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Dehatmavada or the body as soul

EXPLORATION OF A POSSIBILITY WITHIN
NYAYA THOUGHT

PANDIT BADRINATH SHUKLA

Accordingto Nyaya thought, soul is one of the nine substances, the other eight
being earth, water, fire, wind, akasa, space (desa), time and the mind (manas).
Soul itself is of two kinds, the jivdtman and the paramitman. The jivatman is
the embodied soul; it is plural, different in every different body.

Soul is distinct from the physical body, the senses, the mind (manas) and
the life principle (prana). It has no form, though it comes into contact with
all substances which have a form, and thus becomes an agent and has
experiences. Though it has contact with all substances which have a manifest
form, yet, due to the power of adrsta, born of earlier karma, it experiences joy
and suffering only in association with that particular body with which it be-
comes conjoined due to earlier karma. It then engages in new karma acquiring
sin or merit depending on actions characterized by dharma or adharma. New
experiences create in it new sariskdaras (impressions and propensities). In what-
ever way it acts, the mind joined to it by the force of its adrsta acts as its
subordinate.

Such is the embodied soul, the jivatman. 1t is characterized by nine gunas
(qualities/properties) which are specific to it: buddhi (cognition, conscious-
ness), desire, aversion, effort, dharma, adharma, volition, joy and suffering.
Tt is also characterized by five general gupas, namely, number, measure,
separateness, conjunction (samyoga) and disjunction (vibhdga), which inhere
in it. It is born and reborn in various yonis (living forms) according to its
karma. Only in a human body does it become aware of itself as a candidate
(adhikarin) for moksa. In this state it is called deft, prani or jiva.

The paramiatman is distinct from the jivatmans or embodied souls; for
paramdtman is one, it is the creater of the world and the author of the Vedas.
The jivas who worship paramdatman are in return bestowed with the gift of
endless divine bliss. The paramatman impels the jivas to enjoy the fruit of
their karma and in the attainment of moksa. It, too, has nine gunas which are
its inherent properties: eternal knowledge, desire and effort in addition to
number, measure, distinctness, conjunction and disjunction. Paramdiman is
called by names such as I$vara, Prabhu, Bhagavina, etc. Since paramatman

*The Text of a Special Lecture delivered by Acharya Pandit Badrinath Shukla in Sanskrit
at the meeting of pandits organized by the Indian Council of Philosophical Research at
Sarnath, Varanpasi, from 30 October, 1985 to 2 November, 1985. Translated by Dr Mukund
Lath, Department of History, University of Rajasthan, Jaipur,



2 PANDIT BADRINATH SHUKLA

creates, upholds and destroys the world, he is also given the three names,
Brahma, Visnu and Siva.

The body cannot have buddhi (cognition, consciousness) as an inherent
property, because, if this were true, the experience of childhood would not
be remembered in old age when the earlier body no longer exists. Moreover,
buddhi is obviously absent in a dead body. Therefore, clearly, it is not the body
that possesses buddhi. All other specific gunas of the soul (itman) such as
desire, effort, etc. are rooted in duddhi (consciousness, cognition). Therefore,
they, too, cannot be inherent properties of the body. Neither can it be said
that buddhi, desire, ¢ffort, etc. are inherent properties, not of the body but of
the sense-organs; because the memory of an earlier experience, which was
acquired through a sense-organ, persists even after the sense-organ itself is
destroyed. Moreover, if each of the sense-organs were separately endowed
with buddhi, desire, effort and other such gunas, every single body will have
a multiplicity of conscious agent (jdnis) pulling it in different directions and
soon destroying it completely. Further, the mind, according to Nyaya, is
atomic, but these gunas such as consciousness, desire, etc. are not; they are
thus experienced as continuous in nature. Such an experience would not be
possible, if it was the mind and not the atman or self which had these gunas
as inherent properties. Therefore, we are led to the conclusion that the dtman
or self is a substance different from the body, the senses, and the manas (mind)
and possesses gunas such as knowledge, desire, etc. as inherent properties.

Such is the notion of the self as propounded in the standard texts of
Nyaya and the Vaiesika. But it cannot withstand criticism. For it can be
demonstrated that within the Nyiya framework the concept of body along
with that of the mind (manas) can effectively replace the concept of a distinct
self, revealing it to be a redundant idea. This new Nyaya doctrine can be
called the doctrine of dehdtmavada.

According to dehdtmavida, the concepts of manas and body can success-
fully fulfil the various purposes for which a distinct self or dzman has been
posited. And this can be done without giving up the Nyaya framework. The
living human body can replace the self as the ground in which those gunasor
properties, which are capable of beingdirectly perceived, inhere. These gunas
are: buddhi (consciousness, cognition), desire, joy, suffering, revulsion and
volition. The other three gunas of the self, namely, dharma (merit) adharma
(demerit) and bhgvana, which are not capable of being directly perceived,
can be taken as inhering in the manas (mind). Now it is true that in the Nyaya
framework we cannot conceive of the above group of gunas—buddhi {con-
sciousness, cognition), desire, etc.—as specific or vifesa gunas of the body; for
such gupas can arise in the body, an earthly object, only through a process
such as paka (maturation, evolution), a process which can result only in
giving rise to newer gupas that are essentially similar in nature to the earlier
earthly (material) gupas. The limbs of a human body are ‘jada’, dead
material objects; they have no consciousness, and thus they cannot give rise
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to radically different gusas such as buddhi, the essence of which is con-
sciousness. But, though we cannot conceive of buddhi and like gunas as
specific gunas of the body, we can certainly conceive of them as general
or s@manya gupas inhering in the body. This is, indeed, our move.

The general gunas in the Nyiya system are such that for them to be con-
ceived of as properties inhering in the body it is not necessary that they be
emergent properties, through the process of paka, of the same matter of which
the body is constituted. Nor is it necessary that they be similar in character
to those essentially material gunas that belong to the various limbs of the
body. For this reason it is possible within Nyiya to conceive of gunas like
buddhi (consciousness, cognition) as belonging to the body and as inhering
in it. Just as form, according to Nyiya, inheres in a body as a general guna,
so can buddhi and the like. The Naiyayika cannot but allow this. The body,
after all, has other gunas too in his scheme such as samyoga (contact) and
viyoga (the state of being disjoined), which inhere in it as general gunas.
Similarly, why can we not conceive of buddhi and such other gunasas inhering
in the body as general gunas?

A question may be posed here: if buddhi, desire, effort and other such
gunas are conceived of as gunas residing in 2 body, then why not conceive of
them as specific gunas rather than general gunas? This, however, is patently
not possible, for this will not be consistent with the very definition of a speci-
fic guna. A specific guna is defined as a guna on the basis of which one dravya
(substance) is distinguished from another. The specificity of a specific guna has
both a positive and 2 negative aspect. A specific guna is, by definition, present
in substances which are characterized by it; but at the same time it is absent
from all other substances. The guna fabdatva (sound as a property), for
example, inheres in gkasa as its specific guna. It is absentfrom all other
dravyas, and is at the same time the specific guna which distinguishes dkdsa
from other dravyas.

What we are proposing is that gunas such as buddhi be conceived of as
general gunas inhering in a body as long as it lasts. They are analogous to
form (riipa) which, too, in Nyaya is conceived of as a body’s general guna.
There are other gupas too, namely, conjunction (saryoga) and disjunction
(viyoga), which in Nyiya are conceived of as inhering in the body as its
general gunas. Buddhi and the like can be similarly conceived of as inhering
in a body as its general gunas as long as the body endures as a living thing.

Regarding the three gunas—dharma, adharma and bhavana—dehdrmavada
holds that these inhere in the manas, and further that all three are specific
gunas of the manas since they distinguish manas from other substances.

OBIEcTION. If buddhi and like gunas are conceived of as gupas inhering
in a body on the analogy of ripa (form), then they, too, should be directly
perceptible like riipa.

ANSWER. There is no rule which stipulates that any single specific sense-
organ should be able to perceive all the gupas inherent in a body. We find
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that rigpa (form) is perceived by the eye, touch by the skin, smell by the
nose, and taste by the tongue. Let manas, we say, be the organ that perceives
buddhi. There can be no objection to this.

However, another objection can be raised here, namely, gunas belonging
to the body are so conceived in the Nyaya framework that they can be per-
ceived only by outer sense-organs and not by an inner organ like the manas.
This, indeed, is a rule. Therefore a guna like buddhi, which is to be grasped
or perceived only by the manas, cannot be a guna of the body. In reply to this
objection, we declare that once we have accepted buddhi and other such
gunas as ‘belonging to’ the body, we can certainly further stipulate that
manas, which is the organ for grasping or perceiving these gunas, can also be
taken to be an ‘outer’ sense-organ, since it is able to perceive gupas such as
buddhi which belong to the body. The fact that manas is called an inner organ
is merely indicative of its ‘residing within’ the body. Moreover, the Nyaya
rule is that an outer organ is nceded to perceive a guna that resides on the
outside of a body. Since gunas such as buddhi reside within the body and not
on its surface, for perceiving such gupas what is needed is, indeed, an internal
organ such as the manas.

Let me explain further. The Samkhya scheme divides sense-organs into
two categories: (f) jiianendriyas (organs of perception) and (i) karmendriyas
(organs of action). The manas (mind) acts as an aid to both these categories of
indriyas, and is thus called both a jiignendriya and a karmendriya. On this
analogy, taking buddhi and other such gunas as belonging to the body, manas
can be conceived of as an outer and an inner sense-organ: outer because it
perceives gunas residing on the outside of the substances, and inner because
it resides within the body and perceives ‘inner’ gupas such as buddhi.

OBJECTION. If buddhi and other like gunas are conceived of as inhering
in the body like riipa (form), then it should be possible for an observer to
perceive them just as he can perceive the ripa (form) of another’s body.

This, we answer, is absurd. We can never directly perceive buddhi and other
such gunas belonging to any body. The shape and form of a body can be
perceived by another, because they come into the field of the eye’s vision.
Buddhi and other such qualities reside within; hence they never come into
the field of an observet’s outer vision. Direct perception can result only when
an object comes into the range of a sense-organ.

Another objection to our hypothesis can be this: if we assume that it is
the body that possesses buddhi, then memory would become impossible; an
old man with his old body will never be able to remember what he experienced
when he was young, for he then possessed a different, young body.

This objection can be easily answered. Our theory of dehdtmavada holds
that the experiences of a body give rise to samskaras (impressions) in the
manas, and that manas continues to be the same in the young body as well as
the old. It is through the sariskdra residing in the manas that an old man can
remember what he experienced when he was young. In our theory of
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dehatmavada, experience is conceived of as givingrise to samskdre which, in
turn, gives rise to memory. Experience causes seriskdra in the manas through
the relation known as sv@sraya-vijatiya-samyoga-sambandha : that is the rela-
tion of contact between two distinct and dissimilar objects residing in the same
receptacle (asraya). Sarskdra then gives rise to memory in a similar manner.
But the relation of the manas with the sense-organs or with the limbs of the
body is not of the same nature as the relation between the mands and the body
as a whole, Therefore, neither samisk@ra nor memory aris¢ in the sense-
organs or in the limbs of a body.

After death, the manas associated with the present body enters a new
body which is born of the adrsta associated with the present body. This is
possible, because the association of the manas with the body is a vijatiya
association, It is for this reason that a newly born baby retains a ‘memory’
of its sariskdras (impressions) in an earlier body, and begins suckling its
mother’s breasts as soon as it is born. Its experience in the earlier body had
given rise to the samskdra that suckling the mother’s breast is beneficial ; and,
therefore, in its new birth, too, the ‘memory’ born of the past samskara
causes it to suckle its mother’s breasts,

OpiecTioN.  If the experience of a previous body can give rise to memory
in a new and different body, then it should also be possible for the experience
of one man to give rise to memory in another: what Caitra has experienced
should, in this view, be remembered by Maitra.

This objection is groundless, because in the case of Caitra and Maitra the
manas is not identical, whereas in the case of one body being reborn as another
the manas continues to be the same.

OBIECTION. The present body which you have also equated with the soul
engages in actions throughout its life. It cannot, however, attain the fruits of
all its actions within the span of a single life time. Therefore, when it dies,
some of its actions cannot but be conceived of as destroyed without giving
rise to any fruit. How can the dehdrmavddin fail to arrive at this unseemly
conclusion? Further, a new body-soul begins experiencing joys and suffering
from the moment of its birth. The dehdtmavadin cannot account for this. For
him these new experiences of joy and suffering must remain fruits of actions
never performed.

Our answer is that the manas remains common to both the new and the
old body. Actions performed in the older body which have not yet borne
fruit reside as sariskaras bom of dharma and adharma (merit and demerit)
in the manas. In the new body born of adrsta (created through dharma and
adharma) in the older body, the same manas continues, and thus actions which
were performed in the earlier body are enabled to bear fruit in the newer body.
Qur theory of dehdtmavada does not believe in the rule that the fruit of an
action is experienced by the same person who performed the action. A belief
in this rule is possible only for those who believe in a soul apart from and
distinct from the body. This is an old prejudice that we must give up, though,
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admittedly, it is difficult to give it up. The rule in which we dehatmavadins
believe is this: the fruit of an action performed by a body is experienced by
another body in which the same manas which resided in the earlier body
resides. Body and mind (manas) in our view are two distinct entities, con-
joined with each other through a contact of the vijatiya-samyoga kind in
which two objects can remain in touch without losing their distinct identity.

OsJEcTION. It is the body which performs permissible and impermissible
actions. If such actions have no interaction with the manas, how can they
give rise to merit or demerit in the manas? And if merit and demerit reside
in the manas which is quite distinct from the body, how can a new body
experience the fruits of earlier action, since the continuity of the new birth
with the old is through the manas and not through the body?

This objection, we say, is not tenable. We hold that the actions performed
by the body cause adrsta in the manas which resides in the body through the
relation known as vijatiya-sarityoga-sambandha. And then this adrsta which
resides in the manas becomes the cause of joy and suffering in another body
through the same relation.

A further objection may be raised here: the demand for cconomy of
thought would tend to favour positing an independent self or @tman, because
this would do away with the positing of an indirect causal relation leading
from experience to samiskdra to memory on the one hand, and from action
to adrsta on the other.

The answer to this objection is as follows: when we choose between two
alternative causal explanations, the principle of economy is not by itself suffi-
cient to lead us to the right choice. The totality of what is to be explained
should be the prime consideration. The question of economy of thought
usually arises in respect to the form of definitions where the nature of what
is being defined itself is not in question, i.e. all parties agree as to what it is
that is being defined, and the choice is to be made only between different
formulations of how it is to be characterized in words.? Such is not the case
in the present situation. The question we have before us concerns the very
basic issue as to whether experience, sariiskdra and memory can at all be
directly related through a causal connection with karma and the fruits of
adrsta. An appeal to economy of thought cannot be a relevant argument in,
deciding this issue. Moreover, even if we accept that experience, sarskara,
memory and adrsta reside in the same receptacle, i.c. afman, and thus they
can be causally related in a direct manner without necessitating two distinct
causal connections, then, too, we shall not really gain in economy; for then
we will have also to accept an infinity of all-pervasive, vibhu, substances,
namely , the jivatmans, and this will lead to another kind of non-economy
in thought. This we choose to avoid.

Further, the belief in grman as an extra entity creates other problems.
Sentences like ‘I go’, ‘I know’ necessitate a basic distinction in the analysis
of the two verbs, thus resulting in another loss of economy in thought, In
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explaining the first sentence ‘I go’, traditional Nyaya will have to take the
verb ‘go’ as referring to an action; while the verb ‘know’ in the second sen-
tence has to be taken as pertaining to the @fman in which knowledge resides.
Dehatmavada gets rid of this dichotomy. For, if we conceive of the atman as
indistinct from the body, both the above sentences can pertain to the same
entity. Take also another pair of sentences such as ‘Caitra goes’ and ‘Caitra
knows’; the belief in dtman as a separate and distinct entity creates a prob-
lem in understanding these two sentences. The first sentence ‘Caitra goes’
may be easily constried as follows: the word “Caitra’ can be understood as
referring to Caitra’s body which also may be seen as the dsraya (ground) of
the act of going. But a similar analysis cannot be made of the sentence ‘Caitra
knows’ if we accept the dfman theory; because the verb ‘know’ will then per-
tain to an entity, i.e. @tman, which is distinct from Caitra’s body. The two
verbs ‘go’ and ‘*know’ willthus have separate asrayas. Neither can we make the
move of taking the verb ‘know’ as pertaining not to any dsraya or entity that
knows but to alimited piece of knowledge itself. For, then, the sentence ‘God
knows all’ will be impossible to construe since God’s knowledge is unlimited.

However, the following may be postulated by the separate gtman theory:
the meaning of sentences like “Caitra goes’ and ‘Caitra knows’ are fo be taken
as pertaining separately to both the body and the drman of Caitra. But such
a move, too, will create a problem. A sentence such as ‘Caitra does not know’
will then not be able to contradict another statement such as ‘Caitra knows’,
for we will be able to construe the first one as pertaining to the body of Caitra
and the second one as pertaining to the dtman.

Another objection may be raised against dehdtmavada as follows:
dehatmavida argues that sarskdra becomes a cause of memory through the
fact that both memory and sarskdra reside in the same receptacle (@frayae) and
are related through a svasraya-vijativa-samyoga-sambandha. It is through this
causal connection that memory resides in a human body in the dehdtmavada
view. But this raises a problem, for a similar causal chain connects memory to
the sense-organs too. Hence the sense-organs will also have to be understood
as endowed with memory. And, since memory is a kind of knowledge, sense-
organs will become identical with arman.

The objection is not justified. We dehdtmavadins think that the process
through which experience gives rise to sarskdra has to be construed in this
way. Experience gives rise to sarskara through the svasraya-vijatiya-sariyoga
relation. And sarskara, then, gives rise to memory. But this relation does not
exist between memory and the sense-organs or the limbs of the body.
(Memory resides through manas in thebody as awhole, which is anentity distinct
from sense-organs and the limbs of the body, which are parts of the body.)?

OBJECTION. In dehdtmavida the notion of the relation between the manas
and the body is such that ordinary material objects such as a piece of cloth
or a jar can also become associated with the mind (manas), and, therefore,
they, too, can have dtman.*
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ANSWER, The manas, we believe, is refated to the body only through an
indirect causal connection, i.e. through a causal link established through
experience and memory. This is what makes the continuity of karma possible
for the same bodymind entity from one life-time to another. The manas has
no such causal link with objects like a jar or a piece of cloth. If we make
relation such as ‘occuring at the same time’ or ‘being the object of the same
knowledge’ as equal in status to the relation of saniyoga with the same
‘Géraya’ (which the manashas with the body) and further argue that the former
two relations can also give rise to memory through sariskara, then the whole
world will become the dsraya of knowledge and it will have to be believed
that everything has.an dtman. But such an argument is far-fetched and is no
more than a vicious attempt to destroy all cogent theorizing. Even in the
theory which believes in dfman as distinct from the body, not everything can
become the dsraya of atman. Through relations such as ‘occurring together at
the same time’, the dtman can become related to objects such as jars. But this
theory denies that knowledge can rise in the @tman through its connection
with a jar. It is only through the connection of drman with living bodies
(which become its déraya through a vijativa-saryoga) that the rise of know-
ledge is possible. Similarly, dehatmavada also believes that, though manas
can have sartyoga with every thing through relations such as ‘occurring at
the same time’, yet such relations do not give rise to memory or other con-
scious entities. It is only when manas which is the asraya of sariskdra has a
samyoga with a living body that such a vijdtiya-sariyoga can give rise to
memory, etc. These are matters which can be very easily understood, and to
cast unnecessary doubt upon them is misplaced.

But another, a more serious, objection can be brought against dehdtma-
vida by someone who argues as follows: the attempt at repudiating dtman
and replacing it by the body and the manas, in effect, elevates these two to
the status of the gfman; it does not negate the afman as such.

This argument, too, is not tenable. In our theory the body is non-eternal,
whereas the manas is eternal. If both together were to form the dfman, we
shall have to conceive the dfman as having two contradictory qualities of
being both eternal and non-eternal. This could give rise to ideas contrary to
experience, ideas such as ‘sometimes I am eternal, but sometimes I am not’.
The equation of the pair, body-and-manas with dtman, is-thus not tenable.

Gautama in his Nydyasiitra says: ‘Desire, revulsion effort, joy, suffering
and buddhi, these are what characterizes the dtman (dtmano lingam).” We
have accepted all these characteristics as belonging to the body alone and not
the manas. Manas in our postulation is the dsraya only of dharma, adharma
and bhavand. The function of the body and manas being so distinct, they can-
not be equated with the Gfman in any sense.

Here, however, is another objection : manas, in Nyéya, is atomic. It cannot,
therefore, pervade the whole body. How then is consciousness felt to pervade
the whole body? The only answer can be to accept an dfman which does
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pervade the whole body. But this the dehatmavadin refuses to do. Thus, his
theory cannot explain the common experience of our being able to feel the
body as a whole.

Our RePLY. The theory which conceives dtman as distinct from the body
also has no answer to the problem. Manas in traditional Nyaya remains in
contact with the dfman, but manas can be present only at one tiny part of the
body at a single moment. And yet, by the multiplication of these moments,
it gives rise in the buddhi to experiences that cover the whole body. The
dehdtmavidin’s solution to the problem can be simiiar.

OprJecTION. It is a common human intuition that the manas is an internal
organ, and also that manas is entirely instrumental in character. I'ts instru-
mentality is revealed by feelings such as ‘Now I am doing this with my mind’,
‘I am aware through my mind’, and the like. Afman, however, is not an
instrument but is considered to be an agent. Manas, being purely instru-
mental, cannot, therefore, replace it.

This objection is again easily answered. Dehatmavada believes that the
body is the @tman . As for manas, it is merely an instrument of this body-as-
Gtman. This we have already stated earlier.

A fresh objection might still arise. If what makes the body conscious is the
adysta which belongs to the manas, then it becomes difficult to see how a dead
body must be necessarily devoid of consciousness; because, according to
dehatmavada, the manas containing the adrsta which imparts consciousness
to the body continues to exist even after the death of the body with which it
was associated.

This objection, too, is not tenable, the reason is that we believe in the rule
(niyama) that the vijatiyva-sarmyoga-sambandha (the contact between two cate-
gorically different objectssuchasmanas and the body which makes it possible
for the manas to be associated with the body) is destroyed immediately and
necessarily at the death of the body.

Yet, the following questions may arise: if the body is the dtman, then
usages like ‘my body’ will have to be understood in a purely metaphorical
sense. Byt in that case, how do we explain the fact that usages such as ‘I am
the body’ are never to be found? How can the dehatmavadin explain this?

ANSWER. Linguistic usages depend on our knowledge of both words and
the objects they refer to. Since we never have a knowledge which can be
expressed as ‘I am the body’, such usages are not found.

But this only raises a further question: if the body is identical with the
dtman how then can one explain the fact that such a knowledge never arises?

This question has an easy solution. The meaning of the word ‘T’ can be
grasped only in connection with the characteristics (gunas) of which ‘T’ can be
an appropriate dsraya. Therefore, the knowledge of ‘I’ arises only in terms
of ‘I am fat’, ‘[ am thin’, ‘I am happy’, ‘I am willing’, etc. The knowledge
such as ‘[ am the body’ does not arise in normal experience ; but, then, neither
does the knowledge such as ‘I am the @fman’. The theory, which upholds
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arman as 2 separate, distinct entity, has, therefore, the problem of explaining
why a knowledge such as ‘I am d@rmgar’ is not a common human knowledge.
Atman in common experience is known not directly but through its properties
such as buddhi, joy, etc. resulting in usages such as ‘I know’, ‘T am happy’ and
the like.

Another objection to dekdtmavida can be made on the basis of Patafijali’s
Yogasiitras which speak of various bhiimis {aspects or stages) of the chitta
(psyche). These bhiimis such as ksipta, viksipta and others have no relation
at all with the body or any limb of the body, a fact which is a matter of
common experience. Dehdtmavdda cannot account for their existence. Only
the postulation of a distinct gtmaen can do so.

This objection is baseless. Dehdtmavada, too, can successfully compre-
hend and accommodate bhimis of the psyche.

No one has any doubt concerning his own existence. Such doubts as ‘Do
I exist or Do I not? just do not arise in anyone’s mind. The doubt that does
arise is whether the body is the dtman or not. For both dehdtmavada and the
doctrine of a separate arman, the doubt ‘Do I exist or not?” will not arise.
Since in the arman doctrine the body is decidedly not gfman and in
dehdtmaviada it is decidedly so, the question ‘Do [ exist or not? is meaning-
less and adventitious in both cases, and the belief in the existence of self
either as the dtman or the body remains unquestioned.

What we intend to point out is that the term ‘I’ refers to the person who
utters it. In the @tman theory, ‘I’ will refer to the @rman as an entity distinct
from the body, implying that the person who says ‘I’ is an d@tman distinct
from the body. In dehdtmavada the same T will refer to the body of the person
who utters the personal pronoun. In both cases, T” will have a meaningful,
unquestionable reference. The doubt ‘Do T exist or not?’ will in either case
be adventitious.

OBJECTION. A statement such as ‘He is reflecting on the question whether
he is the body or not” will sound very strange if we accept the doctrine of
dehdtmavida.

This, however, cannot be taken as a serious objection against dehdtma-
vida. In the doctrine of a separate dsman, the proposition ‘I am not the body’
is an unquestionable given. In defidtmavada, on the other hand, what is given
as unquestionable is the proposition ‘I am the body’. Thus, a question such
as ‘Am I the body or not?" is adventitious not only for the doctrine of
dehatmavada but also for the dfman doctrine.

Another objection to dehdrmavada can be as follows: the experience
that ‘I am’ seems sometimes to arise from the head and sometimes from the
nerves or the flesh of the body. This in dehdtmavada is bound to give rise to
absurd experiences such as ‘I am my head, or ‘Tam my flesh’ or I am my
nerve’.

Such an objection can only be called crude. Experiences that arise from
different limbs of the body such as the head or the flesh or the nerves actually
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belong to the body as a whole, which is distinct from its parts and is the real
reference of the term ‘T".

YET ANOTHER OBJECTION. The ‘I’ experience, as we can all feel, is quite
distinct from bodily experiences of pain or joy. Therefore, the ‘I’ experience
must be grounded in something, which is quite distinct from both the body
and the manas.

This objection is again not tenable. We do notbelieve inthe possibility of
any experience, which may be characterized as the experience of the pure T’;
neither do those who believe in the datman doctrine. For both, the meaning
of ‘I’ refers to the person who utters the word. According to us dehatma-
vadins, this person is no different from the body, which is the actual referent
of the term °I’. We do not understand why one should unnecessarily look for
another referent.

OBJECTION. In certain states of consciousness such as dreaming, the
existence of outer objects including on¢’s own body can become either doubt-
ful, hazy or even controverted. But such a veil of doubt or negation never
falls upon the existence of the dtman. If the body were the atman, then
such an experience should have been impossible in the case of the body too.

We have an answer to this objection. What happens in the above cases
is not different from what happens in cases of bhrama (illusion), when an
object is not perceived in its true character. In a dream the true character of
the body as dtman becomes veiled by doubt. But this does not mean that we
begin to perceive the body as a non-@fman, something which it is not, and
doubt its truth in the capacity of a non-@tman. Such a doubt is not possible.

We believe that the body itself is the drman; there is no dtman distinct
from the body. Yet. we also grant that the body as the ground of actions and
efforts is different from the body as the ground of consciousness and the like
gunas. In states of dream-like illusion, the perception that we have is not that
the body is actually a different entity, namely, the afman. The body is, in fact,
still taken as the body. What becomes doubtful is the existence of the body
as the body, not as something mistaken for the atman, distinct from it.

ANOTHER OBJECTION. The dehdtmavidin cannot but accept that the final
goal of life (parama purusartha) is the achievement of physical comfort and
material happiness. Yet, we se¢ that human beings are prépared to undergo
personal sufferings for the good of others. How can this be explained in
dehatmavida?

ANSWER. The doctrine which believes in a distinct dtman also has a simi-
lar problem, because in that doctrine, too, human action is conceived of as
being solely directed towards the attainment of one’s own happiness and in
getting rid of whatever causes unhappiness. In truth, only a few altruistic
persons give up their own happiness and devote themselves to performing
actions that would lead to the happiness of others. Suchpeople will continue
to exist whether we believe in dehatmavada or in the @tman doctrine. There
are men who, though they believe in the dtman doctrine, are yetready to act
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for the good of others giving up their own personal comforts and accepting
pain in the process. Similarly, the dehdtmavadin, too, if he is 2 man of sym-
pathy, culture and discernment will devote himself to furthering the happiness
of other body-souls, giving up his own happiness and accepting pain in the
process. The community of dehdtmavddins is, in fact, substantial, and among
them we do find people who gladly use their wealth for the good of others,
opening schools, hospitals and other such philanthropic institutions.

Some thinkersmight raise anew objection, In the doctrine of dehdsmavada,
adrsta and bhavana are said to belong to manas. Now, during the state of
susupti (dreamless sleep) manas enters the organ called puritat (an organ near
the heart) which is mentioned in the Upanisads. If this is true, then it will be
impossible to explain how the body still keeps breathing during susupti.
To account for this one must accept the existence of a distinct '@fman which
causes the body to keep breathing during that state, an dtman which is also
the @sraya of adrsta and bhavand.

The objection has no real strength. We believe that the contact between
manas and the surface of the body (#vak) causes consciousness (jfidna) which
is the basis of other conscious gunas such as desire, revulsion and the like.
During susupti consciousness becomes dormant; and, therefore, desire, revul-
sion and such other gunas also remain dormant. However, actions such as
breathing, which are responsible for maintaining life in the body, do not de-
pend upon consciousness, They depend on adrsfa which does not become dor-
mant. Even when the manas enters the physical organ called puritat, adrsta
actively keeps up such movements in the body which are responsible for
breathing as well as other such movements that are the basis of life.

ANSWER OBJECTION. The dehdtmavadin cannot really explain all of man’s
actions in terms of their fruits. The actions performed by a man towards the
end of his life do not give rise toresults during the life time; and, therefore,
such actions are bound to remain fruitless and thus meaningless if we accept
the doctrine of dehdtmavada. Why should aman, then, engage in such actions?

ANSWER. The dehdtmavadin believes that the fruit of a man’s actions need
not accrue to him alone but can accrue to others who survive him. In this man-
ner, actions performed by a man towards the end of his life can also have their
fruit. It is wrong to say that man acts only for his own good. He also acts for
the good of others as is, indeed, clear from the actions of men. It cannot be
said that those men, who perform actions aiming at the good of others, do so
with the purpose that, if their actions are not fruitful during their own lifetime
then the merit (punya) resulting from them will yield them fruit in subsequent
lives (janmantara). For it is seen that people, who believe thatthis life is all
that we have and that there is mo janmdntara, yet engage in good deeds
throughout their life, the results of which are enjoyed by others.

FresH OBIECTION. There is another argument that can establish the exist-
ence of atman as distinct from the body. The argument is as follows: ‘The
body being an assemblage of parts is meant for the sake of another like a bed
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which is a similar assemblage.” The existence of the body, according to this
argument, establishes the existence of atman for whose sake it is assembled.
This argument cannot be answered by a mere battery of words or by subtle
casuistry. Yet, we do have an answer. The objection is, in fact, neither clear
nor cogent, The notion ‘for the sake of another’ (pardrtha) is not a clear no-
tion. If ‘for the sake of another’ means ‘for the enjoyment of another distinct
from itself’, then it is difficult to see how the argument can prove the existence
of a separate dtman through the example of the bed. For, even if abed is meant
for another, it is difficult to see why this ‘another’ should be the @tman. We
can take this ‘another’ to be the body. The dtman doctrine, however, cannot
agree to this interpretation, since it does not believe that a body can be an en-
joyer. But, then, if ‘for the sake of another” is taken to mean “that which does
not itself enjoy but is meant for the enjoyment of another’, then, too, the argu-
ment will fail. It will not serve the purpose of the @#man doctrine, forit will fail
to apply to the body. Because (as we believe) the body as a whole is distinct
from a mere aggregate of its parts, it willnot be proper tocall it amere ‘assem-
blage’. If, in order to save the argument, we modify our argument and say ‘the
body is for the sake of another, for it is a created object’, then, too, the argu-
ment will remain unconvincing. Any created object, which is meant ‘for the
sake of another’, has to be a jada object, something made up of dead matter;
but the body, though admittedly a created object, is not a jada object, and is
thus not ‘for the sake of another’.

ANOTHER OBIECTION, Dekhdtmavada makes activities such as performing
Vedic sacrifices pointless.

ANsSwER. This is not really true. Firstly, because in our doctrinesacrifices
such as putresti, which aim at bearing fruit in this verylife, do retain apurpose.
‘Secondly, sacrifices which are said toresult in the attainment of svarga canalso
be meaningfully performed by a dekdrmavadin, because svarga is said to be an
object desirable for everyone: and so a dehdarmavadin, too, can desire it and so
perform sacrifices that aim at its attainment. However, it may yet be said that,
according to dehdtmavada, svarga cannot really be attained since it is not
attainable by a body. This is certainly true, butit does not constitute a major
objection. Firstly, because sacrifices may be performed for the enhancement
of one’s prestige, if not for svarga; secondly, results of sacrifices which aim at
a mundane fruit can be attainable by a body which may not always be the pre-
sent body, but will still be the home of the same transmigrating manas in an-
other life. Many sacrifices, moreover, are meant for the benefit of others;
dehatmavada quite approves of these, because, as we have said earlier, it is
human nature to engage in actions which result in the good of others.

A FURTHER OBJECTION, It isnot really possible to conceive of punarjanma
(transmigration) in the dehdtmavada scheme.

Our answer to this is that, even in the doctrine of a distinct atman, punar-
Jjanma is impossible to conceive of, for it presents the same problems of iden-
tity as it does in dehatmavada. If all we mean by punarjanma is that the same
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dtman comes into contact with a new body through a vijariya-sarityogarela-
tion, thus maintaining identity through different lives, thensuchan identity in
which the same person is said to be reborn is conceivable in dehd@tmavidatoo,
because we believe that the manas continues to exist after the death of the
body. Manas, in our view, is the @fraya of adrsia through which it acquires
contact with a new body and is thus reborn. The theory of punarjonma can, in
this sense, be upheld even within our framework. .

OBJECTION. The doctrine of bandha and moksa (of beingfettered to samsara
and of liberation in moksa) becomes meaningless in dehdtmavida.

OUR ANSWER : Bandha is just another name for engaging in actions which
causc adrsta. The adrsta, then, leads to results which can only be experienced
in a new life through a new body. Such a conception of bandha is quite tenable
in dehdtmavida too. And moksa after, all is nothing but the absence of bandha.
We believe that a body which has not realized its own body-soul nature
through yoga should be calied baddha (fettered to the world of transmigra-
tion); for such a body continues to perform actions which result in adrsta
leading to fruits that have to be enjoyed in a new life. But a man who has
realized his body-soul nature does not engage in .such actions, and is
thus ‘free’ or ‘liberated’.

FURTHER OBJECTION, Dehdtmavada, in fact, cannot avoid the view that
after death both baddha (bound) and free persons are really reduced to naught
without a trace; so there is no real difference between being baddha and being
free. Why should, then, any ‘body-soul® strive for the realization of truth,
giving up the pursuit of palpable sensory pleasures?

Such an objection, we must say, can be brought against the theory of a
distinct soul also. For, in that doctrine too, the liberated soul is no different
from being totally dead or extinguished (mrropama).

OBIECTION. There appears to be no real point in positing the new doc-
trine of dehatmavada. For all that this doctrine has to say is that an ever-
continuing {(#itya) manas keeps transmigrating from one body to another,
bearing adrsta and sariskdira acquired through experiences in an earlier body;
that the new bodies into which this manas transmigrates serve merely as
vehicles for remembering experiences of the older bodies and for experiencing
the results of actions done through them.

ANSWER. I am sure that this much will be generally granted that our
position is an improvement in terms of economy of thought on the traditional
Nyaya-Vaifesika doctrine, which posits an infinite numbers of all pervading
(vibhu) souls. The doctrine of distinct and separate afman has also much else
that is cumbersome resulting in an unnecessary gaurava (multiplication of
entities and relations) in thought. It, first, posits an endless array of all-
pervading souls, and then is forced to conceive of infinite relations over
infinite moments with infinite substances and forms inte which these souls
enter. Our doctrine avoids such cumbersomeness.

Moreover, the doctrine of a separate g#man cannoi avoid taking an amoral
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stance regarding human action. Since, in that view, men are determined tot-
ally by their previous karmas and their adrsta, they are powerless against
exploitation and tyranny. The atman doctrine does not permit men to do any-
thing about such things, for they are not free to do so. They are not free to
remove inequalities from any given social and economic set-up, nor can they
fight against a cruel government indifferent to the welfare of its subjects.
Dehatmavada is open to the idea that new action can be undertaken by a new
body-soul, No earlier karma is powerful enough to constrain a man to
acquiesce passively in the exploitation of one man by anotherunder the belief
that this is an inevitable result of earlier karma. The community of dehatma-
vidins is free to engage in actions aiming at changing the present conditions
and creating a more justsocial and economic order beneficial tothem all.
They are free to create a more beautiful world.

OBrecTION. This is mere wishful thinking, for dehdrmavada will actually
encourage people to seek their own selfish ends without caring for others.
Self-seeking is a common human failing; and if one is not made responsible
for one’s actions beyond death, then there will be no reason for a man to
desist from seeking his own selfish ends without caring for the suffering and
exploitation of others.

Such considerations, however, need not antagonize us towards dehdtma-
rada. The moving spirits behind selfless actions are great selfless men of the
past. The prestige that is attached to their great deeds aimed at the common
good, and the reverence shown to them in history books should be enough
to give rise to a similar impulse in others.

Another commendable thing about dehdrmavada is that it can influence
people to improve themselves in this very life, since improvement in an after-
life is not possible. Listening to the great tales of great men, a dehdtmavadin
will be moved to try and improve himself in this very life. In the dfman doc-
trine, the temptation of postponing a good action and leaving it for another
life is very strong. A man is more likely to pursue mean and selfish ends under
that scheme than under dehdtmavida. Dehdtmavada is, consequently, not
only more rational but also more moral.

TRANSLATOR’S NOTES

My translation is an attempt to present to the philosophically inclined English reader a non-
technical version of Badrinathji’s Sanskrit essay. Badrinathji was a philosopher of great
originality—as this essay, I think, also evinces—but being a Navya-Naiyiyika, he assumed a
knowledge of Navya-Nyiya technical vocabulary in- his readers. This was natiral enough,
since not only Navya-Nyaya but a great deal of intellectual writing in Sanskrit assumes
such a knowledge. Most disciplines in Sanskrit that touch upon philosophy—and few do
not—have been using Navya-Nyaya vocabulary and techniques for the sake of a clearer
articulation of concepts.

T have not tried to translate these technicalities. Attempting a closer technical transiation
of Badrinathji’s essay would have presented hurdles which we are not yet quite able to
cross, There is no satisfactory standard English version of Navya-Nyiya vocabulary and
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modes of expression. And even if we were to have one, it would need years of scholarly and
creative cultivation before it can become really entrenched. As it is, those who can read
Navya-Nyaya in some kind of translationese, can also understand Sanskrit. Such people will
discover that my English version is lacking in certain other ways, too. I have, for example,
not translated a quotation or two from Mavya-Nyiya texts which Badrinathji's original
includes. Badrinathji assumes a close and easy familiarity with the texts he quotes. To the
English reader, not familiar with the Navya-Nyiya parampard, the quotations, I think,
would have sounded merely scholastic, and redundant at that. Badrinathji, moreover, has
no footnotes. Thisisa modern habit, but sometimes useful. I have resorted to it at one
place (fn. 2) where I felf that what Badrinathji had to say was intended to be in a kind
of parenthesis.

On the whole, however, I have tried to remain as close to the original as possible,
following the steps of the argument as it moves.

NOTES AND REFERENCES

1. Bhavand in Nydya is another name for sarskdra, a property of the soul that makes it
possible for experience to leave its impression or traces upon the soul. The term
samiskdra, however, has a larger application; it applies not only to conscious jivas, but
aiso to ‘dead’ matter—vega (speed) thus is a sarskara of wind (vayw). It is through
bhavand that memory becomes possible. Bhdvand, in turn, cannot be directly perceived,
but only inferred from the fact of memory.

2. Let us take an example, The Mimarhsakas make the following analysis of the process
of inference. Inference, they say, is a result of two discrete cognitions: (1) Sadhiyav-
yapyo hetuh (the hetu—that through which one wishes to prove, the middle term, is
pervaded by the Sddhya—the ‘cause’ of the hefw, the major term); and (2) hetumdan
paksakh (the paksa—the locus—possesses the sesu). The Naiyayikas, who disagree with
the Mimérsakas concerning the proper analysis of the process of inference, yet agree
with them that these cognitions do arise. But they argue that it is unnecessary to
accept two separate cognitions in order to characterize correctly the process of how
inference is caused. A single cognition, they say, will do, namely, Sddhyavyapyahetu-
man paksah (the paksa possess the Aery which is pervaded by the f@dfya). The Mimarh-
saka has no quarrel with the Naiviyika concerning the fact that such a cognition does
occur; he differs as to its relevance to a proper analysis of how inference arises.

The Naiyayika analysis, we say, is to be preferred, because it has the virtue of
‘economy’ (ddghava). Naiyayikas further argue that their acceptance of a single
cognition as the cause of inference has another virtue. Recognizing Iwo separate cogni-
tions as necessary for the rise of inference can result in a problem. Inferences arise in
human beings. If we grant the necessity of two separate cognitions for it to arise, then
our analysis will not be able to negate cases where two different persons might each
have one of these cognitions. In order to avoid this difficulty, the Mimarmsaka might
make the move of inserting a further stipylation in his analysis, namely, ‘The two
cognitions necessary for inference to rise must be possessed by the same person.’
This will only result in further cumbrousness in his analysis. For it will then become
necessary to make a separate causal analysis for each different case of the occurrence
of the sameinference.

A similar problem occurs in the analysis of fabdabedha (understanding language).
All Naiyayikas agree that for s@bdabodha to occur a knowledge of yogyara is a ne-
cessary condition, ¥Yogyarg is a kind of existential constraint and must be observed in
using language: thus a usage such as ‘wets with fire’ lacks yogyatd, for ‘wetting’ and
‘with fire* do not, in fact, go together, and this facf renders the sentence meaningless.
Any philosopher defining §abdabodha must be careful to include the knowledge of
Yogyatd as onc of the necessary factors within the body of the definition itself. Other-
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wise the same kind of difficulty that we spoke of carlier in connecticn with defining
how inference arises will pose a hurdle: the knowledge of yogyata in one man, will not
be able in our definition to prevent the rise of fdbdabodha in another. The definition
will become cumbersome.

. The parenthesis is to make the point clear. It is not part of the original.
. This objection perhaps needs a clarification, In the dehdtmavida view, the body is a

material substance and gunas such as buddhi, desire, effort and the like, inhere in it as
general gunas. Badrinathji likens these general gunas to gunas such as form (ripa).
The manas becomes associated with buddhi, desire, effort and such general gunas
indirectly, through its association with the body. The general gunas of the body are
destroyed with the body. The manas which is a category apart, is not destroyed and
becomes attached to another body. The problem with this view which Badrinathji
anticipates in this objection can be stated in terms of two related questions. One, since
the general gunas are so conceived that any material substance can have them, how is
it that only a human body has them? And two, since the manas becomes associated
with the general gunas only through its association with a material substance, why is
it that such an association takes place only in the human body and not in other
material substances such as a jar or a piece of cloth.
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The problem of truth occupies a central position in western philosophy. In-
validity in logic is taken as a property of an argument with true premises and
a false conclusion. Again, though philosophers do not agree in respect of the
total set of necessary and sufficient conditions for knowledge, it is accepted
by all that knowledge involves truth as an essential feature. But what is truth?
The familiar theories include the correspondence theory, the coherence theory
and the pragmatic theory. We were taught in our college days that the first
theory offered the best explanation about the nature of truth but not about
the test of truth, while the second theory offered the best explanation regard-
ing the test of truth but failed as a theory of the nature of truth. Some philo-
sophers hold that it is only the correspondence theory which can be accepted
as a theory of truth, while the other two theories may have some value as
theories of knowledge. Thus, in Human knowledge: Its Scope and Limits
(1948), Bertrand Russell writes:

The coherence theory and the instrumentalist theory are habitually set
forth by their advocates as theories of fruth. As such they are open to
certain objections I have urged elsewhere. I am considering them now,
not as theories of fruth, but as theories of knowledge. In this form there
is more to be said for them. (p. 173)

In a more recent book entitled Knowledge (1974), Keith Lehrer, who accepts
the classical definition of knowledge as justified true belief after adding a
fourth condition for circumventing the Gettier-like problems, has devoted a
complete chapter entitled ‘Truth and Knowledge’. He sketches therein the
transition from Ramsey to Tarski, and develops a version of the semantic
theory of truth which he calls the elimination theory of truth. According to
him, the correspondence theory or the coherence theory is not reallya theory
of truth but is only a theory of justification. He thus writes:

The thesis that underlies this particular theory (the correspondence theory)
of truth is not a theory of truth at all but one of verification. . . The thesis
is not one about truth, but about how we find out or come to know the

*This paper is a revised version of my offering at Dharwar Seminar on “Truth’ in
1985. I am indebted to L.C. Mullatti and to my colleagues, P.K. Mukhopadhyaya, Amita
Chatterjee and . Banerjee for helpful suggestions. T am also grateful toD.P, Chattopadhyaya
for inviting me to contribute the paper to JICPR,
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truth. It is a theory about how we justify belief and claims to knowledge.
When the correspondence theory of truth is understoodas a genuine theory
of truth, it reduces to the elimination theory, and when it does not reduce
to such a theory, then it is not a genuine theory of truth at all, but a dis-
guised theory of epistemic justification. (pp. 44-5)

Lehrer further comments:

Again, the coherence theory has often been a disguised form of a theory
of how we determine that a sentence is true or justify the claim to know
that it is true. The epistemological theory [which we shall investigate in a
later chapter] maintains that claims to know that a sentence is true are
justified, not by appeal to observation, but by appeal to other sentences
with which the sentence in question coheres. As such, the coherence theory
is not a theory of truth at all but a theory of justification. (p. 47)

If Russell and Lehrer are right in thinking that many philosophers have
offered theories, which are really about knowledge or about justification, as
theories about truth, then we shall have to presume that such a confusion
became possible because there is an intimate connection between knowledge,
truth and justification. Tt speaks highly of the philosophers of the Western
tradition that they are trying to disentangle the concepts involved and thereby
are trying to clarify them. If we turn to our tradition, wefind that several simi-
lar concepts, which, though distinguishable and have indeed been distin-
guished from one anotherby some philosophers, have all been presupposedin
the concept of pramanya/pramdtva. This will be borne out by the fact that we
often use the Sanskrit terms ‘pramdnpa’ (when the compound is taken as
derived from ‘pra’, “m@ and ‘bhave anat’) and its synonym ‘pramd’ asequivalent
to ‘knowledge’ as is evident from the fact that the words are contrasted with
shhrama’, while we also use the terms ‘pramdrva’ and ‘pramanyd’ as equivalent
to ‘truth’. Butif knowledge is different from truth and justification, thoughit
may involve both, the abstract noun ‘pramatva’ formed from ‘prama’ and, for
that reason, also the abstract noun ‘pramanya’ formed from ‘pramdna’ under-
stood in the sense noted here need not necessarily be understood in the sense
of truth only to the exclusion of justification. Therefore, it may be the case
that views on pramdatva and pramdnya may partly be interpreted as constitut-
ing what may be called a theory of justification and again as constituting
a definition of truth. My aim in this paper is to present a Nydya theory of
justification as well as a Nyaya definition of truth by interpreting some of the
views of some eminent Nyiya philosophers regarding the concerned con-
cepts.

I
1. N. Mohanty begins the introductory chapter ‘Introduction’ of his book
entitled Gargesa’s Theory of Truth with the following words:
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The purpose of this introductory study is to clarify the concept of truth in
Indian Philosophy, especially in the Mimansa and the Nyaya systems,
and also to attempt a critical appraisal of the pramanya theories. (p. 1)

He later distinguishes between two senses of pramanya and writes:

“The wotd ‘pramdanya’ may mean either the property of being instrumental
in bringing about true knowledge (pramakaranatva), or simply the truth
of a knowledge (pramatva)’. (p. 2)

Mohanty is perhaps using the word ‘knowledge’ here as occurring in his
compound word ‘true knowledge’ in a wider sense. But, using the term
‘belief’ for his ‘knowledge’, we can understand his statement also as asserting
that a belief is a case of pramd, if (@) the belief is true and (b) is such that it
is due to the operation of an accredited source or instrument of knowledge.
Some philosophers may, however, hold that all cases of true belief including
lucky guesses are also cases of belief that are due to some accredited source
of knowledge or other; and they may further argue that, as about such cases
of belief both the conditions are held to be true, such beliefs should be re-
garded as cases of pramd.! But the important question that we should ask here
is: if a belief is true, is it really due to one of the sources of knowledge? Again,
is it also the case that, if some such source is at work in respect of origin of
a belief, the belief will necessarily be true? If the answer is in the affirmative
to both the questions, then, on philosophical considerations, there is nothing
to be decided in the matter of whether a given true belief is also due to an
accredited source, or in the matter of whether a belief which is actually due
to an accredited source is also true. For, given that the affirmative answers
to the questions are acceptable, it will become a matter not of a philosophical
deliberation but only of empirical enquiry for finding out how many different
possible types of sources we should admit in respect of origin of true beliefs
under different circumstances, and also for finding out which one of such
types can be meaningfully said to be involved in the generation of beliefin a
given case. Thus, the theory of sources of knowledge may be interpreted by
some in such a manner that, if a source is admitted as operating in a given
case, then the belief generated by it cannot but be true. In a sense then, the
theory can never be falsified by showing that a source of knowledgeis opera-
tive and the belief generated is not true, or again by showing that a belief is
true but it is not due to the operation of any one of the sources admitted in the
theory.? But if the so-called source of knowledge is understood, as it should
be, simply as a causal condition necessary for the origin of the belief, then
there will be no guarantee that the equivalence proposition presupposed in
this theory will be true. What follows will substantiate this claim.

Presupposing that belief involves certainty and also that knowledge must
involve truth, we may regard the role played by a source of knowledge as
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representing the presence of a third factor different from certainty and truth.
If we are permitted to treat the expressions ‘source of knowledge’, ‘pramana’
and ‘evidence’ as more or less the same, then we can easily show the presence
of such a third factor by reference to a few cases. We shall argue below for the
position that, though the factors are intimately connected with one another,
it need not always be the case that evidence and truth should of necessity go
together, thereby showing the equivalence proposition to be untenable.

In an inference with a true conclusion about which the person claiming
inferential knowledge is certain, some proof is involved that justifies the transi-
tion from the premises to the conclusion. Similarly, in the case of knowledge
by testimony the third factor is the statement by a person believed tobe reli-
able, and that is why the statement is called a testimony and is regarded as
the evidence for the belief in what is stated. This third factor is normally
taken to be associated with the other two factors, viz. certainty and truth. But
we come across cases where there are certainty and truth but not the third
factor of the kind noted above, for example, in the case of a dream that has
come to be true or in the case of conviction on the part of a gambler that all
of his three unseen cards are only three aces when they are actually so. I may
have evidence and truth but not certainty, for example, in the context of a
sound argument with a true conclusion which has been blocked by a counter-
argument or a saipratipaksa that I have not yet been able to refute. Let us
grant that sound is non-eternal, and I have come to believe in the proposition
on the basis of the argument:

Sound is non-eternal, because sound is perceptible with the help of an
external sense-organ and also is such that something or other inheres in it.

But though my argument is not subject to any defect, I shall fail to stick
to my conviction if somebody offers the following counter-argument:

Sound is eternal, because sound is audible

The opponent can illastrate the general rule (of vyapti) presupposed in the
counter-argument by reference to the universal of soundhood. But I cannot
come up with an example that will disconfirm the general rule to the satisfac-
tion of my opponent, since what I can offer as a counter-example is nothing
other than sound which is taken to be eternal by him. Thus, truth and evi-
dence go with Iack of certainty in this example, while certainty and truth go
with lack of evidence in the preceding example of the gambler’s conviction.
And if the three conditions are not thus related in a necessary manner, there
may certainly be cases of certainty and evidence but not truth, for example,
when I come to believe something on the basis of a statement of a person who
himself is mistaken about what is stated by him. Furthermore, it is conceiv-
able that I may have certainty, truth and evidence, but not knowledge. For
illustrating such a combination I shall refer to an argument believed by
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Pragastipada as involving the defect of unestablished reason of the variety he
calls tadbhavasiddha (Prasastapadabhdsya with Nydyakandali, pp. 571-78).

Somebody mistaking steam for smoke argues:

The hill has fire,
because it has smoke.

When fully expanded the argument runs:

{1) The hiil has fire,

{2) because it has smoke.

(3) Everything that has smoke has also fire, e.g. a kitchen.
(4) Like the kitchen, the hill has smoke.

(5) Therefore, the hill has fire.

Regarding the third argument-constituent, the arguer has both certainty and
also truth, inasmuch as the truth of the general proposition and its illustration
is a tested fact. The man has certainty of belief in respect of smoke’s being in
the hill, though it is unfortunate that he has mistaken steam for smoke. The
steam that has been mistaken for smoke is perhaps coming out of a very hot
spring, and let us suppose that there was really no smoke in the hill at that
time. If this is the case, what he believes is not true, and absence of smoke
could have been noticed by him as it gets noticed by others. Therefore, if we
go by Udayana’s scheme®, we can very well regard this as a case of svariipd-
siddha (or that variety of unestablished reason where the reason is absent in
the inferential subject). But let us imagine, as Ganges$a envisages at several
places of his work,® that there is actually smoke in the hill. Thus, though it is
a fact that the man has mistaken steam for smoke, he could have avoided the
mistake ; and, if he were lucky enough to come across real smoke that is there
in the hill, he could have the same belief in respect of the real smoke. And,
in such acase, the conclusion is not only true but is also based on true prem-
ises. But let us suppose that this is not.a case of knowledge. It would then
imply that, though evidence gencrates certainty, it only seems to assure truth
and does not always ensure it. That is, there is no guarantee that it will always
succeed in doing so. Tt follows then that the three conditions are independent
of one another.

We have tried to argue for the untenability of the contention that pra-
mdna or evidence is truth-ensuring, as it cannot be said to be based on facts
and sound reasoning. The examples that we have cited should certainly be
regarded as disturbing cases seriously challenging the truth of the hypothesis
under consideration. Even Gangesa, one of the most gifted of the pramana
theorists of our country, oscillated between accepting and not accepting
some of these disturbing cases as cases of knowledge. If these are really ac-
cepted as cases of knowledge, the motivation and the strategy would be simply
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to stick to the position that evidence is truth-ensuring, and to defend, in
respect of these cases, that truth of the concerned belief is not a matter of ac-
cident, but is the outcome of the evidence involved. But strategy isnot always
considered as justification, and it is better to treat evidence and truth as
independent of one another. But, though they are independent and evidence
is not always truth-ensuring, it should nevertheless be admitted that evidence
and truth have been found to go together in many cases.® Therefore, if there is

evidence in a given case, for example, when I believe that something is the case

on the basis of an argument or testimony, I am inclined to believe that, that
actually is the case. And if I can ascertain that what is believed is actually
true by employing some test, then I shall understand that believing in that
state of affair was not all an isolated matter but was, in fact, the result of that
evidence. If we are permitted to use ‘evidence’, understood in this sense of
truth-conducive but not truth-ensuringcondition, as equivalent to ‘pramand’,
the pramdnpa theory can be retained if understood in a weaker sense as
asserting:

(1) Given that some pramdana or evidence is operative in giving rise toa
belief about an object; and

(2) Also given that the person acts on the basis of his belief and succeeds
in his activity ; then

(3) Theevidence should be construed as giving rise to a true belief (which
should, therefore, be regarded as a case of knowledge).

The above principle is, in fact, a free rendering of the beginning sentence of
Vatsyayana’s commentary on the Nydyasiitras. The sentence runs as follows:

(1) Pramapato arthapratipatiau
(2) Pravrtsisamarthyad
(3) Arthavat pramanam

I am aware that Vitsydyana’s statement can be given a different interpreia-
tion, and also that some commentators have actually interpreted it differently.
But, to those who know Sanskrit and have an open mind in the matter, my
rendering, I hope, will not appear unfaithful. If it is, thus, justified to offer the
weaker version of the pramana theory sketched above, then it can no more
be maintained that a given belief is true, because it is due to the operation of
an instrument of knowledge. How, then, can we determine that a given belief
is true?

i
In respect of things that we like to acquire or avoid our belief can be said to
be true if the activity prompted by that belief is successful, and not true if the
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activity does not lead to the desired result. But this cannot evidently be the
rule in respect of our belief about everything, for all beliefs are not associated
with activities for acquiring or avoiding things. For such beliefs we can gene-
rally stipulate a negative condition to the effect that no belief can be regarded
to be true if it is inconsistent with what has already been established as true.

Gautama admits three varieties of discourse (katha), the first of which is
vada or dispassionate discussion. It involves consideration of two positions,
each one of which figures as the proposition to be proved in a full-fledged five-
membered argument called #ydya. This consideration is a form of delibera-
tion in which one of the positions is accepted after offering a solid defence in
respect of cach of the constituents of the argument presented in support of
it, and also after refuting convincingly the opposite position by exposing the
weakness of one or more of the constituents of the counter-argument, Gau-
tama stipulates (Nydyasitra 1.2.1) that, in the matter of such a defence and
refutation, it is not only necessary that appropriate sources of knowledge and
the process of hypothetical reasoning (farka) be at work ; butitisalso essential
that the position accepted must not be inconsistent with tenets already admitted.®
About the nature of a tenet, Gautama holds that it is the firm acceptance of
a position proved on the basis of already established positions, and is some-
thing that fits well in a system of mutually consistent beliefs.” 1t is well known
that, according to him, no disputant should deviate from a tenet; and if he
does, he will be guilty of the charge of apasiddhanta.® Gautama farther main-
tains that the conclusion of an argument should be such that it is not contra-
dicted by perception, testimony or by any sound argument, If the condition
is violated, the argument will be regarded as involving the defect of kalatita®
or mistimed reason, the defect which later came to be known as contradicted
(badhita) reason. All these points unmistakably suggest that, according to
Gautama, inconsistency invalidates the claim of a belief for truth at least in
the context of a debate, though he does not maintain that positive coherence
is an adequate test for truth. May this be said to be true of beliefs in percep-
tual contexts?

Perception is a primary mode of belief, and inconsistency cannot be taken
as an invalidating condition. But this does not imply that perception is seli-
certifying, for perception can be erroneous. If a beliefabout an object prompts
an activity for acquiring the object, the belief, even though it is perceptual,
will be false if the activity it prompts is unsuccessful. Though this has the
appearance of a pragmatic test, the underlying presupposition is actually co-
herence or the lack of coherence between the belief that started the activity
and the beliefs the agent came to acquire after the activity was over, The ques-
tion may, however, be asked whether this is the picture of all kinds of per-
ceptual beliefs.

The Naiyayikas admit certain qualities of the soul as directly accessible.
And they further hold that it is not necessary on our part to cite any further
evidence than our awareness of these qualities for taking this awareness as
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trustworthy in respect of the existence of these qualities. In commentarial
literature on Vitsydyana’s Bhdsya and also in independent works, the later
Naiyayikas usually put forward the thesis that we become immediately aware
of such qualities on the basis of a sort of direct cognition in respect of the
origin of which no external sense-organ can be said to be operative. In his
introductory comments before introducing Gautama’s aphorisms on manas
(Nyayasiitra 1.2.16) and also in his comments on the aphorism on perception
(Nyayasiitra 1.1.4) as well as on the aphorism Niyamasca niranumdnah™®
(Nyayasitra 3.1.18), Vatsydyana has put forward the thesis that we do have
direct awareness of ‘pleasure and other qualities (sukAddiy ,1* and that manas
acts in the role of a sense-organ in respect of such an awareness.

The theory about the role of manas that Gautama and Vatsyiyana have
advanced is roughly this: manas which isconceived as apartlesseternal mobile
substance with atomic magnitude is something which, when in contact with
a given sense-organ, accounts for the fact that we can have awareness with the
help of that sense-organ at a given time, though the normal conditions for
perception by other sense-organs except their contact with manas do obtain
then. So conceived manas acts in the role of attention. But the self-same manas
has been conceived, perhaps on grounds of parsimony, to perform some other
functions as well. It is an undeniable fact that we have an experience of unity
of consciousness which Vitsyayana calls pratisandhana,1® and which we nor-
mally express in a form like: ‘I who touched the thing before am now seeing
it.”1® In respect of such an experience which is direct and immediate in nature
we should admit the role of a sense. But since, in respect of the experience
cited, the tactile sense-organ cannot be said to be operative now, and since
the visual sense-organ cannot be said to account for the recognitive element
involved here, the sense-organ involved in the experience of the unity of con-
sciousness must not be any of the external sense-organs. For reasons of parsi-
mony, manas, which is primarily the principle of attention, is conceived asa
sens¢-organ capable of giving us awareness of all sorts of objects in such con-
texts.'* Manasis further assigned the role of acting as a sense-organ in respect
of awareness of cognitive states and also in respect of direct awareness of non-
cognitive internal states, which can be conceived as not involving experience
of the unity of consciousness of the kind noted above.

In respect of our experience of (£) the unity of consciousness, (if) the fact
of awareness of an object, (iif) the fact of absence of awareness of an object,
and (fv) qualities of pleasure, pain, desire, aversion and volition, our belief
is apparently self-certifying; and no further test is necessary for validating
what we believe to be true in such contexts. Such self-certifying beliefs are
restricted to the realm of things that are accessible to the subject and not to
others, But in respect of our beliefs about external objects, which we form on
the basis of the report of the senses or on the basis of inference or testimony,
we depend on the lack of inconsistency and on some form of corroboration
and perhaps also on sore form of positive coherence. This implies that these
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objects are publicly observable objects. Hence, if I fail to resolve any doubt
regarding my belief about such an object all by myself, I shall try to ascertain
what others think in the matter. Doubts can be permitted, only if they are
considered resolvable with the help of the tools that are available to me or to
others; and the justification need not necessarily be autobiographical. It is
often a matter of social certification,and purely sceptical doubts that cannot
be resolved even by the fellow-members of the society are nottobe taken se-
tiously. This view has been clearly presupposed in Gautama’s theory regard-
ing determination of truth (tatfvanirnaya) in vada type of discussion, and, I
would add, also inrespect of other types of knowledge of public objects. What
+variety of a theory of justification can we then attribute to the Nyaya philo-
sophers?

The relation of justification in epistemological contexts is such that what
is being justified is necessarily a belief held to be true, and the other term of
the relation of justification which is called justifier must also be something
cognitive in nature. Justification is thus conceived to be a thoroughly cogni-
tive relationship, both the terms of which must be cognitive states. Given this
conception of epistemic justification, like the justified the justifiers alsoare be-
liefs or cognitive states of a similar nature. The canons of evidential support,*®
formulated in Nyaya in respect of the different types of paroksa or mediate
knowledge, are such that the supported and the supporting are all cases of
belief. Therefore, though in the official pramana theory of Nyaya the pra-
mana relationship has been conceived as a sort of causal relationship, we can
trace a kind of correspondence in the realm of mediate knowledge between
pramdana relationship and the relation of justification, In the face of doubt
regarding the truth of the proposition claimed to be known, the courses that
we may follow for removing the doubt may be more than one. Thus, if the
belief prompts an activity on the part of the subject, its success will lend
support to the claim for knowledge. Again, lack of inconsistency between the
proposition claimed to be known and other propositions already enjoying
the status of tenets of the system of knowledge lends a negative support to
my belief in the sense that I am not required to withhold my belief which I
would have done in the case of any inconsistency. Furthermore, if I have
knowledge regarding the system of canons of ¢vidential support, and if I can
be sure that the evidential support in respect of the proposition claimed to
be known is really in conformity with such an established canon, my belief
in the truth of the proposition will be sustained. But all these points will per-
haps be accepted by both the coherentist and the foundationalist. They are
thus label-neutral, and we shall have to shift our attention to perceptual knowl-
edge for the purpose of tagging a label to Nyéya.

In most of the cases what figures as the second term of the relation of justi-
fication may itself act as the justifier in another case. There may thus be a de-
mand for a class of justifiers, which act only as justifiers and not as the second
term of the relation of justification. Such justifiers are often called self-justi-
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fiers, and they are regarded as foundational in character. They are so regarded
because of the fact that, unlike the non-self-justificr which may be false in
spite of being justified by others since justification is not conceived as truth-
ensuring in such a realm, the self-justification involved in respect of initial
justifiers leaves no gap between justification and truth; hence, this justi-
fication is not only truth-conducive but also truth-ensuring. Even scepticism
is so fashioned that sceptical doubis are not considered possible in respct of
them. Nydya is not certainly foundationalism of such a variety, for, though
certain beliefs regarding internal states as have been recorded earlier are taken
to be self-certifying,1® they are not assigned the status of justifiers in respect
of our perceptual beliefs about external objects. The pramdpa relationship
in the realm of perceptual beliefs is conceived in such a manner in Nyaya that,
though the second term of this relationship is a belief, its first term is an item
of the outer world and the relationship is causal in nature. Perception is for
that reason the point of entry into reality, and perceptual beliefs are thus basic
in relation to discursive knowledge. But, though they are basic in the sense
that they act as justifiers without being involved as the second term in any
specific relationship of epistemic justification, there is a possibility of error
and, therefore, also of doubt. Hence there is definitely the need of certification
by the processes enlisted earlier. Such processes of certification in respect of
basic beliefs are clearly anti-foundationalist in character. And, if these are con-
sidered consistent with the tenets of coherentism, Nydya theory may be re-
garded as a form of coherentism.

v
I shall now turn to the question of definition of truth in Nyaya. As I have
mentioned earlier in Section IT (Note 2), definitions of truth were offered in
Nyaya without involving reference to the set of necessary and sufficient causal
conditions in respect of a true belief. The components feftva and yathirtha
(in compounds tattvajidna and yathdrthajfidnag), which roughly correspond
to the concept of correspondence, have often been interpreted as clues to a
definition of truth. But Gangesa does not accept that truth can be defined
with the help of the concept of fattva or yathdrtha. I quote below a passage
from the Pratyaksakhanda of Gangesa’s Tativacintdmani (Tirupati edn., pp.
419-20) wherein he examines and rejects a few definitions of pramatva:

(1) Napi yatharthanubhavatvam. Jhdne ghatatvading ‘yatha’sabdartha-
sadrsyabhavat.

(2) Na ca gunajanyanubhavatvam dosabhava-janydnubhavatvam va.
Tayorananugatatvat pramanirapyatyat ca.

(3) Napi samviadyanubhavatvam. Jiananiarena tathollichyamdnatvasya
samvaditvasya bhramasadhdaranatvat.

(4) Napi abadhitanubhavatvam. Badhasye viparicapramatvat.
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(5) Napi samarthapravrttijanakanubhavatvam. Upeksdpramdyamavyap-
teh. Tadyogyatdyah pramaniriipyatvat.

(6) Napi tattvanubhavatvam. Avastuno abhanat.
Bhane va bhramasadharanyat.

We are offering below a very brief but free rendering of the definitions as well
as of Gangeéa’s critical comments about the definitions.1?

Definition 1
One may define a true belief as:

A belief is true, if and only if the belief is like the object.

The definition presupposes that there can be similarity between a belief
and its object. It is evident from the use of the word ‘like’. The relevant Sans-
krit word is < yath@ , and its meaning is to be guessed from what is stated by the
word in ‘vatha (as) arthah (the object), tatha (so is) anubhavah (the beliet)’.

It is, however, difficult to trace similarity in respect of any objective pro-
perty between a belief and its content, both of which belong mostly to different
realms of reality. And even if there is any such property, similarity in respect
of such a property which is bound to be very gencral in nature can be said to
obtain even between a false belief and its content. Hence the definition is not
acceptable.

Definition 2
The second definition states:

(a) A belief is true, if and oaly if it owes its origin to a set of causal ante-
cedents which include conditions having guna or good quality ; or

(B) A belief is true, if and only if it owes its origin to a set of causal
antecedents that does not include any defective condition.

The first of this set of two definitions utilizes the concept of guna or quality
and the second one that of defect or dosa. But none of the concepts of guna
and doga can be said to have any uniform meaning traceable to a generic
shareable property, and thus cannot be understood without reference to the
concepts of true belief and false belief; hence the definitions will involve the
defect of circularity. Causal conditions that are described as defects or as
something of the opposite character fall under diverse ontological types, and,
therefore, they cannot be defined by reference to common objective propei-
ties. Hence no general non-circular definition of truth can be offered by uti-
lizing such concepts.

Definition 3
The third definition is as follows:
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A belief is true, if and only if it concurs with other beliefs,

The word ‘concurs’ (which I take to be the equivalent of the Sanskrit word
ssamvadi’ may be taken to represent a relation between two cognitions, which
have completely identical contents or have only some contents in common.
On the former hypothesis, the definition becomes absolutely pointless. On
the latter hypothesis, there can be partial concurrence even between a false
belief and other beliefs, and this will provide a clear counter-example. Thus,
the false belief that the mango is hard and white has partial concurrence with
the true belief that the mango is hard and green, though the first belief is
erroneous in respect of colour.

Definition 4
The fourth definition is:

A belief is true, if and only if it is wncontradicted by any other belief.

This definition presupposes that a false belief is a contradicted belief. But the
mere relation of opposition which is surely involved in the concept of contra-
diction, is symmetric in nature; if the contradicting experience is not taken to
be true and thus not regarded as contradicted, the contradicted belief cannot
be regarded as false. Therefore, the idea of uncontradictedness already in-
volves the idea of truth and the definition is closely circular in nature.

Definition 5
The fifth definition is:

A belief is true if and only if it leads to successful activity.

But there may be cases of true belief on the basis of which no activity is under-
taken. A belief not actually leading to any activity cannot evidently be said
to lead to any successful activity. Such a belief, if true, will provide a counter-
example. It may be said that such a belief is capable of leading to such an acti-
vity; but we cannot here define capability without presupposing the concept
of truth, for ex Aypothesi if the belief were not true, it would not be regarded
as capable of leading to successful activity.

Definition 6
The last of the definitions is:

A belief is true if and only if it is about something real.
Since a false belief also is about real things, the definition is clearly un-

tenable. Unlike the asatkhyativadins, the Naiyayikas, particularly of the Navya
period, who are supporters of the most uncompromising variety of satkhyati,
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hold that each and cvery content of false belief is real; hence the defini-
tion is too wide in respect of false beliefs.

It may be noticed that the third and fifth definitions represent coherence
theory and the pragmatic theory as theories of truth, and Gangesa rightly
rejects the definitions. I have argued against an analogue of the second defi-
nition in the Section IT of the paper. The fourth definition introduces the ne-
gative concept of ‘uncontradictedness’, and it is intimately related with the
concept of coherence. The first and the last definitions contain important in-
sights. And if the first one is shorn of the doubtful claim of similarity between
a belief and its content, the definition can be said to represent correspondence
theory of truth. Gangesa’s criticism will even then hold good, for the difficulty
regarding the formulation of the bearer of truth (be that, proposition, state-
ment or the like) and of the ontological counterpart (be that, fact, state of
affair or the like), will render the concept of correspondence untenable, if we
prefer not to go beyond a healthy ontology. The last definition can be ren-
dered acceptable by depicting the structure of the belief and also that of the
real thing the belief is about. Gangesa’s own definition of truth as tadvari
tatprakarakanubhava,'® T believe, is a refinement of the insights contained in
the first and the last definitions under consideration, and he has tried to avoid
their defects. Our comments towards the end of the preceding section show
how the insights contained in the other definitions can be utilized within the
framework of Nyaya philosophy in formulating answers to the question how
we come to know that a beliefis true. I shallnow proceed to explain Gangeéa’s
own definition of truth with prefactory remarks about his theory of prakdra.
What I state here is a very brief summary of some of the points I have argued
for in my paper ‘Studies in Gangesa’s Theory of Vifesana® (in Jadavpur
Studies in Philosophy, Volume 4).

A prakdra Is, in reality, a distinguishing feature. But in thought we may
utilize it:

(1) Inidentifying the unique reference of an expression involving a gene-
ral name with a definite article, for example, “the’ in English or with
a definite position in a sequence, for example, purusah in purusah
dandi in Sanskrit;

(2) In making a judgement asserting possibility, for example, ‘crows’ in
‘the house of Devadatta may have crows on it now’, or ‘pot’ in ‘there
may be a pot in the room’ as presupposed in the denial ‘there is no
pot in the room’; or

(3) In judgements where we make no assertions about definite objects,
for example, in ‘some’ ‘all’ statements.

But when we use a feature in distinguishing from others a definite object
identified with the help of some other feature in the manner indicated in the
first case just noted, it performs a logically different role; and a distinguishing_
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feature in such a role is called a visesana by Gangesa while a feature in any of
the other roles as in (1), (2) or (3) above is called an upalaksana by him. He
thus maintains that a prakara is either a vifesana or an upalaksana, and on
the basis of some of his points I attributed a theory of propositions of the
following description to him in my paper referred to earlier.

{a) A singular proposition asserted in vifistabuddhi is one wherein at
least one prakdra functions in the role of upalaksana, and at least one
prakara functions in the role of visesana, for example, marhood, as
the former and stick as the latter in ‘the man holds a stick (in his
hand) or purusatva and danda in ‘purugah dandi.

(b) An existential general proposition is one which contains at least on¢
prakara and does not contain any vifesana; and if it does not
contain any vifesana, and if it does contain more than one non-
visesana prakara, they are not related in the manner shown below.

(¢} A universal general proposition is one which contains at least t_wo
prakaras and no vifesana, i.e. upalaksanas only when all the loci of
one is regarded as the loci of the remaining one or ones.'?

Given such a theory of propositions (I am not using the word ‘proposition’
in any Platonic sense here), Gangesa’s definition of truth can be regarded as
an acceptable theory capable of accounting for truth of any type of struc-
tured propositions. The following is a rendering of his definition:

A belief ascribing a feature to a thing is true, if and only if the thing has
actually that feature in it.

Supposing that the object lying in front of me is a piece of silver, my belit?f
ascribing silverhood to the referent of the expression ‘this” in “this is silver’ is
true as the thing has actually silverhood in it. | .

Supposing that the object is only ashell andnot apiece of silver, lpybehef
of the foregoing specification will not be true inasmuch as the thing does
not have silverhood in it.

Given that the definition is applicable to beliefs involving singular proposi-
tions, it can easily be extended to other cases if the scheme of propositions we
have ascribed to Gangesa is acceptable. Since a relation is conceivelt as in-
volving direction from anuyogin (the first term) to pratiyogin (the secqnd te1:m)
the definition, if slightly modified, will be easily applicable to cases involving
relations. Thus:

Abelief wherein a given thing is held tobe related to another thing through
a given relation is frue, if and only if the things are related that way.
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For example:

My belief that Dasaratha is the father of Rama is true as Dasaratha is the
father of Rama. [Commentators explain the term ‘fadvat’ in Gangesa’s
definition in the sense of fatsambandhi to make the definition applicable
to such a case.]

Gangesa’s definition of truth as tadvati tatprakarakatva is not absolutely
new in our philosophical literature. In this Adhydsaabhasya, Samkara defines
a false belief as atasmin tadbuddhih. Samkara was a versatile scholar, and he
must have in mind Vatsydyana’s characterization of pramiti as tasminstaditi
pratyayali®® (vide his comments on Nyaya siitra 2.1.36). But what deserves to
be noted is that Gangesa was able to develop a sophisticated logical theory
involving the concepts of visesya, prakdra and samsarga. He was also success-
ful in developing a theory of inference including an analysis of vydpti and
paksadharmatd. All these suggest that he was equipped with a theory of pro-
position and its division on the basis of its structural differences including
quantifiers. His theory of different kinds of abhdva such as ubhayabhava,
visistabhava, and anyatardbhdva unmistakably suggests that he was also able
to develop a logic of unstructured propositions. If we view his definition of
truth against the background of all these theories, we can say that he was
aware of the presuppositions and implications of his definition of truth; and
this gives a new dimension to his definition. And we should not forget that
he was able to disentangle the problem of definition of truth from what should
be regarded as a theory of knowledge or justification, and I would say that
Gangesa was consciously able to develop a theory of truth, which, if suitably
interpreted, can be given a sophisticated look that we witness in some of the
contemporary theories in the other tradition. '

NOTES AND REFERENCES

1. Ihave considered the claims of such a view in some detail in my paper ‘Kindred Points
in an Old Epistemology’ published in Our Heritage of 1986.

2. A philosopher may take an extreme stand and thus may not distinguish between truth
and generation by a source of knowledge. He may, therefore, offer a definition of
truth with the help of an equivalence proposition to the effect that a belief is true if and
only if it is due to a source of knowledge. But this, if offered as a philosophical defini-
tion, is not surely acceptable. T cannot state for certain that no philosopher did ever
try to offer a definition of fruth in such a manner. It can, however, be said with
authenticity that many of the Naiyayikas did offer a separate definition of truth
without reference to the causal conditions of a true belief, In fact, Gange$a himself
has offered his own definition of truth after rejecting a type of the definition under
reference. (See the last section of this paper.)

3. See Parisuddhi, p. 660 and also pages 253-57 of my book Perspectives on Nydya Logic
and Epistemology.
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. Thus, though evidence and truth are independent of one another, this empirical basis

supports the expectation that evidence is perhaps a sign for truth.
. siddhantaviruddha. . See Nyayasitra1.2.1.
Tantradhikaranabhyupagamasarmsthiti siddhintah. See Nydyasitra 1.1.26.

. Siddhantamabhyupetya anivamat kathdprasango’ pasiddhintal. See Nydyasistra 5.2.23.
. Kalaryapadistah kaldritah. See Nydyasitra 1.2.9. .
. ..tatha caksuradibhih sukhddaya na grhyante iti karanantarenabhavitavyam tacca

Jjhandyaugapadyalingam. ..See Bhdsya on Nyayasttra 3.1.18.

. Atmadisu sukhadisu ca pratyaksalaksana vakiavyam?-— See Bhdsyaon Nyayasitral.l.4.
. For various examples and explication of the concept, see Bhasya on Nydyasiiira 1.1.10.
. See Bhasya on Nyayasitra 3.1.1. ) ) .
. ...evam mantuh sarvavisayasya wmatisadhanam antahkaranabhitarh saravavisayam

vidyate yenidyari manyate. See Bhisya on Nydyasitra 3.1.17.

_ T have borrowed the expression from Donald Davidson’s paper ‘Coherence Theory

of Truth and Knowledge' (p. 308) in Language and Reality to mean the various
pramdnas admitted in Nyaya, though I am not sure whether this will be permitted by
Davidson.

Though like the foundationalists the Naiydyikas admit certain experiences as self-
certifying, unlike them the Naiyayikas do not assign these experiences any founda-
tional status. In fact, according to the Naiyayikas, when an experience is a justifier
in respect of any belief which should necessarily be other than itself, the justifier
never guarantees the truth of the justified belief and T take this to be the moral of
their theory of paratahpramanya. Strictly speaking, the concept of self-justification, if
used as a tool for guarantee of truth, does voilence to the hypothesis of the justifica-
tion condition as a condition for knowledge independent of its truth-condition.
In a sense then, the self-certifying nature of the internal experiences of the sort noted
earlier is not such that they will be deemed true, even if all our objectual experiences
were one and all false and vulnerable. They all hang together, and there cannot be
any question of veracity of one type in the face of falsity of the other type. But as
the objects of such experiences are not public objects, there cannot be any relevance
of the sort of test we employ in respect of publicly observable objects, and the claim
that internal experiences are seli-certifying only accommodates this negative point
and is not to be understood differently.

An account of the definitions Gangesa rejects has been given by J.N. Mohanty in
his book Gangesa's Theory of Truth (pp. 40-42).

TCM, Pratyaksakhanda, Tirupati, p. 436.

The idea of a universal proposition is taken to have been suggested by the phrase
paksatd-avacchedaka-avacchedena and that of an existential proposition by paksati-
avacchedaka-samanidhikaranyena. We can make it gencral, i.e. applicable to non-
inferential beliels by simply substituting in permissible places vifesyata for paksatd.
For details see his comments on Nydyasifra 2.1.36, I am indebted to Srinivasa Rao
for this reference.
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Bertrand Russell and liberty: a question revisited

CHANDRAKALA PADIA
Banaras Hindu University, Varanasi

I seek in this essay to discuss a question afresh.* How, if at all, does Russell’s
philosophical thought determine his view of liberty?

It is not without reason that I demur as I ask. At least once Russell him-
self declared that there was no necessary connection between his logico-cpis-
temological theories and his socio-political views:

I note with pleasure that he [E.C. Lindeman] sees no necessary connec-
tion between my views on social questions and my views on logic
and epistemology. T have always maintained that (though there is,
I think, a psychological link) there was no logical connection, pointing to
the example of Hume, with whom I agree so largely in abstract matters
and disagree so totally in politics. But other people, for the most part have
assured me that there was a connection, though I was not aware of it.?

The passage not only denies a relation but is positive in value. A distinc-
tion is suggested between the logically necessary and the psychologically so.
Here, it is obvious, Russell follows Hume. And today, as we know, it is com-
monly accepted that, where as psychological necessity is merely the compul-
sion of an expectation generated by the repeated experience of a particular
sequence of facts in the past, logical necessity is a meaning-relation which
thought cannot deny without contradiction. Therefore, in Russell’s view,
where a man holding a particular philosophical position is tempted to do his
political thinking in an accordant way, the necessity is only psychological,
not logical. If we here ask him to support his view with some evidence from
the region of fact, Russell would promptly invite attention to the following:
‘Empiricism, broadly speaking, is connected with liberalism, but Hume was
a Tory; what philosophers call ‘idealism’has, in general, a similar connection
with conservatism, but T.H. Green was a Liberal.”?

Russell’s net meaning here is that—as in the case of philosophers just re-
ferred to, so in his own—philosophical views are no necessary shapers of po-
litical ideology. But, one may ask, if definite political and philosophical views
can co-exist in the same individual without influencing each other, is not a
distinct emphasis of Russell’s philosophy, the theory of external relations, at
once illustrated? How, then, is his philosophy outgone?

Russell’s answer here would, however, be ready. The theory of external
relations certainly covers, but it does nothing to refufe his statement that his

*For the greater part of this essay, I am indebted to Dr. S.K. Saxena, formerly Professor
of Philosophy, University of Delhi, Delhi.
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political convictions are independent of his philosophy. To protest that th,e
theory in question is here clearly availed of is really to mean that Russell’s
political and philosophical views do not interact; and this only ct_)nﬁrms what
he says. So, the doubt we have raised is no real objection to his view as to the
independence of his politics from his philosophy.

Yet, in many a matter of detail ¥ find it possible to show that Russell’s
philosophy influences his views on political matters. '

(@) To begin with, it is his acceptance of empiricism in philosophy that
probably induces him to be a liberal in politics. Empiricism is based on re-
gard for verifiable fact. It entails, therefore, readiness to change one’s Vie.W'S
in response to varying evidence. No claim to finality is here made. Empiri-
cism discourages dogmatism and the common tendency to sqmel}ow II:lé.lke
others yield to one’s views. It inclines a man, as a rule, to liberalism in politics.

Russell himself invites notice to the link that I argue for:

The Liberal creed, in practice, is one of live-and-let-live, of toleration and
freedom so far as public order permits, of moderation and absence of
fanaticism in political programmes...The essence of the liberal outlook
lies not in what opinions are held, but in Zow they are held: instea:d of
being held dogmatically, they are held tentatively, and with a conscious-
ness that new evidence may at any moment lead to their abandonment.?

Yet, though I here take its help, the passage seems suspect in one respect.
It opens in a way that appears too sweeping. The essence of the liberal creed,
it is held, lies wholly [not merely largely] in Aow our views are held, and not
[at all] in what views are held. The way our views are held is he}'e sharpl_y dis-
joined from their content or substance, and value is seen to reside only in the
former. This is, to be sure, questionable. For, as the passage itself suggests
towards the close of its very first sentence, in addition to respect for social
stability, it is essential rhat we regard individual liberty as importar}t and
authoritarianism as rejectable.¢ Russell himself insists that no constrgmt or
vagary of outer circumstance should be allowed to bedim our passion for
individual freedom:

In this lies Man’s true freedom: in determination to worship only the God
created by our own love of the good, to respect only the heaven which
inspires the insight of our best moments. In action, in desire, we mu'st
submit perpetually to the tyranny of outside forces, but in thought, in
aspiration, we are free, free from our fellow-men, free from' ‘the peftty
planet on which our bodies impotently crawl, free even, while we live,
from the.tyranny of death.b

Incidentally, if in a fairly philosophical work Russell speaks of freedom
[as here] in such a comprehensive way, covering not only defiance of outer
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oppression but self-expansion in thought and creative insight, it would be
odd to complain that, whereas he champions individual liberty in politics, as
a philosopher Russell rejects the thesis that man’s will is free.

(b) This point, however, calls for a closer look. What does Russell the
philosopher think of our freedom of will? I find that his penchant for both
analysis and empiricism prevents him from taking a categorical position with
regard to this important question. He would like us to believe, I may add, that
the will is determined in some ways and free in others; and this, he would
point out, is the evidence of fact itself. We, indeed, commonly admit that a
good education and diet can exercise a healthy influence on the character of
the young; and that, on the other hand, a grown-up individual [quite unlike
an old car] must be held to be responsible for his misconduct. In so far as
imputability implies freedom of will, the belief we have just outlined accepts
that man is not only determined but also free.®

Here, however, a protest is possible. In My Philosophical Development
where he lists his sceptical attitudes, Russell opens thus: “...I came to dis-
believe firstin the free will. . .”’? But, if’ he disclaims belief in free will, how are
we justified in having maintained that, according to Russell, the will is both
determined and free? The answer, in my view, could be that the freedom that
Russell here rejects is of the absolutekind—thatis, freedom as utter absence
of all determination. But this has to be brought out with care. See, first, the
following from Russell:

Emphatic cases of volition, where we decide after a period of deliberation,
are merely examples of conflicting forces. You may have both pleasant
and unpleasant associations with some place that you are thinking of
going to; this may cause you tohesitate, until one or other association
proves the stronger.?

Here, indeed, the clear suggestion is that man does not choose freely, and
that the choice ts determined for him by some factors outside the agent’s own
will. But T do not think we¢ can stop here. For, if we do, it would be difficult
to make sense of Russell’s following utterance of faith: “In action, in desire,
we must submit perpetually to the tyranny of outside forces; butinthought,
in aspirations, we are free...”?

Are thought and aspiration, I ask, merely shut out, so to say, by a case
of intense willing? We can hardly say, yes; and so, with equal regard to the
two extracts cited, I would like to put Russell’s overall meaning in the follow-
ing way:

Man’s will is not as free as it might appear to be. It is not guided by thought
alone. The pull of some associations may also determine it. But, and this 7
add as a supplement demanded by the need to balance the two citations,®
the pull or pleasantness of an ‘association’ is nothing merely objective. A
thing becomes or appears pleasant [also] because of the man’s own likes and
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dislikes, so that in letting his choice tilt towardsan ‘association’ heis notbeing
determined by a merely objective factor.

To conclude, the ‘freedom’ that Russell denies in philosophy is freedor.n
[mis]undérstood as absolute. But then, is not the freedom he _a‘dvocates in
politics also subject to the overriding constraint of social stg‘t‘nhty? Instead
of denying freedom in philosophy and pleading for it in politics, Bussell, 1,
therefore, conclude, speaks for roughly the same kind of freedom in "ch.e two
spheres. He warns us repeatedly that the state’s insistence on acql.nslf‘:lgn of
‘the greatest possible amount of external force’ may curt_ail our individual
liberty!! as directly as it may prevent ‘men from growing to their full mental
stature’ by generating fear of war;'* and he says categorically that ‘the or{ly
function of the state in regard to...[the creative] part of the individuallife
should be to do everything possible toward providing outlets.”t?

(¢) But, we may ask, are Russell’s views on liberty directly related to any
specific philosophical emphasis of his? Ronald Jager, besides many others,*
would like to answer this question affirmatively. He indeed remarks:

I¢ is no accident that an atomist in metaphysics turns out to be an indivi-
dualist in ethics and politics. For both the fundamental theoretical prob-
lem is the nature of these relations, external or internal, that bind the
atoms together, or isolate them.'®

But I find the assumptions questionable, and would like to argue as fol-
lows: ‘Logical atomism is the view that the world consists of simple facts,
each of them independent of all the rest.”’® Of the human individual, on the
other hand, Russell speaks thus: ‘Man...is a semi-greagarious animal. Some
of his impulses and desires are social, some are solitary.”t?

Now, if some of a man’s impulses are necessarily social, how can he be
said to be independent of all relations? And does not Russell repeatedly say
that the proper growth of an individual depends on a general atmosphere of
freedom from state interference?'s !

Indeed, in his view, though the state may well be said to exist for the in-
dividual, the latter should never be swamped by the state. Here Rus_se?ll 18,
as we know, categorical. Nor does he accept Hegel’s view that an indmd}zal
outside the state is as insignificant as the human eye apart from the living
body. The crux of Russell’s protest here simply is that what is true of one
whole may not be true of all wholes.!® And, indeed, whereas the eye.becomes
wholly useless when taken out of the living body of which it is a v1ta'1 ‘part,
the individual who takes a decided stand aggainst the statc on legitimate
grounds deserves recognition, because he does a definite ‘service to
society. 0 :

(d) Students of Russell’s thought, however, have also attimes emphasized
the divergence of his political views from his philosophy. Reason, we are tolc_l,
plays a major role only in his philosophy, not in his political theory. It 1s
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further contended that his politics is grounded whelly in the psychological
concept of impulse.2t

Now, there is no doubt as to the value Russell attaches to impulse. He
opposes conventional morality on the ground that it does everything to sup-
press the higher impulses and to encourage the lower.2 Indeed, his view of the
good life turns on the concept in question:

There are two kinds of impulses corresponding to the two kinds of goods.
Thete are possessive impulses, which aim at acquiring or retaining private
goods that cannot be shared; these centre in the impulse of property. And
there are creative or constructive impulses, which aim at bringing into the
world or making available for use the kind of goods in which thereis no
privacy and no possession. The best life is the one in which the creative
impulses play the largest part and the possessive impulses the smallest.?

Now, it is difficult to acquiesce in Russell’s wholesale rejection of con-
ventional morality including the well-known Christian maxim: ‘Love thy
neighbour as thyself.” But his view of the good life deserves close attention.

Let us first see what Russell means by possessive and creative impulses. As
a relation of man to material goods, possession is unique. It so relates a man
to things that others are at once denied access to them. In other words, all
possessions tend to be exclusive. A creative or constructive impulse, on the
other hand, at once makes for a kind _of self-transcendence. It is a natural
tendency to produce things or establish institutions which expect and provide
for the attention and participation of fellowbeings in such a way that a man
feels fulfilled or satisfied; and does not, in the process, inflict any avoidable
harm on them. Every exercise of a creative impulse caters for both the indi-
vidual and society. It makes a man experience the delight of self-giving. What
the creator brings into being is, in principle. accessible to all; but it also makes
him realize his freedom to create, and to add to the richness of life in his own
chosen way.

All this is fairly easy to sce. But Russell’s talk of ‘goods in which there is
no privacy and no possession’ is to be carefully understood. The ‘and’ is here
significant, for the entire complex of words cited is to be taken as one. But
let me explain.

If we take a work of art, an admitted product of the creative impulse, we
find that it is ‘private’ in a special sense. Experts in art appreciation agree
that every great work of art has its own ‘interiority’ or private world; and
that, in order to get at its real import, one has to dwell within the work’s in-
dividual bounds, instead of just looking at it, say, as a mere onfooker. The
very impulse to create art, as Russell rightly says, is “of infinite value fo the
individual’®. So, what he means in the present context only is that the work
which an artist brings into being, though it is his creation, and is, therefore,

dear to him, is from the beginning meant for objective contempiation; and that,
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though the work’s own world is private and has to be entered into with care
and may be even reverence, the work itself is not his personal possession in
the same sense in which his material belongings are. Privacy is there inthe work
of art. But the work’s message is not for the artist alone. Quite, unlike his
personal property, it is meant for all those who are eager and eligible to turn
to it. Hence says Russell: “No privacy and no possession.’

But, and this is the point I would like to press, if what Russell recommends
is a society wherein the creative impulses may enjoy freer play, his leading
idea is not that of mere impulse, but of their regulated working; and, in so far
as what balances conflicting forces is reason, reason must be given due im-
portance in Russell’s view of the good life. See here his own following words:

It is common to speak of an opposition between instinct and reason...
But in fact the opposition of instinct and reason is mainly illusory. Ins-
tinct, intuition, or insight is what first leads to the beliefs which subse-
quent reason confirms or confutes. .. Reason is a harmonizing, controlling
force rather than a creative one.?®

(e) There is one other ‘divergence’ which some thinkers sec in Russell,
and which I find it difficult to accept. John Lewis invites attention to what he
speaks of as a clear: “...dichotomy between [Russell’s} logico-mathematical
metaphysics on the one hand and the categorical imperative of his moral
convictions on the other."

To me, however, the passage cited seem to miss the truth. As a philoso-
pher Russell has written freely on ethical values; and, when he expresses his
desire to keep ethics away from philosophy, his meaning only is that, as the
pursuit of truth, philosophy should not be guided by the pre-fixed desire to,
say, elevate society. The function of philosophy, according to him, is simply
to record things as they are. See, here, Russell’s own following words: ‘I be-
lieve, however, that the elimination of ethical considerations from philosophy
is both scientifically necessary and—though this may seem a paradox—an
ethical advance.’®”

There is a kind of philosophy which is inspired by the desire to raise the
moral tone of society, Nor can we deny the value of such a philosophy. Yet,
in Russell’s view, philosophies of this kind cannot be said to be really scientific.
Scientific philosophy aims at understanding the world as if #s. It does not
prescribe what directions the world should take. In ethical matters the pre-
mises arise from feeling; in matters of fact they issue from perceptioa. So,
a scientific philosophy which aims at investigating truth would do well to
eschew subservience to ethical motives, and to go instead only by the evidence
of fact. But, Russell adds, once the truth has been seized it becomes our moral
duty to hold onto it and to cherish it. Ethics should now be allowed free play.
Russell’s net view is here quite balanced: ‘Ethical considerations. . .should
appear as determining our fecling towards the truth and our manner of or-
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dering our lives in view of the truth. . [though] not as themselves dictating
what the truth is to be.’#8
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Truths without facts*

PRANAB KUMAR SEN
Jadavpur University, Calcutta

Truth was one of the main topics of traditional philosophy, of philosophy as
we knew it to be in the past, and it continues to be one of the major concerns
of the philosophy of our time. (Donald Davidson’s collection of essays, pub-
lished in 1984, is called Inquiries into Truth and Interpretation ;! and Michael
Dummett’s collection of essays, published only a few years ago in 1978, is
called Truth and Other Enigmas).® But when a student of traditional philo-
sophy looks at what now goes on under the name of ‘theories of truth’, he
cannot but feel estranged, and is frequently forced to wonder whether the
traditional understanding of ‘the problem of truth’, and the different theoxies
put forward for their solution—correspondence, coherence and pragmatist
theories, for example—are all wrong. So the question concerning the relation,
or the lack of relation, between the traditional ways of thinking about truth
and the recent literature on the subject is eminently worth discussing. David-
son discusses the question in his excellent ‘True to the Facts’ (originally, in
the Journal of Philosophy, Vol. 66, 1969),% but there is room, as well as need,
for continuing the discussion. What T want to discuss, in particular, is how
well or ill the traditional view that truth consists in correspondence with facts,
fares in the light of the recent developments in semantics and philosophy of
language.

I
The term ‘theory of truth’ can be, or has actually been, used to stand for
different exercises. The following are the most impor{ant ones:
A. A philosophically satisfactory account of the concept of truth. Here
we iry to answer such questions as: ‘What do we mean when we say that a

* A first version of the paper was presented at the National Seminar on ‘Truth’, sponsored
by the Indian Council of Philosophical Research and organized by the Department of
Philosophy at Karnatak University, Dharwad, in J anuary-February 1985, T am grateful to
Professor L.C. Mullatti, the Director of the Seminar, and his colleagues, for providing me
with an opportunity of, and an occasion for, organizing my thoughts on the subject, I was
benefited by the discussions which followed the presentation of the paper, in particular, by
some points Professor N.G. Kulkarni made. Earlier, I was greatly benefited by my discu-
ssions with Dr. Arindam Chakrabarti, who called my attention to Dummett’s treatment
of Prege’s regress. A revised version of the paper was read by Professor Donald Davidson
and Professor Michael Dummett. I have benefited also from their comments, as well as of
the members of the Friday Group, especially Professor D.P. Chattopadhyaya, to whom it
was presented. But, certainly, the mistakes which still remain emanate from the author.
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sentence, or a proposifion, or a statement, or whatever, is true?’ The exercise
bf:longs to what is known as philosophical analysis, and is traditionally asso-
ciated with the attempt to arrive at adequate definitions or explications of
concepts. The conventional theories of truth--the correspondence, coherence
and pragmatist theories—are theories of this kind.

B. A theory which would enable us to determine the truth of all sen-
tences (or whatever it is that can be said to be true or false) that are true. One
may want to have a theory of this kind out of a feeling of dissatisfaction with
theories of the first. One may think that a theory of the first kind has very
little substance, as it does not fell us anything about which sentences are
true and which sentences are false, telling us only what constitutes the truth
of a sentence which happens to be true. A little reflection would, however,
show that, even if such a theory is at all possible, it would not be, for it cannot
be, a philosophical theory; for whether or not a sentence is true is, for an
overwhelmingly large class of sentences, an empirical question, and an em-
p_irical question of a sort to which no philosophical question can belong. Con-
sider all the questions of physics and chemistry, of biology and economics,
and of sociology and history, as well as of the questions of logic, mathematics
?,nd of philosophy itself; if a theory of truth of the kind we are now consider-
ing was possible at all, this single theory would provide an answer to each of
these questions. It is quite clear that there is no such theory, and had there
been any such theory it wounld not have been philosophical.

I do not suggest that any philosopher has ever actually tried to have such
a theory, or has even maintained that it was possible. I mention this only as
an example of what a philosophical theory of truth is not; and to point out
what may be obvious anyway, viz. that the theories of the kind I am going to
mention next are very different, although they have a kind of substantiality,
a craving for which may lead one to contemplate the possibility of the second
kind of theory we have just discarded.

C. A theory for a systematic determination of the truth-conditions of
all statements. It does not set out to determine whether a statement (in a
given langnage} is true, but only the conditions under which it would be true.
This is the kind of theory logicians offer for statements of their formalized
languages under the name ‘semantics’, and the kind of theory Tarski has
taught us how to construct (in his epoch-making essay ‘The Concept of Truth
in Formalized Languages’)*

D. A (sccond order) theory about the conditions which a (first order)
theory of the kind C must satisfy, if it is to count as an adequate theory of
truth. We can say that, while one part of Tarski’s essay offers a theory of
the kind C, another part offers a theory of this kind. It is that part of the
essai which lays down conditions for the material adequacy of any theory of
truth.
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1
T have said right in the very beginning that a student of traditional philosophy
feels estranged when he looks at what goes on under the title ‘theories of
truth’. It is mainly the development of theories of the kinds C and D which
causes this feeling of estrangement. The different kinds of theories we have
distinguished, the kinds 4, C and D, if we set aside the discarded kind B, are
not, however, unrelated ; and, when we see their exact relationship, we realize
that in and through all the diversities and innovations there is a continuity
which holds the past and the present together. The connection between a theo-
ry of the kind C and a theory of the kind D is quite obvious: the shape of any
theory of the first kind is determined by some theory of the second, for the
latter lays down the very conditions for the adequacy of the former. It is not
difficult to show the connection between theories of kinds A and D either.
Look at Tarski’s “The Concept of Truth in Formalized Languages’ which is
devoted to arriving at a satisfactory definition of truth. The definition Tarski
reaches at the end of a long and painstaking exercise is meant primarily for
sentences—--sentences alone are treated by him as either true or false—which
belong to the calculus of classes; but he also tells us how similar definitions
could be constructed for sentences belonging to any language which meet some
basic requirements. If we allow ourselves to generalize on Tarski’s definition,
we can say that he has defined truth as follows:

x is a true sentence if and only x is a sentence and every (infinite) sequence
of objects satisfies x (see¢ Definition 23).5

Now, if we ask Tarski why we should accept this definition, his answer would
be that it is formally correct (not leading to any contradiction or antinomy),
and, what is more important, is materially adequate. But what is this matertal
adequacy? A definition of truth, says Tarski, is materially adequate, if, and
only if, it satisfies the condition laid down in what he calls the ‘Convention T”,
which is roughly, that, for any sentence of the object-language in questions,
the definition must entail, i.e. have as consequence, a metalanguage sentence
of the following scheme® (conveniently called‘Schema T’ by many):

x is a true sentence if and only if p

where ‘x” is replaced by a (structural-descriptive) name of the (object-langu-
age) sentence and ‘p’ by a translation of this sentence in metalanguage, or by
the sentence itself, in case the metalanguage contains the object-language as a
proper part.? If we now ask why we should at allaccept the so-called ‘Conven-
tion T’ itself, the only answer which seems possible is that the convention cap-
tures our intuitiveidea of what truth is, our very conception of truth. Theintui-
tive force of the convention comes out clearly in the particular instances of the
above schema. Ignoring, as Tarski himself occasionally does, the niceties of
structural-descriptive names and of the object-metalanguage distinction, we
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can take the following to be a typical instance of the ‘Schema T’;
‘Snow is white’ is true if and only if snow is white.

The above seems to be a cons equence of a certain conception of truth, of what,
according to many, is the very conception of truth that we have, of what we
mean when we say that something is true. When we say ‘Snow is white’, we say
about snow that it is white, and, therefore, what we say is true if, and only if,
snow is white.

So the structure of Tarski’s thought in his essay is this: he has a certain
conception of truth—an intuitive idea of what truth is; this leads him to lay
down a certain condition for the material adequacy of any definition of truth;
and, then, in accordance with this condition of adequacy—the ‘Convention
T’—he constructs a definition of truth. The definition, constructed in terms of
the idea of satisfaction, is such that it provides Tarski with what may be called
a derivational system which enables him to derive, for any sentence, an instance
of the schema (an instance which can be briefly called ‘a T-sentence’). It is this
possibility of deriving a T-sentence for any given sentence that shows that the
formal definition accords with our basic intuitions about truth. If this be the
structure of Tarski’s thought in his essay, then, within the scope of this one
single essay, he has contributed to all the different kinds of truth theories we
have distinguished at the very outset: a philosophically satisfactory account of
the very conception of truth (theory of the kind 4); a systematic determination
of the truth-conditions of all sentences, taking the form of the derivation of a
T-sentence for each of them (theory of the kind €); and a second-order theory
about the condition of adequacy for a theory of the kind C in the ‘Convention
T’ (theory of the kind D). Not only that, Tarski has also shown how intimately
these theories are connected with one another, and, furthermore, how a the-
ory of the third kind determines theories of the other kinds. In fact, Tarski
himself conceived of his own task to be an integrated one, and it is that of cap-
turing in an articulate form our very conception of truth. So he says: I shall be
concerned exclusively with grasping the intuitions of the classical conception of
truth...® And he begins with the following as his first formulation of what he
calls a semantical definition: ‘A true sentence is one which says that the state
of affairs is so and so, and the state of affairs indeed is so and s0.”® This formu-

lation, grants Tarski, ‘leaves much to be desired’. ‘Nevertheless’, he adds, ‘its
intuitive meaning and general intention seem to be quite clear and intelligible.
To make this intution more definite, and to give it a correct form is precisely
the task of a semantical definition.’10

So it scems that the philosophers are still doing the same old thing when
they are constructing a theory of truth. Of course, they are doing it in their
own way, and may be that is a better way of doing it. But there is no real rea-
son for the feeling of estrangement we have been speaking of.
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From what we have just said it would appear that I want to meil}tain that t!le
primary task of a philosopher reflecting on truth is that of arriving at a satis-
factory definition of the concept. ‘Definition’ may sound to I_Je teo etrong a
term ; well, if it does, we need not use it. What I want to maintaint is that a
clear articulation of the conception of truth that we have, or, if you wapt_, of
what we mean when we say that a sentence (or a statement or a proposition)
is true, is the primary task of a philosopher; for it is this concep!:ion of truth,
and what we think is the best way of articulating it, that determines both the
form and content of whatever other theories we may have. But there is a very
strong objection to this line of thinking, an objection which comes from Frege.
He has argued (in his “The Thought: A Logical Inquiry’!) that truth cannot
be defined. So, if we want to pursue this line of thinking, in whatever manner
we want, whether it is Tarski’s or of some other’s, we have to meet Frege’s
argument. And that is what I should like to do now.
Frege’s argument is initially directed against the correspondence theo_ry.
He concedes that the truth of a picture, as distinguished from a proposition
(or, as he calls it, a ‘thought’), can be defined in terms of correspondence. We
can say, for example, that the truth of a picture of the Cologne (_Jathedral con-
sists in its correspondence with the Cologne Cathedral. But this only means,
says Frege, that the truth of the picture consists in the trutl.l of the thought that
the picture corresponds with the Cathedral. And that is precisely the reason w.hy
the truth of the thought cannot be defined in terms of correspondenee with
some X (a state of affairs, a fact or whatever). For, by parity of reasoning, we
shall, in giving such a definition, be saying that the truth of the thought that
the picture of the Cologne Cathedral corresponds with the Cologne Cat}ledral
—call this thought T—consists in the truth of another thought, viz. the
thought that this thought 7 corresponds with X. And we are now on t.he way
to an infinite regress. Frege is not, however, content with arguing against the
correspondence theory alone. He argues against any deﬁnmor_l of truth, and
the pattern of argument is the same. In fact, his argument against t-he corres-
pondence theory itself is, potentially, a quite general argument which can be
directed against any proposal to define truth in terms of some property of
thought, or whatever it is that is true; the defining property_need not be I_:he
relational property of correspondence. Let F'be any property in terms of which
the truth of a proposition P is defined. Then the truth of P, Frege would say,
consists in the truth of a second proposition, viz. that the proposition P has th.e
property F. And it is this which starts the infinite regress. We cannote that this
argument, if valid, would destroy Tarski’s definition of truth as well. Here,l the
relevant property would be the property of being a sentence satisfied by all (infi-
nite) sequences of objects. Frege would say that, if the truth of a sentence con-
sists in having this property, it really consists in the truth of another seatence:
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‘the first sentence has the property in question’. And here is the beginning of
the infinite regress.

This ingenious argument of Frege’s had remained mostly overlooked until
it was raked up by Michael Dummett in his Frege: Philosophy of Language
(chapter on ‘Can Truth be Defined 7").22 Dummeti considers the argument at
length, and comes up with the conclusion that, while Frege’s regress argument
is valid against some proposed definitions of truth, it is not valid against all,
and the net effect of the argument is that it places some constraints on theories
of truth by bringing to light at least one condition which any theory of truth
must satisfy. What Dummett wants to say can be brought out as follows.

Let F be the property in terms of which truth is defined. Now, the defini-
tion of truth in terms of F would lead to a vicious infinite regress if, and only
if, the definition entails this consequence; to determine (g) whether a sentence
(or proposition or whatever), e.g. the sentence ‘Frege died in 1925°, had the
property F, we had to determine () whether another sentence, viz. “The sen-
tence ‘Frege died in 1925 has the property F’, had the property F; and to
detertnine this Jatter, we had to determine (¢) whether a third sentence, viz.
‘‘The sentence ‘Frege died in 1925° has the property ¥° has the property F,
itself had the property F; and so on. But if, on the contrary, to determine (¢)
is the same as determining (b), and to determine (b) is the same as determining
(a), there is no infinite regress. But here comes the next and the most important
point. If the infinite regress is to be stopped in this way by allowing a reduc-
tion of (¢) to (&) and of () to (@), a further reduction—this time a reduction of
(a) itself—must be allowed. Thatis, we shall have to allow such a reduction as
that fo determine whether the sentence (thought, proposition) ‘Frege died in
1925’ has the property F is to determine whether Frege died in 1925, In fact, if
we do not allow this last reduction, we shall not be abletostop the infinite reg-
ress from generating. For, if the question whether the sentence ‘Frege died
in 1925° has the property F is a distinct question from the question whether
‘Frege died in 1925, and if we have to find an answer to the first question in
order to arrive at an answer to the second, then, by parity of reasoning, the
question whether ‘The sentence ‘Frege died in 1925 has the property F’ has
the property Fis distinct from the question whether the sentence ‘Frege died
in 1925" has the property F, and we have to find an answer to the former in
order to arrive at an answer to the latter.

So it follows, Dummett argues, that, if a definition of truth in terms of'a
property is to avoid Frege’s charge of infinite regress, then the property must
be such that it would allow the kind of reduction needed. Tarski’s definition
of truth can avoid Frege's charge for this reason. His equivalence thesis, given
in the form of the ‘Schema T°, effects exactly this reduction. If it is said at this
point that the ‘Schema T’ is not quite relevant to the present argument since it
does not:-mention any property other than truth in terms of which it is defined,
we can -surely point outiin Duinmett’s support: that:the property in. terms of
which truth is defined by Tarski has also the same desirable feature. A recur-
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sive definition is so constructed for satisfaction by infinite sequences of objects
that the question whether, say, ‘Frege died in 1925’ is satisfied by all infinite
sequences of objects reduces itself to the question whether Frege died in 1925;
the reason being that, according to the definition, the satisfaction holds if and
only if Frege died in 192513

v

Let us come back to our original theme: the continuity that holds together
the past and the present theories of truth, and the ideas that a clear perception
of this continuity can remove the feeling of estrangement which a student
of the past theories has when he looks at the present. We have seen that the
principal occupation of a philosopher contintes to be an articulation of the
very concept of truth; and that he can attain this articulation in the form of
a definition too, provided he is careful enough in the choice of his definiens.
So it seems that we, the students of the past, can feel happy again. But those
of us who, like me, feel attached to the classical conception of truth, to use
Tarski’s phrase, can still have our misgivings. For an essential component
of this classical conception is the idea of correspondence, and we cannot be
indifferent to the question of whether the definition that is constructed accord-
ing to Frege’s requirement leaves any room for this idea. If Dummett is right,
it cannot, for, he argues, the correspondence theory cannot avoid the charge
of infinite regress.

Let us consider this point then. Why should the correspondence theory
necessarily fail to meet Frege’s requirement ? This requirement, as Dummett
puts it, is that the definition must yield the desired equivalence we spoke
about. So, presumably, what Dummett holds against the correspondence
theory is that it does not yield this equivalence. But it is not clear to me why
it should not. Let us suppose that truth is defined in terms of correspondence,
and correspondence with facts. Then we first have the equivalence:

‘Frege died in 1925 is true iff it corresponds with facts (or some fact).

But we can have, as preparatory to our definition of truth, clauses defining
correspondence, just as Tarski had a recursive definition of satisfaction which
enabled him to define truth in its terms. The following would be one such

clause:
‘Frege died in 1925 corresponds with facts iff Frege died in 1925.

And such clauses as this would fulfil the requirements of the equivalence
thesis, the fulfilment of which saves a definition from infinite regress. Further-
more, such saving clauses need not be viewed as ad hoc devices for blocking
the regress. They have good intuitive justification in their favour. Note that
the sentence
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«‘Frege died in 1925 corresponds with the facts® is equivalent with the
sentence

It is a fact that Frege died in 1925,
and the latter, obviously, is equivalent with

Frege died in 1925.

Given these equivalences, we can even have, if we want, the Tarski equi-
valence as well:

‘Frege died in 1925’ is true iff Frege died in 1925.

But we have now arrived at this equivalene through a step which makes use
of the notion of correspondence.

So we can perhaps say atlast that we canhave everything that we wanted to
have: we can have a definition of truth, this definition can be given in terms
of correspondence, and this correspondence can be said tobe correspondence
with facts. And with this, we can add, we have completed our task of showing
the continuity between the past and the present in the theories of truth.

But doubts still linger. Is the concept of fact we have just used to arrive
at the equivalences, required for stopping Frege’s regress, the same as the
one associated with the traditional correspondence theories? Perhaps not.
But to the extent it is not, we showld dispense with the traditional concept.
On the conception of facts we have just used, to inquire whether ‘Frege died
in 1925’ corresponds with a fact is to inquire whether Frege died in 1925, i.e.
it is to inquire about Frege. It is not to inquire about whether or not a cer-
tain relation obtains between a sentence (or a proposition) and a fact. Even
if it is to inquire about the relation, the only way to find out whether or not
this relation obtains is to find out whether or not Frege died in 1925. What
we have to make our object of inquiry is Frege, his life, or, if youlike, his
death. While finding out our answer to the question ‘Did Frege dic in 19257,
we need not get hold of the sentence (or the proposition) in one hand and the
relevant fact in another, and then compare the two to find out whether or
not one corresponds with the other. Any idea of correspondence with facts
which encourages this kind of thought must be avoided. It is precisely such
an idea which has attracted most of the objections we encounter in the litera-
ture on the subject. And justifiably so. To see quickly that this conception
of correspondence with facts is wrong right from the very beginning, we
should ask ourselves the simple question: ‘Given a sentence whose truth is
in question, which fact are we to pick out for comparison? We cannot cer-
tainly compare it with any fact we like, Given the sentence ‘The snow is white’,
we cannot compare it with the fact that the grass is green, or the fact that the
milk is white, or the fact that the snow is cold, in order to ascertain whether
or not the sentence is true. We have to compare the sentence with only that
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fact which it states. But every sentence—and, therefore, the sentence ‘The
snow is green’ as well as the sentence “The snow is white’—states something,
and whatever it states it states to be the case, to be the fact. (Note again that
“The snow is white’ is equivalent with ‘It is a fact that the snow is white’.) And
there is never any lack of correspondence between the sentence and what the
sentence says to be the case. There is, thus, perfect correspondence between
the sentence ‘The snow is green” and what it says to be the case, viz. that the
snow is green, as much as there is between the sentence “The snow is white’
and what this sentence says to be the case, viz. that the snow is white. If we
take a fact, from the world of facts, it is either stated by the sentence in ques-
tion or it is not. If it is, it always corresponds with the sentence; if it is not,
it is irrelevant. How can we, then, determine the sentence as either true or
false by comparing it with a fact 214 The nearest thing that we can do is this:
we first find out what the sentence says, and then ask whether that is a fact.
‘The snow is white’ says that the snow is white; and so our question is whether
that snow is white is a fact, or, what is the same thing, whether it is a fact
that the snow is white. But we have already noted that it is a fact that Frege
died in 1925 if and only if Frege died in 1925; likewise, it is a fact that the
snow is white if and only if the snow is white.

If you have strong feelings about the traditional way of thinking about
facts and correspondence, you may think at this point that I now take back
with one hand what I gave you with another. I said earlier that wecan talk of
correspondence, and also of correspondence with facts; but what I am now
saying, in effect, at least, is that there is no way of comparing facts with pro-
positions, and that all talks about facts are talks about things. (The proposi-
tion that that the snow is white is a fact only says, about the snow, that it is
white.)

But I do not really want to take back from the correspondence theorist
anything that 1 had given him; what I want to maintain is that, although the
basic intuitions in which the classical correspondence theory is grounded are
correct, some of the traditional articulations of these intuitions are wrong.
That these (theoretical) articulations are wrong is something which is brought
out by their incompatibility with some other equally strong intuitions that
we have, viz. the intuitions which sustain the equivalences we have noted a
little ago. It is no part of my contention to deny (the existence of) facts. It is
only a certain way of thinking about facts that I am arguing against. Some
people would, in fact, say that I have conceded too much to the traditional
idea of correspondence, by retaining the talk of facts. Davidson, [ am afraid,
will say that. So I must consider that point of view now.

v
In the chapter “True to the Facts’ of his book Inguiries into Truth and Infer-
pretation, Davidson says that there are two distinct strafegies which can be
taken by the correspondence theorist., One is the strategy of facts, which is
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the traditional, and the other is the strategy of satisfaction, which is Tarski’s.
The strategy of facts is open to various kinds of obiection but not the strategy
of satisfaction. But, still,

The definition of truth in terms of satisfaction deserves to be called 2
correspondence theory because of the part played by satisfaction; for
clearly what has been done is that the property of being true has been
explained, and non-trivially, in terms of a relation between langunage
and something else. 18

There is no doubt that the definition in terms of satisfaction does capture
a good part of those intuitions of ours which gave rise to the correspondence
theory. One may, in fact, say that the basic intuition about correspondence
is just this that, if a proposition is true (or false), then it is true (or false) due
to the nature of the things in the world. A proposition says something about
the things in the world, and, so, whether or not what it says is true depends
upon how the things are in the world. One may go further and say that the
definition of truth in terms of satisfaction captures not a good part of this
intuition, it captures the whole of it: there is nothing to our intuition about
correspondence which is not captured by this idea of satisfaction. But since
propositions are very variegated in kinds, that is, in their respective structures,
the relation of satisfaction does not obtain in the same manner in every case.
If the proposition is true, then it is true because the things in the world satisfy
it; but how they do so would depend upon the structure of the proposi-
tion, which varies from case to case. And that is why we require a recursive
definition of satisfaction, i.e. a definition for the basic case first, and then,
gradually building on it, definition for the more and more complex cases.

All this is true. But I do not think that this by itself rules out all talk of
facts, not the kind of talk I have defended. If to talk about facts is to talk
about things, as I have tried to show it is, we can again deploy the whole
apparatus of satisfaction; and this would complete our bridging of the appa-
rent gulf not only between the strategy of facts and the strategy of satisfac-
tion but also between the old and the new ways of thinking about corres-
pondence and about truth. [t is the availability of such equivalences as the
following which sustains my hope of bridging the gulf:

(1) Every infinite sequence of objects f satisfies ‘Caeser crossed the Rubi-
con’ iff Caeser crossed the Rubicon.

(2) It is a fact that Caeser crossed the Rubicon iff Caeser crossed the
Rubicon.

For, together, they entail such equivalences as

(3) Every sequence of objects f satisfies “Caeser crossed the Rubicon’
iff it is a fact that Caeser crossed the Rubicon.
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One may, however, wonder whether we have facts here only nominally.t?
Maybe that is what we do. But I want to maintain that, for the purposes of
a theory of truth, we need not take a deeper plunge into the metaphysics of
facts. The issue of the ontological states of facts should be settled elsewhere.
What I have been trying to propound is a thesis which may be called ‘the
Principle of the Transparency of Facts’, or, if that is too high-sounding, the
idea of unobtrusiveness of facts.
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15. *True to the Facts’ in Inguiries into Truth and Interpretation, p. 48.

16. This example is taken from W.V. Quine, Philosophy of Logic, New Jersey: Prentice-
Hall Inc., Tnglewood Cliffs, 1970, which contains an excellent exposition of a Tarski-
style theory of truth. See especially pp. 35-42.

17. This term was introduced into the discussion by Professor Kulkarni.
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INTRODUCTION

The main objective of this paper is to establish that understanding of science
involves two-level reflection. The failure to take this into account leads to
the two extremes where philosophy of science is either reduced to logic of
science or to sociology of science. In this paper, I have tried to reformulate
the main controversy, and I have also tried to integrate the respective stand-
points in a new framework. The new framework invoked by Husserl views
history of science in a particular order, and shows how the mediation takes
place between the theoretico-logical superstructure of science aid its founda-
tion or Lebenswelt.

THREE DISTINCTION

Any inquiry, whether natural or human, must start by recognizing the dis-
tinction between theory and its presuppositions. The distinction between
these two does not imply that they oppose each other. On the contrary, they
form a complementary whol¢ in the sense that understanding of one requires
understanding of the others.

Following this distinction one can proceed further and claim that the pro-
cess of understanding involves a two-level reflection. At the first level, it
implies the understanding of various phenomena and the associated regular-
ities exhibited at different levels of reality, such as natural, social, cultural,
etc. The understanding of these regularities is achieved through the manipu-
lation of theories and ideal constructs. This results in the rise of large number
of theories pertaining to different domains of reality. Theories are like net-
works through which we understand phenomena; and they, therefore, enter
into our cognitive vocabulary as a via media between us and the phenomena.
This constitutes the first level of understanding. The second level of under-
standing arises out of a specific intellectual need. A theory, whatever auto-
nomy it may enjoy, can never exist per se. It must have a foundation or what
I prefer to call presuppositions. At this level, the process of understanding
takes a different course. It changes its order. From theory it goes to the pre-
supposition of theory.

This two-level understanding leads to the two orders of inquiry, i.e. the
first-order and second-order inquiry. Thepurpose of first-order inquiry is to
describe, explain and understand reality through the construction of various
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scientific theories; whereas the purpose of second -order inquiry is to under-
stand the presuppositions of those scientific theories.

The relationship between these two inquiries and the manner in which
mediation take place between these two has not been properly investigated.
By and large, the second-order inquiry is relegated to philosophy, and its
importance on the first-order inquiry has been hardly recognized. This is
particularly true of natural sciences, where theory is seen and studies without
any reference to its presuppositions. In the standard view, a theory is an ideal-
ization, and it exists per se. The concern-for foundation is, therefore, not
taken to be a legitimate scientific concern. The entire world of intersubjective
experience in which science is rooted has been superseded by the objectively
true and valid universe of science. What counts as real is the theoretico-
logical superstructure of science. This results in an alienation of theory from
its root which causes what Husserl calls crisis in science. It is a crisis, because
the entire meaning of science is lost in the process of constructing an auto-
nomous universe of science.

ScIENCE AND FORM OF LIFE

The alienation of science from its roots has been recognized in recent times
by people belonging to various traditions of thought and research. Researches
in the philosophy and sociology of science have shown the myth of the earlier
or the positivist conception of science, according to which aim of science is
to attain ideal objectivity, ‘an ideal that subjects all scientific staternents to
the test of impartial criteria recognising no authority of persons in the realm
of cognition.” This view has been challenged, and a new move has been taken
which tried to discover the historical contingency of scientific paradigm. The
Popper-Kuhn controversy in the philosophy of science in this respect de-
serves special mention, Karl Popper, one of the principal exponents of the
conventional view, argues that the growth of science follows a cumulative
pattern. That is to say, science progresses step by step and is guided by its
internal logic, which is independent of any social basis. Kuhn challenges this
view.2 For him science can be of two types: normal science and revolutionary
science. Normal science consists of the articulation of the existing paradigm
to which the scientific community is committed. Scientific revolutions, on the
other hand, are non-cumulative which replace ‘older paradigm in whole or in
part by an incompatible new one’. According to Kuhn, the shift of paradigm
depends on various historical, sociological, and even psychological factors.
The strict sense of objectivity can, therefore, no longer be maintained in
science. Similarly, in some of the works in the sociology of science and, parti-
cularly in the Marxist tradition of thought, the conventional view has been
challenged. As a result, the new awareness came, and that is the awareness to
rediscover and redefine the foundation of science. Science is no longer consi-
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dered to be an autonomous force. People feel that science is essentially social
and it represents what Wittgenstein calls a ‘form of life’.

THE TWO EXTREMES

The post-positivistic philosophy of science roughly takes two directions.® The
first which is philosophical rejects the earlier notion of scientific rationality,
and, instead, advocates a notion of rationality which does not require a cumu-
lative history of science. This, in other words, is to advocate a new and richer
notion of scientific rationality. This view, therefore, argues that what natural
science requires is not sociological account but rather a redefinition of scienti-
fic rationality.

Larry Laudan is one of the principal exponents of this view. His Progress
and Problems is a significant contribution in this line of thinking. One of the
important points that he has made is that there is no sharp boundary between
science and non-science. A good method in science should be regarded as a
good method any where. Thus, from the point of view of good method, phy-
sics and theology can both stand on the same footing, because both employ
the same method for correctly pursuing their cognitive aims. So, in this view,
the term ‘scientific rationality’ is basically meant to follow the scientific me-
thod, and it is the same method for all.

Now, what is called for is a guideline or a methodological principle, which
will tell the historian how to approach individual cases in the history of scien-
ce. To this effect, Laudan offers what he calls a rationality principle which sug-
gests that, if a belief can be explained as rational on the ground of the evidence
available, then that should be accepted as the correct explanation.. This posi-
tion is not really different from those of his predecessors. But, unlike his pre-
decessors, Laudan goes further and introduces a clause to his main thesis
which says that, when such rational explanation is not available, we should
try to account for the beliefs by the social causes. As Laudan says:

...the sociology of knowledge may step in to explain beliefs if and only if
those beliefs can not be explained in terms of their rational merits Essen-
tially, the arationality assumption establishes a division of labour between
the historian of ideas and the sociologist of knowledge; saying, in effect,
that the historian of ideas, using the machinary available to him, can
explain the history of thought in so far as it is rationally well-founded and
that the sociologist of knowledge steps in at precisely those points where
a rational analysis of the acceptance (or rejection) of an idea fails to
square with the actual situation.?

One should not think that in this view sociology does not come in the forefront
of the explanation of rational belief. Sociology is required only when there is
deviation from the standard rational path, or, to use Newton-Smith’s phrase:
‘Sociology is only for deviants.’
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The other direction in which the study of science proceeds can be describ-
ed as overtly sociological in character. Its claim is much stronger than the ear-
lier sociological view of science which, merely recognizes the importance of
social factors for having a complete account of science. But the recent stand-
point, as upheld by the Edinburgh school of sociologists of knowledge, is that
not only social factors are always present but they are the determining factors
in science. In the literature, this is known as strong programme.® One of the
paradigmatic examples of such programme is Paul Forman’s work entitled,
Weimar Culture and Causality. The main purpose of this work is to explain in
purely sociological terms the decline of causality in physics and the consequent
development of a causal quantum mechanics in Germany. Forman argues that
after the World War I the intellectual climate and the public sentiment in Ger-
many were hostile to science and technology. There was a general frustration
among people, and the anti-rationalists ideas became popular. German public
wete in direct opposition to the spirit of science which was seen as mechanistic,
rationalistic and causalistic. Spengler’s Decline of the West, as Forman regards
epitomizes this intellectual crisis of Germany, For Spengler mathematics and
physics developed in the West expresses the ‘Faustian’ nature of contemporary
Western culture. Physics, mathematics, causality and rationality are all
brought together at one level, and are linked to death. The only hope against
this, as Spengler says, is to accept the thing called “Destiny’ which is living and
creative. Living under this cultural crisis the prominent scientists of Germany
of that time, such as von Mises, Weyl, Born and others were influenced by
this fatatistic view which Forman calls “capitulation to Spenglarism’. This
‘capitulation to Spenglarism’, as he argues, is the determining factor in the rise
of non-deterministic physics, which was passionately defended by the then
German physicists. Such passionate defence of non-deterministic physics, as
Forman concludes on the basis of his extensive sociological study, does not
involve any rational enterprises. To quote Forman:

I contend...that the scientific context and content, the form and level of
exposition, the social occasions, and the chosen vehicles for publication of
manifestos against causality, all point inescapably to the conclusion that
substantive problems in atomic physics played only a secondary role in
the genesis of this acausal persuasion, that the most important factor was
the social-intellectual pressure exerted upon the physicists as the members
of the German academic community.?

As we see, we are now confronted with two competing views regarding
philosophy of science. The one holds a trans-historical norms of scientific
rationality with the admission that socio-psychological modes of explanation
will be introduced whenever the standard rational explanation fails. The other
holds that there are no norms of scientific rationality which are of trans-
historical status, and the socio-psychological modes of explanation should be

UNDERSTANDING SCIENCE 59

invoked for understanding a particular episode in the history of science. The
former can be described as the rational, and the latter can be described as the
social view of science. But these two extreme views create an unresolvable
situation. It is unresolvable, because the philosophers and the sociologists of
knowledge have seldom tried to understand the exact relationsip between
rational and social. They have rarely attempted to relate both rational and
social factors in constructing historical explanation of particular events.® The
relation between rational and social is not antithetical. They have to be seen
as complementary to each other. Failure to recognize this complementary
relationship will invariably result in the extremes, i.e. philosophy of science
will be either reduced to logic of science or to sociology of science.

In order to understand the exact relationship between rational and social,
we need to reformulate the entire debate between the philosophers and the
sociologists of knowledge. For this we need a new framework of understand-
ing in which science will be understood neither solely as logic of science nor
as sociology of science. It will be a framework which will distinguish the
theoretico-logical superstructure of science at one level and its foundation,
presupposition or structure at the other. The primary focus of this frame work
will be to study the interaction between these two. This suggests that under-
standing of science involves what I have called the two-level reflection. In the
following pages, 1 shall briefly elaborate this theme. In my analysis, I have
been influenced considerably by Husserl’s work, particularly his work on the
crisis of Galilean science and origin of geometry.?

Tur NEw FRAMEWORK ; A PRELIMINARY NOTE

The purpose of this new framework will be to redefine the meaning of science
through a study of its foundation. The kind of study that I shall initiate here
is different from that of the sociologists of science. My basic attempt will be
to show how the original meaning of science was lost through the period of
its subsequent development. This deviation from original meaning is what I
would call the original sin of science. The sin is the systematic rejection of the
idea of ‘reason’, according to which ‘reason’ is both subjective and objective,
theory and praxis ; and, therefore, is an instrument for changing the world in
accordance with man’s rational faculties and ends. But ‘reason’ as constituted
in science is reduced to paradigmatic rules of deductive inference. Scientific
rationality is divorced from the rational humanitas, and becomes a technolo-
gical rationality without having any ‘end’ or ‘telos’ of its own. Galileo has
never asked for the validity of the foundation of mathematics and its exien-
sion, to natural science. For him this whole question is irrelevant since mathe-
matics justifies its own foundation. In other words, mathematics is the science
of the self-evident. Thus, science, as Herbert Murcuse observes, ‘contained
an unscientific foundation’.2® The sociologists of science do not talk about
this original sin of science. On the basis of the inadequacy of the conventional
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view, they try to show the sociological and historical roots of science. This,
indeed, provides a new perspective to the foundation of science. But this is not
enough. One must se¢ that the connection between theoretico-logical super-
structure of science and its foundation is not a matter of empirical coincidence
of fact alone but is a theoretical necessity. In other words, this connection is
not just an external or sociological one but something which is concerned with
the very structure and meaning of science. The basic issue, here, is not the
external relationsip between science and society but the internal conceptual
structure of science itself. This, as I have already stated, is that ‘reason’ in its
original states demands such connection. Modern science is a fall from that
state, and, therefore, there is a crisis in science. This takes us to the historical
development of science. The new framework views the conceptual develop-
ment of science in three successive phases into which I shall go now. 11

SCIENCE AS A NEW AWARENESS

The first phase of science starts with Descartes approximately from the middle
of the seventeenth century, and it extends up to the middle of the eighteenth
century. In his Meditations on First Philosophy, Descartesfirst tries to provide
a sure foundation for, and a validation of, the new sciences. For Descartes
the universe as it appears in experience does reveal its real nature and struc-
ture. The real nature of the universe, as Descartes claims, should be uncovered
in exact mathematical terms. This poses a sharp contrast between appearance
and reality, a reality that is conceived and constructed in mathematical
physics. Descartes tries to justify this appearance-reality distinction by appeal-
ing to a principle, which claims that whatever is clearly and distinctly per-
ceived is true. Mathematical knowledge, particularly geometrical conception of
the external world, as Descartes claims, justifies this principle. This marks the
beginning of a new way of thinking, and is thus a land mark in the history of
the conceptual development of science. One is aware of the fact that mathe-
matical knowledge can provide a sure foundation to science. Science now
starts as an independent inquiry, which no longer needs only justification or
validation. This brings us to the second phase.

SCIENCE AS A FACT

This phase started in the year 1748 with Leonhard Euler, the great Swiss
mathematician. In his famous monograph, Reflection on Space and Time,
Euler discusses the concept of absolute space, absolute time, and absolute
motion. In this scientific treatise, he makes certain claims which call for a
radical change in our philosophical thinking. Euler agrees that philosophers
must continue to discuss the fundamental concepts of physics, but which
concepts are to be regarded as fundamental is a decision to be taken by the
physicists and not the philosophers. In the matters of scientific knowledge,
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which is consequently identified as the only mode of knowledge, one must
accept the supermacy of physics rather than philosophy. If a physicist, for
example, thinks that for the proper formulation of the laws of dynamics and
laws of inertia one requires a formulation of absolute space and time, then the
inclusion of these notions should be accepted as valid. The validity and justi-
fication of these notions should be understood within the theoretical context
of physics. Consequently, in such matters, philosophers do not have any
independence; they must accept the decision of the physicists as final, and
proceed accordingly. This gives rise to a new conception of philosophy of-
science which is known as logic of science.

The above discussion shows that science does no longer need any justifica-
tion. Its validity is taken for granted, and thus science becomes a fact. That
science is a fact is the central feature of the positivist world-view. A new cul-
ture along with a new concept of rationality comes into existence. Conse-
quently, this phase of science as a fact raises certain problems which reflect a
crisis in the foundation of science. This marks the beginning of the third phase,
which Husserl calls science as a problem.

SCIENCE AS A PROBLEM

Science as a problem is the third stage in the conceptual development of
science. It signifies certain basic changes in the internal structure of science.
Modern science, or more appropriately the physicist’s programme of the
mathematization of nature 12 exhibits a structure that is similar to the struc-
ture of a machine. In other words, the entire procedure of modern science can
be better understood in the sense of a logical machine, which implies the
algorithmic procedure used for the formalization of mathematics. These algo-
rithmic procedures are purely mechanical in the sense that they can be applied
in an absolutely routine manner. Methods of science, since they are rigorously
formalized, assume the same character. This results in what is known as ‘tech-
nization of science’, which implies the mechanical application of scientific
rules.18 Science can, thus, be compared with a machine, which can be handled
by any one who knows the rules of the operation of the machine. This gives
an instrumental character to the very structure of science. By the logos of pure
science one now understands only technology whose purpose is to serve some
external ends.

Here, at this stage, a basic philosophical question concerning the machine
itself arises. For a philosopher the actual functioning of the machine is not of
great interest. He goes beyond this, and inquires about how and why this
machine functions. That is to say, from the functional aspect he goes to certain
foundational aspects of a machine. They are: the machanism which makes
functioning of a maching possible; the principle by which the machine is cons-
tructed ; and, finally, the condition in which the entire construction is con-
ceived, These philosophical activities clearly show the distinction between the
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machine and the presuppositions of a machine. On the same grounds a dis-
tinction can be maintained between Galilean science and the presuppositions
of it. These presuppositions are like the underlying structures from which
science derives its sense. They indicate the manner in which modern science
becomes possible. This, in other words, is to define the meaning of modern
science in its entirely. But one who adopts the view of a technician of science
understands science without its presuppositions and foundation. In such a
view, philosophy of science is confined to the study of the mere logic of
science. The study of the logic of science has its merit within the theoretico-
logical superstructure of science. But it does not constitute the whole of
science. Being a superstructure the universe of science requires a foundation
upon which it rests and upon which it is constructed, The foundation is the
common social experience or what Husserl calls Lebenswelt. A comprehensive
study in philesophy of science will be possible only when it is able to take
these two (i.e. theory and its foundation) together. I shall now give a brief
description of the mutual interaction of these two, and shali argue how an
objectively valid scientific theory evolves essentially through a common a
theoretical knowledge constituted in Lebenswelt.

Lebenswelt AND ATHEORETICAL KNOWLEDGE

The Lebenswelt is a pre-given world which exists independently of and prior
to all scientific activity. But it pervades all our activities in the sense that it
enters as a premise or presupposition of all our activities. This pre-given world
includes nature which is not the idealized nature of physics. It is nature as
given in direct and immediate experience. It is this pre-given world into which
we are born, and at every moment we are aware of the fact that we are within
it. We also find that we are surrounded not only by natural things, e.g. colour,
shape, size, weight, etc. but also instruments, books, objects of art, and so omn.
These objects have human significance in the sense that they serve human
purpose, desires, and need. Besides objects, we encounter within Lebenswelt
otr fellow-men, and we find that we stand in diverse relation to them. We
take it for granted that our fellow-men exist in the same way in which we
exist, and that they confront the same thing and the same object as we do.
The only difference is that depending on our standpoints the objects appear
with their varying aspects. This realization that the world is one and the same
for all constitutes the core of our social knowledge or atheoretical knowledge.

Following Husserl certain predominent features of Lebenswelt can be
spelt out. First of all, the world of common experience is extended in space
and time. This provides a frame of reference in which items of experience can
be related and described in spatial and temporal terms with one another.
Furthermore, things exhibit some kind of spatial forms, and they are also
grasped accordingly. Trees, for example, present a cylindrical shape. This, of
course, shouid not be understood in a strictly geometrical sense. The phrase
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‘cylindrical shape’ actually refers to a physiognomic aspect of spatial forms.
It refers to a spatial configuration within which variation takes place.

Secondly, we find that there are various kinds of regularities exhibited at
Lebenswelt. We experience various changes, and try to establish a regularity
among these changes. The alternation of day and night, changes of season,
for example, indicate a simple type of regularity. Again, people know without
knowing science that water boils when heated and after a point it evaporates;
or a stone falls down when dropped from the hand. This means that we know
that events do not take place in isolation. Events are co-ordinated in a certain
manner. Therefore, occurences of one type are regularly followed by occu-
rences of another type. This is the idea of universal causality,4 which is
embedded in the practical life of our day-to-day existence. The idea of univer-
sal causality is the basis of our everyday conceptualization by which we anti-
cipate the future, and regulate our future course of action for the desired
result, Anthropologists like Levi-Strauss have emphasized this aspect of social
knowledge when they talk about rational behaviour of primitive man. On the
basis.of everyday causal connection, primitive man within his own framework
provides a rational explanation for various phenomena,

The third feature of common social knowledge is that it is perspectival in
character. By perspectival it is meant that things in the Lebenswelr appear as
relative with respect to the human subjects. The same object may be perceived
by us from our respective points of observation. Intersubjective agreement is
brought about in order to make adjustments in these different perspectives.
As a result, we find that we live in the same world of common experiences
having the same intersubjective knowledge. However, a degree of relativity
exists; but it exists not with regard to individual but with regard to social
groups.

These three features constitute the core of our social or atheoretical know-
ledge. They are the basic co-ordinates of man’s thinking. Atheoretical know-
ledge is the rudimentary form of conceptualization through which we compre-
hend and explain the world. Since it is atheoretical, the nature of this know-
ledge is vague, inexact, and indeterminate; but nevertheless it is the basis of
man’s mental operation in the everyday world. Theoretical pursuit evolves
through this atheoretical knowledge with the purpose of making knowledge
clear, exact, and determinate. In a similar way, theoretical pursuits in science
should be seen and understood with reference to the theory-atheory matrix
which T shall now discuss.

SCIENCE AND THEORY—ATHEORY MATRIX

Scientific activity is not an isolated abstract activity of the scientists. It is
rather a collective activity in which scientists depend on each other and inter-
act with each other. For example, Einstein, as Husserl points oud, in his gene-
ral theory of relativity relies upon Michelson’s experiment. Now, when



64 AMITABHA DAS GUPTA

Einstein refers to the work and results of Michelson, he obviously does not
take Michelson as the innovator of the psychophysical construction which
stands on an objective ground. For Einstein, and for that matter any working
physicist, Michelson appears as a collaborator who lives in the same world,
who shares with him certain interests and who is engaged in the research pur-
suit, Thus, the two working scientists when they meet find that they have some
common purpose, and they share the general orientation of thinking. This
means that one finds oneself in communion with others. Both try to under-
stand and appreciate each other’s ideas. They criticize each other and suggest
modifications. That is to say, a dialogue situation is established between the
two. This establishes a community of scientists which comprises not only the
present scientists but also the predecessors whose works provide the basis of
the present scientific work. This community is also an open community in the
sense that the present work will be carried on by the future generations.
‘Science evolves through the communication of the members of the commu-
nity of scientists. The communications consist of general debate, mutual
criticism, correction and so on. Science in this sense is like a cultural
activity with the practice of a special kind which Husserl calls ‘practice of
theorizing’.

For the proper understanding of science, one must take account of the
mental operations and the way in which these operations are intersubjectively
interlinked in science. Natural science in this sense is closely connected with
human science which studies the mental life of man.

Modern science or Galilean science seeks to discover a hidden, objective
nature behind the appearance of Lebenswelt. Galilean science claims that the
objective nature construed by the scientists is the reality, whereas the perceptual
world is the appearance. Thus, the objective nature portayed in the scientific
theory replaces the perceptual world. This creates an alienation between scien-
tific theory and perceptual world. But this is essentially a wrong way of look-
ing at science. Whatever the development of science may be, the perceptual
world always remains to be familiar to us. Both the scientist and the layman
observe and appreciate the beauty of nature in the same way. This shows the
primacy of the intersubjective world of experience. Scientific theories are
ultimately verified by observations; and, even if observations are meant to be
pointer readings, they are still perceptual experiences. The notion of ‘objective
nature’ should be conceived as an idea which is an intersubjective accomplish-
ment, and it inspires the members of the community of scientists, to produce
their work. These products are the scientific theories which mark the historical
development of science.

Scientific activities, like other cultural activities, are carried on in
Lebenswelt. Scientific problems arise within Lebenswelt, and then they are
singled out and abstracted. To the scientists, the laboratory, the computer
centre, the workshop, etc. in which they conduct their rescarches have human
significance. It has human significance, because it serves ¢ertain human pur-
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pose. A scientist views all these, i.e. the laboratary, the computer centre, th
works.hop_, etc., with reference to activity which has human end &

Scientific activity should be, therefore, seen as one amor‘lg the several
modes of: our collective activity. Like other -activities it has a purpose. Its
purpose 1s to enlarge atheoretical knowledge of the intersubjective W(;rld

S ° . -

TOWARDS A GENETIC METHODOLOGY

The description of science as theory-atheory matrix leads to the view that
proper understanding of science requires a genetic investigation, and, the :
fore, t]:le ?nethod to be used for this is a genetic method which sho,uId b,e &
fully _distlngu_ished from the historical method. The genetic method althf)?trel;
it relies on historical knowledge, is not by itself a historical metho’d Itis o
tl‘le othe_r hand, a logical method which seeks to discover the logic of tile c’e Y
sis of d}ffert?nt meanings and, particularly, scientific meaning. The rbglene;'
hfstory in t.hl.S respect is to show how theoretical networks of me:anin sha y
hlstor.y. If it is accepted as datum that meaning have a history, thengthc tvzf 12
f)f phllosgphy of science is to explicate the logic of their historic; 15 Its pu S
is to explicate the various systems of meaﬁings and to show how -thesel; r11:J =
are rel:elte?d to one another by virtue of being systems of meanings AyS enclls
ingly, it is poss'ible to show in this framework how an abstractgf(-)mfacl?r ci
system of meaning can be logically related to what Husserl calls ‘protolo izel’
sy§tems of meaning operative in man’s perceptual world of Lebenswelt g ](:3El
this does not suggest any reductionism, i.e. reducing the formal s sterr;—-' 1tlt
perceptual ones. The objective of genetic inquiry, on the other )lilands'mto
::lzr;;(:w l:l?llc formal system belonging to the objective order of scie’n::i i(;
perceptio(;l . ¢ systems of meaping functioning in the subjective order of
The .centn'-al focus of genetic methodology is to restore the role of h
gubject in science. The basic fallacy of the positivistic methodology is ﬂ:H:@n
its a1.nl‘)1t10n to make science objective it undermines, if not rejectsgsihe al  of
p-ercgplen.t subject, viz. his truths of perceptions which provide th; ra . etOf
rial to science. This is similar to Kant’s idea of Copernican revolm:ioW ml?’ el;
att_empts to bring human subject to the centre, so that, instead of11 wb'lc
bemg_ conforme‘d to object, object should now onwards éonform to s?.::)'Je‘:tt
In this conception, as I have already indicated both subjective perce Jtec .
(atheoret}cal knowledge) and objective truths of science (theoretiIc):al kp =4
ledge) will have their own respective places in a single unified continunow;
human lmdersta_tnding. Secondly, the so-called objective truths of scicnc;rl (')11
thfen no longer be treated as alien to human subject but essentially as ac -
p.llsl?lnent of t_he percipient subject.!® Thereby they will regain their h f-
significance. Finally, these changes in the internal structure of science Willll 112:2
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to the development of a metacritique that will examine the very conceptual
basis of science.

We can now sec how science is built at a superstructure on the foundation
of atheoretical knowledge. Science is not a departure from this world. The
intersubjective world or Lebenswelr does intervene in the elaboration of
science. The practice of theorizingis a specific human activity, which is rooted
in the atheoretical knowledge and is also influenced by it. If this connection
is not seen, then science becomes like a machine-an alogarithm which is to be
followed in a routine manner without having any understanding of meaning.
In this respect, Husser!’s work, Origin of Geometry, deserves special mention.
Through this study he establishes the link between theory and atheory in

geometry.

ORiGIN OF GEOMEIRY AND THEORY-ATHEORY MATRIX

In Husserl’s view, Galileo accepts geometry as the foundation of his programme
of mathematization of nature. Galileo thinks that geometry provides the ideal
of true knowledge; and, therefore, if science of nature is possible at all, it has
to be on the pattern of geometry. But Galileo, as Husserl points out, never
tried to justify geometry as the body of true knowledge, nor did he think that
geometry needed any justification. He takes the Platonic attitude towards
geometry, and thereby accepts the fundamental dualism of Greek thought,
namely, the dualism between episteme and doxa. Geometry being the science
of episteme is self-evident; and, therefore, as a body of knowledge it needs no
justification. Husserl considers this a prejudice. Geometry does require justi-
fication, and its justification lies in Lebenswelt.

Husserl gives an elaborate justification by going into the origin of geo-
metry. In essence his thesis is: geometry as idealized knowledge is basically
rooted in the art of measurement practiced by men in the Lebenswelt2® This
activity, i.e. the activity of measuring, is primarily governed by the pragmatic
motives of man. That is to say, the purpose of this activity is to attain varying
degrees of accuracy. It is through such activity that a carpenter, for example,
transcends the horizon of practicality and attains some ideal notions, such as
the idea of planeness or straightness in his system of understanding. These
ideas are taken as ideals of perfection. They form the science of idealities or
geometry that represents the ideals of episteme of the Greek thought.

In his search for the origin of geometry, Husser! is not interested in any
‘philological-historical’ inquiry, such as, to discover the first geometer who
actually uttered geometrical propositions.2® He is, on the other hand, interest-
ed to find out the ‘most original sense in which geometry arose’ that makes its
forward movement possible resulting in an important tradition in the cultural
life of man. Husserl’s inquiry, as he himself claims, is a regressive inquiry
going back into ‘the submerged original beginnings of geometry’. The inquiry
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is I1_k_e the method of back-tracking which seeks to retrace the concepiual
decisions and conceptual landmarks of geometrical traditions. . - =3
: Geometry_as science presupposes a tradition which may lz-ue defined in th
11gh.t O.f certain theoretical activities of man which must have a hist i ‘;
b.egmmflg'. As a tradition, it arose out of a first acquisition, i.c. the ﬁrstoma
tive activity of man. Later it moved forward from one set o,f t.h;aoretical géea-
topment to angther. In this progression of it movement, the developme: :ei
stages are not isolated pockets of change; they rather in’dicate a conrfcim:; !
synthfa31s, and thus make a unitary conception of tradition possible TIL::
2:,?;?;1;% ;)f é;eometry shm.ald thus, be, understood in the perspective o-f this
i Hsﬁ::slg:;z.ent, L.e, “first as a project and then in successful execu-
The method of back-tracking in geometry suggests that the entire proce
ﬁ;:st starts with the inventor, such as, Euclid or Pythagoras. Its meanlijn li -
within the mental space of the inventor. But geometrical pr:opositions ags =
all know, do not exist within the inventor’s personal sphere of conscio;ls e‘:e
They have an objective existence in the sense that they are meant for ever I::- :.
They assume a form of ideal objectivity, or, as Husserl says, they are sﬁ I;r'
ten}porg]. It may be noted that the ideal objectivity of geon;etrical theorltj:m;
which is expressed through language retains its character all through, no
matter how many times itis sensibly wttered or translated in diffe gt,l
guages. In cach instance, it is the same. gl
‘We are now left with two distinctions. The first is the linguistic utteranc
which has spatio-temporal individuation, and the second is the the nt'e
content of the linguistic utterance, i.e., meaning. The tﬂematic content m? lC
to the ideal objects of idealities of geometrical propositions P
Now .the problem that confronts us concerns the ideal ob.jects of geometr
The precise nature of the problem is: ‘How does geometrical ideality procee{i
fI‘OI?] intra--personal origin to its ideal objectivity?®! This is, of cour
achieved thr_ough language; but then the next question that thr;atens us f: :
how does a linguistic expression which originated in intra-subjective situatio '
become an objective expression which is understandable by all? 1
An answer to this, as Husserl thinks, must presuppose a noti&n of commo
la}nguage a1.1d common civilization. Being in this world we are always co sn
cious of this world as the ‘horizon of our Iife’, as a ‘horizon of thiny s’ eI: .
In this world horizon, there is the horizon of our fellow-men with Wﬁo;n v:e
are constantly interacting. There is a reciprocal relationship and reciprocal
under§tanding between me and others. To elaborate, I understand otlﬁars a
not different from me; and I, therefore, consider them as my others witl?
whom I can enter into different relationships. The same is true of others also
We czme to know'efu-:h o'ther.through the process of empathetic understand:
}gfm . .common civilization in the sense of a community of living is thus

It is through this common civilization that the idea of common language
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arises. One of the primary ways through which I am aware of this civilization
is language. We can talk about the things which are objectively existing with-
in this world. Everything in this world can be described through language,
and they are namable, Language, thus corsidered, is related to the objects
of the world which are linguistically expressible.®

In the light of these two presuppositions, we are now in a position to ex-
plain how geometrical propositions become objective. Husserl’s argument is
that something may be psychic; but, if it can be understood by others and if
its content is communicable, it becomes eoipso objective. It may thus be
regarded as one of the real things of the world which are experienceable and
namable by anyone. This implies that a broad agreement is achieved among
people over these objects. Similarly, sentences used for the description of
these objects are all verifiable sentences based on our common experience.

The ideal objects of geometry should be understood in the same way. The
original state from which geometry starts is its first production which is self-
evident. It does not have any objective existence; it assumes a passive state.
However, this passive state opens up the possibility of an active state, a state
of recollection of what is produced first. The originally conceived self-evident
production is recollected or renewed in the subsequent stages in the history
of geometry, and thus a chain of repetitions is formed throughout. In all
these stages of repetitions, an identity is maintained with what is produced
in the original state of self-evidence.

This entire chain of repetition of self-evidence in geometry presupposes a
reciprocal linguistic community. The understanding of the original produc-
tion by the others and its identical repetition is possible because of common
language. A communication link is thus formed between the different stages
of repetitions; and the repeatedly produced structure becomes a structure
common to all. This provides the basis for the ideal objects in geometry.

Equally important in this context is to show what Husserl calls ‘the per-
sisting existence of the ideal objects’. The characteristic feature of the ideal
object is that they continue to exist independent of their inventors and fol-
lowers. Husserl thinks that this is possible because of written communication,
which does not require to take any ‘personal address’ into consideration.
This, in his view, makes corymunication, virtual ,and thus ‘communalization
of man is lifted to a new level.’®

Finally, we come to the problem of how to explain the new development
in geometry. Husserl seeks to show that there is a peculiar movement in
geometry where the new results are attained on the basis of the earlier one,
and that the newly achieved results after a point become ‘in turn, the founda-
tion on which the next set of results are artived at. Thus, the presupposed
pattern in the movement is that each stage of the thematic development in
geomelry is grounded on the previous stage, or, to put it, in Husser]’s charac-
teristic phrase, ‘meaning is gounded on meaning’. The result is ‘from ideal-
ities more and more idealities at higher levels are produced’. For Husserl
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th‘eref_ore, thfa method of geometry is basically meant to be a inethod of ex-
plication which involves:

. .ex.tracting one by one, in separation from what has been vaguely
passwely_ received as a unity, the elements of meaning, thus bringing thc’:
total val.ldity to active performance in a new way on the basis of indivi-
dual validities. What was a passive meaning-pattern has now become one

constructed through active production. This activi : .
. . ctivity, then, is
sort of self-evidence.?s 4 , is a special

The_ notion of explication conceived here is different from the Anglo-Saxon
notion of explication as used by Carnap and others. Explication in geometry
does an mear clarification of meaning only; it is also meant to be deepening
and enrlch-mg of meaning This is evident from man’s theoretical activities
;—Iun‘lan bel.ngs are not passively conscious beings; they are actively engageci
in discovering the new horizons of the world. Man has the indomitable de-
sire to know, and this leads him to create new meanings.

My purpose here is not to give an elaborate presentation of Husserl’s
a.Il.aIYSIS of the origin of geometry through this rather over-simplified expo-
sition. I‘have only tried to show that this is perhaps a very significant way one
can sce idealization or axiomatization in science as part of man’s atheoretical
knowled'ge of the world. The purpose of idealization is meant to interpret
the physical world, and it should, therefore, never be mistaken as reality itself.

I have started my paper with the distinction that understanding involveé
a two-l.ex:'el reflection; one is associated with theory and the other with pre-
supposmon. or foundarion of theory. Accordingly, there are two orders of
stuc%y pertlalnmg to the two domains. Understanding of science can be best
achieved, if we employ this method of two-level reflection. It is only through
such. method of understanding that science can be complete and compre-
hensive. As we have seen, philosophy of science and sociology of science
adopt t.wo extreme attitudes towards the study of science. In this paper, 1
have‘ tried to reconstruct this debate, and I have tried to integrate their rc:.s-
pective st:_:mdpoints in a new framework. The new framework invoked by
Hus§er.l views history of science in a particular order, and shows how the

medl.atlon takes place between the theoretico-logical superstructure of science
and its foundation or Lebenswelt. This is what I mean by the phrase: ‘Under-
standing science: a two-level reflection.’ '

MNOTES AND REFERENCES

1. 1, Scheftler, Science and Subjectivity, Chicago University Press, 1967.

2. T. Kuhn, The Structure of Scientific Revolution, Chicago University Press, 1962

3. Ci. _J. Brown, ‘Introduction: The Sociological Turn’ in J. Brown (ed.), Scien'tiﬁc
Rationality: The Sociological Turn, D. Reidel Publishing Company, 1984.’



70
4.
5.
6.

7.

10.

1t.

i2.
13.
14.
15.

AMITABHA DAS GUPTA -

L. Laudan, Progress and Its Problems, University of California Press, 1977, p. 202.
Newton-Smith, The Rationality of Science, Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1981.

The clear exposition of this programme will be found in D. Bloor, Knowledge and
Social Imagery, Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1976.

P. Forman, ‘Weimar Culture and Causality’ in R. McCormmich (ed.), Historical
Studies in Physical Sciences, University of Pennsylvaniz Press, 1971, p. 105f.

Cf. E. McMullin, “The Rational and the Social in the History of Science’,in J. Brown
(ed.), Scientific Rationality: The Sociological Turn.

E. Husserl, The Crisis of European Sciences and the Transcendental Phenomenology,
North Western University Press, 1970.

H. Marcuse, “On Science and Phenomenology’ in Bosfon Studies in Philosophy of
Science, D. Reidel Publishing Company, 1962, )

This three-level development has been suggested by Aron Guruwitsch in his paper,
‘Galilean Physics in the Light of Hussetl's Phenomenology’ in E. McMullin (ed.),
Galileo, Man of Science, Basic Books, 1967.

E. Hussexl, Crisis, p. 23.

Ibid., p. 46.

Ibid., p. 315-34. -
Ibid., . 124. See also Ernst Mach, The Science of Mechanics: A Critical and H istorical
Exposition of Its Principles, trans from German by T.J. McConmack, Open Coutrt,
1960.

. E. Husserl, Crisis, p. 124, 141.

. Ibid., p. 5. .
. Ibid., p. 121. See also Sir Arthur Eddington, Space, Time and Gravitation, Cambridge

University Press, 1966.

. E. Husserl, Crisis, p. 354.
. Ibid., p. 356.
. Ibid., p. 358.
. Ibid., p. 359.
. Ibid., p. 361,
. Ihid., p. 363.
. Ibid., p. 364.

The value-ought of self-realization:
a phenomenological approach

SEBASTIAN VELASSERRY
Indian Institute of Technology, Kanpur

The present paper is an attempt to approach the principal Upanisads from
the phenomenological point of view in order to reconsider the concept of
self-realization as the value-ought. By dealing with the concept of self-reali-
zation in the phenomenological way, I do not wish to suggest that this is how
they appeared to the Upanisadic rsis. The explicit aim of this study is to clari-
fy the terms and concepts used in the Upanisadic texts, and to submit them
as far as possible to a phenomenological analysis.

Let us begin by identifying the apparent opposition between two funda-
mental concepts of the self.! The one concept is the outcome of the naturalist
approach to the self characteristic of objective natural science; the other con-
cept is the outcome of a purely reflective approach to the self characteristic
of Husserlian phenomenoclogy. The naturalist begins with the objective na-
tural world, and regards the self as merely another natural being to be under-
stood in terms of the causal laws that refate its behaviour to other natural
events. The naturalist does not admit categories to understand the self. The
phenomenologist, on the other hand, begins with the conscious self, and re-
gards both the self and the natural world as horizons of experience to be
understood in reference to the intentional acts of the self. He, therefore,
admits irreducible categories of intentionality to understand the self. Causal
explanation of the self is fundamental to the naturalist, whereas the reflective
analysis of intentional acts is fundamental to the phenomenologist. Conse-
quently, phenomenology is in. an excellent position to unravel the complexities
that are involved in the concept of self-realization as the Upanisadic value-
ought. The reason is that phenomenology studies the concept of self-reali-
zation by describing how one feels to be in an ‘Atmanized Absolute’.2 Hence
this approach not only fulfils the demands of presuppositionless investiga-
tions but also examines the most direct and private data about atman (self),
body, world and the human existence to which we have access. Phenomeno-
logically, atman (self) becomes relevant to the human condition and existence,
and is to be understood in terms of our experience of atman. Thus, the phe-
nomenological approach would reject as a point of departure the commonly
accepted sharp distinctions among self, body and the world. It endeavours,

*I am thankful to Professors. S.N. Mahajan and S.A. Shaida for their _friendly critiqisms,
suggestions and modifications rendered by them at various stages of this study. T also
acknowledge Professor Rajendra Prasad who hasbeen asourceof help and encouragement
for me,
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instead, to discover that integral concrete human experience, of which the
notions of ‘self”, ‘realization’ ‘absolute unity’ and the like are abstractions.

When we consider the Upanisadic passages in which the seers advocate
the ‘transcendent’ and ‘distinct’ character of self-realization, we understand
that they have returned to the immediate realm of the lived experiences. This
‘lived experience * includes the individual’s feelings, desires, emotion, cogni-
tion, will and the like; but it is not fully confined nor described in terms of
feclings, desires, and emotions. It is the dynamic interplay of one’s felt needs,
urges, desires. wishes, interests, cognitions, emotions, attitudes and the like.
Man undergoes this ‘lived experience’ because the innermost reality of him-
self is the ground of alt his experiences. It may best be described phenomeno-
logically as the that which I am non-focally aware of at a moment. Let us
explain.

In all experiencings of the objects—mental and physical—the objects be-
come the focal point of our awareness, whereas in the question of self it is
the essential subject for all our experiencing of the psychical events and phy-
sical objects. That is, the self is the that which we are non-focally aware
of at particular moments while we experience the objects. Brhadaranyaka
Upanisad illustrates the same viewpoint in the following words:

As, when a drum is being beaten, one would not be able to grasp the ex-
ternal sounds but by grasping the drum or the beater of the drum the
sound is grasped; as, when a counch-shell is being blown, one would not
be able to grasp the external sounds, but by grasping the counch-shell
the sound is grasped; as, when a lute is being played, one would not be
able to grasp the external sounds, but by grasping the lute or the player
of the lute the sound is grasped—so by comprehending Atman or Brahma
everything is comprehended.?

It is said in Chandogya Upanisad that through the grasping of this subject—
self—‘whercby what has not been heard of becomes heard of, what has
not been thought of becomes thought of, what has not been understood
becomes understood.’

The above elucidation suggests that a close analysis of experience
reveals that the self is the pure subject to whom the mental facts and physical
objects are ‘given’. Every experience, thus, reveals not only the object which
we experience but also the essential subject as the abiding core of all our ex-
periences. In Chandogya Upanisad, we have a conception of self and. its reali~
zation on the above lines. Five learned householders, greatly learned in
sacred lore (srotriya), came together and discussed : “Who is our dtman? What
is Brahman? These five decided to resort to Uddalaka Aruni who had the
reputation of understanding that universal atman. But he was reticent. The
six then approached the famous Agvapati for instruction. Avapati elicited
from each his conception of universal @tman. One said that he venerated the
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sky as the universal gzman. Aévapati commended the conception and gave
assurance that hewas shining like the sky buta greatdealmore. The othersin
their turns enunciated their conceptions, all of which were accepted as true
but taken as totally false. Finally, A§vapati taught the six Brahmanas the
noble truth about the universal dfman as no other than their own selves. In
conceiving of @tman as something apart from themselves, they were commit-
ting an error.® .

Such approaches are evident in King Janaka's search® and Naciketas’
inquiry.” Consequently, this ‘self knowing’ on the phenomenological view is
constituted by the ability of the self to relate its actions to the unity of its
consciousness and to acknowledge the actions as its own. Thus, the actions
of the self are fulfilments of conscious intentions. They do not merely exhi-
bit its originally determinate nature, on the contrary, they determine its na-
ture.

This point can be pressed as follows. The ought-value that inheres in self-
realization is achieved by an individual when through action he sees through
his jiva nature and passes on to the transcendentat that is the paramatman.
Through action, at the first stage, the full nature of jiva is apprehended. In
the second stage, this full knowledge of jiva leads through an understanding
of its background and conditions to the self that is beyond the empirical self.
In this way, the identity of the empirical self with transcendental self is fully
realized. This unison is experienced as the climax of action and the highest
point of fulfilment. That is to say that the empirical self opens to itself, and,
in fact, this ‘reflexivity’ ultimately brings it face to face with paramatman, the
transcendental self.

The important aspect of openness, therefore, is that it renders the self
(jivatman in Upanisadic terms) receptive to principles, norms ideal categories,
etc. We encounter here an interesting paralielism within the self. That is to
say that the openmess of the self has two dimensions: one towards the world—
intentionality; and the other towards himself—intensionality. The first sees
the physical objects and psychical events as significant realities. The second
sees himself as realizing of principles, norms and ideals. Hence jiva's openness
in the first case is exhibited in its experience, and experience becomes a con-
crete feature of jiva. In the second case, jiva’s openness is manifest in the act
of reflection.

Openness to one’s own self, therefore, is mot simply a given fact but a
disclosure of the empirical self. Thus, from the phenomenological point
of view, self-realization is not merely a natural event to be observed from an
external perspective; on the contrary, it is a persent and future possibility in
relation to which the empirical self opens itself to itself and thereby becomes
capable of making the whole of its being its own. A trivial example may illus-
trate my point. My frequent exhibition of bad temper may well be a cons-
cious experience, but it is not yet the consciousness for me that T am bad
tempered’. Reflection on this self-consciousness when achieved discloses the
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possibility of choosing either to be bad tempered or to be cured of this failing.
This advance in reflection may well be considered as the beginning of open-
ness to myself. Openness to one’s own self, therefore, alters what was there
before. In virtue of my developing this openness, I achieve at least a measure
of understanding/realizing myself. Openness to one’s own self, therefore,
means to be involved in, engaged in, concerned about and affected by the
experience that is evoked by the self. Hence the precept of the Upanisadic
truth—Everything in the world is of value as leading to the realization of
one’s sell”—finds confirmation as the ‘ought’ for a healthy life.

These considerations on the phenomenology of self-realization shows that
paramdtman as the transcendental self is the passive observer and jivatman
as the empirical self is the active constituter. Thus, Svetdévatara Upanisad
depicts the transcendental and empirical self in the following way: ‘Two
birds, fast-bound companions, clasp close the same tree. Of these two, the
one eats sweet fruit; the other looks on without eating.® On the basis of this
Upanisadic text, it may be understood that the transcendental self is a non-
experienced locus in empirical consciousness, and that locus is and remains
as the ultimate subjectivity. Consequently, the language of objectivity
cannot legitimately make reference to the transcendental self. If we now
assume that an exposition of the transcendental self is one clue to the
phenomenological understanding of self-realization, then we may make
sense of many of the manifestations of realization. The Upanisadic
view that knowledge of dtman can be evoked only by designating what itis
not (neti, neti)® corresponds to the fact that the transcendental self is not
accessible to ordinary forms of experiencings and their linguistic equi-
valents. Negative statements are required not only for the description of
transcendental self but for an apprehension, suggestion and appreciation of
that self,

These reflections suggest that transcendental self enables the ‘experience’
of an empty consciousness. Consciousness is there, but the contents are gone.
The particular determinations and differentiations have been eliminated in
this experience. That is the realization of one’s own true self. Husser] has
designated it as the ‘pure look’, the outward gaze without objects. Such a
vacuous ‘look” and an empty universe is depicted in the Upanisads too. The
subject-object duality in experiences do not have any meaning at all in this
unique experience. As Yajfiavalkya asks: “Where, verily, everything has be-
come just one’s own self, then whereby and whom would one smell. .1

The transcendence, of which Husserl speaks, is also a similar movement
across from the ‘natural straightforward living toward objects’ to a reflective
attitude in which, for a time, we do not focus on the objects of our perceptual
and other intentional attitudes. Instead, we pay reflective attention to the
intentions, and more exactly to ourselves in forming and having them. To
quote Husserl:

VALUE-QUGHT OF SELF-REALIZATION 75

. .we are subjects for this world... experiencing it, contemplating it, va-
luing it, relating purposefully...it has an ontic meaning given by our ex-
periencings. .. which we can realize at will, There are two attitudes; in one,
the perceptive, we are...directed straightforwardly toward the object. .
our gaze passes through the appearances towards what continously
appears through their continuous unification...In the reflective attitude
(by contrast)...the sequence of appearances themselves is thematic, rather
than what appears in them.t ,

The above elucidation suggests that realization always involves the polar
duality of realization and something describable as ‘object’ of realization,

That is to say that in every ‘act? it has an object or that it possesses an in-
trinsic reference to an object which is other than the act itself. Being intrinsic
to the act ‘this objective reference’ is such that no act can properly be des-
cribed without specifying what object it is of. In describing an act, in our
context—realization of self—two things, therefore, must at least be specified.

(1) We must state its mode, that is, whether it is a perception, or a re-
collection, or an anticipation or a conception and so on;

(2) Careful phenomenological disclosure of the experience of the anti-
cipation of realization indicates that it points to something beyond
ordinary human consciousness. It is experiencing as pointing to a
transcendent condition, for, phenomenologically, realization is
examined from within as an experience, not as an infetence, nor as a
hypothesis for a future life. The phenomenological analyses of real-
ization must therefore focus on what that experience anticipates and
what promises it claims to fulfil.

To understand the above structure of realization, we should examine how
the need for it arises out of human condition. In the Upanisads, Maitreyi,
Uddalaka Arupi, Ajatasatru, etc. wanted to reach at some perfection which
is ‘immanent’ in their personal egos, i.e. they wanted to reach an important
otherness. The third wish of Naciketas was to acquire knowledge concerning
the effect of dying. In Katha Upanisad, we read thus: ‘He who knows this ex-
periencer, as the living self [atman] near at hand, Lord of what has been and
of what is to be—He does not shrink away from him.”3 The reflection in
Katha Upanisad* affairms the Upanisadic truth that man in his self-knowing
is in effect seeking transcendence of his empirical self. Thus, the Upanisadic
seer praises the immanent self by declaring that it is Brahma, Visne, Rudra,
Prajipati, Agni, Vayu, Indra, Moon, Food, Yama, Earth, etc. Ultimately,
this quest (of the empirical self) is a reaching out from the empirical self to
an innermost reality, i.e. transcendental self. And this transcendental self is
consciousness as such or consciousness of consciousness in its ultimate gene-
rality. This self is the phenomenological ground and source for the individu-
ated consciousness. The phenomenological understanding of self-realization
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as the value-ought is possible in virtue of the discovery and disclosure of this
transcendental sphere. In Husserl’s words:

Consciousness in itself has a being of its own which in its absolute unique-
ness of nature remains unaffected by the phenomenological disconnection.
It thereforeremains over as a ‘phenomenological residuum’, as a region of
Being which is in principle unique, and can become in fact the field of a
new science—the science of phenomenology.1s

Now, let us bring to light the problem of ‘specific objective reference’.
To say that realization is the anticipation of the experience of ‘something’
Is to say that realization is intentional, or to say that realization has an ob-
jective reference is the same as saying that anticipation of realization neces-
sarily has intentionality. Intentionality, in other words, is precisely ‘this uni-
versal fundamental property of consciousness, to be conscious of some-
thing’.!® Here, we may distinguish the two poles of this situation, namely,
subject in its attentiveness and the object under attention. The subject is mani-
fest purely by its attending or intending act, while the object is always seen
in one or another of possible aspects. Consequently, a phenomenological
study of self-realization as the value-ought will consider the subjective pole
under the aspect of the intending action, while the object will be considered
according to the particular sense or meaning-aspect within which it shows
itself, Thus, two correlative avenues are involved in phenomenological des-
cription of the ‘act’ of intending consciousness. One concerns the attending
or intending action, and the other is concerned with the attended or intended
sense or the meaning through which an object is attained. Husserl calls the
first as the noetic analysis dealing with the subject (noesis) involved. The se-
cond he terms as noematic analysis, dealing with the noema or noematic
sense involved. A word of caution is necessary here. Phenomenologically,
‘object’ does not mean ‘thing’ existing in a given universe independent of
consciousness (the so-called objective world). It means rather ‘ob-ject’, some-
thing up against something else, namely, up against a subject. Absolutely,
every meaning is an ‘object’ (or objectivity) in the phenomenological sense
and gives a meaning for the subject.

Under this caution, the phenomenological account of intentionality may
be drawn a little further to the context of self-realization. With the above
caution, it may be said that the empirical self is the subject-pole of the in~
tentional act. It means that the empirical self recognizes a field of experience
in which the empirical self is the activating centre. This field is precisely my
consciousness, and it is a2 consciousness only as mine, viz. as activated by the
subject-pole, that is, the empirical self. Anything that makes its appearance
does so in my consciousness, in my experiencing. So also the anticipation of
realization is experienced by the empirical self in my consciousness, because
a meaning is set up or formulated in my attention to it. What we mean by
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the objective reference, then, is this intending of an ‘object’ by the empirical
Selféo far I have been examining the concept of selt:-realizatiog phenomeno-
logically. It has been shown that the phenomenological analygs of the above
concept is the examination of the structure of ev.eryc.lay experience. The g};la(i
lysis suggests that the value-ought of self-reahzapon cannot be describe
without refering back to the haman person as he is. The h‘fm'.lan person re-
ferred here is not only my ‘thing body’ weighing 50 kg.cqnmstmg_ u:_)f a thal-
amns, hypothalmns, cortex, etc, nor nerve ganglia, noris it the splrltua_;l quy
of the mystics. It is rather the immediately ijperlenced and experiencing
lived and living body of my everyday life. To this framework belongs, I think
the Husserlian remark with which I shall close: *.. .t}'m Self-appearance, the
Self-exhibiting, the Self-giving, of an aﬁ'ai.r, a_n.affa};r complex (or s’.ta‘t_e oé
affairs) a universality, a value, or other ob]ectmt)_(, in the ﬁnall mode: 1ts'e
there...."1” We have adopted the phenomenological metho_d in unravelling
the complexity of self-realization, because phenpmenfnlog is in an e).:celle_nt
position for a truly meaningful value theory as it begins with the basic unity
between experience and meaning.
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Quantum logic, Copenhagen interpretation
and instrumentalism
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The last few years have witnessed a revival of the debate on the philosophical
foundations of quantum mechanics. Recent experiments, designed to-test
Bell’s inequality, have validated the predictions of quantum mechanics. But
there are still those who hold that quantum mechanics is at best an instrument
for prediction; and following the present refutation of local realist theories,
Legget has initiated a programme of research whose ultimate and long-term
aim is not the elevation of quantum mechanics to greater and greater heights
but its overthrow, in favour of a deeper description of the world whose
nature we can presently barely guess.?

In this paper, we shall try to investigate an attempt at resolving some
foundational problems in quantum mechanics, viz. that of quantum logic.
An attempt will be made to demonstrate that the rationale of the quantum
logic programme was closely linked to the Copenhagen interpretation, in that
quantum logic assumed the Copenhagen interpretation. This instrumental
assumption in turn implied that the formalism of quantum theory was
inviolate, and that some of the anomalies of the theory could be resolved by
introducing many-valued logic.

1. INTRODUCTION

If the success of QT (Quantum Theory) as the physics of the microworld has
been so phenomenal, then one pauses to wonder why so much debate on the
premises of the theory continues. Discussion has centred around the concep-
tual foundations of QT as well as around the metalanguage, methodology,
etc. On the one hand, QT has initiated a revision in the ‘non-logical’ content
of a physical theory; on the other hand, it is claimed that a revision of the
‘logical content” may also absolve the theory of certain anomalies.?

The difficulties underlying Q7 stem from the interpretation of proba
bility theory and the process of quantum measurement. An instrumentalist
reading of the problematic of QT sees the problem in the mathematical or
logical formalism, and it is within this realm that the problem seeks resolu-
tion. The interpretation of quantum theory, viz. the Bohr-Heisenberg inter-
pretation, in this scheme of things is held sacrosanct.® A deduction from this
interpretation poses the dilemma for the formalism of Q7 as follows: QT
is viewed as an objectlanguage, possessing statements which are semantically
meaningful but empirically meaningless.t



80 DHRUV RAINA

Consider an atom in the left half of a box partitioned in two: once the
partition separating the two halves is removed, any statement as to whether
the atom is in the left half or right haif of the box leaves the empricial situa-
tion undecided.® The problematic is thus posited in terms of the relationship
between the object and metalanguages and the underlying ontology. Since
the problem has now been posited in terms of the language and its ontology,
there naturally arises the need to review the logic.

Before we proceed to discuss the logic of Quantum Mechanics (LOM),
it should be noted that physicists had aligned themselves into opposing camps
over the interpretation of QT Einstein, Schrodinger and others reacted to
the indeterminism implicit within Q7. At the other extreme were the propo-
nents of the Bohr-Heisenberg interpretation, later known as the Copenhagen
school, As a result, the latter affected a schism within the realm of quantum
theory: the delineation of the formalism of quantum theory from its inter-
pretation has strengthened the orthodox (i.e. the Copenhagen interpretation,
and instrumentalism) perspective of Q7. QT then is transformed into a mere
instrument for prediction with very little to explain.

2. LOM: AN EXERCISE IN FORMALISM

Research into the formalism of QT, aimed at providing a ‘complete and con-
sistent’ picture of reality, has also centred around the object and metalangu-
age. The most notable amongst these programmes has been that of Reichen-
bach, who proposed a three-valued logic commensurate with the propositions
of QT. Simultaneously, von Neumann and Birkhofl developed a theory of
lattices onto which the propositions of a physical theory can be mapped. The
algebra of these orthocomplemented lattices, onto which the elementary
statements of QT are mapped, includes the operations of set products, linear
sums and orthogonal complement. These algebraic operations are homo-
nymous with the operations of and, or, and not, of two-valued propositional
calculus.” The three-valued logic of Reichenbach and von Neumann and
Birkhoffs’ construction of the LQM as a lattice of propositions in Hilbert
space now constitute the so-called logico-algebraic approach to Q7—an
approach well within the purview of the formalism of Q7.
A LOM serves two purposes:

(1) Its primary objective is to overcome ontological inconsistencies re-
ferred to earlier, and will be further elaborated in this section;

(2) In a certain sense, it is formulated as a tool for the quantum theory
of measurement.

As Suppes put it: ‘From the inability to make simultancous measurements
to observe joint events defined in terms of p and g, we get the most direct and
straightforward argument for a mon-classical logic of. qliantitm mechanic’®
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However, these two objectives are not mutually exclusive. The rasion detre
of the lattice theory of propositions and the three-valued logic is to be found
in the Copenhagen interpretation and the underlying principle of the non-
commutability of observations. A critique of either or both these prog-
rammes, wholly or in a restricted way, constitutes a critique of the inter-
Pretation of OT, which these programmes acknowledge.® This paper is not
intended as an internal critique of the LQM ,but reviews its nexus with a
certain interpretation of Q7.

To begin with, Reichenbach’s LO M is a three-valued logic, the third truth-
value being labelled ‘indeterminate (I)” to account for the possibility of not-
decided; classical two-valued logic forbids this possibility.® The Copen-
hagen interpretation incorporates propositions dubbed meaningless into the
framework of Q7, ¢.g. the statement—an electron has position x and mo-
mentum p at time /—is empirically meaningless. This compounds difficulties
for a two-valued logic, since a meaningless statement is not amenable to
classical propositional calculus. To exclude this class of meaningless state-
ments, Reichenbach introduced a third-value indeterminate. The class of
propositions, assigned a truth-value indeterminate (I), is intrinsically related
to the measurement theory underlying Q7. These ‘indeterminate” proposi-
tions are considered neither true nor false, but lie between truth and falsehood
in a hierarchy of truth-values headed by T. Since the tertium has been as-
signed a truth-value I, the tertium non-datur is no longer a valid formula in
ILQ'M.11 This is one of the divergences of LOM from classical two-valued
ogic.

It is not merely the higher valuedness of LOM that defines the criterion
of demarcation between a classical and a non-classical logic. Developments
in Q7 have not merely changed the meaning and role of concepts, but it has
also enforced a revision in the operational definitions of logical connectives.
Consequentially, an alternate propositional calculus for the statements of
quantum theory is required.!® The redefinition of the logical connectives
of classical logic lead to and, or, several not(s), implied(s), equivalence(s) in
the three-valued propositional calculus. The number of definable operations
in LOM, therefore, exceeds the number of operations in two-valued logic.

A noteable feature of LOM is that it is a logic of non-commuting entities.
Within QT a fundamental physical law of these non-commuting entities is
the principle of complementarity. This principle is enmeshed as a theorem
in Reichenbach’s logic, and is stated as follows: if two statements are comple-
mentary, at most one of them is meaningful; the other is meaningless. In his
own words: ‘A physical law has been expressed in a logical form’.1?

Keeping this in mind, the truth tables of LOM are defined, so that only
statements with truth-value T can be asserted, statements with truth-values
For I are expressed as ~.4 and ~ ~ A respectively. This facilitates the elimi-
nation of the statement of the truth-value of a proposition. The principle of
complementarity accquires the logical representation
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>~ B

AV~ A

where 4 and B are two propositions. If 4 and B have truth-value 7. then we
have truth-values 7 and F counterposed to the truth-value 7. In case A apd
B are non-commuting entities, then this form of the law of complementarity
is in the object language: A is true or false, B is indeterminate.!* '

' The most salient feature of LOM is thatitisa non-distributive log1c._Con-
sider the propositions, Sx 1 : the spin of the electron along the x-ax.is is up,
Sy | : the spin of the electron along the y-axis is down Sy ¢ : the spin of tl}e
electron along the y-axisis up. Now, Sxt A (Sy 4V Sy | ) reads: the spin
of the electron along the x-axis is up, and the spin of the electron a'!ong .th.e
y-axis is up or down. By the identities of classical two-valued logic thisis

equivalent to

Szt ASy DV Bxt ASy i)

which reads: the spin of the electron along the x-axis is up ‘c}nd the spin of tl}e
electron along the y-axis is up or the spin along the x-axi§ is up and the_ spin
along the y-axis is down. This is untenable, since the spin cannot be simul-
taneously specific along two axes. Therefore, consider a statement of the form

The energy of the electrons, i in P is e.

Now if S, Sa....5y were statements concerning electrons for fixed i=1,
2,....R, then

S, (E=e)V Ss.(E=¢)...VS. (E=e)
is false in both classical and quantum logic, though
(E=e).(S; VS, V....S8)

is not false in quantum logic. Hence Putnam concludes that : the only
laws of classical logic that are to be abandoned are distri‘butlye . lax.vs;
while de Morgan’s laws, contraposition, etc. remain valid. This_ limitation
of the distributive law, when applied to quantum measurement, 13 the foun-
dational difference between two-valued logic and LOM 15

Von Neumann and Birkhoff, on the other hand, sought a way out of the
ontological problematic by developing a theory of lattice_s onto Whicb the
propositions of QT could be mapped. The rationale for this al?proach is de-
veloped along the following lines. Corresponding to any classical system C,
there is associated a phase space S such that the states of the system are in
one-to-one correspondence with S. Any ‘physically meaningful’ statemen?s
about the system are in correspondence with subsets of S. According to this
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method “the inclusion relations for subsets naturally correspond to implication
of statements.”® Hence thereis a Boolean algebra of subsets of S representing
statements about the physical system. Now, consider a system ( that does not
obey the laws of classical mechanics. The totality of ‘experimentally veri-
fiable’ propositions of @, called the logic of @, can be converted into a com-
plementary partially ordered set by including the relations of ‘==’ and‘~’.
This is a Boolean algebra for a classical system. Quantum mechanical sys-
tems, on the other hand, constitute the logic that ‘form[s] some sort of pro-
jective geometries and which are consequently non-distributive lattices.’??
The uncertainty relations appear as consequences of the non disiributive
nature of the logic. Interpreting the local structure of QT vis-d-vis a lattice
is analogous to Interpreting a ‘formal system by means of a particular geo-
metry’. (p. 150).18 Von Neumann and Birkhoff redefined the algebra of lat-
tices, incorporating operations ‘meet” and ‘join’ which were homonymous
with the operation of set intersection and union as well as with local dis-
junction and conjunction.

The propositions of classical physics constitute a Boolean algebra within
this lattice structure. A special non-Boolean lattice, i.e. one with a non-distri-
butive algebra, has to be devised for the propositions of QT. This implies that
ameet (h-—join—c) should not correspond to the same point as (¢—meet—b)
join (a—meet—c). To do this a vector space and its subspace are defined
onto the lattice. The union or join of these subspaces is not equivalent to set
theoretic union, but is the span of two subspaces. The lattice structure asso-
ciated with this altered description of ‘meet’ and ‘join’ constitutes a non-
distributive lattice.l®

In concluding this cursory treatment of ZQM ,which has not covered the
latest developments in the field, since we are concerned with its relationship
with the Copenhagen interpretation and the instrumental nature of Q7, it
should be reaffirmed that these efforts are based on an interpretation that
upholds ‘the laws of quantum mechanics and no action at a distance’.?® In
the EPR paper, Einstein had proposed that the quantum mechanical des-
cription was incomplete and approximate. Hence there were parameters that
had not been specified, and the motion of the particle was defined statisti-
cally. These statistical laws, in turn, implied ‘deeper individual laws’, whereby
the motion of the particle is determined by a large number of hidden vari-
ables. Bohm generalizes this as follows: °...lawlessness of individual beha-
viour in the context of a given statistical [aw is, in general, consistent with the
notion of more detailed individual Taws applying in a broader context.’®
Consequently, if it were possible to obtain these ‘hidden variables’, it would
be possible to determine the trajectory. We know today that any theory of
local hidden variables is no longer valid. However, the proof of Bell’s in-
equality assumes the validity of two-valued logic (the spin of a particle is
either positive or negative, a statement is either true or false). The many-
valued logic introduced into QT is, as D’Espagnat holds,?? not applicable
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to the proof of Bell’s inequality. D’Espagnat is more emphatic in that, given
the context,.it is difficult even to conceive of an alternative to two-valued
logic.

But is LOM really an alternate logical structure, merely because it is a
logic of non-commuting entities? For complex propositions involving simple
propositions having truth-values T.and F only, the propositional calculus
of LOM is isomorphic with that of classical logic. It is only for those com-
pound propositions where one or more simple propositions have the truth-
value 7 that the propositional calculus of LQM provides different results.

LOM, then, is a logic formulated to provide answers which concur with
the interpretation of QT. One of the classical legacies from the days of Aris-
totle is that “‘the vafidity of a syllogistic demonstration does not depend on the
special meaning of the terms ocourring in its premises and conclusions.’® To
take a case: that of the three kinds of megation (cyclical, diametrical and
complete) in LOM has been defined so as to raise a metalogical statement
to the level of a physical law. This definition of negation is tailored to the re-
quirements of QT; in the process LOM is sufficiently removed from the no-
tions (a prioricist) of logic constituting a system of universally valid axioms.2

3. Tue DIFFICULTIES WITH LOM

Having covered the distinctive features of LOM, aimed at resolving some
of the ‘causal anomalies’ present in @7, certain marked difficultics surface.
The conservation of energy in the classical language states that the sum of
the potential and kinetic energies is a constant. By the principle of comple-
mentarity this statement is seen to have commuting variables (p and g).
Thereby the principle of conservation of energy is indeterminate.2 In the
operator formalism, the conservation of energy asserts that the sum of va-
rious operators, not all of them commuting, will disappear.® But, since the
operators are not diagonal, it follows that even in the language of QT the
conservation of energy has the truth-value indeterminate. Fraasen objects
to this on the ground that the laws of quantum mechanics belong to the do-
main of the semantics of the language, and are not part of the language.??
But then physical theories never emerge as structured languages. It is the
dichotomy between the mathematical formalism and the physical interpre-
tation of quantum theory that has underscored the attempt to resolve the
lacunae in the formalism of Q7 within the framework of the logico-algebraic
approach. Attention needs to be paid to the fact that the principle of conser-
vation of energy is empirically valid for an ensemble of particles and for in-
dividual processes. (p. 382).28 To attribute the truth-value indeterminate to
the principle of conservation of energy, whether in the classical or in the
operator formalism, would be absurd.

Before it becomes pertinent to ask whether LQM resolves any of the
“causal anomalies” of @7, the question of the violation of causality within
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the I.'ealm of quantum phenomena needs to be addressed. Causality seems to
be violated in Q7 if it is accorded an ontological status, and is not viewed as
a nlleth‘odological ‘regulative maxim’ (p. 339).% It is noteworthy that the
derivation of quantum laws presupposes causal relations at many levels. At
that !evel then is causality violated? And how many quantum phenomena
violating causality are explicated quantum theoretically by laws presuming
the causal relations ? Hubner performs a coupé by demarcating the strength of
the causal principle in classical and quantum physics., Within the classical
realm causality as a methodological device has unlimited applicability, its
applicability, however, is restricted within the domain of Q7.3 The ca:msal
anomalies referred to by Reichenbach have to do with the phenomena of
qugntum tunneling. None of these phenomena refute the principle of contact
action. What is being implied is that the causal anomalies being referred to
cannot be resolved by LQM, since these are the problems with @T.

On the other hand, a plea for the consideration of LOM as a logic for the
physics of the future is made by attributing to LQM a status quite analogous
to that of a non-Euclidean geometry. Von Neumann demonstrates the exist-
ence of_ a mapping between the lattice structure of a physical theory and a
projective geometry; the purport of the analogy is to devise a propositional
calculus for the elementary statements of QT, which reflect the internal Iogi-
cal relationships of the theory. Putnam raises the issu¢ of the empiricist na-
tu..r.e of geometry: in that developments in the sciences have affected the defi-
nition of straight line and the fifth postulate of Euclidean geometry. (p. 182).3
Gu:'en this, the scepticism displayed towards LOM parallels the scepticism
which non-Fuclidean geometries were earlier subject to: in the nineteenth
century non-Euclidean geometries were largely considered ‘mathematical
games’. Similar opinions, Putnam suggests, are held about ZQM 32

S}nch a parallelism, however, is not a very fair one. Non-Euclidean geo-
metrfes have opened up entirely new avenues of research, and have provided
physicists with insights and explanations into phenomena which were pro-
‘plem.atic. The entire field of relativitic cosmology draws its mathematical
inspiration from non-Euclidean geometry.3 Such a parallel would be apt, if
LQM had a similar claim to make. ,

4, LOM AND INSTRUMENTALISM

A minor detour is imperative, if it is to be demonstrated that a certain logical
..structure has been imposed upon QT to ratiocinate the formalism vs the
mtergretation of quantum theory schism, and LOM conforms to this im-
position. Both logic and geometry are constituted by a set of formal state-
ments whose validity is not dependent upon the specific meanings or values
of the terms present in the statement—this would be the a prioricist argument.
The truth of the theorems of geometry can be determined if there exists a
correspondence theory, which relates the non-logical terms of ‘empiricatly
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identifiable elements of some subject matter’ .3 Tt has been pointed out else-
where that logic as an empirical science also possesses logical relations whose
truth-vatue is invariant with respect to the non-logical terms present in the
relation. '

Amongst the presuppositions which catalyzed the development of LOM
was the presence of what were called metaphysical statements within the
language of OT. It was hoped that an alternate logic, which was well within
the interpretation of @QT, would smoke out the metaphysical from the realm
of QT. This neat division (that of the formalism and interpretation of QT)
could be visualized as a bisection of a physical theory into structural compo-
nents, just as logic and geometry have formal content and an empirical con-
tent.

A physical theory has an internalized logic, and the relations between the
non-logical terms are written into the framework of the theory: the theory
thus possesses an explanative ability, has a predictive content, and opens up
new areas of research. A theory is, then, a matrix of a mathematical formal-
ism and correspondence rules; but no theory ever ‘appears in the form of a
formalised language’ (p. 41).%8 There are two aspects to this: on the one hand,
if the instrumentalist position is accepted, then, within the framework of
QT, LOQM has yet to justify itself; on the other hand, if the instrumentalist
position is not accepted, then there is really no argument; for the problem
is, then, posited as one intrinsic to the theory and not necesarily as one with
the logic.

A reductionist historiography of physics vismalizes LOM as a more gene-
ralized version of classical two-valued logic, just as classical mechanics can
be visualized as a particular case of classical theory. Such a reductionism is
untenable, since it presumes that no changes of meaning have occurred in
the theoretical entities constituting these theories.?$ How, then is it possible
to regard LOM as a more generalized version of classical two-valued logic?
To do so would require writing in very strong equations of constraint, and
would necessarily involve the formulation of special standards, quite divorced
from the demands of physical theory.®

5. IN RETROSPECT

Quantum logic has been discussed for over forty years, and quantum theory
coruscated into the arena of physics some sixty years ago, and has since seen
considerable progress. But LOM has yet to find its way into the work of
quantum theoreticians. Even Putnam, a spokesman for LOM, acknowledges
that with the notable exception of Finkelstein few physicists have bothered
to view or review LOM (p. 187).%% The following questions arise:

(1) Has the formulation of QT within the framework of LOM allayed
any of the fundamental problems of OT?
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(2) Has the reformulation of fundamental laws of QT at the semantic
level resolved ‘causal anomalies’?

The response to these questions is not encouraging. On the contrary, one
gravitates towards the thesis that an alternative perspective of Q7 is desirable.
Suppes sets forth this position lucidly: ©. .the history of physics reveals that
it is important to trust the intuition of physicists, even if matters are not put
in a polished logical or mathematical fashion.’® The argument put forth here
leads essentially to the thesis that the programme of LQM commences amidst
a certain orthodoxy within the community of guantum theoreticians, which
posits the way out of the impasses of QT by manipulating the formalism and
then generalizing it. This orthodoxy articulated itself within the tradition of
the Bohr-Heisenberg interpretation. A plausible corollary of this interpreta-
tion is that QT provides a complete description of reality; and that the task
left over is to come to terms with the mathematical formalism and learn to
apply it.# This corollary accquires the proportions of a ukase rather thap
serve as a metaphysical maxim defining the limits of epistemological validity.
Einstein has labelled this pseudo-epistemological inju.nctitfn ‘die endgultige
physik and refused to take it seriously.®! There have been innumerable criti-
ques of the Bohr-Heisenberg interpretation both from within and without the
Copenhagenschool. Whatremains indubitableis that the ‘end of the road’ hypo-
thesis entails that all future theories of physics must have duality written into
them.42 Whether LOM comes to stay as the logic for the physics of the future
or not, debate has centred around some important presuppositions of physical
theories. But this has to be asserted with caution, for the positivist fetish for
smoking out the metaphysical from the realm of physics has almost rendered
philosophy irrelevant to science.# Once the philosophical foundations are
no longer considered germane to the development of physical theory, the
dilemma of meaning appears. The ontological problematic of the physical
theory is subsequently framed in terms of an inadequately or insufficiently
internalized formalism and an impregnable interpretation. With the relega-
tion of ontological and epistemological issues to the philosophical back-
ground instrumentalism creates an ever-widening hiatus between the inter-
pretation and formalism of Q7.

There exists an informal understanding amongst physicists that an altet-
nate perspective is desirable, despite the successes of QT. The peculiarities of
QT remain in spite of the brave efforts of the logico-algebraic approach.t4
These difficulties persist; and it would be absurd to qualify reality as bizzare,*
or by setting definite epistemological boundaries to what is cognizable.
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Prediction and explanation in economics

NALINI SWAMIDASAN
Indian Institute of Technology, Bombay

It is interesting to note how two eminent economists differ regarding their
emphasis on prediction and explanation in economics. Friedman in his essay,
“Methodology of Positive Economics’ (1953), stresses economics as con-
cerned with prediction, while Hicks in his book, Causality in Economics
(1979) discusses the explanatory significance of causality. Is not economics,
as all other sciences are, concerned with both explanation and prediction?
Is economics basically different from the natural sciences and, therefore, has
a methodology peculiarly its own? Is causality in economics, for example, not
what it is in the natural sciences? Is economics a positive science as other
natural sciences are? While Friedman calls economics a positive science,
Hicks calls it a discipline, not a science; and Rosenberg says it is not science
at all, but is just mathematics (Rosenberg’s article, ‘If Economics [Fsn’t
Science, What Is It? 1983,

I shall briefly discuss Friedman’s thesis before I take np Hicks and then
Rosenberg. The following points state the main thesis of Friedman:

(1) ‘Positive economics is in principle independent of any particular ethical
position or normative judgements. . . .Its task is to provide a system of gene-
ralizations that can be used to make correct predictions about the consequen-
ces of any change in circumstances. Its performance is to be judged by the
precision, scope, and conformity with experience of the predictions it yields.
In short, positive economics is, or can be, an ‘objective’ science, in precisely
the same sense as any of the physical sciences’ (1953, p. 4).

(2) ‘The ultimate goal of a positive science is the development of a
‘theory’ or ‘hypothesis’ that yields valid and meaningful (i.e. not truistic)
predictions about phenomena not yet observed. There are two parts in
‘theory’ or‘hypothesis’. One is language, which is partly logical, partly factual,
and is a filing system for organizing empirical material. ‘Factual evidence
alone can show whether the categories of the analytical filing system have a
meaningful empirical counterpart. . that is whether they are usefulin analysing
a particular class of concrete problem’ (1953, p. 7). ‘Supply” and ‘demand’ are
such categories.

Secondly, viewed as a body of substantive hypothesis, theory is to be
judged by its predictive power for the class of phenomena which it is intended
to ‘explain’.

“The only relevant test of the validity of a hypothesis is comparison of its
predictions with experience... Factual evidence can never ‘prove’ a hypo-
thesis; it can only fail to disprove it, which is what we generally mean when
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we say, somewhat inexactly, that the hypothesis has been ‘confirmed’ by
experience’ (1953, pp. 8-9). "

Between alternative hypotheses ‘simplicity’ and ‘fruitfulness’ are suggested
by Friedman as criteria for selection. ’

(3) Hypotheses have not only ‘implications’ but also assumptions. As-
sumptions have a role in determining the validity of a hypothesis. Can a
hypothesis be tested by the realism of its assumptions? For Friedman ‘the
relevant question to ask about ‘assumptions’ of a theory is not whether they
are descriptively ‘realistic’, for they never are, but whether they are sufii-
ciently good approximations for the purpose on hand’ (1953, p. 15). The
development of the analysis of monopolistic and imperfect competition took
place, because it was felt that the assumptions of perfect competition and
perfect monopoly gave ‘a false image of reality’. This belief itself was the result
of directly perceived descriptive inaccuracy rather than due to derivations of
contradictory predictions from neo-classical economictheory.

The several inconsistencies in Friedman’s position are pointed out by
Helm in an article in the Oxford Economic Papers, (New Series, Vol. 36,
November, 1984). Friedman seems to be a positivist when he emphasizes ob-
servation over theory; regards prediction rather than explanation as the goal
of science: stresses verification and falsification; and professes belief in the
unity of science. Some consider Fricdman to be an instrumentalist rather than
a positivist, as he claims that theories and assumptions are only instrumental
to the production of predictions. But instrumentalists say that theories are
neither true nor false, whereas for Friedman there is a relationship between
logical statements and observable reality involving their truth and falsity.
Whether one considers Friedman to be an instrumentalist or not, he i$ an
empiricist, committed to predictive science.

Now we turn to Hicks. Hicks objects to empiricist methods in economics.
First of all, he is struck by the essential differences between economics and
natural sciences. Economic theories, he says, are time-dependent. Economic
institutions and behaviour alter with the passage of time, and the more cha-
racteristic problems are not static onesare,but ‘problems of change, of growth
and retrogression, and of fluctuation’ (1953, p. xi). Scientific methods are less
applicable to economics as in economics everything is dated. ‘Because the
economist is concerned with current affairs, he has particular responsibility
with respect to time.” Hicks is concerned to show that economics is like his-

tory. He says:

What the past is to the historian, the present is to the economist. The work

of each of them is in time, in historical time, as the work of most natural

science is not. Experimental science, in its nature, is out of historical time;
it has to be irrelevant, for the significance of an experiment, at what date

it is made, or repeated (1979, p. 3).
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Hicks, of course, mentions astronomy and geology as having ‘their own
calendars’.

Since ‘the present is fleeting’, economics is concerned with ‘recent past’
and ‘near future’. ‘There is an overlap between the work of theeconomist and
the work of the historian. For there is no logical difference between the study
of recent history and the study of the history of earlier periods’ (1979, pp. 3-4).

Hicks adds:

...the economist is concerned with the future as well as the past. ...It is
the past that provides him with facts, the facts which he uses to make his
generalizations; he then uses these generalizations as bases for prediction
gnd .fOF advice in ‘planning’. In purely historical work, the latter element
1s missing or is at least less prominent (1979, p. 4).

Economics is ‘on the edge of sciences and on the edge of history’ (1979
p. 4} as all other social sciences also are. But, unlike other social sciences, it is,.
‘specially concerned with the making of decisions, and with the conseque,nces
that fc?llow from the decisions’ (1979, p. 5). Hicks then goes on to discuss
causality as ‘the search for “laws™ or generalizations, on the basis of which
we can assert something about the causes of events.” Old causality held cause
as connected with some action, human or supernatural. Since economics is
concerned with human actions and decisions, there is ‘a way in which it comes
nearer to the old causality than the natural sciences now do’ (1979, p. 9).

Whereas Friedman not merely considers economics to be a positive science
like the natural sciences, and models economics on physics and discusses prob-
lem_s connected with theory, empirical evidence, assumptions, predictions, etc.,
taking examples from physics, Hicks is at pains to distinguish economics from
the natura_I sciences and call it an ‘imperfect science’, even only a discipline
and 1.10t science. Hicks also maintains that economics can at best make weak
predictions, These weak predictions are claims about what will happen if other
things remain the same. Since ceteris is almost never paribus, a particular set
of obs.ervations can never, themselves, form the basis for testing a hypothesis.

It is necessary to note Hick’s analysis of causality in his book Causality in
Economics (1979) and in his. article ‘The New Causality: An Explanation
(Oxford Economic Papers, New Series, Vol. 36, March 1984) as itis the COIner-
stone of his anti-positivistic methodology. There are three parts in his analysis
of causality: (@) the distinction between strong and weak causality; () the

“analysis of counterfactuals; (c) temporal ordering and three kinds of causal

connections—sequential, contemporaneous and static.

A and B are events in the causal connection, They occur in time, not neces-
sarily moments of time, but may be periods, even quite long periods. For
exelunple-, the unusual lack of balance between sexes in the population of
Britain in 1930°s was caused by World War I. From this example it is evident
that one cause may have many effects, and that one effect may have many
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causes: 4 caused B is ambiguous. It may mean that 4 was one of causes (weak
causation) ord was the sole cause of B (strong causation). A number of causes
make a vector say (a,, as,...an) producing the total effect B. Each component
of the vector is a weak cause of B. Only if the vector is a one-component vec-
tor or if the background conditions remain unaltered can we say that strong
causation exists. The relationship between the components may be either
separable or non-separable, and there is a priori reason in economics to sup-
pose the former necessarily holds in any particular case. So long as it is multi-
membered, prediction is also weak, since it depends on nothing happening
to the other components.

The second part of Hicks analysis of causality is regarding counterfac-
tuals. Tt is important that we recognize that 4 and B ar¢ events, and that both

did actually occur. .

For causality, we must be maintaining that if A4 had not existed, B would
not have existed ; if not 4, then not-B. But not-A and not B are not events
which have happened; they are events which have not happened {1979,

p. 8}

These counterfactuals, according to Hicks, are ‘theoretical constructions’. He
maintains that ‘we cannot say anything about them unless we have some
theory of the way things are connected’ (1979, p. 8).

The third part of Hicks® analysis of causality is to supplement traditional
sequential causality by two other possibilities—static and contemporaneous.
Sequential is one in which cause preceds effect; contemporaneous is one in
which both relate to the same time period, e.g., flow magnitudes, what is pro-
duced or consumed or paid over during such aperiod, say, an year, and static
in which both are permanencies. The relation between such magnitudes may
be reciprocal, but we often treat one as éxogenous, others as consequences,
the one, therefore, as cause, the others as effects.

Hicks also points out:

...any statement of causality of whatever kind, has reference to a theory; it
is because we regard the events, which we state to be causally related, as
instances of a theory, that we can make the statement of relation between

them (1979, p. 26).

I now state in Hicks’ own words as far as possible what he has to say about
causality, theory and certain basic connected issues, Causality, of whatever
kind, Hicks says, is always a relation, a relation between facts. Yet, it appears
to be a theoretical relation between facts. Look at the statement: if not-4, then
not-B. Not-A and not-B must include relevant alternatives to 4 and to B, not
just any conceivable thing other than 4 and B. A has a characteristic a, B has
a characteristic &, which the alternatives do not have. Theory has.to give us a

S
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rule of implication. Not-¢ implies not-b. Can one characteristic imply an-
other? Implication is a relation between propositions. If a theory is to be
applied to facts, there cannot be a mere deduction of propositibns. It is neces-
sary to have some proposition which is inductive in character. The relation
1.)etween characteristics is empirical. But the statement about their association
is a proposition. It can have implications, and these implications can be tested
fempirically. Inductions are not mere collections of facts without some order-
ing principle. A statement that two characteristics are commonly found to-
gether, is the simplest form of induction. To do this a class of phenomena
should already have been distinguished, and this is the work of classification.
Classification is primary work, and, when first done, science is still in the
future. Classifications may be unscientific initially, and done by those, who
are not scientists, examples are astrologer’s work in relation to astronomy,
alchemists and chemistry, quacks and medical science. In economics, Hicks
recognizes the work of administrators and accountants concerned about prac-
tical problemns of calculating imports and exports or profit and income. These
were men first concerned about the search for concepts which will facilitate
description of economic facts, Hicks takes Adam Smith’s study as an example
of application of theory. In understanding the phenomenon of division of
labour and specialization as a major source of improvement in productivity
and how it is limited by the ¢xtent of the market, Smith uses the theoretical
principle that people act economically. Hicks analyses Smith’s study to illus-
trate the place of theory in understanding facts causally related.

At this point, it is worth taking up Addison et als’ analysis of causality,
which is done with special reference to the concept in social sciences (Oxford
Eeonomic Papers, New Series, Vol. 36, March 1984). Referring to Hicks’ dis-
tinction between Old and New Causality, Addison ez af point out that new
causality is generally analysed today in terms of the notions of necessity and
sufficiency. First of all, they question whether the notions of necessity and
sufficiency can be employed ‘with complete philosophical propriety when the
field of enquiry consists of human and societal phenomena rather than purely
physical phenomenon’. Secondly, they make a distinction between causation
of a particular single phenomenon and causation of any particular instances
of a given kind of event, between singular causation and general causation.
Failure to distinguish between the two ‘muddies an investigation as to the
‘cause’ of something’. They take the example of inflation. The cost-push
analyst’s explanation of British wage explosion in the late 60’s is concerned
with causation of singular event, whereas Friedman declaring that ‘inflation is
always and everywhere a monetary phenomenon’ is obviously referring to the
general phenromenon. In economics as in othersocial sciences, weare concern-
ed with both singular and general causation, whereas in natural sciencesits is
commonly general causation which is of interest (¢xcept in astronomy and
geology), and we are not concerned with particular singular cases,e.g., the
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particular frog dissected or a particular experiment in chc?mistry. As Hicks
has pointed out, natural sciences are not concerned about time. . .

Addison er al discuss plurality of causes as possible in connection “j’lth the
causation of general events. It is an empirical fact, they maintain, tha.lt different
instances of the same kind of event may be brought about by sufficient sets. of
factors which contain different sorts of members. Factors a,, b, ¢,, d;,(i-€.
instances of factors of kind 4 B C D) are sufficient cause of p, (an instance of
phenomena of kind p). ay, e, fy, &, and 4, iy, jy, kyare sufficient for pa and p,.
The question is how far is this notion of ‘plurality of causes’ tenal?le? I.f, for
example, causes of war constitute the problem of general causatlt?n,_ is .not
plurality applicable only because singular events are taken as ‘particular ins-
tances of some one kind of event’? —

An interesting point which Addison et a/ make in their article is th.e
importance of J.L. Mackie’s INUS condition of causality ‘Causes and -Cf)nd'1-
tions’, 1965. According to Helm (1984), Hicks too seems to refer to it in his
definition of counterfactuals. To quote Mackie:

When we take A to be...a partial canse of B, we can say that, if 4 had not
occurred, B would not; a cause is to be taken in this counterfactual_ sense
necessary in the circumstances for B, though sometimes also sufficient in
the circumstances as well, or perhaps only sufficient in the circumstances
and not necessary: we have alternative counterfactual concepts of causa-
tion (The Cement of the Universe, 1973).

Addison et al. believe that the INUS condition ‘an insufficient but
necessary part of a condition which is itself unnecessary but sufficient t_'or that
result’ has not sufficiently filtered into the general usage in economics and
other social sciences. They give an example about role of investment and eco-
nomic growth. Investment is not asufficient condition for growth. Investment
of capital in wasteful projects does not promote growth; it is rathfar a squan-
dering of resources, not their more efficient use. Equally, physical capital
accumulation is not a necessary condition of economic growth, since growth
can occur in its absence. Therefore, investment is neither a necessary nor a
sufficient condition for growth. Is it, therefore, not a cause of growth? It clari-
fies matters to perceive investment as anINUS condition foreconomic growth..
It is insufficient on its own, but could be a necessary element of a set of condi-
tions (including a social co-ordinating mechanism that promotes th.e allof:a—
tion of capital resources to their most productive uses) which, while be{ng
unnecessary, appears to be sufficient (according to available evidence) to bring
about economic growth, .

Another problem, which is very important both in natural and social
sciences, is that of selecting only those factors which are causally relevant. As
Hicks maintains, it is necessary to have a hypothesis or theory to help isolate
relevant factors. It is necessary that the factors are small in numbers and
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isolable from the universe-at-large. The difficulties, incidental to economics
and the other social sciences as compared with physical sciences, are well
known. In fact, Hayek (Studies in Philosophy, Politics and Economics, 1967)
discusses how complex social phenomena are, compared to the physical. Also,
on epistemological grounds, he says that what we know in the social sphere is
markedly inferior in precision than what we know in physical sciences.

- Addison er al. are also concerned about how causality operates in the
sphere of human action. They say that human behaviour is telic, goal directed.
Human beings endow objects with meaning, significance. Anything bestowed
with significance, e.g., a coin, becomes a causal factor. Purposiveness, cons-
ciousness cannot be reduced to the purely physical. Addison ef a/ maintain:

While the physical and social setting may well be the largest single factor
shaping human conduct and interaction, creativity, novel thought and
genuinely deliberative action are also found. . .. We argue that it is a basic
mistake even to regard the failtire of the social sciences including econo-
mics to measure up to the quantitative exactness and explanatory and
predictive precision of physics as a problem. Our claim, at the root, is
simply that in the social sciences we are dealing with phenomena that
belong to a different category of existence from that of the phenomena
studied in the physical sciences (1984),

What is referred to by Addison et a/ as telic behaviour and deliberative
action is elaborated by Helm in his article ‘Prediction and Causes’ (1984).
Helm maintains that ‘to explain an action involves positing causes. Human
actions, unlike scientific observations, are partially or weakly caused by the
reasons that the person has in carrying out the act.” Helm relies on Davidson’s
famous article ‘Reasons as Causes’ (1963), and accepts how only certain types
of reasons can act as causes. Davidson calls them primary reasons and defines
the term as follows:

R is a primary reason why an agent performed the action 4 under the
description 4 only if R consists of a pro-attitude of the agent towards
actions with a certain property, and a belief of the agent that 4, under the
description d, has that property.

The inclusion of primary reasons as causal factors in explanation leaves the
substantive problem of how these might be in practice identified. Nevertheless,
it is increasingly felt by social scientists that reasons cannot be ignored in the
explanation of human action.

Though this aspect of explanatory causality is not discussed by Hicks, his
acceptance of economics coming nearer to old causality sharply distinguishes
his point of view from that of Friedman. However, in fairness to Friedman,
one must admit that, in his more practical work, Friedman is not strict about
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his positive methodology, and even develops theoretical constructs without
immediate empirical counterparts.

I would like to conclude by examining a few points made by Rosenberg in
his article, If Economics Isn’t Science, What Is It?". I am relying largely on
Hands' discussion of this article (Philosophy of Science, Vol. 51, 1984).
Rosenberg maintains that economics is simply not science at alt because of
its ‘predictive weakness’ and its inability to “improve its predictive content’.
Hands disagrees with Rosenberg, and, though he admits that it is “‘nowhere
near the standards of the best natural science’, he maintains that modern
macro-econometric models provide extraordinary accuracy relative to pre-
World War II business cycle models. Again, contrary to Rosenberg’s claim,
Hands says that predictive success is an important criterion of theory choice
in economics. One of the reasons for this is that economic predictions are con-
sumed by the business community. In fact, these business interests are not
concerned about the underlying theories but only with predictive accuracy.
Of course, only a strict instrumentalist would claim scientific legitmacy for a
theory exclusively in terms of predictive success. Hands admits that the general
equilibrium theory (in its standard Arrow-Debreu formulation) is neither
explanatory nor predictive in a way that satisfies a discerning philosopher of
science. But most economists find its merit in something outside the tradi-
tional criteria. For example, Hausman, in his paper ‘Are General Equilibrium
Theories Explanatory?” (1981), looks to its ‘heuristic value’ and ‘theoretical
reassurance’ rather than its ability to provide explanations, that it ‘helped in
developing empirical theories’. Rosenberg calls economics not science at all
but just mathematics mainly because of the ‘formal rigour and sophistication’
of the general equilibrium theory. Hands admits that this ‘elegance’ is neither
necessary nor sufficient for sciences, but emphasizes how this formalization
has contributed to an evolution of economic thought different from the deve-
lopment of the social sciences. He says that the theory has pragmatic merit,
and, perhaps considering the complexity of the social world, pragmatic cri-
teria may be the only criteria for theory choice.

I would now like to see whether the ‘pragmatic criteria’, referred to by
Hands is not at the core of the MSRP (Methodology of scientific research pro-
grammes), which has been developed by Lakatos and applied to economics by
Latsis (1976). Tn MSRP, instead of appraising isolated hypothesis or systems
of hypotheses, the whole research programme is considered as oneorganic
unity and appraised. Auxilary hypothesis may get modified or replaced by
falsification. But the positive heuristic the hard core is not given up without
giving up the programme itself.

Blaug (1976), however, does not think that MSRP fits the history of econo-
mics. Quoting Samuelson’s Foundations, he says: ¢...there has never been
absent from the main body of economics literature the feeling that in some
sense perfect competition represented an optimal situation.” This explains the
sway of concepts such as competitive equilibrium and justification of market
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mechanisms over research in economics. What Blaug expects is that econo-

nrtls‘ts may cling to ‘degenerating’ research programmes, because they are sus-
picious of data and accustomed to certain basic concepts.

In conclusionf what seems to be important to the working economist is
that Fh?j explanation of phenomena he proposes is satisfactory, because the
predictions he makes on that basis are applicable to the real world.

REFERENCES

Addison, I.T., J. Buston and T.S. Torrance, ‘Causation, Socia! Science and Sir John Hicks®
Oxford Economic Papers, New Series, Vol. 36, March 1984, ,

Blaug, fME; Kuhn versus Lakatos or Paradigms versus Research Programmes in the History
of Economics’ in S.J. Latsis, Merhod and Appraisal in Economics, Cambri i
sity Press, 1976. | s

Davidson, D., ‘Reasons as Causes’ (repri i i J
s Ly printed 1980) in FEssays on Act
Oxford University Press. it

Frledma.r.l, M., ‘The Methodology of Positive Economics’ in Essays in Positive Economics
University of Chicago Press, 1953. .
Hicks, J.R., Causality in Economics, Basil Blackwell, 1979,
Hands, I).W., ‘Discussion: What Economics Is Not: An Economist’s Response to Rosen-
o berg’ 1[11) I;;:flosophy of Science. Vol. 51, No. 3, 1984.
ausman, D.M., ‘Are General Equilibrium T i il i
Philosophy and Econemics D. c%leidel, 1981.hﬂm‘leS B e
Helm, D., ‘Predictions and Causes: A Comparison of Friedman and Hicks on Method’
o O}Scf‘i’)rd Economic Papers, New Series, Vol. 36, November 1984, '
atsis, 8.1, ‘A Research Programme in Economics® i i isal i
Economics, Cambridge University Press, 19‘.1'6?S el i S
Mackie, J.L., The Cement of the Universe, Oxford University Press, 1975.
Rosenberg, A., *If Economics Isn’t Science, What Is [t? in The Philosophical Forum, 14.



Scientific method and the study of society*

R. NARASIMHAN
Tata Institute of Fundamental Research, Bombay

1. INTRODUCTION

Two basic questions seem to have attracted detailed and extended attention
in the literature concerned with the methodological aspects of the social
sciences. These are:

(i) Is the scientific method as formulated and practised (5o successfully)
by the physical scientists directly applicable to the social sciences?
and

() What is the felevance of psychology (the science of individual beha-
viour) to the explanation of social phenomena; more specifically,
is psychology the foundation for the social sciences.

In analysing the scope and relevance of the scientific method to the study of
society in this paper, 1 shall develop my arguments by focusing on these two
questions,

Notice, to begin with, that before the first question can be answered we
maust agree on what constitutes the scientific method as practised by the physi-
cal scientists. And analogously a prerequisite to answering the second ques-
tion is an agreement, on the one hand, on the kinds of phenomena psycho-
logists (must) concern themselves with and the kinds of questions they [must]
try to answer; and, on the other hand, on the kinds of phenomena socio-
logists [must] concern themselves with and the kinds of questions they [must]
try to answer.

The received view of the method of the physical science is, of course, that
the physical scientists study natural phenomena, i.e. physical objects and
events, and they do this by constructing theories of such phenomena which
are formulated in the form of generalized laws. Using these laws physical
scientists are able to predict the properties of physical objects or occurrences
of physical events with acceptable accuracy. Social scientists, i.e. psycholo-
gists and sociologists, who believe that the method of the physical sciences
is equally applicable to their own domains of study have been trying hard
to formulate behavioural laws and social laws in the hope of being able to
predict individual behaviour and the behaviour of social systems respectively.

*An earlier version of this paper was presented at a Summer Workshop on Inter-
disciplinary Research Methodology organized by ICSSR in 1981, and it later appeared in
Man and Development in 1983, In this version the reference style in the text as well at in the
references at the end of the paper has been slightly modified.
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One cannot say that the social scientists, so far, have been very successful in
formulating such general laws applicable either to individual behaviour or
social behaviour. Should their inability to formulate such generalized laws
with convincing predictive power, then, be automatically considered to be
an indication of the ‘non-scientific’ nature of the social science disciplines?

Not all social scientists, of course, accept the view that the method of the
physical sciences is directly applicable to psychological or sociological phe-
nomena. Several arguments are usually advanced in support of an ‘anti-natu-
ralistic’ position:

(a) Unlike the physical sciences which operate on the assumption that
natural phenomena are uniform throughout space and time, individual and
social behaviour possess no such uniformities. Hence the social sciences can-
not expect to formulate generalized laws to predict such behaviour.

(b) The experimental method of the physical sciences, which is based on
artificial isolation and control of the system being studied, is inapplicable to
social and psychological systems, since with these systems such isolation and
control would destroy the very properties one is attempting to study. More-
over, repeatability of experiments in the social sciences is, in principle, in-
feasible, since identical boundary conditions cannot berepeatedly established.

(c) What are of central importance in the study of individual and social
behaviour are concepts like ‘value’ and ‘meaning’ or ‘purpose’. These are
precisely the concepts that the physical sciences avoid. Predictions based on
causal explanations which typify the activities of the physical scientists are
hence of little relevance to the social scientists in so far as they do not come
to grips with ‘value’ and ‘purpose’. The important requirement in the social
sciences is to be able to describe and understand individual and social beha-
viour and not necessarily to be able to predict such behaviour.

(See Popper [1957] for more detailed accounts of both the ‘naturalistic’ and
‘anti-naturalistic’ positions in the social sciences).

These ‘anti-naturalistic’ arguments sound plausible enough from the point
of view of a layman. And together with the received view of the physical
sciences they would seem to make it impossible for the physical and social
sciences to function on the basis of a uniform methodology. Again, this would
lead to the conclusion that the social sciences are not ‘scientific’ in the sense
in which the physical sciences are.

The ‘naturalistic’ as well as the ‘anti-naturalistic’ views, thus, seem to lead
to similar conclusions. But how valid is the received view of the method of
the physical sciences which is taken for granted in both these views? Ts pre-
diction the central aspect of scientific activity even in the physical sciences?
If not, what is the role of prediction in theory construction in the physical
sciences? “Value® and “purpose’ play no role in the physical sciences. Then,
how/why do they acquire central importance in the study of individual and
social behaviour? What is an appropriate scientific framework for the study
of behaviour taking into account ‘value’ and ‘purpose’? What would be the
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nature of theories of behaviour constructed within this framework? How
wc')uld such theories be tested? Would prediction have any role to play in
this theory construction activity?

2. THE METHOD OF THE PHYSICAL SCIENCES

Ir someone were to ask, “What is science about?” most practising physical
scientists are likely to answer that in our normal interactions with the external
worl-d we observe certain uniformities, regularities, or patterns. These regu-
larities and patterns are-a consequence of the fact that natural phenomena
are governed by laws. It is the purpose of science to determine these laws and
to systematize the relationships between them. The scientific method consists
of performing experiments, making carefully controlled observations, and
construpting theories to explain the experimental results so obtained. In this
way, scientists arrive at [aws that govern natural phenomena. This, as we saw
earl;er, is very much the received view of science and of the scientific method.

However, if we try to probe in greater technical detail the epistemological
roles experiments and theories play in scientific activity, we shall find that
theories, far from being applicable to natural phenomena, relate only to con-
trolled observations, i.e. only to experimental situations. Performing ex-
periments (or making systematic observations of controlled situations) forms
the basis of all scientific activity. To begin with, experiments enable the de-
limiting of phenomenological relationships to account for which theories
are invoked or constructed (if unavailable initially). The statements or conse-
quences derived from theory are verified by (tested by) experiments. The
predictions of a theory are predictions of occurrences of events in experi-
mental sitsations, i.e. observations made under controlled conditions. So,
if onie wants to know what scientific theories are theories of, the answer is
they are theories of experiments; or, more precisely, they relate to properties
and- relationships determinable in experimental situations.

Uniformities and regularities relate only to controlled situations. Regu-
larities exist in the open-ended world only to the extent to which the contex-
tual parameters. determining the natural phenomena under observation re-
main more or less constant. Science can hardly ever predict what happens
in the open-ended world. Meteorological predictions are usually so unsatis-
factory, precisely because the meteorologist, unlike the atomic physicist, can
exert very little control over the situzational aspects he is dealing with. It may
seemn that astronomical predictions contradict these assertions. But on closer
analysis, we shall see that it is not so. As Jevons in 1958 and, more recently,
Popper in 1957 have emphasized, the solar system, fortunately for us, is a
naturally isolated and closed system (for all predictive purposes) approximat-
ing very much an experimental set-up. Taking advantage of this
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Astronomers. .. select precise times and places for impertant observations
of stellar parallax, or transit of planets. They make the earth’s orbit the
basis of a well-arranged natural experiment, as it were, and take well-
considered advantage of the motions which they cannot control (sce
Jevons [1938]).

If scientific theories relate to properties and relationships of phenomena
observed only in experimental situations, then how does science relate to
naively observed natural phenomena? How do we explain such phenomena
in terms of scientific theories? The answer.is that a theory is applicable to a
naively observed situation to the extent to which this situation approximates
the relevant experimental situation. If the approximation is good, predictions
based on theory are verified ; otherwise, not.

From the above account of what science is really about we can draw two
conclusions. Firstly, it is a false view of science to argue that a theory is not
‘scientific’ unless it enables the prediction of naturally observable phenomena.
Theories in the physical sciences also do not allow us to predict in this sense.
As we have just now seen, theories are applicable to naturally observable
phenomena only through much indirection. Prediction is of value in theory
construction only to the extent it enables the testing of theories through per-
forming controlled experiments, The second conclusion is this: the notion
‘experiment’ is the central notion in the methodology of the physical sciences.
Performing experiments is the central aspect of scientific activity in the physi-
cal sciences.

So, if we want to find out whether the methodology of the physical scien-
ces is directly applicable to the social sciences, we must first analyse and under-
stand in greater detail what performing an experiment consists of. As we
shall sce presently, such an analysis would show that the availability of agents
is a prerequisite to performing experiments. Although the physical sciences,
in this sense, take for granted the availability of agents to perform experi-
ments, they do not concern themselves with phenomena of which agents form
an integral part, i.e. experimental situations of which agents form constituent
parts. It is precisely in this way that the basic difference between the physical
and the social sciences arises; for the social sciences are concerned only with
phenomena of which agents form an integral part. And we shall see that the
inclusion of agents in a situation gives rise to categorically new phenomeno-
logical aspects. In trying to account for these aspects, social sciences are re-
quired to concern themselves with new categories of explanations.

In addition, we shall see that performing experiments involving agents
is often difficult or even infeasible. Because of this ‘prediction’ cannot be
used as a method to test theories in the social sciences. Most of the time one
must have recourse to indirect means for testing theories in these disciplines.
What such indirect means could be and how to construct such indirect pro-
cedures (which are at once objective and viable) are, in fact, the central issues
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that need to be tackled before acceptable scientific methodologies for social
sciences could be evolved., We shall discuss these issues in greater detail in
the sections that follow. (For more detailed discussions about the nature of
scientific activity and the differences between the physical and the behavioural
sciences as regards their objectives and methodologies, sec Narasimhan
[1973]).

3. THE ROLE OF AGENTS IN PERFORMING EXPERIMENTS

A scientific experiment is a controlled interaction with a prepared environ-
ment. Specifying an experiment requires the specification of four compo-
nents:

() Specification of the initial and boundary conditions of a delimited
environment, i.e. the preparation of the experimental set-up;

(if) specification of the interaction procedure, i.e. the manipulatory part
of the experiment;

(iif) specification of the observationsto be made i.c., the data acquisition
part of the experiment; and

(&v) specification of the computations to be performed on the observa-
tions, i.e. the data analysis part of the experiment.

It is important to note that carrying out an experiment on the basts of
such specifications presupposes the availability of (a) a language in which
these specifications can be given; and (b) an agent (observer, experimenter)
who can interpret the specifications and carry out the experiment, i.e. mani-
pulate, observe and analyse.

When an experiment has been specified in an exact manner (so that the
specifications relating to the experimental preconditions and the manipula-
tions can be mechanically interpreted and verified), we can construct an auto-
maton to interpret the statements specifying an experiment and carry out the
intended tasks. The possibility of automating laboratory experiments arises
precisely in this way.

The agentive aspect of an agent (in this context) is characterized by the
possession of a repertoire of actions using which the agent is able to explore,
monitor and manipulate the environment in various ways. For purposes of
carrying out a scientific experiment, the agent concerned should also be able
to understand the language in which the specifications of the experiments are
given. But this is a very special requirement. In general, the agentive aspect
is characterized by the possession of an action repertoire, and by the ability
to use these actions to interact with the environment in various ways to achieve
intended end resulis. In this sense, all biological organisms are agents.

The fundamental difference between the physical and the behavioural
sciences, then, is that (I am using ‘behavioural sciences’ as a more inclusive
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term than ‘social sciences’) the behavioural sciences are concerned with the
explication of phenomena of which the agentive aspects of agents form an
essential part. The situations that the physical sciences study do not involve
agentive aspects in any sense. The distinction between the physical and be-
havioural sciences arises not because of somep resumed difference bet ween the
physical and the ‘mental’; but precisely because of the difference in the cha-
racterization of phenomena that do not involve any agentive aspects and those
which do involve them. It is just this distinction which leads to categorical
differences between the kinds of explanations physical sciences concern them-
selves with and those which the behavioural sciences have to come to grips
with (as we shall see presently).

Although all biological organisms are agents, the only language-using
agents seem to be human beings. And interpersonal interaction, i.e. sociali-
zation, would seem to be an essential precondition for language acquisition
by children. The phenomena relating to agents, then, can be broadly divided
into four classes according as the agentive behaviour included in these pheno-
mena involves langnage usage or not, and socialization or not. These four
classes can be exhibited in the form of a matrix identifying the broad speciali-
zations in the behavioural sciences they give rise to.

— Socialization |
HH
H“‘HHH No Yes
Langnage Hﬁ“‘x
usage o | i
M Experimental
Arnimal Ethology
Psychology
Yes Experimental ) .
Psychology of () Social Psychology
Individual (i} Sociology
Behaviour

4, EXPLANATIONS RELATING TO AGENTIVE BEHAVIOUR

In considering the types of explanations that arise in the behavioural sciences,
I shall restrict my considerations, to begin with, to the behaviour of indivi-
dual organisms. We shall discuss explanations relating to behaviour depen-
dent in an essential way on sociclogical factors a little later.

In dealing with the agentive aspects of individual agents three types of
explanations arise. Firstly, we have explanations that are concerned with the
explication of the nature of any given action belonging to the action reper-
toire of an agent. A satisfactory explanation would try to account for a given
action in terms of a set of subactions suitably related and sequenced. Expli-
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cations of actions could only be done in terms of information-processing
systems. Actions manipulate the external environment, and hence call for the
sensing and analysing of the state of this envirnoment; and require the deploy-
ment of appropriate control actions to arrive at the desired state of affairs.
Information-processing systems with the appropriate sensors and effectors
are designed precisely to accomplish such tasks. Let us call explanations of
this class Type I Explanations.

The second type of explanations—call these Type IT Explanations—would
then be concerned with the physiological realizability of such information-
processing systems. Such explanations would concern themselves with the
kinds of physiological building blocks used in an organism and their inter-
connections as well as with the properties of these building blocks. This is
the class of explanations given at the level of anatomy and physiology or
biology.

A third class of explanations—Type III Explanations—arise when one
seeks to account for particular occurrences of actions or states of agents. Ex-
planations of this class would require the postulating of a set of laws of be-
haviour and appropriate antecedent conditions, which could together be
verified to result in the observed behaviour or the state of the agent. Concern-
ing this class of explanations two points should be noted. Firstly, in so far as
a specific behaviour of an individual occurs in a social context, sociological
considerations may have to be invoked even to explain individual behaviour,
We shall discuss this link between sociology and psychology in more detail
later. Secondly, predictions based on Type III explanations apply to, and
can strictly be verified only in, experimental situations, as we saw in Section
2 earlier. They could be related to real-life situations only through much in-
direction.

Notice, first, that Type I and Type II explanations do not arise in the situ-
ations that the physical sciences study which relate exclusively to objects. The
physical sciences are, hence, concerned only with Type Il explanations, that
is, with the ‘causal’ explanation of particular properties or states of objects,
or of specific spatio-temporal events involving objects. Since all such ex-
planations are based on the postulation of physical laws of various kinds,
one gets the impression that scientific activity consists pre-eminently of the
‘discovery’ of physical laws ‘which Nature obeys’. We have already seen why
this is a false view of science. _

Secondly, it is clear that explanations of the first two types logically pre-
cede those of the third type as far as agentive behaviour is concerned. To
answer ‘why did that action occur now?” and ‘why is the agent in this state?’
one would have to know the nature of the action and the details of its reali-
zation to begin with, or the characteristics of the behavioural system to which
the particular state relates.

Actually, however, much of academic psychology has been preoccupied
with Type III explanations. The all-too-obvious success of physical scientists
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in predicting and controlling physical situations have led most psychologists
to assume unquestioningly that prediction and control are the essence of
scientific activity. And they have been almost exclusively concerning them-
selves with the formulation of general ‘laws’ of behaviour to enable them to
predict and control the behaviour of organisms, But we have aiready seen
that prediction, even in the physical sciences, plays a central role only in the
restricted context of rigidly controlled experimental situations. It may very
well turn out that significant aspects of behaviour of most organisms cannot
be realized under rigid experimental conditions. Also, socially acceptabie
boundary conditions may be incompatible with the kinds of experimental
situation a science of behaviour may demand for controlling behaviour. Thus,
experiments carried out, and results obtained, on predicting and controlling
behaviour within the confines of a laboratory may well turn out to have little
reIevange to behaviour in the open-ended situations of real life.

Even assuming that the practical value of a science of organismic behavi-
our consists, ultimately, of our ability to create the necessary boundary
conditions to shape behaviour in acceptable ways, it is evident that this task
cannot be coped with before articulating Type I and Type IT explanations. But

major methodological problems arise when we attempt to do this, as we shall
discuss now.

5. NEED FOR A NEw EXPERIMENTAL FRAMEWORK
TO STUDY ORGANISMIC BEHAVIOUR

In trying to articulate the agentive aspects of an organism from an informa-
tion-processing viewpoint (i.e. in generating Type I explanations), let us note,
first, the following three distingnishing characteristics of an agent:

(1) An agent has a repertoire of actions which it can deploy for inten-
tionally interacting with the world;

(2) An agent has a set of sensory interfaces through which information
concerning the state of the external world and, in particular, concern-
ing the changes caused in the external world by its own action is
available to it;

(3) An agent has a set of motivational states which condition the inten-
tions or goals of the action the agent engages in or embarks on.

The externally observable behaviour of an agent consists of the complex
of actions it engages in. At the most primitive level, an agent engages in an
action to bring about a desired-for-change in the state of the world {external
or internal). The desired-for-change is the goal (objective, aim, purpose, in-
tent) of the action. (Notice that the role of an agent in performing an experi-
ment calls for the ability to engage in goal-directed actions of this sort). Goals,
in general, may require the execution of a complex program of actions:
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(Program is used in the information-processing sense. A reflex would thus
be a pre-wired program). Habits are already-built-up programs that get
executed more or less autonomously. In other cases, achicving a goal may
require the deliberate formulation of a plan of actions. That is, a program
to achieve a goal may not be available ready made, but may have to be built
up either on the basis of theoretical considerations or through exploratory
experiments. In either case, an agent must have available to it knowledge or a
knowledge base to construct a plan of actions. (It is perhaps more appropriate
to talk in terms of beliefs and belief structures in this context rather than
knowledge and knowledge base. Validated beliefs may be called ‘knowledge’
following the usual practice). Execution of a plan of actions would, in general,
be guided by the assessment of the outcomes of already executed actions.
Assessing the state of an environment and/or the consequence of one’s own
action is based on judgement, that is, the capability to gather relevant evidence,
to evaluate and to arrive at conclusions. Understanding a situation involves
the successful utilization of available knowledge to assimilate the situation, or
of enlarging the knowledge base (i.c. adding to available knowledge) to
accommodate to the situation. Judgement is thus an essential aspect of under-
standing. The notion ‘desired-for-change’ involves a valuation process. Many
alternative goals may be potentially desirable, but it may be possible to strive
for only one at a time; or only a few may be accessible in a given circum-

-stance. So goals would have to be ordered (ranked or weighted) on the basis of

their valfue as evaluated by the agent. Of course, the values assigned to goals
may change from time to time or be based on the prevailing circumstances.
In any case, one must clearly predicate a valwe system as underlying the func-
tioning of an agent. At the most primitive level, this value system could only
be based on the innate motivational states of the agent. Subsequently, the
motivational states underlying agentive behaviour should be assumed to get
augmented and modified on the basis of the past behavioural interactions of
the agent with the world and their outcomes.

It is to be noted that the italicized terms above in the description of the
agentive aspect of an organism are theoretical constructs. These theoretical
constructs arise in a natural way, if we try to account for goal-directed activity
on the part of an agent in a systematic manner from an information-processing
point of view. Any viable information-processing model of an agent (set up to
generate Type 1 explanations) must, of necessity, come to grips with these
constructs and account for these agentive aspects of behaviour in terms of
structures and functions incorporated in the model. The study of such infor-
mation-processing models is a study of computational structures and compu-
tational processes capable of realizing the kinds of behaviour under analysis.

However, it is clear that controlled exploratory experiments would have to
be performed in great detail before the nature of specific behaviour—specific
action schemata—of an agent can be articulated. An experimental framework
is-also needed to test partially articulated theories as regards their acceptabi-
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lity. The major methodological problem that arises in this context relates to
the fact that aspects of an agent can seldom be isolated in order to study the
nature of specific actions or the relationship between one action and another.
Any interference with the status of an agent as an integral system results quite
often in the destruction of the very agentive aspect one is trying to study.

Exploratory experiments to articulate Type I explanations, it would seem,
can only be conducted through indirect means, often relying upon artificial
automata or, equivalently, computer-simulated models. In simulation one
tries to construct an abstracted portion of an agent capable of exhibiting the
specific action schemata under study. Two important constraints have to be
met by a simulation model in order that this methodology may form the basis
for viable theory construction:

(¢) The simulated behaviour must be an acceptable copy of the observed
behaviour of the natural organism under study;

(if) The simulated modei must lead to testable hypotheses for incorpora-
tion in Type II explanations; or, at least, the model should provide
relevant guidelines for exploratory investigations in physiology and
anatomy. ‘

This second requirement implies that Type I explanations cannot be
constructed arbitrarily without taking into account related Type IT explana-
tions. In particuiar, if the behaviour under consideration goes through well-
definable maturation stages, then the simulation model must be capable of
coping with such developmental aspects. (See Narasimhan [1981] for a more
detailed discussion of these and other constraints as they apply to the formu-
lating of Type I explanations to elucidate behaviour in the language modality).

During the last two decades or more computer scientists interested in
modeliing intelligent behaviour have been experimenting with computer
simulation models under the rubric ‘Artificial Intelligence Studies’. Not all
these studies have been concerned with elucidating the agentive behaviour of
real biological systems. However, computer simulation studies to articulate
Type I explanations are increasingly becoming accepted approaches for theory
construction in the cognitive sciences and the neurosciences. (For a recent
good review of some of these attempts, see Caplan [1987].)

In concentrating on Type I explanations we may say that, in some sense,
we have been addressing problems belonging primarily to the psychological
domain. When we move on to Type III explanations relating to individual
behaviour, as we have already noted in Section 4, we increasingly begin to
confront sociological determinants of behaviour. Type II1 explanations would,
of course, be in the nature of socio-psychological ‘laws’. Among the agentive
aspects that we have outlined in this section, belief structures, judgements, and
value systems are perhaps the ones most clearly influenced by sociological
factors. Tt is not at all clear how, based on our current level of understanding
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of socio-psychological phenomena relating to these agentive aspects, one
should go about constructing information-processing models to simulate
these aspects of agentive behaviour. Modelling these aspects becomes parti-
cularly difficult, because any viable model must consistently take into account
explanations of all the three types simultancously. Psychological theories
dealing with these behavioural aspects—such as personality theory, belief
theory, motivation theory, etc.—are also the ones which are most difficult to
formulate in objectively testable ways. Nevertheless, just these aspects of indi-
vidual behaviour would seem to be of maximum consequence when we want
to understand social development or social change. The question whether
sociology is ultimately reducible to psychology assumes significance precisely
in this context. (See the arguments and counter-arguments by Homans and
Blau [1970]). But it is clear that the real issue is not one of reducing sociology
to psychology but one of extending viable information-processing models of
psychology to take meaningfully into account the social determinants of indi-
vidual behaviour. Needless to say, we are very far from being able to make
any headway at present in these conceptually and computationally intractable
problem areas. :

So much for the behavioural domains where psychology and sociology
more or less overlap. But what about sociological phenomena outside of these
domains ? What can we say about sociological theories relating to these pheno-
mena? We shall briefly consider these questions now.

6. SociaL FACTS AND SOCIAL THEORIES

In discussing social phenomena, I shall restrict myself here to the sociclogy of
language-using animals, i.c. human beings. Sociology of the non-language-
using animals would seem to be almost entirely determined by biology. I find
the abstractions ‘role’ and ‘role playing’ extremely productive concepts in
constructing models of socio-psychological behaviour. I believe this to be true
even with reference to information-processing models of such behaviour,
although, right now, we do not know fow to construct information-processing
models incorporating these concepts. The roles that non-human animals play
would, then, seem to be all biologically determined (although specific socio-
logical environmental factors may be prerequisites to realizefelicit some of
those roles). Most roles that human beings play would seem to be culturally
determined, While it is true that nltimately human role playing is made
possible by biological mechanisms, what are of consequence here are the
boundary conditions set by cultural factors for the functioning of these biolo-
gical mechanisms. And, of course, it is language behaviour that acts as a
mediator between culture and biology in this context. In this sense, I tend to
believe that language behaviour is a critical bridge between sociology and
psychology. We shall return to this point again a little later.

Social scientists—sociologists, especially—have, of course, taken note of
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this central importance of language to social behaviour by including it as one
of the prerequisites of a society. The basic functional aspects of a society are
taken to be the following (see, for example, Bottomore [1962]):

{1) Communication based on language;

{2) Structures and processes for the socialization of new generations {(e.g.
family, education);

(3) Structures and processes for the production, allocation, and consump-
tion of material goods (i.e. systems of economics);

(4) Structures and processes for protection against external and internal
threats (e.g. systems of authority and power);

(5) Structures and processes for promoting social cohesion and relieving
individual distress (e.g. religion, rituals, festivals, etc.).

The argument is not, of course, that all societies exhibit all these aspects
developed to similar levels of complexity. At the basic level, then, sociological
studies presumably would be descriptive and would be concerned with identi-
fying and describing the social structures and processes that do exist in given
societies, or have existed in historical societies. Social studies become progres-
sively more complex as one tries to construct analytic models:

(1) Of the structures and processes constituting asingle functional aspect
of a society (e.g. economic models):

(2) Of the historical transformations (i.e. changes or developments) in a
single functional aspect of a society (for strictly economic models of
economic growth, [see Rostow 1960]);

(3) Ofthe interrelationships between two or more functional aspects of a
society (for the relationship between religion and the rise of capitalism
[see Weber 1976]; and for psychoanalytic models of social change,
[see Hagen 1962], etc.).

It is my view that, exactly as in case of psychological models of individual
behaviour considered earlier, sociological models of the kinds (1), (2) and (3)
above, in order to be viable, would have to be computational and information-
processing-oriented or, in other words, systems-oriented. The third category
of models are the ones likely to prove to be the most important ultimately
from the view-point of application, However, we may have to learn to cons-
truct models of the first kind as a first step. Economists, of course, have been
the most successful in constructing such models. But the moment we try to
come to grips withchange (i.e. try to model ‘growth’), the limitations of these,
otherwise successful, economic models become evident. Inadequacies arise in
most cases, because these economic models do not take into account what we
carlier referred to as the socio-psychological aspects of individual behaviour.
Idealizations of such behaviour in terms of rational models of choice-behav-
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iour and so forth would seem to be highly restricted as regards their applica-
bility to real-life sitnations.

How would one go about constructing more viable and more realistic
systems-oriented models of social phenomena? How would one test the
adequacy of the models one constructs? What are likely to be productive
research strategies in this context? Let me end this paper by making some
comments on these issues.

7. SoME COMMENTS ON RESEARCH STRATEGIES

Both in psychology and sociology, theory-construction has been either highly
fragmenied and ad hoc or grandiose and too superficially global. People like
Hel_:b [1959] and Merton [1957] have criticized adequately the uselessness of
extremely polarized theories of these kinds. As I have emphasized in many
places in the earlier sections, theories with practical value, and whose ade-
quacy can be tested meaningfully, must span two or more modalities of
behaviour in the case of psychology, and two or more functional aspects of
society in the case of sociology. In our current state of ignorance of the
system-theoretic details of both individual organismic behaviour and social
structures and processes, it would serve no purpose to be too ambitious and
to attempt to cover too much ground at one go. A workable strategy is to
identify middle-sized problems (Merton’s phrase is ‘theories of middle-
range’) which have significant complexity of manageable dimensions.

In psychology, significant task environments to model are behaviour
involving the language modality and one or more sensori-motor modalities
(e.g. speech{-vision, speech - vision4-locomotion, speech{-vision-{-manipul-
ation, etc.). Our concern is not with constructing any ad hoc workable engin-
eering models (although even this is difficult enough and cannot be attempted
with our current available know-how and understanding). Our concern is
precisely to work out computational models which would provide Types 1, IT
and ITT explanations in a consistent and coherent manner wherever relevant.
The above task environments can be used as bases for realistic explorations in
theory construction. These task environments are non-trivial and sufficiently
close toreal-life complexities. Theorizing can be attempted incrementally, and
the results can be cumulated. The task environments are sufficiently well
defined for us to discern when we are making progress and when we are not.
All these aspects are significant facilitatihg factors to meapingful behaviour
modelling at the systems level.

In sociology it is not so easy to suggest analogous problem-domains for
exploratory work. It is not clear at present how one would go about testing
through computational means system-theoretic models spanning two or more
functional aspects of society. The tests that can be readily visualized are either
limited to field experiments involving controlled social structures and pro-
cesses or contrastive analysis of historically comparable situations, Both
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these techniques are, of course, familiar to sociologists. The more important
issue in research methodology here may be asking the right questions.

We saw earlier that language behaviour is a critical bridge between $0Ci0-
logy and psychology. An interesting and, in the Indian context, an important
question is: How does literacy affect individual behaviour and societal struc-
tures and processes . Although all of us acquire our competence in language
behaviour in the oral mode as a matter of course, literacy (i.e. competence in
reading and writing) is a skill that is acquired only with much effort and after
a long period of explicit tuition. Why should this be so? Historically, writing
is a relatively recent invention. Are there discernible differences in the socio-
logy of literate and non-literate societies, both historically and contempora-
neously? More interestingly, is there a homology between these differences at
the level of individuals and that of societies?

In the past two decades, studies on the characterization and implications
of literacy have been growing rapidly in the West, Literacy, it has been claim-
ed, played a crucial role in the historical development of Western societies by
providing a foundation for scientific enquiry and method, democracy and
bureaucracy. Alphabetic literacy, script literacy, textual literacy have gach
been identified by different scholars as t#e principal factor contributing to the
transformation of the West in the historical context. These studies have been
criticized in detail by other scholars for their parochialism and narrow reading
of history. Tt is now generally agreed that literacy per se (whether alphabetic,
script, or textual) does not give rise to changes in world-view and behavioural
practices either at the individual or at the societal level. What are of import-
ance are the uses made of literacy, the institutionalized and technical spin-offs
that literacy engenders, and the effects that such spin-offs have on the behav-
iour of individuals atlarge. Historically, all such facilitating factors seem to
have come together in the West and given rise to the psychosocial changes
that one usually identifies with ‘modernization’ (see Narasimhan [1987] for a
detailed analysis and discussion of the issues involved here).

A comparative study and analysis of the Indian tradition should throw
much light on the developmental differences between this tradition and the
Western European one. A highly evolved textual tradition flourished in India
for at least 2500 years, and yet fexts remained strictly products in the oral
domain. Sophisticated interpretation assignment techniques were developed
and systematized to deal with such orally transmitted texts. These interpreta-
tions as well as the aids to arrive at these interpretations were themselves com-
posed as further texts for memorization, transmission and preservation. The
mnemo-technics devised in these contexts were adapted to support the deve-
lopment, teaching and preservation of structurally complex performing art
forms and craft skills. In other words, although the Indian tradition, in the

large, was an oral tradition, it functioned within a highly literate framework.
This mode of functioning continued to be the tradition for a long time, well
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after the introduction of writing to support literate activities. Writing, for the
most part, was looked upon only as a support to memory and recall.

Quite naturally only a small part of the population was involved in these
literate activities. In the absence of widespread script literacy, literate props to
fzonceptualization and to behaviour could only have arisen at large through
indirection and feedback from the textual tradition. Some interesting issues to
analyse in this context are as follows:

(1) Were there any such feedbacks? I so, what were their character-
istics?

(2) How did these feedbacks contrast with the corresponding ones in the
West European culture, for example, in adminisiration, jurisprudence,
science, engineering, craft, art, and so on?

(3) Incontrast to the situation in Europe, were there intrinsic differences
and limitations in the Indian textual tradition itself because of its
exclusively oral nature? In other words, were there intrinsic limita-
tions to the methodologies, conceptualizations, logical formalisms,
and so forth? If so, how did these manifest themselves in the feedback
process, for example, in scientific enquiry?

Itis of critical importance to analyse the nature and extent of the influences
that the textual tradition and the active textual literacy practices in India had
over individuals and institutions in the historical context. This analysis is
essential to understand why the Indian tradition at large, despite its literate
underpinnings, continued to exhibit ‘non-literate’ characteristics along a wide
variety of psychosocial dimensions. For example, there was no effort to
discriminate systematically between myths and history; between beliefs in
the supernatural and a rational analysis of natural phenomena; between dis-
putatious, pelemical arguments and comparative, critical, analytical studies;
between a didactive approach to enquiry and a reflective approach to it.

Analogous studies of the Chinese tradition should be of much comparative
value since that tradition, unlike the Tndian one, used both script and images
(diagrams) for representational purposes. In this sense, China was closer to
Europe. Nevertheless, the early achievements of China do not seem to have
led to later developments comparable to those in Western Europe. One would
like to understand the reasons for this.

Issues such as these seem to me to be important problems to study, not
necessarily because such studies are likely to result in immediately applicable
results, but because they are likely to enlarge our understanding of hwman
beings and social structures and processes from a system-theoretic viewpoint.
And, as we have discussed in detail earlier, such an understanding is a pre-
requisite to viable theory construction in the social sciences.
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The Marxist conception of traditions

MARIETTA STEPANYANTS
Academy of Sciences, USSR

Making an analysis of Marx’s conception of tradition as a mechanism of
preserving and advancing culture appears to be important for at least two
reasons, Firstly, this is essential for an objective appraisal of the Marxist
legacy. It is known that the revolutionary spirit of the teachings of Marx that
are aimed at abolishing the social relations of exploitation and building a
socialist society of the future makes it possible to oversimplify and sometimes
even to distort his attitude to tradition as such. And then innovative, reorga-
nizing activitics and tradition are erroneously portrayed as being in anta-
gonistic contradiction.

Secondly, Marx’s understanding of tradition is very relevant today in con-
nection with the problem of social progress which has acquired particular
urgency and importance to the nations that have gained political indepen-
dence.

One would not find in Marx’s works any definition of the notion of tra-
dition. Moreover, both he and Engles frequently spoke very negatively about
the traditions of the past. “The Communist revolution’, they wrote, ‘involves
the most radical rupture with traditionalideas.”™ Taken out of their contexts,
this and other similar quotes to the effect that ‘tradition is a great retarding
force’? and that ‘the traditions of all the dead generations weightslike a night-
mare on the brain of the living’® may prompt the false conclusion that Marx-
istn negates the positive potentials of tradition. But a more careful study of
the dialectical-materialistic method in analysing the essence and mechanism
of action of tradition allows its adequate Marxist assessment.

The history of humanity qualitatively differs from the history of the animal
world by its cultural continuity. Drawing attention to precisely this distin-
guishing feature of the development of human society, Marx and Engels said
in The German Ideology that each new generation finds present

..a material result: a sum of productive forces, a historically ereated re-
lation of individuals to nature and to one another, which is handed down
to each generation from its predecessor; a mass of productive forces,
capital funds and conditions, which, on the one hand, is indeed modified
by the new generation, but also on the other prescribes for it its condi-
tions of life and gives it a definite development, a special character.

*This paper was presented at The Cenenntial. Seminar on ‘Social Philosophy of Karl
Marx: A Reappraisal’ organized by the Indian Council of Philosophical Research held at
New Delhi on 16-18 December 1983.
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- An oversimplified understanding of continuity may be reduced to the
following formula: ‘The past determines the present, the present determines
the future.” This schematization of social development is ascribed to Marxism
by Karl Popper. But Marxism is far from this understanding of the mecha-
nism of development. It is only partially that the past determines the present.
The domination of the past over the present is not a universal law, but a speci-
fic historical situation. The decisive factor in ensuring historical continuity is
creativity.

Tradition, if it is understood as ‘a certain type of relations between the
successive stage of a developing object. . where the old goes over into the new
and productively ‘works in it has its specific forms of manifestation in
various spheres of social life and cognition.

I would like to dwell here on the Marxist approach to tradition in the
field of philosophy, more precisely, on the attitude of Marxism to the philo-
sophical tradition of the Orient.

It is known that there are two extreme points of view on studying and
evaluating any philosophical tradition. One is that an objective study of a
philosophical tradition can only be done by an impartial ‘outsider’. This
standpoint was expressed most clearly by the adherents to “the philosophy
of the history of philosophy’. An ‘outside’ view by itself does not warrant,
however, the objectivity of an analysis and the conclusions following from it.
This approach is perhaps a guarantee against subjectivity that is typical of the
devotees of this or that philosophical system. But it does not rule out the very
likely subjectivity of another kind, namely, the subjectivity of a study that is
determined by its underlying world outlook that is “alien’ to the system under
examination. ‘Outside observation’ by itself does not at all exclude the danger
of an egocentric approach which is manifest most vividly, for example, in all
manner of Eurocentric appraisals of the spiritual legacy of oriental nations.

The overtly supercilious attitude to the spiritual values of these nations,
which was spread fairly widely in the West in the era of colonialism, often
took the form of blatantly racist contentions. A.E. Gough, a European expert
in Indian Studies, claimed for one that Indian philosophy had been evolved
by thinkers of an inferior race, anation of a stagnant culture, whose intellec-
tual development proceeded outside the mainstream of development of
human reason.®

It should be acknowledged, however, that outright racist rantings are
rather rare in the present-day world, since the collapse of the colonial system
has precipitated radical changes in relations between the Occident and -the
Orient.

But Furocentrism may also reveal itself in less visible forms. Moreover,
it does not necessarily have political or missionary motivation. There are
quite objective causes of the origination of Eurocentric (as well as Oriento-
centric) views, which are connected with a really different nature and speci-
fics of Oriental civilizations as compared with Western civilizations, and hence
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the difficulty of mutual understanding. Trying to delve into the mysteries of
a ‘foreign’ culture, researchers are involuntarily apt to apply to it the schemes,
yardsticks and terminology of their own culture, thereby dragging Eurocen-
trism through, so to say, by the ‘back entrance’.

Paradoxical as it may sound, the Eurocentric positions are also shared by
some Asians and Africans themselves. A propensity to look at their national
culture and philosophy from the standpoint of Eurocentrism is especially
characteristic of those Oriental intellectuals who have received European
education and, therefore, stand on the positions of ‘modernism’, which calls
for reorganizing traditional societies according to the Westetn bourgeois
model. The Eurocentric approach may also be assumed involuntarily by ‘re-
formers’ who advocate the need to effect social changes by ‘synthesizing’ the
progressive national traditions with the achievements of the bourgeois West-
ern culture. Not infrequently, they stretch their point too far in presenting
their case, because they want by all means to find resemblance and points of
contiguity between the phenomena, notions and categories of Oriental and
Occidental cultures. And then, for example, they portray the famous Persian
Jalaly’l-Din Rumi, a Siifi poet of the thirteenth century, as a philosopher
who was 200 years ahead of the West European Renaissance; and who put
forward the concept of ‘the harmoniously developed Man’ which is how Sufi
literature describes the traditional idea of the ‘perfect man’ (al-insanu-l-
kamil) and which is a great contribution to the wellbeing of the present-day
Western Man and, more so, to the development of communist soctety.” Or
they stubbornly assert an analogy between the atomistic system of the doc-
trine of al-Ash’ari (tenth century) and the monadology of Gotfried Wilhelm
Lejbniz (this is done by Pakistani M.M. Shariff, Indonesian M. Natsir and
others). Or, finally, they make the Medicval Arab thinker ibn Khaldun (four-
teenth century) into a ‘historical materialist’, with modern Marxism viewing
his works as its childhood.

So an ‘outside view’ by itself does not ensure the scientific objectivity re-
quired for a historical and philosophical study. Moreover, as was pointed
out above, it is fraught with the danger of a subjective approach. But the
opposite view that an authentic understanding of the essence of phenomena
is possible only on the condition of a full assimilation of the material under
study is nothing better.

It is known that the need to assimilate the thinking by images and notions
of ancient authors was stressed already by Spinoza in his criticisms of biblical
texts. His idea was further developed by F. Shoemaker, William Dilthey and
other philosophers who tried to fuse it with Hume’s conception of empathy.

The idea that it is possible to understand the past by assimilating it, which
is rather popular among historians, philologists, ethnographers and other
social scientists, can be interpreted in different ways. It may imply psycho-
logical assimilation (including that of historically remote consciousness). This
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method can be effective only in individual cases while, on the whole, the con-
cept of intuitive assimilation

..remains at best a means of psychologically reconstructing another’s
individual consciousness, based on an analogy between one’s own and the
other’s egos. . Since the state of the historian’s individual ego may change
depending on many reasons (the mood, age, education, personal charac-
teristics, etc.), historical reconstruction..ceases to be rational, that is
scientific, irrespective of the author’s wish.?

The culturological understanding of assimilation as a comprehensive
knowledge of culture and its appraisal from the standpoint of the integrity of
its institutions is much more justified. Taking precisely this approach in study-
ing the consciousness of peoples with tribal relations, Claude Lévi-Strauss,
a prominent siructuralist ethonographer, rejected the presumption about
their ‘primitiveness’ as compared with representatives of the modern indus-
trial society, selecting as the point of departure the premise about the ‘allo-
genic nature’ of the consciousness of a member of a primitive commune,
which enabled the French scientist and his followers to make a big contribu-
tion to the study of archaic cultures. ,

While recognizing the fortes of this approach, one cannot but take into
account also its weaknesses. Assimilation that has been brought to its logical
conclusion, for example, may turn the scientist into an adherent of the philo-
sophical system he is studying and this deprive him of, or at least reduce, his
ability to maintain a sober and critical attitude to the object of study. An
‘inside’ view may lead (when the matter at issue is the subject of Oriental
philosophy) to Orientocentlism which is just as insolvent scientifically as its
antipode Eurocentrism.

The objectivity of an analysis, thus, does not depend on whether a re-
searcher takes an ‘outsider’s’ or an ‘insider’s’ approach to a historico-philo-
sophical subject. It depends, however, on the methodological principles he
proceeds from, on his Weltanschauung.

It is not an ‘outside’ or an ‘inside’ view but the taking into account of the
‘internal’ and ‘external’ measurements of philosophical knowledge itself that
is of principled importance to gaining an adequate interpretation of a philo-
sophical phenomenon. Ignoring the regularitics of development of philo-
sophy as a specific form of social consciousness is just as dangerous as abso-
lutzing its independence, which leads to the substantializing of philosophical
thinking and to the burying in oblivion of the significance of socio-historical
practice and the ‘sociological’ measurement of the philosophical process that
has been discovered and substantiated by Marxism.

It is not less important to measure philosophy in comparison with the
other parts-of the ideological superstructure, that is, not to leave out of the
ficld of vision a kind of ‘mean measurement’. Taking the latter into account,
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especially in studying philosophy and religion, assumes particular significance
in historico-philosophical studies of the Orient.

As is known, it is accepted in bourgeois historico-philosophical literature
to regard idealism, irrationalism and, in a large measure, mysticism as pro-
perly Oriental philosophical traditions. Tt would be a mistake to view such
conclusions solely as the deliberate defiance of the multiformity of Oriental
philosophical traditions and their international bringing to a common deno-
minator, The matter is much more complicated. The above conclusions were
partly prompted by the.fact that new ideological conceptions in the Orient
are often expressed in traditional categories and terms. This tradition of
stable terminology was pointed out by many experts in Oriental Studies both
nowadays and in the past. S. Georgiyevsky, an eminent Russian Sinologist,
for example, described Confucius as an innovator ‘with the character of an
advocate of old ways and conservatism’, explaining this in the following way:

Confucius realized that the mass is hostile to any kind of innovation and
that it worships authorities and likes what has been sanctified by time.
This is why he found it necessary to infuse his teachings into old forms.

But the matter apparently is not only the subjective factor (which plays
an undoubtedly important but by no means the decisive role) but also the
specifics of the objective realities of the-oriental world, the conservatism and
tremendous inertial force of what has not yet been explained by scientists but
nevertheless has a special name—*‘the Asian mode of production’.

Attachment to the customary form of expression does not fully rule out,
however, the possibility of the existence and struggle of opposite ideas,
although such conservatism certainly complicates, if allowed at all, an open
expression of non-traditional ideas. The history of philosophy in the Orient
is, in the same measure as it is in the Occident, a process of dialectical deve-
lopment, whose general regularity is the struggle between materialism and
idealism. The specific nature of ‘Asian society” does not preclude this general
regularity. It only determines the peculiarity of its manifestation in the Orient.
Conservatism in terminology, mentioned above, is one concrete embodiment
of this peculiarity.

Contentions that there is a general regularity of the historico-philosophical
process do not rule out, as is known, the recognition of the fact that the cor-
relation of forces between the two polar trends—materialism and idealism—
may vary depending on time and place. Scientific data do not yet provide
grounds for concluding with full certainty that materialistic trends were just
as widespread in the Orient as they were in Europe. But neither do they make
it possible to claim that they were insignificant, moreso non-existent. Historical
justice and scientific objectivity demand that much attention be paid to study-
ing materialistic views in the Orient, which have to this day been largely
ignored by historico-philosophical science.
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A careful study of conflicting trends in the frameworks of the same philo-
sophical systems (usually regarded as idealistic) could be promising in this
respect. Working in this direction, Marxist historians of philosophy have been
able to show convincingly that, say, in the framework of philosophical Taoism,
there coesixted Liezi (fifth-sixth centures B.c.) and Wan Chuhe (first century
A.D.), whose views of the world were basically materialistic, and consistent
idealists Huai Nanzi (second century B.c.) and Ge Hong (fourth century A.D.);
that in medieval Chinese philosophy the Song school was represented by the
natural philosophy of Zhou Dun-yi (eleventh century) and Zhan Zai (ele-
venth century), which were rich in materialistic ideas, and by the idealistic
metaphysics of Cheng Hao (eleventh century), Cheng Yi (eleventh century)
and Zhu Xi (twelth century); that coexisting in the Japanese medieval Zhu
Xi school were the speculative metaphysics of Fujiwaru Seik (sixteenth-
seventeenth centuries) and Hayashi Razan (sixteenth century) and the natural
philosophy of Kaibar Ekken, which was saturated with materialistic ideas;
and that the ancient Indian philosophy Sinkhya comprised along with ideal-
ism also materialistic ideas connected with the name of sage Paficasikha.

Attention should, however, be paid to possible—and sometimes occurring
excesses here—cases when what is not materialism is portrayed as such. [t is
relevant to recall in this connection the warning by Hege! that ‘it is just as
foolish to think that any philosophy can go beyond the bound of its con-
temporary world as to believe that a certain individual can jump his epoch’.
Inexcusably vulgar, therefore, is'an approach which does not take into con-
sideration the historically determined limitations and inconsistency of the
materialism and rationalism of the past and the possibility of not only their
opposition to their antipodes—idealism and irrationalism—but also their
coexistence with them in the framework of the same philosophical systems.

An examination of the philosophical tradition of the Oriental nations as
part of the single global process of spiritual development prompts the possi-
bility of identifying there, along with the ‘obscured’ traditions of materialism
and rationalism, also the ideas of humanism and social justice. This is es-
pecially important in conditions of the present-day ideological struggle where
the question of what road of development to choose has arisen before the
newly free nations of the Orient as a matter of top priority. Deliberately dis-
torting the national traditions of the Oriental peoples, the enemies of social-
ism are seeking to prove the incompatibility of their spiritual traditions with
the ideas of socialism. Those who join Roger Garaudy and Maxime Rodinson
in claiming that the cultural legacy of the Oriental peoples, which is fully
identified with their religious legacy, in particular, Islam, makes it possible
to speak about the ‘socialist’ character of the Moslem dogmas, go to another
extreme. Such unfounded claims do not only distort the history of spiritual
development of the peoples of the Orient, they also hinder their quest for the
road of really independent development. While accentuating the ideas of
equality and social justice contained in the cultural legacy of the oriental
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peoples and disproving the thesis that socialism is ‘basically alien’ to them,
one should not at the same time close one’s eyes to the historically determined
limitations of these ideas in the past.

When identifying the regulations of development of the history of philo-
sophy that have been discovered by Marxism and demonstrating them on the
example of Oriental material, it would be a mistake also to oversimplify the
complexities of the historical process of thinking, reducing its motely picture
to just two colours—black and white. I would like to recall in this connection
the demand by Aristotle, who was in effect the first historian of philosophy,
that we should be “fair and grateful to the predecessors’, including ‘not only
those whose opinions we may share but also those whose judgments were
more superficial, for they, too, made a contribution to the quest for the truth,
exercising before us the ability (to cognize).!* And although the ancient
Greck philosopher himself failed to remain committed to the principle of
objectivity he had advanced, this does not mean that we should not seek its
implementation.
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Science and truthlikeness+

G.L. PANDIT
University of Delhi, Delhi

1

Many philosophers, notably Karl Popper and his followers, believe that
science aims at truth, and that the progress which a science can make from
an earlier to a later theory is a matter of their comparative degrees of truth-
Jikeness. This is the only way, they further believe, for ‘truth’ to play its central
role in scientific realism (henceforth SR) as an account of ow scientific pro-
gress is possible or what makes it rational. It is my aim here to suggest that
there is a need to set new priorities for SR making it a dynamic framework
to account for all this without making either of the two kinds of assumptions
just alluded to.

It

If there has ever been anything which has given enough trouble to the scientist
as well as to the philosopher without matching results, it is, I think, the pro-
blem of truth. For them both, this has been the most difficult and yet con-
fusing of all the problems. This is corroborated by the recent and current
realist-relativist and instrumentalist-realist controversies as to the nature of
the framework(s) within which science pursues its aim of understanding the
workings of the world we are born in. Or notice how this is borne out by the
statement made by the staunchest advocates of realism like Karl R. Popper.

One great advantage of the theory of objective or abselute truth is {ob-
serves he] that it allows us to say—with Xenophanes—that we search for
truth, but may not know when we have found it; that we have no cri-
terion of truth, but are nevertheless guided by the idea of truth as a regu-
lative principle (Popper 1972a: 226; also Popper 1983).

Similar elusiveness is faced, on the other hand, if we want to distinguish ob-
jective truth from relative truth, taking the latter, in a somewhat subjective
sense, as a property not of statements/theories but of (our) béliefs. For while
doing so one may be easily persuaded to embrace relativism as the view that
different conceptions of ‘truth’, as those of ‘meaning’, ‘reality’, ‘rationality’
and so forth, are constitutive of different societies/language communities. It
may not be, therefore, surprising if we find that Popper’s following diagnosis

¢

*This is a revised version of the previous one entitled ‘Science and the Concept of Truth®
which was an invited contribution to the ICPR-sponsored national seminar on ‘Truth’
(January 1985) at Karnatak University, Dharwar. The alternative version of scientiﬁp
realisra T am here hinting at is in progress as part of an independent research programme.



[

126  G.L. PANDIT

is basically wrong: ‘The dangerous confusion or muddle which has to be
cleared up is that between truth in the realist’s sense—the ‘objective’ or
‘abfsolute’ truth—and truth in the subjective sense as that in which I (or we)
bgheve? (Popper 1972a: 402). Although I believe that it is erroneous to hold
with Popper that ‘the only important problem of knowledge concerns the
problem of truth in the objective sense’” (Popper 1972a: 402), let us have a
closer look at some of the attempts to solve this problem, notably those of

Popper, Tarski, Otto Neurath and Nelson Goodman among others.

: How should we, first of all, distinguish between SR and its rivals such as
mstrume'ntalism? Although SR is generally associated with those theorists
who maintain, among other things, (1) that ‘truth’/‘falsity’ is an objective
property of {our) theories of the world and (2) that, in this context, the truth
of a statement consists in its correspondence with ‘facts’ (Popper 1972a:
223-31), I think that the coherence theorists who subscribe to (1) but not t(;
(2) have an equal claim to this title. If we may formulate SR as a set of
theses (1-6) as follows, we may say that acoherence theorist is one who subs-
cribes to all but (5) and (6), while an instrumentalist is one who, true to his
scepticisma about the cognitive status of theories, denies all but (1) and (2):

(1) That the reality and independent existence of the world is disclosed'?
to us not only by our innumerable interactions with it, from most
lose-ended to most intimate, but demonstrated by the very fact that
without assuming its independent existence the cognitively oriented
problem-solving systems like the human mind, language and science
would cease to be characterized by intentionality.

(2) That the availability of the world, thus assumed as a world for us to
ir_:teract with significantly, is strictly a joint function of these cogni-
tively oriented systems themselves. That is to say, there may be no
other way for us to enter in significant ( = controlled) interactions with
it than the one codetermined by these systems.

(3) Science aims at a true (or approximately true) description of this world
by means of theories which may explain why the observable pheno-
mena obey the laws that they do.

(4) A scientific theory is, therefore, objectively either true or false.

(5) The intuitive idea of a theory’s truth, in this context, is the idea of its
correspondence with facts.

(6) Tt is then this idea which an adequate theory of truth may be expected
to give us a precise definitional account of,

/ As one moves more and more away from philosophy of science and ob-
Jectivistic epistemology, one will conte across semantical approaches to the
concept of truth based on the idea of an hierarchy of languages, on the one
h.a.r.nd; z.md those approaches, on the other hand, which openly advocate rela-
tivism in some form or other. As an example of the former type of approach

SCIENCE AND TRUTHLIKENESS 127

one must naturally consider Alfred Tarski’s classical attempt to explicate!
this concept as a semantical relational predicate, if only relative to the res-
tricted class of formalized languages (Tarski: 1956: 152-278). Tarskian se-
mantical conception of truth (henceforth SCT) derives from the formalistic
tradition of Rudolf Carnap and Tarski himself, where it is thought necessary
to think in terms of a great divide between such languages and the more fami-
liar ordinary natural languages which are too complicated to grapple with
the liar paradox and things like that. Interestingly enough, the merits and
the consequences of Tarski’s SCT, as those of the work of Carnap, have in
the recent years crossed the boundaries of STC’s intended scope. STC has
inspired philosophers, working in different fields from philosophy of the
sciences to that of the natural langnages. Thus, Donald Davidson’s (1967)
truth-conditional semantical approach to meaning is based by him on the
assumption (unacceptable to Tarski) that Tarskian techniques of truth-defi-
nition, particularly his (T) schema—(T) S is true iff p—can be fruitfully ex-
tended to the natural languages.? In some cases, notably in Karl Popper’s,
Tarski’s SCT has even led to significant changes in their philosophical frame-
works. Thus, when he wrote his Logik der Forschung (1934), Popper seriously
believed that it was possible as well as safer to formulate a complete theory
of scientific progress and rationality without any reference/commitment to
a specific conception of truth or truthlikeness. But, as his later work (1972a,
1972b) shows, it is under a strong influence of Tarski’s SCT that he has been
persuaded to give up this assumption altogether.®
First of all, let us consider what kind of enterprise a Tarskian enterprise
really is. Tarski sets himself the task of defining “truth’ by constructing—*‘with
reference to a given langunage’™—‘a materially adequate and Sformally correct
definition of the term “true sentence”’ (Tarski 1956: 152). I think thatitwould
be quite correct here to look at Tarskian SCT as an explication in the sense
of Carnap, i.e. a task of making more exact a vague/familiar concept, used in
everyday life or in an earlier stage of scientific or logical development by re-
placing it by a newly introduced well-defined concept (Carnap 1956: 7-8). This
naturally entails a number of important constraints for any serious attempt to
define ‘true sentence’ for a specified language. It is essentially in terms of these
constraints that it should be possible not only to fix the intension and the ex-
tension of the semantical predicate ‘true’ but to reject any theory of truth that
is inconsistent with these constraints. Tarski’s material adequacy condition,
then, helps us in fixing the extension of the predicate ‘true’, since it lays down
that any adequate definition/explication of it should have as a consequence all
instances of the (T) schema—(T) S is true iff p,—where p is replaceable by any
sentenceof the object languagefor which thepredicate ‘true’is being explicated
and S is replaceable by a name of the sentence which replaces p. Itis perhaps
at this very point that one could see why Tarski and others like Popper claim
that the SCT can be taken as a rehabilitation or an elaboration of the insights
in the classical theory that takes truth as correspondence to the facts. On the

L
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other hand, Tarski’s formal correctness requirement relates to the structure of
the metalanguage in which the definition of truth should be given. Entailing,
as it does, a clear object/metalanguage distinction, itself conceived within a
broader framework of a whole hierarchy of languages, Tarski requires that in
a given case the structure of both the object language and metalanguage
should be ‘formally specifiable’; and that a formally correct definition of truth
should be expressed in @ language which is not semantically closed. Thus,
Tarski recognizes the difficulties of the problem concerning the concept of
truth—a concept which ‘shares the fate of other analogous concepts in the
domain of the semantics of language’ (Tarski 1956: 152; 162-64). What Tarski
has here especiaily in mind are the paradoxes?® and antinomies which the philo-
sophical investigations in the past using this concept landed themselves in.
Tarski argues that our everyday/colloquial language is characteristically or
typically universal; and, therefore, any enterprise seeking to define ‘true sen-
tence’ for this language is bound to violate its very spirit, on the one hand, and
the laws of logic, on the other (Tarski 1956: 164-65). Hence such an enterprise
is impossible. Of course, if one insists on it, Tarski observes, then, first of all,
he would have to undertake the task of so reforming our everyday language
as to render it beyond recognition, i.e. something that young Wittgenstein’s
attempt in his Tractatus Logico-philosophicus to conceive of our languageas a
calculus did.? By the universality of our everyday language Tarski understands
the following feature in it: *...that if we can speak meaningfully about any-
thing at all, we can also speak about it in colloquial language’ (Tarski 1956:
1964).

If we are to maintain this universality of everyday language in connection
with semantical investigations [he argues] we must, to be consistent, admit
into the language, in addition to its sentences and other expressions, also
the names of these sentences and expressions, and sentences containing
these names, as well as such semantic expressions as ‘true sentence’,‘name’,
‘denote’, etc. But it is presumably just this universality of everyday langu-
age which is the primary source of all semantical antinomies, like the anti-
nomies of the liar...These antinomies scem to provide a proof that every
language which is universal in the above sense, and for which the normal
laws of logic hold, must be inconsistent’ (Tarski 1956: 164-65).

It is, of course, not possible to understand the deeper significance and
implications of Tarski’s argument without recalling his important assumption
of a whole hierarchy of languages and his object/metalanguage distinction.
Tarski is very well aware of the fact that the problem of truth, as he under-
stands it, is inherited by us from the classical questions of philosophy, from
the classical conception of ‘truth’ as correspondence with reality, and from the
everyday intuitive use of this semantical category (Tarski 1956: 152-53). Yet,
there is a deeper awareness in him that this problem needs to be reformnlated.
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It is with this awareness that he looks at our everyday language, and finds it
typically universal which points to its semantically closed character. It is then
from its semantically closed character—from the fact that it always and in
every situation carries its metalanguage within itself—that he argues to the
impossibility of any enterprise of constructing a satisfactory definition of ‘true
sentence’ for it, which is both materially adequate and formally correct in his
sense. It is primarily for this reason that Tarski turns to formalized languages
that are not semantically closed, thereby reformulating the whole problem in
aradically new and interesting manner. The resulting problem demands that,
given an object language Lo, the concept ‘true sentence in L,” must be defined
in materially adequate and formally correct manner such that the meta-
language Ln that contains this concept is of a higher oder and richer than L,
and also formaily specifiable. Qur everyday languages being neither semanti-
cally open nor formally specifiable, any attempt to construct a formally cor-
rect definition of ‘true sentence’ for them must be ruled out, if one is not to
land one self in paradoxes and similar entanglements.® The general procedure
which Tarski then adopts for his enterprise has the following main steps?:

(@) A specification of the syntactic structure of the object-langnage L,
for which the concept ‘true sentence’ is to be defined.

(b) A specification of the syntactic structure of the metalanguage Ly, in
which the concept “true sentence of Ly is to be defined, where Ly, is
rich enough to contain:

(i) either the expressions of Lo, or translations thereof;

(i) syntactical vocabulary, including the names of the primitive symbols
of L, a cancatenation sign (for forming ‘structural descriptions’ of
compound expressions of L), and variables ranging over the expres-
sions of Ly: and

(i) the usual logical apparatus,

(¢) Definition of the semantical relational predicate ‘satisfies-in-L,’.
{d) Definition of ‘true-in-L,’ in terms of ‘satisfies-in-Lg’.

The reason why Tarski chooses to define ‘truth’ in terms of another semantical
category, viz. ‘satisfaction’, is this: he does not want to employ in his truth-
definition any semantical primitives. For various reasons his choice falls on
the concept of satisfaction as a basic but definable semantical relation between
open séntences and ordered a-tuples of objects. For example, the open sentence
‘x is northof " is satisfied by (Kashmir, Delhi)...(Tarski 1956:190-91;214-15).
Closed sentences such as ‘(Hx) x isa city’ being special cases of open sentences,
ant since the problem of truth concerns these sentences, Tarski defines a sen-
tence as frue just in case it is satisfied ‘by an arbitrary sequence of objects’,
and as false just in case it is satisfied by none (Tarski 1956: 195; 215).
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I have been considering these aspects of Tarskian enterprise with a view
not to subjecting them to a critical examination but to having another look at
Popper’s approach to the problem of truth. It is Popper’s firm view that
‘Tarski’s greatest achievement, and the real significance of his theory for the
philosophy of the empirical sciences, is that he rehabilitated the correspon-
dence theory of absolute or objective truth which had become suspect’ (Popper
1972a: 223). What Popper is here referring to is the intuitive idea of #ruth of
a statement as its correspondence with facts. There are, however, a number of
reasons warranting a cautious and critical attitude on this whole issue of the
real philosophical significance of Tarski’s SCT in relation to the formalized
languages. Indeed, Tarski himself thinks that his theory is quite non-committal
and hence philosophically neutral.8 Perhaps, what Tarski really intends to
convey by this is not so much its philosophical neutrality but its ideological
neutrality between positions such as those of empiricism, idealism, naive real-
ism and so forth, For, given the Tarskian methodological commitments, how
could such an explication be considered neutral philosophically if not ideo-
logically ? It may be quite reasonable, therefore, to look for deeper philosophi-
cal significance in the Tarskian SCT. Although this is precisely what Popper
claims to have found out, one is bound to feel puzzied by his non-criterial
approach to objective truth as something which is accessible to us, despite
Tarski’s work, only as a ‘regulative ideal’.? But this points to something which
is clearly beyond the scope of a Tarskian SCT, however attractive it may look
for purposes of building a theory of the growth'of scientific knowledge. Notice,
in this context, how Richard Jennings (Jennings 1983: 118-23) has argued for
the view that as a definition of ‘true sentence’ for a formalized language in a
suitably richer metalanguage Tarski’s SCT is a form of relativism and, there-
fore, not a basis for the type of realism Popper advocates.

Because the metalanguage is richer than the object language only in its
linguistic and logical apparatus [he argues] because its terms for referring
to the world are taken directly from the object language, the world
referred to by the metalanguage is the very same world as the world
referred to by the object language. We should see the world that our
metalanguage tells us about as a2 world our object language creates. In this
way we can see the semantic conception of truth as a form of relati-
vism (Jennings 1983; 122-23).

If we argue further with Jennings that ‘the metalanguage does not refer to any
real world which exists independently of our theories, it only refers to the very
same world to which our theories refer’ (Jennings 1983 : 122} the argument for
relativism may seem to complete itself by implying that the world of the scien-
tific realist is better taken as a world well [ost. If all that the metalanguage can
do is a sort of monitoring of the ontology of a world predetermined by the
object language, the SCT can be seen to favour relativism instead of SR. How
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could it then, one may, therefore, genuinely and seriously wonder, come to a
sudden rescue of SR as is suggested by Popper?

While there is much in this kind of reasoning which one may agree with,
there are at least two sorts of questions which are important, and which
Jennings fails to ask. First, whether Tarski’s SCT can be taken to favour re-
lativism as against realism in Popper’s sense, if it is also taken as offering an
analysis of the correspondence theory of truth? I think that this question
could be asked differently as follows: whether relativism is not itself either an
incoherent doctrine or, if it is to make sense, a form of realism (Pandit 1987)?
Jenning’s argument to the contrary notwithstanding, his position and parti-
cutarly his criticism of Popper is, I think, undermined by his agreement with
Tarski’s own assessment that the SCT does offer such an analysis. I point this
out, because I think that it is the realist, more than any one else, who believes
in some version of the correspondence theory of truth or other. Secondly,
would it not be philosophically more accurate or correct to make sense of the
SCT itself within a broader framework of assumptions, viz. (a) the assumption
of a whole hierarchy of languages, on the one hand; and (5) the assumption
of the world, in which we are born, as @ world which (our) scientific theories
will always presuppose in common if they are to carve out their respective
worlds to which they will then refer, on the other? By asking this question what
I wish to suggest is the following: that it is zaufologous to say that a theory/
object language refers to the world which it itself creates and to correlate this
with how the metalanguage, set up to monitor this, must refer to the same
world. But there is something over and above this which it accomplishes,
which does not amount to a triviality. What I have in mind is the following:
that it is always the case that the world which a theory may refer to will turn
out to be what it can only carve out from the world whose independent exis-
tence it presupposes in common with all other rival theories. It is, therefore,
necessary to distinguish between the world which it may refer to and the world
which, if it does, it must presuppose. Neither Jennings’s argument nor Tarski’s
SCT implies that the metalanguage will not carry within itself a presupposition
such as this, if it is already there in the object language. The world of the
scientific realist is then better not taken as a world well lost.

Itis not possible, in the present context, to ignore those aspects of Popper’s
realism where the most important aspect of a scientific theory Ty, T, Ty...is
its progressive approximation to truth (= its everincreasing truthlikeness or
verisimilitude). Thus, since all knowledge isconjectural/ fallible in character,
of any given theory (f) what we must ask is not whether it is #rue but how good
or bad approximation to truth it is, there being no way, nor any criterial
means, for us to tell that it is true even when it may be true; and (i) what we
must resott to in order to evaluate the rival theories is the falsificationist me-
thodology such that we may so accelerate the process of refutation of one of
them as to be able to make appraisals of the following kind : the refuted theory
T, as against the as yet unrefuted theory 7,, was after all not a good approxi-
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mation to truth. The rationality of the growth of knowledge lies, then, in the
fact that it inherits the Darwinian pattern of trial-and-error and survival by
natural selection in the biological evolutionary history of species in our
universe:

T, (tentative conjecture)—>EE (evaluative error-climination)— P, (the re-
resulting problem)—1% (tentative new conjecture as a better approxima-
tion to truth)...

Regulated by the (Popperian) regulative ideal of “truth’ in an absolute sense,
science appears here as a game driven by the methodology of conjectures and
refutations. As is natural to expect, every participant in the game has to follow
certain common rules. These will include the following rule: that that con-
jecture will be the best possible candidate for a most rationalf effective move
in the ‘game’ which comes out as a better approximation to truth than its
rivals; and that one must always try to work with only such conjectures in the
light of refutations of our present conjectures in science. Limitations of space
prevent me here from undertaking a detailed criticism of the twin aspects of
Popper’s realism which T have just considered: that science is a game among
games regulated by the regulative ideal of absolutef objective truth, which
should be taken as closely akin to concepts like goodness. That must await
another occasion. But, to conclude this part of my discussion, does not this
already take Popper’s view, which, as I understand it, amounts to a game-
theoretic view, to a point where it collapses into another form of conven-
tionalism?

I

In agreement with Carl Hempel (1980), I think of Goodman’s approach to
empirical knowledge and to its rationality as reminding us of the similar views
of Otto Neurath whom one should admire as the most elegant coherence theo-
rist of the Vienna Circle of 1930s (Hempel 1980: 193). Let us consider very
briefly what possible insights into the whole problem of truth Goodman may
have to offer us. In his view, we cannot test a scientific theory by comparing
it with a world undescribed. On the contrary: ‘...all we learn about the world
is contained in right versions of it; and while the underlying world, bereft of
these, need not be denied to those who love it, it is perhaps on the whole a
world well lost’ (Goodman 1978 4). Thus “a version is taken to be true when
it offends no unyielding beliefs and none of its own precepts’ (Goodman 1978:
17). Therefore, he argues:

The realist will resist the conclusion that there is no world ; the idealist will
resist the conclusion that all conflicting versions describe different worlds.
As for me, I find these views equally delightful and equally deplorable—for
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after all, the difference between them is purely conventional {(Goodman
1978: 119).

In effect, all this has a strong family resemblance with Rudolf Carnap’s doc-
trine of the conventionalism of different/alternative language frameworks as
also with Popper’s idea of a ‘good’ theory as a better approximation to ‘truth’
as a regulative, though highly elusive, ideal. If all that Goodman really wants
to provide us with is not a definition of ‘truth’ but a characterization sugges-
tive of a deeper kinship between fruth and rightness (Putnam 1983: 167-69),
one might then as well say that #ruth is the sort of concept where the moral and
the epistemological enterprises meet. It may not be at all surprising for his
whole enterprise concerning the ways of the world making to be deeply rooted
in the conventionalism of Carnap’s principle of tolerance: ‘It is not our busi-
ness to set up prohibitions, but to arrive at conventions’ (Carnap 1937: 51).
But what will remain an unresolved puzzle is the following: Carnap’s con-
ventionalism as embodied in this principle was essentially conceived by him
as a principle applicable to [anguages preconceived as calculi. Thus, he thought
of it as being applicable in the domain of logic, and then extended it to
constructions of alternative language-forms in the domain of what he called
the logic of science. ‘In logic’, he wrote in this very context, ‘there are no
morals. Everyone is at liberty to build up his own logic, i.¢. his own form of
language as he wishes (Carnap 1937: 51 and 298-322)’. What is puzzling
is that, while Goodman’s enterprise has deep roots in Neurath’s, which
originally shaped Carnap’s conventionalism to a great extent,? it is not open
to him at all to take the concept of #ruth as the sort of concept where the moral
and the epistemological enterprises may be said to meet. Yet, that is what he
implies when he suggests that t4e world of the scientific realist is better taken
as world well iost.

In this context, then, what is more interesting is how Otto Neurath looks
at science, while he rejects the idea of an immutable empirical foundation for
all (our) scientific knowledge to build on. ‘There is no way to establish fully
secured, neat protocol statements’, observes he, ‘as starting points of the
sciences. There is no tabulg rasa, We are like sailors who have to rebuild their
ship on the open sca, without ever being able to dismantle it in dry-dock’
(Neurath 1983: 92Y. In his view:

The possibility of science becomes apparent in science itself. We enlarge
its domain by augmenting the mass of statements, by comparing new state-
ments with statements taken over from the past, thus creating a consistent
system of unified science that can be used for successful predictions. As
makers of statements, we cannot, so to speak, take up a position outside
the making of statements and then be prosecutor, defendant and judge
at the same time (Neurath 1983: 61).
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Notice how he views science, concerned as he is with the problems of truth
and demarcation, as the kind of growing enterprisc which always moves from
one ‘system’ of statements about the-world to another and where ‘the correct-
ness of each statement is related to that of all the others’ (Neurath 1983 3).
But at any time, as one might put it, it becomes its own anchor in the same
sense in which the seafarers must stay afloat on their only ship, while rebuild-
ing it without any possibility of taking it into a dry-dock and rebuildingit there
on a fresh/firm basis. “We can vary the world of concepts present in us’,
Neurath goes on to argue, ‘but we cannot discard it. Each attempt to renew
it from bottom up is by its very nature a child of the concepts at hand’ (Neurath
1983:3). Now, are we obliged to discard the idea of an independently existing
world as a basic presupposition of the scientific enterprise itself simply be-
cause of the unintelligibility of its reference to a theoretically neutral world of
unconceptualized structure, which may never become accessible to our think-
ing minds? The correct answer to this question is, I think, in the negative. If
I am right, then coherence theory in the sense of Neurath, if not in the sense
of Goodman, is one version of SR in which neither ‘truth’ nor truthlikeness
in the sense of Popper plays any role. If, on the contrary, we are to make
sense of Neurath’s picture of science, we must recognize with him that science
is unique in that the world to which it becomes anchored—Neurath’s metaphor
of the open sea—is the same unconceptualized world out of which different
theories carve out their respective worlds. Contrary to what Goodman would
like tosay, the world of the scientificrealistisnot then “on the whole a world well
lost’. It very much stays with us as a basic presupposition of science. Neurath’s
enterprise is not, therefore, completely lost in Goodman’s own enterprise con-
cerning the ways of the world making. This will become clear, I think, if we
allow the Putnam picture of science, recently proposed by him, to replace the
Neurath picture, and the problems of demarcation and truth to disappear
completely from the philosophical scene. For one normally understands these
and similar problems concerning scientific rationality as a consequence of SR
ag an attempt to look at science in terms of features that are believed to be
unique to this enterprise.

My picture of our situation [Putnam declares] is not the famous Neurath
picture of science as the enterprise of reconstructing a boat while the boat
floats on the open ocean, but it is a modification of it. T would change
Neurath’s picture in two ways. First, I would put cthics, philosophy, in
fact the whole culture in the boat, and not just ‘science’, for I believe all
the parts of the culture are inter-dependent. And, second, my image is not
of a single boat but of a fleef of boats. The people in each boat are trying to
reconstruct their own boat without modifying it so much at any one time
that the boat sinks, as in the Neurath image. In addition, people are pass-
ing supplies and tools from one boat to another and shouting advice and
encouragement (or discouragement) to each other. Finally, people some-

SCIENCE AND TRUTHLIKENESS 135

times decide they do not like the boat they are in and move to a different
boat altogether. (And sometimes a boat sinks or is abandoned). It is all a
bit chaotic; but since it is a fleet, no one is ever totally out of signalling
distance from all the other boats. We are not trapped in individual solip-
sistic hells (or need not be) but invited to engage in a truly human
dialogue; onc which combines collectivity with individual responsibility
(Putnam 1981: 118).

v
Is it possible to view science alternatively, so that the different approaches we
have considered above are rendered largely irrelevant by shifting the priori-
ties among the fundamental questions concerning it? The kind of new priori-
ties I have in mind for developing a more dynamic realistic view of scientific
progress may be indicated by the following ordering of these questions:

(@) Whatis (the epistemic-structural identity of) science?

(b) Does science progress and knowledge grow according to some
universally rational pattern?

(¢) What constrains our search for the best possible methodology of
rational theory-choice in science?

(@) Does science have an aim which may be said to constrain this to-
gether with the scientist’s search for the best possible theory in a parti-
cular field?

This already breaks with the long tradition of putting the question “What
does science aim at?” before every other question, and then constraining every-
thing else by saying that scicnce aims at truth; and that themore truthlikeits
theories are the more progressive they will be, What is presupposed or just
taken for granted in this tradition is a dogmatic attitude to the structural
identity of science. This is best expressed as the statement-view that the epis-
temic-structural identity of science lies in the system of its statements, which
are capable of being either true or false. It is true that we find it invariably at
work in the approaches of Popper, his followers—Goodman, Neurath and
Putnam—as also in those of other philosophers. But sooner or later we should
ask whether it is at all relevant to solving our problems of rational appraisal
of scientific theories. If not, then we had better leave the problems of truth
and truthlikeness to the care of the philosopher of language himself. If yes,
then our real starting point should not be the statement-view itself, nor the
idea that science aims at truth; but the larger question of the nature of such
appraisal as a whole together with the structural-identity question concerning
science. Otherwise, we have ourselves to bear the cost of indicating the unit
of appraisal even before asking relevant questions concerning it in the light
of a systematic conceptualization of the growth of scientific knowledge.
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I believe that any attempt to make SR a dynamic philosophy of science
will have to take into account two things:
() Those recent discussions!! which have strongly tended either to under-
miine or to give an inductivistic turn to Popper’s version of SR; and
(if) Those recent developments in the field of scientific theory and experi-
mentation which have encouraged scepticism concerning SR more
recently,

This may explain why I consider it necessary to set new priorities for SR such
that the questions of the structural identity (Pandit: 1983) of science receive
the kind of attention they deserve. As I have argued elsewhere (Pandit: 1983)
it is not something simple which the type-identical statements, capable of be-
ing true/false, can determine. On the conirary, it is codetermined by the type-
distinct epistemic structures as abstract as theories and problems in mutual
interaction. The realism of (our) scientific theories lies then, I suggest, not in
any alleged commitment of science to one and only one true theory but else-
where, viz. in their ability to give rise to and to share problems which serve as
its best guide to experimentation in newer domains of subject-specific scienti-
fic interest. This amounts then to a version of SR, now in progress, which
entails what I call the methodology of theory-problem interactive systems
(Pandit 1983). What the methodology directs the philosopher of science to
do is to look for important types of correlations between significant theory-
problem interactions and scientific progress within the following broad frame-
work: greater the interaction between (our) scientific theories and problems
at the different levels of problem-determination, problem-formulation and
problem-proliferation, greater are the chances for our knowledge as a whole
to grow (Pandit 1983).

NoOTES

1. Where explication should be understood strictly in the technical sense of Carnap
(1956) and Tarski himself.

2. Donald Davidson (1967: 304-23). Whatever be the detailed nature of those slices of
the natural language which Davidson’s programme may be said to have brought
under the regimentation of a truly extensional semantics in Quine’s sense, his pro-
gramme should be evaluated first in the light of his two-fold claim (7) that what he
expects a theory of meaning to do is to address itself to the semantic productivity of
language; and (7} that his approach is holistic in that he expecis the theory to address
itself to language as a whole—to its sentence-structures as wholes. Secondly, its
evaluation cannot ignore Tarski’s strong and cogent warnings against extending his
techniques to the complexities of the ordinary natural language. Lastly, on a closer
look, one might ask: how Davidsonian is Davidson’s programme? For what it lacks
is the basic unifying framework which characterizes every alternative philosophical
programme of analysis. Picking up one bit from Wittgenstein, one bit from Tarski,
one bit from Quine, one from Chomsky and yet another bit from ordinary language
analysis school can hardly make a programme which is relatively self-sufficient. Is it
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not then more reductive than phenomenalistic and Tractarian reductionisms were
at one time?

3. ‘In fact, before I became acquainted with Tarski's theory of truth’, recalls Popper
(1972a: 223), ‘it appeared to me safer to discuss the criterion of progress without
getting too deeply involved in the highly controversial problem connected with the
use of the word ‘true” See also K.R. Popper (1972b: 319-21).

4. The liar paradox relates to the sentence: (S) This sentence is false. 1f we suppose that
S is false, we have no option but to admit that it is true, since what it says is not the
case: S is true ifF § is false. For details, see Tarski (1956: 157-58) and Susan Haack
{1978: 135-36).

5. ‘Whoever wishes, in spite of all difficulties’, argues Tarski (1956: 267), ‘to pursue the
semantics of colloquial language with the help of exact methods will be driven first
to undertake the thankless task of a reform of this language. He will find it necessary
to define its structure, to overcome the ambiguity of the terms which occur in it, and
finally fo split the language into a series of languages of greater and greater extent,
each of which stands in the same relation to the next in which a formalized language
stands to its metalanguage. [t may, however, be doubted whether the language of
everyday life, after being ‘rationalized’ in this way, would stifl preserve its naturalness
and whether it would not rather take on the characteristic features of the formalized
languages,” )

6. According to A. Tarski (1956: 267): “The concept of truth (as well as other semantical
_concepts) when applied to colloguial language in conjunction with the natural laws of
logic leads inevitably to confusions and contradictions.”

7. Details are to be found-in A. Tarski (1956: 210-14; 265).

8. If we look at empirical science from the point of view of Gédel's theorem of in-
completeness, extension of Tarski’s techniques to it becomes all the more doubtful,
This may explain why Tarski (1944: 71) puts forth the following epistemological
neutrality claim: *...we may remain naive realists or idealists, empiricists or meta-
physicians. . . . The semantic conception is completely neutral toward all these issues’.
Unless this is meant as an ideological neutrality, it is trivially entailed by the equi-
valence constraint built into the material adequacy condition: All truth-theories must
enfail instances of: () § is frue iff P,

9, See K.R. Popper (1972a: 226). Notice how Popper compares the status of objective
truth and its role as a regulative ideal with ‘that of a mountain peak usually wrapped
in clouds’, always so elusive to the relentless climber in the very process of beckoning
him to keep climbing till the summit is reached.

10. Carnap himsell admits this. See Rudolf Carnap (1937: 321-22).
11. I have here in mind Miller (1974a, 1974b), Niinituoto (1984) and Tichy (1974).
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Tributes to the memory of
Pandit Badrinath Shukla

SOME REMINISCENCES

It was in the year [976 that I had the good fortune of meeting Pandit Sri
Badrinath Shuklaji. The Department of Sanskrit, Sri Venkateshwara University,
Tirupati, had organized a fifteen-day ‘All India Level Institute in Nyaya’. I
was one of the participants. Sri E.R. Srikrishna Sharma, the then Professor
and Head of the Department of Sanskrit, was the Director of the Institute.
Veteran Naiyayikas of the day, such as Vepattoor Subramhaya Shastri, V.S.
Ramachandra Shastri, Damodara Pisharoti, N.S. Ramanuja Tatacharya,
were invited to guide the participants. The most important topics in Nyaya
such as Prathamantarthamukhya Visesyaka Sabdabodhavada, Pramanyavada,
Samavayavada and, Atmavada were prescribed for discussion, To tackle the
problems in a methodical way a questionnaire, touching all the important
points, was also prepared. In the first week, the scholars who guided the parti-
cipants explained the issues excellently, and gave the insights of the subtle
philosophical points.

It was in the second week that Pandit Sri Badrinath Suklaji came and
guided the discussions. Pramanyavada was under discussion. He intervened
often and helped the discussion by making use of the Nyaya technique. The
next topic for discussion was Samavaya. Nyiya holds a peculiar view of this
concept which is criticized by almost all the other schools of philosophy. The
discussion on it went on nearly for three days. Each and every point, however
adverse it was from Nyaya point of view, was given threadbare discussion. All
along the participants, most of whom were traditional young scholars, raised
very pertinent questions. Sri Shuklaji was there to answer all of them. He never
lost his composure. He never avoided the inconvenient questions. With an
ingenuity of his own, he explained the subtle issues involved and helped others
to understand them clearly. It was a rare experience for all and a memorable
occasion,

After that I met Sri Suklaji in many seminars held in different parts of the
country, such as Delhi, Pune, Sagar, Sarnath, ¢tc., and it was Sri Shuklaji
who was the main spirit behind their success.

The memorics of the Sastrartha Gostu jointly organized by ICPR and
Rashtriya Sanskrit Samsthan at Sarnath are still afresh in our minds. Almost,
all the prominent Naiyayikas of the country participated in it. [t was before
that august assembly of scholars that Sri Shuklaji demonstrated that even a
Naiyayika of traditional school could think in a different manner. Here he
presented a paper on Dehatmavada in which, making use of all the Navya-
Nyiya techniques, he argued that there was no need to accept the @man which

I
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was different from body. It is true that such views were held by the early
Carvakas in this country who were severely criticized by the other schools.
Nevertheless, Sri Shuklaji’s arguments were never stale. His arguments were
purely in the style of a Naiyayika, and were strikingly original. Whether Sri
Shuklaji believed in what he argued was not relevant at the moment. But he
showed for once, probably for the first time after Raghunatha Siromoni, that
a Naiydyika could be a revolutionary and original as well in his thinki.ng.

_Again, before the seminar was concluded another incident took place in
which Sri Shuklaji once again showed that he was a Naiyayika to the core. A.
sc':holar who had specialized in Buddhist philosophy made an attempt to criti-
cize some of the Nydya doctrines. At first Sri Shuklaji tried to convince him
of the .Iogicality of the Nyaya stand. But the scholar, instead of noting the
reasoning, continued to repeat the Buddhist stand. Sri Shuklaji hit back.
Threadbare, he analysed the Buddhist stand and shattered it. He proclaimed :
akhanditam bauddha matam na tistet (safred fremd 7 fissq). It was a rare
treat to the lovers of the dialectics of Nyaya and Buddhism.

Being a South Indian, I must confess that my contacts with him were not
so frequent. Yet, on a few occasions, in which I had some opportunities to
observe him very closely, he left on me an indelible impression. Probably.
he_ was the only traditional scholar who had realized that the Nyaya scholar:
ship which had already reached a low point of standard would completely
vanish from this country unless its subtlties were exposed to the modern
?ninds. There is no doubt that it is only because of him that some of the lead-
ing Western-trained philosophers of this country have started taking interest
in Nyaya philosophy. ‘

Whenever a famous personality passes away, normally, almost mechani-
cally, we use the expression ‘a great loss to the country’, etc., etc. But, in the
case of Sri Shuklaji, [ believe that these words are more than true.

Bangalore University, Bangalore D. PRAHLADACHAR

BADRINATHII : SOME REMINISCENCES

Traa_’uttore——traditore: a translator is a fraitor. So runs the Latin adage, It
was in my capacity of a translator that I first got to know Acharya Badrinathji
a_t Pun_e in July 1983. For five days I had to translate the questions, explana-
t101_1$, lqterruptions and arguments issued in English by the philosophers
trained in the Western tradition in my rough and ready, limping, inelegant
Sanskrit for the benefit of the traditional Pandits headed by Badrinathji. But,
more formidably, T had immediately to translate the Pandit’s replies, refuta-
thns, counter-questions and sustained arguments back into English. Unlike
Sri Nivas Shastriji of Pune who spoke slowly, articulately and pei‘haps deli-
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berately descending down to our level, Badrinathji’s words—the chiselled
Sanskrit prose—poured out fast; and his ideas uncompromisingly profound
and ingenious ran even faster. It was impossible to interrupt him. Since he
knew enough English to detect any gross mis-representation, one had no
scope of filling up gaps of comprehension by any hazy bit of imagination or
rhetoric. He would tirelessly reiterate the steps of the argument, explain more
lucidly, anticipate every possible confusion, and thus help the poor translator
a lot. Yet, I constantly felt that I was betraying him. My loose, halting, guess-
ing, oversimplifying English failed constantly to be faithful to his rigorously
argued tight talk. So, apart from betraying him, in a different sense 1 betrayed
my ignorance, my lack of training in the art of philosophical truth-searching.

Yet—and here was the true greatness of that ideal educator—I never felt
too small or humiliated. Badrinathji was an intellectual giant, but unlike many
contemporary towering traditional Indian Pandits would not smother honest
guestions or trample opposition. That way, he was a stalwart in the truly
Nyaya tradition of Vada-kathd, where you don’t argue to demolish or to win
but to find the truth,

In Pune we had been discussing Russell’s theory of propositions, both the
carly and the later theories. The first two days Badrinathji along with other
very competent Pandits, was mainly asking questions to be clear about the
Western position or positions which, to start with, must have sounded pretty
outlandish and odd in Naiyayika ears. Early Russell’s distinction between
Being and Existence and the status of false propositions as objectively sub-
sistent entities was difficult to stomach not because he was opposed to abs-
tract entities as a Naiydyika but because he thought he could do without
such subsistent meanings of sentences or truth-bearers. Professor Daya
Krishna, Prof. Pahi (who also spoke some Sanskrit) and Prof. Shibjiban
Bhattacharya hammered the standard reasons for positing propositions.
Prof. Rege produced convincing examples. Then, suddenly, Badrinathji
seemed to see the point. On the third day he came out as a defender of Russell,
and argued that we do need propositional contents if we have to give an ac-
count of what the philosophical debator refutes when he comprehends the
opponent’s position without accepting it as true. He almost introduced this
new notion in Nyaya terminology into the Nyaya framework. As a translator
I felt somewhat disappointed. Did he then snccumb to  the Russellian pres-
sure? Was he giving up the Nyaya hard-headedness which refuses to admit
any intervening third realm between words and things? In the evening, out-
side the meetings—by then we had become best of friends—an unequal
friendship that was to last till the unexpected end of his life—he told me in
Sanskrit: ‘I have established your Russell today properly in our own terms,
so that, now, tomorrow I can refute him.” He kept his promise. The whole
exercise is now on record, first in his own historic Sanskrit paper on Russell’s
notion of propositions and other issues in philosophical logic (I think the
first original essay in Sanskrif on contemporary philosophical topics), and

t
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then in the transcript of the Pune proceedings painstakingly prepared by Prof.
Rege and others over the years which is soon expected to be published.

He was the seniormost and most eminent scholar in these meetings, the
Pufne one being followed by further sessions in Delhi, Varanasi, Tirupati and
S_rlnagar; and I was the juniormost and most little-known one. Yet his affec-
ttop and pampering made me feel as if T was born to learn from him and had
a right to demand his patience and paternal warmth.

.Two tiny examples of his quick wit will not be out of place here. At one
p0m‘t some other orthodox Sanskrit-speaking scholar asked him: ‘What you
say is q.uite strikingly novel, but is it the Nyiya view? And pat came the
answer in chaste Sanskrit: ‘T am a Naiyayika, and it is my view, hence it is a
Nyaya view.’ ,

_At another point, the Western philosophical problem of.induction was
being explained to him. No universal generalization can be conclusively
proved: (Is there any recognition of this problem in Indian logic?) Tnstead of
answering it directly he asked innocently: ‘How do you mean this negative
statement? As a universal generalization or not? If this is universal, it can’t
be conclusively established. So, the counter-example, i.c. some conclusively
provable universal generalization, might exist?” Then he laughed and said:
‘I feel there is a genuine problem, but I just threw some dust in your eyes tc;
get some time to think over it.’ g

In Varanasi (1985) he shook the smugness of the complacent expositions
of- the classical Nyaya theory of soul-substance by arguing in elaborate de-
tails that all the ontological purposes, which are served by the dtman (soul) in
the Nyaya framework, could be served by the body and the manas (internal
sense organ), so that the self as a ninth substance falls away as redundant.
Towards the end of his closely argued paper which propounds a physical-
1sm—carefully distinguished from the Carvaka materialism—Badrinathji fear-
lessly voiced the (not uncommon) feeling that if, instead of being assured of
a relaxed eternity, the human individual is goaded by the philosophical warn-
ing of this bodily existence being the only one change given to him, his moral
hurry 1‘:o proceed to perfection will be even more urgent. Hence the ethical
salutariness of physicalism as against the dualistic theory of immortality of
the soul.

I remember the constant (sometimes flippant but never unserious on Ahis
part)“philosophical chat we had while standing in a queuc.in front of the
Balaji temple on top of the Tirupati Venkatachal hill. Some of Badrinathji’s
own disciples were trying to poke holes in his Nyaya theory of body-self ident-
ity (he preferred this shocking title, for he meant it as a proposed emenduation
of the Nydya position rather than a refutation of it). I was approvingly re-

peating those arguments while he was cracking jokes with another group of
people. He could overhear and snapped at us quickly with a solid answer to
our attack. He told me that he would wait for five years for a reply from any
competent defender of the classical Nyaya dualism. If none comes forward,
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he will himself show how such a physicalism will turn out to be inconsistent
with more basic Nyiya presuppositions about the categories like substance,
quality, action, inference, etc. His challenge yet remains unmet. In the true
Indian philosophical spirit, he built up a Parva Paksa with more care than
even a committed materialist would do it. When you are making academic
schemes, i.c. plan in the area of knowledge and learning, says the well-
known Sanskrit moral maxim, think of yourself as ageless and deathless
{ajardmaravat).

When I last saw him at his own home in Varanasi in August 1987, his
health had totally broken down. Sustained talking was beyond his capacity,
but sustained thought was still his prerogative. We were discussing our old
favourite topic: must we somehow belfeve that p is the case to understand
correctly someone’s statement to the effect that p is the case? He had promised
to contribute a core-paper in a volume on ‘Knowing from Words’ that we
were planning to bring out on the Indian and Western theories of knowledge
by testimony and theories of meaning and interpretation. He never suggested
that he might not be able to write another paper.

At Srinagar in 1986 we gathered together to discuss what is living and
what is dead in Kashmir Shaivism. I used to cook for Badrinathji. He had
severe bouts of coughing and a bad shivering kind of fever. Yet, while I
cooked, the eighty-year old ‘Scholar Extraordinary’ would entertain me by
Sanskrit poems, ranging from the sublimest, though romantic, to the most
hilarious ones. He loved to listen to music, and always asked me to sing this
or that bhajan for him. His innovative mind made characteristic contributions
even in his musical taste. He wanted me to devise new 7a@las (thythm-cycles
or beats to sing to) after the longer Sanskrit metres. His special favourite was
‘the verse-thythm called Sikharini (fwafdfr) which is a seventeen-lettered
rhythe-scheme. He tried to make it into a musical rthythm. It was amazingly
refreshing to listen to romantic poetry recited by this orthodox aged Pandit
steeped in the driest of disciplines—the Navya-Nyaya.

In spite of being a committed Naiyayika, Badrinathji propounded that
mokgsa could not consist in a sheer privation of suffering. It must have been
intended by Gautama himself as a positive state of bliss.* He had arguments
for interpreting the Nyaya siitras in that line, challenging, when needed, even
Vatsydyana, the commentator. Given his zest for life, his undying thirst for
freshness and his ever-youthful enthusiasm to learn from other traditions
and newer generations, he must be very impatient to be rebom to finish the
numerous unfinished projects he has left behind, unless, of course, he un-
wittingly hit the zruth while arguing, tongue-in cheek, that there is no rebirth.
There is one other possibility. He might have attained the positively joyful

*He would hasten to distinguish his position from that of Bhasahvajiia who was famous
for introducing Anandamoksavada in Nyiya metaphysics, introducing characteristic niceties
in his reasonings.
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state of liberation, the conception of which he was busy in justifying philo-
sophically.

The Asiatic Society, Calcutta ARMNDAM CHAKRABARTI

PANDIT BADRINATH SHUKLA : SOME REMINISCENCES

I first met Pandit Badrinath Shukla when he came to the University of Rajas-
than to deliver a series of lectures in the Department of Philosophy. Everyone
was very much excited by the presence of this learned scholar who not only
knew the answers to all the questions but could even grasp the question hardly
before the words came out of the mouth. Shuklaji never said that the question
was not in the texts; he never quoted what others had said, but formulated
his answers on the basis of his own thought; and it was clear that his thought
had led him far outiside the confines of the Nyaya orthodoxy. So, when Daya
brought him home to bask for a while in the winter sun in our garden, I was
quite overawed. Lean, yet graceful, his figure was as imposing as his mind.
And, to my surprise, he was not reserved but warm and affectionate with the
capacity to reach out immediately to others. And what a hearty laugh! In
fact, as I later became more familiar with the pandits, I found them fun-
loving and full of jokes.

My interest in the traditional scholars has not been so much in their learn-
ing as it is for the most part a closed world to me as I do not know Sanskrit.
But I have aiways been led to wonder about their milicu. What were the tra-
ditionat pathasalds like? What was the course of study, the curriculum? Who
attended them? Of course, I was later to learn that it was different for the
scholars in the South than it was in the North, And so T used to ply Shuklaji
with all kinds of questions. He must have been amused, but nevertheless he
was very patient. He told me he had been taught as a young boy growing up
in eastern UP all the branches of traditional learning: the Vedas, the Dharma-
$astras, the Sahitya, traditional mathematics and medicine and even Jyotis
(astronomy), so that the traditional sciences were also included. A well-
rounded curriculum indeed! Then later he began his. studies with a pandit
who specialized in Nyaya,

The second time we met was in Pune when Prof. M.P. Rege held the very
first of the series of the ‘Dialogues with Pandits’. Shuklaji had brought with
him another scholar and also a young celd who used to cook as well, and I
remember the pungent smell of the red pepper in the frying pan before the
vegetables were added and the aroma of 4al while discussions on philosophy
went on and on in the hours of the morning before the sessions started. Later,
they would continue during the long evening walks.

In the seminar it became obvious at once that Shuklaji was the master of
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the game, though the other pandits were also very learned, specially the good-
natured Pandit Srinivas Sastri of Pune and the great grammarian Pandit Peri
Surya Narain Sastri of Andhra. But Shuklaji was remarkable in the way he
could grasp the questions that had been formulated for the seminar, issues
that had been raised by Russell, Wittgenstein and Frege which had been trans-
lated into Sanskrit and given ahead of time to the pandits. One of the main
problems was the nature of the proposition—none of the traditional scholars
could understand the necessity for it. Then, of course, the question arose as
to what, if anything, was used as a counterpart in Nyiya. It was amusing to
hear the pandits pronouncing Russell as ‘Russala’, so that Russell almost
seemed to have become a member of the Nyaya canon,

Later, I asked Shuklaji if any of the questions that were raised by the West-
ern logicians had also been discussed in the Nyiya tradition. He replied that
many of the issues had already been raised by the seventeenth century in India.
Then, when I asked if he felt that Nydya was a living tradition, he vigorously
argued that it was very much alive, and that he himself had been working and
thinking along new lines that were yet in the Nyaya framework.

When we gathered together in Srinagar for the seminar on ‘Kashmir
Shaivism’, little did any of us know that it would be our last meeting with
Shuklaji. It was his first visit to the valley and he seemed to enjoy the new
landscape, the delicious apples fresh from the trees, the scent of pines and the
cool air. His response was almost childlike—everything was new: the shikara
ride to the houseboat, the water birds, the special sweets from the town. He
made us all [ove to serve him.

One of the sessions was held in Guimarg, and the drive through the valley
and the stops at the mountain streams gave him great pleasure. We have
photos of the session in Gulmarg in the meadow of flowers with the blue-grey
hills surrounding the valley. There he is, presiding over the group like a wise
Indian Prospero, towering over everyone, intent on his ideas, but making the
mental work full of fun and enjoyment, while the rest of us sat at his feet.

The passing away of Shuklaji is a great loss. Not just because of his per-
sonality, not just because of his great learning, but because of his freedom of
spirit reflected in the intrepid way he could respond to something new and yet
make it organically part of his own and in turn part of the tradition itself.
In him the tradition was rendered alive.

University of Rajasthan, Jaipur FRANCINE E. KRISHNA

NYAYA-DIPA: THE LAMP OF LOGIC IS EXTINGUISHED

Ka$i is a unique seat of traditional Sanskrit learning in India. For centuries it
has drawn pandits from all parts of the country making it a cosmopolitan city
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for vatious Sastric disciplines, more particularly the Navya-Vydkarana (Neo-
Grammar), Navya-Nyiya (Neo-Logic), Vedanta of Sankara and Sahitya
Sastra which are far more complex and profound in intellectual structure
than their old forms as they follow the Navya-Nyiya technique which aims
at minute perfection of concepts and precision of expression, Pandits from
Bengal and Mithila ruled Navya-Nyaya learning at the turn of this century
in Varinasi. Pandit Bal Krishna Mishra, a Maithili at Sanskrit College (now
the Faculty of Sanskrit and Theology) of Benaras Hindu University, was the
eminent Neo-Naivayika under whose care Pandit Badrinath Shukla grew as
a wrestling Naiyayika in his youth and gradually outshone all others in the
field. This secured for him an initial appointment in the Sanskrit College,
Benaras Hindu University, and later on the most prestigious Professor-
ship of Nyaya at Government Sanskrit College (constituted now as the
Sampurnanand Sanskrit University), Varinasi.

It was here in the summer of 1954 that I had some lessons in Nydva-
siddhanta-Muktavali from him. His exposition of the benedictory verses of
this text stupefied me, because he conveyed not merely the primary sense of
the text but led me into the complicated world of Navya-Nydya through these
seemingly simple verses in Sanskrit. But this was, and is, the speciality of tra-
ditional Sanskrit learning in India. A master of the Sastras can impregnate a
simple word, phrase or sentence with all the possible meanings implicit in it,
and make it a springboard for more and more complex and abstract meaning
and thought. Badrinathji possessed this quality in an extraordinary degree.
He used it both positively and negatively to establish his own position and
demolish the counter-positions of others. In fact, this skill is the hallmark of
an eminent teacher also. Hence the dictum Vydkhyd-Buddhibalapeksa. The
elucidation depends on a sharp intellect. This kind of instruction was glorified
in the sanctified temples of Sanskrit learning in Kasi. No other scholar or
teacher was a match for Shuklaji in this respect. He popularized the learning
of Nyaya and Vedanta and, raised the standard of studies in these subjects by
his brilliant exposition even of such popular texts as the Tarkabhdsd and the
Vedantasara.

However, this, by itself, is not enough to earn outstanding eminence in the
world of Sanskrit learning. Success in Sastrdrtha (intellectual encounter on a
technical subject of a Sdstra) with equals or more than equals is also required
to establish one’s unrivalled position in the extremely demanding community
of traditional scholars in the field. This requires not merely a mastery over the
details of the discipline but also a razor-sharp intellect which can immediately
perceive fallacies in the arguments of the opponent and can formulate new
issues and problems to defeat apparently strong and formidable positions.
Shuklaji was known for his eminence and success in such Sastrarthas.

The same intellectual supremacy was successfully demonstrated when, in
the assembly of the Naiyayikas gathered in a seminar organized by Prof.
Daya Krishna at Sarnath, he propounded his theory of the body being the
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soul following the technique and principles of Navya-Nydya. None of the
pandits assembled there could successfully challenge his arguments which he
had built up without violating the tradition of Nyiya. His supremacy in
Navya-Nyiya and his penetrating, sharp intellect were well known and ador-
ed by his students and admirers. But a relatively unknown and interesting
facet of his intellectual personality was not known to many and certainly not
tome. Perhaps it was only revealed through the new experiment which Prof.
Daya Krishna carried out by bringing together pandits well-versed in tradi-
tional Sastric disciplines and modern intellectuals trained in Western modes
of knowledge. Seminars organized at Poona, Delhi, Sarnath, Srinagar and
some other places discussed current theories, posed new issues and challenged
the tradition to respond to them effectively. Pandits, the intellectual reposi-
tories of the traditional knowledge of India, were generally never invited to
the seminars held in the universities and institutions of higher learning in the
country. Rather, they were treated as if they were deaf and dumb, for they
could not hear or speak the language of Westcentric scholars who rule the
intellectual world of India. Prof. Daya Krishna’s experiment provided a
common platform for traditional and modern (for want of a better world)
scholars by providing the facility of on-going translation and thus devising
the possibility of a living dialogue between them. Shuklaji played a leading
role in all these seminars by first understanding the new concepts with full
sympathy, then analysing them in his own intellectual context and finally
modifying the old formulations in the light of new facts and interpretations.
This heralded new developments in Indian thought, and deepened our under-
standing of Western concepts in logic, philosophy and linguistics.

The great adventure in search of universal knowledge met its first setback
in the passing away of Shuklaji who remained responsive to hard-core philo-
sophy and uncompromising rationality till he breathed his last. It was he who
could minutely analyse the new concepts, compare them with the kindred
concepts of his tradition, and be bold enough to accept change and modifica-
tion in traditionally recognized thoughts and modes if he was convinced of the
validity and rationality of the new philosophical perception. Nyaya is 2 lamp
of all disciplines: pradipah sarva-vidydnam. Its greatest votary in our times is
no more with us. Let his published works on Nyaya, Vedanta, Jainism and
the Purina light our path.

Rajasthan University, Jaipur R.C. DwIVEDI

MY FIRST MEETING WITH BADRINATHIJI

Badrinathji had come to Jaipur to deliver some lectures on anumdna in
Navya-Nyaya when I first saw him and heard him. His exposition of this very
complicated subject was clear and interest-arousing even for those, such as
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me, uninitiated in the mysteries of Navya-Nyaya. What was most remarkablc
was the manner in which he answered questions. He could get the point of a
question even before it was fully enunciated and properly articulated. Perhaps
this was because of his Navya-Nyaya training where the very method of
exposition proceeds through questionings and objections. This comes out
even in his small essay on Dehdrmavada which I have translated, and which
is published in this issue of JICPR.

I was asked to take him and his wife out and show them around Jaipur.
Badrinathji was not interested in the places of ‘tourist interest’—the mu-
seums, the forts, the city-palace. For him and for most Indians, Jaipur is not
really a tourist town in this sense. It is a Tirthasthana, the major place of inte-
rest being Galta, the site of Gilava Muni’s 4sram and perhaps the only Strya
temple now in worship. Badrinathji, however, was even more interested in
visiting Govinddevaji’s temple, one of the most revered and popular gaugdiya
temples of Jaipur, which, since Jaisingh who built the town, is quite a gaudiya
place. Jaisingh was himself a gaudiya. Badrinathji was very moved at the
sight of the beautiful Krsna image at the temple. He said he was a bhakta
at heart and sometimes, like Caitanya, felt that Navya-Nyiya was nothing
but a dry intellectual exercise—not satisfying for the soul. But moved he may
have been by bhakti—few Indian’s are not—yet Badrinathji was an intellec-
tual at heart and keenly enjoyed a good intellectual question.

I had asked him one. It was a question which had been bothering me for a
long time since I was a student of M.A. years ago. The question concerned a
famous siitra in the Natyasdstra, of Bharata: vibhiva, anubhiva and sahcari
bhavas together give rise to rasa, says Bharata in this sidtra. Vibhavas refer to
characters and situations on the stage, anubhdvas to actors and actresses and
sancdris to various sentiments and emotions, This sitra has been considered
the basic siitra for understanding the process of rase-arousal in Indian aesthe-
tics and is said to apply to all art experience including music. This had been
bothering me since I was introduced to Rasafastra as a student of MLA. I
had also been a student of music since a much earlier age. How could this
sittra, I had asked myself, apply to music, since music was neither vibhdvas or
anubhdvas? I had some good teachers in M.A. who were very well versed
in the texts on rasa. I had put my question to them too. It was, it seemed to
me, a simple question which could be simply answered. But my teachers and
some others to whom I put the question failed to see it as a simple question.
They were too bogged down by the weight of the tradition which had elevated
Bharata’s sizfra into a great and fundamental aesthetic principle. They were
puzzled, but they thought that the tradition must have an answer to the ques-
tion. They were trained in the tradition, but they worked at the tradition as
a thing of the past. They revered it from a distance. There were one or two
‘moderns’ among my teachers—with one whom I registered as a Ph.D. student
in order to work on this very question--who were much more open to this
question; but for them, too, the interest in the question was a purely impet-

PANDIT BADRINATH SHUKLA: SOME REMINISCENCES 149

sonal historical matter, which, they thought, concerned a tradition dead, by-
gone and irrelevant to modern art and thought. To me the question seemed
a living question; a question which bothered me here and now.

When I put the question to Badrinathji, his reaction was very satisfying
for me. He could see the point immediately, He, too, had studied the theories
of rasa, for they are part of the curriculum of any good Indian Pandit, and
he, too, was taught that the Sdstra’s siitra was the key to understanding all
the arts, including music. But it was easy for him to question the tradition:
he was at home in it and felt free with it. For him it was not a thing of the past.
It was a living thing which provided a structure for his own thought. But these
structures were not immobile or sacrosanct. They could be questioned and
transformed. The Navya-Nyaya training had, indeed, sharpened his mind in
seeing questions and also in assessing definitions such as the one which
Bharata’s siitra offers, He could at once see that Bharata’s definition cannot
be made to extend to music, if music has no vibidvas and anubhavas.

Later in a Pune seminar, where both Indian and Western-trained philo-
sophers had gathered to discuss Russell’s theory of propositions, I saw
Badrinathji’s brilliance and philosophical acumen in handling not only tradi-
tional, but even modern questions with a sharp and open mind. He was one
of those persons who make us wonder whether the categories ‘modern’ and
‘traditional” are really meaningful.

Rajasthan University, Jaipur MUKUND LATH



Notes and discussions

COULD SOMEONE ELSE HAVE HAD MY HEADACHE?

Philosophers generally agree that a sensation necessarily belongs to the parti-
cular consciousness that is its subject. We may call this “The Thesis of Essential
Ownership’: sensations in different possible worlds are identical only if they
have the same subject. My headache could not have belonged to someone else;
at best another man would have had a different headache identically similar
to mine. In this paper, I will argue that the Thesis of Essential Ownership is
false. The truth is that sensations belong to their subjects contingently. An-
other way of putting my thesis is that it is not a part of the identity condition
for a sensation that the sensation belongs to any particular subject. Of course,
the Thesis of Essential Ownership is deeply embedded in philosophical
thought; it seems so plainly self-cvident to so many people that I do not think
[ can refute it outright. I will be content to show it is very doubtful.

My strategy is three-fold. First, I will give a counter-instance to the Thesis
of Essential Ownership, a case in which it is plausible to say that a particular
sensation has different subjects in different possible worlds. This example
saggests a new account of the sufficient condition of identity for sensations.
The second part of my strategy is to argue that this new account is a better
and more plausible theory than the Thesis of Essential Ownership with which
it is incompatible. Thirdly, I will show how the new account can be extended
to mental representations too.

1

Suppose the hemispheres of my brain are anatomical and functional dupli-
cates, realizing identically similar brain states and containing the same infor-
mation. Suppose they are connected by thousands of nerves which transmit
millions of impulses between the hemispheres each second and keep them
synchronized. This entire system of hemispheres and connections functions
as a unity. The anatomical fact that there are two hemispheres is a functional
irrelevancy : there might as well be one hemisphere twice the size. Nonetheless,
if one hemisphere is destroyed, I would go on just the same.

Suppose we transplant my whole brain to another body identically similar
to mine; surely this would be me. But I can survive with one hemisphere. As
Derck Parfit observes, it follows that if one, hemisphere is transplanted and
the other destroyed, I survive in the new body.* Suppose this happens. When
I awaken in my new body, my first sensation is a headache—call it E.

*Derek Parfit, Reasons and Persons, Clarendon Press, 1984, p. 261, Parfit’s discussion
of fissioning inspired this paper.
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Now imagine another possible world exactly like the first except that the
otherhemisphere, instead of being destroyed, is spirited off to Venus and trans-
planted into a2 body there. Suppose this is done in a way that makes no differ-
ence to causal processes happening on the home planet (Earth). In this case,
I fission into offshoots, and it seems plain that I cease to exist: one can not be
two. Each of these fellows cannot be me, for then (by the transitivity of iden-
tity) they are cach other which is manifestly false: soon they will have different
memories and personalities on account of their different environments. Fur-
ther, I can’t be just one of them, for any claim one of them has to be me is
matched, hence cancelled by that of the other. If we say that I survive with a
divided mind and body, then we shall have to count three people when both
offshoots come in the room (for each offshoot is a person in his own right)
and give them three votes in elections (who will cast it?). As I can survive the
loss of half my brain, if one offshoot dies, the other will constitute two people,
himself and me. Finally, if we insist that there were two people in my body
all along, one for each hemisphere (so that ‘I’ fails to refer), we discount the
fact that the brain was a functional unity. We shall have to insist that there
were two different people with identically similar mental states from the
beginning, this extraordinary synchronism being explained by the fact that
their nervous systems were physically and functionally entwined so as to en-
sure it, and both of them were embodied in and operating the same body from
the first. But this is to describe one person. Surely, the most plausible descrip-
tion is that [ cease to exist when I fission: a substance cannot survive fissioning
into duplicate substances.

What follows is this: if one hemisphere is transplanted and the other
destroyed, I survive in the new body (call this World I). But if both hemis-
pheres are transplanted, T cease to exist and the fellow who awakens in the
body on earth is not me (call this World 2). By hypothesis the causal processes
on Earth are identical in both scenarios; therefore, this new person will imme-
diately experience a headache. I submit that this headache is E the self-same
headache I would have experienced if the second hemisphere had been de-
stroyed. This headache has the same phenomenal properties as £, and it is
caused or realized by the same brain state and in the same way. Surely, a
sufficient condition for the identity of sensations in different worlds is that
they are phenomenally identical, that the worlds are nomologically identical
and that the sensations are produced by the same causal chain. It follows that
E belongs to me in World 7 contingently: if the second hemisphere had been
transplanted, E would have belonged to someone else. To deny this, the
defender of the Thesis of Essential Ownership must insist that phenomenally
identical sensations produced by the same causal chain are not identical in

Just those cases in which they belong to different subjects: then they are
merely like each other. But this response is wholly ad hoc, and it assumes
exactly what is in question: that one sensation cannot belong to two people.
Now, E is an ordinary headache, a sensation with the same identity condi-
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tions as other sensations, not a different kind of thing. It follows that no
sensation belongs to its subject essentially.

i
A suflicient condition for the identity of sensations is that they are pheno-
menally identical, and, further, that they are produced by the same particular
causes governed by the same causal laws. The counter-example suggests that
there can be cases in which a particular causal path (and the neural equipment
in which it is embedded) could have belonged to a different subject ; here event
identity and personal identity diverge. Supposing there are cases in which it
is impossible that a particular causal path could have belonged to a different
subject so that the sensation belongs to the same subject in every possible
world in which it exists, still the identity of the sensation is explained by the
identity of the particular causal path, not the identity of the subject. These
sensations are identical, because they are produced by the same causes accord-
ing to the same laws, not because they have the same subject.

The theory that phenomenally identical sensations are identical when they
are produced by the same particular causes according to the same laws is a
more plausible theory than the Thesis of Essential Ownership. The old theory
involves a notoriously difficult ontology of subjects. What exactly are these
subjects and in what relation do they stand to bodies, brains, and mental
events? Are they immaterial substances, Cartesian egos? Then they are queer
entities. Are subjects reducible tobodies, brains, and psychophysical ¢vents, so
that talk of subjects is really a talk of these other things? Then, subjects qua
subjects can do no explanatory work. The new theory avoids these difficulties
by omitting all reference to subjects. It involves a less problematic ontolog.y.

Even if we make sense of an ontology of subjects, plainly most events in
nature have none, The new theory has the advantage that it treats sensations,
to that they are far less likely to be exceptions to a general theory of event
identity. Donald Davidson maintains that events are identical just in case they
have the same causes and effects.2 This plausible theory does not mention
subjects. However, I believe Davidson’s criterion is contingently true at best,
for it is possible than one cause produces iwo events with the same causal
powers. For example, suppose that a particular brain state produces two
sensations—a ringing in the ears and a sensation of warmth. Further, suppose
that epiphenomenalism is true: mental events have no causal efficacy. The
brain state does the causal work, not the sensations it produces. A conse-
quence of Davidson’s criterion is that these sensations are identical. Or sup-
pose a particular cause produces two physical events which would have
different effects except that God wills that the universe cease to exist. These
have the same cause as well as the same effect—the null set. This suggests that
an account of a sufficient condition for event identity cannot depend solely

*Donald Davidson, Essays on Actions and Events, Clarendon Press, 1980, p. 179.
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on the condition that the events stand in the same relations to other events:
they must share the relevant non-relational properties too. The new theory of
the identity conditions for sensations may be a model for (as well as an ins-
tance of) a general theory of the identity conditions for events.

i}

Can the new theory be extended to mental representations as well as sensa-
tions ? We might say that token mental representations are identical when they
have the same intentional content, and, further, they are produced by the same
causal chain according to the same laws. Suppose that after the transplant in
World 1 it occurs to me that water is wet. A consequence of the extended
theory is that this token event could have belonged to someone else. If the
second hemisphere had been transplanted, the thought of the other fellow in
the new body on earth would have had the same content as mine, and it
would be produced by the same causal chain according to the same laws.

But suppose that after the transplant I think that I have a headache.
Plainly, the fellow in World 2 thinks that Ae has a headache, not that I have
one. Qur thoughts are about different subjects, they have different truth condi-
tions, hence they are numerically distinct. If a particular causal chain can
belong to different people, the resulting representations are bound to express
different propositions when they are about their subjects. The thoughts in
World 1 and World 2 have different intentionality, even though they are pro-
duced by the same causal chain in nomologically identical worlds; hence they
are not identical,

This, again, suggests that an account of a sufficient condition for event
identity cannot depend solely on the condition that the events stand in the
same relation to other events. The extended theory does not entail that the
thoughts in World 1 and World 2 are identical, because it adds the condition
that the representations have the same intentionality to the condition that they
are produced by the same causal chain, A consequence of the extended theory
is that all the thoughts T have in World 1 after the transplant could have
belonged to someone else, except those thoughts which could not belong to
another subject without changing their intentionality.

To conclude: the counter-instance does not compel us to renounce the
Thesis of Essential Ownership. We can insist the headaches in Worlds 1 and
2 are different sensations, or insist that I somehow survive fissioning. None-
theless, the counter-instance shows that it is neither absurd nor implausible
to describe these worlds as containing a sensation that belongs to different
people. This description is a theoretical option. But, then, it is an option we
ought to take, for the theory of identity implicit in the description is simpler,
leaner, more general, and more fruitful than its rival. Indeed, we ought to
accept the theory, even if we reject the counter-example (but then why reject
it?). Sensations are identical, because they have the same phenomenal pro-
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perties and are produced by the same causes, not because they belong to the
same subject. You can have my headache whenever you like.

USEFI, 8 Short Street, Calcutta JiM STONE

COPI'S CONDITIONAL PROBABILITY PROBLEM
The following is the problem posed by Copi:t

Remove all cards except aces and kings from a deck, so that only eight
cards remain, of which four are aces and four are kings. From this abbre-
viated deck, deal two cards to a friend. If he looks at his cards and an-
nounces (truthfully) that his hand contains an ace, what is the probability
that botn his cards are aces? If he announces instead that one of his cards
is the ace of spades, what is the probability then that both his cards are
aces? (These two probabilities are not the samel).

Arguments and counterarguments have appeared in this connection. We
intend to point out that almost all of these arguments, particularly that of
Faber,? are relevant and correct provided the explicatum is subjected to their
own interpretation of the said problem. Also, since, as Faber? has correctly
said, ‘the problem as Copi states it is indeterminate because the probabilities
we are asked to calculate depend upon the (unspecified) rules under which
Copi’s game is played’, the correctness of one’s playing Copi’s game will al-
ways be formally attestable, and consequently finding the so-called correct
interpretation of Copi’s problem would remain a formal game only. Hence
any counterargument as such, presuming the determinateness of Copi’s pro-
blem, appears prima facie unfair. For instance, Goldberg:¢ ‘Unfortunately
these articles are flawed by faulty reasoning as well as incorrect assertions and
solutions’ ; Dale?: ‘But this is not the question posed by Copi..” Feller:® ‘But
Dale, like Rose, incorrectly gives. .’. Of course, we are not saying that even
irrelevant and correct (formally) or relevant and incorrect arguments would
work and should go without counterattacks.

In order to discuss almost all published and possible (as far as we can see)
interpretations of Copi’s problem, we present herewith the following sche-

matic analysis:

Assume
E = ‘both cards are aces’
A — ‘one of them is an ace’
AF; = ‘theith card is an ace’, i—(1,2)
(we choose to connote this as ‘place reference’)
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AF ‘one of them is an ace (without place reference)
G ‘at least one of them is an ace’

(The phrase “at least one’ avoids place reference implicitly).
B = ‘one of them is an ace of spaces’.
BFy = ‘one of them is an ace of spaces (with place reference.)
BF = ‘ome of them is an ace of spades (without place reference)’
BG = ‘atleast one of them is an ace of spades’

Now, by enumerating cases?, we have the following two groups of results:

l. P(E/BG)=P(E|BF)~ P(E/BF,= P(E|B)—3/7
2. P(E/G)=P(EJAF)=3/11;
P(E|AF)=3]7

Observations:

(@) P(E/A)is indeterminate because A could be AF as well as 4F;. Hence
the two announcements (events) 4 and G need not be equivalent. This is in
conformity with linguistic construal as well as epistemological requirements.

(b) As P(E/B)~ P(E[AFy), the mention of a suit is equivalent to the men-
tion of place reference. Thus, Dale’s exception® to Rose’s assertion that we
are intuitively aware that ‘the mentioning of a suit should not affect the pro-
bability’ is partially tenable. Rose was correct if he meant 4 — AF;. Faber’s
argument® which takes him to support Rose on this point is correct, and Gold-
berg’s remark is not in order.

{(c) Dale’s objection® to Rose’s statement ‘the order of the cards within
cach hand is irrelevant and should be disregarded’ is partially correct. For,
all our results in (1) and (2) and consequences thereby are independent of or-
der being taken into account in construction of sample space. That is, it is
immaterial whether the sample space comprising the various possible hands
containing aces consists of fourty-four hands (order being accounted for) or
twenty-two hands (order disregarded). So Rose is right. But consideration of
order within each hand plays decisive role afterwards in calculating the pro-
bability of E given AFi, and Rose himself has resorted to this interpretation
for claiming that P(E/A)=P(E/B)=3/7. So, Dalc is right. Further, Dal¢’s
quoting of Feller and Uspenski'? is quite relevant in justifying 4 as AF; also.

(d) All our conclusions have been verified for the case wherein a hand of
three cards or four cards is dealt out of the abbreviated deck containing ¢ight
cards, viz. four aces and four kings. For example,

\. P(E/BG)~P(E/BF)=P(E|BFi)= P(E|B) = 1/7
2. P(E/G)~P(EJAF)—1/13
P(E[AF)—1]7

where E=‘all three cards are aces’, § 2 (1,2,3), and all other things remaining
as they are,
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THE OBJECTIVITY OF MORAL VALUES : THE SEARCH
IN A WRONG PLACE

If values were not objective, everybody would be free to choose his or her own
system of values, and there would be an end to a rational discussion on
them. Thus, a denial of the objectivity of values is subversive of an orderly
progress of society, and is a theory obviously distasteful to us. On the other
hand, hard objective facts, discovered in science and mathematics, as also the
common-sense view of the world are acceptable to us; because some of these
facts are perceived by our sense-organs, and the rest are conjectured by well-
established logical and methodological procedures and are subject to inter-
subjective tests and checks. No way has yet been found to apply these pro-
cedures and tests for the discovery of values. We could not have discovered
the facts of common sense and science, if we didnot have eyes to see or ears
to hear. We could not have discovered logical and mathematical systems, if
we did not have reason. What faculty do we have to discover the values? We
may all desparately yearn for a set of objective values. But how do we go
about discovering what they are, and how do we manage to ensure their near-
universal acceptance through rational as against psychological, sociological
or coercive procedures?
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In his book Ethics: Inventing Right and Wrong (Penguin Books, London,
1977), J.L. Mackie argues that there are no objective values, i.c. values are
not ‘part of the fabric of the world’ (p. 15). There is, of course, the activity of
valuing or of thinking as right or wrong, or there is, of course, the subjective
concern for things. But there is nothing in the world which backs up or vali-
dates some of this subjective concern (p. 22).

The argument which Mackie advances in favour of this view is that, if
there were objective values, ‘they would be entities or qualities or relations of
a very strange sort, utterly different from anything ¢lse in the universe’ (p. 38).
The metaphysical peculiarity of the supposed objective values is that ‘they
woutld have to be intrinsically action-guiding and motivating” (p. 49). ‘If there
were objective principles of right and-wrong any wrong course of action would
have not-to-be-doneness built into it’ {(p. 40). Again, from the epistemological
point of view, the objectivist view of values is in the end committed to the
postulation of a faculty of moral intuition, which is utterly different from our
ordinary ways of knowing everything else (p. 38).

If values do not form part of the fabric of the universe, this does not mean
that we should desist from the activity of valuing. Since values cannot be
discovered, they have to be invented. There are pressing problems facing man
which can be solved only through morality. Morality is a sphere of evalua-
tion, a kind of appraisal of human conduct which has a distinctive point. In
his book, The Object of Morality (London, 1971), G.J. Warnock explains at
some length what morality is supposed to bring about, He argues that things
are liable to go very badly for human beings on account of various limita-
tiong—limited resources, limited information, limited intelligence, limited
rationality, and above all limited sympathies. “The function of morality is
primarily to counteract this limitation of men’s sympathies’ (Ethics, p. 108).
It has been debated whether the content of morality consists of a set of rules
or a set of virtues. Mackie argues that both are needed. Huwme argues that
promising is a device, which enables people whose motives are mainly selfish
to give each other reciprocal non-simultaneous assistance and enables one
person to rely on the future actions of another. The same sort of explanation
is needed to account for non-contractual obligations, which arise out of spe-

cial relationships like those of parents to children and children to parents.
Warnock has argued that, if things are not to go so badly as they are liable
to do, four sorts of things are needed: knowledge, organization, coercion and
good disposition. Among good disposition there are non-moral virtues like
industriousness, courage and self-control. But virtues like non-maleficence,
fairness, beneficence and non-deception form the core of morality. Morality
needs to be made, but it cannot be made once for all. The device of morality
is beneficial because of some contingent features of the human condition.
Morality may well need to be in part remade as a response to changes in the
human situation. (Ethics, p. 123).

It has to be admitted that what Mackie and the people he follows say is
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eminently sensible. However, we still feel a little ill at ease, because this
account of moral principles and values seems to leave little scope for moral
reasoning. Just any answer to a moral question is not right, and we all want
that the demand for objectivity of moral judgements is linked with our desire
for finding a rational procedure for deciding moral questions in one way
rather than another.

In his recent book, Moral Thinking (Clarendon Press, Oxford, 1981),
R.M. Hare argues that the notion of rationality is more promising than that
of objectivity (p. 212). In the primary sense, it is thought which is said to be
rational, but we can also say that actions are rational if they are the products

.of thought. R.B. Brandt has given a very good definition of ‘rational’ in his

book, A Theory of the Good and the Right (Oxford, 1979). He says that those
actions, desires and moral systems are rational ‘which survive maximal criti-
cism by facts and logic’ (p. 10).

Moral judgements are to be tested both by facts and by logic, if they are
to berational. Hare argues that there are no moral facts additional to ordinary
facts. The alleged moral facts are thought to be known through the faculty of
intuition. But there is no satisfactory way of distinguishing between the ordi-
nary, empirical, subjective fact that we are disposed to condemn certain ac-
tions and the supposed faculty of directly apprehending moral propertics
(Moral Thinking, p. 217). We are rational in our moral thinking, if we make
use of all the available and relevant ordinary facts.

To say that fact can be a reason for a moral judgement is not to say that
the moral judgement is deducible from the facts. A moral judgement is de-
ducible from a fact only in conjunction with a moral principle. But how can
we rationally decide which of the moral principles to adopt? Hare argues that
in deciding upon the moral principles we must reason in accordance with the
logical requirements generated by moral concepts (p. 218). But what are these
logical requirements?

In his long carecer as moral philosopher, Hare has all along emphasized
that, in order to be rational, moral judgements must be universalizable. Ar-
bitrariness in moral judgements is sought to be curtailed by the logical re-
quirement that ‘if we make different moral judgements about situations which
we admit to be identical in their universal descriptive properties, we contra-
dict ourselves’ (p. 21). In consequence of a long process of interaction with
the thoughts of other philosophers, including Amartya Sen, Hare would
like to formulate the requirement of universalizability in the following way:

To be prudent is to think of the future states of a certain person as one-
self and thus to acquire a concern for the satisfaction of the future prefer-
ences of that person. To be moral is, first of all to contemplate the hypo-
thetical sitnation in which what are actually going to be states of another
person would be states of oneself and thus to acquire a hypothetical con-
cern for the satisfaction of the preferences of oneself in that hypothetical
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situation; and then, because of universalizability to find oneself cons-
trained to turn this merely hypothetical concern to an actual concern for
the satisfaction of the preferences of the actual person (p. 223).

To put the matter baldly, but not too rigorously, my principle of action be-
comes a moral principle if I consider not only my own preferences, but also
the preferences of others; the reason is that if I were going forthwith to have
the preferences which others have, I must now prescribe that they should be
satisfied. But morality admits of no relevant differences between ‘I’ and
‘others’. Hence T am bound to prescribe that the question of the satisfaction
of the preferences of others should be taken into consideration.

Warnock, Mackie and Hare—-all emphasize the role of moral values and
principles in ensuring the emergence of the individual from the confines of
selfish and prudential considerations, For Hare any preference which can give
rise to universal prescription or prohibition is at the basis of moral principle,
If anyone acts out of a preference which cannot be universalized we can
reason with him by trying to show inconsistencies in his thought. Mackie and
Warnock argue that mere universalizability cannot enable us to sort out the
morally acceptable from the morally unacceptable preferences. To choose the
morally acceptable preferences we have to find out which preferences can
counteract limited sympathies.

All the above thinkers leave us ill at ease, because they do not seem to do
enough justice to the sense of objective compulsion which we all have regard-
ing the making of moral judgements. Mackie argues that the acceptance of a
moral code reflects people’s adherence to and participation in a way of life.
He contrasts this with the view that the acceptance of a code is based on per-
ceptions of objective values (Ethics, p. 36). Hare appreciates that the contrast
is not a sharp one and argues that if we have different ways of life we may
come to see and certainly describe things differently (Moral Thinking, p. 85).
If we are not crude empiricists, we will have to admit that the data of experi-
ence are organized according to principles which are not directly and ob-
viously derived from experience. Qur experience has a structure which is not
passively received from outside. But what is the justification for the imposition
of a structure that we impose, and why should we not regard this structure as
merely fanciful? It cannot be said that a completely satisfactory theory has
been given as yet regarding the proper justification of the scientific or meta-
physical framworks that we use now or have used in the past.

But the outlines of a solution for the problem of justification of a value
system seems destined to run along the following lines. The values reflect a
way of life, and this way alone can provide a justification for them. Mackie
says that right and wrong are invented. Certainly they are, but they are not
a device or a tool external to man but express what we ourselves are. Man,
pace Hare, is not a bundle of preferences struggling for the maximization of
the social utility function. The moral devices, tools and institutions fashion
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man’s personality, and they already embody man’s values and ideals. Man is
what he is because of the values he has chosen. Historians, anthropolosists
and sociologists have to study man’s moral, aesthetic, political and religious
values, because they are the facts of which man is made. But why are values
grist to the mill of the factual social scientist? Because values are the stuff of
which man is made.

But granted that values make man what he is, why is man justified in
adopting a system of values he does, in fact, adopt? But how far can we take
this demand for justification? I am justified in accepting a system of values if
I cannot be I without this system. I am justified in thinking that there are
material objects if my whole way of thinking and acting makes no sense with-
out this belief. What other justification can we conceive of or can we even
need? We justify a conclusion with the help of premises which appear more
evident to us. Those who demand justification of our moral values must ulti-
mately ponder over the following question: which bases would be regarded
by them as safe to start from? Justification of values can hardly start from a
base where there is no mention of values. Either you get lost in a world where
there are no moral values or you manfully struggle in a world steeped in
values, though the actual system of values cry out for criticism and transcen-
dence not only through reflective thinking but also through adventurous and
resolutely pursued ways of living.

Jadavpur University, Caleutta HIRANMAY BANERIEE
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YASHDEV SHALYA, .Sattavisayak Anviksd (New Delhi: Indian Council of
Philosophical Research, 1987), 236 pp., Rs. 75.

The present work from the pen of the well-known philosopher Sri Yashdev
Shalya is a work of major significance. In view of the fact that being in Hindi
it may not be accessible to many readers, the present review includes a brief
summary of its salient features.

Shalyaji’s work caps a distinguished series of his earlier writings. He has
always been an original thinker, although his initial positivistic tough-minded-
ness has been increasingly tempered by a growing philosophical culture. He
had begun under the strong influence of logical empiricism, expressly styling
his Philosophical Analysis (1961) ‘a work in the empiricist perspective’. Even
so he felt dissatisfied with a purely ‘sense-based’ empiricism, which imported
a metaphysical presupposition. Knowledge and Being (1967) and Culture: An
Interpretation of Human Creativity (1969) formulate an ontological and axio-
logical reiativism based on the centrality of conceptual determination. Mind
and matter were both engulfed in the object, while the subject was reduced to
amere empty shell. In Object and Ego (1972), Shalyaji was strongly influenced
by phenomenology, but tilted the balance between the subject and the object
in favour of the former despite their relativity. The subject was also given an
ontological status as a value-seeker. The being attributed to it, however, was
conceived not as positive reality but as something to be realized. By the time
Shalyaji published his next work, Man and the Universe (1985), the change
in his ideas was even more marked. He had now imbibed a strong idealistic
influence arising from a new appreciation of Plato and German idealism.
Some Indian philosophical systems lke Sankhya, Vedanta and Buddhism
also clearly attracted him. He now attributed an ontic status to knowledge
and its objects, values and value-seeking, but conceived being itself in terms
of consciousness. The universe here becomes an expression of consciousness,
not an unreal accident. Human consciousness is then to be understood as the
consciousness-in-the-world, seeking to return to its original nature. The
various departments of theoretical knowledge and creativity—science and
philosophy, art and religion, morality and society--signify the inward or
reflexive return of consciousness.

The work under review moves farthest from Shalyaji’s earlier writings.
Empiricism and postivism are rejected in favour of rationalism and a kind of
transcendentalism which does not denigrate thestructured plurality of objects.
Logical ‘determinations’ and the category of identity-in-difference are given
a significant role, and so are the ‘ideas’. Shalyaji’s “ideas’ or pratyayas are pure
essencesrevealed inrational gpprehension in which subjectivity and objectivity
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are correlative, and in which an inherent dialectical tension produces and up-
ward and inward movement, a ‘pilgrimage of the spirit’. Despite facing its
logical difficulties, Shalyaji does not ultimately reject the concept of the in-
determinable. He conceives reality as an infinite whole which is the ground
of all determinations, at once immanent and transcendent. The distinction of
pure consciousness (cit)} from the mind (cizza) is characteristic of much of the
Indian philosophic tradition. If Shalyaji welcomes the endless Faustian quest
of knowledge and creativity, he also welcomes the Vedintic quest of returning
to the original and recovering the selfless self. In fact, Shalyaji may be said to
seck a balance between rationality and spirituality, a synthesis between the
great Western tradition from Plato to Hegel and phenomenology and the
Indian tradition from the Upanisads to Sankara and Kasmir Saivism.

The book begins with an introduction which conceives the enquiry into
being as metaphysics in the true sense, which makes it neither a supernatural
science nor nonsense. Philosophical enquiry pursues the ultimate through
reflection over self-transcending ideas. It may be recalled that critical reflection
concerning the principles of knowledge and experience was called anviksik?
in ancient times and was distinguished from adhyarmavidyd or enquiry con-
cerning the self or the inner being of man. One might say that, for Shalyaji,
while anviksiki characterizes the method and procedure of philosophy,
adhydimavidyd indicates its ultimate objective which is the revelation of the
whole through the analysis of its immanent order. The ultimate cannot be
determined in conceptual statements but is necessarily connected with their
meaning as its transcendental presupposition. It has been conceptualized as
moksa, God, the Platonic God, etc. which have been the unique objects of
enquiry for philosophers, though others have attempted to intuit them directly
also. Their attainment requires the redresment of the self-alienation of being
in the world of existence. Being must be distinguished from the actual or the
factual and classed rather as the ideal. While being acquires weight from
ideality, ideality acquires reality from its self-sufficient character. This induces
an inner tension in being. Existence, on the other hand, is accidental. It be-
longs to the level of empirical consciousness, the level of psychic and physical
being. It may be conceived as a form of the self-alienation of being. What one
seeks is, as it were, veiled in what we have. As Kabir said: ‘I should be writing
letters to my beloved, if he were in some foreign country. How is a message
to be sent to one who is ever present in body, mind and vision?’

The first chapter is entitled ‘Foundations of Philosophy’. Being was con-
ceived as the object of enquiry in ancient Greece as well as in India. Its highest
conception in Greece was that of the most universal form; in Vedanta it was
interiorized as the truth of consciousness. In modern philosophy, although
Descartes connected being with thought, thought itself was generally held
to be grounded in its object. It was only the post-Kantian German idealists
who were able to think of transcendental consciousness, a concéption which
echoes Indian thought. Thought and being, subjectivity and objectivity are
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united in the idea ( = pratyaya), which dialectically posits the indeterminate as
their common ground. The idea is not a mere Iogical form but the emergence
of order or structure in the unmanifest absoluteness of transcendental cons-
ciousness (cit). It follows that the dialectical idea is the proper foundation of
philosophical enquiry, which is primarily theoretical but has also real axio-
logical and spiritual dimensions. ‘Philosophy includes and transcends theory
as well as value-experience (anubhiiti). It grasps the world in its totality and
transcends it’ (p. 19) Husserl conceived philosophy as wisdom, but unfortu-
pately limited it to the radical examination of scientific presuppositions. The
task of philosophy is wider: ‘To see the spectable of the world from the case-
ment of intelligence.’

The second chapter, ‘Enquiry into Being’, begins by stating that being is
the primary given at all levels of the mind, which is characterized by self-
revelation and intentionality. Being pervades the mind from within and from
without. It is not to be conceived as the property or constituent of something
necessarily alien to the mind. It is as internal to consciousness as to the cbject
perceived by it.

The rational determination of being involves the differentiation of the
object from the subject and from its environment. This differentiation is not
a superimposition or external projection of subjective forms but the revelation
of objective essence, which is also the recovery of the latent nature of con-
sciousness itsclf. A pure object outside determinations cannot be credited with
reality since objectivity and determination are inseparable. Thus, all deter-
minate being contains an element of non-being. The ego, in particular, is not
only aware of its being but also of its falling short of its ideal.

The next chapter, ‘Being and Adequacy’, continues the theme of the ear-
lier chapter. Being is revealed not by immediate presentation or practical
efficiency but by the sense of constraint, which accompanies determination.
Actual existents fall short of their idea, -and this deficiency comes to cons-
ciousness in the ego. This self-consciousness of being also reveals its essential
infinity, which makes its limitations accidental. How infinite being becomes
the transcendental ground of delimited objects has been sought to be explain-
ed by many philosophies. Shalyaji deems the Vedantic approach most satis-
factory, although he values the approach of Sankhya which he interprets n
an original and highly stimulating manner.

The fourth chapter deals with the ‘Natural World’ and the fifth with the
‘Essence of Nature’. Matter has often been conceived in terms of extension,
ckternality, sensuous immediacy or causation. Shalyaji argues that the root
of sensuous externality is not sensory but prior to it in the ‘world-instinct’
{jagat-pravrtti) of the mind, which is the source of the body itself (p. 56). This
‘world idea’ or ‘being-as-the world’ (jagadbhava) is a real movement (pravrfti)
in real consciousness, and it creates the material world of things through the
medium of sense and thought. “What characterizes matter is not its irreduc-
ibility or accessibility to these senses, but its inner emptiness or absolute
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externality, generality and quantitativeness’ (p. 60). ‘Whatever may be the
property or quality of matter, if it is defined as an object of knowledge, it will
be subsumed in knowledge; if it is not defined as an object of knowledge, no
account or definition of it will be possible’ (ibid). The creative expression
of consciousness in nature occurs at various levels—physical, biological and
human. In each succeeding level, the governing idea or principle becomes
qualitatively different till at the human level the mere idea is replaced by the
living mind or spirit (p. 70).

The natural world is the collection of determinate but evolving existents
(p. 78). “Nature as ¢ssence or principle is the reality, character and goal of
things and the world, it is the indeterminate ground of natural determinations’
(ibid.). ‘Nature in reality is the acceptance of the inevitability and irreducibility
ofthe other’ (ibid.). Otherness, however, ‘can only be the self-determination of
the spirit or self (@ma), not an independent principle’ (p. 79). Shalyaji inter-
prets the Sinkhya to mean that the ego is the object in the apprehension of
the other, not the locus of the apprehension. It is nature that is the locus and
the ego that is the object in the apprehension of the other. Nature, thus, be-
comes the indeterminate ground of natural determinations, though it is other-
wise determined by the otherness of the purusa.

As an intelligible order, nature shows the regularity of the causal law, but
as a sensible actuality, natural events lack necessity. This shows that as a
sensible actuality nature is not grounded in itself. Sense data presuppose an
independent ground, which would be sufficient for phenomenal appearance
(p. 90). This ground is too deep for determination, but is not unreal. Shalyaji
considers various interpretations of ‘noumenal’ ground, but ultimately votes
for a non-dualistic solution which seeks to include the truth of Sankhya within
it. “Thus the ground of the world is not nature or the reality of the other but
only the self-alienation of consciousness’ (p. 93).

The sixth chapter on ‘Essence’ argucs the priority of essence over accident.
It distinguishes three meanings of essence as universal, property or ground,
and ideal. These three are distinguishable in appearance but unified in reality.
One may, ineffect, distinguish two levels of reality, adeeper one of ideal essence
and a superficial one of actual existences. Essences are archetypal, and ex-
press themselves in creativity and purposiveness (p. 100). The accidentality
of existence presupposes essence on the ontic side and freedom or self-depen-
dence on the epistemic side. This freedom attains self-consciousness in man.
This freedom, in terms of self-subsistence and self-consciousness, means
ideally self-determination in terms of essence or nature with which it becomes
self-alienated. Thus, we have freedom as timeless self-determination at the
essential level. There is also the search for on¢’s truth at the temporal level of
self-alienated existence. Human consciousness is mediated or self-distanced
or alienated, but it carries with it the awareness of the possibility of transcen-
dence into immediacy (p. 105). Shalyaji’s notion of vyavadhdna is comparable
with the Kasmir Saiva notion of vyavadhana or tirodhana, though the two are
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not the same. Unlike other things, man-is not the mere existential ¢xpression
of an essence but rather its very source, its free self-realization. In the self-
realization of the ego, the object is not the ego in its particularity but in its
universality, the essence of the human ego.

The seventh chapter is entitled ‘The Essence of the Knower’. Knowledge
implies the intentionality of the mind, and to be the knower is to be the
introverted spectator of this modality. When the intentional object coincides
with the actual object, we have truth; otherwise there is error, The attitude of
the spectator turns mental states into spectacles, and is itself the expression
of a superindividual or superorganic consciousness (atimanasika cit). This is
the introversion or self-reflective attitude of the spectator (p. 111). To be a
spectator is to return to one’s own self, and the essence of the spectator is
totally non-objective. The ego is closely related to the spectator but is
different. (p. 113). The ego is a unique kind of object in which all other
objects—experiences and notions—are focused and grounded (p. 115). There
is an ¢lement of introversion in the ego which distinguishes it from all other
objects, but it is not absolute asin the case of the spectator. The spectator is
not the other of the object but its illuminator. Nor does it stand in any
need of the object. Nor should the spectator be regarded as a mere presuppo-
sition of the object. It is apprehended intuitively. It is known in I-conscious-
ness but also as its intuitable transcendent ground (p. 119). The Vedantic
concept of §aksin is comparable here, but Shalyaji holds that for man such
pure spectatorship remains a limiting concept, though it implies that, even in
its subjectivity, the mind can transcend the limitations of the ego and attain
to wniversality (p. 123).

The ¢ighth and ninth chapters deal with value as subjective and objective
reality. There is always a gap in knowledge between the nature of the object
and what we apprehend of it. This sense of limitation in comsciousness is
the seed of value-seeking, which arises from the apprehension of non-being
and is oriented towards being. Non-being is rooted in consciousness. Whether
it is physical need or knowledge or contemplation, the same logical structure
is to be found in them, viz. the awareness of a lack of non-being and the
search for being. The first of these three dimensions belongs exclusively to
the level of existence, and hence does not evoke value-seeking. Knowledge-
seeking becomes value-seeking most fully, when it seeks the source of know-
ledge itself (p. 127). Value-seeking is also available at a lower level, when the
sciences seek the truths hidden in different specified regions. The value, sought
in the search for truth, is the purity of the spectator or knower, in the search
of beauty it is a felt meaning, in the search of the good it is the dedication of
the emotive-conative mind to the moral end. In every case, the source of value
is the inward and upward movement of the mind. All value-seeking is ulti-
mately a seeking of the self (p. 132).

Value is to be distinguished from facts for which it sets a standard. The
standard becomes self-aware in man, and is termed value. The emergence of
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value in this sense occurs in history. What appears as an object of seeking in
time could not but belong timelessly to the nature of original consciousness.
How, then, would creation be understood with its veiling effect except as a
preface to the emergence of value-seeking which would indicate the return of
consciousness? (p. 144).

The tenth chapter on the indeterminate argues that determinations indicate
a transcendent indeterminate, but do not form any chain or order with it
{p. 151). Cognitions and objects occur only as determinates, the indeterminate
lies beyond them. It has been variously termed as asat or $inya, the good or
the absolute. Its purely negative description has implications about creation
and the nature of the created world. The limitations of objects or subjects do
not make them unreal, although they point to relative absolutes. Although a
requirement of thought, the noumenal indeterminate is neither simply an
intellectual construct nor a matter of empirical or practical activity. Such
activify involves the use of speech and thought which transcend themselves
in intellectual intuition. In science knowledge transcends itself in terms of the
object. In philosophy the objects are traced to basic concepts, the concepts
to basic tendencies or a priori modes of consciousness (cidvrttis), and these
to pure consciousness (nirupadhika caitanya) (p. 161).

The eleventh chapter on the human principle begins by mentioning the
duality of man as subject and object. The subject is revealed in at least four
levels—physical, mental, rational and transcendental. While the last is identi-
fied with the anandamaya kosa, Shalyaji holds that it is the third or the
vijfignamaya kosa which presents the witnessing subject. The various levels of
subjectivity depend on the character of the seeking with which the ego is
identified. The nature of the subject is obscure, not merely because it is appre-
hended through introspective reflection and hence indirectly as an object ; but
because it has an unfathomable depth and subtlety. Different cultures may be
defined as different interprefations of human nature just as an individual’s
life may be considered the successful or unsuccessful realization of one such
view. The conception of man points a standard or value to be pursued. It has
been formulated as peace or happiness, ‘freedom’ or ‘authenticity’. Authenti-
city is, in fact, required for the authentication of the standard itself. Inner
authority derives from the identity or immediacy of the mind with its essence,
the essential self. In the empirical condition human self-consciousness is
mediated by many accidents (upadhis). The real nature of the self is un-
avoidably indeterminate, all determination being accidental (aupadhika.)
While such transcendentalism is well known to belong to some Indian philo-
sophies, Shalyaji curiously attributes it to Hegel also (p. 167). In fact, Shalyaji
does so not because Hegel and Vedanta, for example, coincide in this respect,
but because Shalyaji’s conception of human ascent and literation tends criti-
cally to unite them. He is critical of the usual conception of moksae and Yogic
absorption, holding that the approach to -the indeterminate is along the
ascending hierarchy of ideas. He suspects that Indian spirituality is deluded
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in believing that consciousness can be wholly liberated from the dimension of
extraversion. It is the ineradicable duality of human consciousness which
invests it with value-seeking, the seeking for its own ideal nature. In this
approach which is towards the absolute, the lower categories are not simply
transcended ; their essential truth is retained within higher ones, so that human
history itself may be read as a spiritwal pilgrimage (p. 171). The absoluteness
of the spirit towards which the pilgrimage moves is not simple formlessness
as Indian spirituality is often said to believe but the fathomless and shoreless
infinity of forms, which is the goal of endless progress.

The twelfth chapter on culture argues that society is a psychic reality like
the individual, though its strands are visible in the supra-individual species of
mind also. It is psychic in the sense that its emergence and continuance depend
on the exercise of the will. Itisan ordered system arising from the rational
mind, not biological instinct. To justify the notion of society as the supra-
individual mind, Shalyaji finds fault with the instinctive notion of the indivi-
dual mind itself. TTe defines the self or individual as the objectively mediated
self-awareness of thought. Individuality, thus, is not a bio-psychic fact but 2
notion of the self thrown up in willing or agency and serving to superintend
the organization of the bio-psychic material (p. 178). The mind is simply the
unity in difference of ideas (p. 180). Its supra-individual character is illustrated
by language.

Shalyaji finally defines culture as a psychic structure or social personality
(p. 183). Its supra-individual character does not destroy the freedom of the
individual mind. Value-seeking and freedom are equally woven into the struc-
ture of both the individual as well as the social person. It is unnecessary to
add that Shalyaji’s account of society and culture strongly echoes Hegel’s
account of the objective and absolute minds.

The thirteenth chapter on history begins with a consideration of time
which is characterized by irreversibility and evolution. History begins with
man, and may be considered as the pilgrimage of humanity or the world. If
culture conceives value in the social dimension, cultural history is the realiza-
tion and discussion of that value (p. 197). Human history or world history is
the development of diverse cultural styles (p. 200).

The fourteenth chapter on natural science is written from an essentially
Platonic point of view. Science does not seek to subsume events under a prag-
matic order, but looks at them as illustrating universal principles. It pre-
supposes that the given merely expresses a reality, which can be grasped in
terms of a pure mathematical language. This quantifiability may be said to
be the pure essence of sense-objectivity. In seeking the essential and universal
order underlying the sensible world, science is similar to philosophy but
differs by not being so general (p. 208). In any case, science presupposes a
philosophy which Shalyaji would call Platonic (p. 210). Science could
also be called a presuppositioniess philosophy of nature (p. 211).

The last chapter is concerned with art. Art is to be distinguished from
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cognition as well as from the subjective experience of pleasure and pain. It is
‘rooted in sentiments and imagination. The artist transcends the subjectivity
of feeling by becoming its spectator. Art may be defined as the apprehension
of the subject in its universality. Alihough the notion of subjective universality
is reminiscent of Kant, Shalyaji thinks of the artist as the selfiess spectator of
the meanings latent in a specific subjectivity with which he is imaginatively
identifted. This subjectivity is endowed with specific emotional possibilities.
He intuits the inner meanings of the situwations evoked imaginatively. The
subjective universal is not like the objective universal. While a particular
object is a sensible existent, the objective universal is an intelligible essence
devoid of existence. In contrast, the subjective universal is a particular
subjectivity which is imaginative, not real. This lack of reality is nothing
except the lack of existence. The imaginary subject is as specific as a real
one, only it is not endowed with ego-consciousness.

Shalyaji points out that the symbolism of art is distinguished by its unique-
ness and untranslatability. Even language suspends its principal denotative
function in poetry. Recalling Hegel, Shalyaji says that art is the expression of
the absolute through the medium of sense. “Art is thus the contemplation of
subjectivity as an object through the medium of the imaginative idea’ (p. 228).

Shalyaji has reared an imposing conceptual structure. The pure cif is the
creative ground of all things, and is being in its purity. The hierarchical world
of pratyayas unfolds its infinite structures, and serves as the archetype of the
temporal world of actuality. As self-conscious subject and object, man is led
to seek his own ideal and real self, and this quest is expressed in the realms
of culture. Philosophical contemplation is the highest life.

Concerning the infinite, Shalyaji appears to seck a position which re-
sembles both Hegel and Vedanta. He generally adopts a Hegelian logic, but
in the ultimate analysis his experience is Vedantic. In accepting ‘intellectual
intuition’, Shalyaji, in effect, goes beyond the narrow limits of rationalism.

One may disagree with Shalyaji as a whole or in parts, but it cannot be
gainsaid that he has succeeded in producing an outstanding work of far-
reaching importance marked by subtle originality and impressive sweep.

Allahabad G.C. PANDE

SURENDRANATH DASGUPTA: Natural Science of the Ancient Hindus, ICPR
Series in Philosophy of Natural and Social Sciences (New Delhi: Motilal
Banarsidass, 1987), x+99 pp., Rs. 50.

Here is an unusual publication. Professor Surendranath Dasgupta was one of
this century’s most outstanding scholars and thinkers who left a deep imprint
on the course of Indological studies. Exactly ‘three scores and ten’ years ago,
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he wrote two papers to shed light on certain key scientific concepts from the
ancient Indian point of view. Whatever was available on Indian thought in
English was by western scholars, and, thanks to the efforts of scholars like
Monier-Williams, Max-Miiller, Paul Deussen, etc. a lop-sided, other-worldly,
and highly spiritualized image of Indian ideological traditionwas already in the
process of taking roots. The request which led to the writing of the second of
these papers could well have been prompted by a desire to know whether
ancient India had any scientific notions at all. Calcutta University was to
publish these two papers in a book form but, for unspecified reasons, did
not or could not. The doyen had hoped to make ‘considerable additions’ in
the second edition. In the event, even the first edition of such highly significant
writings never saw the light of the day. Later, Prof. Dasgupta, who was about
to leave for Cambridge at the time of writing the undated Preface, himself
became too occupied with his monumentalmulti-volume, 4 History of Indian
Philosophy, and other works to come back to these papers. We are beholden
to Dr (Mrs) S. Dasgupta for preserving all the unpublished typescripts of
the great savant so carefully and also for agreeing to put them in charge of
the Indian Council of Philosophical Research, Bound volumes of these type-
scripts are available to researchers at the Butler Palace library of the ICPR
in Lucknow. Prof, D.P. Chattopadhyaya, Chairman of the ICPR, deserves
our thanks for publishing these papers now, their relevance being as much
today as it was seventy years ago. Well-known scholar of ancient Indian
science, Dr Debiprasad Chattopadhyaya, has edited the volume.

The monograph contains, besides the two papers on scientific concepts, an
Appendix on the Sankhya theory of fanmdtras. The second paper, ‘Theories
of Cosmic Changes’, was written in 1915-16 under the title ‘Parindma and
Evolution’. Prof. Dasgupta attached greater importance to it. It attracted the
admiration of Tagore, Jagdish Chandra Bose, Asutosh Mookerjee and John
Woodroff, presumably because it brought to light hitherto inadequately
understood facts. It is really a survey of ancient Indian thinking on the nature
and character of the gradual changes which have finafly led to the emergence
of the natural world as we find it now. Sankhya and Vaiesika, being more
concerned with a scientific understanding of the phenomena, understandably
occupy the centre stage, though the survey starts with the Vedas and includes
even medical schools. Since the tanmdatras are central in the Safikhyan expla-
nation of the world and since Prof. Dasgupta has taken great pains to eluci-
date its mechanics in modern terminology, an Appendix further elaborating
their true nature has been added. However, Prof. Dasgupta makes no mention
of the Appendix in his prefactory remarks, and it is not clear how it came to
find a place in this volume.

The first paper, “Matter and Motion’, could have predated the other since,
according to the author, it was lying unpublished with him, and was added to
the second paper to make-one volume of writings on ancient Indian scientifie
concepts. Prof. Dasgupta admits at the outset that ‘the Hindus never busied
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themselves about the investigation of the laws of nature exeept in so far as it
was connected with the general philosophical speculations’ (p. 31). While it
will not be feasible to reconstruct 2 ‘Hindu physics’, ‘one can coliect passages
from different works to demonstrate the theories of matter and motion of the
Hindus’. This is what he has really attempted in this highly knowiedgeable
paper, Beginning with Patafijali’s Mahabhdsya, which may well be the earliest
text dealing with, infer alia, matter or mass, he goes on to summarize the views
of Heldrija, the Buddhists, the Sankhya, the Jainas, the Nyaya-Vaisesika, the
Vaisnavas and others. He has discussed several different ways of regarding
matter, sometimes found in the same text.

- This slim volume is a model of succinct writing, A serious-minded re-
searcher can find enough guidance in these papers to produce outstanding
dissertations. A renowned Sanskritist and a Vedic scholar virtually from
childhood, Prof. Dasgupta was quite at home in the western tradition of
ideas, religio-philosophical as much as scientific. His summary of an E.R.E.
article on European atomism (pp. 29-37) shows not only his interest but also
a critical-analytical understanding. He wrote with great authority on gramma-
tical texts like the Mahdbhasya and Vakyapadiya which were hardly known
outside the highly traditional circles at that time, and are not fully made use
of even today. It is just not possible to do justice to such a work in a short
review. Every word has to be read and savoured.

The book provides a good index to Prof. Dasgupta’s approach to Indian
thought and to his own role as its historian. His commitment to an objective
historical understanding was total. Unlike some others, he was not enamoured
of the spiritualist, mystical or traditional aspects.

When we look at the dogmatic grip of the scripture over the popular mind
and the sfavish admiration and veneration of the people for them [he
declares]...an honest doubt creeps into our mind, whether we really
possessed any true life or whether boasted antiquity was as lifeless as the
rocky walls of the Himalayas... (p. 51. Italics added)

A questioning (i.c. scientific) attitude of mind would take us to:

human beings with their doubts and ignorances, men engaged in the
honest endeavour of seeking after truth steering in an ocean of darkness
amidst countless failures breaking upon them. It is just when we come
here that we feel that we are moving among men and not among mummies
and curios of an old museum. (pp. 51-2).

No wonder in his History he passes no value judgements, shows no preferen-
ces, accords equal respect to all schools and sects, and sees no reason to read
spirituality in every notion and idea.

A word on the title of the book may not be out of place. The second paper
as well as the Appendix quote from Brojendra Nath Seal’s Positive Sciences
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of Ancient Hindus which was first published from London in 1915. When Prof.
Dasgupta says that ‘T have purposely omitted many interesting empirical facts
which some other writers had mentioned before’, he is evidently referring to
Seal’s work as also P.C. Roy’s Hindu Chemistry. He chose the title for his
own monograph in a hurry, and was not himself happy with it. Was it really
necessary to retain it? Could it not have been changed, of course with Mrs
Dasgupta’s permission, so as to delete both ‘Natural Science’ and ‘Ancient
Hindus’? Afier all, he was dealing not with sciences but with theories and
concepts, and his field included every ancient Indian thinker, not only the
followers of the Vedic tradition who are usually known as Hindus.

Dr Debiprasad Chattopadhyaya has done well to provide 2 number of
‘Editor’s Notes’, so much needed to clarify many points. As he himself ob-
serves in note 38, Prof. Dasgupta left the manuscript ‘apparently without
thoroughly revising it’, making it his task to take care of the lacunae. Some
errors, mostly typographical, have crept in, but they can be removed in the
next printing. However, one wished that the editor had shown greater warmth
for his subject. In note 6, he wholly neediessly brings in Vasubandhu’s Vijfiap-
timatratdsiddhi when he failed to locate a reference to Abhidharmakosa in the
printed copy in his possession. That the subjective idealist Vasubandhu took
an anti-atomistic position does not mean any thing when one is talking about
the earlier, realist Vasubandhu, as Prof. Dasgupta was doing. Dr Chatto-
padhyaya’s note almost suggests that Prof. Dasgupta misunderstood Vasq-
bandhu! Similarly, in note 33, Prof Dasgupta himself acknowledges his
indebtedness to J.H. Poynting’s article in the E.R.E., but Dr Chattopadhyaya
felt it necessary to add: ‘In fact, the entire section is a summary of this article
usually retaining its original language.” In what way does adqiti?nal remark
supplement the author’s own note? On the other hand, it is almost an
assersion.

1 for one would have felt grateful if Dr Chattopadhyaya, a known specia!—
ist of the subject, had contributed an editor’s preface to provide further gui-
dance to younger generation regarding ancient Indian science. S.o n}uch has
been published in the last few decades with direct bearing on the line in a way
inaugurated by Prof. Dasgupta as far as English language 1 concerned. Stu-
dents of philosophy deserved being told about them, and Dr Chattopadhyaya
was the fittest person to do so.

University of Sagar, Saugar PRATAP CHANDRA
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