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Science and consciousness

JERZY A. WOJCIECHOWSKI
University of Ottawa, Canada

INTRODUCTION

A subject as broad and complex as that of the relationship between science
and consciousness may be discussed from many points of view. It would be
rather futile to try to enumerate all of them, let alone discuss them in one
paper. The approach which will be chosen here is dictated by the context in
which the paper will be presented, namely, the Third International Seminar
on the Living State. The seminar is a scientific meeting dedicated to the study
of the biophysical aspects of life mainly on the cellular and subcellular level.
Consequently, it seems logical that the first thing which has to be done in this
paper is to justify it, namely, to explain why a paper dealing with conscious-
ness is presented at a biophysical conference.

The question may be formulated as follows: Why be concerned with con-
ciousness in a biophysical study of life? The question is, indeed, intriguing,
at least to a Westerner, That it is intrigning to a Westerner and much less so
to an Indian is a fact which is very revealing and relevant for the discussion
of the relationship between science and consciousness. The difference in the
perception of this relationship reflects the difference existing between Western
and Indian cultures in their perception of reality and their mode of thinking.
Cultures are fundamental facts of life structuring our thought and behaviour.
And equally important are cultural differences. These differences will play a
significant role in the analysis of the problem discussed here. Science, as it
exists presently, is a preponderantly Western product, expressing a Western
cultural paradigm. In light of this situation, let us approach the question of
the relationship between science and consciousness by discussing in the first
place the notion of consciousness in the two cultures. This should allow us
to understand better the nature of this question as well as the reasons why the
discussion of the relationship between science and consciousness at a scientific
meeting is more intriguing for a Westerner than for an Indian.

Chances are that, if the seminars on the living state were organized by a
Western scientist, the question of consciousness would not be included in the
programme at all; and, even if it were mentioned by a speaker, it would be
considered as a bothersome and irrelevant side issue. That this is not the case
is due to the fact that the organizer of these meetings is an Indian who is also
a scientist. It is not the science which he has studied and practised in Western
Europe and North America which prompted him o invite a philosopher to
speak about consciousness, but his Indian Weltanschauung.
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THE IDEA OF CONSCIOUSNESS: EAST AND WEST

The idea of consciousness is an integral part of the perception by a culture of
the world (reality, being) and of the human being. Although it may seem illo-
gical and unjustifiable, this all-important perception is not univocally deter-
mined throughout the human species. It differs from culture to culture. The
way we perceive the world and ourselves determines to a large extent our
hierarchy of values which, in turn, shapes our opinions about more
particular problems and our mode of behaviour. In other words, the
Weltanschauung is a fundamental determinant in human life with far-reaching
theoretical and practical consequences. The notion of consciousness is an
important component of the view of the world, and it, too, has many conse-
quences. The question ‘why be concerned with consciousness in a biophysical
study of life?” and the present paper are among them.

What characterizes the Indian view of the world is the belief in the illusory
nature of the material order of reality (the perceptible world) and the cosmic
nature of consciousness present in all forms of life. Consequently, conscious-
ness is seen as a non-personal, trans-individual, fundamental property of
living beings. In this perspective, a study of life excluding consciousness from
its purview is a very truncated study indeed, which explains why I speak at
this conference. What needs explanation and justification in the study of life
from the Indian point of view is not the discussion of consciousness, but rather
the scientific analysis of the physical aspects of the life phenomenon. These
aspects belong, after all, to the realm of mana. From the perspective of the
traditional Indian perception of reality, the problem to explain is the opposite
of that perceived by the Western mind.

Without attempting to dwell on the Indian perception of consciousness
any longer, let us turn now to the Western notion of it. The difference between
the two is drastic, and the consequences of this difference are very far-reaching
indeed. Let us begin the discussion of the Western point of view with the des-
cription of its idea of reality in general. In contradistinction to Indian culture,
Western culture views physical reality as real, meaningful and important.
Even if it has not been always so, in modern times, and especially in the scienti-
fic perspective, whatever is material is considered real and certain. Conse-
quently, the immaterial is, at best, less certain and, at worst, simply an illusion.
Contemporary Western culture tends to place mana at the opposite end of the
modes of being in relation to Indian culture. This fact allows us to understand
why the Western world became so preoccupied with science and why science
and technology play such an important role in the life and mentality of the
Western man. There is a positive feed (feedback, feed-forward) relationship
between the Western idea of reality and the development of science.

The Western notion of reality may be shocking to an Indian mind and also
to a religiously minded Westerner. In fairness to Western culture, it is neces-
sary to explain that the materialistic perception of reality, prevailing increa-
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singly since the beginning of modern times, was preceded much earlier by the
elaboration of the all-important distinction between the transcendenial
Absolute and the finite world of creatures. The distinction was the cornerstone
of the Judaic religion. From Judaism it passed to Christianity, and through it
became the cornerstone of the Western Weltanschauung. Having distinguished
between two radically different orders of reality, the Western man could dis-
tinguish formally between religion and religious perspective on one side, and
lay preoccupations and points of view on the other. Thus, he could separate
science from religion, and concentrate on the development of the former,
This is why the inclusion of a discussion of consciousness in the programme of
a scientific conference about the phenomenon of life is so intriguing, to put it
mildly, to Western scientists.

An analysis of Western ideas about consciousness will further elucidate
this situation. In the Western tradition in the created, i.s., finite, order of
reality, consciousness, far from being a cosmic factor, is a specific, i.e., distinc-
tive property of humans. Consciousness is the product of rationality, and
rationality is the exclusive, distinctive property of the human species. More-
over, consciousness is always personal. This, again, isan important difference
between the Western and the Indian perception and evaluation of conscious-
ness. The difference becomes even more obvious in the light of the difference
in the value which the two cultures attach to personality and the personal
mode of existence. Their views on this matter are diametrically opposed.

As we know, the Indian traditional view of personality is mainly negative.
Personality means distinctness, and distinctness is seen as limitation preven-
ting a union with, and absorption in, the All which is the Absolute. Thus,
distinctness is the root of radical imperfection, and, consequently, personal
existence is suffering. The aim of life should consist in getting rid of distinct-
ness, i.e., total depersonalization which is the aim of yoga exercises. In the
Woest, instead, personality is seen as the highest form of perfection in the world
of creatures, something eminently desirable, worth cultivating and developing,
The justification of the value of personality has its roots in the Judeo-Christian
notion of Divinity. God is conceived as the transcendental, Supreme Person,
and Supreme Intelligence. Man was created in His image, and man’s persona-
lity is a feeble and remote copy of divine personality, but a copy nevertheless.

"~ Consciousness is an essential property of personality, a basic condition
of the authorship of acts posited by the individual, of his capacity to disting-
uish between good and evil, of responsibility and, consequently, of ethics.
From the Western point of view, itis, indeed, difficult to overexaggerate the
importance of individual consciousness as an aspect of personality and of the
personal mode of existence. In the Judeo-Christian tradition, humanity is a
temporal fact; it had a beginning, has a meaningful history, and will have a
determined end. Consequently, the phenomenon of human consciousness has
also a temporal dimension, and twofold history, namely, general and indivi-
dual. It appeared on the earth with the appearance of man, and each individual
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consciousness begins with the birth of the given person. In other words,
consciousness is not a permanent component of this order of reality. It did not
exist always, and will persist only until the end of the human species.

As far as the origin of consciousness is concerned, there are two points of
view: religious and scientific. Both accept the thesis of the temporal origin of
consciousness, but they differ as to the explanation of this origin. Religion
places the origin of consciousness at a particular point of time—the creation
of Adam and Eve. For science, consciousness is a product of biological evolu-
tion which culminated in the development of the human species. It is, there-
fore, perceived as having evolved gradually over an, as yet, unspecified period
of time. What is important, and all the differences between the religious and
scientific point of view notwithstanding, is the fact that consciousness is per-
ceived in the West in the frame of Jinear time, i.e., in a historical context. The
notion of linear time is in itself a culturally determined notion proper to
Western culture. It differs from the traditional Indian perception of time. A
word of explanation is, therefore, in order.

As in the case of the Western perception of personality and consciousness,
the notion of linear time has a religious root, namely, in the Old Testament.
It is the consequence of the belief that humanity and the world have a history,
that this history is meaningful, because it has a beginning and it will have an
end. It represents the journey of humanity from its creation by God to the
ultimate return to God. Consequently, each moment and each event of this
journey is unique, non-repeatable and meaningful as an element of this colle-
ctive, non-repeatable, unique journey. In the process of laicization of Western
culture, the linear notion of time was taken over by science and became a basic
scientific concept, one of the three notions—mass, extension, time (c.g.s.)—in
terms of which science expresses all measurable properties, i.e., all empirical
data, and beyond which it refuses to venture. Today, the religious root and
justification of the linear time is all but unknown to the great majority of
scientists who consider this notion as a perfectly valid and obvious scientific
concept. It is worth stressing the origin and the present status of the notion of
linear time because of its multiple and far-reaching consequences.

Having pointed out the basic differences in the perception of consciousness
in the Indian and Western culture, and remaining in the Western frame of
mind, let us now turn to a more detailed analysis of consciousness, The analy-
sis will be made with 2 view to elucidating the question of the relationship
between science and consciousness, and should not be taken for an attempt to
give an adequate psychological description of consciousness. Many of the
aspects which are psychologically important will be Ieft out as not pertaining
directly to the problem under discussion. It is advisable to begin the discussion
of the nature of consciousness by pointing out, in the first place, what it is not.
The negative description will allow us to distinguish it from other aspects of
reality. The most fundamental fact in this respect is that consciousness is not
a body, and lacks the properties characterizing material existence. Conse-
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quently, it is not perceptible through the senses. It is not spacially extended, it

has no physical size or shape. It is not composed -of distinguishable parts as
are physical objects. Therefore, it is not measurable, and no quantity can be

attributed to it. It cannot be described in the c.g.s. system in which scientific

data are expressed. Hence it is not subject to quantitative analysis, and mathe-

matics cannot be applied directly to the study of consciousness.

Having said what consciousness is not, let us now follow up the negative
description with a positive analysis. Consciousness is accessible through intro-
spection. We can know it through introspection, because consciousness is an
element of the inner life. There would be no properly human inner life without
consciousness, The problem with this staiement lies with the word ‘inner’.
Human knowledge is grounded in sense perception, and language reflects this
situation. The word ‘inner’ refers, first of all, to a spatial,i.e., physical, rela-
tionship, perceptible through the senses. Although, when applied to conscious-
ness, the word ‘inner’ is used only figuratively, it does convey easily a wrong
impression of being in the physical inside of the body. If this were the case,
consciousness would itself have to have an extension or, otherwise, be a geo-
metric point, because being inside or outside applies only to extended bodies
or points. We are, therefore, left with the apparently meaningful question:
where is the inner life and where is consciousness? The answer is that this is a
wrong question. It is inapplicable, therefore meaningless.

The above discussion gives us an idea of the difficulty of dealing with cons-
ciousness in general and especially in terms of ordinary language, let alone in
scientific terms. This would not be perhaps so disturbing, had consciousness
been a secondary aspect of human nature and a side issue. But this, definitely,
is not the case, it is quite to the contrary. Consciousness is the foundation of
rational life and behaviour. All what we recognize as being properly and
specifically human involves consciousness. Without it there would be no
thinking and understanding as we know it, but even on a more fundamental
level there would be no meaning to our ideas and words. Hence there would
be no language. Consciousness is necessary for the distinction between truth
and falsity, between good and evil. Without consciousness there would be no
ethics and no psychological freedom. Nor would there be any guidance or
directionality to human life, whether on the individual or social level beyond
that provided by physiological needs and drives. In this context, the develop-
ment of science would be not only incomprehensible but also impossible.

Those who may have doubts about the role and/or the importance of
consciousness should reflect on the development of humanity. It is a massive
and obvious phenomenon, There are two basic aspects to it, namely, physical
and psychological. The first is the ever-accelerating growth of the human
biomass. The second may be somewhat less striking but certainly equally im-
portant increase of knowledge, level of education of humanity in general and
of the associated level of awareness of individuals and entire societies. There
are constantly more individuals who are more knowledgeable, more conscious
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of themselves, their situation, the state of their society and the state of huma-
nity. Far from being accidentally parallel, the physical and psychological
developments of mankind are intrinsically related and interdependent. If
consciousness is what makes us specifically human, then the progress which
the Western man is so preoccupied with and intent on producing is a process
of humanization of humans. Obviously, humanity is an unfinished business,
and has still a long way to go before realizing fully the human potential. It is
in this context that the question of the relationship between science and con-
sciousness acquires its full meaning.

Earlier, we have discussed the notion of personality and the positive value
which Western culture attaches to it. We have also stressed the importance of
the fact of consciousness in the Western perception of the phenomenon of
personality. It is precisely because of consciousness that humans are persons
and are perceived as being distinct from all other creatures. This distinctive-
ness of humans is also the reason why they are perceived as being superior
to other creatures and as having been oreated in the image of God. The deve-
lopment of personal consciousness is seen as the development in the right
direction, namely, in the direction of greater personalization of man. By all
available evidence this process is, indeed, taking place. The more we are
persons and the more we are conscious, the more must we be aware of the
consequences of our consciousness, Among these consequences is the consci-
ousness of the problem of the scientific study of consciousness and of the
growing awareness of the globalization of humanity. The all-important process
of globalization, i.e., integration of mankind, involves growing intellectual,
cultural and material interdependence on a worldwide scale. This, in turn,
produces greater intersubjectivity, greater need of intersubjective relation-
ships, and greater awareness of time,

THE IMPACT OF SCIENCE ON CONSCIOUSNESS AND ON ITs STUDY

The evolution of humanity is not an uncaused or accidental process. In order
to understand this process, we have to view it as a systemic phenomenon, the
result of the interplay of several factors. Among them, the most dynamic
factor, and the one which directly produces the change in thehuman situation,
is the development of knowledge.* The development of knowledge is a massive
fact and of highest importance to humanity, It does not occur, however, uni-
formly everywhere. One of the most striking facts about knowledge is that
there has never been one common, equally developed body of knowledge
everywhere. (We shall call a body of knowledge a knowledge construct—KC
for short.) What, in fact, exists is a muitiplicity of KCs particular to each
culture. They express different world-views, different levels of development and
are accepted in areas differing very much in size, from local KCs particular to
a small tribe to the Western KC dominant over large parts of the globe. The

*Vide the attached charts,
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rate of development of KCs is very different indeed. It ranges from almost
steady state, stationary KCs of stone age socisties, to the evermore rapid
advancing Western KC,

In the past four centuries, the growth of the Western KC was produced
mainly by the development of modern science. As it is well-known, the deve-
lopment of modern science was made possible by two factors, namely :

(@) The inveniion and systematic use of the experimental method; and
(b) The concentration on the quantitative, i.e., measurable aspects of
reality and the use of mathematics for the analysis of the data.

The experimental-mathematical method had its philosophical antecedent and
justification in the shift from the Aristotelian to the Platonic frame of thought
and the resulting conviction that the essence of reality is quantity. Quantity is
adequately represented by numbers; therefore, mathematics is the chosen tool
forstudying the world. This belief provided thejustification for the conviction
that experimental science is not just ¢ method of knowing but that it is the
mathod, all other methods being less perfect, inadequate, and, far from being
complementary, truly secondary.

The invention of modern scientific method was not only a turning point in
the history of mankind. Its far-reaching consequences are relevant to the
problems discussed in this paper. Let us begin the analysis of some of these
consequences by discussing the notion of the scientific datum. The data of
modern science represent spatio-temporal phenomena. This is not an accident.
Space and time are seen as objective, fundamental aspects of physical reality.
They provide the framework for all observable events. Moreover, spatial
extension is the most obviously quantitative and most easily measurable aspect
of reality. Space can be conceived as being homogeneous, composed of equal
parts which can be counted, and, therefore, quantified. Aristotle has defined
quantity as “parts outside the parts’. This definition may, as well, be applied to
space.

Having opted for quantitative knowledge, science tried to view all other
aspects of reality as if they were space-like in their nature and expressed
them by means of the c.g.s. system. This is why science cannot cope with the
problem of consciousness in scientific terms. It has no handle for dealing with
this problem. The choice of the quantitative approach and the condition of
verifiability resulted in the limitation of the subject-matter of science and the
exclusion of those aspects of reality which did not satisfy the conditions im-
posed by science. Among the phenomena which found themselves outside the
purview of science was consciousness.

Empirical science exists in symbiotic relationship with technology. Indeed,
science could not have developed as it did without technology providing it
with adequate research tools. In turn, technology could not have produced
the sophisticated devices without the theoretical basis provided by mathema-
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tics and physical sciences. The result of the co-operation is the growing power
of humans over nature and over themselves. The relationship between know-
ledge and power is obvious in the case of science. However, this relationship
is not limited to the scientific mode of knowledge. Science and technology
made us aware of this relationship which is, in fact, universal, Let us express
this fundamental property of knowledge in the form of a law:

Law I: Knowledge is power

All knowledge is power, whether it is theoretical or practical knowledge,
empirical or contemplative, Eastern or Western. They may differ in the inten-
tions of the use of power, in the mode of its use and in the conseguences pro-
duced, but not in the fact that knowledge does bestow power on the knower.
The exercise of power transforms humanity and the world around it. The
consequences of the use of power, i.e., of the rational activity are many, and,
indeed, far-reaching. Especially, scientific knowledge becomes more and more
invasive, manipulative of the object, powerful and diversified. At the same
time, the growth of science presupposes and generates communication and
co-operation on an ever larger scale. Thus, science becomes increasingly more
synergistic and globalized. The development of science impacts into humanity,
both on the material, biological, as well as on the intellectual levels. The more
science advances, the greater is our capacity to act. The more active we be-
come, the more knowledge is desired and necessary for individuals and socie-
ties to survive in the increasingly competitive world. The more, therefore,
science spreads, the more everybody becomes dependent on knowledge and
on those who have the knowledge which one does not have but needs directly
or indirectly. Nobody possesses all the knowledge necessary for an advanced
mode of material and intellectual existence, This is why everybody becomes
dependent on the specialized knowledge of somebody else. Consequently:

LAw I1: Knowledge (science) creates (global) interdependence

Interdependence induced by the development of knowledge affects indi-
viduals and societies, nations and cultures alike. It lcads to a new stage in the
development of humanity, namely, the globalization of mankind alluded to
in the previous chapter. We may, therefore, formulate a corollary of Law Il:

Law LII: The development of knowledge (science) produces the
globalization of humanity

This is an irreversible process which, short of a global catastrophe, will conti-
nue to develop. Politics, ideologiss and various local interests may and will
interfere with it but will not be able to stop or revert it as long as knowledge
will keep increasing and population growing. Globalization will have impor-
tant consequences for the level of consciousness.
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Earlier in this paper wehave mentioned the growth of awareness accompa-
nying the physical development of humanity. Let us now point out that the
growth of consciousness is directly related by positive feedback to the growth
of knowledge. This relationship may be expressed in the form of a law:

Law IV: The growth of knowledge (science) produces the
growth of consciousness

It means that as long as knowledge will progress, and nothing indicates that
it will stop to develop, humanity will be increasingly more conscious on the
individual, social and global level. Therefore, it will be more and more pre-
occupied with problems of consciousness, its nature, its state, its impact and
its development. In other words:

Law V: The growth of knowledge (science) produces the need
to study consciousness

Given the differences of perception of consciousness by different cultures, it
is easy to foresee that thedevelopment of knowledge will bring about a grow-
ing need to study and compare the perceptions of consciousness proper to
different cultures. Since the Western perception of consciousness is closely
related to the scientific point of view, it will become increasingly necessary to
elucidate the relationship existing between science and consciousness, It means
that:

Law VI: The development of science produces the need to study
the relationship between science and consciousness

The need to study this relationship is already, albeit obliquely, felt in physics.
The discovery of the subatomic level of reality and the realization of the rela-
tivity of the human observer destroyed the simplistic belief of classical science
in the objectivity and absolute nature of our knowledge. It made us aware of
the unavoidable subjective factor in all our knowledge, including the ‘hard’
sciences. On the other hand, cultural anthropology revealed to us the cultural
conditioning of science. There is but one step from problems of subjectivity
and cultural conditioning to the problem of consciousness. For reasons ex-
plained earlier, it is a very uncomfortable step to take for scientists, but they
will have to make it, if they want to advance science on a broad front. The
great advantage of the scientific method is its independence from the preferen-
ces and wishes of individual scientists, and, therefore, so is the logic of the
development of science. The more advanced become the methods of observa-
tion, the more they become structured, artificial, dependent on conscious
decisions and on highly sophisticated theoretical knowledge of the scientist.
The more theoretical becomes science, the more it is consciousness bound,
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In its search for answers to known facts and problems which they pose to
the inquisitive mind, science has continuously to make progress. To explain
the known it has to investigate the unknown. This is not only the result of the
insatiable curiosity of the human mind; there exists also an objective reason
for this sitnation, namely, no single fact and no set of facts can be explained
within itself, because none of them is its own cause. To explain it, one has to
go beyond it, i.e., to furtherand broaden the investigation. It may secm that
the definitive explanation of a field of inquiry is at hand or within reach, as
it seemed in the case of classical mechanics toward the end of the nineteenth
century. The discovery of the subatomic level shattered this comfortable feel-
ing. Now we are aware of the fact that we are far away from the Holy Grail
of the scientific quest—the definitive explanation.

The supreme rule of science is submission to facts. The encounter of new
entities or new types of problems obliges science to adjust to new situations.
Thus, science is a self-regulating system, continuously broadening its scope of
research and its conceptual framework. The refinement of the research appa-
ratus makes possible not only the observation of minute phenomena but also
the detailed study of such macroscopic entities as the living brain in action.
It is now possible to observe the manifestations of the various states of consci-
ousness in the brain and in its functioning, beginning with the holistic aspect
of the brain and ending on the subatomic level. Although, now as before,
science cannot observe consciousness as such, it can study now its organic
manifestations in much greater detail than ever before. These manifestations
are expressible in the ¢.g.s. system and constitute a legitimate object of scienti-
fic research.

True to the logic of inquiry, science will have to ask questions about the
causes of these phenomena. The more the methods of investigation will
become refined and powerful, as they certainly will, the more the conscious-
pess-related phenomena will become observable and known, and the more,
then, science will have to investigate them, inquire about their nature and
source. In the process, science will probe the self-imposed limits of the sphere
of its validity and will have to adjust its methods and its conceptual apparatus
to the novel situations. One thing which it will not be able to do will be to
avoid the problematic of consciousness. Facing squarely this problem, it will
become a better mode of knowledge, more adequate for coping with the
overwhelming richness of human reality. It may then become less a one culture

product, more considerate of other cultural perceptions and less destructive
for non-Western cultures.
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ledge (KC) & products including prostheses to the brain

g) mastery of natural environment

h) man becoming his own maker & product
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The problem of causation and time-symmetry
in physics

FILITA BHARUCHA
Indian Institute of Technology, Bombay

1. Introduction

The endeavour to understand the link between physics, both classical and
modern and the general philosophy of the world has been occupying the
minds of both physicists and philosophers for a long time. Amongst the phy-
sicists, Max Planck,! the originator of the quantum theory has raised a ques-
tion in his “Philosophy of Physics”. According to him “the connection
bétween physics and the endeavour to attain a general philosophy of the world,
it may well be asked what this connection is”. Max Planck himself has sugges-
ted that such a general philosophy would be satisfactory if it covers the physi-
cal as well as the intellectual realms.

So far classical physics has proceeded on the following two assumptions:

(i) The existénce of events, an event being a physical occurrence at a
point in space and at a moment of time.

(ii) The possibility of obtaining a complete grasp of the laws governing
events. .

The methods of obtaining such a grasp of the laws governing real events in
classical physics have been devised by both physicists and philosophers follo-
wing a2 number of alternative paths. One such path which so prominently
figures in the search of new direction towards understanding of these laws
is Phenomenology.? The onward progress of scientific research can hardly be
possible without, at some stage in its development, recourse being taken to
the practice of phenomenology. During the slow and continuous evolution
of the ideas in the understanding of the laws of nature many new paths are
traversed, many insights are acquired till at some stage we achieve a quantum
jump in our understanding of natural phenomena. We have termed this a
“breakthrough”. In the intervening period between one breakthrough and the
next, guidance to the process of unfolding of the evolutionary process is
provided by phenomenology, it is like a torch which shows the way towards
this unfolding.

Einstein regarded his own work as a search for the general laws of nature.
Einstein’s physical theories have indeed played an important role in the
history of contemporary philosophy. In the words of Philipp Frank®, we can
say that ““no professional philosopher of the 20th century was quoted so fre-
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quently by other philosophers as Einstein was™, Einstein was considered as a
“philosopher” in the literal sense of a “lover of wisdom”,

2. Causality in Nature

With the switch over of classical views of nature one could no longer
extend the law of causality as understood earlier. Kant treated it as a law
which expressed the validity of invariable rules applicable to all events and
hence considered it as one of his “categories™. It was considered as a form of
intuition without which experience would be impossible.

In natural sciences one cannot, in general, begin from fixed axioms as in
pure mathematics. Often one realizes that it is not an easy task to have an
extensive comprehension of this concept. It should be noted that I do not
use the word ‘concept’ in the sense of a rigid logical construct but as an
‘existential’ one also. By an existential concept we mean one that we shall try
to evolve through experience and intensive observation,

The forecast of every event in the sense-world is subject to a certain in-
accuracy. An event in the sense-world is translated by physics into a formal
physical world-image. However, the world-image follows definite laws and
hence the events in the world-image appear to be causally connected. After
arriving at the necessary conclusion after a series of logical deductions in the
world-image, one translates the results and interprets them in the sense-world.
This translation from the sense-world to the world-image and back again is
considered to be the source of these inaccuracies. Classical theories tended to
disregard these inaccuracies, since they were not very relevant in the macro-
scopic realm. The so-called ‘indeterminists’ are accused of looking for some
irregularity behind every rule whereas the ‘determinists’ for a rule behind
every irregularity.

- In the opinion of some physicists, the ““uncertainty principle’’ of Heisen-
berg refutes the causality principle. However, authors like Max Planck feel
that this is due to a confusion between the world-image and the world of
sense. He feels it is meaningless with reference to physics to ask for the simul-
taneous values of the co-ordinates and velocities of a particle.

In view of conflicting ideas can one conclude that causality is a heuristic
principle? Indeed so far as it appears the law of causality cannot be de-
monstrated nor can it be logically refuted. However, this seems to be a sterile
and non-satisfactory attitude. Perhaps one should investigate further,

3. The Arrow of Time

The distinction between past and future disappears when events are inter-
preted according to the fundamental laws of physics. There exists merely a
4-dimensional continuum of space and time, However, one experiences in
one’s perception of the world a kind of moving forward in time. In particular,
geological and biological changes appear to be evolving forward in time,
David Layzer? calls it “the historical arrow of time”, This arrow appears to
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be defined by a series of events which are evolving in time. We see the ‘biologi-
cal arrow of time” as follows :

There is a translation of the code of D.N.A. into proteins by a sequence
of nucleotides in a D.N.A. segment which entirely defines the sequence of
amino-acids in the corresponding polypeptide. The polypeptide specifies com-
pletely under normal initial conditions the folded structure adopted by the
polypeptide, once it is constituted, Therefore the structural and hence fun-
ctional “interpretation” of genetic code is unequivocally rigorous. However,
it is important to note that the translation mechanism is irreversible is never
seen being conveyed in the opposite direction, i.e., from protein to D.N.A.
Evolution, thercfore the biosphere necessarily defines a direction of time.
This irreversibility of evolution could be considered as an expression of second
law of thermodynamics (which we discuss below):

Originally the Second Law of Thermodynamics was put forward by Clau-
sins in 1850, as a generalization of Carnot’s principle, It states that within an
energetically isolated enclosure all differences of temperature must tend to
even out spontaneously. In other words, if initially the temperature is uniform
than the thermal potential remains constant, in different arcas of the whole.
Now no macroscopic phenomenon can occur within an isolated and enclosed
space of uniform temperature, viz. the system is inert. Hence it is said that the
second law of thermodynamics implies the inevitable degradation of energy
within an isolated system, such as the universe.

‘Entropy’ is the thermodynamic quantity which measures the amount of
degradation of energy within a system. Summarising, we can say that every
phenomenon, whatever it may be, is accompanied by an increasing amount
of ‘Entropy’ within the system where it occurs. However, statistical mechanics
implies that the increasing of *Entropy’ was 2 statistically predictable consc-
quence of random movement of molecules in the Kinetic theory of matter.
The behaviour of molecules in closed spaces enabled us to link the degradation
of energy with a statistical measure of disorder within the system. If the in-
creasing ‘Entropy’ in a system implies a commensurate increase of disorder
within it, then an increase of order implics a decrease of entropy, or in other
words, an increase of negative entropy (Negentropy). But the degree of order
of a system can be defined in the language of information. Therefore, the
order of a system can be equated with the quantity of information required
for description of that system,

But, Szilard and Leon Brillouin,® showed that the amount of information
and “negentropy’ can be equated. Still, one cannot neglect today one of the
fundamental statements of information theory which states that the transmis-
sion of a message is necessarily accompanied by a certain dissipation of the
information it contains, This may be taken as the theoretical equivalent of
the second law of thermodynamics.

However, both these arrows are restricted to a macroscopic level, There
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appears no evidence of them at the microscopic level,.Then the Question is
whether there is time reversal in the microscopic world.

4. Time-Symmetry

Most equations in physics are symmetrical with reference to time, i.e., if
we substitute—t for t, the equations stiil hold good. The fundamental equa-
tions of Maxwell’s classical electromagnetic theory are time-symmetric. The
two solutions are called the retarded and the advanced,

The retarded solutions are those which diverge at a finite speed from their
associated source charges while the advanced solutions are those which con-
verge on source charges at the same speed. Retarded fields are selected since
they appear to correspond to experience while advanced ones appear to con-
tradict experience. However Dirac,? in 1938, found that in order to express
the empirically well-established formula for radiation damping in terms of a
covariant electromagnetic field, it is necessary to employ both the retarded
and advanced solutions.

In order to explicate the details, I first outline the basic concepts, assump-
tions and notations, An electromonotic field will be represented by a second
order tensor field denoted by letter F. Charged particles are represented by
their Minkowski world lines in a manifold and labelled individually by the
Indicesa, b, . . .. The motion of each charged particle is assumed to be gover-
ned by Lorentz equations of motion. The electro-magnetic field is assumed to
satisfy Maxwell’s covariant inhomogeneous field equations. The total field is
assumed to be a superposition of field arising from individual (source) parti-
cles. In classicdil L.T.E. (Lorentz Transformation Equations) the radiation
experienced by a radiating charged particle is due to the action of charge on
itself (self-action). This idea of Lorentz éncountered many insurmountable
difficulties, e.g. the problem of infinite self-energy,

J. A. Wheeler and R. P. Feynman? interpreted the radiation as the response
(advanced action) of all other charges in the universe collectively known as the
absorber or absorbing radiation. Now the special property of a completely
absorbing medium in the theory of radiative reaction is given by the equation.

Z ( ) _ F(a)) =0 (everywhere) O
ret adv
a
where F ) denotes the field of retarded solutions and F (:) the field of
ret aay

advanced solutions of Maxwell’s equations. This equation for the condition
of absorption is completely symmetrical between advanced and retarded
fields. That is, the reversal of time does not affect them. However, Wheeler
and Feynman think that it is solely the naiure of the initial conditions which
govern the direction of the radiation process. They have illustrated this as
follows:
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Consider the equation of motion derived from Fokker action by Wheeler
and Feynman

Ma éi:eazé (F(J:c), ret+ F (:2’ adv) &k (2)
b#a

where ai, gives the position of the a** particle, the dots on ‘a’ represent the
derivatives with respect to ‘proper’ time, m, is its mass and e, is its charge.

(4
Fi(k ) ) is the field of retarded solutions corresponding to the particle
s re

) .
lebelled b and ng‘) v is the field of advanced solutions. Inthe equation(2)
» agy

the symbol bs£a over the summation sign indicates that the self-action is
omitted. Wheeler and Feynman have shown that the equation (2) reduces
to the following by using egn. (1).
mii—e, > F a e} ( ) FO )ci" )
iks ret tky  rot they ade
b=#a

However, Dirac® has shown that

0 __ " 2 f e o
[F”ﬂ ret Fik’ av ] 3 \@G@— aa ). .... (4)

Using the above, we have finally

o 2 o
modimey F, 2w )E O
bz£a

The equation (5) represents the equation of motion of the typical particle
in a completely absorbing universe. The second term in the above equation
represents the force of radiation reaction of the particle ‘a’ {self-action). Under
the fime reversal, that is, when t — —t, the retarded field goes over to the

advanced field, that is, F,,; ~»F,g, so that we have

i b r 2est e so0 1) 2
LT F(ik): adv ak—Ta"(&: a—ardy )ak- < (6)
bzta

We observe that equations (5) and (6) have the same form, except for the
change in sign of the second term on the right hand side of eqn. (6) and F,,,
replaced by F,,. Equation (6) shows that the condition of absorption
between retarded and advanced fields is completely symmetrical. Flowever,
they interpret this, as Einstein does, as the phenomenon of statistical mecha-
nics connected with the asymmetry of the initial conditions, with reference
to time. According to them, there is a chaotic motion in the absorber which
gives each particle the right impulse at the proper moment of time to generate
a disturbance which converges upon the source at the precise instant when it
is accelerated (advanced action). The source receives enorgy and particles of

the absorber have diminished velocity.
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5. Cosmology and The Arrow of Time

The theory of Wheeler and Feynman outlined above was found to be
deficient by J. Hogarth® since they worked within the framework of the
Minkowski static universe. However, all modern ideas of cosmology indicate
that the universe is not static and Minkowskian in nature but is evolutionary.
He has shown that in conjunction with the absorber theory of radiation the
electrodynamic arrow of time is shown as a consequetice of certain evolutio-
nary cosmological models (steady state model). He feels that though the time-
symmetric nature of the formulae of radiation reaction goes against the usual
metaphysical presupposittons of the nature of time and causality, one cannot
ignore it. Yet one will have to offer consistent reasons to choose the retarded
solutions only as required by observations.

At this stage, we give a brief qualitative description of how an absorber
theory of radiation predicts the results
of observations. Referring to the figure

- HE - shown alongside, at each peint 0 on
e | I the worldline of a typical particle ‘a’,

74 the sources of the force field on that
— N ‘woroue  particle lie on the nullcone (the path of
ABSORBER ! P light) with the apex at 0 (the location
of the particle ‘a”). We define this null-
cone and the system of particles on it as
the absorber of ‘a’ located at 0.

= — 5 +SPACE
/ LIGHT CONE

PAST .
ABSCRBER

The part of the absorber which lies
in future with respect to 0 is called the
future absorber and is denoted by as.

The part of the absorber which lies in
the past with respect to 0 is called the
' past absorber and is denoted by ae.
Taking into account the particle ‘a’, the interaction of the absorber of ‘a’
with its own field will give rise to additional fields. Let Ar be the additional
field originating in a; and Ay be the correlating field in a,. Then

F()=F())+(AstAp) 7
where (Ag +Ap) is the field of radiation reaction. It can be shown that
(Apt-Ap) =1 ( FO_F (a)) then we have got the correct formula for the

ret ady

radiation damping.

Hogarth has shown that the combination of an ideal absorber, that is,
that absorber for which Ay or Ap is equal to its stimulus and a non-ideal past
absorber for which the difference between stimulus and response is significant,
results in retarded fields, where the opposite combination predicts advanced
fields. If both the absorbers are ideal the observable fields would be time-
symmetric. The maintenance of a constant density of matter (steady state
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universe) is an advantage for obtaining an electrodynamics which is compara-
ble with experience. In conclusion, the electrodynamic arrow of time is deter-
mined by cosmological properties of the universe,

6. Theory of Master-Asymmetry

The distinguished Israeli physicist-engineer Benjamin Gal-Or® has tried to
establish causal links among thermodynamic, electrodynamic and cosmologi-
cal arrows of time, within the framework of a new theory derived from
Newtonian gravitation or General Relativity. He employs a ‘Laboratory-uni-
verse principle of equivalence’ and Olber’s paradox to demonstrate how the
expansion of our isotropic universe affects all irreversible processes on earth.

Gal-Or’s main theme is the derivation of the Master-asymmetry condition
(as he calls it) dv/dt>-0 (i.e. expansion) where v=tfp, wherepis the density
of matter at a time t. He uses this master-asymmetry in conjunction with
reversible conservation equations of energy and mass to build his new forma-
lism which he claims replaces the axiomatic formalism of classical and conti-
nuum thermodynamics. He concludes by saying that deeply embedded in this
chain of causal links are questions related to the very nature of time and to the
interaction between thermodynamics (matter) and electrodynamic radiation.
The possible interactions are summarized in the table below:

TABLE 1

(a) Master Asymmetry— —>Thermodynamic Asymmetry———»
Electromagnetic Asymmetry

(b) Master Asymmetry——->Electromagnetic Asymmetry———
Thermodynamic Asymmetry

©) Master Asymmetry

e
w * Thermodynamic
———— Asymmetry

Electrodynamic
Asymmetry

From the very early days Plato considered time to be a redundant variable,
space was to be a pre-existing framework into which the universe was fitted,
However, unlike the concept of space, time was regarded as being generated
by the nature of the universe. Among contemporary thinkers, Ellis points out
that the flow of an elementary particle’s time is linked with the expanding
universe. In 1969, Misner defined an absolute time () by linking its definition
with that of the expanding universe () =—log vi, where v is the (dimen-
sionless) volume of space, at a given time, in the cosmic universe. (From the
thermodynamic viewpoint, it is a unidirectional time which is irreversible as
long as the universe is expanding.) Gal-Or proposes to consider a new primary
time coordinate whose use resolves a number of paradoxes regarding current
concepts of time, time asymmetries and irreversibility, He claims that the
master-asymmetry dv/dt > 0, (mentioned earlier) stands at the basis of his
new theory of irreversibility.
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For certain astrophysical reasons, Gal-Or considers it logical and useful
1 . ]
to examine the definition, t"= vi= ( Bl-) 3 where pisthe density of a

“smeared out” cosmic mass energy. This time is also unidirectional insofar as
space keeps expanding. However, this definition is significant at early stages of
evolution when anisotropic rates of change in v may have some effect. The
observed (red-shifted) master asymmetry of present and past epochs is, how-
ever, isotropic and hence it is reasonable to consider t'=ry, where rv is the
radius of v. This definition rules out the time-reversal transformation t'— - t'.
According to Gal-Or both t’ and t” suggest that the accessible evolving cosmic
systemt is the most universal and durable system of time measurement that
the entire spectrum of “independent’ time symmetries (or irreversibilities) may
be unified in the definition of a proper standard time. Since neither -ve
volumes nor — ve radii are admissible, the set of defining the origin of irrever-
sibilities in nature reduces to defining primary time. This helps to avoids the
difficulty of a pulsating evolution and the master asymmetry is converted into
a purely spatial inequality

dv dv 32/3 g
F-w -V >

This inequality is independent of any cosmological model, decelerating or
accelerating, expanding or contracting. _

He concludes by saying that the origin of irreversibility in nature 1s not to
be found in any of the mathematical formulations of statistical mechanics.
In fact, the creation and transfer of irreversibility from large to small systems
involves electromagnetic asymmetry, thermal gradients etc. but most impor-
tant of all it involves gravitation. Hence he calls his new school of thought as
gravitism. We can summarize his views as :

(1) All laws of nature are the results of observation and some of them
are strictly reversible.

(2) However, we cannot cause macroscopic systems o run backward by
our personal choice.

(3) Quantum Mechanics does not reject causality and determinism.

With regard to the problem of T-violation in Kaonic systems, .he thinlfs
that the fundamental question of microscopic irreversibility for a microscopic
arrow of time must be investigated within a theory more clearly unified with
the rest of macroscopic physics. frreversibility on the present smallest scale_may
not be entirely dissociated from that observed on larger scales. Gal-Or is so
enamoured by his master-asymmetry that he concludes that _sa.yiug “such an
asymmetry may be imprinted on electromagnetic or gravitational waves and
may be traced back to the master-asymmetry”.
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7. Conclusion

It has become an almost universal practice to refer to the direction of time
or the arrow of time in physics, with the implicit meaning of the direction of
flow or movement of the ‘now’ from the past to the future. It is here that
perhaps the most serious misunderstanding of all has arisen, because this
dubious psychological concept of ‘becoming’ has been so frequently muddled
with the objective, legitimate physical concept of time asymmetry.

The two directions of time in the following sense—towards the past and
towards the future—are known from experience to be fundamentally disting-
uished physically. Indeed, practically all the phenomena of nature appear to
be asymmetric in time. As a result of the universal nature of this asymmetry
there has grown the additional misconception that it is a structural property of
time itself. A closer inspection reveals that it is more appropriate to regard
the asymmetry as a collective property of physical systems in space-time. In
this sense, time as such does not possess any intrinsic orientation, movement,
direction of arrow. In an empty universe such things do not exist. Contrary
to the widespread belief, time asymmetry is only a type of description, relevant
to the macroscopic world-view of the physicists, rather than an extra physical
ingredient to be added to the laws of mechanics,

The misleading belief that nature imposes a direction of time onto every-
thing (in the active time sense), including individual particles has led many
authors to look for the origin of this mysterious *“extra ingredient”. Some
have appealed to the microscopic domain and the subject of quantum mecha-
nics, others to cosmology or a mixture of cosmology and electrodynamics.
Others attempts to deny or mutilate the Hamiltonian description, perhaps to
the random interaction of the systems with the world outside. The complexity
and obscurity of many of these attempts strongly suggests that there is no
additional guality to be found.

Running parallel with all these controversies in thermodynamics and
statistical mechanics have been the long arguments about the boundary condi-
tions for retarded radiation in electrodynamics. The only convincing attempt
to explain the predominance of retarded radiation over advanced, on the basis
of a detailed mathematical theory, was that presented by Wheeler and Feyn-
man in 1945. In this so-called “absorber theory™ (that we discussed earlier)
the thermodynamic properties of the material which eventually absorbs the
radiation are used to account for the retarded nature. The theory has been
much championed in recent years by some cosmologists, who have replaced
the thermodynamic considerations of the absorber with cosmological ones,
thereby opening up the fascinating possibility of discriminating between cos-
mological models on the basis of local observations of retarded radiation.

A large school of thought which believes that cosmology determines the
temporal asymmetry of thermodynamics and electrodynamics has grown in
the last decade, though opinions differ widelyasto the closeness of this connec-
tion. In a new classic paper, T. Gold suggested that the expansion of the
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universe in some way maintains the thermodynamic disequilibrium of the
world, in the sense that in a recontracting universe the direction of thermody-
namic and electrodynamic process would reverse. This suggestion has caught
the imagination of many physicists and astronomers, even though it runs
counter to the pioneering work of Tolman, whose application of thermody-
namics to cosmology in the 1930s demonstrated that repeated cycles of ex-
pansions and contractions of the cosmos would, in general, only serve to
increase the entropy of the cosmological material. In any case, it would be
expected on quite general grounds that the cosmological expansion would
only be relevant to local thermodynamic processes when the expansion time
scale is comparable with the process relaxation times. This was indeed the
case in the very early stages of the so-called *big bang’ cosmological models,
and it is to this big bang that the search must be directed for an explanation of
the present disequilibrium of the universe.
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I

¢“The reason why I was born a jackal”, says a character in the Mahabhirata,
“is that I was a counterfeit pundit, rationalist and critic of the Vedas, being
devoted to logic and the useless science of reasoning, a proclaimer of logical
arguments, a talker in assemblies, a reviler and opposer of priests in arguments
about Brahman, an unbeliever, a doubter of all, who thought myself a
pundit”.’ (Radhakrishnan 1983; 484-5, wherein he quotes from the Mahabha-
rata thus).

No. We shall not be led into justification or rebuttal of the stand-point
that this quotation almost tempts us to launch into. For if, reason and logical
arguments, coupled with opposition to priest-hood and the attendant dogma
is precisely what makes for philosophy for some (and also why the label philo-
sophy to whatever goes on in the name of Indian philosephy is suspect accor-
ding to them, since it often boils down to the authority of this or that precep-
tor} it can be equally forcefully argued that what goes on in the name of the
defense of reason and conceptual analysis is more hair-splitting argumenta-
tion of aimless meanderings whose internal coherence and apparent consis-
tency only camouflage the essential lack of inclination, or ability, in its profes-
sors to rise above their own encapsulated world-viewing. If the proper, or
rather only, concern of philosophy is to be the analysis of concepts, then it is
analysis which is supreme, and concepts qua concepts, their worth, their
expanse, their intrinsic merit or otherwise become secondary to its domain.
Now of course it can serve the purposes of some to view philosophy thus. But
it serves their purpose, and the purposes of their philosophizing. It is a moot
point whether it serves the purpose of philosophy itself.

Reason and its justification have worth only up to the limits of their own
expertise. Stretching it beyond this serves the purpose neither of the under-
standing of concepts nor their analyses. This indeed is what the above quota-
tion can be said to mean when it talks of counterfeit pundits, of rationalists
who criticize the Vedas and revile assemblies, unbelievers and doubters who
oppose authority and seek thereby, albeit unconsciously, to establish their
own. And now if we deem it worthwhile to re-read the above quotation it may
not appear as shocking and sacrilageous to our modernist sensibilities as it
seemed. For it anticipates the way arguments about Indian philosophy, or for
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that matter about Indian thought itself, has bared of its psyche over the last
few years to those who must both study and guide it, either on a course of
pluralistic heterogeneity or seek to extract a homogeneoussubstratum and
reject all the residue, This is the essence of the Karl Potter-Daya Krishna
controversy (Daya Krishna 1984, Karl Potter 1985), for example; but it only
reflects a wider difficulty with the systematization of Indian thought that has
stumped most reasoned analyses. For it seeks thereby to stretch the limits of
reason itself, probably considering it limitless; and unable to see therein the
relevance, and irrelevance, of varied viewpoints, whether of our rationalities
or our beliefs. And it is not reason, neither is it cognition, nor faith, nor even
a judicious amalgam of all these that can serve as a master-tool. Simply be-
cause there is no master-tool, here as anywhere else. There are only reference-
points, intersecting issues, and relevant or irrelevant departures. This need
apply to all enterprises of man, whether his forays in the fields of the natural
and physical sciences, the social sciences, or the humanities. His philosophy is
no less immune to this generalization. Philosophy, rather, should project this
cognition in its utmost brilliance, and not straitjacket itself in adventitious
barricades of simulated orderliness. Lack of order is nof necessarily disorder,
nor is presence of order a guaranteed protector against disorder, Lack of
order is often necessary to the vitality of thought, and when order is only the
second name for regimentation of thought, is the sign of a philosopher’s
personal search for order in the midst of a plethora of anarchical mushroom-
ings that bombard his sensibilities and make him react to them with the
weapon he has honed to perfection, his reasoning. But to realise that the
weapon is good and efficient only up to a limit is probably the first important
landmark in the philosopher’s respect for man’s cognitive enterprise and
genius. And probably also just compensation he must repay to the branch that
hag offered him so much. It is not a compensation, really. It is only a repay-
ment that must ensure a fresh loan to launch a more robust enterprise of
enquiry on.

Suffice it for the present, for this is a topic by itself and indeed much can
be said for cither side, whatever one’s personal inclinations or likings. We
only need to keep at the fore-front of our consciousness that we do not hoist
our personal needs and likings on to our philosophizing; personal needs and
likings, mind you, not personal cognitions. For cognitions cannot but be
hoisted. In fact what are we doing but that? And needs have two aspects, one,
creative and positive, the second, alienative and negative (Chattopadhyaya
1987; 2). While the former needs to be forwarded, the latter which often impin-
gos on and obstructs its genuine articulation, has to be assiduously guarded
against. We realize you may be itching to peint out holes in this argument.
We shall discuss the further ramifications of this in the last section. Preserve
it t1ll then, if preserve it you must.

But, then, let us come back to the quotation with which we started. We
Indians are a funny people. We have been big-talkers, often boasters of empty
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slogans of a glorious past, of religion and of ethics, ever ready to offer advice,
hair-splitters and hypocrites, sychophantic pen-pushers and avaricious god-
men. And yet we are also one amongst the few great ancient cultures to have
survived, whaiever that may mean. There is also no doubt that for most scep-
tics and India-baiters of yester-years, its attraction is its incredible disparity,
its choatic responses, its two-faced outlook to faith and finance whose tangles
one finds in every sphere of Indian life. This is also the India to which they
come back, again and again, from which they can never totally alienate them-
selves even if they are never able to identify with it consciously. Perhaps in
this lie shades of their racial unconscious.

Reason and criticism have always been looked down upon in the true-bred
Indian Brahmanic tradition. It upholds the testimony of one or the other
authority, whether the Vedas, dharma (moral order), or the ruler. The reasons
for this may not be far to seek, In a cultural mileau that must breed and
encourage conformity, sychophancy and loyalty are prized qualities as much
as dissent, criticism and the will to differ become dangerous and subversive.
Again, when the wish to uphold order, any order (disorder included) against
lack of order is accorded primacy, there cannot but result opposition to
radical change, and to such questioning of authority as appears to undermine
its power. This means to uphold rule, even if despotic, against anarchy, even
if promising of reform.

But such reasons and answer-seeking appear correct only when one turns
a blind eyc to the lessons of History. Their superficiality becomes apparent
immediately on any serious discussion of the subject. Let us see how.

IT

INDIAN HISTORY

The Vedic period, and even the Upanisadic one which followed it, accorded
primacy to Vedic scriptures as divine authority. This was chalienged little, if
at all, even in the philosophical germinations that were the Upanisads. It was
in the Epic period which arose, amongst other things, as a direct intellectual
stir against the unquestioned supremacy of the Vedas that one finds it in its
full-blown form. This was represented, on the one hand, by the Materialism
of the Carvakas or the Lokayatikas, and on the other, by the Pluralistic
Realism of the Jainas and the Ethical Idealism of the Early Buddhists, All
three rejected the authority of the Vedas and were atheistic in their philosophy.
The Carvakas were rank hedonists (the susikshit or educated Carvakas were
a later development) and were first in breaking the fascination with the past
that exemplified the Vedic age. They applied, “a judgement free from the
fancies of theology and dictates of authority. When people begin to reflect
with freedom from presuppositions and religious superstitions, they easily
tend to the materialist belief, though deeper reflection takes them away from
it. Materialism is the first answer to how far our unassisied reason helps us
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in the difficulties of philosophy’” (Radhakrishnan 1983; 285). It is also true
that materialism has been the major driving force of most political philosophy
in modern times. And for most of its proponents, as for their followers, this
is its fundamental attraction. The reason as much for its study, as its inter-
pretation for modernist paradigms, and pedigree linkages to supremacy of
reason, One suspects that this 15 to consciously aveid looking beyond the
frontiers of materialist belief for fear of ideological disruption, thinning in
the ranks of followers, and dampening of an enthusiasm that is a major
factor in keeping up the show, and the self-deception that goes along with it.
Of course to remember that our first answers are often only impulses and a
means to find easy solutions is to acknowledge the essential impermanence of
thought itself; and to reject the simulation of finality that is the major need,
and ploy, of such dogmatism as perpetually searches for some semblance of
order in a universe of thought characterized fundamentally by unpredictable
and chaotic responses, This dogmatism is a characteristic as much of the
believer as its staunchest critic; for if belief can be blinding, its criticism can
be no less so opinionated. And fanatic espousals are characteristic as much
of one as the other.

The Ramiyana and the Mahabharata were also products of the Epic
period, Unguestioned authority of the so-called moral order. was crumbling
and needed reiteration by a Rama and a Krsna. Hence, though stories of the
Vedic age, they became literary products of the Epic period. That these were
attempts to offset the anarchical forays of materialist over-belief becomes
obvious when one studies both the timing and the essential thrust of these
works.

The Epic period was “... keenly alive to intellectual interest, a period of
immense philosophical activity and many sided development ... The people
were labouring with the contradictions felt in the things without and the mind
within ... (But) with the intellectual fervour and moral seriousness were also
found united a lack of mental balance and restraint of passion ... Sorcery and
science, scepiicism and faith, lisence and asceticism were found commingled.
When the surging energies of life assert their rights, it is not unnatural that
many yield to unbridled imagination. Despite all this, the very complexity of
thought and tendency helped to enlarge life. By its emphasis on the right of
free enquiry, the intellectual stir of the age weakened the power of traditional
authority and prompted the cause of truth. Doubt was no longer looked upon
as dangerous” (Radhakrishnan 1983; 272; parenthesis added). Free enquiry
of course weakens the power of traditional authority but does not necessarily
prompt the cause of truth. This is especially so when lack of mental balance,
of restraint of passion, or a surfeit of unbridled imagination gain hold over
the creative capacities of the more fertile minds. The sickly minded and those
suffering from reduced vitality and weak nerves the world over in the mean-
while, “try to heal their sickness by either seeking repose and calm, defi-
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verance and nirvana through art, knowledge, morality, or else intoxication,
costasy, bewilderment and madness’. (Radhakrishnan 1983; p. 272).

This was the beginning of the first robust questionings of established
dogma in India. Doubt was no longer considered a taboo, enquiry gained
ascendency over faith, religion gave way to philosophy. *“When attempts are
made to smother the intellectual curiosity of people, the mind of man rebels
against it, and the inevitable reaction shows itself in an impatience of all
formal authority and a wild outbreak of the emotional life long repressed by
the discipline of the ceremonial religion ... (But we also know that) when once
we allow thought to assert its rights it cannot be confined within limits”
(Radhakrishnan, 1983;273; parenthesisadded). Of course tosuppress curiosity
can arouse rebellion as a backlash. Rebellion by its very nature is impatient,
rejects formal authority and is sustained by a surging core of emotionality.
But the difficulty it causes is by refusing to believe in limits. To obviate this
many revolutionary rebellions seek to channellize its raw power by well-
worked out theoretical formulations. But all that the more successful amongst
them achieve is to strait-jacket an emotion that must only burst its frontiers
in the long run. Both the totalitarian aftermath of most such revolutions and
their continuous endeavour to maintain conformity and stifle dissent, and the
growing disillusionment with goals and methods that most earlier propaga-
tors and champions experience, have to be understood in this perspective.
For the veil must fall from the eyes sometime or the other, and the resultant
ideological disruption becomes the first important step in search of meanings.

When the masses were dissatisfied with the brilliance of the Vedas and the
interpretations of the Upanisads, it became difficult to continue upholding
the old faith. Short-cuts to salvation appeared tempting. “When everybody
thinks that life is suffering, at least a doubtful blessing, it is not easy to con-
tinue in the old faith”. (Radhakrishnan 1983; 274) So many metaphysical
fancies and futile speculations were put forward because, ““An age stricken
with a growing sense of moral weakness is eager to clutch at any spiritual
stay” (Radhakrishnan 1983; 274). When an order crumbles prematurely,
anarchy of thought and governance is inevitable. Faith not only sustains
itself, it sustains the semblance of an order that serves to prop up a crumbling
edifice till the time a fresh one can be erected. That it may retard the erection
of a fresh one is true only in case where it is blindly used. But the advent of
free enquiry heralds the end of its reign. And this end becomes for some
synonymous with the end of faith itself. An inability to allow for contradic-
tions to co-exist coupled with a new found joy of conquest results in an
annihilatory fervour to abandon all faith. For the tyranny of reason which
cannot couple with faith, which cannot accept that their mutual contradiction
is as complementary as ostensibly adversarial, matches the tyranny of blind
subservience to faith itself. And paradoxically the blindness of conceit, malice
and malevolence can be as much a product of unbridled faith as of unbridled
enquiry. Idle fantasies and futile speculations are then only measures of the
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short-cuts that such a free-thinking must inevitably engage energies in.
Equally strong grows the urge to do away with the trammels of unleashed
thought. What begins to grow almost imperceptibly in the background, and
this is of importance, is an amalgam that combines the robust enquiry of the
free-thinker with the steadfastedness of the believer. This lays the background
of enquiry that is as resolute as persistent. It lays the background for all
significant philosophizing.

Thus resulted what can be considered the three main parts of this intel-
lectual stir in the History of Indian philosophy: (1) the systems of revolt
represented by the Carvakas, Jainism, and Buddhism (600 B.C.); (2) theistic
reconstruction in the form of: (i) Bhagavad Gita (where Krspa was repre-
sented as the incarnation of Vignu and the eternal Brahman of the Upanisads);
(i) the later Upanisads (e.g. the Saivism of the Svetisvatara); and (iii) even
the Mahayana form of Buddhism, where Buddha became an eternal god (500
B.C.); (3) the speculative development of the six systems of Indian thought
namely, Samkhya, Yoga, Nyaya, Vaisesika, and the two Mimarhsas, starting
around 300 ».c. and attaining definiteness around 200 A.p. (Radharkishnan
1983; 276).

A small comment on the first major reaction to the Vedic dogma by the
Carvaka materialists would not be out of place here. We learn from it where
uncontrolled thought breaking loose from all restrictions lands us, Rejecting
both Vedas and the ideal of God, Heaven and Hell, they considered religion
a foolish aberration, a mental disease. According to them natural phenomena
were falsely traced to gods and demons. They had to be differentiated from
the old religion of custom and magic. Efforts at such improvement could not
succeed uniess the indifference and superstition of centuries of blind belief
got shaken by an explosive force like the Carvaka ideology, For this it be-
came necessary to declare that the spirit of man was independent. And it
became equally important to reject the supremacy of authority, for nothing
could be accepted by man which did not appeal to his reason. Thus the
strangehold of dogma and obscurantism got Ioosened. Free enquiry and man’s
speculative genius flowered, Thus far Carvaka ideology makes sense, and that
probably is its greatest attraction for today’s man. But see where further
extrapolation of this thinking led them. What was material alore was real,
they said. Pleasure and pain were the central facts of life, Hence virtue was a
delusion and enjoyment the only reality. When the material is given such
exclusive significance, personal pleasure and pain become the prime moti-
vators of human endeavour. Considerations of virtue and morals that promote
societal good appear imposed upon, a burden {o be overthrown as one over-
throws the authority that appears to restrict one’s quest for speculative
genius and/or unbridled material enjoyment. For both have the uncanny
ability to go together, if not at the individual level, as a subtle undercurrent
that supports such articulation in others, whatever one’s professed life-style
for public consumption, This life, then, was the end of every thing for the
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Carvakas. They proclaimed the doctrine of uncontrolled energy, of self-
assertion and what significantly went with it, reckless disregard for all autho-
rity, convention and norms. These become for them hinderances in assertion
of one’s rights, one’s independence. The danger in this reasoning becomes
immediately apparent when extended to its logical conclusions. This the
Carvikas did not fail to by saying that it was notright for some one to govern
and another obey, since all men were made of the same stuff. The result of
such thinking was an adventurous indulgence in passions and reckless dis-
regard for all authority. What started with resolute questioning did not take
long to become a head-long dive into individual pleasure-sceking. And not
all the Ethical Hedonism of the Sidgwicks and the Utilitarianisms of J.S.
Mills has been able to save man from these blind pursuits the world over.
This manifests as much in the stranglehold of consumerism and fashion-
waves as in territorial hegemony and super-power rivalries, and the arms and
other races, for fastness and speed (yes, even the other ‘speed”), wherein the
mad rush for material welfare must trample underfoot man’s humanism
itself. This, for all the hue and cry that thinkers of all persuasions, philoso-
phers as well as others, have raised but fought a losing battle over. And, if
this fight appears endlessly irresolvable, it also leaves in its wake a desert-
track of demoralization, pessimism and a lack of exactly that pleasure that
it professes to promote. For “in a stratified, if not fragmented, society, if we
are exclusively concerned with our own sectarian or highly private needs, we
deny, wittingly or unwittingly, others the means to satisfy their own needs
which are not congruent with ours. Fastened to our own needs, we get alienat-
ed from and become opposed to others’ needs. Inthe process we harm the
social cohesion” (Chattopadhyaya 1987; 2). Confusion, chaos, anarchy, in
conviction and action, thus become inevitable.

WESTERN HISTORY

Let us turn to Western history. The stranglehold of the Papacy saw an
insurgency that was characterized by the Italian Renaissance Movement. The
first effect of emancipation from the Church was not to make men think
rationally, but to open their minds to every sort of antique nonsense (Russell,
1985; 489). Most “retained such superstitious beliefs as had found support in
antiquity. Magic and witchcraft might be wicked, but were not thought
impossible, Innocent VIII, in 1484, issued a bull against witchcraft, which
led to an appalling persecution of witches in Germany and elsewhere. Astro-
logy was prized especially by free thinkers...” (Russell 1985; 489). The
Renaissance was not a popular movement but a movement of a small number
of artists, scholars and freethinkers, encouraged by patrons. Their attitude
to the Church continued to be ambivalent. Though freethinkers, they “usually
received the extreme unction, making peace with the Church when they fekt
death approaching. Most of them were impressed by the wickedness of
contemporary popes, but were nevertheless glad to be employed by them”
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(Russell 1985; 488). As the temporal powers of the Popes increased greatly
during the Renaijssance, the methods utilized to achieve it robbed the papacy
of spiritual authority: “the war like policy and immoral life of some of the
popes could not be defended from any point of view except that of naked
power politics. Alexander VI (1492-1503) devoted his life as Pope to the
aggrandizement of himself and his family. He had two sons, the Duke of
Gandia and Caesar Borgia, of whom he greatly preferred the former. The
Duke, however, was murdered, probably by his brother; the Pope’s dynastic
ambitions therefore had to be concentrated on Caesar. Together they con-
quered the Romagna and Ancona, which were intended to form a principa-
lity for Caesar.... The wickedness of these two men soon became legendary,
and it is difficult to disentangle truth from falsehood as regards the innumer-
able murders of which they are accused. There can be no doubt, however, that
they carried the arts of perfidy further than they had ever been carried before”
(Russell 1985; 486).

The moral and political anarchy of Fifteenth Century Italy was appalling
and gave rise to the doctrines of Machiavelli. Rejection of the authority of
the Church led to the growth of individuzlism, even to the point of anarchy.
Freedom from mental subjugation that dogma involved led to an astonishing
display of genius in art and literature, amongst them those of the masters,
Leconardo and Michelangelo. For though granted that a stable system is
necessary, one cannot but also grant that “every stable system hitherto de-
vised has hampered the development of exceptional artistic or intellectual
merit” (Russell 1985; 490). Therefore, that the earliest of those who seek to
challenge authority are individuals of such exceptional calibre is unexception-
able. What is exceptionable is what is inevitably involved in swinging to the
other extreme. In rejection of the evil influences of a past or one’s present,
it is often times seen that the ability to sift the Jegitimate from the illegitimate
is either lacking or deliberately unexercised. The pendulum therefore swings
inexorably from the nefarious influence of authority to the greed and male-
volence of free thought. What is the key to the whole dilemma is temperence
and the retention of perspectives; this is often the first, and certainly the most
prized, of victims that such messianism sceks for its own propitiation.

The Renaissance man, then, was typified as one who had a versatile
intelligence, extraordinary energy, boundless ambition, but was also com-
pletely unscrupulous (Potter 1981; 78: he describes Don Rodrigo de Borgia
thus; elected Pope in 1492 as Alexander VI, father of Caesar Borgia who was
made famous by that other great Renaissance man, Machiavelli, in The
Prince). As Russell (1985; 489) says, “I cannot think of any crime except the
destruction of ancient manuscripts, of which the men of the Renaissance
wete not frequently guilty”. A society encouraging such values could not be
stable and thus the Italian Renaissance was brought to an end by the Refor-
mation and Counter-Reformation combined with the subjection of Italy to
Spain.
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But if the eclipse of the papacy was the negative characteristic of the
modern age, there was an important positive one in the increasing authority
of Science. Although the former preceded it, and the Italian Renaissance
per se was not greatly influenced by it, the cause of scientific advance was
speeded up in its aftermath, Scientific authority meant recognition of certain
principles quite at variance to those of both the Church and the Renaissance.
While the authority of the Church was of dogma and to that extent govern-
mental, that of Science was intellectual, requiring co-operation of alarge
number of individuals believing in objective verification and the experimental
method. While Renaissance stressed individualism and encouraged personal
flight of fantasy, Science stressed the working of a large number of individuals
organized in a single direction. Its tendency was hence against anarchism and
also against individualism, since it demanded a well-knit social structure for
its propagation. Of course science has not failed to create its own problems
since its value system is essentially neutral. Though it puts the power to per-
form wonders in the hands of man, it does not guide him to adjudicate
between them. Thus the man who controls scientific organization is in a
position to use its power in whatever way best suits his thinking predilections.
This is the reason that philosophies based on its fechnique, not its essence,
have been power-philosophies and tend to regard everything that is not human
as mere raw material for human usage and consumption, Here “ends are no
longer considered ; only the skilfulness of the process is valued. This also is
a form of madness. Itis, inour day, the most dangerous form, and the one
against which a sane philosophy should provide an antidote” (Russell
1985; 482).

Consider also the Romantic movement which started in the later 18th
century and continues probably to the present day. Rousseau can be arguably
considered its founder.

Coleridge, Byron, Shelley, and Keats in England, to a losser extent Victor
Hugo in France, and Melville, Thoreau, Emerson and Hawthorne in America
are the other important figures. In its essence, it again was a revolt, this time
against established ethical and aesthetic standards. But its historical develop-
ment can be regarded as almost prophetically conveyed by the ‘Frankenstein’
of Mary Shelley, a literary product of this same age. This Frankenstein’s
monster was no ordinary monster. He was a gentle being, wanting love and
affection, who became horrified by his ugliness. As he surreptitiously helped
a poor but virtuous family, he decided to be known and loved by them. But
he feared the thought that they would turn from him with disdain and horror
at his ugliness. Since this is exactly what happened, he approached
Frankenstein to create a female like himself who would love him. On being
refused, he set about murdering all those whom Frankenstein loved, till he
murdered Frankenstein himself, Even as he saw his mentor’s dead body his
sentiments remained noble, for he lamented: *“Oh, Frankenstein! generous
and self-devoted being! What does it avail that I now ask thee to pardon



32 AJAI R. SINGH AND SHAKUNTALA A. SINGH

me? ... When 1 run over the frightful catalogue of my sins I cannot believe
I am the same creature whose thoughts were once filled with sublime and
transcendent visions of the beauty and majesty of goodness. But it is
even so; the falien angel becomes a malignant devi!” (as quoted in Russell
1985; 656).

Rousseau, for example, was for long periods of his life a vagabond, living
on the kindness of others. He repayed their kindness by action of the blackest
ingratitude; but in emotion his response was all that the most ardent devotee
of sensibility could have wished. Having the tastes of a tramp, he found the
restraints of Parisian society irksome. From him the romantics learnt a
contempt for the trammels of convention—first in dress and manners, in the
minuet and the heroic couplet, then in art and love, and at last over the whole
sphere of traditional morals (Russell 1985; 652).

Following the religious wars and the civil wars in England and Germany,
the people became conscious of the danger of chaos and the anarchic predi-
lection of indulgence in strong passions. They stressed safety and prudence
and the sacrifices necessary for them. Polished manners were practised,
intellect valued as a means to subvert fanaticism, restraint of passion became
the chief aim of education and the mark of gentlemanly conduct. Newton’s
orderly cosmos, as though, became the guiding spirit for good governance,
for the individual as well as society. But, by the time of Rousseau, people grew
tired of safsty and desired excitement. The French Revolution and Napolean
gave them this in full measure. The afiermath of this was on the one hand the
revolt of industrialism represented by philosophical radicals, the free-trade
movement, and Marxism. On the other it resulted in the Romantic’s revolt, in
part reactionary, in part revolutionary. “The romantics did not aim at peace
and quiet, but at vigorous and passionate individual life. They had no sym-
pathy with industrialism because it was ugly, because money-grubbing seemed
to them unworthy of an immortal soul, and because the growth of modern
economic organizations interfered with individual liberty,” (Russell 1985;
653). Thus the Romantics liked what was strange, the bizarre, the weird. This
preoccupied their imagination. If Darwin praised the industrious earthworm,
Blake praised the ferocious tiger. Rousseau’s disciples described in detail,
“wild torrents, fearful precipices, pathless forests, thunderstorms, tempests
at sea, and generally what is useless, destructive and violent.... The temper
of the romantics is best studied in fiction. They liked what was strange: ghosts,
ancient decayed castles, the last melancholy descendants of once-great fami-
lies, practitioners of mesmerism and the occult sciences, falling tyrants and
levantine pirates ... they felt inspired by what was grand, remote, and terri-
fying.... Although romantics tended towards Catholicism, there was some-
thing incredibly Protestant in the individualism of their outlook, and their
permanent successes in moulding customs, opinions, and institutions were

almost wholly confined to Protestant countries” (Russell 1985; 654).
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THE INEVITABLE CONCLUSIONS

The problem with the Renaissance Movement and the Romanticists (as also
the Lokayata ideology) was not as much their psychology as their standards
of values. They admired strong passion, of no matter what kind, and whatever
may be their social consequence. The cult of the hero, as developed by Carlyle
and Nietzsche, was typical of this philosophy. There was vehement assertion
of the right of rebellion in the name of nationalism and of the splendour of
war in defence of liberty. The Romantics for example had a contempt for the
trammels of convention which contempt they extended over the whole sphere
of traditional norms, behaviour and morals. It is not the case that they were
without morals. It is rather that their moral judgements were sharp and
vehement and based on principles quite different from those that seemed
good fo their predecessors or their contemporaries.

What happens in such circumstances is that since heroism is worshipped
and rebellion praised, and since according to this argament everyone’s will
can prevail, it leads, as must such school of anarchism, to the tyrannical rule
of the successful amongst the heroes, When this occurs, and even while
achieving it, they suppress in others precisely that desire for sclf-assertion
which makes them raise to the helm. Thus a paradox is established : liberalism
directed against dogma and undue authority itself rises to become a dogma
and represses others, The truth of the Hegelian dialectic establishes itself,

The ancient West sought an end to anarchy in the Roman Empire which
was a brute fact, not an idea. The Catholic world sought an end to anarchy
in the Church, which idea could never be fully realised in fact. Neither of the
two solutions were satisfactory since one was not idealized and the other
could not be actualized. The Renaissance sought solution to the narrowness
of medieval culture and, although not totally rejecting of antiquity, did make
people of its times aware that a variety of opinions were possible on almost
every subject. The Renaissance favoured individual development, but it also
bred instability. In fact this individualism and instability were closely con-
nected. As Russell asks, “How much murder and anarchy are we prepared
to endure for the sake of great achievements such as those of the Renaissance?
In the past, a great deal; in our own time, much less. No solution to this
problem has hitherto been found although increase of social organization is
making it continually more important’ (Russell 1985; 490).

The appeal of anarchism is but a manifestation of the eternal fight of
human nature with human circumstance. By circumstance man may have
become gregarious and conventional, but by nature he has remained solitary
and hedonistic. Religion, morality, norms and ethos try to restrain the latter
and formulate a social structure that sustains itself as it sustains the man.
“But the habit of foregoing present satisfaction for the sake of future advanta-
ges is irksome, and when passions are aroused the prudent restraints of social
behaviour become difficult to endure” (Russell 1985; 656). With its overthrow,
a new sense of power and energy is experienced, with a god-like exaltation,
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never otherwise in the reach of a laity. The anarchic rebel feels himself not
only one with god, like the mystic who experiences similar exaltation, but God
himself. “Truth and duty, which represent our subjection to matter and to
our neighbours, exist no longer for the man who has become God ;.for ot].mrs,
truth is what he posits, duty what /e commands. If we could all live solitary
and without labour, we could all enjoy this ecstasy of independence; since we
cannot, its delights are only available to madmen and dictators”™ (Russell
1985; 657). _

To extrapolate this argument on the social plane: as long as governing
authority, whether religious, rational, bureaucratic, scientific, or ind1v1f1uahst1c
and political ideology, whether totalitarian, democratic or conumunist, _does
not surrender its predilection to impose social order by force, and continues
to represent the will of the powerful rather than the hopes of common ma
albeit in his name, the goal of a durable and cgalitarian socio-political order
will remain a mirage. For this, a new philosophy is needed that establishes
the values-power equilibrium. Something that combines the idealism of a
St. Augustine’s City of God with the solidity of a Roman Empire? The power
of a blind Prakrti with the values of a lame Sarkhya Purusa?

How best to articulate these has become today the challenge of man’s

histority to his philosophizing.

IIX

Questions from this brief overview of History pertinent for the present times
are:

What is the value of the permanency of a system, any system?

. When such a system is decadent or oppressive, what need be the

measures adopted to change it?

_ Is the threat of anarchy inherent in any change?

4. How, if at all, can rebellion be avoided or prevented? To what extent
is it justified? What does it anarchise and when can that possibility be
subverted? How can it be assimilated?

5 Can the lessons of History be changed, or the cycle must need be

repeated?

B

[+ ]

Now, you would agree all these are bright questions to which justice_ would
be done by a volume each. And many serious thinkers must feel anything les_s
than that incomplete if not exactly frivolous. We must in.dfeed respec't th}s
view. But just as a volume is no guarantee of comprehensivity, an article is
no excuse for trivialization; it only masks an avoidable pretentiousness. For
we are to concentrate, although briefly and in the most generalized manner,
on aspects of such questioning as are directly pertinent fo tl%e present socio-
political atmosphere, and summarizeable for a wider audience that lacks
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either the inclination, or the ability, to digest volumes on each. We need not
berate this group; they must be taken along, and excited in their own en-
quiries. It may, further, help them to turn attention to the more compre-
hensive writers in this answer-seeking. We may, therefore, be pardoned what
may appear to some the cryptic nature of some of the comments that follow.

Answering the first question. There need be no permanency about any one
system, though a system needs to be permanently present. Often difficulties
arise because we mix these two concepts. Let us elaborate upon this a little.
Threat to any one system is considered a threat to ‘system’ as a concept.
There is thus a tendency to rally around the existing one, for better or for
worse. Since this can warp judgement the only thing that can be said in its
favour is that this is legitimate in only two conditions (i) when there genuinely
appears no viable alternative; (if) when one genuinely believes in the ultimate
worth of the prevailing system itself, i.e., one feels it can be repaired and
remedied. Both these conditions imply that we honestly believe alternative
systems are either not viable or do not have such potential; or, are not worth
supporting, even given their greatest potential over a period of time. It also
means the present system, though messy, is capable of change that can make
the best possible of the situation, for now and the future. This utility oriented
goal directedness is essentially a matter of approach. When one sees a mansion
in need of repairs, we have three alternatives open to us. (Or, rather four, for
one may decide not to do anything about it at all,) The first is carry out minor
repairs and patchwork that are measures more of our deception and denial
rather than genuine concern. The second is undertake essential repairs that
prevent further damage and at the same time make the mansion serviceable.
Herein come expediency, adhocism and shori-term planning. The third is
pulling down the structure and rebuilding it, brick by brick. This last is the
most atiractive on any serious evaluation, though that does not necessarily
make it practicable. Most revolutionaries and idealists are fired with some
such zeal, which is precisely what dissatisfies them when any of the other
types of activities are carried out. But often they can not only not prevent it,
they have no viable alternative to offer. For they themselves have to account
for two conditions: it is fine to decide that we break down a structure and
rebuild it, but where do we stay in the meanwhile? And second, what is the
guarantee that the second structure will be better than the first? Now, it is
of course possible to say to the first question that temporarily difficulties
cannot but be accepted, and to the second that it is only a reflection of one’s
stagnation and indolence. But these answers are only partially true. We must
make provision for the basic social psyche of the group for which a system is
planned. If this psyche is predominantly stability-propelled, any threat to its
basic structure will be considered a threat to its very existence, a destabilization
which will be strongly resisted regardless of its rationale and its justification.

The second alternative is not without its own attraction, if it can be embel-
lished with something more than adhocism, Here we not only carry out essen-
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tial repairs without threatening to demolish the building. We even carry out
partial demolitions and rebuilding, even extending new wings, all the while
cognizant of the anxieties of the stability-propelled. The foundation here is
not the first entity to be repaired: it is the last, as the beneficial effects of re-
stracturing sink into the minds. At that stage it could be decided whether it
needs the extensive repairs that one was so convinced about earlier. One may
then be pleasantly surprised to find the inmates may accept it, even propose it
themselves and help carry it out. But if one feels that the foundation itself is
defective and needs no repairs, but has to be freshly laid, one may find one’s
honest convictions challenged at every step, besides turning out to be unfoun-
ded in the ultimate analysis. Ofien both the foundation and the basic skeleton
do not need change; in any case they cannot be changed. What can be modi-
fied are their reinforcers, their appendages, their muscle tone, their resilience
and their dynamism to adjust to changed circumstances. And one may be
surprised to find that most basic structures everywhere do not lack the ability
as badly as they are made out to. Their inner strength and resilience is often
marred or cannot become manifest because of the weaknesses of their
functional appendages. Even in the remote possibility that the foundation
needs fresh laying, even that may become an acceptable proposition if we go
about in the manner described above. Granted there will be some repetition
of effort. Granted there will be waste of labour, But the important factor is
to arouse people to co-operate. To achieve this some duplication cannot but
be tolerated. But to avoid duplication, co-operation cannot be sacrificed. Our
action and justification will have to be guided by and circumscribed in this
domain. The conservative can then be pardoned his occasionally sticky appea-
ring rationale for supporting the status quo.

Of course, there is 2 weakness in this agrument. This is regarding our
earlier use of the words ‘genuinely’ and ‘honestly’, and the possibility that the
basic defect cannot be repaired, it must be broken down and reconstructed.
Both involve value-judgements which can be as scrupulously followed as
unscrupulously flaunted; or exploitatively used by the parties concerned.

And the problem does not end here. Others have their role to play as well,
which makes us come to the second question.

No doubt, a decadent or oppressive system needs to undergo a change.
The question, however, is how, and whether it is possible at all, working with
the means and the material at our disposal. One view would try working from
within, cautiously persistent, bringing about change in the system that grows
with time, to which both reformer and reformed have time to adjust. The other
seeks radical overthrow with replacement by a new order. Both systems have
built in advantages and disadvantages. Whilst caution may stifle the speed of
change and ultimately curb its vigour, radicalism may speed up confusion and
recklessness, which can amount to throwing the baby out with the bath-water,
And yet, if one may avoid the frills and fringes of theissue and concentrate
on their basics, both appear to seek almost similar goals by diverse methods.
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This makes no method more suitable than the other, except for the user’s
expertise and that of his honest believers; and the strength and limitation of
the domain they wish to influence. This of course is applicable only to those
earnestly convinced of their capacities and their ultimate goals.

In this, just as their differences of means are important in their differences,
similarities of goals are important in their similarities. It is only when such a
broad framework is kept in mind that a solution can be worked out that avoids
needless heroics or steam. Such a synthesis is only a working arrangement,
true, and will appear to break down at times. But the artificial and trumpeted
schizms that are measures less of concepts and more of personalities will both
be highlighted and avoided. The sides, further, will have an opportunity to
complement each other both in their strengths and their weaknesses. The high
placethat malice, back-bitingand bitching have inhuman affairs and ideologies
are more a measure of pique and requittal and our aggressive dogmatism,
which will be forced to undergo some measure of sublimation.

Coming to the third question. Any change of course has the inherent
threat to anarchize. This is precisely the reason change is resisted by the
conservative when it appears thrust upon him, or too fast to adjust to. But it is
incorrect to believe he is unamenable to change; what is rather more correct
is he is concerned with order. That is also the reason why any drastic change
holds eternal attraction for the radical or the romanticist. He may wish, albeit
unconsciously, for a ‘controlled’ anarchy to prevail so that the present order
crumbles and hopefully gives place to the new. But the anarchical nature of
such change, we know, asserts itself so strongly that every revolution has its
price to pay in terms of disorder, strife, chaos and suffering to the masses,
besides leading in ifs own right to the rise of fotalitarianism and its breed of
sychophants, loyalists and turn-coats. And yet a time comes when even such
an anarchy may be welcome when it gets pitted against despotism. All ramifi-
cations of this delicate issue are impossible to tackle here. Suffice to say that
despots breed anarchy is as true an aphorism as anarchy breeds despots. Man’s
greatest thrust can be how to break this vicious cycle that History and its
perpetuation by man have inflicted on each other.

Regarding the question whether rebellion can be avoided or prevented,
the issues must centre around both the propriety of the rebellion and its stren-
gth. Rebellion that is ill-directed and that can only be chaotic alone need be
totally rejected. No rebellion is wholly so. Hence every prevention or suppres-
sion must involve at least two concepts. These are, one, the ideas of favoura-
bility and, two, the strength of the ruler against whom the rebellion is directed.
There is every need to accept that rebellion will be viewed with disfavour
by most rulers, whether strong or weak. Whilst their strength can succeed in
putting it down ruthlessly and swiftly, their weakness is equally likely to cause
ruthlessness, and a prolonged one at that. The lessons of this should be
obvious to those invelved in the present political drama in India.
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THE JUSTIFICATION OF REBELLION

Can rebellion be justified ? As we saw, the issue is not so much of justification.
Justification for change and for rebellion can be sought at almost any stage of
man’s development. In fact its perceived need is the basis of all change in
every field of human endeavour. The issue should be more concerned with
its timing, its direction and its likely fate. Rebellion, therefore, needs to be
timed when it destabilizes in the least, when its direction is reconstructive and
its likely fate is a change for the better. This is easier said than done because
most rebels believe in destabilization as their major weapon; and reconstruc-
tion and change for the better can easily become slogans that camouflage a
heightened desire for personal fulfilment and self-aggrandizement. In all these,
again, value judgements are invoived. But it is possible with some difficulty
for most like minded to evolve something in the nature of a broad ccnsensus.

When does rebellion anarchize and at what stage can this be subverted?
How can it be assimilated?

These questions are the crux of the issue that has dominated human
thought from time immemorial and for which no wholly satisfying answer
has ever been worked out. But the directions are there. They exist in most
historically significant thought streams, whether the theological, the political,
the socio-economic or the philosophical. In general, it may be said that rebel-
lion anarchizes when limits are not set. It is not here a lack of will or spirit
that is the issue. That, if anything, is in more than adequate a measure, al-
though most revolution makers would want us to believe otherwise. It is' a
lack of the will to, or a calculated unwillingness to, lay down realistic limits
to one’s aspirations. If anarchy is to be subverted, therefore, atleast partially
this should be possible by a realistic appraisal of one’s strength and, more 50,
of one’s shorfcomings.

The question of assimilation of rebellion is the most difficult to resolve.
But some thought toward this end has occupied the minds of thinkers with
the greater profundity, although that does not mean the solutions they have
been able to offer are in any measure as practicable as they are profound. The
theologists outstrip other thinkers in this regard, perhaps.

As regards the last question of changing the lessons of History for the
present and the future, and also whether the cycle of histo_rical la:pses need be
repeated, let us be clear on one aspect. Man’s histority projects him head—lfm I3
into activity which must only reiterate the importance of its own perpetuation.
And yet to this determinism must face up man’s ingenuity to strike_ clear of
this cycle. The fight is thus between his instincts and his higher consciousness,
between his id and his super-ego, between his impulsivity and his rationality.
The fight is between demands of the individual and society, the body and
mind, between matter and spirit, between belicf and reason, faith and inquiry,
dogmatism and scepticism; between the basic shizm of religious subservience
and scientific disbelief. _

This fight is essentially irresolvable, because peither side can win and
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neither can be wholly vanquished. In the final analysis, History must repeat
itself. All that man can probably do, and that hopefully is not wishing for
much, is to blunt its offensive, to make its rapier bearably sharp. To hurt, but
not to dismember. To dislodge, but not to disrupt. To chastize, but not to
decapitate. All the lessons of human development and expertise at problem
solving can be considered effectively directed if it is able to lead itself at least
some distance in this direction.

v

We said earlier, in Section I, that we should not hoist our personal needs and
likings on to our philosophizing, while cognitions cannot but be hoisted. But
then if you were to question if our cognitions can ever be totally separated
from our likings and our needs, we must agree that they cannot. The same
question is put somewhat differently when Chattopadhyaya asks at the end
of one of his recent articles: “one wonders whether one can actually suspend
ong’s valuation while dealing with “value-facts’ ”’ (Chattopadhyaya 1988; 125).
This is in response to a concept of Sociology that says: “the only clear and
indubitable sense in which sociology can be value-free is that in dealing with
value-facts the sociologist should never suffer his own valnations to intrude
into or affect his presentation of the valuation which are registered in the
facts themselves” (Maclver and Page 1971; 617). This raises the important
philosophical problem of neutralizing the effect of human valvation which are
needs and likings based, on valuefacts that need objective articulation free of
observer bias, as entities in themselves, and bereft of subjectivitics and its
defects. This of course is the major concern and driving force of allthe rigour
that goes into scientific methodology and experimental design; and not
without reason is it the major preoccupation of most scientific researchers
today.

Be that as it may. We must confess that in what follows we shall give only
a partial, and therefore unsatisfactory, answer to the question we posed earlier.
But if the answer is partial and unsatisfactory, it is not exactly worthless. To
reject a partial answer just because it is not whole is an application of universal
principles out of context. It distorts perspectives. A partial answer can be reje-
cted only if it precludes a total one, or after we achieve a more comprehensive
one. When we call a partial answer unsatisfactory it is because it must goad
us on to develop a more complete one. In fact, this dissatisfaction is precisely
the driving force for all thought articulation from time immemorial. It must
make us realize that no final answers have ever been possible in any human
endeavour. This is what distinguishes cognitions worthy of our philosophizing
from those motivated by emotional needs and likings. For, if the former allow
us to accept, it is the latter that tempt us to reject answers purely because they
are partial. Here is a shining example of such of our likings and needs that
need to be divested from our cognitions.
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There is also a second point. If someone were to ask after reading this
whole communication that what it has essentially involved is precisely an
analysis of concepts (which therefore vindicates the position that philosophy
is nothing but the analysis of concepts), we must grant there is truth in it. But
we must know this again is only a partial truth, and was never really in dispute
as one. What we have sought to point out is precisely that it is partial, albeit
relevant in its own way. But this relevance is not to the exclusion of others that
can be equally relevant. Again, to point out its partial relevance is not to reject
its thrust—it is in fact to highlight it moreso. It must seek to establish its legi-
timate domain and its parameters, and poirit out those reference points where
its intervention remains relevant and where it becomes irrelevant, where it
need intersect with other approaches and where preserve itself from, or inte-
grate itself with, others, and where depart from them altogether. In this is the
fruition of analysis itself.

So, when we said earlier that our needs and our likings cannot ever be
really separated from our cognition, what we meant thereby was that it cannot
ever be tozally separated, But one of the most significant aspects of the further-
ance of man’s thinking is not this realization as much as the attempts to
neutralise its unhealthy influence. This is precisely the reason why emotiona-
lity is anathema to a reasoned debate, as much as is hair-splitting, which is but
a manifestation of this same emotionality albeit more acceptably garbed. This
again is precisely the reason for some not only to reject both but swing to the
other extreme altogether when, to obviate the fruitlessness of debate, they
seek to undermine the worth of debate itself. And in retaliation the defenders
of reason not only protest this overthrow but seek to upturn authority’s
apple-cart. In all such activities, emotional support secking and need fulfil-
ment is involved doubiless. But it garbs itself in the manner of different cogni-
tions. To unveil this would be no mean endeavour. This is the task we lay for
our philosophizing when we seek those moments in our thought processes
that stress the reference-points, the intersecting issues and relevant or irrele-
vant departures we talked of earlier. The moment we concern ourselves thus,
we cognize and attempt to avoid the undesirable effects of conation. Though
this process is never infallible, it becomes the means to forward the cause of
that resolute enquiry which we—that means both the reason and authority
baiters—must indeed identily as the crux of what we recognize as our app-
roach. Here the endless controversies over means start sounding like the
quibblings of the five blind folded men who identified the elephant according
to their own predilections, their needs, and moreso their likings. It is our
cognition that can remove the blind fold of such partial viewings. This is
probably the endless search and constant refrain of philosophizing down the
ages which manifests in its stress on the holistic approach as integral to proper
understanding. For partial approaches are most amenable o partialities, and
attempts at holism automatically involve the fullest and widest possible
expanse of a framework or gestalt that human cognition can grant, or is
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capable of. In essence, then, to concentrate energies neither on the search for
master-tools nor on the furtherance of any of the partial approaches to the
exclusion of the other—mark the word exclusion here—becomes the prime
cognitive enterprise of a philosopher. This must only spawn such robust en-
quiry as forwards the goals of the understanding of concepts that best articu-
late the entire gamut of human thought and activity, as much its processes
as its aims, and also their ends. And if it be true that when needs combine
with motives they form biases, it is equally true that this cognition itself is the
first important step in eschewing biases, their ulteriority, and the consequent
cramping effects of all the three—our needs, emotional motivations and our
biases. It is when the positive thrusts of our needs are linked to the cognitive
apparatus and enterprise of man, that biases are neutralised, a common
ground for a dialogue between warring ideologies can be laid, and a polarisa-
tion or consensus, whatever, achieved. This of course has the risk of putting
some ‘professional’ philosophers out of employment, but it need not really.
Tt will only weed out aspects of their philosophizing that camouflage as strong-
points but in reality only cramp their growth; and such camouflage is not
only self-willed, it is often something of which one is blissfully unaware. This
bliss can be unvieled by peering into the motivations behind one’s own con-
templations as well as the motivations of others like-minded. This would lay
bare the pathway traversed till date and show such that are appropriate for
the future even as one weeds out the thought-lecches and egoistic-parasites
that are spin-offs of yester years; and moistens and fertilizes the soil for a fresh,
vibrant germination, today and tomorrow. It is the misfortune of today’s
professionalism that it should have gravitated to become an articulation of
needs when in reality it should be an articulation of objectives. If this is a
travesty, it is probably only a manifestation of such corruption of thought
processes as finds echoes in most endeavours of the man of this age. To over-
come this and break out of this vicious cycle will be no mean task, we can assu-
re you. There will be many simperings, many howlings, for sure; and it wilt
be difficuit to assuage the laments of some who develop an identity crisis
thereby. We anticipate these. But they will as surely abate over a period of
time. And when philosophers have exercised their emotions to the full, we
hope they settle down to the less glamorous and more painstaking task of
actualizing themselves, as their branch.

HisTORY'S CHALLENGE TO PHILOSOPHY

In tracing the course of philosophy as a cognitive enterprise of man, we are
faced with two challenges. One is the recurrence of themes which seized phi-
losophers of yore, albeit in a modified form. The perennial controversics of
Rationalism y. Empiricism, Realism v.Idealism, Transcendentalism v, Positi-
vism recur with astonishing regularity in the pattern of human thought down
the ages. One could trace its germination probably to the genesis of enquiry
itself, if one had the endurance to delve that deep. From this the obvious con-
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clusion drawn is philosophical problems are either ahistorical, asccial, or in
any case unrelated to human conditions of the moment; and therefore ponti-
fications or arm-chair generalizations that are really vacuousflights of fantasy,
unrealistic if not altogether bogus or scandalous. This is often the criticism of
the non-philosopher. To obviate this, some philosophers concern themselves
with laying down specific parameters, and limit both the expanse and the
goals of their philosophizing in this terrain. They thus achieve a homo-
geneity and framework better able to withstand the critic’s onslaught. This is
necessary if not commendable at the personal level, as well as to preserve and
further the growth of the different schools of philosophy. But if this rule is
extrapolated o become comprehensive, that is, if it seeks to encompass the
branch as such, it only amounts to strait-jacketing something that must always
burst these frontiers. In fact, this rule would be remembered more by the times
itisflouted than by the times it is followed. In so doing, it creates endless
controversies, needless slanging encounters and anaemic mushroomings.
What is more important it saps at the energies of thought. Sucked thus into
a vortex of ‘analysis’ it becomesmore an euphemism for fault-finding and
narcissistic self-satisfaction than for genuine discourse.

Let us think of our earlier example here. If we have a mansion to preserve,
itis absolutely necessary to lay down its boundary wall. For itserves to demar-
cate it from the rest, as well as prevent forays of nefarious influences from
outside. So far so good. But every mansion builder also knows that it is
necessary to provide outlets, which need also serve as inlets, so that the boun-
dary wall itself is not barraged by impatient entry, or exit, seekers. This
essentially means we understand that philosophy cannot but keep itself open
to most influences from outside, as much as utilize its methods to influence
them in turn. Any accent otherwise will only amount to throttling its own
neck, and therefore suicide. It may in fact not take this extreme step, but will
always entail such dimunition of energies as saps its dynamism and renders
its activities that of a lethargic, indolent hypochondriac. For a hypochon-
driac is constantly preoccupied with the real or imagined deficiencies of his
body due to which he is unable to actualize potentialities masked from his
consciousness by such preoccupation. Moreover, in this mansion, the boun-
dary wall is a functional unit meant to serve the mansion, not the other way
round. It is the mansion which is of prime importance. If concentration of
energies on the boundary makes us neglect the affairs of the mansion itself,
it must alert the keepers and inhabitors of such an estate to scarch within
themselves and subject their priorities and perspectives to critical scrutiny.

To agree, therefore, that certain thought patterns are historically repetitive
is not to deny their historical significance at all. If history has one dimension,
that of time, it has the other as well, that of man. And as long as man remains
one of the concerns of our search, the time at which what was said or done by
him becomes an essential aspect of philosophical enquiry. That this may

A PEEP INTO MAN’S HISTORITY 43

assert the essential repetitiveness of his thinking predilections itself becomes
an important philosophical, and historical, finding.

Secondly, man is not just a product of his history. He is also its producer.
As such, he is constantly conscious not only of his individuation but also of
his role as a cog in a giant wheel. ““Man as the product and the producer of
history is to be understood in his social relations with other men. Whatever
man produces bears the imprint of his historical being. What prompts man to
know is not purely s private matter. His cognitive modification is rooted in
some needs, some of which are more personalised in nature and some others
more socialised in nature. In fact, man’s cognitive enterprises are problem
oriented. Every act of cognition, rightly scrutinized, is found to be an attempt
to solve some or the other problem, The aids, material and conceptual, needed
to solve problems are in most cases borrowed, i.e., social, and not privately
invented” (Chattopadhyaya 1987; 8).

Such then is the aid of history to philosophy. For here is the broadest
expanse of man’s enterprise available for man himself to interpret in its various
myriads. And if man is inherently characterized by his consciousness, this is
best reflected in his activities. What is man’s historicity but that which is
realized in his actions? (Barlingay 1983; 235). The human personality itself is
not an inert unity, just as the world with man situated in it is not a static
totality: “Both are dialectically shot through and through by history, by
change, i.e., the flux character of reality” (Chattopadhyaya, 1986 166). Thus
all enterprise of man become the legitimate ground for critical scrutiny of the
philosopher. He must attempt to unravel the conceptual undercurrents as well
as the over-lap in the patternings of man’s actionsas they are traced down the
centuries of his existence. And if to record particular events which have place
in time is the job of the historian, to unravel the form this record assumes is
the job of the philosopher (Barlingay 1983; 229), or the historian-philosopher.
Again, the lessons of the past are germane to his existence today, as well as
tomorrow. Though we do grant the traditionalist, or determinist, that the
past must need repeat itself or influence man’s future in ways not in his cont-
rol, we need grant it only pariial truth claim. Equally true is the enterprise of
man as both an individual and social being who must understand his past, that
part of it which is unchanging and that amenable to modification, and attempt
to modify the present and future in its light. That he may fail in doing so is
possible, that he will succeed only partially if at all is equally true. But that he
need stop doing so because he will never be able to stem the deterministic pro-
pulsion of an inexorable future is not entirely true. In fact, whether the future
is inexorable or changeable, man cannot absolve himself of playing his role
in either case: that of a believer in its modifiability and/or a believer in its
essential impermeability to man’s influence. It is this role playing that he can
never excuse himself from, which he must pursue with single minded devotion
to that which honestly grips his sensibilities, accepting all the while that what
grips him is not necessarily the only way to actualize potentialitics, for there
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can be better or more suitable methods available to others who seek them.
He may do this by remembering that man must be fair both to his own ex-
periences, influenced primarily by his own time and place and, at the same
time, to others’ experiences influenced primarily by the concerned people’s
times and places, and both histority and futurity are contemporaneously
operative within man (Chattopadhyaya 1984; 133-34).

In all these meanderings man cannot also forget that history is the life
breath of both his social consciousness and his individua! one. To neglect its
lessons may arguably suit enterprises of the moment, but it suits neither our
social humanness nor its social articulation. For, “History, rightly understood,
means social action of human beings and their consequences, intended as
well as unintended. To say that philosophers are engaged only in interpreting
history is to highlight their passive consumer’s role. What is expected of them
is to play an active producer’s role, recreating history for mankind and demo-
lishing the one that is against mankind” (Chattopadhyaya 1987; 10). Of
course we must appreciate the difficulties involved therein. For they are as
much of thrust as of inclinations: the thrust of our philosophizing today lays
bare the lack of inclination to forward this fo any major degree in the main
corpus of the philosophic community. This, in spite of all their professed aims
and pompously aired views. What is needed in such views is the ability to back
them up with action, with lives lived in such fashion, and a fervour that lights
others on the way almost automatically. For this, philosophy itself has to be
lived, as much as history has been by those who created it. When this happens,
the lessons of philosophy will be taught to the students of history; and the
guardians of history will repay the debt they owe to philosophical insight
down the ages. If philosophical reflections on history have to bring out the
hidden meanings of historical events, it is equally important however they do
not transgress their own limits, This they can do by remembering that their
interpretations are not “‘super imposed on the details of history. On the con-
trary, the latter should be allowed to provide character and content to the
former” (Chattopadhyaya 1987; 10). To actualize this philosophy must keep
an open attitude of give and take with all branches of human interest, whether
the sciences, the arts or others with other labels. To achieve this, a position
worth consideration is:

Philosophy as pure reflection on Being or what is there or as attempted
self-realization hardly yields anything live or concrete. However, I do not
deny that because of excessive or obsessive cultural determination it may
provide some of us emotional satisfaction of no mean consequence, but in
terms of knowledge which has truth-claim and which either grows or decays
we are hardly benefited. Unless philosophy is kept engaged in a critical dia-
logue with specialized sciences or at least with their history, philosophy is
likely to fly high on the wings of speculation irrespective of the things and
beings, ups and downs, visible underneath. Speculative or transcendental
flight of philosophy should not be construed as a creative freedom from its
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critical engagement with and commitment to what is earthy and human
(Chattopadhyaya 1987; 10-11).

Indeed. For, as we have argued elsewhere, the mind allowed to wander
free in pursuit of creative freedom may chance upon a spring of nectar but has
more chances of being lost in & maze (Singh and Singh 1988a; 196). The intelle-
ct needs some framework to work in, it needs a freedom that is restrained as
well; and to lay down limitations does not necessarily mean to limit endeav-
ours. And transcendental or analytical concerns, again, cannot be bereft of
their commitment to constructiveness, for our concern in genuine creative
philosophizing is not necessarily with new but with new constructive ideas.
Any accent otherwise results either in pedantry orin chaos, for just as obses-
sion with the old is stifling, that with the new can be equally anarchical
(Singh and Singh 1988b; 372).

To obviate both, philosophy must concern itself more carefully with
perusing the details of man’s history to delincate the details of processes that
work within it, and those that are amenable/unamenable to his intervention.
One such process we have attempted in Section IT when we traced the use and
misuse of man’s search for freedom and self-determination, for freedom from
the restraints of dogma and authority which cramps his creative and indi-
vidualistic pursuits, and how such endeavours result in self-indulgence,
recklessness, anarchy and the existential despair and identity crisis of un-
harnessed individuation, The difficulties that such breaking loose involves
and the problems that it poses for man’s search for identity become all the
more pressing as personal actualization and growth are the concerns that
haunt man’s creative predilections more ominously today than at other times.
Ominously, because today he has both the ability and the inclination to con-
vert these predilections into catastrophies. For it requires just an urge to
convert some despot’s mad itch to press some panic button somewhere to
convert the seething mass of humanity into a nuclear rubble of corpses. The
challenge today to man’shistorityis to providethe means to stem this head-long
foray into devastation, to unseat man from the nuclear stock-pile that in his
narcissistic alter-ego ready to ignite in front of his blind-folded eyes, to offer
him aliernative hedonistic pursuits that satiate his narcissism, and provide a
sublimatory channelization to his recklessly driving thanatos; and a self-love
that only spells anarchy, greed and parochialism which has erected more
barricades and bunkers than nature accorded as healthy for man’s safety.

It is to the lessons of man’s history, then, that the philosopher must direct
his critical eye, there apply the critical analytic apparatus he has honed to
perfectiont in his hypochondriacal preoccupations—and we must be thankful
to his hypochondriasis at least on this score, for he has experied the use of
this instrument thereby—here seek to study man’s Being as well as his No-
thingness. And then salvage his Being from his Nothingness, and find therein
his own deliverance. And liberation. Keeping aside for the time being the
endless arguments about whether there is a life hereafter or a moksa or not.
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There is something to be liberated by man in this very life b.ef‘ore he thinks (?f
the next. If nothing else, therein lies his deliverance fI‘OHT'l his inanifies a_nd his
inequities, if not from the cycle of birth and rebirth, his karma, or his pre-
occupation with or rejection of moksa. _

This something lies at hand-shaking distance. Our hlsfcory. comes back_ to
us in guises. True. But we must avoid the blind fold. Or disguising that which

is best seen uncovered.
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Marxism and social change: some theoretical
reflections

LAXMAN KUMAR TRIPATHY
University of Poona, Pune

SecrTioN 1: SoME CONCEPTUAL DISTINCTIONS

Theories of social change may be distingunished into two types such as (a)
partial theories of social change and (b) global theories of social change. A
partial theory of social change deals with the transformations of a particular
aspect of social life, e.g. changes of the economic institutions, political organi-
sations etc. can be regarded as partial theories of social change. But, on the
other hand global theories are theories which deal with the relationship bet-
ween all the aspects of the social life, Global theories are, therefore, of a
totalistic or integrated character. Partial theories may suggest certain hypo-
thesis in the sense of connection between different states of the selected aspects
of the social life. For example, theories which postulate that economic deve-
lopment is consequent upon technological inventions can be legitimately
regarded as a viable partial theory of social change. But global theories are
not hypotheses in this sense for they seek to provide an overall perspective or
framework in terms of which changes in different aspects of the society can
be related with each other. Hence, we must distinguish between a hypothesis
of social change and a theory of social change. This distinction between speci-
fic hypothesis and global theories, methodologically, is an important distinc-
tion because the question of the validation of a hypothesis is altogether
different from the question of the justification of a theory.

Hence, it is, first of all, necessary to distinguish briefly between several
meanings of theories as used in social sciences. For this purpose we may
follow the pattern of analysis of the meanings of ‘Theory’ suggested by R.K.
Merton in his book Social theory and Social Structure! He distinguishes
between six meanings of the word ‘Theory’ which are as follows—(i) by
‘theory’, in social sciences, very often, what is meant are methodological
inquiries, (ii) theory as analysis and classification of social concepts, (iii)
theory as post-factum sociological interpretations. Merton holds that these
three meanings of theory are not so crucial or important as the next three are.
Even, for our present purpose too, the next three meanings are more relevant
and they are as follows—(iv) theory as an empirical hypothesis between two
or more variables. This meaning of theory is applicable to what we have
distinguished as partial theory. Theory, here, means essentiaily a hypothesis.
(v) Theory in the form of hypothetico-deductive system from which testabie
predictions can be derived. This meaning of ‘theory’ is essentially similar to
Hempel’s D—N model of explanation. (vi) But the sixth meaning is more
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relevant for our purpose which, according to Merton, §tan_ds for a basic
conceptual framework within which descriptions and scientific hypotheses
can be formulated.

In the present paper we shall formulate an example of a concep.tual fran?e-
work which may be useful for the purpose of examining the theories of social
change. . .

The framework, which we shall be using, is based on the Aristotelian
doctrine of four causes. For Aristotle, a full understanding of anything re-
quires that, we consider it from four perspectives or points. of view. They are
namely, (i) material cause and (ii) formal cause, (iii) efﬁment. cause and (iv)
final cause.? (The word ‘cause’ here, is to be understood not in the H}lmean
sense of an antecedent event, but ‘cause’, here, stands for a ‘point of view” or
‘perspective’.) The significant point about Aristotle’s scheme qf four causes
is, firstly that a full understanding of anything is possible only if the thing in
question is considered from the four points of view and secondly, t_hat thfase
views are to be seen as connected with each other.® Hence, the Aristotelian
schema is an integrated framework. It is this feature which is helpful for us,
for global theories of social change are also integrated. _ _

The four points of view or four causes can be explained in terms of his

own example. (i) Heillustrates the material cause by the form.less bronze from
which a sculptor fashions his statue. (ii) The formal cause is the pattt?rn or
structure, which is to become embodied in the thing after it is well-fashioned.
In the case of the statue if is the plan or the idea of itself as conceived by the
sculptor. (iii) The efficient cause is the agent which produces the thin_g as the
effect. The efficient cause of the statue is the chisels, hammer, the will of the
agent and other instruments used by the sculptor. (iv) The ﬁpal cause is the
end or the purpose towards which the thing is directed. In‘ the example of
sculptoring it is the fully complete and realized statue. In tI}ls way, Anstoqe
explains the four causes by his own example of sculptoring. But, what is
important to note is that Aristotle himself extends this schema to more comp-
lex, non-physical cases. In Aristotle, there are two such extend_ed a_pphcatm{ls
of the four-cause model, namely, (i) to persuasive arguments in his Rhetorics
and (ii) to scientific theories in his Prior-Analytics. Thereis, theret_‘ore, some
basis for extending the Aristotelian causal model not only to material objects
or events but also to conceptual constructions such as theories.

SpcTioN IT: AN OVERVIEW OF MARXIST
THEORY OF CHANGE

In the early decades of the present century, when functionalism was the
dominant theoretical paradigm, it was usually suggested by some CI’IthS.Of
functionalism like Ralph Dahrendorf that functionalism is concerned with
cocial order whereas Marxism is concerned with social change.* The pre-
supposition behind such a contrast was that the two fundamental problems
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which have to be explained are the problems of stability in social life and the
problem of transformations in social types. The first one refers to the problem
of order and second, to the problem of change. Order and change were regard-
ed as the two fundamental problems of sociology ever since to the time of
Augustus Comte. But what was new in the early part of the present century
was the idea that these two problems, fundamentally, require different types
of theory. However, it was very soon realized that such a contrast is too
simplistic, for social order in itself implicitly contains the potentialities of
change. As Parson himself clearly recognized, on the other hand, a theory of
social change must also explain how the various parts of a social order are
related with each other.® When we speak of social transformations we are not
thinking of random changes. But the idea is that the social system, as a whole,
in everyone of its major parts undergoes a transformation. This is what is
implied in the distinction between changes in the system and changes of the
system. In other words, social change is systematic and hence a theory of
social change must also have a conception of the rclationships within the
system. This means that in its own way, a theory of social change must also
explain the structure of the system at any given part of the time, If it is so,

order and change cannot be opposed to each other. On the other hand, we

require a single general theory which will explain the conditions under which
the change comes about, It is, now-a-days clearly recognized that we require
such a general theory of change. There is also a way into a further recognition,

namtely, that both a theory of order and a theory of change must explain
social phenomenon at two levels. These two levels are referred to as system

integration and social integration. By system integration we mean the objec-

tive connections between the various parts of the social system, ¢.g. how the

economic structure is related to the social, political and the cultural parts.

On the other hand, social integration refers to the ways by which social actors

understand and conceptualize these relationships. Social integration refers to

the domain of perceptions, ideas and thought which the individuals have about

their social orders. It is also, today, felt that an adequate theory of social

change must explain what may be called the objective as well as the subjective

aspect of the process. It is from these two points of views that we shall consider
the Marxist paradigm of social change.

When we begin to consider Marxist’s view on social change we must keep
certain preliminary distinctions in mind. Although, for a number of theoreti-
cal as well as practical points Marx and Engels are in agreement, yet there
seemns o be a difference not so much in the content of their statements, but in
theirapproach to the problem. Forexample, Engels regards a theory of social
change as essentially an application of the fundamental principles of dialec-
tics to history. In his terms, ‘Historical Materialism’ is merely an application
of ‘Dialectical Materialism’, while Marx does use, occasionally, the expression
‘Dialectical Materialism’. Yet, for him, studies of the social and historical
change do not appear to be merely the application and illustrations of the
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dialectics of nature as in Engels. More importantly, in studying historical and
social phenomena. Marx sometimes, is concerned with the specific and con-
crete ocourrences and events of particular period and places. For example, in
his historical writings such as The Eighteenth Brumnaire Marx is mainly
concerned with a concrete narrative of how various kinds of changes took
place in France. At this level Marx is functioning mainly as a descriptive
historian. But, in his more theoretical texts such as A4 Contribution to the
Critique of Political Economy, The German Ideology and most importantly
in The Capital, he is concerned with formulating a theoretical framework
for the studies of change. We must, therefore, distinguish between Marx as
the theoretician of the social change and Marx as the historian of social
change. As we shall see, one of the fundamental problems which one faces in
understanding Marx is precisely as to how these two historical and theoretical
levels are to be connected with each other. However, for our present purpose
it is the theoretical framework which is very important.

Marx presents his theory of social change essentially in A Contribution fo
the Critique of Political Economy®, and ‘The German Ideology™. In both the
presentations the fundamental theoretical construct which he uses is that of
a mode of production. We may regard the concept of mode of production as
the basic theoretical category, for it is in terms of this category that Marx
explains both the subjective as well as the objective aspect of order as well
as change. Marx, clearly, in is own way, recognizes the objective and the
subjective dimensions. The concept of ‘Base’ is an expression of the objec-
tive side of the question whereas ‘the super structure’ among other things
includes the subjective and the ideational elements in the form of certain
aspects of consciousness. Hence, the question becomes how the objective
social existence and the subjective social consciousness are related to each
other. It is to explain this relationship that he intioduces the model of
‘Base and Super Structure’. But, this model itself can be understood in
three different ways. According to the first way of understanding which may
be called the orthodox or deterministic model, the superstructural ele-
ments are determined by the modes of production in the sense of being
merely the effects of economic factors. According to a second interpretation
which we may call ‘the organic model’ the various elements are related
with each other in the form of a certain living totality. But the model of
organic unity does not clearly bring out how change occurs within such a
unity leading to transformation of types. Accordingly, a third model, which
may be called ‘the Dialectical model’ preserves both the inter—connections as
well as the possibility of change of these inter-connections. Al these three
models seek to explicate Marxist idea of Base and super structure relatively.
Hence before we critically examine these threc forms of interpretation of the
model it may be useful to have a brief overview of the content of his theory.

Marx, in the preface to A Contribution to the Citigue of Political Eco-
nomy, has said as follows: “In the social production which men carry on they
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enter into definite relations that are indispensable and independent of their
will; these relations of production correspond to a definite stage of develop-
ment of their material power of production. The sumn total of these relations
of production constitutes the economic structure of society—the real founda-
tion on which rise legal and political superstructures and to which correspond
definite forms of social consciousness. The mode of production in material
life conditions the general character of the social, political and spiritual pro-
cesses of life. It is not the consciousness of the men that determines their being,
but on the contrary, their social being determines their consciousness. At a
certain stage of their development, the material forces of production in so-
ciety come into conflict with the existing relations of production, or what is
but a legal expression for the same thing—with the property relations within
the framework of which they have operated hitherto. From forms of develop-
ment of the forces of production these relations turn into their fetters. Then
comes the period of social revolution. With the change in the economic found-
ation the entire immense superstructure is more or less rapidly transformed,”8

As we remarked earlier this crucial passage can be understood in more
than one way. But in the general discussions of Marxism this possibility of
alternative interpretations of the same text is not usually recognized. The
commentators and the critics alike speak of the base-superstructure model
as if it is one model distinct from other possible ones.® What 1 am suggesting
is rather different, namely, there are three models of the same text. If so, it
may not be proper to describe Marxist discussions of the relationship between
base and superstructure as if that discussion itself constitutes the model. The
three interpretations I am having in mind are the orthodox deterministic
model, the model of organic unity and the model of Dialectical totality. Of
thethree types of interpretations, I believe, that the Iast one has certain definite
advantages. But I also believe that the dialectical model requires to be for-
mulated in terms of conceptual framework which would bring out its proper
strength. This problem of providing a framework for the idea of dialectical
totality we shall take up in the pext section. But, at present, I would like to,
more imporiantly, suggest that why the earlier two interpretations are
inadequate.

The deterministic model has a number of undesirabie implications. In
most of the critical literature these implications of the dialectical model have
been exhaustively treated and hence we need not elaborate much upon this
issue. For our purpose, there are three imporiant inadequacies which we may
briefly note. It is inadequate philosophically, sociologically and politically.
Its philosophical inadequacy consists in two characieristics of the orthodox
view, namely, in these terms, we cannot, really, understand the place and
significance of conscious activity in bringing about social change. The
Marxian term for such conscious revolutionary activity is ‘Praxis’. And the
first comment that we can make about the orthodox interpretations is that it
does not account for the full connotation of Praxis, Secondly, in so far as the
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concept of praxis involves or presupposes the notion of freedom the orthodox
view cannot be philosophically adequate. The sociological shortcoming of
this view is that it isolates the technical and narrows the economic aspect of
production, It understands production merely as economic production in a
restricted sense. It regards the economic as a factor which determines other
factors. For Marx, the economic dimension is not an isolated factor and has
o be related with other factors such as political, social etc. The category of
econemic in Marxism is a totality and it is precisely this idea which is implicit
in Marxist concept of political economy. We must, therefore, sce the economic
dimension as essentially related to the social, political and cultural, whereas
the orthodox interpretation, by separating the mode of production from the
superstructure, projects an atomistic understanding of the economics. The
political inadequacy of the orthodox model is that it marginalizes the political
dimension of the revolutionary transformation of the society, For Marx,
every revolution has both a social content and a political form, Not merely
from the point of view of a theory of political revolutions, but even more
generally, within the orthodox interpretation the importance of the political
aspect is minimized. For example, it is because of this kind of interpretation
that sometimes some orthodox Marxists desperage political values such as
democracy, Liberty ete., for within the orthodox understanding political
culture appears to be merely an ideological phenomenon. Hence, the orthodox
view actually betrays the goals of Marxist theory of change itself.

The model of organic unity is comparatively stronger than the first model.
The very conception of organic unity consists in the fact that it does not have
aunifying framework in terms of which the linkages between various levels can
be clearly represented. It is a theoretical inadequacy and because of this at the
practical level also, merely the emphasis on unity and organic character may
lead to reactionary outcome. In fact, the idea of society as a living organic
unity is precisely the fundamental theme of conservatives. Hence, if the first
model leads to authoritarianism, the second model leads to conservatism.
Therefore, we must have a third way of understanding Marx (i) which would
provide us with a unified understanding of the relationship between the
economic, social, political and the moral aspects of life; (ii) which would help
us to relate practical productive activity with social and political activity;
and (iii) which would enable us to see the connections between individual
freedom and social justice.

It is this vision which is implicit in Marx’s Theses on Feurbaci'®, The
Marxist idea is that by means of labour men change the circumstances of
their lives, buf this, in turn, leads to changes of the self in the sense that by
means of the productive activity men are capable of enriching their own
personality and character. In this text, Marx is linking external change with
internal change, whereas in previous philosophical developments the two
kinds of change and the activities corresponding to them were kept apart.
In this Ethics Aristotle distinguishes between the two as Praxis and Poesis.™
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Poesis is Marx’s productive activity involved in changing the world whereas
Praxis is the transformation of the self. In Kant too, these two forms of action
were kept apart.!? Change of circumstances would be pragmatic, according to
Kant, whereas, moral action is, what he calls, practical. What is new in Marx
is the connection between the productive activity and the growth of the self,
namely, the idea that men develop themselves by changing the world. It is
because of this that the category of production becomes philosophically more
important and any adequate understanding of Marx must be able to provide
a view for elaborating this insight.

SecTion III: MarxisT CONCEPTION OF SoCIAL CHANGE:
AN INTEGRATED PERSPECTIVE

We have already, briefly, introduced the Aristotslian schema of four causes.
In the present issue we will propose to use this as a framework for the dis-
cussion of sorme of the dimensions of Marxian theory of social change. But
before proceeding to do so I would like to emphasise that the use of the
framework which I am attempiing now is an interpretative and not a causal
one. In Aristotle, the doctrine of four causes is presented as four perspectives
or points of views from which anything may be considered. More impor-
tantly, these four perspectives are not alternatives rather they are related with
each other such that a total understanding requires all the four. It is this
unifying and integrating character that proves useful in our attempt to under-
stand the Marxian theory of change in all its aspects. While using this schema
we shall observe a certain sequence of discussion, i.e., the orderin which we
can arrange our discussion is the material cause point of view; (i) efficient
cause point of view; (ii} formal cause point of view; and (iii) final cause point
of view. In anticipation the material cause perspective would identify the
substance or the content which is said to be transformed (i.e., the concept of
production), the efficient cause identifies the agency which brings about the
transformation (i.e., labour as praxis), the formal cause—the pattern of
transformation (i.e., the class struggle) and the final cause—the goal of trans-
formation (i.e., overcoming alienation). In terms of disciplines concerned such
a framework would relate the economic, sociological, political and the moral
dimensions of social change.

For Marx, productive activity is the very substance of the human life
process.!® For him, by means of production man distinguishes himself from
other living beings. Human production, for Marx, is both a natural invariable
form as well as a historical variable form. In all periods of human existence
man’s life depends upon a productive interaction with nature. The necessary
interaction between man and nature is historically invariable. Marx calls it
as man’s metabolism with nature. However, the invariant necessity manifests
itself in different periods in different forms. To the historically variable forms
of productive activity Marx calls mode of production. This mode of produc-
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tion includes both, forces of production and relations of production. Itis this
(mode of production) which is the fundamental substance of individual as
well as social Jife. The category of forces of production refers to the social
aspect. Hence production is not merely an economic category. For Marx,‘ as
it were, within the category of production, we have a miniature representation
of the totality of social life, for it includes raw material, instruments of pro-
duction, knowledge and skills, labour activity as well as relationships. It is
because the mode of production is an integrated concept thatit can be used
to explain all aspects of social change. Understood in this way, the Marxist
theory is not a reduction to the economic.

The other perspectives which we have mentioned emphasise different
themes implicit in the category of modes of production. For example, pro-
duction involves a conscious practical activity which Marx calls Praxis. For
him, Praxis is not merely an adaptive action as when an animal behaviour
adapts the organism to the environment. The animal behaviour is not praxis
because praxis is not an adaptive but a transformative activity. Men adapt
themselves to the nature by means of their productiveactivity. In modern
terms, Praxis is alloplastic rather than autoplastic. Since productive activity
or Praxis is a transforming activity, it includes in itself a conscious ending
view and conscious control. It is, in this term, in The Capital, Marx dis-
tinguishes labour as human Praxis from animal activity.” Human Praxis or
labour may appear in different social formations in different ways. Broadly
speaking, we may distinguish between a form of activity which cripples or
dehumanises the agents themselves and another form of activity which brings
the fulfilment of human nature or human essences. To the first type of activity
Marx calls ‘alienated Iabour’ and more specifically when he is thinking of
capitalism he calls it ‘wage slavery’. The perversion of alienated labour is that
activity which is the very essence of man which change into & mere means or
instruments for biological gratifications like hunger, sex, shelter etc. Praxis
proper is an end and not merely means. Whether labour would appear as
alienated or fully, depends, therefore, on the patterns in which it is exercised.
Since all labour is social or co-operative in the sense that means of productive
activity can be exercised only in society. The nature of society determines
whether labour would be dehumanizing or not. In all societies there is a class-
division of those who own the means of production and those who labour.
These social divisions structure the activity in the society as alienated.

However, for our purpose what is important about the level of the division
is that if praxis is the efficient cause, then it must operate according to a
certain form or patiern. The pattern regulating the nature of the activity takes
us to the third point of view, i.e., the formal cause. We may also note the
sequence in Marx’s argument up to this point. Social transformation depends
upon changing the modes of production. Change in the modes of production
depends upon change in the nature of labour from the alienating to the
emancipatory. But change in the quality of the nature of labour means change
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in the patterns in which it 1s exercised and these patterns are defined by the
relationship between the classes. Hence the social change takes the form of
class struggle.2® The formal cause point of view, thus, takes us to the level of
Marxist theory of class. It is well-known that Marx defines class in two ways—
(i) objectively, in terms of the position in the productive system and (ii) sub-
jectively, in terms of class consciousness. In the former the criterion is whether
the class owns or does not own the means of production. Accordingly, the
two classes, objectively, are the owners and the workers, In later, when 2
class becomes aware of its interests and the opposition between these interests
and the interests of the other class, this class consciousness transforms the
class in itself into the class for itself. Here, what Marx is doing is to introduce
the Hegelian notion of self-consciousness into a sociological analysis. This
is important for Marx, for only a self-conscious class is capable of revolu-
tionary sruggle. In this way we can sec how an element of consciousness is a
necessary pre-condition of social change, The form, therefore, is the complex
pattern by which a class becomes self-conscious. This is a very complex and
[ong drawn process. It is not merely a situation of confrontation or struggle,
but in addition to such a struggle a class becomes class-conscious by develop-
ingassociations within itself. Membership in a class itself becomes an intrinsic
value and hence a class style of life is formed in its own characterized pattern
of interaction, communication and feeling, Class-consciousness also requires
that there should be an articulation of its own interest and a larger historical
perspective, within which it can understand itself, Therefore, for a class to be
conscious, the leadership becomes necessary. The relationship between the
mass and the leadership is a symbioticrelationship, There can be no revolu-
tionary leadership without the mass support and the mass cannot become
an agent of revolutionary change without articulation by the leadership. Each
requires the other and because of this dialectics between the mass and its
leader a kind of democracy is formed within the class-struggle itself. This
revolutionary democracy which is born in the class-struggle, therefore, takes
a political form. As Marx has pointed out all revolutions have a social content
and a political form. This political form is not merely a confrontation with
the state. Beyond that kind of confrontation in the class-struggle itself a new
kind of political culture is born which Marx, sometimes, describes as a
socialistic democracy. This political culture is regulated by certain basic
values and these normative and moral aspects take us to the final cause point
of view.

The normative goal of social change, Marx describes, in two different
ways, namely, (i) in terms of society and (ii) in terms of individual. The goal
of change from the point of view of the society is to overcome alienation by
eliminating the causes of alienation and from the point of view of the indi-
vidual the goal is the fullest development of the potentialities of the individual
not as opposed to the development of others, rather as a necessary condition
for it. There can be no better formulation than Marx’s own, namely ‘The free
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development of each is the condition of free development of all’.’® Hence, at
the final Ievel, social development or individual development is seen, again,
as symbiotic, in the sense that each depends upon the other. The relationship
between them becomes a positive feed back in the sense that with every
increase in one (i.e., social development) there is a corresponding development
in the other (i.e., individual development). But the pointto note here is that
this process of mutual development is not once and for all an achieved state
such that social change would come to an end. On the contrary, for Marx,
real social change in the qualitative sense begins only from this point. The
previous stages have been merely necessary struggles to attain this position;
sometimes Marx describes these earlier stages as ‘the realm of necessity” and
changes after the revolution as ‘the realm of freedom’. In some other context
he describes the pre-socialistic phase as ‘pre-historic’ and social phase as ‘the
commencement of history proper”. In that sense the Marxian theory of change
is an open-ended qualitative transformation of life.

CONCLUDING REMARKS

The preceding attempt to place the basic concepts and ideas of Marxism
within a philosophical conceptual framework may have two interesting
implications. First of all, such a framework may allow us to recognise the
inter-connections and inter-relationships between various levels of social
change. Secondly and more importantly it may also provide a basis in terms
of which sustained comparisons with other theories of change may be made.
For example if one were to elaborate the liberal as well as the Gandhian
theories of change within such an unifying framework, it may, perhaps, be
easier to have some kind of critical judgement regarding the limits of these
three models. In this sense, the framework used in this paper may provide a
philosophical basis for comparative studies of theories of social change. To
the extent that it provides such a basis I believe that philosophical theory may
serve an jmportant function for the human sciences.
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The Marxian ethics

SUNIL KUMAR SARKER
Raiganj College, Raiganj

Marxism deals with the problematics of ethics on a relatively lower key, unlike
it does with other philosophical categories. The Marxist ethics is relativistic;
it vehemently opposes moral absolutism. The reason is that it believes in
contradiction and progress, and bears a “scientific attitude”, As a social
science, Marxism professes that any moment of the social or the *‘spiritual”
sphere is ultimately dependent on the triad (of thesis, antithesis and synthesis)
that Marx borrowed from Hegel. Consequently, it is averse to any contradic-
tionless absolutist ethical standard. This contradiction is not to be sought
after in the sphere of ideas or concepts, but in the concrete reality which is
fundamentally material. The “spiritual” superstructure, including moral
principles, stands ultimately upon the material structure or the material reality
which is, to be specific, the production relation, It is the mode of production,
or rather the production relation, that ultimately determines the shape of the
superstructure. Therefore, ethics is rooted in economics, and as economics is
a progressive phenomenon, ethics must be historical, relative. This is well
expressed by Frolov: ... the sources of moral ideas are the historically deve-
loping modes of production, the structures of social life logically replacing
one another and progress made by material and spiritual culture of society.”?

But the economic, historical and relativistic dimensions of ethical standard
are not conspicuous in the official versions of the definition of ethics: the
definitions seem to be rather non-commiital. Take, for instance, Lenin’s
definition: “Morality serves the purpose of helping human society rise fo a
higher level and rid itself of the exploitation of labour.” (italics mine) In what
sense a higher level? Again, Marxism defines moralify “as a system of views
and ideas, standards and judgements concerning the regulation of individual
behaviour, the co-ordination of actions of individuals with the interests of
other people or a certain community, of ways of educating people, of creating
and reinforcing certain moral qualities and relationships.”® Though this
definition involves the fallacy of petitio principii, yet it may serve our purpose.
This definition of morality also is not economic, historical or relativistic.
Leonid Arkhangelsky and Grigory Kvasov have even incorporated the con-
cept of conscience in their definition of morality: “Morality is that mode of
regulating human relations which presupposes a conscious desire for good
and rejection of evil, the conscious subordination of behaviour to the dictates
of demands of conscience, dignity and honour.” (italics mine).

Now let us have a look at the main features of Marxian ethics:

L. Morality is historical : Marxism assumes that there had been a time when
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there was no morality in the true sense of the term among humans,
though there were traces of morality there: “Although all these indi-
vidual mechanisms of moral control, deriving from self-awareness,
have been shaped by previous historical experience, they only begin
their true development when society enters the age of civilization.”>
Afterwards, we find different forms of morality in the successive
historical stages. Thus the moral consciousness of the capitalistic stage
of society is different from that of the slave-owning stage of society,
and like-wise the moral consciousness of the comministic society will
be different from that of the capitalistic society.

. Moral consciousness is based on economics ; Marx's relativistic and teleo-

logical logic of ethical principles, based on economics, revealed itself
as early as in the first quarter of the 19th century, when Prussia passed
the Law Against Theft of Timber. Before this, felling of trees was not
restricted, but afterwards it was enforced that anybody felling trees
within the landed property of another without prior approval, would
be deemed to have committed the act of theft. Marx rose against this
law and said: ““... if every violation of property without distinction or
more precise determination, is called theft, is not all private property
theft? Do I not, beg my private property, deprive another person of
this property? Do I not thus destroy his right to property? ™. Later
on, Marx developed his concept of moral consciousness basing it on
economics. Thus, according to Marxism, “We can say that morality
is higher which serves to advance society a step further on the road of
material progress and freedom.”? Marx says that ethics is a bye-
product of the production-relation of the economic sphere. This has a
direct reference to his class concept of ethics.

. Ethics is partisan: Marx conceived that before the advent of socialism,

human society has experienced different production-relations, but in
each case there have been two antagonistic classes—the exploiter class
and the exploited class. History is simply a nariation of the modes of
contradiction of these two antagonistic classes. The bourgeoisie, occu-
pying the more advantageous position in the production-relation and
thereby exploiting the free labour of the proletariat, shapes its domi-
neering ethical principles to suit its greed. The proletariat, on the other
hand, being in despair, shapes its meek ethical values, pursuant of the
bourgeois demand. According to Marxism, “In class-divided society,
morality is always and necessarily class-morality. It expresses precisely
the requirements, the social consciousness and the measure and kind of
freedom of the various classes. And when a class is going down, its
morality goes down with it, and gives way to a different morality.”®

. Ethics is relative: As a consequence of the economic determinism of

ethics, and of economics being a progressive phenomenon, moral
principles can never be absolute; it is doomed to be partisan.
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5. Contradiction in Ethical principles: Like the economic contradiction

between the two antagonistic classes, there is contradiction, too,
between the ethical standards of the two antagonistic classes. To the
bourgeoisie, for example, the surplus value is a desert for its entrepre-
neurship, but to the proletariat, it is nothing better than an article of
burglery.

. The revolutionary aspect of morality: Marxism believes that morality

should never be divorced from politics. It is for this reason that Mikhail
Gorbachev has called for an “ ‘ending of politics’ isolation from the
general ethical standards of humanity.”® But, then, not only should
politics follow the principles of ethics, but ethics should also follow the
revolutionary needs and dictates of the moment, It is for this reason
that Nikolai Lenin, in his Collected Works (1923), vol. xvii, pp. 321-23,
writes thus: “A communist must be prepared to make every sacrifice
and, if necessary, even resort to all sorts of schemes and stratagems,
employ illegitimate methods, concealthe truth, in order to getintothe
trade unions, stay there, and conduct the revolutionary work within ...
We repudiate all such morality that is taken outside of human class
concepts ... We say ‘Morality is that which serves to destroy the old
exploiting society and to unite all the traitors around the proletariat,
which is creating a new Communist society.” ”*10

. The Universal elements of morality: Marx has taught us that morality is

causally determined by historical-material conditions, and so it cannot
but be only relative. Yet, the Marxists tell us that there are moral
principles that transcend time: “The question is often asked whether
there exist in class society the moral standards that are essential for any
human community. Yes, such standards do exist. There are certain
simple standards of human morality that take place in the process of the
entire historical development of the peoples. They are to protect the
community from any excesses that may threaten it (physical abuses,
abuses); they demand elementary honesty in everyday intercourse, and
50 on,”1t

. There will be no morality in the human society: “Communism is the

necessary form and dynamic principle of the immediate future but not
as such the goal of human development...the form of human so-
ciety.”?* In the human society there will be no room for the concept
of morality. Engels innuendoes to such an idea in his Anti-Diihring:
“Thou shalt not steal, Does this injunction thereby become an eternal
moral injunction? By no means. In a society in which all motives for
stealing have been done away with, in which therefore at the very most
only tunatics would ever steal, how the preacher of morals would be
laughed at whoe tried solemnly to prociaim the eternal truih: Thou
shalt not steal!”’® We may perhaps add that as evil is, according to
Marxism, the product of economic inequalities nursed by bourgeois
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material-economic system, at a yet unforeseen time when there will be
no economic inequality, the concept of morality, which has a reference
to good and evil, will leave this earth. Further, with the abolition of
antagonistic classes, morality in the traditional sense of the word will
vanish: “When class dntagonisms are abolished in socialist and com-
munist society, then morality does become human and not class mora-
lity ... Such morality expresses the principles and maxims of free
action-in ‘an association in which the free development of cach is
the condition for the free development of all.’ ... Although human
morality does not yetexist, we can perhaps guess at some of its charac-
teristics. It is not dogmatic, but scientific and self-critical ... For it
immoral behaviour is simply anti-social behaviour due to weakness
and lack of education, and its aim is not to punish but to reform and
educate.”"14

9. Morality in the relation between humans and non-humans: Generally,
ethics is concerned with the ideal relation among humans. But Marxism
assumes an indirect moral relation between man and nature. Pyotor
Fedoseyev in his Philosophy and Scientific Cognition writes: “True
morality is not directly the attitude towards nature, as it covers only
the field of relation between humans. But in the contemporary relation
of society and man to nature all evil inflicted on nature turns evil
inflicted on man. Through attitude to nature men relate to each other,
making it one of the moral humanistic principle.”*

Marxism supposes that morality like freedom has evolved owing to the ‘acti-
vities of definite classes’: *“What they [the bourgeois philosophers—SKS] did
not observe is that freedom is something which develops socially on the basis
of the activities of definite classes, and that the same is true of morals,’18
Morality first appeared as a binding force, but in course of time the “binding
force’ metamorphosed into an ‘ought’: *‘Since men live in society, they neces-
sarily evolve a moral code to regulate their mutual relations and activities in
society. This assumes in relation to individuals the appearance of an externally
and morally binding force, because of its character of a social regulator of
conduct. It assumes the peculiar character of a ‘moral force’; we do not have
to act rightly, but we ‘ought’ to do so0.”1?

According to Marxism, the healthy material condition for the proper deve-
lopment of moral consciousness is the atmosphere of collectivism and com-
radeship. This means that the proper development of moral consciousness is
not possible in any socio-political system other than that of the commmunistic
society.

Of recent times, the revolutionary means of achieving the ideal moral
society, has, perhaps, been dropped. V.V. Denisov writes: “The modern
world is in need of new moral imperatives of political activity and a new
political philosophy. New political thinking presupposes new moral criteria
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and new approaches to world politics, and above all genuine realism and
mutual responsibility and equal and general security, and is incompatible with
the premise that ‘might is right!” 18 Denisov establishes his point with a
quotation from Gorbachev who says that “[{Our ideal —SKS] is a world with-
out weapons and violence, a world in which each people freely chooses its
path of development, its way of life. This is an expression of the humanism of
communist ideology, of its moral values.”?® Thus the Marxists dream of a
“new, communist morality”,20 _
‘However, on the theoretical plane, Marxism is not above the following
criticisms:
(1) While basing moral principles on the modes of production-relation,
Marxism makes a faux paus in the direction of naturalistic fallacy.

(i) Alfred G. Meyer rightly says that “‘a relativistic application of moral
laws is perfectly reconcilable with the adoption of an absolutist con-
cept of moral code” (infra), because “A program of action, as Kant
has shown convincingly, cannot be inferred from description only.
The minimum additional premises necessary for such a deduction
would be at least one proposition establishing the end desired. And
this proposition would not belong to the realm of description; it
belongs, in final analysis, to ethics. And, indeed, if we investigate
the way in which the Marxists have deduced their programme of
action from their description of reality, we inevitably find that,
hidden under the claim to have given a scientific basis to morality,
there are always some nom-empirical propositions concerning the
end desired. Even while they debunk the notion of morality, Marx
and Engels and their followers are intensely committed to a very
definite set of moral values.”#t

(ii1) Marxism, like Kantianism, does not speak of moral specifics, but
only of abstract moral dictates. In the Marxian moral dictate, mora-
lity ““is that which serves to destroy the old exploiting society and to
unite all the traitors around the proletariat, which is creating a new
Communist society.” (supra) We do not find any “‘do’s” and
“don’t’s”. So there is scope of divergent opinions about moral
specifics under the general and abstract principles.

(iv) Marxism assumes that the development of moral consciousness is
historically correlated with the inevitable economic progression of
society in the communistic line. But the history of the USSR of over
seven decades does not confirm the inevitability of social-economic
progress of that country. There is still in the USSR, as Anthony
Burgess, the author of the famous novel Mechanical China Apple,
says “pop music, drugs, the feeling of being spatially distinct from the
older generation.”?® This contradicts the hope of an exclusively pro-
letarian morality free from the evils of bourgeois society.
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(v) Marxian ethics is class-ethics or partisan ethics, where the concept of
class or exploitation is based principally on the degree of physical
labour. In the sphere of means of production, the physical labourers
are the exploited class and those who are engaged in the production
but do not contribute any physical labour to the production are also
part of the exploiting class: “The relation in which classes stand to
the means of production determines their role in the social organisa-
tion of labour, because classes have different functions in social pro-
duction. In antagonistic society, some classes manage the production,
direct the economy and regulate all social affairs, i.e., engage mainly
in mental work. The other classes suffer under the burden of hard
compulsory physical labour.”® Here, those who contribute only
mental work, are also, implicitly, the exploiter class. This is, perhaps,
not justifiable. Jon Elster, perhaps, is not far from truth when he
writes that the “theory of productive forces and relations of produc-
tion—perhaps the most important part of historical materialism is
dead. ... The main objection to the view that property relations rise
and fall according to their tendency to promote or hinder the deve-
lopment of the productive forces is that it has no microfoundations.
Marx does not explain how the tendency is translated into a social
force, sustained by the motivations of individual men.”’24

Further, the term ‘class’, as defined in Marxism, is very vague.
According to Lenin, “Classes are groups of people one of which can
appropriate the labour of another owing to the different places they
occupy in a definite system of social economy.”? (jtalic mine) Now,
even if a person only can exploit but does not actually do so, yet he
will fall into the category of the exploitors. We think this is not
justifiable.

Again, Marxism divides people into two classes, but it cannot
identify the water-shade between the two. Further, why not more than
two classes, as we now hear of the New Class in the USSR? And, if
two antagonistic classes give rise to two different moral standards, we
may assurae, in the event of greater number of classes, there should
be greater number of moral standards, too. Is this conceivable?

(vi) We have seen how Nikolai Lenin illustrated the subordination of
morality under the communist revolutionary goal. Cyril Garbett, in
his fn An Age of Revolution, also shows us the complexion of com-
munist morality. He says that according to communism, morality is
subservient to the welfare of the State and thateven “Lying, treachery,
deceit, cruelty may all be used in its interests.”’* We think morality
has been debunked here.

(vii) Marxian ethics involves self-contradiction. It does not accept absolu-
tist moral principles, but all the same the Marxists tell us that there
are some moral principles or standards that transcend time: “The
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question is often asked whether there exist in class society the moral
standards that are essential for any human community. Yes such
standards do exist.” (supra) How is this possible?

(viif) Marxian ethics is causally connected with the mode of production-
relation. But this can never explain the category of the “ought” in
ethics.

(ix) V.D. Zotov writes that in the pre-class antagonistic society morality
was of a higher order, and that “with the appearance of a class-
antagonistic society morals lost their initial collectivist foundation.
Private property relations undermined such rules of behaviour as
honesty, candour, and selflessness.””?” We can, therefore, say that
economic-historical linear progression is not always correlated with
the unfolding of moral consciousness, as claimed by Marxism.

(x) Marxism says that communism is only the need of the immediate
future, and in the ultimate stage of social-cconomic development and
progression, the Human Society will emerge where the concept of
morality will completely evaporate. Living in a world-social condi-
tion in which we are, we can take it only for a happy dream.

To conclude, Marxism has the credit of adding the concept of “move-
ment” to the already existing theory of the epicureans. But we cannot accept
the Marxian ethic or for that matter Marxism as a ‘“‘correct method’'28 until
and unless the questions raised above are answered.

NOTES AND REFERENCES

Frolov, 1, Dictionary of Philosophy, Progress Publishers, Moscow, 1984, p. 132.

Lenin, V.I., Collected Works, Vol. 31, Progress Publishers, Moscow, p. 294, quoted by

Pyotor Fedoseyev in Philosophical and Scientific Cognition, Nauka Publishers,

Moscow, 1985, p. 66,

The Fundamentals of Marxist-Leninist Philosophy, Progress Publishers, Moscow,

1982, p. 346.

Civilisation and the Historial Process, Progress Publishers, Moscow, 1983, p. 190,

Ihid,

McLellan, David, Marx Before Marxism, The Macmillan Press, London, 1980, p. 96.

Cornforth, Maurice, Dialectical Materialism, National Book Agency, Calcutta, 1984,

p. 485.

Ibid,

9. The Philosophical Conception of Man, Progress Publishers, Moscow, 1988, p. 187.

10. Snyder, Louis L., The World in the Twentieth Century, Burasia Publishing House,
New Delhi, 1955, p. 163,

11. The Fundamentals of Marxist-Leninist Philosophy, Progress Publishers, Moscow, p. 347.

12. McLellan, David, op. cit., pp. 191-92,

13. Engels, F., Anti-Diihring, Progress Publishers, Moscow, 1978, p. 117.

14. Cornforth, Maurice, op. cit., p. 486.

15. f;a;lsoseyzg, Pyotor, Philosophy and Scientific Cognition, Nauka Publishers, Moscow,
2 p' 7

[ S

=

New e

2



258
26,
27.

23,

SUNIL, KUMAR SARKER

Cornforth, Maurice, op. cit., p. 482.

Ibid,, pp. 482-83,

The Philosophical Conception of Man, Progress Publishers, Moscow, 1983, p. 189,

Ibid., p. 202,

Fedoseyev, Pyotor, op. cit., p. 63.

Meyer, Alfred G., Marxism, Harvard University Press, Cambridge, 1970, pp. 44-45.
Mezhenkov, Vladimir and Skelley, Eva, Peresiroika, Progress Publishers, Moscow,
1988, p. 434,

Yermakova, A. and Ratnikov, V., What Are Classes and the Class Struggle, Progress
Publishers, Moscow, 1986, p. 26.

Elster, Jon, An Introduction fo Karl Marx, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge,
1988, p. 193,

Lenin, V.1, Collected Works, Vol, 29, Progress Publishers, Moscow, 1977, p. 421,
Garbett, Cyril, In an Age of Revolution, Penguin Books, U.K. 1936, p. 229,

Zotov, V.D., The Marxist-Leninist Theory of Society, Progress Publishers, Moscow,
1985, p. 298.

Plekhanov, G., Selected Philosopkical Works, Vol. 3, Progress Publishers, Moscow,
1976, p. 137.

Is knowledge socially determined?: a critique*

MAHASWETA CHAUDHURY
University of Calcutta, Calcutta

Introduction

There is an age-long tension between objectivism/objective theory of know-
ledge and the so-called sociology of knowledge regarding the nature and
validity of knowledge. Karl Popper is a traditional proponent of the former
and crying his voice hoarse for a long time to assert that truth and validity of
knowledge is independent of any exira-logical condition such as socio-
economic, religious or cultural factors.

Parallel to this, there is a growing concern among sociologists and philo-
sophers to take social conditions also into account for a full explanation of
kmowledge. K. Mannheim is a traditional champion of the theory of social
determination of knowledge.

Popper and Objective Knowledge

Knowledge, i.e., scientific knowledge is objective in Popper’s view in the sense
that all epistemic items such as problems, theories (which are conjectures) and
tentative solutions are items that transcend the subject as well as all material
conditions o be housed in a realm —the Third World which is objective. This
realm, however, is not immutable as Plato’s Idea; there are constant changes
following changes in our thought. Knowledge, though objective, is neverthe-
less fallible, to be corrected towards acheiving its ultimate goal, namely, truth.
This goal, however, is never achieved but approximated in degrees. Truth
acts rather like a regulative ideal,

Popper’s Account and Objections to Sociology of Knowledge

In Popper’s view ‘scientific objectivity’ is based to some extent on social
institutions, and not on the ‘mental or psychological attitude of the individual
scientist, on his training, care and detachment.” ‘This doctrine’ Popper says,
‘developed in detail by the so-called “sociology of knowledge, entirely over-
looks the social or institutional character of scientific knowledge because it is
based on the naive view that objectivity depends on the psychology of the
individual scientist’ ... ‘“What the “sociologists of knowledge” overlook is just
the sociology of knowledge—the social or public character of science’.2

In Popper’s account sociology of knowledge ‘overlooks the fact that it is
the public character of science and of its institutions which imposes a mental

*I thankfully acknowledge the assistance and hospitality extended to me by Maison Des
Sciences D L'Homine, Paris in Summer 1989 when T wrote the final draft of this paper. A
version of this paper was presented at the Philosophisches Seminar of Heidelberg University
on 23 June 1989,
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discipline upon the individual scientist and which preserves the objectivity of
science and its tradition of critically discussing new ideas”.? Everybody will
not share Popper’s euphoria about scientific training and its intellectual
impact on scientists. On the contrary, there are a good many people who
think (like Feyeraband) that scientific reason is no betfer than ordinary
reason and scientists rather follow the dictates of a disciplinary matrix (as
Kuhn thinks) than the ‘tradition of critically discussing new ideas” which
preserves the ‘objectivity of science’.

Popper regards language as a social institution and so believes that it can
be ‘socially controlled’.® Science, he thinks, is more than ‘social institution’
—because it needs free competition of thought in addition to the social
aspect, Mannheim (& Scheler) developed a theory of the mind—determination
of knowledge—to stall the subjectivist approach.

On this view scientific thought—especially thought on social and political
matters does not proceed in a vacuum, but in a socially conditioned atmos-
phere. The social habitat of the thinker determines a whole system of opinions
and theories which appear to him as unquestionably true or self-evident. Each
of these different socially determined systems ol assumptions is called *total
ideology’ (to Mannheim). To Marx, class-interest is the principal social
determinant.

Popper describes ‘the sociology of knowledge’ as the Hegelian version of
Kant’s theory of knowledge,* presumably because it is ‘constructionist’ like
that of Kant and unlike the “passivist’ account of the empiricists.

How to avoid the plurality of views? The older sociologists of knowledge
are aware of the problem and suggests that the ‘freely poised intelligence of
an intelligentsia’® which is only loosely anchored in a social tradition may be
able to avoid the pitfalls of the total ideologies. This can be achieved and
objectivity attained through analysis of the various hidden ideologies and
their anchorage in the unconscious. The way to true knowledge appears to
rest on the unveiling of these unconscious assumptions. This method is ridicul-
ed by Popper as ‘socio-therapy’ after Freud’s celebrated ‘psycho-therapy’.
Notice that Mannheim is equally concerned about salvaging objectivity of
knowledge as any other, and trying to find the method of socio-analysis which
only can result into freeing one from all social complexes to attain the highest
synthesis of objective knowledge. This is no concession to the relativists. In
fact, he emphatically denied that he is making any to relativism (in Ideology
and Utopic). The modern sociologists of knowledge however do not find the
plurality of frameworks to be an obstacle to knowledge. They consider the
possibility as unavoidable and therefore rather give up the concept of objecti-
vity (and truth) as redundant and seck shelter in various degrees of relativism.
Both the former and the latter kind however tend to destroy the basis of
rational discussion (or evaluation of a theory) by referring to a class-bias or a
paradigmatic difference. Sometimes it goes far enough to deny even translati-
bility of one into the other. But that is a different story.,
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To come back to Popper and his objections to social determination of
knowledge. The most significant point he makes about such account is his
doubt about the possibility of eradicating prejudice, class-bias or individual
one. Ie argues adequately that not only in social sciences, but also in natural
sciences, it is not so easy to get rid of one’s prejudice or ‘favourite theory’,
Objectivity of science rests not upon the individual scientist’s impartial out-
look, but upon the intersubjective or social aspect of science.

Two Objections to Sociology of Science

1. It is self-destructive, in its palpable failure in self-analysis. The recent
theories of sociology of knowledge are trying to avoid it by introducing the
Reflexivity condition.

2. The more important objection: they overlook the ‘social aspects of
knowledge’. ‘It looks upon science or knowledge as a process in the mind or
‘consciousness’ of the individual scientist’s impartiality, then not only social
sciences, but natural sciences also can never achieve objectivity for there is
no doubt that we all are suffering from our own system of prejudices or theo-
ries. Scientific objectivity rests somewhere else—in the social aspect of scienti-
fic method, which can be called intersubjectivity of scientific method. Ironi-
cally, those who call themselves sociologists of knowledge neglect the social
aspect of science. Two things constitute *publicity of scientific method’:

(i) Somethingapproaching free-criticism ‘Friendly-hostile co-operation/
criticism’.

(ii) Scientists try to avoid talk cross-purpose, they speak the same
language, of the same experience, i.e., observation and experiments
(not religious or emotional experience that cannot be shared).

Popper mentions some thought experiments to show that accidental
hitting at truth is never considered as knowledge because it lacks the use of
scientific method. The latter alone lends credibility to any hypothesis.
Examples of the ‘Clairvoyant’ and R, Crusoe.?

Both are examples of ‘revealed science’ because these lack the social or
public character of scientific method. °... the individual scientist’s impartia-
lity is, so far as it exists, not the source but rather the result of this socially
or institutionally organized objectivity of science’.® Any assumption can in
principle be criticised (cf. Einstein’s challenge to the concept of space-time).
And that anybody may do so constitutes scientific objectivity.

Knowledge as Social Construction

As I said before, according to the theory of social determination, all our beliefs
and opinion, ideas and thought are conditioned by the particular time and
society we belong to, science being no exception. And as there are many types
of social conditions, there is not a single standard or norm to judge the value
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of any idea, action or belief. There is no universal criterion for truth and
validity. The essence of relativism is succintly put by D. Bloor: ‘The objecti-
vity of knowledge resides in its being the set of accepted beliefs of a social
group ... The authority of truth is the authority of society.” (in *Popper’s
mystification of objective knowledge’, Science studies no. 76, January 1974).

In other words, the relativists believe that what makes it true that P is the
fact that a socially dominant group asserts that P, whereas the objectivist
argues that what makes it true that P is simply P, or more explicitly: a
proposition is true if it corresponds fo the facts.

It is difficult to disagree with the objectivist contention that there is more
o truth than the belief of the majority of a social group. ‘A fundamental
distinction must be drawn between the way the world is and what we say
about it, even if we all happen to agree. We could all be wrong.” (R. Trigg,
Reason and Commiiment, Cambridge 1973). On the other hand the refativists
claim that if truth (and validity) is beyond the reach of social conditions, then
truth-criteria might approach dogma—sounds attractive. The question is if
the putative dilemma whether knowledge is objective or socially constructed—
is genuine. We shall try to do that by presenting an extremely sociologistic
account of knowledge and objectivity.

Bloor’s Extreme Relativism and Knowledge

as Social Phenomenon

Bloor suggests (in ‘Popper’s ...") that all so-called objective entities such as
theories, problems and equations can be reduced to the inter-subjective social
domain. Popper’s ‘Third World’ of ideas int the objective sense can be simply
regarded as the social world. The contrast between the subjective and objec-
tive is thus identified with that between the individual and secial. Objective
knowledge for example ‘refers to the standards, conventions, accepted pro-
cedures, paradigmatic results and models to which some groups subscribe’
(it ‘Popper’s ..."). A straightforward identification of Popper’s ‘Third World’
with the standards of a social group is not possible as Bloor thinks because
Bloor does not appear to allow for the fact that prejudices and distortion are
as important in a social group as they are for an individual (remember Bacon’s
Idols of the Tribe?). Moreover Bloor equates theories with norms, but over-
looks that both can be objective. Until he gives a satisfactory reply why norms
cannot be treated as true or false, the identification of norms with theories is
no argument against objective knowledge (or the existence of Popper’s Third
World).

Of course the sociologisis of knowledge might say to this (I am not sure
whether an extreme relativist like Bloor would): sociality is neither truth-
guaranteeing nor truth-destroying but only a truth-limiting phenomenon.
The individual is the most likely source of error and society is the most reliable
source of truth because what knowledge will be sought in a society depends on
the axiological system that reigns in that society (or paradigm if you like).
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I admit at this stage that the decisions and conventions of communities
have and ought to have a large share in determining what is to count as know-
ledge, what is to be taken as valid; but that is only because we think they are
less likely to be in error than an ordinary person. In Bloor’s account, criticism
will be impossible (although he claims that it is)—because the authority will
impose ‘what is true’ (like ‘what is good’) to dissident minorities, Criticism
presupposes not only that individuals may err, but social consensus can also
be in error. Majority consensus does not prove that it is right—either in know-
ledge or in moral questions. Bloor has made an attempt to reduce statements
about conmstituents of Popper’s Third World—namely theories, inference
propositions to statements about norms and social processes. But that does
not help.

The difficulty with such reduction lies in the shifting of the problem to a
different level for the incompatibility between the supposed objectivity (vali-
dity truth-falsity etc.) of scientific theories and the supposed conventionality
of systems of norms is a major stumbling block for such reduction. Bloor
makes not only our rationally accepted beliefs but also rationality itself some
culture-specific phenomena. But one can argue to that in the following way:
theories are indeed systems of norms, but what this identification reveals is
that norms are objective, that is norms are evaluated, criticised and ovér-
thrown in an attempt to find the truth. It is because any system of norms is
theory-like that it seems plausible to consider reducing theories per se to
norms. In this way of reduction rationality and objectivity are precisely that
which reappear as the basis for criticism and change of norms. Science or
knowledge is indeed important to be understood as a social process, but it is
likewise important {o recognise if as an intellectual or logical process. Socio-
logists of knowledge, in their pursuit to seek extra-logical preconditions for
the origin of beliefs oversee the logical merit of them.

Proposition, Propositional Act and Knowledge

The theory of objective knowledge is often misunderstood as one which posits
objects as being ‘out there’ as coercive, part of external reality. But to say that
would be a gross mistake. Popper following (Kant and) a Fregean line subs-
cribes to constructivist epistemology. In this regard he is nearer to the socio-
logists of knowledge than the ‘passivist’ epistemology of the empiricists. One
can recall his anti-essentialist arguments in this context. However the socio-
logists of knowledge do not realise how far a constructivist theory of know-
ledge can go along with them without conceding to relativism of any kind.
The institutional character of language® is not underrated by Popper or Frege
by any means. And it is also recognised that whatever is institutional can be
socially determined. Language as the main vehicle of thought also cannot
avoid social conditioning. My perception of the issue would be.clear if we
distinguish between ‘proposition’ and a ‘propositional act’ as Alonzo Church



72  MAHASWEITA CHAUDIURY

proposed and with this distinction in view, the apparent dichotomy can be
given a ncw and clear perspective.

Frege who claims to speak for an objectivist epistemology is perhaps the
first one to make a distinction between what is asserted, believed, known,
thoughtorstated, and theact orstate of believing, asserting, knowing, thinking,
or stating. This distinction is significant for a sociological enquiry of know-
ledge because as Searle puts it, “The conditions for the truth of the proposition
are not the same as the conditions for the performance of the speech act of
asserting that proposition.”® Church also made the distinction between
proposition (the meaning of a sentence) and propositional act such as a belief,
and from the way belief senfences (such as I believe that ‘he is here’) are
translated argues that proposition rather than a sentence is the object of our
belief or other propositional act. We can also recall in this connection the dis-
tinction between ‘constative’ and ‘performative’ utterances proposed by
J.L. Austin—the ‘constative’ utferances can only be called true or false but

the ‘performative’ ones are the performance of some act and not the report-

of such performance. Propositions are, Frege also says (in his attempt to
establish the objectivity of the empirical and formal sciences)—true or false,
sentences are true or false only in the derivative sense of expression of a true
or false proposition. A true proposition is a fact. Speech acts are different
from a proposition, in fact all meaningful actions are performed with certain
intentions in mind and in accordance with cerfain conventions. And so the
performance of speech acts will surely be influenced by the social sitnations
in which the speakors find themselves. So what makes it appropriate to assert
that grass is green might be a question from someone about that particular
colour, but that should be distinguished from what makes it true that grass
is green, What makes it true that grass is green is simply grass’ being green
or the fact that grass is green. And that is a fact independently of whatever
may be said or thought or felt about it. The implication of this for the socio-
logists of knowledge is that speech acts, the intentions and conventions around
them and their social consequences are proper and important objects of socio-
logical inquiry, whereas propositions and the truths of propositions are not
amenable to sociological investigations. It would be wrong to claim that a
speech act (or any other action) was true in the sense of corresponding to
facts, equally wrong is the supposition that the truth of a proposition could be
socially determined or conditioned in any way.

It is clear now that the questions about the truth or falsity of proposition
and logical relations among propositions can and should be pursued quite
independently of questions about the causes and effects of the performance
of speech acts. The dilemma—either knowledge is objectively true and so
escapes the social influences or it is socially conditioned and therefore is not
true—appears now to be a false dilemma. Even if one accepts that social
conditions can influencespeech acts, that does notlead to rejection of objective
knowledge. But even now a hardcore sociologist of knowledge might further
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argue that knowledge is not merely socially conditioned but socially construct-
ed. That knowledge is a social construction is a claim about propositions to
the effect that they contain concepts which do not reflect the structure of
external reality, but only our interests and purpose. All facts are constructions.
It is important to note that Popper accepts much of this claim—no facts are
‘hard facts’ to him, all facts are loaded, but not with our individual (or class)
interests and purposes, but with our theories. But here we must make a fine
distinction between ‘constructed’” and ‘theory laden’. That we can know of
bipeds and quadrupeds or that gold is valuable—depend on certain social
conditions, but that we can do so has something to do with their nature. Here
we must make a distinction between ‘brute fact’ and ‘institutional fact’. ‘Mary
is a human being’ states a brute fact whereas ‘Mary is a philosophy under-
graduate’ states an institutional fact. But it is not the case that all facts are
either entirely brute or entirely institutional, brute fact and institutional fact
interact in such a way that it is an empirical question how much emphasis is
given in any particular assertion. Once we know an institutional fact about
something or somebody-—that entails our knowledge of that person or that
thing not only institutionally, but also as such. Example: ‘wife’ entails
‘female’, “human being’, ‘biped’ efc. Given any sufficiently determinate
standard or norm, it will be an objective issue, a matter of truth and falsity
how well a particular object will measure up to it. Moreover although notms
are (arbitrary) conventional, these are also attempts to approximate truth
and are thus evaluated and adjusted, according to available knowledge of
the time. And even if we know an object as an institutional fact—that
entails our knowledge of it and in addition knowledge about the object as
a ‘brute fact’. For example, our knowledge of the object, say gold, may
be partly institutional, dependent upon several social conditions, but ‘this
is gold’ or ‘gold is valuable’ is not only a statement about a socio-economic
system, but also about a brute fact possessing certain properties, in this
case an object possessing the atomic number 79. Those who think know-
ledge is socially constructed oversee this. Knowledge that X measures up to
the standard s only entails that someone in authority says so. But X mea-
sures up to the standard s does notentaif that X possesses properties A, ...
Ay, for those in authority may make a mistake, the standard may be incor-
rect, available knowledge may not be adequate and so on.

If it is realised that in pronouncing a judgement, an authority (or the whole
society if you say so) is not asserting a proposition (claiming truth-falsity,
validity etc.) but only a speech act, then the objective theory of knowledge
would not have any quarrel with sociology of knowledge. But that is not to
be. The sociologists of knowledge—at least some militant ones like D. Bloor
have gone as far as to banish truth and validity from the realm of knowledge
and attempted to reduce Popper’s Third World to a social phenomenon. To
avoid subjectivism the sociologists of knowledge have opted for a more
problematic choice. Progress of knowledge and its fallibility can be better
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explained if we can avoid the good old Baconjan Idols Of the Tribe. Cultural
or anthropological relativism, even if irue, says only that there are several
standards of judging social phenomena. It does not entail that we cannot
evaluate the different standards. And relativism even if true in social pheno-
mena does not have an epistemological corollary.
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Social reality and moral order
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1. DHARMA

The Philosophy and philosophical problems arose for Indians while consi-
dering the mutual relation between man and the universe and if Indians have
considered what the reality was like, it was also because of the fact that they
wanted to know how the nature of reality affected the nature of man. The
problems which concern this kind of relation between the nature and man
were classified by them under dharma. So, the primary problems before Indian
thinkers to whatever school of thought they belonged, was what the dharma
was. The investigation about Brahman was undertaken only as the limitation
of this problem. It was thought that man’s nature and his actions, ideals, etc.,
were linked with the nature of Brahman or reality as it actually was, It is not
possible here fo undertake the discussion about the correlations of Brahman
and man at length. Nor is it possible to explain at full length the concepts like
Brahman and dharma. I can only state a few questions about dharma as they
become relevant in the context of man.

By the word dharma, the Indian thinkers did not mean what is connected
by the English word, ‘religion’. The word dharma was used in ancient India
in a number of ways, It, for example, means (i) a characteristic (e.g. colour or
fragrance is a characteristic of flower or to die is a characteristic of man, (ii)
Jjustice, (iii) law, (iv) duty and (v) human end. But of these various uses the
use of dharma as human end or human objective is relevant here. It should be
pointed out, that ‘dharma’ used in this sense signified, two important concepts,
(i) the concept of abhyudaya or prosperity and (ii) #ihifreyas or what is some-
times translated as ‘Ultimate end’. I may, point out that the word niksreyas
does not mean this. The ultimate object of nikisreyas is to point out or suggest
in the context of man and the universe, the limitations of man’s power, to
bring to his notice, that man can go up to a point and beyond it man cannot
go. He has to realise that at a certain point he has to accept his own limitations
and supremacy of Nature. It is the realizations that he is not different from
nature. In one sense of the term, this realization is not ‘getting, achieving or
acquiring’ in the sense one gets or acquires one’s property or money or achi-
eves distinctions. This acquiring or achievement is merely knowing one’s
limitations. It is knowing that one’s independent personality cannot exist as
independent of the world all the time. So I do not think that the concept of
niksreyas can be really compared with end, although traditionally, it is being
compared. I feel that concepts like progress, end or achievement are in fact
concerned with abhyudaya or prosperity. In the following paper therefore, it
will be necessary to consider the presuppositions of the concept of abhyudaya.
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Perhaps the commonsense religion also is connected with the concept of
abhyudaya. First although in the concept of prosperity is included ‘my pros-
perity’ still, the concept of my prosperity cannot be meaningfully applied
unless we also hold that I exist in some independent world and that there are
other men like me in this world. The concept of prosperity indicates or sugges-
ts a kind of communication between me and other men, and me and other
things in the world. It is concerned with the relation between me, the world
and other men. Recognition of other men and other things in the world per-
haps leads, in its extreme form, to the recognition of other person like God and
the other world like Heaven. But although those who insisted on abhyudaya
conecpt also talked of the concepts of Heaven and God, the concept of
abhyudaya was primarily used (and should be used) only in the context of this
world and men in this world. Let us then say that that the concept becomes
meaningful in the recognition of the existence of other men and independent
world. It is through the use of these concepts that the social institutions come
into existence. It is only after recognising that there are other men and the
world, that one may, for example, think of dominating over them or, if neces-
sary, take their co-operation for the mutual or everybody’s advantage and
happiness. The mantras like sahandvavatu or ‘sarvepisukhinah santi’ have
their origin in abhyudaya concept only, Primarily the concern of abhyudaya
is, of course, with my prosperity. But if such a prosperity requires the prosperi-
ty of others, it is also concerned with the prosperity of others. If this prosperity
requives the creation of a state or a government, it will naturally be concerned
with state or government. Man is naturally concerned with everything such as
social order, government, literature and arts which serve as means for the
accomplishment of my progress in its fuller aspect. Had there been only one
man in the world or had there not been an independent world, the concept of
abhyudaya would not have been meaningful.

In order for the concept, to be meaningful, we require at least two men.
But when there are two men, there can either be co-operation between them
or a conflict between them. It is in this dialectic of co-operation and conflict,
that the concept of abhyudaya evolves. It is in this dialectic that a problem
arises whether one has an obligation towards others, The question can be re-
stated in the following way:

(i) What must I do for the other, and

(ii) What must I expect from the other,
That is, what must the others do for me, but Jjust as I should do something
for the other or the other should do something for me, I might have to do
something for myself. What I should do for myself is perhaps the basic ques-
tion. The question what I do for my happiness follows from it. In my opinion,
purusarthas like dharma, artha and ka@ma are concerned with these three speci-
fic kinds of questions. Of course, these questions would not arise unless we
also believe or presuppose in the world which is independent of man’s know-
ing. And this is what is Realism or a realist hypothesis.

SOCIAL REALITY AND MORAL ORDER

But having presupposed such an objective world, which is not dependent
for its existence on my knowing, I also construct another world—the human
world—on the basement of the first world by my ability, intellect and interest.
Unless such a world is created by me and the other individuals it would not be
possible to communicate with one another. Human languag_e, itself is an
example of such a world constructed by man. But man’s creations gf tables,
chairs and carpets or houses, lamps, radio and television sets are all instances
of human constructions only. One can easily see that all these things are not
only the constructions of some matfer but are also constructions of sounds
which take the form of words and also give meaningful forms to the matter.
If man is eliminated from the world these different structures will be merely
structures, Human language is indicative of their different functions and the
human world is essentially determined by these functions. It is because of the
differences in functions that the siructures become useful to man. It is fo
accomplish the human functions that man creates them. The diﬂ'ere.nces
between a house, a table, a carpet and a lamp, are ali due to human. beings.
Man’s progress, prosperity and communication are all concern.ed W1th_ crea-
ting such a variety or difference. It is prapaficha. As Bhartrhari has said the
Brahma in the form of sound takes the form of meaning. The process of the
world staris as soon the sounds are turned into meaning. It is on a_ccou_nt of
language that man is able to create a variety in this world. From this pomt of
view although the world is independent of man, it is also dependent. on him, It
is independent because it is constructed for human usc; the forms it takes are
meaningful only in the context of man. It must, therefore, be r!emem})ered that
the propositions ‘the world is real, and in independent of man’, and ‘the wc_>r1d
is man’s creation’, are not inconsistent with each other. In almost every variety
of Indian philosophy, we find these two concepts of the world, tt'm cosmocen-
tric and the anthropocentric. In Advaita Vedanta this duality is seen in the
form of Brahma and prapaficha, in Buddhist philosophy it is visible in the
form of svalaksana and samanyalaksana and in Jain Philosophy, it is presente.d
in the form of nischaya and vyavahdra. It is of course possible to conceive .th%s
human world as has been thought by the traditionalists, as unree‘nl. Bl_J.t it is
equally possible to think that the world, constructed by humax_l bemgs: is real.
When the social scientist refers to social reality the reference is to this man-
constructed world. The Marxist thinkers also think that this man-constructt?d
world is real. Their proposition that the reality is realized more and more in
the evolution of society means this. Nevertheless this concept of anthrop::)cen-
tric world is not the same as the naive concept of realism which we get in the
traditional European Philosophy.* It should not be ignored however, that the

*Even in the philosophy of Aurobindo and Vivekananda, the reality of 'the anthropocen-
tric world is taken for granted. Tn Vivekananda, it manifests itself in the difference between
asar and mithya and perhaps it is for this reason that Vivekananda can work Ol:lt a prog1:amme
of social reforms. In the same manner, in the Vidistadvaita philosophy too, in accepting the
reality of Jivas, the world and God, there is acceptance of the concept of the anthropocent-

ric world.
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anthropocentric world is also the cosmocentric world, as it is the manifesta-
tions of the cosmocentric world only. If the anthropocentric world is called a
socond order world and the cosmocentric the first order world, one could
see that in the ultimate sense, the anthropocentric world is not different from
the first order world. Other than the first order world would only be the
function or the function of the function of this first order world.

It must be remembered that the concept of prosperity exists or becomes
meaningful only in the sphere of anthropocentric world. The concept of pros-
perity is after all a human concept. But it is not necessary that the concept of
prosperity should invariably follow from a realistic philosophical theory. This
is, in fact, even more true in the case of the realistic theory of Indian origin.
For, although our philosophers thought of the world as existing in its own
right and also as the man-consiructed world, they have also introduced con-
cepts like Heaven and God in their abhyudaya theory and have in fact given a
greater weightage to the happiness in the other world and life after death. One
root of theirs was already implanted in ‘the other world’. These philosophies
not only postulated the reality of Atman, but also firmly believed in the con-
cept of rebirth or reincarnation. On the face of it, the eternal existence of
Atman seems to be consistent with the concept of rebirth. But to my mind,
there is some deeper inconsistency involved in this game as we try to develop
a theory out of them. We have not only to accept the eternal reality of Atman,
but have also to accept the third concept, the concept of apiirva or karma in
the development of the theory. In the course of history the concept of apiirva
or karma became so much inseparably connected with Atman that it became
necessary for the Atman to take rebirth. Our philosophers never thought how
the responsibility of karma fell on the Atman. Unless, the concept of karma is
accepted the concept of rebirth does not become meaningful. Atman qua
Atma always exists by definition. But if it is to appean, in the human form and
take rebirth, it is only due to karma or apizrva. But again we never think that
Atman does any karma. For one who does the karma is not the pure Atman
but the Arman as determined by the body. These two concepts are not identical.
So if anyone is responsible for doing the karma, it is not the pure Atman but
Atman as determined by the body. But at the time of death and after cremation
when the body is destroyed, who will be responsible for the karma? So the
philosophers had to conceive of the /ingadeha or kiranadeha. But there does
not seem to be any logical reason for introducing this concept. I think it is on
account of mixture of Pirvamimamsa, and Uttaramimamsa thought that such
concept arises. Strangely the Jain philosophy which thought that the body
and Atman have the same range (i.¢., though theyaredistinguished they cannot
be separated) or Bauddha philosophy which does not believe in Atman could
not remain aloof from this concept. The philosophy of Carvika alone seems
to be the only exception to such a thought in India, From the purely logical
point of view, it is not necessary for Advaita to bring the concepts of Karma,
Lingadeha and their contact with the concept of Atman. In fact, Advaita
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philosophy need not even postulate the concepts of karmajrebirth and Jivat-
man. All these concepts arise from ignorance, They do not in fact exist; on
Advaitic theory itself they only appear to exist because of our ignorance or
ajfidna and when *this’ ignorance is removed, there is neither Karma, nor re-
birth nor jivatman. That which arises from gjfidna or epistemic conditions
alone can be destroyed by knowledge which also is epistemic. That which is
onticand arises from onticness cannot be destroyed or got rid of by knowledge.
But Advaita’s emphasis on knowledge, and that Karma, Jivatman and rebirth
are according to Advaita the epistemic categories, could never be understood
by us. The contributions of the Advaita philosophy was thus totally ignored
by us. In fact, if Advaita philosophy is properly understood, there will be
neither a place for Chaturvarpa nor for Varnisrama Dharma also, in its
body. Our tradition talks of four purusdrthas : dharma, artha, kima and moksa.
The first three are concerned with abhyudaya. The lastone is concerned with
nifireyas. 1f Karma theory werea statement of some natural law then the cycle
of Karma could never be stopped. Advaita philosophy points out that it is a
part of our belief system and so is a phenomenon of the human world, arises
through our ignorance and can vanish with the rise of knowledge or Jiina,
Ultimately the human world is a part of the world itself and so everything that
arises in the human world must wither away into the world itself. Realization
of this is moksa or nifsreyas. The concept of four purusarthas can thus be
brought about in the following way. Granting that there are atleast two men
A and B and the world, there will be four kinds of relations:

1. A’srelation with B, (what A must do for B);’

2. B’srelation with A, (what A should expect from B);

3. A’s relation with himself (or B’s relation with himself);

4. A orB’srelation with W, i.e., realization that ngither A nor Bisdifferent
from W. I believe these four relations give us the concept of four
Purusirthas, dharma, artha, kama and moksa successfully.

In Manisika Stotra of Sankaricarya, an episode is described. Saﬁkarécarya
was walking through the streets of Varanasi, when from the other side came
a Candala. Sankardcarya said to him, ‘Oh Candala, keep away. Let not
your shadow fall on me’. The Candala said, ‘Oh Lord, you are a great teacher
of Advaita philosophy. I have not quite followed what you mean by my sha-
dow. If my shadow means the shadow of my body, then your body is made of
the same elements of which my body is made. If you mean by it my soul, you
yourself have preached that souls appear different on account of Maya only.”
Sankaracirya was moved by these words of Candila and he replied, ‘altho-
ugh you are a Candala, from today you have become my teacher’. Our
tradition depicted Candala as Lord Siva. But the real significance of the
Hymn was never understood by us. Sankaracirya defeated the teachers of
Piirva Miméamsa. But the Pirva Mimamsakas inherited the seat of Sankara-
cirya, after Sankardcdrya took his Samadhi. And they brought back, by
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back door, the whole of Karma Kanda in Uttara Mimimsa. Although Advaita
is even today theoretically of Advaita tradition, it has accepted every ritual of
the Vedas and of Piirva Mimamsa. It is for this reason that today the authori-
ties of Hindu religion, plead for caste system and Asrama Dharma and simul-
tancously propound and accept the philosophy of Uttara Mimamsa without
locating any contradiction in these two positions. Even the real precepts of
Gité, we could not follow, for the same reason. The meaning of “karmanye-
vadhikdraste’ is not that one should act without keeping before oneself any
objectives. What is meant is that when one acts, one should know that he has
control on the embarking part of the act. He cannot control the consequences
or effects of the act. In order to understand the precept of Bhagavadgita it is
equally necessary to take into account the latter half of the verse. Itis as
follows: ‘md karmaphalaheturbhuh, ma te sangostvakarmani’. It means ‘do not
act with the intention that you would necessarily get the intended fruit (because
you cannot confrol it). But do not be inactive either’. Not understanding this
lastpart, we either got involved in rituals or become inactive. Uttara Mimamsa
gives us the limitations of man’s capacity and points to the limitation of his
action. Instead, we thought that it tells us what a man ought to do.

In fact, even the concept of karma must be understood in the proper pers-
pective. It pre-supposes three important concepts, (i) human actions are deter-
mined by certain causation principle, they are governed by certain causal
series; (ii) this causal series is determined by man’s freedom. Man can do
whatever he wants to do; and (iii) if a man is responsible for his actions, if he
does something good he should get a reward for his work. All these pre-
suppositions are true presuppositions and are the formative principles of
society. But all of them are concerned with this world. If one does not under-
stand this and apply them to ideas beyond this world it will create a disorder.
This is what has happened in the case of Karma theory. When to the three
pre-suppositions of Karma theory we add (iv) that there is life after
death and (v) rebirth a series of unreal beliefs and absurdities. emerge.
Such extension of our legifimate beliefs has not only happened in
India, but has happened elsewhere too. Kant, for example, knowing full
well, that manis finite, incomplete and imperfect, postulated that for the
completeness and complete fulfilment of man, there must be rebirth and
the soul must be immortal. This kind of thinking is also due to man’s incom-
pleteniess. Just as it is natural for man to think of the worldly things, it is also
his nature not to understand the limitations of this notion and illegitimately
generalise this concept. Philosophies of Indian origin are not exceptions to
this. Tt is for this reason that just as in Indian thought, we get the germs of
human progress and human society, we also get something indicating against
it. As a matter of fact when one is concerned with the ultimate reality one
cannot, in fact, think of values, for such a thought is only human. But in one
sense of the term, even human world is a manifestation of the ontic world and
is ultimately dissolved in the ontic world. So whatever is manifestin the human
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world, cannot be inconsistent with the ontic. Although the human history
tells us that it is a history of exploitation of one man by another man, still if
the concepts like justice and equality and tendency against exploitation also
exist in human mind and the human world, then in a sense they also belong to
the ontic world and are, therefore, not inconsistent with the ontic world, In
short, although philosophy as such may be silent, about the progress of man,
it cannot be against it. In fact, the cosmocentric world should have the poten-
tiality to produce the world of man’s desire. That world which is able to
produce man should also be able to produce (or in fact produces) the world
of values which man produces. To realize this, what is in fact necessary, is
man’s own awareness. The human world comes into existence on account of
human awareness—my awareness. And its destruction is also due to my
awareness. In fact, to develop the concept of self-awareness and to determine
the locus of this development is also due to self-awareness. Perhaps this may
appear like a vicious circle. But to think of self-awareness as something diffe-
rent from consciousness is also a part of alienation process. (I am not using
the word alienation in the sense Hegel and Marx use it, but I do think that
this notion of ntine is also at the back of their notion.) It is on account of
alienation that man develops himself, discovers himself and also loses his
way. Although, the dichotomies like justic-injustice, equality-inequality,
exploitation-non-exploitation, are present in human world, to choose one of
the alternatives and construct the society also seems to be the engineering of
awareness. In my view, when Advaita philosophy talks of Atman it is talking
about this awareness. The traditional Advaita philosophy forgets this and so
arrives at the conclusion that the world is maya. But such a conclusion is not
necessary. Nay, il we emphasize on the essential unity, of the human and the
non-human world and if we realize that out of the alternatives created in the
human world, man also can choose, man has freedom to choose, whatever
he wants to choose, it can supply a good scafold in social reconstruction.
Although, such a thing has not been worked out there should be no difficulty

in working it out.
2. FORMULATION OF MORATL PROBLEMS

In the post-Moorean ethics it is pravalent to distinguish between normative
ethics and meta-ethics. But if Moore’s distinction {s taken seriously one will
have really to distinguish both ethics and meta-ethics from morality. What is
called normative ethics as against meta-ethics is also concerned with analysis
or understanding of concepts. “Pleasure or desire or health or perfection or
as a matter of fact any moral standard is finally concerned with the analysis
of the language and so I am inclined to think that one can think of morality
without there being either a manifest moral language or a meta-cthics about
the moral language. It would mean that in a dumb society people would cer-
tainly prefer one kind of behaviour to another but the rules of such behaviour
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would not be formulated. The formulation of the rules of behaviour is primari-
ly and essentially concerned with the communication of preference to other
members of the society or even outsiders. An outside observer may perhaps
notice that gradually one pattern of behaviour is adhered to more and more
in a certain society and the other kind of behaviour gets eliminated (which in
language form would be called depricated).

Moore in his ethics, says, in order to know what good conduct is, we must
know what conduct is and what good is. This is one more evidence, I think,
for thinking that in depath grammar Moore is trying to reduce ethical prob-
lems to epistemological. Epistemological problems are theoretical as against
practical and it is this theoreticalness about these problems which make them
linguistic when communicated or expressed. Of course in some sense practical
problems also will have to be communicated and expressed and so the linguis-
tic character of theirs will have to be maintained. But in so doing, it would
not be possible to overlook the reference to practical patterns. Moore is
trying to define a good conduet in terms of good and conduct and most
probably thinks that the investigation about the good as also about the con-
duct can be done at theoretical level, that is without reference to actual practi-
cal conduct patterns. It means he is regarding good and conduct as some kind
of concepts, arche-types, divested of experience. Such kind of Platonism
presupposes that concepts are windowless monads having no relation to one
another. And so in the conceptual geography of monadic space one would
have to say that they are separable and separate from one another and are not
merely to be distinguished from one another. In this programme when one
says, something is good, it is forgotten that one is passing a judgement onsome
particular thing or a class of things. This judgement may be either a direct
judgement or may be a conclusion of certain premises which are either rules
or a combination of rules or a combination of rules and factual propositions.
And although in the final analysis one would not be able to escape some kind
of theory of concepts while explaining the judgements one would have to
distinguish between concepts arisen through moral or aesthetic judgements
and concepts like man or humanity or morality. When one talks of concepts
like man one is, 5o to say, abstracting them, uprooting them from the context.
This is not the case when one talks of judgements. So when one talks of good
conduct, for example, one cannot really decide about, as Moore calls, ‘good
as such’ and ‘conduct as such’. Good conduct will have to be taken as a whole
and although we regard good as an adjective of conduct, in the strict sense of
the term goodwill not bean adjective of conduct but a judgement on the con-
duct. The parts of the conduct or conduct can exist in their own right if they
exist at ail, but the judgement on them does not exist unless there is someone
to judge. Naive realism in the case of ethical judgements would not do. The
same would be the case with regard to aesthetic judgements. I, therefore, feel
thatalthough one may distinguish between ‘is’ and ‘ought’ or ‘good’ and
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‘bad’, and ‘conduct’ and ‘good’, Moore’s approach to ethical problems will
not give us insight into them.

In the lght of what we have discussed above it will be interesting to find
out how the problems of morality were formulated by Indians. Indians were
no doubt concerned with the problems with which the infuitionists and
hedonists and the perfectionists and the utilitarians were concerned. They
considered these sets of problems under such terms as rza and rra and bhavya
and dharma, etc. But a large variety of such problems were classified by them
under what is known as abhyudaya. Under this concept of abhyudaya I would
like to distinguish between preyas and freyas. But their problem of ethics or
for that matter their problem of conduct had one more dimension. 1t was
concerned with what they called Nififreyas. The ethical problems according
to them could be properly understood only if we understand the problems
connected with nikisreyas. And it is this attitude of theirs which really disting-
uishes their ethics, if it is properly understood. In the Western concept of
ethics (except that of Spinoza), ethics is concerned with an individual or
perhaps with a relation of individuals with other individuals. It is in such
ethics that choice or freedom becomes very significant and preference, what-
ever analysis you may give of if, assumes the utmost importance. These prob-
lems are no doubt very important. And it is equally true that while dealing
with such problems one has to distinguish between ‘s’ and ‘ought’ and one has
also to admit that problems with regard to ‘ought’ cannot be logically deduced
from the problems which are characterized by ‘is’. Indians no doubt deal with
these problems but their primary problems seem to be different. It does not
seem to be a problem of an individual or problem of relations among indivi-
duals but the problem of relation between men and the world. According to
them although individuals like men exist and there is a tendency among the
individuals to exhibit their individuality and thereby to accept a pluarality in
the world, the individuality of the individuals is only a temporal phenomenon.
It is seasonal like grass. It arises at a particular time and after sometime the
individuality withers away in the world. What we call individualization is
actually the alienation of the self certain parts of the world from the world.
This arises as awareness or self-consciousness manifests itself more and more,
and decreases as self-consciousness decreases. Individualization, alienation or
self-consciousness or all of them are inseparable from time, And in the tempo-
ral process, as the present becomes more and more past, individualization
becomes more and more operative, but in the end it merges in the world itself.
If we ponder on the birth and life of man and finally accept that each one dies,
one would easily understand this cosmic process. Of course, man’s brain is a
wonderful workshop where hopes also assume the shape of facts and this may

of course give tise to hopes as being considered as platomic facts. In this
region are also located concepts like immortality of soul and rebirth. About
such problems I shall keep mum for the time being. But if we understand the
cycle of world, that at some point of time individualization comes into
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existence and at some other point of time individualization comes toan end, we
will also realize how one world is continuously becoming many and also
returning to its oneness. The individuals, however, do not always realize their
relation with the world, how their individualization is only temporal and
ephemeral, how at some point they are going to merge in the world. To know
this relation of the individual and the world, that is to transplant the world
point of view on the individual point of view is the problem of ethics.

The other problems of ethics like what one ought to do or what ought to
be, should only be consistent with this. In Western ethics these problems are
no doubt discussed but that they are finally related and ought to be blended
with the other problem namely the relation of man to the world, (and his final
merger with the world) does not seem to be taken notice of.

Let me explicate my position. A child is born. He is no doubt a product of
the world, a product of the environment. Gradually, however, the child starts
asserting its own independent and separabie existence. Although a part of the
world it begins behaving and thinking as if it is independent of the world, the
child has indeed a body and has also consciousness. And the body and the
consciousness cannot indeed be separated. But in the process of individualiza-
tion the individual starts thinking that the consciousness is independent of
body. This happens on account of two reasons. First, it is the consciousness
which controls the body, and two, it is the consciousness continuum, which
determines the identity or individuality of the individuals. Like the splitting
of the amroeba the consciousness not only splits from the body but it also starts
“splitting” itself. It becomes self-aware. But the self-awareness is also not Just
an event. One can observe more and more complex kinds of self-awareness.
And we understand that these complex kinds of awareness are in fact neces-
sary for the development of the personality. From objective point of view
this development is in the direction of more and more separation. From the
point of view of the individuals, however, this is greater and greater alienation
from the world and in the process of this greater and greater alienation there
is greater and greater identification with himself. This is the process of a
function apparently behaving like a structure. Evidently when the function
begins to behave like a structure, it does not create a new material structure,
it is only the epistemic organization. The material structure behaves as if it is
only the instrument for this epistemic structure, and one begins to call it
Atman, self, soul. Though they are three different types of concepts they get

identified. Though Atman, self, soul or consciousness is also dependent on the
material structure this is lost sight of or if it is not completely lost sight of,
another macro-material structure is thought of in the place of the macro-
material structure and metaphysicians sometimes give it a name Linga Deha.
When the separation or alienation of the structure and function of the body
and consciousness is thus completed, the world of individual arises. This gives
rise to pluralistic universe based on one world. This pluralistic universe, how-
ever, has again fo enter a system of communication and behavioural patterns
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through it. This system gives rise to the problems of what one ought to do and
what ought to be. These give rise to the problems connected with sociality
and problems which are normally known as the problems of sociclogy, politi-
cal science, ethics and law. Another world is thus created. The first world is
cosmocentric and the second world is anthropocentric. And usually when we
are talking of the social reality we are concerned with this second world. But
the second world is grafted on the first world. The second world acts like a
medium, prism through which the first world can be perceived, grasped. And
50 the first world is tinted with the characteristics of the second world. Man
tries to find this first world in physics or in biology. But even there the first
world cannot be thought in isolation of the second world. The knowing model
for knowing this world is therefore parabolic where the second is dependent
on the first and it still acts as an independent centre along with the first. How-
ever the second world, the world of man is continuously changing because it
is not objective in the sense the first world perhaps is. It is largely determined
by time and each individual in this world is ultimately withering away in the
first world, Realization of this fact is also concerned with the question what
ong ought to do. For, as soon as one knows what one knows, that one is going
to wither away one must be prepared to change one’s behaviour accordingly.
And here lies, according to me, an ethical problem though at a different level.
As soon as a man is born he begins to behave as if he is separate from the
world. And in the process of getting separated from the world more and more
he tries to build his own world, He develops notions like &is property, kis wife,
his children, (His wife and his children also develop however their own world.)
This development of the world is also by endeavouring in 4 way the organiza-
tion of ‘atoms’ in the first world. Thus the process of detachment from the
first world is also the process of attachment to the second world—the world
of individuals. The second world of course begins from the time of birth. But
as the man is moving towards death he is also proceeding towards the merger
with the first world, But just as the world of attachment which is due to his
own awareness and himself as a separate centre, the second process, a move
towards the merger with the first world, is not automatic. Usually till he brea-
thes his last he is enveloped by the sheil of the second world, And so the prob-
lem of realization that the world of his is ultimately going to merge in the first
world becomes of utmost significance. This is really the problem of detach-
ment. At some stage man must know that he is not going to remain 2 member
of this second world. The ethical problem in a sense, therefore, is of this kind.
The problem of attachment enlarges as the self creates selfishness. Cne begins
to think that things which are not part of his own organization are his belong-
ings. The self itself is not his own belonging because it is the function of the
first world. But he thinks so and thus that which is really separable and exter-
nal to him is identified by him with his own. The ethical problem lies in this,
that that which a man regards as inseparable from him is really not insepara-
ble, it is only external to him and finally it is going to be separated from hirm.
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And in this process the man himself is going to extinguish himself, that he is
going to be one with the first world. This is what Indian Philosophers would
call nirvana or moksa.

In the light of the above discussion it will be interesting to see how the
problem of moksa arises and how its solution isattempted in Indian thought.
This would also help us to understand the difference in Indian and occidental
viewpoints. As we have seen earlier there is a process of individualization
which presupposes what I shall now call the first order world. In this process
of individualization the different order worlds come to exist. All these
different order worlds except the first order world are anthropocentric or bio-
centric in character. Even the concepts like pain and pleasure and happiness
and value arise in this world. Naturally therefore, the concept of what is to be
preferred and what is not to be preferred and if it is to be preferred why is it
to be preferred and if it is not preferred why it is not preferred; all such ques-
tions also arise in this world, For example, if we prefer democracy to monar-
chy, the preference belongs to this world and if I want to seek my own plea-
sure, that also belongs to this world, Similarly when we say that the pleasura-
ble is to be preferred it is not quite correct to say that pleasure is our end. We
also want pleasurable means in the time continuum. One has afterall to
distinguish between means and end on the one hand and cause and the effect
on the other, Means is not a cause of the end which can be separated from the
end.

Let me illustrate this. When the events are at two different points of time,
ong¢ can significantly use the notions of cause and effect and say that they are
different. The pulling of a trigger of a revolver and the death of a person shot
can be so distinguished. But suppose we say that the world-peace is our end
then I am doubtful whether we can ever say that the way to the world-peace
is through wars. For, war means an end of peace, and it cannot be the case
that that which is to be achieved say at point t, can be negated at points t,
ty and t;. That is, if the ultimate end is negated then we have acted against
our own end, What is true of war and peace is to my mind equally true of
pleasure. Pleasure is not a platonic concept which is to be achieved at some
distant point of time, it will have to be sustained throughout the time. That
pleasure is a continuum and not a concept has to be recognized. When we say
pleasurable is to be preferred what we really mean is that what we prefer must
have a characteristic of being pleasant, or at least it should not have character-
istic of not being unpleasant. It means when we talk of pleasurable we are
concerned with the way it is to be preferred. Thus pleasurable is a characteris-

tic of the continuum which is both concerned with the end that we prefer and
the means that we adopt for the achieving it and neither the end nor the means
1nor the mode of achieving it can be separated from one another. In Western
ethics the problem about pleasure arises parily because the end that is prefer-
able, the means to achieve the end and the characteristic which accompanies
both are not properly distinguished and pleasure which is merely an accom-
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panying characteristic of the end that is preferred, is regarded as an end in
itself. Semetimes, of course, such end is also approved by us and so it is possi-
ble to think of such ends as preyas. Such ends are to be distinguished from
sreyas where perhaps we are concerned with such objectives as what I ought
to do for others or what others ought to do for me. Whether it is the problem
concerned with preyas or the problem concerned with sreyas it is however
related with the development of awareness. When we say something is valuable
we require a continuent which must exist at least for two moments. One
moment must be concerned with the knowing of a thing and the other with the
recognition of it as valuable. The same is also the case when one is concerned
with pleasure. Just as we are able to distinguish between an object and know-
ledge of the object so we are not able to distinguish between pleasure and the
cognition of pleasure or pain and the awareness of pain.

As earlier stated there is a process of individualization which is connected
with what results in separate identity of the individual and itis in this indivi-
dualization which is connected with time that such elements like pleasure and
pain arise. And perhaps it is on account of the cognition of pain and also of the
misery that for man the ethical problem how to get rid of it (what ought to
be instead of what is) arises. And it is this enquiry which leads to the investi-
gation of what one ought to do. How one ought to get rid of the pain or the
misery? Had there been a continuous pain perhaps such a problem would not
have arisen. But since a large part of our experience is connected with un-
happiness we are really concerned with how to get rid of it. The experience of
pleasure and pain and the process of individualization is in a way non-volun-
tary process. The freedom or choice is also born in it as a natural corollary.
But the problem of how to get rid of pain and unhappiness requires an indivi-
dual effort, requires freedom and when one comes to know that our experience
is such that here pure pleasure or pure pain is not possible, one begins to think
that perhaps the individualization itseif is to be annihilated and this can be
done only with the recognition that the anthropocentric world is not different
from the cosmocentric world. The way the philosophers of ancient India try
to meet this problem is very interesting. Lord Buddha, e.g., thought {hat the
world is strewn with dubkha. His problem was how to get rid of it. And he
realized that dubkha and the cognition of dukkha cannot be separated from
cach other. Dukkha therefore requires an Atman which will be a continuum
of at least two moments, Without a continuum no one can experience duhkha.
He therefore boldly brushed aside the continuum concept of Atman, and
propounded the Anatta concept which really means the discreteness of mo-
ments. The moments may succeed one another as seconds and minutes and
hours. But one moment would not continue in the other, Thus pain and recog-
nition of pain will never exist together as a fact and if we think that they so
coexist it is our ignorance. As soon as it is recognized that pain and cognition
of pain cannot coexist our prejudice that there is pain will be removed and
that even the belief ‘I exist’ will be removed. The extinguishing of this ‘I-ness’
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is accepted by all brands of Buddhism. This is the moksa, the nirvana for the
Buddhists. The Samkhyas also think in the similar manner. All the experience
that we have is some how or the other possible on account of the admixture
of Prakrti with Purusa. If Purusa and Prakrti which are by nature opposite of
one another and therefore cannot be mixed as in chemistry, it would follow
that Prakrti and Purusa are taken to be mixed together on account of our
ignorance. As soon as knowledge dawns on us that this is not possible Prakyti
and Purusq fall away. The falling away of Prakrti and Purusa will indeed
remove the pain or misery which is an emerging characteristic only if we
conceive of Prakrti and Purusa together. The answer of Advaita Vedanta is
indeed interesting in two ways. Whereas Buddhists think that pain is a chara-
cteristic of a continuum or Atman, Advaitins think that the Buddhists analysis
is superficial. Although it is true that a case of pain or misery requires a conti-
nuity of two temporal points which are also conscious, the Advaitins point
out that any temporal continuity which has awareness as a constituent has in
ultirnate analysis no misery but happiness underlying it. It is not possible to
think for anyone that he exists but he is unhappy. Although one may say
‘I am unhappy’ it presupposes in depth grammar a proposition of the form
‘I am happy’. That T am’ is analysable into T am happy’ and vice versa.,
From the proposition that ‘I am’ i analytically follows that ‘I am happy’. Had
it not been the case an Advaitin is likely to argue, ‘I would not live’. However
miserable the life may be for all apparent purposes I still do not want to get
rid of it. I am always happy although others may not know that T am happy.

The other analysis of Advaita may not be quite consistent with this posi-
tion but is developed in a fashion very similar to one of Samkhya and Buddh-
ism. That position is given to us through propositions like 4ham Brahma asmi.
That I am Brahma or I am not different from Brahman in fact means that ‘I’
has to merge in Brahman, that I am not, only Brahman is. This is the same
thing as the merger of the anthropocentric world into cosmocentric one. Such
a merger would mean Moksa and this can be ‘achieved’ by the recognition
that the individualization is due to ignorance. The separation of ‘I’ from the
world is of course, due to ignorance, affiana, avidya or mayd (at different
stages of the Advaita theory these different concepts are used).

These two views of Advaita are seen in different Upanisads and in different
Advaita works. There is evidently an inconsistently in the two views. But the
inconsistency can be removed by accepting some kind of satkdrya theory of
causation. The effect must be present in the cause, that is whatever must be
present in the effect nrust also be present in the cause. Awareness and happi-
ness (which is its characteristic) are found in individuals. But the individuals
are merely effects, the manifestations of the cause, the first order world, The
first order world therefore must have the characteristic of happiness and
awareness, It must be Buddha and as soon as man knows that his individuality
is to be lost in the first order world the losing of the individuality will not

mean absence of happiness, because in some sense happiness cannot be isola- -
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ted from the first order world. It may be remembered that I am not saying
that the application of the satkdrya theory to this problem is necessarily right,
I am only saying it is so applied.

3. FREEDOM

It would be interesting to seec what ancient Indian thinkers think of freedom,
True that in modern times the awareness of this problem in Indian context
has arisen on account of the influence of the West. But the roots of the concept
are found in the systematic Indian Philosophy. According to Indian Philo-
sophy of almost every origin ‘freedom’ is a foundational concept. “To be free’
is the end of human beings. Freedom is, therefore, conceived as a value.
Nevertheless it should be contrasted with other value-concepts like ‘happiness’
as commonly understood. Freedom is not something that ‘ought’ to be achie-
ved, it is not something which is not there previously and which ought to be
brought into existence afterwards. ‘Freedom’ is also the very essence of ‘being’.
‘Freedom’ is inseparable from ‘being’. It is usually thought that the agent is
always free. It is only ignorance that makes the agent think that he is bound
and not free. The problem of freedom in this aspect, is more a cognitive one
than the normative. So, though ‘freedom’ is accepted as ‘value’ there is no
attempt to deduce logically ‘freedom’ as value from its ontological or essential
aspect. In the hierarchy of value ‘freedom’ occupies a higher place than ‘happi-
ness’. Happiness would cease to be happiness if freedom is eliminated from it.
Thus ‘freedom’ is a value because no recognized value can be a value if it is
segregated from ‘freedom’. It is for the reason that freedom is even looked
upon as the highest happiness or bliss. It will, however, be interesting to know
that Indian philosophy particularly of Advaitic origin considers the concept
of freedom at two different levels, (1) the individnal level and (2) the world-
level, In a sense an individual is, of course, regarded free at both the levels.
But at the first level he is the ‘maker’ of his own destiny. He is ‘responsible’ for
every wilful or voluntary act of his and he has a choice to take any course of
action. But a really free man also realises that he is not different from the
reality; the concept of otherness is only illusory and his relations with the
worldly things like tables, chairs or money and property etc., are ‘phenome-
nal’ or ephemeral. In fact he relises that the so-called values are significant
only in the human world. ‘Names’ and ‘forms’ have indeed no significance in
the world that exists in its own right. A man’s freedom then ultimately binds
him to reality itself, he sheds his egoistic selfish character, discards the concept
of property which binds him to the world of appearance and finally withers
away in the ‘Ultimate Reality’ or Brahman as il is called, by Indian thinkers.
Let me explain the point further. Man’s desire to know is sometime con-
nected with man’s desire to be free or mukta. But man’s ability to know which
contains the element of freedom is to be distinguished from his desire to be
free. The desire to be free may culmipate in becoming free, mukta or one
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with the universe. This is how it should be possible to distinguish between
moksa, where freedom is atfained and Mumitksa where some kind of consci-
ous desire indicative of man’s freedom is hinted at. Sometimes moksa is equa-
ted with freedom. But moksa, in fact, restricts man’s freedom in as much as it
is dissolution of his personality. In my desire to be free there is a desire for
identifying myself with the cosmos, with reality. But the realization has still
not come. So the state points to my ability, my freedom to choose. It only
indicates my ability (my freedom) to know the limitation that I cannot have
my independent existence ad infinitum. It is this feeling which makes one
surrender to the universe. It is the intense desire to break one’s identity, to
get rid of the alienation that causes one’s independent existence, and gives
one an independent identity. It is, thus, a question of negating one’s identity.
Itis a case of suicide. A man who does not want to live has ability to kill him-
self but once this ability is utilized his ability to kill himself and ability to
¢xist come to an end, simultaneously. Individual identity comes into existence
on account of alienation from reality. Alienation from this alienation makes
a man mukta, makes him one with the reality. In this respect freedom or
mukti must be distinguished from freedom to be free and freedom to know.
Freedom to be free when attained negates the ordinary concept of freedom
altogether. When a man comes into being he is all along trying to be different
from the world, he has become a second world. When he becomes mukta it
is on account of his understanding that he cannot be different from the world
all the time; it is defying alienation which has made him separate. Freedom
in the sense of mukti then is complete annihilation of man’s individuality. Tt
is not freedom; it is freedom from being bound to a particular organization
called man.

In what does constitute this organization? The first answer is that it is a
whole governed body. This is certainly frue. But the body gives only the geo-
graphical boundary to the organism. As a matter of fact we do not significantly
use the word freedom in regard to a stone for example. We do not say that
a stone is free. It means that the body must have some consciousness by
which it is distinguishable from things like stone. It is this consciousness
which though a product and function of a body controls the body. It is because
of this that it is sometimes called Jiva or life. But there is a difference between
being alive and knowing that one is alive. Knowing that one is alive is a further
product or function of the body and consciousness or Jiva and may be called
self-consciousness. Every living thing or being may not be so conscious, But
it is the self which controls the organism. It gives freedom to the organism to
choose and to act as if it is an independent world. It is the self-consciousness
which gives identity to the organism,*

It is a function of the organism. But the strangest thing is that it is this
function which gives the body the identity. Unfortunately the English world

*It is this self-identity which should be regarded as Atman.
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self-consciousness or awareness gives an impression that it is an abstract
notion. It must be realized that an abstract notion cannot control an orga-
nism, ‘Self-consciousness’ is a living element, though it is definitely dependent
on the body and also on the consciousness. It is this element which gives the
organism (the man) the freedom to act, the freedom to choose, the freedom
to desire. Freedom appears to be the very nature of this function. This freedom
naturally exists so long as the organism exists as an independent world by
itself. When the organism breaks, this function also ceases, but before such
thing happens it is capable of knowing the limitations of the organism and
it is capable of taking a decision to wither away in a bigger whole. What we
call freedom or Moksa is a limitation of this freedom which makes man an
independent world, an independent monad.

If we accept the monistic hypothesis that the world, the cosmos, is one
and is governed in some systematic manner then the parts of this whole cannot
and should not be independent. The independence or freedom of parts can
be allowed only so far as it is not inconsistent with the nature of the whole.
If this whole is voluntarily governed from within and is not mechanical, one
may say that the whole is free, the whole enjoys freedom, though this may be
only our pious hope. It is possible that the whole is only mechanical. But
whether it is mechanical or voluntary if parts of the whole act independently
and are not subjected to the law of the whole the world as a whole, would
suffer from paralysis. One cannot conceive of a whole and at the same time
think that parts are independent. A man, e.g., cannot act as a man if his
hands and feet and ears and eyes behave in a discord and are not subjected to
one ‘command’. When in the world the phenomenon of self-consciousness
man is on the scene he begins to behave as an independent world. It is begin-
ning of paralysis for the world if actions due to his voluntary behaviour conti-
nue for a long time without there being any link between the world, which is
the substratum for his existence, and himself. The cosmos in such a case would
not be able to arrest or control man’s actions. Man’s freedom in a way is such
a challenge. It is a kind of ‘paralysis’ of the cosmos and it is only the growth
and decay of the body which makes him think of surrender to the cosmos.
Moksa of Advaita concept is ‘freedom’ from man’s ordinary concept of free-
dom which can be compared with paralysis of the cosmos. It is limitation of
his freedom, limitation of his independent existence, cessation of his identity,
withering away of his person, realization that a man does not exist any more.
1t is realization that Atman does not exist any more that is expressed in
language that it becomes one with the universe. Freedom is a human, indi-
vidual notion. Whether similar notion can be attributed to the whole, the
cosmos, the Brahman is a question.
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The story of a man’s life is perhaps the story of man’s actions and the things
that happen to a man. It is claimed that the logical structure of the explana-
tions required in the cases of human actions is fundamentally different from
that of the explanations offered in the cases of natural happenings. My attempt
in the present paper will be to determine the exact nature of the explanation
of human actions. This debate is not likely to prove interesting unless we find
answers to some ofher relevant questions, what precisely is an “action”?
What distinguishes a human action from a natural movement? Are human
actions determinable or not? I shall further try to investigate why causal
explanation of human actions at its best is found to be unsatisfactory. And
this will finally lead to the point that human actions are to be explained in
terms of “‘reason’.

To act is to bring about something. Action is the opening-up of man to
other men and the world. It is intelligible only as the expression and fulfilment
or frustration of the actor’s inner purpose, when, for example, I strike a
match stick against a match box, the striking is a movement no doubt, but it
is definitely something more than mere movement—it is an action performed
by me. If on the other hand, a man strikes me and I fall, my falling is a move-
ment which happens to me, it is capable of being explained in purely mechani-
cal terms in which purpose plays no role. If an action always be someone’s
action, if an action has a necessary reference to the agent’s choice or decision
(which we may designate as its “innerside”) then it is something for which
the agent must be prepared to accept the responsibility. The part played by
purpose or intention in explaining an action has been emphasized among
others by Malcolm Knox.! Knox rightly thinks that if a man’s intention be a
genuine one, then there would be no gap in the continuity between the crystal-
lization of intention which is the “innerside” of an action and the doing which
is its “outer side”. Human actions express individual’s response to his environ-
ment. No definition of an action can be complete unless action is recognized
as response and creativity. Human actions absolutely subject to the laws of
nature cannot be creative, but viewed from the aspect of mind it cannot be
wholly devoid of creativity.

We may now distinguish clearly *“doing” from “happening”. Happening
can be predicted, but it makes little sense to say that happening can be inten-
ded. Whatever happens according to the laws of nature happens whether we
intend them or not. But, ““doing™ is not to be regarded as such an automatic
action or just a re-action. The notion of agency belongs to it essentially. The
problem now arises how can we rationally expalin an action? Some thinkers
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believe however that the explanation of an action aims at showing that the
action in question was not a “matter of chance”, but was to be expected in
view of certain antecedent or simultancous conditions. This expectation is
not a prophecy or divination, but rational scientific anticipation on the basis
of general laws. Objectivity of history or the study of actions consists, partly
at least, in the predictability of human actions. And if historical study is to
be treated as respactable study and not merely as an expression of personal
indiosyncrasies, it has got to be objective. Its objectivity implies its universal
character its impartiality, impersonality, communicability and repeatability.
If human actions possess these qualities they must be predictable just as
physical events a.e and their explanations also would be of the some type,
i.e., causal.

Explanation of a phenomenon, whether physical or human, would consist
in its subsumability under appropriate general laws. The belief that the stru-
cture of the explanation of human actions is identical with that of causal
explanation used in natural sciences is based on the assumption that both
human and natural laws are prescriptions—while the former regulate and
control the behaviour of human beings, the latter regulate and control the
behaviour of nature. But, it is also true that historical laws or human laws
are much more complex and variable than the natural ones. This is mainly
due to freedom and thought of human agents who under given conditions
create or weave the patterns of history. The elements of freedom and thought
introduce another dimension in human affairs and that is creative in character.
In other words, human laws are in most cases the rules of conduct. They
prescribe the things one ought to or ought not to do. Natural laws do not
prescribe the course of happenings. Because of this fundamental difference
the laws that causally explain the occurrence of natural events cannot by any
manipulation exhaustively explain human actions. Natural laws explain
natural events in the sense that they constitute the “necessary” as well as
“sufficient” conditions for the happening of an event. Buf such laws are some-
times “insufficient” for the purpose of the explanation of human action. The
uniqueness of human action poses a problem which cannot be satisfactorily
tackled within the relatively rigid framework of natural explanation. Hence
the question arises, are human actions determinable? Can we say that human
actions necessarily proceed from conscious motives, desires or intentions?

Historically speaking, this debate goes back to the times of Aristotle,
Spinoza, etc. One view which has recently gained ground (although one can
trace its beginning even in Aristotle) is that in action, the cause of the move-
ment is simply the agent himself. An agent has the power to affect the world
producing actions. Aristotle felt? it necessary to distinguish voluntary actions
from involuntary actions. Voluntary actions spring from within and partly
controlled by the actor or agent, and involuntary actions originate from
without and there is little or nothing which the actor can contribute to this
sort of action, For Auristotle choice involves a rational principle or thought
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and we make choice about the means of a voluntary action, action done by
puiting in our own effort. We assume the end and deliberate how and by
what means it is to be attained. Thus choice is “deliberate desire of things in
our own power” or as Aristotle puts it ‘it is either desireful reason or reason-
ful desire”. Deliberation is about the things to be done by the agent himseif,
but actions are for the sake of things other than themselves. It is interesting
in this connection to note that Aristotle is here offering a teleological expla-
nation of human action in so far as he believes that actions aim at something
other than itself and from its tendency to produce this end, it deserves its
value. Value of an action lies in its ability to bring the agent nearer to the good
which constitutes the end of men. Each action has an ultimate end which is
valuable in itself and Aristotle’s firm belief is that the ultimate end of actions
must be one. If all actions are looked upon as performances, for the fulfilment
of “one end” then actions are in a sense necessary. Yet in Aristotle’s scheme
there is an apparent contingency in the realm of human actions. Choice or
“rational desire” being the efficient cause of human actions cannot determine
causally its consequence. But this indetermination has little importance in
Aristotle’s scheme. In assessing this theory we should state that a cause is an
event which is correlated with its subsequent event by a law so that we can
appeal to the prior event to explain the subsequent one. But we have no groun-
ds for prediction of any particular action if all we know is only that some
particular action was produced by the agent. In sum, it would appear that we
no longer have the possibility of prediction, or causal laws, and hence no
causal theory at all. But, it is not clear to us whether or not Aristotle would
believe that agent-causation is incompatible with event-causation.

Spinoza’s® rigid determinism compells him to declare that human actions
are defermined events. Human beings are finite modes within the single deduc-
tive system which spinoza calls “God” or “Nature”. The actnal servitude
and happiness of man, and his ideally possible freedom and happiness are
both to be impartially deduced as necessary consequence of his status as a
finite mode in nature. Every finite mode endeavours to preserve itself and to
increase its power of self-preservation. But this self-maintenance is not the
outcome of choice or decision. It occurs naturally and necessarily to all things
in nature. That human beings are capable of making a free choice is a super-
stition. And if it is possible to show that every human actionis to be deducible
from a law of nature, then there is at least one sense in which we must say
that the agent could not in this case have acted otherwise, i.e., no alternative
action was possible. But as human beings are essentially free and the attempt
to characterise free as the result of our ignorance is only an inexact under-
standing, Spinoza is certainly right in declaring that a “cause” is that which
explains the existence of the effect, and “explanation” exhibits a necessary
connection. But our objection to this view is that will, choice or desire can
never be treated as mecessary causes of human actions, these can influence
human actions,
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Hobbes offerst a purely deterministic explanation of human action, of
course, from a different point of view. He defines philosophy or scientific
knowledge as kinowledge of effects or appearances which we acquire by true
ratiocination ; from the knowledge of their causes or generation. This defini-
tion, is, no doubt very significant. Hobbes identifies cause with antecedent
motion. The traditional Aristotelian doctrine was that everything moves
towards the natural end or final goal, Hobbes thinks that in the world of
bodies final cause has no part to play. A world of bodies composed of parti-
cles is moved by other bodies and other particles. Hobbes” bridging concept
was “endeavour’™® which enabled him to describe human behaviour in terms
of his general theory of motion. There is a close continuity between what we
do and what we ought to do, i.e., betwesn the actual and the ethical. To say
this is to suggest that all human actions are caused or determined, persons
performed them, being prompted by some endeavour of motion, fear, revénge,
love etc. A man is free to parform an action according to his will without any
external constraint. But it makes no sense to say that man’s will is fres, for
will or desire or inclination proceeds from some causes. So, actions done on
choice are explicable in terms of antecedent causes as we explain the motion
of anything else in the universe. But can we not draw a distinction between
“endeavour of motion” and “endeavour of mover”? Perhaps we can. And
since there is no room for personal agency and there is nothing in this account
that is “my doing”-—man is a creature and nof creator of his conditions,
physiological and physical. If desires, volitions are the causal factors, a_md
these are subject to causal explanation in terms of antecedent psychological
factors then what happens is none of man’s own doing. Hence it is these causal
factors that are happenings in us rather than things that we do. All these things
are somehow brought about by (means of) prior happenings of like sort.
Consequently, all our thoughts degenerate into purely natural Phenomm.m
wholly exempt in principle from rational appraisal and that is really unsatis-
factory.

It is of some interest here to recall the views of Collingwood who believes
in the causal explanation of human action. Collingwood argues® that it is
possible to explain human actions casually if we take “cause” in the historical
sense of the term. Cause and effect in history refer to a type of cases in which
both are human activities. That which is caused is the free and deliberate act
of a conscious, responsible agent; “causing” means “making”, “inducing”,
“forcing”, “‘persuading” etc. For Collingwood, an action would be deliber.ate
only if it is caused, though, of course, the cause may come into operation
through the act of a second conscious and responsible agent. It means that the
second person may put the first in a certain situation in such a manner that
the first now believer himself to be in a situation, and he persuades the first
to form a certain intention. If A causes B to do an act C, Cis B’s own act, it is
not A’s act, and Collingwood is of opinion that B is a free agent in doing C,
and responsible for it too. There is no contradiction in saying that the act C
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was caused by A and B was responsible for it. In that case we cannot say that
A is not responsible for the doing of C; A is responsible for its own act of
pointing out certain things to B, by the help of which he persuades B to
commit the act C. Again it is perfectly possible for a man to act on his own
responsibility when his knowledge about the sitnation is not dependent on the
suggestion of others, in that case a man can be said to cause his own action
as well as to do it. To say this is to hold that the choosing agent, is the free
“cause” of his acts in the sense that the knowledge of his situation influences
his course of action in that particular situation. But this influence is funda-
mentally different from the constraint which natural laws impose upon the
happenings of natural events. Collingwood’s approach is justified in the sense
that explanations as causal in the case of human actions is different from the
causal explanation as applied to natural events, then, would it not be reasona-
ble to designate the explanation of human action as something different from
the explanation used in the case of natural happenings? An agent, being a free
person can never come under a causal relation (cause in the sense of a neces-
sary and sufficient condition). So causal relation fails here. If Collingwood’s
ling of argument would express such a consequence we have no objection
against him,

It is interesting in this connection to follow the arguments of those philo-
sophers who are unwilling to accept the demand that human actions are
causally determined. Notable among them are: Melden, Noweli-Smith, Ryle,
Hampshire. In connection with the problem of the relation between a motive
and action Melden argues” that the presence of a motive cannot be treated
either as a necessary or a sufficient condition for the occurrence of an action.
Melden restricts the use of the term to the case of intentions. The logical
connection between a motive and its action is possible if the motive were some
event either concurrent or antecedent to the action and this is impossible if
“motive action” is a causal sequence. Given the statement of the motive an
action can be explained in two-fold ways: (1) by placing the action in its
appropriate context a motive provides us with a better understanding of the
action and (2) a motive of an action reveals something about the person him-
self. True that this is completely different from the causal explanation of an
action, since a person may refrain from acting though he has in mind a speci-
fic motive for acting in a particular way we cannot call motive the sufficient
condition of the action and since a person may act without being prompted
by a motive it cannot be called its necessary condition either. Thus, a motive
or any other event cannot be related causally to its action. Melden is surely
right in his approach to the problem in saying that motives cannot refer to
some other event which can explain causally how the action came to be,

Nowell-Smith®, for example, agrees with us to a large extent. He is also in
favour of the view that we canpot predict “what we shall do” but we can
decide ““what we shall do”. There cannot be a necessary connection between
a man’s deciding and acting because what mind decides today may change to-
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morrow. A Change of mind may be sudden and inexplicable. If a man has
decided to do something and does not do it then either the man changed his
mind or the man was prevented from doing. This argument does prove the
failure of the mental-cause theory about the explanation of human action.
Ryle? also claims that an explanation in terms of a motive is different from
an explanation in terms of its cause. Motive explanations are explanations in
terms of dispositions, tendencies, abilities to act in a way. A motive is not an
event or force inside us which functions as an antecedent cause, but is a dis-
position to behave in a certain way when certain events occur. Motives cer-
tainly do not qualify themselves to be regarded as causes, but what strikes
us is this; motive explanations should not be confused with the mere dis-
positional explanation. Dispositions only tell us the possibility of occurrence
of events, it does not tell us of the occurrence as such. Thus, the Rylean form
of the dispositional analysis cannot sufficiently recognise the occurrent chara-
cter of human action.

On the above question Hampshire’s opinion is noteworthy. He thinks!®
that the notion of doing is unintelligible without the notion of intentionality
prediction is not possible in the realm of action and intention has no relevance
to the happenings of nature. Intentional actor intending its object goes out
of itself and attempts to achieve its end completely. This view of internal and
persistent continuity between self-positing action and its other intending
aspect is clearly opposed to the atomic view of psychological action according
to which an action is a sort of re-action to a stimulus. The atomists believe
that the connection between a self-positing action and its other intending
character is always the result of past cumulative experience of performed
habit. This account is an indirect attempt to minimise the importance of free-
dom in action. That is quite unsatisfactory. Though human actions cannot be
predicted, there is a kind of certainty about human actions. It is not inductive
certainty which is based on empirical evidence. It is based on reason and it
may be called decision. A person’s announcement of his intention to do some
action in the future is not a case of prediction is evident from the fact that if
the person does not act as he says, this expresses him not to the criticism that
what he said was false, but to the fact that he has changed his mind. What I
shall do in the intermediate period between what I am doing immediately and
what I shall be doing mediately cannot be predicted as natural phenomana
can be. This approach to human action is-bound to remind us of the non-
causal model of explanation,

It has rightly been pointed out that human actions are not wholly deter-
mined. Moral life suffers from endeavours. It is a mode of living which is
guided by interests and intelligence of man in the right direction. For this
reason, the power to decide otherwise is always possible consequently, the
best model of explaining action would be intentional or teleclogical. Actions
are said to be teleological, if and only if, they are directed to the realization
of a purpose or end. And the relation between goal intended and action done
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is non-causal. Intentions, motives or desires can influence an action but do
not cquse or determine them. Thus “explanation of actions” would be “‘ex-
planations in terms of reason”, We may call such explanations rationalizations,
and say that the reason rationalizes the action. At this stage, can we say ratio-
nalization is a species of ordinary causal explanation? This question requires
some clarifications.

An explanation which consists of a description in terms of end, result or

_goal aimed at is often called a teleological explanation. In favour of the teleo-

logical thesis it can be pointed out that we do have here a kind of explanation,
Le., often called one of the forms of rationalization. Controversy arises when
philosophers go on to claim that we have here a kind of explanation irreduci-
bly different from and incompatible with ordinary causal explanation. It is
this claim that we must examine. Even if all follow, just forthesake of argu-
ment, that a future event can causally affect a present event we can easily
dispose of the doctrine so far as the explanation of actions is concerned. It
cannot be the case that every action is produced by the future goal state to-
wards which it aims for the simple reason that in many cases at least, the
future goal state never obtains, is never achieved. Since the appropriateness
of reason-explanations of actions does not force us to accept a special, unique
and irreducible kind of explanation so we simply have here a special kind of
explanation, viz., non-causal.

Sometimes it has been said that in action there is an implicit reference to
some set of rules, norms or principles in terms of which the action is described
and can be evaluated. Here the main point is that actions are typically done
for reasons, and reasops involve reference to rules, norms, standards or prin-
ciples. It cannot be denied that values enter into the very description of large
number of human actions. But to give reasons is to show, how things will be
better for the actions having occurred. And to give justifying reasons for an
action is to do something very different from giving a cqusal explanation of
action. Causal explanation involves citing prior events and laws which cor-
relate those events with subsequent events whereas explanation in terms of
reason involves showing how the action is a case of how things ought to be.

Philosophers who assimilate reasons to causes have rightly pointed out
certain similarities between two kinds of explanation. Both cause-explanation
and reason-explanation can be signified by the words “because™ and “cause”
and “even reason”. But the mere presence of the words “because”, “cause”
and “‘but for” in two explanations does not make them of the same kind. A
person’s reason for doing x must contain a reference either to x or to something
which is thought by the agent to be a means to x. On the otherhand, to qualify
a phenomenon as a cause we must observe certain characters that are neces-
sarily the sign of causal relation. Thus, reasons and causes are very different
staffs, although in some cases reason does perform the role of cause. ¥f there
are good reasons for saying that actions are caused by reasons then the pre-
sence of decisions or dispositions does complicate the causal story by intro-
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ducing a further link in the causal chain. To cite my reasons for acting is to
cite those beliefs and desires which were such that I would not have acted that
way if I had not them at that time. Do we not have here a relationship most
naturally classified as a cawsal relationship between these desires and beliefs
on the one hand and my action on the other? It would seem that one’s reason
for doing something must be causally necessary for producing one’s action.
Since the relation between a cause and its effect is very different from the
relation between reasons and actions so we can refute the above suggested
thesis. We shall mention, therefore, three purported differences between
“reason actions” and ‘“cause effect” relations. (1) Cause and effect must be
essentially connected to each other, whereas reasons and actions are not:
(2) cause and effect relationship must be instances of generalizations, whereas
reason-action relations are not so; (3) causal relationship can be known only
on the “basis” of previous experiences, whereas one can know the reasons
for one’s own actions without such evidence.

L. It is frequently claimed that causes and effects must be logically inde-
pendent of each other in such a way that the existence or the non-existence
of the one must in no way logically entail the existence or the non-existence
of the other. But it might be replied that cause effect relation is not a case of
logically independent relation. A cause is that the occurrence of which is
necessary for the occurrence of a thing, i.e., it is mecessary and sufficient for
the occurrence of a thing. If it be so then the presence of a cause entails the
existence or the non-existence of its corresponding effect. But there is no doubt
about the fact that, the presence of my reasons for doing some actions in no
way entails that the action will occur. “Reason for” is an intentional notion,
containing internal reference to something. Since one’s reasons typically con-
sist of one’s beliefs and desires at that time, it should be pointed out that these
two are logically independent of actions. In reasoning man is essentially free,
a free person cannot account for the necessary connection between his reasons
and doings.

2, When we have a causal explanation, we appeal either explicitly or impli-
citly to a generalization which links cause and effect by stating that whenever
the prior circumstances obtain the event follows. It is evident that reasons and
actions do not meet this condition. We do not have a causal connection here.
Although there may be a simple law connecting reasons and actions but that
must not be indentified with causal laws in nature. Following Hempel it
can be said that explanations of human actions are nomological in import at
least, if not in explicit formulation. This argument intends to show that the
explanandum phenomenon resulted from certain antecedent and perhaps
concomitant conditions and these conditions may concern psychological or
sociological tendencies. Hempel shows that reason-explanations do not differ
in their logical character from explanation in physics or elsewhere. It is ins-
tructive to recall here the views of Davidsonl? who tries to show some or
other nomic regularity often named as law of nature is at work behind human
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action. Davidson argues explicitly in favour of the nomeological character of
causality ““...when there is causality there must be a law: events related as
cause and effect fall under strict deterministic laws,””'® The only difference in
between Hempel and Davidson consists in emphasizing the exact way in which
laws are invoived when we explain actions by mentioning the agent’s reasons.
Davidson holds that the laws that are implicit in reason-explanations seem to
concern only individuals—we do have nomic wisdom concerning mankind
and womankind but this does not directly enter into reason-explanations. This
wisdom advises us about the nature of dispositions like desires and beliefs.
In assessing this theory we should note that Davidson finds no incompatibility

-between intention and causality. It is true that action is linked up with body

but actions have intentional character also. Davidson’s theory suffers mainly
due to his desire to identify human actions with bodily or physical movements
or natural events. As actions are not identical with natural movements so
regularities behind human actions are not nomic regularities which work at
the level of physical phenomena. Thus, a generalization connecting reasons
and actions might be formulated in the way that whenever a person had such
and such circumstances then he will act in such and such way. As men are
rational that generalization might not be true of all men. Men are more or
less free to decide their courses of actions, make up their mind in given situa-
tions and to develop their attitudes differently under different conditions.
Thus, no laws can be offered for good, for the explanation of human actions.

3. Another important feature of ordinary causal relationship seems to be
lacking in the case of reasons and actions. In the ordinary cases, to know that
A is the cause of B one must have evidence and this evidence must be in the
form of experience of analogous cases. But in a good many cases in which an
agent acts for a particular reason can know what his reason was without the
need of experience of analogous cases or of other kinds of inferential reaso-
ning. The kind of knowledge one has of one’s own reasons in acting is not
compatible with the existence of a causal relation between reasons and act-
ions; a person knows his own reasons in acting infallibly without induction
or observation and no ordinary causal relationship can be realized in this way.
Consequently, reasons, which explain action best are all man made, do not
cause the actions that they rationalize.

In philosophy a distinction has sometimes been drawn between “motives”,
“intentions”, “desires” as referring to quite different things. A man’s intention
is what he aims at or chooses, his motive is whar determines his aim or choice.
But the present discussion is not concerned with the matter whether or not
“motives”, “intentions” refer to the same thing rather than whether or not
they determine causally the doing of an action. We have seen that motives or
intentions which constitute the reasons for human action are not causally,
but intentionaily necessary for the explanation of human action. It seems that
causal explanation is alien to the mode of understanding that we ordinarily
seek of human actions,
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Man and hermeneutics*

KRISHNA ROY
Jadavpur University, Calcutta

Both philosophy and social sciences are like everflowing streams—they neither
remain stagnant nor remain inefficacious. By their inherent dynamism they
not only delve out challenging new issues but also throw new lights on the
exciting perennial problems. As we discuss the history of philosophy and
science as a whole, it appears that man occupies the central position in that
history. In fact all knowledge is the result of human endeavour; it is of man or
about man, concerning that which affects man or is indispensable to man and
it is inevitably by man and for man. Hence, it may appear superfluous to
discuss the role and significance of man in any scientific and philosophic
endeavour. But if one ponders a bit further, one will realize the need of reasser-
ting the importance of man in all our cognitive processes.

Since the days of Enlighteniment, there was a tendency to extend the model
of the natural sciences even to the studies of history, society and human life.
The supporters of natural science claimed to provide clear, unambiguous,
objective, impersonal knowledge of nature and by the models and methods
of those sciences they sought to procure similar knowledge also about history,
society and our life. Consequently, it became fashionable that the infant social
sciences and the then philosophic trends duplicate the glory of the natural
sciences by imitating their methods. Amidst such an atmosphere of scientism
some perceptive thinkers realized that scientific clarity was not always enough
and they detected how such scientific models lack intentionality, creativity and
ingenuity. The attempt of the ‘scientistic” philosopher to make knowledge
impersonal shows his lack of understanding of its reflective and anthropologi-
cal character. Total alienation of knower from the knowledge is impossible.
Man is always indispensably present in all knowledge and action. In order
to reassert the claims of man and the specifically human characteristics these
imaginative philosophers resorted among other things to hermeneutics as one
of the plausible methodologies of the human sciences. The resurrection of
hermeneutics in the modern period is, thus, inalienably connected with the
reaffirmation of human dignity and subjectivity.

The term ‘hermeneutics’ has recently become quite popular among the
students of philosophy and social sciences, but that which the term signifies
is neither very novel nor very modern. Hermeneutics originally meant inter-
pretation of texts which were often incomplete, ambiguous or indistingt and
in this sense hermeneutics goes back to the ancient or classical period where

*This paper was presented to the XVIilth World Congress of Philosophy, held at
Brighton, England, in August 1988.
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we find various interpretations of Greek, Latin and Sanskrit texts. The need
of philology and exegetical studies was recognized by most philosophers and
other speculative thinkers of all ages. Ori ginally, hermeneutics, thus, had two
primary intentions; first, to ascertain the exact meaning-content of a text,
word or sentence; secondly, to discover the messages and significations con-
tained in symbolic forms. Gradually as its scope extended, its task also became
multifarious. The various supporters and exponeits of hermeneutics explore
various dimensjons from their own specific perspectives but in all these cases
man remains in the central position.

To the modern exponents hermeneutics does not imply interpretation of
classical, lost and historical texts merely, it includes exploring the meaning
and miliew of all human actions and intentions. In order to understand the
actions, events and artifacts—which are the manifestations of human creati-
vity and subjectivity—it is hecessary to comprehend the context or the atmos-
phere in which they have their origin and being and this consequently reveals
the perspective from which the creators or actors view the lived-world. From
its textual and ‘regional’ character, hermeneutics thus becomes general and
multi-dimensional. It is no longer being treated as the interpretation of texts
only—it takes into account the context or milieu too.

Such transition from text to context, from ‘regional’ to‘ general’ hermeneu-
tics (in the words of Paul Ricoeur) became possible through the writings of
Schleirmacher and Dilthey primarily. Schleirmacher secks to arrive at a
‘Kuntslehre’ or technology that may be applied to all the experiences of human
life. Besides grammatical interpretation, he stresses on psychological interpre-
tation, which wants to focus on the singularity, originality and contextuality
of the author’s messags. This psychological interpretation is being described
as 4 ‘divinatory’ process of apprehending the “inner origin’ of the composition
of a work, ‘a recreation of a creative act’.

Diithey reiterates that hermeneutics is not Jjust one way of grasping human
experiences; it is essential and inevitable in any understanding of human
life as well. Hermeneutics, thus, becomes the foundation of Geisteswissenchaf-
ten (human sciences). He feels that it is not proper to compare the cultural
sciences with the natural sciences, as they have two basically divergent aims
and objectives. The natural sciences seek to eliminate all references to hurnan
experiences, which in its turn characterizes the human and cultural sciences.

This Diltheyan project gradually leads to the method of Verstehen {under-
standing), used in social sciences, which primarily resorts to the inner experi-
ences of introspection, intuition and empathy and have nothing in common
with the procedures of the natural sciences. Such understanding requires
certain familiarity with the social and cultural contents in which they occur
and in the historical and social sciences we not only interpret always but we
also reconstruct and relive that which is alien and past.

Dilthey’s contribution also had a direct impact on the then sociology.
Besides Dilthey, Marx, Weber and Mannheim are the three noted sociologists
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who became influenced by Hegel’s theory of history and even before Dilthey,
Marx recognized that the true interpretation of history can be given from its
sociological perspective. He further believes that the method of fruitful under-
standing should include praxis (practical action) to eliminate all false concep-
tions or ideologies. What distinguishes Marxian view from the Dilthevan
one is Marx’s emphasis on practical socio-economic conditions rather than
on any psychological or epistemological factors.

Even in the writings of Max Weber we notice that he has often employed
interpretation to reconstruct the meanings of past societics that have bcE:ome
aline to us teday. But, unlike Dilthey understanding to him is not intuition,
sympathy or empathy merely; understanding essentially refers to intellectual,
analytical and predictive explanation of action. Thus, it appears that though
Weber supporis the subjective grounding of the social sciences, yet he also
seeks to provide a ‘“scientific’ basis for social-scientific research.

All the above discussions primarily emphasize the role of context orsitua-
tion in any hermeneutic endeavour. This context or situation is inextricably
bound up with actions and the actor. The context or situation of an event or a
person gets modified and changed through human actions and motivations.
Similarly, our actions and intentions are always conditioned by our environ-
ment—natural, social, political, economic, religious and cultural. We can
never transcend or eliminate totally the impact of all these factors from our
life, thought and action.

This inevitably leads us to the central question-—to the role of man—who
is both the subject and the object of interpretation at the same time, All inter-
pretative acts—understanding and cven explanation—are human projects.
Man is the subject of all intentional (i.e., conscious, chosen as distinguished
from mechanical} actions—either speculative or practical. Whatever man
thinks or does bears the imprint of his being. But man is not merely the author
or subject of interpretation—he is also its object. Man—with his actions and
intentions—are unceasingly being understood (or misunderstood), explained,
judged and interpreted in diverse ways from diverse perspectives. In fact,
human pature being very complex and ambiguous gets and needs sundry
interpretation from multiple dimensions. And in all such interpretative acts,
human nature partly expresses and partly conceals itself.

Man, thus, becomes the centre of all hermeneutic activities. This has
been emphasized also in hermeneutic phenomenology and existentialism,
Heidegger’s hermencutic phenomenology focuses on the philosophical inter-
pretation of ail human existence, it automatically becomes hermeneutical as it
contains a circular reflection on its own nature. All deliberate interpretation
takes place on the basis of Dasein’s historicity, i.e., on the basis of a concrete
situation, There is no presuppositionless, prejudice-free interpretation, for
while the interpreter may alienate from this or that situation, he cannot free
himself from his own facticity, from the ontological condition of always
already having a finite temporal situation as the horizon. This leads to subjec-
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tivism, which all existentialists do conform and regard that the lived-world
becomes meaningful and valuable only with respect to man. The world is
being measured by man, interpreted by man and becomes significant by and
for man. It is man who always interprets and it is man’s being-in-the-world
that always becomes interpreted; this leads to the inevitable circularity of
hermeneutics, keeping man in both the ends.

Heidegger’s insistance on the ontological primacy of human existence has
been shared and extended by Hans Gadamer, the noted hermeneutician of the
contemporary period. Opposing Dilthey and Schleirmacher, who supported
the methodological alienation of the knower from his own historical situation,
Gadamer believes that the interpreter or knower can never transcend his
milieu and the alienation of the knower from his own historicity is impossible.
Unlike Descartes or Hegel, who believed that experience (Erfharung) is oppo-
sed to cognition, Gadamer wants to emphasize that experience is something
that is a part of the historical nature of man ; this experience is being constantly
acquired and from which ‘none can be exempt’. He further wants to show
that the ‘linguisticality’ (Sprachlichkeit) of our experience expresses how we
participate in a tradition through the various interpretations of signs, works
and texts. Through dialogue and language hermeneutic experience becomes
one with our own existence.

In Sartre also we notice that philosophy becomes primarily anthropocen-
tric; it does not start from nature or matter—it originates from man and
culminates with him. This man is not only conscious, intentional and cogni-
tive—he is the centre of all feelings and emotions and is the imitator of all
actions too. Like Descartes, Sartre also feels that consciousness is inseparably
conjoined with our existence. But unlike Descartes he gives primacy to exis-
tence and reversing the age-old Cartesian dictum ‘Cogito, ergo sum’, Sartre
would prefer to say ‘I exist, therefore I think’. Existence precedes essence and
cognition,

Human existence—with its thought, language, intention, action, meaning
and value—thus remains in the forefront of all hermenentic processes. From
its origin as exegetical studies hermenentics becomes contextual and historical
and this gradually leads to subjectivism and humanism. Paraphrasing the
famous Sartrean dictum ‘Man is condemned to be free” we can say that all
hermeneutic projects are condemned to be human; it can neither alienate man
nor make it a-historical.

If we turn our glance towards the East, we notice the presence and promi-
nance of both hermencutic and humanistic trends in Indian philosophical
systems. The various philosophic systems of India may be regarded as the
product or by-product of sustained interpretation of the classical Indian texts.
Reassessment and re-interpretation of the Vedas, since the ancient days, cons-
titute the basic structure of Indian philosophy, religion and culture. All the
six orthodox systems of Indian philosophy—Samkhya, Yoga, Nyaya, Vaisesi-
ka, Mimdmsi and Vedanta-—are the outcomes of the diverse dynamic inter-
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pretations of the Vedas. These systems are called dstika systems as distingui-
shed from the ndstika systems, e.g., Buddhism, Jainism and Carvaka philos-
ophy, which are somewhat independent of the Vedic tradition. But even in the
formulation and development of these systems amplification and re-construc-
tion preclude stagnation. Hence, Indian philosophy may be regarded as truly
hermeneutic in nature.

The common features of all these Indian philosophical systems are their
mnherent purposiveness and deep-rooted humanism. Philosophic wisdom is
not merely the satisfaction of intellectual curiosity-—it has the practical neces-
sity of directing man to make life meaningful and perfect. All Indian philoso-
phers explain how proper knowledge can serve human ends—purusdrtha.
Such purposiveness goes well with anthropocentricity, the other sustaining
character of Indian culture. Instead of emphasizing the dichotomy of man and
nature, the Indian philosophers reiterate the dialectic between man and his
world. Itis evident that the splendour of the universe and the natural objects
fascinated the seers of the Rg Veda but the locus from which they wanted
to view, explain and use them was undoubtedly the man himself. The primary
telos of all Indian thought is to explore the mystery of the human nature.
‘Know Thyself” ( {tmanam viddhi) is the dictum of Indian philosophy. Such
knowledge of man’s essence and being is not only covetable for its epistemic
value; it is also the necessary condition of achieving perfection in human life.

Perfection of the total, deeper nature of man can be achieved through such
self-knowledge which will also enable man to liberate from all earthly follies
and miseries. In our practical life we always face an imbalance between what
man is and what he wishes to be. We are continuously being tormented by
our own inner uneasiness, pangs of conscience and quest for self-realization.
True self-knowledge and disciplined life can overcome such tension in our
nature and can truly iniegrate personality, That which sustains man—dharma
(a synonym for religion), thus remains parallel to the vision of reality—
darfana (a synonym for philosophy). The Indian philosopher does not stop
short at the discovery of truth merely—he strives to realize it in his own outer
and inner experience: Tattvajiidna—knowledge of truth and reality thus opens
up the possibility of moksa orliberation. The conceptions of tattva-fiiana and
moksa, however, have received diverse formulations in different philosophi-
cal traditions but amidst all these diversities an underlying unifying note
strikes us: it is the deep sense of awareness of the actual fleeting condition of
man and an intense urge for self-transcendence and perfection. Indian philo-
sophy, thus, is both homo-centric and value-oriented.

Without going into the details of the axiological and anthropocentric
nature of Indian philosophy we can sum up our account by saying that the
traditional Indian thinkers—since a by-gone age--have anticipated the need
of focusing attention on man—on his thought and action, which is now being
increasingly echoed in the western world. Hence, all farsighted and perceptive
thinkers—whether in east or in west—propagate the prominent role of man
in all philosophic hermeneutics.



Phenomenology and Indian philosophy

NAVIYOTI SINGH
Nistads, New Delhi

Critical eassy on the International Conference on ‘Phenomenology and Indian
Philosophy” held in New Delhi from 5th to 8th January, 1988, sponsored
jointly by the Indian Council of Philosophical Research (ICPR), New Delhi
and the Centre for Advanced Research in Phenmomenology (CARP), Pitts-
burgh, U.S.A.

Indian intelligentsia has long felt the schism between Indian and Western
philosophies and there has been a strong desire to transcend this schism. There
is a strong need at least to open a serious discourse between the two traditions
which somehow has not really taken place on the equal footing. To this end
two major institutions of philosophy had come together to organize this intes-
national conference. The ICPR, which is a chief patron of philosophical re-
search in India, and the CARP, which is dedicated to the cause of advance-
ment of phenomenology, jointly visualized the ground, the theme of the
conference, on which a deeply meaningful discourse across traditions was
thought to be possible. The event was essentially woven around the mind of
Prof. J.N. Mohanty, an Indian philosopher currently based in U.S.A., who
is acclaimed to be a first ranking phenomenologist in the West and has written
several papers and a book on issues dealing with Indian philosophy. It is his
labour that had actually prepared the intellectual ground for discourse and
had made possible mobilization of dozen odd Western scholars associated
with CARP and the Indian scholars associated with ICPR.

One could naturally expect some major comments to be layed out in this
conference on the comparative state of the two great philosophical traditions,
namely, Indian and Greco-European. Specially since it was a consequence of
rore than four decades of toil of Prof. Mohanty, whose stature in contempo-
rary Western philosophy is well established and who has also done serious
research on Indian philosophy. One could expect deep and sincere compara-
tive insights into the two traditions. But, strangely enough, the event fell short
of this expectation not merely because several papers only dealt with one
tradition and had no comparative content but also because others had poor
comparative content barring few exceptions like papers of Prof. Mohanty or
Prof. Kern. The failure I think was a result of the perspective within which was
conceived the very idea of this international conference. This is not to suggest
that the proceedings of the conference did not lead to precipitation of several
deep comparative questions. Indeed the conference provided an oceasion to
reflegt fruitfully on the current state of comparative scholarship.

The very idea behind this event, to begin with, was conceived on unequal
ground quite characteristic of the current state of politics of knowledge. From
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the Western tradition a particular system of philosophy was singled out,
namely, transcendental phenomenology, described by its founder Edmund
Husserl as :

(a) The first ever scientific philosophy devoid of metaphysical presupposi-
tions which had plagued a/l earlier philosophical enterprises of the
West;

{b) Culmination of a search began by the Greeks which had since fumbled
in wilderness, a search of a secure pivotal platform from which to
reflect presuppositionlessly and endlessly, Transcendental pheno-
menology discovered such a platform and thus inaugurated ‘scientific
philosophizing® which is securely founded on that platform.

From the Indian philosophical tradition no particular philosophical sys-
tem was singled out for comparative probing. As a result, no indepth investi-
gation and presentation of any Indian philosophical sysiem was possible for
the comparative purpose. Rather any fragmentary aspect of Indian tradition
could be invoked or even pet formulations of “every aspect’ of Indian tradition
could be brought in for the comparative discourse with a particular system of
transcendental phenomenology. Phenomenology with its sophisticated techni-
cal apparatus was pitched for an encounter with diluted ideality called ‘Indian
philosophy’ which lacked coherent unified technical apparatus. It is quite
understandable if an encounter is conceived at a civilizational level where
presuppositions of two philosophical traditions are comparatively debated.
Such a discourse can be meaningful even at the expense of abstaining from the
technicalities of various philosophical systems which constitute these tradi-
tions. Appropriateness and comparative consequences of ascribed/discovered
presuppositions involved in the two philosophical traditions would have
become the major focus of attention in this case. Equally understandable is a
comparative endeavour between two philosophical systems belonging to the
two traditions so that technical subtleties and sophistications are allowed to
face each other. Neither of the two strategies were conceived by the organi-
sers. As a result, phenomenology with its technical jargons was hegemonically
present without any Indian philosophical system being able to establish
comparative dialogue with it or vice versa. Another consequence of this in-
equality was that phenomenology’s rootedness in Western tradition could
never be brought in. Phenomenology was present with its roots mystified and
‘Indian philosophy’ was present with its sophistication obscured.

One wonders if this inequality was the result of a poor state of Indian
scholarship or had deep rationale grounded in the justified comparative stan-
ding of phenomenclogy vis-d-vis Indian philosophies. Mohanty’s key note
address—*‘ Phenomenology and Indian Philosophy: The Concept of Rationali-
ty”—naturalized and rationalized this inequality. For Mohanty, Husserl’s
phenomenology gave him ‘a stance of a transcendental ego’ unabling ‘apper-
ception of other world (in this case Indian philosophy) and ‘understanding
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other’s point of view as a noematic (sense) structure’ without sacrificing
otherness and thus “finally realizing the “world-noemata” are of one and the
same world, that the identity of world is one identity in and through these
differences’ [pp. 1-4].¥ The uniqueness of Husserlian stance and reduction of
other’s in Husserlian terminology as noematic structure in a way justifies and
naturalizes this inequality. What Mohanty feit strongly was that phenomeno-
logy provides a unique ground to overcome relativism of traditions without
hurting any tradition [p. 4]. Such a claim of uniquehood of phenomenology
and susceptibility of others as—interpretable as *sense structure’ in Husserlian
terminology—perhaps eliminates pre-emptively the possible critique of phe-
nomenclogy by others. With respect to the Indian tradition Mohanty declared
that ‘40 years of preoccupation with Husserlian stance—has helped me to
understand and interpret the Indian philosephical tradition—in this case not
the other but I myself” [pp. 1-3]. The irony is that the unique stance which
transcendental phenomenology gifts him is the very stance he discovers un-
obtained in the entire Indian philosophical tradition. Implicitly suggesting
unobtainability of an autenomous stance in Indian philosophies which can
overcome relativism of traditions.

Mohanty singled out two reasons for his totalist insight into Indian
philosophy:

(i) The non-availability of a theory of sense (as distinguished from
reference), and
(i} An ontologically oriented mode of thinking [p. 10].

What Husserl had enabled Mohanty to overcome he discovers rampantly
present in the entire Indian tradition. Mohanty characterizes various Indian
theories of consciousness as—°‘they oscillate between descriptive psychology
and metaphysics of consciousness’ [p. 10]. None of these measures up to trans-
cendental constitutive phenomenology ‘save possibly certain strand in Buddhi-
st theories’ {p. 10]. Husserl spent his life trying precisely to overcome psycho-
logism and metaphysics within the Western tradition. Through the above-
mentioned move of Mohanty, Husserl’s critique of Western philosophy
becomes a critique of Indian philosophical tradition as well—a case of straight-
forward transposition. The ball is left in the Indian court. We shall return to
other implications of these notices later. The point being made here is that the
inequality in the idea of this conference seems to have ratiopale suggested by
Mohanty and outlined above. The inequality is founded on the alleged unique-
hood of the stance of phenomenclogy which equips it for interpreting others
in its own terms.

*Page numbers within square brackets refer to the pages of the xeroxed copies of the
individual papers circulated in the conference. The papers referred to along with their
authors are named in the text and usually square bracket pertains to the paper under
discussion or otherwise the paper of an author being referred to.
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Naturally, the faith in phenomenology largely remained unquestioned in
the conference. No serious critique of phenomenology could be found in the
papers presented and the subsequent discussions. Ronald Bruzina’s *“‘Last
Philosophy : Ideas of Transcendental Phenomenological Metaphysics—Eugen
Fink with Edmund Husserl 1928-1938" did described an unfulfilled project
of Husserl in collaboration with Fink on perennial metaphysical problems of
the West. A bit scandalous though, this paper showed how metaphysics was
to make a comeback in phenomenology despite its early radical anti-meta-
physics attitude. This paper does bring in a mild critique of pure Husserlian
phenomenology and its alleged anti-metaphysics pretentions. It was Heideg-
ger's critique of implicit metaphysics in Husserl’s phenomenology which
had brought back several problems for pure phenonienology as could be seen
in Bruzina’s paper and also in Thomas K. Seebohm’s ** Paradox of Subjectivity
and the Idea of Ultimate Grounding in Husserl and Heidegger”. Leaving aside
these internal critical problems, phenomenology stood towering above all
with the confidence that other systems of philosophy are interpretable in its
terms. This attitude is not merely with regard to Indian philosophical systems
but even the Western Analytic Philosophy was thought to be interpretable in
its terms as was maintained in discussions by Mohanty and Seebohm and was
even attempted by Heelan. The universalist stance of pure phenomenology
never came up for serious examination, its presuppositions could not be deli-
neated so that they could be shown to withstand criticism. There was a need
to deconstruct its hegemonic position, to pronounce its own prejudices and
rootedness in Western tradition so that the comparative discourse could even
begin. The universalist pretence of phenomenology needed a comparative
justification before comparative discourse could be reduced to a mere inter-
pretative discourse on Indian philosophy from the standpoint of pure pheno-
mesnology. Even the possibility that there could be a critique of phenomeno-
logy from the standpoini of some strands in Indian philosophy was ruled out
from this perspective. There could only be the critique of Indian philosophies
from the standpoint of phenonienology. The universalistic perspective not
only concealed the origin and roots of phenomenology but also its possible
critique.

Karl Schuhmann's “Husserl and Indian Philosophy” bought out a shoking
curocentric attitude of the founder of phenomenology towards Indian philo-
sophy. For, Husserl thought that the non-European cultures never really
installed philosophy [p. 30]. India represented ‘only an empirical anthropolo-
gical type’ [p. 20, (Husserliana VI, 14)]. He thought it is “to mistake the mean-
ing of the term, and to tamper with it......if one speaks of Indianand Chinese
philosophy and science’ [p. 24, (Husserliana V1, 331)). The idea of philosophy
as ‘self-transparent omniscience in hand’ to Husserl was Greek and now
merely European. ‘Europe aimed at realization of absolute idea, no matter
how imperfect and distorted their factual results may be, whereas other cul-
tures, notwithstanding even their most brilliant results, never claimed to be
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intrinsically worried by the explicit idea of philosophical omniscience’ [p. 24,
(Husserliana VI, 325)], “As animal reason is to human reason, pre-philoso-
phical reason (i.e., Indian thought) is to philosophical reason (European
thought)’ [p. 38, fin. 88, (Husserliana, VI, 338)].* ‘Europe or the idea of philo-
sophy is unique in the history of mankind’, states Husserl, ‘all other groups
of mankind are aware of this, notwitlistanding their unbroken will to spiritual
self-preservation, to Europeanize themselves, whereas we, as long as we under-
stand ourselves properly, would never Indianize ourselves’ [p. 25, fn. 89,
(Husserliana, VI, 320)]. “The spectacle of the Europeanization of all other
cultures bear witness to the fact that European idea of philosophy is of abso-
lute significance for mankind as such’ [fn. 89, (Husserliana, VI, 14)]. Like
Hegel, Husserl had no doubt that Europe has a stance which ‘comprehends
and cancels other cultures’ [fn. 90]. The colonial success was taken as the
success of the European idea of philosophy. The very enterprise of ‘philoso-
phy’ as construed by Husserl seemed to exclude Indian philosophical world.
The question remains—Is this exclusion intrinsic to the very enterprise of
phenomenology or the eurocentrism in the birth of phenomenology is an
incidental/accidental factor owing to essentially contingent factor of coloni-
zer’s intoxication? Schuhmann and Mohanty are inclined to take the latter
view. Schuhmann himself could not come to attend the conference and his
paper was read by Mohanty, who disclosed that his key note paper was basi-
cally complementary to Schuhmann’s paper. The universalist stance of pure
phenomenology could be salvaged out of Husserl’s colonial disposition accor-
ding to Schuhmann [p. 31] as well as Mohanty. Even if salvageability is gran-
ted, the non-hegemonic equality in a comparative dialogue does not get
established unless the universalist stance of phenomenology is not seriously
deconstructed within the Western tradition as well as in accordance with
Indian philosophies and shown to be not merely a pretence. Otherwise the
comparative discourse would boil down to an effort for working out a case
that Indian tradition was also ‘philosophical’ in Husserlian sense either as
‘prescientific philosophy’ or even as ‘scientific philosophy’. Many of the papers
which had some comparative content tried to do just this.

Mohanty was inclined to characterize Indian theories of consciousness as
‘preseientific’ since in it are found positions oscillating between descriptive
psychology and metaphysics of consciousness. Anindita Niyogi Balslev, in
**Analysis of I-Consciousness in the Transcendental Phenomenology and Indian
Philosophy”, argued that the treatment of consciousness in Advaita Vedanta,
as explicated by Madhusudan Saraswati, cannot be classed as either descrip-
tive psychology or metaphysics of consciousness [p. 13]. Thus indicating that
Advaita Vedanta is ‘scientific philosophy’ in Husserlian sense. She goes further
and suggests an interpretation of the Advaitin concept of adhydsa-s as a
constitutive principle of Advaitin ‘phenomenological egology’, an interpreta-

*fn, stands for footnote in the paper being referred to.
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tion which is radically at variance from Mohanty’s thesis of the absence of
the theory of constitution (a significant mark of all ‘prescientific philosophies’
according to Husserl). The notion of layered adhydsa, starting from ahamka-
radhydsa to other adhydsa-s is suggested fo be similar to I-consciousness in
three phenomenological reductions. There is a serious difficulty in interpre-
ting adhydsa as constitutive principle in the Husserlian sense, for, the function
of adhydsa has a dual character—of dvarana Sakti (concealment) and of
viksepa Sakti (positing out). It is avarana Sakti, the power of concealment,
which cannot be understood by interpreting adiiyasa as a constitutive princi-
ple. Adhyasa is also a concealing principle and would violate self-sufficiency
and self-transparency required of the theory of constitution. The premordial
unity of concealing and constituting functions in the concept of adhydsa is
so central to the teneis of Advaita that abandoning the unity would amount

to abandoning Advaita. Anindita’s interpretation requires overlooking this

very unity in favour of interpreting it as a constitutive principle, The difference
between concealing-cum-constituting function and pureconstituting function
i 80 stark that even descriptive similarity of adhyasa and the theory of consti-
tution for I-consciousness will be problematic. The Advaitin grounding of
caitanya (ahamkara visista) in cit (Brahma) gives adhydsa an altogether diffe-
rent role than the constitutive role of supposedly ungrounded consciousness
of Husserlian phenomenology. At variance with the character and function of
adhydsa the theory of constitution is construed primarily to avoid such groun-
ding which would necessarily bring in metaphysics in the Western context.
The deep dissonance of adhydsa and constitutive principle is further indicated
by the fact that the Husserlian concepts of transcendental elements of consci-
ousness (like noemata and apodictive givenness in general), arrived through
the strategy of bracketing, eiditic and transcendental reductions, are not
obtained by Advaita Vedanta. Moreover, where is the neutral hyletic data
(static constitutive form) which constitutes object as intentional object for
Advaitins? There seems to be a deep cleavage which has been overlooked
while suggesting interpretation of adhydysa as mere constitutive principle.

In a comparative discourse it is invariably the difference which is more
significant than the similarity since it is the defence of difference which is more
pervasive and hence tough and insightful, whereas the thesis on similarity
doesp’t require pervasive defence and can afford overlooking systemic entail-
ments which go against the thesis. Difference always is more contentful then
similarity. Like Anandita’s paper several papers dealt with phenomenoclogy
and Advaita Vedanta without articulating difference or bringing out compara-
tively the prejudices of either to face each other. R. Balasubramanian in
*“ Advaita Vedanta on the Problem of Enworlded Subjectivity” declared unhesi-
tently that ‘Advaita Vedinta may be characterized as “transcendental pheno-
menology” and “metaphysics of experience” [p. 1]’ in the same breath. N.K.
Devaraja in ‘Self and Freedom: The Vedantin and Phenomenological Perspec-
tives” was quite contended with the discovery that the motif of freedom
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dominates phenomenologists and all systems of Indian thought [p. 1]. Rama-
kant Sinari in “Comments on J.N. Mohanty’s *Phenomenology and Indian
Philosophy: The Concept of Rationality’”” did not mind a bad joke—‘perhaps
Husserl was an avtdra of Sadkara’ [p. 7]. Rejoicing some affinity the two
papers of Kalyan Bagchi and Mrinal Kanti Bhadra dealt with phenomeno-
logy’s interaction with Vedanta as embodied in the thoughts of K.C. Bhatta-
charya and Kalidas Bhattacharyya respectively.

These papers showed a fairly large scale interest in Advaita Vedanta and
phenomenology studied together. Many of these papers used terms like trans-
cendence, transcendent and transcendental vaguely and amorphously even to
the extent of loosing comparative ground altogether. Non-exact and near
synonyntous use of these Western philosophical terms though did sustain a
feeble sense of similarity of phenomenology and Advaita but alse made the
arguments sterile and without force. This was quickly realized and pointed out
by the Western phenomenologists.

Interestingly Balasubramanian’s paper did pose some serious questions
for Husserl’s phenomenology from the Advaitin standpoint. He questioned
the all pervasive ‘intentionality’ of consciousness in Husserl’s phenomenology
on the basis of the nature of consciousness in a dreamless-sleep-state [pp. 10-
11]. In this state neither the directedness of consciousness nor the absence of
consciousness are present. This as a problem was overlooked and not ans-
wered by Western phenomenologists present for the conference. All Indian
philosophical systems accept visaya (content) of jiidna (or vakya or buddhi
depending on this or that system) but not object directedness of @tma (or cit),
this emptyly holds even for the andtmavadina Buddhist. It is jAdna (or vakya
or buddhi) which is being erroneously called consciousness by the Husserlians
as in them can be located the thetic act or intentionality involving objects.
Husserlian consciousness is always consciousness-of, The Western term cons-
ciousness needs to be disambiguited before it can be used in the context of
Indian philosophy. Advaita argues for Grmda as §Gksi (witness) to understand
consciousness in dreamless-sleep-state. Other Advaitin arguments for f@ksitva
being avoidance of the problem of non-identity of ego and consciousness and
the logical impossibility of @fméa being subject and object in the same cognition
such as‘I know I am’. These arguments do indicate non-finality of ‘transcen-
dental ego’ and suggest that intentionality is not essential (svabhavika), but
only adventitious (aupadhika) to consciousness [p. 11]. This is a strong claim
and Mohanty summarily dismissed it saying that he sees no need to posit

Advaitin consciousness in excess of transcendental ego on the basis of suffici-
ency of Husserlian schema. Mohanty obivously overlooked Balasubrama-
nian’s dreamless-sleep-state argument. The counter argument of sufficiency
might work as a device to camouflage hegemonic stance and civilisational
myopia. Another unanswered querry of Balasubramanian was—How does
phenomenology tackle plurality of consciousness? This is a familiar philoso-
phical issugs in Indian philosophy but perhaps a non-issue in European
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Christian tradition, In fact, comparative discourse truely begins at a point
where reflection on why non-issues are issues in one tradition and vice versa
is seriously undertaken.

The doctrine of thenon-finality of #tma(andtmavada: denial of the ultimate
ontic status to @fmda) in Buddhist philosophy gives an impression of its affinity
to phenomenology. Since in it knowledge cannot be founded on the ground
of independently given dtmd. Even Mohanty kept this possibility open but not
without inhibition [p. 10]. Iso Kern in “QObject, Objective phenomenon and
Objectivating act according to the ‘Vijfiaptimatratasiddhi® of Xuanzang” thou-
ght that ‘occidental phenomenologist... ... may find here (vijfianaviadin Buddhi-
st)...“universal” varification of his own insights and he may be stimulated to
consider new questions and answers’ [p. 1]. He based his analysis on the
Chinese commentary of Xuanzang (chen wei shi lun) and its super commentary
by Kuiji (632-682) on Vasubandhu’s Trimsika VijRaptimdtratd Siddhi (Thirty
verses ont the doctrine of mere consciousness). According to Kern, Xuanzang’s
analysis of objectivating act (vijiaptikriya) shares with phenomenology the
insight into the constitutive character of knowledge and the unacceptability
of object separated from or outside of consciousness [pp. 4-8]. Kern finds
Xuanzang’s notion of bija (contained in the deepest level of consciousness,
the eighth consciousness, alayavijfiana or milavijidna) analogous to Husserl’s
sedimentations of the history of a given stream of consciousness [p. 7]. Further,
the evolution of bija as hetu parindma (evolving at the level of cause) and
phalaparinama (evolving at the level of effect: habits ctc.) are found to be
analogous to Husserl's static constitution (the appearance of the object
through the multiplicity of acts) and genetic constitution (becoming of mental
habitude) [p. 8]. The shared insights seems to end as soon as situatedness of
Xuanzang’s analysis in the central notion of moksa (liberation) and karma
siddhanta (principle of rebirth) of Buddhists is realized.

The bija in miavijiana are of two kinds—(i) niSyanda (seeds of similar
continuation, i.e., seeds whose causes are similar {o their effects like the ones
involved in objective cognition, habituation, learning etc.) and (ii) vipaka
(seeds of different ripening, i.e., seeds whose effects or fruits are different
from their causes like the ones which are ivolved in the retribution of our
former deeds or even constitution of our physical bodies). These second kind
of seeds are karma bija. After death the ego, depending on the kinds of karma
bija, constitutes a new body (in mext birth) or rather it embodies again accord-
ingly. The cycle of births go on till the ego is dissolved or liberation (rirvdna)
is achieved. Not only the knowledge, the body too is constituted. In fact the
doctrine of ‘mere consciousness’ proposes that there is no radical distinction
between knowledge, mental habitude, morality and body. Factuality (like
that of body) and morality (like that of deeds) are tied together in karma bija.
The fetish with transparent intentionality in phenomenology hardly leaves
scope for the coherent philosophy of body and sensory fields (that is, the
condition for the possibility of intentionality itself and the particularity of the
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hyletic field). This is amply illustrated by the confused paper “Merlequ-
Ponty, Transcendental Imagination, and the Body Schema: on the De-lineation
of the Visible”. In fact, several ‘strange’ questions addressed to phenomeno-
logists, whose antswers could not even be expected, also illustrate impossibility
of the adequate phenomenology of body. Advaitins had asked what happens
to transcendental ego at death and after death? Does it die? There was a
little ferinist querry from Anandita about the gender of transcendental ego.

Iso Kern pleads with phenomenologists to learn from the treasure house of
vijfianavada, [p. 12], specially its theory of karma seeds to account for pheno-
mena which cannot be tamed by the concept of habitude like possession of a
mortal body with the particular sensomotoric mechanism and the particular
sensation fields [pp. 10-11]. This suggestion might be enriching for the phernto-
menologists but won’t it really purge transcendental phenomenology beyond
recognition? Rather the suggestion pictures vijfidnavada, to put it simply, as
a kind of pure phenomenology with the added content of karma siddhanta.
The paper falls short of the analysis of the presuppositions of phenomenology
which commit it to the situation of the lack of adequate phenomenclogy of
body. The difference between pure phenomenology and vijfidnavada is much
more pervasive and deep. Not only is the telos of ‘mirvdpa’ in Buddhism
radically different from the telos of ‘eidos ego’ in phenomenoclogy due to
radically distinct dominant teleological currents in Indian and Greco-
Buropean civilisations respectively, but also vijigravdda will not find accept-
able the apoedicticity of passive constitution or the pregivenness with
eidetic necessity of passive constitution. The phenomenological neutrality of
hyletic data gets questioned as even that is constituted differently by the
currency of either same (like humans) or different (like cats and human)
karma Sarira-s. The hyletic data would be different for worm and for monkey.
Even hetuparindma of bija is not strictly interpretable as static constitu-
tion characterizing eidetic necessity which is given apodictically as original
evidence. The difference has to do with the Greco-Europesan notion of ‘form’
which is refounded by pure phenomenclogy at variance with the classical
foundation of ‘form’ by platonic realism and it is this very notion which is
hardly found in Indian philosophies including vijédnavdda. The ultimate
dispensability of bija farira resident in miilgvijiiana for the achievement of the
desired state of nirvana in vifidnavada is equivalent to non-recognition of the
apodicticity and self-givenness of the eidos structures in consciousness. Fall-
ability of ‘form’ must be intrinsic so that room for the uitimate disselution of
bija Sarira is made. This is serious as idealities like proposition, set or turing
machine would simply not be constituents given apodictically but only evi-
denced in consciousness as comstituents of samskara sarira prevalent in a
particular samskrti or civilization. Apodicticity of form, irrespective of its
‘cultural’ content which Husserlians would happily grant*, is unacceptable to

*One paper exclusively argued for this Husserlian feature in the context of the ‘cultural’
content of the celebrated “form’ called ‘proposition’ even when dealing with scientific subject-
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vijiidnavadins and would be naturalized by them as.a c1v1hsat1onal faith that
constituted Greco-European theoretical endeavour.,

This brings us back to the issue of prejudices, presuppositions of pure
phenomenology and its rootedness in Greco-European civilisation. The basic
thesis of Husserlian phenomenology rests on the Parmenidian principle of
sameness (identity) of being (einai) and thinking (noein). Parmenidian prin-
ciple has beent variedly interpreted from Plato onwards by various Greco-
European philosophers including Husser! and Heidegger to yield philosophi-
cal gsystems which at times appear even as mutually antagonistic systems (like
Piatonic vs. Husserlian or even Heideggerian vs. ‘metaphysics of presence’
which includes Platonic and Husserlian systems). Two papers explicitly dealt
with Husserlian interpretation of Parmenidian principle though in two alto-
gether different contexts.

Patrick A. Heelan’s “Experiment and the ‘Fulfilment’ of Theory” invoked
phenomenological intrepretation of Parmenidian principle to fruitfully extend
the scope of phenomenological inquiry into a chailenging traditional domain
of Western analytical philosophy, namely, theory-experiment relation in
quantum mechanics and other areas of modern science. Paulos Mar
Gregorios® *‘Phenomenology and the Transcendent: which way does one
Transcend?” singled out Husserlian interpretation of Parmenidian principle
to pick fault with Husserl and finds Dignaga and Heidegger not committing
the same error.

Husserl uses two concepts to understand phenomenon, namely, noema
and noesis. Noema are objects that obtains in consciousness and aoesis is the
intentional agency, the thetic or projecting process that actively appropriates
or explores noematic structure of the object. The match of the two, noema-
noesis, is fundamental for the phenomenological investigation of neemata
through the study of corresponding neeses. This very maitch is impregnated
with undefended, pre-judged, presupposition of ‘presuppositionless’ pheno-
menology, namely the reincarnation of Parmenidian metaphysical principle.
Heelan while investigating scientific phenomenon renders the match mathe-
matically as ‘common absiract transformation group’ between objective
invariance of noema and subjective invariance of noesis [pp. 4-5]. Any object,
for instance my pen, reveals various prefiles while undergoing translation and
rotation, similarly I get various perspectival profiles through translation and
rotation of the agency, i.e.,, me—both processes emulate (‘represen(’ in the
mathematical sense) the invariant of a common abstract transformation group

matters. Lester Embree’s move in “ Human Scientific Propositions™ is 10 suggest that the form
of proposition is self-given but its objects are cultural or human even for scientific proposi-
tions, That ‘a cultural object is not a natural object with something added. Rather a natural
object is a cultural object with something substracted’ [p. 7]. But, what is a ground for not
considering ‘proposition’ itself as a civilizational object and not mutilating other cultures as
a conglomerate of ‘cultural objects’ of propositions,
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[p. 4].* The invariant of a common abstract transformation group represents
Parmenidian identity. But what is a surety that such a common abstract
transformation group exists for various noemaynoesis pair or that Parmenidian
principle holds in such an interpretation. For instance, temporal transforma-
tions would violate the match though for spatial transformation the match
might generally hold. Abstract transformation group cannot be formulated
in the case of temporal transformation because self-identity of noemata can-
not be sustained through temporal transformations. Temporality is deeply
antithetical to “form” as such and the idea of ‘form’ is uniquely founded on
the interpretations of Parmenidian principle. Husserlian temporality as a
residuum of transcendental ego is operative though not at the level of the
match of noemata and noesis where only the interpretation of Parmenidian
principle operates. The point here is that Parmenidian principle is tacitly
presumed in Heelen’s extention of pure phenomenology and discloses its
Greco-European rootedness and moreover its defence is never proposed
which is bound to be a metaphysical justification of the civilization faith
in the principle.

Mar Gregorios is critical of Husserlian interpretation of Parmenidian
principle on the ground that presence of inexhaustible fund of noemata in
consciousness is not apodictically self-evident [p. 7] and since it is eidetic its
correspondence with reell object is questionable and undefended. He parti-
cularly picks up as an instance the noema of God [p. 11] which according to
Husserl is “the ideal representative of absolute knowledge’ (Husserl, Ideas,
p. 418) and has to be structurally same as knowing man or transcendental
subject. The givenness through appearances of the noema of God as ‘idealised
human. being’ is doubtful and equally doubtful is ascribing to it apodictic
self-evidence. Gregorios suggets that it is Husserl’s fetish with °‘givenness
through appearances’ which restricts his transcendentalism or whatever he is
able to arrive at through the three otherwise impressive methodolugical reduc-
tions, including his idea of God. That, Husserl’'s method is incapable of
apprehending the radically transcendent [p. 12], namely, the point where
consciousness as consciousness-of is itself transcended [p. [4], such as the
state of nirvdna or moksa. This collaborates well with Balasubrahmanian’s
point about non-finality of transcendental ego.

Husserlian fetish with appearances (‘presence’) is founded on the assump-
tion that the reell object has the same structural composition as eidetic or
noematic object [p. 16). The fetish follows from Husserl’s own tacit assump-
tion of Parmenidian principle. Noema is composed of a nucleus ‘x” around
which is clustered certain predicates or properties or qualities. Reelf object
is alse composed of nucleus “x” holding together certain predicates. Nucleus
of noemata and reell might be different but since meaning and content only

*Recent Western research in computer vision, e.g., David Marr’s, [fn. 7] tries to emulate
vision with algorithms which stand for such abstract transformation group.
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deal with predicates the thetic or intentional act intuits whole meaning of the
external object in terms of its set of predicates as given in nmoemata. Husserl
calls both nuclei an ‘empty x’ [p. 10]. Through this move the identity of think-
ing and being is refounded. This is where Parmenidian principle is assumed.
Through this move the identity of eidetic noemata and reell is tacitly upheld.
This identity forces down the conception of noemata as a bundie of ail
meanings copulated to the nucleus and given at once, though a particular

thetic act might evidence only a perspectival sense of an object at a time. The-

perspectival sense in a particular thetic act is resolvable through an abstract
transformations covering o/l possible perspectives as complete meaning or as
noema. The identity of structural composition of reell and noemata founds
perspectival appearances as sense structure and in return is founded all given-
ness through appearances. The reduction of consciousness as consciousness-
of is possible through a tacit reductive identity of structural composition of
reell and noemata. The difference between the site of the nucleus of reell and
noemata is declared irrelevant in terms of meaning or rather as fundamentally
contentless by using the reductive device of Parmenidian identity.

Grogorios cites Dignaga’s (5th century A.D.) view on praryaksa (sense
perception) and anumana (inference) from Pramdna Samuccaya to contest
Husserlian interpretation of reductive Parmenidian principle which according
to Dignaga would be based on adhyavasaya or false identification [p. 19).
Digniga makes a radical distinction between vasfu or real externality, which
activates sense-impression, and cognition, which is construed in accordance
with the karma (vasani) Sarira. The vastu itself has its own svalaksana, itis a
unique particular distinct from everything else (sarvato-vpdvritd), a momen-
tary point instant (ksanika) without extention or duration, and is beyond
qualificand-qualification relation (visesya-vifesana-bhdvanavagahi). Whereas
cognition construes universals, objects and complex of relations through
inferential procedure. Reell object has neither nucleus nor qualifying predi-
cates [p. 19]. The Parmenidian identity will not simply hold or rather will not
be intelligible at all except as a mistake. Digniga’s approach presents one
instance from Indian philosophical tradition which defies Parmenidian
reductive prejudice. Such a defiance can be witnessed abundantly present in
the Indian philosophical tradition. How can such prejudices be pivotal for
interpreting Indian philosophical systems, as is proposed in the original
conception of this conference.

Mar Gregorios has drawn much of his critique of Husserl from Heidegger,
a rebellious student of Husserl and an irritant for Husserlians. Heidegger
perhaps is an only celebrated Wostern thinkers who has developed (in his
Identity and Difference) a radical critique of the identity of being and thinking
as is epitomised in the various interpretations of the Parmenidian principle
since Plato. He has clubbed all these attempts including Husserl’s as “meta-
physics of presence’. Heidegger’s original insight is that the identity of being
and thinking conceals the origin of or disclosure of being as well as thinking.
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The identity leads to the fetish with beings forgetting the arrival of beings or
the difference of Being and beings as the difference of unconcealing (over-
whelming) and presence (arrival). The fetish with presence or at once given-
ness of the entirety of beings in one way or other would warrant a construction
of defence for concealed origin of beings and such artificial defences are
‘metaphysics of presence’. The prejudice of identity of being and thinking in
one form or other stems from overlooking of the ‘ontological difference’
between Being and beings. Presence of the fund of noemata to make possible
the thetic act is one instance of overlooking and the givennsss of noema in
appearances is another instance of overlooking-and both arise from the pre-
judice of ‘presence’ founded through the identity of being and thinking,
Jacques Derrida is a contemporary Western thinker who has extended this
Heideggerian insight to focus on the fallacy of ‘presence’ as embodied in the
root notion of ‘form’ as such. The rootedness of transcendental phenomeno-
logy in the Western civilizational faith on the identity of being and thinking
and defiance of this faith in the Indian philosophical systems does not really
imply much about philosophical affinity between say Heidegger (who also
defies this faith) and Digniga as is concluded by Mar Gregorios [p, 19]. In
fact such foregrounding of assumptions is only the beginning of comparative
inquiry.

Heidegger’s reinterpretation of Parmenidian principle (in his Identity and
Difference, p. 27) by introducing ‘ontological difference’ between Being and
beings does lead him out of the closure of ‘presence’ but still confines him
within the systemic domain of the third person temporally indefinite Greek
verb on (‘to be’) and its synonyms. This verb on still remains as a secure
fulerum in which is delimited thinking as well as reality as on-to-fogy with the
charged punch of ‘difference (ontological)’ in its belly. The difference being
a matter of singular and plural nominalized form of Indo-Greek root 4/as-,
‘to be’, and its synonyms. This insightful ‘difference’ is a result of Heidegger's
emphasis on the active sense of infinitive ‘to be’. Heidegger’s etymological
equipment is so narrow compared to Yaska’s (6th cent. B.C. etymologist
regarded as authority in Indian tradition) that he is not able to recognize
opposition of +/bhu- (bhava: happening, becoming) and +/as- (sart@: being)
(Nirukta 1.1.7) and instead seeks its shadow as opposition between to eon
(the Being) and esti outo (what is there as same, self-identical or being).
According to Yaska (Nirukta 1.2} asti (being) is only one of the vikdra (modi-
fication or expression) of bhdva among the six vikara-s and if inflated as a
philosophical pivot (as in on-to-logy) it would play a role of concealment of
bhava pradhanata (primacy of bhdva) and its other modifications. It will not
only fatally restrict the apparatus of verbs as such in analysis (most stark and
extreme cxample is that of modern formal languages) but also would not be
able to decisively deconstruct concealment of bhdva. Yaska's insightful dis-
tinction between bidva and asti impinges directly on the alleged self-sufficiency
and autonomy of the apparatus of asti thus decisively separating the appara-
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tus of most of verbs from that of asti. In this sense the narrowness of
Heidegger’s enterprise lies in his not being able to rise above the apparatus of
Greek verb on (and its synonyms) and settles with restricted clearance of
‘presence” and as a result ends up ina discourse of withdrawal and disposses-
sion enveloped within the civilisational moorings of the Greco-Europeans.
True, Heidegger's deconstructive conversation with the Greco-European
tradition helps demonstrate certain limits of the Greco-European tradition
including that of Husserl but he offers little by way of changing the destiny
of the same tradition.

There can hardly be a serious philosophical affinity between Heidegger
and Digniga given Heideggerian faith in the apparatus of verb om and
Dignaga’s preoccupation with the apparatus of the verbal root 4/mg- (measur-
ing, knowing) (as in pramdana, prama, prameyd, anumdna etc.) with full back-
ground of Indian linguistic equipment and philosophy. This is significant as
it is Dignaga who foregrounds the complex problematic of pramana (authentic
means of knowledge acquisition) in the Indian philosophical tradition, a
problematic so foreign to (Greco-European on-fo-logism and within it the
embedded epistemic problematic. On-to-logising (attempting systematisation
of beings) is deeply divorced from Dignaga’s project of demarcating authentic
and errorful knowledge to pave way primarily for the mindful righteous
action (dharma) and for the ultimate quest of nirvana. The difference between,
the two thinkers would be most naked if weighed for their views on purusartha
{quest of life} and can be seen pervading all through their analytical equip-
ment and the way they punctuate philosophical issues. And above all what
will not be acceptable at all to Digniga is the Parmenidian principle even in
the way it is reinterpreted by Heidegger, that is— For the same, perceiving
(thinking) as well as being’ (the famous fragment of Parmenides as rendered
on p. 27, Identity and Difference); implying that the identity of thinking and
being is fundamentally punctuated by the difference from Being. The diffe-
rence within the womb of identity is unacceptable, for, Digniga regards
ksanikatva of reality as radically distinct, absolutely non-identical, from the
internally cognized form of perception (thinking) as is even acknowledged by
Gregorios. Though Heidegger is able to provide a sound critique of the
identity of being and thinking but his own reinterpretation of Parmenidian
principle, based on the faith in the philosophical potency of the verb on
{(‘to be’), does not equip him to clear the web of ‘presence’ positively. He still
remains within the opaque limits of Greco-European rationality woven
around theverb on and its systematization as on-to-fogy. Reasons forDignaga’s
non-acceptance of Parmenidian principle hold even for the Heideggerian
reinterpretation because vastu remains radically external to thinking even
with its alleged falling apart structure of disclosure.

At this point we would return to Mohanty’s insights into Indian philoso-
phical tradition (sic. the concept of rationality) leaving aside his questionable
pretence of a universalist stance gifted by transcendental phenomenology.
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If we accept Parmenidian principle as a civilizational faith several key notions,
concepts, dichotomies perennially present in the Greco-European tradition
seems to follow naturally. Foremost, the hegemony of the system of verb
‘to be’ for the philosophical resolution of human situations is a straight-
forward outcome. This disposition is not to be misunderstood to conclude its
absence in the so-called ‘ontologyfree phenomenology’. The term on-to-logy
in our usage (which we believe is an insightful usage) is to be understood in
the strict context of Parmenidian principle along with various meanings of
*to be” such as existential, copulative, veridical, judicative or even active
sense.* Positing of a fund of roemata even as idealities or irrealitics betrays
pressing on-to-logical (on is to be understood in judicative sense) requirement
stemming out of Husserlian interpretation of reductive Parmenidian principle.
It is simply a result of on-to-logizing (Judicative entic systematization) of
experience with the device of three methodological reductions to yield a self
transparent theory of constitution. It is judicative on-fo-logy of apodictive
givenness which forms elements of the theory of constitution. Parmenidian
principle is essentially an on-to-logizing principle and it invariably functions
as a device for reductively resolving experience in systematizations woven
around the verb on. The notion of a pure ‘form’ directly precipitates in
various on-to-logizing interpretations of Parmenidian principle as can be
witnessed in the thoughts of Greco-European luminaries right from Plato,
Euclid, Aristotle, Augustine to medieval and modern European thinkers
including Husser}, Derrida following Heidegger has come quite close to
demonstrating essential nexus between the notion of form and Parmenidian
principle (e.g., in his Margins of Philosophy, p. 182). The pervasive intrusion
and working of Parmenidian principle in the Greco-European civilization
has not yet been determinately foregrounded but for the purpose of this essay
we would dwell on some relevant decisive consequences which follow from it.

It is the reductivism of Parmenidian principle which splits up relations
as de re (causal) and de dicto (logical) in a residual and irreconciable fashion.
It is no wonder that Mohanty finds while dealing with pramanpa $astra—-It
appears, then, as though these thinkers (Indians) solved the problem that has
led to much quandery in Western thinking’ the problem namely, of, how to
relate the two spaces—the causal space and the logical space” [p. 5]. It needs
to be added that this ‘problem” was never discovered or never was the need
felt to articulate it in Indian tradition precisely because Parmenidian principle
was never presenied as a philosophical dogma so there arises no question of
Indians solving this ‘problem’. Rather one can witness abundantly the
redundancy of this ‘problem’ in various schools of philosophy in the Indian
tradition. In the next sentence Mohanty insightfully declares that this is a

*Some of the meanings of the verb ‘to be’ can be illustrated as :—existential as in ‘world
i¥°, “objects are’; copulative as in ‘a is b’; veridical as in *a #s true’; judicative as in ‘such
ought fo be the case’; or even active sense of ‘coming to he’
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‘fundamental difference between Husserlian thinking and Indian philosophy’.
This difference is not merely with Husserlian thinking but with the larger
Greco-European tradition of epistemology and logic. The pertinent issue
which awaits resolution is—does pramapa $astra ‘limit the ideality of the
logical and the contingency of the causal’ [p. 11] in a detrimental way, a way
which leads to inaction or harmful action or that pramdna $dstra is gifted
with prior resolution of the Greco-European empasse avoiding detrimental
actions resuiting from the runaway idealities or fetishised contingencies.

The notice of the absence of schism between logical and causal is related
to other notices from Western perspective about Indian philosophy, namely,
absence of the idea of proposition, absence of the distinction between truth
and validity, absence of the distinction between sense and reference, absence
of the distinction between contingent and ntecessary, absence of deductive
inference, absence of the theory of modalities, absence of formal logic etc.
Most of these notices are cited in Mohanty’s keynote paper on rationality.
They can be reduced to the thesis of absence of the notion of pure ‘form’ in
Indian intellectual endeavours. But that apart, these motices are significant
in comparative discourse. These notices are negative in the sense that they
point towards absence in the Indian tradition of certain distinctions and con-
cepts which occupy central position in Greco-Europeans theoretical endea-
vours. There is very little scholarship which strives to bring out the opposite,
that is, the negative notices about the Greco-European tradition from the
perspective of the Indian tradition. Mohanty hardly tries to articulate such
counter notices. In this situation the negative notices from the Western
perspective can easily turn into hegemonic positive value judgments regarding
handicap of the Indian tradition.

When Mohanty says that ‘their (Indian) theory of meaning being generally
speaking of referential theory (except the apoha theory and some version of
sphofa theory)’ [p. 7] he has already trespassed the import of the negative
notice about absence of the distinction between sense and reference {p. 10].
The Fregeian distinction between sense and reference, between F and x of a
proposition F(x) is originally situated within the formal concept of proposi-
tion (a result of a refinement of Aristotelian copulated proposition by Port
Royal logicians). The meaning would deal only with predication F or sense.
Husserl is able to reduce the importance of the Aristotelian disjunction bet-
ween predicate and object by making the object empty with the device of
noemata, Parmenidian principle and thetic act and thus focusing on the sense
structure or meaning. Mohanty’s pride in Husserlian theory of meaning or
sense (as distinct from reference) makes him overlook the presumed congept
of proposition and Parmenidian principle within which the distinction bet-
ween sense theory or reference theory of meaning can hold. To classify most
of the Indian theories of meaning as referential theories and others as ques-
tioning the concept of reference is artificial knowing that the background
concept of proposition and Parmenidian principle is not there in them.
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Vyakarana tradition, which accepts bhava pradhdnati or centrality of verb
in a unit of cognition, defies object predicate distinction and moreover refer-
entiality of verb is a contradiction in terms. How is theory of meaning in
Vydkarana tradition (including sphota theory) classifiable as sense theory or
reference theory defies imagination. Same is the case with Mimamsd tradition
which accepts centrality of verbal ending or bhdvand pradhanaia. Classically
in West referential theory of meaning would be a theory of names and classes
to which pronouns refer. In that sense one could loosely call gpoha theory as
nominalist since each entity is contructed through infinitary distancing from
the rest and this procedural syntax can be called naming synfax. Even the
compatibility of entities as entity (e.g., sentence) is constructed through the
same syntax. Such an interpretation would indicate that apoha theory is a
nominalist theory and hence a referential theory rather than a sense theory.
Moreover, apoha syntax does not yield a privileged form of proposition so
that one could locate referential or sense component of meaning. Besides,
we have seen earlier that Buddhist do not accept Parmenidian principle with
the help of which Husserl could delineate sense structure from what popularly
is understood as referential meaning. Buddhist belief in ksanikatva of external
reality gives the impression that @peha meanings are constructions in 'thc
sense of predications and hence the apeha theory is a sense theory of meaning.
The point being made here is that the distinction between sense and reference
and its background apparatus provides only an underdeterminate criteria for
classifying Indian theories of meaning as sense or reference theories. Such
underdeterminate criteria will not be able to yield a determinate under-
standing or interpretation of Indian theories of meaning,

Another strong comment which Mohanty makes about Indian philoso-
phical tradition is its ‘ontologically oriented mode of thinking’ [p: 10]. This
comment is a positive judgemental variant of the negative notice of the
absence of transcendental constitutive phenomenology. The term ontology
is used by him in the sense of the theory of thing itself and as oppc_)sed to tI_le
theory of constitution of sense. The morpheme on of on-to-logy is taken in
its restricted existential meaning. Such a usage unables Mohanty to camou-
flage judicative ontology in pure phenomenology (for‘ instance,' that of
noemata and apodictive givenness in general) and makesit a pole‘mlcal ter1}1
of pure phenomenology for distancing itself from otha.r ph_ilosophms. That is
why the phrase ‘ontologically oriented mode of thinking’is bound to inhere
an ambiguous sense though its counterposition as a self-emage of phe’n«_)-
menology would have an exact sense. We have used the term ‘ontology in
the determinate context of Parmenidian principle. This we believe has histori-
cal and philosophical merit. In our sense of the term th.ere is no questigr} of
‘ontologically oriented mode of thinking’ in Indian philosophical fradition.
Our usage of the term is narrow but determinate compared to the popular
usage of the term. If on is to be taken in its existentifﬂ sense alone then onto-
logy would be a theory of the objects of proposition or a theory of the
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referents of predicates or sense. Then the sense of the term ontology would be
still narrower but determinate and a species within our usage of the term
ontology and also phenomenology could be called ontologyfree since exis-
tential object is made empty by phenomenology. In this later sense the phrase
‘ontologically oriented mode of thinking’ would delimit hardly any fragment
of Indian philosophical tradition. For, mor the theory of padartha-s of
Vaidesika-Nyaya, nor the theory of fartva-s of Sankhya-Yoga, nor the theory
of dravya-parydya of Jaina darsana would qualify as ontologies since they
do not constitute the theory of referents of predicates. Rather they implicate
predicates within their structure or more exactly they defy the idea of propo-
sition as objects being copulated with meaning or sense. They are simply not
the theories of beings known through the authority (copulative, judicative or
other) of verb on and its synonyms.

Another comment which Mohanty makes on the authority of sense refer-
ence distinction is about sabda pramana {pp. 15-17]. In the theory of Sfabda
pramdna, sense, as grasped in understanding the utterance of others, is taken
asamounting to knowing that something is the case, which is a matter of
reference since it is reference which is grasped in knowing as distinct from
mere understanding [p. 16). This violation of sense reference distinction,
which after ail even Mohanty has to acknowledge, sustains a modernist
impression that ‘at worst it (the theory of fabda pramdang) appears to be a
device to justify scriptures, at its best it amounts to stopping the process of
critical enquiry by appealing to the competence, and noble intentions, of
speaker or of the author’ [p. 15]. It is here that matters turn out to be political,
If one accepts the authority of sense reference distinction and its presupposi-
tions one can force interpretation of others accordingly through an intellec-
tual exercise but if the authority of the distinction is seen to be violated then
the terms of discourse overtly become political. Here Mohanty takes an
unexpected turn. After all Sabda pramana deals with matters moral, political
and spiritual and not merely empirical matters. Moral rules are learnt ‘only
through reading/hearing and interpreting verbal instructions’. Even ‘if an
accepted set of moral rules is given up, it is given up by imbibing another set
of moral rules on the basis of another set of verbal instructions. In this case
$abda amends sabda, much as perceptual error is corrected by another percep-
tion” [p. 17]. In this moment of faltering authority of pure phenomenology
Mohanty wonders: ‘whether we need to distinguish between sense (which is
grasped in mere understanding of a sentence) and reference (which is grasped
in knowing), there are domains such as moral rules where it is through inter-
preting linguistic discourse (and not through any further empirical verifica-
tion) that one determines what one ought or ought not to do’ [p. 16]. Sense
reference distinction with its defensive peraphernalia seems to be faltering
and Mohanty conveniently invokes authority of hermeneutic phenomenology
to deal with Sabda and recalls the ultimate hermeneutical either/or to make a
point that text does not have a monolithic interpretation but leaves room for
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interpretative differences as well as for new possibilities of interpretation.
This again leads to reductive interpretation of the import of fabda pramana
based on the authority of current Western concern of hermeneutics. Drive for
reductive domestication of $abda pramana in accordance with Hermeneutic
phenomenology betrays again the civilizational faith as understandable
violation of the sense-reference distinction by the theory of fabda pramana is
not taken as evidence for launching a critical programme for thematizing
limits of Greco-European rationality but instead Mohanty proposes two
interrelated programmes for re-examination of Indian philosophy.

Before we come back to delimiting the rational of Mohanty’s proposals
we would refer to J.L. Mehta’s “Reading the Rgveda: A Phenomenological
essay”, as he also invokes authority of modern Western hermeneutics in an
attempt to ‘interpret’ the ‘text’ of Rgveda. According to him in Indja the
‘exegesis was from the beginning geared to the perspective of the use of the
vedic mantra for ritual purpose, without much concern for the understanding
of the text by itself, as autonomous and constituting a coherent world of
meanings’ [p. 24]. Rgveda in the tradition was never ‘read’ but used is his
claim. With modern Hermeneutics the time has come to ‘read’ the Rgveda
Samhitd. Mehta tries to give a Heideggerian (inspired also by Gadamer and
Ricour) ‘reading’ of Rgveda ‘text’. Mehta makes an interesting critique of
Luder’s interpretation of rtd as ‘truth’® since according to his analysis it
amounts to a hegemonic interpretation based on the correspondence theory
of truth presupposed in Western metaphysical tradition and instead he pro-
poses an equally questionable interpretation of r#d as aletheia (personified
Goddess of truth in Parmenides’ poem) in the technical sense of Heidegger
[p. 25]. Important is the wedge he attempts to draw between action, reduced
by him as wuse, and interpretation. Oblivious of the Mimamsa tradition of
exegeses based on actional theory of interpretation he dogmatically accepts
the wedge without even caring to defend it or to criticize Mimamsd. The
artificiality of the wedge nierely mystifies the relation of authority with inter-
pretation and action and allows one to induige in an interpretative game
with biginnings and ends mystified and thus follows de fecfo acceptance of
hegemonic interpretative anthority. The question of authority is significant
and any comparative endeavour must ab initio come to terms with it, other-
wise it is the hegemonic authority which would fatally limit the endeavour.
It is to the question of authority as such that we would turn now.

More significant than the comments and notices of Mohanty are the two
interrelated proposals he advances as philosophical tasks for Indian philo-
sophy. These are:

(1) ‘One cannot prima facie rule out fabda, but has to question, from within
the tradition of Indian philosophy if it deserves a place in the list of
pramana-s’ [p. 16];

(2} ‘The laying bare of the rationality of our (Indian) beliefs and cognition, of
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moral rulés and artistic creations, confronts, in Indian thought, an absolute
limit. The pramdna-s “establish” them, the consciousness evidences this
act of establishment, but the judicative authority of the pramana-s is not,
and cannot be traced back to their origin to the structure of that cons-
ciousness. What, then, is the source of their authority?” [p. 19]. “Where-
from does a school, Nyaya or Samkhya or Vedinta or any other, derive
its basic concepts, its list of pramdana-s which it so vehemently defends?...
This limit to rationality was operative but never thematized by the philo-
sophers. Now is the occasion to thematize it, and thereby o press re_lent—
lessly towards the ground that supports the alternate conceptualisations’

[p. 20].

Both these projects deal with the nature of fabda. It is in the domain of
Sabda that the issnes of authority are located in Indian philosophies. On the
one hand the opacity is encountered when source of judicative authority of
pramana-s is sought, on the other hand fabda is assigned the status of pmm‘&-r,za.
There is this apparent circularity which makes Indian philosophical tradition
apparently opaque. Both projects suggested by Mohanty are construed ar_ou.nd.
the same plea—to thematize this opacity and transgress such opaque limits.
The opacity has to be understood in contradistinction from what Husserl
called ‘self-transparent omniscience in hand’. The plea is to regain herme-
neutic transparency by foregrounding the original text (the source of author?ty)
from where interpretative departures, as supposedly epitomized in classical
Indian philosophical schools, can be understood and further fresh departures
can be construed. Perhaps non-accessibility of such a transparent text is the
reason that philosophical enterprise as an interpretative enterprise in a
Western sense is not yet instituted in India. There is a hermeneutical disposi-
tion involved in the plea to deconstruct ascribed opacity of Indian ‘rationality’
and towards this disposition we turn now.

The Greco-European philosophical tradition is endowed with this trans-
parency as its root text, though dispersed in the Greek philosophical corpus
or the Biblical corpus, is nonetheless sufficiently illuminated with philosophical
issues and possibilities perennially being addressed and interpreted in the
Greco-European tradition. It is this transparency which bestows such a pan-
historical confidence in Western philosophers that Hegel could confidently
declare his philosophy as the last philosophy, as the fulfilment of the original

text or Husserl could declare that with him ends the era of pre-scientific
philosophy and that his is the first philosophy or even Heidfegger. coul.d declare
end of metaphysics and the beginning of true thinking with his philosophy.
Similar attitude can be traced even in Newton or even in Marx. All these
thinkers could make such pronouncements solely on the basis of the transpa-
rency of the Greco-European root text and they could confidently declare
their own departures as final departures, as the final fulfilment of the text or
the original enterprise of ‘philosophy’ as inaugurated by the Greco-European
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civilization. Such pronouncements, though to ordinary Indians look dramatic
and surprising, are not incidental but derive from the genuine sense of fulfil-
ment of the Greco-European text. For each of these thinkers all earlier philo-
sophical endeavours in their tradition prior to their decisive intervention were
mistaken- interpretation of the text. For instance, Husserl reads the root
authoritative text of Greco-European civilization as ‘presuppositionless self-
transparent omniscience in hand’ and to fulfil it in phenomenology he
borrows the fragments of his techmical apparatus from various mistaken
(partial) interpretative illuminations of the textof Greco-European civilization.
Such a hermeneutical disposition, rampantly present in the history of Greco-
EBuropean civilisation, seems to presume an authoritative commending text
that fixes the quest and which is rationally interpretable and around which is
involuted the quest of philosophy as instituted in the Greco-European civili-
zation, Projects suggested by Mohanty stem out of the appraisal of Indian
philosophy from such a hermeneutical disposition.

The above outlined Greco-European hermeneutical disposition is rooted
in the thesis of beginning in the sense of a historical project as well as in the
thesis of end in the sense of a finally fulfilled authoritative text. It radicalizes
into the ultimate either/or the unity of arché and felos, thus localizing surd
within the horizon of self-transparent rationality. This ddi-anta bhava as a
civilizational disposition can be counterposed to andadi-ananta bhiva (begin-
ningless-endless disposition) as a civilizational disposition which posits no
self-transparent ratiocinated horizon. Adi-aita disposition can situate judica-
tive authority in the original self-transparent text (arché) but what does it
mean to found authority in the tradition which internalizes no beginning and
no end and thus radicalizes means as determinate and non-surdical. I think this
is a basic question which provides an entry into the world of Indian philo-
sophies and perhaps other non-Greco-European philosophies. If there is no
beginning and no end what would be the purpose of life (or for that matter
even that of §rsfi) or on what ground would the manners and morals be
instituted or on what fulcrum would rest the possibility of determinate action
or how could surety in knowledge be founded. How can authority be founded
on surd, on grounds deveid of rational horizon. Will not such an authority be
tyrannical? Will not determinateness, definitiveness, security and directedness
(purpose} crumble up in the womb of beginningless-endless disposition. Will
it not mean the return of apeiron (infinite, crooked, indefinite) so dreaded by
the Greek philosophers. How these querries are resolved in various ways can
be witnessed in sophistications and subtleties of Indian philosophies and in
simplicity of life as instituted in Indian civilization. But Indian civilization
does not offer an origin, the text, an ab initio ground for rational resolution
of life, given its anddi-ananita disposition. To demand it from the Indian
tradition is to foreclose appraisal of Indian philosophy or to force its muti-
lation.

The Indian notion of $abda pramdna is of necessity situated within the
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anadi-ananta disposition in an attempt to found authority. The anddi-anaita
disposition is intimately related to the thesis of anddibandhatva (beginningless
bondage), to theideal of moksa or nirvidna (liberation), to the theoryof karma-

siddhdnia and to the notion of §abda. These are some of the unique features

enshrined in Indian philosophies and must be reackoned with in any compa-
rative endeavour. The appraisal of sabda pramdna by embedding it in the
ddi-anta disposition is bound to be a reductive appraisal and will lead to the
call for refounding the notion of fabda on Western hermeneutical line by
purging it of the status of pramdana.

" The pramanatva of sabda directly cuts into the possibility of “self-trans-
parent omniscience in hand” allegedly founded in the root text of Greco-
European civilization or in the project of a transparent rational resolution of
an ab initio ground. It is no wonder that the undercurrent of Husserlian
inspiration of Mohanty issues a call for the re-examintation of the place of
Sabda in thelist of pramdna-s (sic., ‘from within the tradition of Indian philo-
sophy’). For, the rational criteria (‘critical norm’) of Sabda amending or
correcting sabda cannot be founded. For that matter even the rational
authority (or self-transparent critical norms) of pramiina-s in general can also
not be instituted. The ultimate dependence of pramina-s on their ability to
generate successful action (saphalakriya pravrttijanakaiva) would lead to opa-
city if rational resolution of the dependence is sought. Saphala kriya itself
is normatively dependent on the judgement about successful result which itself
would depend on dharmdrtha, a matter of fabda. These dependencies give the
impression of opacity largely because action itself is seen as an opaque
boundary of ‘rationality’ and the theory of ‘successful’ action as a ‘irrational’
impossibility, as a surd. The contestable issue is—can these dependencies be
rationally resolved to yield a ‘self-transparent omniscience in hand’ or an
authoritative text as demanded by the Greco-European philosophical and
hermeneutical tradition. This exactly is the task which Mohanty advances
for the contermporary Indian philosophy. Why is it that such a task was never
undertaken by the Indian philosophers as is even clearly demmanded by
Mohanty himseif [p. 20]. Could it be that the notion of ‘rationality’ itself is
an ethnocentric notion and cannot be used as a neutral category in a com-
parative discourse. If the ‘ratio-ability’ of actions is doubted how can the
notion of ‘rationality’ adjudicate over the claims of a theory of moral action.

What is at stake if pramanatva of sabda is withheld. There are larger issues
of civilizational capacity to revitalize its composure which are at stakes. The
instituted manners and morals in Indian civilization on the basis of the fabda
pramdna would stand unauthenticated. The authority of civilizational dis-
position and faith which is philosophically founded through the theory of
$abda pramdna would be nullified. Besides, such a move would mystify the
determinate working of authority in general (even authority enshrined and
commandeered within the Greco-Eueropean tradition) thus leading to en-
framing of society through a hegemonic deceit. Sabda pramana ensures jural
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autonomy of each within enddi-ananita disposition which if suspended would
lead to either reign of arbitrary positive law hopping from crises to crises in
accordance with the will of the sovereign authority or an imposition of text
christianized as ‘natural’ law as a source of authority.

The theory of sabda pramana is not merely a device to ensure openety of
an interpretative enterprise (the ultimate ‘either-or’ [p. 20]) but a theory of
determinate moral action making possible the quest of life, purusartha, embed-
ded within the anddi-ananta disposition. The theory of Sabda pramana within
the background of anadi-ananta disposition founds authority (jural as well
as epistemic) as gpauruseya, as prior to life or constitutive of life or more
exactly as primordial disposition of life. The apauruseya Sabda is not a text
nor is the enterprise of Darsana Sdstra an interpretative enterprise of that
text. It is loka siddha (established in the people at large) and accessible (as
Sruti, heard) to each jiva (life form). It is words of moral authority which
might also get codified at times but essentially are housed in the realm of
Sruti. In everyday life it is words of elders, of trusted and dependable persons,
of epics, of recalled episodes, of recalled feats. The concept of apauruseya
sabda makes possible understanding of primordial jural situation of life as
well as primordial jural disposition of life. The distinction between dharma-
adharma is founded by aparuseyatva and is realized in feats or successful
actions or saphala karya. All right cognitions or norms of distinction between
error free or errorful cognition are eventually resolved in feats as distinct
from facts or reasons. Feats provide an ultimate determinate ground of
philosophical theories within the anddi-anarnta disposition. It is in feats that
the alleged distinction between knowledge and action resolves. The injunctive
force of authentic sabda is an essential ingredient of the structure of feat.
Without the paraminatva of Sabda feat will not be possible as distinction
between dharma and adharma will not berealizable. Apauruseya sruti founds
life’s faith in feats in which is resolvable dharmdrtha, a condition for the
ultimate quest of life, purusartha. One cannot but more than agree with the
final apprehensive words of Mohanty regarding originary ground of Indian
philosophies: “... if we can find anything but ... the words of apauruseya Sruti’,

Greco-European image of self-transparent ratio-ability or ratio-cination
founded on the authority of verb ‘to be’ with the help of a reductive device—
the Parmenidian identity principle—leads to a residual opacity for the under-
standing of feat or the theory of feats. One cannot transpose, without a risk
of loosing a comparative ground, the idea of ratio-ability and its residual
consequences for interpreting other philosophical traditions which did not
install or institute self-transparent ratio-ability in their endeavours. The appa-
rent opacity of sabda pramdna is a result of this transposition, a residual
consequence of ‘reading’ ratio-ability or ratio-cination in the Indian philo-
sophies. Such a transposition would be justified if self-transparent ratio-
ability cant be shown to be implicitly instituted in Indian philosophies and
only in that case definite projects on the basis of its authority can be authen-
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tically advanced., On the other hand, there is sufficient prima facie ground
(given the notices of absence and difference outlined in the essay) to suspect
deep problems with the idea of self-transparent ratio-ability from the perspec-
tives of Indian philosophies and to press for a concrete and determinate
project to deconstruct the idea in its various ramifications in the Greco-
European philosophics. The popular and often enough polymical term
‘rationality’ needs to be disambiguited by foregrounding its prejudgements,
presuppositions and supportive paraphernalia so that the authenticity of its
transposition can at least be evaluated and moreover, if need be, its absolutist
features or limits can be delineated. In fact, at this juncture, an important task
for the Indian philosophical tradition is to develop a stance from within to
overcome hegemonic transpositions which invariably leads to residual relativ-
ism. To develop such a stance will require domestication of major section of the
Greco-European philosophies. A task which requires development of their
critique and appropriation of their absolutist features, limits and horizon
from the standpoints of Indian philosophies. Only such a task would open
the possibility of non-hegemonic discourse across traditions. The suceessful
feats in logic and mathematics founded on the Greco-European idea of self-
transparent ratio-ability or ‘form’ will have to be deconstructed in order to
advance foundations of logic, linguistics and mathematics from the standpoint
of Indian theoretical endeavours.

1t is largely a result of current weak political state of Indian philosophies
that serious discourse across Indian and Greco-European philosophical
traditions does not easily precipitate. Mohanty’s defaulted attempt in orga-
nizing a dialogue through the theme and instrumentalities of this conference
is one episode worth dwelling on largely because in it could be tasted the
latest appraisal of Indian philosophies as a whole from the perspectives of
contemporary Western philosophy. It at least provided an opportunity to
reflect on ways through which comparative discourse can be opened further or
ways through which perspectival pitfalls of this conference can be avoided.

The apex moment of the conference was the concluding act when Chair-
man of CARP, Lester Embree, allegorized Mohanty’s role by recalling the
small lonely trail which Mohanty had left when years ago he moved from the
Indian philosophical world to West and it is the same trail which his Western
colleagues have followed back to this conference. Embree was confident
that back and forth traffic on the trail would increase day by day and amidst
applause he christionized it futuristically as “Mohanty highway™. One has
to tread cautiously, for, no highway is good if it drains the composure of
home.

Churchland and the talking brain*

NIRMALANGSHU MUKHERJI
University of Delhi, Delhi

1

In the space of a single, though large, book Patricia Churchland has been able
to cover almost everything that needs to be covered in the heady inter-
disciplinary area comprising the various branches of the neurosciences, issues
in.the history of epistemology with substantial focus on the philosophies of
science and mind, various areas of cognitive science including aspects of
theoretical and empirical psychology, several areas of computer science with
an extensive discussion of connectionist models. Taking the area as a whole,
the 32-page bibliography is one of the richest that I have seen.

It is surprising, therefore, that this extensive coverage has no discussion of
lingmistics and, in general, almost next-to-nothing on studies on language.
In the index, there is no entry either on linguistics or on Chomsky; the biblio-
graphy contains just a single, and dated, item from Chomsky. There is no
mention of the Chomsky-related works of Eric Lenneberg and George Miller.
The entire area of formal approaches to learnability is not mentioned ; hence,
there is no mention of the pioneering works of Wexler and Culicover and
Pinker. This large-scale omission bears significantly on the validity of Church-
land’s argument. More of that later.

With respect to what Churchland does include, it is no mean feat to be
able to tell a very long story from Plato to the connectionists with engaging
style and scholarship. People from the neurosciences will find the philosophi-
cal chapters to be lucid, if a little rushed at some places; similarly, people
from the humanities will appreciate the initial chapters on neuroscience since
much of the material presented in those pages is not easily available outside
the concerned sciences, No specialist will probably find the material on Aer
area to be particularly novel; but every specialist will probably find some
novelty in the interactions of specialized knowledge that Churchland presents
so gkillfully,

Yet the book is not designed to be an encyclopaedia. It is not meant to
be merely a neutral text-book for the advanced students of the subject (though
it can very well be used for that purposc). She has some specific axes to grind
a?d the usefuiness of the book must primarily be judged from that point of
view,

II

On the concluding page (p. 482), Churchland says that her primary objective



134 NIRMALANGSHU MUKHERI]

has been to show that neuroscience mattets to philosophy. This very gener_ai
claim has been subdivided into the following: (a) mental processes are brain
processes, (b) the theoretical framework resulting froma co-evolution of neuro-
science and psychology is bound to be superior to folk psychologj_r, and ('c)
it is most unlikely that we can devise an adequate theory of the m.md‘-bram
without knowing in great detail about the structure and organization of
nervous systemt. —

How significant are these claims? The general claim is quite trivial since,
for all that we know, everything matters to philosc)phy. The sub-claim (¢) is
tautological: how can we know about the mind-brain unless we kno.w. a
“oreat deal” about the brain? The sub-claim (b) is methodol9gxcally trivial
since any developed science, (for example, cognitive science) is bound fo be
superior to common sense. The sub-claim (a} is substantive, but w?mt sub-
stance is left to the literal Cartesian idea that there is more in the mind than
what there is in the brain? There must be more meat in her actual argument
than what is too catiously stated at the end. .

Let us pre-emptively grant that Churchland’s arguments and evidence
against the Cartesian substance dualist, a rare species anyway, are successful.
To that end, let us grant that most of the conceptual arguments of Descaljtes,
Popper and the like are either highly contentious or circular or downright
false, given counter-arguments and data. Let us also grant that the neuro-
sciences are extremely active fields of research some of whose results can now
be used to address some of the psychological issues with some degree of
success. Yet that cannot be all that Churchland wants to argue.

I believe the work leaves a much larger impression, usually unstated and
left as a background, to which a larger part of this notice will be directed.
The work leaves the impression that any research programme in psychology
which does not already directly take the neurosciences into account is not a
scientific programme at all. To this, of course, a 1ot of people will not agree
(even if we ignore the issue of what is it for something {o be counted as a
science) and that precisely is the interest of Churchland’s work.

In the absence of precise statements from Churchland, I could not be more
precise about her larger claim and, unfortunately, matters have to be dlSG-‘llS-
sed from this vague ground. I feel that anyone aiming for such large c_lanns
faces a predicament. Churchland couldn’t have claimed that everyone mtt_ar—
ested in psychological issues should only do neuroscience. She doesn’t claim
that and it would have been preposterous to claim so. She couldn’t even have
claimed that people are free to develop any kind of psychological models
with the restriction that only neuroscientific data count. Yet she wants (and
needs) to claim something lot stronger than merely claiming that the neuro-
sciences are advancing rapidly and that people should take notice of that.
Given the current intellectual climate, that sort of a claim goes without saying.
Given this predicament, it is difficult to see how one could ma.ke a §mtement
which is, at once, precise and large. Even then Churchland’s underlying larger
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claim, vague and impressionistic though it is, is enormously interesting since
it has an eager audience. _

This audience will readily agree with much of what she has to say against
the Cartesian substance dualist, will read her chapters on the neurosciences
with interest and cxpectation, will agree with much of the success stories of
the neurosciences as described in her book, and will, in general, support her
leading idea (i.e., there is nothing in the mind efc.) without agreeing with her
larger claim. More specifically, this audience is likely to agree with each of
the following steps of her argumeni—steps which cover over three-fourths
of the work—without granting the final, implicit, step.

(1) The neurosciences have advanced far enough to be able to say some-
thing, in good detail, about actual behaviour, say, the behaviour of the sea
hare (p. 71} and the leech (p. 145).

(2) Some of this behaviour may be described not only with the minutest
empirical detail but also with abstract principles, e.g., geometrical models
(Chapter 10).

(3) Applied to humans, there is a reasonable expectation that such ex-
planations may be available for much of mofer behaviour, e.g., reflexes.

(4) Many psychological disorders, e.g., some forms of schizophrenia, may
have excellent and adequate neurological explanation (pp. 82-88).

{5) The effect of drugs, with the attendant neurochemical explanations,
on various mental states are interesting and well-documented (pp. 77-81).

(Note: Not surprisingly, Churchland expresses skepticism about the
possibilities for large-scale theorizing the moment discussion reaches items
such as 3, 4 and 5. Hence, these discussions are much smaller and sket-
chier than the discussion of, say, action potentials and pathway organiza-
tion in the nervous system.)

(6) The importance of split-brain studies (pp. 174-92) are undeniable. In
particular, the lateralization effects found in various forms of brain conditions
do tell us something about the location and distribution of various cognitive
functions in the two hemispheres.

(7) Turning to matters philosophicai, it is simply implausible that the
identity thesis can be ruled out merely on conceptual grounds. Since, via
Quine, Sellars and others, there is no priviledged access to introspective states
and since, via Kuhn and others, a scientific theory is never falsified by merely
attending to ‘direct’ data, introspective or otherwise, the identity theory must
be examined on the usual scientific grounds.

These seven steps consist of the meat of Churchland’s argument for the
first 350 of the 482-page book. Our audicnce will readily agree with each of
them since none of them are particularly surprising and each of these are
largely irrelevant for the view shared by our audience, a view that is quite
skeptical of Churchland’s larger claim. The grounds for this view are familiar,
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but I shall sketch them anyway since I suspect that Churchland has not placed
the origins of this view in the correct perspective. Moreover, Ineed the sketch
to prepare for the final step of my argument.

I

Up to about the fifties, psychology and philosophy of mind were quite hope-
lessly caught in an impasse regarding the classical mind/body problem and no
solution was in sight. On the one hand, given Darwin and all that, there was
no interest left for a fullledged substance dualism; on the other, despite
dramatic advances, the neurosciences and behaviouristic psychology led
nowhere with respect to the “higher cognitive functions’ of the human mind.
Since the very domain of psychology was so enmeshed with the dark mind/
body problem, psychology could not generate an autonomous talk.

Beginning, roughly, with the sixties, many people began to think that the
scene was getting at least partly clear for the possibilities for an autonomous
theoretical psychology. Variously called “Intentional Psychology”, *“Folk
Psychology”, “Cognitive Science”, “Computational theory of mind”, “Re-
presentational theory of mind”, “Functionalism” and the like, a new attitude
toward the study of human mind emerged. As the various titles partly show,
there was no clear unified docirine over and above a cluster of methodological
stances. There was, and still is, much internal dispute concerning individual
theoretical claims. What binds the ‘new’ psychology, however, is an attitude,
the attitude of learning fo ignore the mind/body problem. 1 am not suggesting
that it was ever stated in a manifesto. The attitude was displayed rather in
the practice: no clear solution was ever offered to the mind/body problem
to the satisfaction of the dualist or the monist, yet psychological research
flourished at an unprecedented scale. For the sake of a tag, let us call this
emerging paradigm the ‘“Representational Theory of Mind”” (RTM) since this
tag has been used in an important global critique of the paradigm (Stich 1983).

Two approaches emerged. One approach was to take the mental substrata
for granted together with a certain abstract structure for this substrata, The
abstract structure consisted of rufes defined over representations. Then, it was
shown that, given this structure, explanatorily successful theories can be
formed for certain domains of cognitive behaviour, Handy historical parallels,
such as Newton’s postulation of the gravitational field, were recalled. Strin-
gent criteria for explanatory success were invited. If the theory survived, it
counted as an evidence that such a structure is indeed a property of the brain.
What else could be responsible for the concerned behaviour?

That is what the work of Noam Chomsky on language accomplished for
RTM. One may challenge the theory on empirical grounds and, in so chal-
lenging, grant a degree of autonomy to the enterprise. While the empirical
issues were addressed with due rigour, it was hoped that the conceptual postu-
lates of the theory will become digestible in time. Kuhn and Feyerabend
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support everyone. It was further hoped that someone in future will tell how
the conceptual postulates of the theory link up with the properties of the
brain. Keeping the conceptual postulates dangling, RTM (Language) ignored
the mind/body problem just as most biologists tend to ignore the nature/
nurture problem. In the meantime, people showed their sense of humour by
using the unitary notion of mind/body, as Chomsky did, and left matters at
that,

The other, more hazardous, approach was to grow impatient and to argue
for a more detailed theory of the mind with its attendant concepts and
assumptions. It is quite surprising that, given the infancy of the RTM para-
digm, this enterprise has already produced a number of classics (Fodor 1975,
Pylyshyn 1984)—a fact that tells us something about our intellectual climate.
People argued for the difference in ‘grain’ between psychology and current
neuroscience which, in turn, suggested that the mental substrata may be
instantiated on the brain rather than being identical with it. This idea was
developed by drawing a parallel with the software and the hardware of the
computer. Finally, it was argued that such a substrata is assumed in much of
our common sense psychology anyway and that this ‘folk’ psychological
notion of the mind may be used as a starter to describe the regularities of
various cognitive behaviour in an explanatorily interesting way.

Each of these hazardous claims can be, and has been, challenged. Yet,
when the merits of the RTM are judged from both the approaches, challenges
to the elements of the second will show, at most, that an RTM scientist does
not have a clear theory of his own success. Given the degree of autonomy
achieved via empirical success, in language theory and elsewhere, there is no
good reason why an RTM theorist cannot cheerfully admit his lack of con-
ceptual clarity while standing on his ground for now he, like Newton, is armed
with a success story.,

v

Immediately following the steps described in (II) above, Churchland devotes
a long chapter titled “Functionalist Psychology’” where shedevelops a fairly
exhaustive critique of the second approach sketched above. She attacks Fodor,
Pylyshyn and a number of other theorists, as did Stich in his (1983). Not all of
the arguments are equally convincing, but I will leave the task of finding re-
joinders to the RTM ideologues.

My worry is that Churchland did not address the first approach at all
which is squarely sitnated within the RTM paradigm, warts and all. If she
wants to argue for an alternative paradigm, this time directly involving the
brain, she must find some way of explaining (or, explaining away) the successes
of the existing paradigm. To take a handy precedence, thisis what Einstein
did for the Newtonian paradigm. She must either deny the success or co-opt
the success somehow in her own terms. This she never even tried to face, as
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evidenced by my list of omissions mentioned at the outset. I believe that the
implications of this point for Churchland’s larger claim is far-reaching.

I have already granted a scenario in which an RTM theorist can live with
his (alleged} conceptual weaknesses. What are the crucial features of this
scenario? (a) The RTM theorist gets to work without waiting for the con-
ceptual issues to be clarified in advance; that has never happened in the his-
tory of science. (b) The RTM theorist is not interested in the global and
intuitive notion of psycholegy and psychological states, That is why he
readily grants steps such as 3-5 listed in (II). (¢) The theorist is interested in a
specific cognitive area, the higher cognitive functions, and in clearly identi-
fiable domains within that area. One such domain is the human language
ability which is species-specific and which enables the theorist to ask a number
of answerable questions without begging the mindjbody issue. (d) Certain
detailed models of this ability can be formulated with due empirical and formal
rigour. (¢) Adjacent domains, which seem closely to interact with language,
and which seem to have structural similarities with the language domain
{though probably only analogically), may then be isolated for similar studies.
These will include problem-solving abilities, the ability to form hypotheses,
to do mathematics and the like. In sum, the identification of the area of higher
cognitive functions is itself a part of the research programme, not some object
given in advance. (f) With respect to this area with linguistic ability at its core,
only top-down models are of any scientific interest for now, whatever be the
underlying conceptual basis for such models (there must be some, otherwise
how come they are so successful?).

How can this scenario be challenged? With a spade, of course, i.e., by
doing interesting science; nothing short of that can count. What will such an
alternative interesting science look like?

An alternative science must somehow enter the guarded castle of the RTM,
viz., the domain of language, for the RTM enjoys whatever support it does,
in ever-expanding circles, around this core, A neuroscientific theory of the
human langnage ability is, then, what Churchland needs to clinch her larger
claint.

About the only neuroscientific research on language which Churchland
reviews (Item 6 above; see Gardner (1974) for a more extensive popular
survey), however, will not do. Split-brain research, I have agreed, does say
interesting, sometimes even quite dramatic, things on the localization of
linguistic ability. But such research throws hardly any light on the central
issue, viz., an explanation of such ability. Split-brain research says, at most,
things of the following sort: a cognitive capacity C; is located inthe area X,.
Sometimes such descriptions can be finer and more interesting: a sub-capacity
S; of C, is located in the sub-area Y; of X;. Probably one can go finer still.
Yet, however fine it goes, it can only keep on describing without explaining
the nature of Cy, S; and so on. Indeed, there is a severe limit even to its des-
criptive depth in the absence of a theory of the concerned capacity.
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Split-brain research looks fascinating to the neuroscientist and the layman
partly because of moral and Cartesian hang-ups which, though important,
are not under discussion here. The other reason why split-brain research looks
interesting is that people do have some rudimentary conception of what is to
count as a cognitive domain, for example, language. In that sense, the neuro-
scientist does work with a theory of some sort which is largely shared by the
layman as well—probably, a theory to the effect that ianguage is a collection
of sound with meanings attached, or some modification thercof for controlled
research. Such a theory, even when modified, is very far from, say, Chomsky’s
theory of language (grammar, to be more precise) which, in any of its versions,
contains hardly any folk element. So much for Churchland’s tirades against
folk psychology.

Further, the preceding point relates to the point that Chomsky, Fodor,
Pylyshyn and others have pressed vigorously under the rubric ‘competence’.
These two points are related since the limitations of split-brain research (for
the explanatory issue under discussion) is essentially linked to the limitations
of the neuroscientist’s answer to the question “What is C;? Tt is very well-
known that interesting answers to such questions can be reached only if we
are able to focus directly on the concerned cognitive behaviour, say speech,
to form some idealized, abstract notion of such behaviour, These idealisations
are essential if we are to eliminate the effects of other cognitive systems and
various irrelevant factors (performance-factors) from the study. Particular
proposals for the notion of competence may be suspect, but the preceding
general idea must be available for any interesting research to take shape.
Thus, the neuroscientist needs the top-down models of competence for, other-
wise, there is nothing further for him to look at after his initial cartography.
The neuroscientist needs top-down theories; the converse, however, can well
be ignored (ignore the issue of ‘hardware-constraints’, an entirely different
matter) since no notion of competence will emerge from simply looking at the
brain.

Churchland does say things of the above sort—the co-evoluiion/compli-
mentarity of cognitive science and nenroscience—in her introduction and
elsewhere. But I find no evidence that the importance of these points for her
larger claim has been seen.

v

Suppose we tone down Churchland’s larger claim. Suppose she gives up the
primacy of bottom-up research and settles for true complimentarity tilted for
now towards top-down research. What will this stance amount to?

Suppose we take a sample of the kind of work that has been done on
language in the RTM/top-down tradition. Among many, three sorts of work
stand out, as I listed at the outset. The first sort concerns fairly abstract
grammars written for large fragments of a wide variety of langnages resulting
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in the isolation of some universal principles and constraints which are suppos-
ed to be a part of the genetic endowment and, hence, instantiated on the
brain from the outset, The second sort, e.g., the work of Wexler and Culicover,
concern the computational properties of grammars telling what sort of gram-
mars are likely to be learned by what computational systems. The third sort,
e.g., the work of Pinker, studies the learnability principles of some grammars
with respect to actual child data. How will the neuroscientist get into this
picture?

So far as I know, the preceding research has not yet converged, not the
same grammars have been studied from all three different angles. Suppose
research does converge (and this is not empty speculation). Suppose then
that we have an abstract principle P about which we know almost everything
that can be known in the top-down way: we know that it is a universal prin-
ciple, we know the nature of the system that learns it and the mechanisms of
such learning (here we are speculating). So we hand this principle over to the
neuaroscientist. Can he handle it? Can he tell us something to the effect that
principle P will be activated just in case such-and-such a cluster of neurons
under so-and-so wiring is triggered off by such-and-such a neurochemical?

Nothing is more fantastic and nothing less will count given the current
state of top-down research ; and the gulf is increasing. Cognitive science awaits
some dramatic conceptual revolution in the neurosciences. Such a revolution,
when it happens, will be recognized at once.

NoTES

*Patricia Smith Churchland, Neurophilosophy: Toward a Unified Sclence of the Mind[
Brain (Bradford Book, The MIT Press, Cambridge, 1986), pp. xi +482 +notes, bibliogra-
phy, index.
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Notes and discussions

Prof. K.J. Shah is a well-known figure among philosophers in contemporary
India; his early training in Cambridge, the years he spent as a teacher, his
writings and, finally, his active participation in seminars and conferences in
the different seats of learning, have made him familiar to a large number of
friends and admirers. The paper entitled “Philosophy, religion, morality,
spirituality: some issues” (JICPR, Vol. VII, No. 2, January-April 1990) has,
to my mind, raised certain issues of great significance. In what follows I have
sought to examine some of them,

Shah begins by saying that the views presented in the paper are based on
“my understanding™. It is not quite clear if Shah would go to the extent of
considering this understanding as only one of the several possible ‘under-
standings’, or would hold the extreme view that ‘his’ is the only way of ‘under-
standing’ such matters. I doubt if Shah would hold such an extreme view.
But even if it is treated only as one of the ways in which these concepts may be
understood, there are serious difficulties in accepting what he has said on the
subject.

Several modern Indian thinkers who received their initial training in
western philosophy, in the universities here or elsewhere, have, of late, sought
to delve deep into the traditional Indian thought and have offered fresh inter-
pretations acceptable to the modern mentality. A few have been extremely
critical—their number is fast dwindling—while others have sought ‘illumina-
tion” from the ancient texts and have been eager to draw the sympathetic
attention of their celebrated contemporaries in other parts of the world by
offering new interpretations of ancient insights. These modern interpreters
usually encounter two hindrances. One is the language (in this case it is
Sanskrit) in which the traditional texts and their commentaries are available
to us and the other is the choice of wading through or keeping away from the
numerous fraditional commentaries and interpretations. Some modern
commentators have chosen to go straight to the original texts avoiding the
intricate and tortuous paths paved by the traditional commentators. In a way
this spirit of adventure is certainly wholesome, However, very soon they find
that the traditional commentaries are unavoidable. The original s@iras, con-
densed and terse, remain obscure until the traditional commentaries have
been studied a little more closely.

Not unoften the modern commentators forget that the tradition is replete
with debates and controversies. Hence arises the additional need of taking
the ancient commentaries more earnestly. One who ignores to take into
account these protracted controversies tends to see a seamless continuity
where there may not be any, or fail to notice the studied ‘systematicity’ achie-
ved by systematizers of & later period when ‘sampradayas’ had not only proli-
ferated but had taken deep roots.



142 NOTES AND DISCUSSIONS

Shah leaves the Sanskrit terms untranslated. Some of those terms are
ancient while others are relatively modern. There may be two reasons why he
chose to use those terms. First, the Sanskrit terms do not have words in Eng-
lish which could be said to be equivalent in meaning. This is plausible. The
other reason may be that the Sanskrit words have an agreeable overtone of
hoariness and convey ‘originality’ which their corresponding English equi-
valents, even when they are available don’t. The search for roots of ideas with
the help of lexical and etymological devices is one thing while their validation
or ratification with the scaffoldings of sustained and methodical reasoning is
another thing. [ am afraid, Shah has failed to notice this distinction sufficiently.

In his paper Shah makes serious efforts to show that ‘philosophy, religion,
morality and spiritnality’ must not be viewed as compartmentalized elements
but as a capsule, as it were. Beginning with an analysis of certain notions,
indigenous to the Samkhya system, he proceeds to show that the notion of

‘purusirthd’ encapsulates ‘philosophy, religion, morality and spirituality’.
Shah’s analysis begins with the examination of ‘viveka’ which, in the Samkhya
system, means discrimination between the Prakrti and Purusa which possess,
so to say, diametrically opposed characteristics. Prakrti possesses the three
gunas, is devoid of discrimination, is an object, is general, is unconscious and
is generative, while the Puruga is simply devoid of these characterisiics. The
word ‘viveka is also found in the Yoga system where it is used in a slightly
different sense, i.e., wisdom (sce Yoga stras I1.15). A person who possesses
‘yiveka' sees misery or suffering where others do not see it. In the Upanisads
viveka is found only once (Chand. Up. 6.9.2) where it simply refers to the
ability to discern and nothing more. Having examined the Sarmkhya notion of
‘viveka', Shah proceeds to observe that ‘viveka’ has three ‘aspects’, anubhava,
vicdra and deara. Tt is not clear if Shah borrows this approach from the classi-
cal commentators, or this is his own way of understanding, ‘viveka'.

Ii makes sense to say that a person has discernment, but the locutions,
‘the person is experiencing discernment’ or ‘cognising discernment’ or even
‘acting with discernment’ are otiose. ‘Acting with discernment’ has the over-
tone of caloulation which a person with genuine discernment would naturally

spurn, Moreover, if the ‘purusa’ is neither a karta (agent) nor a ‘bhoktd
(enjoyer) how can there be anubhava, vicdra and dedra? True discernment,
like knowledge, cannot be treated as an instrument or a tool. In fact, Shah
himself observes that in the Saakhya though “there is no clear account of this
experience”. Shah refers to Karika 64, but ‘ndsmi’, ‘namé’, and ‘niham’ have
been interpreted in different ways by different commentators, like Gauda-
pida, Mithara and Vicaspati.

¢ Anubhava’ is a word not found either in the Upanisads or in the Gita.
Apparently it was popularized by the later day commentators to emphasize
the authenticity of the mystical experiences of the spiritual seakers. ‘dcdra’
is not there in the Upanisads; it is found only once in the Gitd (16.7). ‘Viveke
too is not there in the Gita. ‘Purugdrtha’ is neither there in the Upanisads nor
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in the Gitd. Most probably it was popularized by the Sdrkhya and the Yoga
systems; it is there in the Brahma-siitras (3.4.1) and in the Mimamsa Sitras
(3.1.6) but Badarayana and Jaimini do not mean one and the s'ame thing
even when they chose to use the same word! According to Badarayana the
knqwledge of Brahman leads to ‘final release’. The commentators .quotc
Chand. Up. 7.1.3, Taitt. Up. 2.1 in support of Badarayana’s view. Jaimini, on
the other hand, thinks that the really important thing for human being’s is
the performance of the sacred rituals. (see Br. Sitras 3.4.1-17) Moksa figures
only or%cein the older Upanisads (Swet. Up., 6.16) although it is used e'tt several
p!aces i the Gita (4.16; 5.28; 7.29;9.28; 13.34; 17.27 and 18.30)%. Itisa
dx.ﬁ'e{'ent issue if the Gita can logically accommodate the notion of ‘moksa’
within the leitmotif of the philosophy of action. Secondly, several scholars
have :observed that the ‘mukt’ of the Upanisads is not the same as moksa
meaning release from birth.2 The notion of ‘transmigration’, which developéd
ata later stage, added a different dimension to the meaning of ‘moksa’.

The word “$astra’ is not found in the older Upanisads although it is found
at half a dozen places in the Gita. The words ‘Artha-Sastra’, ‘Kama Sastra’
etc. are surely post-Upanisadicin origin. We have yet to ascertain when the
word ‘$astra,” and ‘Moksa-Sastra’ in particular, came into circulation and
acquired the respectability they have now.

In the context of ‘purusdrthas’, ‘artha’ hasusually been translated as wealth
properify, the means of subistence like food, shelter, clothing etc. Somf;
may raise their eyebrows if I express my dissatisfaction over this translation
which, I believe causes obfuscation. It is well-known that artha, like dharma
has §evera] meanings. At the heart of the multiplicity of meanings, there is thé
inalienable notion of ‘use’ or ‘usefulness’ or chresis or chresimotes, as the
Greeks would say.* 4rtha refers to things and objects and, above all, to the
ftttitude of mind which treats those objects and things as ‘useful’, tools and
instruments. The possessor’s aim Is to ‘use’ those things and objects. Kama—
the best way to translate it as ‘hedone’, to borrow a Greek word, once again—
on the other hand, refers to the attitude which craves for things, objects, and,
above all, imbibing certain states of mind for their own sake. Kama and artha,
so to say, pull the agent in two opposite directions; k@ma, delirious cupidity,
pursued with singular devotion, makes the agent entircly heedless to profit
and loss, labha and alabha, which, as we all know, are at the root of artha
(see Gita 2.38 and 6.22). Yet there is a point where the extremes of artha
and kdma meet (Eros or Cupid is known as blind god) and that is in the agent’s
loosing all sense of proportion and balance. Kdma and artha are good slaves
but bad masters. This is where Dharma acquires its importance; it arouses in

1. ‘See ‘mukti’ in Br. Up. I, 1.3.4, 5 and 6; ‘atimuks” in Br. Up. 111, 1.3-6; ‘atimoksa’.
in Br. Up. I1I, 1.6; “vimoksa’, Br. Up. IV.3.14, 16 and 33.
2. See Edgerton: The Beginnings of Indian Philosophy, London, 1965, p. 31 n. 4; Naka-
mura: A History of Early Vedanta, Delhi, 1983, p,41n 7,
*money’ in Greek is ‘chrema’ and wealth is ‘chremara’.
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the agent the ability to see for himself where he must exercise restraint and
moderation. At a deeper level, artha and kdma, according to Dharma, stem
from samkalpa, an ancient and significant concept in Indian philosophy.
Dharma takes it for granted that sgmkalpa is an inalienable feature of human
existence (Manu Smrti, 2.3)* and secks to foster in the agent a profound sense
of propriety which will enable him to perceive where cupidity and profit/loss
blend and amalgamate judiciously. Dharma, in other words, lays down the
principles of a sane life by promoting uprightness and wholesome customs
(sila and dcara).

As observed above, dharma, along with ertha and kdma, form trivarga;
dharma has to have a pre-eminent place in the scheme of values as long as
artha and kéma remain as inalienable traits of human existence. ‘Pdpa’ and
‘punyd’, very ancient notions, arise in the context of the dharma-centred exis-
tence. But what happens when the enlightened agent comes to realize the
limitative character of artha and kdma and renounces them? Moksa, for all
that we know, is a state of existence, so to say, where ‘artha’ and ‘kama’ have
been left behind, or they exist only vestigially. The liberated persom, thus, has
gone beyond pdpa, punya and, finally, dharma. One could refer to several
texts in the Upanisads and the Gitd where the demands of dharma are said
to be redundant in so far as the liberated soul is concerned. Moksa, as the
highest but transcendent good, must have been added to the Vedic scheme of
values, to constitute caturvarga, on account of the steady influence of the
Samkhya philosophers who must have derived it from traditions arising in
remote antiquity. These traditions were subsequently articulated in different
ways by Buddha and Mahavira. The efforts, not always successful, to my
mind, to absorb moksa in the traditional scheme of values, where dharma
dominated above everything else, by relating moksa to the knowledge of
Atman, Brahman as well as dharma, are best evident in the Mahabharata and
the Gita. Scholars say that moksa does not figure in the Ramayana! What
figures there pre-eminently is dharma. (see Benjumin Khan: The Concept of
Dharma ig Valmiki Rimayana, Delhi, 1965, p. 5).

Shah refers to ‘prasthanatrayi’. Here too a few questions suggest them-
selves to us. When did the word came into existence? Assuming that this
‘historical’ question is not pertinent here, the more apposite question would
be: How could the three works, the Upanisads, the Gitd and the Brahma-
siitras be clubbed together when the doctrines expounded in them are so
different? The Upanisads have been viewed as §ruti while in the Indian tradi-
tion the Gita is treated as a smrti, even though it records the views of Kysna!

Here too we assume, for the time being, that the Upanisads offer a systematic
philosophy and the Gita does not contain a host of views inconsistent with
cach other. The Brahma-siiras, as we find the work today, must have been
edited, as scholars hold, in the 5th cent. A.D. For centuries it had been handed

*See Samkhya stfra 27.
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down in secrecy from the master only to their sincere disciples. The notion of
‘prasthanatrayl’ thus could not have been popular before the 6th century A.D.

Moksa, again, is a word which means different things to different thinkers.
At the moment I am not referring to the family of words consisting of apavar-
ga, brahma-nirvana kaivalya, nikfreyas, nirvipa, etc. which, according to
many modern scholars, mean one and to same thing, This attempt at equating
them all, to my mind, is utterly simplistic. Even though philosophers who
chose to use ‘moksa’ don’t agree on what the word seeks to convey, the more
important question, viewed philosophically, is: how to values like artha,
kdma and dharma contribute towards the realization of moksa? Broadly
speaking, there are two conflicting opinions. According to some, the seeker
of moksa must fulfil several obligations arising out of the dharma-centred life
before he takes the path of renunciation, while according to others, the sincere
seeker of moksa must take a leap, as it were, renouncing all obligations, desires
(samkalpa) and rituals. He must look at himself as utterly lonely and take to
the path of dhyadn, updsana, etc.*

There are ages—the modern age is one—when escape from the mundane
obligations is seen as a cowardly act. (On the other hand, there are thinkers
or sages who held the diametrically opposite view, i.e., total renunciation is
considered to be an act of genuine bravery.) Moksa in those (heroic) ages is
either discarded as a value, as it happened in the Ramdyana, or, is given a
polite (but not warm) welcome to occupy a place along with artha, kama
and dharma as it happened in the Mahabhdrata. According to many modern
thinkers, inspired by the philosophies hostile towards escapism, there was an
attempt to combine ‘bhoga’ and “tydga’ in the I8d Upanisad. But this view has
been seriously doubted. Even when moksa is accommodated as a value, it is
recommended, in the final analysis, only to a handful of genuine seekers. **

What, therefore, purusa ‘means’, either really or ideally, depends on what
we choose to bestow on the notion. According to some, ‘purusa’, as a matter of
fact, cares for ‘artha’ and ‘k@ma’ but ideally should care for dharma. The realist
is usually met with the argument that since it is the function of dharma to
award artha and kama judiciously to the purusa, dharma is as much a matter
of concern as artha and kdma. The argument is found in the Mahabharata
(5.122.32; 7.126.35), in the Arthaddstra (1.19.35; 9.7.60) and in the Manu
Smrti (2.224).

Moksa comes to be accommodated as value when the enlightened indivi-
dual’s fulfilment or felos is seen in his utter loneliness. The question of moksa,
as it is understood in the Indian tradition, does not arise until the enlightened
buman individual begins to look at himself as an drta, a jifiasu or an artharthi
(Gitd 7.16) Analogous thoughts would be found in the canonical works of

*Gitd 6.10; 11.55; 12.18; 18.23 etc,
**3ee the Gitd 7.3; 7.19; Karha Up, 1.2.3; Also ses Mart. 22.14, Plato, Epistle VII ¢ for
analogous views.
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Buddhism (Samyutta Nikdya 5.421) and Jainism (Sttrakrtanga, Acaranga
siitra). :

Those who have never valued ‘moksa’ cannot possibly judge the achieve-
ments of those who have attained it—as a result of their knowledge of Brah-
man, or as a result of their knowledge of the essenselessness of things, oras a
result of Kevalgjfidna—and those who have, in fact, attained moksa would
certainly not care to be measured or weighed by ordinary mortals. Therefore,
the sooner we stop talking about moksa, the better it would be.

Finally, Shah’s hurried transition from the analysis and examination of
certain important concepts pertaining to the Satikhya philosophy to other
systems, the Vedanta in particular, to make them amenable to accomntodate
his understanding of ‘purusartha’ is, to my mind, obfuscatory in that the
distinctions between these systems, visible at almost every step, have been
brushed aside in a cavalier fashion.

Serious attempts at introducing the Vedantic notions into the Samkhya
system or introducing the Samkhyan notions into the Vedantic philosophy
were made in antiquity——one could tracethem in the Brahma Satras—butthese
attempts have not gone unchallenged. The challenges have been made on
sound logical grounds and not with a view to protecting the schools (sampra-
dayas) from the fierce attacks of alien views.

It is, again, not altogether clear if Shah is explicating a historical truth
for the modern reader or, he is offering an interpretation, allowing himself the
liberty to distort, to a tolerable extent, the opinions found scattered and
incipiently in ancient Indian thought or, finally, enunciating views entirely his
own and uses the Sanskrit terms merely to garnish his observations. If he is
simply enunciating views entirely his own then some of the difficultics I have
raised above will turn out to be inconsequential. It is one thing to develop a
view, methodically, of course, which has its roots in ancient systems, texts and
histoty, in a conscious and informed manner, and another thing to offer
views not only unconnected with one’s own tradition but rooted in alien
traditions and express them in an idiom borrowed from one’s native tradition.

Rajasthan University, Jaipur AM. GHOSE

INDIAN THOUGHT IS A SYSTEMATIC BODY
OF THOUGHT

1 am greatly indebted to Professor Ghose for the very detailed comment
on my paper ‘Philosophy, Religion, Morality, Spirituality: Some Issues.’
It gives me an opportunity to think again the problems and explain myself
with reference to the various questions raised by him,
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I shall first consider some of the specific comments of Professor Ghose
and then go on to discuss the general comments.

Let me begin with Professor Ghose’s comment that I have used
Sanskrit words without translation and perhaps without understanding
them. One such word he mentions is viveka in my brief presentation of
the Sarkhya system. I do mention the word viveka in the phrase ‘purusa-
prakrti viveka’, and speak of it as discriminafion between puruse and
prakrti. Thus 1 translate viveka, though I do not translate purusa or
prakrti. 1 think that in this context ‘discrimination’ is a generally accepted
and proper translation of viveka. (Sa@mkhya Karikd of Isvara Xysna, tr.
Siryanariyana Sastri.) According to the Samkhya thought such discrimi-
nation means the end of the threefold misery and the attainment of the
goal of man.

I have also used the terms anubhava, vicdra and dedra to describe the
threefold understanding of discrimination between purusa and prakrti.
These terms T have translated or explained though not at the time of their
first occurrence. I suggest that amubhava is better understood to mean
_knowledge and not experience which is understood to be a very temporary,
if not momentary, mental state. So sometimes I write it as experience/
knowledge. T speak of vicdra as intellectual understanding and @cara as
conduct or concrete expression of discrimination between purusa and
prakpti. In the light of this, the clumsy locutions, that Professor Ghose
thinks result from my understanding do not arise.

Professor Ghose raises questions about the meanings of other words
also, e.g. artha, kama and dharma. It is obvious that I take these words in
the context of human goals and I have explained their meaning in this
context towards the end of the paper. Another word which Ghose considers
in this context is moksa. 1 submit that I have not bypassed the difficulties
connected with moksa as a purusdrtha, the number of purusdrtha-s, relation
to other purusarthas and to the metaphysical account of the goal which is
described very differently in the different systems. (Please see K.J. Shah,
‘Philosophy, Religion, Morality, Spirituality: Some Issues’ (PRMS) pp. 10-
11, in the Journal of the Indian Councii of Philosophical Research (JICPR,
Jan.-April 1990). Also, Of Artha and Artha$astrain The Way of Life, ed.
T.N. Madan,) In the presentation and discussion of these points, I have
depended on the texts such as the Manusmyti, Kautilya’s Arthasastra,
Bharata’s Natyasastra, and so on.

In this discussion I have brought together earlier and later works and
ideas without considering the difference of historical context. It is time
that I say that certain ideas were present in a work when the word is not
used at all in the work, e.g. I talk of moksa and anubhava in the Upanisads.
However, I have explained the sense in which I undersiand the word, ie.
I have explained the concept. And a concept can be present in a text even
when a particular word is not there, ¢.g. even if the word moksa is not to
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be found in the earlier works, the presence of the concept is indicated by
the use of such words as apavarga or nififreyasa. If thisis so, then what
needs to be considered is whether the idea was present or not, and not
whether the word was present or not. This does not mean that the
historical aspect of the thought is not relevant; it may indeed contribute
to the understanding of the substantial aspect of thought. However, it is
possible to separate the two for a purpose and later take into account the
historical factor. Having considered some of the specific questions raised
by Professor Ghose, now let us consider some of the general points made
by him.

My purpose in undertaking the discussion of the threefold account of
the discrimination between purusa and prakrti was to understand the
nature of Samkhya as a whole. It is metaphysics but not only that; it is
spirituality, but not only that; it is morality but not only that. It is all
these together and religion, but not only that. What is it then? And how
are all these elements related to one another?

The consideration of these various issues helps us (i} to understand the
Sarmmkhya in all its aspects and their interrelations and not merely in terms
of its metaphysics; (ii) to understand the structure of the thought of other
systems, e.g. the discussions of Professor Daya Krishna’s consideration
of Nyidya brings out that the Nyaya thought has the same structural
features as the Sarkhya thought—anubhava, vicgra and dcdra; (iii) to
understand the relation of the thought of Sathkhya to other Indian thought,
¢.g. the idea of the prasthanatrayi: the Upanigads where anubhava (know-
ledge) is the main feature, the Brahmasiitras where intellectual under-
standing is the main feature, and the Bhagavadgita where conduct or living
is the main feature; (iv) to understand how exemplars represent the
different main features and bring together theory and practice; (v) to
understand the relationship of the purusdarthas (the praxis of moksa) to the
metaphysics of moksa, (incidentally, theory and praxis are brought together
in their complexity and great comprehensiveness in the Rimayana and the
Mahibharata); (vi) to understand the relation of Indian thought to the
western thought and thus bring out the similarities and differences between
the two in many contexts including the understanding of Philosophy,
Religion, Morality and Sprituality and their interrelations. In Indian
thought each of these by itself is an abstraction; it is real only in con-
nection with the rest.

How is all this made possible? Itis based on the idea that each text
presents a coherent body of thought (not necessarily acceptable therefore,
but worthy of consideration therefore). Comparative and historical
considerations are important but they must not be allowed to confuse and
distort our understanding; they must follow the understanding of 2 text as
a coherent body of thought around one or more central issues considered
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by the text, e.g. how can one end the threefold misery? What is dharma?
What is the way of acquiring and maintaining land (kingdom)? What is
ndtya (representative performance)? The articulation of the thought of the
text brings to one’s notice the interrelations of various kinds that we have
already mentioned.

But does this not mean squeezing and stretching so as to impose our
own understanding on the text for purposes of our own? Does this not
contradict the general impression that Indian thought is fragmented and
chaotic, and lacks systamatic connections? T want to suggest that a fresh
look at Indian thought reveals how it can at the same time be ‘a systematic
body of thought’ and ‘a conglomeration of irreconcileable and even un-
related fragments’? This is possible because the common framework of
anubhava, viegra and dcara allows for considerable flexibility without des-
troying the common structure. The element of dedra or discipline in
relation to others in the pursuit of wealth, power and pleasure, and dis-
cipline in relation to oneself in respect of various inclinations, is more or
less the common feature; but it coherers with a variety of metaphysical
thought and a variety of ritual practices.

This certainly is a different structual relationship from what is generally
there in the Western thought, where systematic thought is defined in terms
of the metaphysical system, and the relationship between metaphysics and
ethics is not so flexible. It is not surprising that Indian thought appears
fragmented and chaotic if the structural features are ignored. However
the structural features are there, and the structure has as much legitimacy
as the other structure.

This explains many things. Surely there were differences, even animo-
sities and conflicts between different schools of philosophy, yet these did
not prevent mutual recongnition, equality, appreciation and legitimacy
(this last is very important). For this reason, it was possible for different
religions (sampraddyas) to live as forms of one religion. If thisis right,
Indian thought is a systematic body of thought, and on important theo-
retical and practical issues, it has or can have a stand. Insofar as this is so,
itis very unfair to ignore the possible stand of the Indian or Hindu
thought—whether it is accepted or not, is another matter. Those who do
not want to face this possibility may have purposes of their own—theo-
retical or practical.

Professor Ghose, and many others who think like him, will rightly
think that instead of correcting myself, Iam persisting in my folly, and
worse. Let me explain: I am not introducing the notions of Sarmkhya into
Vedanta and vice versa, (not that it may not be done), I am comparing
only the structures of the two in terms of anubhava, vicara and dcara. Nor
am I wanting to measure one who has attained moksa in terms of my
ordinary self; but I have the desire to attain mokgsa, and I iry to live

Sanm
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talk of moksa. May]1 suggest that though ‘minute’ and ‘precise’ under-
standing of words may help us understand the thought, the understanding
of the thought can equally, if not more, help us understand the words
more ‘precisely’. The former approach has had a long history; mayI say
that the latter approach too has possibilities?

Karnataka University, Dharwar K. J. SuaH

Obituary

PROFESSOR GOPINATH BHATTACHARYYA

On June 25, 1990 Professor Gopinath Bhattacharyya, a legendary figure in the
field of teaching and research in philosophy. passed away after a short spell
of illness. He is survived by his wife, two daughters and innumerable students
and admirers who had been variously inspired and helped by him.

In spite of his failing physical health towards the end of his life, Professor
Bhattacharyya maintained a very sound intellectual health till his last days. At
the time of his death he was working on a new edition of Vedanta Paribhasa,
a good introduction to Advaita Vedanta system of philosophy, by Dharma-
rajadhvarindra, with translation and elucidation in English. He started this
work around 1986 when he was elected a National Fellow of Indian Coungil
of Philosophical Research. He left this work in a state of near completion.
This was to be his second book in the series of ‘Basic Texts of indian Philo-
sophical Systems with Translatiomand Elucidation in English’ he planned;
the first book in this series being his own edition of Annambhatta’s Tarka-
samgraha with Dipika, a Nvaya text, published in 1976, The second edition
of this book has since been published. He was preparing to bring out the
second volume of his Essays in Analytical Philosophy the first volume of
which was published in 1989. Another publication he was planning in hig last
days was a book on Simkhya Philosophy based on the speech (recorded) on
the subject he delivered at Jadavpur University in 1977, In this speech he
reconstructed Sdmkhya thought with amazing clarity, depth and novelty.

Born in the house of his maternal uncle in Dhaka, now in Bangladesh, on
March 23, 1903 Professor Bhattacharyya had his schooling in Serampore, a
municipal town near Calcutta, West Bengal, where he lived in his paternal
house with his illustrious father Professor Krishna Chandra Bhatiacharyya,
George V Professor of Mental and Moral Philosophy at the Calcutta Uni-
versity between 1935 and 1937. The great grandfather of Professor Gopinath
Bhattacharyya, Umakanta Tarkalankara, was a Sanskrit Scholar trained in
theindigenous seminaries of learning. Professor Gopinath Bhattacharyya was
found under age, according to the regulation prevalent at the time, and he was
to wait for about two years before he could be ailowed to sit for the Matri-
cufation Examination of Calcuita University in 1920. During these years he
received informal training in Panini’s Astadhyar with Karikd. He also studied
English literature particularly of the romantic period very thoroughly. This
was when he developed his lifelong love for literature. His interest and erudi-
tion in this field and in the field of philosophy of literature had been amazing
though little known. Among his papers published till date only one, ‘Art and
Morality’, is partly in this area. He was also a great admirer of classical
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Hindusthani music and could recognize most difficult ragas easily. He used
to express his indebtedness to his teacher of English, the great Shakespear-
can scholar Shri Praphullachandra Ghosh for his interest in this field.

Professor Bhattacharyya received four years of undergraduate training in
the Presidency College, Calcutta and became a first class philosophy honours
graduate of Calcutta University in 1924, He finished his post-graduate studies
in philosophy with first class master degree of the same unjversity in the
year 1926.

Irn 1931 he was awarded the Premchand Roychand Studentship of Calcutta
University. In the work on Negation which won this award for him, he clearly
enunciated what was to become for the next fifty-nine years of his life the norm
of doing philosophy; this he actually followed in teaching and writing. It
was not so well known except to his close students that his high opinion about
the attainments of Indian philosophers of the past was not a matter of nation-
alist or traditionalist chauvinism but reasoned view arrived at after very
deep study of the philosophical literature of different traditions. He believed
that Indian philosophical texts were not there to be quoted in dead transla-
tion. They were to be interpreted and reconstructed. He wrote on one occasion
‘In the West, the ontological aspect [of negation] has not received the atten-
tion it really deserves. In India, however, the problem has been discussed with
all thoroughness and precision which characterize her philosophy. I have had
consequently to refer to Indian philosophy much more often than to Western
philosophy.” Elsewhere in the same work he wrote: ‘In this paper we shall be
mainly concerned with the problem of knowledge of negation as fact. It will
be evident that what I have presented is the traditional controversy between
the Nyaya and the Bhatta schools. But I have not always followed the tra-
ditional lineof argument. Thave tried to lay bare the ‘“heart” of the controversy
but in my own way. I have incorporated, whenever possible, matters from the
indigenous schools. The incorporation has been a process of interpretation. I
have elaborated, amended and rejected, and I have studiously avoided a
““dead” translation of classical texts. I have, therefore, felt it useless to give
the precise Sanskrit references.’

After passing M.A. and while serving in wBESs Professor Bhattacharyya
started, on personal initiative, to receive regular training in Nydya and
Vedanta respectively from Mahamahopadhyaya Phanibhiisana Tarkavigisa
and Mahimahopadhyaya Yogendranath Tarkavedantatirtha, the two most
celebrated Pandit adhyapakas of all time to come. He was also a beloved and
renowned student of Sir Sarvepalli Radhakrishnan, Among the teachers whom
he remembered always the most effective had been his father whose all the
major works he edited and brought out in two volumes Studies in Philosophy.
(Professor Kalidas Bhattacharyya, his younger brother, exercised his good
office to bring out the second edition of the book as a combined volume from
Motilal Banarsidass). In this edited volume he has set a remarkably high
standard for editors of original and difficult philosophical works. Professor
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Bhattacharyya was much admired as student by another of his teachers Pro-
fessor Susil Kumar Moitra, George V Professor of Philosophy, Calcutta
University. Professor Moitra entrusted the work of revision of his book,
The Ethics of the Hindus, before the last edition of it was published, to
Professor Bhattacharyya.

After serving Rajsahi College, now in Bangladesh, for some time as a
lecturer in philosophy in a leave vacancy, he joined West Bengal Education
Service on a regular basis in 1928, He taught at Bethune College, Sanskrit
College and Presidency College in Calcutta and in Krishnanagar College and
Rajsahi College. In Sanskrit College he was a colleague of Surendranath
Dasgupta. He was also a great friend of Rash Behari Das, the founder of the
Indian Academy of Philosophy. While in Presidency College Professor
Bhattacharyya acted for some time as a part-time lecturer in the Department
of Philosophy, University of Calcutta. In 1958 he retired from West Bengal
Education Service when he was invited to join the newly established Jadavpur
University as Professor of Philosophy and to set up the Department of Philo-
sophy there. He accepted the invitation and took the work of setting up the
Philosophy Department in right earnest. In 1962 heleft Jadavpur University
to join Calcutta University, as Acharya Brajendra Nath Seal Professor of
Mental and Moral Philosophy. He retired from University service in 1968.
After retiring from regular service he had to concede to requests to accept
teaching responsibility in institutions like Sanskrita Sahitya Parishat, West
Bengal and Centre of Higher Studies and- Research in Sanskrit, Asiatic
Society, Calcutta, an institute of national importance.

Besides teaching in these institutions he delivered courses of lecture as
Visiting Professor twice in Jadavpur University in 1977 and 1984 and once in
Caleutta University in 1979. He was also invited to deliver many endowment
lectures of Calcutta University, Sanskrit College, Cailcutta, and Ramakrishna
Mission Institute of Culture. In these lectures he covered a wide range of topics
including Culture, Comparative Religion, Fine Arts, Space and allied con-
cepts, Yoga, Practical Vedanta, Morality and Poetics, Professor Bhattacharyya
was the most erudite, inspiring and competent teacher to his students for
nearly sixty-two years. His inimitable style of teaching, clarity of thought and
exposition, ruthless rigour of analysis, fairness and depth of his criticism of
rival views, living faith and critical appreciation of our tradition, commitment
without emotion or compromise to academic, moral and social values, and
attitudeof responsible love towards his country, family, students and acquaint-
ances made him an outstanding personality of his time.

Professor Bhattacharyya was very unassuming and was against publicity
of any sort. The person he was may best be described by quoting in verbatim
the third paragraph (except perhaps two/three lines) of his introduction to the
first volume of collected works of his father.

Professor Bhattacharyya was not only a great teacher but also a great
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reformer. He revolutionized teaching of philosophy by framing new integrat-
ed syllabi of philosophy for B.A, and M.A. levels. This was to become
the model of philosophy syllabus of the country. He implemented this
syllabus in the Department of Philosophy he set up in the newly built
Jadavpur University in 1956. The few notable features of the syllabus are
replacement of secondary readings on primary works of philosophers them-
selves; equal emphasis on Indian and Western philosophies; inclusion of
classical material as well as most recent development including modern
formal logic, recent trends in continental philosophy and in contemporary
analytical philosophy of Anglo-American tradition. He took the rvevolu-
tionary step of appointing Pandits trained exclusively in traditional oriental
seminaries as regular teachers of philosophy departments of universities.
It is mainly due to him that students of philosophy of Calcutta and Jadavpur
Universities got the opportunity of studying with the Vedantin like Pandit
Pafichanana Sistri and Naiyayika like Viévabandhu Bhattacaryya. He
made it possible for students to get acquainted with source material of
Indian philosophy in the first hand in every sense of the term. He had been
instrumental in the recent times of genuine interest and research in analyti-
cal Indian philosophy.

Known best for his academic stature Professor Bhattacharyya had living
concern for socio-political situation in the country including such burning
questions as national integration, education policies of the centre and the
states, and language policy of India. A dedicated and known nationalist in his
student days Professor Bhattacharyya taught for sometime in the night school
used to be run then at the instance of Professor P.C. Roy in Science College
premises for the benefit of the poor children of the minority community of the
near-by locality, But Professor Bhattacharyya became disillusioned before
long. He found so many of the leaders he used to respect were turning into
typical politicians who could not be trusted as preserver and promoter of
national culture and interest. In personal life he was a devout Hindu who
not only studied the texts and development of this culture but was also among
very few who had real understanding of the essence of this culture. This made
him in his beliefs and practices a Hindu without apology or vengeance.

Professor Bhattacharyya’s death is being deeply mourned by generation
of his direct and indirect students who believe that he would not have outlived
his nieed even if his life were prolonged by many more years.

Jadavpur University, Calcutta P K. MUKHOPADHYAY

Book reviews

BLIOY H. BORUAH: Fiction and Emotion: A Study in Aesthetics and the Philo-
sophy of Mind (Oxford University Press, Delhi, 1988}, viii+133 pp., Rs. 110.

The work under review is Bijoy Boruah’s original contribution to the study of
fictional emotions. It is a revised version of his doctoral dissertation submitted
to the University of Guelph, Canada. Boruah has aptly called it a study in
aesthetics and philosophy of mind as he has treated a large spectrum of con-
cepts beginning from aesthetic emotions to beliefs, actions and imagination
within a single framework of justifying the rationality of our emotions towards
fictional objects and persons. It is neatly divided into five chapters and has a
short introduction and a conclusion. It has an excellent bibliography and
index.

Boruah’s problem is concerning the rationality of fictional emotions. His
question is: Are fictional emotions rationally justifiable? This problem he
encounters while grappling with Collin Radford’s paradox. The paradox, as
Boruah puts it, is: “We believe that what we see or read about in a work of
fiction is unreal or non-existent; yet we respond to a fictional character or
event with a certain emotion which can only be explained by imputing to us
the very belief that is rationally impossible to form™ (pp. 1-2). This shows that
there is an inconsistency between our emotional response to a character of
fiction and our belief that the character is unreal or fictional. We emotionally
respond as if the fictional (unreal) character is real. This is the genesis of
the theory that fictional emotions are irrational or at best not rationally
explainable.

Boruah has argued against this thesis and rightly so, because the conten-
tion of irrationality does not hold good even if it is conceded that there is an
apparent inconsistency involved in fictional emotions. Fictional emotions are
rational because they are genuine responses to situations which are continuous
with real-life situations, according to Boruah. However, Boruah concedes,
the concept of rationality is itself complex and so needs further analysis. He
makes a distinction between S-rationality which is descriptive in character
being concerned with the general features of what makes or constitutes a
situation as rational and E-rationality which is evaluative in character poin-
ting to the principles or norms of a certain reactive state. In the latter sense a
poactive state may be E-irrational because of certain normative lack, but it
does not cease to be S-rational since the reactive state belongs to the overall
structure of our rational behaviour. Thus, according to Boruah, fictional
emotions may be E-irrational in comparison with real-life emotions but they
are S-rational all the same and are subject to the criteria of rational criticism.

Fictional emotions constitute the bulk of our rational reactions to the
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objects and persons in the fictional situations. Fictional discourse is part of
our rational discourse in general and therefore has as much a rational founda-
tion as our general discourse itself. The fictional characters are as much real
as the real-life characters insofar as reality does not entail only spatio-termporal
existertce. The fictional world is spatio-temporally removed from the actual
world, but it is intentionally continuous with the latter. Boruah’s main argy-
ment is thus to establish the intentional continuity, that is, the continuity in
terms of beliefs, attitudes and imagination between the actual and the fictional
world. The beliefs which constitute our emotional reactions to the fictional
world are also the beliefs constituting our emotional response to the actual
world. Such beliefs are the evaluative beliefs according to Boruah, because
they determine the evaluative conditions of the emotive situations. Since our
emotional responses are almost similar, whether the character is real or actual,
or fictional, we have enough reasons to believe that our evaluative beliefs
are almost the same everywhere. If suffering is bad in real-life situations it is
no less bad in a fictional situation. This is the strongest bond between our
attitudes to the actual world and our emotional responses to the fictional
world, However, there is a difference so far as the existential beliefs are con-
cerned since while real-life characters exist, the fictional objects and persons
do not. This is built into the intentional structure of our emotions.

In the absence of existential beliefs regarding the fictional world, there
may be a temptation to attribute second-order beliefs or make-beliefs fo the
fictional world, meaning thereby that fictional emotions involve a species
of beliefs which are far removed from the so-called first-order beliefs or actual
beliefs. This is in fact the argument of the Reformist theories of Schaper and
Walton whom Boruah has subjected to serious criticism in Chapter III of the
book. Boruah argues—and I think rightly—that the notion of second-order
belief is empty since there are no such beliefs if by it we mean beliefs which
are only about fictional objects and so closed off to the actual world. Besides,
Boruah contends, the second-order beliefs do not have the causal efficacy
to generate aesthetic attitudes in us towards the fictional situations, since they
allegedly lack the genuineness of the real-life emotions. Even the argument
that the beliefs concerning the fictional world are mere make-beliefs does
not hold good for the same reason, that is, that make-beliefs have no causal
potency to generate emotions. Thus Boruah argues that fictional emotions
are not “alternative to genuine emotions. They are themselves genuine emo-
tions” (p. 71). This position makes hollow the reformist argument that ratio-
nality of fictional emotions lies in their being about a make-believed world
with at best second-order beliefs.

Just as the reformist thesis falls through, the Radical Theory of Roger
Scruton who claims to have provided a rational support to the structure of
fictional emotions in his theory of imagination also fares no better for the
simple reason that now imagination is substituted for the make-beliefs, For
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Scruton, “aesthetic emotions are ‘imagined’ emotions” (p. 77) and therefore
what is basicaily involved in the fictional emotions are imaginations which
are non-cognitive in character being more or less the same as unasserted
thoughts. Boruah contends that imagination being a species of unasserted
thoughts and lacking the force of a belief loses its causal efficacy in genera-
ting emotions and thus must face the prospect of being inadequate as a foun-
dation for aesthetic emotions,

However, Boruah admits that “imagination is partially constitutive of the
aesthetic attitude™ (p. 95) and so strengthens Scruton’s theory to formulate
his own thesis which he calls the conservative theory. The conservative theory
is a strengthened theory of imagination insofar as it requires that imagination
in conjunction with the evaluative beliefs generates the aesthetic emotions.
As we have already noted, Boruah identifies evaluative beliefs as a strong
component of aesthetic emotions in the fictional context and now adds ima-
gination to them which thus together constitute the ‘causal-cum-conceptual’
foundation of the fictional emotions. In Boruah’s theory imagination comes
out stronger than mere thinking or unasserted thought and provides the neces-
sary horizon for the evaluative beliefs to operate. Imagination, according to
Boruah, aided by ‘empathy’ becomes an ‘envisagement’ such that “‘the com-
bination actually becomes a causally efficacions condition of emotional res-
ponse” (p. 117).

Boruah’s arguments for a strong foundation of the fictional emotions
are persuasive and, to a great extent, successful. His plea for a causal-cum-
conceptnal account of fictional emotions cannot be faulted either on the
ground that he has given only a genetic or causal account of how fictional
emotions develop or that he has gone in for an @ prioristic understanding of
the aesthetic emotions without taking aesthetic experience into account.
Boruah’s method is holistic and, to a large extent, Kantian insofar as he has
explored the necessary and universal conditions of the possibility of aesthetic
experience keeping in view the entire doxastic repertoire comprising both
evaluative beliefs and the empathetic imagination.

Boruah has rightly admitted that the doxastic repertoire is bound to be
complex and therefore cannot be neatly divided into watertight compart-
ments. For example, imagination, as Boruah construes it, is a kind of envisa-
gement imbued with empathy and there cannot be a satisfactory accoun‘t of
imagination if the phenomenological origin of the concept is not taken into
consideration. Thus in Beruah’s theory there has been a transition from the
conceptual analysis of the fictional emotions to the analysis of their pheno-
menological roots. Boruah’s analysis has been successful just because he has
not missed the obvious while analysing the basic structure of our aesthetic
experience. If Boruah’s arguments are valid, then a phenomenology of the
fictional emotions is bound to succeed in accounting for the rationality of
aesthetic experience of the fictional world.
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However, one can always seek to know whether Boruah’s conservative
theory has solved all the conceptual riddles afflicting the fictional discourse.
That Boruah has made a serious and highly competent effort to answer the
basic question regarding the rationality of fictional emotions is abundantly
evident, and added to that, his conservative theory has shown that not only
fictional emotions are rational but are also continuous with the real-life
emotions. This thesis itself should entail why the philosopher’s doubt about
the coherent origin of fictional emotions is not only wnwarranted but also
irrational. The best defence of fictional emotions is not only thejr sheer
genuineness but also their origin in the total context of life of man. Boruah
has done well to draw our attention to the holistic rationality of our aesthetic
emotions and beliefs.

University of Hyderabad, Hyderabad R.C. PRADHAN

H. WesseL: Logik, 1986, Berlin (VEB Deutscher Verlag der Wissenschaften).
365 pp. (first edition 1983).

Already in large circulation and set for its third edition, in a short time
Horst Wessel's Logik has become a popular text-book in the universities and
academies of science in Germany. In fiffcen chapters, it develops systems
of sentential logic and quantificational theory (classical two-valued) system-
atically in their axiomatic, natural deductive and semantic representations,
with main meta-theorems of consistency, completeness, independence
proved. Throughout, simpler methods of representation are employed in
order to reach a much larger community of students instead of just those
mainly interested in its mathematical/formal aspects. This includes the
students of philosophy and the human sciences and those interested in its
applications in their special disciplines. Thus, philosophical problems of
logic and language on the onme hand and the applications of logic to
problems of other philosophical disciplines on the other are discussed at
the very beginning (chapters 1-3). Chapter 1 focuses on the object and
methods of logic, chapter 2 on its relationship to other philosophical dis-
ciplines and chapter 3 on the langnage of logic. In general, what is remark-
able is how the author’s treatment of the subject matter in each chapter
develops according to a dialectic between the text and the exercises at
the end of each section.

Here T wish to limit myself to some aspects of Logik, leaving the
details to the discerning judgement of the specialist and the seriously
interested student himself/herself. Eet me first turn to chapter 7, which is
devoted to the sentential logical theory of logical entailment, and then to
subsequent chapters. Here Wessel discusses problems concerning the
paradoxes of logical entailment and different systems of resolving them,
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which include his own proposal of the system of strict logical entailment,
as he calls it. The main idea of his proposal (p. 164) is this:

A - B iff
(1) A D Bis a tautology of classical logic
(2) In B occur only variables, which also occurin A
(3) Ais not a contradiction, and B not a tautology.
Axiomatic construction of the same follows then in § 12 (pp. 165-75),
with proofs of meta-theorems of consistency, meaning connectedness (Sinn-
zusammenhang), Paradoxenfreiheit and completeness in relation to the
scmantics of the system.

Wessel’s treatment of theory of predication (chapter 8) distinguishes
two kinds of negation, exfernal ( ~ )and internal ( — ), the seman-
tical rules of the former being the usual classical ones unlike those of the
latter (p. 181). Not only are the relevant meta-theorems proved for the
resulting new system, the author claims, on argument, that it can be used
to solve many paradoxes in the methodology of change. Here he himself
uses it for criticism of intuitionistic logic. The chapter 11 turns out to be
quite interesting in this very context, since it focuses on representations
of intuitionistic logic by axiomatic construction. The author then uses
his non-traditional predication theory (chapter 8), with two kinds of
negation just alluded to, to support this charge against the intuitionistic
sentential calculus that it confuses external with internal negation.

Wessel's treatment of conditionals becomes again interesting as he
turns to conditional logic (chapter 12). Here his main objective is to
construct a system fer conditionals, A — B,..., in order to overcome
problems with systems using the usual ‘3 “operator. To this end, Wessel's
own system uses instead a special conditional operator—.!

While distinguishing the subject and predicate terms from each other,
theory of terms (chapter 13) develops the distinction between two kinds
of classification of subject terms:

(i) The language-specific classification such that they can be taken
cither as being singular or general or categorical.
(ii) The semantic classification such that they can be taken either as
being referential, empty or as non-empty.

On the contrary, their classification in traditional and modern mathe-
matical logic as being either empty, singular, general and categorical is
shown to confuse the two kinds of classifications. Of particular interest
here is Wessel’s (§ 3, p. 312) definition of a term b being included by meaning
in term g (as different from synonymity of their meaning):

ta —> ip iff
every referent of a is also a referent of 5.
According to Wessel (chapter 14), most of the treatments of modal
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logic invariably deal with logical modalities without giving a strong
enough definition of what the modal predicates themselves mean or signify.
This gap is sought to be filled by Wessel by proposing schemes of definition
for different kinds of modalities: factual; logical and deontic modalities.
Also an analysis of some paradoxes of modal logic is given.

The last chapter on logic of science goes into the generalities as well as
treats of specifics such as abstract classes and empirical objects (called
clusters/collections), situations, terms of change and development, ordered
situations and empirical connections, causal connections, structure and
terms of space and time. The reader may find this treatment inadeguate,
if only for its brevity. But then it should be quite rewarding to turn for
more detailed treatment by the author elsewhere.?/?

There is no doubt that the author has rendered a valuable service to
the logic and philosophy community by writing such an excellent introduc-
tory textbook on mathemetical logic and philosophy of logic, containing
af the same time his own ideas about the universaliry (as against conven-
tionality) of logic. Tt is remarkable for its uncompromising philosophical
character. Both teachers and students in logic and philosophy will find it,
with little effort in German (until the appearance of a proper English
translation), a very interesting and stimulating instruction indeed.

G.L. PANDIT
PETER VOLLBRECHT

Delhi University
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Rajkamal Prakashan Rs 75

Philosophical Reflections
G. C. NAYAK
Motilal Banarsidass Rs 65

India’s Intellectual Traditions:

Attempts at Conceptual Reconstructions

EDITED BY DAYA KRISHNA
Motilal Banarsidass Rs 75

Author and Subject Index of the
Philosophical Quarterly

COMPILED BY DAYA KRISHNA AND R. 8. BHATNAGAR
Munshiram Manoharlal Publishers Pvt. Ltd. Rs 28

I

ICPR PUBLICATIONS

Author and Subject Index of The Indian
Philosophical Annual

COMPILED BY DAYA KRISHNA AND R. 5. BHATNAGAR
Munshiram Manoharlal Publishers Pvt, Ltd. Rs 14

Select Bibliography of Journal Articles on
Philosophy, Religion and Indian Culture

COMPILED BY DEBIPRASAD CHATTOPADHYAYA
Munshiram Manoharial Publishers Pvt. Ltd. Rs 40

A Union Catalogue of Philosophical Periodicals
COMPILED BY SUBHAS C. BISWAS AND BIKASH BHATTACHARYA
Munshiram Manoharlal Publishers Pvt. Ltd. Rs 55

| —Author and Subject Index of the

/%

Journal of the Indian Academy of Philosophy
COMPILED BY DAYA KRISHNA AND R. 5. BHATNAGAR
Munshiram Mancharlal Publishers Pvt. Ltd. Rs 20

Freedom, Transcendence and Identity
Essays in Memory of Kalidas Bhattacharyya
EDITED BY PRADIP KUMAR SENGUPTA

Motilal Banarsidass Rs 135

Ever Unto God: Essays on Gandhi and Religion

SUSHIL KUMAR SAXENA
Rddhi-India Rs 110

Language, Knowledge and Ontology

KALIKRISHNA BANERJEE
Rddhi-India Rs 180

A Study of Patafijali

SURENDRANATH DASGUPTA
Motilal Banarsidass Rs 100

Carvaka/Lokayata:

An Anthology of Source Materials and
Some Recent Studies

DEBIPRASAD CHATTOPADHYAYA
Rddhi-India Rs 200

Essays in Social and Political Philosophy
EDITED BY KRISHNA ROY AND CHHANDA GUPTA
Allied Publishers Ltd. Rs 250 (Hardback) Rs 90 (Paperback;



\&

ICPR PUBLICATIONS

The Art of the Conceptual
Explorations in a Conceptual Maze
Over Three Decades

DAYA KRISHNA
Munshiram Manoharlal Publishers Pvt. Ltd, Rs 200

Karma, Causation and Retributive Morality:
Conceptual Essays in Ethics and Metaethics

RAJENDRA PRASAD
Munshiram Manoharlal Publishers Pvt. Ltd. Rs 250

The Philosophy of Nikunja Vihari Banerjee

EDITED BY MARGARET CHATTERIJEE
Munshiram Manoharlal Publishers Pvt. Ltd. Rs 150

Philosophy and Religion: Essays in Interpretation

J. 1. MEHTA
Munshiram Manoharlal Publishers Pvt. Ltd. Rs 175

A Critical Survey of
Phenomenology and Existentialism

MRINAL KANTI BHADRA
Allied Publishers Ltd, Ry 100

Nigarjunkrt Madhyamakséastra aur
Vigrahavyavartani (in Hindi)
YASHDEY SHALYA

Motilal Banarsidass Rs 80

Gadidhara’s Theory of Objectivity (in two parts)

SIBAJIBAN BHATTACHARYYA
Motilal Banarsidass Part 1 Rs 90 Part2 Rs 90

The Philosophy of J. N. Mohanty

EDITED BY DAYA KRISHNA AND K.L. SHARMA
Munshiram Manoharlal Publishers Pvt. Ltd. Rs 175

Samvada : A Dialogue between Two

Philosophical Traditions
EDITED BY DAYA KRISHNA et al.
Motilal Banarsidass Rs 200

BOOKS RECEIVED

Form and Validity in Indian Logic
by VIJAYA BHARDWA]

Philosophy of Sikhism by NIRBHAY
SINGH, GURU GOBIND SINGH
Department of Religious Studies,
PunjabUniversity, Chandigarh

Perspectives on Nyaya Logic and
Epistemology by PROF. SR SAHA
Jadavpur University, Calcutta

Gadadhar’'s Theory of Objectivity
Visayatavada
by SIBAJIBAN BHATTACHARYA

Religious Consciousness and Life
Worlds ed. TS RUKMANI
IIAS, Shimla

Living Tradition by PL RATTAN
ADCO, Khanna

The Sensuous in Art: Reflections on
Indian Aesthetics by REKHA JHANJI
IIAS, Shimla

Ends and Mean: In Private and Public
Life by RAJENDRA PRASAD

Language, Truth and Predication

by M.N MITRA -

New Statesman Publishing Co. Ltd,
New Delhi

Truth, Faith and Life
by JEH TWEEN GONG
Adams Press, Chicago

Critique of Pure Verbiage

by RONALD ENGLEFIELD

Open Court Publishing Co., Lasalle,
Illinois

Towards Perpetual Peace
by NIKUNJA VIHARI BANERJEE
IIAS, Shimla

A Comparative Study of Religions
by Y MASIH
Motilal Banarsidass, Delhi

Philosophy and Religion
ed. NK DEVARAJA
IIAS, Shimla

Unfathomed Knowledge Unfathomed
Wealth by WILLIAM BARTLEY, Iil
Open Court, Lasalle, Illinois

Beauty, Art and Man: Recent Indian
Theories of Art

by PABITRA KUMAR ROY

ITAS, Shimla

Rabindranath Tagoreand the Challenge
of Today ed. B CHOUDHURY

and K G SUBRAMANIAM

IIAS, Shimla

Foundations of Indian Culture

by GC PANDE

2 Volumes, Motilal Banarsidass,
Delhi

Way of Life by TN MADAN
Motilal Banarsidass, Delhi



Available

The transcript of the oral elucidation of the following topics in
Mimamsa from eminent contemporary Mimarhsa scholars. The
transcript has been prepared from the oral recording done at the
Kendriya Sanskrit Vidyapeeth, Tirupati, in its Project on *“Oral
Shastra Tradition”, under the Directorship of Dr. M.D.
Balasubrahmanyam.

Pramanam, by Prof. K.T. Pandurangi, 61 pages
‘Arthavada-Vicarah, by Prof. Romilla Suryaprakasa Shastri, 61 pages
Bhavna, by Prof. V. K. Dongre Shastri, 27 pages
| Vidhitrayam, by Prof. R.S. Devanatha Tattacharya, 79 pages
Veda Apaursuséyatvam, by Pt. S. Subrahmanva Shastri, 41 pages
| (total: 269 pages)

Scholars interested in gefting copies of lhese transcripts may write to the ICPR
Library, Butler Palace, Lucknow.

Indian Philosophical Quarterly

VOL. XVIIT, NO. 1, JANUARY 1991

AsHOK GANGADEAN: Predication and Logic of Language (I)
R. Sunpara Raian: Aspects of the Problem of Reference (II)
Dantsr HoLsrook: The Ontology of Mental Images

S. Surintvas: Analysis as a Method in Philosophy with Special Reference to A.J.

Ayer

VOL. XVIII, NO. 2, APRIL 1991

AsHok GANGADEAN: Sense, Truth and Predication (II)

R. Sunpara Rasan: Intention and Reference in Ricocur’s Hermeneutics (II1)

Prouees H. Fuurs: T.S. Kuhn and L. Fleck, Two Sociologists of Science

P.R. BuaT; Pragmatic Principles and Language

ManGALA R. Cumcrore: Krtapranasa and Akrtabhyagama: An Analysis,
Defence and Rationale of Buddhist Philosophy of Action

Subscription (Annual) {in India)
Individuals: Rs. 60
Institutions: Rs. 100

Please write fo:
The Editor, Indian Philosophical Quarterly, Philosophy Department
University of Poona, Pune 411 007 (Maharashtra).

ANNOUNCING

A forthcoming issue of the
Journal of the Indian Council of Philosophical Research
on the Philosophy of K.C. Bhattacharyya

The community of philosophers in India and abroad who have
been interested in the work of Prof. K.C. Bhattacharyya are
invited to contribute articles on various facets of the writings of
this seminal thinker from India.

Articles may be sent to: The Editor, Journal of the Indian Council
of Philosophical Research, latest by March 31, 1993

THE BOMBAY PHILOSOPHICAL SOCIETY
Programme for 1990-91

24-11-1990
A Book Review: Philosophy and the Mirror of Nature by R. Rorty

Speaker: PROF. 5. SHASHIDHARAN  Chairrman: Muzarrar KHAN

22-12-1990

Informed Consent: Some Socio-ethical Issues
Speaker: Pror. (Miss) Rita F. Doctor  Chairman: Pror. RM. Dave

19-1-1991

Renaissance Humanism
Speaker: Pror. (Mrs) P.G. Kamat  Chairman: Pror. (Sm1) A.C. KHanNDAKAR

23-2-1991
The Concept of Aucitya

Speaker: Miss LasksHMI RAMAKRISHNAN  Chairman: Dr. R.B. PaTankar

23.3-1991
Sphota Vada
Speaker: Pror. RM. Dave  Chairman: Dr. S. G. NigaL

All the mestings will be held on Saturdays at 4.15 p.m. at Ram Narain Ruia College, Matunga,
Bombay 400 019, in the Conference Hall, first floor



| INQUIRY

An Interdisciplinary Journal of Philosophy
EDITOR: ALASTAIR HANNAY

Since 1958 INQUIRY's contributors have included such influential authors as A J. Ayer, Richard
B. Brandt, C.D. Broad, Donald T. Campbell, Stanley Cavell, G.A. Cohen, Donald Davidson,
Hubert L. Dreyfus, Michael Dummeit, Jon Elster, HJ. Eysenck, Paul K. Feyerabend, J.A. Fodor,
Jirgen Habermas, Alastair Maclntyre Stanley Rosen, John R. Searle, Herbert A. Simon, Charles
Taylor and Peter Winch.

Recent special issues have included extensive symposia on Patricia Smith Churchland’s Neu-
rophifosophy, Jon Elster's Making Sense of Marx, Wittgenstein's On Certainty, and Ted
Honderich's 4 Theory of Determinism. INQUIRY is issued quarterty.

Inquiry, Volume 34 (1991)
will be an extended volume, containing 64 more pages than usual. The volume will contain 2
symposium on Charles Taylor's Sources of the Self, with contributions by Stephen R.L. Clark,
Will Kymlicka, Martin Low-Beer, Michael Rosen, Quentin Skinner and Charles Taylor.

UNIVERSITETSFORLAGET

Subscription to be ordered from: Universitetsforlaget (Norwegian University Press),
P.0. Box 2959 Tayen, 0608 Oslo 6, Norway, or U.S. Office: ¢/o Publications Expediting Inc.,
200 Meacbam Ave., Elmont, NY 11003, USA.
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| Please enter my subscription to INQUIRY |
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Prof, Hector-Neri Castaneda, editor, Indiana University
Prof. Earl Conee, associate editor, University of Rochester

The primary purpose of Neis is to publish outstanding essays that extend the
frontiers of philosophical research. Nods emphasizes positive theoretical work
that takes full account of current developments in philosophy. There are no-
editorial restrictions on either the area of philosophy that is discussed or the
philosophical orientation of the discussion. Neiis offers several distinctive serv-
ices to its readers:

CRITICAL REVIEWS: Each issue contains detailed evaluations of a
few important recent philosophical books

CENTRAL DIVISION SYMPOSIA PAPERS: The April issue of each
volume is devoted to the invited addresses for the year’s American Phil-
osophical Association Central Division Meetings.

SPECIAL TOPIC ISSUES: Frequently an issue will contain a collection
of major papers on a single central philosophical topic, often guest-edited
by a leading authority on the topic.

VOLUME 25, NO. 1 MARCH 1991

Articles: ]. Bigelow/A Modal Theory of Time; S. Davies/The Ontology of Musical
Works and the Authenticity of their Performances; . Landini & T. Fostert/The Per-
sistence of Counterexample: Re-examining the Debate Over Leibniz Law; D. M. Arms-
trong & A. Heathcote/Causes and Laws; W. Dembski/Randomness by Design.

Critical Reviews: L. Agvist by J. Tomberlin; E. Pincoffs by D. Wong; E. LePore & B.
McLaughlin by W. Sinnot-Armstrong. A. Rosenberg by F. Gifford; T. Penner by G.
Fine; R. Meyer &y P. Moser; A.Donagan by J. Montmarquet; E. Wolgast by E. Byrne;
H. Gadamer by J. Zudiga; J. Tomberlin by T. Horgan; Annas & Bamnes by E. De Olaso.

VYOLUME 25, NO. 2 SPECIAL APA ISSUE APRIL 1991

Symposium Papers and Abstracts of Invited Papers by: J. Wallace; B. Herman; P.
Railton; D. Schweickart; C. Gould; T. McCarthy; C. Card; L. Outlaw; O. Flanagan; M.
Friedman; R. Mohr; D. Kolb; C. Wright; M. Kaplan; W. Lycan; D. Sanford; D. Nute;
V. McGee.

Critical Reviews: N. Cocchiarella by D. Bonevac; J. Elster by M. Fisk; M. Bratman by
H.J. McCann; G.B. Madisen by J. DeCew; T.V. Morris by B. Miller; L. Holscher by
M. Strasser; G, Schlesinger by P. Quinn: H. Brown by J. Fetzer; K. Hanson by R. Lemos,
Subscribe to: Dept. of Philosophy 1991 Subscriptions:
Nois % Secretary Indiana University Institutions: $60.00
Submissions to: Sycamore 126 Individuals: $30.00
Neoiis % Editor Bloomington, IN 47405 Single Issues: $12.00




CONFERENCE OF
PHILOSOPHICAL SOCIETIES

John A. Loughney, President Nancy Simco, Calendar Editor

Department of Philosophy Department of Philosophy
Westfield State College Memphis State University
Westfield, MA 01086 Memphis, TN 38152

The Philosophical Calendar is published six times a year by the Conference
of Philosophical Societies, the umbrella organization for philosophical
societies in the United States and Canada. Member societies receive the
Calendar upon payment of dues; non-members and individuals may also
subscribe. The Calendar welcomes notification of all meetings of
philosophical interestopento philosophers. The Conference of Philosophical
Societies invites societies and journals to reprintits Calendar in whole or in
part with appropriate acknowledgement to the Conference.

PHILOSOPHICAL CALENDAR
January 1, 1991

JANUARY

3-17  Set Theory of the Reals Conference
Bar-Ilan University
Theme: The Continuum Problem is 5till Open
Contact: Set Theory of the Reals, Mathematics and Computer
Sci., Bar-Tlan U., 52900 Ramat-Gan, Israel

10-13 Association for Symbolic Logic
Carnegie-Mellon University
Contact: Ward Henson, Mathematics, U. Of Illinois, Urbana, IL
61801

1 Conference on Neurophilosophy and Alzheimer’s Disease
LaJolla
Contact: Jacqueline Mervaillie (Fondationpsen), 30, Rue
Cambronne, 75737 Paris, France

23-25 Conference: Ethics in America
Long Beach
Papers due: September 28,1990
Contact: National Conference on Ethics, U. Extension Services,
California St. U., Long Beach, Long Beach, CA 90840-0104

JANUARY

30 Symposium: Philosophy of Religion
Rochester Institute of Technology
Papers due: November 15, 1990
Contact: Dane Gordon, Philosophy, Rochester Institute of
Technology, Rochester, NY 146230887

FEBRUARY

8-9 Society of Christian Philosophers-Pacific Regional
Fuller Theological Seminary, Pasadena
Contact: Paul J. Weithman, Philosophy Loyola Marymount U.,
Loyola Blvd. at W. 80th St., Los Angeles, CA 90045

15-17 Conference: Scepticism in the History of Philosophy: A Pan-
American Dialogue
University of California, Riverside ,
Contact: Ctr. for Ideas and Society, U. of California, Riverside,
Riverside, CA 92521-0201

*28-March 3
Society for the Advancement of American Philosophy
University of California, Santa Cruz
Contact: Kenneth W. Stikkers, Philosophy, Seattle U., Seattle, WA
98122

MARCH

1-2 Scoeity for the Advancement of American Philosophy
University of California, Santa Cruz
Theme: American Philosophy and the Social Sciences
Papers due: November 1, 1990
Contact: Kenneth W. Stikkers, Philosophy, Seattle U., Seattle, WA
98122

Mid-South Philosophy Conference

Memphis State University

Papers due: January 1, 1991

Contact: G. McKee Lee, Philosophy, Central Missouri 5t. U,
Warrensburg, MO 64093

3-5 2nd Interamerican Congress of Philosophy and Technology
University of Puerto at Mayaguez
Contact: Elena Lugp, Ctr. for the Philosophy and History of Science
and Technology, Humanities, U. of Puerto Rico, Mayaguez, PR
00709-5000



MARCH
*7-9

89

8-10

*9-10

*12-13

18-21

25-28

2730

Symposium: Environmental Ethics Today, and into the 21st
Century

California State University, Fullerton

Contact: Ernest Partridge, Philosophy, California 5t. U,,
Fullerton, CA 92634

Metaphysical Society of America

Pennsylvania State University

Theme: Potentiality and Presence

Papers due: September 1, 1990

Contact: Drew Hyland, Philosophy, Trinity College, Hartford,
CT 06106

Society for Philosophy and Technology

University of Puerto Rico in Mayaguez

Theme: The Discovery of Technology and Technologies of
Discovery

Papers due: October 1, 1930

Contact: Joseph Pitt, Philosophy, Virginia Tech, Blacksburg, VA
24061

Southeastern Logic Symposium

University of Florida

Contact: J. Larson, Mathematics, U. of Florida, Gainesville, FL
32611 (jal@math.ufl.edu)

Conference: Judaism and Secularization

University of Alabama

Contact: Richard A. Cohen, Religious Studies, U. of Alabama,
Tuscaloosa, AL 35487-0264

Round Table on Law and Semiotics

Reading, Pennsylvania

Theme: Law and the Human Sciences

Abstracts due: October 30, 1990

Contact: Roberta Kevelson, Ctr. for Semiotic Research,
Pennsylvania St. U.—Berks, Reading, PA 19610

International Conference on Mathematical Linguistics

University of Barcelona

Abstracts due: September 6, 1990

Contact: Carlos Martin Vide, Universitat de Barcelona, Gran Via
de les Corts Catalanes, 585, 08007 Barcelona, Spain

American Philosophical Association—Pacific Div. (APA)

San Francisco

Papers due: September 1, 1990

Contact: Anita Silvers, Philosophy, San Francisco St. U., San
Francisco, CA 94132

MARCH
27-30

American Association of Philosophy Teachers (with APA)
Contact: Rosalind Ekman Ladd, Philosophy, Wheaton College,
Norton, MA 02766

Association for Symbolic Logic (with APA)
Contact: Ward Henson, Mathematics, U. of Illinois, Urbana, IL
61801

Conference of Philosophical Societies (with APA)

Papers due: August 15, 1990

Contact: Sander Lee, Philosophy, Parker 27, Keene 5t. College,
Keene, NH 03431

Jaspers Society of North America (with APA)

Theme: The Idea of the University and the Civil Society

Contact: Malek Khazaee, Philosophy, California St. U., Long
Beach, CA 90840

North American Division of the Schopenhauer Society (with
APA)

Contact: David Cartwright, Philosophy and Religious Studies, U.
of Wisconsin, Whitewater, WI 53190

North American Kant Society (with APA)
Contact: Guenter Zoeller, Philosophy, U. of Iowa, Iowa City, TA
52242 (fy2kwn@irishmvs)

North American Nietzsche Society (with APA)
Contact: Richard Schacht, Philosophy, U. of Illinois, Urbana, IL
61801

North American Society for Social Philosophy (with APA)
Contact: Richard Schacht, Philosophy, U. of Redlands, Redlands,
CA 92374

Society for Realist/Antirealist Discussion (with APA)

Abstracts due: October 15, 1990

Contact: Mary Carman Rose, 402 Gittings Ave., Baltimore,
MD 21212

Society for the Contemporary Assessment of Platonism (with
APA)

Abstracts due: October 15, 1990

Contact: Mary Carman Rose, 402 Gittings Ave., Baltimore, MD
21212

Society for the Philosophic Study of Genocide and the
Holocaust (with APA)

Papers due: August 15, 1990

Contact: Alan Rosenberg, Philosophy, Queens College, CUNY,
Flushing, NY 11367



MARCH
27-30

28-30

APRIL
*1-6

5-7

Society for the Philosephic Study of the Contemporary Visual
Arts (with APA)

Theme: Philosophy and Filmr

Papers due: August 15, 1990

Contact: Sander Lee, Philosophy, Parker 27, Keene St. College
Keerie, NH 03431

Society for the Study of Ethics and Animals (with APA)

Papers due: September 1, 1990

Contact: Harlan B. Miller, Philosophy, Virginia Tech, Blackburg,
VA 24061-0126

Popular Culture Association—Philosophy Section

San Antonio

Papers due: Octcber 1, 1990

Contact: Diane Raymond, Philosophy, Simmons College, Boston,
MA 02115

Southern Society for Philosophy and Psychology

Atlanta

Papers due: November 15, 1990

Contact: Richard Burns, Psychology, Georgia South-western
College, Americus, GA 31709

9th Easter Conference on Model Theory

Humboldt University

Contact: Peter Goering, Fachbereich Mathematik, Humboldt-
Universitaet, PSF 1297, 1086, Berlin, Germany

Hans Reichenbach Centenary Symposium

Boston University and Harvard University

Contact: Rober S. Cohen, Ctr. for Philosophy and History of
Science, Boston U., Boston, MA 02215

American Society for Aesthetics—Pacific Division

Asilomar Conference Grounds, Pacific Grove, CA

Papers due: November 15, 1990

Contact: Thomas Leddy, Philosophy, San Jose St. U., San Jose,
CA 95192-00%6

Conference on the Philosophy of Mathematics

Ambherst College

Theme: Mathematics and Mind

Contact: Diedre Smith, Philosophy, Amherst College, Amherst,
MA 01002 {dcsmith@amherst.bitnet)

APRIL
5-7

9-11

11-13

12-14

American Catholic Philosophical Association (ACPA)

Boston

Theme: Religions and the Virtue of Religion

Papers due: Pctober 1, 1990

Contact: Therese—Anne Druart, School of Philosophy, Catholic
U. of America, Washington, D.C. 20064

Gabriel Marcel Society (with ACPA)

Papers due: November 15, 1990

Contact: K.R. Hanley, Philosophy, LeMoyne College, Syracuse,
NY 13214

Yves R. Simon Institute Session (with ACPA)
Contact: Anthony O. Simon, Yves R. Simon Institute, 508
Travers Circle, Mishawaka, IN 46545

Society of Christian Philosophers-Eastern Regional Rhodes
College

Papers due: January 1, 1991

Contact: Larry Lacy, Philosophy, Rhodes College, Memphis, TN
38112-1690

British Society for the History of Philosophy

Magdalen College, Oxford University

Theme: The History of Philosophy in Universities

Contact: G. MacDonals Ross, Philosophy, Leeds U., Leeds LS2
9]T England

Conference on Michael Polanyi

Kent State University

Papers due: November 15, 1990

Contact: Raymond E. Wilken, College of Education, Kent State
U., Kent, OH 44242

Southeastern Nineteenth Century Studies Association

New Orleans

Theme: Political Agendas of Nineteenth Century Culiures

Papers due: November 1, 1990

Contact: Maureen L. Egan, Philosophy, Elms College, Chicopee,
MA 01013

New Mexico and West Texas Philosophical Society

Albuquerque

Papers due: January 15, 1991

Contact: H.B. Alexander, Philosophy, U. of New Mexico,
Albuquerque, NM 87131



APRIL
13

15-16

17-20

18-21

19-20

American Catholic Philosophical Association Round Tabie

Seton Hall University

Abstracts due: March 6, 1991

Contact: Florence Hotzler, Chateau Rochambeau, Apt. 6L,
Scarsdale, NY 10583

The Philosophy and History of Molecular Biclogy: New

Perspectives

Boston University

Contact: Robert S. Cohen, Ctr. for Philosophy and History of
Science, Boston U., Boston, MA 02215

Conference: Environmental Rights in Conflict: In Search for

the Foundation of a Land Ethic

University of Arkansas at Little Rock

Contact: Philosophy and Religious Studies, U. of Ark. at Little
Rock, Little Rock, AR 72204

5th International Round Table on Law and Semiotics

Penn State at Reading

Theme: Law and the Human Sciences

Abstracts due: November 15, 1990

Contact: Roberts Kevelson, Ctr. for Semiotic Research, Penn 5t.
U., Reading, PA 19610-6009

Conference: The Epistemology of Religious Belief

Santa Clara University

Papers due: January 7, 1991

Contact: Elizabeth 5. Radcliffe, Philosophy, Santa Clara U., Santa
Clara, CA 95053

*21-May 4

24

24-27

Finite and Infinite Combinatorics in Sets and Logic

Banff

Contact: N. Sauer, Mathematics and Statistics, U. of Calgary,
Calgary, Alberta T2N 1N4

Symposium: The Medievals and Us; The Relevance of

Medieval Studies to the Contemporary World

Rochester Institute of Technology

Papers due: February 15, 1991

Contact: James Campbell, Philosophy, Rochester Inst. of
Technology, Rochester, NY 146230887

Anerican Philosophical Association—Central Div. (APA)

Chicago

Papers due: September 1, 1990

Contact: Karen Hanson, Philosophy, Indiana U., Bloomington,
IN 47405

APRIL

24-27

American Association of Philosophy Teachers (with APA)
Contact: Rosalind Ekman Ladd, Philosophy, Wheaton College,
Norton, MA 02766 e

American Society for Value Inquiry (with APA)

Papers due: September 1, 1990

Contact: Thomas Nagnell, Philosophy, Drew U., Madison, NJ
07940

Conference of Philosophical Societies (with APA)

Papers due: August 15, 1990

Contact: Sander Lee, Philosophy, Parker 27, Keene St. College,
Keene, NH 03431

North American Kant Society (with APA)

Theme: Kant and Kantians in Ethical Theory

Contact: Guenter Zoeller, Philosophy, U. of Iowa, Iowa City, IA
52242 <fy2kwn@irishmvs>

North American Nietzsche Society (with APA)
Contg;:t: Richard Schacht, Philosophy, U. of Illinois, Urbana, IL
801

North American Society for Social Philosophy (with APA)
Contact: William McBridge, Philosophy, Purdue U., West
Lafayette, IN 47907

Society for Medieval and Renaissance Philosophy (with APA)

Papers due: September 1, 1990

Contact: Jorge ].E. Gracia, Philosophy, SUNY at Buffalo, Buffalo,
NY 14260

Society for Realist/Antirealist Discussion {with APA)

Abstracts due: October 15, 1990

Contact: Mary Carman Rose, 402 Gittings Ave., Baltimore, MD
21212

Society for the Philosophic Study of Genocide and the
Holocaust (with APA)

Papers due: August 15, 1990

Contact: Alan Rosenberg, Philosophy, Queens College, CUNY,
Fiushing, NY 11367

Society for the Philosophic Study of the Contemporary Visual
Arts (with APA) o

Theme: Philosophy and Film

Contact: Sander Lee, Philosophy, Parker 27, Keene St. College,
Keene, NH 03431



APRIL

24-27

MAY

7-11

16-18

23-26

Society for the Philosophy of Sex and Love (with APA)

Papers due: September 1, 1990

Contact: Alan Soble, Philosophy, U. of New Orleans, New
Orleans, LA 70148

Society for the Study of Ethics and Animals (with APA)

Papers due: September 1, 1990

Contact: Harlan B. Miller, Philosophy, Virginia Tech, Blacksburg,
VA 240610126

2nd International Colloquium on Cognitive Science

Donostia-San Sebastian, Spain

Abstracts due: February 19, 1991

Contact: J. Ezquerro, ICCS-91, Logic and Phil. of Sci., Univ. Pai
Vasco, Apdo, 1249 20080 San Sebastian, Spain <ICCS-91@fil.
ehules>

International Association for Philosophy and Literature

University of Montreal

Theme: Change: Arts Politics Science

Papers due: October 15, 1990

Contact: Christie McDonald, Etudes francaises, U. of Montreal,
Montreal, Quebec, H3C 3]7

Society for Exact Philosophy

University of Victoria

Theme: Automated Theorem Proving for Non-Classical Logics

Contact: Charles Morgan, Philosophy, U. of Victoria, Victoria,
B.C., VBW 3P4 <morgan@uvphys. bitnet>

North American Association for the Study of Jean—Jacques

Boston College

Theme: La Nouvelle Heloise

Contact: Ourida Mostefai, Romance Languages Literature,
Boston College, Chestnut Hill, MA 02167

24-Tune 4

Third Conference of North American and Cuban Philosophers

Habana

Theme: The Future of Socialism: The View from Cuba

Abstracts due: January 11, 1991

Contact: Cliff DuRand, Radical Philosophy Assoc., 1443 Gorsuch
Ave., Baltimore, MD 21218

MAY
26-29

27-31

30-31

JUNE

9-11

*13-14

*18-22

The Multiple-Valued Logic Technical Committee of the IEEE
Computer Society

University of Victoria

Theme: 1991 International Symposium on Multiple-Valued
Logic

Papers due: November 1, 1990

Contact: D.M. Miller, Computer Science, U. of Victoria, Victoria,
B.C. V8W 2Y2 <dmill@csr.unic.ca>

International Symposium on Godel's Theorem

Paris

Theme: Commemoration of the 60th Anniversary of Godel’s
Incompleteness Theorem

Contact: Zbigniew W. Wolkowski, P. and M. Curie U., R.P. 55,
75623 Paris Cedex 13, France

Sixth Annual Multidisciplinary Conference: World War I1-A
* 50 Year Perspective
Siena College
Papers due: December 15, 1990
Contact: Thomas O. Kelly, II, History, Siena College, Loudon-
ville, NY 12211

East Meets West: Conference on Comparative Philosophy

University of Mysore, India

Contact: B. Srinivasa Murthy, Philosophy, California St. U., Long
Beach, CA 90840

Society for Philosophy and Psychology

SanFrancisco State University

Papers due: January 5, 1991

Contact: Jerry Samet, Philosophy, Brandeis U., Waltham, MA
02154

Swiss Logic Society Symposium on Godel’s Theorem

University of Neuchatel

Contact: Denis Mieville, Logic, U. of Neuchatel, Espace Louis-
Agassiz 1, CH-2000 Neuchatel, Switzerland

Conference on Constructivity in Computer Science

Trinity University, San Antonio

Abstracts due: January 31, 1991

Contact: ]. Paul Myers, Computer Science, Trinity U., San
Antonio, TX 78212 <pmyers@trinity>



MAY
27-30

28-30

JUNE

Third International Conference in History and Philosophy of
General Relativity

University of Pittsburgh, Johnstown Campus

Contact: John Norton, History and Philosophy of Sci., U. of
Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh, PA 15260

Husserl Circle

Seattle University

Contact: Burt Hopkins, Philosophy, Seattle U., Seattle, WA
981224460

*30-Tuly 3

*5-7

15-18

20-21

21-25

6th Annual Conference on Structure in Complexity Theory

University of Chicago

Papers due: January 23, 1991

Contact: J. Royer, Computer and Inf. Science, Syracuse U.,
Syracuse, NY 13244 <structures@top. cis. syr. edu>

Conference: Philosophical Hermeneutics and Greek
Philosophy

Universitat Heidelberg

Contact: James Risser, Philosophy, Seattle U., Seattle, WA 98122

6th Annual Logic in Computer Science Symposium
Amsterdam
Abstracts due: January 2, 1991

‘Contact: Gilles Kahn, INRIA Sophia—-Antipolis, 06565 Valbonne

Cedex, France <kahn@mirsa. inria. fr>

Linguistics Society of America Conference: Logic and
Linguistics

University of California, Santa Cruz

Contact: W. Ladusaw, Linguistics, U. of California, Santa Cruz,
CA 95064

World Conference of Philosophy (WCP)

Nairobi

Theme: Philosophy, Man, and the Environment

Papers due: September 30, 1990

Contact: Congress Secretariate, C O Kenya Academy of Sciences,
Community Bldg,., p. O. Box 39450, Nairobi, Kenya

International Society for Value Inquiry (with WCP)
Papers due: December 1, 1990
Contact: Ruth Lucier, P. O. Box 35, Bynum, NC 27228-0035



