirvana claimed that the greatest hindrance fo this pursuit is the adherence
to the notion of a permanent , identical self.

It is not, therefore, arbitrarily that Brahmanism and Buddhism continued
to be known as dtmavada and andtmavdda respectively, one affirming and the
the other denying the ultimate reality of dtman. This basic contrast finds
expression in a substance versus modal view, one inducing a search for an
unchanging core, the other seeing it as everchanging or as a process.

However, it is significant to note that 2 philosophical formulation of a
theory of self or no-self needs to be supported by specific interpretations of
time and consciousness.
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Let us take a closer look at the question in dispute. The term “self’ is one
amongst the most cherished of all metaphysical terms which is still not obso-
lete. Disregarding for the moment philosophical sophistications concerning
the nature, constitution or other eventual complexities of the idea of self,
let us turn our attention to the phenomenon which is of basic importance in
this connection, viz. ‘I’-consciousness. This forms the nucleus of our
menta] life. It is central to our awareness of ourselves that in the midst of
and in spite of the flux of thought-processes we retain the peculiar quality of
sameness and identity. ‘T’-consciousness is accounted for differently by
philosophers of different persuasions, but the presence of this phenomenon
as an integral component of our experience is never questioned. There are
many statements by philosophers, from East and West, which one c¢ould
cite in support of this. The French existentialist philosopher, J.-P. Sartre, for
instance, expressed this wittily: ‘...no one says, perhaps I have an ego.
Similarly, Vicaspati Misra, an outstanding figure in the history of Indian
thought, also remarked: ‘For no one is there any doubt whether I am or not,
nor does any one maintain the contrary of I am.” This, in brief, can be testi-
fied by all. However, far from being a simple matter, this indisputable fact
turns out to be a perennial problem that haunts the philosophical mind.

Various views can be found in the Brahmanical and the Buddhist philo-
sophical traditions concerning this subject. Preoccupation with the study
of diverse aspects of consciousness has a long history in India. Let us mention
a few examples of the typical philosophical inquiries. Questions are raised
regarding what forms the basis for the sense of ‘T’, whether self and ego are
equivalent concepts or not; does consciousness belong to a self or are self and
consciousness one and the same? There also arise such questions as to whe-
ther ‘I’ -consciousness is always consciousness of an object, i.e. whether inten-
tionality is a basic feature of consciousness or not? Are consciousness of an
object and consciousness of consciousness simultaneous happenings or do
they involve a temporal sequence? One could multiply such examples. The
answers to these questions are worked out both on Briahmanical and Bud-
dhist premises. It can be observed that closely connected with this sort of
inquiry is the investigation concerning time. It becomes evident as one pro-
ceeds that a theory of consciousness, with or without reference to an abiding
self, involves specific attitudes to tine.

The conceptual models of self or atman that specific schools of philosophy
in the Brahmanical tradition operate with can be seen to be intimately related
to the different interpretations of ‘I’-consciousness on the one hand and the
various views about time on the other.

Equally fascinating is the rejection of the idea of a permanent self on the
part of the Buddhist philosophers. They accounted for the notion and cogni-
tion of ‘I’ in accordance with the theories of consciousness which they
developed. In this connection, it is especially important to observe that the
idea of an abiding self is rejected essentially on a premise where a view of
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time as instant is conceived in a radical manuner—that at no two instants
anything can remain identical.

But before we deal with this Buddhist theory, let us take a review of some
conceptual patterns from the Brahmanical tradition concerning time, self and
consciousness. Despite their common allegiance to the exegetical texts of the
Upanisads which focused on the idea of immutable dtman, the Brahmanical
schools worked out distinctly different theories of self retaining the central
insight. Their views about time and consciousness also vary.

To the Indian realists belonging to the Nyiya-Vaisesika schools, an ana-
lysis of phenomena such as memory, recognition, the knowledge-situation
itself or moral and soteriological strivings indicates the reality of self. It is
the very basis of ‘T’-consciousness, the word ‘T" having absolutely no other
referent. This is a category of thought which cannot be dispensed with but
at the risk of leaving experiences unexplained, unaccounted for. The meta-
physical view of self as a distinct ontological entity, i.e. as apart from the
body, the sense-organs and the mind, gradually takes shape. Consciousness
belongs to the self as an attribute to a substance.

This idea of the self is worked out in a conceptual structure which operates
with the notion of absolute time. It is interesting to note that in this system
of metaphysical pluralism self and time are on a par ontologically, figuring
in the list of entities to which no beginning or end can be ascribed (nitya
padartha). There is, of course, a plurality of selves whereas time is unitary.
All pluralistic usages of time are explained as merely conventional. The
absolute, indivisible, ali-pervasive time is the frame of reference for all that
is contingent, i.e. to which any beginning or end or both can be attributed.

The self, thus, is not in time. Consciousness, as has been mentioned earlier,
is conceived in this system as a quality which inheres in the self. It emerges
when there is a collocation of mind (manas), the sense-organs {indriva) and the
object (visaya). Thus, consciousness is contingent, hence temporal in charac-
ter, i.e. it has a beginning and an end in time. This, however, does not
affect the non-temporal character of the abiding self.

The notion of objective time is vital to the system. Their theory of causa-
lity, conceptions of change, origination and anihilation are worked out on a
premise of objective time. The theory rejects the view that time is a subjective
construction.

The treatment of the issues of time, self and consciousness in other
Brahmanical systems does not follow this pattern.

The Sarkhya-Yoga conceptual structures put forward a more profound
view on the question of self while rejecting the idea of an empty time. The
idea of purusa, the principle of consciousness, reflects the Upanisadic concern
for an immutable sclf where no distinction is sought between self and con-
sciousness. Here we encounter a complex notion of a principle of egoity
(ahamkara): ‘I-consciousness is no more simply referring to the self, as the
Nyaya-Vaidesika schools maintain, but is 2 composition of two heterogenous



114 ANINDITA BALSLEV

components. Tt is seen as an interplay of the two principles of purusa and
prakrti. In other words, ‘I’-consciousness is recognized as an empirical sub-
jectivity, deriving its support from a principle of transcendental subjectivity
and anchored as well to the ever-changing, insentient prakrti. The dichotomy
of these principles is also reflected in their interpretation of time-experience.
There is no absolute time in this system. Time is to be understood as inter-
twined in the movement of the prakrti, the dynamic principle of matter, It
is in the concept of prakrti that Samkhya combines time and matter. It is
worth noting that all change is ascribed to prakrti, which by very definition is
insentient, whereas that which is aware of change is a principle which in its
essential nature is free from all mutations. In other words, that which changes
cannot be aware of itself as changing, it is insentient (fada), whereas that which
is aware of change is a principle which remains constant.

With regard to the movement inherent in prakrti, Sathkhya makes a dis-
tinction between the homogenous (sadréa) and heterogenous (visadrsa) modi-
fications. This is thought-provoking as it has direct implication for the ques-
tion of time. The idea is that the three gunas constituting prakrti do not com-
bine in the primordial homogenous movement. This may be said to represent
time in its transcendental aspect. The creative movement, however, implies
a combination of gunas which bring forth heterogenous evolutes. It is only
with reference to this heterogenous movement that the time-phases of past,
present and future are meaningful. This is the empirical aspect of time.

The Yoga school contributed its own specific theory of discrete time.
This brings forth the idea that the ultimate temporal datum is the instant.
It is the instant alone which is objective. Since no two instants can be said to
exist simultaneously, all ideas of temporal sequence (karma) or collection
(samahdra) of instants are nothing but conceptual constructions.

Now we shall examine a last example from the same tradition, viz. the
system of Advaita Vedanta, where Brahmanism is said to have reached its
profoundest understanding of the self. This remarkably complex conceptual
understanding of self is based on a refutation of the intentional and egological
structures of consciousness. The position agrees with Sarhkhya in maintaining
that ‘I’-consciousness involves an intermingling of heterogenous elements.
A distinction is made between the concepts of self and ego, the ego is reduced
to the status of not-self.

The system not only rejects the reality of absolute time but also refuses
to grant ontological status to any principle of change like the Sarhkhya
prakrti. Self and consciousness are not distinguished, i.e. self is consciousness.
Consciousness is ever constant (kufastha), it is the contents that alter. Start-
ling is the final philosophy of self which claims that the (true) self is the self
of all. It is non-dual, i.e. knows of no ‘other’ to itself. It is being par ex-
cellence. This idea, worked out with great philosophical acumen, does not
deny a plurality of egos on the empirical plane. The self is described as ‘un-
sublatable in all three times® (¢trikdlabadhya). It is that about which it cannot
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be said it is not, it was not or it will not be. Oune arrives at a notion of being
as timeless,

To summarize, in the Nyaya-Vaifegika structure time and self are inde-
pendent of one another, but both belong to the same ontological category.
In Sarmkhya-Yoga, purusa and prakrti are two independent categories but both
are ontological. In Advaita Vedanta the category of time gua change is
merely empirical, metaphysically appearance. A#man alone is the non-dual
reality. In all cases, despite the variations in their understanding of time, self
and consciousness, it can be observed that self is always conceived in such a
manner that it remains outside the influence of time (kalaprabhdvamukta).
Self or @tman is the pivotal concern of the Brahmanical tradition. Apart from
these views, already mentioned, the tradition knows also of other conceptual
models concerning self.

With the advent of Buddhism that idea of permanent self, in all its dif-
ferent forms, was subjected to a severe critical analysis. The Buddhist tradi-
tion decried the notion as having no foundation in reality.

It is possible to trace the development of the no-self view, in its various
versions, through the principal phases of Indian Buddhism. The view ‘all
that is, is without self” (sarvam anatman) is a natural sequel to the idea ‘all is
impermanent’ (servam anityam), mentioned already in the sermons of
Gautama Buddha, the founder of the tradition.

At first the idea is seen as an effective moral tool for the cultivation of
detachment, for abandoning ‘I’-ness and ‘my’-ness (aharizkdra, mamakard).
Soon the impact of the idea becomes evident on such areas of inquiry as
epistemology, psychology, metaphysics. The Buddhist philosophical litera-
ture contains elaborate and complex analyses which aimat a refutation of the
idea of self, and thereby all that is held to be unchanging, by common sense as
well as philosophical theories. The Buddhist universe of discourse also intro-
duces a set of concepts which could interpret, connect together and explain
coherently, a whole range of human experiences without any reference to the
category of the permanent, of which the most cherished stronghold is the idea
of self.

It is, in this connection, that the Buddhist understanding of time plays a
crucial role. The attempt at a precise formulation of the idea of universal
impermanence leads to the important Buddhist theory of universal momen-
tariness (ksanabhangavada) which says ‘all that is real is momentary in
character’ (yar sat tat ksanikam).

The Sautrintika school rendered an invaluable service to the cause of no-
self theory by providing a logical device. Maintaining causal efficiency (artha-
kriya-karitvd) to be the criterion which distinguishes the real from the fictitious,
these Buddhist philosophers arrived at a sharp and novel formulation of the
ideas of being and time. The objective is to demonstrate that time as moment
and being as momentary ontologically coalesce. The so-called permanent
entity is shown to be fictitious. This is the radical Buddhist conception of
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universal flux, where a separation of the moment and the momentary is
attributed to an arbitrary linguistic convention. This is projecting a world-
view where nothing is exempt from change.

Consciousness also conforms to this rule, There can be no place for any
permanent, persisting, unchanging self in the chain of conscious-moments.
In fact, the point that is stressed is that neither within the bodily and mental
phenomena of existence nor outside them can be found anything that in the
ultimate sense could be regarded as a self-reliant substance or ego. In short,
it is a total rejection of the substance-view. “There are only groups of separate
elements, physical and mental which are interrelated, which form themselves
and unform themselves.” This is implied by the doctrine of the five aggregates
(paficaskandha), to which I will refer again. These are, briefly, some ideas
from the realistic phase of early Buddhism. In the idealistic phase, however,
appears a more complex theory of consciousness (vijfiaptimatratd) which
added richer perspectives to the question of ego and allied issues.

The drastic implications of the no-self view lead to controversies. The
polemical literature puts in relief the philosophical tension. The Brahmanical
philosophers clearly perceived that this Buddhist idea of being as momentary
was incompatible with any theory of abiding self, the principal concern of
the tradition, and, therefore, challenged the idea. The idea of permanent
self could be reinstated only if the Buddhist interpretation of time were
rejected.

The Buddhistsin their turn considered the idea of dtmanasanunwarrant-
able assumption—Ilogically absurd, psychologically superfluous, ethically
and soteriologically even an obstacle. An abandonment of the stereotyped
course of thinking in terms of a permanent self naturally leads to reformu-
lation of concepts along a novel line, hitherto unexplored. This also acted as
an impetus to a rethinking and a restatement within the fold of the Brahmani-
cal tradition. Rapid growth of ideas ensued under pressure of disputes and
dialogues, creating an intense awareness of philosophical issues.

There is a vast polemical literature. It is, indeed, philosophically stimulat-
ing to pursue the record of controversies. Leaving aside the exchanges with
the Brahmanical schools where the idea of self serves as a bond of unity
amongst otherwise varied systems, let us turn our attention to the disputes
amongst the Buddhist philosophers themselves.

As soon as the view of permanent self or soul is stamped as erroneous and
these terms are taken to be merely nominalistic, having no referent in reality,
it is followed by a scrutiny of human personality. There emerged, as I have
mentioned before, the doctrine of paficaskandha. This focuses on the concep-
tion of an individual as nothing other than an aggregate of elements, there
being no underlying unifying principle. The difficulty of such a position is felt
also within the Buddhist tradition. The Vatsiputriyas, who ¢qually claimed
themselves to be Buddhists, advanced a theory called Pudgalavada. This
merits attention as it represents a view which sought to do without the
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postulation of a permanent subject but felt the need for a unifying principle
without which, they thought, mental life will be chaotic.

However, this principle of individuality (pudgala) was found unacceptable
by the Sautrintikas as well as the Vijfianavadins, as it was not compatible with
the notion of momentariness. The Vatsiputriyas launched the idea in order
to save the unity of mental life which otherwise would be reduced to a plu-
rality of psychical factors, which are momentary. To the extent that pudgala
could be viewed as distinct from the aggregate, it could not be strictly consi-
dered as momentary. They were therefore labelled as pseudo-Buddhists.
The record throws light on the problems of time and identity.

Mention must be made of the dialectical awareness that dawned in the
second phase of Indian Buddhism, in the school of Madhyamika. It not only
saw the limitations of the substance-view butalso of the modal-view advocat-
ed in the first phase of Buddhism. What is especially interesting for the pre-
sent discussion is their careful examination of the views of self and the views
of time (@tmapariksa and kalapariksa). What is attempted bere is to demon-
strate that not only the idea of permanent self but also the idea that there is
nothing underlying the flux of consciousness is unsound. Similarly, the idea of
absolute, unitary time and that of time as instant are shown to be both equally
untenable. In fact, the use of dialectics is made in order to expose the inevit-
able contradictions inherent in any theory, and thereby to expose all claims
of speculative metaphysics as dogmatism.

Some philosophical issues discussed in the idealistic phase of Indian
Buddhism deserve special attention as they are particularly significant for a
study of time and consciousness. It was in this phase of Buddhism that the
school of Yogicara Vijfianavida developed an elaborate theory of con-
sciousness, throwing light on its different aspects.

One of the ideas that came to play an important role was that conscious-
ness of an object and consciousness of consciousness are invariably apprehend-
ed together. In other words, there is no temporal sequence involved. This
was held to be the very presupposition of knowledge. To know is at.the same
time (moment) to be conscious of knowing. But for this view of self-aware-
ness (svasarvedanad), no satisfactory account of the epistemological situation
can be given. If, on the contrary, it is assumed that one conscious-moment
would require another to make itself known to itself, it would inevitably lead
to the fallacy of infinite regress.

Lastly, I will refer to a philosophical dispute amongst the philosophers of
the same school. The issue in question was whether the absolute, non-dual
consciousness in the state of nirv@na can be said to be momentary. The great

‘master of the school, Vasubandhu, described it not only as blissful (sukham)

but as immutable (sthiram). This position, as has been observed by many,
comes precariously close to the Advaita Vedanta stand. The later advocates
of the same school found Vasubandhw's interpretation unacceptable. They
insisted on the idea that momentariness is a basic feature of consciousness,
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empirically as well as transcendentally. In other words, theidea of an immut-
able consciousness is rejected not only in the context of sarsdra but also in
nirvana.

A global review of the principal theological traditions tacitly indicates
their preoccupation with the ideas of time, self and consciousness, Concepts
and symbols, doctrines and mythologies express this concern, There are
various ways of playing with these ideas. The most familiar is the idea of the
self as transcending, overcoming time. In this connection, it may be observed
that the Buddhist position is an exception to the general pattern.

The versatility of Indian thought is demonstrated in the diversity of con-
ceptual schemes, which exemplify the variety of responses to the soterio-
logical challenge. If Brahmanical tradition is a witness to the various ways of
confirming the reality of self (dfman), in its extreme form even by denying
change gua time any ontological status, as in the case of Advaita Vedanta,
the Buddhist soteriology carves out a novel way where the notion of an abid-
ing self is abandoned and the temporality (momentariness) of comnsciousness
is affirmed. In the later phase of Yogacara Vijidnavada, as has been men-
tioned, even in mirvdna consciousness is said to be momentary.

Given the intense preoccupation with these questions in the Indian tradi-
tions, it will, indeed, be fruitful to place these ideas in aninter-cultural context.
This will add, it may be hoped, richer perspective to the ongoing intellectual
exploration of these controversial issues. It remains to be seen wWhether an
awareness of the coniributions of major philosophical fraditions across
cultures will inspire a new direction in philosophical inquiry about
these themes and provide a more substantial basis for an encounter of
religions.
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The idea of identical self (or soul) is, generally speaking, central to define. Since for
the Buddhists there is no permanent self underlying the succession of momentary
conscious units, the Indian materialists (Carvakas) insisted that the Buddhists should
further accept that this consciousness is an epiphenomenon; that this life is the only
life with pleasure as its highest goal; and that death alone is ‘salvation’. The Buddhists
reject this position. Their soteriology operates with the notions of rebirth, karma,
etc.
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THe PROBLEM AND THE FRAMEWORK

Allow me to begin by explaining that, being of middle age now, I belong to
that generation which was still in school when independence and partition
came upon us. We were too young to have participated in the national freedom
movement, but we were old enough to have had some definite expectations
of what was to come afterwards. We had all taken science increasingly
seriously, and we thought then that, as we built up our own culture as well
as politics, there were at least two major programmes our national elders
would be committed to: that in importing things from the West we would
be selective, and not indiscriminate; and that we would adapt our imports—
both material and cultural—to India rather than adapting India to them.

If this programme appears on a retrospective look to have failed, and I
for one think that it has, then surely one has to face the question of whether
it was wrongly conceived in the first place, and not merely fix the blame for
who has failed us. Could it be that there are things or whole fields that we
have to take as given, and to try and absorb indiscriminately?

I would like to try and narrow down this kind of enquiry to certain specific
issues. Perhaps the chief thing that we are expected to take as a whole in India
and the Third World is the ficld of science, beginning with what we are taught
in schools as certain knowledge, which is knowledge that is clear, definite and
agreed upon by the consensus of experts. For instance, nowadays all children
the world over are taught in school that the earth is round, and they are all
given the same proofs for it. These proofs are scientific proofs which do not
include artistic, aesthetic, ethical or utilitarian considerations. I do not suggest
that for anyone to reject this is to return to teaching that the earth is flat.
What I am concerned with is asking whether a more important question might
be: “Is the earth a living creature or not? Is it a living creature like Mother
Earth, or is the latter expression a purely metaphorical one? If the carth is a
living creature, then we have to discuss it in the context of a theory of what
life is, what living creatures are, and what implications this view has for our
active attitude to the environment.

The discourse of nature or what we call science is not self-explanatory,
whatever the general positivist assumption might be, but requires the dis-
course of culture or the culture of discourse to complete it. Therefore,
I am assuming that, apart from or along with its content, the particular manner

*This paper was read at the Seminar heid at New Delhi.—EpiTor
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of forming a question, and the form of the right answer expected, really define
and constitute the scientific and cultural universe in which a particular age,
nation and class thinks and lives. To coneretize such questionsis, therefore,
to define a particular viewpoint toward history. If we can come to grips with
these questions in India today, we shall have to make up our own mind in-
dependently as to what has happened in modern European culture, which
constitutes the chief source of our imports in the world of knowledge, and to
decide whether there exist alternate non-dominant traditions and underground
tendencies which could redefine the official history handed down to us.

One possible framework for our search would be to divide the history of
modern European culture into three periods or phases: the first period of
creativity or the Copernican Age (1500-1650); then the period of institution-
alization (1650-1800), when scientific organizations and scientific journals
really got established in Britain, France and Germany; and, thirdly, the period
when this pattern of organization and system of thinking were diffused
throughout the world under colonial rule (1800-1950).

One may, then, look for certain events or certain individuals from each
period through whom one could discover and demonstrate tendencies that
have been ignored by the established histories. For instance, around 1500,
instead of restudying Copernicus, I looked for someone who would be as
modern but perbaps in some other sense, i.e. linked to what has been called
the radical Reformation as well as the Renaissance and, say, the peasant war
in Germany beyond the Alps. It turned out that the perfect candidate was
Paracelsus (1493-1541), who is already known to be important in the history
of chemistry and medicine and also involved in the history of magic, but
whose importance in the history of religion and politics is yet to be discovered.
I now believe that it is possible to show that there existed a Paracelsian revo-
lution just as much as there was a Copernican revolution, but the first was
underground and connected, on the one hand, with the peasant war in
Germany, and with some definite ideas of non-violence, right in the middle of
the Wars of Religion, on the other hand. To put it another way, the radical
European underground was not just a political movement; it also had equally
a scientific and a religious aspect. In religion people like Paracelsus were
represented by the Anabaptists and they were forcibly suppressed, and I
mean forcibly, although they were completely non-violent and believed in
non-violence as a creed.

Similarly, later around 1800, the Paracelsus tradition was revived and up-
dated from the German underground by the philosophy of nature and the
scientific writings of Goethe, as I shall try to explain, and his themes were
subsequently developed on the right by Hegel’s Philosophy of Nature as well
as on the left by Engels’ Dialectics of Nature, both of whom have been system-
atically denigrated by apologists of the official methodology of Copernicus,
Galileo and Newton. I will, therefore, try and answer the question posed by
this seminar at the beginning in the affirmative but on the ground of science
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itself rather than of philosophy; and argue in defence of Goethe that in his

-alternative experimental science, he was being neither {(a) a materialist nor

(b) an idealist but pursuing in his non-dualist way (¢) the illuminationist gnosis,
and illustrate my thesis in some detail rather than in general.

AT THE CENTRE: THE HUuMAN Bony

As is well known, Goethe (1749-1832) was a versatile genius, and, apart from
being a great poet, did great scientific work in optics, botany, etc. The domi-
nant science tradition has responded by dividing the latter into two parts: (a)
natural history, the part that is ‘descriptive’, as in his botany and plant mor-
phology, and which has eventually been absorbed into the scientific main-
stream minus his philosophy ; and (b) natural philosophy, the part that Goethe
would himself state as specifically physics, which is mainly his study on optics
and the theory of colours, and which is now considered as mostly wrong, It
is most kindly supposed to be of interest only to people who are really
concerned with his literary work, as a mistaken extension of his poetic imagin-
ation to the wrong field.

But let us, for this one moment, take his work on optics seriously as phy-
sics, not only as literature or metaphor. Goethe himself said that there had
been greater poets than he in the past—there were equally great poets living
contemporaneously, like his friend Schiller, and doubtless there would be still
greater poets to come—but that he was the only man of his century who knew
the truth about colour, and yet no one would recognize his superionty to
Newton. [ propose to take his statement seriously, and invite you to see where
it leads us.

Those who are of the empirical habit of mind might first like to set up
these two experiments with a prism and verify the iwo results, the Goethe
spectrum and the Newton spectrum, as shown in Fig. 1. The latter is also
familiar from our school physics. If there were a simple polemic between the
two views, it would be with the Newtonian claiming that the Goethe specirum

{a) Goethe spectrum {b) Newion spectrum
Purpur s
Yeliow | pod oF Blue violet | Green | Orange
Magenta
1 3 2 6 4 -5
Thin dark band on white Thin white band on dark
background seen background seen
through prism through prism

Fig. 1 Hues of the light and the dark
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was really two Newton spectra muddled up, and not really a physical pheno-
menocn by itself, with the Goethe school possibly making precisely the same
claim in reverse that the Newton spectrum is a mixture of two Goethe spectra.
But the underlying belief of the follower of Newton is that white light is a real
physical phenomenon, while darkness has no physical reality. A light or white
band breaking up into a spectrum of monochromatic constituents is a physical
phenomenon, while the Goethe view of the apparent inverse, the dark band
on a white background, is a kind of optical illusion, useful only for artists.

Those who are of the opposite, philosophical habit of mind would be better
advised to start with the question whether the two spectra are both models of
reality, or are they models of our knowledge of reality, models of truth? Or
can there be still a third possible solution?

The answer will help us to explain that what Goethe wanted to demons-
trate was that the light and the dark are neither two disconnected realities nor
linear opposites in the way that they had been assumed to be; they are both
simultaneously physical and psychological. Tomake his argument at all intelli-
gible, if not to prove it, we have to assume that the underlying structure of
his universe of the discourse of nature is that the sensible world consists of
three parts: the medium, which is a kind of matter that fills space, and another
part consisting of two segments, the light and the dark, each of which is the
condition of the other. The whole is perceived or assumed to be related, I
think, in some such way, i.e. understanding the struggle and the unity of
opposites as non-linear, as shown in Fig. 2.

Eye-2
1

amg

Eye-1-r-rommomaen E |-~ The light
Yeotow

The dark

Fig. 2 The unity of opposites

We are to imagine the human eye situated at two different positions
successively: the first where it looks at the light through a darkened medium
and the other where it looks at the dark through a lightened medium. Now,
there is no argument in Goethe’s Theory of Colours* that would assume that
the light and the dark directly, physically affect each other. His argument, as

*This Bnglish version of the original German was published in 1840,
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1 understand it, is rather that the two simultaneously affect material media,
which also function to hold them apart, and that it is their simultaneous action
of opposition and mediation that produces an effect on the eye which we call
colour. This interpretation is also borne out by some epigrammatic poems
that Goethe wrote around the same time as his book on colour. I have, there-
fore, represented the phenomenon in Fig. 2 visually by showing the light and
the dark along two axes at right angles to each other, and in relation to the
medium and the eye.

Goethe does say plainly that the two basic physical colours are the yellow
and the blue. Eye-1 will see yellow because it looks at light through a darkened
medinm, and Eye-2 will see blue because it looks in the opposite or other
configuration, viz. at the dark through a lightened medium. I suppose that
this also explains why we speak in the English language of the yellow press,
a medium that obscures the light, and of blue movies, a medium that illumines
the dark. The final consequence of all this is that nature opens the structure
of its whole system of discourse to the eye through the language of colour.

I hope that it will be obvious that Goethe has, in fact, taken Newton’s
unilinear spectrum, where the colours are laid out serially and quantitatively
from the ultra-violet to the infra-red in relation to wavelength and frequency,
and has now transformed it to curve back upon itseif, rejoining its two ends
through the colour that he calls purpur, pure red or magenta, to form the
circumference of a circle or a ring of hues. He ¢ncloses the whole colour
range around its natural percipient, the human eye (Fig. 3). Goethe places
at the centre of his scientific concern not something from physics (the purely
material and objective) nor from psychology (the purely mental, subjective or
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Fig, 3 Thesis, antithesis and synthesis
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artistic) but from where they join, that is, the human body. I think that the
human body was for Goethe the best experimental laboratory, the perfect
locus of the interlocution of man and nature, since it is that part of the external
world which mind can know subjectively and also simultaneously that part
of the self which one can know objectively oneself. Fig. 3 represents a trans-
formation of the phenomenon of colours from the view of the official
Copernican tradition into that of the radical Paracelsian tradition.

Tue Taeory oF COLOURS

Let us now come to the structure of the exposition itself in Goethe’s book,
Theory of Colours, which consists of two parts, each with three chapters. The
first chapter is on the eye of the subject; it is physiological, The second chapter
moves from the subject to the object; it is on physics. And the third chapter
is on the chemistry of colours, pigments fixed in the object. In a Newtonian
scheme, on the other hand, the exposition would be somewhat differently
arranged. The successive chapters would ascend in the order of complexity
of the phenomena; and so physics would come first, chemistry next and
physiology Iast. We have only to see the arrangement of most school syllabi
and textbooks to recognize this official sequence of matter, life and mind,
whether one ascends the ladder by emergence or descends it by reduction.
The Goethe scheme, I want to emphasize, puts first the human agency of
knowledge. Prism or no prism, laboratory or no laboratory, we do, in fact,
perceive natural phenomena through the agency of the human body and the
senses. Itis logical and sensible, according to Goethe, to study first this instru-
ment which mediates between mind and the world.

For example, in the very first chapter, Goethe develops the concept of the
after-image of colour. Such after-images occur according to the three
diametrically opposed pairs of colours on what he called the colour circle
(Fig. 3). If one looks fixedly at pure red and then shuts one’s eyes, one
will see green and vice versa. The same rule applies to the pair of violet and
yellow, and to the pair of blue and orange, which likewise reciprocally
evoke one another in the eye. Here the primary opposition is not so much
physical or psychological as physiological.

The second chapter on physical colours, with its focus on the image in the
medium, is the hardest to swallow for Newtonians, and it is thus violently
controversial, Thave tried to explainits fundamental opposition of the blue
and the yellow in Fig. 2, which is the best that I can do in defence of Goethe.

The third chapter needs to be read with some knowledge of early modern
alchemy, since this is the third dimension that Goethe brings to his opposites
in the chemistry of colour. The yellow and the blue, when simply combined
‘raw’, as it were, will produce green, the colour of harmony (Fig. 3, bottom).
But if the two are separately ‘cooked’, both will approach magenta or pure
red, the colour of their true reconciliation (Fig. 3, top). This colour, to which

THE OTHER EUROPEAN SCIENCE OF NATURE 127

_Goethe gave the name purpur, often wrongly translated as purple, is the one

through which he rejoined the iwo extreme ends of the unilinear Newton
spectrum. Purpur or pure red, Goethe said, includes, either in actuality or in
potentiality, all the other colours. In early modern alchemy, e.g. Paracelsus,
the white put into the furnace passes through yellow and orange to become
the majestic red, master of all colours, ‘the oriental king’ or the rising sun
(I suppose).

The interesting thing to notice here is that the triad of the Goethe spectrum,
represented by the upright triangle, is made up of elementary colours—I1, 2
and 3—the polar opposites of yellow and blue resolved or reconciled into a
third: thesis, antithesis and synthesis. Then occurs the vital new process from
colour 3 to colour 4 that I can only describe for the time being as the process
of reflection, the pure red reflected through the eye into green, and after reflec-
tion it is further elaborated into two more complex colours, colour 5 (orange)
and colour 6 (violet), which complete the triad of the Newton spectrum, re-
presented by the inverted triangle of colours—4, 5 and 6. The elementary triad
of Goethe (Fig. 1a) and the complex triad of Newton (Fig. 1b) are thus inter-
woven by metaphor and metonymy as neighbours on the colour circle as well
as preserving the nature of physiological opposites through the eye, so thatthe
numbers allocated to any pair of colours add up to seven, as you can see.

The new suggestion that I am making here is that the relationship between
the two interwoven triangles, the Goethe triad and the Newton triad, in some
way represents the relation between the macrocosm (the elementary) and the
microcosm, (the complex), The relation is not at all that of correspondence as
it is called in the cosmological literature, which is the theme of similitude, but
here it is the relation of reflection, which is made up equally of similitude and
difference, so that the microcosm is not the macrocosm writ small, rather it is
the macrocosm reflected and elaborated and reproduced or completed. This
process of reflection clearly abolishes the distinction between metaphor and
metonymy. Every pair of neighbouring simple colours is itself intervened by
a complex colour, so to say, and every neighbouring pair of complex colours
has between them a simple elementary colour. The two triads, thus, certainly
resemblc one another perfectly, yet each is also the perfect inverse of the other,
and both processes are formed around the eye of the beholder and also ob-
jectively in the external world.

The second part of the book of colours also consists of three chapters, but
there is a moment of change between the two parts, which is indicated in a
quasi-occult way by the numbering of the sections, which stops at this peint,
but is also indicated in the writing. The fourth chapter explains Goethe’s
gengral theory of the phenomenon of colours, in so far as it is explained at
all in the book. Chapter five elaborates on the phenomenon through know-
ledge of the sciences and the arts, including, of course, the crafts, e.g. painting
and dyeing. Chapter six concludes with the significance of colour in culture,
religion and psychology, morals and aesthetics. At first sight we are puzzled
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as to why the author should explain his general theory of colour in the fourth
chapter. The rational philosopher would have surely put it logically at the
beginning. The empiricist would have arrived at it apparently by induction at
the end of the book. But Goethe has put it at the moment of reflection, when
he moves from the elementary to the complex, the macrocosm to the micro-
¢osm, the sciences of nature to the sciences of culture. The whole arrangement
of the sciences around the central human subject is an alternative to the New-
tonian, and proceeds by the method of opposition and mediation, by thesis,
antithesis and synthesis, and by reflection, ¢laboration and reproduction or
completion, as I have summarized in Fig. 4. The penultimate paragraph is a
rather veiled reference to the religion of Jesus and Mary, which I hope to take
up on some other occasion, and which was opposed to the religion of Newton,
who would have nothing to do with Mariology and in whose many unpub-
lished writings on religion Christology is now known to be the weakest point.

The object
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aegthetics
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Medium / —1 T
andimage 2 \ TRIANGLE OF NATURE Doleye

4
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Fig. 4 The book of colours

Without going too far afield, I shall simply mention that a similar struc-
ture of observation, comparison, description and explanation is evident in
Goethe’s botanical studies, Mefamorphosis of Plants (1790). The life-cycle of
the simple annual plant is in six stages which begin with the seed splitting into
its two opposiie parts—the one going up to the light and the air, the stem,
while the other goes down to the dark and the earth, the root. The first part
again splits into the male and the female, the vertical (stem) and the spiral
(leaves), reunited at a higher level in the flower, and producing finally the fruit
and again the seed or the bud. The simple elementary triad here is that of the
archetypal plant, consisting of the stem, the leaf and the flower, as, say, child-
ren draw it in a flower pot. Then comes the moment of reflection of the arche-
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typal individual, who can never reproduce himself, into the concept of the
plant as a species, through what Goethe calls the life-force at the centre). The
moment of reflection is followed by elaboration in the fruit and final 1eproduc-
tion of the seed that completes the annual cycle. Here, again, the growth of
the archetypal individual and the reproduction of the species are opposites
in a sense, and yet they are perfectly interwoven in the temporal sequence
of the life-cycle of the plant. Here, also, is the unity as well as the struggle
of the light and the dark with the world of bodies, the clementary and the
complex, etc., but with the rhythms of expansion and contraction in succes-
sion taking the place of contrasts and mediations in simultaneity as in the
case of colours (Fig. 5)
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Fig. 5 Reflection, elaboration and reproduction or completion
AN OTHER TrADITION: THE RADICAL UNDERGROUND

After having taken you through Goethe’s work on the theory of colour in
some detail, I should like to revert to some general considerations relating
to ‘other’ modes of thought in the study of nature. Very often we read in the
established histories of science that what chiefly characterized the early mod-
ern period in European thought (1500-1650), culminating in the so-called
scientific revolution, was that people went over from a theological to a mecha-
nical model of the universe, and only later on did they discover or rediscover
the organic properties of the cosmos as a whole, and still later will they find
its spiritual quality for study. I am not persuaded that this is how it happened
in history; and to test an alternative hypothesis I had selected the Paracelsus
tradition and Goethe, who has always been represented as an organicist by
his critics as well as defenders, and have chosen to present his physics contra
Newton rather than to present his biology or what he called ‘zoonomy’.
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| think that the best way to put it is in the form that the official scientific
tradition of Copernicus, Galileo and Newton was always dualist as between
the subject and the object, the thing and the sign, the light and the dark, matter
and spirit. Tt compulsorily ascribed to the one a purely physical existence,
which belonged to the external world and the study of which was simple,
experimental and systematic; while it ascribed to the other a purely psycho-
logical existence, which belonged only to the human mind, culture, history
or society and the study of which was, therefore, complex, humanistic and
subjective. In the same period, the European underground, on the other hand,
without in any way denying the opposition of mind and the world or the thing
and the sign, always looked for the third scientific solution, which would have
the characteristics of both terms although being itself neither of them, e.g. the
human body as between mind and the world or the reading of symptoms
(semiology) as between the thing and the sign. The underground of science
should also have taken up the study of material culture or instrumentalities
or labour as the point of conjunction of man and the environment in the way
Goethe talked of practical gardening or the techniques of dyeing and painting,
but I have not yet found thatcase. The official science saw only two possibilities
as between any two things: (¢) homogeneity and (b) heterogeneity, i.e. either
the two were together and the same or else they were both separate and differ-
ent. But for the underground counter-science there are also two otherlogical
and empirical possibilities to be considered, i.e. two things might be separate
but similar (competition), or the two might be different but together (comple-
mentarity). I have shown this mode of thought as underlying the truth of
Goethe’s theory of colour (Fig. 3), and I am unable to understand why it
should be discarded from our science as non-mathematical, organicist or hu-
manist thinking. It is simply another system of science (Fig. 4).

If the unstated positivist charge against my kind of exposition is that the
colour magenta, purpur or pure red, through which Goethe reunited the quali-
tative and guantitative, is not to be found in the Newton spectrum or the
rainbow or in the rest of official physical nature, but only among plants,
animals and artists, then Goethe’s advocate should plead gnilty, Goethe clear-
ly stated that the rainbow or the Newton spectrum is deficient in pure red,
and one may add, just precisely because this colour belongs to that part of
the world where the light seen through the dark (Fig. 2, Eye-1) 1s put together
with the dark seen through the Iight (Fig. 2, Eye-2). If this sort of mediation
or conjunction does not occur in official physical nature, then life and culture
must be allowed to complete that nature rather than being confined to the
dualism of either continuing it or contradicting it.

Let me conclude the defence with the general statement that the function
of light in the cosmology of the underground was threefold, and there were
perhaps in all three candidates for it. Lux in the radical Reformation of Ser-
vetus had the same functions as the Logos in the gospel of Saint John, or as
the Pneuma or breath of the Neoplatonists. Light represented the mediation
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of spirit versus matter or gravity, just as the word represented the mediation
of thought versus deed, or as breath represented the mediation of the inside
versus the outside, The three functions of light were the multiplicative (source
of magnitude), the communicative (motion or change) and the mediatory
{conjunction of opposites). This position is already clearly defined by Grosset-
este at Oxford (1175-1253), whom some have wrongly tried to annex as the
remote ancestor of Newton, who always stuck to his attempt to reduce light
to the locomotion of mechanical points (corpuscles) against all comers, e.g:
the wave theory. The same cosmological background and the full experi-
mental method are to be found in al-Hasan ibn al-Haitham (A.p. 965-1039),
al-Shirazi (1236-1311) and his pupil al-Farisi (d. 1320), whose work or ap-
proach was probably known directly in Paris and indirectly at Oxford.

This exposition will help to explain, at any rate, why Goethe would have
nothing to do with the view that light travels in straight parallel lines, either
approximately in nature, as in the arrival of sunlight on the earth, or exactly
and precisely, asnowadays in the laboratory laser. I think that Goethe insist-
ed, on the contrary, that light travels as a sphere expanding from or
contracting to a point, according to the inverse square law of propagation,
so that every ray or segment was like a cone and not a pencil. His physics of
light was, therefore, concentrated on the study of the image in the medium,
the unity of the subject and the object, like the rainbow of al-Farisi and al-
Shirazi, and he was at pains to try and show that the whole space illumined by
the sun through even the largest window is only the image of the sun, formed
inverted except in its dead centre, plus the size of the opening. He said that,
if we take square apertures of any size we like for the experiment, we
shall find that the image on the opposite surface ata distance of nine feet
from the aperture will be on ‘every side about one inch larger than the
aperture, which nearly corresponds with the angle of the apparent diameter
of the sun.

On the other side, and to bring the argument up to date or to the mid-
twentieth century, I must mention the standpoints of Einstein and Heisenberg,
the latter of whom has directly expressed himself on the Goethe versus Newton
controversy. Einstein for long years wanted to reconcile the material mecha-
nical theory and the field theory or the wave theory of light, but strictly on
his Newtonian terms, i.e. while maintaining that all scientific theories are
models of reality or nature rather than only models of our human knowledge
of it, models of truth or culture, as if these were the only two possibilities and
their dualism were sacrosanct to the exclusion of any third possibility. This
ambition of Einstein proved impossible tocarry out time and again in physics
and philosophy. I was, thus, advised to appeal instead to Heisenberg, the
pillar of quantum physics and the uncertainty principle, etc. Alas, I found
that he explicitly opined that it is the very unity of Goethe’s theory of colour
that is unacceptable to the modern western physicist. My conclusion, then, is
that the radical European underground wanted to study the phenomenon of
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(a) light, (b) the word or (c) breath as the archetypal unity of the thing and
the sign, object and subject, macrocosm and microcosm, expressing their rela-
tions of competition as well as complementarity or the dialectics of corres-
pondence, whereas the official science was determined from the beginning up
to the end never to recoghize any cosmological theories of the unity of matter,
life and mind or of nature and culture, but to allow as scientific only theories
of their simple heterogeneity or equally simple homogeneity as a set of things
or signs, an essentially untrue and disastrous choice of the structuie of dis-
course.

The primacy of the political:
towards a theory of national integration

R. SUNDARA RAJAN
University of Poona, Pune

THE PRIMACY OF THE PoLiTicaL: Two CLASSICAL FORMULATIONS

Kautilya opens his Arthasastra with an analysis of the four sciences and their
functions in human life.! Prior to him, there were attempts to reduce their
number to three or two or even one; but Kautilya recognizes the autonomy
of each one of the four. The four vidyds are gnvikshiki (philosophy) trayi
(the sacred scriptures), varta (economics or the science of wealth) and danda-
niti (the science of polity). We are told that ecach one fuifils an essential
function. Thus, anvikshiki benefits men by providing reasoned judgements
on the potency or otherwise of the other sciences (philosophy as metatheory);
it steadies the mind in weal and woe, and fosters proficiency in speech and
action. The sacred canon is beneficial, since it establishes the four castes
and the four orders in their respective duties. Vartd has an obvious
importance, since it is the science of wealth for the subject and revenue for the
polity. With regard to the science of polity, Kautilya finally says that it is the
means of acquiring and preserving the other three.?

In this analysis, we may note, how politics is assigned a certain primacy
without, however, reducing the others toit. Its role is seen in terms of
fulfilling man’s complex interests. At the same time, by being co-
ordinated with the others, it also gains a normative position in the scheme
of life.

The Nichomachian Ethics of Aristotle describes politics as the master
science. He begins by saying that every art and every inquiry, just as every
action and every pursuit, aims at some good. In this sense, the good is the
end at which all things aim. But since there are many arts and sciences, their
ends are also different. Some of these ends fall under others, and their res-
pective arts and sciences are also subordinated to those other arts and sciences.
These latter may be called the master arts and the master sciences. Then
Aristotle suggests that there must be some ends that we choose for their own
sake, for otherwise the process would go on to infinity, and desire and action
would become empty and vain. Hence there must be the chief good. The
science concerning the chief good will be the master science, and Aristotle
adds that politics seems to be of this nature.?

When we look at contemporary political theory in the light of these two
classical formulations of the primacy of the political we find that the concepts
of the state and the nation have only a marginal place in these formulations.*
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This is paradoxical, for it is only in this period (i.e. post-Second World War)
that a number of new nations and states in Africa, South-east Asia and Latin
America have emerged {rom their colonial subjugation. These societies have
been studied intensely by Western social scientists from a certain perspective
or point of view, from the angle of under-development. The theoretical para-
digm that has articulated their perceptions and governed their policy recom-
mendations has been the paradigm of modernization. There has been a
neglect to focus directly and primarily upon the political problem facing
these societies. While the issues of economic growth and social modernization
have been emphasized, the political problem of national autonomy and
national integrity have been bypassed. There has been an overemphasis on
technological and economic growth to the neglect of the political develop-
ment in both the modern liberal-democratic as well as the Marxist approaches
to the study of these societies.®

This neglect of the political question is due to the modernization paradigm
or the framework itself which is basically apolitical. This paradigm suggests
that political development would follow and can only follow socio-eco-
nomic modernization. Socictics ought to be modernized before nations
can be built. If so, it is the social question of growth and development rather
than the political question of nation and nation building that becomes primary.

The theory of modernization is no mere policy recommendation offered
to the so-called developing societies. Although itis formulated in the context
of an objective value-neutral conception of science, it is not too difficult for us
to identify the world-view behind such a theory. The theory is essentially a
contemporary variation of the idea of progress. Progress, in this mods, is
seen as arising with the emergence of modern science in Europe. The value of
science, in this perspective, is seen in three ways: firstly, as giving us power
over phenomena; secondly, asgiving us knowledge of means to serve our
ends; and, lastly, as an example of a certain attitude and temperament—the
so-called scientific temper. It is in the context of modern science understood
in this threefold way as knowledge, power and rationality that the idea of
progress is made possible. This culture of scientific rationality came to full
flowering in the eighteenth-century Enlightenment. The practical flowering
took the form of the Industrial Revolution. This, in turn, led to the growth
of the political institutions of modern democracy, on the one hand; and to
the rise of rational, technical, administrative and bureaucratic apparatus,
on the other, which shapes the basic forms of modern culture as secular,
scientific and egalitarian.

In such an understanding, the role of politics and of leadership is seen as
subservient to this historical sequence. It is not that there is no place for
politics in this scheme; rather, the point is twofold: (i) politics is subservient
to science; and (#f) politics is seen in terms of its functionality or otherwise
for the development of the social potentialities of science. This under-
standing of politics as functional is far distant from the classical conception
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as the master science concerned with the good life. It is also quite different
from the conception of the political act as concerned with the choice of ends.

But it is not merely that the modern perspective of what may be called
‘functional politics’ is different from the classical conception of politics as
an ethos or a way of life. The more important point is that the modern pers-
pective is blind to a certain aspect of the reality of the present world-situation,
namely, the prevailing pattern of global domination by some of the Western
powers. In the context of this political stratification, the theory of moderni-
zation has two consequences:

(@) It shifts the focus of our attention away from the global to the regional
levels. The concept of growth and development puts the emphasis
on what is happening or not happening within a system, rather than
on the global context of these systems.

(b) At the level of action and policy programmes, the prescriptions of the
paradigm create an elite within the system, which is nevertheless linked
to the metropolitan centres of the world. In this way, the centre-
periphery relation between nations or states is reproduced within the
society.

By thus internalizing the relation, the political aspect of the situation is
shaded out, and the political consequences of domination are translated into
the language of social and economic backwardness. The consequence of this
change of the levels of discourse is that the concepts of nation, national
autonomy, national integration and national leadership become marginal.
If we are to have a proper understanding of the reality of our situation,
we may have to delink the theory of nation building from the theory of mod-
ernization. We may have to have a different understanding of (7) the linkages
of the state with other groups and segments within the society, and () link-
ages of the national state with other systems outside. The first dimension
of our task would ultimately lead us to a different model of the state-society
relationship, and the second would move us towards a new understanding
of internationalism. Together, they would give us a new conception of the
sovereignty of the state. Under the influence of the contemporary social
science perspective, it is often suggested that the concept of sovereignty in
particular and the whole style of thinking in terms of nation states in general
have been outmoded. Hence a reconsideration of such issues at a basic philo-
sophical level may have to be gnided by a return to the classical principle of
the primacy of the political. But this does not mean that we emphasize insti-
tutions and political forms of the modern states. On the contrary, it is within
the framework of modernization theory that merely the political forms of
democracy, dictatorship, etc.areconsidered as possible carriers of the develop-
mental process. But the principle of the primacy of politics, as suggested by
Aristotle and Kautilya, has a very different understanding of its nature; poli-
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tics here is seen in terms of the choice of the good. It is also a part of the
classical perspective that the domain of political judgement and action has to
do with decisions affecting the future; politics is concerned with what ought
or ought not to be done by the community for preserving or safeguarding
the good life for its members. As Kautilya in particular expresses it, danda-
niti is concerned with achieving what is not gained, preserving what has been
acquired, developing what has been preserved and distributing what has been
developed in accordance with justice.® For the classical form of thinking,
politics is concerned with the choice of preferred futures. It is this classical
conception of politics that seems {o be more adequate to the present-day
realities and problems of the new nations. In this manner, the new forms of
political thinking that we are searching for have an important continuity with
the classical traditions of political thought. For both Aristotle and Kautilya,
the political problem par excellence was the search for a legitimate authority,
which would protect the social order and the arts of life. This continues to be
the basic issue of politics, but yet we today must approach these fundamental
problems in two new contexts: (@) the autonomy of the new nation states in
the context of encroaching dominance; and (5) the internal integrity of the
state vis-g-vis various groupings and regional and ethnic pressures and pulls.

The new form of national identity and autonomy that we are seeking,
unlike the older forms of nationalism, does not isolate the nation from various
forms of contextual dependency; on the other hand, for this way of thinking,
the phenomena of linkages becomes all important:

(1) Linkages between national and international levels of state and nation
building;

(2) linkages between political, economic, social and cultural factors in
the scarch for national identity; and

(3) at the theoretical level, linkages between the first two levels.

in the above, I have suggested that perhaps a certain reorientation of the
focus in political theory towards the classical paradigms may be of substantive
as well as metatheoretical interest. This is, of course, not to deny the complex
methodological and epistemological difficulties of such a study in contrast.
But, immediately, I am more concerned with the possibility of new under-
standings that such a study may give us. I suggest that the advantages of such
a classic-oriented study of contemporary reality and contemporary theory
may be threefold: theoretical, practical and philosophical.

THEORETICAL
The Western tradition of political thought is in itself an immensely variegated

domain of differing perspectives and outlooks. One particular contrast or
opposition within it isso strikingand compelling that it consciously or uncon-
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siously dominates our understanding and judgement of the Western tradi-
tion as a whole—the contrast between the liberal and the Marxist perspectives.
The differences between the two are so great and compelling that we are likely
to pass over the elements of commonality or affinity between them. The
similarity at the level of basic presuppositions becomes more casily visible
when we approach both the traditions from the classical point of view. I shall
attempt to illustrate this point in some detail.

It is well known that the basic principle of Marx’s critique of Hegel’s
political philosophy was the emphasis on the primacy of the social processes
over the forms of the state. It is, indeed, the inversion of the relationship
between state and society in Hegel that forms the major point of Marx’s
critique.?” Marx formulates the primacy of the social over the political order
and further elaborates the social primacy as the primacy of the economic condi-
tion. As we have already seen, it is precisely the primacy of the economic
growth in particular and of the processes of development and modernization
in general that constitutes the basic thrust of the contemporary theories. On
this point both of them converge as against the classical principle of the
primacy of the political order. Thus, the convergence between the polar
opposites become visible when we use, as it were, a classical filter.

PracTICAL

But the bare possibility of some theoretical illumination is not the only advan-
tage that that classical form of thought may brings us. I have already sug-
gested that the classical perspective may help us to comprehend some aspects
of contemporary social and political reality of the developing societies. I
wish now to elaborate a little on that suggestion.

Our thinking about social and political issues may hope to gain effective-
ness in so far as such thinking has both relevance and adequacy. By the
relevance of our thinking, I mean the recognition of the basic issues or prob-
Iems. It is the capacity to discern the roots of our difficulties. By the ade-
quacy of our thought, I mean the comprehension of interrelationships of
the basic problems. Relevance has to do with the content of our inquiries,
whereas the adequacy of our thinking refers to the form of inquiry. It is, of
course, to be recognized that the distinction between form and content is
only a distinction, and not a separation. But taken as a distinction, it is a
useful one, for it alerts us to two kinds of ineffectiveness which may come
over our thinking. Firstly, our thinking may fail in relevance, in which case
our socio-political investigations may be marked by superficiality. Secondly,
it may suffer from lack of form, and in that case it may be disoriented. The
adequacy of our thought refers us to the orientation of cur inquiry, and this
is given by the form of our investigations. From this point of view, the
classical mode of thought affords us a discipline in this kind of integrative and
holistic thinking. Classical thought is characterized by a strong drive towards
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systematic perspective. From this point of view, the very fact that the classical
theory does not make sharp boundary distinctions between what is positive
and what is normative, as well as the fact that the economic, social and
political are not kept rigidly apart in terms of disciplinary boundaries
is a virtue and a help for us. I am suggesting that methodologicaily the
classical perspective is a training ground for our interdisciplinary under-
standing. It is this connective and integrative character of classical theory
that may provide the dimension of from, and thereby give our understanding
the feature of adequacy.

But apart from such a methodological function, the classical perspective,
in the specific case of the problem before us, has another substantive contri-
bution also to make. I have already suggested that we may have to structure
our thinking in terms of the principle of the primacy of the political. I have
also suggested that, if we think in terms of this principle, we are likely to focus
on the issue of the choice of ends. As against this, the contemporary theories
of modernization and political development reduce the field of our political
deliberations. In these perspectives, politics is subservient to large-scale
historical forces and trends, with regard to which the question of the
choice of preferred future appears as a vain attempt to evade the determinism
of these macro forces. The classical perspective, which formulates the issue
in terms of deliberation about the good for the community, is a most welcome
and needed antidote to the paralyzing effect of modern theory.

But such beneficial consequences are likely to follow, only if the strategy
and procedure of such comparative studies are properly considered. In order
to provide a framework for such a discussion of comparative methodology,
we may distinguish three kinds or levels of comparisons: comparisons at the
level of specific themes or ideas or concepts which may be called thematic
comparisons; comparisons at the level of issues or problems, problematic
comparisons; and, finally, comparisons of the whole network of presupposi-
tions or frameworks, paradigmatic comparisons.

While comparisons at the level of specific themes or concepts is the most
popular mode of comparison in social and political theory, there is a second
and more sophisticated form of comparisons, i.¢. at the level of problems or
issues. In order to illustrate the power and limits of such comparisons, I
shall take certain aspects of Professor Saletore’s study of the Arthasastra.
But before proceeding to do so, I would like to emphasize that Professor
Saletore avoids atomistic comparisons; for example, it is not with Machia-
velli but with Aristotle that he compares Kautilya.® But here he emphasizes
the different problems that the two thinkers faced. His thesis is that Kautilya’s
basic problem was the consolidationt of the state, whereas Aristotle was
concerned with political decay or forms of degeneration of the polity.?®

It is, of course, well known that Aristotle’s theory of the decay of states
is in terms of the principle of rule. He classifies politics in terms of the rule of
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the one, of the few and of the many; and on this basis, he classifies healthful
and corrupt forms of each.” Thus, we have:

Rule of the one———Monarchy- Tyranny
Rule of the few Aristocracy———Oligarchy
Rule of the many Polity Democracy.

Aristotle’s classification, we may say, is in terms of stresses and strains placed
on the principle of sovereignty. The principle of rule is the form of the state,
and this form is embedded in various types of social patterns, human habits
and potentialities which may be regarded as the matter. The basic principles
of form and matter, which are the presuppositions of the Aristotelian frame-
work, are being utilized in the discussion of political change. Matter, in the
Aristotelian scheme, is the factor of resistance or obstacle to the realization
of the form, and it is this which leads to the corruption of states.

But the Arthasastra has a structural or systemic perspective on the problem
of political change. Kautilya develops such a perspective in the theory of the
prakrtis or the elements of the state and their heirarchical ordering. One
possible ordering of the prakrtis suggested by Kautilya’s discussion is the
following:?

The Sovereign

i
The Officials

l

The Rural Domain

|
The Urban Domain

The Treasury

The Army

|
The Ally

In the context of the theory of the elements, Kautilya makes three metho-
dological remarks.

(1) The vulnerabilities peculiar to each will produce a specific kind of in-
stability for the polity as a whole. Hence a typology of forms of political
degeneration becomes possible.

(2) However, the stability and health of the polity depends not only on the
excellence of the elements but upon the nature of the interrelationships
between them.

(3) This interrelationship has a certain order or heirarchy, i.e. the excel-
lence of the preceding element can compensate for the deformations
of the succeeding element, provided the other elements are neutral.
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When we sct the frame work of Aristotle and that of Kautilya side by side,
we can sec a difference in their respective principles of organization. For
Aristotle, the patterning principle is the philosophical categories of matter
and form, whereas the perspective of Kautilya is that of the structural prin-
ciple of a system of interrelationships; his paradigm is that of an organized
multiplicity. It is this form of thinking that is rclevant for us, for it is this
issue of a proper organization of a multiplicity that is the fundamental task
before us. It is used by Kautilya as the spirit of his detailed inquiries; given
this, it was not necessary for him to state it abstractly, whereas we have to
reconstruct the form of his thinking. What was for him a principle of thinking
has to become for us an object of thought.

But the articulation of the paradigm is the first or methodological task;
there is a second, more difficult, epistemological issue also that we have to
consider, and that is the problem of paradigm incommensurability. Different
theories are embedded in different frameworks and conceptual matrices that
determine the meaning of the basic categories of the theory. In the light of
this context-dependence of theories, it is claimed that, while we may be able
to articulate the different paradigms, we cannot adjudicate between them
and formulate criteria of paradigm choice.

The problem of incommensurability which is arising here is 2 highly com-
plex one, and has been hotly debated in the current controversics in philos-
ophy of natural science.?® I shall not go into some of these logical and metho-
dological complexities; I, shall only make a few remarks concerning paradigm
choice in political theory.

We may say that a paradigm A4 is preferable to another paradigm B, if
it has the following features: the methodological and conceptual principles
recommended by the paradigm B are less than what is demanded for the
satisfactory solution of the problem as defined by the paradigm itself. We may
call this paradigm incompleteness and may explain it as foliows.

A paradigm or framework is said to constitute the problematic of the
theory as well as suggest the methods held to be necessary for their solution.
The basic problem of modernization theory is to explain the processes involved
in the transition from the traditional to the modern position as defined by
the framework itself. For our present purposes, we need not raise a question
about the characterization of traditionality, nor need we raise awkward
questions about the unidirectionality of the model. But accepting its defi-
nition of the problem, we can remark that such a theory of change requires
two sets or kinds of principles:

(1) Principles of change which would give the factors or forces that bring
about change and also their configuration or composition; and
(2) Principles of stability which preserve or maintain the developed state.
In the language of the Arthasistra, we require principles of aquisition of
what has not been gained and principles of preservation of what has been
acquired.
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These two sets of principles are fundamentally different; the first set is
likely to have a dominant techno-economic component, whereas the second
is likely to have a political-cultural force. Current versions of development
theory do not, it seems to me, sufficiently recognize the duality of principles.

But a more serious theoretical weakness is what may be called paradigm
instability. Paradigm 4 may be said to be characterized by instability, when
the application of the methods prescribed by the paradigm to the problems
as defined by it, nevertheless, generates anomalies or, more strictly, theory—
generated puzzles. Here, again, an example from the theory of political
development may help. Sola Pool has been particularly concerned with the
likely tensions between participation and political stability in the new nations;
he has noted that an increase of the demands for participation, which is a
necessary part of democracy, may introduce pressures on the stability of the
political institutions.?® Hence paradoxically, a lowering of levels of participa-
tion may be necessary. The puzzle is that democracy as end may best be
served by non-democratic means.

If both paradigm incompleteness and paradigm instability can be shown,
then paradigm choice becomes a possibility. It is, therefore, possible to clear
the road-block of strong incommensurability as far as is required for our
present purpose. But we have yet to reckon with another source of difficulty.
Even when comparisons and contrasts are entertained between classical
and contemporary theories, the contrast is very often stated in a misleading
manner. For example, it is often said that traditional societies seek control,
whereas modern societies are expanding. Change is said to be the basic
value of these modern formations. This contrast is expressed either by the
metaphor of cool societies and hot societies or more abstractly by way of
the contrast between positive and negative feedback systems. But while such
contrasts may be useful for certain purposes, they are likely to fail to bring
out the fact that the issue of control is a necessity for all social systems. The
difference between modern and traditional social systems is more properly
expressed by way of the differences in the forms of control they adopt. More
specifically, they differ in how control at one level or context affects the
possibilities and patterns of control at other levels and contexts.

THE PROBLEM OF CONTROL: THE CLASSICAL FORMULATION

The Arthasastra is explicit in its recognition of the importance of eco-
nomic process in the form of a fundamental human goal or purusdrtha des-
cribed as artha. This recognition is not merely at the fevel of practice or policy,
but even in the conceptual framework itself, this aspect is given theoretical
recognition. Vartd is one of the vidyas which is regarded as the theoretical
base of the science of social life. But the Arthasdstra also clearly recognizes
the problem of control, not only at the practical but also at the conceptual

-or theoretical level. A good deal of the text is devoted to a detailed discussion,
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of the institutional regulation of trade and commerce. Although, within
the conceptual framework of the Arthasdstra, varta is a basic human value,
yet it is recognizable as a purusdrtha, only if it is sought in relationship to
both kama and dharma. Only in the context of these other two can artha
be recognized as human value. This model of relationships among the puru-
sarthas may be called the discursive model of human action, for in discourse
a term is significant only in the context of other terms. While the element
depends upon the whole, the whole is the articulation or structured orga-
nization of the elements. An activity, e.g. the economic, becomes significant
only in the context of other activities, and the total form of life is a structure
which is made of these various elements in relation. Here, also, the elements
and the whole are reciprocal.

THE ProBLEM OF CONTROL: THE MODERN FORMULATION

For modern social systems, resource management by way of technology is
said to be the basic form of adaptation, and, in this context, wealth is seen
in terms of resources. The category of resource is an abstract mode of rela-
tionship to the world.1® Wealth can be seen concretely as a use value, i.e.
in terms of satisfaction of desires. In this mode, artha is related to kama.
But seen abstractly as a resource, it is amenable only to a technical logic
of measurement; the only question is that of the increase or decrease of the
quantum of such generalized energy. Hence the prime technical question of
increasing available energy becomes all important. But the peculiarity of the
technological perspective is its potentiality of inversion, which may be called
the ecocidal asymptote.r?

The notion of the ecocidal asymptote can be explained as follows: the
pattern of technical exploitation can be plotted in the form of two curves;
one represents the rate of depletion of natural resources, and the other re-
‘presents the rate of its utilization. Both are stimulated by technology. This
means that as we are using up more and more of the resources, we are need-
ing them more and more. It is this inimical process that may be called the
ecocidal asymptote. The problem of control in the modern system is the
question of mastering this build-up towards crisis.

THE PrOBLEM OF SCHISMOGENIC CONTROL

Modern sociological and political theory has been concerned with competi-
tion and reciprocity, almost ever since its beginnings, in individualistic, uti-
litarian and liberal points of view. In these discussions attention has been
focused upon the disintegrative consequences of competition. Durkheim, in
particular, had stressed the pressure exerted upon the social fabric as a whole
by the pursuit of self and group interests, and he had argued that there was
need for a mechanism which would counterbalance the centripetal forces
of competition by the integrating forces of complementarity and reciprocity.
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Increasingly, Durkheim came to see the solidarity of the social order as bound
up with the balance of these forces; and he argued that, since the element of
competitive relationships had been introduced by the modern sanction of
self-interest, it was not possible for the modern social order to go back to the
simple pattern of social solidarity which he termed ‘mechanical solidarity’.
At the same time, modern society, as much as traditional society, is it need
of control and regulation of divisive forces. Only what is now different in
the case of modern societies, is that the forms of integration and the patterns
of solidarity have to be more complex. Reciprocity seemed to him to be the
countervailing power to competition, and he saw the stability as well the
growth of the modern society as increasingly dependent upon the working
out of the interplay of these forces.18

Durkheim’s basic idea was that symmetrical competitive relations are
centripetal ; they work outwards to fragment the social order. We, therefore,
need complementary relations which would hold the groups together. But,
in recent years, Gregory Bateson has questioned this assumption in his
theory of schismogenesis. He suggests that both symmeirical and comple-
mentary relationships have a divisive, schismogenic potential.’® Using the
Durkheimian idea of elementary forms of relationships, we may speak of the
elementary forms of symmetrical and complementary schismogenesis. As
an example of the first, we may mention the competitive pursuit of self-inte-
rest, the conflict generating potential of which is so clearly evident. But
what is surprising is that even complementary relationships have a divisive
function. Take, for example, the classic forms of sexism and/or racism.
For the relationship to be called complementary, we assume that both the
parties (individuals/groups) have internalized and accepted the norms of
inequality.

Under such circumstances, one would ordinarily expect that such a reci-
procity would stabilize the relationship, and it is true that they do not lead to
the ascending spiral of claims and counter claims typical of symmetrical
relationships. But, in their own way, they lead to schisms. While they may
not take the form of conflict and contestation, they lead to isolation and
withdrawal. Thishappens, because the male expects further and more thorough
going forms of compliance. The acceptance of inequality at one point tends
to proliferate similar claims at other points, and, in general, subordination is
demanded not merely at the level of outward compliance and action but
also in the inner realm of ideas and feclings. The male demands the surrender
of the woman in her subjectivity., The patterns of thought and feeling of
men and women tend to develop in different ways; one half of life becomes
a dark continent to the other. In this way, if symmetrical schismogenesis
fragments the social order by means of conflict, complementary schismogene-
sis splits the cultural order by means of isolation and withdrawal.

If divisiveness and the potentiality for schisms js found both in symmetrical
and complementary relationships, then the answer to the problem of control
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of schismogenesis cannot be seenin the simple idea of invoking complemen-
tarity to counter balance the divisiveness of symmetry. In other words,
the problem of control of schismogenesis must be seen in terms of switching
from symmetry to complementarity and vice versa. The divisive potentiali-
ties, inherent in each of these contexts, require to be regulated by the other.
Symmetrical schismogenesis, which affects the interactional context is to be
regulated by the cultural norms of complementarity, whereas complementary
schismogenesis which leads to subcultural isolationism and breaking off
contacts has to be counter balanced by institutionalized forms of symmetry
at the interactional level. The general pattern of schismogenic control lies in
the capacity of the system to switch codes. If learning is the process of regu-
lating behaviour by codes, then the capacity to switch between codes may be
called meta-learning. The point to note is that the counterbalancing ¢lement
is introduced at another level. Itis obvious that the attempt to introduce both
the elements in the same context would randomize interaction. Control of
schismogenesis, therefore, requires atwofold differentiation : (7) differentiation
between symmetrical and complementary codes; and (i) differentiation bet-
ween levels of interaction, The capacity to make this double differentiation
is what may be called meta-learning. This, in turn, depends upon the clear
demarcation of different levels in such a manner that the discrimination of one
level or function does not isolate it or absolutize it. The discriminated ele-
ments are yet held in relation to each other. By this method of differentiation
within unity, the various elements and their corresponding functions are
held in systematic interconnection, thereby representing the social order
neither as a blank unity nor as an unrelated multiplicity. On the contrary,
the representation of social life takes the form of an ordered multiplicity.
The ordered multiplicity of a system may be called logical-typing, for the
notion of a logical type suggests both the differentiation of levels and their
interconnectedness. Typal differences are functional differentiations and not
ontological separations. The possibility of meta-learning depends upon the
complexity of logical typing. Where logical typing is low or minimal, the
field or domain of meta-learning is restricted; and hence the possibility of
schismogenic control also islow. We, thus, reach a theorem regarding social
control, namely, that theie is an inverse correlation between degree of logical
typing and extent of schismogenesis.

It is in the light of this theorem that the distinctions, made in the Artha-
$astra, suddenly acquire a contemporary relevance. First of all, there is the
stage setting distinction of the four vidyds as different from each other and yet
needing each other. At another level, namely, in the context of the purusar-
thas, the author illustrates logical typing in his claim that dharma, artha and
kdma are distinct, but each needs the other to be a purusdrtha. At a more
general level, the Arthalastra regards the preservation of the social order as
an organized multiplicity as the chief function of political rule. Since frag-
mentation can occur both at the interactional level (symmetrical schismo-
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genesis) as well as at the cultural system level (complementary schismo-
genesis), the mechanism of control must belong to a logically different level.
In this manner, from within the discussion of social conflicts, we again reach
the principle of the primacy of the political. But the political system can
function as a control system, provided it can preserve the logical typing of the
social order, and thus guide the process of meta-learning.
Hence, within the conceptual framework of the Arthasastra, the sovereign
becomes the decisive element, and, accordingly, in Chapter I of Book VIII
Kautilya upholds the view that the element of the sovereign is the basic consti-
tuent of the polity.20 The excellence of this element is said to compensate for
the defeciencies and inadequacies of the other elements, while the excellence
of the other elements would not be of any avail in the absence of the excellence
of this element. Within the conceptual world of the Arthasastra, the sovereign
being the supreme element, the question of its control by any other element
does not arise. But this does not mean that the Arthafistra propagates the
doctrine of the absolute power of the king. Absolute power makes sense
only as unlimited or unrestrained exercise of a personal will. This, it may
be remembered, is Atistotle’s conception of a tyrant. But the sovereign of
Kautilya is not an example of personal rule in this sense. The fact that the
sovereign is not bound by any other element does not mean that he is un-
regulated. In fact, the Arthasastra recognizes two kinds of regulation as far
as the sovereign is concerned, Firstly, the exercise of sovereignty, danda Sakti,
is under the regulation of the dharma $astras. This is recognized by Kautilya
as a central feature of the theory and practice of right rule. The basic political
act is seen as preserving the social order. The point of contrast here is with
Hobbes; not the creation of social order out of a disorderly state of nature,
but the protection and preservation of the order prescribed by the frayi;
and under ¢trayi Kautilya includes smyti as well as itihdsa (historical tradition).
The control of the exercise of political power by dharma is seen in two ways—
as regulation and as discipline. Regulation refers to the norms and standards
in accordance with which action is to be performed. Dharma, in this sense,
provides the standards of political action. But Kautilya adds another aspect
to the role of dharma vis-g-vis political action, when he prescribes two Kinds
of discipline to the sovereign—natural and pedagogic (artificial). Natural
discipline is the control and restraint of passions and impulses. Pedagogic
discipline is the cultivation of mind and character. As an important
aspect of this process, which Hegel would call bildungs prozess, is the study of
dharma. Here dharma is said to be both an external standard and an internal
force. But there is a second way also in which an element of sclf-control
can be discerned, and that is in the way in which the notion of dharma is under-
stood in the classical tradition. Dharma or righteousness, we are told, is to
be seen from four points if view--as revealed by scripture (sruti)—as cultural
tradition (smyti), as the exemplary conduct of good and wise men (saddcara),
and as tested and approved by one’s own sense of propriety (@fmatusti).
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In the framework of the Arthaddstra, the sovereign element is seen as the
political. i.e. as a human element. This detail is significant, for the control
of a human element can be easier than the control of an abstract historical
process or tendency, such as technological growth or industrialization. In
the contemporaty perspective also, there is a sovereign element; but it is not
seen in political terms but more as a process, a long term tendency (the
laws of motion of modern society). The control of such an abstract force
is far more difficult than the mastery and regulation of a human factor.

As we have already seen, within the framework of the Arthasastra the
basic duty of the sovereign is to preserve and protect the social order. But
while this has been emphasized by almost all critics and commentators, it
seems to me that another aspect of Kautilya’s thought has not been given the
kind of theoretical importance that it deserves. For merely preserving the
social order without providing for what I have called meta-learning would
only lead to the failure to control the schismogenic potentials of the natural
order. Meta-learning, as we saw, is the capacity to switch codes. The Artha-
$astra is cognizant of this issue in the form of the necessity of apadharma.
A few points about this may be noted:

(1) Apadharma is always regarded in the context of the sovereign’s duties
and not in the context of his powers and privileges;

(2) it is always seen in terms of reverting back to the normal order.

(3) the mechanism of dpadharma is contrastive, i.e. where the normal
pattern is in jeopardy, the antithetical code of norms is prescribed as
apadharma.

We may think of the two social formations that we have been concerned
with, namely, the classical and the modern, as having two different orientations
altogether—justice and efficiency. Accordingly, we may speak of them as
justice-sensitive and efficiency-sensitive systems, When we describe a system
as justice-sensitive, it does not mean that it is necessarily justice-achieving,
just as an efficiency-sensitive system need not be efficiency achicving. More
importantly, the concepts and categories of justice and efficiency have to be
located in terms of the specific conceptual spaces of the two paradigms.
With these in mind, we may turn to a brief consideration of the internal
strengths and external weaknesses of such a justice sensitive system.

Tae NotioN oF CULTURAL CLIMAX

In describing the internal achievements of such a system, we may begin with
an ecological analogy, the notion of a biotic climax.® This notion refers
to the tendency of biotic communities in an eco-system developing in their
specific ways and forms towards a stage of optimal diversity of life forms in
a stable equilibrium. As the environmental scientists use this concept, the
following aspects are emphasized:
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(1) In the movement towards climax, two kinds of processes are indicated.

(@) forces acting upon the biotic forms in their progress towards the final
stage, and forces acting upon them to keep them in stable equlibrium.

(b) The nature of the final stageis seen interms of the optimum number of
stable inter relationships with each other sustained by the eco system
and, functioning in turn to preserve the stability of the eco-system.

On the basis of this idea of 2 movement towards organized diversity, we
may analogously think of the notion of cultural climax as the stable repro-
duction of a variety of different cultural life styles in the polity. Like biotic
climax, cultural climax also would depend on two sets of forces: («) forces
of development of different communities and associations; and (b) forces
of integration of the diversity thus achieved.

But, unlike in a natural eco-system, these two forces in the political order
cannot operate as natural tendencies or laws, but must function in the form
of principles; they are not laws but rules or maxims of state craft. Accord-
ingly, the Arthafastra formulates these maxims as:

(9) Acquisition of what has not been gained;

(ii) preservation of what has been acquired;

(iii) development of what has been preserved; and

(iv) the distribution of what has been developed in accordance with
justice. '

The capacity to achieve cultural climax in this sense seems to be the inner
strength of such a political order. The function of the political order is the
preservation of the social order understood as a richly textured fabric of
diversity. Here the political order does not eliminate all other zones and
spheres of authority and practices. But, on the other hand, it is also clearly
seen that the state cannot just be one of these associations or organizations.
Both these ideas—the idea of the monopolistic state and that of a pluralistic
state—are modern notions. Inthe Arthaddstra, the modern idea of pluralism
is sidestepped by the recognition that all other social groups and associations
can preserve their vitality only by way of political culture. Hence the political
system has a certain primacy, butthis primacy has to be seen, not in terms of
its monopolistic role but in terms of its integrating function. Itis this idea of
the primacy of the political system in terms of its integrative capacity vis-d-vis
all other social groups and orders—the idea of the political order as a
system functional for the goal of cultural climax—which lies behind our
discussion of a contextual understanding of the nation state.

But when such a social formation is subjected to an efficiency-sensitive
system, there occurs a profound disorientation within the system itself; the
basic principle of its vital functioning is the political principle. Onty in so
far as this is intact can such a system function effectively in its proper role,
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But with political domination, it is this principle that is weakened; as a result
the social formation loses its supreme guiding or stecring mechanism, and
cultural diversity degenerates into social decay.

In this situation of stagnancy, two broad kinds of response may be open
to us:

(1) We may attempt to transform the social system into an efficiency-
sensitive type. Broadly speaking, this is the path advocated by those
who stand for modernization and economic growth; or

(2) we may take up a political orientation and attempt to overcome the
subsystem status. In action, this takes shape as the political path of
nation building and national integration.

It is not that either of these two points of view totally neglects the other;
for example, from the perspective of modernization theory, the political
task appears to be in a certain relationship to the economic task. Itis held
that, when adequate levels of economic growth and social modernization
have been reached, the political problems are capable of being solved
efficiently; and that, short or such levels being reached, the raising of such
issues would function only in a reactionary manner to cloud the issues. But
from the point of view of the second, i.e. the political path, the primacy of
politics becomes fundamental; social health is seen as dependent upon
how we meet and respond to the issue of the integrity of the nation and its
unity. From this point of view, the issue is not an affair of ideological senti-
mentbut a vital precondition for the success of our efforts at the social and
economic levels.

It is in this sense that the two orientations bring us back again to the
fundamental theoretical point of contrast of the classical and the contem-
porary perspectives. In the beginning of our discussion, thecontrast appear-
ed to us in 2 historical context. But, in the course of the discussion, we have
come to an option between two responses to the present situation, and here
again the principle of the primacy of the political appears but this time as a
plan of action.

CoONCLUSION

We have already remarked upon the anti-political animus of a good deal of
contempolary social theory. But behind all these forms of anti-political
tendency, the common idea is that social co-operation is the antithesis of
political domination. The search was for the secret principle of order which
lay in society rather than in the state. It was at the hands of Marx that this
sentiment gained its most powerful articulation.?* The state, according to
Marx, had established the monopoly of power and authority by destroying
the autonomy of social groupings like guilds and other communal structures;
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it had drained away the loyalties from these primordial associations to itself,
and in this way the political order had generalized itself. But the effect of
this upon society was disastrous. Society was dissolved into atoms of isolated
individuals; community and association were deprived, and the individual
was left in naked isolation. The political dimension, therefore, must be
transcended.

I do not want to suggest that the modern fear of the state is altogether
ungrounded; nor that the search for community is spurious. I am more
concerned with the consequences of this anti-political theme in modern
thought. Rejection of the state in thought does not mean the elimination of
the reality of state power but the closure of a certain form of understanding.
The “state’ is a category which permits us to think in terms of a generalized
perspective on social life as a whole. The rejection of the state, therefore, isa
curtailment of our understanding; but this conceptual blindness, paradoxi-
cally, leads to the greater power and coercive role of the political system
in our lives. But thisis only superficially a paradox; for if we pause to reflect,
we can come to see the logic behind it. Not to focus upon the state means
that a way of thinking about political pheromena is shut out of our consi-
deration. Notions like loyalty, obligation and general authority—these are
all parts of a framework of this style of understanding. To be freed of these
categories means that we will not be able to raise fundamental questions
about the nature of political power. And, in the absence of such questions,
the exercise of power becomes rampant. At the level of political theory also,
there is the phenromenon of the return of the repressed. Freud tells us that,
when the repressed returns, it returns in many disguises. So also here the
political phenomenon reappears, not in the clear light of the idea of the state
but in a myriad of social forms, in a fragmented manner. Political categories
are applied to social formations and groupings, to cultural institutions and
forms. One talks of the politics of the university, of business firms and even
of art academies. Merely administrative and organizational roles are spoken
of in terms of political leadership. This fragmentation and indiscriminate
use of political categories and forms of thinking blur the all important
distinction between what is political and what is social, between the common
good and special interests., This blurring leads to a dangerous equation of the

organization with the political, structure, and invests particular groupings

and associations with an additional normative halo; on the other hand, it
reduces the state to a mere administrative machinery.®® There is, therefore,
a tragic Aristotelian peripeteia here; the search for community beyond
political politicizes these communal bonds.

The chief reaction of these anti-political tendencies of modern thought
is directed against the general nature of classical political theory. Classical
theory, first of all, presumed to be general in terms of scope—the political
element was seen as inclusive of the whole of society. This inclusiveness of
the political element was contrasted with the parochial and local character
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of family, clan, local community, etc. Secondly, the generality of traditional
theory was also scen in terms of the generality of function. Responsibility
for the welfare of the whole of the society was regarded as the distinguishing
political function. Thirdly, classical theory presumed to be general in’ the
sense of demanding a general loyalty, a sui generis obligation. to the social
order as a whole. Fourthly, the universality of political obligation was based
on the presupposition that an individual member of the political order had a
competence to think and act as a citizen. It was believed that man had a
natural basis for recognizing and acknowledging such claims of an overriding
obligation. Fifthly, classical theory also believed that the mafestas or the
authority of the political order was distinct from personal charisma or societal
influence. Sovereignty belonged only to the political.

Contemporary sensibility is a disciplined repudiation of all these five
claims; its framework is contextualism. Human actions can be understood
only in terms of milieu. The political claim to universality can only be a
pretence, and the task of political science is to reconstruct the actual social
and organizational networks behind the pretence.

Tt is against this overwhelming drift of modern social thought that we have
to invoke the classical principle of the primacy of the political. We may dis-
tinguish two contexts or levels at which this piinciple canr serve us. As a
principle at the analytical level, we have used it as a principle of differentiation
between classical and modern theory. But as a principle at the substantive
level, it suggests the following kinds of consideration:

(1) The political order has primacy over all other societal associations in
the sense that the ordered pattern of relationships between social forms
depends upon the political order. In other words, at the institutional level,
the primacy of the political order means the primacy of function. It is the
political function par excellence to preserve the social order as an organized
multiplicity.

(2) Secondly, the performance of this function presupposes that the good
which the political order aims at cannot be identified with any specific interest
or partisan good but must be scen in terms of the good of the whole. But
the good of the whole is not an exclusive good or value which is prescribed
for every part; the common good is not one among the values and thus com-
petitive with them. The political good must be seen as an ordered realization
of the perfection of the elements to the extent to which they are capable.
In this sense, the primacy of the political order takes the form of the primacy
of the political good. It is primary not in the sense that it overrides other
values and other goods, but in the sense that it is the condition of the
possibility of an ordered pursuit of all other goods by the parts.

(3) The third sense of primacy of the political order is that the obligations
which arise in. this context are primary, not again, in the sense that they com-
pete with or cancel other kinds of obligations. The primacy of political
obligation does mot stand for the content of any specific or special duty;
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itis rather the prescription of a certain form in which other socictal obligations
are to be recognized and accepted. The primacy of political obligation sug-
gests that personal and group loyalties of different individuals and groups
must be responsive to cach other; that the claims of the paits be related to
each other and allow themselves to be modified and constituted as rights
only in this process of mediation. In other words, special interests are trans-
formed into rights, whether of the majority or the minority, only when, they
are claimed in such a manner as to preserve the organized diversity of the
society as a whole. The obligatoriness of the whole is the medium in which
other claims get a public recognition,

(4) The fourth sense of the primacy of the potitical order means that the
individual members of a political community have a distinctive capacity as
citizens to recognize the three preceding meanings of the primacy of
political obligation. This sense of primacy means that the political obliga-
tion is the distinctive attribute of individuals. Of all other social powers and
attributes, the capacity to recogttize the authority of the common good and
also to act in the name of the common good is of the most primary impor-
tance. This sense of primacy may be calied the primacy of political com-
petence, and it consists of (/) the capacity to think in items of the common
good and (if)also toactin the name of the common good. The first presupposes
a capacity to transcend one’s specific situation in thought, while the second
presupposes a similar capacity to transcend situational limitations in action.

Summatizing, we may say that the principle of the primacy of the political
order involves (@) functional primacy, (b) normative primacy, and (c) im-
perative primacy. All these three meanings of primacy are grounded and made
possible by the primacy of political competence. Hence the fundamental
point is the description of man as having a specific and sui generis capacity
to understand his life with others in terms of the common good. This is
what may be called political culture in the classical sense, and it is rooted in
that which most clearly distinguishes the human from other forms of life,
i.e. language. For a proper understandingof the nature of the political culture,
language rather than behaviour, is crucial ; for it is in discourse that situational
transcendence is first made possible.2
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Notes and discussions

SCIENTIFIC KNOWLEDGE AND HUMAN HAPPINESS*

I

The question of relating human happiness to our knowledge of reality is very
significant as day by day we are becoming increasingly concerned with both
of them. Knowledge and happiness are undoubtedly the twin felos of human
life; we certainly want to achieve both. As a rational being man tries to
acquire more and more knowledge; he also has in him a craving for happi-
ness, Our will-to-knowledge is not meant only to make good our lack of
happiness. Rather, we often try to make use of knowledge as a means of
increasing our happiness.

Being situated as we are in an unprecedented age of scientificand techno-
logical advancement and, in addition, in the process of getting oursclves
ready to enter into the twenty-first century, we do now feel the need of inward-
izing our consciousness, of searching within ourselves and to raise the basic
question whether will-to-knowledge and the received knowledge have really
succeeded in giving us true happiness and perfect peace of mind. Perhaps
the time has come not to be obsessed with the received world outlook(s) and
to seriously develop a new and refreshing inlook. One must put the question
to oneself whether the usual set of cognitive achievements and happiness
can possibly go together. Arc they complementary to one another or con-
tradictory?

The deliberations over this crucial issue are not only interesting and uscful
but also deeply intriguing, for one feels that, like some other perennial philo-
sophical problems, it cannot be tackled in a clear-cut way. It yields no
definite answer or solution. At any rate, we are yet to receive an answer that

will satisfy all of us. Is knowledge a bliss or curse or neither? How to for-

mulaté the issue in an understandable and answerable way?

1
The problems pertaining to the relation between knowledge and happiness
may be raised at various levels leading to scveral allied questions. Some of
the latter may perhaps be put in the following way:

(¢) Why men are engaged in the pursuit of knbwledge at ali?
(b) What is knowledge proper?
(¢) Is it lunmanly possible to attain proper knowledge?

#This paper was written for the Seminar c‘ui ‘Knowledge, Reality and Happiness’,
organized- by Indian Institute of Advanced Study, Shimla in March 1986
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(d) Are we clear about what is happiness? Is it a state of mind or of body
or of both? Whether physical comforts and material prosperity are
necessary for our true happiness and, if so, to what extent?

(e) Can happiness be measured? Can one’s happiness be compared with
another’s? If so, how? What is the standard or criterion?

(f) Does acquisition of knowledge contribute to human happiness? Or,

(g) Is it the case that the more we know, the more we become aware of our
limitations, incompleteness, frailtics and fallibilities of all that we
have gathered as knowledge?

Possibly, each one of the above questions can be discussed at the individual
as well as the social levels.

1L

Man as home sqpiens is not satisfied only with the gratification of his animal
instincts, He wants to be more than what he is. The more and more he wants
to know about his own body, about the world he finds himself placed in and
regarding the society which he lives in, the more and more he feels intrigued
by what he does not know about all these things. He is struck by the beauty
and mysteries of the universe he inhabits. He is concerned with his own
ontological status. What about his conscious existence which makes him what
he is, and also makes him strive to be what he is not (at least not yet)? This
restless pursuit of knowledge, this inherent inquisitiveness distinguishes man
from other animals. We share many passions and drives with other animals,
But the activitics of endless questioning spirit, using symbols, knowing,
imagining, creating new ideas, communicating what we feel and know make
us unique and differentiate us from other animal species. We have many
springs of action commonly with other animals; it is only by symbolically
processing and reflecting on our information and communicating the same
that we cease to be mere animal and elevate ourselves to the status of human
being. Knowledge acquired and extended for its own sake is the specific
quality that makes us human. Not only we seek knowledge for its own sake;
we often use it as an input for survival in the struggle for existence also.
Knowledge of what we ar¢ and of the world wherein we are enables us in
very many ways to situate ourselves in our environment-—both natural and
cultural—to our advantage.

Acquisition, expansion, precisification and application of knowledge have
helped man in the process of transition from primitive animalism to savagery,
from savegery to civilization, to culture and the higher reaches of spirituality.
This inquisitiveness has also resulted in the progress and development of
more and more sciences, and in the invention of complicated technological
devices. Knowledge has certainly given us some power and mastery over
many natural and other phenomena. It has provided better conditions for
human happiness by supplying newer methods to combat poverty and disease.
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Yet, in spite of all these positive aspects of knowledge, the more we know
the world the mo1e we become sczptical about the correctness of the available
information. The question haunts us: ‘Can knowledge on its own account
make us happy? Modern science, the paradigm of knowledge, has un-
doubtedly given us enormous, interesting and useful information about

‘almost all things around us. But has it given us enough of information

regarding our own nature? What is the nature of our very being? How are we
related to our environment? Is it a part of our very being? Are we a product
or byptoduct of the evolution of this vasi environment or both? By what are
we really environed? Will knowledge make us virtuous? Is it boine out by
the recorded history of mankind, its arts and sciences? What credibie evi-
dence have we at our disposal to believe that knowledge will make us free
and happy?

v

The question of happiness is no less puzzling than that of knowledge. We
all earnestly seek happiness, though probably not knowing wbat it is really
like and how to attain and retain it. Happiness, it appears, is something
inexplicable and almost indefinable. Though we can describe some of its
components and delineate many of its conditions, happiness itself remains
as elusive as ever. Philosophers, we know, take pleasure in dealing with such
abstruse concepts, and, as such, even in the Greek period, we find various
explications of the term ‘happiness’. Happiness has been understood as refer-
ring to ‘good fortune’, ‘supreme joy of bliss’, ‘general satisfaction with life’
(as supported by Democtitus), or ‘possession of supreme good’ (as empha-
sized by Aristotie). Most of the ancient and classical discussion of happi-
ness centered mainly round the concept of eudaemonia. Satisfaction was not
regarded as the raw material of happiness; it was considered its consequence.
The distinctive feature of their philosophy was that only one way of life can
give durable satisfaction; and that is the religious way of life, the life of con-
templation, (and renunciation?), all other conditions being too fleeting and
futile.

In the contemporary period the term ‘happiness’ has received more ex-
periential and existential interpretations:

(@) Happinessisarather pleasant state involving‘ goalsetting and goalstriv-
ing with ego involvement on the part of the individual (Cassel, 1954).

(b) Happiness is the purposeful release of energy towards a meaningful
goal (Hutschnecker, 1964).

(¢) Happiness appears as an overall evaluation of the quality of individual’s
own experience in the conduct of his vital affairs. As such happiness
represents a conception abstracted from the flux of affective life indi-
caiing a decided balance or positive affectivity over long periods of
time (Wessman & Ricks, 1966).
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(d) Happiness is a lasting, complete and justified satisfaction with life’
(Tatarkneuicz, 1975).

(¢) Happiness is integration (of identity), fulfilment {of needs) and exten-
sion (contrary to alienation) (Schulz-Hageleit, 197%).1

I have quoted none of the above definitions to show that it is adequate and
acceptable to me. My purpose is to show the transition fiom the classical
to the contemporary interpretations. Unlike the classical thinkers, the con-
temporary writers are more and more concerned about the physical and
social components of happiness. Happiness is undeniably regarded as a
state of mind; but as mind is ‘located’ in body, i.e. embodied, one cannot
isolate mental happiness from bodily happiness totally. We can never ex-
perience mental states as completely detached from its attending physical
conditions. Body is the locus of all conscious experiences. So consciousness
manifests itself in and through the perceptual activities, which are partly
physical. Andhappiness, even if recognized as a state of mind, is not indepen-
dent of its somatic locus.

The embodied being, agan, is a situated being. We live in a society—we
experience our environment—with all its glories and follies, whatever they
may be. Often we accept them, often we challenge them, but our life and
happiness cannot ignore them. Though we harp often on the psycho-physical
and socio-cultural conditions of human happiness, we deeply feel that all
these, even taken together, are neither necessary nor sufficient for making us
happy. Somebody may be ‘happy’ in spite of all his physical or social dis-
advantages, while some other with all such fulfilments may feel the pangs
of loneliness and alienation. If happiness is our destination, the journey
towards it is unending and the roads are mysterious and oftens unmappable.
Though we know about many mysteries of the world, happiness still remains
systematically ambiguous. This ambiguity is partly rooted in man’s onto-
logical duality. For man takes at times his basic identity as mental/spiritual
-and at some other times as physical/material. At times he enjoys his being
in receiving from without, i.e. in being recipient or patient; at times his joy
consists in giving his surplus of being, in creating from within, i.c. in being
agent or creator.

v

If such be the nature of happiness, can we claim that our pursuit of knowl-
edge—knowledge as science—has been successful in widening the horizons
of our happiness? Modern science has certainly succeeded in dispelling (at
least partially) the gloom of ignorance and poverty. With its allied techno-
logical developments it has certainly increased our physical comfort and
material attainments. On the other hand, we cannot deny that we have
‘become more and more dehumanized and alienated. In a modern techno-
cratic society man is being treated as a machine; he has been reduced to a
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practico-inert (to use the Sartrean terminology). We suffer now-a-days from
the ‘threat of an infinite loss’—the loss of our own individuality.

In the name of acquisition of knowledge we are becoming pawns in the
game of positivism and scientism. Bertrand Russell in his essay on ‘Useless
knowledge’ comments:

“Life, at all times full of pain, is more painful in our time than in the two
centuries that preceded it. The attempt to escape from pain drives men to
triviality, to self-deception, to the invention of vast collective myth.’

The world at present is full of specialized, dogmatic scientists, each incapable
of viewing human life as a whole. In order to escape from such dehumaniza-
tion and disintegration, what is needed is not this type of partisan and piece-
meal view but

*...such knowledge as inspires a conception of the ends of human life as a
whole: art and history...and some understanding of the strangely acci-
dental and ephemeral position of man in the cosmos—all this touched
with an emotion of pride in what is distinctively human, the power to see
and to know, to feel magnanimously and to think with understanding.”

Even in this age of science with its all-encompassing impact, voices of
protest can be heard from various corners. Realization has been slowly
dawning upon us that we are not following the true path to wisdom and
happiness. Some of the significant contemporary revolts against such dehu-
manizing scientism can be found in Kierkegaard’s attack on Hegelian essen-
tialism, Nietzsche’s struggle for creativity, Dilthey’s insistence on historical
hermeneutics and Husserl’s critique of the crisis of ‘European’ science, All
these great and sensitive minds feel concerned that techno-economic process
has come into force whereby beings are being gradually transformed into
things, into pieces of reality, which pure science can calculate and technical
sclence can control. Man has become a commodity, Whatever he produces,
even what he himself is, is measurable in terms of money. Cash nexus rela-
tion is fastly replacing man’s affection for man, man’s concern for nature
and its non-renewable depleting resources.

The crisis of European science is not really the crisis of the concept of
science as such or knowledge as such and of its basic rationality. The crisis
of science is primarily due to its non-involvement with the concrete lived-
experience. The concept of knowledge as redefined on the model of positivis-
tic factual sciences has receded so much further from its original, i.e. Auman,
starting point that it has lost contact with its main spring or source. Hence,
by ‘crisis’, Husserl primarily implies that the self-understanding of man in his
relation to the universe has lost its genuine meaning, and fails to determine
his unique and authentic position in the world. To quote him on the point:
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‘Scientific, objective truth is exclusively a matter of establishing what the
world, the physical as well as the spiritual world, is in fact. But can
the world, and human existence in it, have a meaning if the sciences
recognise as true only what is objectively established in this fashion and if
history has nothing more to teach us than that all the shapes of the spiritual
world, all the conditions of life, ideals, norms upon which man relies, form
and dissolve themselves like fleeting waves, that it always was and ever
will be so, that again and again reason must turn into nonsense and well-
being into misery? Can we console ourselves with that? Can we live in the
world, where historical occurrence is nothing but an unending concatena-
tion of illusory progress and bitter disappointment?*4

Man, in this mechanomorphic age, is certainly unhappy, alien, disinte-
grated and empty. Emptiness and loss of meaning are expressions of the
‘threat of non-being’ (to use an expression of Tillich) to our spiritual life.
There is a science of medicine to cure our sick body, but there is no rigorous
science of spirit to heal our unhappy soul. Modern science has given more
and more comforts to our physical existence, but it has not succeeded in
removing our anxiety of fate, death and suffering, as the inescapable inevita-
bilities of human life. To say that science was never meant to do all these
jobs is to redefine the scope of it narrowly. It was conceived as the purest and
truest form of knowledge answerable to all rigorous tests, theoretical as well
as practical, logical as well as experimental. Besides, knowledge was expected
to lead us to the light of virtuous life. Knowledge or science is not something
merely provable and clear. It was solicited for making man wise and endlessly
improvable. Primacy of practice was its basic intended orientation. It has
now turned out to be a mere techne in most cases, Its claim as episteme has
in effect become secondary or tertiary.

The failure of modern science, science as the paradigmatic pursuit of
knowledge, is no stricture against knowledge as such. Misuse or abuse of it
is no argument against its possible good uses. Knowledge, reflective know-
ledge, takes man to his roots, to the spring of his all cognitive and moral
enterprises; replenishes his wasted resources, and redefines his right place
in the world. Even in pain and saffering that place makes man happy in the
depth of his being. While our body, subject to the laws of nature, may feel
pain, become ill and undergo punishment of various sorts, joy and delight
of existence may remain and last undimmed. Our embodiment does not
mean slavery of consciousness to the failings and frailties of body. Firmfoot
on the earth, knowledge can burn bright and remain lit like a leaping flame
looking above in search of happiness, dispelling the darkness beneath,
around and within it.
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_ PROFESSOR MATILAL
ON SOME TOPICS OF INDIAN PHILOSOPHY

Professor Matilal in his book, Logie, Language and Reality,* has discussed
50 many problems, examined so many alternative interpretations, and
suggested so many solutions that it is impossible to mention all of them in
one paper. Ishall, therefore, select arbitrarily only a few topics for discus-
sion here.

1
On the question of Greek influence on ancient Indian logic (pp. 1-8), Pro-
fessor Matilal has convincingly refuted Vidyabhusana’s theory that Indian
Iogic was greatly influenced by Aristotle’s works. He successfully drives home
that superficial similarities between Indian logic and Aristotle’s cannot, in
any way, minimize points of fundamental difference between them. In course
of his argument, he notes two significant features:

(i) The subject-predicate form of proposition in Aristotle’s theory and
the property-location form in the Indian tradition. Although Matilal dis-
cusses in detail the location of property and location (pp. 112-28), still the
main point of difference which is relevant here seems not to have been em-
phasized by him. A universal statement like ‘All 4 is B’ is interpreted in
Aristotle’s theory as B .being predicated of all 4 where there is only one
predication; whereas in Nyaya it is interpretated as expressing a cognition of
the form whatever has A-ness has B-ness where there are two properties to be
located. This Nydya theory, therefore, agrees more with the modern Western
theories that a general term can occupy only a predicate place, and that,
therefore, in ‘All A4 is B’ there are two predicates.

(if) A second point of difference which is noted is the function of the minor
term in Aristotle’s syllogism and the paksa in Nyiya. Matilal rightly points
out that in Aristotle’s syllogism only general terms are used. So all the propo-

*Bimal Krishna Matilal, Logic, Language and Reality (Delhi ; Motilal Banaréidass,
1985).
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sitionsin a syllogism are general propositions, universal or particular, whereas,
in Nyiya demonstration, the pakga is a singular term.

Though this is usual in affirmative demonstrations, in negative demons-
trations the conclusion is generally interpreted as universal. For example,
in ‘earth is different from non-earth, because of smell’, earth which is the
paksa is interpreted as covering all earthen things; this is why there can be no
sapaksas but only vipaksas in this case.

We may also note here that in later Nyaya a distinction is made between
the co-presence of the limitor of the property of being a paksa and being
limited by this limitor. In many cases, only the first interpretation makes the
inference valid; but, in some cases, both the interpretations are permissible.
The second interpretation of the conclusion would make it a universal
pioposition.

We may note here some more points of fundamental difference.

{a) There is some controversy about the structure of Aristotelian syllo-
gism. According to Lukasiewicz, ‘All Aristotelian syllogisms are implications
...” (Aristotle s Syllogistic, p. 20); whereas, according to von Wright,

No conclusive support can be found in the original text, as we have it,
either for the view that the formulation with ‘therefore’ or for the view
that the formulation with ‘if-then’ and ‘and’, is the (historically) correct
one (Logical Studies, pp. 20-21).

But the Nyiya demonstration is one compound sentence consisting of five
part-sentences (avayavas) which are, however, all asserted.

(b) One point concerns the function of examples in Nyaya demonstration.
An example, which may be either positive or negative, is an established case.
If no examples at all are to be found as in the conclusion ‘everything is
momentary’ where everything has become the paksa, and is, therefore, a
debatable case, nothingcan be an established case acceptable to both the parties
to the debate. The inferenceis invalid, because it is non-conclusive. This also
shows why induction in the usual sense of Western logic, involving generaliza-
tion from observed cases, cannot be admitted as an inference in Nyiya.

From

(1) Some observed men are mortal
(2) ... All men are mortal

cannot be validly inferred, for ‘all’ includes the cases already established
in the premises, and thus the inference commits the fallacy of partial siddha-
sadhana. What can be inferred is

(3) All unobserved men are mortal

where the cases of observed men have been excluded from the conclusion.
Nyaya, therefore, does not regard generalization as a process of inference at
all. This problem is usually treated as that of the ways of ascertaining vydpti.
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in Aristotelian syllogisms, which, to be valid, have to have only formal
truth, there is no need for examples. A Nyaya inference, being a process
of knowing, as opposed to merely consistent thinking, must be materially
true. Hence the importance of an example, of an unproblematic established
case, admitted by both the parties to a debate.

{c) Another fundamental point of difference between Aristotle’s theory
and Nyiya theory is that Aristotle’s theory of syllogism presupposes processes
of immediate inference like conversion, obversion, etc. which are not present
in Nyaya. We may note here why any process like obversion is not possible
in Nyaya. In Aristotle’s theory, from

(4) All 4 is B
we have by obversion

{5) No A is not-B,
where the predicate is a negative term and the quality of the proposition, too,
is negative. But Nyiya does not admit two types of negation in the same
sentence. As Matilal says; ‘Negation is always construed as term-negation.
Sentential negation is usually transformed into term-negation of some kind
or other’ (p. 112). Thus, ‘No 4 is not-B’ would be interpreted in Nyiya as
‘A is not-not-B" which will be dealt with asa case of double negation and
not as obversion in Aristotle’s sense.

{d) There is another point of fundamental difference between an Aris-
totelian syllogism and a Nyiya demonstration. A Nyaya demonstration is
conclusive, because in its four members all sources of true cognition are
brought to bear on the conclusion which is the fifth member. Thus, the
‘strength’ of demonstration (parama-nydya, inference par excellence) lies in
being supported by all the ways of knowing admitted in Nyaya. In Aris-
totle’s syllogism, there is no scope for such ‘confluence’ (sambhava) of
different sources of knowledge. As Matilal himself says: ‘Thus all the
praminas become helpful in nyaya’ (p. 23).

It is also to be noted that the difference between inferences for one’s own
sake and for the sake of others is unknown in Western logic including Aris-
totle’s logic. Inference as a process of knowing does not involve words which
are needed only to communicate the knowledge to others. To this difference
in purpose is due also a difference in structure. Inference for one’s own sake
involves four steps, while inference for the sake of others (demonstration)
involves five steps; there cannot be any step corresponding to pratijfia in the
former. It would perhaps be more proper to compare and contrast Aristotle’s
syllogism with inference for one’s own sake in Nyaya, rather than with
demonstration.

(¢) Another point concerns the distinction between arguments and pseudo-
arguments (pp. 23-29). ‘In ultimate scrutiny nyaya stands for those inferences
as rest upon, i.e. are not at variance with, perception and verbal or scriptural
testimony” (p. 24). But the question is not raised, “What happens in those
cases where perception gets corrected by inference, as, for example, in the
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case of perception of the earth as having a flat surface?” It seems that not
only Nyaya but ali schools of Indian philosophy scem to regard perception
as the highest kind of knowledge. This is in sharp contrast to the Greek
tradition where perception has been generally regarded as the lowest kind of
knowledge, and is sometimes regarded as mere opinion. This difference in
their attitude to the worth of perception as knowledge or as a source of know-
ledge makes Indian fogic and Greek logic fundamentally different. This
is why Aristotle developed his logic as a science of formal truths or truths of
reason which are superior to truths of perception, while Indian philosophers,
and even mathematicians, never recognized the importance of formal truth
at all.

von Wright, however, makes a distinction between formal truth and
Iogical truth which is proved in an axiomatic system,

‘It seems to me much more to the point to say that the notion of logical
truth is unknown to Aristotle. This is not necessarily to blame Aristotle
ofignorance. Itis an interesting question, to what extent logic can be deve-
loped independently of the idea of logical fruth.’

It means that Aristotle did not have any idea of an axiomatic system of logic.
The point that I am trying to make is that, in Indian philosophy, there is
neither the concept of formal truth nor the concept of an axiomatic system in
which logical truths are proved.

it, thus, appears that Vidyabhusana’s contention that Nyiya theory of
inference was ‘greatly’ influenced by Aristotle’s theory is based on noticing
only superficial similarities between them.

11

Matilal is right when he says that ‘an error combines two elements of reality
thatare not socombined in reality’ (p. 98). It is necessary, however, to exam-
ine in detail the usnal Nyaya definition of apramd, and compare and con-
trast with that of prama. A cognition which is true or false has an object
which is complex, and can be analysed into a property and a possessor of the
property. A cognition having that as its qualifier of (in) a that-possessor
is prama; and a cognition with that as its qualifier of (in) (absence of that)-
possessoris aprama. Thus, an error or a false cognition is ascribing a property,
which is manifested in the cognition as its qualifier, to a locus lacking that
property. It may appear that, according to Nyaya, the cognized structure
which is an epistemic unity is different from the real structure of property
and its possessor. It should be noted here that the two terms a and b of a
relational whole aRb are both real. As Matilal says, ‘An error combines two
elements of reality which are not actually so combined’ (p. 98) and even the
Risalsoa real relation; whatis notreal is thate, Randb form the unity
aRb which is the objeci of the erroneous cognition. So it may be argued
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that the difference between a true cognition and an errongous cognition lies
in this that, while the objective complex aRb is real if it is truly cognized, it is
not real when it is erroncously cognized. This may lead to the mistaken idea
that the complex aRb has to be regarded as a unity independently of the
cognition. But the Navya-Nyaya theory is that 2Rb is cognized as a unity,
simply because all the three clements—a, R, b—are related, though by diff-
erent relations, to one cognition. Thus, aRbis an ¢pistemic unity correspond-
ing to which there is no unity ‘as a separate reality over and above the three
elements. This Navya-Nyaya theory is contrasted with the Mimarsa theory
which states that, in the so-called erroneous cognition, there is no one cogni-
tion to which all the elements are related; there are really two cognitions, say,
a perception of this, and a memory of silver, when we say that we have a false
cognition of an objective unity ‘this is silver’.

1
About nirvikalpaka pratyaksa Matilal says:

‘In simple language, although this cognitive state has a content...it is not
expressible in words. Again, the content of this cognitive state does not
admit of any philosophic analysis because it is only our inner perception...
that gives us the datum for such an analysis, and it has already been
stated that the non-judgmental cognitive state does not admit of such
inner perception.’

From this he concludes that ‘since all this amounts to saying that non-judg-
mental cognitive state is never known to us, one can very well entertain
doubt with regard to its actual occurrence. To answer this doubt, Navya-
Nyaya gives the following argument..."” (p. 211).

But this conclusion does not follow; for, even though the non-judgmental
state is not itself an object of introspection and the object cognized in this
cognition cannot be denoted or referred to by any word, it does not follow
that this type of cognition cannot be known.* As a matter of fact, Navya-
Nyaya philosophers establish the existence of non-judgmental cognition by
inference. Matilal calls this inference ‘argument’ to dispel doubt about the
existence or actual occurrence of non-judgmental cognition. But ‘argu-
ments to dispel doubt’ are tarkas which are not pramanas, i.c. they cannot
yield any knowledge. This has led Matilal to conclude that this type of
cognitive state is not known. This goes against the Navya-Nyaya position
that it is known by inference.

v

Matilal has discussed in detail Jagadisa’s distinction between the concepts of
significant word and significantsentence. Thisdistinction is clear, for, accord-

*Due to Dr. Karuna Bhattacharya,
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ing to Jagadisa, only a sentence can produce the cognition of a connected
meaning, while no word by itself can do so. This Nyaya theory of isolated
word-meanings is opposed to the Mimasi theory of word meanings of
related structures. According to Jagadisa, no isolated word can ever mean a
connected or relational whole which can be meant by words occurring in a
sentence. Thus, Nyiya rejects the doctrine that words must mean in the
same way whether singly or occurring in a sentence. According to Nyaya,
words occurring in a sentence have mutual expectancy which is that order
among words whose meanings are connected or related in a whole. Thus,
expectancy is a syntactical relation which is determined by semantical fitness.
Because words forming a sentence have this sort of expectancy, which they
do not have when they occur singly in isolation, words in a sentence can mean
a related structure. But, for this words have to be related to each other in
their semantical aspect. Jagadisa introduces the concept of sarthaka Sabda
to emphasize the special role which word-meanings play in a sentence. We
have already stated that, according to Nyiya, a sentence produces the cogni-
tion of a related structure. But, because of the special way in which relations
are conceived in Nyaya, a related structure meant by a sentence is neither a
fact nor a proposition but is simply a compound object, a qualificand qualified
by a qualifier. Thus, according to Nyaya, there is no syntactical or semantical
difference between a compound term and a sentence. A compound term
like a stem with its suffix will produce a qualificative cognition of a related
whole. The stem and the verbal root are classified by Jagadisa as ‘the
inflectable word-base, or the lexical item (prakrti)’ (p. 392). Although the
word-base has its independent isolated meaning, it can produce the cognition
of a relational whole, not merely when it is actually followed by its suffix but
is cognized with belief that the suffix is the qualifier of the word-base. In the
cognition of the connected meaning, the meaning of the word-base isnotto be
qualified by any qualifier; and the meaning of the suffix is the qualificand
which is qualified by the meaning of the word-base. As the word-base, cog-
nized as being followed by the inflection, produces cognition of a qualificand
qualified by a qualifier, and as the qualifier has to be cognized prior to the
qualificative cognition, the qualifier is cognized independently of the quali-
ficand. So Matilal is right when he says that ‘a word-base contributes its
meaning to the sentence-meaning in an independent way while an inflection
contributes its meaning in a dependent way’ (p. 393). Because of the
Navya-Nyaya theory that word, in the first declension, means the chief quali-
ficand (mukhya visegya), a nominal base in the first declension produces
a cognitive meaning with the meaning of the word-base as the chief qualifi-
cand. If, however, a word-base is in any other declension, then the qualifi-
cative cognition which is produced will have the meaning of the word-base
as the qualifier and the meaning of the inflection as the qualificand. Thus, the
compound word ‘ghata+am’ will produce the cogaition of objecthood of the
jar, where objecthood is the chief qualificand.
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v

It is a pity that the rich content of the book should be marred by the nui-
sance of several printing errors overlooked by the publisher’s editor. A
few of them only with their correct forms are listed below:

p. 24, fn. 2; pratyaksagamaviruddham should be pratyaksagamaviruddham.
p. 31, line 5: “Vat I Purvavat’ occurs, whereas in the last line there is
" ‘Gaudapada: (a) same as Vat I (a). It shows that in line 5 also
there should have been “VatI (a) Purvavat’
pp. 83-84: <(say a pot or a horn) qualified by a non-resident property (say,
potness or occurrence in hare)’; ‘potness’ should read ‘cotness’; so
also in the next line and next page, line 6; ‘just as pot-limited-by-
potness’ should be ‘just as pot-limited-by-cotness’.

The Asiatic Society, S. BHATTACHARYYA
Caleutta
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RICHARD GOTSHALK: Bhagavad Gita—Translation and Commentary, Delhi:
Motilal Banarsidass, 1985, xvi--245 pages, Rs. 100.

The author recognizes the human background and the national ethos asso-
ciated with the Gitd, and prepares the Western mind to ‘participate in a
specific way in the knowledgeable leading of the poem...’. Much reliance
has been placed upon what is already conveyed in the works of Radha-
krishnan, Gandhi and Desai, Besant and Das, Aurcbindo and Zachner.

The work is well organized and is highly informative, beginning with an
elaborate ‘Introduction’ as to how ong should try to understand the original
text, which has come to us in the form of poetry. Following the ‘Introduction’
is the ‘Translation’, covering the original, verse¢ by verse, The author uses
spacing ‘to group certain verses together that are not visually grouped in
Sanskrit but which seem to represent natural articulation in the flow of con~
versation and thought within cach chapter (adiyaya, chapter or reading,
lesson, study).” The author consolidates the translated materialin his ‘Com-
mentary’ which is followed by ‘Notes to the Translation’ and ‘Notes Con-
cerning Text’. Various views of authors, both classical and modern, are
included in the ‘Notes’. To make the work more comprehensible to the West-
ern reader, there is a ‘General Index of Themes and Ideas’ followed by an
‘Index of Epithets for Arjunaand Krsna’. Atthe end there is a ‘Subject Index
to Commentary’ to facilitate easy access to concepts which the reader may
wish to reach.

The author rightly expresses the fact that an English rendering of a work
like the Gt is bound to acknowledge the poctic character of the original as
integral to the meaning intended by the originalauthor. As he himself states,
he has been guided by ‘the notion that ina translation sacrifice of anything
of the poetic character of the Gitd must concern the level of speaking, not
that of meaning.” For the benefit of the reader he states what he means by
‘speaking’ and ‘meaning’ as follows:

(1) At the level of speaking (reading and reciting) there is the very sound
of the words in Sanskrit, there is the meter through which the sounded
words are connected in certain patterns, and there is the division of the
connected units into verses (flokas); and

(2) At the level of meaning, there is the narrative character of the pre-
sentation, and with this, a certain grandeur and forcefulness of language
reflecting who is speaking, the occasion for the dialogue, and the con-
tent of the conversation.
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The author tried as much as possible to keep interpretation to a mini-
mum in spite of the fact that translations are bound to reflect some interpre-
tation or other. To compensate for this kind of distortion, the author has
pressed into service the explanations given by as many authors as possible.
The original work is made available to us by Vyisa as a form of a narration
by Safijaya of the dialogue that took place between Krsna and Arjuna.
The author gives a sketch of the antecedents pertaining to the dialogue bet-
ween Krsna and Arjuna, and also reminds the reader that one should bear in
mind the indirect character of the work in understanding and interpreting
the work.

The author, while commenting on the initial depression of Arjuna, makes
an observation which brings to surface the role of the divine teacher in con-
trast to an average companion who tries to help a victim when he is in total
confusion.

In that strengthening Arjuna is not being restored to what he was, but
is being brought into a movement forward which, if carried through,
will bring him to grow beyond what he was by bringing him into his
active efforts in an altered form (p. 80).

Arjuna’s initial refusal to fight, using his own philosophical understanding
of dharma, as against what Krsna was planning to teach him is discussed in
detail. A number of misconceptions about the Gita as a philosophy of war
are ruled out in this discussion. The analysis about acting from the locus of
the ego as faulty and the subsequent rectification of Arjuna’s faulty thinking
is tracked throughout the commentary from different perspectives. Even a
reader, who is introduced to the Gita for the first time, will be impressed
by the author’s clear exposition and differentiation of certain seemingly
identical concepts.

The author has taken pains to express the subtle distinction between
classical Samkhya and the Samkhya taught by Krsna. ‘Krspa’s voicing of
Sarikhya teaching in its relevance to Arjuna is articulated into three phases,
which involve three levels of thought’® (p. 85). The first phase is identified
in IT.11-25, the second phase in I1.26-30, and the third phase in I1.31-30.
In the third phase Krsna is said to have prepared Arjuna to accept a positive
action-oreinted line of thought. The author maintains a continuity of thought
throughout the book, which reflects the efforts taken by Krsna in changing
the attitude of Arjuna from non-action to positive action through a sys-
tematic exposition of different paths.

The ‘Notes’ maintain the spirit of the work with explanations from
different points of view, and here and there the author tries to bridge the
gaps with the implied Vedantic concepts. The suggestions are constructive
and thought-provoking opening new possibilitics. A complete study of the
notes alone by itself reveals that the author is at pains to give as much in-
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formation as possible by attempting to provide an adequate picture of differ-
ent views from the Vedas, Upanisads and other scriptures.

The concluding remarks at the end of the commentary remind the reader
once again about the fundamental character of the Gita in a nutshell as
follows:

It is a dramatic whole which takes shape in the initial phase of that move-
ment of Arjuna’s growing awareness and understanding which is meant
to bring eventually into the fulfilment of his life and existence. Within
itself its own movement begins with an Arjuna apparently firm and reso-
lute, and ends with an Arjuna again apparently firm and resolute, Out-
wardly there is perhaps no noticeable difference; but inwardly, an eternity
has passed... (pp. 137-38).

The work is not entir¢ly free from the limitations common to translations
by Western authors. To cite an example, such usage as ‘Thick Hair’ or ‘Fair
Hair’, while addressing Arjuna or Krsna, may appear to be faithful trans-
lations, but being proper names, they do not warrant any translation. They
only leave a bad taste in the mind of the devout reader of the Gitd. ‘Kesava’
simply means ‘beautifully haired’, ‘thick growth’, ‘of the nature of sustainer,
creator and destroyer’. Even granting that translation of such terms is
accepted, the translator has to exercise his discrimination in choosing a
particular meaning only after a careful examination of the different meanings
associated with a certain term relevant to the context.

The author could have avoided translation of proper names, which would

be in line with his intentions of being faithful to the original.

The author states (p. ix): ‘Song in its form was added to the dramma-
tically appropriate placein the main epic story by the end of the second cen-
tury B.C." When the determination of the period of either the Mahabharata
war or the actual composition of the epic is a controversial issue, he hastily
takes an unauthoritative stand in deciding the date of the work.

The author refers to Yoga as originally belonging to the ‘non-Vedic
tradition’ which was ‘later assimilated into the Vedic tradition’ (p. 88).
Whether the Sarkhya and Yoga belong to the non-Vedic or pre-Vedic tradi-
tions is open to much controversy. In the absence of adequate evidence,
he could have avoided making such a statement.

In the use of abbreviations the author could have followed a single con-
sistent pattern. He uses ‘R’ for Radhakrishnan as well as for Rimanuja,
leaving the reader in confusion. Adding to this confusion, he uses ‘RK’ for
Radhakrishnan in some places. If the author had given a list of abbreviations,
he could bave at least avoided inconsistent use of abbreviations.

Leaving aside a few minor deviations such as those mentioned above,
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the book may prove useful to students, scholars and those interested in
studying the Gizd.

Ramakrishna Mission Vivekananda College C.V. RADHAKRISHNAN

Madras

ANTHONY KENNY: The Logic of Deterrence, Firethorn Press, 1985, 101 pages.

Anthony Kenny has written a lively little book dedicated to the proposition
that the strategy of nuclear deterrence is both morally and practically un-
acceptable. The alternative Kenny proposes is a2 unique kind of limited
unilateral disarmament, which he defends in the last three chapters. The
Logic of Deterrence has several virtues. Kenny writes with lucidity and eco-
nomy; the book goes straight to the centre of the paradoxes that make deter-
rence theory interesting. Kenny gives a critical account of contemporary
Roman Catholic thinking on the subject, which has become significant
factor in the public debate. And Kenny is unbendingly fair to those with
whom he disagrees, presenting their arguments forcibly and never doubting
their good intentions. Unfortunately, the book is compromised by its very
brevity. The argument moves too swiftly, controversial premises are inade-
quately defended, and central arguments are fallacious. Finally, Kenny
fails to provide a cogent argument for his conclusions.

The trouble starts at the beginning. Kenny is not a pacifist; he believes
there can be a just war. He denies there can be a just nuclear war. When is
war just? Kenny writes:

War, then, must be waged in order to right a specific wrong. .. One has
this right only if war is taken up as a last resort. . . There must be good hope
of victory: if not the wrong which occasioned the war will not be righted
thereby. The good to be obtained by the righting of the wrong must out-
weigh the harm which will be done by the choice of war as a means. Again,
the harm done in war-making shall be no more than is necessary for
achieving the legitimate goal of the war. Finally, if a war is to be just. . .the
rules of war must be observed in the combat itself (p. 9).

The most important condition of a just war, Kenny adds, is that ‘it should
not involve the deliberate killing of the innocent’ (p. 10), the class of which
he defines as all those who are not engaged in harming one’s own forces.
Soldiers who have surrendered are innocent, civilian munitions workers are
not. The undesired death of innocent civilians as a side effect of destroying a
military target does not violate this principle. Whatisplainly excludedis ‘the
deliberate massacre of civilian populations. . .as a means to victory’ (p. 11).
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This is the Roman Catholic doctrine of the conditions for fighting a
just war, according to Kenny ‘the only conditions under which the inter-
national community can rationally accept war’ (p.10). Reviewing Western
defence policy from the ‘massive-retaliation’ of the Eisenhower presidency
to attempts at more selective targeting under the Reagon presidency, Kenny
claims that every strategy directly targets cities at some stage of retaliation
(though he acknowledges this is specifically denied by the Reagan adminis-
tration). Inevitably millions of ‘innocents’ would be deliberately killed,
including vast numbers of people who could not bear any responsibility for
the acts of their government. This is murder pure and simple, and ‘murder
is never justified’ {p. 22.)

Murder, Kenny argues, needn’t involve the intention that someone will
die. ‘A death which is foreseen but not intended can amount to murder if
the killer’s action demonstrates. . .a reckless disregard for human life’ {p. 24).
If we destroy a city to take out a radar installation, we may well have
committed murder: ‘Disproportionate civilian casualties can make an attack
on a military target as murderous as an attack on a city’ (p. 25). But, Kenny
argucs, nuclear attacks on military targets would involve nearly as many
civilian casualties as an attack on the enemy’s population. Even a single
use of our lowest-yield weapon on the battlefield would involve crossing
the ‘firebreak’ between nuclear and non-nuclear weapons, involving an un-
acceptable risk of escalation to Armagedon. Consequently, eny use of nuclear
weapons against military targets would involve civilian casualties wholly out
of proportion to the military goal to be achieved, and would be as liable
to the charge of murder as deliberate assaults on cities. Both large-scale
and small-scale nuclear warfare violate the traditional criteria of the just
war.

But what of the criteria themselves? Are they valid? They deserve more
scrutiny than Kenny affords them. An immediate consequence of the laws
of war, as Kenny presents them, appears to be that the Jewish residents of the
Warsaw ghetto were unjust to take up arms against the Nazis. For there was
no hope of victory. One way or another they would be murdered and the
wrong being done them could not be righted. Further, where victory is im-
possible any harm one does in war-making is greater than victory requires,
for it cannot contribute to victory. Yet, surely, these people had a right to
die fighting, even though they were wronged just as much when killed in
combat as if they had died like sheep.

Consider also these scenarios:

(1) We are a nation of 100,000 and we are attacked by B, who wishes to
establish hegemony. On account of our mountainous terrain, we will win easily
if we fight. However, B informs us that, if we take up arms, he will simply
shift the assault to C, another nation of 100,000 who (we know) he will easily
defeat. The good to be attained, if we fight, is that 100,000 people will stay
free, while the harm which will be done by the choice of war as a means is
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that 100,000 people will lose their freedom. It seems to be a consequence of
the laws of war that it is wrong for us to repel the attack, for the good attained
does not eutweigh the harm which is done by the choice of war as 2 means.
Yet, surely, it is not wrong to defend ourselves, nor would it be wrong if
there are 110, 000 citizens of C.

(2) We are a nation of 100,000 unjustly attacked by B. We can repel the
attack only if we bomb B’s railroad lines which the leadership of B, with
callous disregard for its own people, has built atop the nation’s dikes. If the
dikes give way, the harvest is destroyed; and 70,000 innocents will starve.
Tt is worse that 70,000 die than 100,000 are subjugated, so we ought not to
defend ourselves. And if 100,500 will starve and B’s aim is to exterminate
us, we still ought not to defend ourselves.

Yet surely the deaths of these people are primarily the responsibility of
B’s leadership, and this makes a moral difference that the rules for a just
war ignore. For B wantonly and recklessly puts the tracks on dikes, and
then unjustly attacks us; and we are entitled to defend ourselves. The laws
of war do not adequately count the moral assymetry between aggression
and defence, nor do they recognize the full force of the right to self-defence,
especially against annihilation. If we subscribe to them, do we not invite
our adversaries to place military installations in population centres, so that
we cannot-defend ourselves ‘justly’? And are we not held hostage to any
tyrant who threatens to inflict equal or greater harm on others than the
harm we would suffer if we surrender? Finally, are we not simply entitled
to defend ourselves against unjust invasion, striking the minimum military
targets to win, sparing the innocent as best we can, even though this causes
as much harm to those on the other side as it prevents on our side or more?
The laws of war do not count the fact that leaders of a country have a special
duty to their countrymen to preserve their lives and freedom, which they do
not owe to the innocents of the aggressing nation.

(3) Idi Amin has ten nuclear-tipped missiles, which we cannot find.
Yesterday he incinerated San Francisco, and he informs us (I am writing
from an American perspective) that every day he will destroy another
American city. But his political situation is tenuous; if we destroy one city
of 10,000, the Ugandan people will rise up and overthrow him. A conse-
quence of the laws of war is that we ought to sit back and await incinera-
tion, for the alternative is to kill the innocent deliberately. Perhaps this is
right, butitis awfully hard to accept. It does seem to matter morally that
this is 2 desperate act of self-defence against gratnitous genocide. It also
scems to matter that we kill innocent Ugandans instead of innocent
Sudanese; killing the latter seems worse, even if it would somehow end the
assault. Why?

Let me hint at an answer. Consider the case in which a tyrant threatens
to kill ten children, one each day, unless I go out and kill an innocent child.
I agree with Kenny that it is not permissible for me to save the children (or
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even my own life) by these means. Contrast the case in which the tyrant is
kiiling my ten children one by one, and I can force him to stop only by killing
one of Ais children. It is not so clear that I ought to let my children die. It
may be permissible to defend an innocent who is in my care by means of
which I ought not to defend myself, And it does seem to matter that the
child T kill stands in the same relation to the tyrant as the children he is killing
stand to me. Something like the Golden Rule may be operating here. In
affirming the maxim, ‘let another man’s children die’, the tyrant puts his
own children at risk. If there is something to this, the leaders of a couniry
might justifiably defend the innocents in their care against ongoing geno-
cidal assault by deliberately killing a small number of innocents in the aggres-
sing country, if this would stop the slaughter.

(4) We are fighting a just war against an emperor who, while murderous
toward us, is terrified of terrorist assaults on his own population. We have
two options other than annihilation. We can bomb a critical military ins-
tallation, killing 300 innocents unintentionally but crippling the war effort
so that the Emperor will have to sue for peace. Here the civilian casualties
are warranted, given the extraordinary importance of the target. Or we can
deliberately kill 100 of these innocents, in which case the emperor will sue
for peace straight away. The laws of war dictate that it is permissible to bomb
the installation killing 300 civilians as a side effect but wicked to kill deli-
berately 100 of the same people, even though this will save 200 lives. This
seems crazy. These 100 innocents will be blown up unintentionally, if they
aren’t blown up intentionally. They will die, come what may. Can killing
them intentionally be so much worse than killing them unintentionally that
this warrants taking the lives of 200 additional people who don’t have to
die? And if killing a relatively small number of non-combatants will save
the lives of large numbers of soldiers on both sides, young draftees less res-
ponsible for the war than most innocents, shouldn’t we spare the larger
number? Can it really be just to kill more people than is needed to defeat the
enemy ? (Note that the nuclear attacks on Hiroshima and Nagasaki are some-
times justified on the ground that they saved the lives of untold numbers
of Japanese civilians as well as Japanese and American soldiers who would
have died, if the war had continued). The laws of war appear to drive too
large a wedge between justice and humanity.

Kenny’s argument would be more persuasive, if he considered some of
these questions. Doubtless his answers would be illuminating. One wishes,
too, that he supplied more defence for some of his factual claims. O account
of the terrific numerical advantage of Soviet armour, artillery, and troops
deployed in Eastern Europe, NATQ reserves the right to use tactical nuclear
weapons to repel a Soviet invasion of Western Europe. Kenny writes:
‘Defenders of this policy often concede that the use of tactical nuclear
weapons would not serve any military purpose in the sensz of bringing victory
closer in the actual battle engaged’ (p. 29). This is puzziing. Why wouldn’t
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low-yield weapons destroy advancing armour concentrations? Kenny is silent
on this point, and he gives no references. Nonetheless, let us suppose that
Kenny's factual claims are true and the lIaws of war valid. That is, let us
suppose that any use of nuclear weapons is murderous in itself or would
escalate to something murderous straightaway, and that the murderous use
of weapons is wicked. Does it follow that the strategy of nuclear deterrence
is wicked too?

The validity of the inference is controversial. Kenny writes. . .there are
those who defend the possession of nuclear weapons as a deterrent while
agreeing that the use of them in all circumstances must be wrong’ (p. 38).
This group appears to include Pope John Paul IT, the Catholic Bishops in
the United States, and Britain’s Cardinal Basil Hume. As the point of deter-
rence is to avoid war, the strategy of deterrence is permissible, though a
nuclear strike against civilian targets is not. As Kenny puts it: “Use is for-
bidden, deterrénce is permissible’ {p. 45). Is this a coherent position?

We might keep nuclear weapons as a deterrent, even though we were
resolved never to use them. Of course, if the enemy knew of our resolve, the
weapons might not deter. “Those who wish to defend deterrence while oppos-
ing use therefore have to be prepared to maintain that it can be legitimate to
threaten what it would not be legitimate to do’ (p. 47). Is this defensible?
Kenny affirms the principle that it is wrong to intend to do what it is wrong
to do. Surely, this is true ceferus paribus, but might not the intention to
respond with nuclear weapons to a Soviet first-strike be a special case? After
all, it is our duty to prevent nuclear war. Supposing our intending to retaliate
will prevent nuclear war from happening, isn’t out intention permissibie,
though what we intend is not? Kenny responds by quoting Bishop B.C.
Butler.

There is certainly a logical fallacy in the above suggestion. For it is im-
possible to intend to respond to a situation which you are certain will
never arise. No one can intend to do what he knows he will never have
occasion to do. . . Hence, if deterrence were certain to succeed permanently,
it could continue as a policy, though there would be no intention of trans-
lating it into act. Unfortunately, such certainty, as is generally admitted,
is not attainable.*

Kenny concludes: “This reply seems to be decisive against those who maintain
that it is morally acceptable to have a conditional intention to do something
which they agree to be morally unaceeptable’ (p. 49). Apparently, the contro-
versial intention is not possible. So much for that.

This is one of the central arguments in Kenny’s book. Kenny might have
devoted more attention to the ‘decisive’ reply which seems fallacious. Consi-
der the operative statement:

*The Times, London, 9 February 1983, p. 49.
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It is impossible to intend to respond to a situation you know will never
arise.

This is ambiguous: ‘intend’ might mean ‘have the intention’ or it might
mean ‘form the intention’ (that is, ‘decide’). On the second reading, the
statement looks true: if I know a sitvation will never arise, I cannot decide
to respond if it does. Knowing that I will never be given a million dollars,
I cannot form the intention to give half of it to charity if it is given. However,
on this reading the statement does not pertain to the decisions involved in
framing a strategy of deterrence. Suppose, my terrorist neighbour proposes
to bomb my house, where I live with my ten children. If he does, I know that
one of the survivors will probably bomb his house, where he lives with his
ten children. Also I know that, if I form the intention to retaliate in just this
way, he won’t attack’. Consequently, T decide to retaliate if he attacks. Note
that, at the time I decide to retaliate if my neighbour attacks, I do not know
that he will never bomb my house. Indeed, there is a clear and present danger
that he is about to do just this, against which I need to take immediate pre-
cautions. Therefore, the statement does not entail that I cannot decide to
respond if my neighbour attacks.

On the first reading, the statement reads: ‘If I know that a situation will
never arise, then necessarily I do not have the intention to respond to it if
it does’. It is worth distinguishing this from another principle: “If I know
that a situation can never arise (that is, it is physically impossible), then neces-
sarily I do not have the intention to respond if it does.’ This looks true. Given
what I know, it cannot now be the case that 1 have the intention to retaliate
if assaulted by unicorns. Of course, the attack by my neighbour is a situation
which I know most certainly can arise; it will, indeed, arise if ever my inten-
tion to retaliate if he attacks wavers. Note that what 1 intend thereby (the
content of my intention) is that any physically possible future which becomes
actual will either be one in which I am not attacked or ong in which I am
attacked and retaliate. Thisisn'tidle (like the intention toretaliate if assaulted
by unicorns), for there are physically possible futures which don’t satisfy it.
Happily, my having the intention insures its satisfaction by deterring attack.
This hardly makes the intention irrational; to the contrary.

Sufficiently disambiguated to be seen for what it is, the principle that it
is impossible to have the intention to respond to a situation you know will
never arise looks false in the case we are considering. I decide to retaliate if
my neighbour attacks, because I know my having this intention will dissuade
him from attacking. As we have seen, this is a decision I can make: the attack
is a clear and present danger, and the response I propose is within my power.
Once the decision is made, T Aave the intention to retaliate if attacked. As I
know I won't be attacked so long as I keep the intention, I naturally resolve



176 BOOK REVIEWS

never to abandon it. Hence, after I make the decision, I have the intention
to retaliate if my neighbour attacks, and I know he never will. There is nothing
irrational about this at all. The ‘decisive’ reply is mistaken.

We have been assuming that the policy of deterrence actually deters nu-
clear war. Does it work? Kenny grants that the policy works at instilling
fear, but doubts that it is what has kept the Soviets from attacking. Indeed,
the West’s nuclear weapons may increase the risk of war, providing an
incentive for a Soviet strike to remove them. Further, thereis the risk of
nuclear war starting by accident on account of negligence, computer mal-
function, or faulty data. But Kenny also believes that, setting moral issues
aside, the strategy of deterrence is irrational regardless of risks and prob-
abilitics. He deploys a version of Pascal’s wager to show this:

Pascal maintained that we ought to believe in God because the penalty
for not believing in him if he existed amounted to infinite loss, while the
penalty for believing in him if he did not exist was merely a degree of
modest but unnecessary self-discipline. Similarly, the worst case outcome
of deterrence, namely nuclear devastation, is so much more catastrophic
than the worst case outcome of disarmament, Russian domination, that
the course which leads to it should be avoided no matter what the relative
probabilities of the two outcomes of the different strategies (pp. 65-66).

Kenny concludes that ‘the Pascalian policy is appropriate wherever the evils
in the worst case outcome are incommensurable in scale. ..’ (p. 66). As
nuclear war is vastly worse than Russian domination, deterrence is irrational
regardless of risks and probabilities.

This is to misunderstand Pascal. The wager, indeed, shows that it is
irrational not to believe in God (supposing God rewards and punishes as
Pascal assumes) regardless of risks and probabilities. But it is worth secing
why. According to Pascal, if I believe in God and God exists, I win eternal
happiness, and if God doesn’texist, I lose nothing; for the modest discipline
involved in genuine belief is at least as much a benefit as a nuisance. But if
1 don’t believe and God exists, I lose eternal happiness (Pascal never mentions
Hell); and if my belief is true, I win nothing, not even the satisfaction of
knowing I was right. Therefore, belief puts me in a situation where there is
everything to win and nothing to lose, while non-belief puts me in a situation
where there is everything to lose and nothing to win. That’s why probabilities
don’t matter.

Everything changes when we suppose that the option with the incommen-
surably bad worst-case outcome has a best-case outcome, which is substan-
tially better than that of its alternative. To take a somewhat different scenario.
Suppose that if you believe you get fifteen years’ hard labour whether God
exists or not; while if you don’t believe you get a million dollars if God

doesn’t exists; and you burn in Hell forever if He does. Supposing the odds ;
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are 1,000,000 to ! that God doesn’t exist, itis hardly irrational to gamble that
God doesn’t exist, even though the worst-case outcome is incommensurably
worse than that of the alternative. Kenny is simply mistaken in concluding
that the Pascalian policy applies whenever the evils in the worst-case out-
comes are incommensurable. Probabilities become relevant when we suppose
_that the option with the incommensurable bad worst-case outcome also
involves a good worth winning, and probabilities increase in relevance as
that good increases in relation to that of the alternative.

If deterrence works, we win nuclear peace, freedom, the absence of large-
scale conventional war, and, finally, negotiated multilateral disarmament.
_Hence the policy of deterrence does not put us in a situation in which there
is everything to lose and nothing to win. Therefore, the Pascalian policy
does not apply: probabilitics matter. If deterrence probably will work and
the chance of a holocaust is remote, it is far from plain that it is irrational
to choose deterrence over the virtual certainy of Russian hegemony re-
presented by unilateral disarmament, supposing this precludes the possibility
of nuclear war. Also, it is a mistake to assume, as Kenny appears to, that
Russian hegemony would not become something lethal once the West is
disarmed.

The brand of unilateralism Kenny sponsors is designed to avoid both
]{egemony and holocaust, and to provide an effective incentive for the other
side to disarm too, The West must ‘credibly’ renounce the actual use of
nuclear weapons; dismantle its existing weapons systems in an orderly
fashion; simultaneously strengthen its conventional forces in a way that is
unambiguously defensive; but retain much of its submarine-based nuclear
force ‘until Soviet response to these steps presents a realistic hope of complete
nuciear disarmament on both sides. .’ (p. 71). The retention of the strategic
submarine force provides an incentive for Soviet disarmament as well as a
check against nuclear blackmail or outright invasion, for the other side
cannot be certain that the weapons will not be used in a crisis. Nonetheless,
as, we have sincerely and credibly renounced our willingness to use them,
we 1o longer intend to commit murder.

Of course, there is considerable tension between maintaining a deadly
nqclea.r foree and the credibility of renouncing its use. Why, the Soviets
might well ask, are you maintaining missiles if you really are determined
never to use them? Kenny acknowledges that the other side is more likely
to read our intentions from our capacities than our rhetoric. And if the
Soviets do believe us, why would they give up a tremendous military and
political advantage for the sake of eliminating weapons they believe we
would probably never use? Wouldn’t the first piece of blackmail on their
agenda be that we destroy our submarine fleet? Would we have the political
will to court incineration for the sake of preserving weapons we have resolved
never to use? And how exactly would the submarine fleet deter invasion by
the awesome conventional and tactical nuclear forces ranged against us?
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Submarine-based missiles can’t target invading armour or mobile 88-20s;
and if we escalate to fized targets inside the Soviet block, we will be blown
off the face of the earth. Both sides would probably view the use of these
missiles as gratuitous national suicide. Further, we would strive to persuade
the Soviets that the missiles will never be used if they invade. Risky business.
Kenny is keenly aware of many of these questions, and he forcibly argues
that the tensions are only apparent. I leave it to the reader to judge the success
of this effort. The book closes with a brief but informative critique of the
Strategic Defence Initiative.

The Logic of Deterrence is good reading for anyone who wants to catch
up on the moral controversy over nuclear deterrence or learn an intelligent
case for unilateral disarmament. A book written well about a matter of this
much importance deserves the couple of hours required to read it. It is a
model for the philosopher who aspires to write about matters of life and
death with decency.

JiM STONE
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Nagpur University, Nagpur N.S. DRAVID

ICPR PUBLICATIONS
Recent and Forthcoming

1987-1988

kT

INDIAN COUNCIL OF
PHILOSOPHICAL RESEARCH
USO House, 6 Special Institutional Area
New Mehrauli Road, New Delhi 110067



Philosophy in India:
Traditions, Teaching and Research
K. SATCHIDANANDA MURTY

This monograph atiempts at an outline survey of philosophical thinking in
India from ancient to modern times expressed in philosophical literature of
divergent schools or systems of Indian philosophy. This book embodies the
author’s painstaking efforts to organize and present in a short compass his
thinking and experience both as a philosopher and as a teacher of philosophy.

Demy 8ve 237 pp. Rs 90 -

Distributed by Motilal Banarsidass
Delhi Varanasi Patna Bangalore Madras

Doubt, Belief and Knowledge
SIBAJIBAN BHATTACHARYYA

This volume deals with some questions about doubt, belief and knowledge
but mainly with the various aspects and forms of knowing and different
types of objects of knowledge including the problem of induction. 1t also
deals with a few problems in Navya-Nydya theory of cognition in its different
forms.

Demy 8ve 309 pp. Rs 150

Distributed by Allied Publishers Private Limited
New Delhi Bombay Madras Lucknow
Calcutta Hyderabad Ahmedabad

Natural Science of the
Ancient Hindus
SURENDRANATH DASGUPTA

This book, hitherto unpublished, is of conspicous significance. The text
contains main features of confiicting theories of matter, motion and cosmic
changes held at different times by different schools of philosophy—Hindu,
Buddhist and Jain. Discussions here provide a comparative survey of west-
ern and Indian thought pointing to both their similarities and differences
on the subject matter, In this book the author successfully demonstrates the
fact that the views of Indian philosophers on matter, motion, etc. were not
mere intelligent guesses but consistent deductions from definite systems of
philosophy on the basis of close observation and rigorous reasoning.

Demy 8vo 100 pp. Rs50

Distributed by Motilal Banarsidass
Delhi Varanasi Patna Bangalore Madras

J

Towards a Critique of

Cultural Reason

R. SUNDARA RAJAN

This book seeks to develop a Kantian perspective on the theory of culture.
The author also moves on to the hermeneutic understanding of culiure and

examines themes like the Kantian notion of critique, Dilthey’s hermenecutics
of historical reason, Husserl’s understanding of life-world, etc.

Demy 8ve 144pp. Rs85

Distributed by Oxford University Press
Delhi Bombay Calcutta Madras

Education for Human Unity and
World Civilization
SWAMI NITYA~SWARUP-ANANDA

The book holds that the genesis of education for human unity and world
civilization lies in India’s awakening to the consciousness of spiritual unity
and solidarity of mankind as expressed in her life and het life-work for
herself and for humanity throughout the ages.

Demy 8ve 117 pp.
Indian Council of Philosophical Research, New Delhi

Author and Subject Index of the
Philosophical Quarterly

Volumes I-XXXVILL, (1925-1966)

Compiled by DAYA KRISHNA and R.S. BHATNAGAR

This volume is first of the ICPR Documeniation Series and it brings out an
index of articles published in Philosophical Quarterly from 1925 to 1966.

Denmy 8vo 118 pp.
Indian Council of Philosophical Rescarch, New Delhi

Author and Subject Index of the
Philosophical Annual

Volumes I-XI, (1965-76)

Compiled by DAYA ERISHNA and R.S. BHATNAGAR

Thisis second in the ICPR Documentation Series. It contains the index
articles published in Indien Philosophical Annual, a journal brought out
annually by the Centre for Advanced Study in Philosophy, University of
Madras, from 1965 to 1976.

Demy 8vo 52 pp.
Indian Council of Philosophical Research, New Delhi



Sattavisayak Anviksa (in Hindi)
YASHDEV SHALYA

Existence has been one of the primary themes of philosophical thinking since
ages. But due to the influence of contemporary Western philosophical
analysis, in the post-independence India, the elucidation of Being has been on
the decline. Despite the antiquity of the subject matter and in spite of the
fact that a large number of philosophers of all era have dealt with it, there
could be a new beginning in studying Being. This is what has happened in
this book: an attempt to study Being anew.

Demy 8ve 236pp. Rs. 75

Distributed by Rajkamal Publications Private Limited
Delhi Patna

Philosophical Reflections
G.C. NAYAK

This book contains reflections on different topics in philosophy, mostly on
Vedanta and Buddhism, articulated essentially from the point of view of
contemporary analytical philosophy. Yet, the treatment of these topics goes
beyvond the purview of analytical philosophy by a clarification of ideas and
by laying down guidelines to the realms of values and religion. Moreover, the
author enters into what he considers to be ‘free thinking’ when he analyti-
cally examines the inbuilt philosophical rigour of Nagarjuna, Chandrakirti,
Sri Aurobindo, etc.

Demy 8ve 166pp. Rs. 65

Distributed by Motilal Banarsidass
Delhi Varanasi Patna Bangalore Madras

India’s Intellectual Traditions:
Attempts at Conceptual Reconstructions

Edited by DAYA KRISHNA

This volume intents to generate an awareness of the need for indigenization
of the study of different deciplines dealing with India’s intellectnal traditions.
The papers in this volume deal with key areas of contemporary social
sciences and humanities such as political science, sociology, poetics and the
like. The principal themes discussed here are methodological querries,
principles of interpretation (in understanding traditional exegesis of classical
Indian texts), thc classification of the fundamental notions of Manmusmyti,
the clucidation of juridical concepts of the Manusmyti and basic notions of
Ndtyasastra,

Demy 8vo 188pp. Rs. 75

Distributed by Motilal Banarsidass
Delhi Varanasi Patna Bangalore Madras

A Philosophy of Education for the
Contemporary Youth
KIREET FOSHI

Youth, the central propelling force of contemporary world, is groping in the
dark to realise his aspirations, his dreams: a future which has yet to be. In
this siruggle, education—Fformal or informal, in the school or outside it
—gives him his most important preoccupation. Youth lives in the light
kindled by education. This book pictorially expounds the various moods
and struggles of the youth while attempting to realize his goals.

Crown 6to 60 pp. (Illustrated)
Indian Council of Philosophical Research, New Delhi

Philosophy of Evolution for the

Contemporary Man
KIREET JOSHI

This monograph pictorially presents and illuminatively studies the evolu-
tionary process of nature in general and that of man in particular. It not
only examines the philosophy of evolution propounded by philosophers like
Charles Darwin, Henri Bergson, Samuel Alexander, Lloyd Morgan, Pierre
Teilhard de Chardin, Alfred North Whitehead, Sri Aurobindo, The Mother,
etc. but also scrutinises the scientific basis of such philosophical speculations,

Crown §to 60 ij. (Hustrated)
Indian Council of Philosophical Research, New Delhi

IN PRESS

Freedom, Transcendence and Identity:

Essays in memory of Kalidas Bhattacharyya
Edited by PRADIP KUMAR SENGUPTA

Gadadhara’s Theory of Objectivity
SIBAJIBAN BHATTACHARYYA

Language, Knowledge and Ontology

KALIKRISHNA BANERIEE

Ever Unto God: Essays on Gandhi and Religion
SUSHIL KUMAR SAXENA

Carvaka/Lokayata
DEBIPRASAD CHATTOPADHYAYA

A Study of Pataiijali
Second Edition
SURENDRANATH DASGUPTA



An Announcement

Indian Council of Philosophical Research

in collaboration with the

Center for Advanced Research in Phenomenology, Inc.

is organising a conference on
PHENOMENOLOGY AND INDIAN PHILOSOPHY
from January S to 8, 1988

at Nehru Memorial Museum and Library,
Teen Murti House, New Delhi

In this conference about 20 leading phenomenologists from Europe and
America and 2n equal number of well-known Indian philosophers

will be presenting papers.

Scholars who are interested in participating in the conference are welcome.
However, due to administrative difficulties and financial constraints, the
Council will not be in a position either to meet the travel cost or to make
boarding and lodging arrangements of the scholars.

Registration Fec for the conference is Rs. 400, which entitles the
participants to the conference papers, lunch and tea/coffec.

Interested scholars may obtain the details of the conference from

Dr V. C. Thomas
Indian Council of Philosophical Research
USO House, 6 Special Institutional Area, New Mehrauli Road,

New Delhi 110 067.

Journal of Indian Philosophy

Editor

B. K. Matilal, Alf Souis Coflege. Oxford, UK

Indian phitosophy has aitracted a smail audience in the West for many years, but it is only
recently that Western philosophers have shown any general inclination to join it. The Journal
of Indian Philosophy encourages this inclination and has been able to stimulate creative
activities among orientalists and philosophers along with all the various combinations that
these two classes can form. Contributions to the journal are bound by the limits of rational
inquiry and avoid questions that lie in the fields of speculative sociology and para psychology.
In'a very general sense, the method is analytical and comparative, aiming at a rigerous
precision in the translation of terms and statements. Space is devoted to the works of
philosophers of the past as well as to the creative researches of contemporary scholars on
such philesophic problems as were addressec by past philosophers.

Subscription Information ISSN 00221793
1987, Vol. 15 (4 issues)

Institutionat rate: Dfl. 236.00/US$ 99.00 inc!. postageshandling

Private rate: Dil. 86.00/US$36.00 incl. postagehandiing

Private subscriptions should be sent direct to the publishers

Back Volume(s) Available - Price per Volume
Volumes 1-14 {1970-19886) excl. postage
Volume 3 may be ordered rrom: Dft. 195.000U5868.00

Swets & Zeitlinger BY, P.0Q. Box B10. 2160 8Z LISSE, The Netherlands

The Nethioriands MAG2083, LEA, Larieaster, LA HHN, W8,

PHILOSOPHY IN CONTEXT

Volume 15, 1985 Global Issues

Volume 14, 1984 Medical Ethics

Volume 13, 1983 Applied Philosophy

Volume 12, 1982 Philosophy and Mental Health

Volume 11, 1981 Philosophy and Science Fiction

Volume 10, 1980 Business Ethics

Volume 9, 1979 Philosophy of Sport

Volume 8, 1978 Philosophy and Myth

Volume 7, 1978 Philosophy and Economics
*Volume 6, 1977 Philosophy and Science
*Volume 5, 1976 The Idea of Revolution
*Volume 4, 1975 The Nature of Philosophy
*Volume 3, 1974 The Concept of Person
*Volume 2, 1973 The Value of Life
*Volume 1, 1972 (no central theme)

(* includes a separate supplementary volume with questions and answers.)

A complete set of back issues, Volumes 1-14, including the supplements to issues 1-6, may be
purchased for $30.00. Single back issues are availabie for $3.00 each. The subscription price for
Volume 15 is $4.00. Contents of back issues available upon request. Write to: Cindy Bellinger,
Department of Philosophy, Cleveland State University, Cleveland, Ohio 44115.




INQUIRY Editor: Alastair Hannay

An Interdisciplinary Journal of Philosophy

Volume 30 (1987}, No. 3
Special number on parapsychology
Guest editor: Magne Dybvig

Foreword
Parapsychology and the Mind-body Problem John Beloff
How Parapsychology Could Become a Science Paul M. Chorchland
Parapsychology and the Demarcation Problem Roberi L. Morris
On the Philosophy of Psi Magne Dybvig
Psi and Our Picture of the World Stephen E. Braude
Locke vs. Hobbes in Gauthier’s Ethics

(David Gauthier: Ethics by Agreement) Richard J. Ameson
Androcentric Science? (Sandra Harding: The Science Question in

Feminism) John Chandler

Books Received

Subscription price:

Institutions: USD 60.-. Individuals: USD 31.-,
Published quarterly by Norwegian University Press, PO. Box 2959 Tayen, 0608 Oslo 6,
Norway — Publications Expediting Inc., 200 Meacham Ave.. Elmont, NY 11003, USA.
Editorial address: Institute of Philosophy, PO. Box 1024 Blindern, 0315 Oslo 3, Norway.

i_ g ISSN 0228-491X

Canadian
Philosopbical

 Reviews 35w onadione

en Philosophie

Editors:

Robert Burch, University of Alberta

Roger A. Shiner, Unjversity of Alberta

JI.N. Kaufmann, Université du Québec
i Trois-Riviéres

A bi-lingual book-review journal for publications in academic philosophy and for
theotetical work in other fields of interest to philosophers.

Appr. 550 pp. per volume, reviewing appr. 275 books within 7-10 months
of publication.

Twelve issues per volume:

Institutions: Cdn$78.00 (Canadian); US§72.00 or Cdn$88.00 (Non-Canadian)
Individuals: Cdn$40.00 (Canadian); US$36.00 or Cdn$50.00 (Non-Canadian)
Students: Cdn$28.00 (Canadian); US$25.00 or Cdn$36.00 (Non-Canadian}

Academic Printing & Publishing

PO. Box 4834, Edmonton, Alberta, Canada TGE 5G7

dialectica vol. 41, 1987
Fasc. 1-2

Proceedings of the Colloquium Norms and Conventions, May 1-4, 1986
Actes du collogue Normes et Conventions, 1-4 mai 1986
Akten des Kolloquiums Normen und Konventionen, 1.-4. Mai 1986

I Contents Sommaire Inhalt
Avrum Stroll, Norms; Henri Lauener, Philosophie als normative Tdtigkeit {offener

normes, axiomes dans la connaissance des faits humains; Hilary Putnam, Truth and
Convention: On Davidson’s Refuiation of Conceptual Relativism; Neil Tennant, Con-
ventional Necessity and the Contingency of Convention; Wilhelm K. Essler, Sprache und
Konvention; Rudolf Haller, Regelbrauch und Ubereinkunft; Kuno Lorenz, Is and Qught
Revisited; Duen Marti-Huang, The “Is” and “Ought” Convention; Jules Vuillemin, La
justice par convention; signification philosophique de la doctrine de Rawls.

Subscriptions Abonnements Abonnemente Switzerland Other countries
Paymentin in other currencies

Subscription rate per annum (4 issues) SFr. (8. £etc.)

Abonnement annuel (4 fascicules} 65.-SFr. 80.-SFr. + 8.-SFr.

Jahresabonnement (4 Hefte)

Distribution/Auslieferung

Dialectica, Case postale 1081, 2501 Bienne (Suisse)

F.W. Faxon, Stechert Coordinator, 15 Southwest Park, Westwood/Mass. 02090 USA
B.H. Blackwell Ltd., Broad Street, Oxford, England

Transzendentalismus versus Naoturalismus); Gilles Gaston Granger, Conventions,

[T
U 5N
(TS

Publishers:

Croatian Philosophical Society & the
Union of Philosophical Societies of Yu-
goslovia (Hrvatsko filozofsko druitvo &
Saver filozofskih drustava lugoslavije)

Editoria] and Administrative Offices:

»Synthesis philosophica«
Filozofski fakultet, D. Saloja 3
41000 Zagreb, p.p. 171
Yugosiavia

Frequency:

The journal will appear twice yearly
with articles in English, German and
French

1S
PHILOSOPHICA

D. K. Book Agency
D. 28/123, Pandey Haweli ‘
Varanasi — 221-001 ol s

Subscription for India: 1

N




THE LONDON SCHOOL
OF ECONOMICS AND

. Lakatos Award
in Philosophy of Science

The closing date for nominations for the lakatos
Awvard is 15 April 1988. The value of the Award will ke
£10,000. The Award will be for an outstanding
cantribution to the philosophy of science in the form of
a book mublished in English during the last ten years

(that is, in 1978 or later). Candidates must be
nominated by at least three people of recognised
professional standing. Nominators should give their

grounds for the nomination and indicate the cardidate's
age, since a preference may be given to younger scholars.
Tt will be appreciated if three copies of the bock are
provided. Nominations should be marked 'lakatos Award'
and addressed to: The Secretary, The London School of
Fconomics and Political Science, Houghton Street, London
WC2A 2AE.

The hward is endowed by the lLatsis Foundation ard
administered, on behalf of The ILondon School of
Econcmics, by a Committes consisting of the Dixector of
the School, or his deputy, as chairman, and Professors
Hare Albert, Adolf Grinbaum, Alan Musgrave and John
Watkins, The Committee will make the Award on the
advice of an independent panel of selectors.

The recipient will be expected to visit the school, and
there deliver a public lecture of interest to a general
audience.



