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On Wittgenstein’s transcendental ethics+

RAJENDRA PRASAD
Opposite Stadium Rajendra Nagar, Patna

Wittgenstein is not as well-known for his contribution to ethics or moral
philosophy as he is for his contribution to some other areas of philosophy,
for example, to philosophy of language or philosophy of mind. He may not
even get a noticeable mention in a book on the history of twentieth-century
ethical theory. But it is also unlikely that thelittle he wrote—and he did write
very little—on ethics would ever be considered to be of no consequence.

In some of his early writings he holds that ethics is transcendental. But he
does not develop it into a full-fledged ethical or metaethical theory, discussing
all or most of the important philosophical things it implies. His later writings
do not seem to endorse it or even to consider it as one deserving a serious
philosophical scrutiny. His views or remarks relevant to it are mainly available
in Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus (TLP), Note-books (NB), the 1929/30 ‘A
Lecture on Ethics’ (LOE), published in The Philosophical Review, 1965, and
Culture and Value (CAV). Maybz some other, early or later, work of his also
contains important ideas pertaining to it. But I shall be concerned only with
what he has said in the above works. I shall also not talk about any other view
about the nature of ethics held by him which may be found or read into any
of his several writings.

References to the works listed above will be given in the body of the essay
itself, using the abbreviated forms of their titles already mentioned. Unless
otherwise indicated, the abbreviated title of the work concerned and the
number of the item quoted, or the number of the page on which it occurs,
will be given within brackets at the end of the itemin its first occurrence.

My main objective is to give a systematic account, as systematic as I can
make it appear, of the various ethical things said by him, so that there may
emerge a philosophically or conceptually unified picture of his view that ethics
is transcendental. I shall not try to trace its historical development or to locate
the differences or inconsistences, if there exist any, among the various ideas,
present in the above works, which may be directly or indirectly associated
with it. g )

This view, in its own right, seems to be worth discussing. Even if my
picture is not a faithful one of what any Wittgensteinian scholar thinks
Wittgenstein’s actual position is, it will be a picture of the view that ethics is
transcendental. I shall not, however, desist from making a critical or semi-

*The author expresses his indebtedness to Indian Council of Philosophical Research,
New Delhi, for having offered to him a senior fellowship.

This paper is dedicated to the memory of Ludwig Wittgenstein on his birth centenary
year.—Editor
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eritical remark whenever I find it appropriate or called for. Wittgenstein’s
views on ethics have been discussed by some very competent and insightful
scholars, but mostly in a developmental or historical manner. They have also
been severely criticized, for example, by Klemke!, but in a manner which to
me seems to be philosophically uncongenial to the spirit of his way of thinking
about ethics. Among the writers on this theme, Peter Winch? has very ele-
gantly developed in a constructive manner some of the implications and
insights of some of Wittgenstein’s remarks. I shall not try to do any such
thing either, though I shall try to make as clearly visible as possible the ideas
implicit in some of the things he has said if required by the objective of my
venture,

Ethics and aesthetics are considered by Wittgenstein to be identical. What
I say about his views on ethics may also be true of his views on aesthetics. But
1 shall not at all be concerned with the latter.

Wittgenstein says that ethics is transcendental in the sease that it trans-
cends language or the world. To say that it transcends language and to say
that it transcends the world is, for him, to say one and the same thing. Since
the world is the totality of facts, to say that it transcends all facts, or the world
of all facts, or factual language, is also to say the same thing. His reason, or
the primary reason, for the transcendentalness of ethics is that it deals with
values and values are transcendental because they exist outside the world.
They cannot exist in the world, because everything in the world is accidental
while no value is accidental. By ‘value’ he means absolute or unconditional
value, something which is valued not as a means but as an end, as a value in
itself, and valued not temporarily but always, i.e. valued in a timeless sense.

TLP: 6.41 runs as follows:

The sense of the world must lie outside the world. In the world everything is
as it is, and everything happens as it does happen: in it no value exists—and
if it did exist, it would have no value.

If there is any value that does have value, it must lie outside the whole
sphere of what happens and is the case. For all that happens and is the case
is accidental.

What makes it non-accidental cannot lic within the world, since if it did
it would itself be accidental.

It must lie outside the world.

It seems obvious that for Wittgenstein there are values, or there is at least
one value. That is, a talk about values is not a talk about nothing or about
something fictitious or imaginary. Had he believed that there was no value,
he would not have said: ‘Tt must Jie outside the world’ (emphasis mine). Even
to say that ‘the sense of the world must lie outside the world” is to say that the
world has sense or value. By “sense’ here he obviously means value. The value
which the world has not only, in fact, lies but must lie outside the world,
because all values being non-accidental no value can /e in the world,
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To say that no value lies in the world is in effect a way of saying that
nothing which belongs to the world has any value. But if nothing in the world
has any value, how can the world [as a whole] have any value even if that
value is said to exist outside the world? How can we then speak of the sense
of the world? One may think of invoking Moore’s principle of organic unities
to wipe off the apparent oddity in saying that the world, whose no part has
any value, has a value. But Wittgenstein’s world, which is the totality of facts
with no [necessary or intrinsic] connection between any two facts, cannot be
called an organic unity in Moore’s sense of the term. A fact is “the existence
of states of affairs’ (F7LP: 2) and ‘states of affairs are independent of one
another’ (TLP: 2.061). A totality is only an aggregation; it is not an organic
whole or unity. To call something a totality and to call it an organic whole
mean so differently that it would be inaccurate to call a totality an organic
whole or vice versa. For instance, a living body, which is ordinarily regarded
as an example of an organic whole, cannot properly be called a totality of its
constituent parts.

Since the world is the totality of facts, or all that is the case, there cannot
be a transcendental fact. But facts are accidental; we cannot say of any fact
that it must be the fact it is. Since values are non-accidental, and whatever
the world contains is accidental, therescannot be any value in it. Rather, if we
assume that there is in it a value ¥, ¥ would become accidental since the
world can contain accidental and only accidental things, and V, therefore,
would cease to be a value. This is what he seems to mean by saying: “If it did
exist, it would have no value.” Being non-accidental, values can be presumed
to introduce an element of non-accidentalness in whatever region they exist.
If, per impossible, the feat of ushering a value in the world is performed, the
incorrigibly accidental character of the world would not let it remain 2 value
by transforming or degenerating it into something accidental.

It means then that the expression ‘value-fact’ is a contradiction in terms,
because values are non-accidental and facts are accidental. Tt also means that
value-judgements cannot be propositions. ‘A proposition is a description of a
state of affairs’ (TLP: 4.023). By definition, propositions are logically, inexor-
ably, hooked to facts, or states of affairs, to things which are accidental.
Therefore, they have no place in ethics, since the latter is concerned with the
non-accidental. ‘And so it is impossible’, he says, ‘for there to be propositions
in ethics. Propositions can express nothing that is higher’ (TLP: 6.42). By
‘nothing that is higher’ he seems to mean nothing that has, or is, a value. In
this regard ‘all propositions are of equal value’ (TLP: 6.4). That is, all propo-
sitions are equally incompetent to express any value. He reiterates this point
in LOE, when speaking of a possible book giving a complete description of

[the facts of] the world. He says: ‘But all the facts described would, as it were,

stand on the same level, and in the same way all propositions stand on the
same level’ (LOE: 6). All the facts stand on the same level in the sense of
being bereft of all absolute values; and all propositions are on the same leve]
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in the sense of being about facts, and, therefore, debarred from being about
any value.

In saying or assuming that an accidental thing cannot have an absolute
value Wittgenstein is not alone. It seems to have been assumed, or taken as
unquestionable, by many metaphysicians that anything accidental, imperma-
nent, or contingent, cannot have an absolute value. This seems to be the
thinking behind the Advaita Vedantic claim that Brahman alone, being un-
sublatable in the past, present and future (zrikalabadhita), is the absolute
value. There seems to be a glossing over the distinction between the concept
of reality and that of value in all thinking of this type. If something is acci-
dental or non-necessary, then its reality is accidental, i.e. it {s accidental that
it is real. But from this it does not follow that, if it possesses a value, its
possessing that value is also accidental. Its value may be intrinsic to it in the
sense that it has it simply because of its being the kind of thing it is, i.e. be-
cause of its own intrinsic nature. Its value would then be non-relative, L.e.
absolute, because its having the value does not depend on its relation to any-
thing else. There does not seem to be any logical bar to saying that an acci-
dental thing may have a value solely in virtue of its own intrinsic nature. For
example, telling a malicious lie is something accidental, but its value, ie, its
being evil, need not be. One may say that it is evil, simply because it is an
act of telling 2 malicious lie, i.e. evil in an absolute, intrinsic sense.

One thing may bother some of us. Admitting that everything in the world
is accidental and that values are non-accidental does not entail, prove, or even
show that values lie outside the world, because they may not lie anywhere at
all, They may be the figments of our imagination. If, on the other hand, one
believes that they are not the creatures of our imagination but are objectively
real, then the above admission will entail that they lie outside the world, of
course, if it makes sense to say that they lie outside the world. Because
Wittgenstein was a man of strong ethical views, it is not unwarranted to
assume that he believed in the objectivity of values, and, therefore, when his
conception of their nature, as involving non-accidentalness, required him to
assert that they could not lie in the world, he asserted or concluded that they
must lie outside the world.

Wittgenstein says, as already quoted, that ‘if there is any value that does
have value, it must lie outside the whole sphere of what happens and is the
case’. This is to say that, if there exists any value, it must exist outside the
world, i.e. be transcendental. It foliows then that, if there is no transcendental
value, there is no value.

If a philosopher does not find any good reason for admitting that values
are transcendental, he may deny Wittgenstein’s consequent and, therefore,
deny his antecedent. He may then quite reasonably say that there is no value
and consequently nothing which an ethical judgement can predicate, i.e. affirm
or deny, of its subject. Since Wittgenstein does not want to say that there is
no value, he has to admit that values are transcendental,
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One can avoid Wittgenstein’s conclusion also if he holds the view that
values are not only not factual things, i.e. things belonging to the world [of
facts], but categorically different from them in the sense that they are not the
kind of things which can be said to exist in or outside the world. To attribute
any value to a thing is not to maké any factual statement but to express an
emotion, to make a commendation, ete. Something like this was done by the
Logical Positivists and soine other non-cognitivists. Wittgenstein avoids non-
cognitivism by according to values a transcendental status.

A non-cognitivist, who is sceptical about the admissibility of anything
transcendental, may even use Wittgenstein’s transcendentalism as a reductio
to prove non-cognitivism: if no value can be attributed to anything of the
world, then, if it can be legitimately attributed to something, the latter must be
transcendental. But there is no good reason to grant that there is anything
transcendental. However, our value-judgements do [seem to] attribute values
to things of the world. This practice of ours we can make intelligible only by
interpreting them as non-descriptive judgements, say, as prescriptions or
persuasive expressions, ete.

To rebute the above argument one may try to show that the belief in the
transcendental is well founded. But a non-cognitivist may not be deterred even
if one succeeds in showing that it is. He may adopt another, a more positive,
method to substantiate his non-cognitivist claim. As some non-cognitivist
moral philosophers have actually done, he may proceed to establish, by ana-
lyzing, for example, the logic of ethical judgements, that the primary purpose
of making an ethical judgement is not to give information about some charac-
teristic or feature of anything, worldly or transcendental, but to do something
else. Therefore, it does not matter whether or not there is anything trans-
cendental. Even if there is, an ethical judgement is not a judgement describing
some characteristic of it, just as it is not one about an empirical thing in whose
existence we may have no doubt.

Non-cognitivism, however, goes against, or refutes, if it really refutes, only
descriptivism, the theory according to which the primary purpose of an ethical
judgement is to describe some aspect or characteristic of its subject. But it
seems to me that Wittgenstein’s transcendentalism is not any kind of descrip-
tivism. An ethical judgement (or any value-judgement) is, for him, about
something transcendental. But it does not describe any feature of it since
it does not say anything, It only shows something. Only that sort of
non-cognitivist, or any, analysis, which would establish that the primary
purpose of an ethical judgement is not even te show something, may refute
him.

One who holds some variety of the error theory may try to avoid trans-
cendentalism in the following manner: we do attribute values to certain
things. But no value is an attribuie of anything, empirical or transcendental.
Therefore, it is erroncous to say of anything that it has a value. This means
that every positive value-judgement is bound to be erroneous and every nega-
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tive one pointless. When nothing can be said truly to have a value, it is trivial
or pointless to say that it does not have a particular, or any, value.

Wittgenstein would look favourably neither at non-cognitivism nor at the
error theory. To use an old-fashioned terminology, he is a transcendental
objectivist in his ethical theory. For him ethical values, or values, exist but
exist outside the world. Taking advantage of his use of such a phrase as
‘logical space’, we may say that for him values exist in transcendental space.
Maybe we cannot say but only show that something has a certain value. Still,
showing that it has is not like expressing any emotion, attitude, commenda-
tion, or prescription, efc. and certainly not like believing or saying erroneously
that something has a certain property.

It may be said that values need be treated neither as transcendental nor
as empirical properties. They are rather consequential properties in the sense
that when a thing has a certain property, or a set of properties, then on
account of, or in consequence of, its having it, we can ascribe to it a certain
value-predicate. For example, if an experience is pleasurable, i.e. has the
empirical property of being pleasant, then, because of its being so, we can
attribute to it the value of being intrinsically good. Its being pleasant is not
the same as its being good but the reason or ground for its being judged to be
good. To hold this view may be said to hold a view in between transcendenta-
lism and straightforward descriptivism. But it would not be acceptable to
Wittgenstein, nor would it be a view different from non-transcendentalism
when the latter is conceived as the opposite of Wittgenstein’s transcendental-
ism. Whether attributing a value is considered to be ascribing a consequential
property, or expressing an emotion or commendation, etc. an empirical thing,
a thing or happening of the world, may be the subject of the attribution. But,
for Wittgenstein, no value canbe attributed to anything belonging to the world.

There is another reason, not completely unrelated to the above, for
Wittgenstein’s rejecting the consequentalist status of values. By ‘value’ he
means an absolute, non-relative value, and it seems to me that to a conse-
quential value he would at the most accord only the status of a relative value.
That is, it would not be a value in his sense of the term. If an empirical thing
E is said to have the value ¥ on the ground of its having the set of properties
P, then its having V is relative to its having P. The moment it is deprived of
P, or P gets modified in any way, it would be consequently deprived of ¥, or
have V correspondingly modified. Such a ¥ will not be an absolute value, and,
therefore, a value.

The obvious implication of not allowing the ascription of any value to
anything of the world, then, about the nature of ethics is this: since ethics is
about values, we have either to say that values are transcendental and so is
ethics being about them, or that it is about nothing in case we do not admit
that values are transcendental. Wittgenstein does not think that ethics is about
nothing; rather, he thinks it an important truth to say that it is transcendental.

Since ethics is not about anything belonging to the world, i.¢. about any-
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thing factual, no ethical thing can be stated in a factual or propositional
langnage or in language when ‘langnage’ means propositional language. ‘It is
clear’, he says, ‘that ethics cannot be put into words, Ethics is transcendental’
(TLP: 6.421). Thatis, in transcending the world it transcends language as well.

According to the TLP theory of langnage, ‘the totality of propositions is
language’ (TLP: 4.001). Among propositions only factual or empirical propo-
sitions, i.e. those which are contingent, say anything. ‘The propositions of
logic are tautologies’ (F'LP: 6.1). Therefore, they ‘say nothing’ and are
analytic (TLP: 6.11). ‘Propositions show what they say: tautologies and
contradictions show that they say nothing’ (7LP: 4.461). Contingent pro-
positions do say but they say only factual things, or only rhey say factual
things. Therefore, they cannot say anything about values because values do
not lie in the world. This means that an ethical judgement, being a value-
judgement, cannot be a proposition because it is neither contingent nor
tautologous. This is what his theory of language entails and he unambigu-
ously admits it in TLP: 6.42 already quoted.

It may be drawn, then, as an obvious inference, that being non-proposi-
tional, i.e. being neither contingent nor tautological or analytic, ethical judge-
ments are meaningless, because meaningful language, or language, is, for
Wittgenstein, identical with propositional language. Something similar is the
conclusion drawn by Logical Positivists, though their theory of language is
not the same as Wittgenstein’s. They do concede that ethical judgements are
emotively meaningful, but that does not protect them from being cognitively
meaningless.

Wittgenstein does not say in TLP that ethical judgements are meaningless
or are meaningful only emotively. It seems to me that his theory of meaning
only requires him to call them non-propositional, and his conviction or faith
that values, their subject-matter, are transcendental provides him Ais reason
for saying that, though they are not about facts, they are not on that account
about nothing. But to say anyihing is to say something factual, and to claim
that they are transcendental is not to make a factual claim. Therefore, he holds
that we cannot really say but only show that they are transcendental.

Calling ethics transcendental is not trouble-free, and in LOE he seems to
be fully aware of it as well as of the difficulties involved in communicating his
transcendentalism to the then, or any, audience. In fact, it is highly unlikely
for him to have said anything without realizing the complexities it involved,
or its problematic nature if it was problematic. Therefore, he must have had
what he considered to be very compelling reasons for calling ethics transcen-
dental.

In LOE, however, he does not hesitate to declare that all judgements of
absolute value, which all genuine ethical judgements are, are nonsensical. He
says:

... I at once see clearly, as it were in a flash of light, not only that no
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description that I can think of would do to describe what I mean by abso-
iute value, but that I would reject every significant description that any-
body could possibly suggest, ab initio, on the ground of its significance.
That is to say: I see now that these nonsensical expressions (i.e. judge-
ments of absolute value) were not nonsensical because I had not yet found
the correct expressions, but that their nonsensicality was their very essence.
For all that I wanted to do with them was just fo go beyond the world
and that is to say beyond significant language (LOE: 11).

The position he takes in these lines is not, though it may seem to be, at
variance with the position he has taken in 7LP. Rather, as will be shown
below, it is in effect an elaboration of the latter and makes it clearer or its
contours more clearly visible.

An absolute value cannot be described by a significant descriptive state-
ment, and any significant statement claiming to describe it is to be rejected
because of its being significant, or rather because of its belonging to significant
language, the descriptive language. That it cannot be described is not because
of any linguistic deficiency of the describer, i.e. not because of his inability
to find suitable descriptive expressions to describe it, nor because of any defi-
ciency in descriptive language itself, i.e. because of its lacking the suitable
expressions. It cannot be described because of a much deeper reason, i.e. be-
cause in making a judgement of absolute value, in saying that a certain thing
has an absolute value, one tries to go beyond significant language which is,
for Wittgenstein, the propositional language. A judgement of value is not a
faulty, incomplete, or unclear proposition; it is not a proposition at all and it
cannot be one. If the limit of propositional language is the limit of significant
language, then one cannot go beyond it and still say something significant. To
repeat, a value-judgement is not inside significant language and, therefore,
being outside it is almost tautologically non-significant or nonsensical. It is
‘nonsensical, not because it fails to fulfil the conditions of sense, but because
it is outside the boundaries of the language which has sense. It is an expression
of man’s urge to go beyond the language which is equipped with the criteria
whose fulfilment by an expression makes it significant and non-fulfilment non-
significant.

This urge to go beyond, ‘this thrust against the limits of language is etfics’
(NB: 13), and there is a tendency in the human mind to make the thrust. For
ethics, the propensity to make the thrust, Wittgenstein says, he has a great
respect. The ethical enterprise, the enterprise to go beyond the limits of
language, is not, therefore, something worth giving up. He compares it with
a creature’s running against the walls of his cage. If the caged creature can
break the walls of his cage, or find a passage in it to go out of it, he will be-
come uncaged, i.e. free. But that he can do only if there is space outside the
cage where he can go. According to Wittgenstein’s theory of language, there
is no linguistic space outside the space of propositional language, since the
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limits of the latter are the limits of significant language. That is why he con-
fesses that ‘this running against the walls of our cage is perfectly, absolutely,
hopeless’ (LOE: 12), but certainly not condemnable.

Even if we decide to interpret Wittgenstein as holding that value-judge-
ments are nonsensical or meaningless, his position would remain very much
different from that of the Logical Positivists. The laiter might have got the
inspiration from Wittgenstein himself to hold that ethical judgements are
cognitively meaningless being unverifiable, but for them they are bona fide
constituents of language. That is why they are duty bound to satisty the veri-
fiability criterion of meaningfulness if they are to be cognitively meaningful,
and are declared to be meaningless for having failed to do that. To say that
they are emotively meaningful is explicitly to admit that they are within the
boundaries of language, occupying a part of the building different from that
occupied by empirical as well as from the one occupied by a priori statements.
It seems to me that it would be more accurate to say that for Wittgenstein
ethical judgements are neither meaningful nor meaningless, because the
distinction between the meaningful and the meaningless is applicable only
to what we say while remaining within the boundaries of language. But
because in saying an ethical thing we go, or try to go, beyond the boundaries
of language, saying it is not duty bound to satisfy the criterion or criteria of
meaningfulness which the other sayings done while remaining within the
boundaries of language are. Therefore, the attempt to say the ethical, howso-
ever hopeless it may be, need not be characterized in terms of meaning or
meaninglessness.

Rhees thinks that for Wittgenstein judgements of value do have meaning,
‘And it is because of what judgements of good and evil do mean that it is
pointless to look for their meaning in any events or facts that might be found
by science’.? That is, it is because of what they mean that Wittgenstein says
that values cannot lie in the world and must lie outside it. It is true that his
theory of language does not require him to call them meaningless, and,
therefore, in a sense they may be said to be meaningful. But to take this state-
ment strictly would imply that his conception of meaning is ambiguous, or
that he holds a dualistic theory of meaning: he holds an empirical proposition
to be meaningful in being a picture of reality and a judgement of value in
being about something transcendental. But to say all this would imply taking
away a large part of the elegant rigour he wants to preserve in the structure
of the theory of language presented in TLP, or at least undervaluing, or not
fully recognizing, his concern for what he is so keen to preserve.

Hudson, on the other hand, thinks that ‘where the picture theory of the
Tractatus is accepted, it seems impossible to avoid the conclusion that ethics
is ‘transcendental’ in the sense of meaningless’* On a strait-jacket interpreta-
tion of the TLP theory of language, judgements of value may be said to be
meaningless. But the point of Wittgenstein’s calling them transcendental seems
to emphasize the fact that they are meaningless only in the special sense of
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being non-propositional. It is because he does not want to alter or water down
the TLP theory; he not only calls them nonsensical but considers non-
sensicality to be their essence (LOE: 11-12). By calling them transcendental,
Le. by saying that they transcend the boundaries of language, he implies not
only that they transcend the boundaries of meaningful language but also that
they transcend the boundaries of meaningless language. His transcendental-
ism accords to them not only ontological transcendence, i.c. transcendence
from the world of facts, but also linguistic transcendence.

A judgement of absolute value is not for Wittgenstein a meaningless pro-
position or a disqualified candidate for being a proposition. Rather, by iis
very nature, it is such that it cannot be propositional, It is this unique status
of it which LOE highlights by saying that in making it one runs against the
boundaries or limits of language. Even if the walls of its cage are unbreakable,
it is not ignoble or meaningless on the part of the caged creature to thrust
against them. It would be a sign of insensitivity not to recognize the dignity
of the thrust. That the thrust is hopeless does make it pragmatically, but only
pragmatically and not absolutely, pointless or meaningless.

Wittgenstein is no less emphatic in calling logic transcendental than in
calling ethics transcendental. But it is also obvious that he would not accord
the same status to both, since the propositions of logic are tautologies while
the value-judgements which constitute ethicsarenot. Being non-propositional,
the latter cannot be said to be true or false, and, therefore, they cannot be
said to be tautologous, contradictory, or contingent.

Logical propositions are transcendental but not in the sense that they are
truths about some transcendental objects; they are not transcedental truths.
Logic is transcendental rather in the negaiive sense that it is not ahout the
world. It transcends it in the sense of not being about anything, about any
fact, of the world. But, though it does not say anything about the world
because it says nothing, it shows something about the world. “The fact that the
propositions of logic are tautologous shows the formal—logical properties of
language and the world’ (7LP: 6.12). Logical propositions:

... presuppose that names have meaning and elementary propositions
sense; and that is their connexion with the world. It is clear that something
about the world must be indicated by the fact that certain combinations
of symbols—whose essence involves the possession of a determinate charac-
ter—are tautologies. This contains the decisive point. We have said that
some things are arbitrary in the symbols that we use and some things are
not. In logic it is only the latter that expresses: but that means that logic
is not a field in which we express what we wish with the help of signs, but
rather one in which the nature of the natural and inevitable signs speaks
for itself (TLP: 6.124),

Logical propositions, thus, show the logical form of language or of the
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world, since the logical form of language is the same as that of the world: they
show that language is so structured, or the world is such that, certain symbols
when combined in a certain manner must give tautologies. Ethical judgements
do not do any such thing. They, on the other hand, can be said to be transcen-
dental in a much more substantial sense of being about some transcendental
things, i.e. values. But being transcendental, being not about the world, they
do not say anything, because to say anything is to say something about the
world,

Anscombe interprets Wittgenstein to mean that logical propositions ‘like
all other propositions shew something that pervades everything sayable and is
itself unsayable’.’ On this interpretation also an ethical judgement does not
show what a logical proposition does. It does not show anything that pervades
everything sayable. It cannot be said to be comparable with the Iatter on the
[alleged] ground that it shows what a value is, because no value is something
that pervades everything sayable, i.e. everything or anything empirical.

Wittgenstein makes a distinction between ‘fundamental’ ethics and ethics
as ordinarily understood. It seems that he would not like to call the latter
ethics, and that whenever he speaks of ethics, for example, when he calls it
transcendental, he means by it fundamental ethics. As is the case with his
treatment of the other related issues, he does not explicitely say what finda-
mental ethics exactly is or what he really means by calling ethics fundamental.
But the little that he says in this regard clearly suggests that fundamental
ethics or ethics properly so called, according to him, does not presuppose the
world, and, therefore, does not presuppose the social world or any society. It
presupposes only one thing, the subject, the metaphysical or nen-psychologi-
cal I, which “is not part of the world, but a boundary of the world’ (N8 79).
He repeats the same point in TLP: ‘The subject does not belong to the world:
rather it is a limit of the world’ (5.632).

He asks (NB: 79): ‘Can there be any ethics if there is no living being but
myself?” and answers in the affirmative in the next sentence: ‘If ethics is sup-
posed to be something fundamental, there can.” The lines which follow are
very revealing:

If I am right, then it is not sufficient for the ethical judgement that a world
is given,

Then the world in itself is neither good nor evil.

For it must be all one, as far concerns the existence of ethics, whether there
is living matter in the world or not. And it is clear that a world in which
there is only dead matter is in itself neither good nor evil, so even the world
of living things can in itself be neither good nor evil.

Good and evil only enter through the subject. And the subject, is not part
of the world, but a boundary of the world.

In order that there be ethics, it does not matter whether or not there is a
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world of living matter or of living bodies. The world of social beings is only a
sub-sector of the world of living matter, i.e. of the world of living beings.
Therefore, the possibility of ethics does not require social beings, i.e. beings
living in a society or having social relationships. And the world of dead, non-
living matter is obviously non-cthical. If all this is granted, then ethics cer-
tainly does not require the world; or, we can say, the world is non-ethical;
or, as Wittgenstein prefers to say, the world in itself is neither good nor evil.
Since ‘the world in itself is neither good nor evil’ and ‘good and evil only
enter through the subject’, the subject, the I, has to be conceived as not form-
ing a part of the world. This Wittgenstein does by calling it a boundary or a
limit of the world. Quite obviously a boundary or a limit of the world cannot
be a part of the world. It must, almost tautolegically, be outside or transcend
the world. Since good and evil are ascribable only to the subject and the
subject is transcendental, good and evil also become transcendental, and since
ethics is about good and evil, ethics again, almost tautologically, becomes
transcendental.

A judgement of value could be either a judgement of relative or a judge-
ment of absolute value, and it is only the latter which is for Wittgenstein an
ethical judgement in the proper sense of the term. It is only the latter with
which fundamental ethics is concerned. Under judgements of relative value
he includes judgements of two types without actually saying that they are of
two types. To the first type would belong a judgement, the subject of which
has the value the judgement ascribes to it, because it measures or comes ‘up
to a certain predetermined standard’ (LOE: 5). ‘C is a good chair’, ‘P is a
good pianist’, or ‘R is a good runner’, is a judgement of this type. There is a
standard or criterion fixed for calling a person a good runner, for example,
and, therefore, when R satisfies it we call him a good runner. The criterion of
a value consists of a set of properties, the satisfaction of which by an object
gives us the logical authority to ascribe the value to the latter.

To the second type would belong such judgements which ascribe to their
subjects what may be called instrumental or extrinsic values. In a judgement
of this type the subject is a means to something else, and it has the value as-
cribed to it, because it is a means to the latter. We say that money is a good
thing, because it is a means to happiness. Wittgenstein’s example ‘it is impor-
tant for me not to catch cold’ is a judgement of this type. The importance or
value of not catching cold consists in not letting those describable disturbances
occur to me which catching cold produces, Not catching cold is a means to
avoid the disturbances which catching cold produces, and the value or impor-
tance it has is derived from its being a means to the latter.

Let us call the first type of judgements criterial and the second instrumen-
tal. Both are judgements of relative value in the sense that the value ascribed to
the subject in both is relative to something other than the subject. R’s being
a good runner is relative to there being a set of properties costituting the
criterion or standard of a good runner and R's satisfying the criterion. Simi-
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larly, the value of my not catching cold is relative to the value of something
other than it, namely, the avoidance of a set of disturbances to which it is a
means, But there is a difference between the two cases. A good runner is not a
means to anything. A runner is a good runner, if he satisfies the criterion of a
good runner, and among the constituents of the criterion there need not be a
requirement that he or his running is a means to something else. But the sub-
ject of an instrumental judgement must be 2 means to something else. Other-
wise its value would not be an instrumental value, i.e, it would not have any
value as a means.

When we say that X has an instrumental value ¥ because it is a means to
Y, it is not necessary that ¥ is taken to possess a non-instrumental vaiue in an
ultimate sense, What is necessary is that its value is not questioned in the con-
text in which X’s being a means to it is considered to be sufficient, or neces-
sary, for attributing V¥ to X. What is crucial to X's having ¥V is its being re-
lated to ¥ as a means to Y. But nothing is by itself a means; it becomes one
when it is used by an agent to achieve what he considers to be achievable by it.
Tt is reasonable to consider X to be a means to ¥, if the available evidence
shows a high probability of its leading to the procurement of ¥. It is an actual
means to ¥, if its use by an agent actually enables him to procure Y. It is
obvious that one can be obligated to use X to obtain ¥, only if he wants,
intends, or purposes to obtain ¥. The assumption of his being a rational
person is, of course, there, since not to use the means to the end one wants
to achieve when he is in a position to use it is a sign of irrationality.

The concept of agency, of the agent’s intention, purpose, or goal, is thus
built into the concept of a means and, therefore, into that of an instrumental
value. Tt is this factor which distinguishes a means from a cause, or instru-
mental value from casual power. Running fast is a cause of perspiration, but
it becomes a means to the latter only when it is used by an agent, say, an
athlete, in order to, or with the intention to, produce perspiration. It may be
30 used, because the agent believes that it is a cause of the latter. But what
makes it a means is not its [believed or real] causality but the agent’s use of it.
The instrumental value of a thing may, therefore, be said to be relative to the
agent’s intention or purpose as well,

The criterial value of a thing is relative to its fulfilling the relevant criterion
by having the set of properties constituting the latter. But it is not necessary
that a reference to any agent’s intention or purpose be included in the set. It
is possible that the criterion of a good runner is fixed in purely objective,
impersonal, non-psychological terms. The criterion or criteria of a beautiful

“human figure may, in a beauty contest, b fixed in such terms to eliminate or

minimize the possibility of a judge’s verdict being influenced by his personal
likes or dislikes. Wittgenstein does not, however, distinguish between what I
have called the criterial and instrumental varieties of relative judgements, and
perhaps the respects in which I have shown them to differ do not matter for
his major claim or claims about ethics or ethical judgements,
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For him, then, in any judgement of relative value, whether criterial or
instrumental, the value ascribed to its subject is relative to something external
toit. But the matter does not end there. Its relativity makes it a mere statement
of fact. Every judgement of relative value can be rephrased in the form of a
statement of fact. For example, (4) ‘Catching cold is bad’ is equivalent to
some such statement of fact as ‘Catching cold leads to certain discomforts’,
and (b) ‘R is a good runner’ to some such one as ‘R runs a certain number of
miles in 2 certain number of minutes’. Since ‘no statement of fact can ever be,
or imply, a judgement of absolute value’ (LOE: 6), a judgement of relative
value is not a judgement of absolute value. It cannot, therefore, be an ethical
Judgement, because the latter is a judgement of absolute value. It is not, pro-
perly speaking, a judgement of value, because unless a judgement is one of
absolute value Wittgenstein would not call it a genuine judgement of value.

He thus hoids that there is an unbridgeable gap between a statement of
fact and a judgement of absolute value. Why there 4as to be a gap between
the two has not been elaborately discussed by him as an independent issue.
But he does try to show how a judgement of relative value differs from a
judgement of absolute value. Since the former is a statement of fact, his des-
cription or exaplanation of the distinction between the two may be construed
as his description or explanation of the distinction between a statement of
fact and a judgement of absolute value (or an ethical | udgement).

He says that, if an omniscient person who knows every thing about the
world writes a big book giving a complete description of the world, the book
‘would contain nothing that we would call an ethical judgement or anything
that would logically imply such a judgement’ (LOE: 6). It would contain all
true propositions but no judgement of absolute value. But to say ail this is only
to reiterate that to describe or state a fact is different from ascribing an abso-
lute value to a thing. It does not say why or how describing is not evaluating.

Let us now turn to his account of the distinction between a judgement of
relative and one of absolute value. The relative judgement 4 is the right road
to B’, he says, would mean ‘A4 is the road one has to take, if one wants to reach
B in the shortest time’. Suppose, we succeed in formulating an absolute judge-
ment and say, for example, that some road is the absolutely right road, or
that some state of affairs is absolutely good.

Thenthe absolutely right road [he says] would be the road which everybody
on seeing it would, with logical necessity have to go, or be ashamed for
not going. And similarly the absolute good, if it is a describable state of
affairs, would be one which everybody, independent of his tastes and incli-
nations, would necessarily bring about or feel guilty for not bringing about
(LOE: 7).

If X is absolutely right (or good), then everybody is (2) bound to de some-
thing, (b) is bound to do it irrespective of his likes and dislikes, (¢) is bound to
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do it necessarily (or with logical necessity), and (d) to fee! guilty (or ashamed)
for not doing it. It is not difficult to recognize that what ordinarily goes in the
name of a judgement of relative value or a statement of fact does not have all
of these four features. Therefore, one may think that, by characterizing a
judgement of absolute value in the way he does and calling an ethical judge-
ment an absolute judgement, Wittgenstein satisfactorily explains how or why
an cthical judgement is to be distinguished from a judgement of relative value.
But this would mean too much of optimism, because, as will be shown below,
the above characterization is not only highly complex but also not casily
comprehensible.

That an ethical judgement must have the four features follows from the
way he characterizes what could be called absolutely right or good. The core
of his characterization is that to admit or hold that something is absolutely
right or good is to do something. This is not an unheard-off claim. We know
that many philosophers hold this view. But, as we shall see a little later,
Wittgenstein himself denies it when he says that the ethical will, i.e. the meta-
physical or transcendental will, which alone is the bearer of an absolute value,
cannot bring about any change in the world, But the most troublesome factor
in the characterization is the incorporation of the element of logical necessity.
Necessity and logical necessity, according to the TLP theory of language,
mean the same thing, and only logical propositionsare necessary. But the latter
are tautologies. An ethical judgement cannot be necessary in the sense in
which a logical proposition is, as it will then be a tautology, and a tautology
cannot be an ethical judgement.

He says that, if a state of affairs is absolutely good, then everybody would
necessarily bring it about. Whatsoever be its meaning, what ‘necessarily’
means here cannot be the same even for Wittgenstein, as what it means when,
for example, we say that everybody who divides fifty by ten necessarily devides
one even number by another, There is no other alternative possible in the
latter cass. But Wittgenstein implicitly admits the possibility of one’s not
bringing about the absolutely good state of affairs when he says that one
would “feel guilty for not bringing it about’. If bringing the absolutely good
state of affairs is necessary, then one cannot miss to bring it about; and if he
cannot, the question of feeling guilty for having missed to bring it about would
not arise. Therefore, this necessity cannot self-consistently be taken in an
absolutely necessitarian sense.

An ethical judgement, as ordinarily understood, has built into it an ele-
ment of commitment or bindingness in the sense that one who admits or
acknowledges that X is ethically right (or ¥ is ethically good) commits or binds
himself, in a rather logical or quasi-logical sense, to doing X (or bringing ¥
about); or at least to being disposed, prepared, or inclined to do X (or bring
Y about). It may, therefore, be said that X's being ethically right is an over-
riding and conclusive consideration for doing it. It is overriding in the sense
that it overrides ail considerations which may go against doing it and con-
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clusive in the sense that no additional consideration is required to justify doing
it. One may think that Wittgenstein really intends to highlight these features
of an ethical judgement by exaggeratingly calling it necessary. In what he says
in LOE: 5, one may read some support for this interpretation. But it seems
to me that it would go against some of his most basic ideas about the nature
of ethics or ethical judgements.

He says there that, when one finds a person playing tennis badly and tells
bim that he is playing it pretty badly, the latter may reply by saying ‘[ know,
I'm playing badly, but I don’t want to play any better.” At this point the for-
mer can very well say: ‘Ah, then, that’s all right’. But, suppose, he finds a
person telling a preposterous licand says to him that he is behaving like a
beast. If the latter replies to him by saying ‘T know I behave badly, but then
I don’t want to behave any better’, he cannot say “Ah, then, that’s all right’.
Rather, he would say ‘Well, you ought to want to behave better’. ‘Here you
have’, Wittgenstein says, ‘an absolute judgement of value, whereas the first
instance was one of relative judgement’ (LOE: 5).

(@) ‘Ah, then, that’s all right’ is, thus, for him, a relative judgement and
(&) *Well, you ought to want to behave better’ an absolute one. (¢) has been
uttered in a non-ethical context, because playing tennis is non-ethical; while
(b) has been uttered in an ethical context, because telling a preposterous lie
is ethical (in the negative sense of being ethically evil). What he seems to bring
out by means of these examples is that the obligation to play tennis well is
relative to what one wants or aims at. It can be required of him only if he
wants to play well for whatever be his reason, i.c. only if it serves some pur-
pose of his. But the obligation to abstain from telling a preposterous lie is not
relative to anything. It is rather never right to teli a preposterous lie. The liar
cannot extricate himself from the obligation to behave better than the way he
is behaving by saying he does not want to, as the bad tennis player can from
playing tennis well. This is so, because one’s wants, intentions, or goals are
not relevant to the normative force or power of an ethical, i.e. absolute value
or judgement, while they are to that of a non-cthical, i.e. relative value or
judgement.

Consequently, in a rather conceptual sense, as a reaction to the liar’s ‘I
do not want to behave better’, itis inappropriate to say ‘Ah, then, that’s all
right” and appropriate to say ‘Well, you oughf to want to behave better’. On
the other hand, again in a conceptual sense, it is not appropriate to react to
the bad tennis player’s ‘I do not want to play better’ by saying ‘Well, you
ought to want to play better’, because playing tennis well is not something
which he ought to want to play in an unconditional sense, i.e. because there
need not be anything wrong in his not wanting to play tennis well, or better
than the way he is, in fact, playing. If playing tennis better is not going to
serve any purpose of his, there is no point in telling him that he ought to, or
ought to want to, play it better. That is why it is appropriate in his case to
react by saying ‘Ah, then, that’s all right’,
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All this amounts, one may conclude, to merely saying that the ethical
rightness of an action is an overriding and conclusive reason for doing it.
Therefore, to know that something is ethically, i.e. absolutely, right is to have
such a reason for doing it. But this is very different from saying that to know
what is ethically right is necessarily to do it. The latter is much stronger than
the former, and it is this, the stronger position, which is Witigenstein’s.
Rather, it scems to me that he would not at all be satisfied with calling the
acknowledgement of any ethical judgement an overriding and conclusive
reason for any sort of action for the following reasons. Firstly, the claim of
overridingness, etc. is very closely linked with the claim that ethical judgements
are practical in nature. To hold that they are overriding is to hold that they
are action-guiding. But Wittgenstein does not consider them to be practical
or action-guiding. Secondly, overridingness does not require that an ethical
judgement could be only about a transcendental thing, or that only the
transcendental seif or subject could be the bearer of an absolute value. An
ethical judgement could be an overriding consideration for doing something
mundane, and, therefore, a mundane thing could be the subject of an ethical
judgement. There is nothing logically objectionable in the latter’s being about
a thing of the world and still being an overriding consideration. But Wittgens-
tein is very keen to maintain the transcendental character of ethical judge-

‘ments. To nothing mundane, according to him, can an ethical value be as-

cribed, and, therefore, he cannot accept a view which makes it possible to do
that. If there were a value ascribable to a thing of the world, it would make
the world non-accidental, and that is impossible. Or, it itself would become
accidental, being a constituent of an essentially accidental world, and, there-
fore, would cease to be a value. This, too, is impossibie.

His primary reason for saying that a judgement of relative value is not an
ethical judgement is that itis, in effect, a mere statement of fact. The majority
of modern philosophers would aceept the logical difference between an ethical
judgement and a factual statement, but perhaps none would on the ground
on which Wittgenstein does. For him the former is not a factual statement
because it is necessary while the latter is never necessary. That a factual state-
ment is never necessary is also accepted by the majority of modern philo-
sophers and roughly on the same ground on which Wittgenstein does. There
is nothing necessary in a fact being what it is and, therefore, nothing necessary
in the statement which refers to it (if it is irue). Therefore, to prove that an
ethical judgement js not a factual statement he has mainly to prove that the
former is necessary. Of course, its necessity has to be of a sort different from
that of a logical proposition. The later is necessary, because it is true on
account of the symbolism or language being what it is or being structured as
it is. It is obvious that an ethical judgement is not necessary for this reason,
and, therefore, Wittgenstein’s not taking pains to show that it is not is not
any lapse on his part. However, he has to show in which specific sense it is
necessary. But to all intents and purposes it remains, as has been shown in
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the preceding discussion, a very scantily argued premise. This fact also makes
his claim about the logical gap between an ethical judgement and a factual
statement remain unestablished or very inadequately established.

An ethical predicate for Wittgenstein is a non-empirical or non-factual
predicate. To say this, too, is nothing very strange. Even intutionists call it
non-factual. Moore calls it non-natural and Wittgenstein calls it supernatural.
But, though for Moore an ethical judgement is not a factual statement, its
subject can be a natural, empirical, or non-transcendental object. An ethical
predicate can be ascribed, for example, to personal affection which is a pheno-
menon of the empirical world. Wittgenstein seems to go beyond Moore in a
rather vertical direction. For him an ethical predicate is a supernatural one
ascribable only to something supernatural or transcendental. All this is said
to happen, because nothing in the world is necessary and all absolute values
are necessary. What sort of necessity an ethical judgement, ascribing a super-
natural predicate to a supernatural subject, would have is really extremely
hard to comprehend, as it transports the concept of necessity to the highly
rarefied world of a too abstruse metaphysics.

In CAV: 3 he says: “What is good is also divine. Queer as it sounds, that
sums up my ethics. Only something supernatural can express the super-
natural.” But even this remark does not help much. To me it does not seem to
be saying anything different from his earlier position that ethics is transcen-
dental, or that ethical predicates are supernatural.

If the world has only accidental things and values are necessary, then
values cannot be in the world. But Wittgenstein does not say or show why
they or judgements of absolute value are to be called necessary. TLP does not
give any reason for it, and, when he tries to explain the meaning of necessity
in LOE, he runs, as we have seen, into rough weather. He seems to be very
much possessed with idea that there has to be necessity in values. It is also
crucial for him that it is there, because necessity of values is the only or main
ground on which he calls them transcendental. That is why his not giving &
satisfactory or philosophically defensible sense to their necessity makes the
foundation of his transcendentalism or transcendental ethics very weak.

But let us assume that an ethical value is necessary in Wittgenstein’s sense,
meaning thereby that an absolutely good state of affairs would be that which
everybody would necessarily bring about and if he does not he would feel
guilty. But no state of affairs has, he says, this sort of coercive power. An
absolutely good state of affairs is rather a chimera, though we are still tempted
to use such expressions as ‘absolute good’, ‘absolute value’, etc. Therefore,
we have to face the question ‘what have we in mind and what do we try to
express” when we use them (LOE: 7). His answer is that then we make a
paradoxial use of language, a use in which we try to say something by means
of a simile which is really a simile for nothing.

Wittgenstein mentions three experiences which to him seem to have abso-
lute value: the experience of wondering at the existence of the world, the
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experience of feeling absolutely safe whatever happens, and the experience of
feeling guilty. I shall take up only the first and explain how, according to him,
calling it absolutely good necessarily involves a misuse of language.

Let us use ‘the experience of wondering at the existence of the world is
absolutely good” as an example of an ethical judgement to give to the discus-
sion a clearly visible direction. To wonder at the existence of a thing is to
think of it as something unusual or extraordinary, as something so much
unlike what a normal instance of it is found or expected to be that it looks like
a miracle. This we do when, for example, we come across a dog of extra-
ordinary size. The linguistic expression of wonder necessarily involves a
simile, a reference to a thing with which the thing wondered at is compared;
and the comparison shows that the latter is similar to the former in some
respects but very much dissimilar from it in many other important ones,
That is how wondering at the existence of an extraordinary, miraculous, dog
is meaningful. But there is no other, ordinary, normal or standard world with
whose existence the existence of the world wondered at can be compared:
we cannot say thatit is similar to the ordinary one in only such and such res-
pects but dissimilar from it in many other important ones. Therefore, in
saying that one wonders at the existence of the world he is using a simile when
it is not possible to fulfil the conditions of the meaningful use of the simile, He
is consequently misusing language. To wonder at a thing is also to conceive
that it might not have existed. But we cannot imagine the world not existing.

Wittgenstein’s conclusion, therefore, is that whenever we try to express
an ethical judgement, we iry to go “beyond significant language’ (LOE: 11).
In expressing it we have to use a simile.

(But) a simile must be the simile for something. And if I can describe a
fact by means of a simile I must also be able to drop the simile and simply
to state the facts without it. Now in our case as soon as we try to drop the
simile and simply to state the facts which stand behind it, we find that
there are no such facts. And so, what at first appeared to be a simile now
seems to be mere nonsense (LOE: 10).

To experience wonder at the existence of the world is thus to see it as a
miracle, and any expression of it in language is bound to be meaningless. He
says he is ‘tempted to say that the right expression in language for the miracle
... is the existence of language itself’ (LOE: 11). This is a puzzling remark.
It seems to me that what he means by it is that the very existence of language,
the very fact that language is what it is, shows that we cannot express this
wonder in language. Language is propositional and can express only facts;
it is capable only of conveying natural meaning and sense whereas absolute
values are supernatural (or transcendental). But we are tempted to express
them in language. For example, when we have anyone of the three experiences,
we are tempted to ascribe an absolute value to it. But, since we cannot express
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this ascription in a proposition, in trying to express it we are really trying to
cross the limits of language and are thus bound to talk nonsense.

We cannot, therefore, give an example of any ethical judgement or any
Judgement of absolute value for that matter. Any talk about it consequently
has to be a mere typothetical one. We can, for example, say only such things:
if there is an ethical judgement, it would be different from a statement of fact,
necessary, transcendental, etc. We shall, however continue being tempted to
ascribe absolute values to certain things and thereby producing nonsense,
not because of any linguistic incompetence on our part but because of the
essential limitations of language. This temptation arises from the human
desire or tendency to say something about the absolute good, and, in spite of
its being inevitable, that it would remain unfulfilled or meet with frustration,
Wittgenstein considers it respectable.

The three experiences seem to Wittgenstein to have absolute value, though
it is not meaningfully sayable that they have. But they may not seem to have
absolute value to someone else, and, therefore, may not tempt him to try to
go beyond language by saying that they have, In fact, it seems puzzling to say
that the experience of wondering at the existence of the world has absolute
value. The other two, the experience of feeling absolutely safe whatever
happens and that of feeling guilty, do not seem to be in a more advantageous
position. Wittgenstein does not say what is there in the three which tempts
him to say or think that they have absolute value. '

His analysis of the concept of wondering at the existence of the world,
as explained earlier, only shows that the concept itself is infected with a para-
dox or self-inconsistency. This means that to say anything of this sort of
wondering, and not only to say that it has absolute value, would be meaning-
less. The same is the case with the other two. For example, the concept of
feeling absolutely safe whatever happens can be shown to be suffering from a
similar vice.

Lam safe in my room [he says] when I cannot be run over by an omnibus ...
To be safe essentially means that it is physicaily impossible that certain
things should happen to me and therefore it’s nonsense to say that T am
safe whatever happens. Again this is a misuse of the word ‘safe’ as
the other example was a misuse of the word ‘existence’ or ‘wondering’
(LOE: 9).

The absolute judgement, “The experience of wondering at the existence of the
world is absolutely good’, or ‘The experience of feeling absolutely safe what-
ever happens is absolutely good’, is thus non-significant, or a case of trying to
go beyond significant language, not because it is a judgement of absolute value
but because its subject is logically defective. It is difficult, therefore, to take
either one as exhibiting that ascribing an absolute value to a thing is to misuse
language.
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Besides, the experience of wondering at the existence of the world may
mean an expericnce of genuine wonder to a metaphysician of a different
affiliation, say, to an Advaitin, Suppose, the latter is convinced by his logic
and intuitive experience that Brahman alone is real and is a pure unity comple-
tely bereft of multiplicity and accidentalness. But he finds himself confronted
with the empirical world containing multiplicity and accidentalness, a world
which cannot be real but still is found to be there, and he, therefore, wonders
at its existence. We may reject his metaphysics of Brahman, but we cannot
deny that in the framework of his metaphysics his wondering is genuine or
rather natural. His solution that the world is an appearance (mdya), meaning
by ‘appearance’ something which is not real but appears to be real, and his
explanation—metaphysical and epistemological—of this appearance again
may or may not be considered satisfactory. But it is nevertheless troe that
within his metaphysical framework his attempt to make the wonder intelligible
and to make it vanish is a genuine philosophical attempt. His saying that the
really not real world appears to be real because of our ignorance about the
nature of the reaily real Brahman and ceases to appear real when knowledge
of the latter is attained is an attempt to make the wonder vanish, It is very
similar to a scientist’s attempt to make us stop wondering at the occurrence
of a dark night-like phenomenon during the day by calling it a case of comple-
te solar eclipse. The experience of wondering meaningfully at the existence
of anything presupposes a metaphysical framework, and the experience of
wondering at the existence of the world need not be meaningless or paradoxial
in every metaphysical framework.

Since nothing in the world can have a value, the bearer of good and evil
must lie outside its boundaries. This bearer is the will. ‘I will call “will”, he
says, “first and foremost the bearer of good and evil”’ (NB: 76¢). ‘Good and
evil only enter through the subject. And the subject is not part of the world,
but a boundary of the world’ (Ibid., 79).

The thinking subject is surely mere iilusion. But the willing subject exists.
If the will did not exist, neither would there be that centre of the world,
which we call the I, and which is the bearer of ethics (Ibid., 80¢).

The subject, which ‘I’ denotes, is not a part of the world but a presupposi-
tion of its existence (fbid,, 79¢). The ‘I’ cannot be made the object of any
experience. ‘So there really is a way in which there can and must be mention
ofthe Tina non-psychological sense in philosophy” (#bid., 80c). “The philoso-
phical T is not the human being, not the human body or the human soul with
psychological properties, but the metaphysical subject...” (#bid., 82e).

Ethical values belong only to the subject, and the subject is a willing, not
a thinking, subject. By will, therefore, Wittgenstein does not mean the empi-
rical or psychological will which, we may say, one experiences in willed
behaviour. The willing subject or will being the presupposition of the world,
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the totality of facts, cannot be a part of the world, becanse a presupposition
cannot be a part of what presupposes it. N
Several philosophers consider the subject to be a plresuppc_)smon of .the
world. But then, by and large, they take it to be a thinking sqb_]ect. To think
of the world as a whole is, they would say, to make it an objf:ct of thought.
This can be done only by a subject which is not itself an object of thought
but rather a pure thinking subject which can think of_the world as a \.vhqle.
But, for Wittgenstein, ‘the subject is the wilIing subject’ and the thmk_mg
subject is an illusion. If the world being all thaft is the case can bf’ an objegt
of thought, then it is not unnatural to say that it presupposes a t'h{nkmg sub-
ject. But it is not at all clear how it can be said to presuppose a willing sx{bject.
The willing subject or the transcendental will is not an agent. Af:tmg or
participating in the transactions of the world. is? not any of its bum_ness, I.t
cannot participate in worldly affairs, becauseit is transcendental. If it parti-
cipated in the affairs of the world, it would enter the world, become a ppeno-
menon of the world, and consequently accidental. It cann().t, therefore, mt{'o_-
duce any change iz the world. On the other hand, the wqumgs of the empm-
cal will, what we call actions or instances of willed behaviour, are categorially
of the same type as of other happenings in the world 'and‘ therefore cannot
have any ethical value. In the words of Wittget%stem. : *...what happens:
whether it comes from a stone or from my body is neither good nor bad
: 84e).
(Nﬁit is th)e transcendental will which alone can be good or evil and, _tparafm:e,
it can be called the ethical will. Since it is a non-agent, a non-]?artlmpant,.ns
goodness can consist only in something internal to 'it. It consists, .accordmg
to Wittgenstein, in a certain attitude towards, a certain way of looking at, tl}e
world as a whole. The good will stands at the boundary of the world, not in
the midst of the things which compose it, and looks at the \ivhole w_orId,‘ not
at any particular thing or event in it, in a certain spe_ctatf)r-lrke f‘as‘;hxon. .The:
will is an attitude of the subject to the world. The subject is the willing subject
(NB: 87¢). . Ll
To say that the will is an attitude of the subject afnounts to saying t a.t 1
is a particular way of looking at the world by the subje‘ct. The way of lo?klng
at the world which makes the will good is to look at it renm-mcmgly. Ican
make myself independent of the world—and so in a certain sense ma}flte_:r
it—by renouncing any influence on happenings’ .(NB: ’I.Se). The good will is
also the happy will. ‘The only life that is happy is t‘he life that can renounce
the amenities of the world’ (¥B: 8le). Renunciation or happmes‘s is also
linked with knowledge. ‘How can a man be happy at all’, he asks, since he
cannot ward off the misery of the world? His answer to the qu_esuon is:
‘Through the life of knowledge. The good conscience is the happiness that
ife of knowledge preserves’ (lbid.). . .
the\;&lft;ttgenstein doegs n%t say what he means by knowledge. But_ its meaning
has to be such that it pieces together with the concepts of happiness and re-
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nunciation. It is obvious that it cannot be knowledge about anything or event
of the world, nor about ali of its things or events. Tt seems to me that it is the
knowledge that the will is transcendental and that it alone, and nothing of
the world, is good or evil. The proper attitude to take, for such a will, towards
the world would naturally be the attitude of renunciation or detachment.

The only link between the good will and the world, if we are permitted
to speak of a link between them, would then be the attitude of renunciation
taken by the will towards the world. Therefore, the world would be to this
will what he takes it to be: “The world of the happy is a happy world’ (NB:
78e). Since the will looks at the whole world in a certain way, its looking at
it would affect the whole world:

If good or bad exercise of the will does alter the world, it can alter only
the limits of the world, not the facts—not what can be expressed by means
of language,

In short the effect must be that it becomes an altogether different
world. It must, so to speak, wax and wane as a whole,

The world of the happy man is a different one from that of the un-
happy man (TLP: 6.43).

Since language can convey any information only about facts, how the
whole world has been affected by good or bad willing ‘cannot be portrayed by
language but can only be shewn in language’ (NB: 73). It is not clear how
language can show it. But even to say how language can show it would mean
saying it, or saying something about it, however minimal that might be.
Therefore, Wittgenstein might be right in not having made the attempt. But
it is also obvious that things become quite opaque at this point.

The will becomes the good will or the happy will through knowledge or
renunciation. But the concepts of both knowledge and renunciation have
their own logic which throws up some important issues. Take the concept of
knowledge. Knowledge is always knowledge of something, and it can be said
to be required only when a preceding state of its absence or a state of relevant
ignorance is assumed. When the Advaitin says that knowledge of the self is,
or is the means to, liberation, he assumes the possibility of ignorance about the
nature of the self in the unliberated individual. The will, therefore, has to
be ingnorant of what it is the knowledge of which it is to acquire in order to
become happy. If this knowledge is the knowledge of the will's transcending
the world, then it would mean that it has to be antecedently ignorant of its
own nature or ontological status. This would be a position roughly similar
to the Advaitin’s. But then there would be some problems because of Wittgen-
stein’s denial of the thinking subject. Ignorance and its removal by acquiring

knowledge can be ascribed only to a thinking and not to a willing subject.
Not to will in a certain way is not to be ignorant of something or to will in 2
certain way to have knowledge of something, though not willing in a certain
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way may be linked with some sort of ignorance and willing in a certain way
with some sort of knowledge.

The concept of renunciation is, similarly, applicable in a significant manner
only when an antecedent state of attachment or involverment is assumed.
In point of logic, one cannot renounce something with which it is not possible
forhim to have any link. The will cannotbe involved inthe affairs of the
world as it completely transcends the world. Then, how can it be asked
to renounce the world or to have an attitude of renunciation towards it or
?owards its amenitics? Being the limit of the world, it cannot have any
influence on any happening in the world, and, therefore, it is unintelligible to
speak of its renouncing any influence on world’s happenings.

f.\ Pon-transcendent, participating will may be required to renounce its
participation in the world’s affairs, or to continue it but with an attitude of
renunciation. The latter possibility is very much emphasized in some sectors
of classical Indian ethics. But Wittgenstein does not seem to give any impor-
tance to it because of his insistence on the transcendence of the will. The
el.;hica.l will is the transcendental will, and the transcendental will cannot parti-
cipate in the affairs of the world. But unless there is some possibility of its
getting involved in the latter or of there being at least an illusion that it is
involved, it is difficult to understand its renouncing its involvement. If we
cannot ascribe meaningfully or intelligibly renunciation or knowledge to it,
we can_no.t also ascribe happiness, since it is said to get happiness through
renunciation or knowledge. It would then be difficuit even to call it good or
evil, though Wittgenstein says that it alone is.

Perhaps he would not resent our saying all this on the ground that such
problems are bound to afise when we try to talk about anything transcenden-
tal, for our language is not competent to be used in such talks. He explicitly
says: ‘It is impossible to speak about the will in so far as it is the subject of
ethical attributes. And the will as a phenomenon is only of interest to psycho-
logy’ (TLP: 6.423). The ethical will is unspeakable. The will as a phenome-
non, the empirical will, is speakable, but is of no relevance to philosophy or
ethics, because, being a phenomenon, it is like any other phenomenon of the
world and, therefore, ncither good nor evil. All willed movements, we have
seen, are, like other events or happenings, accidental and cannot, therefore
have any value. , ’

As ordinarily understood, ethics is concerned with the evaluation of hu-
man beings and their actions, intentions, institutions, etc. and ethical life is
ta_ken to be a participatory life, a life which participates in the affairs or wor-
kings of the human world. That is why neither ethics, nor ethical life, is consi-
derfed to be transcendental. For Wittgenstein the will alone is the bearer of
cthical values and is transcendental, It is the will’s transcendentality which
ma%ces ethics transcendental. The will becomes ethical not in or by performing
act{ons‘ of a certain type, not by pursuing certain ends or fulfilling a set of
obligations, i.e. not by participating in the affairs of the world but by renoun-
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cing it. Therefore, to be ethical, in his sense of the term, the will has to frans-
cend, go beyond, or leave behind, the ethical way of living in the ordinary,
i.. participatory, sense of the term. The ethicalwill transcends the world, and,
therefore, it also transcends the worldly ethics, i.e. ethics as ordinarily under-
stood. Wittgenstein would perhaps not accept that as ethics which is ordinarily
understood by the term ‘ethics’, and consider his transcendental ethics alone
as deserving the name. But it remains true that his transcendental ethics
transcends what we ordinarily call ethics. In transcending to what is ethical
in his sense of the term, one has to transcend the world and, therefore, to
transcend the ethics of the world, i.e. ethics in the ordinary sense of the term.

A plea for transcendental ethics is thus not very different from one for
transcending ordinary ethics. The transcendental will, being beyond the
world, is naturaily beyond ordinary, worldly ethics. It remains always out of
the zone of what is ordinarily ethical, and, therefore, ordinary ethical predi-
cates cannot apply to it. The Advaitin Sankara may not agree to call the libe-
rated self a will; but he admits that in transcending the world it transcends
ethics or good and evil, for by ethics he means ethics as is ordinarily under-
stood. Wittgenstein secems to adopt the other way. By not agreeing to accept
ordinary ethics as ethics and by restricting the application of ethical predicates
only to the transcendental will, he declares that only the transcendental will
is ethical and nothing in the world is. But, in effect, his will also transcends
ordinary ethics or is beyond good and evil as ordinarily understood.

To reach transcendental ethics is, therefore, not to reach a truer, purer,
or higher kind of what is ordinarily understood as ethics. It is to transcend
the latter. If a philosopher asserts—but Wittgenstein does not—that by
going beyond (ordinary) ethics in developing a non-participatory, renuncia-
tory attitude one reaches iranscendental ethics, he may give the impression
that in this process one rises above a lower ethics and becomes the recipient
of a higher one. But this impression will be dissipated as soon as the ambiguity
of “ethics’ in its two occurrences in his assertion is noticed. If ethics has neces-
sarily to do with man’s participation or involvement in the affairs of the
world as ‘cthics’ means in the phrase ‘ordinary ethics’ (or in ‘ethics as ordi-
narily understood”), then only ordinary ethics, and not transcendental ethics,
is ethics. If, on the other hand, ethics has necessarily to do with the will’s or
the self’s non-participation or non-involvement in the affairs of the world,
then only transcendental, and not ordinary ethics is ethics. Whichever mode
of speaking one adopts, neither ordinary ethics is shown to be a lower form
of transcendental ethics, nor the latter a higher form of the former.
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The word that became the absolute:
relevance of Sarkara's ontology of language

SOM RAJ GUPTA
Kirori Mal College, Delhi

Language is an instrument for the zoon politikon, an instrument of expression
and of concealment. It is a factor responsible for man’s relationships with
others and his alienation from others. And yet even in concealing things from
others man shares his life with them. For what he conceals from others, what
he would keep to himself is a gift from others; more accurately speaking, it
is a gift from what Wittgenstein calls “a form of life’. For it is in the context
of a life-pattern that things get identified through language. In truth, even
the kind of identity one has and cherishes is a gift from the polis, the form of
life one shares with others. Man is a Mitsein, a being with others.

But what kind of being is a Mitsein, a zoon politikon? Men and things get
identified in a social culture through language. But language identifies things
and creatures through universals. There are pronouns too—pronouns like
‘P, ‘you’, ‘this’, etc.—to identify phenomena. But such pronouns are in-
adequate determinants for the purpose of social life. There have to be further
descriptions to make a phenomenon get placed in the fabric of meaning
constituting a particular form of life. And this fabric of meaning consists of
generalities, patterns, categories and universals. Therefore, the identity I
come to acquire as a zoon politikon is only an abstraction. And abstractions

* are never truly referential, they are only interpretative. That is to say, an

abstraction does not really, genuinely, constitute an existent, cannot take us
into the reality of an existent; it can only classify it adventitiously.

In a way Wittgenstein was right when he said that there was no linguisti-
cally identifiable experience which was exclusively private. In truth, language
has nothing to do with the real existent, it is concerned with the universal
abstract. It reduces an existent into an illustrative example of a category, and
cannot recognize it as something unique and irreplaceable. Linguistically
interpreted, [am a man, a teacher, a fool, a wise man; a mere interpretation,
living in a world which is also an interpretation. That I had to be given a
proper name is an acknowledgement of the truth that linguistic concepts are
unable to encompass me. But a proper name in itself gives no description of
me; it serves only as a subject term which makes no sense without predicate
terms. It is the predicate term alone that identifies me in society, and predicate
terms are abstract universals. Thus, by converting the proper name into a
subject term, the zoon politikon conceals his awareness of the irrelevance of
language to his own real self, but only of that language which is itself a form
of sociality and constitutes and is constituted by society. In modern philoso-
phical thinking, language is, by and large, taken in this sense. But there can
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be other ways of looking at language. We shali, a little later, speak of an
approach to language radically different from the modern approach.

The act of sabotage through the proper noun does not really work. For
one context will disown the Interpretations valid in another context, and the

‘ ill see life as an endless series of interpretations, even
when they may not view it as informed by a telos, But there are moments when

the ‘interpreted’ world really gets out of joint. This happens when, for
example, Hamlet sees an apparition

Angels and ministers of grace defend us!

Be thou a spirit of health or goblin damn’d,

Bring with thee airs from heaven or blasts from hell,
Be thy intents wicked or charitabie,

Thou com’st in such a questionable shape

That I will speak to thee. Tl call thee Hamlet,
King, father, royal Dane. O, answer me!*

What Hamlet comes to call the ghost of his father is an appearance that

fzon.fronts him as something different from an interpretation. The first line
Angels and ministers of heaven

Il call thee Hamlet
King, father, royal Dane. O, answer me!

Hamlet does nf)t say that the apparition js ‘Hamlet/King, father, royal Dane’,
but that ke will call it ‘Hamlet/King, father, royal Dane’. Language may

tprn out to .be as incapable of naming the apparition as weapons turned out
(in the earlier Ghost scene) incapable of
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‘Hamlet’, a2 common name ‘King’, another common name ‘father’, a name
suffused with what the English in the eighteenth century called ‘piety’. An-
other common name, ‘royal Dane’, follows to contrast the dead king with
the present occupant of the throne of Denmark. A whole succession of gene-
ralities, of functions, of categories are added to give ‘sense’ to a ‘mere name’,
Hamlet. In one single line, Shakespeare vividly dramatizes man’s existential
(to use the word in the sense Heidegger uses it) need of language and also its
woeful inadequacy, even its irrelevance to comprehend the presence that
confronts Hamlet; for we know that it is none of the things Hamlet calls it,
that the ‘being’ who bore these titles is already dead. Yet Hamlet has to call
the apparition ‘King, father, royal Dane’, for without these abstractions
zoons politikon do not recognize each other. Men in society do not live as
I's, they live only as they’s, as petrified abstractions. Langunage as inierpreta-
tion is the creator of what Heidegger calls uneigentlich, failure of owning
oneself up, inauthenticity, and what Sartre calls mauvaise Joi, bad faith, A
being, as linguistically interpreted, disowns his own being, his own self. He is
what the gaze of others has made him to be. He is an inauthentic self, an
office, not a living being.

The Ghost in Hamlet is not merely a ghost in the popular sense of the
term. He also symbolizes the opaque depths that lurk behind every familiar
object, every face we daily meet, every stone we daily tread on but notice not.
And Hamlet’s words, ‘There are more things in heaven and earth Horatio,/
Than are dreamt of in your philosophy’,? show Shakespeare’s anguished
contempt for all thought that would linguistically encompass the ‘given’.
Every phenomenon, even the most insignificant, presents a depth which no
concept can catch, no amount of predication can ever exhaust. Some will be
wary of using the word ‘exhaust’ in this context, for they will say that no
language ever touches those depths: it merely imposes labels on them conve-
nient for a particular society. Every interpretation, they will say, can only be
an inauthentic interpretation.

Kant thought that certain categories could adequately capture phenomena,
Wittgenstein denied that there were any fixed categories to do that job, but
language as such, he thought, did that job in varying ways in different life-
contexts. Merleau-Ponty, however, denied that any interpretation in any life-
context was adequate for even that life-context. For, whatever the context,
life shows in its process the inadequacy of its interpretations; every pheno-
menon, including man, is burdened with an otherness, with an opaque dimen-
sion that refuses to be captured by linguistic interpretations. And these
opaque depths are inexhaustible; and even though, for Merleau-Ponty, there
is such a thing as progress in' knowledge, no phenomenon will ever be ex-
haustively articulated. Still, he believes, man can dive deeper into phenomena
if he does not allow himself to be burdened by inherited concepts and insti-
tutions. For man, Merleau-Ponty insists, must realize that every moment
the world wears a new face, and he must, each and every moment, be alive,
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sensitive and responsive to that face, and must articulate anew that mien—
again, each and every moment. Thus, Sartrean good faith is espoused by
Merleau-Ponty at intellectual, artistic and interpretative levels. Man must,
therefore, -learn to be ever ekstatic and open-minded. So should societies
vis-d-vis their institutions. This alone can ensure authentic intellectuality and
life. For Merleau-Ponty open-mindedness at the social level is imperative for
authentic life at the individual level, because man is a sociality and depends
for his authentic life on authentic society. None can plough his individual
furrow of authenticity and good faith.3

This view almost comes to the point of reposing its faith in future and what
may be called creative history. Past interpretations become a burden, present
interpretations are inadequate; therefore, let us continue with our anthentic
alertness. Criticism has justly been levelled against this approach. If pheno-
mena have inexhaustible depths, then the authentic view should be that they
are inarticulable.* There is no need to build the myth of progress and the
partial myth of telos. There is another, perhaps, much more important
objection. And the objection will/could come from a Freudian. Philosophers
(we can imagine him saying) in their addiction to theory forget both desire
and death-instinct. Desire does not recognize the reality of the interpreted
world because it is—and this is the shocking paradox that even a Freudian
may not like to countenance, but which is the inevitable corollary of Freud’s
theory—the creation of Thanatos, of death-instinct. Now this may seem
absurdly wrong to some. But let us recall what the Freudian concept of
death-instinct is: it is essentially an instinct for repetition of all the past, from
the inert matter from which life has sprung to the plant life, to the animal
life, the savage life and to all the patterns that life has woven in its history
and prehistory. The arche is the dominating force and not felos, and every
man repeats in his life-span all the history and prehistory and, in death, goes
back to the dust from which life sprang in the distant past. The so-called
conservative instincts are merely particular ways of dying—particular versions
of death-instinct.®

The real horror is that even interpretative language is the child of
Thanatos, that it is through linguistic universals, abstract descriptive concepts
that creatures repeat themselves and escape from the burden of open-ended
ekstasis, unchartered and uncertain. Daily I call myself ‘a man’ as if T were
a stable something. In the face of the flow of life, I would believe myself an
entity and repeat the concept every moment I become conscious of myself.
This obstinate clinging to myself as an interpretation is the work of death
instinct, of Thanatos. Death-instinct is our arche, and our zelos and our
social character are its products. At the deepest level, we are not really consti-
tuted by language, we are constituted by death-instinct. Truth is not as
‘ordinary’ as Wittgenstein would have us believe. Nor is it as ‘simple’ that it
could be equated with linguistic ambiguity as Derrida would have us accept.
Truth is a killing conflict, a self-conflict. Death-instinct, as the repetitive
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instinct, conceptualizes phenomena, butitalso repeats the ‘inorganic’, the ‘inert’

in man and mingles him with it. Thus, death instinct is informed by a deadly
self-conflict, conflict between interpretation and its negation by the inorganic,
the inert in us, the inert that will inevitably triumph in our death. Therefore,
the real problem for man is the resolution of this conflict which no ‘philo-
sophy” of language can resolve, not even psychoanalysis which also is, in the
last analysis, concerned with the verbal and the ideational at the unconscious
level. If arche has to be explored, it has to be explored to the dark depths of
the uninterpreted, In simple words, man has to explore death and his undoing.
But exploration involves language and language involves concealment of
one’s mortality, it involves refusal to own up one’s mortality. So, it would
appear, there is no way to resolve the conflict. If (as Freud rightly said) we
cannot outlive our arche, we cannot also refuse to be guided by telos. If
beauty and harmony are unattainable, madness and chaos are unacceptable.
And the force behind this rejection is as powerful, as inexorable, as pitiless
as the force that would stick to the arche. Is there no way out of the darkness
of this modern revelation? Is man really such a hopelessly useless passion,
as Sartre declared in grey despair? Modern thought, it seems, has not yet
found a Virgil, much less a Beatrice, to lead contemporary man out of this
cultural inferno.

It is, indeed, useless in our times to weave any dreams of a heaven or a
Hegelian Geist or a genuine classless society. Can man accommodate both
language and the chaos and death that inhere in it? That is the question and
not ‘to be or not to be?". It may be desirable, at this juncture, when dreams
of collective salvation have been shattered, to perform another repetitive
act and cast a re-look at Katha Upanisad where Naciketas explores arche
to its utmost limits. For it is Death itself that he approaches for the truth of
death and the truth of life. And Death teaches that truth not through language
but as language. But let the Upanisad speak in its own words:

Think of what the ancients did, think of what the living do;
Like corn does ripen the mortal being, and like corn is he born again.$

The Upanisad does not ask man, as would Sartre and Merleau-Ponty, to
forget traditions; it asks him to follow them. That is its way to eigentlich, to
authenticity, to owning up one’s own self. But man is also to remember his
affinity with plant-life, with corn. That arche he should also own up, For he,
t0o, ripens like corn, ‘decays and dies’ like it, comments Saikara. And like
corn is he born again. The word in the original for what I call here “man’ is
martyah, the mortal. And a martyah negates everything predicated of him,
But the arche of corn also highlights ‘rebirth’, but rebirth through and from
death. If man participates in his arche of plant-life, he will realize the truth
of rebirth out of death. In truth, the Vedic concept of nmitya karma, daily
ritualistic piety, calls upon man to participate in the world-process. Acts of




32 S0M RAJ GUPTA

public good, piirta, makes man a participant in the life of fellow-beings, nitya
karma or isfa makes him a participant in the world of nature. Piirta enables
man to free himself from the tyranny of language that man uses more o
conceal than to reveal himself. His concern and care for others frees him
from the necessity of using dissimulation. This freedom enables him to get
innocent and to perform the nitya karma, the participatory act. Nitya karma
calls upon man to withdraw from his affairs and participate in the meeting,
the sandhyd, of day and night in the evening and fade into night with twilight.
And he is also asked to go to sleep early with birds and beasts. And as a
‘watchful creature, he must rise up before the russet-clad usas adorns the east
and watch with devoted attention how night gets gently transformed into
dawn and dawn into morning. And when the sun rises, let him participate in
the cosmic act of awakening, This sandhya@ man should also watch within
himself. Let him, in serene contemplation, watch his consciousness fade into
sleep, and sleep into awakening. Let him be awake to the sandhyd of sleep
and wakefulness, the process of setting and rising of consciousness within
him. Only then will his agni hotra, evening and mortning fire-worship, bear
fruit.
To remember that one ripens like corn and reappears like corn, 10 parti-
cipate in this prehuman arche, is to participate in time—not the linear time
that men of desire and action would posit, but time as samvatsara, the year,
to use an image from Prasna Upanisad.” Men of desire and action use time,
men of participation, of nitya karma, men devoted to arche live time and
participate in seasons, in their comings and goings, as they daily participate
in the evening, the night, the morning and the noon. They truly ripen with
corn and reappear with it; they repeat the year-process, live it, interiorize it.
For men, who have turned the year into linear time, there is no recurremnce
of their life. They see recurrence in the year-process, but they find themselves
excluded from it, alienated from it. The Upanisads, however, remind man
that there is, indeed, a recurring process of life and death operating every
moment within him also, though he, in his blind passion, pays 1o heed to it.
The Upanisads call upon man to pay hieed to that recurring process of life and
death in himself, to watch with care how the ouigoing breath rises within
him to die out in the atmosphere, and how out of the death of the outgoing
breath arises the incoming breath to die within to rise up again as the out-
going breath, The man who, after performing to perfection the nitya karma,
after dying with evening and rising with morning, after coming to birth with
seasons and dying with them, after waxing with the moon and waning with
it, comes to live with his breath and die with it—-such a man, say the Upani-
sads (see especially the Prasna), the Bhagvad-Gitd and Vedanta, will see death
give birth to life as clearly as darkness does to light.
What happens to language in this state? Man cannot flow with breath
until his thought does not flow with it. That is why in yogic discipline breath
is made to flow in cqualized measure through the aid of a mantra or a name.
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The mind is concentrated on the name and both breath and name are
exhaled and inhaled in a gentle, equalized rhythm. The pogi first actively
regulates his mind-breath movement, but a time comes when breath and name
spontaneously flow in perfect sandhi, unison. At this stage, a deep calm des-
cends upon him, and word-breath comes to occupy his entire attention until
a mo'ment comes when the word-breath usurps his human personality. It is
at tt.ns deeply innocent and tranquil moment that the word reveals itself as
reality, but gradually and step by step—the same word that once spread the
dark mantle of death on it. And how, then, a word reveals itself as reality

how the name turns into the named is described at many places in th;
Upanisads; but we shall, for constraints of space, concentrate our attention
largely on the Katha Upanisad and Sankara’s commentary on it. The verses
for our purpose are the following:

Th? Place (xfzord) all the Vedas propound and all the penances proclaim,
defsmng which seekers go celibates—that very place (word) I speak in
brief unto you: it is aum (Lii. 15).

Sankara’s commentary:

The place, the destination, that all the Vedas, without exception, pro-
poqnd, and all the penances proclaim as means would of their enci and
desiring which seekers live as celibate students in the abodes of ,their
teachers or adopt other measures that could lead them to the realization
of Brahman—of that place shall I speak in brief unto you. Aum is the

place, the destination you wish to know of. Aum is its name, aum is its
symbol.

This syllable, indeed, is (the lower) Brahman and this syllable, indeed, is
the supreme Brahman, At his desire will either be his-—of him who this
syllable alone does know (1.ii.16).

Safikara’s commentary:

This syllable, indeed, is the lower Brahman and this syllable, indeed, is the
supreme Brahman. Of both is this syllable the symbol. If a man knows
this syllable as the adorable Brahman itself, lie shall have as his whichever
of the two Brahmans he desires to be his. If the supreme Brahman is his

goal, it will become knowable; and if it is lower Brahman, it will become
attainable.

This support js the best; this support is the highest. Knowing this support,
one gets adored in the world of Brahma (1.ii.17).

Sankara’s commentary:
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Of all the supports for the realization of Brahman this support is the best—
merits the highest praise. This support is also the {ower Brahman, for it
relates to both. In the world of Brahma, the Creator, will he get magnified,
adored—he who knows this support. The world of Brahma here signifies
both the supreme Brahman and the lower Brahman. The meaning is: he
gets magnified becoming one with the supreme Brahman and becomes
adorable becoming one with the lower Brahman.

To understand the meaning of these verses and the commentary, it is neces-
sary to keep in mind their context. Naciketas asks Yama, Death, to tell him
about that reality which is other than the righteous, other than the un-
righteous, other than cause and other than effect, other than the present and
other than the future (Lii.14). Earlier (1.ii.8), Yama declares Brahman as
unteachable except by a seer of the Self as the one and sole reality. When
taught by such a seer, the Self reveals itself as admitting of no categories of
thought, categories like ‘is” or ‘is not’. This is how Sankara interprets the
verse. And now, when Yama, himself a seer of sameness, finally comes to
instruct Naciketas, all that he tells him is a word, a syllable of three letiers,
No propositions, no predicates are nsed to enlighten Naciketas about Brah-
man..Language is uttered but without its referential or interpretative func-
tions. And, mind it, no symbolic interpretation of awm is attempted as it is
attempted in other Upanisads like Mandikya, Chandogya, Prasna and some
others. It is admitted that the word is propounded everywhere in the Vedas.
And yet people seek to know it through austerities and chastity-—to know
this most well-known of the Vedic words! Now, why should they undergo
such hard discipline to know the already known? And why should one learn
it from a seer of sameness when the word is on everybody’s lips? Moreover,
this word is called Brahman, both lower and higher. And, adds Sankara, this
word is both higher and lower Brahman, because it is their symbol. The
Upanisad, too, calls it a support (Lii.17). Logical positivists would get
exultant to know all this. Perhaps, they would coin a stronger term than
‘nonsensical’ to describe this ‘nonsense’. For this ‘nonsense’ is unabashedly
deliberate. The word is a place, the word is a symbol, the word is a support,
the word is reality, manifested and in-itself! And the word is to be known!
The Upanisads and Sankara do not, however, accept our claim that we,
the users of language and its creatures, really know the truth and reality of
language. No one, except great poets and thinkers, has even time to look at
words and let them speak to him. An ‘unaccommodated’ man like Naciketas
alone can pay heed to the word. For he has impoverished himself of thoughts
and possessions, and has the innocence of one who lives with corn and dies
with it and is reborn with it. He has no thought of the morrow and lives
from moment to moment. Such a man alone has the tranquillity and the open-
ness required to turn the word as a utensil to the word as an object. And
nothing could be more futile than to think of the word in terms of words, to
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predicate other words of it. The question, ‘What is language? cannot be
answered in terms of propositions. The moment you try to answer this ques-
tion in words, you will find you have undone language. You may find, for
example, that men as users of language constitute language, and you may
also, at the same time, find language constituting men. You may find, too,
that the same relationship of ambiguity obtains between language andthe
world. The word ‘ambiguity’, in this sense, has sustained many a thinker’s
faith in language. But, honestly speaking, this faith is unfounded. For when
I say ‘Language is constituted by the world and society’, I assume the reality
of the world and society as independent phenomena, existing in their own
right. When, however, I come to examine the reality of the world and society,
I find that they do not exist on their own but require language for their being.
At that time I assume the reality of language as an independent phenomenon,
Therefore the talk that phenomena are constituted by other phenomena is
based on uncritically accepted assumptions. The dialectic of otherness has
only one legitimate function: it is to reveal its own untruthfulness and
prepare man for innocence and wise passivity. Nagirjuna, I believe, uses the
dialectic of otherness in this way. But not deconstructionists, who like to
celebrate otherness and confound the world with impasses in the field of
cthics, of literary criticism and even of ordinary action.

The way to know language, therefore, is not the way of discourse. The
way to know aum is the way of impoverishment: you have to impoverish
yourself of thoughts and interpretations, of desire and passion and let the
word reveal itself to you. One way to acquire this openness, this innocent
passivity is the yogic method: to meditate on a name mingled with breath.
Though the Upanisads, including the Katha, do teach yogic method, men
like Naciketas are ready, even without the yogic practice, to let the word
possess them and usurp them. Thus, when a seer of Atman as the single and
sole reality utters the word awm to such souls, they do not meditate on it;
they are too tranquil to do that. As a result, the word becomes the sole focus
of their attention and consciousness of everything else, including themselves,
gets suppressed.

When we, the zoons politikon, concentrate on an object, we, the doers, the
kartrs, drive out all other objects from our mind. The other objects recede
into a vague, undifferentiated background—they coliapse into it. But that
background constantly tries to force its way into the field of our attention.
We cannot easily concentrate our mind on an object because the world, as
the excluded background, constantly haunts it. Similarly, a word, too, will be
haunted by the rest of the language-system it belongs to and the community
where that system operates and the world in which the community flourishes.
Thus, a single word will carry within itself all the three co-primordialities—
the system of language, the community and the world—but, of course,
negatively, as constitutive absences. But what will be the ontological status of
a word when it comes to occupy a self-submissive, tranquil and open soul?
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The soul which has opened itself to the world does not care to distinguish
itself from the world. Only the man of desire and action does that. To the
innocent soul that has been purified of desire and action, the world no longer
remains the other. Such asoul flows out of itself into the world and the world
into itself. Idealists have often appeared absurd to thinking people, but only
‘irrefutably’ absurd, for there is no ontological line that really divides me
from the world. The innocent soul that becomes tranquil and passive
{akartr) will not really know where the world gets divided from itself. Visio-
nary poets, suffused with tranquil passivity, poets like Blake, Wordsworth
and Coleridge, will bear witness to the truth of these words (especially Words-
worth vide Prelude, Book IT). The truth of idealism is not the truth of ph119so—
phical thinking; it is the truth of innocent passivity. For philosophical th‘mk-
ing, otherness is the truth, There was never a consciousness that was conscious
of itself and was not constituted by otherness. I

Sankara believes that perception of objects is impossible without univer-
sals;® that phenomena proceed from linguistic universals;® that name and
the named are one; that when language comes to cease, externality of
objects is not perceived.'! When self-consciousness gets subdued, when man
does not remember the word ‘T, then the distinction between man and the
world is seen as a mere fabrication of ego-consciousness. Thus, when
Mandiikya Upanisad comes to describe the inner self that !(no.wts the external
phenomena, it does not care to distinguish between the individual self and
the universal self, and describes the one in terms of the other.'? The first
letter a of aum indicates this identity between the individual self and the
universal self. This is, however, only one aspect of the identity. When man
no longer remains self-conscious, when he forgets the word ‘I’., -hc and the
world get coalesced and immersed into each other. The real vision of a of
aum, of Vai$vanara or Virdta, the universal self, takes place when' a single
body, a single object or a single word comes to usurp the personalx!;y of th_e
individual. The word awm is heard, and it becomes th‘e sc.)le rlea.llty. This
happens when the word in question has freed itselt: from its hng_;ulstlc systerm.
If an object comes to occupy man this way, then it has fre.ed itself from the
interpreted world. Language (in the case of awm) and the mterp.reted v:rorld
(in the case of an object) do not present themselves even as undli.i"erentlatefd
background, as they do when we ordinarily concentrate on an ob_lec.t. ]i.’:ut in
this state man is too innocent, too passive even to concentrate. He is simply
possessed by the object which uproots him from his status as a pIac.ed,
situated being. The object becomes everything for him. But will the ob._lt.:ct
remain the same familiar object? Will the word qum remain the same familiar
word that a twice-born Hindu daily recites in his prayers and greetings? The
Rg-Veda has a different story to tell:

He who does not know the eternal word of the Vedas, the highest point
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where rest all the gods—what will he do with the Vedas? Only those who
kiow that word sit here in peace and harmony.1s

The Bhagvad-Gitd says the same thing but not about a word but about a
human body:

Here at one place now behold the entire world with creatures that move

and do not move, in my body, O slayer of sleep! And also all else you
wish to see.14

In one word dweli all the gods and in one body the entire world {and gods,
the succeeding verses will add). When man becomes innocent of himself, the
entire world comes to reside in him, though ‘in him’ is hopelessly the language
of those who do not know what self-innocence is. But here the beholder gets
possessed by a single presence, a single word and a single body with all its
constitutive others, the society, the world and the unknown horizons that
ring that world—all these others concentrated in it, shedding off their other-
ness! This means that interpretative language that creates and multiplies
distinctions has deserted the world. A presence which in its articulated and
interpreted manifestation carries a world and a community along with it but
carries them as its constitutive others, that VETY presence now carries the same
world and community with itself but not as its existential contexts, not as its
constitutive others, but as one with itself. All dvandvas, all conflicts come to
rest here. But do the world and creatures and gods dwell in a single presence
in the same form as they do as constitutive others of an ‘interpreted’ pheno-
menon? When the burden of otherness is lifted, all others come to be de-
articulated into #his, the presence, making that presence pregnant with infinity.
In truth, infinity constitutes every interpreted phenomenon but infinity as the
other. Infinity as the other is the world and its uninterpreted horizons. But
when interpretation gets done away with, otherness, too, gets done away
with; and a particelar phenomenon and the world come to coalesce, mingle
into each other as it were. For the mmnocent, pre-predicative being is the
abode of awful glory, life and infinity—it is Virdta, the Vaisvanara; for the
‘thoughtful’ it is negation, a blank, death or a product of ‘mysticism’. Few,
indeed, are those who krow how, to adapt a phrase from Kabir, the ocean
comes to dwell in a drop.

It should not, however, be imagined that Virdta- or Vaisvanara-vision
presents the end of all kinds of interpretation. For interpretations have been
suppressed only at the level of the senses and their correlate, the external
world. The suppression of interpretation at the level of the senses transforms
a particular into the particular-universal presence. When the senses and
organs, to adapt the language of Katha Upanisad,1s cease to function, or when,
to adapt the language of the Bhagvad-Gita, ¢ they are offered as oblations to
manas, mind, the vision of the coalescence of the individual, the cosmos




i SOM RAJ GUPTA

and what lies beyond the cosmos, the divine (Gdhyatmika, ddhibhautika and
adhidaivika) ensues. Manas, mind, is ekstatic consciousness: manas refuses
to linger on the given presence, dwell on it, get absorbed into it; it constantly
moves backward and forward. It is informed by rajas, as language is informed
by tamas, stasis. When language stops its stasis-tic function, its categorizing
function, when, in other words, senses become still (for the semnses and
language as the principle of stasis function simultancously), the manas gets
stilled and loses itself in the given presense. There is, however, one temptation
for the manas: it might start glorifying the theo-anthropo-cosmic presence,
might start enjoying it, fearing it, or, like artists, describing it, predicating
some awe-inspiring traits of it. This way the mind gets active, loses its inno-
cence and falls back into the riot of the senses. The mind can lose its rdjasic,
its ekstatic character only by self-submitting to the presence and getting
absorbed into it. Indeed, it must get so absorbed into it that it should not
predicate even individual-universe-divinity character of it. This way manas
will no longer remain ekstatic, and the presence will shed off its temporal
character and will reveal itself as eternity and infinity; there will remain no
temporal manas to cognize temporality. And there will remain no temporal
manas even to cognize theo-anthropo-cosmic presence. For perception of that
presence involves, so to say, movement from one term to the other, from
the divine to the human to the cosmos; but the agency of manas has now been
stilled into passivity and it can no longer move from one¢ term to the other.
No language remains to delimit it and no manas to temporalize it, It is in this
self-oblivion, this abyss that the creative source of the world lies. This is the
vision of Hiranyagarbha, the Golden Germ. Thus does aum reveal its second
letter #, the symbol of the creator.’” The Golden Germ, the shining creator,
gets revealed when man has been laid asleep in body, and the mind has been
stilled into passivity; when vak (language as stasis) and manas (language as
ekstasis) have merged into buddhi (to be explained presently). The mind
stilled is the creator of the world and not the active mind which ever remains
at the mercy of a ‘material’ world, its constitutive-destructive other.

This state, too, is open to backsliding,'® but he who will not allow this
backsliding to take place, he who will stick to innocence and will not celebrate
and exult in his vision but will remain oblivious of himself and unself-
conscious, such a man will find even his buddhi get stilled. Buddhi is the deter-
minating faculty. In association with senses and speech, vak, it determinates
material phenomena through the act of linguistic predication. In association
with manas, it determinates things in terms of pleasure and pain, desirability
and undesirability. When the senses cease to function and the manas gets
stilled, it determinates reality in terms of existence only. It cannot, in that
state of innocence, determinate the given eternity-infinity in terms of non-
existence, for there will be no ekstatic manas to move from the given to the
non-given.

Were buddhi to get stilled, then, one addicted to intentionality will protest,
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even Brahman-knowledge would cease.’® But ¢ven consciousness of Brahman
as the sole reality is still consciousness inflicted with intentionality, and is
subject to possible backsliding into self-consciousness. Therefore, even this
consciousness that Brahman is has to go. But this consciousness, buddhi
purified of the adjuncts of manas, senses and language, is not to be eradicated
through conscious effort; indeed, it cannot be eradicated through any effort
at all. For that means sliding back to the mind-sense self. The intellect, in
order to ‘reach’ Brahman, has to self-submit to Brahman as IS and let it, in
absolute passivity, possess it and usurp it. Then alone does Brahman, as it
really is and not as ‘He is’, become favourably disposed toward man; and
then alone does buddhi become one with it. It is then alone that aum reveals
itself as the highest Brahman. Brahman as IS is lower Brahman, and Brahman,
as it really is, is the supreme Brahman—to which even ‘is-ness’ is not
applicable:

The Self should be realized as “He IS°, the Self should also be realized
as it truly is. To one who, of the two forms, knows that of ‘He IS, to
him becomes favourably disposed the Self-in-truth.2

It may be asked: what about the third letter m of aum, the symbol of
sleep in Mandiakya Upanisad.® Does Katha Upanisad ignore it? When the
mind gets stilled, there remains nothing for buddhi to do except to determinate
reality in terms of ‘is-ness’. In sleep, when the senses and the mind become
inactive, there remains nothing except blankness. We can predicate nothing
of this blankness except that it is. But the ‘is-ness’ of sleep is an ‘is-ness’
through exclusion, the exclusion of the dream and the waking states, whereas
the ‘is-ness’ the buddhi contemplates is ‘is-ness’ through inclusion—inclusion
of the sense, world and the mind-world, through a progressive process of
inclusion. Some people interpret the path of negation, of neti neti, as if it
were merely a conscious negation. They do not realize how man can possibly
get rid of the act of negation through the act of negation itself, The path of
negation is, in every truth, the path of passive affirmation of the ‘given’.
First, the object-—aum—is let to reveal itself, without the act of predication
through langnage as stasis interfering with the revelation; then the theo-
anthropo-cosmic or divine-individual-world presence is allowed to reveal
itself as infinity-eternity; then reality is allowed to reveal itself only in terms
of “is-ness’. And then buddhi allows itself to be impregnated with IS, to be so
suffused with it that it loses itself—not into IS but into reality in-itself 22
Self-submission to ‘is-ness’ turns buddhi into Brahman itself. And Brahman,
as it is in itself is devoid of ‘is-ness’—~that upddhi, that adjunct, is attributed
to it by buddhi itself, It is the grace of Brahman as it is in itself that turns
buddhi into itself, but that grace is vouchsafed to man only if buddhi remains
self-submitted to ‘is-ness’. This paradox should never be lost sight of by
those who would equate neti neti with conscious negation.
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Language conceals reality, but language as the measuring principle, as
the act of predication. But there is no way out of language except through
self-submission to it. He who self-submits to the word (qum) will find the
word as reality itself, will become reality itsclf. Language as the measuring
principle is avidyd, ignorance; and avidyd creates the world of names and
forms, ndma and ripa, the interpreted world, the world that is maya. When
man sclf-submits to mdyd, in innocence and without desire, mayd reveals
itself as Brahman. Thus, the way of negation implies negation of selfhood
and self-consciousness and this implies the afirmation of the ‘thei’. It should
be of interest to note that the later Heidegger, too, advocated an innocent
approach to language, the approach of letting-be, of Glassenheit.®® But
innocence, for Heidegger, meant only the shedding off of the principle of
sufficient reason, of why and how. He did not contemplate himself being
usurped by language, Language, according to him, reveals Being, but not the
language man speaks but the language that speaks fo0 man. Man has to wait
for the linguistic peal of Being in patience and intellectual innocence. This
linguistic peal, language the speaker, is Being itself. This should be acceptable
to Sankara, but only as a preliminary to the real revelation. For Sankara,
following the Upanisadic teaching, would not be content with waiting for
Being to peal itself. He will ask for self-immersion into language; he will ask
us to die into unreal langnage, and through this death into the unreal, be-
come the real. Waiting for Sankara will not be genuine innocence; only
passivity, akaritrtva, non-doing, is that. The ontological unreal has to be
worshipped as the real if man would reach Being. But this worship should
not know itself as worship. Man, the creature of language, of mdyd, cannot
hope to reject maya. He can only surrender himself to it, and then alone will
reality take him into its fold. That is the path of wisdom, of jfiana in Advaita
Vedanta of Safkara, the path of wisdom which is also the path of devotion,
the path of wisdom that disowns all wisdom. The difference between the path
of wisdom and devotion is the creation of the naive only.

And the ‘impoverished’ man is to surrender himself to the word (qum)
only when it is uttered by a seer of oneness.® The seer of non-duality is he
whose buddhi has become one with Brahman. He is a man who has lost his
sense-self, his mind-self, and his intellect-self. Therefore, awm that sounds
like a word to us is (for the seer) reality itself, Brahman itself. I have bracketed
‘for the seer’, because there is truly no seer for whom the word is Brahman,
It is the word as Brahman that can redeem the open-minded, passively
receptive soul. The implication is that when man opens himself to reality,
then reality, too, responds to him and obeys his call and incarnates itself
as the word, It goes out to redeem the sense-self, the mind-self and the
buddhi-self. This Vedic thought, later developed, in the Bhagvad-Gita, into
the doctrine of avatdravada. In both the versions, self-submission is the way
to knowledge and redemption.

In the bewildering confusion of today’s world, where philosophy has
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become trivial or pessimistic, this thought may be of some value. Heidegger,
toward the end of his career, did take a step or two in this direction. But by
taking a few steps ong does not become a pilgrim unto innocence. Innocence
alone, T believe, can save our information-oppressed minds from triviality,
from despair and meaninglessness, and, what is more important, from
illusions of meaning the ‘they’ in us always cherishes. By listening to these
words of ancient wisdom, by lingering on them in passive receptivity, we
could, perhaps, save ourselves from the cruel fate of becoming mere illustra-
tive examples of categories—examples that can easily be dispensed with to
save the category in question—the fate that modern civilization and its
philosophers (with the exception of pessimists) have so remorselessly inflicted
upon us.
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Choiceless awareness

SANAT KUMAR SEN
Vidyasagar University, Midnapore

This paper is an attempt to understand the meaning and relevance of what
J. Krishnamurti, a great teacher and wise man of our time, calls ‘choiceless
awareness’ or ‘attention without motive’. These expressions, and the terms
‘meditation’, ‘sensitivity’, ‘intelligence’, etc. in the contextofhis teaching, mean
more or less the same thing, Krishnamurti has narrated repeatedly a story and
an incident, which tellingly suggest what such awareness is and what it is not.
We may begin with these two illustrations. Here is one:

There is the story of a religious teacher who used to talk every morning o
his disciples. One morning he got on to the platform and was just about to
begin when a little bird came and sat on the window-sill and began io
sing, and sang away with full heart. Then it stopped and flew away and
the teacher said, “The sermon of the morning is over.”!

When awareness is there, talking about it is unnecessary.
The other illustration graphically presents a case of inattention in the
midst of*talk of attention,

I remember, [says Krishnamurti], once travelling in a car...with a group
of people. I was sitting in front with the driver, there were three behind
who were talking about awareness, wanting to discuss with me what
awareness is. The car was going very fast. A goat was in the road and the
driver did not pay much attention and ran over the poor animal, The
gentlemen behind were discussing what is awareness; they never knew
what had happened...That is what we ail are doing, we are intellectually
concerned with the idea of awareness, the verbal, dialectical investigation
of opinion, yet not actually aware of what is taking place.?

The second example illustrates the point that awareness is not absorption.,
The other people in the car were absorbed in the discussion of what awareness
is, but they were not alert or alive to their environment. Their minds were
not open to external happenings or other influences, but were exclusively
occupied with one thing. It is like the absorption of the child with a toy.
When the toy engages the child, he is unmindful of all other things. Grown-up
people also have toys of their fancy or interest—theories, political, moral or
religious ideals, pursuit of a cause or of career, hobbies, sex or cinema, and
so on, To these they get attached, charging them with emotion. These keep
them busy from time to time or for a length of time, temporarily or abidingly.
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To call these things ‘toys’ may be startling or even disturbing, but nor inappro-
priate in the context. These engage us as does the physical toy to the child.
The psychology is the same, though there may be considerable differences in
the effects according to the degree of mental investment. Taking the toy
away from the child causes no great harm to him. But death of a near and
dear one or the collapse of an ideal may shatter a man completely. Further, a
child abandons his toy as easily as he takes to it. But to give up an attachment
which one has nurtured with infinite care or to relinquish an ideal in which
one has taken refuge is not at all easy.

But the point is: awareness is different from absorption of all shades and
varieties, The reason is: absorption is self-enclosed, exclusive—it shuis out
other things from attention; but awareness is open and borderless—it is vul-
nerable to any call or movement. It does not take in flatteries in order to
keep out insults or vice versa. It is not engrossed with anything to the exclusion
of other things. Such engrossment or monopolistic possession is there in
absorption and concentration. The two are same, except for minor differen-
ces. In the former, perhaps, the exclusive preoccupation is not deliberate—ab-
sorption rather captures the mind and there is no struggle to get out of it.
But in the latter, a constant struggle seems to0 go on; one tries to concentrate
on something (mantra, image or object) but is all the time lured away by other
thought, from which one goes on trying to return to concentration. In concen-
tration thus is involved a perpetual battle with distractions, But, apart from
such secondary differences, both absorption and concentration involve a
narrowing down of the mind; and, therefore, awareness is neither. Krishna-
murti says:

Attention is a state of mind in which there is no contradiction. There is no
entity, or centre, or point, which says, ‘I must attend’...whereas in con-
centration there is always the controiling process going on—°I want to
concentrate on that page’, but thought wanders off and you pull it back—
a constant battle going on,?

And, again:

When the toy absorbs the mind there is no attention.... A more complex
toy is motive...{which is) a compulsion to action; an urge...based on fear,
greed, ambition; a cause that drives you to seek; suffering that makes you
want to escape.... Surely, attention has no motive, no object, no toy, no
struggle, no verbalization.... Where there is attention, reality is.

Attention or awareness is distinguished from concentration in that it does
not exclude anything; it is not exclusive or restrictive; it does not focus on
any specific object to the exclusion of others. Now, we may ask: when consci-
ousness is restricted to any one thing, why is it s0? Who restricts it? Is it not

CHOICELESS AWARENESS 45

because of the presence of some motive desire or interest? A student concen-
trates on his task, because he wants to do well in the examinations. So do
sportsmen, businessmen doctors, engineers, lawyers, administrators, tea-
chers—in fact, all men—when they deal with their specific jobs, because they
aim at some result or other. When we have some problem or challenge, theore-
tical or practical, we seek a way out and apply our minds to it. In doing this
the mind concentrates on certain things which it considers relevant, and with-
draws from other things. In the conduct of life this is natural and essential.

But it is neither a fact nor is necessary that we always concentrate on
something or other. Selective focusing of consciousness requires effort; and
it is not possible to be engaged in effort always; to try to do so would be tiring
and cxasperating. Nor is there any need to do so, as there is no need to have
some motive or other always. We may happen to see a brilliant sunset or
sunrise, and enjoy it thoroughly, without any conscious purpose or motive
behind it. Similarly, the passage of clouds in the sky or an array of birds in
flight across it, the play of light and shade in the trees or the distant hills, the
rustling of leaves, the music of the running stream, waves in the paddy-field
caused by breeze, the movement of traffic on a busy street, a festive procession,
the innocent look of a cow, the sadness in a human face, etc.—in fact, every-
thing—can catch our attention and be watched without any end in view.
Such observation is choiceless awareness in which there is no seeking and no
effort.

There are certain things necessary for the sustenance of human life, e.g.
food, clothing and shelter. Man has natural motivation for these necessities
and a few other conveniences. However, he does not seek these things only,
but develops greed for others as well for which there is no need at all. These
are: riches, power, importance, immortality, God-experience and so on. The
pursuit of these cravings lead to ruthless competition, conflict, corruption,
mieanness, anxiety, anger, hate, jealousy, enmity, etc. and inevitable frustra-
tion; in a word, sorrow and suffering.

Krishnamurti makes thought squarely responsible for all these ills. For
him thought is response from memory to particular situations which pose
problems. Memory is the repository of past experiences and knowledge.
Thought is fragmentary, since it is a partial response in which the whole of
consciousness is not involved. Tt is never new, since it is always a reaction
from memory, and, therefore, uncreative. It is of usc only where routine
matters are involved, in the practice of daily life, in science and technology, in
the field of technique and skill. But it is incapable of dealing with the new, the
(as yet) unknown.”It operates in terms of images, symbols and concepts, It
creates divisions in the mind—between the observer and the observed, the
actual and ideal, the me and the not-me—and is the source of mental conflict.
Where thought functions, there is duality, no unity. It breaks up a whole into
fragments, the concrete into abstractions. It gives rise to desire and sustains
it. It distorts observation by interpretation. It flies from facts into fancies.
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It creates the 7, the Ego, and makes us live in the past and the (pre-fabricated)
future, in memory and imagination, inhopes and fears, in words and pictures,
but not with what is in the present. .

Krishnamurti’s tested remedy for the havoc created by memory-thought-
knowiedge complex in man and human affairs is an insistent call to return
to the facts, to what-is in choiceless awareness. This answer may seem too
sirnple for the problem, which is deep, vast and complex. It may be objected:
if the sofution consisted in simple passive awareness of facts as they are, how
is it that the problem of human suffering has persisted throughout the cen-
turies? But saying this is not going into the pros and cons of the case; it may
be just voicing a distrust based on unreason (abhorrence of simplicity), or on
fear of displacement from habitual preoccupations of thought. Tt may be
retorted: though awareness is simple, to achieve simplicity is not at all easy;
truth may be simple, but to face it calmly and quietly, without hope or fear,
may not at all be easy. Instead of attending to facts, we seek to run away
from them; and in doing so create all sorts of problems. So the only remedy
lies in being passively aware of facts and of our attempted escapes.

So one has to be aware, without any choice or judgement, not only of what
is happsning outside but also of what is taking place inside us.

If one is not aware of what is happening outwardly [writes Krishnamurti]
and one begins to be aware inwardly, then one becomes rather neurotic.
But if one begins to be aware of what is...happening in the world...and
then from there moves inwardly, then one has balance.’

However, there is no absolute division between inner and outer awareness.
It is the same movement, like ebb and flow of tide, that goes in and out. It
is at one time awareness of mental processes of desire, fear, anger or envy,
and at another time of our environment, of how we walk talk or eat, how we
treat another, and so on. *‘The outer is a reflection of oneself’, Krishnamurti
says, ‘because society, governments...are created by human beings fundamen-
tally the same as oneself®.®

Awareness thus is self-knowledge. But self-knowledge does not occur in
isolation or withdrawal from the world. One does not have to renounce the
world and become a recluse in order to be aware. Awareness is in the under-
standing the way of life in its everyday setting: its misery, longliness, despair,
hope, fear, the urge to be successful or famous, etc. in a word, life in all its
aspects.

Meditation [says Krishnamurti] is not something different from daily
life; do not go off into the corner of a room and meditate for ten minutes;
and then come out of it and be a buicher—both metaphorically and actu-

ally. Meditation is one of the most serious things; you do it all day, in the

office, with the family,... when you educate (your children) to become
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soldiers, to kill...watching them to enter into this irap of the modern
world; watching all that, realising your part in it, all that is part of medi-
tation.... Meditation is not something different from life.?

This means that we can know ourselves truly only in relationship; and rela-
tionship is not only with other people but also with ideas, with nature and
with the things we possess. It is in the mirror of relationship that we can see
ourselves as we actually are.

What ordinarily passes as relationship between persons is, in fact, only
relation between cultivated images. A husband develops an image about his
wife and she also forms her image about him through the years of association
and experiences—of pleasure, nagging, insults, domination, submission and
all the rest of it. It is the interaction between these fmages, not between human
beings, that is taken as relationship. Krishnamurti says: ‘It is only when there
is no image that there is love.’

Image-formation depends on motive, and images are recorded in the
brain, in memory. Memory is necessary in practical conduct of life, in pro-
duction of goods, in matters where enhancement of knowledge and informa-
tion-processing are necessary, as for example, in going to the office, in talking
with people, in learning a skill, in the sciences and so on. But if images are
nurtured and memories sustained even when useless or harmful, then man’s
life is disrupted. Motives then lead to sorrow. Krishnamurti asks:

Is it possible for the brain not to register except that which is absolutely
necessary? Why should I register an insult?...Why should I register flatt-
ery? It is unnecessary. Why should I register any hurts? Unnecessary.
Therefore, register only that which is necessary in order to operate in
daily life....but psychologically do not register anything.?

In attention or awareness, there is no motive or choice, and, therefore,
no image-building. Here there is listening to what is being said, but the mind
does not record it as memory. In being fully aware of insult or flattery at the
moment, one sees the truth or falsity of it and is free of it.

It fails to spoil relationship. ‘“Then relationship’, says Krishnamurti, ‘is
the beauty of love without the image.’10

Where there is motive or choice, there is no attention. Why is awareness
characterized as ‘choiceless’? Because in it there is no taking of sides, no
preference or avoidance, no acceptance or rejection, no pre-determined direc-
tion, no motive to satisfy, no problem to solve; in a word, no axe to grind.
To be afflicted with a problem is to be, in whatever degree, in a state of con-
fusion, not knowing one’s way about. It is then that there are alternatives,
which one weighs and compares as means, and chooses one among them as
the most suitable according to one’s training and background. Choice implies
conflict. To choose is to emphasize one alternative against the others; and
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this is done in terms of one’s past experience and conditioning. So choice is
caused. There is no freedom in choice. There can only be freedom from choice,
which, however, does not mean becoming irresponsible. In awareness there
is clarity, no confusion and, therefore, no choice. For a man who has clear
understanding, there is no question of choice between alternatives. Where
there is no motive, no like or dislike for particular actions, there is no choice
either. In awareness there may be immediate action, not from choice but in
freedom.

Awareness is total or complete attention. When one attends with the
totality of one’s being, with all one’s mind and heart without any division in
it, such whole attention is awareness, But ordinarily for most of the time we
are inattentive, i.e. we look at things with partial or divided attention.
Besides: ‘We look at things from prejudices, from verbal and psychological
images. So we never see anything completely.’** We perceive things with the
mind heavily conditioned.

It is important to note that in awareness there is direct and immediate
contact with reality as itis.2? If we approach what is with a mind thatis loaded
with opinions judgements or preconceptions, with verbal or psychological
images, with knowledge or thought derived from memory, then we are already
prejudiced about it in one way or another. That distorts our perception or
understanding. There cannot be true awareness unless the mind is free from
all symbols, images and remembrances. Freedom from the known or emptying
of the content of consciousness is essential for awareness or meditation to be,
for seeing what one actually is. ‘Destruction is essential’, says Krishnamurti,
‘not of buildings and things, but of all the psychological devices and
defences ® ‘When we are Iooking at something with complete attention there
is no space for a conception, a formula or a memory’.*

Since in awareness thought and memory do not function, there is no
comparison in it—no explanation, justification or condemnation, no con-
trast ot conflict between actual and ideal, no pronouncement of right or
wrong. There is neither secking of anything, nor rejection. Awareness, there-
fore, is totally effortless, spontaneous. It is always in the present, instantane-
ous, a momeni-to-moment affair without any accumulation of experience,
without any reference to past or future. The mind in awareness becomes
completely silent; there is no chattering, because thought has come to an
end. ‘When the mind is completely aware’, says Krishnamurti, ‘it becomes
extraordinarily silent, quiet; it is not asleep, but highly aware in that silence.”8
In it the mind is innocent and susceptible. Action comes out of that silence,
just as music comes out of the drum as it vibrates to the emptiness within.

Tt might seem that if in awareness thought ceases and the mind becomes
completely still, that would totally paralyse life and make action in the world
impossible. But, according to Krishnamurti, this does not at all follow, On
the contrary, vast energy is available for action when there is no motive.
Action from motive ig only a partial reaction from a cause. Choice involves
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conflict between envisaged possibilities which means wastage of energy. In
choiceless awareness there is no frittering of energy. Total attention expresses
itself, if it does, in free consummate action, in which there is no vacillation.
Nor is there any regret later, for it is not a memory-reaction. It may not
continue in memeory either. Wrong response and consequent repentance is
possible only when one exercises choice, Where there is no choice, there is no
remorse. Awareness, which is intense sensitivity, is not unresponsive to life.
It is awakened intelligence, open and sensitive to every movement of life. It is
not conditioned by memory, but can use memory in meecting any outward
challenge.’® “The very seeing’, Krishnamurti says, ‘is acting, which is the
expression of that seeing.’’

Awareness or meditation is essentially undivided, It has no centre or
circumference. Since it does not compare itself with or mark itself off from
anything else, it has no frontier or limit. Thinking is limited, as it can always
be added to; but awareness is unbounded. Besides, in awareness there is no
cleavage between the observer and the observed, between the ‘me’ and the
‘not-me’. Krishnamurti says:

One has to understand this basic principle; the observer is not different
from the observed, psychologically. When there is anger, there is no I,
but a second later thought creates the I and says, ‘T have been angry’ and
brings in the idea that I should not be angry; the division brings con-
flict, 18

Since there is no division in awareness, it is not personal or impersonal, not
yours or mine; it is rather anonymous. There is beauty and love in it. Krish-
namurti says: ‘It is only a mind that looks at a tree or the stars or the spark-
ling waters of a river with complete self-abandonment that knows what
beauty is, and when we are actually seeing we are in a state of love.’™®

Though Krishnamurti speaks of awareness as self-knowledge and freedom,
he drives home the point that it is not self-awareness, if that connotes a
division between self and awareness. There is no duality in it.

The moment I am aware that I am humble, humility is not. The moment
I am aware that I am happy, happingss is not. So if I am aware that I am
aware, then that is not awareness; in that there is the division between the
observer and the observed.®

What does awareness do? What happens when there is awareness? There
is learning or understanding, not only of things and processes outside but
also of what is taking place within the mind. Secing of external objects and
events is far easier than being aware of the activities of the mind. The mind
contains memories, thoughts, urges, anger, fear, frustration, jealousy, dupli-
city, violence, hope, pleasure, pain, pride, etc.—all running riot and making
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man’s life miserable. These things are laid bare with their roots in the light of
disinterested awareness. Awareness does not do any dissection or analysis,
does not interfere or suppress, notr does it pass any judgement on what is
revealed before its watchful eye. It attends to all things as they arise without
inviting and without rejecting. But the wonder and the beauty of it is that
before its benign gaze, mental processes unroll themselves completely; they
begin, develop and come to an end without Ieaving any trace. It is like the
flight of the eagle, which takes to its wings, soars into the blue sky and dis-
appears without leaving any mark; or like the natural blooming and withering
of a flower. Krishnamurti says:

Every thought and feeling must flower for them to live and dic; flowering
of everything in you, the ambition, the greed, the hate, the joy, the
passion.... As each fact is allowed to flower, in freedom, in its entirety,
the conflict between the observer and the observed ceases.?

In choiceless awareness the principle of division and sorrow, separation of
‘me’ from ‘not-me’ is obliterated ; and there is freedom and joy.

If there is any one thing Krishnamurti’s teaching is about, it is awareness.
It is, so to say, the key to the solution to the universal problem of sorrow,
according to him.

It might, therefore, seem that if one only knew how to be aware, then
there would be nothing more (or greater) for him to learn. The question then
is: how to acquire awareness. But Krishnamurti disallows this question, be-
cause the question is wrong in itself. It is put by the chattering mind, which
already having so much knowledge, seeks the further knowledge of awareness
and asks “how?. ‘But’, Krishnamurti says, ‘when you ask ‘how’, then there
is the division between the observer and the thing observed’.*

The guestion ‘how’ presupposes that there is some method, some system or
some person, laying down the procedure to be followed for achieving aware-
ness. The assumption is entirely wrong. Awareness does not come as a result
of going through a step-by-step procedure. It is not a matter of evolution or
gradual growth. Seeing or understanding is not a drawn-out process. If it is
not immediate, it is nothing. If one realizes that the incessant twittering or
buzzing of the mind is corrosive wasteful and meaningless, then the mind can
become quiet. But one cannot induce real quietness, cannot set about it by
following a prescribed routine. Besides, a repetitive procedure makes the mind
mechanical and dull rather than alert and sensitive, Krishnamurti says: “What
is a method, a system?...Method implies a practice; and a mind that practises
something day after day becomes mechanical, loses its quality of sensitivity
and freshness’.2? Awareness does not follow any beaten track; it is always
new and fresh, and, therefore, full of joy.

We have so far attempted an exposition of the concept of choiceless aware-
ness on the lines of Krishnamurti. It now remains to take a critical look at it.
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One difficulty in making criticisms of Krishnamurti’s ideas is due to the fact
that he speaks mostly from his experiences or acute perceptions of life, and
not from speculations. He describes rather than argues, and that also from a
comprehensive understanding. He is not an academic philosopher, and it was
never his aim to offer an organized system of philosophy. In fact, one of his
basic teachings is that truth cannot be organized, because it isnot anything
static. His independent writings are spread over a period of more than fifty-five
years, and many of his later books are from records of his extempore talks
and discussions in varying sitnations. It is, therefore, quite possible to find
contradiction in his statements of different times, but such contradictions are
more apparent than real. For example, he says: ‘Freedom from the content of
consciousness, from one’s angers and brutalities, from one’s vanities and
arrogance, from all things one is caught up in, is meditation.’?® And he also
says that meditation ‘is a state of freedom, but not from anything.’®® This
inconsistency, however, isinthewords only but not in meaning. Whatis meant
perhaps is that all psychological troubles come toan end in meditation without
there being any resistance or struggle in it. Similarly, the incompatibility bet-
ween the statements ‘the art of seeing ... is not a thing to be cultivated’® and
‘you can cultivate awareness’®® is also seeming rather than substantial. The
point is that seeing is not a matter of continuity, either you see or you do not;
but if vou see, you can see again and again, not because of habit of memory
but because of mindfulness itself, There is no set procedure to be followed.
Practice is always of the old, but every seeing is fresh.

Apart from such variant use of terms which produce difficulty only when
juxtaposed out of context, there may be other difficulties in understanding,
For example, it may be said that passive (yet alert) awareness is only a figment
of the imagination, because no awareness of anything is totally passive, inter-
pretation in some form or other being involved in all cognition of objects.
What we know depends on our ways of knowing, on our sensory and mental
equipment. The colours we see are determined by the nature of our visual
apparatus, the sounds we hear are conditioned by the structure and function
of our organ of hearing, and so on. Besides these, the mind has its own
characteristic mechanism. So there is no pure passive reception of facs.
Hence one may say that Krishnamurti’s description and prescription of
passive perception is contrary-to-fact and impossible of achievement.

But this objection misses the point. Passive awareness, as spoken of by
Krishnamurti, is not incompatible with any scientific finding about the consti-
tution of our sensory organs or with general interpretative function of the
mind, if there is any. He only draws our attention to the fact that words,
images and interests often distort our perception, vitiate our relationship, and
cause universal suffering, which can be avoided. He asserts on the basis of
his own experience that it is possible to have perception without words,
relationship without images and intense awareness without any pre-set motive
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or direction; and he insists that in such awareness there is not only joy but
also the ending of much of man-made trouble.

This answer leads to another question, If awareness is a thing of such
value, it may be asked: is not this itself a reason or motive for seeking it?
Does not Krishnamurti’s teaching initiate a desire for awareness? At least,
is not that the aim of his talking so much about it? If not, what is the point
of his emphasis on it that is evident in his talks and writings? But, on the
other hand, if it is sought as a panacea for the self-induced suffering of man,
does it remain choiceless any longer?

In the problem obscurely developed above, there are these two questions:

first, does Krishnamurti have any aim or purpose in his teaching about aware-
ness? Secondly, if one gets the idea that awareness is 2 very useful thing in
life, is not that a sufficient motive for seeking it? If this latter question is
answered in the affirmative, then there arises the problem of doubt regarding
the choicelessness of awareness.

The first question may be disposed of with the following observation: If
Krishnamurti’s aim in his teaching it to rouse other men to awareness, then
he runs the risk of disappointment in so far as this aim is not achieved. Bui
it may not have been his aim or it may have been discarded. Yet this would
not render his talk pointless. For the point may be in the talk, not in any
external result. He talks, because people are interested in his talks; he writes,
because his writings come out spontaneously. Whether people realize the
value or significance of what he says is quite another matter. It happens that
when one makes a discovery, one speaks out of the joy of it, irrespective of
whether others appreciate its importance or not.

The second question is based on hitting upon a motive for seeking aware-
ness. About this question, Krishnamurti’s answer is unequivocal. What
one seeks is a projection of one’s own desire. It is an outcome of one’s experi-
ence and memory—familiar and recognisable. Reality is not this. It is un-
known, and hence cannot be preconceived and sought. Awareness is of reality
or what-is. So it cannot be sought either. It is when the seeker is not. When
there is motive, there is no awareness. The passion to understand is motive-
less, desireless. It is not for any pleasure or profit. Motive and desire are born
out of one’s past experience and knowledge, and they may relate to the future.
But understanding is always of the present, not of the past or the future.
Therefore, though there can be awareness or understanding of motives and
desires, there cannot be motive or desire for understanding or awareness.
That is, curiosity, attention, love of truth or the intention to understand is
basically disinterested.

Feeling out the nature of consciousness [says Krishnamurti], learning
about it, is without motive; there is no experiencing, or being taught, in
order to be or not to be something. To have a motive, a cause, ever brings
about pressure, compulsion.... Freedom is not a reaction to bondage;
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when it is, then that freedom becomes another bondage. That is why it is
important to find out if one has a motive to be free. If one has, then the
result is not freedom, but merely the opposite of what is.2?

And, again:

The will to be free from repression is a hindrance to understanding the
truth of it: for will is desire, whether positive or negative, and with desire

there can be no passive awareness.... It is truth that liberates, not will or
effort.2s

Another objection to Krishnamurti may be that he seems to make forget-
ting a virtue rather than a deficiency. He appears to disparage memory and
extol forgetfulness. According to him, awareness is of what-is in the present.
Of the past and the future, there is no awareness, but only remembrance or
anticipation, regret or hope, imagination, speculation, and so on. Man’s
preoccupation with time as past and future is a principal determinant of his
suffering. By questioning seriously the value of registering hurts, insults, ctc.
Krishnamurti by implication seems to ask us to forget these things. One is
likely to gather the impression from him that apart from knowledge useful
in matters of technique and practical life, all other experiences are unimpor-
tant and have to lapse from memory. When, with the fast increase in informa-
tion in the modern world, there is a craze for memory, Krishnamurti points—
against the current—to the other direction. But it may be objected: first, is
not having a good memory always an asset?; and, secondly, is memory a
voluntary affair, so that it can be controlled at will, as Krishnamurti seems to
assume?

Response to these objections may be given at and from different levels,
It may, for example, be said that memory in any case deterjorates with advan-
cing age with the degeneration of the brain; and that it is not always bene-
ficial. Overcrowding in the brain, as elsewhere, may often lead to confusion
and disorder rather than clarity. Secondly, though one may not argue for
voluntary control of memory, it is a fact that memory depends on interest,
and may not persist where interest is lacking. Interest depends upon motives,
desires, etc. and may change or fade as a result of change in our ways of
seeing things. This happens when understanding dawns. When the grip of
motives and desires is loosened, there may be discontinuance in memory of
many things, though experiences may go on. Krishnamurti has no quarrel
with memory as such, nor is he in love with forgetting as such; but he calls for
an end to the sustenance of memory-images which makes one’s life miserable
and mars one’s relationship with others. Such ending can come only through
disinterested observation—through choiceless awareness—of the role of
images in our lives.

We will conclude this study with the consideration of a related objection
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of a serious nature. Just as memory seems to be at a discount in Krishnamur-
ti’s philosophy, so also is self-consciousness devalued. Along with relentless
insistence on undirected awareness goes the assertion that awareness is not
self-aware. This might seem to be stunning, incredible and unacceptable. Is
not the call for returning to awareness the cry for self-knowledge and self-
observation? Is it not like the ancient appeal ,‘Know thyself” or dtmanarn
viddhi? Does not attention without motive connote a heightening and deepen-
ing of consciousness (awareness)? How can it be un-self-conscious then?
Moreover, if awareness be unaware of itself at the time it is there, how can
one speak about it later? Krishnamurti’s talk about awareness is surely not
second-hand. When he tells us about it, he does so on the basis of his own
experience. But if at the time of experiencing there is no self-consciousness,
how can it be described later, as it is undoubtedly done? Krishnamurti’s
statement that awareness is not self-conscious, therefore, may well seem to
be unreasonable almost to the point of self-contradiction.

What can conceivably be an answer to this criticism? A response from the
standpoint of Krishnamurti can be reconstructed on the basis of the crucial
point that in awareness there is no division between the observer and the
observed. It involves the breaking down of the self—the experiencer. There is
no duality in it. The subject-object distinction does not exist in awareness.
When there is no self (as distinct from not-self), there cannot be self-consci-
ousness in the sense of consciousness of oneself as distinguished from that of
another. Where there is such conscious distinction, whatever else that may be,
that is not awareness or meditation. This does not mean that awareness is
an unconscious affair or that it irretrievably lapses into oblivion after its
moment of occurrence. It leaves its imprint and can surely be described or
talked about later, though it is different from its description. Duality emerges
at the time of description, all communication through words involve duality.
If this is kept in mind, talk about nondual experience or reality would not be
misunderstood and may even lead to enlightenment. This may bea reason
why Krishnamurti went on talking about it with infinite patience and love.
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Garngesa and transfer of meaning

SUKHARANJAN SAHA
Jadavpur University, Calcutia

We shall be concerned in this paper with the philosophical problems that have
been considered relevant by philosophers of our tradition in the context of
use of words with deviant meaning. It is our plan that we shall discuss mainly
the views of the philosophers of Nyiya, Mimarmsa and Vyikarana schools.
The point of view supported here is mostly that of the Nyaya school, though
we shall not hesitate to show our appreciation of other views where they
appear reasonable to us. The examples that we shall consider are from the
Sanskrit language and are mostly the easier but staple ones. These will be
presented in Roman script and always with English rendering which has
been done keeping in mind an audience not familiar with Sanskrit. It is thus
hoped that an Englishman or an American or even an Indian who does not
know Sanskrit will be able to follow the trend of arguments. We have not tried
to present idiomatic equivalents of such examples from the English language,
for this can be done best by the native speakers of English and not by us for
whom this is at best only a second language.

The paper contains five sections. The first section is by way of introduc-
tion, and the second states the positions of Panini and Patafijali regarding
certain cases of use of words with deviant meaning. In the third section, I shall
consider the Mimamsa and Nyaya approaches. I then pass on to Gangesa,
and the following section is on the views of Gangesa and his followers regar-
ding the extension of the thesis of transfer of meaning to verbal inflections and
compound words. The concluding section deals with his views on autorefe-
rence and transfer of meaning. My aim in this paper is not only to give an
account of Gangeda’s position but also to undertake a critical evaluation of
his views. I have argued that the points made by Gangesa concerning appli-
cation of the thesis of transfer of meaning to verbal inflections, compound
words and self-referring expressions are not well-founded. It would have been
thus more rewarding, if, instead of undertaking this plan of extension, he
would have concentrated more on the staple cases of transfer of meaning,
most of which are instances of metaphors.

I
THE HEARER’S POINT OF VIEW AND A PRESUPPOSITION

Language is the vehicle of thought, and we may, if we so like, express our
beliefs through language. There are, of course, some philosophers who hold
that we cannot have any belief without verbal articulation, and they are of the
opinion that, even when we do not express our beliefs through language for
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communicating them to others, we talk to ourselves and express them in some
sort of inner speech inaudible to others. The beliefs that we thus express are
mostly acquired on the basis of perception, memory, inference and similar
other sources. Thus, at least in respect of things and their nature, the total
system of human knowledge is based on such sources of knowledge, and any
item of such a system can be shown to have been acquired by some individual
or other on the basis of some of the enlisted sources of knowledge. But what
is true of the total system of human knowledge cannot be true of my system
of beliefs, for the meagre knowledge that I have about the world is largely
based on the authority of other people. Thus, though T had never been to
the South Pole, the city of Rome or the Niagara Falls, I know a great deal
about the places from the writings and statements of other people who have
direct knowledge. And the medium through which such knowledge has been
imparted to me is the language I understand. Taking writings as representing
silent speech, we can say that we often learn about things as hearers by liste-
ning to direct or to silent speeches made by others. Study of language can
thus be made not only from the point of view of speakers but also from the
point of view of hearers; and this is no less important, for one hears more
than what one speaks, since one hears not only what one speaks but also
what others speak.

Though the ways of speaking and those of hearing and learning cannot
be completely different, they are not also completely identical. At least this
is how this has been understood by a great number of philosophers of our
tradition, and this is presupposed in my presentation. I shall refer to one
feature of such a perspective for the purposes of presenting their examples
involving many of the cases of transfer of meaning that I propose to investi-
gate in this paper.

Consider the Sanskrit sentence:

Idam utpalam
This (idam) (is) a lotus (wtpalam).

If the sentence expresses a man’s belief regarding a flower he is observing, the
belief will be construed as one wherein the property of being a lotus has been
ascribed to the thing he is perceiving. The belief based on perception and
expressed through this sentence may justifiably be given this predicative inter-
pretation, for I have sensory contact with the property when I ascribe it to
the thing. But, if I am not an observer here and if I acquire a belief on the
basis of this sentence asserted by a speaker, my belief as a hearer should not
be given such a predicative interpretation. In fact, 1 take the two words of
the sentence referentially, and the referent of the first word which has been
identified through the property of thisness is taken by me as identical with
the referent of the other word which has been identified through the property
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of being a lotus. The mode of understanding on the part of a hearer is thus
taken to be different and the reason seems to be as follows.

Words which are not verbs or adjuncts to verbs or do not behave as con-
nectives or as prefixes or suffixes are such that they share sufficient affinity
to merit a common description. In Sanskrit grammar they are treated as
names (ndma). Now, if in a sentence, e.g. in the one mentioned earlier or in a
part of a sentence, e.g. in a compound word, two or more such name expres-
sions occur and if they are used in the same case-ending in case they are all
used with case-endings, the type of interpretation we apply to one such name
may also be extended to the other accompanying name. Even those, who
would like to offer a predicative interpretation to a sentence of the type we
are considering, will certainly take one constituent of the sentence referential-
ly. But our parity argument will demand that both the constituents be taken
referentially and be treated as co-referential terms thereby stressing upon us
the need of extending identity interpretation to such sentences. Backing up
such a strategy the supporters of such an interpretation offer a theory of
meaning, according to which the meaning of every name word consists of its
reference or denotation and a property present in it without which its reference
would have failed to constitute its meaning. When a hearer comes to acquire
a belief on the basis of a sentence uttered by a speaker, he must be credited
with a prior knowledge of the meanings of words used in that sentence, And
if meaning consists of the elements noted, the route to the hearer’s belief will
have to be something like this. As soon as the hearer completes listening to
the first word of the speaker’s sentence, he grasps the meaning of the word
along with its two clements. The process is repeated when he completes listen-
ing to the other word, and the hearer then comes to acquire a belief in which
the referent of one word as understood by him is taken to be identical with
the referent of the other word as understood by him. We are aware that truth
is not at stake here, for a belief occurring as under predicative interpretation,
if true, will guarantee the truth of the belief occurring as under identity inter-
pretation and vice versa. Our principal interest, however, is to present the
problems relating to cases of transfer of meaning and I believe that this can
be done by following any of the two possible interpretations. But, as the
philosophers whose views we shall be discussing accept the identity interpre-
tation, the plausibility of such an approach has been briefly argued for and is
presupposed in what follows.

I
PANINI AND PATARNIALL

It is believed that Panini who has systematized the rules of Sanskrit grammar

in his siftras or aphorisms records a rule involving transfer of meaning in his
sitra:
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Pumryogadakhydayam
[Purit=a male person or individual/yegad — because of association
with -gkhydyam —=name... i.e. a name that stands for a male
person or individual will denote (a female person or invdividual
after taking the suffix is on it).]

In explanation of this sitra, Katyayana and Patafijali have given several illus-
trations, one of which is presented below following Bhattoji Diksit’s Siddhdn-
takaumudi and its commentaries. The name gopa stands for a male person
who looks after (pati) cows (go). Similarly, a female person who does the
job of looking after cows will be referred to by the word gopa (longer a in
the end) which is a derivative from the root gopa and the suffix 4. The female
person here is by profession one who does the job of looking after cows, no
matter whether she is the wife or daughter of a gopa or one who does not
in any way belong to the social community of the gopas. Even where a lady
belongs to such a community and also does the job will be called a gopa
(longer a in the end), not because of her belonging to the community but
because of her doing the job. Sanskrit vocabulary has room for another word
‘gop?’ which also is a derivative from the word gopa and the suffix 75, The word
gopi does not, however, stand for any lady not belonging to the social commu-
nity of the gopas. And even when the word is used to denote a lady who
belongs to such a community and also does the job of looking after cows,
she is so denoted for her belonging to the community and not for her job.
Lord Krsna who is believed by the Hindus to be one of the incarnations of
God was a gopa by profession. His relationship with Radha and her friends
has been elaborately depicted in the great Sanskrit work the Bhagavata where-
in Krsna has been described as a gopa and his consorts as gopis. They were
not gopd-s but were called gopis, because the ladies belonged to Kyspa’s
community. The interpretation of the word gopi as given here makes a pre-
supposition to the effect that the suffix i§ which together with gopa yields
gopi has no denotation or reference and for that matter no meaning of its
own. It may be accepted as what is called dyotaka or modifier of meaning
without itself having any meaning. Granted this presupposition, we can then
say that the referring constitutent, i.e. gopa of the derivative gopi designates
what gop! stands for. But we have been taught that the usual meaning of
gopa is a male person who does the job of looking after cows. Given this,
in accepting that the meaningful component of gopi means what gop! actually
stands for, we are constrained to admit that this component, namely, gopa
has not been used here in its usual meaning. A shift in reference is involved
here, and this is clearly a case of transfer of meaning. But the important
feature to be noted here is that the normal reference and the shifted reference
are related in a given manner; and, if they were not so connected, this would
not have been a permissible case of transfer of meaning. In defence of this
explanation, Patafijali notes a few varieties of transfer of meaning commonly
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resorted to in idiomatic speech. The different cases of transfer of meaning
noted by Patafijali in his Mahdbhdsya (the Great Commentary) on Panini’s
aphorism under reference fall into four main varieties which we note below
with illustrations from Patafijali and/or his commentators,

The word for the locus being used to refer o its substratum. (Patafijali’s
own expression for this is tatsthya.) Examples given by Patafijali:

A-1
Marsicd hasanti

(1) The word mafice usually stands for a platform (raised on columns,
perhaps for a theatrical performance): this word has been used here
in the plural.

(2) The word hasanti which agrees with the nominative in respect of
number means ‘(are) laughing’. Understood literally the given sentence
then should mean:

The platforms are laughing.

But this cannot evidently be what has been staied by the sentence. The
meaning should perhaps be construed as:

The boys (performing on the platform) are laughing.

If such a construing is considered plausible, the route to it is transfer of
meaning of the word mafica from platform to the boys (performing on the
platform).

Giri dahyate
The hill (= giri) is being burnt { = dahyate).

The important question here is whether the hill is capable of being burnt.
Wood is capable of being burnt, and for that matter any kind of fuel is capable
of being burnt since ‘capable of being burnt® means that if something is put
to fire it will consume the thing reducing it to ashes. Since the hill is of the
nature of stone which cannot be consumed by fire in this way, the hill cannot
properiy be said to be capable of being burnt. What then is the meaning of
the sentence under reference? It does perhaps mean: The trees (of the forest on
the hill) are being burnt. Once again the route to such a construing is transfer
of meaning of the word giri from Al to trees on the hill.

We shall add a note here on the kind of interpretations different philoso-
phefs offer to the type of two sentences under reference, i.e. of sentences
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containing a nominative and a verb word indicative of some action or other.
Patafijali and his followers, who are called grammarians (vaiyakaranas)
because of their outstanding contributions to Sanskrit grammar (vydkarana),
interpret both the nominative and verb words referentially and offer identity
interpretation to such sentences. The philosophers belonging to the Nyaya
school do not interpret the verb word referentially and thus offer a predica-
tive interpretation to such a sentence. We shall have an occasion later to
dwell more on this difference. For the following two examples (B-1 and B-2),
however, where sentences are of a different sort philosophers of both these
two schools as well as others belonging to other schools offer identity interpre-
tation, This other type of sentence contains at least two words, none of which
is a verb; but they agree in respect of number, gender, etc. Such sentences,
we have noted earlier, are offered identity interpretation, and the constituent
words are all treated referentially. Perhaps one of such words may be taken
as having unique reference which is held to be identical with the reference of
the other term. This other term need not be taken as having unique reference,
and the identity interpretation looks like what Bertrand Russell would offer
to sentences containing a definite description and an ambiguous description,
e.g. to the sentence: ‘The present Chief Minister of West Bengal is a Marxist.”
We shall henceforth translate a Sanskrit sentence of this type into an English
sentence containing a finite form of the verb ‘to be’, and this should be under-
stood in the sense of identity just indicated. We now proceed to give an idea
of the second type of cases noted by Patafijali as involving transfer of meaning,

The word which would normally be understood and used to stand for a
type of things may be relaxingly used to stand for a thing which does not
belong to that type but which may share a (very important) property (dharma)
which everything belonging to that type possesses. (Patafijali uses the term
taddnarmyat to characterize such a case of transfer of meaning.) Because of
difficulties of offering an English rendition of Patafijali’s own ¢xample, we
shall explain the two examples that Kaiyata has mentioned in his commentary
and the last one Kaiyata admits to have borrowed from Bhartrhari whom he
quotes {Gotvanusango... etc. Vikyapadiva).

B-1
Sirtho manabakah

Manabakah = The boy observing celibacy after the ceremony of
initiation.

Sirmtha=a lion

Hence, it apparently states:
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B2

Gaurvahikah
Vahikah = An inhabitant of the region referred to in earlier
Sanskrit literature as Fahlika and he is believed to be
a dull-headed person,
Gau=a cow.

Hence B-2 apparently states:
The Vahika is a cow.

Since both B-1 and B-2 are to be given identity interpretation and since
they cannot be given such an interpretation taking all the constituent words
in their usual meaning, the word ‘lion” (sirtha) in B-1 is to be taken as standing
for a thing having a property or properties which might be shared in common
by a lion and the boy under reference; similarly, the word ‘cow’ (gau) is to be
taken as standing for a thing having a property, e.g. dull-headedness shared
in common by & cow and an inhabitant of the region under reference. The
changed denotation, it may be noted, stands related in such cases also to the
normal denotation through some relation, viz. the former’s sharing some
property of the latter.

Pataiijali describes the third variety of transfer of meaning as a case of
vicinity (tatsamipya) between the normal denotation of a word and the change
in denotation. The example he offers is not such that it requires us to offer
an identity interpretation, since the words are not in the same case-ending like
the words in B-1 and B-2. We shall explain only the first of the two examples
he uses.

C-1
Gangayar Ghosah

Ganga is the sacred river of the Hindus, which originates in the Himalayas
and flows through the states of Uttar Pradesh, Bihar and Bengal and finally
meets the Bay of Bengal. The Anglicized name of the river is the ‘Ganges’.
The fuller component Gangdydr: means ‘in the river Ganga’, the preposition
‘in’ corresponding to the suffix added to the root Ganga.

Ghosa is a surname and has been used to stand for a definite individual
who is the head of the family. Therefore, supplying the verb word ‘lives’
(C-1) can be rendered as:

T EEESE——
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The Ghosa family lives in the Ganigé.

But, since no family as we normally understand it can live in the flow of
water called the Ganga, this word Gariga should be understood here as the
bank of the river where a family can live constructing permanent structure
which is so essential for settled living, This transfer of meaning from the
normal denotation to the new denotation looks acceptable, only because the
bank is the closest place in relation to the river.

Patafijali’s other example is:

Kiipe Gargakiilam
Kipe=1In the well; Gargakilam =The community of Garga

Patafijali has given us two examples under the last varicty of cases involving
transfer of meaning. The normal meaning of the concerned word under this
variety is such that it is related by way of habitual association (sahacarana)
to the transferred meaning in which it has actually been used in such a con-
text. Thus, if a particular Brihmana is in the habit of using a stick in his
hand due to his old age, he may be referred to by the use of the word for stick,
because, he is in the habit of using a stick.

D-1

Yasgi pravesaya. . . .
Yasti=the stick; pravesaya=usher into

Hence the English equivalent of D-1
Usher the stick into.

Evidently enough it is not a stick that is to be ushered into but the person
holding a stick is the one who is to be ushered into. Hence the word yasti
(or “stick’) has not been used here to stand for a ‘stick’ but for the person
holding a stick in his hand. The route to such a case of transfer of meaning is
then through the fact of habitual association. What has been said in respect of

D-1 will apply also to:

D-2

Kuntan prave$aya. . . .
Usher (pravesaya) the spear-s (kuntan) into.....

Here the word Kuntan has perhaps been used to induce fear in the mi_nds of
children by referring to the owners of sharp weapons like spears with the
help of the word for the spear.
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It
MIMAMSA AND NYAYA APPROACHES

Both Panini and Patafijali might themselves have used other words involving
transfer of meaning in contexts other than the ones noted by us. But the ones
noted by us are the cases expressly admitted by them as cases involving trans-
fer of meaning, and we have seen how Patafijali assimilates them under diffe-
rent varieties depending on the nature of relationship obtaining between the
usual meaning of a word and the new referent of it. I presume that this sort
of use of words can be utilized, on grounds of analogy, for stipulating that
transfer of meaning can also be extended to sentences; and I would say that
this encouraged the Mimarsaka philosophers in offering the kind of interpre-
tation they offer to descriptive sentences of the Vedas. The Vedas contain
two types of sentences, the main category being imperative sentences or their
equivalents enjoining on those who accept the Vedic authority the duty to be
performed or the avoidance of a given course of action. The other type of
Vedic sentences which also are very common seems to narrate incidents or
assert facts about deities and other things mentioned in imperatives. Sentences
of this category are often statements which are taken by the Mimirhsakas
to be auxiliary to some imperative sentence or other. The descriptive state-
ments of the Vedas are thus taken to have been sung or emphasized in praise
or denunciation of the thing whose performance have been recommended or
prohibited. The corrollary of such an interpretation seems to be that, even
if we ascribe some sort of literal meaning to the descriptive Vedic statements,
this meaning is not important at its face value and is not what serves the
purpose at hand, namely, Jeading the agent through emotive persuasion to a
prescribed course of action or to avoidance of some prohibited action.

The Mimarsakas do not take sentential meaning to be necessarily the
function of word meanings. Thus, treating a sentence in some given context
as a combination of words the several meanings of which need not necessarily
determine the meaning of the sentence, they can claim for such a sentence a
meaning which we would not have been able to arrive at if sentential meaning
were regarded as a function of word meanings. This view, they suggest, should
not be taken necessarily to imply that the independent meaning of a sentence
cannot normally be analysingly traced to word meanings. But, though there
is thus a scope in the Mimarnsaka view for such an analysis, this cannot
always be shown to be apt when in some typically difficult cases a constituent
word, understood in its usual meaning or even taken to be a word involving
transfer of meaning, fail to yield any acceptable sentential meaning, Thus, the
sentence:

c-2
Gabhirdyam nadyamn  Ghosali

consists of the following three words:
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(1) Gabhirayarn (in the deep), this is an adjective in relation to (2) below
(2) nadyam (in the river)
(3) Ghosah (the Ghosa family)

The sentence is to be interpreted in the model of C-1 (Gangdyarit Ghosalr)
which we have comsidered earlier. We have scen that the word “Ganga’ as
occurring in C-1 is to be taken not in its usual meaning of the river called the
Ganga but in a changed meaning as standing for its bank. The word nadydm
as occurring in C-2 should be similarly taken to stand not for a river which
constitutes its usual meaning but for the river’s bank. Thus, the use of the
word is question involves transfer of meaning. But the difficulty that remains
is with the adjective gabhirdyan (1) that has been used along with nadyam (2).
If it were permissible to interpret C-2 as meaning:

The Ghosa family {lives) in the bank of
the deep (gabhirdvam) river.

there would have been no great problem with the adjective word, for in that
case it would have been taken in its normal meaning. But such an interpreta-
tion presupposes that the same word, the word nadyam here, can be under-
stood both in its normal meaning (i.e. river) and also as standing for some-
thing (i.e. bank) that does not constitute its normal meaning. I would like to
suppose that the Mimarsakas would not support such a line of interpretation.
They avoid such a contingency by holding that the hypothesis of transfer of
meaning which we normally take to be applicable only to words has a wider
scope of application, since it may be extended, if necessary, to sentential
meaning as a whole. In other words, the sentential meaning understood here
in respect of C-2 need not be taken either as the function of the meaning of
the constituent words, no matter whether someone of them may be taken as
involving transfer of meaning, or as that synoptic meaing capable of being
analysingly traceable to meanings of constituent words, no matter whether
someone of them is taken as involving transfer of meaning. On such an in-
terpretation of the Mimarhsaka view, the meaning that we grasp first is the
meaning of the combination of all words, i.e. of the sentence. In respect of
C-2 the procedure starts with a consideration of the apparent meaning of C-2
as a whole. This, however, ends in failure because of the untenability of this
apparent meaning, since the Ghosa family cannot live in the deep waters of
the river as men are different from fish. Hence the acceptable sentential mean-
ing of C-2 is a case of transfer of meaning involving the sentence as a whole,
and on such an interpretation there is no need to show any sort of correlation
between meanings of words and sentential meaning taken as a whole.

Tf the plausibility of the above interpretation is conceded, the Mimamsa-
kas, we suppose, may like it very much to admit cases of transfer of meaning
involving a sentence as a whole in respect of the descriptive or narrative
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state?ments of the Arthavida section of the Vedas. Let us considerin this con-
nection the following Vedic sentence from the Arthavada section (which
follows after the injunction: Indrava svdhd):

Indrah sahasraksah
Indra=a Vedic deity
Sahasrdksah=one with a thousand eyes

The apparent meaning of the sentence is then:

(The deity) Indra is (a god) with
one thousand eyes.

The Mimariisakas who do not believe in the existence of personal gods will
not accept the above as the intended meaning of the sentence in question, the
reason being that such a thousand-eyed Indra does not really exist, for deities,
according to them, are in reality aptly and rightly pronounced sounds. There-
fore, the given sentence shouid be understood as a sentence in praise of Indra
a rite_conceming him being involved here. We suppose that this change in
meaning is not traceable to specific meanings of the constituent words of the
concerned sentence. It is then a case of transfer of meaning from the apparent
‘meaning of the sentence (the meaning which cannot be taken to be true) to
some other sort of meaning of the sentence as a whole., On the hypothesis
under consideration, the term fndre which is of the nature of sound stands
for itself, and as this evidently has no eyes the referent of*Indra’ cannotbe
held to be identical with anything having thousand eyes. Perhaps the meaning
of the other component Sahasraksa (the thousand-eyed) has to be understood
differently involving what is called transfer of meaning. But, alas, this cannot
be done in the Paninian or Pataiijalian way, for no kind of relationship can
be shown to obtain between the normal meaning of the thousand-eyed and
the one that may be supposed here to fit in with the meaning of the other
component of the sentence under consideration. Even if some such relation-
ship may be imagined here, that will not certainly look natural. How then
are we to understand the meaning of the sentence? One might suppose that
such Vedic declarative statements have only a kind of emotive meaning in-
asmuch as it helps the agent in deciding in favour of the performance of the
rite in question. But unless the agent takes the statement to be true, though
in reality it may not be so, it is difficult to see how the statement may help
the agent in taking his decision. If then the agent believes a statement to be
true, he can do so by understanding its meaning as something capabie of being
true. It might perhaps be suggested that the emotive meaning attached to a
declarative statement is independent of its cognitive meaning, and in this
senge such emotive meaning is not the function of the meanings of constituent
words. But, if emotive meaning is independent in such a way, such a meaning
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attached to different declarative sentences should be the same in all cases;
and the declarative statement {dy) appended to an injunction (i;) should be
able to replace the declarative statement (d,) appended to the injunctio.n (z'?)
and conversely. Let us consider the following declarative sentence (which is
appended to the injunction (i) Vayavyam svetam Glabheta bhatikamah):

Vayurvai khepistha devatd (d,)

If the sort of emotive meaning under reference could really be defended, we
shall have to suppose that fndralt sahasraksal (dy) and may replace (c.i'g) and
may be appended to (i) and (dy) may be appended to Indraya svaha (i,). But
the Vedas will not certainly permit this. - _

According to the followers of the Nyaya school who belie‘ffe in the exis-
tence of personal gods, Indra who is normally taken to be the king (Devara{a)
of gods is the referent of the word Indra, and he is believed, on the authority
of the Vedic statement under reference, to be a god (perhaps the only god)
with thousand eyes. The statement is thus believed to be true in its-apparent
literal meaning. What is important here is that the point a.t issue is not the
theory of gods but the theory of meaning. The Nyiya p}_u.lo?oph_ers would
thus like to point out that the type of meaning the Mimirmsa p_h]losophers
offer to the Vedic sentences in question in conformity with their theory of
gods cannot be approved from the point of view of theory of meaning.

A different follower of Mimarnsa philosophy may submit here that‘gods,
according to Mimarisa, are not sounds, even if they are aptly and rightly
pronounced. He may put forward the hypothesis that words for gods dq not
refer to sounds but represent the natural forces. Thus, Indra stands for light-
ning, and Vayu for air. Given this theory of gods, Indra understood as
lightning can bz said to be thousand-eyed if we interpret the term. Sahasraksal
(the thousand-eyed) in some other way, say, as the source of light. In other
words, this term involves transfer of meaning from the thousand-@yed to th‘e
source of light. Similarly, Vayu in Vayurvai khepistha devata will, on this
hypothesis, be understood to represent the natu{al phenon_lenon of fur, and
the meaning of the word khepisthd which is ‘giver of. qujck. result’ can fit
marvellously well here if the word is understood as mvolvnjlg transfer of
meaning to represent vetocity, the most important fea.ture of air. '

The followers of Nydya cannot raise serious objections against the revised
Mimarhsa position from the point of view of theory of n_leaning; they do not,
of course, support such a position as they are believers in personal gods. ]?.ut
their attitude, wehave seen, will certainly be different towards the other k.md
of Mimérsa position even from the point of view of_ tht_:m:y of meaning.
They would prefer to go to the extent, if necessary, of d:smlss.m.g awordin a
given sentence as a meaningless component in that context 1f its 1101'[’1‘.131 or
transferred meaning does not fit in. But such a fact of a word’s nofc fitting in
would not be interpreted by them in favour of transfer of meaning of the

GANGESA AND TRANSFER OF MEANING 69

sentence as a whole. Thus, in C-2 (Gabhiraydr nadyam Ghosah) the word
gabhirdyarit (in the deep ...), according to Gangeda’s followers though not
according to him, would be regarded as a meaningless sentence-constituent,
since the noun word to which it has been tagged is understood through
transfer of meaning as representing the bank {of the river). One might say
that if the noun word nadyam (the root word of which is nadi= ‘river’) is
understood not simply as the bank, which being land cannot be deep but as
the bank of #ie river, then the river of which that bank is the bank can be
understood as deep; and there would be no necessity of dismissing the
adjective gabhirdpdm as a meaningless constituent here. The Nyaya philo-
sophers are ready to concede the possibility of the hearer’s understanding,
from oaly the noun word ‘river’ (i.c. nadf as contained in nadyim), of (1)
the bank, or (2) the bank of the river or even perhaps, (3) the bank of the deep
river depending on what the hearer claims to have actually understood. But,
since (1) is a part of (2) and also of (3), the hearer’s understanding in anyone
of the three possible modes must be through transfer of meaning of the word
‘tiver’ (nadi) from its normal meaning river to bank, If more is understood as
related to the bank, e.g. the bank being understood as the river's bank and
not as the bank of, say, a lake, or as the deep river’s bank and not as the
shallow or dried-up river’s bank, it would be wrong to suppose that such a
richer understanding is the cumulative effect of the several acts of under-
standing of () the usual meaning of the noun word and (b) the transferred
meaning of the noun word here; or of these two and (¢) of depth as pertaining
to (a) on the basis of the adjective word and the noun word. The same word,
according to our construing of Nyaya, cannot be understood differently in a
given context of its single use. The Nyiya philosopher wants to stick to the
demands of discipline in the theory of meaning and would not allow over-
permissiveness. Even where the hearer’s understanding is in the mode the
deep river’s bank, the adjective word makes no contribution towards this
composite meaning, though the hearer might have been influenced by this
word in fixing or guessing the speaker’s intention. But fixing or guessing the
speaker’s intention is not meaning.

Our construing of the Nyaya position may elicit adverse reactions from a
section of the followers of Nyaya; for, according to a modest version, undet-
standing the meaning of the phrase gabhirayam nadyan through fransfer of
meaning in respect of the noun word would be one not simply about the
bank but about the river’s bank—the former being (1) and the latter being
(2) of the three possibilities noted in the preceding paragraph. And if (1) is
rejected as a possibility and (2) is what we get through transfer of meaning,
then, as the river is very much a constituent part of the synoptic content of
my understanding, the adjective word can be said to have been understood in
its usual meaning; and this usual meaning can be taken to have been under-
stood in the sentential understanding of the hearer as related to a part of the
transferred meaning, namely, to the river. On such an interpretation (which
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is represented as the theory of ekadesanvaya), the supporters of the moderate
version of Nydya would argue, we can show the usefulness of allthe words,
since what counts as the usual meaning of the adjective in question finds its
way in some form in the understanding of the meaning of the phrase and,
therefore, also in the understanding of the sentence asa whole, Our reply to
the objection raised is as follows.

It would be wrong to suppose that in order to be a useful sentence-
constituent, a word has to have meaning, that is, has to have a reference
identified through some property. Though it is quite acceptable that to be
meaningful is also to be useful, it cannot be said that to be useful is also to
be meaningful—meaning being understood here in the sense just noted. Thus,
the sentential connective and/eca (a nipdta) in

Sah dhanavan jlidnavan ca
He is wealthy and wise

is very much useful but not meaningful in our sense of ‘meaningful’. (If some-
one holds that cafand has some meaning and if he is bold enough to suggest
that such a sentence-constituent may have meaning even in the sense under
reference, our counter-example would then be prefixes called upasarga
which, according to at least Gangesa, does not have meaning.) Furthermore,
if the adjective gabhirayar is treated as meaningful, then it should be so
understood as related to the noun that the two are treated as co-referential
terms. This follows from Nyidya’'s commitment to identity interpretation in
respect of two name expressions used with the same case-ending. If this
commitment thus stands, then as the noun word here is taken to refer to
the bank, the referent of the adjective (=a deep thing) cannot be understood
as identical with the referent of the noun word, We, therefore, conclude that
the adjective in this context cannot be taken to be meaningful, though we do
not deny that it may prove to be useful to the hearer in fixing the intention
of the speaker.

Our argument, we hope, has been able to show that we can do without
the theory of transfer of meaning in the realm of sentences, and its scope is
restricted only to the level of words for enabling us to arrive at acceptable
sentential meaning in relevant cases. We also accept the Paninian and Patafi-
jalian stipulation that, if we are to arrive at any sentential meaning involving
transfer of meaning in respect of any sentence constituent, then this transfer
from the usual meaning to the new meaning must conform to the rule that
the two are related in some manner, and this is taken to be known to the
hearer in question. In fact, in his Sahacaranadisitra (NS2.2.62), Gautama,
the founder of the Nyaya school of philosophy, approvingly mentions all the
four Patafijalian varieties of relationship involving the usual meaning and
the transferred meaning, though he adds a few more varieties to Patafijali’s
list. The example he presents are from idiomatic speech, and the relation-
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ship he shows as obtaining between the two concerned meanings does not
appear to be unnatural. But Gautama’s recognition of the fact that the rela-
tionship between the usual meaning and transferred meaning need not be
confined only to the four types admitted by Patafijali encouraged Gangeséa
after a gap of some 1200 years to apply the theory of transfer of meaning to

certain trickly linguistic problems as well as to some vexed problems of auto-
reference.

v
GANGESA'S PLAN OF EXTENSION

Gangesa’s plan of extension of the thesis of transfer of meaning includes
among others two very important topics, viz. (@) the problem of meanings of
verbal inflections and (b} that of compound words. For a better understanding
of Gangesa’s position, it would be advisable to discuss his basic attitude
towards the general problem of transfer of meaning. This will be followed by
two subsections on verbal inflections and on compound words. The last sub-
section is by way of a short review of Gangesa's plan of extension,

(a) Introductory

According to Gautama and Vitsydyana, the two founders of the Nyiya
system of philosophy, the meaning of a sentence-constituent called a pada

. or a word is constituted by three elements, namely, the individual the word

stands for, its (structural) form, and its universal. The Nyaya philosophers
accept the Vaisesika ontology, according to which not only substances but
als.o qualities and actions are regarded as individuated entities in which appro-
priate universals inhere. And, since {like substances) gualities and actions
cannot besaidtohave any structural form, primary meaningof a word standing
for such an entity, later philosophers of the school hold, must then be consti-
tuted by the particular quality or action and its universal; and, if a third
element has to be admitted at all, the relation of inherence as obtaining bet-
ween the two may be regarded as such a third factor.

.The more serious problem is, however, how to identify cases of such a
primary sort of meaning which is called §ak#i in Sanskrit. Thus, when a word
is found to have been used in more than one sense, should we treat such
senses as equally independent and basic? In other words, should we treat
such cases as ones involving homonyms? If it is a fact that people normally
use a word in two or more meanings or senses and the children learn the
dlfffzrent senses—the familiar example in Sanskrit being Saindhavam dnaya
(Bring saindhava), when the word saindhava may stand for either mineral
salt or a horse of a special kind, then the word is a homonym or a nandrthaka
word—a word having different (ndn@) meanings (artha). But if it is the case
that people do not learn the meaning of a word as having different senses,
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then, if the word happens to be used by a speaker to refer to a thing which
does not fall within jts normal meaning but which may be related to its
normal meaning in some way, and if this is known to us, it will bea case of
transfer of meaning. The problem arises, however, when we encounter cases
of words which people normally use in different but related ways and the
children also learn the meanings accordingly. Let us consider the gxample
of colour words in Sanskrit.

It has been recognized by the grammarians of the Sanskrit language that
colour words have some vagueness in their use inasmuch as a colour word
may mean either a coloured thing or the colour jtseif the thing possesses. They
have, however, offered linguistic criteria for determining whether in a given
context a given colour word stands for a colour or for a coloured thing. Thus,
when a colour word is used as an adjective qualifying a generic word for
colour, the adjective colour word will certainly stand for that specific colour.
Consider the following:

Nilavir riaparit bhati
(The) blue (=nilam) colour (=ripam) is shining.

Here the colour word rilam has been used in the neuter gender for preserving
its agreement with the noun word riipam which also is in the neuter gender.
But if specific colour words are used independently, i.e. not as adjectives
qualifying any generic word for colour, then such colour words, it has been
stipulated by the grammarians, will be used in the masculine gender, e.g. in
the sentence below:

Nilah na raktah
Blue is distinet from red,

A problem arises in respect of use of a colour word in association with a
word for a physical object where also, according to Sanskrit grammar, there
should be agreement regarding number, case and gender between the two
words of such a context, e.g. in the sentence below:

Utpalam nilam
The Iotus is blue.

Since philosophers of our tradition offer an identity interpretation insuch a
case as was noted by us earlier, the colour word nilam does not stand here
for blue colour itseif. It stands for the blue object instead. The important
point to be noted here is that such a use of a colour word is not infrequent,
and people use colour words in this way as well as for referring to colours
themselves and the children learn such uses form their childhood. Should
we then say that colour words behave like homonyms as they stand some-
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times for colours and some other times for coloured objects? We cannot
offer an affirmative answer to this question, since it goes against our common
sense. The Nydya philosophers tender the following interpretation for the
cases under consideration.

The fundamental point the Nyaya philosophers emphasize is that two
meanings of the same logical type cannot be said to be involved here. But, if
two independent meanings are not involved here, which one of the two, viz.
the colour and the coloured object, is to be regarded as primary? Usage by
elders and learning by children are neutral in respect of both, since, if we
were to depend on these factors, they would equally support both the alter-
natives. But, as this would not be a palatable situation and as we shall have
to decide in favour of a single alternative, we shall have to offer some Jjustifi-
cation here. The Nyaya philosophers follow a general methodological crite-
rion to the effect that other things remaining equal of the two competing
alternativesthe one that is consistent with the principle of parsimony is to be
preferred. Now, if we accept the alternative that a specific colour word, say,
‘blue’ (nilam) stands for the coloured object, i.e. the blue object, then such
an object can be said to constitute the meaning of the word in virtue of
possessing blue colour. But, as there can be different shades of blue colour,
and if we accept the Vaisesika ontology which stipulates that like sub-
stances having (blue) colour the colour itself is a particular, the colour that
belongs to the blue object is never numerically the same for any two blue
objects. If we thus accept that the blue objects constitute the normal meaning
of the word ‘blue’ (nilam), then the property (the possession of which would
justify our applying the word to a substratum of such a property} would
be too many in number. But let us consider the other hypothesis, according
to which the different blue colours constitute the meaning of the word ‘blue’.
If these colours are what constitute the meaning of the word, they can be so
regarded because of the fact that these instances of blue colour all possess
the universal of being a blue colour. On this hypothesis then, we achieve some
sort of economy in respect of the feature, the possession of which would
Justify our using the word for things that possess that feature. This hypothesis
is then more in keeping with the principle of parsimony. If, thus, colours are
taken to constitute the normal meaning of colour words and if coloured
objects cannot be regarded as constitutive of such a meaning, then, when
colour words are actually used for coloured objects, we use these words in
that way through a sort of transfer from the normal meaning to the new
reference; and this we could do, because colours inhere jn those objects.

(b) Verbal Inflections

Akhyata inflections are special suffixes that are added to the verb-root to make
it eligible for use as a finite verb constituent in a sentence. Unless the verb-
root takes up those suffixes it would not be idiomatic and grammatical io
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use it as a finite verb in a sentence. This is true not only of the inflectional
language like Sanskrit but also, to some extent, of the language I am writing
in now. Thus, consider the sentence:

I am writing (an article in the English language).

The root verb here is ‘to write’ which does not find a place as it is in the sen-
tence we are considering. The finite verb ‘am writing” is here a combination
of two-constituents, the first one (‘am’) of which stands for time as well as for
number and person of the referent of the nominative word. The second
constituent is a transformation of the root verb, and it contains marks of
agreement with the preceding constituent. Hence the grammatically idiomatic
finite verb component in its totality contains the root verb and certain verbal
marks. Let us now consider the following Sanskrit sentence:

Sah vidyalayarh gacchati
He is going to school
He (sah) is going (gacchati) (to) school (vidyalayam).

The finite verb gacchati (which is a transitive verb) isa transformation of the
root verb gam (‘to go’) when it takes up the suffix #7. Since the root gam
can take up other suffixes in the context of other sentences, the meaning of
the finite verb must be a function of the meaning of the root which will be
constant and the meaning of the suffix it takes up in a specific case of its use.
Inthe case of the sentence being considered by us now, the suffix # indi-
cates a variety of things, e.g. the time of the performance of the action indi-
cated by the root verb, the number of the person performing the action, the
relationship between such a person and the speaker of the sentence-—the
relationship which is captured by the concept of purusa or personhood of the
discipline called grammar. But the most important feature of the finite verb,
according to the philosophers of the grammatical school of our country, is
that the finite verb embodies the concept of agency, and it is construed as an
expression that stands for the voluntary agent performing the action. The
finite verb is the most dominating constituent of the sentence; the other consti-
tuents are assigned only an auxiliary role in the sentence inasmuch as their
utility lies in their agreement and relationship with the most dominating
constituent of the finite verb of the sentence. The meaning of the sentence
under consideration, according to this view, is that the agent performing the
act of going to school is identical with the referent of the word Saf (‘He’) and
not that the latter is identical with the former, their logical equivalence not-
withstanding. The followers of Nyaya do not agree with the grammarians on
this issue of the dominating element. According to them, the question of such
an element has to be decided after taking into consideration all types of sen-
tence. Since all (Sanskrit) sentences do not contain the finite verb, it should
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not be regarded as the most important or dominating element of the sentence.
On the contrary, the followers of Nyiya argue, all sentences contain at least
one name word in the first case-ending—sentences with finite verbs being no
exception, since in paradigm cases where sentences are in the active voice the
nominative of the finite verb must be a name word in the first case-ending.

Even if the foregoing argument is granted, there is no bar to holding that
the finite verb be understood referentially and verbal suffixes be interpreted
as standing for agents performing some action or other. The followers of
Nyéya hold that, since the finite verb is not the dominating constituent of
the sentence, there is no necessity in treating it referentiaily for taking its
referent as identical with the referent of the nominative. Furthermore, had it
been a name expression, its agreement with nominative would have entailed
identity interpretation of the sentence and referential interpretation of the
same order for the finite verb. Such an entailment lacking, the followers of
Nydya take some freedom in the matter of offering interpretation to the
verbal suffixes that transform the root verb into a finite verb. They utilize the
principle of parsimony in the determination of meaning of verbal suffixes in
question in the manner of determining the meaning of specific colour words.
It may be recalled that such words are taken to stand basically for colours and
not for coloured objects: Similarly, if parsimony so demands, the meaning
of the type of verbal suffixes called ‘#i and others’ (tingantavibhakti) should
not be the agent but should be identified with that factor which makes an
agent a free agent. If the verbal suffixes are taken to stand for the agents, the
agents will constitute the meaning of the suffixes in question because of the
fact that they possess volition which makes them agents. But volition is some-
thing private and subjective, and my volition is not your volition. Hence this
internal property of volition being innumerable in number, what fixes the
reference of the suffix is numerically many, though these many states are all
states of velition. Alternatively, however, these states of volition may them-
selves be taken to be what the suffixes stand for, and on this alternative the
property, the possession of which makes the volitional states the meaning of
the suffixes in question, is the single property of being a state of volition, i.e.
the universal of volitionhood. Therefore, comparedto the former hypothesis
the latter one achieves economy in respect of the réference-fixing property
inasmuch as, while on the first view it is innumerable in number, such a pro-
perty is only one on the second view.

Let us at this point note down the points of similarity and contrast
between specific colour words and the verbal suffixes in guestion. Specific
colour words are actually used by people sometimes for specific colours and
sometimes for coloured objects. Parsimony argument favours the view that
colours constitute the primary meaning of colour words, and when colour
words are actually wsed for coloured objects they come 1o be so designated
through transfer of meaning. So far as verbal suffixes in question are con-
cerned, the situation is slightly different, since it is not the case that people
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actually use them sometimes for agents and sometimes for volition. These are
merely two logical possibilities in the sense that, if agents are taken to consti-
tute the meaning of the suffixes, the sentence containing a finite verb has to
be offered identity interpretation; while, if it is volition which is to be taken
to constitute meaning, then such a sentence has to be offered predicative
interpretation, transfer of meaning not figuring in the sitnation in any way.
Since usage is not the deciding factor here and as each one of identity and
predicative interpretations can be shown here to be equally plausible, for a
decision parsimony principle may thus be legitimately employed in fixing the
meaning of the sentence-constituents under reference. The implication of
this parsimony argument, however, is that on this hypothesis we shall have to
offer only the predicative interpretation. But such an implication would have
been unacceptable, if the sentence-constituent in question were a name
expression; for the rule goes like this: in the realm of understanding ensuing
upon hearing a sentence, between the referents of two name expressions
understanding must be by way of identity. That is why, though a colour
word stands for a colour, we are to treat it as designating the coloured object
through transfer of meaning in case the other concerned word stands for a
physical object with which the referent in question is to be taken as identical.

How then does transfer of meaning come in when such identity interpre-
tation is inapplicable to verbal inflections as contained in a finite verb? The
following sentences are some of the typical examples of transfer of meaning
involving verbal inflections:

(a) Ratho gacchati
The chariot is going (moving).
(b) Ghato nasyati
The pitcher is disintegrating (getting broken into
pieces).
{¢) Sak janati
He is knowing (knows).

In all the three Sanskrit sentences the finite verbs occupy the last position and
the verb-roots and suffixes are as follows:

(a) (Ratho) gacchati = gam--ti
gam = 1o go (to move)
ti = verbal inflection for present tense,
third person and singular number
{b) (Ghayo) nasyati = nas + ti
nas=to disintegrate
ti = as in (@) above
(¢} (Sab) jandti = jia + ti
Jfia = to know
ti = as in (g) above
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The three sentences above show the same verbal inflection ting. But we can
introduce other sentences with the same and/ or other verb-roots but with
other verbal inflections differring in number, mood, person and tense. The
important point, however, is that, though all such inflections sometimes
share something in common or differ among themselves in respect of the
features noted in the earlier sentences, they all share a negative affinity. And
this affinity consists in their difference from name words and also from verb-
roots. Now, verb-roots, in paradigm cases, stand for some action; that is why
they are called kriyapada [action (kriyd) words (pada)] in Sanskrit]. If we
remember what was arrived at earlier in the preceding paragraphs of the
subsection, the verbal inflection in paradigm cases stand for the agent’s
volition, for no other sentence-constituent stands for it; and a sentence con-
taining a finite verb of the type under consideration does certainly indicate
that the action reported in the sentence is a voluntary action. But, though
this is true of paradigm cases, this does not hold good of the verbal inflection
as contained in the finite verb component of the sentences (a), (b) and (c).
Thus, the nominative word in (a), viz. Ratho (the chariot) and this in (b),
viz. Ghato (the pitcher) both stand for inanimate objects to whom we cannot
surely ascribe a state of volition. What meaning, in addition to those relating
to number, mood, person and tense if these are to be taken as associated
with verbal inflection, are we to postulate in respect of the verbal inflection
in question? In respect of the inflection in (a), it must be something that is
present in the chariot, say, the processes (vpdpdra) conducive to its movement.
So far as the same in (b) is concerned, it must be something present in the
pitcher. Since the verb word stands for destruction (disintegration) which is
a kind of non-being, the counter-positive of this is what the nominative of
the sentence stands for. Therefore, what is indicated by the inflection and
what we ascribe to the referent of the nominative in question is this fact of
being a counter-positive under reference. In respect of the inflection in (¢),
the problem is that the referent of the nominative is a person who is capable
of having volition. But, since the verb jid (to know) does not stand for any
act (not even a mental act) according to the Nyaya, what is ascribed to it is
not volition, Perhaps, the subjecthood of the state of knowledge in question
is indicated by the inflection and is what is actually ascribed here. Thus, we
see that the verbal inflection in (@), () and (c) stand for three things, all
different from volition which constitutes the normal meaning of the similar
inflection in paradigm sentences of the right sort. These, then, clearly afford
examples of transfer of meaning involving the verbal inflection in guestion,

(c) Compound Words

A compound word is so called, because it contains more than one word. One
might, however, say that a compound word is not only a combination of
words but is itself a word. Thus, the grammarians of our country hold that a
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compound word is itself a word, though like a sentence it is a combination
of words. They point out that such a compound linguistically behaves like
a word, because it takes upon itself non-verbal suffixes before being used as
a sentence-constituent. (In the jargon of Sanskrit grammar, a compound
word behaves like a prdtipadika inasmuch as a subanta suffix has to be added
to it before the compound could find a place in a sentence.) There are many
rules and modes of compounding words, and there are cases of compound
words whose referents are certainly different from the those of the component
words forming the compounds. Thus, the referent of a compound belonging
to the type calied Bahuvrihi is necessarily such that it does not in any way
coincide with the referent of any of the components of such a compound.
Since it is here presupposed that meaning includes the referent, though it
may have additional elements, one may suppose that the. meaning of such a
compound is not the function of the meanings of its components. Taking
such cases as basic, the grammarians hold that compound words have inde-
pendent meaning which is not to be treated as the function of the meanings
of the component words. (In the nomenclature of Sanskrit grammar, the
samdsa [compound word]is a pada[word] having rugdyaritha—rudi [ = conven-
tional—not etymologicall}-artha [meaning).)

The views of the grammarians on the nature and meaning of compound
words have been opposed by Gangesa, and, according to him, a compound
word, notwithstanding its appearance as a word, should not be treated as a
word; and its meaning is very much the fonction of the meanings of the
component words. Towards the end of his great work Tattvacintdmani he
has presented us the results of his research on these issues, and his programme
was to offer solutions to all relevant tricky problems concerning compound
words. Because of difficulties of rendering the rules, modes and functioning
of the various types of compound words in Sanskrit, T shall present below in
generalities my construction of his position explaining towards the end how
transfer of meaning is relevant in determining the meanings of compound
words with only two illustrations. So far as the English language is concerned,
compound words are not much in use compared to Sanskrit. Therefore, if
we present the varied examples Gangeda and his followers have discussed,
these will not only be uninteresting but also be unintelligible to the non-
Indian audience.

Philosophy, like other branches of knowledge, is interlinked with disci-
plines that come close to it, and it is no wonder that concerning meaning
philosophy is greatly dependent on thediscipline calied grammar orlinguistics.
In fact, what we take to be meaningful is only this or that linguistic entity.
In spite of its dependence on linguistics, philosophy has to preserve autonomy
and independence even in the realm of investigation into the nature of mea-
‘ning, if the analysis that seems to be philosophically tenable appears to be
overthrown by linguistic considerations. Thus, thesupporters of Nyaya theory
would argue that notwithstanding its appearance as a word a compound
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word, philosophically speaking, ought not to be regarded as a word; it should
rather be treated as a sentence. It is, ineded, true that like other sentence-
constituents it linguistically behaves like a word. But it is equally true that,
at the semantic level when we explicate the meaning of a compound word,
what corresponds to a compound word is a phrase or a clause which,
given some presuppositions, may be treated as a sentence. In fact, even in
the terminology of Sanskrit grammar, the expression that explicates the
meaning of a compound word is called a vyasafvigraga-vakya or a sentence
(vékya) disjoining (vigraha) the components of a compound. Keeping this in
mind and treating a compound word as something that corresponds to
such an explicating expression, we can legitimately say that in spite of its
appearance a compound word is in essence not a word but a sentence or at
least something that resembles more a sentence than a word in respect of its
fundamental semantic features. The first of the two points of the grammarians
can thus be countered, and regarding their second point a supporier of
Gangeda can put forward the following points.

We have recorded earlier that, according to the Nyiya, the meaning of a
sentence is the function of the meanings of the sentence-constituents, There-
fore, if a compound word is to be treated as a kind of sentence, then its mea-
ning cannot be conventional meaning which, by definition, does not corres-
pond to the meanings of its components. The grammarian’s view that the
meaning of a compound word is conventional meaning (rudvartha) can be
understood better, if we consider a few cases of words which are recognized
by both the grammarians and the Nyaya philosophers as having such a
meaning. There is a view about name words in Sanskrit according to which a
name is basically a derivation from a root verb and appropriate verbal suffixes
that can transform a root verb into a2 noun or its equivalent. Once such an
expression is obtained or if we allow that there may merecver be intrinsic
name expressions, there is scope for obtaining further name expressions.
Thus, ‘Partha’ is a derivative from the name expression ‘Prtha’ and a non-
verbal suffix, and the resulting derivative stands for a son of Prtha. Prtha was
the mother of the great heroes of the Sanskrit epic the Mahdabharata, and they
can all be referred to as Partha, though normally it is only Arjuna who is so
referred and not any of his other brothers, namely, Yudhisthira and
Bhima. Similarly, the word pankaja is a derivative from panka (mud) and

Ja (grown from) and its etymology authorizes one to apply the "derivative

to any mud-grown plant or flower. Thus, both lotus and lily can be equal-
ly called parikaja; but people usually apply the word only to a lotus. When
the etymological meaning is thus arbitrarily restricted, the word would be
regarded as one having conventional meaning. There are many words
which behave like homonyms and are used in some cases in their etymological
meaning and in others in conventional meaning that has nothing to do with
the etymological meaning. Thus, when the word wdbhid is used to denote a
special type of Vedic rite and the word mandapa is used to stand for a pandal-
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like structure, such meanings have nothing to do with their etymological
meaning. In such cases, the words are taken to have conventional meaning,
although these words may also be used in their etymological meaning, Now,
the question is what type of meaning we should ascribe to compound words.

So far as non-compound words are concerned, we notice a restriction
which is missing is the realm of compound words, The number of verb-roots
and that of the usual name-yielding verbal suflixes are limited. Therefore, the
words that are derivatives from such -roots are not too many. And, even if
there are words which are intrinsic name expressions or if they have a verbal
origin at least at a later point of time when people might have forgotten
their verbal origin, the entries belonging to the vocabulary must not be such
that a native speaker would not be able to master them and to have knowiedge
about their meaning, If such knowledge is missing, a hearer would not be
able to understand the meaning of a sentence containing an unknown word.
We can thus presuppose that we do have previous acquaintance with the
words mostly in use, and this enables us to consirue the meaning of the
sentences containing known words. But we often encounter new compound
words, and we can easily understand their meaning if we know the meaning
of the component words. For illustrative purposes, we shall try the following
upon our non-Indian readers:

(1) Labana-=saline; ambu — water
rasi = huge deposit
Labana-ambu-rasi = 7

(2) Ayas = steel; cakra — wheel;
nibha = like
Ayas-cakra-nibha — 7

I hope that, though I have not given the meaning of the two compound words,
the readers will be able rightly to guess their meaning. These two words
occur in the first verse of Canto XIII of Raghuvamsam of the great Sanskrit
poet Kilidasa:

Dirgd-ayascakranibhasya (2) tanvi-tamdalatalivanardjinilal
Abhiiti beld labandmburase (1) rdhdranibadheva kalankarelhd

I remember that we had no difficuity during our college days in construing
the meaning of the verse, though we encountered these words for the first
time in our life in this verse only. Consider again

(3) Sagar = sea; jal = water
Sagarjal = 1

We believe our non-Indian readers know the answer to the question, and
every Bengali also can rightly guess the meaning of the compound even if he
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finds it for the first time, as I perhaps did, in the beginning line of Rabindra-
nath Tagore’s beautiful poem ‘Sagarikda’ : Sdgarjale (3) sinan kari sajal
elochule/bashiyachile upal upakile

Our argument can then be stated this way. If an expression has to have
conventional meaning, then we shall not be able to construe the meaning of
the sentence containing such an expression, if this conventional meaning
were not previously known to us. But, though we had no previous acquain-
tance with a compound word we can construe the meaning of the sentence
containing it e.g. in the case of the sentences presented above provided we
already known the meanings of the components. This semantic argument
then lends support to the hypothesis that.compound words are sentences,
and the meaning of compound word is the function of the meanings of its
components. A note of clarification would perhaps be in order here regarding
the nature of sentencehood that we attribute to compound words. There is a
sense, according to which a sentence expresses a complete thought. A com-
pound word by itself does not express a complete thought, and is not thus a
sentence in this sense. It is a sentence in the sense that an understanding of its
meaning involves grasping a relationship between meanings of its components.
So far as a non-compound word is concerned, our understanding of its
meaning includes awareness (i) of the referent designated by it, (i) of the
attribute the possession of which will qualify a thing as the designation of the
word, and (iii) of the fact that this attribute belongs to this referent. Some-
thing more than this is involved in the understanding of the meaning of a
compound word, or such a process must be repeated at least twice and then
a separate relationship must be understood as obtaining between the referents
of the components of the compound. An understanding of such a type is
very much essential for understanding the meaning of a complete sentence.
This is not only necessary but would have been sufficient for giving the title
of sentencehood to a compound word, if it were not functionally auxiliary to
some co-constituent of a bigger sentence of which it is a part. At the level
of thinking, the thought involved in the understanding of its meaning is tied
to a wider mode of thought and thus not an unrelated and independent act
of thought. It is thus understandable why the expression verbalizes a com-
plete thought. We would, however, prefer to state it thus: a compound word
surely expresses a thought, though it does not set forth an independent act of
thought.

If a finite verb is a member of a sequence, the sequence is a sentence, and
this is admitted to be so in Sanskrit and many other languages. But in Sanskrit
sentencehood will be accorded to a sequence that does not contain any finite
verb but includes name expressions taking upon them appropriate non-
verbal suffixes called subantavibhakei, no matter whether the name expressions
are in the same or different case-endings. We have explained the presupposi-
tions behind such a view with appropriate illustrations in the first two sections
of our paper. The acceptability of the principle of identity interpretation has
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been shown therein by stipulating that a sequence lacking a finite verb but
containing two or more name expressions in the same case-ending (and in
respect of such an independent sequence such a case-ending will have to be
the first casc-ending) will have to be accorded identity interpretation. We
shail now restate this condition slightly differently. If a sequence lacks a finite
verb and contains name expressions not used with different case-endings
(and this should take care of name expressions used in a sequence without
any case-endings), the sequence will attract identity interpretation. Since a
compound word does not contain any finite verb or components with case-
endings, it will then attract identity interpretation. Gangesa undertook the
programme of demonstrating the acceptability of the condition in question
with reference to different types of compound words admitted in Sanskrit
grammar. But he could do it by utilizing wherever necessary the hypothesis
of transfer of meaning, and we shall illustrate only two such cases.

The first of the two examples is a compound word of the variety called
Tatpurusa-samdsa, while the second belongs to the variety called Bahuvrihi-
samdsa. The first one is

CW-1
Réjapurusa
Réaja = King and purusa = man
while the second one is

CW-2
Citragu
Citra -~ brindled (spotted) and Gu = cow

Rdjapurusa stands for king’s men, while Citragu stands for neither of the
referents of its components as the compound is a Bahuvrihi one where this
shall necessarily be the case. If Citragu were a compound of the type called
Karmadharaya-samdsa, it would have stood for a brindled or spotted cow.
But taken as a Bahuvriki compound it stands for the owner of a brindled cow.
In fact, one of Krsna’s family was named Cifragy, perhaps because a brindled
cow is a rarity and he had one, or others wished that he would become the
owner of a brindled cow.

We shall now explain how transfer of meaning becomes relevant to the
construing of themeaning of thecompound words. So faras CW-1 isconcerned,
it attracts identity interpretation, according to the condition laid down in
the earlier paragraph. Therefore, the referent of the first component (Rdja —
King) has to be understood as identical with referent of the second compo-
nent purusa=man, and here it is understood that this referent is different
from the king. Hence such is the case here that they are not identical; and
the way out is not to treat someone of the two components in its normal
meaning. Since the compound does not stand for the king, the first compo-
nent should not be taken in its usval meaning; therefore, the component
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should be interpreted through transfer of meaning to stand for one related
to the king (i.e. for one in the employment of the king), if what it stands for
is to be taken as identical with the referent of the other component.

So far as CW-2 is concerned, there are considerable difficulties about its
interpretation. We have noted earlier that this compound belongs to the
variety called Bahuvrihi, and in respect of such a compound neither the refe-
rent of its first component nor the referent of its second component coincides
with the referent of the compound. Hence, although otherwise CFH-2 may
qualify to attract identity interpretation, it would not lead to an acceptable
construing of the meaning of the compound which, we have noted, stands not
for a brindled (citra) cow (gu) but for the owner of such a cow. Let us recall
at this point our earlier discussions about the two possible lines of inter-
pretation of C-2 (Gabhirdydm nadydm Ghosah) regarding the meaning and/or
usefulness of the adjective word Gabhira (Deep) when the noun word nad?
(river) with which the adjective word is associated is taken to stand for the
bank. Since the Ghosa family cannot be said to have built its house upon the
flowing volume of water which constitutes the normal meaning of the noun
word here, the noun is to be taken to stand for the bank (of the river). But as
the bank cannot be deep, according to one interpretation, the noun word
stands for the river's bank (and not simply for the bank) through transfer of
meaning. On the model of such an interpretation, the last component gu
of the compound word Citragu shall have to be taken to stand through transfer
of meaning for the owner of a cow. Once this is permitted, by taking the first
component Citra (brindled) as referring to a brindled animal we can invoke
the principle of identity interpretation for treating the thing the referent of
the second component owns as identical with something brindled, and thus
the compound word can yield a sort of sentential understanding about identity
as obtaining between the referent of the first component and a thing (i.e. the
cow) to which the contextual referent (i.e. the owner) of the second compo-
nent appears to be related. In fact, Gangesa himself has offered such an inter-
pretation to C-2. According to him, the adjective Gabhira and the noun nadi
are taken in their normal meaning as representing a deep river by treating
the two as co-referential terms. Then, upon finding that it is difficult to cons-
true the meaning of the sentence by taking nadr in its normal meaning only,
transfer of meaning is taken recourse to. This will be applied to Cifragu also.
But such a line of interpretation permits taking a word in its normal meaning
and also in transferred meaning. It may be recalled here that some followers
of Nyiya do not consider it permissible to offer this sort of construing of
sentential understanding (called ekadesdnvaya in the Nydya literature). For
such a group of the followers of Nyaya, the last component alone should be
taken as sufficient to give rise to the idea of the owner of a brindled cow,
not through the efficacy of the component’s normal meaning but through
transfer of meaning.
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(d) A Short Review

I would like to undertake here a short review of Gangesa’s strategy and to
assess the consequences of this review for the acceptability or otherwise of the
general hypothesis of transfer of meaning. Let us endorse Gangeda’s argu-
ments for the position that it is the agent’s volition and not the agent himself
that constitutesthe meaning of a verbal inflection, as well as for the view that
the compound word is not a word but is to be treated as a sort of sentence.
It is conceivable that one may accept these negative points but may not
endorse the positive solutions Gangesa offers to some of the tricky problems
in the field by extending the hypothesis of transfer of meaning.

We have already presented a few cases of finite verbs the roots of which
do not indicate any action on the part of the referents of the nominatives. It
was, therefore, argned that the verbal inflection that transforms the root
verbs into finite verbs in such cases cannot here mean any act of volition. We
have also considered the Sanskrit cquivalents of the finite verbs in:

(1) The chariot is moving.
(2) The pitcher is disintegrating
(3) He knows ...

and have seen that the Sanskrit verbal inflection # is involved in all these
cases. Though in paradigm cases this inflection or any of its kind may stand
for volition, this cannot be the case here; for the referents of the nominative
in (1) and (2) are incapable of volition, while in (3) the root verb does not
stand for any action and thus there is no scope for volition here also. It is
generally accepted that (o) the verbal inflection involved in (1) stands for
certain processes conducive to the action indicated by the root verb, and (b)
that involved in (2) means the fact of being a counter-positive (pratiyogin) of
the non-existence reported by the concerned root verb, and (¢) that involved
in (3) means the property of being the subject of the cognitive state indicated
by its root verb. It has been proposed by Gangesa and his followers that, as
the normal meaning or a verbal inflection like # or any of its kind is
constituted by volition and as the instances of the smae in (1), (2) and (3)
do not have this meaning. these instances here mean, through transfer of
meaning, what they actually stand for in such cases. We have seen that the
referent of a sentence-constituent that we arrive at through normal meaning
and that we propose to arrive at through transfer of meaning must stand re-
lated preferably through some sort of relation enlisted by Patafijali and others
including Gautama, and this fact of being so related should also be known
to the unsophisticated hearer. Can we, the sophisticated intellectuals, really
specify the kind of relation that can be imagined to obtain between volition
on the one hand and each of the three distinct things that we propose to
accept as the transferred meaning of the concerned verbal inflection in (1),
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(2) and (3)? And, if it is hard for us to specify this, it is surely too much to
claim that the unsophisticated hearer has the ability to do so rightly. It is,
indeed, true that the things of the universe are related in infinite ways either
directly or indirectly. But being related is not enough here, the fact of being
so related must also be known to arrive at the transferred meaning. What
then is the way out here? We would like to propose that, as every member
of the linguistic community can naturally understand what the verbal inflec-
tion in the concerned cases does actually stand for in each instance of its use
and as these are actually different in different types of cases of its use, the
verbal inflection should be accorded the status that we attribute to a name
word regarded as a homonym. If we thus treat the concerned verbal inflection
as a homonym, it would not be necessary to invoke here the hypothesis of
transfer of meaning,

Let us now shift our attention to Gaiigesa’s treatment of compound words
allegedly involving transfer of meaning. We repeat again that we accept
Gangesa’s negative thesis that compound words are not really words having
conventional meaning but are, in fact, sentences of a sort capable of gene-
rating understanding involving relationship. We have explained how, in the
Nyaya view, the hypothesis of transfer of meaning becomes relevant in
construing the meaning of some of the compound words, and we have illus-
trated this with reference to Rajapurusa and Citragu. The critical points that
we would like to make here are quite general. But we would do so with reference
to these very two compound words, and we propose to take up the compound
Citragu first.

When we have attributed sentencehood to a compound word we have
stipulated that the thought being expressed by a sentence-like compound
word is not a complete or independent thought but a thought which forms a
part of a complex thought. It is natural to presuppose here that as a com-
pound word, like a sentence, is a combination of words, the thought expressed
by a compound must, like the thought expressed by a full-fledged sentence,
be about two things appearing related to each other in a given way. In the
case of the thought expressed by an ordinary sentence, the terms of the rela-
tionship must be presented to us by the separate sentence-constituents whose
combination is the sentence here. Extending the analogy to sentence-like
compound words we should hold that the act of thought represented by a
compound word must be about a relationship, the terms of which should be
presented to us by the separate words that make up the compound. If this
stipulation is acceptable, it would be very difficult to accord sentencehood
to the compound word Cifragu, at least on the version of it that has been
defended, for the thought taken to be represented by the compound is treated
to have been represented by the last component alone.

On this interpretation, the thought involved in ‘the owner of a brindled
cow’ is the gift of the component gu, the other component citra contributing
nothing towards the thought. This awkward situation can be avoided by
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accepting the hypothesis of partial relationship (ekadesanvaya) as obtaining
between the one having the property of being brindled represented by the first
component citra and cow which forms only a part of the owner of a cow that
we arrive at through transfer of meaning by the last component gu of the
compound. But we have earlier noted the difficulties of such a view, the fore-
most being that the principle of identity interpretation which must be observed
in respect of compound words has to be given up here inasmuch as the refe-
rent of the last component, i.e. the owner of the cow cannot himself be taken
as brindled. It might, of course, be suggested that, if we allow that we can
arrive at the owner of the brindled cow through transfer of meaning of the last
component, an act of thought about a relationship can be shown to be
involved here even on the interpretation that the first component does not
contribute its share towards the meaning of the compound. One need not
thus bother whether this thought has been represented by a single component
or by a combination of such components. But such a view implies that the
meaning of a compound word is not the function of the meanings of the
components-—the compound then having only a conventional meaning. But
this implication looks more close to the views of the grammarians which
were rejected earlier,

We may now shift our attention to the other compound word Rajapurusa.
It was argued earlier that the compound attracts identity interpretation. The
principle of identity interpretation was suitably modified to make it appli-
cable to this and similar other cases, and regarding this principle and its
application we propose to make the following point. In the first section of the
paper, it has been argued that, in the context of a hearer’s sentential under-
standing ensuing upon hearing a sentence (or of a part thereof) containing
two name expressions used in the same case-ending, the sentential under-
standing must be taken to be about identity between the referents of the two
name expressions. We are not challenging this principle of identity inter-
pretation here. But let us ask the question whether any arbitrary discrete
concatenation of name expressions not used with any casc-endings will attract
the principle of identity interpretation, and we suppose that the answer will
evidently be in the negative. If, thus, such a concatenation does not attract
identity interpretation which a combination of name expressions in the same
case-ending does and in different case-endings never does so, we shall have to
explain these facts by holding that use of the same case-ending is responsible
for attracting the principle. The principle was modified to suit the compound
Rajapurusa by inserting a negative clause thus: if two name expressions are
such that they are not used in different case-endings, then the combination
will attract the principle of identity interpretation. But the difficulty with this
negative formulation is that it will make the principle applicable not only to
any arbitrary concatenation of name expressions without case-endings but
also to compounds like Cifragu and other similar ones, Such consequences
are clearly unwelcome, How to offer a satisfactory explanation?
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We would like to propose that, so far as meanings of compound words
are concerned, the members of a linguistic community who can rightly use
such words or can correctly guess the meanings of these when used by others
must be credited not only with the knowledge of meanings of components of
the compounds but also of the ways of how such compounds are formed.
Uniess this familiarity is presupposed a Gangestite also cannotexplain: (a) why
in the case of a compound like Rdjapurusa the first component is to be taken
as one i1 the king’s employment and then such a referent is to be taken as
identical with the referent of the other comaponent; (b) why identity between
the peferents of the components of Citragu cannot be said to capture the mean-
ing of this compound; and (¢) why identity interpretation is to be offered in
respect of nilotpalam. Our suggestion then is this: we arrive at the meaning
of the compound words by putting before our mind the explicating sen-
tence showing the component words of the compound in digjunction but with
necessary case-endings. In our opinion, compound words are abbreviations
for the corresponding explicating sentences, their difference being that the
explicating sentence shows with perspicacity by the use of appropriate case-
endings the relationship that should figure in the understanding of the mean-
ing of the compound. But one might say that in treating a compound word as
essentially of the nature of its corresponding explicating sentence we would
be going against the law of parsimony by advocating that appropriate non-
verbal suffixes representing the necessary case-endings be at least mentally
introduced (vibhakti-smrti). Our humble reply is that, since we cannot aptly
formulate the principle of identity interpretation for covering compound
words by ensuring its applicability to cases where it should be applied and
also by ensuring its non-applicability to cases where it should not be applied,
the compound words taken by themselves and completely independently of
the corresponding explicating sentences are only dumb unmeaning marks
and not any meaningful symbols. Therefore, for treating the compound
words as meaningful we are to treat them only as abbreviated sentences. If
our point of view is accepted, the compound words under reference should
be understood in the following way:

(1) Rdjapurusa = Rdajfie (King’s) purusa (men)
(2) Citragu = Citra (Brindled) gau (cow)

yasya (one whose), i.e.

‘The one whose cow is brindled’
(3) Nilotpalam — Nilam (Blue} utpalam (lotus)

It should be noticed that the explicating sentence in (1) does not contain
two name expressions in the same case-endings and thus has no scope for
identity interpretation; that in (2) it contains as parts two name expressions
in the same-case-ending, while in (3) it contains only two such expressions in
the same case-ending. Thus both of them in (2} and (3) merit an appropriate
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application of the principle of identity interpretation. Understood this way
there is no scope or need, as Gangesa would admit, for invoking the hypo-
thesis of transfer of meaning in determining the meanings of compound words.
Nor is there any necessity of a twisted formulation of the principle of identity
interpretation for its application to compound words, The upshot of our
argument in criticism of Gangesa’s plan of extension of transferred of mean-
ing to verbal inflections and compound words is that the hypothesis of
transfer of meaning isnotto be necessarily tagged to the problem of constru-
ing of meaning of the linguistic entities under reference. The argument aims
to show that the hypothesis will not command greater acceptability or lose
all of its intrinsic merit with the success or failure of Gangesa’s said plan
of extension. Gangeéa has also utilized the hypothesis of transfer of meaning
in his account of cases of auto-reference, and we propose to discuss his
views in the concluding section.

v
AuTO-REFERENCE AND TRANSFER OF MEANING

There is a philosophical view alluded to Vatsydyana in his commentry on
Nyaya-sitra (1.1.4) and also held by Bhartrhari at a later time, according to
which knowledge involves use of words. When 1 express my knowledge about
a thing as having a property or as being related to some other thing, I surely
use separate words for the varied contents of my knowledge. The supporters
of the view argue that it is not only for expressing my knowledge but also for
my having that knowledge it is necessary to have intercourse with words.
Supposing that T have knowledgeabout xashaving P, I must use the word that
standsforxandanotherthat indicates P. I, therefore, know x, being designated
by a specific word, as having P which also isbeing indicated by a different word.
by Knowledgeabout things is thus knowledge about words also, and without
the latter the former is not possible. Though the scope of such a view extends
to every kind of knowledge, its plausibility is very much apparent in the case
of the hearer’s knowledge which he arrives at on the testimony of speech by
others. The supporters of this view further hold that sound is the ultimate
principle of being, since nothing that cannot be referred to by some word or
other can be said to exist. Thus, if a word is taken to be of the nature of
sound, anything of this universe, the argument continues, partakes of sound
to some extent, But, even if speechless knowledge is not possible, it would
be too much to claim that when we are in an objectual attitude our know-
ledge of objects is also knowledge of words. Because of this fact and also
because of the strong metaphysical bias the view involves, it did not attract
acceptance by others, though philosophers of other schools including
Gangesa found intrinsic interest in some of the philosophically challenging
and metaphysically neutral problems of auto-reference the supporters of the
view under reference have discussed. .

If for everything in this universe we have some word or other at our
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disposal to refer to, then for sound and its varieties also we have words.
Thus, consider the words ‘sound’, ‘word’, ‘sentence’, etc. Words and sen-
tences when spoken are sounds, Therefore, the mentioned words are all words
for sound, and the last two for words and sentences. Letters also behave
like words when they stand for themselves. If anyone is to develop a science
of origin of words and of ways of forming sentences with words (as Panini
and Patafijali did regarding the Sanskrit language), he would perhaps have
to use many specific words for different purposes of the science in addition
to the kind of generic words we have mentioned. Ifit is, thus, possible to
conceive a system of words and their use all for the realm of letters, words
and sentences, the problem of aunto-reference is bound to attract attention
of philosophers. We shall, however, begin with words that stand for things
and may on occasions stand for themselves. Let us consider first, such
examples as offered by Gangesa:

AR-1
Gam uccaraya (say)
Say go (=the root corresponding to Ganm)

The first constituent of AR-1 is the object to the verb ‘wccdraya’ meaning
‘pronounce/utter/say’. According to the rules for use of words as objects to
transitive verbs, Gdm has been rightly used in the second case-ending. The
root corresponding to Gam is go which is known to stand for cows. On listen-
ing to the sentence, the hearer will first try to take the first constituent as
meaning a cow. But taking it that way he fails to arrive at an acceptable
mterpretation of the sentence, for a cow is not what can be pronounced or
uttered. Hence the hearer travels back to the word that stands for a cow for
arriving at an acceptable interpretation. The route to this interpretation is
then a trial with the standard or normal meaning and then shifting to some-
thing that is related to this normal meaning, and in this case this relation is
nothing other than the relation of being designated by. The procedure thus
suits the situation for what has been described as transfer of meaning, and
Gangesa holds that this is actually involved here in respect of the constituent
Gam in AR-1.

Gangesa anticipates here an objection to his view, A hearer can arrive at
the meaning of any given sentence and form a corresponding belief, if the
meanings of the words contained in the sentence are already known to him
before-hand. The objects the words stand for are not present in his surround-
ings. Since he already knows the meanings of words, he recalls the ideas of
the objects on hearing the words and then arrives at the sentential meaning;
and this process of recalling the ideas is involved in cases of use of words with
normal meaning and also in cases of use of words with a shift in or transfer
of meaning. According to the objector, since the word Gam in AR-1 means
itself and has been presented to the hearer through his hearing, there is no
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scope or need for recalling the word here and also no scope for postulating
the relation of either normal meaning or of transfer of meaning in this con-
text. The intention or purport of the speaker is palpably clear here, and, if
necessary, we can take this as the as route to the construing of the sentential
meaning. But it is natural to have some apprehension here about the objec-
tor’s proposal to treat the speaker’s intention as the route to what his word
stands for. It is, indeed, true that, if the speaker’s intention can be rightly
guessed, it will help us opt for the right sense of a word in case the word
used is a homonym or select the appropriate shift in meaning in case a word
has not been used in its standard or normal meaning. Knowledge of the
speaker’s intention may thus sometimes be useful to arrive at the right sort
of sentential meaning. But speaking generally, to assign to the speaker’s
intention the status or role of a sort of meaning relation would involve undue
dependence on subjective factors and make the process of linguistic under-
standing a matter of chance or coincidence which certainly it is not.

The objector might here observe that, even if intention is not taken as a
substitute for meaning-relation, we can rightly hold that the meaning-relation
in case of use of a word in its normal meaning which is called sak#i in Sanskrit
or the same in case of use of a word with a shift in or transfer of meaning
which is called Jaksapa in Sanskrit is such that the word and what it stands
for are distinct from each other. But in case a word refers to itself this fact
of distinctness is missing. This justifies us in reaching the negative conclusion
that no meaning-relation can be said to obtain here, and the objector also
would not thus press for the position that speaker’s intention is the substitute
for meaning relation in such a case. In reply to the objector’s stand, Gangeda
appeals to certain linguistic phenomena to show that there is no escape from
meaning-relation even when a word stands for itself, He thus refers to Panini,
according to whom only a pratipadika can take upon itself non-verbal suffixes
of the variety needed for declension and called subanfavibhakti as well as
non-verbal suffixes, which, when added to nouns or noun-equivalents, yield
words similar in nature to the root, for example, the suffix che which yields
‘acchdvakiya when added to acchivak (etymologically meaning one with
clear speech and conventionally meaning a Rg-Vedic priest, a reference to
whom has been made in Khilasitkta [7.5.10] ... somasya pivatvicchavik yaja).
Panini defines a pratipadika as one which is meaningful (arthavar) but dis-
tinct from a verb (adhatu) and also from a suffix (apratyaya). Gangesa empha-
sizes the element of positive characterization in Panini’s definition and holds
that, since Gdm’ in AR-1 is the product of a praripadika and a subanta suffix
and aqechavakiya in

AR-2
Aechavakiyarin Sama
A Sama hymn containing the word ‘acchivik’
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is the product of ‘wcchavak’ and the non-verbal suffix cha, the concerned words
(i-e. the pratipadikas go in AR-1 and acchavak in AR-2) must be meaningful,
even though they stand for themselves in both the cases. And, if the speaker’s
intention is not to be regarded as a kind of meaning-relation, the meaning-
relation obtaining in respect of the concerned cases in 4R-1 and AR-2 must
then be the meaning-relation of the sort involved in cases of use of words
with normal meaning or with a shift in or transfer of meaning. Gangesa points
out that, as go does not mean a cow in AR-1 or as acchavak does not mean
a priest in AR-2 which two constitute the normal meaning here, the words
have been used then with a shift in meaning.

Gangesa now turns his attention to the objector’s claim that the words in
question in situations like AR-1 and AR-2 are sensibly present to the hearer,
All words barring single-lettered ones, if there be any, are combinations of
sounds corresponding to letters constituting the words, Viewed thus, a word
represents a sequence of succeeding sounds, and when utterance of a word
comes to an end what is sensibly present to the hearer is only the sound corres-
ponding to the last letter and not the whole sequence. The objector might
suppose here that, though a word is a combination of letters and the sequence
of sound corrgsponding to a word is analysable into different sounds repre-
sented by the constituent letters, we can nevertheless treat the sound corres-
ponding to a word as a single perceptible datum composed of percepts and
percept-like images. But, even if this point is conceded, this so-called percep-
tible datum does not remain so with the hearer when he arrives at the senten-
tial understanding; for this can emerge only if other requisite processes,
considered necessary, such as knowledge of mutualexpectancy (ekdmksa) and
that of other necessary factors, intervene between, this datum and the sentential
understanding to emerge. Furthermore, the auditory datum Gam in AR-1 is
not what is being advised to be uttered by AR-1, for it does not mean

‘Say gam’. It rather means ‘Say go’

If thus what is here taken by the hearer as the sound to be uttered is not the
transformation gam but the root go which is not a datum here, the objector’s
argument loses its edge. Gangesa further points out that, if the objector
wants to capitalize this claim about the givenness of the sound the word in
question stands for, there will be an awkward situation like the following
one. He wants us to consider

AR-3
Gaur asti
asti {exists)

To the hearer the sound corresponding to the first word of AR-3 is a sensible
datum, and thus there is no difficulty in taking this datum as a thing that
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exists. But the first word may be used to designate a cow, and if it is used that
way the sentence means

(The) cow exists.
and not
Gaur/Go (the root of Gaur) exists.

But if the mere fact of givenness is considered sufficient for taking the auditory
datum corresponding to the first word as an element in the interpretation of
the meaning of the sentence and if this datum seems to agree with the meaning
of the other constituent, interpretation of the meaning of the sentence will
always be in the form ‘Gaur exists’ and never in the form ‘(The) cow exists’.
The reason for this is that the auditory datum which is to lead to the idea of
the cow will not do so, because this being self-referring and because of its
givenness being already instrumental to a construing of sentential meaning
wiil be inoperative in giving rise to the idea of the cow which is necessary for
the construing of the other meaning of the sentence. Thus, if 4 R-3 asserts that
the cow exists, the hearer will not be able arrive at it. If, however, we accept
Gangesa’s point of view that when a word is self-referring it must be through
transfer from the normal meaning to the shift in meaning, there will be no
such difficulty.

Gangesa anticipates here an objection to his view, and the objector wants
us to consider:

AR-4 :
Ja-va-ga-da-dasam Gha

The first word of 4R-4 represents an arrangement of letters utilized in
Paninian grammar in various ways. There are two approaches towards the
ordering of letters of the Sanskrit alphabet. According to one of them, the
established and familiar ordering of letters are unsuitable for a compact and
economical system of explanation of origins of words. Thus, Panini himself
prefers a different pattern of arrangement of the letters to the familiar phonetic
ordering. He follows a system of such an arrangement which is believed to
have descended from the lips of Lord Siva, and the aphorisms relating to this
are known after Him as Siva-Siitra or as Mahesvara-Siitra (‘Mahesvara’ being
another name of Siva). These aphorisms first give a few clusters of vowels and
then those for consonants. The tenth Siva-Sifra enumerates the following
consonants in one such cluster:

J.v. g d d §

Every student of Paninian grammar has to master these aphorisms by repeated
readings. But, as the consonants when unaided by vowels cannot be
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pronounced, the concerned aphorism enumerates, for facilities of pronuncia-
tion, the mentioned consonants by adding the vowel & to each of the con-
sonants except the last one, and the aphorism reads:

Ja-va-ga-da-da-$ (Siva-Siitra 10)

In grammatical literature this cluster is usually referred to by the abbrevia-
tion Jas which contains only the first and last components of the above
aphorism. The fuller unabridged aphorism is treated as a word composed of
these letters, and Panpini and others permit well-formedness of sentences corn-
taining such a word with appropriate non-verbal (subanta) suffixes.

AR-4 is such an well-formed sentence, and Gangesa’s commentators have

come up with two more such sentences containing the word under reference.
Thus:

AR-5

Ja-va-ga-da-da-§dh prameyah (are objects of knowledge)
AR-6

Ja-va-ga-da-da-$ah sad (are six in number)

Though AR-5 and AR-6 raise special problems of interpretation, these two
and AR-4 contain the same compound word Ja-va-ga-da-da-$ which takes up
appropriate subanta suffixes, and by Gangeéa’s own admission it is thus a
pratipadika having meaning. So far as 4 R-4 is concerned, it asserts that some-
one said Ju-va-ga-da-da-§. Letusimagine that a teacher in Paninian grammar
recited to his pupils the concerned Siva-Sitra, and someone of them was
perhaps unmindful and missed it. When he asked the pupil sitting beside him
about it, the latter stated that the teacher said (dha):

Ja-va-ga-da-da-Sa(m) [Gha (said)]

Assuming that we have been able to give an idea about the contexts in
which the word under reference has been and may be used, we can now ex-
plain the contention of the objector which challenges Gangesa’s claim that
when a word means itself it does so via transfer from normal meaning to a
shift in meaning. But in 4R-4 (and also in AR-5 and AR-6) the word under
reference is a meaningless (nirarthaka) expression in the sense that the com-
pound does not mean anything in the onter world. Hence there is no scope
of transfer of meaning, for it involves a trial with normal meaning which is
lacking here. In reply to the objection, Gafgesa points out that the word
should not be taken in its face value as a cluster of consonants succeeded by
vowels, because the intention of the concerned aphorism as well as of the
teacher and his informed pupil is to refer to the consonants only, and we
should not forget that the convention of adding the vowels has been followed
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to facilitate pronunciation of the intended cluster of the concerned conso-
nants. Gangesa here holds that the consonants figuring in that pronounced
clusters stand for themselves, and that the concerned letters can be said to
constitute the primary meaning of the consonants. This being the case, the
word as actually uttered, i.e. each of the consonants followed by the concerned
vowel, is constituted by the consonants also, and when the word as so uttered
means itself the route to this meaning is first the primary meaning of the
consonants and then a transfer to a combination containing them. Gangesa
thus shows that his thesis that auto-reference involves transfer of meaning
does not fail in 4AR-4 aiso. And, if it does not fail in 4AR-4, it should not fail
also in AR-5 and AR-6, if we remember that the predication involved in AR-5
is a case of distributive predication inasmuch as each of the consonants is
an object of knowledge and that involved in AR-6 is a case of collective
predication inasmuch as the consonants taken together are six in number,
though taken singly they are not.

We wouid like to consider a few more cases of auto-reference noted and
made use of in the Paninian tradition and to make an assessment of Gangesa’s
views in the light of those cases. Tt has been noted in the fourth section of the
paper that a root verb can act as a finite verb in a sentence when it takes up
suffixes of a special variety (called tingania-vibhakii). A root verb can also find
its place differently in the role of a verb but only after taking up other appro-
priate verbal suftixes (e.g. tumun, kta, kiavaru, etc.) But it is never allowed
that a root verb can take up non-verbal suffixes (say, of the variety called
subanta-vibhalkti which a noun or its equivalent, i.c. a pratipadika alone can
take up), if the root verb after taking up such a suffix is to function in the
role of a verb-constituent of a sentence. Though this is the case in the normal
sentences containing root verbs along with appropriate verbal suffixes, this
restriction has to be given up if root verbs themselves are to be used in the
role of nominatives, accusatives or in similar other capacities that are natural
to nouns or noun-equivalents. Such a use of root verbs becomes necessary for
various purposes when one desires to speak about the verbs themselves, say,
about their types or about their meaning or about their appropriateness for
taking up suffixes of special kinds. There is thus provision in Paninian
grammar for mentioning the verb (dhdcunirdesa) in non-verbal roles by
adding appropriate suffixes of a very special variety for deriving a name
expression from a root verb to refer to the verb itself as is evident from the
following rule:

Tkstipau dhatunirdese

The suffix ‘ik’ or the suffix ‘#/p’ may be added to a root verb to
obtain a name expression to refer to the verh itself (dharunirdese).

We give below a few such examples illustrating the application of the suffix
ik:
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(D ;l“he root verb gam (to go) and the suffix ik vield gami and this
is used in
AR-7
Gamerdoh
Gamer - Gameh which is gami in the possessive case-ending

(2) Theroot verb pac (to cook) and suffix ik yield paci and this is
used in
AR-8
-.tatsarvam pacerarthal
pacer - paceh which is paci in the possessive case-ending

We thus find that AR-7 and AR-8 contain name-expressions coined from
root verbs, and the suffix ik and the products do not mean what the root verbs
mean. The derivatives stand for the root verbs themselves, If these derivatives
are th‘us narees for root verbs, they must stand related through some form of
meaning-relation. Since these newly coined names do not stand for what the
verbs stand for, there is no scope for treating the meaning-relation involved
as a case of transfer of meaning. By exclusion then, the root verbs themselves
constitute the primary meaning of the derivatives. Let us at this point take
note of a few cases of auto-reference of a different sort.

Even before Panini, the greatest of the grammarians, and his predecessors
were born and propounded the system of Sanskrit grammar, the elitist people
of Vedic India found it necessary to refer to different hymns of the Rg-Veda
which are called sizkza and also to different Samavedic hymns calle.d sama
The practice they followed to refer to the different hymns was to pick uI;
words of respective hymns, preferably two words, in the beginning, and coin
a new name with them after adding a suffix to their combinations, We have
earh‘er come accross such a coinage, viz. ‘acchavakiya’ in AR-2. A few other
familiar words of a similar nature are ‘nasadiya’ (= na -+ asat + cha), Mitra-
varuniya (= Mitrdvaruna +-cha), ‘yajidyajiilya’ (vajiayajia - cha), kayasu-
bhiya (= kay@ 4 asubha -+ cha’) and asyavamiya.

We shall, however, concentrate only on the last word and note here some
of the important points made by Panini, Patafijali and their followers, People
used to refer to the Vedic hymn (Rg-Veda i, 164) which begins with the
words Asya vamasya as asyavamiva hymn, The word ‘asyavamiya’ is the pro-
duct of ‘asyavama’ (which is taken to be a pratipadika or noun) and the suffix
‘cha’. The rule that regulates such a formation has been stated by Panini as
Matau chal siktasamnol (Pénini-Sitra 5 .2.59). '

'I_‘he product understood in the light of this Paninian sfitra means a Rg-
Vedic hymn that contains (begins with) asya véma... (the second word here is
the pratipadika which assumes the form vamasya in the possessive case-
ending). As the suffix cha is a non-verbal suffix, it can be added only to a
noun or its equivalent, and this implies that asyavama is so. But, in order
to be such a noun word capable of taking up such a suffix, it must be a single
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word. As asya-vama consists of two words, they can be treated to constitute
a single word only, if they are capable of being compounded according to
some rule regarding formation of compound words. Barring a few exceptions
{and the word under reference does not fall within that group), it is not per-
missible to retain the non-verbal suffix of the subanta order determining the
case-cndings in the body of the compound word. If we would have followed
the rule rigidly, the first word asya would have been shorn of the possessive
case suffix and it would have been reduced to ‘erad’ and the compound would
have been efadvama. But this would have defeated the purpose for which the
compound has been formed, for the Vedic hymn under reference begins with
asya-vama and not with etadvama. The restrictive rule regarding formation
of compounds has its validity, only if the compound does not represent and
refers to the constituents of the compound, and when it does, the compound
that is to be formed falis outside the scope of the rule. The explanation seems
to be that when a word refers to itself the referring word is the imitation
(anukarand) of what is being referred to (anukdrya), and thus, if the com-
pound is to be such an imitation of its constituents, they must preserve the
mode of their original appearance.
Thus, in their commentary Kafikavriti on Panini’s siitra under reference,
Vamana and Jayaditya write: ‘Anukaranasabddsca svardpamdatrapradhdndh
pratyayam utpadayanti, tena-anekapadidapi siddham ...” But, though this
relation of phonetic idempotency obtains between such an imitation and
what is being imitated, the latter is no single word but is only a group of
words while the former behaves like a single word as it takes up a suffix.
But more important than this phonetic affinity and the difference beiween
them in respect of form and function is the fact that asyavdma in ‘asya-
vamipa’ is only an imitation and not a perfect reproduction of the imitated,
for the latter is a part of a Vedic song sung strictly according to the pres-
cribed rules, while its imitation is only a prosaic representation of the concer-
ned sounds. Because of such basic difference Patafijali maintains that the
imitation is distinct from the imitated. Therefore, like gami which refers to
gam and paci which refers to pac, asyavama as occurring in asyavamiya is
something distinct from that occurring in the hymn. Since it is distinct from
what it refers to, there is no difficulty in treating it as a name for the original
sound—the relation obtaining between them being one of primary meaning.
It should, however, be noted in this connection that the word asyavamiya
refers to the hymn beginning with the words Asya vama(sya) and not to
these words themselves. But, as the hymn consists of these words and a few
more and as asyavamiva refers to the sequence of these words, it can be said
that it refers to these words also. Understood this way, the derivative asyavd-
miya and (not its component asyavama) refers to the first two words in
the beginning the Vedic hymn, On this interpretation, this word looks similar
to the verbal derivatives like gami, paci, etc. inasmuch as like them asyavamiya
also is distinct in appearance and spelling and pronunciation from what it
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refers to. But we should also note that such a distinctness is missing in respect
of the concerned words involved in cases like Gam uccaraya and Gaur asti.
Moreover, if letters are taken to refer to themselves, we would not be able
to postnlate such a distinctness in this area of auto-reference. What then is
the way out? Treating

Gam uccaraya as Go iH uccdraya,

Gaur asti as Go iti asti
and also

Gami as gam iti or Paci as pac ifi
and similarly, asyavamiva as asyavama iti

we can achieve consistency in the view that when a word refers to itself the
referring word and the word being referred to are distinct from each other,
though the word ‘itself” in ‘when a word refers to itself’ is to be taken as
implying that the referring word, in spite of being distinct, is an imitation of
what is being referred to. Alternatively, however, both the referring word
which is only an imitation and the word being referred to are to be taken as
differently pronounced sounds, thereby dispensing with guotation marks and
similar other devices like adding iti. But on each of the two alternatives the
words are taken as distinct from one another. Philosophically, more inte-
resting position is, however, that according to which the concerned words
may also be taken as identical. Sonmte of the later philosophers even of the
grammarians’ school (for example, Kaunda Bhatta), maintain that the rela-
tion between the concerned words may be either identity or distinctness.
What type of relationship, according to Gangesa, may be said to obtain
between the concerned words in cases of auto-refererice? By his explicit admis-
sion the letters mean themselves, and, therefore, the relationship involved is
one of identity. In other cases of auto-reference we have discussed from
Gangesa, it should also be the case that the involved terms are related by
way of identity, for, according to him, a word means itself through transfer
of meaning, and the route to this is first a trial with the standard or normal
meaning and then travelling back to the word itself as its designator. For
difficulties cited earlier and for absence of any clinching argument in favour
of the Gangesite hypothesis, I would personally favour the sort of explana-
tion Patafijali has offered by postulating that the words involved in cases
of auto-reference are distinct from each other in respect of certain funda-
mental features. But, for the sake of argument, we would not object to
Gangesa’s plan of treating them as identical. The position that they are
identical does not, however, necessarily imply that a word means itself
through transfer of meaning. It may refer to itself as its standard or normal
meaning, though, in other instances of its use, it may refer to something
different from itself as its standard meaning. Thus, a word is necessarily a
homonym, becausein some uses it means itsell when we make (and we
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certainly can make) assertions about it while in others it stanc!s for some
object outside. If words are thus treated as homonyms, there is no scope
for treating the words as meaning themselves through transfer ot_‘ mean-
‘ing, for they may be taken to constitute the primary meaning, and this doe:s
not preclude the possibility that the objects also may constitute. another pri-
mary meaning. We would hereby avoid the roundabout meaning of words
in cases of auto-reference.

It may be recalled that we have argued in the ecarlier section that the
hypothesis of transfer of meaning is not indispensable for solving the ‘probl.em
of meaning of the verbal inflections of tinganta type called akhydta in philo-
sophical literature, or for solving the problem of meaning of tricky compound
words. We have ended up with a similar negative conclusion in respect of
problems of auto-reference. But in all these three realms our aIternativs: in
place of transfer of meaning is that what is sought to be covered by ‘dew.ant
denomination’ may very well be taken as constitutive of standard meaning,
the implication being that the concerned words are cases of homonyms.
Since we have thus been able to raise doubts regarding the extension of the
thesis of transfer of meaning, the issue has to be settled by reference to the
staple cases for which this has been primarily postulated, and some of
these are those enlisted in the second section. But it should be noticed that
they are mostly cases of metaphors and other allied types of figures of
speech. In the West also philosophers have utilized the theory of transfer
of meaning for solving the problem of metaphor. But recently attempts
have been made by Donald Davidson and his followers to distinguish bet-
ween metaphorical turth and truth of the metaphorical sentence. It has thu_s
been argued that the inventor of a metaphor may hint at some metaphori-
cal truth, and the interpreter of the metaphor may be successtul in arriv-
ing at it through some route but not through his sentential understanding
ensuing upon his listening to the metaphorical sentence. The supporters of
this view are of the opinion that the inventor of the metaphor does not take
his metaphorical sentence to be true. Nor does he intend it to be taken as
true, and likewise the interpreter also does not take it to be true. If what is
thus argued for is justifiable, there is no scope to push forward the thesis
of ‘deviant denomination’ or of ‘deviant predication’, to borrow the expres-
sions from Paul Ricoeur, for an understanding of the meaning of the
metaphorical sentence, since there would then be no necessity of suspension
or epoche, or, in our jargon, of tdtparyanupapatti which is taken to be a con-
dition for postulating transfer of meaning. So far as Nyaya literature is con-
cerned, there is not much of detailed discussion of the poinis of view of
the rhetorecians, though we find statements of the general strategy for
tackling metaphorical sentences. We look forward to Indglogists and
experts in comparative literature to familiarize us with the views of the
rhetorecians of our land, so that we can take a stand and defend the official
Nyaya theory or come up with alternatives of our own,

Scientific rationality—a rethinking®

MAHASWETA CHAUDHURY
University of Calcutta, Calcutta

INTRODUCTION

In recent times it has become a philosophical fashion to undertake sociologi-
cal/relativistic standpoint for evaluating science and its activities, The stance
itselfis not objectionable, but different varieties of it have one point in com-
mon: their axe upon the view of science as rational enterprise. The tradition
is initiated mainly by Kuhn’s Scientific Revolution and encouraged and elabo-
rated by Feyerabend and instrumentalists/relativists of various colours.

In this paper, I shall try to re-establish the traditional view of science as
pre-eminently a rational activity by examining and eventually rejecting some
alternative views which are very popular. Now, rationality of science involves
various complex concepts such as the aim of science, scientific method, growth
of science etc. To bring all these areas into the purview of the present dis-
cussion would be a stupendous task. Moreover, a survey of ail the different
approaches that undermine the thesis again is a difficult task, not because their
arguments are formidable but because the recent literature is very much over-
laden with such work.

So, I shall first state the traditional view in brief, then pick out some
alternative views of science from recent literature. Feyerabend’s anti-method
view is the first one I shall take up (Kuhn will be discussed later), and, after
a short exposition, argue that, despite his tall claim about ‘anarchism’, Feyera-
bend could not completely dispense with the notion of rationality,

Hempel’s recent thesis of instrumentalist view of scientific rationality
will be analysed next and eventually rejected as inadequate for a satisfactory
account of theory choice. '

David Bloor and Larry Laudan’s debate about the nature of scientific
belief will give us a typical model of relativistic/sociological account, on the
one hand, and the rationalistic (although Laudan is a kind of instrumentalist)
concept of science as a progressive problem-solving pursuit, on the other.
Laudan’s refutation of Kuhn’s epistemological relativism is discussed next to
pave the path for a positive account of scientific rationality,

Finally, I shall argue for defending a position that recognizes science as
pre-eminently an epistemic activity, and, for its epistemic objective, the notion
of rationality is built into it. Furthermore, rational enterprise/knowledge also

*Part of the research and the writing of this paper has been made possible through the
award of a Residential Fellowship at Lucknow by the Indian Coungil of Philosophical
Reseaich,
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requires the notion of truth or at least truth-likeness. The cliche ‘science aims
at truth’ is not totally empty. It can be satisfactorily supplemented with the
notion of science as truth-using and truth-preserving activity. The recent
thesis of I. Niniluoto about truth-likeness is one such possible move.

1

‘It is not what the man of science believes that distinguishes him, but how
and why be believes it. His beliefs are based on evidence, not on authority
or Intuition’.

—BERTRAND RUSSEL

When anyone is initiated into the tradition of science or philosophy, he is
advised not to accept anything for true without reasons. The difference
between a pedestrian and a (rational or) scientific/philosophical perspective
consists in that the former believes something without good reasons or with
extra-logical reasons while the latter seeks good reasons. The first lesson a
philosophy undergraduate learns in epistemology is that knowledge is true
belief, but all true beliefs are not knowledge. To be considered as knowledge,
beliefs need te be supported also by good reasons. Now, there can be quarrel
about what constitutes a good reason, but not about the issue whether we
need them or not. From Aristotle’s time science is regarded as an inquiry, an
inquiry into physical nature, man and animal kingdom, celestial sphere and
so on. For what? Surely, for information, knowledge about the intricate
relationship among different aspects of nature and man. Science is basically
an organized, systematic body of knowledge, possessor of a special method,
because it is committed only to evidences and reasons. This special method
demarcates science from metaphysics, fairy-tales and other enterprises; for
science declares its findings as testable, whereas other enterprises do not.
Therefore, science is considered as the epitome of rationality. This is, in a
nutshell, the traditional view of science as a rational activity.

In recent times, K. Popper is a champion of such a view.! His euphoric
exclamations about the picture of science as objective, growing and progres-
sive with the aim of finding out truth (although we do not know what truth
is), provoked criticisms from various philosophers who do not necessarily
have much in common among themselves. The use of terms like ‘progress’,
‘growth’, ‘objective’ were criticized as using ‘success words’.2 Popper’s over-
zealous idealization of science notwithstanding, the principal tenet of his
account of science can be vindicated, although one may reject or modify some
of his supporting arguments and minor theses. To him the true concern for
epistemology is to account for scientific knowledge, and the principal aim of
philosophy is not so much to distinguish science from non-science as rational
from irrational. The method of science is the method of conjecture and
refutation. Theories are attempts to approximate truth on the face of severe
tests, devised by the scientist to refute them. The method of science is rational,
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because it is a critical method making its thesis always open to criticism and
falsification. Testability of theories makes scientific method rational and
science an epitome of rationality for its constant vulnerability to tests and
refutations.

Popper’s falsificationist method faces many problems (which, for the sake
of brevity, I cannot discuss here), and we do not find any other clear argu-
ments for holding science as rational than referring it to the falsifiable chara-
oter (one may also doubt that) of scientific theories which belong to the domain
of objective knowledge.

The modified ‘methodological research programme’ of Lakatos® is an
attempt to improve upon Popper’s falsificationist programme through an
appeal to history. The main points of departure lies in citing from history
that :

(i) Theories are notso easily and quickiy refuted as Popper’s method
(Lakatos calls the requirement ‘instant rationality’) needs;

(if) A research programme is not so simplistic as a single theory, but
a ‘series of theories’

(7iiy A falsified theory can stay on with the scientific corpus long after
it has been refuted, for example, it took fifty years after its falsi-
fication for Newton’s theory to go; and

{(iv) A falsified theory can stage a ‘comeback’, so falsification is in con-
clusive test for a theory. -

Despite the minor differences, Lakatos™ methodological research programme
also regards science as a rational programme and a progressive pursuit
towards a certain goal—the goal of more informative content, falsifiability
and hence more rationality.

It is generally said* that most Popperians are epistemological moralists,
and that they have a normative orientation to science rather than a naturalistic
one. Unlike them Kuhn does not make a distinction between reason and
unreason, because his methodology does not require it like the Popperian’s
goal-oriented model. If there are revolutions, Lakatos points out, ‘then the
growth of knowledge is insufficiently determined by “rules of reason”; it is
thus open to “religious maniacs” to justify their irrationalism by pointing to -
its existence in science itself”.® Lakatos thinks: ‘Belief may be a regrettably
unavoidable biological weakness to be kept under the control of criticism
but commitment is for Popper an outright crime.’® For Popper commitment
is a form of irrationality, and criticism is rational, But Kuhn thinks otherwise.
Although Lakatos concedes more to Kuhn than Popper does, the empirical
emptiness of their criticism, some people think, is similar. Tt is apparent
from Lakatos’ admission: ‘my concept of a research programme’ may be
construed as an objective ‘third world’ reconstruction of Kuhn’s 50Ci0-psy-
chological concept of paradigm.” But the growth of science in the third world
is not the growth of actual science but the growth of a ‘rationally recons-.




102 MAHASWETA CHAUDHURY

tructed’ history of science. Asitis rationally reconstructed history, it remains
immune to the findings of actual history. Be that as it may. Popperian account
of science does not take into the account of rationality the question often
raised by the sociologists of science: is actual science rational? Popper’s
blatant indifference to the issue annoys his critics. I shall come back to this
question in the last section of the present discussion and now turn towards
the view that opposes the thesis: science is rational,

I

‘The only principle that does not inhibit progress is anything goes’
—P. FEYERABEND

P. Feyerabend is branded as an epistemological atheist, a methodological
anarchist. In Adgainst Method, his emotional outbursts leave a picture of
science and scientific community guided by irrationalist norms. He violently
denies that there is or ever has been ar objective scientific method. Not only
that. He claims that;’if any progress is discernible in science, it is the results
of scientists having broken every conceivable rule of rationality. He himself
uses propagandist methods (with which he characterizes successful scientists)
in order to erode our confidence in ‘objectivity’. Originally a follower of
Popper, Feyerabend later turns against all his well-known tenets: objectivity
and rationality of knowledge, truth as an aim of science, critical attitude of
scientists rather than commitments; everything in a word, that Popper
stands for. Of course, Feyerabend’s onslaught has some therapeutic force as
to look again at the philosopher’s idealized vision of science from the practi-
tioner’s experience of it.

Feyerabend starts from the reasonable premise that “proliferation of
theories is beneficial to science while uniformity “impairs™ its critical power’.
The apparent uniformity found in scientific research is the product of an
ideological conspiracy which is enshrined in the institutionalization of science.
The present-day science functions, in his view, in the same manner as the
church did in former times, the men in white coats being the modern spokes-
men for an absolute incontestable authority. History reveals that ‘anything
goes” is the only methodology for science. No episode in real science is suffi-
ciently simple to fit anyone of the conventional methodologies; thus, it has
always been’'a normal practice to cope with inconvenient facts by ignoring
them, by explaining them away in blatantly «d hoc fashion or even by con-
cealing them behind a smokescreen of rhetoric. As an example, Feyerabend
discusses Galileo’s defence of Copernican asironomy. Galileo showed through
the telescope that the moon had mountains and that the height of them could
be estimated by the length of their shadows. By so doing he hoped to refute
the Aristotelian idea that the heavenly bodies were all perfect crystalline
spheres, yet at the time telescopes were of extremely mediocre quality and the
wild inaccuracies of Galileo’s own drawings could be easily seen. Galileo
offered no theoretical reasons, Feyerabend says, why the telescopic observa-
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tions should be accepted as superior when viewing the heavens, and Feyera-
bend asserts that his only reason for preferring them was that they tended to
confirm Copernicus. In short, according to Feyerabend’s reading, Galileo
prevailed over his critics by virtue of his astute propaganda.

Feyerabend’s liking for Lakatos’ account springs from his claim that it is
merely anarchism in disguise. In his failure to define the time limit after which
a degenerating research programme must be abandoned, Lakatos seems to
admit that there is no rational means by which a scientist may direct his allegi-
ance to one programme or another. Lakatos” methodology, in Feyerabend’s
view, seems to be very sophisticated (possibly because he espouses prolifera-
tion of theories which Feyerabend likes); yet, when stripped to its core, it is
revealed as no methodology at all. However, Feyerabend welcomes it, because,
in his opinion, science should also be assessed on its own merit, and it is surely
not the ‘best’ ideology for an individual to follow. Furthermore, the aim of
science is also not ‘truth’ or any cognitive ideal, it should be human happiness.

The above exposition is more or less a summary of Feyerabend’s anar-
chistic model of scientific tradition. I shall now proceed to argue briefly that,
despite all his sound and fury, Feyerabend’s non-method is not entirely irra-
tionalist. In other words, his thesis would be trivially false, if my interpreta-
tions do not hold.®

First, about the issue of rational theory-choice as found in Lakatos and
Kuhn, Reconstructed somewhat, Feyerabend’s argument is that no satis-
factory account of rational theory-choice can be found within the framework
of either Lakatos or Kuhn. Kuhn’s approach fails, because, whatever class of
values we specify, we can find scientists whe do not subscribe to the view and
non-scientists who do. For instance, Oxford philosophers and gangsters,
according to Kuhn, appear to share the values, that characterize the relevant
community—at least to the extent that scientists do.? And Lakatos’ approach
fails, because it yields acceptance of rules which are either vacuous or arbit-
rary. They are vacuous, if they allow scientist to wait as long as they like in
the hope that a degenerating programme will stage a comeback; and they are
arbitrary if combined with a time limit. As Feyerabend remarks: °... if you are
permitted to wait, why not wait a little longer?'10

In a similar vein, he has denied the distinction between the context of
discovery and that of justification. This distinction entails a distinction bet-
ween scientific and non-scientific reasons. But the converse is not true; one
may hold the latter distinction without accepting the distinction between the
context of discovery and the context of justification. Popper and Lakatos
hold both distinctions; Kuhn distinguishes only the distinction between
scientific and non-scientific reason ; and to Feyerabend none of the distinctions
have any decisive role to play in our understanding of science.

Notice that whatever is said about rationality so far does not entail that
theory-acceptance is not an essentially rational affair. All we are prevented
from holding is that science is guided by a distinctive kind of rationality. It
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is not said that science is governed by no reasons at all., Although Feyerabend
never says it explicitly, it seems that he thinks that science is also run by ordi-
nary reason. That he is arguing only against the idea of a distinctive nature of
rationality is indicated by his treatment of Galileo. His praise for Galileo
seems to spring from the only fact that Galileo had the good sense {ordinary
reason} to violate important rules of scientific method™ and the originality
to support it with subtle and far-reaching arguments.'2 Moreover, we have to
remember that Against Method is basically a treatise on method. “The debate’,
he says, ‘is about methodological rules only and that “freedom”... means
freedom vis-a-vis such rules.’'3 A third indication about my contention occurs
in connection with Lakatos’ response to his allegation that Lakatos’ rules
are arbitrary. In response to his line of defence, Feyerabend does not simply
point out that in appealing to common sense we ‘leave the domain of rationa-
lity as defined by (Lakatos’s) standards ;"4 he also remarks in a more positive
vein that support for a degenerating programme may be ‘eminently rational
according to other standards, for example, according to the standards of
common sense’,1®

Finally, note that Feyerabend’s discussion of incommensurability also
suggests a commitment to ‘ordinary reason’. For Feyerabend, incommensura-
ble theories are theories so radically different that none of the usual logical
relations (inclusion, exclusion, overlap) can be said to hold between them.®
They cannot be compared by comparing ‘content classes’,'? and are as a
result beyond ‘the more familiar standards of comparison’. This means that
mcommensurable theories cannot be compared by appeal to methodological
standards which apply in a/{ circumstances: it does not mean that they cannot
be compared at all. ‘Aesthetic judgements, of taste ... factors not completely
beyond the reach of argument™® may all have a role to play. I think it is
sufficiently clear now from the arguments and textual references so far that
Feyerabend is merely replacing scientific reason with ordinary reason.

I suggest that Feyerabend’s position is best viewed by Kuhn who sees it
‘as an attempt to show that existing theories of rationality are not quite right
and that we must readjust or change them to explain why science works as it
does’.!® Indeed, Feyerabend’s hammer is more on the sacrosanct nature of
scientific rationality (and the scientists) than on a general concept of rationa-
lity. One small point before we close the discussion on Feyerabend. Even if
Galileo’s theory had truly been supported by propaganda, that itself does not
entail that it is not rational (or true); and if Feyerabend is granted that the aim
of science is human happiness, that alone cannot disallow one to hold a
cognitive aim as well for science. In fact, knowledge can dispel human suffering
more effectively than what ignorance or common sense can.

HEMPEL’S INSTRUMENTALIST ACCOUNT OF SCIENTIFIC RATIONALITY

One may wonder at this stage why I am not choosing the usual Kuhnian
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position for ascribing arationality to scientific enterprise. In the next section,
in connection with the controversy between Bloor and Landan, Kuhnian
position plays an important role and has been subjected to formidable obje-
ction if not totally rejected. Hence my address to Hempel comes first. To
Hempel: ‘A mode of procedure or rule calling for that procedure surely can
be rational or irrational only relative to the goal the procedure is meant to
attain.’®® The rationality of science, according to this view, depends solely
on the instrumental efficacy of the activities of science in attaining the goals of

.science.

[Lf] a proposed methodological theory of science is to afford an account
of scientific inquiry as a rational pursuit, it will have to specify certain
goals of scientific inquiry as well as some methodological principles ob-
served in their pursuit, finally it will have to exhibit the instrumental
rationality of the principles in relation to the goals. Only to the extent
that this can be done, does the conception of science as the exemplar of
rationality appear to be viable.®

On this view, the rationality of science is a ‘means-end’ instrumental
rationality: given the goals of science, it is rational to the extent that its metho-
dology helps to secure the goals.2 In a recent debate, Kuhn and W. Salmon
also agree with Hempel that the rationality of science must be a function of
the ability of science’s methodological principles to achieve its goals.?

This kind of view seems to rely heavily on determination of the goals of
scientific inquiry. Hempel offers two kinds of goals:

(i) Science is widely conceived as seeking to formulate an increasingly
comprehensive, systematically organised world view that is explana-
tory and predictive

(if) ... science aims at establishing a sequence of increasingly comprehen-
sive and accurate systems of empirical knowledge.2s

Notice that the kinds-of goal depicted are different: (i) emphasizes on
efficiency, not verisimilitude (truthlikeness), while (ii) speaks of truth as the
goal of science.

Other philosophers have suggested very different accounts of the goals of
scientific inquiry: the solving of problem, the achievement of understanding,
the furthering of human control of nature, etc. Sincg different goals will yield
different judgements regarding the rationality of scientific procedures and
norms, it is necessary, in order to establish rationality of science, to establish
science’s goals at first. If these goals have to be ‘rational to make scientific
inquiry ratiopal—in addition to its rule and methods to be efficacious—the
instrumentalist notion of rationality as proposed by Hempel falls short of
that ideal. Being efficacious may be instrumentally necessary (one may even
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doubt that) for a goal to be rational, but it is not sufficient to make it so, for
it needs not only the means but also the end to be rational. Take any example
of an ordinary notion, Suppose, I have the (irrational) belief that the goal of
a teacher’s life is to be popular among the students. With that goal in mind,
my actions, say, supplying of all kinds of suggestions and questions to the
students before the exams, teaching them only those topics which are easy
and sure to be asked on the exams, and all kinds of hobnobbing with them
which surely will soon help me achieve the goal, The means are efficacious
in bringing about the goal, but the action surely is not rational as the goal
is not.

The necessity of taking the rationality of ends into account is, however,
problematic as it seems to fly in the face of decision-theory which requires
rationality of action to be questions onfy about means and not ends. Contrary
to the tradition of decision-theory, the notion of rationality of means being
partly dependent on the rationality of ends can coherently apply to question
of end as well as to questions concerning the means to those ends. This general
point of rationality applies to science as well.

Thus, Hempel's analysis of the rationality of science is not adequate. I say
not adequate mainly for three difficulties:

(1) His construal of rationality as efficacy is.not right.

(2) Rationality of science is not, as Hempel presumes, the rationality of
scientific inquiry but also the results of such inquiry, such as claims,
theories and hypotheses. An account of the rationality of science
should address the rationality of scientific belicf as well as the latter.

(3) Hempel rejects (contra Carnap and many others) that the methodolo-
gical principles for appraising the rational credibility of hypothesis
would have to hold a priori. He says that ‘the conception of timeless-
ness for all standards for rational theory-choice be abandoned’.2

The standard of rationality is contingent upon the kind of world-view
‘prevailing at the time’. OFf course, ‘some’ standards are time-refative, but
revolutions in science would not have been possible if great scientists would
adhere only to the world-view ‘prevailing at the time’. T shall come back to
these questions later, but now address the issue as presented by David Bloor as
contrasted with Laudan’s model of scientific rationality—the issue more well-
known to philosophical circles as the ‘Bloor-Laudan debate’.

BLOOR’S ‘STRONG PROGRAMME’ AND ITS WEAKNESSES

The so-called ‘strong programme’ is the programme proposed by D, Bloor?”
which disallows the appeals to norms of rationality in the explanation of belief.
Bloor’s first tenet is: belief-states are to be given causal explanations; the
second: sociology of knowledge should be ‘impartial with respect to truth
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and falsity, rationality and irrationality, success or failure’; his third tenet
is: the symmetry principle which stipulates that the sociologist must invoke
‘the same types of cause’ in explaining why someone holds a particular belief,
regardless of the status of this belief with respect of these dichotomies (of
truth, falsity, etc.).

Laudan finds the last tenet to be most controversial aspect of Bloor’s
programme, and complains that the latter fails to specify any criteria for
regarding causes to be of the same type.2® One can also find the causality
principle, i.e. the first tenet to be problematic which Laudan finds ‘innocuous’.
Laudan seems to include reasons as cause, but Bloor does not.2* Laudan
argues that Bloor should provide us with a taxonomy of causal types, without
which it will be impossible to distinguish between an agent’s reasons for his
or her belief and his or her socio-economic status as being of the same kind
of cause. This would make Bloor’s ‘symmetry’ thesis ‘uncontroversial’, Bloor
distinguishes ‘rational’ from ‘jrrational’ causes in response to Laudan, but
he (Bloor) intends his symmetry principle to be understood as ruling out
appeals not to any ‘rational causes’ but only to rational of a particular type.
He draws a further distinction between a ‘descriptive’ concept of natural
rationality and an ‘evaluative’ concept of ‘normative rationality’,

Natural rationality refers to typical human reasoning propensities; norma-
tive rationality refers to patterns of inference that are esteemed or san-
ctioned. The first one has reference to matters of psychological facts, the
other to shared standards or norms.30

However, Bloor does not think that it leads to denial of the symmetry postu-
late,® which requires identical causal stories for different behaviours. Bloor
seems, then, to remove rationality from the causal nexus. An individuals
reasons for his or her beliefs cannot be the causes of that belief, because the
norms of rationality that connect the reasons to the belief in question are not
causal principles.

It is difficult to see, then, how such a programme would work. If norms
are removed from the world, what is left for a sociologist to explain?

Bloor tries to avoid this problem by replacing sociology of knowledge
with sociology of belief. It seems easier to ascribe a belief to an individual
than knowledge, for belief does not apparently require a norm; because beliefs
can be defined in terms of behaviour criteria for determining when an agent
has some particular belief. However, attribution of scientific beliefs (theories)
including beliefs about the contents of scientific theories, beliefs in logical
or mathematical truths, would not be possible in the same way. In these cases,
the behavioural (or operational) criteria for ascertaining when an agent holds
some theoretical belief must include linguistic behaviour, which surely is
governed by shared norms or standards. If one were to remove such values/
standards from one’s descriptive ontology, it would become impossible to
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characterize the linguistic behaviour of agents. Bloor makes such a distinction,
but he thinks attributing irrational beliefs to cause and rational beliefs to
reasons violates the symmetry thesis, because values, norms and reasons have
a different ontological status from that of nature,

Laudan’s objection to the symmetry thesis can be endorsed by actual
practice in science. He argues that one may bring in, say, both chemical and
physical principles to explain the breakdown of a calculating machine due to
rust, but only the physical ones to account for its normal rational operation.
Thus, Bloor’s symmetry principle is not descriptive of actual practice even
in the physical sciences.?? Everybody will agree that, when Bloor explains
scientists’ beliefs with causal explanations, devoid of any account of rationa-
lity, he should give some criterion for the causal explanation, Otherwise, it
will be trivial. Of course, progress in science is far from ‘natural’, but, is indeb-
ted to traditions of critical discourse.?® Nobody denies that, when we examine
a scientist’s decision to pursue some specific- programme of research, we are
but offering a partial explanation; a fuller explanation must, indeed, include
social, political-economic and even psychological condition in which the
scientist is found to make his or her rational choice. It should also include
some general principle that, whenever scientists are able to make rational
choices, they will choose to follow a progressive research programme.® The
adequacy of a research programme is measured not only in terms of the
number and importance of its applications but also in terms of its ability to
avoid inconsistencies, ambiguities, anomalies and question-begging, all of
these latter being given negative weight. Laudan’s view implies that principles
of rationality are normative, whereas causal laws are descriptive. Now, the
sociologist might reply that for his purpose principle of rationality may be
treated as descriptive, that is, they may be regarded as describing the norms
which are actoally operative in society. Laudan modifies his view that a
historian of science is on a par with the sociologist to take the ‘prevailing
norm or standard’ operative in a particular time or place, while judging
beliefs of other societies or of different periods of time. This concession can
undercut Bloor's objection that ‘endorsing a set of standards has no role to
play in its explanation’.?s But a hard-core sociologist of knowledge may find
this account as unconvincing, for his universe is normatively empty. Bloor
maintains that a number of disciplines such as biology and psychology would
have to be combined with sociology for a comprehensive understanding of all
the aspects of an activity such as science. Again, the argument is short-si ghted ;
it misses the point that these may be necessary (one can also doubt that) but
not sufficient to understand the progressive character of scientific beliefs as
a free rational choice. In other words, the rationality of the decision is a
cause of that decision in the sense of having been necessary in the circums-
tances. To follow the dictum of the ‘strong programme’ against allowing any
standards of rationality to play a role in explaining the actions of others
would be counter-intuitive to our understanding of others’ behaviour. A
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hard-core sociologist of knowledge may further say that rationality itself is
a social fact which differs from society to society. But this seems to be a
gratuitous assumption. If biological and psychological facts can be similar
in different societies, why cannot rationality as a social fact be the same?

Now, the sociclogists may feel threatened (if they have to give up the
symmetry principle) by the suggestion that they should confine themselves in
explaining mistakes, and the ‘sociology of knowledge is the sociology of error’
and ‘logic, rationality and truth appear to be their own explanation’. This
fear would be baseless, if, as Laudan suggests, the sociologist considers reason
and rationality to be possible causes of belief. The greatest stumbling blocks
which Bloor’s programme finds itself to be confronted with are logical and
mathematical (belief) thinking, OF course, the appeal to aliernative mathe-
matics can be made to vindicate Lakatos’ rival research programmes. But,
even if we grant Bloor that paradigm-change is a social phenomenen, the
problem still remains to find a social cause for it. Nobody denies that a co-
mmunity of mathematicians and scientists is a social institution, but the
rationality of a choice among competing research programmes can be under-
stood in terms of its problem-solving efficacy (as Laudan says) with less
ambiguity and more testability (as Popper says). The greater those values,
the greater the rationality-value of a programme which fulfills them. Only one
move can save Bloor’s strong programme from a total collapse, namely, if he
includes reason in value-free universe and makes it a part of social explanation
with the principle of rationality.

In concluding this part, I must concede the relevance of Bloor’s anxiety
about a causal explanation. It is true that, cven if we see scientific activities
as free rational choice (not ‘cansed’), there are certain other kinds of restraint
that determine the scientists’ beliefs and questions. In science one responds
to an intelfectual situation that is given; in short, science has an inner logic
which stamps certain hypotheses as relevant and dismisses others. As Koyre
says,*8 the Copernican Revolution was raison d’étre of the ‘century of the
genius’. These scientists were constrained in the sense of having a single out-
standing problem: the dire need for supplementing the heliocentric theory
with an adequate physics. Among two attempts offered, namely, Descartes’
vortex theory (of push) and Newton’s theory (of pull) of universal gravitation,
the latier theory won because of solving more problems and for being consis-
tent with the Copernican theory. Although questions can be answered in
various ways in science, there are only a handful of ways to answer them.?”
The inner logic of science is such that scientists are constrained in a more
fundamental sense; not only are they bequeathed a problem-situation, its
structure imposes severe restrictions upon the responses of scientists to it.
But these restrictions are notextra-logical as the sociclogists of science claim,

This discussion will not be complete without a reference to the Kuhnian
model of paradigm-based research which attributes arationality (if not irra-
tionality) to scientific theory-choice. I shall not go into any exposition of
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Kuhn’s view (it is so well-known now) but only peoint out its limitations in
connection with Laudan’s reticulated model of rationality.

KUHN’S EPISTEMOLOGICAL RELATIVISM VERSUS LAUDAN’S
RETICULATED MODEL OF SCIENTIFIC RATIONALITY

The kind of epistemological relativism Kuhn’s view seems to espouse contains
the claim that, while there are typically some good reasons for theory-change
in science, there are often equally good reasons for adhering to the other
theory. The thesis of such ‘moderate relativism’s® js that scientific change is
typically underdetermined by good reasons. It paves the path for a ‘sociolo-
gical relativism which claims that the explanation of scientific development
or agreement requires an ineliminable sociological component to explain why
scientists agree to make theory-changes which are underdetermined by the
good reasons in their favour’. Laudan calls such situations cases of ‘local
determinations’, and rejects the relevance of ‘moderate relativism’ to an
adequate conception of scientific rationality. He does that by the way of%
dissecting the Holistic Picutre of scientific change’—and dissection is what he
has done.

Laudan classifies four kinds of argument in Kuhn for defending the thesis
of local determination, none of which are acceptable. The arguments are as
follows:

(1) The ‘ambiguity’ of shared standards arguments;
(2) The internal inconsistency argument;

(3) The shifting standards argument; and

(4) The problem-weighting argument.

I shall briefly discuss these arguments and their inadequacies partly by
following Laudan’s line and partly by my own. Of course, they often overlap.

(1) It seems to imply that scientists often can interpret methodological
rules, so as to ‘rationalize’ their own paradigmatic preferences. They can do
80, because such rules are often ambiguous and ‘imprecise’. So, it appears
that Kvuhn wants to curtail the importance of methodological rules and the
standards in scientific choice. He also likes to inject some psychological factors
into the choice. ‘I continue to hold’, Kuhn says, ‘that the algorithms of
individuals are all ultimately different by virtue of the subjective considera-
tions with which each (scientist) must complete the objective criteria before
any computations can be done’.# For lack of space, it is not possible to
refute this point more elaborately. But this much can be said that, although
some rules are not sufficiently decisive, there are many which can clearly indi-
cate what conditions a theory has to satisfy. Ican recall Popper’s dictum
‘more content and precise a theory is, more jts rationality (falsifiability) value
as a scientific theory’.

(2) By ‘collective inconsistency of rules’, Kuhn means that scientists
sharing the same standards may often end up in choosing two rival (and,
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therefore, incompatible) theories, because many methodological standards
do pull in different directions and scientists may go whichever way they like.
Kuhn makes (from a handful of actual cases) a stronger claim that such is the
nature of any set of rules or standards which any group of reasonable scientists
might accept. This is a very serious charge and very weak, because even from
actual scientific tradition we can cite examples of false theories which are
self-consistent. Take the example of Descartes” vortex theory of motion. It
1s an extreme example of not only false but almost impossible picture of
reality, but there is no internal inconsistency in it. Space is extended in
Cartesian universe; therefore, a constant ‘push’ mechanism is conjectured
to explain motion in a universe without an empty space.

- (3) This argument claims that with a paradigm-change there occur
‘changes in the standards governing permissible problems, concepts and ex-
planations’.#! This again leads to serious consequences. If Kuhn is right, then
scientists belonging to rival paradigms can never reach consensus, because
they use different standards of appraisal. Laudan’s merit lies in refuting this
irresolvability of scientific issues by introducing ‘piecemeal change’ mechanism
which does not assume that factual disagreements can only be resolved by
the msthodological rules, and any dispute at the latter level can only be
resolved at the higher axiological level. Change in his model* can happen at
any stage, thus resolving a problem. Justification can flow downward as well
as upward. I shall come back to this model later.

(4) Kuhn phrases this problem as follows: ‘Scientific controversies bet-
ween the advocates of rival paradigms involve the question: which problem
1s it more significant to have solved 242 He thinks that partisans of different
paradigms often disagres about which problem it is more important to solve.
As Laudan says ‘we nezd to dissect’ it (meaning this point) at a more basic
level.#

Now, Kuhn appears to be right that there are different ways in which a
problem may be important to a scientist—economic, social, personal curiosity.
Many other reasons may motivate a scientist to a particular problem. But
these senses of importance have no particular ‘epistemic or probative signi-
ficance’. Popper cries his voice hoarse in protestation that these considera-
tions are of no relevance for a theory-choice. He calls this analysis ‘psycholo-
gical’. Kuhn’s thesis presumably would be that there is no rational way of
deciding the assigning of epistemic weight. So we cannot say which scientist’s
epistemic claim is greater by their choice of particular problems: but this is
wrong. The primary function of scientific epistemology is to inquire and
assess relative importance of different scientific problems. It is true that some-
times a problem remains obscure due to the lack of a theory to assess it. But
the ‘whole point of the theory of evidence is to desubjectify the assignment
of evidential significance’ by indicating the kinds of reasons that can legiti-

*See the diagram on p. 112,
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mately be given for attaching a particular degree of epistemic importance to a
confirming or refuting instance.** As I have already suggested in the first
section, the claim to (knowledge) solve a problem by a theory can only be
established when it can furnish sufficient evidence (or reasons) for it. Reasons
for epistemic preference are completely independent of any socio-psycholo-
gical factors.

Assignment of importance to a certain problem can only be called rational
when it can show that ‘there are viable methodological and epistemological
grounds for assigning that degree of importance rather than another’ .45

Kuhn and Doppelt*® share another thesis: during any paradigm-change,
there is always found to be cases of ‘epistemic loss’. Therefore, we cannot
say that a new theory is ‘better” or science is progressive, Their pet example
is Daltonian theory. It is true that pre-Daltonian chemistry of the phlogiston-
theory and the theory of elective affinity answered many questions and solved
many problems which nineteenth-century Daltonian chemists could not
explain.

Oa the other hand, Daltonian chemistry can explain many others which
the previous theory could not. Kuhn concludes that advocates of new and old
paradigms will necessarily be unable to make proper assessment of each
other’s paradigms. This argument is false. Kuhn’s conclusion does not follow
from the premise of epistemic ‘loss’ or ‘gain’. Laudan thinks that Kuhn-
Doppelt thesis follows from a wrong assumption. The assumption is that ‘the
centrality of a problem on one’s explanatory agenda necessarily entails one’s
assigning a high degree of epistemic or probative weight to that problem...” 47
The most probative of epistemic weights are attached to those observations
of a scientist which constitute ‘severe’ tests for a theory. A test devised by the
scientist achieves importance not by solving problems but when it involves
what is called ‘startling’ predictions of the theory, Contrary to Kuhn, most
theories demand that credit should not be assigned on the basis of solving
problems the theories are designed to solve, but by corroborating new predic-
tions. Popper calls it ‘extracorroborative value® of a theory. Both Kuhn and
Doppelt are short-sighted to miss this important epistemic aspect of theory-
appraisal and fall short of giving an adequate account of theory-choice in
extra-sociological terms.

Although Laudan rejects the relativistic account of scientific (change and)
rationality, he does not fully accept what he calls ‘the hierarchical model of
rationality’ either. The key concepts he uses for showing the difference of his
model are ‘consensus’ and ‘dissensus’, which is roughly similar to Kuhn's
‘normal science’ and the ‘crisis period’.

Laudan argues that both the heirarchical modet (Popper, Hempel) and
the relativistic model give implausible accounts of scientific aims. The heirar-
chical model makes the possibility of rational consensus dependent upon the
gratuitous assumption of fixed, universal, unchanging scientific aims. Rela-
tivism, on the other hand, recognizes that scientific disagreement (and change)
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affects the very aims of science, but it implausibly argues from the fact of
‘value dissensus’ concerning aims to the impossibility of rational consensus
on aims in science. From Laudan’s standpoint both positions obscure the
nature of scientific reasoning concerning scientific aims and standards in
which one or more of these elements is rationally revised in order to better
accommodate or increase the epistemic credibility of every thing else accepted
by the science of the day—its theories, methods, techniques, standards, etc.48
This is, in a nutshell, the model of Landan’s Reticulation Model.

Laudan’s central insight in this context is that epistemic credibility in
science does not only flow downward from aims to methodological rules
and from these tules to empirical beliefs as the hierarchical models insist.4®
On the contrary, weli-enitrenched theories of heliefs can also provide good
reasons for the acceptance (or rejection) of methodological standards and the
highest order scientific aims as well. This occurs, for example, when the aims
or methodological standards accepted by scientists either (a) repeatedly fail
to generate theories which satisfy them or (&) turn out to be inconsistent with
the theories actually developed and accepted by scientists. In such cases, the
substantive scientific beliefs accepted by scientists provide good reasons for
rejecting or modifying their aims or methodological rules, new aims or stan-
dards or priorities among them become rational to accept on the basis of
the theories enjoying the greatest credibility and promise among scientists at
the same time.

In the present context, it is not possible or necessary to give a critical
account of Laudan’s model (that needs a complete paper). But it seems that,
as he does not either accept that scientific aims or ideals are fixed (in the cases
when he thinks hierarchical model is adequate) or that certain aim is built
into the acceptance of a paradigm (as Kuhn presumes), he requires some
independent account of the rationality of certain scientific aims. He seems to
assume the rationality of agreed—upon scientific aims. This is indicated when
he claims that scientific epistemology, properly understood, is an ‘empirical
discipline’ which requires a ‘naturalistic theory’ of scientific knowledge. But
scientific epistemology cannot be conceived as an empirical discipline as
Laudan himself recognizes that scientific aims undergo change, conflict,
disagreements. In fact, he faces the Kuhnian challenge to show how a change
in fundamental scientific aims and values could be rational. The key question
is what must any conception of rational scientific change show about that
change in order to establish its rationality. Lavudan’s naturalistic account of
(gradualist) scientific rationality is inadequate, unless he entrenches it with a
theory of rationality. This may lead him to make a major concession to
Kuhnian type of ‘moderate relativism’.

111
In the words of Karl Popper: ‘It is the method of science, the method of
critical discussion, which makes it possible for us to transcend not only our
culturally acquired, but even our inborn frameworks, s
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The above statement of Popper has come under severe challenges from
various standpoints that can be put under the general umbrella of historicism.
Contemporary philosophy of science is plagued with innumerable controver-
sies regarding the issue of rationality of science. The amount of literature on
the subject is indicative of the crisis. Part of the problem lies, I think, in a sort
of confusion about certain questions regarding the issue (as I have already
indicated in Section I). Before I try to disentangle the skein, let me put the
questions first. The main question is: what constitutes the rationality of
science? And the other is: is science, in fact, rational &

The question of the first type is a normative question, calling forth for
standards, norms and methodological rules, while the second question is
clearly an empirical one to be answered by historical, sociological and other
extra-logical factors, Now, once we disambiguate these two guestions, it
appears that all scientific debates and disputes are debates about the kinds of
evidence, reason and standards. A Daltonian and a pre-Daltonian, disputing
the importance of a surprising measurement of weight during combustion,
challenge only the reasons or evidence of the other but not rationality of
science itself. Scientific debate implies debate about sufficient and appropriate
reasons for holding one theory or other, The philosophical storm that has
been started by Kuhn and fanned by Feyerabend and many others seems to
blur our vision about this basic issue. They are right in their basic intuition
that proliferation of theories is more desirable than unanimity, But prolifera-
tion itself does not entail that all of them are equally rational. Most of the
participants in a debate between rival theories claim that their views are
based on better grounds, because their belief-acquisition is scientific, i.e.
their beliefs are acquired through a better method. Scientific method is the
method of commitment only to evidence/reason—such as testability, objecti-
vity, etc.—which is guranteed by the methodological tules. Evidence is
conceptually related to hypothesis 4 in such a way that it Justifies our believing,
aceepting, pursuing 4. Thus, evidence and reason are conceptually related as
rationality is related to science. Therefore, scientific method only secures
rationality of science, but does not specify the constituents of rationality per
se. That remains to be part of an epistemological enterprise,

The second question raises an empirical issue, and it may also involve
debate depending on the standard one chooses. Bui the confusion between
these two questions results from a tradition of overrated emphasis on histori-
cal account stated by Kuhn (Polanyi is an often-forgotten name in this
context, but he also suggests this kind of explanation). Their principal witness
1s history. Insufficiency of the account of scientific growth is argued by show-
ing negative analysis of, say, the method of enumerative induction, gradual
accretion, etc. The main pillar of the historicist’s powerblock is threefold:

—theories are incommensurable

—theories are underdetermined by evidences in their favour
—there is epistemic loss in theory-change
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As Kuhn says, we do not find ‘an algorithm able to dictate rational unani-
mous choice’.** Indeed, we do not, because we do not need a precision of
that degree; a rational agreement is possible on an assessment of various
appraisal-criteria. Even if Kuhn and his followers are granted that so far all
attempts (rather a big concession!) have failed to give an adequate epistemo-
logical account of science, that kind of negative analysis can accrue only the
non-rationality of scientific beliefs (theories), not that of scientific inquiry.
It is perhaps in this sense that Carnap espouses timelessness of standards of
theory-choice (which Hempel rejects). The commitment to evidential support
is time-independent, while particular principles of evidences/reasons are
time-relative.

Now, even after we distinguish between the two issues—science as a
method being rational and the question what makes an evidence or reason
rational—the more difficult task still remains to be undertaken, namely, what
Is a good reason for a scientific belief? T have already indicated, as it is an
epistemological issue, that science, rather philosophy of science, is basically
an epistemological inquiry. Popper is right about this fundamental point. It
is the primary concern of a philosopher of science to develop a general account
of the warrant of scientific reasons that would enable us to determine whether
or not, in any given case, the reasons offered for a hypothesis actually afford
warrant to that hypothesis. Moreover, acceptance of our first question does
not necessarily contain acceptance of the second. One can be either indifferent
to the issue, or else make a stronger claim by accepting a positive answer to
the second question. The latter is a realist’s position. But that position also
requires a theory of truth or at least an account of progress in science.

Kuhn also recognizes that more often than not ‘later scientific theories are
better than earlier ones’. So, he concedes to the realist that ‘this is not a rela-
tivist’s position, and it displays the sense in which I am a convinced believer
in Scientific Progress’.® A realist is required to give an account of progress,
but it is not necessarily the only possible stance. In arguing against the appro-
ach-to-truth view, Laudan gives an account of science as ‘problem-solving
rather than a truth-seeking’ enterprise.®* By ‘problem-solving effectiveness’
he means ‘the number and importance of the empirical problems which the
theory solves and deducing therefrom the number and importance of the
anomalies and conceptual problems which the theory generates’.5% This is an
instrumentalist view of progress without any commitment to truth. Tt faces
many of the general difficulties of an instrumentalist view in addition to the
internal difficulties of Laudan’s own formulation.s®

One of the important difficulties is that it might make a theory trivial
Since everything follows from an inconsistent theory, it is possible to generate
some ‘problem-solving’ consequence also. But that formal difficulty can be
solved by blocking the possibility by pointing out that inconsistent theories
involve many other difficulties. A far more serious difficulty is that, if a theory
gets credit (for being rational or progressive) only affer its effectiveness is
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observed by empirical success, then Laudan cannot avoid the implication
that the aim of science is to make not only rational but also true predictions.
As Niniluoto observes: ‘If we disregard issues about the truth-values of pre-
dictions, then non-scientific predictive devices (horoscopes, crystal balls,
cards, etc.) could have a very high problem-solving ability. s

To define scientific progress in terms of a cognitive enterprise, then, requi-
res a notion of truth or at least verisimilitude. Both these notions, again,
involve many conceptual problems. Niniluoto’s recent thesisof ‘truth-likeness’
or ‘highly truth-like information’ about reality seems to me a good move.
The notion is based on but an improved version of Popper’s notion of verisi-
militude. The latter includes falsity content also as a part of vs of a theory T
in a way such that vs of a theory T=Ct; T—Ct; T and

vs of T > vg T2
iff Cty TP > Cty T2 but
Cty TP << Ctp T2

this notion of vs, in terms of both truth and falsity content, generates many
problems.”® The version of truth-likeness, however, remains less problematic.
As Niniluoto says: ‘My distinction between real and estimated truthlikeness
and the corresponding distinction between real and estimated progress’ gives
a sufficient cognitive criterion for a decision to prefer theories # which have
a higher value of estimated verisimilitude than their rivals given evidence e.
This account is quite agreeable to our traditional intuition of rationality in
science. Without going into the formalized definition of truth-likeness Ninilu-
oto offers, we can understand real truth-likeness as the absolute or logical
truth-likeness and estimated truth-likeness as the epistemic truth-likeness
contingent upon the evidence e. This distinction also blocks the kind of
objection Laudan raises, namely, it follows from this theory that an empiri-
cally successful (i.e. having high estimated truth-likeness) theory has to be
referential. But there are many empirically successful theories such as the
cther theory of the nineteenth-century atomism whose central terms are not
referential. Laudan’s criticism applies only to absolute truth-likeness; and
the epistemic type truth-likeness does not require the epistemic criterion to
be infallible, for all our knowledge about matters of fact is fallible. Thus, ‘it
Is possible that ver(h/e) is high but ver(h/e&e’) where ¢’ is a new evidence, is
not high’, which means that it is not rational any more on evidence e & e,
while it is rational to hold it only on e.

The upshot of this truncated debate about the notion of rationality and
its relevance to truth and scientific method as pre-eminently a cognitive acti-
vity is that we can dispense with a certain kind of principle or/ and evidence
as not rational but cannot do so with the very notion of it; it is built into the
concept of science as a cognitive enterprise. Apart from its theoretical concepts
(i.e. domain of objects), science also involves some operational predicates
basic for each theoretical domain. It is also possible to hold that scientific
progress is not unilinear.%
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Proliferation of theories does not only eliminate errors of carlier theories

but may add up to it, at least conceptually. The possibility of Non-Euclidean
Geometry not only paved the way for understanding celestial gecometry (of
spheres) but also expanded the horizon of geometrical concepts. Anadequate
philosophy of science must show, as D. Shapere thinks:*.._how is it possible
that we might know, without guaranteeing that we must know’.! Historicist
approach, in its war against structuralism, ignores the possibility of a rational
but non-justificationist model of scientific knowledge.

The only way to keep the sceptic away is not by hitting him on the head;

we may simply close the door on his face for the time being.
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1

Prof. N.V. Banerjee was one of those rare persons on the Indian philosophical
scene who devoted himself single-mindedly to philosophical reflection with-
out caring much for illusory attractions of power which most academicians
seek in India by rising (or falling?) to positions of administrative authority
in the official educational establishment of the country. Whenever one drop-
ped in at his residence near the Delhi University area where he lived after his
retirement, one would find him working on some latest book of his, out of
which he would read a few pages which would always reveal the freshness of
his approach and the seriousness of his concern for philosophical issues that
was so conspicuously missing in many of his contemporaries. Most people
lose interest in intellectual matters as they grow older; many actually ‘retire’
from intellectual life after retirement; many other just go on repeating what
they had said earlier. Not so, Prof, N.V. Banerjee. He continued to think and
grow and write till almost the end of his life. His was the [ife of an active
mind and the last work of his, posthumously published, shows him at the
height of his powers as a philosophical thinker who had to say something of
his own.

Published in 1985—a year after his death in 1984 at the age of eighty-seven
—this book brings many of the themes of his earlier work into a new focus
and a new unity which not only stands apart but is also, in many ways, inde-
pendent of his earlier work. The diverse strands found in the earlier work are
not only brought together and unified in a new way, but many new ideas are
brought to enrich the whole which is the result of deep and sustained thought
spread over a life-time,

Prof. Banerjee’s thought is ‘anthropocentric’ in the best sense of the term.
Whether we like it or not, we are there and we are aware that we are there.
The very starting point of Banerjee’s philosophical reflection is, thus, not the
isolated Cartesian cogifo, or the Husserlian ‘transcendental ego’ which has
‘bracketed’ the world, or the pure purusa of Samkhya who is the eternal
subject which can never be an object to itself or know that there are other
purusas in the world besides itself, or the Advaitic Atman which has no other
or the non-Advaitic Atmans which have an essential relationship only with

*N.V. Banerjee, Knowledge, Reason and Human Autonomy, Bombay, Somaiva Publi-
cations Pvt. Ltd. 1985,
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the Lord and which either have no knowledge of other selves or know them
only as fellow-devotees who are totally immersed in some form or other of the
bhakti of the divine. Rather, it is man in the plural—man not as ‘I’ but as
‘we’, the ‘we’s’—who alone may communicate and have a dialogue or rather
a ‘multi-logue’ amongst themselves. There is, of course, the whole inanimate
world of nature and the living world of animals and plants with which he is
n some sort of relationship also. Banerjee’s distinction between the rela-
tionship at these different levels is in terms of the possibility of communica-
tion as well as its degree and mutuality. Inanimate nature, thus, is a ‘bare
other’ to us as any manner of intercommunication between man and nature
seems impossible. There may, of course, be ‘empathy’, ‘whether purely natu-
ral as in the case of primitive man or predominantly aesthetic as in the case
of the poet or the artist’.! Strangely, Banerjee also thinks that the ‘otherness’
of nature may also be construed as ‘hostility’ on the part of nature, parti-
cularly in the context of ‘the rigour of the biological law of survival to which
he is unavoidably subject’.?

The problem of communication between man and animate nature, spe-
cially with that part of it which has been brought into human orbit by domes-
tication and keeping of pets, is considered by our philosopher, though only
marginally. The plant world is, of course, totally ignored. The animal world
is all lumped together, and not much attention is paid to the difference in
comniunication that man is able to establish with some of the so-called higher
species as against all others. However, a significant point is made when it is
suggested that, even though linguistic intercommunication is not possible
between man and animals, interbehavioural communication is possible. And,
instead of the relation of ‘empathy’ which man develops towards inanimate
nature in order to overcome its essential ‘otherness’, the relation with animate
nature is characterized by ‘sympathy’. And just as there can be a feeling that
nature is ‘hostile’ to man, so also there may be such fecling with respect to
the animal world. Only, in their case, the relationship of ‘hostility” may be
mutual, as it normally cannot obtain between man and nature. The relation
with the animal world is, thus, characterized either by sympathy or hostility
or even indifference— the last being existentially different from what he has
called ‘non-hostility’ to nature.

The possible relationships between the human and the anjmal world are,
in a sense, reproduced in the telationships within the human world, but only,
SO to say, at the animal level. The strictly human relationship is essentially
beyond these; it lies in what he has called their ‘essentiality to one another’3
The so-called ‘we’ of the human situation with which we all start is not ‘I
and others’, but rather ‘I with others’ where the word “with’ is supposed to
undo the alienation implied by the word ‘other’4 Man’s relationship with
man operates, thus, at a dual level, the animal, that is, the vital-biological,
and the strictly human. The former is the inevitable result of his ‘unavoidabie
biological birth’ and makes him treat others as he treats the other non-human
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species, that is, the animals, The latter, on the other hand, is a ‘demand’ on
him of which he is vaguely aware and in whose realization his essential being
may be actually said to consist in.

The varieties of ‘otherness” and the diversities in modes of relationship
with respect to it and the ways of its annulment is, then, the focus of Banerjee’s
inquiry. Everything is anthropocentric from the beginning, and, in fact, can-
not but be so. Man is at the centre of philosophical enquiry, but not the
isolated, lonely, monadic man of most philosophical thinking, or even the
socio-political man of Aristotle or Confucius or Marx or Manu ; but rather a
being who has a relation of ‘essentiality” with all other human beings; and
who is somehow allergic to ‘otherness’ and tries to overcome it in one way
oranother. ‘Basic otherness’, is whatcharacterizes inanimate nature in relation
to man as he cannot communicate with if in human terms at all. Man relates
to it in terms of knowledge, according to Banerjee, and the ‘otherness’ of the
‘other” is sought to be removed by emparhy ‘which enables man to project
his personality inte what is an “other” to him and thereby make him feel his
community with the latter’.® If empathy is the way in which the ‘otherness’
of the inorganic world is sought to be overcome, then ‘sympathy’ is the way
through which the ‘otherness’ is attempted to be overcome in respect of living
beings with whom cone can enter ‘into linguistic intercommunication or at
least inter-behavioural relation’.® It is the latter, that is, the inter-behavioural
relationship which brings the animal world within the scope of human sym-
pathy and excludes the plant world from it, even though the latter is as much
a part of the living world as the former. However, ‘sympathy’, even when it
is confined to human beings, is essentially a one-sided affair and does not
involve mutuality. Also, as ‘the object of sympathy, whether an animal or a
human being, is, after all, an object’, it ‘can by no stretch of imagination be
regarded as strictly human’.?

If neither empathy nor sympathy can overcome the ‘otherness’ of the
other, then can anything else do so? Communication is one way of overcoming
the otherness. But communication may consist in the impartation of infor-
mation about things or oneself, or in some cases about the feelings of persons.
‘Sharing of feeling’ is one way of overcoming ‘otherness’ and bridges the
alienation between man and man. But, while sharing of fecling may help in
overcoming of ‘otherness’, it may also, so to say, unite a particular group,
whether it be a tribe, community, race or nation against other groups; and
thus ‘contribute to the aggravation of otherness’ proving ‘ruinous to the cause
of the establishment of human relations’.® Also, feelings and emotions are
both evanescent and contingent, that is, dependent upon some situation, and
hence can hardly be relied upon as means for ‘the establishment of fellow-
ship among individuals’.?

Treating knowledge as totally irrelevant to the situation as it essentially
presupposes the ‘otherness’ of the object in order to exercise its function, and
disappointed with feelings and emotions for the reasons mentioned above,
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Banerjee turns to Will in the hope that he might find in it the clue to the solu-
tion of the problem he has set for himself. But Will, for Banerjee, is not just
something concerned with action in the restricted sense of the term, as it has
usually been understood in philosophical literature. Rather, it is seen as
taking diverse forms such as the Will to create, the Will to believe, and the
Wiil to adjust which lie, according to him, at the foundations of art, religion
and morality—the three great adventures of the human mind ‘which, in the
last analysis, are but man’s immediate attempts to establish communion
between himself and his fellows’.1®

But do these three enterprises of the human spirit succeed in offering ‘any
solution to the most human of all human problems--the problem of the
conquest of otherness’?! The whole of the.Part IT of the book is devoted to
an exploration of the answer to thijs question. As for art, Banerjee’s conclu-
sion is that, though ‘artistic appreciation brings about an extraordinary and
indeed a unique relation between the appreciator and the artist as represented
by his work of art’, the two, placed in this relation, remain basically ‘external
to each other, with the result that the problem of the conquest of otherness
is left unresolved’.2? As for the work of art itself, it essentially consists, for
Banerjee, in ‘the attempt to translate, in one manner or another, the ethereal
vision of perfect adjustment or harmony into some perceptible Jorm or
other’.'* Now, this ‘vision of perfect harmony which is essential to artisitic
creativity implies franscendence... from the world of change of which he
himself is a part” and hence ‘in art man finds a way of escape from the tyranny
of time in the sense of the temporal series’. ‘His refuge’, here, ‘however, is
not the timeless or the eternal, but the specious present which is but the synco-
pation of the temporal series through the absorption of the before and the
after in the row.”'* Thus, neither the person who creates nor the person who
appreciates is able to overcome the ‘otherness’ —the task which was sought
to be attempted through the pursuit of art by man,

Does religion as the “Will to believe’ or morality as the “Will to adjust’,
then, fare any better than art in the fundamental task which has been set for
humanity or which humanity has set for itself, and without whose fulfilment
the central problem of all human life will remain unresolved? Religion, for
Banerjee, is basically rooted in the primal fear of annjhilation, on the one
hand, and the sense of the mysterious, on the other. The solution that religion
builds out of these two is to posit a realm of the supernatural, and thus provide
a transcendental solution to the foundational problem which hardly touches
the essentially human dimension of the problem. The basic issue in this
context for Banerjee is how religion, in whatever way it may be imagined,
conceives of the relation between man and man and not between man and
God or between man and himself which seem to have been the central con-
cerns of most religions up till now. Seen in this perspective, the religious quest
of man seems to be wanting in essential respects. First, it seems to be con-
cerned too much with personal immortality and/or personal liberation or
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salvation. Secondly, its relation to other human beings is basically minimal,
indirect and instrumental. Also, the relation between a religious person,
whether he be God-centric or Self-centric (the self with a capital S), and the
other is basically that of a Guru and Sisya or master and disciple, that is,
essentially asymmetrical. The religious solution to the problem of the conquest
of ‘otherness’ thus is primarily transcendental, that is, tangential in character.

Buft, while both art and religion may be treated as tangential solutions to
the essential problem of man as seen by Banerjee, how can the same be said
about morality which, at least prima facie, seems to be concerned directly
with the problem itself. The basic problem with both art and religion was
that they were ‘attempts to solve the problem in question through the inter-
mediary of a system of symbols regarded as an extraordinary dimension of
reality, instead of in and through the ordinary sphere of human behaviour.1s
But that is exactly what morality seeks to do, that is, concern itself with the
ordinary, day-to-day, world of interpersonal behaviour of man. But, for
Banerjee, this is only an apparent or seeming superiority, for ‘owing to a
certain peculiarity of its nature, the solution in its case, as in the case of aesthe-
tic and religious experience, cannot but be indirect.”® And, if something is
not direct and immediate, it cannot count as a real solution for Banerjee.

There is, however, a basic distinction between moral experience and
religious experience for Banerjee, as the former is essentially non-judgemental
for him unlike the latter which consists in judgements of belief. Tn this respect,
moral experience is closer to aesthetic experience as both are non-judgemental
in nature according to his analysis, and he treats them as such. The difference
between the two, according to him, is that, while aesthetic experience is still
epistemic as it is ‘nothing apart from the contemplation of beauty in some
perceptible form or other’,'” moral experience is activistic in character. Morat
experience, then, is not only non-judgemental, non-epistemic and activist
but activist in a sense which is primarily intentional in character rather than
as indicating the actual behaviour in which it embodies itsell. As he writes,
commending Kant: ... moral experience, despite the fact that it is activistic,
primarily refers to a disposition of the human mind and not to overt acts
and their consequences..”*® The overt behaviour is basically secondary to the
actor and becomes primary only to the enlooker or to those who are affected
by the action, thus becoming the subject of moral judgements from tleeir
point of view. Perhaps, this is the reason why Banerjee thinks that the solution
offered by morality to the essential problem of man is also not satisfactory,
for it results in ‘the anomaly which consists in that man is a person and yet
appears not to be a person but a mere individual to others” .18

Such a situation requires one to distinguish between ‘the demands that
arise in, and are confined within the limitations of man as mere individual
and the demand for the mere individual’s being the person that man essenti-
ally is’* and the conflicts within and between the two realms. Banerjee further
distinguishes between the demands ‘confined within the limitations of the
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mere individual’ which are bound to be many and various and ‘the demand
for this very individual’s being the person’®! which cannot but be Jjust one and
only one by its very nature. Further, while the former have power, but no
authority; the latter has authority, but no power. Thus, ‘it is evident that the
conflict .., is, in the final analysis, between power and authority’ 22 And it is this
conflict which lies at the heart of that feeling of constraint which is essential
to moral experience distinguishing it from those which are non-moral in
character. The conflict and the constraint engendered thereby are sought to
be resolved by formulation of ‘certain standards or patterns of human behavi-
our in terms of certain rules of conduct’ which ‘play the same role of an
intermediary in the field of morality as is done by relevant symbolic systems
in the fields of art and religion’.2* But while ‘an intermediary in the shape of
some symbolic system or other is an essential need of both aesthetic and
religious experience, the admission of such things as standards or patterns of
human behaviour is ruinous to moral experience in the manner of the denial
of its essential directness’.® And this abrogation of ‘directness’ is the only
reason given by Banerjee for the inability of moral experience to solve the
fundamental problem of overcoming ‘otherness’, and thereby becoming a
‘person’ in the genuine sense of the term.,

At this point, one may wonder that, if knowledge is irrelevant to the
solution of the human problem and if art, religion and morality are only
escapes from attempting to solve the problem, what else would £l the bili?
Or, in other words, what surprise Banetjee has up his sleeve or what miracu-
lous solution has he to offer to a problem which seems to have been formula-
ted in terms that appear to render its solution impossible in principle? But,
like a good story-teller, he keeps the reader in suspense, and takes a detour
to discuss whether the human situation has been radically altered by the
new phase in which science and technology dominate the scene and art,
religion and morality seem to have taken a back seat.

The radical change in the human situation in the context of which the
basic human task of becoming a person through the conquest of ‘otherness’
in respect of his fellow human beings is articulated by Banerjee in terms of
what he calls ‘the advancement of the “understanding of what is known,” %
Knowledge, for Banerjee, is essentially ‘perceptual knowledge’, which is
rooted in ‘basic otherness’ and ‘mere otherness’, and which man shares with
animals, barring some minor differences which derive from the type of percep-
tual structures that he possesses as a matter of biological heritage. Such
knowledge ‘in the case of man as well as in the case of animals is invariably
an occasion for the occurrence of overt actions or else the arousal of the ten-
dency to act’.® However, the distinction between man and animal in this
respect, according to Banerjee, is that in man there is the additional ‘demand
for the understanding of whatever is known’. And it is this demand which
leads to science, mathematics and logic. But, “‘understanding’, for Banerjee,
is not purely cognitive in nature as both rationalists and empiricists have
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tended to conceive it. Rather, it ‘is a bi-dimensional faculty, being cognitive-
performatory’. Not only this, it is also essentially social in character, and
thus leads to what he calls ‘technology-science’. In his own words: ... the
possibility of technology-science is dependent upon understanding regarded
as both cognitive and performatory on the one hand, and charactistically
social on the other.’?” But this “sociality is no conquest over egoity, but, on the
contrary, amounts to the enlargement or expansion of egoity’.?® And, in a
sense, this expansion of egoity tends to overcome some of the intrinsic limita-
tions involved in the egoity of man as a mere individual. Understanding, thus,
as technology-science, is to be seen as the attempt on the part of the expanded
egoity of man. to exploit nature, and, in the process, also to learn to exploit
other societies, other-men.

Understanding, then, like the vital drives at the individual level, is allied
to power which has both a positive and a negative aspect: positive in that it
is necessary for survival and progress; and negative in that it leads to exploit-
ation and dehumanization. But, in order that the strictly human task of the
overcoming of egoity and the realization of essentiality be accomplished, it
is essential that there be a faculty in man other than u11derstanding_ ™hose
authority it may accept, at least to some extent. And this Banerjee 1inds in
imagination, but imagination in his own peculiar sense of the word. Rzjecting
the usual classification of imagination in terms of ‘productive’ and rEpro-
ductive’, Banerjee raises the question as to what is the specific form and
content uniquely belonging to this faculty of the human mind, and contrasts
it with perception, on the one hand, and memory, on the other. Both percep-
tion and memory have a content, a variable content, and a form which, though
needing to be discovered, is yet invariant in character. In the case of imagina-
tion, however, both its form and content have to be discovered and have to
be the same for all persons. “Thus Imagination’, according to Banerjee, ‘is
that faculty of the human mind in whose case the content as well as the form
are each universal without being subject to variation’.2®

Imagination, then, is what really provides universality and unites men in
an essential manner as both its form and content are one, and, thus, shared
by all human individuals, however different otherwise they may be. What,
then, is the form and content of imagination is one of the central questions of
Banerjee’s inquiry. His answer regarding the real universal form of imagina-
tion—which is not just general as concepts are, or Jjust abstract as the entities
with which logic and mathematics deal with, nor some a priori intuition, for
all intuitions are particular—is that it is time, time understood in a particular
way. Normally, time is supposed to consist of the triad before-now-after where
each enjoys an equal status and the three collectively constitute its reality.
But, for Banerjee, this is not so. The so-called ‘now’ is ‘mainly concerned with
perceptual knowledge’, and hence may be regarded ‘as the formal aspect of
this kind of knowledge’.3 ‘And this means that the “now” is essentially spatial
and, in a sense, indistinguishable from “here” which may well be regarded
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as the paradigm of the spatial references involved in knowledge derivable
from perception.’ As for ‘before’, it obviously seems to be related to memory,
and may be regarded as its form in a certain sense, conveying basically a sense
of ‘absence’ characterized by something ‘not being here’.

Interestingly, Banerjee has some extermely perceptive and novel remarks
to make with respect to space as it may be conceived in itself and space as it
is seen under the influence of time, He writes:

But, while space itself is characterised by simulaneity and is infinitly
divisible, space as determined by the influence of time presents itself
successively and not simultaneously nor as infinitely divided, but as embra-
cing the distinctions of ‘now’ and ‘before’.?

Thus, both *before’ and ‘now” of the temporal triad are not purely temporal
in nature, but rather ‘temporalized spatial determinations’, or rather space as
it is apprehended under the influence of time.

What remains of the temporal triad is only ‘after’, and this, according to
Banerjee, constitutes the real essence of time as unlike the ‘before’ and the
‘now’ it is completely non-spatial. It should, however, be understood that
to think that there is, or can be, an ‘after’ to the ‘after’ itself, would be to
conceive it in spatial terms, as it would make the ‘after’ turn into the ‘now’
or the ‘before” once more. The ‘after’, thus, is ceaseless and endless, and ‘its
ceaselessness and endlessness imply that the “after”” is one without division
or break within itself or, in other words, is an undivided or unbroken whole;
for division or break implies cessation or end’.3* Yet, though time is endiess
in the sense of ‘after’, it need not be beginningless or rather ‘the question
whether it has a beginning or not is irrelevant in its case’.3

Time as ‘after’, thus, is the form of imagination. But, then, what is its
content? The coutent obviously would have to be intimately connected with
the form, and, as the form consists essentially of time as the endless ‘after’, it
is bound to be something that is to be endlessly realized by man of something
which is essentially for man also. And this Banerjee calls the universal plan
of action which is concerned with the realization by man of his essentiality
with others and rising from being a mere individual sufficient unto himself
to becoming a person essentially related to everyone else.

Now, imagination with time as its form and the one universal plan of
action as its content exercises an influence onunderstanding which is bi-dimen-
sional in that it is both cognitive and performatory at the same time giving
rise to technology-science, on the one hand, and the human enterprises of
what may be called the theoretical and practical reason on the other. Under-
standing in the form of technology-science usually allies itself with the power
of the vital drives with their assertion of strident individuality against the
gentle voice and authority of imagination.
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[But] the impact of imagination upon Understanding succeeds in brin-
ging about the disturbance of the equilibrium of the complex of perfor-
mance-knowledge which characterizes Understanding and, in particular,
is essential to its productivity of power. In consequence, Understanding
is rendered indifferent to power which it is eminently fitted to beget; and
it launches upon an altogether new career under the title of Reason with
freedom to emphasize the importance of performance and knowledge
disjunctively so as to function as Practical Reason on the one hand and
Theoretical Reason on the other.3

Reason, then, whether theoretical or practical, is related both to understan-
ding and imagination, and derives some peculiar characteristics from both.

In virtue of its relation to Understanding Reason is left a stranger to time
in its strict sense—time as ‘after’ which is the form of imagination. On
the other hand, its relation to imagination holds it apart from the tempo-
ral triad before-now-afier which constitutes the foundation of technology-
science.?8

But, then, does reason have nothing to do with time at all? Banerjee’s answer
is that it does have something to do with time, but only in the peculiar form of
the specious present ‘which embodies the aullification of the division of time
into the “before”, the““now” and the “after’ and so is in a sense nomn-spatial
as well as non-temporal’.?” And hence reason deals with both human perfor-
mance and human knowledge in the context of the specious present which is
neither spatial nor temporal in the usual sense of the terms. As concerned
with performance, it obviously cannot deal either with the universal plan of
action which is the content of imagination and whose form is time as ‘after”;
nor particular plans of action which vary from time to time and from indjvi-
dual to individual as they involve the temporal triad in the form of ‘before-
now-after’, and hence can consist of nothing but types or patterns of action.
And, as actions emanate either from the Will to adjust or the Will to create
or the Will to believe, ‘patterns of action as well as actions themselves are of
three different kinds respectively characterisable as aesthetic, religious and
moral’.® But, as already seen, these ideal patterns of action, whether belong-
ing to the field of morality or religion or art, may only help one in ‘adjusting
oneself to a life of bondage as well as possible’, but not in a release from it
in amy essential sense of the term. But, if practical reason has failed in the task,
can theoretical reason do any better?

There can be little hope from theoretical reason as it is neither concerned
with ‘time as after” or even with the ‘temporal triad’, and hence is ‘unavoid-
ably indifferent to, if not absolutely unconcerned with, the one universal plan
of action as well as particular plans for action’.? Thus, ‘Theorctical Reason,
while being of man, is alienated Jrom him.7 The definition of man as a
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‘rational animal’ js, thus, doubly wrong, for reason in its theoretical aspect
ignores the notion of ‘agency’ along with the ‘universal plan of action” which
is distinctive for the understanding of man. But theoretical reason seeks to
render the world intelligible, and in this enterprise develops into what has
come to be called *science’ these days. But, as the enterprise of rendering the
world ‘intelligible’ presupposes ‘knowledge’ which Banerjee confines strictly
to the realms of sense-perception and memory, it is also thereby limited to
those domains where these are applicable in a pre-eminent sense, It is, there-
fore, in the realm of inanimate nature where man encounters ‘basic otherness’
and which is known primarily through sense-perception alone that science is
most successful, as it is suited just for that. Thus, even ‘the animal world to
which man is held in the relation of mere otherness, does not admit of so
rigorous a scientific investigation as does the physical world to which he is
held in the relation of basic otherness’.#1 And, as for the human world, ‘the
realm of human beings falls outside the scope of scientific investigations,
while the possibility of its being investigated in some other manner is Ieft
open’ .42

The problem of the intelligibility of the universe, thus, is not a unitary
problem for Banerjec. Rather, it is seen as divided into three radically dis-
parate parts: the one relating to the inanimate universe, and the other two
relating to the living world of animals and the human world respectively,
Science is pre-eminently fitted to deal only with the first, though it claims to
encompass the other two in its domain also. But, even with respect to the
intelligibility of the inanimate world as a whole, the problem remains as to
how to construe this whole as a ‘whole” and how to relate the so-called ‘intel-
ligibility” of its parts to the ‘intelligibility’ of the ‘whole’. Bancrjee touches
on the problem, but does not pursue it systematically. The only conclusion
he draws from the obvious difference between the “intelligibility’ of the whole
and the ‘intelligibility’ of the parts is that the former, therefore, must be
‘non-sensuous’ in character. In his own words: °... whereas the intelligibility
of the parts constituting the world is sensuous, the intelligibility of the world
as a whole must be non-sensuous, though not opposed to the sensuous.’®?
Banerjee, though an ardent student of Kant, has forgotten that ‘intelligibi-
lity”, whether it be that of parts or of whole, cannot in principle be sensuous
in character.

The whole, for Banerjee, is primarily formal in character. And, though
forms may sometimes be perceptible, it is not necessary that this should always
be so. Also, perhaps, a form that is perceptible may not be said to render
the whole ‘intelligible’ in any intelligible sense of the word. Not only this.
It is the non-perceptible forms that open our minds to the realization:

... that which is not perceivable need not necessarily be fictitious or un-
real, but may on the contrary be real, but real, not in the ordinary sense
in which things such as tables, chairs, efc. are real, but in a more com-
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prehensive sense which makes room for the admission of certain extra-
ordinary dimensions of reality.

Reality, then, is not identical with the existent, that is, that which is known
through sense-perception and memory. Besides this which can be known and
spoken of, it comprises also that which can only be spoken of but not known;
or rather which is unknowable by its very nature and the merely symbolic
which cannot even be said to be spoken of in any relevant sense of the word.
The distinction between the knowable and the unknowable, onthe one hand,
and the speakable and the unspeakable, on the other, is important in
Banerjee’s thought. However, it should be remembered that he is using these
terms ina peculiar sense in the context of his own thought. The term ‘know-
ledge’, as already explained, refers only to that which is apprehended through
sense-perception or memory. And this is both speakable and knowable. The
term ‘speakable’ has not exactly been defined, but one may coustrue by the
context that he considers only that as ‘speakable’ which refers to the world
known through sense-perception and memory. This seems supported by
the fact that he characterizes myths and literary creations as being ‘merely
speakable’ and not ‘knowable’. On the other hand, that which is ‘merely
symbolic’, he treats as ‘unspeakable’. Perhaps, this may derive [rom the fact
that most of the non-literary arts use a symbolic language which is strictly
non-verbal and hence ‘unspeakable’ in principle. Religion also uses symbols
which at least sometimes are said to convey that which is ‘unspeakable’.
Thus, the notion of a ‘purely symbolic’ language which is not literally
‘speakable’ is not as otiose as it may seem at first sight.

But Banerjee's interest here is not to draw attention to the purely symbolic
and hence ‘unspeakable’ aspects of art or religion; but rather to point out
the purely symbolic character of much of the langnage of science which it
has perforce to employ to render the world “intelligible’ through *interpreting’
what is “known’ at the level of perception and memory. The only difference
between the symbols employed by science and those used by the arts is that
they ‘are invariably abstract and non-sensuous’ in character.®

Practical reason, then, whether it be as Will to create or as Will o believe
or as Will to adjust, is bound up with the world of perception. ‘And’, accord-
ing to Banerjee, ‘this must be so for the simple reason that Practical Reason
is primarily, though not exclusively concerned with human actions, and that
the field of human actions, after all, falls within and not outside the field of
perception’.# Theoretical reason, on the other hand, is interested in inter-
preting the world as a whole and understand it, and hence has inevitably to
create symbols which are not only abstract and non-sensuous but also imper-
sonal, and thus not tied to the speaker in any essential sense which all verbal,
or even gestural, language necessarily tends to be. It is thus only in the langu-
age of logic and mathematics that the enterprise of interpreting the universe
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finds its foundational support and without which it cannot make much
headway either.

In its theoretical aspect; then, ‘reason is the source of three predominantly
theoretical enquiries respectively called pure science, mathematics and
logic’.47 Pure science, at least, may ‘yield the /aws which serve to interpret, or
bring out the intelligibility of, the world of nature’.*¥ ‘Mathematics and logic,
on the other hand, are ultimately concerned with the invention of well-
ordered symbolic systems, which are of fundamental importance in the
regulation of our thought and, incidentally, in the scientific interpretation of
the universe.”® On the other hand, practical reason also elaborates it own
characteristic symbolic systems in the field of art, religion and morality
whose final achievement ‘consists in the admission of man to a way of life
lived in allegiance to the symbolic systems concerned’.®® But, whether in its
theoretical or practical aspects, reason only succeeds ‘in encouraging indiffe-
rentism in preference to the spiritual struggle against human bondage and
in helping the non-human attitude of complascence prevail over the human
demand for the fulfilment of man’s title to liberation’ 51

What, then, can ‘overcome the indifferentism of Reason, conquer the
shortcomings of Imagination by rendering its authority effective and, above
all, make the power of the vital drives as well as of technology-science obey
the demand of the liberation of mankind’®® is the question that Banerjee poses
at the end of his critique of the three faculties—reason, understanding and
imagination—with which his work has been concerned up to this point, And
his answer refers to a new activity of the human mind which he calls
auionomy.

Human autonomy, for Banerjee, ultimately means man’s determination
by what is distinctive to himself ; and that, at once, excludes not only every-
thing in nature, including all other living beings, but also all that is supposed
to be above man, that is, God or gods, the Absolute or, in short, the world of
the superhuman and the supernatural. In his peculiar phrase, it should be
not merely for man but also be of man. But, in order that it be both of man
and for man, we will have to understand what man is. And the first thing in
this connection to understand is that man ‘while being embodied and, as
such, being an object of perception, is not a mere object of perception, but
something more, on which account he is a class apart from the world of
material objects’.% And ‘hence it is evident that neither the concept of the
temporal triad nor that of the specious present is of relevance to the under-
standing of the nature of human existence and the determination of the
destiny of man’.® Thus, man ‘while being embodied, is, unlike materia]
objects, ultimately non-objective so that he falls apart from the world of
becoming governed by the triadic temporal series before before-now-after’.55
But, though non-objective and not governed by the temporal triad, he still
thinks himself to be s0, and this is the fundamental structural ignorance
determined for him by the fact of his biological birth, and thus the achieve-
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ment of non-objectivity and non-triadic temporality is a task in terms of
which human existence has to be essentially conceived. And the task is that
man is to overcome this illusion forced on him by the natural conditions of
his being and become a person, that is, to beconme a human being in the
strict sense of the term. In Banerjee’s words: ‘The task in question then is to
terminate the illusory supposal with which he is seized—the supposal that
he is a mere individual, that is, an ego held at best in the relation of mutual
otherness with his fellows.’®® But this does not mean, as it has been taken
many times to mean, that ‘man as a strictly human being’ is separate ‘frqm
biological man and, consequently, that it is incumbent upon him to desist
from whatever action biological man is apt to perform’.57

But, then, this humanizing task which is set for every man ‘does not admit
of formulation in terms of precepts like “do this”, “do that”, “do not do this”,
“do not do that”’®8, Rather, ‘Do thus whatever you do.is preferable to “do
this” or “do that™; for the former unlike the Iatter suggests a standard or a
principle to which whatever is done is in need of conformity.” And it _is in
the formulation of these principles which take into account the human situa-
tion and are both ‘of man’ and ‘for man’ and which, if followed, would
transform all action in such a way as to lead from ‘socialization® which is an
accomplished fact to personalization which ‘points to a problem to be solved
and a fask to be accomplished’® that philosophy fulfils its function. The
fundamental illusion being the result of man’s biologically centered situation,
the principles of human conduct cannot but be ‘the embodiments of the nega-
tion of bielogical man’s illusory ego-centricity and other illusions of a more
or less basic character consequent upon jt”.8!

The first and foundational principle of all action which may lead man
away from the separateness of human beings, then, may be deriYed from 'this
very fact itself. And Banerjee formulates it thus: ‘So behave in any given
circumstance that your behaviour is not circumscribed by ego-consciousness
but is such as to present itself to be, as it were, anpone’s behaviour in that
circumstance.’* This may be called the principle of universalizability. But as
it is too general and too abstract, it is necessary to discover

... certain derivative principles of human conduct, that is, principles of
human conduct which would be directly and immediately concerned with
the elimination of the basic and yet palpable manifestations of biological
man’s illusory ego-centricity, and whose concern with the elimination of
such ego-centricity would be indirect.s

The two manifestations of ego-centricity which may provide a clue to
these derivative principles are: (@) ‘excessive, if nof exclusive, interest in one’s
own self conjoined with poignant concern about one’s own future’; and ()]
‘one’s usual lack of interest in or indifference to, one’s fellows’. These are
‘complementary to each other or, in other words, are the two sides of one
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and the same thing, namely, ego-centricity’.®® The deepest manifestation of
the former is in the universal dread of death and the desire for personal
immortality, while that of the latter may be said to be the ‘aversion to suffer
with or for others or, to put it otherwise, aversion to bear the cross’.%

The two principles for the guidance of human conduct which may be
derived from these two manifestations of ego-centricity would, then, be:

(1) “So behave that your behaviour is in no circumstance governed
cither directly or remotely by the dread of death and the desire for
personal immortality’; and

(2) ‘So behave that your behaviour is on no occasion governed either
directly or remotely by aversion to bear the Cross.’s?

The radical novelty of Banerjee’s formulation lies in these two principles
as they go counter to some of the deepest aspirations of man in all religions
and cultures. The first articulates only the demand for universalizability
which all ethical thinkers have accepted as a generalized requirement of any
morality, at least at the abstract theoretical level. And, though Banerjee
thinks that it is ‘the embodiment of the practical significance of the doctrine
of “no-self” (anatma) taught by Gautama’,®® it is nothing of the kind as
Buddha did not deny rebirth nor discuss the problem of the ‘other’ in the
state of ‘nirvana’. Similarly, his attempt to link his second and third prin-
ciples with Socrates and Jesus and treat them as symbolizing ‘the culminations
of the ways of life lived’®® by them is also misleading as the belief in the Father,
the Son and the Holy Ghost is an integral part of what Christ believed and
lived and died for. And so is his belief in the life hereafter, the heaven and the
hell which provide the raison d’etre of whatever is commanded or recom-
mended by Christ. The example of Socrates seems more apt, though it is not
clear why Socrates treats himself primarily as an Athenian and not as a
world citizen. In any case, the references to Socrates, Buddha and Jesus, in
my opinion, only tend to hide the far-reaching novelty and implications of
Banerjee’s principles. His is perhaps the first clear formulation of a concep-
tion of a community of human beings cut off from any idea of transcendence,
not even of that of after-lifc or survival in some form which few thinkers have
been able to give up.

These principles, then, are ‘regulative principles’ of human conduct; and,
hence ‘in order to live as a strictly human being, man should act as if these
principles were objectively valid®, since it is only ‘by acting in this way that
he can bring about the elimination of his alienation from himself and from
his fellows and thus be restored to the joy of living (ananda) in fulfilment of
his ultimate destiny’.®

The end of the long investigation closes with the formulation of these three
principles which, if followed, would provide a solution to the problem set
for man by his biological situation which leads him to conceive of himself as
essentially apart from others and lends his consciousness, and all the actions
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following from it, an essentially ego-centric character. The philosophic depth
displayed throughout the investigation is truly remarkable, and there can be
little doubt that Banerjee’s three principles articulate the moral situation and
the moral insight far better than the far more well-known principles for-
mulated by Kant. Also, he is perhaps one of those very, very rare thinkers
who has been able to avoid the temptation of succumbing to the charms of
the transcendent without doing flagrant injustice to the values embodied in
the religious quest of man. '

11

We have tried to delineate the main line of Banerjee’s thought developed in
his book Knowledge, Reason and Human Autonomy and hope that those who
have up till now been either indifferent or hostile* to him will be convinced
that here is a thinker whose thought deserves to be paid serious critical
attention by those who are genuinely interested in the creative philosophical
thinking done recently in this country,

A critical evaluation, however, presupposes first a genuine ynderstanding
of what a philosopher has said. The exercise is doubly difficult in the case of
any thinker who belongs to this country and tries to say something which is
radically different from the past philosophical traditions of this country. Even
the thought of K.C. Bhattacharyya or of Kalidas Bhattacharyya, two ofthe
most original thinkers of this century in the field of philosophy in India, has
had hardly a comprehensive presentation, not to talk of critical evaluation,
up till now. The thought of N.V. Banerjee which displays an even more
radical departure from the tradition would require perhaps an even more
prosistent effort at understanding before its full-fledged critical appraisal
could be undertaken. Still, a few points may be raised which, in my opinion,
require further elucidation. First, it is not quite clear what is exactly meant by
‘essentiality to one another’. Surely, biological preconditions of living are far
more ‘essential’ than other human beings, at least in one and perhaps the
most basic sense of ‘essential’, But even if one accepts thatotherhuman beings
are ‘essential’ to one’s being a ‘human being’, it is not clear how ¢ach and
all of them are equally ‘essential’. And what about people about whom I
do not know anything at all, with whom I never come into contact? To put
the same point differently, from ‘some human beings are essential to some
one human being’ it does not follow that ‘all human beings are essential to
every human being’.

" And what is this fuss about ‘ego-centricity’? Is one human being different

*The phrase may seem too strong, but it is difficult otherwise to account for the fact that

these days, when there are Festschrifts galoreand Essays in Honour of or in Memory of every
Tom, Dick and Harry (or Chaitra and Maitra, as they say in the Indian tradition), none
‘has been brought out in his honour. Nor has the university which he served all his life
(the University of Dethi} instituted any awards, lectureship, etc. in his honour. And he was
the only eminent living Indian philosopher who was so conspicuously absent at the Fiftieth
Session of the Indian Philosophical Congress held at the University of Delhi.
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from.another human being, or not? Banerjee eschews metaphysics, and, in
fact, is totally against it. Being out-and-out anthropocentric, he cannot have
recourse to some transcendent, non-empirical, non-vyavaharic identity as
many Advaitins do. But at the empirical, vyavaharic level differences are what
provide individuation, and thus provide that richness and variety which is
the spice of life. Not only this. At the empirical level, we are not just human
beings but belong to some §€X, caste, race, religion, nation, language group,
civilization, etc. All these define and restrict the field of those with whom [
can meaningfully communicate. It is strange that, while Banerjee has said so
many interesting things about language and communication, he has not
talked about the empirical fact of there being a plurality of languages along
with the fact that most human beings are born jnto a particular special com-
munity which restricts their communication-field primarily to those who can
speak that language,

Similarly, Banetjee seems to believe that all action is primarily individual,
that is, done by individuals in their individual capacity and oriented to other
individuals gua individuals. But this just is not true. Many actions are done
in a representative capacity and are oriented to others who also represent
groups, institutions, public bodies, etc. What norms or principles should
govern such actions of competitiveness which are as much a fact of life as
those of co-operativeness and hence should also have been the subject of
philosophic attention? One may try to minimize the former and increase the
latter in one’s personal life. But is it also possible at the level of public institu-
tions, and to the same extent?

Had these issues been raised during the lifetime of Prof. Banerjee, he
might have replied to them or reformulated his position in their light. Un-
fortunately, this is a posthumous work, published after his death, and hence
even the possibility of the arising of such a situation does not exist. But he had
written many other works prior to this in which some of the key ideas deve-
loped in this book had been sketched and which were published during his
lifetime. However, the tradition of taking our thinkers seriously has hardly
flourished in contemporary India. And, when belatedly, the Department of
Philosophy at the University of Rajasthan, Jaipur, under the leadership of
Dr. K.L. Sharma, organized a seminar on his philosophy in its series devoted
to the critical evalutation of the work of living Indian philosophers,* he was
too ill to attend it. Let us hope that the same fate will not befall the work of
other thinkers in contemporary India, and that the philosophical community
in this country would revive the past tradition of paksa and pratipaksa, argu-
ment and counter-argument, in an ongoing debate which sometimes lasted
many centuries, if not millenia.

*The first seminar in this series was organized on the philosophy of Kalidas Bhattachary-
ya. The volume containing the papers and his replies thereto has been published in the
Indian Philosophical Quarterly Series (No. 9) from Pune under the title The Philosophy of
Kalidas Bhattacharyya (1985),
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Sri Aurobindo, the sage of Pondicherry and
his §akti, The Mother

A review article*

S.R. BHATT
University of Delhi, Delhi

In profundity of thought and width of its spectrum, in prolificity of writings
and felicity of expression among the contemporary Indian thinkers Sri
Aurobindo can legitimately claim to have a distinction, parallel only to that
of Mahatma Gandhi. Imbued with a spirit of nationalism both set out with
a mission to emancipate the motherland from foreign yoke and emerged
victorious to a large extent. They, however, widened their horizon 1o liberate
the whole humanity in their own way. But, in contrast to Mahatma Gandhi,
Sri Aurobindo had the unique privilege of having the Mother as his colla-
borator in his major spiritual experimentation and in his victorious achieve-
ments. Whereas Mahatma Gandhi’s task was carried forward by his followers
rather half-heartedly, the Mother continued the task Ieft by Sri Aurobindo
with ardent devotion and personal involvement. Sri Aurobindo and the
Mother had identity of purpose and singularity of the method, and that is
why they could partake in a joint venture. They came into existence, so to
say, to supplement and complement each other, to reinforce each other, to
support each other, Before they met physically they were at it independently,
but when they met they joined hands together, helped each other, collaborated
and perfected it.

The book under review presents 2 lucid and comprehensive account of’
some of thesalient ‘experiments, experiences and realisations’ of Sri Aurobindo
and the Mother from the pen of an erudite Aurobindian scholar and an ardent
devotee of the Mother who had the good fortune of being an ‘antevasin’
(intimate disciple) of the Mother, who partook in ‘numerous educational
experiments under the direct guidance of the Mother’ and who lived
and taught at the Sri Aurobindo International Centre of Education for two
decades.

This work gives a complete picture of the thought and practice of the
Integral Yoga by Sri Aurobindo and the Mother, and the whole presentation
is profusedly interspersed with lengthy citations from the original works of
Sri Aurobindo and the Mother providing an aura of authenticity to it. The
choice and selection of the passages from their veluminous writings is very
apt and judicious, and only one who is deeply steeped in this discipline and

*Kireet Joshi: St Aurobindo and the Mother, The Mother’s Institute of Research and
Motilal Banarsidass, Delhi, 1989, Rs. 150.
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its literature could have made such a remarkable presentation of the sum and
substance of the ‘width, depth and the height’ of this vast literature is a short
span of 280 pages. It is not, therefore, without justification that the blurb of
the book carries the opinion:

There is hardly any book, like the present one, that provides a study
covering the entire thread of the work of both Sri Aurobindo and the
Mother, and the reader will find in this book a scholarly and scrupulous
handling of an overwhelming mass of material contained in the books
‘that are listed in the bibliography.

The chapterization and arrangement of topics is also of superb order, exhibit-
ing an organic unity and continuity. To those given to occultism and mysti-
cism and religiosity this book will prove to be a rare treat. Some of the
appendices, particularly II, 1II and IV, are highly enlightening and worth
reading even by a philosophical mind of logical acumen.

Sri Aurobindo appeared on the Indian horizon like a meteor and by the
use of his powerful pen ‘clectrified the nation and surcharged the people with
a new energy’ to struggle for freedom. Even when he retired from active poli-
tical life and took to samnayas in Pondicherry, he continued to work as a
remote controller for the freedom of the motherland. It is not, therefore,
without significance that India achieved freedom on the birthday of Sri
Aurobindo.

The ultimate aim of Sri Aurobindo was not just to help liberating the
motherland; that was, in fact, ‘a part of his larger work’ to transform the
whole universe and to usher in a new world order, The author very aptly
writes: “Warrior and hero of Indian independence, Sri Aurobindo had now
scaled vast heights of knowledge and power and had launched upon an
unprecedented revolution of the entire mankind.” Sri Aurobindo was born
with a larger mission ‘to bring down the supramental consciousness and
power on the earth’, and he departed from this mortal world with the satis-
faction of having fulfilled his purpose.

Sri Aurobindo began his worldly career as a sceptic and an agnostic, but
soon came under the spell of absolutistic spiritualism which enabled him to
realize Brahmic silence, i.e. nirva@na and the universal dynamic presence of the
divine. This movement from doubt and disbelief to magic and miracles and
then to yoga and occultism was smoothened by his encounter with Shri Lele,
a yogi, who excercised upon him a decisive influence and provided a turning
point. The seeds of a yogi were already germane in him, and he was pogi-in-
the-making. Sri Lele was only a nimitta.

Through yoga Sri Aurobindo attained nirvana, and this was the beginning
of his spiritual flights. For him airvdna was not a nihilistic or negativistic
extinction of all existence but a positive and perfectionist march through
light to ananda. It was a beginning of a life of a jivana-mukta, a bodhi-sattva,
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s0 to say. Equipped with the plank of nirvana, he set out to liberate the whole
humanity, nay, the entire universe.

1t was a happy coincidence, perhaps divinely ordained, that in 1914 the
Mother (Mirra Alfassa) met Sri Aurobindo. But she could partake in his
veilture only in 1920 with the firm conviction that the realization will be
accomplished. Now we have not Sri Aurobindo alone or Mirra Alfassa alone
but Sri Aurobindo and the Mother, like Lord Siva and His Sakti as embodi-
ments of prakdsa and vimarsa, knowledge and volition, theory and praxis.

The chief aim of Sri Aurobindo, as stated earlier, was to bring down the
supramental consciousness and power on the earth. He did so by theorizing
about the nature of the supermind, the necessity and process of its descent,
and also its dynamic consequences for the solutions of the problems of the
mankind. The main endeavour of the Mother was to supplement this task by
bringing about a supramental transformation of the physical consciousness
at the cellular level. From the worldly point of view, the latter was of greater
significance and utility. In fact, Mother’s explorations into the body-
consciousness and her discovery of the ‘cellular mind’ (comparable to the
Queen Monad of Leibnitz), capable of restructuring the nature of the body,
needs to be attended to by the present-day scientists, particularly the biolo-
gists and the neurologists, in order to investigate into its scientific veracity.

Lest the above account may give rise to the impression that Sri Aurobindo
and the Mother had separate missions, it is desirable that their thoughts
and practices are treated in close affinity. To put the whole thing succinctly,
the joint venture of Sri Aurobindo and the Mother in effecting total and
integral transformation had a three-pronged strategy, viz.:

(i) To bring about the supramental manifesiation on the earth;
(i} To transform human body as divine body: and
(iif) To facilitate rise of new species of humanity, the gnostic beings, the
supermen,

In their yogic realizations they experienced that all the present ills and evils
of mankind are due to the ‘evolutionary crisis’ and, therefore, they endea-
voured to direct the entire evolutionary process along the three-fold lines
stated above. The evolutionary process for them is to be tackled at once both
at the individual and at the cosmic levels, as the two are interlinked and there
can be no advancement of one without the other. Like Atman and Brahman
of the Upanisads, they are two sides of the same coin.

In order to realize their objectives, Sri Aurobindo and the Mother evolved
a method known as ‘Synthesis of Yoga’ or ‘Integral Yoga’ or ‘Supramental
Yoga’. In accordance with this, they also outlined a philosophy of education,
the ultimate aim of which was to enable the individual to discover the divine
reality within him and to work for its manifestation in the physical life. They
found that there have been in the past many varieties of yoga—all useful,
beneficial and good but having narrow and limited aims and applications,
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They felt that all these could be synthesized into oneand that their total
integration was a logical necessity. In fact, such an attempt was made in the
Gita, but it was not total. So now it was given to Sri Aurobindo and the
Mother to putitinto effect. In this Integral Yoga the whole life with all its
dimensions—the physical, the vital, the mental, the intellectual and the
spiritual (cf. the pafica koga theory of the Upanisads}—is to be transformed
in a conscious planned way, so that the individual consciousness comes in
direct communion with the universal consciousness resulting in the realiza-
tion of unitive consciousness, a consciousness of the unity of the self, the
nature and the total reality. ‘

On the basis of their intense experiences in the state of yogic trance, Sri
Aurobindo and the Mother described the details of the twin processes of
ascent and descent. These are, in fact, not two different processes but two
ways of looking at and naming the same phenomenon. From the point of
view of the supramental, it is descent; and from the point of view of the
Mother, it is ascent. The descending journey of the supramental terminates
when it reaches right up to the lowest level of matter, the insenscient, in
order to bring about transformation of matter. This is also known as the
manifestation of the supramental in the material life, The two words, ‘descent’
and ‘manifestation’, apparently have different connotations, one referring to
an individual movement in an individual and the other to the transformation
of the total matter into ‘new matter’, so that it could be a fit receptacle of the
*‘Advent of New Consciousness’. Yet at bottom these two processes are one
and the same. Here it must be pointed out that this idea of ‘new matter’
having ‘new perception’ has striking similarity with the idea of evolved monad
of Leibnitz. Sometimes the Mother talks of it as ‘“true matter’, a luminous
matter, an idea which resembles the notion of Swddha sativa of the Visista-
dvaita Vedanta.

The various accounts of ascent and descent, narrated in the works of Sri
Aurobindo and the Mother, are quite picturesque and fascinating, and they
look like Pauranic tales and miracles. Of course, Sri Aurobindo and the
Mother will not be willing to call them so, as for them they are real experiences
amenable only to realized souls. The author writes about them with full

conviction. In his words:

Mother’s body had become a living and conscious laboratory of the new
species ... Three simultaneous and interrelated processes were going on
in Mother’s body. Firstly, there was a progressive dissolution of the in-
conscience at its utmost bottom. Secondly, there was the infiltration, per-
meation and invasion of the supermind in the cellular consciousness and
in the physical consciousness so as to counteract the Falsehood in Matter,
Life and Mind. Thirdly, there was the gradual transformation of the body
by means of the collaboration and change of the physical mind and by
means of radical changes in various functionings of organs and faculties,
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In the writings of Sri Aurobindo and the Mother we meet with another
interesting idea of transformation or emancipation of matter which consists
in the purification of the three gunas of sattva, rajas and tamas into Jyeti,
tapas and sama respzctively. Sometimes the Mother talks of a state of equili-
brium and expresses it with the help of a fascinating formula as follows:

Stability and change;
Inertia and transformation;
Eternity and progress.

The Sankhya thinkers also theorized about it when they talked of samyd-
vasthd of Prakrti wherein there is only svaripa paringma (homogeneous
change). Describing Mother’s formula the author very aptly remarks: If
stability and the process of transformation could be continuously maintained
in a state of equilibrium, death cannot occur. ... * This is immortality, this is
eternity, this is freedom and this is moksa.

Apart from the emancipation of matter, there is another dimension of
Integral Yoga which consists in radical and total transformation of man, so
as to pave the way for the emergence of a new species of supermen. But this
is not an individual sadhand, a transformation of an individual, by an indivi-
dual and for an individual. It is not a flight from this world of matter, not a
liberation of spirit from the shackles of matter, not an escape into a ‘cosmic
static reality of featureless nirvana’, or into ‘supra-terrestrial planes of
heavenly existence’. It is, on the contrary, establishment of the kingdom of
Spirit on this earth or the descent of the supramental. It is a collective enter-
prise, rather a cosmic one. That is why a need was felt to have an Adrama
as a laboratory of yogic research where experimentation and verification
through experience was a part of its methodology. To start with, the Aframa
could have been organized as a research laboratory by chosing a few on the
basis of representative selection of specimen of different varieties of human
consciousness and development. But the Aérama came rather to be established
spontaneously and naturally without any deliberate process of formation,
The Asrama was established not for renunciation of action but for dynamic
sadhand which would accelerate the evolution of the supermind in the life on
the earth. It was an open experiment, an experiment into a corporate divine
life, a life of Integral yoga, of dynamic sddhana, of spiritual realization
through karma.

In the Asrama every thing was under the close supervision of Sri
Aurobindo who was the prakdsa and the Mother who was the vimarsa, a
unique but needful combination of knowledge and action. There was reéular
contact with the inmates by letters in case of Sri Aurobindo and by personal
meetings in case of the Mother. About the desired development in the
Agrama life, the author writes:

At the collective level too, some radical changes were appearing in the
functioning of the Ashram. Mother was placing individuals more and
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more into conditions where synthesis, unity and harmony would become
increasingly imperative. A greater and greater stress was laid on the crea-
tion of collective consciousness. There were deeper imperatives, too.
Already we find in the Agenda of 1961, certain indications of the idea of
an.ideal city which could be a habitation of a collective life and which
could serve as the embryo or seed of the future supramental world.

While concluding, a question need be raised, which, in fact, the author
himself has very pertinently voiced in his work, as to what exactly was the
work of Sri Aurobindo and how the Mother continued and completed it.
He has sought answer to this question from the writings of Sri Aurobindo
and the Mother, and has devoted half of the work to this. As a matter of
fact, a similar question was raised during the lifetime of Sri Aurobindo him-
self not only by the outsiders but by the inmates of the Asrama as well. Sri
Aurobindo was painfully aware of it, but had the optimism of its successful
outcome. There was not all harmony in the 4srama life, and both Sri
Aurobindo and the Mother confessed it. The Mother even attributed Sri
Aurobindo’s decision to depart from this world largely to the behaviour of
the inmates. The present state of Auroville constantly reminds us as to what
went wrong and where, whether in the end or in the means or in the modali-
ties. The million dollar questions that raise their heads are: what has happened
to all these realizations? What has been the progress thereafter? Is the work
complete? Obviously not. But, then, who is carrying it on and how? When
Sri Aurobindo left this earth, he had by then trained the Mother who could
continue his mission ably. Why did the Mother not train a suitable receptor
and successor? The accumulated result of Sri Aurobindo’s sddhand was
transmitted to the Mother. Why did she not do so in turn? The Mother
herself confessed that it would take centuries to work it out. Se, who is doing
it now? After Mother who? Has the work stopped? Sri Aurobindo had pro-
mised: ‘I shall manifest again in the first supramental body built in the supra-
mental way.” Let us await that day and that manifestation. For resumption
and consummation of the work we may only hope and pray.

Notes and discussions

THE OPEN QUESTION ARGUMENT

In this paper an attempt is made to show that Moore’s Open Question Argu-
ment, though a useful device for testing definition of good, does not logically
establish his thesis that good is simple and indefinable within his framework of
ethics.

G.E. Moore in his book Principia Ethica argues that, if the term ‘good’
does not denote something simple and indefinable, there are only two alter-
natives possible: either it denotes something complex or it has no meaning
at all.

...if it is not the case that ‘good’ denotes something simple and indefinable
only two alternatives are possible: either it is complex, a given whole,
about the correct analysis of which there may be disagreement; or else
it means nothing at all, and there is no such subject as Ethics.... There
are, in fact, only two serious alternatives to be considered, in order to
establish the conclusion that ‘good” does not denote a simple and indefi-
nable notion. It might possibly denote a complex as ‘horse’ does, or it
might have no meaning at all (p. 15).

Moore examines both the alternatives and arrlves at the conclusion that none
of the alternatives can be true, The first alternative, he says, cannot be true,
because whatever complex thing we may or might choose to define the term
‘good’ it is always possible to ask, with significance of the complex so defined,
whether it is itself good; and it is good enough to say that ‘good’ cannot
denote something complex. If the term ‘good’ could have denoted something
complex, there would have been no possibility of asking the question, with
significance of the complex so defined, whether it is itself good; because all
definitions are analytic if they are true, and analytic statements rule out this
possibility. But since the very possibility of ‘good’ denoting something com-
plex is ruled out by the fact that we can always ask, with significance of the
complex so defined, whether it is itself good shows that no definition of good
could ever be found. For to define is to analyse and analysis is possible only
when the thing in question is complex. If no analysis and definition of good
could ever be found, it follows that good is simple and indefinable.

The same argument, Moore says, also establishes that the second alterna-
tive cannot be true as well. Had ‘good’ been a meaningless term, it would
have never been possible to ask, with significance of the complex so defined,
whether it is itself good, because the question contains the term ‘good’ which
would make the question always meaningless. But since the very fact that we
can always ask meaningfolly of the complex so defined whether it is itself good
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shows that ‘good’ is not devoid of meaning. It is a meaningful term, This, of
course, would have been impossible, had the definition of good been correct.

Thus, when Moore finds upon his Open Question Argument device that
no complex thing could ever be found to define ‘good’ and yet the term has
meaning, he concludes that good is simple and indefinable. The question now
is: does Moore’s Open Question Argument device really establish that good
is simple and indefinable? Definitely not. Because Moore’s Open Question
Argument rests on his notion of meaning and his notion of meaning is logi-
cally independent of simplicity and complexity. And, as a result, it fails to
establish that good is simple and indefinable. To substantiate this point, let
me begin with Moore’s notion of definition. Moore writes:

The most important sense of ‘definition’ is that in which a definition states
what are the parts which invariably compose a certain whole: and in this
sense ‘good’ has no definition because it is simple and has no parts. It
is one of those innumerable objects of thought which are themselves
incapable of definition, because they are the ultimate terms by reference
to which whatever is capable of definition must be defined. That there
must be an indefinite number of such terms is obvious on reflection, since
we cannot define anything except by analysis (pp. 9-10).

It is quite evident from this passage that Moore’s notion of definition involves
the notion of analysis in it. No definition of a term, on his account, is possibie
unless the term denotes something complex; for to define a term means to
analyse the object denoted by it, and analysis of the object is possible only
when it is complex. Complex things are the only things that are capable of
analysis. Simple things are not capable of analysis since they have no parts.
In this sense, Moore says, ‘good’ has no definition, because it is simple and has
no parts. This shows that indefinability, on Moore’s account, is not the ground
of simplicity. Simplicity is the ground of indefinability. Simplicity is logically
prior to indefinability. If simplicity is the ground of indefinability and is
logically prior to it, the simplicity of good cannot be established on the basis
its indefinability. In other words, Moore cannot use indefinability of good as a
weapon to establish its simplicity. For him the only way to establish the
simplicity of good would be to show that it is unanalysable and has no parts,
that is, good is not complex. Moore cannot say that indefinability of good
establishes that good is not complex, because to say so would amount to
admitting that indefinability of good establishes the simplicity of good which
is a mistake on Moore’s account, for simplicity of good always comes logi-
cally prior to its indefinability.

It might be said that indefinability of good, on Moore’s account, does
establish the simplicity of good, because he identifies definition with analysis.
For him definition means nothing but analysis. But this view is mistaken.
Moore never identifies definition with analysis. He maintains the distinction
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between them. When he says ‘we cannot define anything except by analysis’,
he simply means that no definition of a thing is possible without analysis.
Definition is necessarily connected with analysis. And to say this is not to say
that definition, for him, is nothing but analysis. Had it been so, Moore would
not have said that definitions tell us what the word is used to mean. He should
have only said that definitions describe the real nature of the object denoted by
a word. But since he says, as a matter of fact, that definitions do not merely
tell us what the word is used to mean and that they also describe the real
nature of the object denoted by a word, it would be incorrect to say that
definition for him is nothing but analysis. This view of Moore is quite obvious
from his following passage.

Definition of this kind I am asking for, definitions which describe the
real nature of the object or notion denoted by a word, and which do not
merely tell us what the word is used to mean, are possible when the object
ot notion in question is something complex. (p. 7).

It is evident from the passage quoted above that definition, according to
Moore, serves two kinds of functions:

(@) It describes the real nature of the object or notion denoted by a word;
(b) It explains or explicates meaning of a word.

When Moore says that definition describes the real nature of the object
or notion, he means that definition states different parts of the object or notion
which invariably compose it. In other words, it means that Moore treats
description as analysis. For him to describe an object means to analyse it,
and to analyse it means to state the different parts of the object of which it is
composed. This shows that no description of an object, on his account, is
possible unless the object in question is complex, because complex objects
are the only objects that are capable of analysis. If no description of an object
is possible unless it is complex, it implies that no definition of a word is possi-
ble unless the word in question denotes something complex, because to define
is to describe and to describe is to analyse. And analysis is possible only
when the object denoted by a word is complex. This shows that Moore’s
account of definition is logically connected with analysis and complexity.
But that does not mean that definition, for him, is nothing but analysis.
Analysis is not everything that forms his notion of definition, although it is
necessary in the sense that without it no definition is possible. Definition
explicates meaning of a word besides stating the real nature of the object or
notion denoted by it, and meaning of a word is different from the analysis of
the object which it denotes. Analysis operates at the level of reality, but
meaning is attached to a word and word is different from the object which it
denotes. Had meaning of a word, according to Moore, been indentical with
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analysis, he would not have said that ‘good’ is a meaningful word, because
saying so would have amounted to admitting that good is a complex which
he denies. Therefore, it would be self-contradictory to identily Moore’s
account of definition either with meaning or analysis.

Definitions do explicate meaning of a word, but they do not explicate
meaning of all words. Definitions explicate, according to Moore, meaning of
only those words whose denoted objects are complex. That is to say, defini-
tions explicate meaning of complex words, because complex words denote
complex things and complex things are the only things which are analysable.
This implies that simple words are devoid of definition, because they do not
denote complex things. They denote simple things, and simple things are
beyond analysis. But it does not follow thereby that simple words are mea-
ningless. Simple words are not meaningless. According to Moore, they do
have meaning, because they denote simple objects, and meaning of a word
embraces its denotation on regardless of whether the object denoted by it is
simple or complex. But the meaning of simple words, on his account, cannot
be explicated through definition, because they have no definition. This implies
that Moore’s account of meaning is not related to definition in the sense
in which definition is related to meaning. The relation of definition to meaning
is analytic, since the notion of definition includes the notion of meaning in it.
The latter is a part of the meaning of the former. Therefore, if a word is
definable, it implies that it is meaningful. But the relation of meaning to defi-
nition is non-analytic and contingent, since the notion of meaning does not
include the notion of definability in it. The latter is not a part of the meaning
of the former. As a result, a word could be meaningful on Moore’s accouni
even if it is not definable. If a word could be meaningful without being defina-
ble on Moore’s account, then it is evident that his account of meaning is
logically independent of definability.

The relation between meaning and analysis is also non-analytic and con-
tingent. Meaning is neither identical with analysis nor is analysis a part of
meaning. Meaning is not identical with analysis, because it does not terminate
when, analysis does. Analysis is not a part of meaning, because a word could
be meaningfui, even if its denoted object is incapable of analysis. This shows
that analysis is not co-extensive with meaning. Meaning is logically indepen-
dent of and unconnected with it. Had meaning been logically connected with
analysis, simple words would have had no meaning on Moore’s account.
But since simple words, according to him, do have meaning, his account of
meaning cannot be said to be logically connected with analysis. To say this
is not to say that meaning is inconsistent with analysis. Rather, meaning is
quite consistent with analysis. This follows from Moore’s notion of definition
itself. Complex words are not only meaningful but also the objects denoted by
them are capable of analysis.

If a word, on Moore’s account, could be meaningful, regardless of
whether it denotes simple or complex objects, then it is evident that his account
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of meaning is logically independent of simplicity and complexity. Moore’s
account of meaning is logically independent of simplicity, because complex
words, according to him, could be meaningful even if their denoted objects
are analysable. Meaning is not opposed to analysis. Analysis is opposed to
simplicity. Meaaning is independent of complexity, because simple words,
according to him, could be meaningful even if their denoted objects are un-
analysable. Meaning is not opposed to unanalysability. Unanalysability is
opposed to complexity. If simple and complex words, on Moore’s account,
could be meaningful regardless of what they denote, his account of meaning
cannot be said to be opposed to either simplicity or complexity. They are
quite consistent. Had it not been the case, neither simple nor complex words
would have had any meaning, because simplicity is opposed to complexity.
But since, according to Moore, both simple and complex words do have mea-
ning, it follows that his notion of meaning is not only quite consistent with
simplicity and complexity but also is logically independent of them. If meaning
is logically independent of simplicity and complexity, simplicity or complexity
of a thing cannot be established by reference to it. This means that Moore
cannot logically establish that good is simple and indefinable on the basis of
the meaning of the word ‘good’, as he does m his ‘Open Question Argument’.

Moore’s position is also untenable from another point of view., Moore
maintains that whatever notion we may or might choose to define the idea
of good, whether simple notion like the notion of pleasure or complex notion
like that of desire, we can always ask meaningfully: ‘Is the thing so defined
after all good?” From this it follows that the difference of simplicity and
complexity does not logically affect the intelligibility of the open question.
The intelligibility of the open question is logically independent of simplicity
and complexity. This would have been impossible, had intelligibility been
logically connected with simplicity or complexity as they are opposed to each
other. If the open question could be intelligible or meaningful without being
connected with simplicity or complexity, the simplicity of good cannot be
established by appealing to it, nor can it establish that ‘good’ denotes some-
thing complex. As a result, Moore’s Open Question Argument fails to esta-
blish his contention that no definition of good could ever be found, because
indefinability of good is based on simplicity; and that simplicity of good
cannot be established on the basis of the intelligibility of the Open Question,
since they are logically unconnected. The intelligibility of the Open Question
can establish simplicity and indefinability of good only when Moore presup-
poses that ‘good” has no meaning if it has no unique meaning. But to pre-
suppose this would amount to begging the question. But if he does not pre-
suppose it, he cannot claim, as he does on the basis of the intelligibility of the
Open Question, that ne definition of good could ever be found. If Moore
fails to hold the view that no definition of good could ever be found, he cannot
maintain the thesis that, whatever definition be offered, we can always ask,
with significance, whether the thing so defined 1s itself good. Because to main-
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tain this view would amount to admitting that no definition of good could
ever be possible, And this Moore cannot hold unless he presupposes that
‘good’ has no meaning if it has no unique meaning. This follows from the
use of the term ‘always’ itself. But to accept this again would amount to
begging the question. Moore cannot escape from this dilemma. His position
is untenable in either case. This does not mean that the Open Question Argu-
ment device has no value; it does have a value as it is a useful method for
testing definition of a word. But it cannot establish simplicity or complexity
of an object or a notion. Nor can it establish definability or indefinability of a
word even if we admit that denotational theory of meaning is valid, because
denotational theory of meaning asserts only that meaning of a word consists
in its denotation, no matter what it denotes.

North-Eastern Hill University, Shillong JAGAT PaAL

THE ‘BODY": A HUSSERLIAN
PHENOMENOLOGICAL ANALYSIS

In the Ideas I, Husserl introduced the notion of body to explain how consci-
ousness, which in its essence is pure immanence and ‘transcendental Absolute’,
can yet take on the character of transcendence, and become mundane. In
the natural sphere consciousness is real in a human or animal sense. Human
beings are worldly beings, and every worldly being is a bodied being. Thus,
consciousness can be real in the world only by being embodied in it, and as a
part of it. The body which receives consciousness is distinguished from other
bodies in nature, a special dimension of the world, as an ‘animate organism’.
What is a real body or an ‘animate organism’ in the natural sphere is seen to
be a body-phenomenon in the attitude of the epoché. In the Ideas II, Husserl
employed his methodological resources to provide a constitutive analysis of
the phenomenon of body and to elaborate his theory about it. Side by side,
he elucidated the link of body-constitution with the constitution of such other
phenomena as psyche or spirit, the other Ego, and the ‘full intersubjective
world’. In the Phenomenological Psychology, he even went forward and spoke
of ‘bodily intentionality’. In the Crisis, Husserl ¢laborated the concept of the
‘life-world’, and there the importance of the body was once more emphasized.
In the life-world everything has a bodily character (Crisis, p. 106).1 In it we
ourselves live ‘in accord with our bodily (leiblich) personal ways of being’
(Ibid., p. 50).

The original givenness of the world—our ‘life-world’—depends on the
fact that, as men living in the world, having our experience and carrying
on our practical activities in it, we are unities of body and mind, such that
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all our experience of the world is ultimately mediated by our senses and
the functioning of our sense-organs.?

THE BoDy As A CONSTITUTED PHENOMENON AND
THE Boby AS THE LIVED-RODY

According to Husserl’s phenomenology, there are two ways of viewing the
world, or for that matter any objectin it. Thus, the body as a worldly object
can be viewed as either a real natural object or a phenomenologically concei-
ved phenomenon. As a real natural object the body is a lived-body; in it
consciousness lives according to its bodily personal ways of being. The natural
body is an incarnate body; here consciousness and thinghood form a conne-
cted whole, connected with the particular psychological unities which we calil
animalia (/deas I, p. 126).* The animalia in its fullness is not merely physical
but psychological.

The °pure’ experience ‘lies’ in a certian sense in what is psychologically
appercieved, in the experience as subjective human condition; with its
own essence it takes on the form of psychical subjectivity, and therewith
the intentional relation to man’s Ego and man’s body (/6id., § 53, p. 1 66).

However, phenomenologically viewed (seen through epoché), the body is
a constituted phenomenon, a body-object among other objects of the world;
it is constituted in the acts of pure consciousness as presided over by the
pure ego. Pure consciousness is not a part of the world. The world, too, is not
a really inherent element or a part of consciousness (C. M., p. 26).4 Consci-
ousness is again absolute, into which nothing can penetrate and from which
nothing can escape. Causality, conceived as a relation of dependence between
realities, does not apply to consciousness. The world is intended by consci-
ousness and not caused by consciousness. Then, how can consciousness lie
in a region of the world? How can that which is absolute in itself and purely
immanent abandon its immanence and put on the character of transcendence?
Or, to put the question in a different way: how comes that consciousness is
incarpate in the body?

Husserl faces the question about participation of pure consciousness in
the factual world, for the first time, in § 39 of the Jdeas 7. In that subsection
he explains that there are two ways for consciousness to be inserted in the real
world: (i) through bodily incarnation and (i) through perception. True to the
mentalistic cast of his thought, he thinks that the first is derived from the
second. The natural wakeful life or our Ego is a continuous perceiving, actual
or potential; and every perceiving consciousness has the peculiarity that it
is the consciousness of the embodied (leibhaftigen) self-presence of an individu-
al object. So, if consciousness has to find a place at all in the world, it must
ascribe to itself a bedy. Consciousness is thus finally incerted in the world by
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ascribing to itself 2 body. Through bodily incarnation consciousness becontes
mundanized, becomes worldly. As Husserl writes:

Let us make clear to ourselves how consciousness, so to speak, enters
into the real world, how that which is absolute in itself can abandon its
immanence and put on the character of transcendence. We see at once
that it can do this only in virtue of a certain participation in transcendence
in its first and primordial sense, and that obviously is the transcendence of
material Nature. Only through the empirical relation to the body does
consciousness become real in a human and animal sense, and only thercby
does it win a place in Nature’s space and time—the time which is physically
measured (fdeas I, § 33, p. 164). i

Husserl’s discussion on the subject of incarnation is sketchy. But, we
believe, the significance of certain important notions of Husserl’s phenomeno-
logy, especially the notion of phenomenological reduction or epocié, can be
better understood from this perspective. Absolute consciousness is involved
in the real world by virtue of its incarnation in the body. Through incarnation
it is manifested as the state of consciousness of a real human being or an
animal. The body is a part of material nature, It is limited by nature’s space
and time, and is causally bound by the objects in nature. The various forms
of conscious experience, being tied to the body, have the meaning of natural
events as are determined by the laws of nature. In this way, consciousness
is completely determined by the world, and the world ‘acts’ on it. Conscious-
ness, too, by making ‘use’ of the body makes ‘use’ of the world. For embodied
consciousness, its body is the organ of perception, of will, and of action.
The world has its ‘value’ for consciousness. It is in this world that conscious-
ness, in the form of a real human being or an animal, can live. The epoché
suspends the incarnation of consciousness, and thereby puts the thesis of the
world ‘out of action’. Consciousness 1s freed from its attachment to the body,
and the world ceases to act on consciousness. Consciousness becomes non-
worldly, pure experience. For absolute and pure consciousness, the world is
not the world of a living concern; it is merely a constituted phenomenon
which exists secondarily ‘in’ and ‘for” consciousness.

However, if we regard epoché as the suspension of incarnation through
which the action of the #hesis on consciousness is neutralized, we must make
a strict distinction between ‘incarnation’ and ‘constitution’. Through incarna-
tion consciousness is identified with the body, and thereby it is ‘lost’ and
forgotten in the world. The constitution of the world including man may be
a precondition of incarnation, but consciousness is involved in the world not
through constitution, since the execution of epeché leaves standing the world
including man, The epoché brings about a personal transformation of man.
The absolute subjectivity, which was so long concealed in the natural man
through an attachment to the body, returns to itself. It now realizes that it

NOTES AND DISCUSSIONS 153

is absolute subjectivity and not the natural man. The natural existence of man
is not unreal but a mere constituted phenomenon.

Though incarnation, according to Husserl, explains how absolute cons-
ciousness is integrated into the real world, one does not fail to notice the
paradox involved in it. Consciousness is said to be incarnate in the body, but
consciousness and the body are fundamentally opposed types of being. The
body is one among other transcendent objects, constituted ‘in’ and ‘for’
consciousness. The being of consciousness is absolute, whereas the body is a
contingent being. According to Husserl, the pact of consciousness with the
flesh brings about ‘a natural unity’ of body and consciousness that can be
empirically intuited. Nevertheless, incarnation is not a transcendental struc-
ture of consciousness. It is, according to Husserl, a so-called ‘linking on’
(Ideas 1, § 53, p. 165), a peculiar type of ‘apperception’ (fbid), an ‘appearance’
{Ibid.) that rests on bodily foundation. Through incarnation consciousness
forfeits nothing of its essential nature and assimilates nothing that is foreign
to its essence (Fbid). And yet, through incarnation, consciousness becomes
something other than what it was: a very part of nature. Consciousness is no
longer grasped as pure or absolute consciousness, but as a state of conscious-
ness which is the condition of a self-identical real ego-subject. Certainly, the
notion of incarnation involves a paradox, but phenomenological reflections
cannot either solve or dissolve the paradox. All that phenomenological reflec-
tions can do is to bring out the meaning of a certain phenomenon, however
paradoxical it may appear. Husserl’s greatness is that he is prepared to recog-
nize the riddle as a riddle wherever there is any. In any case, a philosophy
cannot be rediculed on the ground that it accepts many paradoxes, for the
exposure of the paradoxical character of a phenomenon may well be the part
of a philosophical explanation.

THE CONSTITUTION OF THE BoDy

From the point of view of transcendental phenomenology, the body is a
constituted phenomenon, and like any other constituted phenomenon it has
its being for consciousness. However, the phenomenon of body is rather
unusual, The body is a part of corporeal nature, and yet it is not intended to
be merely a corporeal object. It is my animate organism. As an animate
organism it ‘embodies’ and thereby ‘expresses’ the consciousness of whose
organism it is. Hence all of my bodily movements are experienced by me as
at once corporeal, determined and determinable by means of physiological
laws, and as a subjectively lived Jch bewege which itself embodies this corpo-
real movements. The body is experienced by consciousness as its own ‘animate
organism’, and in that experiencing it is intended as being reflexively related
to itself sense-perceptively, and in practice and action. Thus, I ‘can’ perceive
one hand by means of the other, an eye by means of a hand, and so forth.
In this experiencing procedure, the functioning organ must become an object
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and the object a functioning organ (C.M. p. 97). In Husserl's constitutive
analysis this peculiar character of the phenomenon of body—as at once an
object and an organism—has been investigated.

Husserl’s constitutive analysis follows a pattern, It takes vp a particular
object as given ‘straightforwardly’ at a particular time as the ‘transcendental
guide’, and then reflexively goes back to those actual and potential modes of
consciousness in which the given sense (of the object) has been accomplished.
Husser! distinguished four moments of the noemetic-objective sense, ‘animate
organism’ (C.M. p. 97), as is experienced originaliter:

(1) My animate organism is the centre of orientation, the zero-point of
origin, with respect to which ali other objects are organized in the
spatio-temporal world; )

(2) Ttis as well as a certain organ of perception;

(3) Itis the field of localized sensation; and

(4) TItis that which most immediately actualizes my willings,

Husserl points out that the four different moments of the sense, ‘animate
organism’, belongs to the primary level of sense, i.e. to the solipsistic level.
The solipsistic level of sense is reached by dropping all references to what is
alien to me from the ‘universe of phenomena’ that is retained through epoché
and reduction.

Accordingly this peculiar abstractive sense-exclusion of what is alien
leaves us a kind of ‘world’ still, a Nature reduced to what is included in
our ownness and, as having its place in this Nature thanks to the
bodily organism, the psychophysical Ego, with ‘body and soul’ and
personal Ego (7bid., p. 98).

The sense, ‘animate organism’, is at first analysed as an utterly unique member
to be found within the ‘ownness sphere’. The analysis is completed on the
intersubjective level, On the intersubjective level my animate body becomes
fully objective. It is my animate body for everyone,

The four moments of the sense, ‘animate organism’, may be explained as
under:

(a) The body that is uniquely singled out within the ‘ownness sphere’ is
the ‘owned body’ (Corpse Propre or Leib), and the nature to which it belongs
is the ‘owned Nature’. The owned body is the reference pole for all physical
bodies comprising the owned nature. Under the solipsistic prespective my
animate body is not located somewhere in an objective space. It is the original
‘here’ corresponding to every ‘there’, the here which remaing, and in relation
to which everything changes its place. Accordingly, for my immediate expe-
rience my animate body is immobile. It is impossible for me to vary the angle,
side or aspect under which my body appears to me, or to step away from it
and have it turn in relation to me.®
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(b) The sense that the animate body is the bearer of the orientational
point, the centre, the absolute ‘zero-point’, is constituted for consciousness
in the course of its harmonious sense experience. Consciousness intends its
animate organism as that ‘by means of which’ the surrounding world can be
sensuously perceived and physically manipulated. In order that the objects of
the world are viewed as objects of perception and the body as its centre of
reference, the body must be constituied as a system of organs, particularly
the organs of perception. Each organ has its own organization and its own
zero-point with regard to its specific object. But they are relative to the body,
with regard to which all other objects are determined with respect to their
loci. The body is the fundamental ground, and with reference to it I move
about the earth and act on it. This is possible, because the body is intended
as an organ of perception.

(¢) The body, Husserl points out, is originally constituted as an organ of
perception in sensation. The body is intended as the sole object in the world
to which I ascribe fields of sensations. I experience my body as the ‘bearer of
localized sensation’. The body is an object, but it is such an object as I can
locate in it the various sensations that I experience. Sensations are multiple.
They are variously localizable in various parts of the body and have their
respective zero-points. In the midst of the multiplicity of data and the multi-
plicity of zero-points, the ‘animate organism’ is experienced as a sort of
‘synergetic system’.® The experience of the ‘animate organism’ as a ‘synergetic
system’, according to Husserl, has its direct bearing on the constitution of the
identity of the ‘things” which are given through profiles and in succession.

The sensations in which my ‘animate organism’ is constituted are not
what the traditional philosophy understood by ‘sense-data’. They are, as
Husser! points out, ‘live-bodily events’, and not physical events. The localized
sensations are not properties of the ‘animate organism’ as physical things,
but are the properties of the things ‘animate organism’.” The animate body
is not the ‘body-subject’, rather it is the body thing. Thus, Husserl’s analysis
of the body is not existential. The ‘owned body’ is not the Le Corpse Propre of
Merleau Ponty.® It is a thing in which sensations appear under circumstances,
if the body is touched, burned, and so forth. In other words,the ‘animate
organism is not an incarnate consciousness, but a thing to which sensations
are ascribed through a relation of dependence. The body is a constituted
thing, a material thing, which ‘has’ sensations. In virtue of sensations the body
is the animate body which ‘embodies’ and thereby ‘expresses’ consciousness
of whose organism it is.

In the course of the constitutive analysis of the phenomenon of body,
Husserl draws our attention to the distinction between sensations of objects
and sensations of the body or kinaesthetic sensations, The latter sensations
immediately reveal my corporeal existence to me, that I stand somewhere in
space and that T am freely mobile. Kinaesthetic sensations are not representa-
tional, but are determined by ‘if-then’ conditionality. A thing that appears to
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me in a particular way may appear to me differently, if [ move my eyes, my
hands, my stands, etc.

The body as the field of kinaesthetic sensations not only reveals my corpo-
real existence to me; it also supplies the orientation index which motivates
the coalescence of a series of sensible appearances and possible appearances
into one object. The constitution of material objects involves reference to my
kinaesthetic perceptions of my body in another way. They enable us to dis-
criminate between what appears to us as material things and what really is a
material thing; otherwise we are not able to distinguish changes in the things
from changes in our perception of them, Whether a given change is a change
in the object or is a change in my perception of it depends on the constancy
or change of my position in relation to the object perceived. T am informed
of these circumstances by my kinaesthetic sensations. Accordingly, the consti-
tution of a material object in perception involves kinaesthetic sensations.

(d) The body is not only experienced as the centre of reference, as a system
of organs of perceptions, as the bearer of localized sensations; it is also expe-
tienced by me as the ‘organ of will’ ( Willensorgan). The animate body is the
sole object immediately obedient to my motor spontangeity. Because the body
is an organ of will, I can move about the world, can determine it in some way
according to my choice, can also account for my success, for my failure, and
%0 on.

Thus, we sce that the body, according to Husserl, is a part of corporeal
nature. It is a constituted thing or an intended object in which sensations are
localized. On the basis of the initial localization of the sensations the body
acquires the complex sense of ‘animate organism’, which presupposes the
sense of being the ‘absolute zero-point’, a Sinnesorgean and a Willensorgan.
And thereby a thing, a corporeal nature, is uniquely singled out for me as my
animate organism in which I live and grow, in which I sense, and through
which I act, and so on.

This occurs in such a way that I at once perceive not only the thing, ani-
mate organism and its corporeal conduct, but also at the same time my
psychic life; and finally, both of these at once: the self-embodying of the
latter (the psychie life) in the former (my organism), and the self-expressing
of the one in the other.?

Husseri, through a constitutive analysis of the phenomenon of body,
wants to establish the thesis that the embodiment of consciousness is not a
transcendental structure of consciousness. The body, like the rest of the world,
is constituted in experience, The body as my ‘animate organism’ is constituted
for consciousness by virtue of certain conscious participation in the trans-
cendence of material nature. The body, in itself a part of corporeal nature,
receives the sense, ‘animate organism’, for me in such a way that it is me (the
animated soul or the psyche) and that it expresses me. However, as the consti-
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tutional analysis of the body shows, it will be a mistake to think that the
constitution of nature precedes the constitution of my ‘animate organism’.
While the constitution of nature involves references to the ‘animate organism’,
the constitution of the ‘animate organism’ as a thing implies that nature is
already constituted; nature without my ‘animate organism’ is inconceiveable,
and so also is my ‘animate organism’ without nature. This mutual reference
of ‘animate organism’ and ‘material nature’ for a constituting consciousness
tends to suggest that original or constituting consciousness is not possibly as
pure as Husserl would like to suggest. Possibly, constituting consciousness is
already embodied, and it is not a series of disembodied acts.
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Book review

SUSHIL KUMAR SAXENA : Ever Unto God—Essays on Gandhi and Religion, Indian
Council of Philosophical Research and Rddhi-India, Calcutta, 1988,
228 pages, Rs. 110,

The book under review is a significant contribution to both Gandhian thought
and religious philosophy; to the former for filling the long-standing lacuna
in Gandhian literature of an essentially analytic and comprehensive work on
Gandhi’s religious beliefs garnered from the totality of his own writings on,
and practice of religion; to the latter for revisiting some of its perennial
problems from the believing and spiritually functional viewpoint of a sédhaka
—one who tries to observe some ethico-religious discipline—in sharp contrast
to the intellectual’s dispassionate and merely theoretical grasp of the matter,
and for challenging, in the process, some set ways of approaching these
problems so as to forcefully bring home the point that ‘the seeing eye of
faith’ is here a necessary prerequisite.

The book is a product of the author’s lifelong academic involvement with
Gandhian philosophy (Preface); however, the insightful treatment of the
subject, the vitality of the argumentation and the depth of analysis here
bespeak of a concern, overreaching the purely academic. Indeed, the essays
portray all along a rare analytical skill and philosophical aplomb coupled
with wide scholarship and penetrative—often mystical—insights.

The thoughtfully picked title indicates the author’s sensitivity to Gandhi’s
penchant—or passion!—for practice, as does his choice of subject: Gandhi’s
total commitment to God as evinced in his godward living which, to be sure,
is ‘no mere feat of the intellect ... but a whole vast discipline of doing and
suffering’ (p. vii). Thisis why Gandhi struggles ‘to always behave in accordance
with his insight into present truth ... is in fact ever anxious to see that his
actions square with his principles, and that his handling of political matters
does not give the lie to the faiths he professes to cherish in his personal life ...’
This being the case, ‘we can hardly deny’, argues the author, ‘that Gandhi
pursues the bigger accord of act, understanding and attitude’ which warrants
that ‘a kind of consistency must be at once granted to him’ (p. 2). Thus,
those who glibly accuse Gandhi of being inconsistent should bear in mind
that it is ontological—and not conceptual—consistency that is of vital import
to him; and so, as he grows in truth or ontologically, he truthfully—if not
consistently—makes a corresponding change in his former writings, asking
the reader to select his later opinion as the authentic one. This point is sub-
stantiated at great length by the author in the later chapters of the book.
For instance, he clarifies how ‘the genuineness of faith is much more impor-
tant to Gandhi than the adequacy of his view of God’ (p. 27, italicis mine),
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his main concern being ‘the active exercise of faith’ (p. 11, italics mine); how
‘Gandhi’s own active involvement with suffering is much more instructive
than his views on it’ (pp. 145-46, first italics nHne).

The recurring controversy over Gandhi’s philosophical status is also put
to rest in the introductory chapter by the following arguments: admittedly,
‘Gandhi is not a philosopher by present-day standards’; however, since philo-
sophy is ‘eligible to concern itself with refiection, say, on the basic values of
life’, then Gandhi, because of “his singular involvement with values’, is certainly
philosophical, and his thought merits due attention, Further, in so far as for
Gandhi ‘philosophy without life corresponding is like a body without life ...
and the aim of his life is darfana or direct experience of ultimate Reality
through the observance of yamas and niyams, the regulative principles of
conduct’, he qualifies to be called a philosopher of the ancient Indian kind,
for ‘the yamas and niyams were once integral to the Indian philosophical
quest’ and darsana—the ultimate philosophical goal (pp. 1-5).

Two facts, therefore, influence the author’s selection of approach to his
subject: () Gandhi’s own ‘specific approach [which] is of a man who is ever
keen to be and to do good’; and (6) Gandhi’s philosophy ‘develops as
a rule under the stress of real situations and makes for the issue of what has
been called “practical” or “embodied” wisdom’. The befitting method chosen,
therefore, is to ‘reconstruct experience ideally’ on an analysis of language,
$0 as to provide ‘the missing links’ implicit in thought but explicit in practice,
giving due weightage in the process to three factors: coherence of meaning,
the totality of Gandhi’s writings on the topic in focus, and ‘the chief regula-
tive faiths of his everyday life’ (p. 4). This method is unique in the sense that
the analytic-conceptual approach is here applied in vital conjunction with the
existential-phenomenological one.

The introductory essay is followed by systematically written chapters
(ii-v) on the basic elements of the life of religion: God, prayer, humility, faith
and ‘the way of seif-suffering: Ahimsa. In these chapters the author struc-
tures the edifice of Gandhi’s religious philosophy by piecing together into
a coherent whole what often seems like a Jigsaw puzzle of disjointed, un-
intelligible, contradictory and nebulous utterances of Gandhi on the empha-
ses of the good life, when viewed from the ‘outside’ or from a non-existential
perspective. He here builds on the following three-pronged logic which,
though apparently simple, is yet infallible and compulsive,

(@) The opinion and experience of the experts in the field of religion, i.e.
the sages, saints and persons practising this discipline with success:

In respect of a matter which we do not ourselves know, it is no sign of
unreason to go by the personal credibility of those who are experts in the
field. Religion is no exception to this ... if even great scholars ... yield
without demur to the counsel of an expert in a field different from theirs—
say, to their doctor’s advice—it would be wrong to suppose that acquies-
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cence in what the saints say ... cannot but detract from our claim to be
intellectual ... [thus] ... is it not improper to pass over the eviden_ce of
saints and sages, the only experts who really count in matters spiritual?
(pp. 60-61 and 10; see also pp. 52, 91 and 138).

It may here be mentioned in passing that traditional Indian ph_ilosophy
accepts ‘testimony’ of knowledgeable persons and its written expressmn—th?
Séastras—as an authority in cthico-religious matters. For instance, the Gita
ch. xvi, 23-24. o

(b) The ‘relative claims of theory and practice’ (p. 33). This is necessary,
because Gandhi’s paramount aim in life is *prayerful living, and not .- mere
intellect’ (p. 3). Further, Gandhi himself claims to be ‘a man of faith and
prayer’ (p. 8), regards life as ° “an aspiration”—a whole—sou@ed struggle for
perfection’ (p. 7) and is ever concerned with ‘the exercise of falth’(}?. 11), with
ascertaining how ‘Truth ... (can) in fact be related to usin everyday hfe.’ {p.14).

Throughout the book the author painstakingly illustrates the difference
between a theoretical and a practical point of view; the separate demands of
theory and praxis. He states:

[When Gandhi claims that] undue impatience is Aimsd (violence)_ = this
is no muddle of concepts with separate meanings, but a practitioner’s
way of warning his colleagues that the observance of afiimsa (non-violfance)
requires equal mindfulness in respect of the attitudes which recfalmtrate
it. . .. The thinker would be content if violence is only kept apart in mean-
ing from haste. The problem of keeping off violence in life may not_ worry
him at all. But the man who is wedded to the practice of non-violence
cannot wait to let violence occur and then be merely seen to differ from
lack of patience. He has to beware of the very attitudes which predispose
one to violence, and to keep away from them as if they were themselves as
bad as actual violence. Impatience makes one liable to anger, and so to
violence. ... So one who is committed to the practice of non-violence
cannot disjoin the manifest badness of Afmsd (or violence) from th; subtle
wrong of being too eager. It is with an eye to this logic of- practice thE}t
Gandhi equates impatience with Zimsa . . . such a dealing with concepts is
to be found in the Gita too (pp. 3-4).

He continues: ‘The truth of prayingis ... sensed only by the person who
does it. Nor is this quiet self-checking difficult. If a man is keen to pray
as he sets out, and if the praying runs in tune, the experience cannot but
Satisfy; and the fecling will here be the testament’ (p. 52).

For years, Gandhi foillows the discipline of detachment from sense objects
and of seif-purification generally,

[So] when he says—on the basis of insight born of long exp;rienge—that
the direct relish of holding on to the path of righteousness is an index of
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our being rightly disposed towards God, the man who questions this
merely ab extra is hardly quite competent to doubt the verdict of
experience. ... The objector is probably one who has never done any
praying himself (p. 44).

(¢} “Incomplete understanding’ is no index of untruth in matters of reli-
gion. The author points out that ‘even our scientific knowledge of things is
nowhere quite exhaustive’ (p. 28), and that “impatience for an immediate and
satisfying answer is no necessary part of serious enquiry. One may have to
wait for years, and practise ever better the details of some discipline before the
“answer” (say, to prayer), emerges. This is precisely the truth in the Hindu
concept of s@dhana@ (p. 44). y

Incidentally, it may be noted here that Gabriel Marcel draws a distinction
between a ‘problem’” and a ‘mystery’, and goes on to clarify that a ‘myestery’.
unlike a ‘problem’, does not admit of ‘solution’ by the “broken world’ of
techniques (Gabriel Marcel, Being and Having, p. 227).

The author also makes use of this three-pronged logic in tackling the age-
old problems of religious philosophy: of God’s existence; of human freedom,
and of evil and suffering—as against God’s omnipotence and goodness.

Neither space nor the scope of this review article permit me fully to illus-
trate the author’s treatment of these problems. I confine myself, therefore, to
giving some hints thereof in order to kindle the readers’ interest.

The author takes up the question of the ‘proof” of God’s existence and
writes:

.. .though the sages all assure us in the light of their own experience that
anyone can ‘see’ God for himself by following the path that leads to the
‘seeing’, [the theorists] ... remain unimpressed because [they] ... fear the
rigours of the needed self-discipline, and would like instead to “see’ God,
... in the easy way of perception. [They] ... do not realize that verifica-
tion is here a matter of ‘knowing by becoming’, and that it emerges as
the fruit of [self-discipline]. ... For persons who are neither willing to
tread the way to God themselves nor value the evidence of those who have
done so with singular success, ‘the weightiest argument in proof of the
existence of ... God is of no avail’. On the other hand, those who have
attained a living awareness of God find that it neither needs nor admits
of any argument. (p. 10).

Thus, while the theoretical philosopher will forever be plagued by ques-
tions regarding the ‘proof” of God’s existence;

‘... the man who experiences God’s reality finds it impossible to accept
any argument against it. Nor is he able to prove it. This inability, however,
we can reasonably suppose, may be no disproof of the experience itself.
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It may simply be a pointer to its uniqueness on the one hand; and be-
token, on the other, that our common kinds of proof are not the only
ways of getting at what is there’ (p. 30),

In discussing the problem of evil and suffering as against God's omnipotence
and goodness, the author observes:

‘A relation between two terms can be properly denied only when both are
within one’s ken. . .. [Thus] if one is to make a rightful attempt to deter-
mine the relation between God and ... evil, it seems demanded that both
be first known with a measure of directness. This requirement is, however,
just not met by the usual kind of philosophical concern with the problem
in question. Here we only seek to understand how the fuct of evil could be
accommodated with the idea of God. ... Does the objector know God as
directly as [the evil]? ... the man who insists that the fact of evil collides
with the supposed reality of a good God considers the two sides ...
abstractly, by and large. He only thinks of God as all-controlling and
good; he does not seek to determine the truth of these attributed in rela-
tion to life. ... And he looks at evil and suffering, in the main, ab exira
we may say. ... Fidelity to truth demands quite a different way of dealing
with the matter. One has to try to overcome ... suffering that seems over-
whelming; and, in this process of an actual struggle to deal with what
defies one’s individual capacities, to try maximally to see if reliance on
God and prayer is of help. This alone is the way to attest every inner detail
of a total concern with the problem, as against the merely theorefic urge to
verify just the finished proposition: “A kind and ommipotent God exists”
(pp. 44, 30, 68-69).

Thus,

‘no one who claims to be sericusly concerned with the God-evil relation
should be content with the mere concept of God, or with a bare admission
of the fact of evil. One has to realize the Power that God is, by living a
prayerful life. On the other hand, to register evil as such is at once to
detest it; and a man is here rightly set strictly in proportion to the degree
of earnestness with wich he struggles to eradicate to subdue evil’ (p. 29).

He notes further:

‘... instead of harping on the theoretical incompatibility of God and evil,
men of faith often achieve dramatic success in mitigating suffering and
evil—with God's help’ (pp. 29, 33).

A man of faith—like Gandhi—who ‘is aware of the two terms—God and
evil—with the requisite measure of directness and intensity .. . sees clearly that
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God’s goodness is “reconciliable” with evil in the sense that we can always
invoke it in overcoming evil ... so that His goodness is rightly related to the
conguest of evil, even though we cannot theoretically reconcile the occurrence
of evil and suffering with His presence and attributes’ (pp. 29-30). Such a
man, who is a man of practice,

‘... does not claim . .. to prove the reality of God’s goodness by argument.
We never see him intrude into the philosopher’s domain, But then he may
also be allowed to remind the philosopher that if, as the sages assure us,
the reality of God is not provable logically but can only be realised in
terms of personal experience, it would be wrong to expect that it could be
eradicated by argument, be it from evil or from any other feature of our
experience . .. the role of suffering in the economy of human life is clear
to a man of faith’ (pp. 31, 33).

About hearing the ‘inner voice’ or the voice of conscience, the author
says:

¢, .. thetruth that the Voice [God’s Voice or the ‘inner voice’] always guides
and shelters those who follow Its dictates can be directly experienced by
anyone who prepares himself suitably. When some effort is required even
for acquiring “the commonest things™, would it not be plainly unfair to
insist that if It is real, the Voice should be audible to everybody without
any training? (p.91). See also ‘OnPrayer . . . Some Philosophical Questions®
(pp. 52-70); ‘On Faith . .. Some Philosophical Problems’ (pp. 121-144).

The author, indeed, handles with considerable philosophical acumen the
theme of the book: How Gandhi cultivates a ‘living and full faith’ in a ‘living
God’ through ‘prayerful living’ or by, what Simone Weil terms as ‘waiting
on God’, though Gandhi would disagree with her that ‘the waiting in question
... [is] a merely episodic experience’ (p. 86). Even a brief and cursory tracing
of the theme underrunning the book will bear out the truth of Gandhi’s
assertion here:

As the chapter on God (chap. ii} unfolds, it becomes amply clear to the
reader how for Gandhi religion is: ¢ .. .. the activecultivation of our unceasing
‘relationship with the divine’ (p. 44). The chapter on prayer (chap. iii) re-
inforces this fact and makes explicit the intense and intimate character of this
relationship—the very title of the chapter, ‘Praying and Listening’ (my italics)
being suggestive of the dialogue or ‘communion as godward attention’ in-
herent in prayer (p. 50). The author here reconstructs phenomenologically
the meaning of Gandhi’s definition of prayer as ‘an intense longing of the
heart . .. an expression (coming) from the deepest recesses of the heart’ and
related utterances to bring out the quintessence of prayer: longing (pp. 50-51).
As such, prayer can be regarded as ‘the essence of religion’ (p. 44); the ‘essence
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of prayer’, in turn, being ‘not petition but the quality of being properly dis-
posed towards God’ (p. 49). The chapter on humility and faith (chap. iv)
draws out how the relationship with God, which was initially ‘a simple child-
like faith in Him’ (p. 113), deepens and matures, as Gandhi, ‘yearning for
purity . .. and longing for full faith ... throws himself on His Name” (pp.
71-74); tunes in ever more finely to listen to his ‘inner voice—God’s Voice’,
obeying Its divine dictates, reducing himself toa ‘zero’; and, thereby moulds
himself by degrees into an ‘instrument of His Will” (p. 96 gives a phenomeno-
logical analysis of what it is for Gandhi to be an instrument of God’s Will).
The relationship thus culminates in ‘a crowning awareness—the harvest of
years of prayerful living —that ... faith is the only Reality’, and in absolute,
unconditional trust in God—to the extent that Gandhi can now steadily say:
“Though He slay me, yet will I trust Him’ (p. 113).

The final chapter reveals how Gandhi approximates towards consummate
humility or amdnitvam by:

(@) Striving for Trath through non-violence—his practice of the latter
principle being ‘a very complex fabric of faith, prayer, humility and
surrender’ (p. 150);

(b) Acting upon the first mantra (stanza) of the Ifo panisad which Gandhi
‘eulogizes as the quintessential expression of the Hindu religious
spirit’, and which counsels, inter alia, renunciation of everything for
God (pp. 158-66); and

(c) Fasting in response to his ‘inner voice’.

The author’s superb phenomenological analysis of Gandhi’s intensely god-
ward fasting highlights it as the apotheosis of his religious praxis; the reader
sees vividly how a fast for Gandhi is ‘an upsurge in surrender and as crystal-
lizing practice of ahimsd’ ... ‘a resolute essay in disciplined self-suffering’
(pp. 179-86). And so for Gandhi at this stage: *. .. theawareness of being in
love with God is at once the reassuring sense of being under His wing. It is
also a felt impulsion to love and serve fellow creatures’ (p. 153).

Gandhi’s life of living faith is thus projected as ‘a dialectic of surrender’
(p. 184), through “the carefully incurred crucifixion of self” (p. 144) to ‘see
God face to face’. This perhaps explains the author’s choice of the quote from
Gandhi to adorn his book: ‘It is an unbroken torture to me that T am still
far from Him who ... governs every breath of my life, and whose offspring
I am’—a cry of one, torn in love and longing for union! The author, however,
is quick to point out that this relationship of the man of faith and God is two-
way: ‘The life of faith . . . is not merely man’s becoming godward, but expres-
sion—often casy to “see”—of God’s own concern for man’ (p. 123). Contrast
this with Sartre’s view that man is ‘abandoned’, because ‘God does not exist,
and ... it is necessary to draw the consequences of His absence right to the
end’ (Jean Paul Sartre, Existentialism and Humanism, pp. 32-33).
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This review article will be incomplete without mentioning that exquisitely
framed, philosophically creative, poetic prose makes for inspring and dclight-
ful reading all along. A few examples:

(i) [Gandhi] ‘merrily applying conflicting attributes to God in the manner
of a devotee’ (p. 6); °..:language...an impulse to self-gathering’
{p. 7); ‘Genuine prayer ... always a measure of fellowship with God’
(p. 16); “We can only see Him revealed, yet unframed in our ascent
to goodness’ (p. 22); ‘Gandhi’s own felt anchorage in God’; “... the
inescapable incoherence of the language of love’ (p. 27); °. .. the plas-
tic power of faith” (p. 156); “... to “catch” religion as we catch a cold’
(p. 37); “. .. the exquisite poise of ... godward living’ (p. 165); ‘to be
in fact steeped in God-consciousness’ (p. 186); “...the blind and
frantic urge somehow to shake off our limits as merely human’
(p. 186).

(ii) ‘As an instance of first-order religious talk, the utterance “God is”
betokens not only the limits of speech, but an easy self-withholding,
a quiet inner bowing, perhaps even self-effacement’ (p. L1).

(iii) “Theheart ... inits kinship with the soul ... longing for God ... and
purity, with an unforced and intense impulse, or as a kind of “spon-
taneous upwelling” ’ (p. 5).

(iv) [In fasting] ‘the requisite implicitaess of faith is secured with the ease
of a vacuum drawing in air’ (p. 80).

(v) “In our everyday life, perhaps the nearest parallel to (becoming one
with God) is the experience of incense-breathing flowerage which not
merely quickens, but caresses the self, demanding at the same time a
yet fuller ingress’ (p. 105).

(vi) ‘The “tyranny” of God as felt and acknowledged by Gandhi is in
truth the bliss of being “consumed” in lone. ... Love #s a tyranny in
the sense that one’s own freedom is, so to say, overrun by devotion
to the Other; but, far from generating rebellious feeling, such self-
subjugation is for the devotee a state that he greatly cherishes’ (p. 27).

(vii) Definition of religion. ‘As a distinct form of life religion is not merely
doing or saying, but is—as a way of ceaseless allegiance to God—
dotted with quiet reminders to oneself that an attitude chosen
and generally observed has not only been helpful so far, but is yet
to be entered into with fuller self-giving’ (p. 6).

The book is also well timed, for there is a worldwide resurgence of interest
in the spiritual dimension of the human being, born of alarm at the harsh,
soul-destroying consequences of materialistic lifestyles and a violent world
order. (For instance, the New Age literature: Rifkin, Capra, Roszak,
Mische, Hans Feddema, Jungk, etc. and the New World Order literature:
Richard Falk, Galtung, Mendlowitz, Boulding, Kothari, etc.). In retrospect,
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therefore, Gandhi today seems prophetic in rejecting Western civilization, or
our present model of development, based on a secular, scientific, purely
materialistic world-view that overrides our essence—as spirit—and ignores
our spiritual moorings (Hind Swaraj). Indeed, Gandhi’s prophecy is fast
coming true, for, despite our phenomenal successes in the scienfific and tech-
nological fields, we are dogged today by a mounting sense of failure and
powerlessness in tackling our grave problems of violence—structural, domes-
tic, regional, national and global—social opperession and injustice, economic
imperialism, ecological imbalance, existential alienation and the likelihood
of a nuclear war starting by mistake—if not by intent. The search is, therefore,
on for alternatives to modern ‘development’, medicine, defence structures
and way of life. Post-modern paradigms of development return. to Gandhi’s
holistic approach to life and world order. It is implicit in Gandhi’s thinking
that the worst form of violence is spiritual, which can be defined as follows:
the human being is a totality of body, mind and spirit; so when an individual,
a society or a world-view attends only to the body and mind, neglecting to
focus, in the main, on the spiritual aspect of the human person, spiritual
violence is committed. Thus, the book under review fulfils a need of the hour
by highlighting Gandhi’s practice of religion which brings to a compelling
focus the supreme significance of the spiritual in us.

However, after going through the book, one cannot help wishing that the
author had here deemed it fit to make explicit by illustrating at some length
from Gandhi’s active political life how Gandhi relates his spiritual quest to
empirical truth; how in marching ever unto God his life becomes a unigue
dialectic of social service, political praxis and ontological evolution. This
addition could have vivified the following which is of great relevance to our
times:

(1) The secret of Gandhi’s charisma and the source of Gandhi’s power,
dynamism, and limitless energy to transform himself, to work miracles
with others (to date——consider, for instance, the worldwide recep-
tivity to Attenborough’s film on Gandhi), to effect normative socio-
political reality transformation and to gift to humankind a unique
method and strategy of non-violent conflict resolution—satyagraha—
is his intense and all-pervasive spirituality. (Often, the researcher,
the grassroots worker and the peace activist study and apply Gandhi's
approach and political strategy, taking little account, or ¢vea being
ignorant of the fact that these are rooted in his dynamic spirituality);

(2) The relevance of the spiritual in our fight for social justice and peace;

(3) How ethico-religious concepts can continually inform and be consis-
tently applied to the formidable arena of political life and ‘power
politics’;

(4) How the individual and society today are schizophrenic because they
have divorced personally held ethical values from immediate socio-
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political realities. Our double standards are a result of our spiritual
entropy. Says Gandhi: It is a sign of religious atrophy to sustain an
unjust Government that supports an injustice by resorting to un-
truth and camoufiage’ (Young India, 4, August 1920).

The author comments (p. 76): ‘... worldly persons have no idea of what they
can achieve as spirits.” He could have elaborated here, with effect, that it is
perhaps in our roles as spiritual entities, wherein lies the ‘hope’ that rests at
the rock-bottom of the ‘pandora’s box’ of materialism which has released
its evils of greed, corruption, self-centeredness and spiritual violence amidst
our global village,

It may also be pointed out that a certain amount of repetition in the
book—unavoidable because of the close knitting of religious concepts in the
light of practice—may perhaps irk the atheist, but will certainly delight one
who is in the process of establishing a living link with God or Truth and may
perhaps even urge the atheist to experiment with God, for Gandhi’s life is
‘a dialectic of surrender’ to God as Truth!

Further, it may be mentioned that in this era of heightened feminist
consciousness, the exclusive use of the word ‘man’ (for instance, ‘men of
faith’, ‘man of non-violence’, ‘mankind’) could have been avoided.

However, I hasten to add that the above in no way detracts from the chief
merit of the book in being a philosophical work par excellence on Gandhi’s
religious praxis. Further, in this fuli-length study of Gandhi’s practice of
religion, the author brings out forcefully how ‘ahimsa is for Gandhi but a
form, though pre-eminent, of godward living’ (p. 8). While this may come
as a revelation to those acquainted but peripherially with Gandhian thought,
it is often overlooked or obscured by Gandhian scholars. This is, however,
an important projection for two reasons: first, a religion that demands consi-
deration of fellow human beings as an essential precondition for God-
realization—Gandhi insists ‘on the oneness of “seeing God face to face” with
ahimsa as self-indentification with others (through acts of service)® (p. 153)—
can never lead to the abuse of religion; and, secondly, it highlights the truth
that a persevering practice of non-violence is intimately connected with one’s
spiritual resources. The author also contributes to religious philosophy by
substantiating his thesis that philosophy must aim ‘not at clarity alone, but
at wholeness of vision ... it [must] mark and pursue the directions suggested
by the filaments of experience severed from being pent in words’ (p. 37).

The book contains a rich bibliography and a detailed index—a boon to the
researcher. Further, the focus throughout on Gandhi’s own writings and
speeches on, and application of, religious emphasis is a delight, if not a relief,
to the serious student of Gandhi’s philosophy, so used to the sad inattention
to the text of Gandhi’s ewn writings in most scholarly works on the subject.

In a touching token of thoughtfulness and gratitude, the book is dedicated
to Norman Vincent Peale ‘for his service to humanity’. Thus, it is perhaps
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in the fitness of things that this review article conclude with quoting from
the closing pages of his world-famous book, The Power of Positive Thinking:

This Higher Power—God—is one of the most amazing facts in human
experience. I am awe-struck, no matter how many times I have seen the
phenomenon, by the thoroughgoing, tremendous, overwhelming changes
for good that it accomplishes in the lives of people....Why not draw upon
that Higher Power?”

University of Delhi, Delhi SuMAN KHANNA
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