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Cresswell, Frege and Russell on propositional
attitudes

RINITA MAZUMDAR
University of Massachuserts, USA

INTRODUCTION AND THESIS

The best description of Cresswell’s book Structured Meanings (henceforth
referred to as SM) is given in an article.! In this article the authors refer to
SM as .. “post modernistic” solution to the problem of propositional
attitudes—a solution that combines some old ideas with some new techno-
logy’. By propositional attitude (henceforth PA) T mean such sentences as
‘x ¢ that p’ where x is an individual and ¢ is a proposition. In this parti-
cular presentation my main aim is to explore those portions of SM which
contain the ‘old ideas’, and to explore the new technologies that Cresswell
has introduced. By *old ideas’ T mean those ideas which link Cresswell with
Frege. By the phrase ‘new technologies’ I mean those ideas where Cresswell
goes beyond Frege in his analysis of statements containing propositional
attitudes. I shall also briefly state Cresswell’s similarity with Russell. This
presentation will be divided into two parts. In Part I, I shall concentrate on
a comparative estimate of Cresswell and Frege and of Cresswell and Russell.
In Part II, T shali consider Van Heijnoort’s article? which seeks to deny
important distinctions between Frege and Cresswell by means of reinterpre-
ting Frege.

Part I

Frege and Cresswell

The following are the most important similarities between Frege and Cress-
well:

(#) Both view meaning as compositional.

() Both regard the that clause is not a genuine constituent of the proposi-
tional attitude sentence.

(¢) For both the reference of the that clause is the sense of the complement

clause.?

The central theme of Cresswell’'s book Structured Meanings is the problem
of meaning of sentences containing propositional attitudes. The following
is an example of the sentence whose meaning Cresswell is interested in:

(1) x ¢ that p.
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In discussing the problem of the question -of meaning of sentences .con-
taining propositional attitudes Cresswell has the following contentions:

() To know the meaning of any sentence p, is to know the conditions
under which p is true and the conditions under which p is false.

() The problem of meaning of PA sentences is really the problem of refer-
ence of PA sentences.*

{(f) Meaning in the case of sentence like (1} is always functionally composi-
tional. Cresswell says, ‘Meanings will turn out to be complex senses made
up, ... from simple parts. The simple parts will be functions that are com-
bined in such a way that by applying them one to another a reference as
well as a sense may be obtained’.

(g) The only solution to the above problem lies within a possible world
semantics (PW-semantics).

Let us see what Cresswell means by (d). Suppose I say that a child knows
the meaning of the statement:

(2) The cat is on the mat.®

This means that the child knows that (2) is true when and only when it is
so, that is the cat is on the mat. In other words when in the world the fact is
that the cat is on the mat. (f)is a very important point in Cresswell, and
forms the central core of his solution to the problem of propositional atti-
tudes in SM. In order to understand the notion of functional compeosition-
ality we have to understand the notion of ‘compositionality’ first and “func-
tionality’ next. Regarding compositionality let us see what Cresswell says:

Very roughly, to say that meaning is compositional is to say that the
meaning of a complex expression is determined by the meaning of the
words in the expression and the way they are combined. By contrast, the
meaning of the words themselves are not compositional; that is they are
independently learned.?

Further, Cresswell also says,

...the meaning of any complex expression should be determined by the
meanings of its simple expressions together with the structure of the expres-
sion- Usually the expression will be built up in several stages, with succes-
sively more com plex expressions.being embedded in even more complex
ones until the fevel of sentence itself is reached.?

Next let us consider the notion of ‘function’. A function is a mathemati-
cal concept. In general it means something which takes something as an
argument and each time returns the same thing. Take the example of a black
box. There is an input and an output of the black box. Now suppose I enter
the input (argument) x, the output will always come out as y (value); in other
words the value is always invarigns in the case of a function. The numbers

CRESSWELL, FREGE AND RUSSELL 3

that form the argument of the function are called its domain and numbers
that form its value is its range. Consider the function ‘successor of’. Let 77
represent the function ‘successor of’, then we shall have:

s©=1

F(1)=2

f(@m=n41
In this case the domain of / is all natural numbers and its range is all the
numbers except 0. Now take another function e: here e is the function ‘even
numbers’, such that, ¢ (n) =nx2. Here the domain is still all numbers but
the range is just the even numbers. A function is often said to be defined for
those things that are in its domain and undefined for those that are not.
Similarly take the case of +-. It is a two-place function. It can be defined as
a list of four columns such that if the first two are fixed the third is fixed. It
can be shown as an ordered triple. For example the sum of 5+7=12 can be
shown as: <35, 7, 12>. Here when the first two numbers of the order are
fixed the third is fixed.

One important thing emerges from the above discussion: one of the
pillars on which Cresswell’s solution of problem of propositional attitudes
rest is the principle of Categorial Semantics, which means that the meaning
of a whole is obtained from the meaning of its parts through application of
function to arguments. The other pillar of Cresswell’s solution lies in pro-
posing a solution of the PA within a possible world semantics (henceforth
PW semantics). Suppose o is a function, then « will represent the function
of P in the following way: In the proposition ‘@ is p” @ will have the pro-
perty P, in world w iff w is in the sets of world where o (@)=P, that is, the
value of the function e operating on a. This set of world can be considered
as the proposition ‘a is P’.

Now having considered the basic assumptions of Cresswell, let us regard
the points of similarity between him and Frege regarding the problem of the
solution of meaning of PA-sentences. Cresswell’s similarity with Frege is
very clearly stated by Cresswell himself: “In fact the de re solution has much
in common to the Fregean solution...’® Let us try to understand what
Cresswell means by a de re solution. Take the case:

(3) Jane believes that 547 = I2.

Here, according to a de re-belief analysis the above expression is about the
numbers 57, to the effect that they have a certain property, namely adding
up to 12. In contrast to this there is the propositional account of belief,
according to which the meaning of the expression 547 = 12’ is a belief in
the proposition that 5--7=12. In other words (3), above is true, in the latter
sense, iff Jane stands in a belief relation to the proposition 5+7=12. Since
the proposition that 5+7=12 is the same as the proposition that 1212, so
Jane, on this account, believes 5+7=12 iff she believes 12= 12, Whereas
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according to the de re solution Jane stands in the relation to the ordered
pair 5 and 7, believing them to be the sum 12. In the de re solution we do
not get any proposition that 5+7=12. So, as Cresswell points out, * . . the
question whether it is the same proposition as the proposition that 12— 12
just does not arise’.10

Accordingly, the de re solution consists in having the propositional atti-
tude relate not to the meaning of *547— 12’ taken as a whole, but to the
meaning of its parts taken separately. On the other hand the propositional
solution constitutes the meaning of the expression 5+7-12 taken as a
whole. Cresswell clearly points out that the sense of 547,11 is the structure
<5, 7,4+ >. Now what is the status of 12 here? Cresswell has two solutions
(g) ‘=" not as having identity as its meaning but rather as being the predi-
cate that relates structures s; = s,. Suppose the result of evaluating s, accord-
ing to functional structure is the same as the result of evaluating s, accord-
ing to its functional structure, then the sentence ‘s,=s,’ is true.

(h) <5, 7,-+ > can also be taken as the sense of the expression 547 while 12
is its reference. These are Fregean notions, that Cresswell uses, and has to
be understood within the context of Frege.

The first similarity between Cresswell and Frege is that both believe in
the compositionality principle. According to this principle, the meaning of
the whole is determined by the meaning of its parts. With this in mind, let
us'see what Frege has to say about sense and reference. In his classical paper
‘On Sense and Reference™? Frege expounds his notion of sense and refer-
ence. These may be said to be *primitives’ in Frege’s philosophy so nowhere
a direct definition is found. We can explain this distinction in the following
way. The relation of reference holds between an object and its name. Take
the expression ““a”; it is a name, or a sign that stands for the object a. To
take a concrete example, the referent of the expression ‘the morning star” is
the star Venus, of the signs ‘that little boy is the little boy in the real worid.
Just as the whole expressions has a reference, so each of the terms making
up the expression have references. For example, take the expression ‘that
little boy’: here this whole of the expression has a reference, this reference
for Frege is determined by the reference of each of the expression ‘little’,
‘that’ and ‘boy’.

Regarding sense Frege has given no clear definition of Sinn or sense;
however, Frege has given a notion of what Sinn means in his system:

The names, whether simple or themselves composite, of which the name
of a truth value consists, contribute to the expression of the thought, and
the contribution of the individual [component] is its Sinm. If a name is
part of the name of a truth value, then the Sinn of the former name is
part of the thought expressed by the latter name.12

Consider the above expressions again: ‘that little boy’ and ‘the morning
star’, Both have senses. Now e¢ach of the two expressions have names in
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them which individually contain senses, and the sense of the whole expres-
sions is determined by the sense of each of the expression. The notion of
sense and reference will be clear if we consider their differences in the con-
text of an expression. Take the example that Frege gives. Suppose a, b and
¢ are the midpoints of the triangle ABC., Now let us consider the lines drawn
from a to b, from a to ¢ and from b to ¢. Take the following three sentences:

4) ab=bc
“(5) be=ac
(6) ab=ac

Now (4), (5), and (6} have the same reference, that is, they have the same
object, but they do not havethe same senses. Further, take Frege’s classical
example, ‘the morning star’ and ‘the evening star’. They both have the same
reference, that is the star Venus, but they have different senses. Further, take
the sentence

(7) Pegasus is a winged horse.

Here the sentence has a sense, as it expresses a thought, but it has no refer-
ence as there is no object in the world corresponding to the sign ‘Pegasus’.

So from what we have seen above we can see that sense and reference are
two distinct things in Frege’s system. Further, according to Frege a sentence
has a truth value, and the truth value of the sentence is its reference. Regard-
ing the truth value of a sentence Frege says,

By the truth value of a sentence T understand the circumstances that it is
true or false. There are no further truth values. For brevity 1 call the one
True, the other the False. Every declarative sentence concerned with the
reference of its words is therefore to be regarded as a proper name, and
its reference, if it has one, is either the true or the false.1*

The fact that reference is the truth value can be seen from the test of substi-
tutivity of identicals. According to Frege, in all cases where two terms can
be substituted identically without loss of meaning can be seen as having the
same truth value. However, the rule of intersubstitutivity of identity does
not hold everywhere. Let us see what they are. Let us consider the cases of
‘indirect reference’. The reference of all expressions are not objects as in the
case of ‘the morning star’. There are cases where the references of a sen-
tences are thought senses. Where the reference of a sign is an object it is cal-
led a direct or customary reference, where it isnot so it is called an indirect
reference. This can be understood particularly in the case of what Frege
calls quotational context. There are two types of quotational contexts: direct
and indirect. In dircct quotation reference is another person’s words, and
in indirect a thought. Take, ‘the morning star’; here the expression has a
direct reference, to use a Fregean terminology, here expressions have their
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ordinary reference. In contrast to this, words are often used not to denote
objects but to refer to other words as in quotational context. Here words
are used to denote the words of another person, i.e. in quotational marks.
In other words, reference of the words are the senses of another’s words.
Take the case of reported speech:

{8) Helen said that John will come.

Here the reference of the that clause is the sense of the complement senfence
or its thought and not any object. Frege further gives several examples of
the noun clause, followed by that, ‘it seems that’, ‘it seemed to me that’, ‘I
think that’, and also command verbs like ‘ask’, ‘forbid’, ‘doubt’, ‘where’,
‘how’, ‘who’ where words do not have their customary reference but their
indirect reference to their customary sense. Regarding the subordinate
clause Frege says:

... the subordinate clause has for its reference a thought, not a truth
value; as sense not a thought, but the sense of the words ‘the thought
that. . >, which is only a part of the thought of the entire complex
sentence.!s

This happens also after ‘say’, ‘hear’, ‘of the opinion’, ‘be convinced’, ‘con-
clude’ and similar words. Frege also says that it is indifferent to the truth
value of the whole whether the subordinate clause is true or false. Take the
following two examples from Frege, ‘Copernicus believed that the planetary
orbits are circles® and ‘Copernicus believed that the apparent motion of the
sun is produced by the real motion of the earth’, Frege says,

In such cases it is not permissible to replace one expression in the sub-
ordinate clause by another having the same customary reference, only by
having the same indirect reference, i.e., the same customary sense.'®

Further examples of indirect reference are when the subordinate clause are
within the scope of ‘Tt seems that . ..’, ‘It seems to me that’, ‘I think that
>, “to fear...’, Frege

s

.., “to be pleased. . .”, ‘to approve...’, ‘to hope.. .
gives the following example.

If, toward the end of the battle of Waterloo, Wellington was glad that the
Prussians were coming, the basis of his joy was a conviction. Had he been
deceived, he would have been no less pleased so long as hisillusion lasted;
and therefore he became so convinced he could not have been pleased
that the Prussians were coming—even though they might have been al-
ready approaching.l?

One further example of indirect reference of words is brought about by
Frege through the following example. Take the following sentence: ‘Colum-
bus inferred from the roundness of the Earth that he could reach India by
travelling towards the west’, consists of two parts:
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(9) the earth is round.
(10) Columbus by travelling west could reach India.

What is relevant here is that Columbus was convinced of (9) and (10), and
the one conviction was ground for another. That here there is indirect use
of words can be seen from the fact that it is immaterial to the truth of the
above sentence whether the earth was really round and that Columbus really
reached India by travelling west. But it is not immaterial whether we replace
‘the earth’ by ‘the planet which is accompanied by a moon whose diameter
is greater than the fourth part of its own’.

Further, a sentence containing command, or request does not e¢xpress a
truth value but has only a sense. Further examples are dependent clauses
like ‘where’, ‘how’, ‘why’, have indirect reference. As Van Heijnoort puts it,
in Frege all sentences containing propositional attitudes the Sinm or sense
are the objects. Here the expression does not denote any ordinary reference
(by which we mean objects) but its sense.'®

Now, let us go back to Cresswell. What does he say about sense? Cress-
well says,

The sense of an expression consists, roughly, of the meanings of the parts
of that expression combined in a structure that reflects the structure of the
sentence. The reference is the result of letting the parts operate on one
another in a function and argument way.'?

According to the example given above the reference of the expression 54-7,
is 12, whereas the sense of 54-7 is the structure <5, 7,+>. Now in deter-
mining the problem of the meaning of propositional attitudes Cresswell
suggests a de re solution which consists in “. . . converting the sense of the
complement sentence into the reference of the complement taken as a
whole.”® This reminds us of Frege’s idea that the indirect reference in the
case of propositional attitude sentences consists of their customary sense.
Gupta and Savion say,

Now, propoesitional aititudes, on Cresswell’s theory, expresses a relation
between a person and the sense of the complement sentence. not its refer-
ence. Viewed this way Cresswell’s approach appears as a combination of
the Carnap-Lewis account of sense in terms of intentional isomorphism
and the Fregean idea that propositional contexts are oblique: the reference
-of a sentence in such context is its usual sense.?! (italics mine)

Next let us consider, briefly, how close Cresswell’s sense/reference distine-
tion really is to that of Frege. In order to show this we must make clear
Cresswell’s distinction between intension and extension. T.et us consider
first functions (see functions as above). Instead of mathematical examples,
let us consider the empirical proposition ‘potato sizzles’. Here if we
give the potato a name like ‘Dido’ then the predicate ‘of sizzling’ dcts on
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Dido to give us the meaning of the above proposition. Let us follow the
convention of giving 22 to the predicate ‘of sizzling’ and a to Dido, then,
the meaning of the above proposition is o (4). According to the rule that the
meaning of a proposition is a set of worlds its value will be those set of
worlds where « (@) is true. In other words, e{g)=w, where w is a subset of
the set of W(worlds) in which Dido sizzles. Now, the intention of the above
proposition is ¢ (@) = w, where its extension is just the truth value. This whole
distinction between intension/extension for Cresswell occurs within the
reference of @ PA-sentence. Senses for Cresswell, are unevaluated structures
made up of basic intentions. So the sense/reference distinction for Cresswell
is the difference between an unevaluated structure and the result of that
evaluation. However, as Cresswell points out, Montague has used sense/
reference in the same way as Cresswell uses the intension/extension distinc-
tion. To say that one is more Fregean than the other is problematic, because
we are not entirely convinced as to which distinction is really Fregean. Cress-
well says, ‘In terms of Frege’s original intent there are, I belicve, reasons
for going either way; so there is no question of which terminology is more
correct’.23

There is one further point of similarity between Frege and Cresswell, in
order to understand which we have to understand what a ‘that ¢lause” and
a ‘complement clause’ is in a PA-sentence. A ‘that clause’ is the sentence
preceding ‘that’ in a PA-sentence, and a ‘complement clause’ is the sentence
Sfollowing it. For example, in the sentence, ‘Helen believes that John does not
sing’, ‘Helen believes® is the ‘that clause’ while “John does not sing’ is the
‘complement clause’. Both Frege and Cresswell regard the ‘that clause” as
not being a genuine constituent of the PA-sentence.

Having considered the similarities between Cresswell and Frege, let us
now consider the differences. As far as I understand Frege and Cresswell in
their view of PA, I can point out three important differences.24 These are
as follows.

(i) For Cresswell, as for Frege, the references of the sentence in ‘oblique’
context are indirect, i.e. not their usual reference, but what their customary
sense is, and we have considered this point above. But the major difference
between them is that for Cresswell ‘sense’ is a structure, whereas for Frege
Sinn is not.2s

(i) The complementary sentence is a genuine constituent of the PA-sentence
in Cresswell but not so in Frege.

(k) For Cresswell sentences containing PA are structurally ambiguous,
but not so for Frege.

Let us consider each of these differences. First, Cresswell is different from
Fregein so far as Frege takes the sense of the subordinate clause as being com-
pletely determined by the sense of eachindividual part. But for Cresswell the
structure of the sense is important too. Why so? Because, as Cresswell puts
it, the attitude verb is sensitive to the internal structure of the complement

CRESSWELL, FREGE ANDY RUSSELL 9

verb. This has to be taken into account in determining the meaning of PA-
sentences. Contrary to this, Frege holds that the individual sense of the
complement clause will make up the whole sense of the clause. This fine
structure distinction is missing in Frege. Cresswell himself is aware of this
difference between Frege and himself, for he says:*...we have a rather
Fregean account in which the reference of the that-clause is the sense of the
sentence that foliows it. Of course, Frege’s own theory did not identify sense
with structure as has been done here. . .’.28

Second, Cresswell does not consider the notion of complement sentences
as a genuine constituent of propositional attitude sentences, but Frege does.
According to Cresswell, though p and ¢ are the same in meaning, “x belicves
that p’, is not the same as ‘x believes that ¢g". Here the complement sentence
2 is not a genuine semantic constituent of the sentence ‘x believes that p’.
However, Frege does believe that the complement sentence is a genuine
constituent of PA-sentences. But what is more important for us is to see
that Cresswell, unlike Frege, considers all propositional attitude sentences to
be structurally ambiguous. Cresswell says, “We have to decide where the
ambiguity should be located. Given the principle that we should not postu-
late an ambiguity in the attitude verb. . .the ambiguity must therefore be in
the that clause’.??

The notion of structural ambiguity in natural language is brought out by
Cresswell very appropriately in Chapter 4 in his example of the map. Cress-
well asks us to consider the following situation. He and his wife are suppo-
sed to travel along a route from A to C through B and the section from A
to Bis 5 km, while that from B to Cis 7 km. To the question ‘How far is
it from A to C?’, there are three answers:

(11) The map indicates that it is 12 km from A to C.
(12} The map indicates that it is 547 km from A to C.
(13) The map indicates that it is 745 km from A to C.

Now, suppose we contrast this with the situation, as Cresswell says: *‘Con-
trast this with a situation in which I am putting the map to a different kind
of use. My wife wants to know whether the long stretch or the short stretch
comes first, so she asks me to tell her what the map indicates about distances
in the order in which we are driving.?8 Here (12) is a correct response, and
not(13). So for Cressweil (13} is ambiguous. For in (13) the relative order of
7 and 5 is important. Cresswell solidifies his argument noting the interpreta-
tion of sentences like (13) in which the relative order of 7 and 5 is important
is clinched by adding ‘in order that” as follows:

(13) Well, the map indicates that it is 745 km from A to C in that order.

According to Cresswell, in case of PA-sentences, there is no ambiguity at
the level of reference. The problem of ambiguity does not arise in PA-sen-
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tences such as those containing the attitude verb ‘belief’ if the intention of
‘belief” operates in a function and argument way to give a set of worlds.
The problem arises if, for example, we want the belief operator to operate
on the level of sense. If the ‘that’ in ‘that’ 547=12 is true’ is taken as
‘that,’ then its meaning is just the identity function operating on the refer-
ence of ‘547", Now, if we take ‘that’ as ‘that s’, meaning ‘that 54-7=12
which is the sense of ‘5--7=12", then the meaning cannot be an identity
function, because the sense of 547=12, as we saw before is the structuie
<5, 7,-++ >, 12=>>, and not any proposition.

Next let us consider the notion of ambiguity within PW-semantics. Take
the following sentence:

(14) Jane does not paint.

The semantic analysis of the above sentence will be:
. not (paint Jane).

Let us analyse this in accordance with the principle of categorial semantics.
According to this principle there are categories:

(1) Sentences represented by 0

(m) Names represented by !

(n) Truth functor like ‘not’ makes a sentence, an expression in category
0, out of another sentence. Its syntactic category is (0/0).

(0) Truth functor like ‘and’ makes a sentence out of two sentences and its
syntactic category is (0/00).

(p) ‘That’ is treated by Cresswell as a name-forming operator in Chapter
3 of SM so its category is (1/0). In PA-sentence, ‘that’ can have different
values by operating in various ways on the complement, ‘that’ can bea com-
plex name whose meaning is just the intention of <Mary, sings>>, in the
sentence ‘that Mary sings’. Again, ‘that’ can be sensitive to the intension of
its parts separately. In the first case ‘that’ will be in category (1/0), in the
second in category (1/(0/1)1). Thus we have the following representation of
‘that’:

(15) that (p:0)s(0/1)»1) (DOL, paint, Jane)
(16} that ((y ), (not, (paint Mary))
(17) that, (not(paint Mary))

Here these three different clauses generate three different meanings for the
above sentence.?® In (15) ‘that’ operateson ‘not’, ‘Mary’ ‘paint’ to give the
sentence. In (16) *not’ operates on ‘paint” and ‘Mary’ and ‘that’ operates on
the meaning thus yielded. In (17) the that-clause names the proposition ex-
pressed by the sentence following ‘that’. The above can be represented in
three tree forms as follows:

CRESSWELL, FREGE AND RUSSELL 11

(15) that
not paint, Jane
(16) that
not
pain Mary
( 1 7) that
not paint Mary

Certain criticism has been pointed out against the notion of ambiguity of
sentences having PA sentences in natural language. Gupta and Savion®® for
example, have criticized the map example chosen by Cresswell, in so far as it
.. .illustrates at best only the familiar fact thai a propositional attitude
sentence is ambiguous when the complementis. . .”. Take the above example
of (13). Gupta and Savion think that if (13) is ambiguous then (13") will also
be ambiguous:

(137 It is 745 km from A to C.

For (13"} can be put to the same kind of use as (13) described by Cresswell.
Hence Gupta and Savion conclude that,

. .its source is the ambiguity of the complement, not the sensitivity of
‘indicates’ to different levels of analyses of the complement. What is wan-
ted, however, is a case of ambiguity in which the context of the attitudes
are different even though the propositions expressed by the complements
are the same.®!

It is outside the scope of this paper to go into the pros and cons of this
argument and our aim here is to show that this notion of ambiguity is a
completely novel notion that cannot be found in Frege.
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Russell and Cresswell

Russell’s theory of multiple relation in judgement can be interpreted to be
similar to what Cresswell calls the de re solution to the problem of proposi-
tional attitudes. However, unlike Cresswell, Russell does not treat the ‘that
clause’ as a genuine constituent of the propositional attitude sentence. Both,
however, regard that the complement sentence is not a genuine constituent
of the PA-attitude sentence.

Regarding multiple relation Russell says that,

The theory of judgement which I am advocating is, that judgement is not a
dual relation of the mind to a single objective, but a multiple relation of
the mind to various other terms with which the judgement is concerned.3®

Why does Russell have to accept this theory? Let us begin by analysing
Rassell’s notion of the multiple relation in belief or judgement.3? According
to Russell it is not things but judgements that can be ascribed as true or
false. Russell advocates the theory that in all cases of judgement (true or
false) there is actually the relation between the mind and several other terms.
In order to advocate this view, Russell refutes another view commonly
hold—that judgement is actually a relation of mind to an objective. Let us
see first what this view is and why Russell rejects this view. Any judgement
consists of the judging mind and the fact about which it judges. So there is
always the objective ground according to which a judgement ‘Charles 1 died
in bed’ is false, while the judgement ‘Charles 1 died in the scaffold’ is true.
Here when I judge the relation of the former statement I can hold three
Views: .

(18) Relation between me and the single fact, that is, Charles I having
died in bed.

(19) Relation between me and ‘that Charles I died in bed’.

(20) Relation between me and Charles I, dying and in bed.

Russell in his analysis accepts this. Why so? Let us see. Suppose there
are single objects of which we judge that they are true or false. Russell,
following Meinong, calls these objectives. Now if we shift our analysis to
the above sentences then accepting such an objective is not difficult in the
case of Charles I having died in scaffold, as a matter of historical truth; so
is the case with other objectives which are true. But the difficulty arises in
case of false judgement as in the case of ‘Charles I died in bed’. In this case
the question that naturally arises is this: what is the objective of the judge-
ment that ‘Charles I died in bed’? There is no such event as ‘Charles I hav-
ing died in bed’. We can of course say that false judgements have objectives
too. But the problem then will be, as Russell sees it, as follows: ‘there will
be in the world entities, not dependent upon the existence of judgements,
which can be described as objective falsehood. This in itself is almost in-
credible. ..*.3
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Because of this problem, says Russell, we have to take the object of the
above judgement as ‘that Charles I died in bed’. If so, then we have to take
the true judgement also in the same way. But here another difficulty arises.
Let us see what this is. .

Russell says that the acceptance of ‘the so and so. . .’ leads to a paradox.
Russell says that it is difficult to believe that there is such object as ‘that so
and so’, as it has no complete meaning in itself. This means that it is unable
for ‘that so and so’ to denote a definite object as ‘Galileo’. The above
phrase has meaning only when we add I believe that so and so’, ‘I deny that
so and so’.

To further illustrate Russell’s theory of multiple relation of belief take
the relation of loving, as in ‘Othello loves Desdemona’. Here according to
the multiple relation analysis, it is not as if there is a relation between X
(who is judging) to ‘Othello’s love for Desdemona’. For though in this case
it is possible, as Othello does love Desdemona, yet in such a case as ‘Casio
loves Desdemona’ if analysed as above then the judgement would be impos-
sible unless Casio really loves Desdemona. However, when the judgement is
taken as a relation between X (one who judges), Casio, Desdemona and
love, the mere fact that the judgement occurs does not mean that it involves
any relation between the object, Casio, Desdemona and love. So in this
analysis the possibility of a false judgement is fully allowed. We may there-
fore state the difference between truth and falsehood as follows. In every
Jjudgement there obtains a relation between the judging mind and several
objects, which is actually a relation, where the objects may be related to
other objects (in case of true judgement) or not (false judgement). This re-
minds us of Cresswell’s analysis of the sentence ‘Helen believes that Mary
does not sing’. This means that a relationship has to hold between Helen
and the meanings of ‘not’, ‘Mary’ and ‘sings’. Although this relationship
holds, it is no guarantee for the truth of the relationship like ‘Helen believes
that Mary does not sing iff there is a barber who shave ail those who do not
shave themselves”. 2% This is similar to Russell's theory of multiple relations
in belief. However, for Russell there are numerous relations and not just
one. This is because Russell does not hold that the complement sentence in
a PA-sentence ‘that p’ is denoting, while Cresswell holds that it is. In fact
Russell was led to his theory because he thought that ‘that p> cannot denote
anything if ‘that p’ is false. However, Cresswell views belief as a two-place
relation, and makes room for false judgements. He holds that the relation
holds between the person, say Helen, in the above case, and structured
meanings like:

<VWnot Wsing WMary>>.%

Further, we have seen that for Cresswell ‘that’ is ambiguous whereas for
Russell the verb ‘believe’ is ambiguous. However, Cresswell agrees with
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Russell in not viewing the complement sentence as a genuine constituent of
the PA-sentence.

ParT 11

We have said that one of the most important differences between Frege and
Cresswell is that, for Cresswell, the sense of the complement clause has a
structure but for Frege it does not. Now in this section we are going to con-
sider one view which tries to work out Frege’s notion of Sinn, as given in
his Grungesetze der Arithmetic, s having structure. Let us restate Frege’s
definition of Sinn:

The names, whether simple or themselves composite, of which the name
of a truth value consists, contribute to the expression of the thought, and
the contribution of the individual [component] is its Sinn. If a name is
part of the name of a truth value, then the Sinn of the former name is part
of the thought expressed by the latter name.

For the rest of the discussion, the significance of the two words ‘contribu-
tion’ and ‘part’ that occur in the above phrase are very important. These
are three things to be noted in this connection

(@) The explicit statement of Frege’s system as a function of names

(%) The use of function to typed combinatorial logic. In the case of a
function any function

f taking input ¢ and output ¢ the relation between the two can be ex-
pressed as ¢ with three types like:

(1) type 1: (i—i)
(2) type 2: (i-—(—i)), and
(3) type 3: ((i—=>i)—>i))

This, together with the fact that each function takes on two arguments we
have six types as Frege’s variable:

(4) (i~1)

(3 ((i—~(—~D)

(6) ((i~>1)—)

(D) ((i—(i—>iD)—1)

&) ((i—+i)—~i)—=i)
9) ((i~(—~i)->)~>D)

The addition of certain set theoretic function to his basic eight functions,
each having a symbol, a value, and a type:

Name Function Type
Assertion (a) a(t)=t, a (x)=f, for xz#t (i—=1)
Negation (n) n(t)=f, n(x)=t, xz£t (i1}
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Name . Function Type

Conditional (c) c(ty=1, (i—{1->1)).
=t

Universalization (u) f(i~si)=t, if f=1, ux)=f, ((i-+1)->1)
R(i—1)

Identity (I) Ix, y)=if x=ythen Telse F (i—(i>i)

Exten’fion {E) (O)f associates x, for some x (i) i)

Description (d) d(u)=a if U=E (Ia) for some (i—i)

_ a, else d{u)=u

Second-order uni-

versalization (V) Vig)=t iff (i »1)—>i)—>1)
()=t
for all f

(@) Plus two functions of combinatorial logic: K® and §*

(e} the use of combinatory logic.

(f) the forming of a syntactic and a semantic tree.

(g) The elimination of bound variable, and the only notation is the linear
notation, from left to right parenthesis. For example the Fregean object
v X (X=X), in variable-free notation becomes

(10) U (WI).

Now take the Fregean object v Fv x (Fx—Fx) (True); in our combina-

torial logic it will become V(B*U(B+WC))), which can be represented in
the tree form as:

Bb

El

u w G

Van Heijnoort says:

Given a formula tree 7, we map it into an isomorphic tree 77, in chaus
way that, if at a terminal node n of T we have the symbols, at the corres-
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ponding node n’ of T”we have the denotation of s, and with each terminal
node of T° we associate the operation of applying a function to its argu-
ment. We take T” to be the Sinn of T.%7

According to this definition, as Van Heijnoort says, we can say that a
thought is a special Simn or sense, namely, the sense of a sentence. Van
Heijnoort wants to represent sense by an ordered tree. Suppose a is sub-
formula of the formula of b, then the sense of ais a subtree of the sense
of b, which fits exactly what Frege’s notion of ‘part’ and ‘contribution’.
Here each formula branches into a subformula and that again into a sub-
formula and each is an ordered pair such that it will never be the case that
WC but always W and C, and that would be the case in all the other
branches too. So here the sense of the formula a is not completely deter-
mined by the sense of the individual words but by the structure of the
words. However, the question whether Frege’s definition can be interpreted
to mean that sense has a structure is a controversial one. For my part I hold
from my reading of the above ‘definition’ of Sinn that, though Cresswell’s
notion of turning the reference of the that clause of PA-sentences into the
sense of the complement clause taken as a whole is Fregean, yet the
notion of sense as a structure is entirely his original. Take the function
‘successor of” (f):

f(0)=1

Here, 0 is the argument, 1 Is the vafue. The numbers that form the argu-
ment of a function are called its domain Now D, refers to sets of possible
worlds and D, to scts of things. D, [T 13 50n) is a class of n-place function
whose domains are taken from Da,, . .., Do the 5 in Do is its semantic
category. w is the function from D, to D,. Proposition is a semantic cate-
gory repesented by 0. The proposition ‘a is P’ means:

w{a)=w

where w is the set of worlds in which proposition ‘a is p’ is true.
V = value assignment

Now, take the following sentence:

(11) that, Mary sings

Here Mary is in category 1 (being a name), sing is @ one place predicate
in category (0/1), the function « takes a name to an object, its type is Da—
D,, it is in domain D - such that if ag Dy, then o (2)=a. The V of that,
is the function «. Where ‘that’ takes two inputs, one, one-place predicate,
one name and returns a name then that is a function » from the domain
of one place predicate to the domain of names: Dyyyyy XD;. When ag Dy
and b€ D, then w(a, b)=<a, b>.
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~ Now take that  ;, , “That’ in this case operates separately on expres-
sions that by themselves can combine to form sentences. By operating on
them that makes out of them a name of the sequence consisting of the

meaning of the separate parts.3® The V of that ((o/nyny Would be the function

o from D; o/1) X D,, such that if aeD(o/ 9 and be D, then w(a, b)=<a,b>.
From this we can abstract the following general rule: where that“,;al...cr )
is in category (1/(0foy....,0,)1), and where, a;,.. ., a, are in categories
Doy, ..., Do, respectively, and o is iﬂ_D(.,;crl...c,,) the V= (that Ggsenes5i)
(w, 84,...,8,) = <w,ay,...,8,>. My contention is that however we interpret the
Sinn in Frege this sort of structure sensitivity of the sense of complement
clause in PA-sentences is not found in Frege.
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Wittgenstein and the context principle

PRANAB KUMAR SEN
Jadavpur University, Calcutta

The discovery of the so-called context principle—it is only in the context
of a sentence that a word has meaning—is usually attributed to Gottlob
Frege. And it seems that this attribution is right. Even if Kant’s idea that
the unit of thought is a judgement is an anticipation of Frege’s discovery,
what Kant was advocating is not quite the same as the context principle it- -
self. There is at least one respect in which they differ. What Kant was
advocating isnot, at least not primarily, a linguistic thesis; but Frege’s con-
text principle #s a linguistic thesis. And even if it is true that the context
principle is embedded in the Kantian thesis of the primacy of judgement,
Frege has to be credited with the first clear formulation of the principle.

In Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus (3.3) Ludwig Wittgenstein writes the
following: “Only propositions have sense; only in the nexus of a proposi-
tion does a name have meaning’. There is no doubt that what Wittgenstein
is propounding here is, on any possible interpretation, something very
closely similar to Frege’s context principle. In fact, it is quite natural to
suppose that what Wittgenstein is propounding in 3.3 is the same as the
Fregean principle, and that it has simply been taken over as it is from
Frege. But it is very difficult to accept that it is in fact so. There are many
reasons why we have to conclude that the matter is not so simple as that.
First, it is not quite clear what principle Frege himself was advocating;
second, itis doubtful that Wittgenstein accepted the Fregean principle
in any of its possible readings in an unamended form. In fact, as I shall
try to explain, the Fregean principle is grounded insome features of Frege’s
philosophy of language which Wittgenstein abhorred.

1

Let us first consider the context principle as we find it in Frege. In The
Foundations of Arithmetic—and, interestingly, in this work alone—Frege
speaks of the context principle in four places: in the Introduction, and in
Sections 60, 62 and 106, Each time the principle is given a different formula-
tion. Some of the differences are immaterial, it being clear that what we
have are equivalent formulations of the same principle. But in some cases
the differences are not so immaterial and it seems doubtful whether Frege
had the same principle in mind all the time. Unless we decide to brush
aside all the differences as immaterial, we shall have to say either that Frege
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was not ¢lear in his mind about what he wanted to maintain or that oniy
one of the different interpretations that are suggested by the various formu-
lations of the principle is the correct one, and, contrary to appearance,
Frege always had just one principle in mind, the principle under the
correct interpretation, .
My own view is that Frege did have just one principle in mind, qnd it is
also possible to be more or less certain about what that principle is. Con-
sider first the various formulations of the context principle in the Founda-
tions. In the Introduction, where the principle is spoken of as one of 'the
three fundamental principles to which he has adhered in his inquiry into
the foundations of mathematics, it is stated asfollows: ‘never to ask f:_:n: the
meaning of a word in isolation, but only in the context of a proposition.’
It does sound as though Frege is recommending the context principle here
only as a methodological policy. The idea seems to be that Frege is telling
us something about how, i.e. by following which procedure, we can best
try to find out the meaning of a word : the best way is to try to find out the
meaning of a word not in isolation, but in the context of a sentence (pre-
sumably by'a consideration of how the word contributes to our saying what
we want to say by use of the whole sentence in which it occurs as a con-
stituent). ‘
The subsequent formulations of the context principle in the Fo'undanons
are much stronger. In Section 60, Frege says, ‘Only in a proposition have
the words really a meaning.” This seems to say something not so much
about how to find out the meaning of a word as about how a word comes
to have meaning at all: a word has meaning not by itself, but only as
a part of a sentence. Frege makes the principle appear to be even strong-
er by proceeding further to add: “It is enough if the proposition taken
as'a whole has a sense; it is this that confers on its parts also their con-
tent.” If we take this formulation of the principle seriously, we shall have
to take it to mean that meaning belongs primarily to the sentence, and
that if a word has any meaning at all it is what is conferred by the sentence
on it. In Section 62, Frege repeats more or less the same thing: ‘.. .it is
only in the context of a proposition that words have any meaning.” But
when he refers to the context principle again in the Conclusion, he seems

to revert once more to a merely methodological view of the principle: * ..

we must never try to define the meaning of a word in isolation, but only as

it is used in the ¢ontext of a proposition.” It should be added, however, that

this particular statement of the principle is rather ambiguous. While the

words *we must never #ry’ suggest a methodological réading, the rest of .the
statement can, it seems to me, encourage an extremely strong interpre.tauon
of the context principle. It may encourage the interpretation according to
which the principle tells us that every word has to be defined contextuall}-',
and there is no other way in which a word can be defined. What ma.ke_s .thls
particular interpretation extremely strong is that the contextual definition,
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of which Russell’s definition of the definite description is a paradigm, is in
fact designed to show that the word (or phrase) that can be so defined does
not have any meaning in isolation, being eliminable altogether from our
language.

Thus, as I have discussed elsewhere at length (in collaboration with B.K.
Matilal in “The Context Principle and Some Indian Controversies over
Meaning’, Mind, January 1988, especially pp. 75-81), the so-called context
principle in Frege admits of three different interpretations: a strong, a weak
and an intermediate. According to the strong interpretation, which associa-
tes the principle with the contextual definition, the individual word does
not have any meaning of its own, whatever may be the role it plays in the
sentence that alone can be said to have meaning. In the weak interpretation,
the context principle is nothing but a methodological advice, an advice
about how to proceed to find out the meaning of a word. The intermediate
interpretation takes the principle neither as a merely methodological advice
nor as a kind of denial of meaning to the individual word. Tt takes the
principle to say that, although the individual word within a sentence does
have meaning, the meaning which it has is nothing but the contribution it
makes to the meaning of the sentence.

Now, if we do not want to conclude that Frege was totally confused about
what principle he was advocating, we shall have to find out which of these
three possible readings of the principle is correct. It seems to me, and this
is what we tried to argue in the study mentioned above, that it is the inter-
mediate interpretation offered by Michael Dummett (in his Frege : Philosophy
of Language as well as in his The Interpretation of Frege's Philosophy) which
is the correct one. The weak interpretation is too weak to capture any signi-
ficant philosophical idea; the strong interpretation is too strong to be com-
patible with some of the other tenets of Frege's thought, especially the so-
called composition principle which saysthat the meaning of a complex expres-
sion, including that of a sentence, is determined by the meanings of the
constituent words——if meaning is taken to be the same as sense, the meaning
of a complex is actually made of the meanings of the constituent words.
(How can the meaning of a complex expression be determined by the mean-
ings of its constituents if the constituents do not have any meaning of their
own?)

Frege’s problems with the context principle do not, however, come to
an end with the acceptance of the intermediate interpretation, One main
source of his problems lies in the distinction between sense and reference.
When the principle was propounded by Frege in The Foundations of Arith-
metic, he had not yet drawn the distinction between sense. and reference,
and used the word ‘Bedeutung’ in his statement of the principle, a word
which, in German, stands for meaning generally, leaving it uncertain whether
what is intended by the use of the word is sense or reference. (In fact, the
distinction was drawn, and two separate terms were used by Frege, justto
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remedy this deficiency of the German vernacular.) Itis really worth .ipguir.ing
whether the context principle can survive the sense/refcrence dlstll}ctlon
made by Frege in his later writings. To give just one examPIc:: o'f the klpd of
problem Frege has to face with the context principle vis-a-vis the sens:e/
reference distinction, if the meaning of a word (or some other sub-sentential
expression) is nothing but what it contributes tothe meaning of 'Fhe sentence
in which it occurs as a constituent, if the meaning of a sentence is the sense
it has, and if the sense of a sentence is nothing but its truth conditions, tl.len
we get the curious result that the meaning which a sub-sentential expression
has, the meaning which is nothing but its contribution to the determlnatlop
of the meaning (that is, the sense) of the sentence, is only its reference. This
result follows because what a sub-sentential expression, typically a name or
a predicate, contributes to the determination of the truth conditions gf tI}e
sentences in which it occurs is always its reference. There is no.thmg in
Frege’s theory which can cope with this problem for he was committed tp
the simple thesis that what determines sense is itself sense, and what dete‘r-
mines the reference (of a complex) is itself reference (the reference of its
constituents); as much as he was committed to the view that the scnse of a
sentence is the same as its truth conditions. (At Ieast he does appear to ]%ave
“been committed to this last view.) There is not enough time to enter into
the details here, but it does seem that unless some of the components of
Frege’s thought are dropped altogether, it would not be possibIe' ‘f.or Flreg‘e
to maintain the context principle once the sense/reference distinction is
made. Wittgenstein, I think, has a better way of putting together the sense/
reference distinction with the context principle in one single theory.

11

When Wittgenstein took over the context principlefrom Frege he was already
aware of the sense/reference distinction drawn by Frege, and there is every
reason to conclude that he formulated the context princip_le in terms of 1t.
Consider, to begin with, the actual wording of the principle in Tractatus. He
writes, ‘Only propositions have sense’—the German word actually used . b):
him is ‘Sinn’—¢only in the nexus of a proposition does a name have meaning
—the German word used now is ‘Bedeutung’. It is d.ifﬁcult to believe that
Wittgenstein had no particular reasonfor using two different terms. It seems,
on the contrary, that he deliberately chose two different terms because he
thought that once the distinction between sense anfi reference was flravyn, t}_le
context principle could be defended only by adhering to the distinction in
the way he does in his statement of the principle. an
Now, how does Wittgenstein use the two different terms., ‘Sinn qnd
«Bedeutung’ in his statement of the principle? He uses the. ﬁrs?t in co_nnectlon
with the sentence (a proposition, according to Wittgenstein, is nothing bl;lt a
sentence in its projective relation to reality), but the term ‘Bedeutung’ is
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used in connection with the name. If we take this feature of his use of the two
terms seriously, and take them to mean ‘sense’ and ‘reference’ respectively,
we are led to the view that Wittgenstein maintained the following theses
when he put forward the principle in 3.3.

1. A sentence has sense.

2. Nothing but a sentence has sense. A name, in particular, does not
have any sense.

3. A name has reference.

4. A name does not have any reference apart from the context of a sen-
tence. Whatever reference a name may have it has in the context of
the sentence.

It is quite natural to suppose that Wittgenstein wanted also to maintain that
just as a name does not have any scnse, the sentence does not have any

reference. If this supposition is correct then Wittgenstein was committed to
a fifth thesis as well:

5. A sentence does not have any reference.

We are able to note the crucial differences between Wittgenstein and Frege
now. Of the five theses just enunciated, Frege would mor acdept theses 2
and 5. He was, as we know, of the view that both a name and a seatence
have sense as well as reference. These differences between the two philoso-
phers result from what seems to me to be a deeper difference between them.
Frege, especially in his later philosophy, did not take the difference between
a name and a sentence seriously at ail; in fact, he maintained that a sentence
was a name of a sort—a complex term standing for a peculiar kind of object,
the True or the False. Once the difference between the name and the sente-
nce is obliterated it follows that they would have the same features: the
features we certainly associate with a sentence must also be taken to belong
to the name, and, again, the features we certainly associate with a name must
also belong to a sentence. Thus, since a sentence certainly has sense, a name
must also have sense; and, since a name certainly has reference, a sentence
must also have reference, Wittgenstein, on the other hand, never assimilat-
ed sentences into the class of names. He kept the two classes separate
throughout, thinking that the difference between a name and a sentence is
quite fundamental. The difference is fundamental because what 2 name is
supposed to do is fundamentally different from what a sentence is supposed
to do. If, thus, their respective functions are realized as being different by
a philosopher, he would not be tempted to ascribe all features equally to
items having these differing functions, for, certainly, it is not difficult to see
that the (semantical) features of an expression are inextricably connected .
with the functions that expression has in our language. To be more specific,

if the function of a name is that of picking out an object we want to speak

about, and if it is not necessary for a name to have sense in order to pick
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out the object, there is no reason to suppose that a name has sense. Like-
wise, if the function of a sentence is that of saying something, true or false,
and if it is not necessary for a sentence to have any reference to do this,
there is no reason to suppose that the sentence has areference. Wittgenstein’s
own view of the function of a sentence was that a sentence, at the basic
level of elementary sentences, and, consequently, at all levels in the ultimate
analysis, represents reality by forming a picture of state of affairs, A name
occurring in a sentence, on the other hand, deputises, i.e. stands in for, an
object that is a constituent of the state of affairs the sentence pictures. So,
for Wittgenstein, the question of whether a name has sense reduces itsclf to
the question of whether it is necessary for the name to have sense so that it
could deputise an object; and the question of whether a sentence has refer-
ence reduces itself to the question of whether it is necessary for the sentence
to have reference so that it could be a picture of some state of affairs.

It is easier for Wittgenstein to answer the second of the two questions—
the question regarding the reference of the sentence: It is not necessary for
the sentence as a whole to refer to anything at all so that the sentence could
picture the state of affairs; it is sufficient that the names in the sentence
refer to, by deputising, the objects that are the constituents of the state of
affairs. One can say that the sentence as a whole stands for the state of
affairs it pictures, but we have to realize that the relation between the sente-
nce and the corresponding state of affairs is so different from that between
a name and the object which it is a name of that we cannot mean the same
thing by the phrase ‘stands for’ in the two cases. A sentence, after all, is a
picture, and a picture is not a name. We should recall at this point Wittgen-
stein’s profound iusight that a picture of a fact is itself a fact. A factis not
a name, just as a name is not a fact. Actually, a name as a constituent of
a picture which is a fact is an object. We shall never realize the true
nature of a sentence as a picture unless we realize that a sentence is #et an
object, but a fact. Of course, a sentence can be treated as an - iject;
but in so far as it is so treated it is not treated as a picture.

I think Witigenstein was right, as against Frege, to maintain that a sen-
tence is not a name. I think also that he would be right in maintaining that
a sentence does not have reference. I think further that he also actually
wanted to maintain that the sentence does not have any reference at all. The
reason why Frege at all wanted to maintain that the sentence too has refer-
ence is, as I have tried to explain, because he took the view that the sentence
itself is a name of a sort. I also think that although Wittgenstein's own rea-
sons for concluding that a sentence is not a name were strong enough within
the frame-work of his picture theory—certainly a picture has to be a fact
rather than an object—it is not necessary to commit oneself to the picture
theory in order to arrive at the conclusion that a sentence is not a name. It
is possible to offer independent arguments. A sentence, we may say, is pri-
marily used for the purpose of making assertions which are true or false,
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but, certainly, a name cannot be used to make any assertion at all, whether
true or false. For sure, Frege maintained that the sentence was a name of the
True or the False, but we have to see the difference between being a name
of ‘the True or the False and being true or false. (Perhaps this was dimly
tealized by Frege himself, and that is why he maintained that it was only
a thought which could be said to be true or false, in addition to maintaining
that the sentence named the True or the Flase.)

One should, however, consider whether the word ‘Bedeutung’ used in
Tractatus 3.3 can really be translated as ‘reference’ as has been done in the
now standard translation of Frege’s philosophical writings. Could it not be
the case that Wittgenstein used the term in a sensc much wider than the
Fregean, to express both the relation of referring, typically exemplified by
a name and its bearer, and the relation of picturing that obtains bet-
ween a sentence and the corresponding state of affairs? In fact, there are
reasons for concluding that Wittgenstein did often use the term ‘Bedeutung’
in Tractatus in a sense wider than the one which covers only the name-
bearer relation. (This has been pointed out by Peter Carruthers in his ex-
cellent recent study, Tractarian Semantics, Basil Blackwell, Oxford, 198%.)
Sentential connectives or numerical terms do not, according to Wittgenstein,
stand for any object, and, consequently, they cannot have any reference in
the Fregean sense in Wittgenstein’s theory; but he does suggest that they
too have Bedeutung. In fact, as Carruthers points out (pp. 26-27), there are
passages in Tractatus, e.g. 5.02, which suggest that Wittgenstein is prepared
even to speak of the Bedeutung of a sentence. But whatever may be our
answer to the question regarding in what sense Wittgenstein used the word
‘Bedeutung’ in Tractatus, that is, as far as I can see, not going to affect
what we have noted earlier, namely, that if we take ‘Bedeutung’ in the
Fregean sense to mean reference, then a sentence does not have any Bedeu-
tung in Wittgenstein's theory. Having settled that question we can now ask
what that sense is, in which even a sentence can be said to have Bedeutung.
That must be the sense in which all linguistic expressions that can be said to

‘be significant at all can be said to have Bedeutung. But, certainly, the only

thing which all significant expressions, without exception, can be. said to
have in common is significance. Thus, it would seem that Bedeutung is
nothing but significance, or, for that matter, meaning, in the most general,
and, consequently, vague sense of these terms. It is in fact neteworthy that
both the English translations of Tractatus, thanks to the wisdom of the
translators, use the word ‘meaning’ to translate ‘Bedeutung’. Perhaps we can
do a little better. We can take ‘Bedeutung’ to stand for whatever is communi-
cated bythe use of the expression, whether it is a sentence or a sub-sentential
expression. I think that Peter Carruthers has shown how to improve upon
thisidea of what is. communicated. We can take ‘Bedeutung’ to refer to what
he calls the ‘semantic content’, ‘that of which mutual knowledge is required
for linguistic communication (or what comes to the same thing: to refer to
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that which an expression contributes to what is communicated by the literal
assertion of sentences containing it).” If we interpret the term in this way, a
name would have as its Bedeutung the object of which it is a name, and a
sentence, the state of affairs it describes (or pictures). But then the most
interesting thing that happens in Wittgenstein’s theory is that the Bedeutung
of a sentence is no different from its Sinn. It can be shown that the Sinn
of a sentence, according to Wittgenstein, is the state of affairs (the existence
of which would make the sentence true).

I shall come back to the question of what the Sinn of a sentence is, of
how it is related to its Bedeutung, supposing it does have a Bedeutung, and
our original question regarding how the context principle in Tractatus is to
be understood. But before that T want to consider very briefly one question
we had posed to Wittgenstein but have not addressed yet. It is the question
of whether it is necessary for a name to have a sense in order to deputise an
object, the question to which is reduced the question of whether the name
has a sense. The greatest strength of the sense theory of names is just this:
it alone can explain in any satisfactory manner how a name can pick out
one particular object rather than another. The theory becomes really
attractive when sense is again understood in terms of some condition which
an object does, or does not, satisfy. We can say, by way of explaining how
a name manages to pick out just that object which it does, that associated
with the name there is a condition which is both necessary and sufficient for
an object to satisfy for it to be capable of being picked out by the name.

Being a Russellian in this respect, Wittgenstein did not believe in the
sense theory of names. But it must be granted that it is not clear, as it is not
in most critiques of the sense theory, how, in the absence of such a (descrip-
tive) condition, a name can manage to pick out the particular object it does.
In Russell, as we know, the answer to the question is that a name picks out
that object of acquaintance with which the name is currently associated.
Something like this, I think, would be maintained by Wittgenstein, but with-
out the epistemological bit about acquaintance. A name would pick out
that object which it is made to deputise, and a name is made to deputise a
particular object by establishing some connection between 'the object and
the name directly, by stipulation, or fiat, or convention, but not via any
(descriptive) condition. And so, if sense is understood in terms of the des-
criptive conditions supposed to be associated with names, then a name does
not have any sense according to Wittgenstein. We can certainly argue, as
Dummett and many others have done in recent years, that the sense should
not be taken to be a descriptive condition, as the critique of the sense theory
takes it to be. Sense is only, in the language of Frege himself, the mode of
presentation of the object. It is not, however, necessary to enter into the
merits of this argument. Maybe, Frege never had in mind anything like a
cendition the object has to satisfy for it to be picked out by a name when
he spoke of the sense of a name. Butthen he has not addressed the semanti-
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cal question which Russell, Wittgenstein and many qthers had i‘n mind'. The
mode of presentation of an object does not explain why this particular

.object rather than that would be picked out by a name.

I

Let us now go back to the question regarding what the sense of a sentence
is, how it is related to its Bedeutung, and whz_tt i-nte;p.retat_mn of the context
principle would suit Wittgenstein given the view of Sinn and Bedeutung he
had. .

The following propositions are crucial for being clear about how the
Sinn of a sentence was understood by Wittgenstein.

4.022 A proposition shows its sense. N

A proposition shows how things stand if it is true.

And it says that they do so stand. '
4.023 ...A proposition is a description of a state of affairs. .
4.024 To understand a proposition means to know what is the case if it

is true.

Taken together, these propositions say that the Sinn of a sentence—let us
remind ourselves once more that a proposition is nothing but a sentence in
its projective relation to reality—is the truth condition of the ser.1tence;
alternatively, the state of affairs that it describes, the state of affairs the
obtaining of which would make the sentence true. :

If what we have said so far about the Sinn and Bedeutung of a sentence
in Tractatus is correct, then there is no difference between the two as far
as Wittgenstein is concerned. The Sinn coincides with the Bec_]eutung in the
case of a sentence, for both of them are the state of affairs which the
sentence describes. ‘

Keeping this in mind, let us once again ask the question of how the con-
text principle is to be understood in Wittgenstein’s Tractatus.

First recall the exact formulation of the principle:

Only propositions have sense; only in the nexus of a proposition does a
name have Bedeutung.

The principle can now be understood to say that a name dm-:s not ha.xfe any
function in our language excepting that of deputising (st_andmg for, picking
out) an object which is a constituent of a state of zf.ﬁ'alrs the sentence as a
whole describes. Understood in this way, the principle sounds eminently
sensible. We can certainly say, it seems to me, that even if a name has some
other function in our language, say, that of figuring in a list, this f‘unctllon
must be parasitic upon its basic function of occurring in a sentence to pick
out what the topic of the sentence is. (The name ‘Jones’, for example, could
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not possibly occur in a list of men unless it had already occurred in such a
sentence as ‘Jones is a man'.)

I‘ shall conclude by saying just one thing about a problem I' mentioned
quite early, a problem which Frege’s version of the context principle faces
becau§e of the peculiarities of his theory of sense and reference. ‘The pro:
blem is as follows: How can it be that an object, which is the reference of
2 name, be a constituent of the sense of a sentence? (It seems that it has to
Pe because the sense of the sentence, according to Frege, was nothing but
1ts. truth conditions.) Wittgenstein does not face this difficulty. The sense
(Sinn) of a sentence is the state of affairs corresponding to it, and that is

also its Bedeutung, the only kind of reference, if we at all want to call it
‘reference’, a sentence can possibly have.

Philosophy of history: 3
history and futurity

S.8. BARLINGAY
University of Poona, Pune

1. While discussing the concept of history, we must keep in mind the
ambiguity which goes with the use of the term. The term ‘history’ refers
to the subject-matter, i.c. the sequence of various ‘actions in time, as well
as to the model of conceptualizing that subject-matter. Prima facie, this is
an ambiguity. But this duality may have certain more profound impli-
cations. Pethaps the structure of history as subject-matter patterns the
form of conceptualizing history. The epistemology of historical awareness
and the key concepts and principles involved in such awareness may have
a bearing on the form of historical existence or historical being. The
structure of historical being determines the pattern or the mode of histori-
cal awareness, and the underlying epistemology, in turn, influences the
historiographical perspective. All these three modes (SHB, HA and HF)
may be said to be operative at all levels, existential, epistemic and metho-
dological. The concept of historical being is the basic category in this
scheme, it opens up before us the philosophic-anthropological relation of
the structures of human nature and accordingly attempts 2 mode of struc-
tural analysis of man as a historical being. Three principles, in particular,
regulate this analysis: the structure of temporal existence. man's dialectical
relationship with the cosmocentric world and his relationship with others
involved in the form of life. Time, dialectics and inter-subjectivity shape
the conception of man’s historicality. In terms of this understanding of
man as a historical being, the analysis turns to the modes of historical
awareness and to the form of history as a form of life. Here I should
mention a few key concepts relevant for the understanding of history—
change, progress, action, power and value system. These elements form a
gestalt of cognition, and finally lead to the notion of man as a historical
being. Man’s historicality is realized in action. Hence it is necessary fto
understand the epistemic structure of the historical being and the type of
the concepts and conceptual connections involved in the idea of historical
being. This would provide what may be called a conceptual map of history
as a mode of knowledge.

4. T think when we talk of history we have in fact three different comn-
ceptions of history. History is generally supposed to be a study of man in
time. The question arises: study of which man? Ifitisa study of man as
concept, bereft of concreteness and individuality, time becomes a carrier
of events and man is reduced merely to some kind of relations amongst
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events. In such a case it will be merely a game of some kind of temporal-

logic or dialectics. Some Marxists and Hegelians seem to be playing this
game when they eliminate individuality and particularity and talk of
merely succeeding events or developing ideas using the law of triad-thesis,
anti-thesis and synthesis. Of course I am aware that all Marxists or
Hegelians do not give such an explanation of history. If we say that history
is a study of man in general (as we usc the common noun man), then,
a‘lthough it is'not the study of particular men, it does become the study of
hlving man—man who had or has lived on this earth and who -is likely to
live. This allows for a pluralistic universe of men. But in this conception
of history too, man is bereft of individuality and becomes merely a carrier
of certain trends or characteristics. In this conception of history the

problems would be asto how we should distinguish history from anthro-.

pology and even myth. When history turns itself into myth, the acquain-
tance of historical characters is forgotten, their facial resemblance is erased
and their physical proportions and temporal relations get changed. Still
they are human-like characters moving in space and time and the basic
essence of history is not forgotten when such myths are spread. Myths
come into existence when events become a part of our blood system or
breath system. In such cases history does not remain history. When we
talk of anthropology, although we talk of men we are concerned with
man’s class characteristics and we leave aside the individual characteristics
jwhich make each individual a concrete living individual. Such anthropology
is-certainly not history.

According to the third conception of history one could accept many
concrete individuals who have actually lived in space and time and who are
likely to live in space and time. Here we are preserving the particularity
and identity of individuals. But how are we going to write the 'biographies
o.f these different individuals? The valour of these ‘concrete living’ indi-
viduals may inspire us, but we cannot give a full biography of all these
men. We have to follow a process of selection and elimination. We have to
f:liminate several characters in history when the history gradually recedes
into the social memory and the characters in history become merely inhabi-
tants of past time. However, all these three conceptions of history do not
take into account the future which is projected through wish, desire or will.
The third conception of history is likely to give us colourfulness. But it
would not give us rules that might help us understand the future possibilities -
which are likely to take place.

3. Let me elaborate this point. The colourfulness of history is due to the
fact that we take for granted a pluralistic universe which persists through
changes in different times and which has concrete individuals as pawns in
the games of history. In these games it is only the ground which is non-
plural. But strictly speaking, this is also not true. Even the plurality of the
background' emerges both on account of different geographical locations
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and the temporal gaps by which the same or different backgrounds are
recognized as different. The presence of different concrete human situations
also make the picture unique. If these pictures are different and unique what

*kind of explanation can be given? Perhaps the only explanation that we can

offer is that they are different. But in this uniqueness there could be traces
of similarities. Causal explanation can be given when we trace such similari-
ties, ignoring. the differences. But it is the complex of similarity and differ-
ence which make each situafion unique and in such a case strict causal
explanations would become inoperative. Causal explanation requires that
we take a picture of the situation stretched in time, but also taken out of the
entire time-stream. If this picture is composed of units of events which
could be characterized as universal and uniform then alone could the different
parts of the situation, earlier and later, be explained in terms of causation.
Buit historical units are unique, real and concrete and therefore causal and
statistical explanations in such cases are impossible. If we consider these
historical units as having universal characteristics, without the concreteness
or special characteristics which human beings as individuals have, then, as
stated carlier, it would be difficult to find out the difference between history
and a piece of fiction: and the fiction may be of various types, a lyrical
poetry, an epic, a short story or a bunch of connected short stories, a novel,
a drama. They are all related to human beings and when we read such
literature we feel as if we have met these characters. In fact we meet such
characters several times and in several segments of space and perhaps on
this account we begin to think that history repeats itself. But in such abs-
tractions, have we still retained the concrete reality with which the unique-
ness of history is concerned? I feel that in such experiences, we are only
concerned with general psychological characteristics which we usually name
as reason, emotion, desire, ctc. We require some human beings to hold or
own these (abstract) notions and so we conceive of human characters having
these psychological characteristics. Human beings act here only as ‘stands’
or holders’ of these psychological characteristics. But just as it is true that
we seem to feel that we meet these characters in our life, it is also true that
we never come across these concrete characters in our life. The explanation
which fiction suggests would never give us history. For we are already
deprived of the concreteness and particularity with which history is con-
cerned.

The explanations in fiction as also in history are coloured on account of
our personal attitudes, to which we give the sober name, interpretation.
Take, for example, the frescoes of Ajanta. The only thing we can definitely
say is that if there are frescoes there must have been makers of the frescoes.
Everything else in-our explanation or historical interpretation in regard to
style, etc., is a product of our imagination. Although people try to study
the history of art, a large part of this study is likely to end in frustration.
But in this study, even when we try to give explanations, the picture of the
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world, or a fragment of the world, or an aspect of the. world is pluralistic.
Again, we may enjoy an album of the frescoes but a mere album of frescoes
would not give us any history. We are also interested in knowing the indi-
viduals, although even if we ‘know’ the names of individuals it will be merely
a make-believe. Suppose we start with a unitary or holistic concept of the
universe and its history. If it is just unitary, any explanation is recally for-
bidden to us; individuals would not remain individuals. But history is, in
fact, concerned with individuals and their actions. Without the context of
individuals actions will be reduced to mere movements, and if we take away
the pluralistic elements and the concreteness the movements will tend to be-
come moments. If we talk of the somnambulistic form of such movements,
the mobility of the movements will also come to a stop. What kind of expla-
nation can then be given? Instead of the unitary picture of history, if we
think of history in its holistic form, then also the explanation as conceived
by most philosophers of history would become meaningless. The spatio-
temporal world would have mere parts and the dynamism to which we give
the name ‘history’ would be inseparable from these parts. The whole could
be conceived as merely the whole of parts. The part-whole mechanism does
not allow any causal or statistical explanation. We only know, if there is
mobility, that one part will recede to the past giving place to some other
part, and we will remember the past because of our memory. But if we have
memory alone and not wishes and desires our conception of history will be
such that there will neither be any reference to future nor prediction of the

future. The future which is not strictly a part of history is, as already stated,

concerned with our wishes and desires and it is on account of our imagi-

nation that we connect the future with the concept of history. The so-called

dialectical - explanation of history is of this kind. The concept of history as

also the explanation in this sense are bereft of individuals and conereteness.

In this conception of history only the flow of history is retained. We only
know that there is change. But we would not be able to know whether there

is any progress also. But we do talk of progress and regress. This is because

progress and regress are attributed only to the world of human beings.

4. Although literally history means the story of the past, it must be re-
membered that, that which is momentary cannot be regarded as history.
When one talks of history one has to talk of a certain continuum. Suppose
we symbolize this continuum as E1, E2, E3 and suppose this continuum is
contemporaneous with a time-continuum called M1, M2, M3 (such that E1
corresponds to M1, E2 corresponds to M2 and E3 corresponds to M3). In
such a case, if someone is observing E1, then E1 will be present, £2 will be im-
mediate future and E3 will be a little distant future. This would mean that the
terms past, present and future are only relative. They are relative to a certain
observer, they pre-suppose a certain time and even if no events take place
the time will continve to flow: But it could also mean that the continuous
flowing of the time would be neither past nor future nor present. The event
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series which is contemporaneous with the moment series alone would make
room for concepts like past, present, future and would make history possi-
ble. However, when one talks of events, they not only would take place in
time, they would not merely have length without breadth, but they would
also take place in space. And as soon as one conceives of space there need
not be only one series of events, there could be a parallel and intersecting
series of events. History in such a case will have to be considered as a game
not comparable to the game of patience played only by one person or a game
of tennis as played by two people (two sides). It will be a game played by
many people belonging to many sides, played at different points of space and
time. The different parts of the game will also have to be depicted not by
event points but by an event continuum. Had history been only one event
series depicted by El, E2, E3 it would be like a flow in time and it would be
governed by Newton’s law of inertia, it would be moving continuously and
evenly. But if there are several event series simultaneously criss-crossing one
another, one event series is likely to be a hurdle or obstruction to the flow
of other series and the prediction which could be possible in the case of
one event series alone would not be possible. It must be further remembered
that even in one event series the events do not flow continuously with the
same velocity. Since the forces which govern such flows of events are
infinite, it would be difficult to arrive at a definite prediction in regard to
the future.

Nevertheless, a prediction about the future is always attempted by histo-
rians and scientists. The scientists’ formula that the future will resemble the
past or that nature is uniform is based on two considerations, viz. : (1) they
consider one phenomenon only at a time, and (2) they further consider that,
whatever the time be, it behaves exactly like space. If there were space alone
and no time, all events would be simultaneous and one would get a2 com-
plete, though momentary, picture of all events (which would not have any
temporal length). The laws of science, astrology, yoga and history are based
on this fact, that they regard the successive as simultaneous, that the suc-
cessives also follow the same law as is followed by the simultaneous. This
means that the movement which goes with succession is forgotten and we
think that there is no difference between the successives and the stills- On
account of this erroneous presumption we are likely to get a distorted image
of history so far as the future is concerned.

Nevertheless, philosophers of history try to predict the future and success
or failure of the philosopher of history is measured by the success one attains
in predicting the future. Is predicting the future altogether irrelevant to
history or to human life? I feel, it is not. For, everything that we do points fo
the future and has already penetrated into the future. Man’s life and in fact
everything which has consciousness is heading towards the future and if one
has self-consciousness one is bound to think of the future and base one’s
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expectations on the basis of something which may be called the past experi-
ence. There seems to be something common between past experience and future
expectation. Man, and for that matter any living being, has a certain form
of life. This means that his expectations, like his achievements, are finite in
number and are made of the same elements. He does not expect something
which is totally different in nature from what he has earlier experienced or
achieved and if the parts which make his achievements can take place in
previous experience, they can also take place in future experience. Expecta-
tions are not so normative that they have nothing to do with the form of
life. It is only through the selection of certain past experience that man is
either expecting something or universalizing something in order to transform
it into expectation or norm.

After all, it must be remembered that some expectations come true just as
some expectations do not. Why do our expectations or predictions come
true? Can this be the case unless there is some relation between those expec-
tations and their ‘existence’? If there is a human being, there are bound to
be his actions and the actions, whether they belong to the past, present or
future, are bound to be similar; it cannot be that inthe context of the human
world there is vacant time without it being filled with certain actions, events,

etc. This makes for similarity between the past events and the so-called future ’

events. Ags stated earlier, when we expect something we treat time as non-
existing or we treat it more or less as space, and on the basis of this we
predict. And our predictions come true in so far as time becomes irrelevant
for prediction.

5. Imstead of asking the question, do predictions come true, we should
rather note the fact that some predictions come true. The education depart-
ment announces that the 8.8.C. results would be declared, say on 20 May,
and usually the results are declared on that day. But sometimes, despite the
announcement that the results would be declared on a particular date, the
results are not declared. Some may say that it is not a prediction, because
the results are already tabulated. They are ready but not declared. But is
there not a gap between being ready and not being declared? Many things
could happen in this gap. Someone may steal the result sheet, it may catch
fire, the building may collapse and so on. But this does not usually happen
and we are able to anticipate a few things for the simple reason that there
are no obstructions. Where the time element can be ignored tentative laws
of prediction can be established. Where the time element becomes significant
this is not the case. For example, when an aeroplane is manufactured, unless
something very serious goes wrong with it, it is supposed to fly for a certain
number of hours. Those number of hours are taken as a co-ordinate like
other co-ordinates. Futurity becomes irrelevant for such calculations. The
metal of which the plane is made has a certain strength. We measure it in
terms of its efficiency for a certain period of time. Ordinarily this works,
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which means that the time element can be ignored and we can work as we
do in regard to non-temporal elements. But sometimes there is ‘metal fati-
gue’. Nobody knows what this is, but it causes a break-up. It means that the
element that we thought should be ignored cannot be ignored and in such
cases the prediction goes wrong. If I give a lecture on Wednesday and if I
regularly take a class on Wednesdays, students can predict that next Wednes-
day I would take that class. This prediction takes place by ignoring the
temporal obstruction which could intersect my plan. But it is possible that I
fall ill or there may be holiday or students may not attend, etc. In such a
case I would not take the class. However, what is more important o note is
that being a human being, I might die and in such a case I would never take
a class after that point. Here time becomes a relevant factor because alf
kinds of intersections are possible. Let us take two instances: (1) water can
be analysed into two portions of hydrogen and one portion of oxygen.
‘We take it that in the future also this would be true. This is so because there
is the least possibility of any obstruction intersecting that which we have
discovered. As against this, (2) if we say the sun will rise tomorrow it would
be mostly true but it is possible that some other heavenly body collides with
the earth or with the sun withthe result that the sun’s rising tomorrow would
not be true because it would be irrelevant. In history there are several co-ordi-
nates which are to be considered. One of them is man, nay, men. The other
is nature. The third is time. The fourth is events—happenings and actions.
All these co-ordinates may not act harmoniously. The impersonal laws of
history can be predicted to a certain extent. Personal laws cannot be predic-
ted because they are beset (endowed) with many an obstruction. And even
in the case of impersonal laws, obstructions may thwart the laws, make it
impossible to predict. History is the study of the matter of fact and though
we may talk of harmony and consistency, it will only be approximate.
History is not governed by the law of contradiction. For, in social affairs
the law of contradiction does not operate. When a prediction goes wrong,
then also it is consistent with history, in the same way as when it comes
true. History is a kind of symbiosis where whatever happens becomes a
part of it. Onecan then predict only with the understanding that even
when one’s predictions do not come true, it is consistent with the nature of
history.

6. Man has curiosity about his ancestry. And this curiosity often leads
men towards pointing out how their forefathers were more civilized
and cultured than those of others. If we can point out that such inquiry
leads us towards the more remote past and unfolds the signs of civiliza-
tion, we experience some kind of fulfilment and happiness. The hidden
objective of establishing the superiority of our forefathers is to esta-
blish our own prestige. In this endeavour to discover their heritage the
Europeans discovered Greek culture. The United States of America is
perhaps the most powerful nation on the earth today, but its history is
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hardly 225 years old. Yet Americans want to establish something which is
‘their own’ and which is prior to the statue of Liberty. In this endeavour
they want to buy, with thousands of dollars, the London bridge, break it
into parts and reconstruct the same in America. They also want to rebuild
some of the ancient cathedrals in Europe, like the one at Casa Blanca, by
purchasing it, demolishing it and rebuilding it with the same old material.
The reasons for doing all this is that man has an urge to create a record of
his achievements and to provide a historical context to his present status.
But unfortunately the world of man is divided into several fragments and
instead of creating one record of human achievements, he creates a record
of one fraction with a partial point of view. History therefore becomes a
record of the dialogue and struggle between different fractions of human
society and deviates from the much vaunted concept that history is a study
of (universal) man (in time). If human beings enter into a dialogue, as well
as fight with one another, the study of man will have to take cognizance of
this aspect also.

What then is the nature or purpose of history? I think it is to establish our
identity. Although history is supposed to be ‘his’ ‘story’, history aims at
making this story ‘my” story. While reading history we unconsciously take
sides, we identify ourselves unconsciously with one side or the other. This is
because in history we see our heritage. Historians, while presenting history,
do not merely stick to events or the chronologies of events, they are forced
to give interpretations. This is because through history we are searching for
the sublimity of our heritage. We enjoy history on this account. We want to
establish that we have a great heritage, that our so-called forefathers were
great men. If we are defeated, we think it is the fault of those who defeated
us, it is unrighteousness on their part, it is our duty to avenge the defeat and
establish our greatness which has come down to us by tradition. Any his-
story, therefore, is going to be the history of something with which we
identify ourselves. It is the history of an individual, it is the history of an
individual family, it is the history of an individual nation. All these make
history inspiring.

History tells us that we transform moments into movements, movements
into events and events into actions. This cannot be done without man. This
has two sides, perhaps more. It is a recognition of the fact that there are
many beings like us, a plurality of individuals. History is concerned with a
dialogue amongst them, it is concerned with the conflict of one individual
with another, whether this individual is just a person or a family or a village
or a nation. Whether it is a conflict or a dialogue, it is unquestionably a
record of communication. It seeks our identity by taking sides. As
Dhrtardstra puts it in the Bhagavadgita, either they are mine or they are
Pandu’s...and history is concerned with: ‘FF FFFa’ (what did they do?).
As soon as we use the word WTHF (mine) the purpose of history is
clear. It is our identifying with some group, our partiality to some group,
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it is building the story of the actions of that particular group. Of course, the
idea is to depict the story of the whole human world. But in a pluralistic
and self-based universe this would not happen. Nevertheless the human
world and the natural world are the background on which the game of
history is played. Both these worlds are suggested by qualifying the words,
& by 9% and FE in THET and FHET (in the first verse of the Bhagavadgitd).



Facing truths: ethics and the spiritual life

MICHAEL McGHEE
University of Liverpool, England

In this paper I continue an enterprise begun in earlier work (McGhee 1988,
1989) in which T attempt to naturalise into a western philosophical context
concepis that derive from the practice of Buddhist meditation. In particular I
shall try to make use of the notion of samadhi (sometimes translated as “con-
centration’) and vipassangor insight. I should stressthat Imake no attemptata
scholarly explication of these terms as they appear in theliterature but try to
establish a use for them as result of reflection upon my own limited experience.
Inparticular Itry to use them as an aesthetician concerned with the expression
and intentionality of the emotions and as a moral philosopher with a parti-
cular interest in retrieving the Greek virtues of continence and temperance.
1 have tried to relate these virtues to stages in the emergence of what I call
an ‘ethical sensibility’, so that temperance, for instance, becomes the natural
state of someone in whom such a sensibility is flourishing. But I see the
development of that sensibility as a matter of the comcentration or gather-
ing of a person’s energies into its structure, into the sustaining of the
thought or perception upon which action or non-action depends, as well as
into the sustaining of action itself, In talking of ‘energy’ here I am trying to
develop an idea of Simone Weil’s in which she refers to ‘the energy available
for action’. It seems to me that these are large issues and I fear that 1 have
made little more than a start on them.

Not everyone is comfortable with the phrase ‘spiritual life’, perhaps for
good reason. But I am using it for want of a better, and hope that I can
draw attention to a set of traditional associations that will temper the dis-
comfort, The point is to track its application rather than to assume what it
must be. In what follows T shall sketch a naturalistic conception of ethics in
which I claim that moral dispositions are expressions of determinate stages
of our spiritual life, including a stage, for instance, in which a person comes
to feel a spirit which delights to do no evil.

So T do not rely on a well-understood notion of the spiritual life in order
to build up a picture of ethics, nor again on a well-understood conception
of ethics to illumine the idea of the spiritual life. They are both thrown
into contest and I iry to construct the content of each out of the other.
Even so I hardly approach what might be called the metaphysics of the

*This paper was presented at the Royal Institute of Philosophy Conference on Philo-
sophy, Religion and the Spiritual Life, held in Liverpool in July, 1991,
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spiritual life, the questions about what insights might be yielded about the
nature of reality, even though I rely to some considerable extent on the
notions of ‘concentration’ and the regulative idea of ‘secing things as they
really are’. Despite the absence of metaphysics I do not want to reduce the
spiritual life to ethics. On the other hand, in more than one tradition a con-
nection is made between the two, so that spiritual progress is manifested in
a person’s demeanour, orinthe forms of relation established in a community.
By the same token, there has been a traditional tension between the idea of
spiritual progress and conventional morality.

To make a beginning, I shall present the spiritual life as a series of trans-
formations of the persons of a community, from one set of dispositions and
forms of connection (or disconnection), to another, in which there is no dis-
connection. It would be proper at this point to include the idea of a politi-
cal transition from a social life governed by violence and domination to-
wards one governed by freedom and justice, but though such issues provide
a more or less unspoken background, T want to concentrate on moral psy-
chology and its relation to ethical foundations, so that I can establish an
epistemological approach that makes sense of the importance attached to
such political values. The transformations I have in mind need to be shown
to depend upon some notion of discernment or understanding, upon some
recognition or acknowledgement of reality. Neither change nor discernment
seem to me to depend directly on the will: in fact they seem to come to us
as a kind of grace of nature. To capture the connections between change,
understanding and reality I am inclined to talk of transformations of sensi-
bility, if the term ‘sensibility’ may be thought not to recede too much from
the idea of action and forms of contact, It is not so much that inner pro-
cesses stand in need of outer criteria as that the single process by which the
concentration of life and conduct occurs has inner and outer moments, and
it ig, finally, by our fruits that we shall know one another. But at least a
rich enough conception of sensibility gathers together the ideas of responsive-
ness and knowledge, motivation and cognition,. the idea of ‘reading’ and
acting in its light, as well as the idea of false readings, misrepresentation,
delusion and ignorance. So Ishall retain the notion of sensibility, despite
the suspicion of ‘feeling’ to be found among philosophers, because it carries
with it the idea of being moved by what one has come to know, see, or
believe, an idea without which action, even with knowledge, is inexplicable,
and because feeling, as Sartre recognised, is revealed in action. The key
idea is that of the transforming power of knowledge or understanding, itself
dependent upon & sufficient degree of alertness or concentration. Touched
by reality, we are affected, and act.

I shall borrow a phrase of Schiller’s to express the epistemological
leitmotif: ‘impressions move the soul’. The status of claims about what
kinds of impression move to what kinds of response is really the central
topic. I think there are truths to be established about such matters, and that
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our knowledge or ignorance of how impressions move the soul provides the
grounds of mutual expectation, the grounds of our sense of how a person
ought to behave, of what attitudes they ought or ought not to have. But
when 1 talk here of what attitudes a person ought or ought not to have, 1
do 50 not in the sense of some fugitive moral ‘ought’ or unexplained form
of normativity or obligation, but in the sense of whatwe have reason to believe
or expect. The epistemic expectation that T have in mind sits well with the
expressivist position that underlies my claim that our ethical dispositions
are natural expressions of determinate states of consciousness, or stages of
‘concentration’, which T understand as the suspension within which a form
of perception and conduct are capable of being sustained. Our mutual ex-
pectations are grounded, in other words, in implicit beliefs about the inten-
tionality of sensibility or motivation, about what impressions move the
soul, and in what way. Any community’s expectations will be limited
by the range of responses that are so far available to it, by its known sensi-
bility, possibilities which can be lost and found in the tradition, again and
again. Known motivation provides the ground of expectation in a way that
matters to us, sometimes urgently, hence the illusion of normativity associa-
ted with expectation, the anger, for instance, at its disappointment, when
in reality the expectation is merely empirical. Relative differences in our
knowledge or ignorance of how impressions move the soul is also the source
of mutual incomprehension, though the incomprehension is not always
mutual. As Kierkegaard observed, two people can agree with one another,
word for word, and yet be guilty of the grossest possible kind of misunder-
standing. We cannot neglect this notion of incomprehension, since it scems
to be an unavoidable feature of the notion of progress or, more neutrally,
states of concentration, which define an available horizon, bring into focus
particular forms of moftivation, sustaining the associated thoughts and per-
ception which move to action. Implicit in this latter thought is a theory
about ethics, that conduct, and forms of community, depend upon degrees
of concentration of energy.

1 have been reminded by recent work of Nicholas Lash (1987) of the pull
of atendency to which T have already to some extent succumbed by my readi-
ness to talk of impressions moving the soul. It would be naturalto proceed at
this point somewhat as follows. The impressions that we perceive are per-
ceived under descriptions, and it is in the light of our discernment of parti-
cular realities and their causal connections, represented thus and so, that we
are moved to action or restraint, though to what action, and by what im-
pressions, depends on the state of the subject, an aspect usually neglected
in discussions of emotion. To say this is to make a quite proper gesture
towards the intentionality thesis as it operates in relation fo the emotions
or sensibility, and it marks the cognitive aspect of feeling: we respond to
realities as we take them to be. But though this may suffice as a very general
indication of that aspect of sensibility, we need some strong qualification if
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we are to characterise the nature of our ethical responses. The tendency, of
course, is to swerve away from the personal. If we say that impressions
move the soul, it is easy to refer that to facts, to states of affairs, to situations,
to the objects of the emotions. There is nothing wrong with this, in fact it
is something to emphasize, but there is an essential rubric under which such
talk should fall. We are not just affected by what happens in the world,
though we are: we are affected, under certain conditions, which I intend to
discuss, by how persons, and, more generally, fellow-creatures, are affected
by what happens in the world. Soch natural patterns of response conflict
with egoceniric or communal patterns of thinking in which events are relat-
ed exclusively to oneself or one’s own community. But even in our own case
we respond to states of affairs as they affect us, (and they affect us according
to how we are then constituted), either in immediate reaction, or through
some conception of ourselves as persons among others, which may or may
not be adequate to how we are then constituted. Thus we act for our owan
sake, perhaps to remedy a situation by which we are adversely affected, or
see ourselves as adversely affected.

The ethical life, though, opens up at the point where we respond to situa-
tions as they affect persons gua persons, and then, more generally, as they
affect other sentient beings, and where, in consequence, we act for their sake,
in accordance with our understanding of the nature of their being. So im-
pressions move the soul, but it is our sense of what is happening as it affects
one another for good or ill that moves us to ethical action. And we cannot
avoid the issue that our sense of what is harmful or beneficial is dependent
on what we take ourselves to be, upon our sense of the nature of our own
reality. To put it another way, with an obvious Kantian resonance, in the
ethical life we become for each other ends of action. What 1 mean by this is
that we come to want to sustain each other in our own being, a being which
1 take to be essentially ethical. But our conception of what we are may or
may not coincide with the realities of personhood. For instance, our view
of what it is to be a person may fail to acknowledge the truth of the claim,
if it is a truth, that unless a grain of wheat fall into the earth and die, it shall
not bear fruit. Isay ‘if it is a truth’ because Itake it that individuals stand
in different relations to this remark, and others like it, from the point of
view of their experience. That they do so makes the issue of moral realism
difficult in unexpected ways. '

The background motivation is not an inteliectual or so-called ‘ethical’
commitment to the flourishing of persons. On the contrary, in the spirit of
my attempt to offer a naturalistic reading, I should say that the background
motivation emerges from the finding, and the finding satisfaction in, possibili-
ties of mutual response, solidarity, and other notions constructing the arri-
val of an ‘existence for one another’. All these notions could be summarised
under that of the appreciation of persons. But the arrival of these possibili-
ties determines the self that comes to be constructed out of them, and which
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did not previously exist. To put it another way, the terms in which we be-
come for one another ‘ends of action® depends crucially upon the realities
associated with ‘appreciation’. Under certain conditions, of meeting and
union, which bring about this ‘existence for one another’, we come to app-
reciate the beauty of persons, and are thereby regenerated in a way which
should, rationally, be reflected in our conception of personhood. This app-
reciation provides a background sense of what persons are that can become
the ground not only of delight but also of compassion. Tt can become such
a ground for an important reason. Our sense of what is harmful or benefici-
al, of what we can rejoice in or feel compassion for, is dependent on what
we take ourselves to be. But if we are constituted by the trajectory [ am
attempting to describe, then what diminishes its possibility we shall treat as
sharm’ and what enhances it as ‘benefit’. 1 refer to a trajectory, and that
allows us to say that there is a time before and a time after we come to app-
reciate the beauty of persons and to treat them as ends, a time before and a
time after, that is to say, the emergence of ethics. And since, as Diotima
insists, we desire to procreate in beauty, it is out of the reciprocal apprecia-
tion of the beauty of personhood, and hence of its possibility within one
another, that forms of life are constructed in which persons are let be and
enabled to become.

Since I am making central to my account this Platonic notion of apprecia-
tion of beauty of soul and the associated desire to procreate in beauty, I had
better rehearse how I think such beauty can be the object of desire, or rather,
how certain states of persons can be considered ‘beautiful’. Someone who
exemplifies such beauty embodies or mediates a certain concentration of
energy, that by which a certain perspective and demeanour is sustained, a
perspective and demeanour that become the form of that mode of energy.
By ‘perspective’ here T'simply mean the being moved in a determinate direc-
tion by particular kinds of reason, i.e. states of affairs that are the inten-
tional objects of particular motivations. Coming to treat persons as ends
is a matter of coming to be established in the corresponding ethical sensibili-
ty focused on well-being. As T have just said, the sustaining of such a per-
spective, such a sensibility, depends upon a concentration of energy around
the relevant forms of attention. But such energy radiates and attracts, is an
object of Eros, a form of beauty. I have suggested elsewhere (McGhee, 1990)
that one reason such forms attract, are the object of Eros, is that they repre-
sent the direction of our own Bildung, our own future, I had better add,
since there are false teachers and false prophets, that the encrgy radiates in
demeanour and disposition, which provide the criteria of identity for forms
of energy. However, the conjunction of such energies, between persons, pro-
duces riew forms, a new spirit, hence my reference just now to the experience
of meeting and union, and these discoveries of contact produce transforma-
tions that rationally determine changes in our conception of personhood
and hence of what we take to be harmful or beneficial.
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Many philosophers, including Thomas Nagel and Simone Weil, have iried
10 make the notion of ‘recognizing the reality of persons’ work for them in
this context. But such phrases are not really helpful unless we tie them to
something more fundamental which determines ihe form of that recogni-
tion. What I suggést is that this recognition is manifested in the discovery
of the forms of relation and construction that constitute the ethical life and
determine our sense of what that reality is. Simone Weil writes that ‘belief
in the existence of other human beings is Jove’. But T would rathersay that
love is a form of belief in the existence of other human beings, one moreover
which helps to construct the nature of that existence.

. It is crucial for my later argument that it should be a common experience
that when someone finds this perspective and form of contact and loses it
again they experience the loss as a darkening and oppression of the spirit, in
a way analgous perhaps to the expense of spirit that occurs in sexual excess.
We should associate this darkening of the spirit, not merely with the sense
of energies scattered and concentration and focus lost, but with its corollary,
what Iwould call a loss of world, a closing in of the horizons, depletion,
isolation, envy, hatred, which again is imaged in thesexual life by the experi-
ence of lust as ‘a drug against imagination of all but carnal forms’ (Morgan,
1936, p. 267); and we may contrast this with the sense of energies returned and
gathering, increase in intensity answered in extensity of scope, enlargement of
sympathy, responsive to a touch, a glance. The ebb and flow of spirit is the
epistemological ground of rational expectation in regard to conduct. The
ebb and flow is between what Blake calls the two contrary states of the
human soul, between what Rousseau calls the state of nature and the just
society, The claim is that recognisably moral dispositions reflect some state
of the soul, or better, some state of a society. But I want {0 offer an epis-
temological account of what I have just called moral dispositions, a moral
epistemology. The experience of the ebb and flow between hatred and love,
that is to' say, the common experience, attested to in our traditions, pro-
vides the rational grounds of expectation, in the sense that even in the
palpable absence of ethical response there are grounds for the judgement
that the response ought to be there. But this ought is to be given an epistemic
construction in terms of rational expectation.

. Kant talked of treating humanity as an end, whether in one’s own person
or in that of any other. Ithink he was mistaken to think in terms of an im-
perative in this context, as I shall explain later. But I want to retain the
reference to ‘ends’, without subscribing to the conception of ‘humanity’
under which it was supposed to happen, and I want to relate it to a charac-
teristic. sensibility and form of life, as I said. These come about under
certain conditions, and their emergence or growth occurs against the radio
interference of forms of life that are already in place: hence the two con-
trary states of the human soul. But for Kant the failure to treat humanity as
an end is represented as a matter of treating it merely as a means. No doubt
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there is such a contrast, but it seems to me that a fuller account of what we
could call the ‘anti-ethical’ must include the active hatred of humanity, the
contrary of appreciation, and hence an attitude specifically direeted towards
beauty of soul, the attitude of Claggart towards Billy Budd, for instance.
Nevertheless if we think in terms of the two contrary states of the human
soul we can represent the polar possibilities as the active or passive hatred
of humanity, on the one hand, and the treatment of humanity as an end, on
the other. But as I have already said, it is a particular development of Eros,
our coming to appreciate the beauty of persons, which determines the for-
mation of what I am calling the ethical life, and, consequently, our coming
to treat one another as ends of action, as beings we desire to sustain in a be-
ing we mutually create. The discovery of this general form of relation marks
the transition between the two conirary states of the human soul. Blake
does not refer to two among a number, These poles represent the natural
possibilities, a claim important for any moral epistemology, and they cor-
respond to polar forms of sensibility, the passage from the one to the other
of which is arduous, a matter of struggle and hazard, away from the reac-
tions of violence, towards the feeling of a spirit that delights to do no evil.
Responding to one another as ends, in the terms I have described, refers
directly to a distinctive sensibility and form of life, must do so, if it is not to
be depraved into the mentality of the Collector. For instance, coming to
appreciate each other’s beauty as persons, we are solicitous for one another
about the good or harm that can befall us, But Diotima connects that reci-
procal appreciation to procreating in beauty, as we have already seen. What
are begotten or constructed out of such meetings are beneficent forms, the
co-operative building of forms that aid each other’s free development.

Now once we recognize the passage from one pole of sensibility and
structure to another, we need to put content into the movement from the
anti-ethical to the ethical by putting in place a multiplicity of concepts
which structure the realities of this movement. In other words, if we are to
talk plausibly about the realities of personhood, then we need to show their
structure. I have in mind, for instance, such concepts as consent, the condi-
tions under which it is given, trust; reconciliation, forgiveness, and so forth.
The point 1 want to make is that these represent realities whose nature we
have to learn, whose nature we may nof immediately grasp, because they
have to be learnt from experience. The processes of forgiveness, for instance,
have their own reality independently of what any individual may happen to
think, so that here there are truths we know or fail to know. Whether we are
interior to these realities or not determines the extent of mutual understand-
ing, but, more importantly, our knowledge or ignorance determines our sense
of what enhances or diminishes our personhood, since it determines our sense
of what constirutes our personhood, so that the direction of our solicitous-
ness for someonc’s welfare may collide with realities that we do not under-
stand, in such a way that the well-meaning becomes enemies of the good.
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What I have presented so far is the barest sketch of a transition towards
the ethical life, which I have represented in terms of discovery, construc-
tion and education, one in which we are concerned for each other’s welfare,
qua persons, under a particular conception of personhood, one that needs
rationally to keep pace with the transformations of sensibility by which we
are constantly reconstructed, The forms of that relation to one another,
their realities, already provides us with some sense of what constitutes our
personhood, since they serve, or help, to construct it, and our knowledge or
ignorance of the relevant truths determines our understanding of what e¢n-
hances our being or diminishes it, though attachment to particular con-
structions may blind us to the further reality that in order to find our life
we must be prepared to lose it.

However, in this section, T want to enter into a more detailed discussion
of what constitutes moral truth, or how we are to understand the way
questions of truth enter into ethical discourse. I have already promised that
T would carry out an epistemic reinterpretation of ‘ought’,and I turn to that
now. What T offer is intended as a general account that is neutral between
different conceptions of the good or rival moralities.

One of the issues in contemporary moral philosophy is whether moral
utterances that have the form of statements have a substantive factual con-
tent. If they are genuine statements then they should have a truth value.
But before we can decide whether or not they do, we need to be clear about
what we are to count as moral statements in the first place. Thus, for in-
stance, the presence of keyterms like ‘good’, ‘bad’, ‘ought’ and ‘should’, ‘right’
and ‘wrong’, too readily identified as ‘ethical symbols’, do not by themselves
establish that a purported statement is a moral one. (The current use of
‘wicked’ as a term of commendation should make this clear.) For example,
the claim that you shouldn’t beat your children does not yet give us the in-
formation we need to identify it as a moral ¢claim. This becomes obvious
when we turn to the speaker’s grounds. If the coupling of the claim with its
grounds yields the statement that you shouldn’t beat your children because
you are likely to get prosecuted, then it becomes clear that what we have is
a prudential judgement.

Let us stay with this prudential judgement for a moment and draw out the
way it might function as a hypothetical imperative. In addition to the rea-
son for the judgement, you are likely to get prosecuted, there is an implicit
parenthesis that says, ‘and you don't want that, do you?’, that is to say, an
assumption about the wants or desires of the hearer.

But there are two ways in which the judgement is defeasible. It may be
false that you are likely to get prosecuted, so on that account it is not true
that you should stop beating them, though there may be other facts which
would render it true. There is, of course, a second hurdle. If the assump-
tions about the hearer’s wants are wrong, if they want to get caught or are
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indifferent to that outcome, then again, on thatf account, it is false that they
should stop beating their children, though again there may be other desires
that make it true.

But now, if the reason offered for the judgement thatyou ought not to
beat your children is something like, ‘it will traumatise them’ or ‘do them
harm’, then this grounding reference to their welfare points towards the
utterances being a moral statement. The moral statement is not, ‘you should
not beat your children’, but rather, ‘you should not beat your children be-
cause it will do them harm’.

The familiar crux, though, is whether we need to add the same. implicit
parenthesis that we applied in the prudential case. Do we need to add to
the reason that it will do them harm the assumption that the hearer has
some relevant moral end, without which the judgement has to be withdrawn
because a necessary condition of its application is missing? The question
that is familiar to moral philosophers since Philippa Foot’s influential
article is whether so-called ‘moral oughts’ are similarly hypothetical upon
the ends of the agent. Does the truth of the claim that you should not beat
your children depend not omly on the truth or otherwise of the grounding
judgement that it will harm them (‘it never did me any harm’), but also on
the truth of the hypothesis that you don’t want them harmed? In other
words, does the fact that you want to harm them, or are indifferent to their
being harmed, undermine the truth of the claim that you should stop beat-
ing them? Does the judgement apply to you only if you have the relevant
moral end of causing none harm?

If vou want to-harm them, or are indifferent to their being harmed, then
it Iooks as though we should say that it is false, at least on that account,
that you should not beat them. On the other hand, I shall introduce an
epistemic construction of ‘ought’ at just this point, indicating an expectation
that derives from beliefs about what impressions move the soul: the causing
of harm being one such. What I want to consider is whether it might be
true that you should stop beating your children if it is true that by beating
them you cause them harm gnd if it is true that you otght to want not to
harm them. The thought here is that the reference to their well-being or
harm draws attention to the intentional object of a form of motivation that
the speaker expects to be present in the hearer. If the thought is correct,
then the practical ought reduces to a deployment of the epistemic ought. It
is in the expectation that they are thus motivated that the aitention of the
hearer is drawn to the relevant fact in the first place. What 1 am suggesting
is that in the case where the hearer denjes that they are thus motivated and
the speaker declares that they ought to be, the speaker is claiming that there
was reason to believe that they would be on the grounds that people are.

Now clearly there are going to be difficulties with this claim, In particular
it is important that it should not be the means of smuggling into the account
an unacknowledged normativity, In a moment I shall make some important
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qualifications. Before coming to that, it is worth pointing out that someone
who makes such a remark will be aware that the claimed indifference re-
presents a state of affairs that may be dangerous from the point of view of
well-being, and drawing attention to a disappointed expectation is a possi-
ble means of eliciting or awakening the expected motivation.

So what is the force of the claim that you ought not to want to harm
people? The first thing to say is that ‘ought’ does not here govern an action
but a want or desire. It makes reference to the idea of a desire that some-
one ought to have, in the sense, 1 shall maintain, that there is reason to
believe that people do have that desire, or would have it under certain
conditions.

Clearly there is an important difference between the belicf that people do
have a certain desire, and the belief that they would have it under certain
conditions. Fn order to clarify the difference, and explain its significance for
the position I am trying to develop, Ishall invoke a context of innocence
and a context of experience.

The naive version of the epistemic construction treats the moral derelict
as anomalous or weird. In fact this is the form of a very common reaction
to disappointed expectation in moral contexts. After appealing to certain
considerations that the derelict claims to be indifferent to, many people may
think or say, ‘but you shouldn’t be indifferent’, and I suggest that their
meaning is something like, ‘but people aren’t indifferent to such things:
you're weird’. I think'it is plausible to claim that this is the structure of a
common response in such circumstances, it is an expression of incredulity in
the face of recalcitrant experience. The (sheltered) background belief is that
people as a matter of fact respond in particular, predictable ways, and here
is someone who doesn’t, someone anomalous or weird, The utterance may,
of course, carry all the weight of fear and loathing the context may elicit.
Disappointed expectations cause dismay because they make a difference,

But though I think it is plausible to claim that many people do in fact
respond in this way, it is clear that the response itself is inadequate. The
background belief is manifestly false. The more brutal the environment the
innocent find themselves in the less likely are they to retain that belief. On the
contrary, it is all too likely that brutality becomes precisely what they expect,
and they may come to look askance at its absence rather than at its presence.

Let me now with some caution invoke a context of ‘experience’. ¥ have
already alluded to the idea in an earlier part of this paper. My proposal is
that experience perhaps may lead someone to a more sophisticated back-
ground belief, viz., people are moved by ‘ethical’ considerations, unless they
are prevented, if I may so formulate it, at Jeast provisionally. So when such
a person addresses the derelict, saying ‘you should be moved’, knowing full
well that they won’t be, we should understand them to be saying, ‘you would
be moved by such things if you were not prevented’. In other words, they
expect the relevant attitude to be missing, and they have an explanation.
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I said earlier that I thought Kant was-mistaken to think in terms of a
categorical imperative, and my thinking so is connected with the possibility
of treating ‘ought’ epistemically. Kant writes plausibly enough about the
need of imperfectly rational beings to address imperatives to themselves, but
it seems to me that he becomes confused when he associates prescription
with ‘ought’. He claims that ‘all imperatives are expressed by an “ought™’
and this because they are addressed to a will which is determined by other
considerations than the good, and so hasto be necessitated (hence the im-
perative). In the case of the holy will on the other hand,

there are no imperatives: ‘I ought’ is here out of place, because ‘J will' is
already itself necessarily in harmony with the law. Imperatives are in
consequence only formulae for expressing the relation of objective laws
of willing to the subjective imperfections of this or that rational being—
for example, of the human will, (Paton, p. 78)

-But there is only a contingent relationship between the presence of ‘ought’
and the need for self-addressed imperatives. “‘Ought’ as a logical indicator of
a practical judgement applies as much to the holy will as to the imperfectly
rational will, and simply indicates the presence of a reason for acting. Once
a reason has been established or become apparent, the holy will is no doubt
determined appropriately, says <I will’ and acts. This is not the case with the
rest of us, but this fact simply reveals the imperfect human contextin which
ought-judgements are uitered, as it were, through clenched teeth. In any case
it seems plausible to offer an epistemic reading of the so-called imperative,
To claim that as rational beings we ought to act in such a way that we
always treat humanity, in our own person, or in the person of any other,
never simply as a means, but always at the same time as an end, is in effect
to claim that there is evidence that this is what rational beings would do, if
they were not prevented by the sway of contrary inclinations. We are moved
to treat each other as ends—unless we are in some way prevented—and to
that extent, of course, our actions are in conformity with universal law, in-
conformity, that is to say, with a conception of what any human being is.

1-shall turn aside from this discussion of the epistemic ought for a while-
because it needs to be connected with another issue, that of the meaning of
terms like ‘right’ and ‘wrong’, which I shall treat as expressive, in certain
contexts, of particular forms of motivation in relation to their intentional
objects.

But in order to consider how to construe these terms I shall discuss an-
other aspect of moral |judgement that is also connected with the issue of truth
and falsity.

What may tempt a phIIosopher to tlunk that mora.l statements possess
some sort of ‘mind-independence’ is the fact that there is sometimes a deter-.
minate answer to the questlon, about some proposed action, ‘what makes it
wrong?’ Furthermore, a child seekmg reassurance, who exclaims, it’s true
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that it’s wrong, isn't it? may reasonably be given the same deternmiinate
answer,

But this reference to some action judged to be wrong is hopelessly under-
determined, So let us look at an example. Simon Blackburn offers an appa-
rently promising one: it is wrong to kick the dog, and he says,

it is not because of the way we form sentiments that kicking dogs is
wrong. It would be wrong whatever we thought about it. Fluctuations in
our sentiments only make us better or worse able to appreciate how wrong
it is. (Blackburn, 1984 p. 217)

So far as fluctuations in our sentiments go, the intentionality thesis
allows space for the rooting of them in specific states of affairs, their
objective correlative, which is also a criterion of their identity. If our emo-
tions are unstable, the criteria of identity are not, for they represent the
cognitive element which a person may hang on to despite the ebb and flow
of affect. Though the thought that such and such an action would be wrong
may be fairly drained of affect, it is nevertheless the channel along which
feeling flows, and even the heroic, willed refusal to commit the act draws
strength from the motivating description, and represents a modification of
feeling, feeling as it is under certain conditions. The idea that our sentiments
are subject to fluctuation reflects, of course, a particular, contingent experi-
ence of them. However unstable what we call our feelings are, their counter-
parts in the language, the evaluative foregrounding or isolating of specific
phenomena, by which we give them expression, is itself relatively stable. The
relationship between evaluation and description reflects the intentionality of
motivation.

But Blackburn’s comment seemed to provide some grounds for a ‘quasi-
realist’ position on moral statements: it seems to be true that the action is
wrong whatever we think—or feel—about it. It also helpfully provided a
caveat -against a too simple view of the implications of asserting a ‘subjec-
tive source’ for ethics. Hegoes on to give the obvious answer to the ques-
tion, ‘what makes it wrong? and it is the answer one might well give to the
child who wants to be reassured that itis zrue that it is wrong to kick the
dog:

What makes it wrong to kick the dog is the cruelty or pain to the animal.

If we wanted to reassure the child we may well say that it is true that it
is wrong to kick the dog because doing so causes pain to the animal.

But is this really such a satisfactory example of a moral statement whose
candidature for truth or falsity we can now go on to discuss? The example
seems to imply that there is something in virtue of which an action is wrong,
something, moreover, that makes it wrong whatever any particular indivi-
dual may think or feel. In fact it is unilluminating. It does no more than to
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show the relation between one description of an action and another, one
that presents it precisely as the focus, the intentional object, of a particular
sentiment. Kicking dogs is wrong because it causes them pain, and the
causing an animal pain is something there is some reason to expect that
anyone will recoil from, though as we know very well the expectation may
be disappointed.

Presumably, though, we should want to say, not only that it is wrong to
kick the dog, but that it is wrong to cause animals pain, or needless pain,
which is, after all, what is wrong with kicking the dog. But if it is wrong to
cause unnecessary suffering, or, to use an example of Timothy Sprigge’s,
wrong to cause pain to others for one’s own enjoyment, then what makes it
wrong? 1present that as a rhetorical question, since ¥ do not think the case
is parallel with asking what makes it wrong to kick the dog. That question,
I suggest, demands to know what the relevantly motivating description is,
a motivation whose general direction is expressedin the use of ‘wrong’ in
connection with causing unnecessary pain.

But if what I presented was merely a rhetorical question, can we not ask,
nevertheless, whether it is frue that causing unnecessary suffering is wrong?
Some philosophers would simply treat it as an emotive utterance, not to be
taken as a genuine statement at all. Others may see it as a truth to be dis-
cerned by rational insight. Others again may see it ‘as the expression of a
principle we simply have to choose or commit ourselves to. My own
position is closest to emotivism, in so far as I agree that the statement draws
a kind of exclamatory attention to the intentional object of an emotion.
But it is to an emotion, as it were, that we expect to find. And here we
must return to the discussion of the epistemic ought, so that I can offer at
the same time a naturalistic reduction of so-called ethical statements and an
emotivist reading of such terms as ‘wrong’.

What qualifies my genuflection to emotivism is that while I think that
‘wrong’ gives expression to a response, it is to a response that anyone ought
to have. What 1mean by this is, a response that there is reason to believe
that anyone will have. Let us leave on one side for the moment the necessary
qualification “unless they are prevented’. We are initiated into these ox-
pectations, learning profiles of personhood in the acquisition of language.

1t might help to make this plausible if I point out that when a speaker
says something like ‘you shouldn’t kick the dog’ and offers the reason,
“because it will cause it pain’, they do so to remind, or bring to the attention
of the hearer, a fact which they expect to move them, a fact, that is to say,
that they think will. move them, and this thought is-grounded in the back-
ground belief that people are moved by such gonsiderations, a- belief - which
gives point to the attempt to draw attention to the relevant fact, an attempt
premised on the assumption that anyone will be moved, or, with experience,

‘may be moved, or may just possibly be moved. To exclaim that it is wrong
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expresses, as do tones of voice, etc., the nature of that motivation, but it is
essentially a motivation that anyone ought to have in the sense 1 have
indicated. _

I think the implication of this is that to claim that some form of conduct
is wrong, in the context under discussion, implics that it is a2 form of
conduct that anyone ought to avoid, and this is to be construed as: a form
of conduct there is reason to believe anyone will be moved to avoid. The
advantage of this analysis, incidentally, is that it allows for non-expressive
uses of ‘wrong’, including its use in non-asserted contexts. Thus when 1
say X is wrong I may or may not express the attitude T thereby imply that
anyone ought to have. In unasserted contexts, where I say, “if x is wrong,
then...'] am saying ‘if x is such that anyone ought to avoid it, then. ..’
which is to say, ‘if X is such that there is reason to believe that anyone will
avoid it, then. . .".

If what I say is more or less right then we need to part company with the
simple emotivist analysis of ‘it is wrong to cause unnecessary pain’, What
I offer instead is ‘causing unnecessary pain is something anyone ought to be
moved to avoid’, which is to say, ‘causing unnecessary pain is something
there is reason to believe anyone will be moved to avoid, unless they are
-prevented’.

Part of the interest of a quasi-realist view of moral statements was-to
yield statements which, though -subjectively derived, nevertheless made a
claim to truth independent of what any individual happened to think. In the
previous section of this paper T have already drawn attention to possible
truths which are stronger candidates for realism. Thus I claimed, for ins-
tance, that there is 2 truth about the conditions under which forgiveness is
_possible, which_holds firm quite independently of what anyone happens to
think of the matter, as is the case, say, with “fire burns’. If we -ignore cither
we are likely to get our fingers burnt. The sort of truth I have in mind
enters into one’s conception of good and harm, and is significant for the
development of a rather different moral realism from that to which we have
become accustomed. But in the present context we are discussing another
candidate for truth, the claim, e.g., that people are moved to avoid doing
what causes harm, unless they are prevented. _

In the first part 1 said that I wanted to sketch a conception. of ethics
which showed our moral dispositions to be expressions of determinate states
of our spiritual life. The proposition that there is a determinate state in
which we would naturally recoil from cruelty, for instance, is certainly truth-
claiming, and obviously underpins the evaluations which give expression to
it. To the extent that itis an expression of our being, we are harmed if the
-emergence of that state is suppressed. Such states of the spiritual life are -a
matter of the sustaining or holding together of the relevant sensibility, the
holding in focus of the objects of awareness upon which action depends,

and the maintaining of the possibility of action itself. The transformation
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of personhood is thus a matter of the concentration of energy within the

relevant forms, forms that construct the person out of an ethical sensibility.
The ethical sensibility becomes the form of the person, and the travails of
its emergence are the travails of personhood. '

However, the immediate claim is that anyone would recoil from cruelty,
say, unless they are prevented. And the immediate problem is, how can it
be defended? How might one begin to establish, or, more modestly, find
evidence for, the proposition that someone who was indifferent to humane
considerations was in some way prevented from being otherwise, someone
who presumably wouldn’t think of themselves as prevented?

T have given the gist of how one might go about this in my earlier remarks
about the darkening and oppression of spirit which I said characterised the
periodic loss of an ethical sensibility. What is crucial is the experience of an
oscillation between two poles, between the two contrary states ofthe human
soul, between the conditions upon which depend Cruelty, Jealousy, Secrecy,
Terror, on the one hand, and Mercy, Pity, Peace and Love, as Blake re-
presented it, on the other.

Whether there is such a trajectory from one state to the other is some-
thing "that has to be personally appropriated from experience, the culture
and the tradition. What has to be a matter of personal appropriation,a
truth that can only be established subjectively, as Kierkegaard would put it,
i the experience of an oscillation away from and in the direction of a defer-
minate orientation, a tendency away from one form of life and towards an-
other, 8o that our estimation of the poles is already stacked in favour of the
terminus ad quem.

Tt is significant that the negative phases of this movement may be felt as
a diminishing of the power of action, and a loss of world, because it ¢ntails
the loss of the concentration of energy upon which such action depends, and
the dismemberment of a formation of the self. Indeed one of the extreme
points of oscillation involves the total eclipse of the perspective by which
the contrary pole is constituted. Perhaps the eclipse is usually only partial,
manifested in the experience of incontinence, which is an important clue, Ii
represents an inability to"act in the light of ethical considerations, even
though one is moved. in that direction. Incontinence represents a kind of
partial eclipse, a moment between total eclipse and unimpeded vision. It is a
state of mind which prevents someone from acting in the light of acknow-.
ledged good. Isuggest that there are analogous states of mind which can’
prevent a person, not only from acting but also from being moved by the.
relevant impressions in the first place.

- 8o the claim is that the derelict would respond if their vision were noi
obscured. Itis the obscuration of vision that prevents the possibility of
ethical action, that is to say the finding of those forms of contact that deter-
mine our coming to treat persoas as ends. I make that qualification because
the .image of obscured vision could be misleading: it might suggest that a:
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sort of ethical vision is there all the time, if only the clouds were not in- the
way. In reality the obscurations prevent the formation of that vision.

So the claim that the moral derelict would respond ethically if they were
not prevented amounts to saying that a certain formation of the person
would develop if they were not entrenched in the states of mind that prevent
it, notan arbitrarily privileged formation, but the one we have found.
They are entrenched, we should have to say, in the known states of mind
that prevent the insisting tendency that belongs to them as persons, a deve-
lopment by which they are constituted. _

1t is appropriate; I think, to draw attention to the precariousness of this
claim. I have already said that whether we are constituted by this trajectory
is a matter to be subjectively established, a truth to be ascertained between
persons, and within oneself. It is hardly well established, thereare too many
instances where, if it is not disconfirmed, it is certainly not confirmed. On
the other hand, people do change, and the presence of goodness has had
observed effects.

So we rely on a view, to be subjectively established, about how we are
constituted, a view about how anyone is constituted, to the effect that we
are progressively structured around the trajectory I have described, around
the emergence of an ethical awareness, and around the travails of its
emergence.

If someone’s conception of what a person is derived from the experience
of that transformation, a transformation that represents their Bildung, then
their judgement that the delinquent ought to be moved by ethical considera-
tions can reasonably be thought of as epistemic, even if it is compounded
by consequential evaluations. The delinquent ought to be thus and so be-
cause that is how people are, and how people are is a matter of the em-
bodiment of the natural history of an ethical sensibility. In addressing the
derelict in these terms, you should not be like that, the speaker attempts to
recall them to themselves.

The corollary is that our sense of what is harmful or beneficial is depend-
ent on what we take ourselves to be. If we are constituted by the trajectory
towards the ethical life that I have described, then what prevents its possibi-
lity is felt as harm, and what furthers it is felt as benefit.

We thus have 2 rational conception of the good that undercuts much
moral relativism while being compatible with wide cultural divergences in
the expression of determinate spiritual states. This is a point worth high-
lighting because it is a common enough problem in moral philosophy that
while morality is focused on the avoidance of harm or the furtherance of
well-being, we have radical disagreements about what is to count as good,
or count as harm. While there are wide cultural differences in the matter of
what will bring about harm, or what will be harm, it seems to me that a
rational limit is set on such conceptions by the fact, if it is afact, that we are
formed out of a sensibility associated with treating persons as énds, seeking
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to sustain them in their being. But such a state of Eros is their being, and if
it is undermined they are harmed. Treating persons as ends becomes 2
matter of sustaining them as beings who have precisely that aim, and the
sensibility it entails.

1 am tempted to talk here in terms of our real constitution, but I think it
is a temptation to be avoided. The implication would be that we are thereby
fully formed and that there is some independent standard by which we could
confirmt as much. But maybe we are still forming. The experience of a pro-
gressive concentration around the formation of an ethical sensibility must
already tosome extent undermine the idea of a fixed self we need to hold on
to, and perhaps a doctrine of anarta could be developed from the idea that
the flourishing of that sensibility is dependent upon conditions, Among
those conditions is the steady retrieval of energy from forms of conduct and
patterns of reaction and thought that are already unsatisfactory (or dukiha)
from the point of view of the emergent sensibility which already announces
itself in pre-reflective unease and postmortem remorse. What 1 have
attempted to describe is a particular form of concentration, one which
sustains the possibility of active thinking and the dawningof understanding.
What a more sustained concentration may reveal about the nature of rea-
lity, and our relation to it, remains, perhaps.to be seen, for I speak, alas, as
a philosopher, and not the exponent of a tradition.
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Religious pluralism and relativism:
The possibility of inter-religious communication

ANINDITA N. BALSLEY
Universty of Kentucky, USA

The present academic mood for an analytical and critical inquiry concern-
ing the issue of the ‘otherness’ of the other is to be welcomed for stimulating
a reappraisal of the question of religious pluralism. To acknowledge religi-
ous pluralism as an empirical phenomenon is not necessarily to assume the
stance of a relativist; for that one requires additional arguments. Relativism,
however, is one amongst the various possible theories which try to make sense
of pluralism, just as its very opposite, i.e. essentialism, also claims to be able
to account for this phenomenon. What essentially prompts this discourse
on pluralism in the religious context is need that the members of various
religious communities have to achieve a higher level of critical self-under-
standing by placing themselves in a larger context which inevitably involves
an encounter with the presence of the other. One may also turn it around
and simply say that perhaps some of the most powerful and primordial
formulations of the ‘otherness’ of the other originate from the religious
traditions themselves. Implicitly, when not overtly—it may be urged—there
18 always a message embedded in these traditions regarding how to view the
‘difference’, the ‘otherness’ of those who do not abide by the same docirine
of salvation, or a share a system of values, beliefs and dogmas (or whatever
may be deemed to be pertinent for the identity of a given religion). Hence, a
deeper acquaintance with what exactly constitutes the “otherness’ of the
other in the religious context is indispensable for achieving inter-religious
communication. If there were no possibility whatsoever of grasping the
conceptual content of this *otherness’, we could simply say with Kipling,

All nice people like Us arec We
And everybody else is They.2

The urgency for an academic involvement with the question of religious
pluralism seems to be intimately tied with any attempt to understand the
contemporary world—a network of complex and complicated issues which
amongstothers also has its theological dimension. Evidently, it is no adequate
description of the present global situation to say that the nuclear age is a
post-religious era. Religions are major sources of ideas which provide mean-
ing and a sense of direction for human existence. They play an important
role in how a people constitute a sense of selfhood and a sense of ‘otherness’
of the other, a sense _so charged that religions can indeéd be considered
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powerful determinants of collective behaviour. They are important factors
in the continuning power of group identities. They not only unify, they also
divide. The purely theoretical aspects of the issue of religious pluralism and
the possibility of inter-religious communication need to be examined in the
light of this awareness. It is evident that whatever strategies have been tried
out so far, to the extent that they were designed to underplay or eliminate
religious pluralism, have not worked. On the other hand, to assert pluralism
and yet emphasize the incommensurability amongst them to a point where
inter-religious communication seemed impossible is equally obsolete. What-
ever factors were earlier at work in generating specific sorts of interests and
attitudes for promoting or thwarting a deeper acquaintance with traditions
other than one’s own, the present concern for the issues of religious plura-
lism and inter-religious communication as an academic taskitself requires a
careful re-examination. What is at stake is no more a simple scholarly search
for similarities and differences amongst the various traditions, not merely
seizing upon an effective tool for doing what is called ‘comparative religion’
but how to lay bare the distinct experiential phenomenon, the profound in-
sights embodied in various traditional cores of thinking which is called reli-
gious, The challenge remains, how to expose to the reflective gaze the vari-
ous strata of the complexities of a tradition, how to help ensue a new crea-
tive discourse whichis not a repetition of stereotypes and cliches which have
jeopardized inter-religious communication. At this point, it is too hasty to
predict the sort of influence that a full and a critical exposure to distinct
traditional messages would have on future religious thinking. The responses
would depend on the gquality of the conversation which may emerge.

i

Let me briefly refer to some positions that have been taken regarding these
issues.

Respecting the sense of group identity of various communities by virtue
of which the blurring of differences is successfully resisted, there are several
possibilities within the Indian traditions.

The Indian experience of religious pluralism is a subject that requires
detailed and careful treatment which is not possible within the scope of this
paper. Openness to religious diversity has ever been a distinctive feature of
Indian culture; and it is in itself an interesting task to trace within Hindu-
ism—a system of beliefs and ideas which very largely is supportive of diver-
sity and which has left an unmistakable stamp on Indian philosophy, art
and society. The traditional Indian responses and reactions to religious ex-
clusivism will no doubt make an invaluable study not only because of the
way the various views seek to preserve pluralism, but also because of differ-
ences in how they look at this plurality.

Regarding their implications for an encounter of religions, a review of the
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positions taken in Advaita Vedanta (a Brahmanical School), _§ﬁn3_{avéda of
Midhyamika (a Buddhist School) and Anekﬁntavéda,_the Jaina view, seem
specially relevant. To explain the presence of diversity, recourse has peen
taken to various moves which unfold the many forms that the dialectic of
the self and the other can assume. .

There is a move to preserve pluralism while retaining a belief in a univer-
sal truth. Sometimes this truth is described as inexpressible, or ineffable (an
idea which admits of several versions) whose articulation, unavoidably im-
perfect, by any given community will depend onthe historical experience
and the conceptual resource of that community.?

Another move is to employ dialectics in order to abolish all conceptual
constructions, and to bring to consciousness the inner conflict in any dogma-
tic weaving of theories. It is not only criticism directed only toward the
‘other’, but is self-criticism as well. The purpose is to reject all dpstis
(views). _ _

Still another move may be read as follows. Every religion presents a uni-
que point of view and reflects an aspect of the universal truth, whicl_l cannqt
be negated, sublated. What needs to be rejected is the absolute c!a.lm to it
(the universal truth) by any religion. A full treatment of these positions can-
not be undertaken here.

Again, the suggestion® of using phenomenological epoché may also be
examined as a move which relegates questions about truth or falsity to the
background, and so makes room for an open understanding of the other
religion. .

It may also be urged that what is required is something more radical, say
the rejection of the very conception of absolute truth. Does this amount to
relativism? In order to argue that on a certain construal it does not, and
eventually to introduce the idea of interpretation in the coptext' of. inter-
religious communication, a useful step is to consider the implications of
essentialism. .

Essentialism holds that not only every specific religion, such as Hinduism,
has its own essence, but that all the different religions have a common
essence; and, what is more, that the essence is the very ground of the possi-
bility of differences. The differences are what they are only withi'n the frame-
work provided by the essence. In this paper, I cannot examine such an
essentialism at great length. However, why such a stance is found unsatis-
factory can be briefly indicated. e

One cannot, it may be said, determine the essence without considering
the differences. When one does determine an essence, there is no g priori
guarantee, however, that new differences would not upset our claim of hav-
ing determined the essence definitely. In the long run, it depends upon the
decisicn of the investigator where to stop, and. this decision is determined by
one’s own prior understanding of the meaning of religion. Thus, the concept
of essence may be shown to be an ontological hypostatization of the concept
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of medning. Once one reaches this point, the path to relativism is clearly
seen. All that one needs is to emphasize that meaning is relative to an inter-
pretive act. But before turning to relativism let me consider another form of
essentialism. This entails locating the essence not at the beginning, but at the
end, or as the goal of a teleological process. The classic form of such essen-
tialism is to be found in Hegel. But many other thinkers make use of it in
their own ways. It is 2 common move to portray different religions as step-
ping-stones in a developmental process which may be taken to culminatein a
religion whichis closerto one’s heart. The weakness of such approaches may
be brought out by pointing out that there is no unique way of ordering the
scries, and that, therefore the original pluralism can reappear in quite differ-
ent series devised by different thinkers.

Through the glasses of relativism, however, a different picture emerges.

Emphasis on the worth of many ways provides a challenge to all claims to
exclusive possession of the whole truth, and to the view that the way to
salvation is only one. Relativism has many facets and forms. Tt can be mode-
rate or extreme. It has a definite bearing on the issue of religious pluralism.
It does not seek to negate the presence of distinct traditions. It is important
to note that the view of tolerance that thus emerges is no trivial compromise;
it not only is tolerant towards others but demands tolerance from others,
There comes a shift in the understanding of ‘difference’ and ‘otherness’; one
begins to look at the facile ordering of religions as ‘higher’ and ‘lower’, an
attitude which has prevailed too long.4 However, as one sceks to appraise
the consequences of such a position, in its moderate and extreme forms, a

wide range of arguments for or against it is seen to be possible.5 It may, how-

ever, be said that relativism has brought a fresh chailenge questioning the

presuppositions of comparative study of allsorts, including that of religions.
It stimulates the need for thinking anew on such issues as whether religious

pluralism implies a pluralism of incompatible truths, values, etc., since the

dogmas and standards of a particular religious community cannot apply to

another. It has been supportive of pluralism by giving a jolt to those theo-

logical stances which claimed to have absolute truth.

To say that religious pluralism entails a moderate relativism is to under-
stand the issue in terms of a theory which relativizes the truth or falsity of
beliefs to a system, so that what is true in one system may be false in an-
other and vice versa. It is the extreme form of relativism which alone may
be said to be pernicious. According to extreme relativism, the meaning of
the concepts or terms used in a system change when one considers another
system in which the same word also functions. Thus, for example, it may be
claimed that the concepts of god, salvation, etc. as they function in one
religion are radically different from the way they function in another.

This does not merely mean that propositions which hold good of ‘god’,
etc. in-one religion are simply not true in another (that would be moderate
relativism), but that the very meaning of the word ‘god’, or its supposedly
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translational equivalent in another langunage, will be different; and that even
the meaning of ‘true’ and “false’ would suffer the same fate, In that case
members of one religious community would not even understqnd vsfhat mem-
bers of another religiois community say. One may wonder if thl§ radical
relativism and this theory of meaning-change are tenable. Could it nqt be
said that in spite of difference of meaning, in such cases the.re remains a
central core which is the same and which makes communication between
ligions possible?

- Tglo tﬁ{f an example, the extreme relativist might hold that 'Sanskr‘it wprds
like Deva and I§vara do not translate as ‘god’. There may be some justifica-
tion for this claim, but one may also insist that in spite_ (:,-f _dii_ferences both
sets of expressions mean a higher form of being, a dlvm.:ty in ther sense <')f
one who is the source of illumination. What may be lacking in t'he. Vedic
term ‘deva’, one may urge, is the idea of being the creator. Even if it is argu-
ed that the Vedic god creates, the relativist might reply tha}t the 1dea.. of
creation itself is not exactly the same in the Judaeo-Christian and Indian
traditions. -

In the face of such relativistic argument I would mamtaflp that none of
this proves that one cannot understand the other’s tradition, and that all
that it may be said to suggest is that one may not agree about the truth value
of the other’s beliefs. Extreme relativism seems 1o be more a pul_'ely theq-
retical attitude rather than a description of the actual process .of inter-reli-
gious dialogue. What seems to be particularly relevant and a useful concep-
tual tool is, rather, the idea of interpretation.®

183

To introduce the idea of interpretation in the context of inter-religious
communication is to adopt a view where both A and B are interpreters, ‘anﬁ
ihterpret their own individual as well as each other’s utterances. The posi-
tion is to be distinguished from the classical and standard understanding
according to which 4 communicates a thought to B when B grasps the same
thought or proposition which is expressed by the sentence A‘utters.
According to this same picture, to translate one sentence into another re-
quires - that the two sentences express the same thougl'n. Th{S picture (whose
classical exposition is given by -Frege) has serious ‘dlﬂicultles.. First of all
this account postulates a non-linguistic abstract entity calied tl}ought (which
by itself is not implausible). Secondly, this theory has to explain how B who
hears A’s utterances can enter into 4’s mind and grasp the very thogght
‘which she wanted to express. Thirdly, such explanation, ‘if at all possible,
will have no place for the idea of interpretation, as Qistlngxished -fl"o_m the
mere reception of a readymade ideal context. Upon this account, neither 4

nor B is an interpreter. - o )
~ If one introduces the idea of interpretation in order to understand the
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process of communication, one may begin by taking an intermediate posi-
tion according to which when A utters the sentence S, 4 (merely) knows
what thought she is expressing, but B who hears the utterance, interprets it
and assigns to it a meaning. His interpretation is correct if the meaning
which he assigns to § is identical with the thought that 4 expressed.

The problem of inter-religious communication and understanding, it
seems to me, requires a still more radical view, a view which regards both 4
and B as interpreters. The speaker and the auditor are both involved in the
process of interpretation. Whatever may be the limitation of such a picture,
it has the great advantage that it overcomes the problem associated with
mentalism (private mind) and avoids positing such abstract, ethereal entities
as thought. The prospect of success of this model over the two ‘others, des-
cribed above, is that it helps us to focus on the idea that religious meaning is
not a set of unchanging thoughts attaching to the texts, rituals and practices
of a religious community. The truth indeed is that the members of a religious
community are continually engaged in interpreting, making sense of sym-
bols, and that their act of interpreting is an ongoing, developing historical
process. It is also to be noticed that even if we confine ourselves toa selected
time-period, a single homogeneous interpretation, one unique mode of self-
understanding is rarely, if ever, to be found in any traditional frame. Some
religions have undoubtedly achieved more uniformity of interpretation than
others (here the inquiry is not directed to how this has been attained), but it
is perhaps no exaggeration to say that there always is a great deal of hetero-
geneity within what may be broadly called one religious tradition. In fact, if
one is to gain a rich, broad and adequate description of any complex reli-
gious tradition, it must not be at the cost of playing down the tensions and
oppositions that are inevitably present in, and which form an important part
of the conceptual experience of a tradition.

There is nothing to gain by overlooking the various interpretations and
re-interpretations of texts, etc. that are part and parcel of any given tradi-
tion. It is worth recalling the words of Gadamer that ‘in a tradition this
process of fusion is continually going on, for there old and new continually
grow together to make something of living value, without either being expli-
citly distinguished from the other.””

It may now be said that the problem of communication amongst religions
really amounts to how the interpretations of an outsider, the ‘other’, relate
to the historical process of interpretation by the members of the community
themselves (the insiders).

Before I proceed further, let me put a question. What exactly is gained by
this new picture? I think that one important gain is that we need no longer
speak of the religious meaning of a text, ritual or practice. Hence the pro-
blem of understanding is not how to identify a specific, readymade mean-
ing, but how to interpret (a second level of interpretation, of course) the
historical process of interpretation by the communities themselves.
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At this point, a pertinent question that arises is regarding what would be
the criterion of distinguishing an autheatic interpretation by an outsider
from inauthentic ones. One could, of course, also ask whether an insider’s
interpretation is always authentic. Tt is evident that the issue of the (factual)
distinction between the outsider’s and the insider’s interpretations is not
equivalent to the (evaluative) difference between authentic and inauthentic
Interpretations. It seems to me that one has to take recourse to a purely
pragmatic criterion. That interpretation is authentic, be it made by an out-
sider or by an insider, which is truly grounded in the historic consciousness
of a tradition. When it comes to the question of the authenticity of an out-
sider’s interpretation in particular, what would play a crucial role is per-
haps the consideration if the community of insider interpreters accepts it,
considers it seriously and appropriates it into its own self-understanding. An
outsider’s interpretation regarding any text or issue, theologically deemed
vital, is bound to be considered inauthentic if it becomes evident thatit is in
clear conflict with the community’s own understanding of the same, as it is
reflected in the historical process of interpretation of texts, etc. byits mem-
bers. A concrete example, rather than a purely speculative conjecture, might
be useful to show exactly how and why inter-religious communication gets
thwarted.

ITI

Consider, for example, the question of time as an issue in the context of the
encounter of world religions. A global history of ideas bears witness to the
philosophical and theological concern with this question, at a very early
date. Time may, thercfore, very well be considered perfinent subject-matter
for initiating a conversation amongst the participants of different philoso-
phico-religious traditions.

There have been some attempts to situate the time-experience of major
traditions in a global setting. Tt is in this context of cross-cultural and inter-
religious discourse that clichés concerning the time-experience of various
traditions abound. 1t is commonplace, for example, to maintain that the
Indo-Hellenic view of time is cyclic as opposed to the Judaeo-Christian
understanding of linear time. In order that a productive discourse may ensue
in the area of inter-religious and cross-cultural studies, it seems to me to be
specially important to examine carefully these general and broad distinctions
that are made, repeated endlessly and hardly ever questioned.

While dealing with time at the crossroads of cultures, the insightful
observation of Paul Tillich may be recapitulated:

In every religious interpretation of history, philosophical elements are
implied, first of all, a philosophy of time, and in every philosophical
interpretation of history religious elements are. implied—first of all, an
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interpretation of the meaning (or meaninglessness) of existence, When-
ever existence itselfs is to be interpreted, the difference between philoso-
phy and theology decreases, and both meet in the realm of myth and
symbol.®

Perhaps some of the stercotypes about Indian thought in an inter-cultural
context such as the cliché that the Indian view of time is cyclic is precisely
due to not seeing the larger interconnections between philosophical con-
cepts, religious ideas, myths and symbols. In brief, it is due to a lack of
deeper acquaintance with the historic consciousness of Indian thought. As I
have shown elsewhere?, the Indian conceptual experience of time knows of
great diversity. It is not possible here {o give more than an outlinc of some
of the ideas that emerge from the complex world of Indian thought.

One can trace ideas about time from very early sources of the Indian
tradition, such as the Atharva Veda, the Mahabhdrata, the Puranas, at the
level of myths and allegories. Some of these are impregnated with sugges-
tions anticipating later theories. The theories of time developed at that stage
of philosophical growth which saw the rise of distinct schools of Indian
philosophy. The contrast of views is awe-inspiring. If at the one end of the
scale there is a unitary view, there is a pluralistic view at the other end; if
some maintain the objective, independent reality of time, others question it.
Some hold time to be discrete?® and regard continuity as nothing but a
mental construction, again a position which others do not accept. Some
even emphasize that the distinction between being and time is due to an
arbitrary linguistic convention, insisting that they coalesce ontologically.

It may be emphasized that, apart from the last position, whick is 2 Bud-.
dhist view, all the views mentioned above, regarding time, were held by
some of the major schools of Brahmanical philosophy, despite their com-
mon allegiance to the exegetical texts of the Upanisads and their steadfast
adherence to theidea of Atman. The soteriological implications of these
views are to be appraised in the specific form of each school. Vaisnava and
Saiva literature abound in their variegated theological treatment of time.
The Brahmanical polemics with the Buddhist and Jaina schools also bear
witness to their deep understanding about the wide-ranging implications of
specific views of time.

This great diversity of views must be taken into consideration in any
appraisal of the Indian conceptual experience of time. To ignore this or to
reduce these varied notions under the single caption of cyclic time is to dis-
tort the image of a major and complex philosophical tradition.

“Surprisingly, at this point it may be observed that, while the appellation of
<gyclic time’ features so often in the Western encounter with the Indian
tradition, the idea can hardly be identified as the view of any particular

school or even as an issue for debate in the polemical literature.
Indian philosophers debated and discussed at length about such issucs as
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whether time is discrete or continuous, real or appearance, perceived or in-
ferred, an independent category or not, but there is no record, to my kriow-
ledge, of any dispute about whether time is cyclic or not. The necessity for
probing the meaning and significance of this appellation arises only in the
inter-cultural context and has little relevance within the frame of Indian
thought. ¥n other words, the reading scems to be in conflict with the self-
understanding of the Indian tradition.

Polemizing against a Greek view of ‘circular time’, from which we can
gather what cyclic time is or implies, St. Augustine thus describes the view
in his City of God:

;as those others think, the same measures of time and the same events
in time are repeated in circular fashion. On the basis of this cyclic theory,
it'is argued, for example, that just as in a certain age the philosopher
Plato taught his students in the city of Athens and in the school the
Academy, so during countless past ages, at very prolonged yet definite
intervals, the same Plato, the same city and the same school with the same
students had existed again and again . . .

An analysis of these oft-quoted lines shows clearly that the appellation
‘circular time’ carries.the implication of exact mechanical recurrence not
only of cosmological processes but also of individual destinies. There can-
not possibly be any salvation in this conceptual frame,-a matter of grave
theological consequence. Augustine, by repudiating this view, puts in relief
the Christian contribution to the religious interpretation of time.

Before I cite an example of the import of cyclic time which is ascribed to
Indian thought, let me first turn to the Puranas, a body of mythological
literature which draws on philosophical sources as well. Here we find a
grandiose cosmological model where the universe is conceived as under-
going repeated creation and dissolution. Vast time-scales are used for mea-
suring cach world cycle (Kalpa) in terms of billions of human years. The
divisions and sub-divisions of this time-period are called Mamvantara,
Mahayuga, ctc. This idea is present not only in the Mahabharata and
Bhagavad Gitg, but is very largely accepted by the major Brahmanical
schools which, it needs to be emphasized, put forward different views of
time.

In other words, the idea of cosmological cycles should not be confused
with that of cyclic time. The Indian mind, it is important to note, uses the
idea in a soteriological frame-work.

However, in an inter-cultural context the philosophica] and religious
significance of this idea does not seem to be properly understood. Even so
perceptive a culture-historian, as Arnold Toynbee, sosympathetic to the
Indian civilization, misconstrues the idea. He writes'in ‘his The Study of
History, . . . This philosophy of sheer recurrence, which intrigued, without
ever quite captivating, the Hellenic genius, came to dominate contemporary
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Indic minds.’ Referring to the Puranic idea of ‘Kalpa’, etc. Toynbee
comments,

Are these vain repetitions . .. really the law of the Universe, and, there-
fore, incidentally the law of the histories of civilizations? If we find that
the answer is in the affirmative, we can hardly escape the conclusion that
we are the perpetual victims of an everlasting cosmic practical joke, which
condemns us to endure our sufferings and to overcome our difficulties and
to purify ourselves of our sins—only to know in advance that the auto-
matic inevitable lapse of a certain meaningless measure of time cannot
fail to stultify all our human exertions by reproducing the same situation
again and again ad infinitum just as if we had never exerted ourselvesatall.

This is an incorrect appraisal of the Indian understanding of time and its
implications for history. A deeper acquaintance with Indian thought would
show to anyone that there is no idea of mechanical recurrence of the parti-
cular or repetition of individual destinies which does not take into account
human action. The pan-Indian concept of Karma, a concept however diffi-
cult and subtle in its implications, has a final and an irrevocable place in
Indian thought. What recurs, in nature and culture, is the generic pattern.

1t is in this connection that I would like to draw attention to the meta-
phor of the wheel which pervades Indian literature. The Indian culture as a
whole makes profound and profuse use of this symbol in a variety of ways.
1t is tied up inextricably with the life and culture of the Hindu-Buddhist
world. To the participants of this culture the wheel captures the pole of ex-
perience which allows one to arrive at a notion of law, that which makes
prediction possible. The Buddhist tradition makes the symbol a vehicle of
Buddhist thought. The message that the symbol of the ‘wheel of becoming’
(Bhava-Cakra) has been transmitting for the past 2500 years is not any idea
of mechanical repetition of individual destiny, externally imposed. On
closer examination it can be seen that the emphasis is on the inexorability
of the moral law, Karma, involving and implying ideas about rebirth and
salvation.

Again, to cite an authentic example from the Brahmanical tradition to
show the function of the wheel as a symbol, let me refer to the commentary
of Vyasa on the Yoga-Séitra. ‘From virtue arises happiness, from impiety
pain, from happiness attachment, from pain aversion, attachment and aver-
sion lead to efforts, which result in action. This in turn gives rise to virtue
or impiety, happiness or pain, attachment or aversion, and so on and on.”
Thus revolves the *six-spoked wheel of existence’.

The emphasis, it is evident, is on the generic pattern and not on a recur-
rence of particular phenomena or mechanical repetition of individual desti-
nies, Cycles and arrows/lines are major metaphors which appear and re-
appear in various contexts conveying distinct messages touching upon the
poles of experience of recurrence and irreversibility.
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The metaphor of the arrow carrying the sense of irreversibility often
appears inthe Indian context in discussions pertaining to theidea of Karma.
The imagery of the arrow that is shot and can thus be not called back is
used to convey the idea that actions once performed are sure in their irrever-
sible course to bear fruits (Karmaphala). The ethical concern is obvious. The
warning that is implicit in the imagery of the arrow is tied up with the idea
of the efficacy of human actions and the notion of irreversibility.

It is interesting to note that while recognizing the arrow as the major
metaphor of Western culture, Stephen Jay Gould reclaims the place of time-
cycles in his book, entitled Time's Arrow Time's Cycle (Cambridge, 1987).
Cycles and arrows, he says, are ‘so central to intellectual (and practical) life
that Western people who hope to understand history must wrestle intimately
with both’ (p. 16). He quotes from the Book of Ecclesiastes to confirm that
time-cycles is an idea which has a religious foundation.

All these indicate that time is a multi-dimensional issue and that the early
formulations of various traditions arc of particular interest for the self-
understanding of cultures. This in turn has an impact on the meeting of
cultures and encounter of world-religions. In other words, the importance
of academic concern with these aspects of the question of time is not con-
fined within the limits of the academic world. Its influence is of much larger
significance.

There is no doubt that a keen awareness of the conceptual distinctions
present in varjous thought traditions is a stimulating intellectual adventure.
But caution must be exercised to see that the zeal for finding differences in
the area of cross-cultural studies does not get out of proportion as this can
eventually lead to a distorted image of the ‘otherness’ of the other culture.

The ‘bias towards overthematization’ is undeniably glaring when one ob-
serves how the expressions of linear and cyclic time have come to designate
distinct cultural experiences of time. The question should be raised whether
the experiences of irreversibility and recurrence are emphasized in any such
absolute and exclusive manner in any culture that such schematizations of
cultural representation of time can be justified, even if one insists, as does
Geertz!%, that ‘the question isn’t really whether everybody has everything
... buf rather the degree to which things are claborated and their power
and force.’

Thus, the implications of time-metaphors become a pressing issue forany-
one involved in cross-cultural and inter-religious studies, as one cannot but
take note of how cycles and arrows gradually cease to be simple time-meta-
phors and come to be associated with such concepts as history, progress,
salvation. Tt also becomes apparent, slowly, how the schematizations of
time-representations of various cultures express, what Fabian in his book
Time and the Otherdescribed as ‘denial of coevalness’ to the other culture.

- As one peruses the relcvant literature, one sees that it is not at all unusual
to underplay the concept of time in one tradition as contrasted with another,
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- Arnoado Momigliano, in an essay entitled Time in Ancient Historiography’

(Quarto Contributo, Rome, 1969), observes, ‘Insome cases they oppose Indo-
Buropean to Semitic, in other cases Greek to Hebrew, in others still Greek
to Jewish-Christian or Christian alone,” In othér words, to sct up one tradi-
tion against another is not uncommon in an inter-cultural and inter-religi-

- ous frame-work. But the presuppositions of such schemes often go unexa-

mined and therefore their untenability is not detected. Truly, these clichés
block our perceptions by giving a simplistic picture of a tradition or a cul-
ture. The sharp concluding remarks of Momigliano are an important warn-
ing. He writes:

Many students of historiography and especially the theologically minded
among them, appear to assume that there are neat and mutually exclusive
views about time, the Jews had one, the Greeks another. To judge from

. experience, this is not so; and one would suspect that philosophers would
have an easier task if it were so.

This shows that in-order to explore fruitfully 'the cross-cultural dimension
of varied human perceptlons in the treatment of the issues of time and

‘history, fresh effort in terms of scholarly research, collaboration and ex-

‘changes needs to be made.
A most pertinent example of how prevalent these clichés are and how even
the best minds, keenly aware of the theological importance of bringing to-

-gether the major views concerning time and history in a global frame-work,

fall prey to these misconceptions can be seen in the writings of Paul Tillich.
In his work entitled The Protestant Erg, Tillich aitempts to classify the
major views under two headings whichinvolve, as he putsit, a sharp distinc-
tion between The historical and the non-historical types of interpreting
history’. In his summary of the characteristics of the ‘non-historical type,
which comprises Indian thought amongst other similar world-views, one
comes across the view, again, that one main feature of such a posmon is
that ‘time is considered to be circular or repeating itself mﬁmtely

This clearly shows that a built-in theoretical bias as one’s startmg point,
which often is simply due to a lack of information, does not facilitate under-
standing in this sensitive and complex area of investigation. One of the
tasks before the theologians engaged in the encounter-situation is precisely
to identify and dismantle some of the stereotyped devices and strategies that
have prevailed too long and blocked inter-religious communication.

IV

“To sum up, the encounter of world religions—in this construal-—entails a

situation where the phenomenon of religious pluralism is not seen merely as
a provisional state, ultimately tobe overcome. A move designed to have
eventually no room for the ‘otherness’ of the other cannot be accepied: The
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participants in such an encounter are of course.aware of their predicament.

They know that as interpreters they are so rooted in given traditions that

they can make sense of the ‘otherness’ only by placing themselves in the on-

going process of transmission of religious. ideas, etc. in their traditional

frames. They know that a creative appropriation of the other’s theological

perceptions requires an aurhentic interpretation, a genuine participation in

the process of critical self-understanding of a tradition. They are also aware -
that the ‘other’ too is in the same predicament.

What the consequences of such an exchange and collaboration will ulti- -
matcly be remains to be seen. The immediate task is preparation for a dia-
logue where encounter is not understood, as it has often been, merely as
talking fo the other or about the other, but with each other. The starting
point of a successful conversation is not to assume to know before onc has
heard carefully what the understanding of the patiner in the dialogue
actually is regarding an issue. .

Moreover, it calls for the critical awareness that no tradition is so com-
pletely. and rigidly fixed that it leaves absolutely no room for further self-
examination or emergence of new insights. To say that would be to proclaim
that the tradition in question is incapable of further growth, that, virtvally,:
it is no more alive. .

On the contrary, if a continuous self-scrutiny leading to a fusion of old
and new ideas admittedly can be said to happen within a tradition, perhaps
the demand for seif-examination becomes even more acute when members
of a tradition conseiously engage in a dialogue with those of another. This
involves a preparedness to listen to the other while interpreting the story
that is told. This is a situation where apprehending one’s distinct identity
itself demands that the ‘othierness’.of the other is authentically grasped. The
encounter-situation thus is perceived as a possibility for greater self-enrich-
ment.in an unexpected manner, just as it involves also facing the tension
between the self and the other, risking even the possibility of conversion.

In the history of the meeting of minds perhaps it is inevitable that parti-
cipation in the ongoing historical process of religious traditions would have
various phases of understanding of the ‘otherness’ of the other. Comparing, -
contrasting, arranging in hicrarchical orders are all part of it, but now per- =
haps efforts may be made to transcend it.

This is exactly where, 1 think, more academic involvement can consider- -
ably improve the present state of crisis in the inter-religious dialogue. It can
help focusing on the subtle conceptual distinctions that are present in” any
tradition regarding any issue considered important for religious thinking. Tt -
can, in other words, introduce complexity where an oversimplified picture
amounts to nothing but the projection of a distorted image of the ‘other-
ness’ of the other tradition. It can, as it must, make us aware that more
caution need to be exercised so that the zeal for finding differences amongst
various religious traditions does not, in the long run, block our understand-
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ing of the ‘other’, which in turn is bound to reflect on the seif-understand-
ing of a tradition. It can make us sensitive to the specific messages of the
various religious traditions, by preparing us to receive, to listen while engag-
ing in a second level of interpretation. Tt would hopefully witness creative
moments which happen from the ‘fusion of horizons’, to borrow an expres-
sion from Gadamer. This fusion is possible when the participants are so
immersed in the process of interpretation that they will not find it sufficient
to relate to the other as an indifferent outsider or assume the posture of an
uninvolved spectator; but would attempt to seize the ‘otherness’ in a
genuinely creative manner. If understanding the other involves interpreta-
tion, it also calls for an openness which leads to the realization thatitis not
necessary to close one’s eyes to the possibilities of interpretation beyond
one’s own tradition’s already achieved self-understanding. It is a situation
which is impregnated with various possibilities of intensifying the awareness
of the profundity of the insights as well as of the blindness and oversights
of one’s own tradition; jusi as of the other,.

At the end, it may be emphasized that the crisis of the sitnation which is
religiousty plural is not the phenomenon itself, nor the apprehension of the
tensions and oppositions which are present within a tradition or amongst
the various traditions. It lies in the inability to open up a creative discourse
which seeks to attain a higher stage of reflection that a growing spirit of
critical understanding alone can foster through successfu! inter-religious
communication: The progress of such an endeavour will be witnessed in the
increasing awareness that shunning an encounter with the other tradition is
paving the way for stagnancy in religious thinking. It will then become evi-
dent that a diffusion of information from authentic sources can remove
barriers in this major domain of human reflection which in turn will have a
larger- impact on other areas of activity as well. Polemics and debates will
ensue and are to be accepted and encouraged as part of an open inquiry.
Evidently, there cannot be any prior demand for an eventual agreement/
conversion between the pariners in the dialogue. A successful conversation
among insiders or between the latier and the outsiders can proceed, how-
ever, only on the basis of the authenticity of their interpretations. The
situation calls for a readiness to perceive the effective and important role
that world religions could play in today’s world through a greater parti-
cipation of members across boundaries. The crisis lies in not noticing that
successful inter-religious communication is the antidote for all forms of
religious egoity since, as 8. Radhakrishnan puts it so poignantly, who would
deny that ‘no one is so vain of his religion as he who knows no other’?
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The logical structure of svadvada®*

PRADEEP P. GOKHALE
University of Poona, Pune

The Jaina doctrine of sydt is a doctrine central to Jaina philosophy. Tn the
Jaina theory of pramdnas it is the doctrine which corresponds to $abdapra-
mana or Srutapramdna as understood by Jainas. The doctrine is closely con-
nected with Jaina ontology which highlights the infinite-fold character of
reality. Tt is also closely connected with the Jaina theory of values because
it provides us with a methodological tool for exercising non-injury in the
intellectual field.

In this paper I wish to concentrate upon the nature of the Jaina doctrine
of syat, popularly known as syadvada, with special reference to the logical
structure of the doctrine.

. T have remarked above that syadvdda corresponds to the Jaina account of
Sabdapramana. Naturally syddvada is concerned with statements or proposi--
tions. In the articulations of syddvada we are generally given a list of seven
statements or statement forms (bhangas) which are apparently inconsistent.
with one other. Every statement from the list contains the word sydt as a
prefix. This inclusion of the word sydf in each statement implies,- amongst
other things, that the statements made as a part of the seven-fold scheme
(saptabhangt) are not contradictory at all, but they throw light wpon the
different aspects of reality. This raises a question regarding the logical
structure of the syds-statements (that is, statements containing syar as a
prefix) as understood by the Jaina thinkers. In order to solve this question
and understand clearly the import of syadvida some modern scholars of
Jainology and logic have suggested some logical models. In this paper I
shall discuss three such models which I call the model of many-valued logic,
the model of modal logic and the model of conditionality respectively.
After discussing these models one by one, T shall suggest a fourth model
which, T feel, is the most adequate one. -

THE MODEL OF MANY-VALUED LoGIC

Professor 8.L. Pandey in his article ‘Naya-vdda and Many-valued logic’t.
has conceived nayavada and syddvada as the two formulations of many--
valued logic. In fact, he claims that the logic of nayas is the three-valued

" *This paper was presented in the seminar on Jaina philosophy and epistemolpéy
organised by Bhogilal Leherchand Institute of Indology at Delhi in Décember, 1990,
I thank the organisers of the seminar for permitting me to publish it,
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Iogic of Lukasiewicz. He further claims that syddvada being an instance of
nayavida, syddvada too refers to many-valued logic. Here we are not con-
cerned with the question whether his claim that nayavada is Lukasiewiczian
three-valued logic is correct, but we are concerned with his argument with
regard to syadvada. Whether nayavada is many-valued logic or not, it seems
incorrect to hold that syddvdda is nothing but an instance of nayavdda.
Because nayavada, as has generally been held, gives us a class of ‘partial
truths’, whereas syddvada gives us a class of whole truths (or the whole
truth). And the whole truth cannot be an instance of a partial truth.
Pramana cannot be an instance of praminamsa.

Pandey also presents some independent considerations in favour of his
interpretation of syddvida as many-valued logic. His main considerations
may be briefly stated as follows:

(1) Jainas accept that even contradictory statements like p and~p could
be true together. This implies that they challenge the law of contradiction.
They give some truth-value (other than falsehood) to contradictory state-
ments. 2

(2) Avaktavya or ‘indescribable’ could be best understood as ‘indetermi-
nate’, the third truth-value of Lukasiewicz’s three-valued logic. But Pandey
also claims: Jainas observe that the indeterminate compound statement is a
conjunction of a positive statement and its negative form and that it challen-
ges the law of contradiction.?

Both these considerations have one point in common, viz. it is by challeng-
ing the law of contradiction that we arrive at the third truth-value. But do
Jainas really challenge the law of contradiction? Do they hold that two
contradictory propositions like pand~p could be true together? In that
case there was no point in prefixing syds to each statement in the seven-fold
scheme. The import of the term sydt is that any given statement can be held
to be true, but only in a certain respect or from a certain standpoint
(kathaficit). Both p and not-p are true in some respect. But of course the
respect in which p is trae is different from the one in which not-p is true. In
this' way the role of the term syat in syar-statemenis is to dissolve the
apparent contradiction between statements by pointing out that the truth of
apparently contradictory statements is relative to the respective standpoints.
The interpretation of syadvada in terms of many-valued logic, especially
Pandey’s version of it, does not take due notice of this role of the term
syat. ]

Of course this criticism of Pandey does not answer the problem of the

medning of evaktavya which, according te him, is the third truth-value.’

One can try to respond to this problem in two ways.

Fitst, the question regarding the essence of syddvada needs to be distin-

guished from the question regarding the nature of the seven-fold scheme. It
would not perhaps be correct to suppose that saptabhargi itself is the essence
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of syddvida. One could accept syddvida in its essence, but may not accept
its articulation in terms of saprabhangi. Like Professor Mohanlal Mehtat
one could say, syddasti and syar-nasti suffice as the two basic forms. So it is
perhaps incorrect to suppose that the category of avakigvya is essential to
the Jaina theory of sydt.s

Second, even if the category of avaktavya is thought to be essential to
syddvada, the question remains whether it indicates ‘indescribability’ or
‘indeterminateness’ arising out of contradiction. For, the category of
avaktavya does not seem to emerge simply because two contradictory state-
ments happen to be made simultaneously (yugapat), but rather because the
two standpoints from which the two apparently contradictory statements are
asserted are considered at once and not sequentially, It is, for instance, odd
to consider whether ‘pot’ exists as ‘pot’ and at the same time as a ‘cloth’,
But the oddity involved is more of an epistemological kind than logical, The
middle value designated by the term avaktavyais therefore better understood
as the epistemic middle rather than as the logical middle, It is closer to the
middle truth-vaiue called ‘undeterminable’ of Kleene’s three-valued system?®
rather than to the Lukasiewiczian third truth-value called ‘indeterminate’.

As a result we can say that avaktavya is not the third truth-value in the
logical sense of the term, because it does not arise out of the violation of the
laws of logic such as non-contradiction and excluded middle.

The above discussion suggests that Pandey’s attempt to interpret syddvada
as a kind of many-valued logic is not satisfactory. Now let us tura to the
second model.

THE MoDEL OF MopaL LoGic

We have seen that the interpretation of syddvada as a kind of many-valued
logic does not give an adequate account of the significance of the term sydt
in syadvida. In this second interpretation however there is an attempt to
attach some special significance to it.? According to this interpretation the
term sydf means ‘maybe’, ‘perhaps’, ‘possibly’ or ‘probably’, One can now
formalize a sydt-statement by using some modal operator (say, ). But
two points have to be noted at the outset before we try to formalize the
seven-fold scheme in terms of the modal operator.

(1) Although Jainas use the same term syd¢ throughout the seven-fold
scheme of syadvada, the different occurrences of syat point at different
standpoints in different cases. Sydt in syat asti does not point at the
same standpoint as spat in sydt ngsti does. Now, although the third-
bhaniga: ‘syat asti nasti ca’ contains only one occurrence of sydt we will
have to analyse it as Sydr asti sydt nasti ca and aiso keep in mind that the
two occurrences of sydt in this analysis do not point at the same standpoint.
The same thing has to apply to our use of the modal operator M. ‘
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(2) We will have to use some special operator for indicating avaktavya.
Just as we signify <It is not the case that p’ by ‘~p’ similarly we could
signify, ‘It is undeterminable whether p* by ‘cop’.

Now we are in a position to formalize the seven-fold scheme of syddvida.
in the following way :

(1) Mp

2y M~p

() Mp. M~p

(4) Mcop

(5) Mp. Moop

(6) M~p. Moop

(T) Mp. M~p. Moop

It is, prima facie, possible to justify this interpretation by relating it to
the Jaina concept of naya and also with the notion of third truth-value as
may be applied to nayas. Pandey, for instance, in his article mentioned.
above, tries to show that all nayas being partial truths can be assigned the
third truth-value I of Lukasiewicz’s three valued system. Now Lukasiewicz
himself relates the idea of the middle truth-value with some modal logical
considerations.? His attempt to combine the two considerations may be
used for our purpose in the following way: ‘Possibly p’ is true when p is
indeterminate. ‘Possibly ~ p’ is true when ~p is indeterminate. But if p- is
indeterminate so is ~ p. (Jainas would add: if p is indeterminate, so is cop.)
So, given any proposition p which expresses a naya (which is indeterminate),
Mp, M~p, Mp. M~p, Moop, all are true.

One could also add: if p is indeterminate, Mp is true, but |_p (i.e. neces-
sarily p) is false. And this is in tune with the basic insight of the Jaina
logicians when they claim that Fkantavada (i.e. insisting upon partial truth
as if it were the whole truth; insisting upon an indeterminate view as if it
were necessarily true) amounts to a fallacy of naya (nayabhdasa or durnaya).

This justification seems to be prima facie intelligible, but it is doubtful
whether it gives a true picture of what Jainas mean by the term syat in
syadvida. ‘

It seems incorrect to identify ‘incomplete truth’ or ‘partial truth’ with
indeterminateness. That a naya is ‘partially tiue’ implies that it is true in
a certain respect and certainly true in that respect. Naya is also partially
false because it is false in some other respect and certainly false in that
other respect. Truth or falsehood of maya does not imply any kind of
uncertainty,? whereas indeterminateness does involve a kind of uncertainty.
This partiainess of truth in the case of nayas is made explicit in syadvada by
applying the prefix syat to naya-statements. Syat therefore does not mean
‘maybe’, ‘perhaps’, ‘possibly’, or ‘probably’; rather it means ‘in a certain
way', ‘in some respect’, etc. This is the meaning of the term kathaficit which .
is generally used as the synonym for the term syat in syddvada. Modern
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scholars like Muni Nathmal and B.K. Matilal bring this out and also repu-
diate in a way the claim that syadvada could be rendered as a case for
modal logic.

But while interpreting syar as ‘in some respect’, instead of ‘possibly’,
some modern scholars also give a different explanation of syddvada by
rendering syaf-statements as conditional statements of a kind. This leads us
to the third model, which I call the model of conditionality.

THE MODEL OF CONDITIONALITY

Professor Sagarmal Jain'® and Professor B.K. Matilal'! in their papers have
independently interpreted syddvada in terms of conditional propositions.
Jain has even formulated a complete version of saptabhangt in terms of
conditional statements; but we need not go into the {ull details of it here.
The essence of the view of both Matilal and Jain is that the proposition of
the form sydat ghatah asti could be expressed as a conditional statement in
which the statement ‘the pot exists’ is the consequent and the standpoint
from which the consequent is.asserted is expressed by the antecedent.

The first two forms in the seven-fold scheme could be instantiated with
the help of another instance as follows:

1. If ‘self’ means the present act of consciousness then the seif is imper-
manent.
2. If ‘self” means the substance to which different acts of consciousness
are attributed, then the self is permanent.
- The forms of the two statements are:
G2 (Sisp)
C,D (S is not-p)

This interpretation is better than the earlier two interpretations in an
important respect. It takes the word sydt to mean ‘under such and such
condition’, which is very close to ‘in some respect’, the meaning . of katha#i-
cit.

However, the interpretation seems to have at least two major drawbacks:

(1) Sydr-statements under this interpretation are supposed to appear as
conditional or hypothetical statements. But actually the syér-statement does
not have an if-then form. A conditional statement does not exclude the
possibility that its antecedent be false and yet the consequent be true. But
a sydr-statement seems to presuppose the truth or at least- the. admissibility
of the standpoint from which the statement is claimed to be true. The logi-
cal difference between a conditional statement and a sygr-statement seems
to be like the one between the following two forms:

(a) If the standpoint ,Cl is true, then p.
(b)- There is the standpoint.C, from which p.
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(2) A sydr-statement indirectly refers to some standpoint but does not
specify any standpoint. Rendering a sydf-statement as a conditional state-
ment, however, demands on our part that we specify the standpoint in the
sydt-statement itself. Jain thinks it essential to specify the condition or the
respect in which a proposition is true, in order to avoid certain confusions
and misconceptions.’? Indeed Jain is right if he means that when it comes
to the justification of a sydt-statement, one will have to specify the stand-
point from which the given statement is true. But if he means that the
specification of the standpoint should be incorporated in the formulation
of the sydr-statement itself, then his suggestion amouats to distortion of the
original logical form of sydt in syddvada. The peculiarity and the beauty of
syddvada lies in indicating the existence of some standpoint, seme condition
.or some respect which makes the given statement true, without specifying
the exact standpoint or condition or respect which does so. The model of
conditionality does not seem to preserve this peculiar logical form of
syddvada. Hence it fails to be fully satisfactory.

AN ALTERNATIVE MODEL: THE MODEL OF ExXISTENTIAL QUANTIFLER

1t would not, therefore, be pointless to make an effort in search of an alter-
native formalization, a more adequate formalization of spar-statements. The
effort could be made on the following lines.

We have seen that Jaina logicians usually translate the prefix sydt as
kathaficit and that kathaficit could be translated in English as ‘from a
standpoint’, “n a way’, ‘in some respect’, etc. Sydt in this sense does not
appear as an antecedent of a conditional but more like an existential quanti-
fier of the following sort:

There is a standpoint such that...
There is a way in which...
There is a respect in which. ..

Now let us try to analyse the syaf-statement :

sydt jivah nitvah
in terms of the above interpretation of sydt. The statement would rather
mean:

(a) There is a standpoint such that ‘that Self is permanent’ is the case.

Now if we introduce x as a variable ranging over different standpoints
and p as a constant which stands for the statement ‘Self is permanent’, then
the same sydit-statement could be formalized as:

(b) There exists some x such that x makes p true.

Here T have presupposed that a relation can hold between a standpoint
and proposition which could be described as ‘the standpoint makes the
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proposition true’ or that ‘the proposition is true from the standpoint’, We
can symbolically represent ‘x makes y true’ as xTy in which case the syar-
statement could be formalised as follows:

(©) (3x) (xTp)

If we want to specify that x ranges over standpoints and not anything
else, within the formalization itself, then ouvr formalization will take a little
complicated form, because we will have to introduce a propositional func-
tion Sx to mean ‘x is a standpoint’. Now the sydt-statement would be
formalized as follows:

(d) 3x) (Sx. xTp)

This (d) would be our standard version of the first bhariga in saptabhangi.
By representing ‘It is not the case that p’ by ‘~p® and “It is undeterminable
whether p’ by ‘cop’ we get the complete version of the seven-fold scheme of
syadvada as follows

(1) (3% (Sx. xTp)

() @x)(Sx. xT~p)

(3) (ax) (Sx. xTp). (ay) (Sy- yT~p)

(4) (3x) (Sx. xToop)

(5} (3%) (Sx. xTp). (3¥) (Sy. yToop)

(6) (3%) (Sx. xT'~p). (¥) (Sy- yTcop)

(7 (3x) (Sx. xTp). (3y) (Sy. yT~p). (32) (Sz. zToop)

Although this formulation is more adequate than the earlier formulations
it does mot seem to be perfectly adequate. One of the differences between
the original seven-fold scheme of syddvida and the above formulation is that
all the statements in the above formulation are metalinguistic in character.
They are statements about the statement p, whereas the original syat-state-
ments are at least seemingly object-linguistic in character. One will have
perhaps to search for an object-linguistic counterpart of the above metalin-
guistic formulation, The first bhariga could be restated now in the following
way

(a) There is a standpoint such that ‘that Self is permanent’ is the case.
This could be restated as

(b") There is a standpoint from which Self is permanent.

This looks like the original syaz-statement. Here we will have to introduce
a three-term relation of the following sort:

Fxyz:yis zfrom x
Now (b’) could be formalized as

(c") (3x) (Sx. Fxsp) where 5 stands for self and p for permanent.
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Tt appears that we have succeeded in giving an object-linguistic formaliza-
tion of the first bhanga of the saptabhangi. But have we really succeeded?
In order to pursue this question we may have to analyse the notion of sstand-
point’ which is frequently used by Jainas. We can address ourselves to the
question: What is there in a standpoint on account of which we can say that
one and the same statement could be true from one standpoint and false
from another?

In an answer to this question, I think the distinction between sentence
and statement. that logicians generally make is of crucial importance.
According to this distinction, a statement is the cognitive content of an
indicative sentence. It is the sense of an indicative sentence. The same sen-
tence can be used for making different statements, some true, some false. In
terms of this distinction we could say that standpoint is something like a
sense of an indicative sentence or at least that it has something to do with
the sense of asentence. It is because of this that the change in standpoint
results in change in the sense of the sentence and this could result in change
in the truth-value.

We could now say, in response to the question we addressed to ourselves,
that it is not the same statement which is true from one standpoint and
false from another. Tt is rather the same senfence which expresses a true
statement under one interpretation and a false statement under another. A
standpoint in this sense isan interpretation of a given sentence or at least
something that goes into the interpretation of a given sentence.

The above discussion supports an insight of Matilal which he cxhibits
when he translates syd as ‘in a sense’.! But if there is a truth in this insight,
then another consequence follows. A syat-statement, in so far asit is a
statement about a sense of a sentence, is a metalinguistic statement and not
an object-linguistic one. The syar-statement like sydt jivah nityall seems
to be directly about Self, bat it is in fact directly about a sentence like *Self
is permanent’ and about the sense in which the sentence could be construed
as true. It is a metalinguistic statement in disguise.

This fact about the logical structure of syddvada may have some impor-
tant implications in the ficld of Jaina ontology and also in the Jaina theory
of values. But it is a matter for separate discussion.
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Concept of the pramdnas in Mdanameyaprakasika
according to Visistddvaita philosophy
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Harijivandas Sastri was a philosopher of the Visistadvaita school of Vedanta
in nineteenth-century Gujarat. He was born in A.D. 1883 in a village named
Dharmaja in Khera district, Gujarat. He was a follower of the Auddhava
Tradition of the Visistadvaita school of Vedinta, aud has authored many
books on Vigistadvaita Vedanta. Among his books, originaily written in
Sanskrit, Manameyaprakasika is an important contribution to Vidistidvaita
philosophy.? The other works with Sanskrit and Gujarati commentaries are
Siksapatrittkabhasya, Satsangijivanavivarana, Vasudevamahdtmyavivarana,
Srivisnusahastranamavivarana and Siksapatripaficaratnam-nityabidhif.

The work Manameyaprakasika is a philosophical elaboration of thoughts
which were previously dealt with by Venkatnatha in Nyayapariuddhih and
Nydyasiddhafijanam respectively. But the author of Manameyaprakasika des-
cribes both the pramapa and the prameya sections of the philosophy of
Viéistadvaita in a more sophisticated fashion than the other authors. In this
paper, I shall highlight only on the concept of the pramdnas.

In the Auddhava Tradition, it is admitted that worldly miseries can be
solved only by worshipping Lord Krspa; devotion to Him is the ultimate
solution for emancipation. Swamindrayana is known as the establisher of
this tradition, hence it is also called Swaminarayana Sampradaya.? In Mana-
meyaprakasika, the three tatvis of Visistadvaita philosophy, i-e. cit, acit and
Ishwara are discussed in three chapters; Jadapariccheda, Jivapariccheda and
Ishwarapariecheda respectively.

Without knowing the pramdnpas, we cannot conceive the reality of this
world, as the pramdnas are the only source to knowing the prameyas. In this
tradition, the three pramdnas are advocated as a source of valid knowledge
—perception (pratyaksa), inference (anumdéna) and scriptural testimony or
verbal knowledge (Sabda).®

There are two classes of propositions, valid and invalid. The pramanas
are dealt with as valid knowledge. In Manameyaprakas$ikd, Harijivandas
defines pramdana as the right knowledge known by its use.4 In this definition
the word pramdna is used in the sense of Phdve Lyut, and not Karane Lyut.
Thus pramdna is the righteousness of any knowledge known by its use.
Pramana means pramd here.® This definition is made to avoid false
knowledge like the knowledge of silver in shell or of snake in a rope. The
use of the pramdna is to get the rightness of any object.
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Visistadvaitin admit that every knowledge is valid, ‘Sarvam Jignam Yathdr-
tham’. But in the instance of Sukti-rajat, the rightness of the knowledge is
due to adoption of satkyativada.® In this instance the major part of the
rajat is known but due to its uselessness it becomes invalid. Further, the
author of Manameyaprakdsika writes that the pramdnas are also a source to
know about prameyas. But the word pramdna is defined only in Bhdve
Lyut. So it is not very clear whether he admits pramapa as an instrument of
knowledge like Naiyayikas or whether he uses the term in the sense of know-
ledge only.” Thus, the word pramédna denotes the rightness and utility of
any knowledge, since it discriminates valid knowledge from invalid know-
ledge. To conclude the definition of parmana, it is right knowledge and its
rightness is known by its use in any time. _

Harijivandas includes all the pramapas in the three pramdnas admitted in
the systems of Indian philosophy. Recollection (pratyabhijfia) depends upon
a previous perception. For instance, in “This is that Devadatta’, this Devadatta
is perceived in the past and he is the same person in the present, so this
involves perception. We cannot treat this knowledge as merely remembrance,
because the knowledge produced here is qualified by thisness with perception
and remembrance of thatness. So recollection is merged in perception.®

Negation (abhava) is merged in a positive entity. A person looking a cow
knows her as a cow and not as a horse.? Harijivandas identifies prior nega-
tion with its previous state, posterior negation with its subsequent state and
mutual negation, as in ‘a cow is never a horse’, with the nature of another
subject. We can know negation through perception. There are two forms
of a substance; negative and positive. So we perceive non-apprehension of
any object through positive entity.1®

Presumption (arthapatti) is merged in inference. ‘Although Devadatta
does not eat in the day, yet he looks strong’. In this instance, Devadatta’s
eating at night is inferred from the perception of his strength without eating

in the daytime. Thus the presumption of Devadatta’s strength which is in-.

ferred by the universal concomitance (vydpti) of a person not eating in the
daytime but looking strong, proves his eating at night.**

Comparison (upamana) is merged in verbal knowledge, perception and
-inference.'? Tt is merged in verbal knowledge because a man hearing ‘a cow
is similar to a wild cow” knows that this similarity produced by a directive
sentence. It can be included in inference because it depends upon the know-
ledge of the universal concomitance, ‘whatever is similar to a cow is a wild
cow’. In the same manner, ‘whatever is dissimilar to a wild cow is not a cow’
is also an aspect of universal concomitance. It can be included in percep-
tion because comparison is the perception of a wild cow endowed. with
similarity to a cow. ;

Sambhava and aitihya are also included in inference and verbal testi-
mony respectively.® Five rupees are possible in fifty rupees’. In this instan-
ce, five rupees are inferred in fifty rupees. ‘The devil lives in. this tree’—in
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this instance, through a reliable person’s statement, gitihya is merged in
verbal testimony.

- Thus, there are only three pramdnas: perception, infererice and verbal
testimony or verbal knowledge.

PERCEPTION

Harijivandas defines perception as that knowledge which occurs directly and
immediately.!? Like Naiyayika, he also admits that perception is that know-
ledge which is not mediated by other knowledge.'® Inference is produced by
the knowledge of a sign (/ifiga) and verbal testimony is produced through
the relation of a word to its object, but perception is not produced by the
knowledge of any instrument of knowledge.

Harijivandas divides perception into two parts, as indeterminate (rirvikal-
paka) and determinate (savikalpakd).'s Indeterminate perception is qualified
knowledge of the first object and determinate perception is qualified know-
ledge of the second object. “This is a cow’ is an instance of indeterminate
kriowledge and “This is also a cow’ is an instance of determinate knowledge.
Venkatanatha also rejects unqualified knowledge of the dumb person and
the perception of an animal, because both cognize qualified objects. We
look at their nature of accepting and avoiding those things which are useful
and useless for them accordingly.!? '

Unqualified knowledge is seen asbeing indeterminate by.the Naiyayikas.1®
They admit that qualified knowledge is produced by the knowledge of a
qualification. For instance, in ‘fragrant sandal’, qualified knowledge is pro-
duced by the knowledge of a qualification of fragrance. But in the instance
“This is a cow” qualified knowledge is not preceded by knowledge of qualifi-
cation of cowness. Harijivandas rejects this view of the Naiyayikias because
there is no fixed rule that all qualified knowledge must be preceded by the
knowledge of a qualification. Knowledge of a qualification is only needed.
where there is qualified object and a qualification is not perceivable by the
same sense-organ.!®

In ‘fragrant sandal’, fragrance is perceived by the nose, sandal is perceived
by the eye and the memory of fragrance is perceived by the nose; hence, know-
ledge of fragrance is used as a qualification of a piece of a sandal. So this is
the rule: qualification is used only when the qualified object and qualification
are not perceived by the same sense-organ.2°

It is necessary to aviod the Nyaya principle of both kinds of perception in
Visistadvaita because their conception of ‘Nirvikalpaka’ perception cannot
be applied in Viistadvaita. Visistddvaitin advocate every object as vifesana
of the qualified Brahman. Brahman is called vifesya. In Visistadvaita
every object is a qualification of ISvara. Thus, cognition of every object
may be qualified. When ciz and acit are the qualification of the Brahman,
it becomes necessary that every objeet is qualified in cognition. So in the
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‘Nirvikalpaka’ kind of perception the nisprakdarakajiidne cannot be a.c%mitt-
ed in the light of the Visistadvaitin view. In the same manner as cit and
acit are the prakaras of the qualified Brahman, so every p_erceptn:“n} may
be of the nature of saprakaraka. Similarly, in the Auddhava Tradition, it
is rightly felt that the cognition of nisprakaraka is of .qualiﬁfd objects only.

Harijivandas admits other kinds of perception, viz. arvdcina and anar-
vicina.? He divides arvdcina into two parts, i.c., that with the help of sensc-
organs and that without any help of sense-organs. The second part is further
divided as yogaja and divya. There yogic perception is due to the .excel-
lent merits of yogis; when their manas is united with Geod, tht?y perceive all
objects without any help of the sense-organs. Divya perception 18 t'hat of
devotees. Perception created without any help of the sense-organs is includ-
ed in divya perception, . B .

Sensnal perception is of five kinds—caksus, rasana, ghar@naja, tvica
and fra@vana. This perceptioil is created without any defect of the sense-
organs.

Harijivandas admits sannikarsa of two kinds—-samnga and sizmyu-
ktaraya. In samyoga sense-contact with the object and in samyuktasraya
sensc-contact with the qualities of the object is admitted. 22

INFERENCE

Harijivandas admits inference as a separate pramana. Dge to its ‘dePenfienoe
on perception and its nature of representing verbal testimony, it 18 rlght.ly
discussed in second number. Carvaka opposes inference. He only admits
perception and ignores the other pramanas. Here, inference is defined as
valid knowledge of a probandum (vyapaka) from the knowledge of a pro-
bans (vydpya) in any subject of inference with invariable concomltanc_e.23 y
Vigistadvaitin admit the word anusandhana in place of paramarsa,
admitted by the Naiyayikas. Where paramarsa denotes the sense of invari-
able concomitance only, the word anusandhdna also denotes the possibility
of inference caused by perception. So the word anusandhana rightly deals
with gnumana owing to perception. _
Inference becomes a process by which we get knowledge of a pa:rtlcul‘ar
case through the knowledge of a universal case, i.e. a particular fire '111 a hill
is known through the universal concomitance of a smoke and ?,ﬁre in many
times and places. Accepting inference, Harijivandas deﬁf{es inference }ﬂfe
the Naiyayikas. The only difference, between Visigtadvaitin anc}'t.he_ Naly'fx-
yikas is in accepting the kevalavyatireki form of anui_md:?a. Vtsns[iadvaltln
do not accept the kevalavyatireki form of anumana. This difference is to be
discussed later on. :
Inference is made through the knowledge of a universal concomitance
between a probans and a probandum. A probans exists in less spher-e 9f
time and place,* e.g. smoke exists where there is a fire, but does not exist In
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a heater. So its range is less than that of fire. A probandum exists ina
greater sphere of time and space than a probans, e.g. fire exists in a red
hot iron or a heater, where there is no smoke at all. So smoke may be call-
ed a probans and fire may be called a probandum due to their existence in
the range of time and space. Thus, inference is merely a process setting the
valid knowledge of a probandum from the knowledge of a probans.

The relation between a probans and-a probandum is inseparable in time and
space or both.2® The relation between smoke and fire is an instance of both
time and space. Inferring the special position of the sun in the sky through
the shadow of a person is an instance of time only. Heating and a quality
produced by its existence is an instance of space only.

A wide experience of concomitance is needed to affirm inference. Thus, a
single instance is not sufficient to prove concomitance like the Advaitins do
occasionally.?® This is the only way to get an undoubted and unconditional
invariable concomitance that we must observe various instances.

In Carvika’s opinion, invariable concomitance cannot be established, be-
cause one is not able to observe all the instances of a probans to be accom-
panied by all the instances of a probandum. This observation is not always
free from the existence of conditions (upddhi). Harijivandas rejects this view
of Carvaka and says that when Carvaka presents a reason to prove the
invalidity of inference, he also accepts a reason and it can only be known
by concomitance or inference.*

The Buddhists accept identity as a relation between a person and a pro-
bandum. This view cannot be admitted. While from the rise of Krtika, the
rise of Rohini is inferred, they are neither identical in essence or effect nor
the cause of each other. If essential identity is accepted to prove the relation
then all trees would be mango trees. If the former is accepted as the cause
of the latter, then the reasoning involves self-dependence (@trmasraya). 28

The invariable concomitance in inference is admitted as unconditional.
Condition is co-extensive with a probandum, but does not accompany a
probans and a property distinct from the property of a probans.? Wet fuel
is a condition that is an invariable concomitance of fireness. Invariable con-
comitance is of two kinds—positive concomitance (anvayavyapti) and nega-
tive concomitance (vyatirekavydpti). Both kinds of invariable concomitance
are vitiated by the presence of a condition (upadhi).

There are only two kinds of inference—¥kevalanvay! and anvayavyatireki.
The kevalavyatireki form accepted by the Naiyayikas cannot be admitted,
because it lacks invariable concomitance and is similar to the nature of
asadhirapa fallacy. In asadharapa fallacy the hetu exists only in paksa and
does not exists in sapaksa and vipaksa. In the kevalavyatireki form of infer-
ence hetu exists in paksa only. ‘The earth is eternal due to gandha’. In this
instance, gandha is only found in the earth and there is no other instance of
sapaksa or vipaksa to prove concomitance. This view of the Visistadvaitin
is mostly true. Similarly, inference cannot be divided into svartha (for one-
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self) and pardrtha (for others) as adopted by the Naiyayikas. Inference may
be treated one’s own mental act and knowledge of any object which is be-
yond perception, Thus, the division into svdrthidnumana and pardrthdmamana
is unnecessary.®®

The Naiyayikas admit- five kinds of inference—a proposition, a reason, an
example, an application and a conclusion. But the Vigistadvaitin think there
is required use of any three, four or five members, according to the intellect
of the user.#

Lack of 1nvarla.ble concomltance in inference violates its nature and it
becomes a fallacy (hetvabhasa). The concept of fallacy in Manameyaprakasika
is similar to that found in Nyaya philosophy. Fallacy is defined as that know-
ledge or hetu which is not correct.3? It is of five kinds—asiddha, vyabhicari,
viruddha; badhita and satpratipaksa. The author has also discussed kathd and
nigrahasthana like the Naiyiyikas. As Kathd is defined as the use of the
sentence between two opponents, it is of two kinds. Nigrahasthdna is the
use of those sentences by which one establishes one’s reason to deny the
speaker’s reason.®8 It is of twenty-one kinds.

VERBAL KNOWLEDGE OR TESTIMONY

Harljwandas defines the verbal testimony as that knowledge of an object
produced by a sentence, which is not attered by an unreliable person.3 This
definition is very important, because it proves the validity of both pcrsonal
and impersonal sentences. Knowledge produced by an unreliable person’s
sentence is not valid knowledge. Verbal knowledge is directly produced by
words, so it is a separate pramdnpa. It is very necessary to admit it as a sepa-
rate pramdna, because our activities and behaviour are mostly influenced by
it. There is another cause also. Those objects which are beyond the approach
of perception and inference can only be treated by verbal knowledge. In
Vedanta, whether it be Advaita or Visistadvaita, it is very essential to accept
impersonal sentences (rutis) as a pramana, because these are the only
source to establlsh the whole of Vedantic thought. The Vedas and the Upa-
nigads are the important source to recognize the validity of Vedanta philoso-
phy. In the Auddhava Tradition, it becomes necessary to follow the Visista-
dvaitin concept of §abda pramdna so that it may prove the validity of the
Purapas and sayings uttered by Svami indrdayana.

Sentences are of two kinds-—pérsonal and-impersonal. Personal sentences
are uttered by persons, and they may be true or false. But impersonal senten-
ces are never false. The Vedias are full of impersonal sentences because
they are not uttered by a particular person, like the sentences of the Mahd-
bhirata, etc.% So there is no need to find out the utterances of a reliable
person in the Vedas.

Impersonal senténces are never senseless, because of their nature of ex-
pectancy, proximity and compatibility. The Vedas are eternal, their imper-
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sonality is known by srutis. These sentences are related at the beginning
of each creation of this universe. God is not the creator of these sentences,
but merely a manifestor of these sentences. These sentences are eternal truth
manifested by the great sages. Nyaya describes vedic sentences as the crea-
tion of an agent, owing to their nature of a sentence, but it isnot proved due
to the beginningless nature of these sentences.

In Auddhava Sampradaya, the eternity of the Vedas is established. Their
pramanya is by themsclves. Like impersonal sentences those personal senten-
ces are also praméanas, which are uttered without any doubt of instrumental
defects. In the instance ‘The greatest Himalayas are in the north’, the utter-
ance is without any doubt, so it is also pramana.

Words contain the power of meaning, which is of two kinds—primary
meaning (abhidhg) and secondary meaning (laksand). The hotness of fire is
denoted by its primary meaning, Word power is known by many SOurces.
There are two kinds of proximity to a quality of a subject. In the sentence
“There is a hut in the Ganga’, the word ‘Ganga’ does not denote a stream of
water, but the bank of the Ganga. In ‘Devadatta is a lion’, the word ‘lion’
denotes the heroism of Devadatta. These are secondary meaning of the
words. So a word has the natural power of denoting its meaning. The Vedas
are always in the same order in which they were manifested. So they are
not the creation of a person. This also proves their eternity.

In the Naiyayika and Bhatta Mimamsaka view, the doctrine of’ abhihitan-
vayavada is advocated—that words of a sentence convey their isolated mean-
ings. Tt accepts three powers of words—denoting their objects, meaning with
conveying power and the meaning of a sentence. But Vigistadvaitin are of
the opinion that in a sentence the connected meaning of words is the mean-
ing of a sentence. This is called anvitabhidhanavada, which is also accepted
in the Prabhakar school of Mimamsa and in Manameyaprakasika. >

Harijivandas defines a sentence as having expectancy, proximity and
compatibility of words.?®” Thus, both personal and impersonal sentences are
sentences comprising these three necessary qualities of a sentence.

In the Auddhava Tradition the prdmédnaya of the smrtis, Paficatantra and
Sacchastrastaka, is also admitted, The Vedas, the Bhagavata, the Puranas,
the Vispunimasahastram, the Bhagavadagita, the Viduranitih, the Vasudeva—
mahiatmyam and the Yajfiavalkyasmrtih are called sacchdstrastaka, i.e. the
existing eight Sastras,®

In this research paper I have attempted to give proper information about
the philosophy of the Auddhava Tradition. As pramdnas are the very source
of knowledge, so in the light of Vidistidvaita it also becomes necessary to
admit the pramdnas to prove the prameyas. Harijivandas is very fair to
introduce the philosophy of Visistidvaita in the Auddhava Tradition, He
makes an effort to contradict the Carvika and Buddhist views, and adopts
the Nyaya view, whenever it becomes necessary and reasonable.

The first and foremost difference from Nyaya philosophy is due to adopt-
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ing the definition of the pramdnas. The other difference is of the nirvikalpaka
congcept of perception, denying the kevalavyatireki form of inference and a
new apporach regarding svarthdnuméana and pararthdnuména. The imperson-
ality and eternality of the Vedas is established. This paper is informative
and highlight s the various aspects of the concept of the pramdpas in Mana-
meyaprakdsikd.
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Prarabdha karmas, ripening accumulated karmas
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According to the doctrine of Karma, karmas do not fructify immediately;
they fructify after a considerable lapse of time but fructify they must.® It is
believed that the karmas done in a particular life get accumulated in the
first instance and they gradually but subsequently bear fruit. This led to the
concepts of saficita (accumulated) karmas and karma vipaka, ripening of
actions. In course of time this led to the classification of karmas into two
categories: saficita (accumulatied in the past) and saficivamana, works being
done at present which are being accumulated.

There was a controversy among Indian religious teachers and philoso-
phers whether, on the attainment of enlightenment, jAidra, and dispelling of
ignorance, avidvd, by a person, all his residual karmas (saficita karmas
remaining unexhausted) are liquidated or whether he has to experience
them and has, therefore, to be reborn for that purpose. It was, however,
agreed that there was no fresh accumulation of karmas—no saficiyamana
karmas are formed only after a person has attained enlightenment, but
before he dies—deha tydga, gives up his mortal coils, To resclve this contro-
versy, it appears that a new category of sadicita karma was evolved, called
prarabdha karma—accumulated karma which has begun to bear fruit.
Prarabdha karma are those karmas which have started bearing fruit; these
are a species of saficita or accumulated karmas which have become opera-
tive, their latent potential matures, or actualizes, and manifests itself.

However, the term prarabdha comes into vogue rather late. Originally
the term used for works which have commenced giving their fruit was grab-
dha.- The past accumulated karmas which lie unripened and would mature
at some future time were known as andrabdha karmas. Hence the term
prarabdha is a synonym for Grabdha® karmas.

The saficita karmas were thussub-divided into prarabdha karmas, those
-accumulated karmas which have started to bear fruit, which have become
operative, the accumulated karmas of an individual which ripen and bear
fruit in the duration of a particular life, as distinct from those accumulated
karmas which will bear fruit in the subsequent life or lives or incarnations
of soul. Sankara in his Aparoksanubhiiti 92 defines prarabdha thus: Karma
janmantariyam yat prarabdhamiti kirtitam: karma done in previous life is
called prarabdha: In other words, prarabdha is a sub-set of saficita karmas.

Since prdrabdha is that part of the accumulated karma which is the causa-
tive factor of the present life and its quality, this assumes the utmost
importance, '
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The idea of accumulated karma can be traced to the Upanisads.® Chin-
dogya Upanisad. VI.14.2 says, ‘tasya tavideva ciram yavanna vimoksye
atha sampatsya iti’: ‘1 shall remain here [in the world] so long as T shall not
be released [from ignorance]. Then I shall reach perfection.” Again, the
Mundaka Upanisad 11.ii.8 speaks of the annihilation of the karmas of a
person—kgsivante casya Karmani—who has attained the knowledge of the
supreme. Mundaka Upanisad T1Lii.7 says that when a person attains the
Brahman, his karmas (and his atmd or soul) become unified with the supreme.
Mudnaka Upanisad 1ILii.9 stresses that such an enlightened soul rises
above sin or aberration, faratipdpamdanam. The Katha Upanisad 1L.iii.4
stresses that a person who attains knowledge or realization before death is
not reborn, but he who fails to do so, is cmbodied in the world of creatures.
The Bhagavadgiid IV.37 also avers that fire or jfigna or knowledge reduces

“all karmas to ashes: jidnagnih sarvakarmani bhasmsat kurute. .

The Nyaya Vaisesikas go to the other extreme and hold that all accumu-
lated karmas must be exhausted before a being can achieve moksa or libe-
ration from rebirth. According to the Nydyabhasya ITL. 2 60 the body is the
result of the persistence of the effect of previous acts: parvakrta phaldnu-
bandhat. Again, only after merit and demerit are completely exhausted,
the soul attains freedom from samsdra and rebirth. According to Vitsy-
ayana, “the fruition of all one’s acts comes about in the last birth preceding
the release”. The Vaisesika Pragastapada® in his bhdsya says that when a
person becomes free from attachment, dharma (punya, merit) and adharma
{papa, demerit) cease to be produced and he attains liberation on exhaustion
of previously accumulated karmas. In other words, there is no destruction
of saficita karmas when one is on the threshold of liberation.

Kumirilabhatta in Stokavartika 19.108-09 explains that liberation (moksa)
is achieved with the exhaustion of past actions (pirva kriyd) through
experiencing (bhoga) and when there is no subsequent accumulation (uftara
pracaya) or residue of karmas, that in the absence (abhdva) of karmas, the
body ceases to be produced, that is, there is no rebirth. Thus the Plrva
Mimarhsakas also believed that the destruction of all Karmas must precede
moksa.t

The Sankhya, on the other hand, accepted the concept of prarabdha:
emancipation is achieved only after the prarabdha karmas are ripened and
experienced. Even though avidyad has been destroyed, the realization of
emancipation has only to wait till the prirabdhas exhaust themselves.5

The Sankhya Karika® LXVII says: “By attainment of perfect knowledge,
virtue and the rest become causeless; yet soul remains a while invested with
body as the potter’s wheel continues whirling from the effect of the impulse
previously given if.” Gaudapada in his commentary observes that on attain
ment of perfect knowledge, (new) virtuous acts cease to be productive and
the “body continues from the effects of previous impulse™; the “knowledge
destroys all future acts, as well as those which a man does in his present
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body”. So there is no fresh accumulation of karmas. According to the
Sankhyapravacanasiira® the body of the enlightened person continues to
subsist due to the force of prarabdha; though the jivanamukta or the libe-
rated person has no aviveka (ignorance), his past samskdras compel him to
possess a body (111, 82-83),

The followers of the Yoga school, who are closely allied to the Sankhyas,
however, postulated that a yogi could obviate experiencing prarabdha
karmas through objectless samddhi® (asamprafiidta yoga) and also exhaust
karmas through tapas or self-mortification (Yoga Sitra 1. 1) as in the case of
Jainas. Vicaspati Misra in his explanation of Yoga Sifra II1.22 states that a
yogin can create many bodies for himself and experience immediately the
fruit of karma and thereafter die when he wills; this enables him to liquid-
ate prarabdha karmas prematurely.

Though the Buddhists did not specifically formulate the concept of prara-
bdha, they appear to subscribe to the idea embodied in this concept.

In the Anguttaranikdya 1.141 and in the Milindapasiha® 67 and 68 the
Buddha specifically declares that <he does not die unti! that evil karma is
exhausted’. This is, however, contradicted in Milinda 34 wherein it is stressed
that ‘sabbam...akusalam jhapetva bhagavi sabbafifiutam patto’: ‘The Buddha
had burnt out all evils. There was none left.”

The Buddhists called the saficita karmas upacaya. These have to be ex-
hausted before a person can attain mahaparinirvina or anupadhisesa nirvanpa.
After his enlightenment, the Buddha lived for forty-five years before he
attained mahaparinirvana. So the Buddhists distinguish between sopadhisesa
nirvapa, Gautama’s life as a Buddha, an enlightened being, and anupadhi-
fesa nirvana. In the sopadhiSesa nirvapa, his corporeal frame continued to
exist, whereas in the anupadhifesa nirvipa he met physical death besides
becoming extinct, that is without rebirth. Inthe state of sopadhifesa nirvina,
he is subject to bodily ailments and old age infirmities, and suffered from
backache or dysentery after taking his last meal with Cunda.

In the Milindapafiha 44-5, the king asks Nagasena whether a person who
is not liable to be reborn feels any unpleasant feelings. Nagasena replies
that such a person fecls physical but not mental pain and he does not escape
into final nirvana by dying quickly because ‘An arhar has no more likes or
dislikes. Arhats do not shake down the unripe fruit, the wise wait for it to
mature’ (Milinda 44). As Sariputra said: ‘It is not death, it is not life I
cherish. I bide my time, a servant waiting for his wage.”® (Milinda 45)

Thuse the Milindapaiiha claims, on the one hand, that after becoming a
Buddha, Gautama burnt out all evils, on the other, that he does not
die till evil karma is exhausted.

The explanation in Milinda 134-36 that diseases like dysentery, bile (dis-
turbance of bodily humours) and wind from which the Buddha suffered and
the injury caused to the Buddha by the splinter of a rock thrown at him by
Devadatta, were caused by various external factors such as heat, cold, over-
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eating, improper food, excessive exertion, hostile external agency, etc., and
not by karma, is not convincing. The doctrine of prarabdha can satisfactori-
ly explain the Buddha’s physical suffering after his having attained en-
lightenment, the statement in the Milinda that an arhar does notshake down
unripe fruit (unripened seficita karmas), and also avoids a non karmic source
of suffering.

The Jainas did not subscribe to the concept of prarabdha karmas because
they believed uncompromisingly that all saficita karmas must necessarily be
exhausted before one can attain enlightenment, kevala jiidna. In fact, in the
twelfth and thirteenth gunasthimas (stages of spiritual progress), a Jaina
monk sheds saficita karma through' nirjard, mortificatory practices, which
ripen prematurely the accumulated kgrmas. That is why Vidyanandi®
(seventh to eighth century) in the Tattvarthaslokavarrtika states that when a
person attains tattva jidna, he does not have to be rebornfor the exhaustion
of the residual karmas. He has the capacity to mature these karmas before
their due time, praksyal, and exhaust them prematurely in that very life.

It is true that the Jainas call the accumulated karmas, which have
begun to bear fruit, wdaya karman. But it would not be correct to -equate
udaya karmas with prarabdha karmas, except that both have begun to ripen.

It was the Brahmasitras which put forward the thesis that drabdha (or
prarabdha) karma must find fulfilment. In the Brohmasitra 1V.1.13 it is
stated that knowledge of the Brahman frees one from the effects of later
and earlier sins (uttara piirva-aghayok). 1t is further explained in Brahma-
siitta IV.1.15 that only andrabdha karmas which have not begun to yield
results, are destroyed. It is reemphasized in Brahmasiitra IV.1.19 that only
by experiencing (bhogena) the two types (good and evil of arabdha karma)
that one becomes one (with Brahman).

Sankara accepted and developed that concept of drabdha or prarabdha
karmas. In his commentary on the Chandogya Upanisad 6.14.2, he states:
drabdha karye punya pape upabhogena ksapayitva brahma sampadyate: only
after experiencing of good and evil karmas, which have begun to bear fruit,
does one attain Brahman. In his commentary on Brahmasatra IV. 1.15
Sankara emphasizes that only andrabdha karmas, good or evil, are destroy-
ed by jiidna or vidyd (knowledge), that drabdha karmas should be distin-
guished from anarabdha karmas and that Grabdha karmas are not destroyed
on achieving enlightenment: na tavadanifritydrabdhakaryam karmasayam
JRanotpattirupapadyate.

Sankara further explains why the drabdha or prdrabdha karmas must
bear fruit. In his commentary on Brehmuasiitra 1V.1.15 he compares them
with the movement of a potter’s wheel. Kulgla cakravatpravrta vegasyanta-
rale pratibandhd sambhavidbhavati vegaksaya pratipalanam: like a potter’s
wheel which is rotating and which stops only after the momentum of its
motion comes to an end, the prdrabdha karmas continue to fructify even
after a person has attained enlightenment. In his commentary on the
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Bhagavadgitd X111.2.3, Sankara compares the momentum of drabdha karmas
to the release of an arrow (isu) which continues to.move even after piercing
the target, and falls down only after its force of motion is exhausted. The
body creating karmas (Sarirarambhakam karma-prarabdha karma) continues
as before till the exhaustion of their inherent energy or momentum (vegaksa-
yatpairvadvartata). He describes prarabdha karmas as vartmana janma-
drambhalkdani: karmas which have brought about the present birth of a being.
He also repeats the analogy of the arrow in Vivekacirdamani 4152 wherein
he avers that the drabdha karmas preceding enlightenment are destroyed by
JjAdina.

Sankara finds support for his views in the rusi: Chandogya Upanisad
6.14.2 says that an enlightened being’s merger in the Supreme Being
(final liberation) is delayed, so he is not freed from his body and this delay
is due to his having to exhaust prarabdha karmas. Padmapiada,’s a pupil of
Sankaricarya, in his Vijidnadipikad invokes an analogy to describe the
nature of prarabdha. He compares saficiyamadna karma to grain standing in
the field, saficita karma to grain stored in one’s house and prarabdha karma
to food put in one’s stomach. Food which has been taken is exhausted by
its being digested, which takes some time. Therefore, saficita and saficlya-
mana karmas are annihilated by knowledge and prarabdha karma by ex-
periencing its results.

Vijiianedvara in the Mitaksard, the commentary on the Ydjfavalkya
Smrti TI1. 216 explains that prdyafcitta (expiation) is for the purpose of
destruction of sin (pdpaksydrtham prayascittam). However, pravascitta
serves no purpose in destroying the transcendental potential of sin which as
prarabdha has begun to fructify: naca prayascitiena prarabdha phala papi-
pirva vinase kificana prayojanamasti. In other words there is no prayascitta
for prarabdha karma.

Vidyaranya'4 (fourtecenth century A.D.) in Paficada$t subscribes to the
same view. In Paficadasi 131 he states that a person who has attained know-
ledge “allows his prarabdha to wear out.’ Further, ‘In the experience of
their fructifying karma the enlightened and the unenlightened alike have no
choice’ (131), a wise man may be forced by his prarabdha to live a family
life and maintain many relatives (144). He maintains that prarabdha is
inexorable,

Apathyasevinascora rajadararata api
Jananta eva svanarthamicchntyarabdha karmatah. (Paficadast VII. 153).

The sick attached to harmful food, the thieves and those who have illicit
relationships with the wives of a king know well the consequences likely
to follow their action, but in spite of this they are driven to do them by
their fructifying karma.
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Again:

Avasyam bhavi bhdvanam pratikdro bhavedyadi tada
tadadubkhairna lipyerannalorama yudhisthirah (Paficadasi VI1.156)

If it were possible to avert the consequences of fructifying karma, Na'la,
Rama and Yudhisthira would not have suffered the miseries to which
they were subjected.

Again:

na ca isvara tvamisasya hivate tavatd yatah (Paficadasi VII.157.1)

God himself ordains that these (fructifying kdrma) should be inexorable.
Again:

Aniccha piarvakam casti prarabdhamiti tacchrnu  (Paficada$i VI1.158.2)

A man has to experience his fructifying karma though he may have no
desire to experience it.

Again Vidyaranya says:
Bhogena caritartha tvat prarabdham karma hiyate (Paficadasi V11.166.1

The prarabdha fructifying karma spends its force when its effects are
experienced.

The Vivarapa Prameya Samgraha' of Vidyaranya (p. 263) says that
though the knowledge of truth destroys avidyd whichis the material cause
of all karmas, yet it does not remove prarabdha karma since it is itself the
fruit of karma. In brief, the position of prgrabdha is summed up in the
smyrtisaying: Prarabdha karmanam bhogideva kayah: the previously done
work which has become prarabdha (operative), is destroyed through experi-
encing the result of that karma. '

The Devibhagavatpurana 3.12,56 says that when a person becomes a
brahmajfiani, enlightened, all his worldly fetters (mdyadikam) are burnt out
(dagdham) and only the prarabdha karma survives till the life span of that
being (prarabdham karmamdiram tu yavaddeham ca tisthati).

In his Sribhdsya IV.L.15 and 19, Ramanuja also subscribed to the concept
of prarabdha karma. Ramanuja says that, on attainment of knowledge,
only those previous works perish, the effects of which have not yet begun
to operate. He goes on to add:

If those good and evil works aré such that their fruit may be fully enjoy-
ed within the term of one bodily existence they come to an end together
with the current bodily existence; if they require several bodily existences
for the full experience of their results, they come to an end after several
existences only, All those works, on the other hand, good and evil, which
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were performed before the rise of knowledge and the results of which
have not yet begun to operate—works which have gradually accumulated
in the course of infinite time so as to constitute an infinite quantity-—are
at once destroyed by the might of the rising knowledge of Brahman.

However, the followers of the bhakti mdrga, as a rule maintained that
even prarabdha can be annihilated through the grace of God. In
Chapter 45 of the Ahirbudhnaya Samhitd® of the Paficardtra, it is narrated
that King Kuéadhvaja suffered from loss of memory and other ‘ills due to
his having murdered a righteous king in a former life. He obtained the
grace of Sudarsana by building a temple, as a result of which he was cured.
Vedantadesika says in Rahasyatrayasira®® (Chapter 18): ‘ Bhakii adopted as
an updya can destroy all sins except those sins that have begun. to
operate in this life. On the other hand, praparti (or sddhya bhakti) is supe-
rior to bhakti and can destroy even those sins of the past that have begun
to produce their consequences in this life.’

To sum up, the schools of thought which held that all karmas were
annihilated on a person attaining jidana, enlightenment, were faced with a
conundrum : kermas determine the length of life and happiness and suffer-
ing a being experiences. 80 a jivanamukta, a person who has attained jidna,
continues to live and suffer before attaining videhamukti—freedom from
embodiment, rebirth. The post-enlightenment existence and suffering of an
enlightened being were sought to be explained by the concept of prirabdha
karma: a kind of seficita karma whichalone is not annihilated on enlighten-
ment and which must exhaust itself in the interregnum between jivanamukti
and videhamukti. Prarabdha karma is thus a sub-set of saficita karma and
was a product of the conflict between erilightenment (JjAdna, moksa) and the
posi-enlightenment existence of a being.
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A note on the concept of prarabdha karma

K.T. PANDURANGI
132{4 Block IIl, Jayanagar, Bangalore

The doctrine of zarma has two dimensions, viz, theological and ethical.
Performance of rituals and sacrifices leading to certain results is the theo-
logical concept of karma, and performance of good or evil deeds leading to
happiness or suffering is the ethical concept of karma. Which of these came
into vogue ecarlier is difficult to ascertain. However, as things stand now
the two cannot be totally separated.

The karma theory guided the lives of Indians for a long time, Then
arose the concept of jidna, i.e., enlightenment. This was considered to be
the means for freedom from suffering and bondage of matter. Enlighten-
ment could arise any time if the necessary effort is undertaken. Asand
when enlightenment takes place freedom from suffering follows. When
this position of enlightenment leading to freedom crystailized, there arose
a conflict between the result of karma and the result of JRdna, particularly
in respect of karma in the ethical sense.

Whatever good or bad deeds one performs one must reap their results.
A man performs innumerable good and bad deeds. His experiencing the
results of these during the present life only is not observed in many cases.
Therefore, it is envisaged that the scope of karmaphalanubhava extends to
his rebirth also. During rebirth he again performs the good and bad deeds,
Thus he gets involved in an endless chain of karma and rebirth. The
concept of jiidna, i.c. enlightenment, is utilized to cut this chain and lead
to freedom.

Now, this freedom arising from enlightenment is expected to arise when
one is still alive. Freedom involves freedom from matter, i.e. the physical
body. The physical body does not suddenly collapse when one attains
enlightenment, Therefore, some explanation is necessary to account for
the continuation of the physical body after enlightenment. It is for this
purpose that the concept of prarabdha karma, i.c. deeds whose result is
presently being experienced is introduced.

Further, before the advent of the concept of jiidna, or enlightenment,
karma and its result theory was very strong. Some hold the view that even
freedom can be achieved by karma supported by jidna. The extreme view
that the chain of karma could never be broken and one can improve one's
lot only by better karma was also prevalent. Therefore, those who argued
that jiigna destroys karma had to make some compromise. Hence, karma
was classified into three groups, viz. (1) saficita, i.e. accumulated; (2)
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prarabdha, i.e. commenced to yield results; (3) dgami, i.e. to be performed
in the future. Agami karma was treated as ineffective or devoid of moral
value in view of enlightenment. It is prarabdha karma, the results of which
have commenced to be experienced, that is admitted to persist during the
remaining part of the life in which enlightenment is achieved. This com-
promise formula seems to have satisfied both the protagonists of karma
and j#idna. This compromise formula seems to have been arrived at only in
the Upanisadic times. However, the Vedanta siitras have clearly stated it,

Almost all Schools of Indian philosophy and religion have accepted this
concept of prarabdha karma. To exhaust prarabdha karma, whether the
remaining part of the life during which one is enlightened is sufficient or a
few more births are necessary, whether the enlightened person can assume
more than one body during that very life, etc. are details worked out differ-
ently by different schools. The Bhakti schools have utilized the grace of
God to destroy prarabdha karma.

It is difficult to envisage whether it is the concept of rebirth that helped
to extend the scope of karma beyond the present life or whether it is the
need to exhaust karma that gave birth to the concept of rebirth, Similarly,
it is difficult to envisage whether it is the concept of a permanent self that
gave a basis for the concept of rebirth or whether it is the concept of re-
pirth that led to the concept of a permanent self. Whatever the sequence
these have an interdependency and form a complex that has influenced
Indian ethics considerably.

Values in science education: an Indian dilemma

EARL R. MAC CORMAC
Science Advisor, O ffice of the Governor, Raleigh, North Carolina, U.S.A.

INTRODUCTION

Contemporary Indians express a series of ambivalent attitudes toward
modern science and technology ranging from outright denial in the name
of religious spirituality to an expectation that these fields can solve virtually
all of the problems of India today. India’s commitment to modern science
and technology can be seen in its vast system of technical education result-
ing in the production of the world’s third largest numbers of scientists and
engineers, surpassed only by the United States and the Soviet Union. And
the Government of India has established an institutional structure and a
planning apparatus to further the development of science and technology
as a national goal. In 1939, Jawaharlal Nehru served as Chairman of a
National Planning Committee appointed by the Indian National Congress.
Nehru invited leading scientists to participate in the work of this Com-
mittee and as India’s first Prime Minister continued to give science and
technology an extremely high priority in the national agenda. A. Rahman
describes the phases of evolution for research and development in India as
follows:

(9) Creation of infrastructure for research;

(if) Promotion of research aimed at import substitution and export pro-
motion, to solve the economic problems of the country;

(#i7) Attainment of self-reliance;

(iv) Science for the people; and

(v) Promotion of basic research and international impact.*

Science and technology emerge from, and operate and thrive in a cultural
context. Greek science, ancient Indian science, Arabic science, Chinese
science, and modern Western science all emerged from the cultures in which
they existed, Science in modern India, however, did not develop from an
indigenous culture, but was imported from the West through British
colonialism. Cut off from the great tradition of Indian science, some Indiazs
have resisted modern science as an illegitimate imposition of Western
imperialism. Others have accepted the same Western science as an instru-
ment of material progress unrelated to the great Indian cultural tradition of
religion and the arts. Many Indians simultaneously live today in two diffe-
rent worlds : (1) the cultural and spiritual world of traditional religion; and
(2) the world of modern science and technology. :
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The dilemma of science education in India today is: The values of Indian
culture taught to the youth are not reconciled with the values of science and
technology. Since the national government’s policy stresses the use of science
and technology as instruments of progress, large numbers of students seek
advancement through a technical education usually drawn from Western
technical education without a cultural context. Science and engineering are
taught as <objective’ subjects cut off from their proper cultural origins. The
results of such an education are notjust the possible development of in-
humane science and technology, but also often second-rate technical
achievements lacking adequate motivational intuitions. New theorems and
new scientific discoveries result from new insights motivated by intuitions
that are fed by culture rather than by technical education alome. In an
extremely perspicacious analysis of Indian education, Richard TLannoy
observed the following in his The Speaking Tree: A Study of Indian Culture
and Society:

The low status of the teacher in India,and more particularly the widely
held view that formal education is merely a quantitative accumulation of
superficial facts and therefore inferior to the nobler and more enduring
acquisition of values, are due to a largely unexpressed conviction that they
violate the basic Indian goal of all learning. Whercas, in the traditional
scheme, knowledge is a means to acquire ‘direct apprehension of reality’
and this ‘reality’ is ‘transcendent’, the modern idea of learning is firmly
based on knowledge of empirical reality. The former is the domain of the
guru, and the latter of the schoolmaster, and one gets the impression that
when an Indian has to make a choice he will not rate the Jatter higher
than the former. The two domains have been designated superior and
inferior because one is ‘spiritual’, and the other ‘material’. But the very
latest of modern teaching methods are gradually reducing this outmoded
distinction.?

I shall shortly argue, however, that the presumption that values must be
taught only in the spiritual realm because science is valuc-free is a distinction
that cannot be sustained. Science as taught in India seems to be devoid of
values because the science that is presented in the classroom is Western
science that is necessarily divorced from the Indian tradition. I shall argue
that: (1) science is necessarily value-laden; (2) the clash of values between
modern science and the Indian tradition need not take place; and (3} a
creative movement in science and technology based upon a synthesis of
traditiona! values with the values of modern science can arise in contempo-
rary India. Such a synthesis will not only bring emotional stability to today’s
Indian scientists and engineers, but will also result in dramatic creative
advances in understanding the nature ot the world. ‘
My presentation of these three points of my thesis will intentionally be
indirect. I will begin with examinations of the widely held view in India of
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science as an instrument and the assumed clash between the values of the
spirituality of the religious tradition and valueless modern science. Criti-
ques of these positions will establish that science necessarily expresses
values and that an historical accident rather than a logical necessity pro-
duced the clash between Indian spirituality and modern science. I will con-
clude with a sketch of how a synthesis could produce motivation and
intuitions for science.

SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY AS INSTRUMENTS OF PROGRESS

From Independence, the Government of India has believed that the deve-
lopment of science and technology would lead to improvements in agri-
cultural and industrial production. And they have been correct in their
assumption as Tndia has emerged as an industrial giant among the nations
of the world. In spite of a continuing increase in population, India has be-
come self-sufficient in food production, exports goods and services to other
nations with a favourable balance of trade, and has targeted areas like
space, nuclear energy and the Antarctic for advanced scientific investigation
and development. Many of the questions about science and technology
have centred on how to use these instruments, Should they be directed to
the development of an advanced science competitive with scientists and
engineers everywhere in the world, or should they be devoted to helping the
rural poor? Science policy debates in India continue to express this tension
of who should benefit most from research and development. The following
statement by K.I. Vasu typifies the thrust of those who would make science
and technology instruments of progress for the least well-off.

As a first step, our new strategy on science and technology should em-
body a direct attack on mass poverty and under-employment, a far
greater degree of self-reliance and self-sufficiency, and a sincere practice
of moderation. In the new approach, national production targets and
development efforts should first aim at meeting the basic needs of the
rural poor, especially with respect to a progressive reduction and eventual
climination of malnutrition and discase, illiteracy and unemployment.
This reflects a shift of emphasis on the use of science and technology more
for social than for economic development,3

Adopting the metaphorof an *instrument’ condemnsscience and technology
to a valucless existence. Considered as ‘instruments’, they can only serve as
vehicles to achieve purposes established by policy-makers. The metaphor of
sinstrument’ follows from the mythical assumption that science and techno-
logy are absolutely ‘objective’. Elsewhere, T have described in more detail
the ‘myth of the absolute objectivity of science’.4 Here, I shall only sketch
my argument.

The rise of modern Western science in the seventeenth century can be
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characterized by the application of mathematics to explanations of nature
followed by experiments which test predictions generated by theories. Con-
trary to Francis Bacon who suggested inductive enumeration and compari-
son, modern science depends upon highly speculative mathematical specula-~
tions which find confirmation or disconfirmation in nature. Newton has
usually been considered to serve as the epitome of this method. Newton
formulated his three laws of physical motion and his inverse square law for
planetary motion in his famous Principia Mathematica published in 1687.
Followers of Newton like Laplace and Lagrange popularized the notion
that Newton had produced absolutely objective laws which could be uni-
versalized to describe all physical phenomena. Until the overthrow of New-
tonian mechanics by Einstein with his special theory of relativity in the
early twentieth century, Newtonian mechanics reigned secure as universal,
absolute and objective. Relativity convinced the world that Newtonian
mechanics did not apply to velocities close to the speed of light, thus rob-
bing it of its universality and absoluteness. But for relatively slow speeds,
Newtonian mechanics still played a useful and objective role. The move-
ment of space ships still depends upon Newtonian inertial laws. Historical
scholarship rather than revolutionary science has brought into question the
absolute objectivity of Newtonian mechanics. Until the past two decades,
textbooks portrayed Newton as one of the foremost scientists in terms of
his precision in the use of mathematics and his objectivity in applying laws
of motion expressed in algorithms to the physical world through empirical
confirmation, But as the non-mathematical papers of Newton have been
published, a very different scientist has been revealed. Instead of a purc
scientist restricting himself to a scientific method composed of mathemati-
cal theory and empirical experiment, we find an investigator speculating in
apocalyptic theology and hermetic alchemy.5 Preservers of the mythical
Newton insist that his theological speculations and experiments in alchemy
did not influence his mathematical physics. But scholars like Dobbs treat-
ing Newton’s alchemy and McMullin treating Newton's notions of matter’
and activity have shown in detail that his concepts of mathematical physics
borrowed heavily from theology and alchemy.®

The absence of the history of science and the tendency to treat science as
a collection of facts in Indian science education have been duly noted by
H.R. Adhikari,

The hitch lies in our method of teaching science. The entire efforts of our
pattern of education are direccted towards teaching only the factsin
science. This is not to say that facts are not important. But science cer-
tainly is not merely a collection of facts. Science is a dynamic process,
‘being developed continuously and scientific truths arec always tenative,
liable to be changed in the face of new evidence...

More than these, however, the major and the most significant deficiency
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in our science education is that it hardly brings out the social importance
of science and its close interaction with society. The developmental
history of science as a subject, or, as part of our science curriculum is not
given the due importance it deserves.?

A careful examination of the history of science will explode the myth of the
absolute objectivity of science. But even though subjective values do enter
decisions by scientists, science does retain a relativized objectivity confirmed
in intersubjectively testable empirical experiments.

Like science, technology also arises in a cultural context. Engineers
design artefacts to achieve human goals: roads, bridges, automobiles and
aeroplanes for transportation; sewers, water supplies, hospitals and scanning
devices to maintain human health; mechanized agriculture to improve and
increase food supplies; etc. Although the cultural context of technology
seems obvious, this vision has been lost partially because of the modern
belief in science policy that technology is applied science and necessarily
always develops as the fruit of basic research. One must explore the funda-
mental aspects of nature before one can derive technologically based econo-
mic benefits, Vannevar Bush, a scientific advisor to Presidents Roosevelt
and Truman, espoused this view in a report which led to the establishment
of the National Science Foundation,

Basic research leades to new knowledge. It provides scientific capital. It
creates the fund from which the practical applications of knowledge must
be drawn. New products and new processes do not appear full-grown.
They are founded on new principles and new conceptions, which in furn
are painstakingly developed by research in the purest realms of science.
Today it is truer than ever that basic research is the pacemaker of techno-
logical progress. In the nineteenth century, Yankec mechanical ingenuity
building largely upon the basic discoveries of European scientists, could
greatly advance the technical arts.®

This view does reflect the experience of the development of atomic energy
which depended upen Einstein’s theory of relativity and began first as a
technological attempt to fabricate a nuclear weapon that would end World
War II with a decisive victory. Later, the weapons programme led to the
development of electric power plants. This was a clear example of techno-
logy emerging from basic research. Yet, if one Iooks carefully at the history
of science, these examples are rare rather than common. The steam engine,
automobile and aeroplane, all were developed before fundamental physical
principles of thermodynamics and aerodynamics were understood. For
centuries bridges and buildings had been constructed without mathematical
knowledge of statics.® While science seeks to understand the nature of the
physical universe, technology seeks to construct artefacts to modify the
world. Engineers design structures and machines for human purposes, often
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independent of scientific theories. These purposes include such factors as
usefulness, efficiency, workability, aesthetics, economics and ethics,

Existing as parallel historical processes, science and technology do
interact. One can find examples of technology preceding science, as in the
case of the development of the steam engine before thermodynamics, and
of scientific theory generating technology, as in the case of the relativity
theory producing nuclear technology. But these two disciplines are even
more intimately related as science often depends upon technology in the
form of instrumentation to carry out is experiments, Without high energy
accelerators, particle physicists would have difficulty in finding evidence to
suggest indirect confirmations of their theories about particles like quartz.
Complicated and costly technological instrumentation has removed the
experimenter even further from the experiment, thereby contributing to
the myth of the absolute objectivity of science.

For the past fifty years most of American science policy has been based
upon the belief that technology is applied science and that to generate new
products, one must investigate the science first. The success in technology
of countries like Japan, West Germany and Korea has puzzled many
American policy-makers. How could these countries be so successful in
manufacturing high-tech goods when they had devoted so little effort to
basic research in science? The all too common answer that these countries
had stolen ideas discovered by basic American science has some basis in
fact, but misses entirely the point that technology leads its own life and
technological advances can be achieved without necessarily understanding
the fundamental science underlying them.

Science by itself does not necessarily and logically undergird technology.
Instead, culture provides the common foundation for both science and
technology, and this insight has been blurred in the United States by an
obsession with science as purely objective. The same loss of perspective
has occurred in India for the same reason—the assumption that science is
objective and unrelated to culture. But the historical occasion for these
assumptions were very different: policies growing out of World War II
influenced American science policy while colonialism contributed to the
break of Indian science with its natural cultural context.

SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY AS NECESSARILY DEPENDENT UPON
" CULTURAL VALUES

Science and technology are clearly value-laden in their effects upon their
environment—these are the external values, But in a much more profound
sense, science and technology are value-laden possessing internal values.
Engineers who design artefacts do so with a value-laden purpose in mind.
This is the teleology of technology and the goals for design depend upon
collective values derived from culture. The construction of a space vehicle

VALUES IN SCIENCE EDUCATION 109

depends upon the belief that exploration of the universe is a good thing to
do or that the construction and use of space vehicles to deploy communi-
cation satellites will improve communications. Engineers can construct
many things and the development of a type of technology depends upon
social and political decisions that this is a desirable course of action.

Some decisions to fund scientific projects also depend upon the expres-
sion of political values, like research on a particular phenomenon will
somehow sometime benefit humanity. But in the case of science where
research is pursued for its own sake, one does not necessarily know
whether the outcome will be benign or malignant. Scientists who investi-
gate truth for its own sake argue that knowledge itself is a virtue and that
how such knowledge is used is not necessarily their responsibility. These
are questions of moral values and outcomes rather than internal values.

When both a scientist and an engineer attempt to explain the most basic
aspects of nature, however, they must presume a series of fundamental
assumptions including: (1) that the question that they have raised is signi-
ficant; (2) what the nature of a ‘scientific’ explanation will be; and (3) what
constitutes evidence for such an explanation. A review of the history of
science reveals that all three factors have changed over the centuries. A
chemist in the sixteenth century looked for a different explanation with
different evidence than a chemist in the nineteenth century and in the
twentieth century, as theories have changed in revolutionary ways, What
accounts for these changes if science is an absolutely objective enterprise?
The only satisfactory answer to this question can be found in the changing
collective beliefs of scientists themselves. Their Kuhnian paradigms changed
not just because new empirical evidence was found. They changed because
new imaginative ways of looking at both old and new evidence produced
more elegant, interesting and fruitful ways of explaining the world. And the
imaginations of scientists were motivated and stimulated and often formed
by their subjective, cultural experiences. I have noted above that historians
of science have conclusively shown that Newton’s physical concepts subs-
tantially depended upon his alchemy and theology. In formulating a theory
of explanation, scientists either implicitly or explicitly presume a basic
metaphor about the world like ‘The world is a mechanism’, or ‘The world is
mathematical’, or ‘The world is an organism.” I have developed and applied
this concept of scientific basic metaphors elsewhere.1®

Stephen J. Gould in his Time’s Arrow and Time's Cycle: Myth and Meta-
phor in the Discovery of Geological Time similarly exposes the subjective
values of scientists expressed in their adoption of basic metaphors upon
which to construct their theories.’* Gould believes that science is a fully
human and cultural activity and that to suppose otherwisewrongly presumes
the myth of the complete objectivity of science based on empirical fact. He
states;
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Whiggish history has a particularly tenacious hold in science for an
obvious reason—its consonance with the cardinal legend of science. This
myth holds that science differs fundamentally from all other intellectual
activity in its primary search to discover and record the facts of nature.
These facts, when gathered and refined in sufficient number, lead by a
sort of brute-force inductivism to grand theories that unify and explain
the naiural world, Science, therefore, is the ultimate tale of progress—
and the motor of advance is empirical discovery.!2

Gould then shows how acceptance of this myth in the development of
theories of geology has distorted (and still distorts) and understanding of
these theories. In the history of geology, the discovery of ‘deep time” has
been viewed as occurring when empirical evidence suggested unconformities
resulting from cycles of uplift and erosion of igneous rock. This new
sempirically’ based interpretation controverted “fictitious’ accounts largely
based on biblical interpretations, In this traditional story of the history of
geology repeated in contemporary geology textbooks, the heroes were
James Hutton, author of the Theory of the Earth, who established un-
conformities, and Charles Lyell, who firmly established the uniformity of
cycles of geological change in his three-volume Principles of Geology.
Thomas Burnet, who wrote his Sacred Theory of the Earth in the 1680s,
has been characterized as the doctrinnaire theological villain.

Gould explodes these mythical views by examining closcly these figures
and finds that each of theories did nor derive their insights from new
empirical evidence; instead, they sought to express largely @ priori argu-
ments that espoused a cyclical view of geological history—Time’s Cycle.
Even Burnet, who has been seen as expressing the position of linear history,
Time's Arrow, combined this biblical view with <Time's Cycle. Our desire
to found modern science in an objective empiricism, coupled with our
neglect of the cyclical view of history, has led us to misinterpret these early
geologists. And Gould suggests that our ignorance of the history of science
often leads us to misunderstand contemporary science. He notes: ‘Most
working scientists are notorious for their lack of interest in history.’'3

Discovering theories to be constructed on the foundation of basic meta-
phors reveals the changing cultural values inherent in scientific explanations.
How we think about the empirical world and what we accept as a legiti-
mate scientific explanation and what constitutes evidence all arise from our
collective commitments to collective beliefs about the proper parameters of
‘science’ itself, Today, the computational metaphor assumes that scientific
explanations can best be expressed in computer generated models (often
graphics). Applications of this metaphor range from explanations of non-
linear dynamical systems of turbulence and laminar flow in fractals to
graphical representations of neuronal activity (as the basis of thinking).
Even the existence of sub-atomic pariicles discovered in the collisions of
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other sub-atomic particles in accelerators is expressed in computer gene-
rated graphics.

The myth of the absolute objectivity of science which has as its corollary
the separation of science from culture cannot be sustained if one examines
carefully the nature of scientific theories themselves. And the history of
science proves extremely useful in making this discovery by demonstrating
how the very nature of theories and the evidence confirming them change
over time.

SCIENCE AND CULTURE IN THE INDIAN TRADITION

Just as the history of science has proven useful as an instrument to unlock
the changing nature of theories in the West, so too an e¢xamination of the
history of Indian science can illumine and motivate contemporary scientists
in India. Such an investigation may uncover the basic cultural metaphors
of India that can produce new and creative scientific theories. I am not
suggesting that science is not universal—Indian science will be accepted as
universal just as Western science has been accepted as universal. Indian
thought processes are, however, different and will produce different in-
sights and new contributions. Indian scientists live in a different cultural
context from that of the West and must draw upon this environment to
further their scientific work rather than setting it aside and assuming that
Western science has an objectivity that eliminates cultural contexts.

Speculations have been made about how the Indian pattern of sound in
language, especially Sanskrit, may have affected the development of algebra
and number theory. In contrast to the development of Greek mathematics
where deduction and geometry rose to the fore, in Indian mathematicians
stressed algorithmic logic and number theory. Navjyoti Singh has argued
that the Indian phenomenon of utterance is fundamentally a temporal
additive process,'t He also claims that making the operator more important
than the being of number in Indian mathematics, parallels the centrality of
the verbal root in Indian linguistics. Indian mathematicians did not dis-
tinguish between rational and irrational numbers because they stressed the
becoming of numbers rather than their being.

If numbers are regarded accomplished monadic beings the internal rela-
tion of being would give the theory of number as it did in Greece. But if
the being of number is not stressed and mathematical operations are
stressed instead of the number theory algebra would evolve as it did in
India. The Indian mathematical attitude at thematic level is homologous
to Indian linguistic attitude which regarded becoming (verb root or verbal
sentence) as fundamental. Indian linguistics did not bother about accom-
plished beingness of words and hence did not regard word order (relation
of beings) in sentence as giving fundamental grammatical relation.'s
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I had occasion to talk with a prominent Indian particle physicist and we
were speculating about the possibility of an indigenous Indian science. I
asked him where Indian scientists could find motivations and intuitions for
the construction of creative hypotheses that might revolutionize the ways
in which we think about certain problems in contemporary science. Without
hesitation he answered, ‘Indian scientists should study the linguistics of
their own tradition, for it is here that they will find motivation for new
conceptual insights.’ The clusters of sound patterns unconsciously perceiv-
ed in Indian languages and music may provide the intuition necessary to
develop concepts centred in mosaic patterns enabling Indian scientists to
develop new forms of mathematics and new scientific hypotheses. Concep-
tual thinking in patterns coupled with a different experience of time, the
past, and the relationship between mind and matter could offer new ways
of thinking about problems.

The present clash of values between traditional Indian thought and
modern science and technology occurs on & level far deeper than just that
of a difference between old ways and new ways. Differences about how
Indian culture has traditionally thought about the world and human ex-
perience in different categories may be at the centre of the clash. But if one
looks closely at the nature of these Indian attitudes, we may find that the
clash need not be a clash at all. In fact the clash may take place because
those who seek to examine Indian culture and compare it with modern
science and technology have adopted the myth of the absolute objectivity
of science. Myths, however, are not to be completely rejected; they are to
be reformed by extracting from them their useful insights. The myth of the
absolute objectivity of science is not completely false; science does possess
an objectivity limited by the social processes by which knowledge is con-
structed and by the nature of the human perceptual apparatus. Similarly,
the myths of the Indian tradition which express a combination of aesthetic
and religious insights, convey insights into the nature of human existence
and the world. Without paying close attention to the conceptual bases of
this tradition, especially in the history of Indian science, Indian scientists
and engineers will be conderned to living a schizophrenic life with the
technical aspects confined to the alterego. Unlocking Indian myths and
reforming the Western myth of the absolute objectivity of science offer the
possibility of building bridges between science and culture.

The invasion of science and technology into Indian culture can be a crea-
tive movement if Indian society recognizes the intellectual challenge of con-
structing conceptual bridges between traditional beliefs and contemporary
technical insights. Under such a scenario a renaissance of both culture and
science will result. And the starting point for such an imaginative adventure
must begin with major reforms in the teaching of science at all levels.
The view of science as the accumulation of absolutely objective Western
generated facts must be abandoned. Science must be taught as a creative,

=l

R
.

VALUES IN SCIENCE EDUCATION 113

living process of thought rooted in the rich cultural and scientific history of
India.
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Discussion and comments

EDITOR’S NOTE

Prof. 1.F. Staal is well-known for his work in the field of Indian philosophy.
His work on the Vedic Yajfia entitled Agn/, along with the film that he had
made on it, has made him justly famous for what he has done. Yet, in the
course of what he has written on the subject, he has made highly question-
able statements which have been accepted as true, on his authority, by other
experts in the field. One such statement refers to the formula which is utter-
ed along with the offering of oblations in the fire. His interpretation of the
sacrificial offering has been accepted uncritically by many on his authority.
Wendy Doniger O'Flaherty, for example, quotes Staal without giving any
inkling to the reader that there is another side to the story and that, accord-
ing to Staal himself, there is a contradiction in the situation. As she does
not give the exact page number from where the quotation is taken, it is
difficult for the reader to check on the original quotation and the discussion
around it, even if he or she wishes to do so [see Wendy Doniger O’Flaherty
(ed'.), Karma and Rebirth in Classical Indian Traditions (Delhi, Motilal
Banarsidass, 1983) p. 12].

Prof. Staal knows a lot of traditional scholars in the field of Mimarisa. In
fact, the volume on Agri itself is supposed to have been produced in colla-
boration with Shri C.V. Somayajipad and Shri M. Itti Ravi Nambudri. But
one wonders if Prof. Staal ever talked to these persons about his theory of
sacrificial offering in the Vedic ¥ajfia. Or, if he did so, what their opinion
about it was.

In any case, here is the opinion of some of the most outstanding Mimdnisd
scholars in India about what Prof. Staal has written in his book Agni: The
Vedic Ritual of the Fire Altar (Delhi, Motilal Banarsidass, 1984) on the
subject. The scholars, of course, were not told whose view it was that they
were being requested to comment upon. A Sanskrit translation of Prof.
Staal’s original piece in English was sent to them along with a covering
letter, both of which are published here together with the replies received
in response to our request. A copy of each of the comments has been sent
to Prof. Staal for his reply, and as soon as if is received, it will be published
in the pages of the JICPR.

A dialogue between current scholarship and classical learning has general-
Iy not been possible up till now, and the two have lived in worlds apart with
hardly any interchange between them. The JICPR will try to break this
isolation, and build a bridge which may provide a two-way traffic between
them. This is the first step in that direction. Let us hope there will be many
more such attempts in the pages of the JICPR in future.
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LETTER FROM THE EDITOR
ADDRESSED TO MIMAMSA SCHOLARS

Dear Sir:
T am sure you must be aware that a lot of Western scholars have written
a great deal regarding the Vedas and interpreted it in different ways. But,

as most of it is written in a language other than Sanskrit, it does not usually.

come to the notice of traditional Sanskrit scholars in our country. In order
to overcome this difficulty, we are planning to bring some of the important
contributions of outstanding Western scholars, not merely in the field of the
Vedas but also regarding other branches of knowledge, to the notice of our
traditional pandits through getting them translated into Sanskrit and asking
them what they think about the interpretation.

As a beginning in this direction, I am enclosing herewith an interpretation
of Dravya-Tydgain the Vedic Ygjfia given by a very well-known Western
scholar who has worked in this field for a long time. May T request you to
please consider his interpretation and send me your considered response re-
garding it for publication in the Journal of thelndian Council of Philosophical
Research. We would send your response to the original writer for his reply
and the same, when received, will be sent to you and also be published in
our Journal.

With regards. Y ours sincerely,
(DAyA KRISHNA)
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STAAL’S INTERPRETATION OF
Dravya-Tydga

INTRODUCTION

The Srauta Sitras of the late Vedic period offer several definitions of
ritual. One that is often quoted characterizes it as comprising three things:
dravya, ““the substance (used in oblations)”; devard, “the deity (to which
oblations are offered)"’; and tydga, “‘renunciation (of the fruits of the ritual
acts).”” The zydga is a formula pronounced by the yajamina or patron at
the culmination of each act of oblation. When the officiating priest, on be-
half of the yajamana, makes the oblation into the fire for one of the gods,
for example Agni, the Yajaménad says:

This is for Agni, not for me (agnaye idarih na mama).

At this point a contradiction begins to appear, which becomes increasingly
explicit in the ritualistic philosophy of the Mimdrmsa. The reason for per-
forming a specific ritual is stated to be the desire for a particular fruit or
effect. The stock example of the Miméarhsi is:

He who desires heaven shall sacrifice with the Agnistoma ritual (agnisto-
mena svargakdmo yajeta).

But this fruit is renounced whenever the yajamina utters his tyaga formula
of renunciation. The effect, therefore, is not obtained.

The resulting picture is further complicated by another apparent con-
tradiction. The rites are subdivided into two classes, “‘obligatory’’ (nitya)
and ““optional’’ (kamya). Unlike the Agnicayana, which is kimya, the Agni-
stoma is & nitya rite: every brahman has the duty to perform it. So here is
a ritual that appears to be optional, since it is confined to those who desire
heaven (nobody’s duty), but that is also not optional because it is a prescrib-
ed duty, and that does not bear any fruit because its fruits are ultimately
abandoned. The texts reflect such contradictions. The Mimarhsi Siitra,
basic manual of the ritual philosophy of the Mimarhsa, lays down that the
rites lead to happiness, but the subcommentary “Straight Spotless®® (Rjuvi-
mald) observes that this does not apply to obligatory acts.
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COMMENTS BY
PANDIT PATTABHIRAMA $SASTRI

There is a maxim which says: ‘It is easy to please one who is ignorant and
easier still to please one who knows the subject well, but even Brahmi (the
god of knowledge) cannot please & man complacent in the little that he
knows’, 1 feel, to begin with, a little ashamed in replying to antagonistic
opinions expressed by a man who has no connection at all with any part of
the Vedas nor with the performance of activities, whether §rauta or smarta
(that is, enjoined directly by the Vedas or through the Smrtis) related to the
Vedas.

All §rauta activities (enjoined in the Vedas), whether of yajfia, ddna (giv-
ing) or Aoma (offering libation), have two elements: devat@ (a god) and
dravya (things). Both these are known through injunctions. Vidhi (Vedic
injunction) is expressed through padas with a taddhita-ending, such as,
‘Agneyo’ stakapdlaly, ‘sauryam carum’, ‘vaiSvadevyvamiks@® and the like.
These indicate both the devara and the dravya. Sometimes a vidhi is expres-
sed through the fourth case-ending (carurthi vibhakti); for example, ‘yadag-
naye ca prajapataye ca sayam juhoti. This indicates only the god (devata).
The dravya to be used is indicated by a separate injunction such as payasa
Juhoti’ (offers a libation of milk), dadhna juhoti’ (offers a libation of yoghurt).

In some cases there are also exampies where the devara is to be known
through the syllables contained in the Vedic mantra (manzravarpena) and
the dravya is indicated through a sentence expressive of use or application
(viniyogavdkya). Thus there is more than one way of expressing a vidhi,

Having known the devatd and the dravya, the activities [which are part of
a sacrifice] are performed according to prescriptions given in the Kalpasiatra.
These activities are threefold; namely, yajfia, dana and homa. The yajfia to be
performed is enjoined throughthe verb, <yajati’, danais indicated through ‘da-
dati’ and homa through, ‘uhoti’. A yajiia is defined as: giving up dravya for
a devatd(devatoddesena dravyatydagalh). Dana is the relinquishment of owner-
ship that one has over a thing (dravya) in such a manner that it passes on to
another who then becomes its owner. Homa is putting (praksepa) the thing
to be offered in the enjoined place. The giving up of something in a yajfia
consists only in relinquishing one’s ownership of the thing without its pass-
ing to another. In ddna the process is completed only when the ownership
is passed on to another person. In yajia the process of relinquishment is an
internal mental process, but in dana it also has a physical counterpart, the
act of giving being accompanied with the words, ‘I give this to you, O brah-
mapa, it is not mine’. In yajfia the giving is accompanied with the words,
‘this isfor Agni, not mine’ (agnaye idarm na mama), the process of relinquish-
ment being purely mental with no physical counterpart. This is the distinc-
tion between yajfia and dana. The distinction is indicated by a difference in
the use of words: [in giving to the brahmapa), the address is, ‘to you’
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(tubhyam), but in giving to Agni it is, ‘for Agni’ (agnaye). Homa is an act
of placement and is purely physical. The act is, however, a necessary part
of yajiia which cannot be accomplished without it, since the thing (dravya)
given up for the sake of a god has to be deposited somewhere. This is also
known as pratipatti-karma (the consummation or completion of an action).
The place where the deposit has to be made is enjoined as agni (fire), the
agni known as the ghavaniya. The etymology of the word ‘agni’is asfollows:
cetya dagdhva nayatityagnil’ (that which having received something carries
that further). Agniis a god, and not merely physical fire. Tt is that god who
after burning carries away the dravya given away by the yajamana and plac-
ed in it by the adhvaryu priest. A distinction must be made here between
agni in which something is physically deposited and the agni to which it
is offered. The agni to which something is ‘given’ is a god, but the agni in
which things are placed for the purpose is a physical object, a fire lit for
the purpose and known by such names as Ghavaniya, garhapatya, etc. In
sentences that express injunctions, agni as god is articulated through the
use of a pada ending in a raddhita: ‘agneyal’, this is the agni to whom an
offering is made. The other physical (Jaukika) agni on which the offering is
merely placed is articulated through the use of the seventh case-ending
(saptami vibhakti}: ‘@havaniye’. From the foregoing it is to be understood
that the yajamana, having purified the dravya to be offered through pro-
cesses such as avadina, relinquishes it for the sake of a specified god {with
the words], ‘it is for Agni, not mine’ or ‘it is for Indra, not mine’ and the
like. The dravya, thus relinquished, has to be placed in the ghavaniya fire.
Consequently, what is placed in the fire is dravya which has already been
given up. In this entire process the part which consists of the act of giving
up or relinquishing is the yajfia; the other part, namely, the placement of
the dravyg in the fire is homa. Now, where, may I ask, during this whole
process is one giving up the fruit of one’s action?

Let me give more details of the order in which things are done. In yajfias,
where the dravya to be offered is purodasa, the injunctions are, ‘yavairyajeta’
(one should perform the yajfia with barley); ‘vrihibhiryajeta’ (one should
perform the yajfia with paddy). Having learnt from this that paddy is to be
used in the yajfia, a sufficient quantity is poured out for the purpose; it is
then threshed and cleansed. Rice s separated from winnowed grains, pow-
dered and roasted. The roasted rice flour is formed into a ball of tortoise shape
with the help of hot water kept for the purpose. The ball is then roasted in
potsherds (kapala); a piece of it equal to the size of half a thumb, measured
from the tip is cut away from its head and placed in the sacrificial wooden
ladle. This is tossed into the Ghavaniya fire by the adhvaryu priest when the
hotr priest intones the vagarkdra. At that very moment the yajamdna per-
forms the act of giving up his ownership of the offered dravya. The three
acts of intoning the vagatkara, tossing the dravya into the fire and its giving
up by the yajamana occur at the same time. Ido not see how another act
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of giving up the fruit, which is yet to materialize of the action, can take a
jump and intrude into the process? Perhaps the Western pandit will be able
to tell us!

Vedic injunctions (vidhis) are of various kinds: utpatti-vidhi (which enjoins
nothing more than the yajfia to be performed), viniyoga-vidhi (which en-
joins the acts to be performed), prayoga-vidhi—the manner in which these
actions are to be performed (their order) and adhikara-vidhi (which tells as
to who is entitled to undertake the performance of the sacrifice). These are
given in the Brahmana texts—Apastamba, Aévalayana and other authors of
the Srauta-sitras, have given their expositions as to how a yajia
should be performed. The siitra-writers do not give the laksana (definition)
of yajfias. Such a laksana can be given in a single safra; it is not necessary
to write a lengthy treatise for the purpose. When the Western pandit says
that the Srauta-siitras are works which formulate a definition of yajfia (that
18, offer a lakgana of yajfia), he is only parading his ignorance. Such is the
true state of affairs.

Now, what the Western pandit does is to separate a sentence from the
context as a whole: the sentence which accompanies the act of giving up on
the part of the yajamana, namely, ‘dgnaye idarit na mama’, and formulates
an opposing view of his own with the intention of exhibiting an inconsistency
in the Mimérhsa understanding of yajfia. He is greatly deluded in this. The
chief subject of the Mimarhsa discourse is dharma. As the sole source for
the knowledge of godhood (bhagavattattva), the Veda is also the sole source
for the knowledge of dharma (dharmatativa). The Mimarhs3 is an enterprise
to arrive at the truth of dharma (dharmatattvanirpaya) through a rational
interpretation (vicdradvara) of the Vedic texts. It is for this reason that
Mimaihsa is also known as Dharmagistra and Vakyas$astra (a discipline con-
cerned with the meaning of texts, literally, ‘sentences’). Certain maxims or
rules of interpretation (nydyas) are necessary for the task Mimarsa has set
for itself. Consequently, every section (adhifarapa) of Mimimsa has its
own distinct nydya. It is for this reason that the Mimarhsa is also described
as a system of thought characterized by the use of nydyas (nyayanibandha-
narmakam). How then can Mimamsa be described as a system devoted
with yajfias (yajfifyadarsanam) as the Western pandit asserts? It is a system
of thought which considers categories such as substance (dravya), quality
(gtina), actions (karma) and universals (samanyd) as dharmas. Tt is not con-
fined to the purpose of propounding yajfia alone as dharma.

Moreover, while pointing outinconsistencies in the Mimarhsa, the Western
pandit quotes a sentence [from the Veda]: ‘agnistomena svargakamo yajeta’.
But no sentence with such a string of syllables is to be found there. And
even supposing it does exist, it should then contain the word ‘jyotisa:
‘agnistomena jyotisd . . .’. 'The meaning being: ‘one, desiring heaven, shouid
perform the jyotisfoma yajiia modelied on the agnistoma(agnisiomasaristha-
nena). The jyotistoma yajfia has seven forms (saristhds). The first of these
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is indicated by the word ‘agristoma’. All this seems to have been bevond
the understanding of the Western pandit.

The phrase, ‘agnisfomena’ contains the word, ‘agni’. From this the Wester-
ner deduced that what it means is that a fydge (giving up) to agni has to he
carried out. But what we have here is an ‘adhikdra-vakya’ which speaks of
who shall acquire the fruit of the action spoken of in another sentence. The
fruit of an action is the purpose for which it is performed. The sentence,
‘agnistomena svargakdmo...”, lays down the name of the yajfa to be perform-
ed by a person who is desirous of heaven: he will attain the desired fruit by
means of the prescribed yajfia. There is no question here of giving up the
fruit of one’s action, In fact, it is only someone who is desirous of a certain
fruit who performs a yajfia so that it will lead to the fulfilment of his desire.
The yajfia is not performed in order to give up the fruit. Indeed, if there is
an inconsistency, it is in the position taken by the Western scholar who thinks
that one needs to perform an action in order to give up its fruit and
that in order to give up the fruit of an action one must perform the action.

There is another inconsistency inwhat the Western pandit has to say result-
ing from the fact that he has been unable to understand the distinction bet-
ween actions which are ‘nizya’ (obligatory) and those which are ‘kamya’
(optional). Actions are of three kinds: nitye, naimittika and kamya. Actions
with a fixed nimitta (occasion) are nitya; those for which the occasion of
performance is not known in advance are naimittika. Non-performance of
these two kinds of action can lead to harm and obstruction. Kamya action
is an action which, though enjoined by the Veda, is yet optional, to be per-
formed only for the fulfiiment of certain desires. Its non-performance can-
net lead to any harm. 1f one does perform it, one has to take another birth
in order to avail of its fruits. A person who wants to be free of future births
should not perform kdmya actions. This being so,where is the inconsistency?
[Govinda] Bhagavatpdda has said: Study the Vedas constantly, carefully
perform the actions it enjoins in the spirit of worshipping the Lord and give
up the thought of performing kdmya yajfias.

The Western pandit is so far advanced into the dizzy heights of delusion
that he has been able to “see’ yet another inconsistency in Mimdamsa.

In order to get the matter clear the following should first be borne in mind.
The sentence through which the nitya jyotistoma is enjoined is: ‘vasagnte
vasante Jyotisd yajeta’ (one should perform the jyotistoma during every
spring). But the sentence which enjoins the kdmya jyotistoma is different
and reads: ¢ jyotistomena yajeta svargakamal’ (one desirous of heaven should
perform the jyotisfoma). The yajfia (or, in other words, the karma) remains
the same in both cases, the difference is ome of purpose and motivation
(prayoga). Had the karma been different, this would have been shown by
different indicators, one being a difference inthe words forming the injunc-
tion. Of the actions enjoined some are krafvartha : their goal is the proper
performance of the yajfia, while others are purusartha enjoined towards the
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attainment of specified fruits. If a yajamdna desires the fruits of only the
nitya karmas, then he need not perform any actions other than those enjoin-
ed as purusirtha. Fruits are generated only by ‘angas’ (parts of a karma)
and not the ‘pradhana’ (the karmaas a whole). Take the nitya agnihotra
where it is enjoined: ‘dadhnendriyakdmasya juhuyat’ (offer yoghurt desir-
ing [powerful] sense organs). Here the fruit, namely, powerful sense organs
are acquired by the use of yoghurt and not the agnihotra as a whole
which functions merely as an overall context (within which the special use of
yoghurt is made). Similarly, take the nitya darsapiirnamdsa, where water is
carried in the camasa vessel (apamn prapayanasadhanar camasah). If the
yajamana is desirous of cattle, then the injunction is: ‘godohanena pasuka-
masya pranayet® (for one desirous of cattle the water should be carried in
the milking vessel, instead of camasa). Now, if the act is done in the enjoin-
ed manner it will result in the desired fruit, the cause of which will be the
milking vessel and not the yajfia as 2 whole. The milking vessel is here to
be taken as the fruit-producer and not the others which are obligatory. The
maxim to be followed is: a k@mya action takes over the nitya (kamyam nitya-
sya badhakarh). The use of milking vessel is a special act in this case; it aids
the fetching of the water which remains constant. Tt is therefore the milk-
ing vessel which produces the desired fruit. Such is the state of affairs.

Now let us look at the inconsistency that has been pointed out. The
injunction says: ‘va evari vidvanagnim cinute’. This is the Vedic sentence
that enjoins the laying of the fire-place. The sentence, ‘istakabhiragnim
cinure’, then prescribes that the act should be done with bricks. In both
these sentences the agni meant is the secular fire and not the god. After the
fire-place has been duly prepared with bricks and the fire is lit, the prescrip-
tion is: then the ygjfia should be performed in the fire with agnistoma and
wkthya.. for as many as eleven nights ‘athato’gnimagnigtomengnuyajanti,
tamukthyena, tam soda$ing tamatiratrena, tam dvirdtrena, tam trirairend).
Here the words ‘agnisfomena, wkthyena’'. . .which have the third case end-
ing and denote the hymns (stotras) to be used. By implication, they also
denote the [seven] modifications of the agnistoma (the seven samsthas) which
bear their name; these are to be performed after this particular yajfia has
been completed. Sometimes, however, the yajfia to be performed is actually
named and not just implied, as in, ‘trivrdagnistutagnistomal’; what is
meant is the yajfiz called ‘agnistur’ of the agnistoma samstha. In the case
we are discussing, however, the words, ‘agnistoma’, ‘ukthya’ etc. tefer to
the [seven] samsthas of the jyorisioma. In the jyotistoma yajfia, a bamboo-
shed (pragvarsafala) is put up to begin with, This is followed by rites such as
the diksa (initiation) and other performances which last for three days. On
the fourth day, the platform called the uttaravedi is constructed where the
rites of the fourth and the fifth days are consecrated. Such is the performance
of the ‘nirya’ (obligatory) jyotistoma. But the jyotistoma containing the
agnicayana is different. When the yajfia is performed in this form, then the
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building of the brick-made fire-altar, a subsidiary act, is said to become the
fruit-bearing part of the yajfia, just as the milking vessel was, as discussed
earlier, the producer of the desired fruit The building of the altar is not
really a yajfia but a rite for the purification of the fire (agnisariskara). Such
a purified fire is to be made use of in the yajfias of the seven samsthds such
as the agnistoma. Where is the inconsistency in ali this is for the Western
pandit to point out.

In speaking of giving up the fruit of actions (phalaryaga), what the teacher
of the Gita meant is that one should not perform an action with the desire
for its fruit in mind and nothing more. The giving up meant here has no
relevance to the performance of a yajfia. The giving up during a yajfia is the
giving up of dravya (sacrificial materialy and not of the fruit of the action.
This is why [Govinda] Bhagavatpada has said: ‘give up the thought of per-
forming kamya yajias’.

COMMENTS BY
PANDIT REMELLA SORYAPRAKASA SASTRI

In truth there is no inconsistency. One inconsistency relates to the desire
for fruit on the part of the yajamana in performing the yajfia: the yajamana,
it is pointed out, gives up the fruit of his action in pronouncing the mantra,
“this is for Agni, not mine” (agnaye idarh na mama): revealing that the
impetus for performing a yajfia is tydga (an attitude of giving up), rather
than any desire for fruit on the part of the yajamédna. From this it is
inferred that the yajfia yields no fruits (it is nisphals). Such an inference is
mistaken. For, yaffia is defined as the giving up of things for a god
{devatoddesena dravyatyago yaga iti). Here, in this context, the giving up of
things is an inner ‘mental’ giving up. The ygjamd@na gives up certain things
for the sake of a god. The priest known as the adhvaryu then offers these
things to the fire. The ygjamdna utters the mantra, ‘agnaye idarir na mama’
(this is for agni, not mine), thus giving up through words what he had
already given up mentally. This giving up is the giving up of things, not
of the fruit resulting from the action.

However, there is something that must be stressed here. It is not true
that the impetus for performing a yagffia is in every case the desire for a
fruit. Nitya karmas (obligatory actions) are not performed out of any
desire for fruit. Such actions are quite unconnected with any desire what-
soever. The fact of being a living agent is itself the reason for undertaking
such actions which have been prescribed as a duty in the Vedas. The Veda
decrees that one should perform the agnihotra sacrifice as long as one lives
(vavajjivari agnihotram juhoti);also, one should perform the darfapirnamasa
sacrifice as fong as one lives (yavajjivarn darfapiirnamasabhyim yajeta). One
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might ask: do such actions which have been prescribed for an agent as
long as he lives, have any fruit? The fruit of such actions, according to the
Mimarsakas is the destruction of sin and not the attainment of heaven
(svarga) or other results (which ensue from sacrifices performed out of
desire). That is why the sentences which prescribe such actions are different,
being ‘one should perform agnihotra as long as one lives’ and ‘one should
perform the darsapitrnamasa sacrifices as long as one lives’, Actions (that is,
‘sacrifices) performed out of a desire for heaven or other things are termed
kémya (‘desired’) actions. For them the prescription is (suitably worded
as): ‘he who desires heaven should perform the agnihotra sacrifice’ and ‘he
who desires heaven should perform the darfaparnamasa sacrifices’ etc. We
see that there is a distinction between the ‘witya’ agnihotra (one which is
obligatory) as well as the ‘nitya daraparnamasa and the ‘kamya’ agnihotra
and the ‘kdmya’ darsapiirmamasa. The distinction lies not in the actual
performance of these sacrifices which remains the same, but in the words
which prescribe them towards different ends. This results in a difference in
the resolve (semkalpa) with which the same action is performed. In the
case of the ‘mitva’ agnihotra the samkalpa takes the following form: ‘I shall
perform it in the morning.” After the sarikalpa there is a sense of joy: this
action of mine will please the Lord. Similar is the case with other ‘nitys’
yajfias such as the darSapirpamasa and the jyotistoma. But the samkalpa to
perform a kdmya’ agnihotra or another ‘kdmya’ yajfia is accompanied by
quite another feeling: namely, that ‘this will result in the attainment of
heaven’. In this manner it is to be understood that a difference in the
prescriptive sentence and the samkalpa results in a distinction between a
‘nitya’ and a ‘kamya’ action.

The point T am trying to make is that a nitya yajfia is not performed for
the sake of any fruit whatsoever; the reason for its performance is that its
performer is a living agent, though such a performance leads to the des-
truction of sin.

This is the answer to the first inconsistency. Now about the second
inconsistency:

The agnistoma is a nitya sacrifice; the cayana is kdmya. Some sacrifices
are vaikalpika (they can be one or two or more and the performer can
choose to perform any one of them). Others are entirely optional. A nitya
sacrifice is obligatory. But a ‘kamyaq’ sacrifice is performed only by those
who might desire to attain heaven. This seems to lead to a serious objection:
the same sacrifice can, as we have seen, become both obligatory and
optional. But it cannot be optional, if it is enjoined. Neither can one give
up the fruit of sacrifices performed for their fruit, for that would make the
sacrifice fruitless, a fact which is absurd. T have, however, shown how the
same yajfia can be both optional and obligatory, depending on the words
of the prescriptive sentence and the nature of the sarikalpa which leadsto its
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performance, In such cases there is no inconsistency between being optional
and being obligatory.

There are many more things that can be said on this subject if an occasion
is created for discourse on these matters, wherein it can be shown how all
inconsistencies between different Vedic injunctions is only a seeming one.
It is not difficult to establish harmony between all Vedic sentences.

COMMENTS BY
PROFESSOR RAMANUJA TATTACARYA

The Problem: A yajfia is the giving up of things for the sake of a god
(devatoddesena dravyatyigah yagakh). When a priest offers things on behalf
of a yajamana to the fire then the yajamdna proclaims: Thisis for Agni, it
is not mine (agnaye idarr nma mama). But if a yajfia is performed for
attaining a certain fruit, how then can the yajemana say ‘it is not mine’ and
thus give up the fruit of his action? How can this inconsistency be
resolved? One is indeed led to a position where one can see no distinction
between the doctrine of miskama karma (acting without the desire of
attaining any fruit of one’s action) propounded in the Giti and the
Mimassi notion of actions performed out of a desire for fruit. Both these
notions agree after all in speaking of tydga (a giving up). Also, one cannot
see how Mimirmsa can maintain a distinction between nifya actions (to be
performed necessarily out of a sense of duty) and those which are kamya
(optional).

Resolution of the problem: In performing niskama karma as propounded
in the Gita, the giving up of the fruit of action can be of three kinds. One:
giving up the desire for the fruit, such as heaven, of an action, Two: giving
up the sense of ownership, expressed in words such as, ‘this action belongs
to me’, when performing an action. And three: giving up the sense of
being the agent of an action, expressed in words like, ‘T am doing this action’.
These three kinds of giving up are characterized as (1) the giving up of
fruit (phala), (2) of attachment (saiga) and (3) of agency (kartriva).

Consequently, riskdma karma is characterized by three fydgas: giving up
the desire for fruit, as well as the sense of being the ‘owner’ of an action
and the sense of agency. Resultantly, an action done with no sense of being
its owner, no sense of agency and no desire for its fruit, is called niskdma
karma.

The Mimarhsakas, however, do not believe in the notion of the giving up
of the fruits of yajfias (karma). Every yajiia whether nitva or kamya has a
fruit assigned to it and it is performed for its fruits. The giving up accom-
panied with the words, ‘this is for Agni, it is not mine (agnaye idam na
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mama), is a giving up (not of the fruit of the yajfia) but of the ownership
of the substance that is offered as libation. The ydjamdna gives up
the ownership of what he offers as libation to a god who then becomes
its owner. All three (quite unlike niskdma karma) are present in the action of
a yajamdna: (1) the sense of being the agent of the action, for the yajamana
feels that he is performing it: (2) the desire for its fruit; and (3) the sense
of being the owner of the action. Since the yajamdna fecls that the action
is his, all that he gives up is the ownership of the libation that he offers.

There is thus an insuperable difference between the notion of giving up as
held in the Gita and that of the Mimamsakas.*

(Translated from Sanskrit by DR MUKUND LATH)

*The original Sanskrit versions of these three comments on Staal’s interpretation of
Dravya-Tyaga in the Vedic yajfia are being published in the Sarasvatf Susamd, a journal
of ihe Sampurnanand Sanskrit Vi§vavidyalaya, Varanasi. Anyone desirous of getting the
original Sanskrit versions may write to the Editor, JICPR. in this connection.
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HOW NOT TO DAMN LANGUAGE

A fair part of this essay develops by way of a response to Som Raj Gupta’s
article entitled “The word that became the absolute: relevance of Sarnikara’s
ontology of language” carried in an earlier issue of this journal'—which
article is, in my view, a muddled and overbearing attempt to damn language
and rub it out of existence. Gupta’s main aim in his essay is a pious one,
that is, to enable us to see how the human soul can recover its primordial
though long lost innocence in all its ethereal power, glory and purity.

The title of the essay arouses the expectation that one would here be
treated to a reasoned vindication (success or unsuccess apart) of its author’s
main thesis—for after all Gupta cannot in fairness deny that for all his
allergy to these words he means to theorize and be discursive. All that
Gupta succeeds in bringing home to us, however, is the series of miscon-
ceptions he labours under. As on the first hurried look at the article in
question one runs through the first page or so, one begins to feel one is in
the midst of, by now familiar idiom, the existentialist/phenomenological
one. The impression is confirmed a couple of pages later as one discovers
the names of Heidegger, Merleau-Ponty, Sartre. Gupta obviously seems
eagerly looking for support and certification from respectable namesin Con-
tinental philosophy for the bulk of what he has to say and what he wishes
to expose and attack. (That the support does not come in so handy is an-
other matter, however.) And if in consequence Gupta’s rcading of these
thinkers seems on the whole lacking in that intimacy and inwardness which
makes a thought give out its secret, one is left with a feeling of wearied
uneasiness.

The nerve of Gupta’s argument against language and its (trusted?) capa-
city to grasp and reveal the nature of reality—things, events, human beings —
is that language is one vast system of interpretations,? and that as such
it can never capture the human encounter—if the possibility of such an
encounter be allowed—with reality in its pristine bareness. That in taking
this view of language he is himself being guided by a certain ‘interpretation’
of that phenomenon need not at present be pressed against Gupta; it is a
point however we will do well to remember. After all, the statement that
all language is inescapably interpretative and hence false and misleading,
willy-nilly, comes under the same reproach. Radical scepticism about any-
thing including language tends to become self-inconsistent, and so rather
unintelligible.

Gupta may protest that his atiempted critique of language need not be
taken as yet gnother interpretation of the phenomenon; that reflection
(in language) on language need not suffer from the defects that afflict langu-
age in its natural form(s); that metalanguage (if that be what Gupta’s critique
in the end comes to) is a thing of another (perhaps higher) order. If this
be one possible ling of Gupta’s rejoinder he can be assured that he has
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already surrendered his case. Language, indeed, has a way of teaching a
lesson or two to those who seek to place it under interdict while flirting with
it merrily.

But how does Gupta come to his view of language as basically and in-
corrigibly interpretative and as therefore necessarily inadequate to the pur-
pose it overtly sets itself? This is not so easy to tell for nowhere (in the
essay) does Gupta argue expressly and clearly for the view, though emphatic
statements of it like the following abound:

In truth, language has nothing to do with the real existent, it is concerned
with the universal abstract. It reduces an existent into an illustrative
example of a category and cannot recognize it as something unique and
irreplaceable (27).

Men in society do not live as I’s, they live only as they’s, as petrified
abstractions. Language as interpretation is the creator of what Heideg-
ger calls uneigentlich, failure of owning oneself up, inauthenticity, and
what Sartre calls mauvaise foi, bad faith. A being, as linguistically inter-
preted, disowns his own being, his own self. He is what the gaze of others
has made him to be. He is an inauthentic self, an office, not a living
being (29).

Every phenomenon, even the most insignificant, presents a depth which
no concept can catch, no amount of predication can ever exhaust—it
[language] merely imposes labels on them [phenomena] convenient for a
particular society. Every interpretation. . .can only be an inauthentic in-
terpretation (29).

The above are some of the samples of Som Raj Gupta’s ‘troubled’ pro-
nouncements on language. Dressed in the characteristic existentialist jargon
these pronouncements proclaim the tragic hopelessness which modern civi-
lization—the characteristically western civilization—has come to mean and
represent. This is certainly not the place—though the temptation always
seems real—to dwell on by now familiar enough themes—the irrational
in man, the Sisyphean kind of labour to which all human activities has been
reduced, the curse of having to live and wander and die without knowing
why, the stupendous upheaval of values which the late nineteenth-twentieth
century in particular has wrought, the irrational’ and the ‘rational’ terror
that nazist and communist regimes have inflicted upon men and their pro-
geny, and the consequent abysmal forlornness and inconsolable despair
which have come to afflict man and influence his attitude towards life and
existence. In point of fact one already notices a definite “convergence” of
diverse, even contrary, philosophical streams. At one end are the positivists
who, followed by the linguistic analysts, with Wittgenstein acting as a cult
figure and permanent orientation for both, look upon philosophical parado-
xes as rooted in the slatternly use of language. On the other are the heirs
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of Soren Kierkegaard, Nietzsche, Dostoyevski and a host of others who find
in thounght and reason, and therefore by implication in language, the grea-
test source of resistance to man’s effort to recapture his singular and con-
cept- and category-free unduplicable humanity. Pursuit of being or reality
here gets anthropomorphized— it provokes interest so long as it relates to
man.

Now, one need have no quarrel with Gupta’s wailings (largely implicit)
on the present-day civilization. What is remarkable, however, is that Gupta
calls all this the doing of language, and without in the least bothering to
show how. Maybe, men or the I’s have not simply now come to be the)’s
or ‘petrified abstractions’; they always were so. Maybe, the ‘failure’ to own
oneself up and the resultant bad faith and inauthentic existence do not
characterize just the ‘modern’ man, and that human living and acting always
bore this character, so that this plangent state of affairs turns out be a /a
condition humaine and not some particular human situation; and maybe it
is only because of this that our rebellion against the present condition of
the world acquires a distinctive metaphysical character. But in what way,
we must ask, is this state of affairs traceable to the nature (or logic) of
language?

That language itself has come to be debased and abused and denigrated
and so uprooted from the soil where it truly belongs (or once belonged);
that relativization of all meaning has taken away the power of words to
suffer the freight and burden of our intention-suffused uses;? that annihi-
lation of word (vak) has been precipitated by severing language from this
world and reality and opening vast spaces of verbal silence—all this may
well be true. (Just consider how the words ‘freedom’, ‘liberty’, ‘socialism’,
‘equality’, chistory’—not excluding the most derided of them all, the word
‘God’—have ceased to be significant, and been reduced to the status of
labels loosely fastened on things and always susceptible of being torn to
shreds, and betokening as signals nothing more than the presence of things.)
But my concern is with that aspect of the nature of language which, on the
view Gupta adheres to, operates essentially through predicates and univer-
sals. Whether these universals are abstract (a word which Gupta does noth-
ing to explain in this context) is a matter on which a hasty judgement is
better avoided. The respect, however, in which I find Gupta’s view radical-
ly misguided and misconceived and so deserving of most resistance is that
there is something basically wrongand perverse about predication per se.
The issue here, as should by now be evident, concerns not right or wrong
predication. Tt is that predication as such is uncannily mischievous, that it
deludes and seduces and that therefore language, its pretensions to the con-
trary notwithstanding, ceases to be concerned with the ‘real existent’ in its
concrete fullness and irreplaceable (existential) uniqueness. How can the
individuality of a particular existent be grasped through predicates which
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are (by definition) universal and which therefore can always in principle
characterize more than one individual, seriously diluting in the process the
privileged uniqueness of that individual?

Now I have no intention to deny @ priori that for all one knows there
might be some attributeless mode of existence—and perhaps even of know-
ing if that principle should admit of conception—however darkly obscure
or unintelligible that may scem from the (inevitably restricted) linguistic
point of view, Nor does one need to deny for the matter of that, that there
are traps and whirlpools language hides and against which one needs to be
continually on guard if only to facilitate one’s navigation through language.
What I want to insist on, however, isthat such a (dogmatic) view as Gupta’s
is positively harmful as regards questions concerning both knowledge and
metaphysics—questions which, in this writer’s view, cannot be summarily
dismissed as out of court. At one Ievel (call it phenomenal if you will) it
helps raise the dead horse of bare existents (metaphysics), or at least,—in
case this be denied-—helps sustain the bogey that the possibility of perceiving
and knowing things not as such-and-such but as bare uncharacterized reals
is always distinct and real. That both the views, at least the latter, have un-
foreseen, though avoidable hazards for any theory of reality or knowledge
should be plain enough to a discerning eye. What lends to the situation a
paradoxical dimension, however, is that the (so-called) attributeless manner
of knowing and existing demands to be seized, and not only expressed, in
the predicative speech form. The resultant situation is one of irrepressible
irony—the irony of having to speak and commuuicate in a form which has
already been condemned a priori and roundly, as deficient in precisely that
very capacity.

Philosophers damn language, but they do so in language, necessarily and
inexorably, the necessity not merely being that they are philosophers- and
not mystics. And if, as chance would have it, the attempted communication
happens to be veridical, the case for treating language as capable of expres-
sing something of the true nature of things (including itself) becomes
stronger. The strategy of using language, not to express or communicate
ong’s idea of things but to bring the hearer to a point where he is able to
leave language behind and attain some incommunicable intuition of reality,
is no doubt fascinating. The paradox, however, of having to use the ladder
in the first instance remains unresolved. Resort to other symbol-systems
such as art and mathematics for conveying meaning turns out to be. ques-
tion-begging if only for the reason that these symbols themselves demand
to be interpreted, and interpretation is not possible except in terms of
language.

Philosophers, when they deny the role and power distinctive to language
as it comes out in (the employment of ) words, forget that their own conscious
objective in writing philosophic treaties, in conveying, by summoning all
the creative resources of language at their command, their ideas and ¢on-
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ceptions of life and existence falls implicitly but stultifyingly paradoxically
by their own verdict and that their implicit claim to be exempt, asif by en-
chantment, from the said damning turns out to be hollow and absurd.
Language to them means interpretation—and of course predication—and
it is of the idea of interpretation as (i.e., on their view) necessarily falsifying
and distorting reality that they feel most distrustful: it plays on their sense
of security. On the other hand, however, since they do not, as a matter of
habit or conscious choice, always keep to silence as the fit mode of their
opinions they find themselves falling victims to a self-deception—the self-
deception implicit in their creative-communicative venture—to which only
those men fall a prey who are not self-critical. Few things can be more
absurd than to use language to denounce language categorically instead
of for some specific aberration.

What it comes to, in sum, is that while one can always in principle choose
to Temain silent on matters concerning reality andits knowledge or whatever,
as indeed Candrakirti, the famous commentator of Nagarjuna, prescribes
(parmarthastu aryanam tisnimbhavah), the demand to say what one regards
unsayable, to ascribe a predicate to what one regards unpredicable, to think
about what one regards unthinkable, remains real and pertinent. The so-
calted surd which many think lies at the root of all experience demands to
be freed of some at least of its anonymity and to be spoken about and
acknowledged and identified, in however feeble and partial a way.

Gupta says that if language reveals it also conceals. And it is a truism
without question, though it is hardly news. What he omits to ponder, how-
ever, is that this so-called dual function of language also emerges to notice
only when we begin to be linguistic beings. It is through language that we
come to learn more or less vividly the more or less clear limits of language,
though that need not mean as Wittgenstein thought, profoundly no deubt,
that those limits also define and delineate the limits of my world. The
Upanisadic seers and the great Saitkara, while they never tired of undersco-
ring the inbuilt limitations to which a system like that of language—-in fact,
any other analogous system for that matter—is subject, they also never fal-
tered in acknowledging, if not always expressly, its great power which con-
sists in its no less primordial symbolizing function. The Holy Names, like
om (or any other) become here the route by which to reach the symbolized
so much so that they even appear {or are thought)} to coalesce, to become
identical.

Primarily, however, the linguistic symbol remains a vehicle of meaning.
And this meaning may appear at many levels. A word may serve as a chant
or an incantation, as it clearly does, say, in poetry like that of Rgveda. A
student of philosophy may however be persuaded to guard against (to put
it in Allen Tate’s words) “that idolatorous dissolution of language from the
grammar of a possible world, which results from the belief that language
itself can be reality, or by incantation create a reality.”®
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Words surely possess a magical and incantational power as becomes evi-
dent from (e.g.) a reading of great poetry. Indeed this power needs not only
to be acknowledged but (to be attempted) to be restored if we are to escape
that impoverishment of language—and with that of thought—which has
been the bane of much of analysis-minded Anglo-Saxon philosophy in the
recent past. At the same time, however, regression to magical (or incanta-
tional) concepts has to be fought and resisted. Such a regression, needless
to say, would peter out into a regress to an automatism which would
divest language of its essential creativity—and this applies as much to
philosophical thinking as to poetry—in which lies its power and achieve-
ment,

When we say that if language reveals it also conceals we state only a half-
truth. The other half-truth is that even of the concealed or unstated we
learn only through the stated, through that silence and stillness, which lies
buried in the space which separates words, but which through its definite
linkages with the stated—-linkages which though not further spellable are
not wholly amorphous either—announces itself as the stated gets under
way and begins to be attended to and understood. This is easily explained
by the fact—and the words ‘attended to’ and ‘understood’ in the preceding
sentence deserve to be marked—that the unstated cannot succeed in break-
ing the barrier of incomprehensibility which goes with stillness if the un-
stated, and with it the stated, belongs to a spzech which isalien to us. And
this is true not only from the hearer’s point of view; it applies equally in the
case of the speaker (or the writer). Some zones of silence inevitably remain
as the speaker ventures out to give utterance to the vast—though not for
that reason necessarily undifferentiated or undifferentiatable at the level of
bare awareness—voicelessness which is supposed to lie at the root of all
experiences. (Does not experience often impel us into expression.) But a
hearer possessed of the ability to understand a speech in its subtleties
can see through the intricate meshes of word and sense and gather, with
more or less success, what has been left unstated.

Gupta demeans not only language but also (though in a slightly different
context) self-consciousness, and what is strange, goes on to equate self-con-
sciousness with the ‘remembering’ of the word ‘I". He obviously omits the
significant point that self-consciousness (or reflection)itself, on the Vedanta
view, signifies not the deepening of the chasm—metaphysical and moral—
between oneself and the other, but a sure and firm, though gradual disso-
ciation of the not-self from the self, of the mayic from the drmic. Tt is possi-
ble that by self-consciousness Gupta means just the everydayish awareness
of the kind: «“I am aware of my mental states, etc.” The impression, how-
ever, is soon dispelled as one finds him remarking further on: *“There was
never a consciousness that was conscious of itself and was not constituted by
otherness” (36). This conception of self-consciousness is clearly Hegelian in
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its origins where consciousness of the other remains a necessary ‘moment’
in consciousness of oneself or self-consciousness. My point here is not to
adjudicate between Vedanta and Hegel, nor for that matter to fault Gupta
on his choice of words (though frankly he leaves something to be desired
there). My protest is that the meanings he ascribes to such words are incon-
sistent with what Advaita Vedinta would like to understand by them.

The diverse world of names and forms (ndma-ripa) troubles Gupta as
nothing does and this seems understandable in view of his overt philos.
ophic commitment. But to call such a world the handiwork of interpretative
langunage is to be perverse both about language and the world. The world
of distinctions etc.—Sankara or no Sankara-—is certainly not a seduction
wrought by language, even though we do as a matter of fact give names to,
and so identify and place things. We not only interpret (even if we do), but
also perceive and remember and forget and recognize. We not only get
absorbed or drawn into things but also, if but occasionally, distance our-
selves from them. All this is not interpretation, at least in the sense which
Gupta gives to that word, though it may well turn out to be a major misap-
prehension. The child’s regarding (if he so regards) the mother’s breast as
an extension of himself and his consequent resistance to being weaned away
from it is not the result of some interpretative language hell-bent on doing
its mischief. Nor is his realization, as he grows up, that he mistook some-
thing for something else, a wisdom achieved by turning one’s back on
language. These and like apprehensions take place at a level which is prior
to the level where the interpretative consciousness begins, if at all, to take
shape. Indeed it strikes that we are perceiving beings before we are inter-
preting beings. Our perceptual apprehensions constitute in many ways
a prius to the interpretative activity. The issue therefore is much more com-
plex than the quite simple-minded assumptions of Gupta’s allow him to
perceive,

One grave consequence of the view such as Gupta’s—and' this holds
mutatis mutandis of some modern-day deconstructionists and their avid
followers—is that we are left with language as a self-enclosed system—whe-
ther a system of interpretations or of signs—freed of all possible connection
with reality, external or otherwise. Interpretations then serve as something
which arises not from our primitive encounter with reality but rather have
an absolurely autonomous life of their own. There cannot here arise the
question, often thought legitimate, of preferring this or that interpretation
or regarding some one interpreiation as more privileged (since truer) than
others—all interpretations being equally alike in the sense of bearing no
relationship at all to reality or all interpretations being, qua interpretations,
equally false. (Just consider Riffaterre’s talk of ‘referential fallacy’® in the
context of literary criticism.) You cannot, within the framework of these
views, legitimately ask whether the picture painted by Hegel—or even
Sankara—of the Absolute is indeed so or whether the world is indeed
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absurdity-ridden, as is, for example, made out by Camus in his novels. The
only question permitted as just is one of internal consistency—the argument
being essentially a Snark-like one: what Itell you four times is true. No
wonder then that all philosophizing is seen as an activity which only pro-
liferates structures no one of which needs be more true than others.

Language, however,—or perhaps better, thought—interprets too. And
that it interprets things in all sorts of ways is also undeniable. What is not
understood, however, is that this business of interpreting should prove to
some so upsetting. After all, one asks in exasperation, what is so radically
wrong with the interpretative exercise as such. (Particular interpretations
are obviously not the point at issue here.)

There is a tradition—a venerable and hallowed one—at the apex of which
stands, among others, the great Nagarjuna. He is credited with the view
that all effort to understand and know reality is foredoomed to failure and
vainness ; that it ends up not in greater enlightenment about the true nature
of things, which in any case lack in intrinsic nature (svabhdva-Simya), but
in graver distortions. Every view about reality is here viewed as an imagi-
nary construction (vikalpa) imposed upon it, and so necessarily distorting
and falsifying that reality. The ideal or ‘the dialectic’ is the S$anyard of all
drstis (sarva-drsti-prahana), ‘the negation of standpoints’ (T.R.V. Murii).
Indeed a case has been assiduously made out?, in overt defence of Nagarjuna
against the likely criticisms that the opinion attributed to him, taken to its
logical Jimit, leads to nothing but radical nihilism or at least scepticism,
that while Nagarjuna’s dialectic upholds the ‘“no-doctrine-about-reality”
view, it has been “mistaken for the ‘no-reality’ doctrine.””® This interpreta-
tion, leaving aside the question whether it truly reflects Nagarjuna’s basic
standpoint, calls for a brief critical commeant, if only for the fact that it has
already become with somea principal creed. Let us suppose that a person
believes that there is reality. Now, how does he come to know this “fact’?
The only plausible answer that suggestsitself is that somewhere there must be
some apprehension, however simple, of this reality. And if such an appre-
hension be denied—as indeed in consistency it should, for all apprehension
amounts to knowledge and so distortion—the question arises what can be
made of the assertion, & Ja Murti, that even though it cannot be denied that
reality /s, it may be impossible to maintain that it is known, for knowing it
would mean having a view (drsti) about it. Indeed, as it seems to this writer,
to entertain such a view as the above is to commit a fundamental fallacy.
You cannot legitimately in the same breath deny the raison d’etre of know-
ledge and vet maintain that a certain piece of knowledge has been found to
be contradictory and is therefore false: the ‘contradiction’ resulting from
the effort to know reality stands out as a fact and is itself a proof of the
possibility of (true) knowledge, for it is known to be a contradiction.

It is however possible that there be reality but there be no knowledge of
it. But in that case no assertion could be made about it either. For any such
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assertion, even when it affirms reality in its simple being-ness or is-ness,
would entail its apprehension. And once this latter is admitted, as it should,
the whole lot of consequences follow,

Affirmations about reality are not alt of them of the same order, nor are
they always a simple affair of saying yes or no to some proposition about it.
Most of the time they are a much more complex affair, involving as they do,
in the nature of things, perspectives, points of view, interpretations. So
that, as it turns out, even the interpretative activity—having due regard to
false interpretations—iurns out to be a part of the effort to understand
reality which, even when allowing for its gradations, is neither always mere-
ly atomic nor hermetically closed.

Indeed, it can even be contended that the interpretative effort already
presupposes some apprehension or understanding of the thing interpreted ;
the initial apprehension, however vague or inchoate, already steers the
attempt to interpret. As Heidegger well says: “Any interpretation which is
to contribuie understanding, must already have understood what is to be
interpreted.”® This consideration along with those made in the preceding
pages should also take care of an influential contemporary view which main-
tains that “all understanding is interpretation.”1? This position seems open
to objections analogous to those made above to the view ascribed to Nagar-
juna. The view in question implies that no understanding of anything is
possible without interpretation. But herein precisely lies the rub. For if this
were indeed so, how, one may pertinently ask, could we at all understand
the interpretation itself? For in the nature of the case, it too would need
another interpretation to be understood, and so would this latter interpre-
tation, and so on ad infinitum. As Wittgenstein remarks: “Every interpre-
tation together with what is being interpreted, hangs in the air.”!! Interpre-
tation inescapably presupposes, in the end, some prior apprehension, some
“way of grasping...which is not an interpretation.”*® There is a further
count on which Gadamer’s view seems misleading, namely in suggesting
that understanding and interpretation do not admit of a clear and valid
distinction. As we have already noted above, there are many things we do
and apprehend in respect of which no interpretation can be suspected to be
at work overtly or slyly. And if one still contends—as Gupta does through-
out his essay or as even Gadamer or someone on his behalf might do—that
every doing and apprehending is ineluctably mediated by interpretation,
that would be to stipulate a certain usage of ‘interpretation’ without a
warrant, and to no tangible objective. That does not mean that we can al-
ways succeed in laying our finger firmly on the point where understanding
ends and interpretation begins; they may often overlap so as to seem in-
distinguishable and thus difficult to disentangle. The distinction, however,
is clearly valid and true to fact. Interpretation may and does help in achiev-
ing a better or more adequate understanding where there has been inade-
quate or partial, or even superficial understanding. Ofien enough the under-
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standing reached is itself a product of laboured interpretation and may
trigger off further interpretation. Yet this subsequent more meaning-yielding
interpretation sought must be guided by the priorinadequate understanding.
Indeed, we feel the need for further interprotation obviated the moment the
better or completer understanding provided by interpretation is felt to be
satisfactory. Once again we quote Wittgenstein with advantage: “What
happens is not that this symbol cannot be further interpreted, but: 1 do no
interpreting. I do not interpret, because I feel at home in the present
picture.*’3

One critical error of Gupta’s comes to the fore in his bland confounding
of the two quite different things, predication and interpretation. To predi-
cate is not the same as to interpret. No reciprocal entailment seems involv-
ed between the two. “The table is brown’ is certainly a case of predication,
but do we ever speak of interpreting a table? There are any number of
occasions when we simply and directly apprehend or countenance some-
thing as something without any obvious interpretation intruding or super-
vening. 1t is also muddied thinking to suppose that if T apprehend some-
thing in its character or features I thereby fail to “recognize it as something
unique and irreplaceable.”

Implicit in the preceding quotation is the conviction that things do pos-
sess a definite uniqueness and irreplaceableness, an undiluted singularity,
And though T myself subscribe to some such metaphysical assumption I find
Gupta doeslittle by way of clarifying its meaning, not to speak of justifying
it. The commitment does require independent vindication in view of what
Gupta says and observes passim. If things are unique and irreplaceable we
are not intimated in what sense they are, and how indeed we come to divine
this ‘fact’. Is it by some such thing as Leibniz’s principle of the Identity of
Indiscernibles, which would make of properties the factors which determine
and enable us to know the uniqueness of things and objects? Or is there
some other more plausible way of establishing this conviction. How would
Advaita, we ask of Gupta, by the way, account for this ‘undeniable’ {pheno-
menal) fact? .

In his utterances on man and language Gupta is so palpably one-sided
and purblind that he glosses over what ought to be patent to a man on the
street. Not only that. He goes on to make statements which even as figura-
tive language seem empty of much content. Some examples are: “When,
however, I come to examine the reality of the world and society, I find that
they do not exist on their own but require language for their being” (35) (my
italics); “This means that interpretative language that creates and multi-
plies distinctions has deserted the world” (37); “In truth, infinity consti-
tutes every interpreted phenomenon but infinity as the other” (37); and
further more: “Infinity as the other is the world and its interpreted hori-
zons” (37). What is one to make of these and similar observations scattered

DISCUSSION 137

throughout Gupta’s article? Specially of note are the last two. Gupta is
here eager to get, and help us get, a perspective on infinity. And what do
we get instead ? A well-rehearsed jargon and an over-dose of charged plati-
tudes. Consider, again, the following: ““Linguistically interpreted, I am a
man, a teacher, a fool, a wise man; a mere interpretation, living in a world
which is also an interpretation” (27). Without presently joining issue with
Gupta on the exact point of these remarks one may well wish to query how
the language-using man called Som Raj Gupta is able to fathom the (lingu-
istic) interpretation that he himself is and the interpretation that the world
is, and of which the former is a part, and is also further able to transcend,
through discursive/predicative/interpretative language, both himself and the
world as linguistic interpretations? And besides, further, why should one go
along with Gupta and accept his interpretation (for going by his logic he is
also offering an interpretation) of the above interpretations? Gupta sacrcely
pauses to contemplate that to interpret the existing interpretations and to
denounce g/l interpretations in the same breath is to set a logical impasse,
the way of which is neither simple nor easy. Gupta does not stop here,
however. He goes on to call interpretative language the child of Thanatos,
of death-instinct (39). ““Daily I call myself ‘a man’ as if T were a stable
something, In the face of the flow of life, T would believe myself an entity
and repeat the concept every moment I become conscious of myself. This
obstinate clinging to myself as an interpretation is the work of death ins-
tinct, of Thanatos™ (39);and further: ““At the deepest level, we are not really
constituted by language, we are constituted by death-instinct” (30).

What has been said above should have a close bearing on any over-cele-
bration of the way of silence. Not that silence can teach us nothing. Silence
too, like language, has a more or less distinct creative function, though one
should at once qualify this by saying that there are all kinds of silence. An-
cient Hindus have often emphasized the need to move from fabda to afa-
bda, from the spoken to the speechless. Indeed, no philosophy, whether
seen as a search for truth oras a systematic intellectual/conceptual elabora-
tion of truth already seen (dardana), is possible without an occasional with-
drawal into one’s solitude and one’s reality.l* And this retreat into one’s
solitude is already a withdrawal from any explicit social-communicative
encounter or interchange (which the speech act represents) and into one’s
silence—a withdrawal which may even in some cases spur one to make
fundamental adjustments in one’s mode of awareness. (This silence is cer-
tainly not of the same order as the silence which, as we noted above, resides
in the void that separates spoken words.) But this silence too, in at least one
of its phases or aspects, is already a dialogue which, as Plato would say,
goes within oneself: it is a speech gone introvert. (For Plato this is what
philosophy is at its root level). It already signals a radical confronting of
one’s reality in all its nakedness and radicality, and through that with the
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reality of the world. While the first constitutes, to use an expression of T.H.
Green’s, the individual’s ‘cosmos of experience’®—cosmos’ here being dis-
tinguished from ‘universe’—it need not form an island of its owa for it
already puts you in contact with the other cosmos of experience and thus
with the umiverse as a primal presence (or co-presence?), each of the two
bound up by a relation which in turn bespeaks of an order encompassing
both. (The Kantian bifurcation of existence into phenomena and noumena
is therefore fundamentally flawed:) (Even the so-called solipsistic, since
windowless, souls of Leibniz remain in contact with, for they represent, the
universe.) The self remains at the centre of this unity, as Advaita Vedanta
understands too well. Deny the minimal unity in all existence and what you
get in exchange is radical (or absolute} pluralism and logical atomism of
which Russell and Ayer, for example, strive to make such a credible doctrine
by adopting the logical strategem of undermining and putting in brackeis
precisely the self and the cosmos of experience.

The importance of mauna in the Hindu tradition can hardly be over-
emphasized. It is true, however, that silence and the truths discovered in
that silence demand to be expressed, to be spoken about, and so to be
communicated. And language certainly does not debase or devalue. itself, in
fact it edifies itself, when attempting to articulate the scemingly inarticul-
able truths. All those worshippers and celebrators of silence—Buddha,
Christ, the Upanisadic seckers and Sankara himself, and also no less the
more problematic Nagarjuna—feit internally impelled to talk and to com-
municate and thereby to celebrate and turn into a sacrament the act of
speaking, and speaking not merely “om” but the whole gamut of words.
And here we notice the reversal of the process referred to above: the move-
ment here is from asabda to fabda.

What we call human communication need not always be viewed as a
breeder and sustainer of distinctions, the distinction between I and you, T
and others. It can also at a deeper level—the level of addressing!® and of
invocation—well turn out to be a remarkably powerful ‘many-centred’
transcending of the seemingly undislodgeable illusion that others are set over
against me, an [, and a glorious finding that the point where *‘others” are
thought to be present is precisely the point where we ourselves are, not-
withstanding where we think ourselves to be placed bodily and spatially.
Patient and studied reflection on the linguistic (or speaking) act helps us to
discover the undeniable self-conscious intentionality (with which too Gupta
finds himself impatient) that act bears within itself. A fraction of a lingu-
istic utterance proclaims this (‘self-conscious’) intentionality and announ-
ces the realization, and not mere dogmatic acceptance, of self-consciousness
in its freedom from the zone where causality and all that it implies reigns.
Even if one were to concede that the linguistic act binds—for it is said to
bind one to distinctions (though one might ask, what is wrong even with
that)—it is also irrefragably true that in another of its aspects it is a re-
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deemer too. In one act of linguistic utterance, the act for example of giving
vent to some causally conditioned experience, one is unburdened, as if
magically, of the quite massive severity of the shackles which the causally
conditioned experience very often leaves in its trail. To be able to speak is
already at least to partially transcend, and transcend overtly, one’s
boundedness, and to place oneself in autonomy and independence. It is not
that one cannot suffer oneself silently. But this (so-called) silence is, Tmain-
tain, not antagonistic to linguistic activity: it is an extensional complemen-
tary of the latter. Both speech and silence embody attitudes freely adopted
even if one can detect beneath them at work a certain necessity. Both have a
certain irresistibility about them. In language thought and reflection gain a
definiteness and a circumscription which perhaps otherwise they cannot find
or find as well; in silence one confesses to the existence of the indeterminate
(though not necessarily of the indeterminable), of the shadowy, though not
for that reason of the unsubstantial. None of them, however, is complete by
itself: they live and are sustained in mutual expectancy. Silence, as said
above, is in at least one clear sense, speech gone inward. That is why a dis-
tinction is always drawn between mauna (silence) and mikatd (mere dumb-
ness). The former signifies an ability, a free creative ability and a choice, the
other a simple incapacity born of misfortune,

One has to keep in mind the importance of mantra-diksa (initiation into
mantra) and mantra-japa in the Hindu tradition. Mantra and mauna go here
together. Mantra here often is—as indeed even the sacred word om--a
silent (but not non-verbal) invocation ¢f, and nor identification with, the
reality or the deity. The word and the presence (or reality) solicited through
1t can be spoken of as becoming or being identical only metaphorically, un-
less one takes up the position of the grammarian-philosopher, the advocate
of sabdédvaita or $abda-brahma. Mauna is always implicit speech and is, in a
manner of speaking, parasitic—if one does not mind this word—upon the
articulate extrovert speech.

What one has to guard against is, therefore, not the linguistic act par
excellence, nor even the language of discourse and predication but language
in its fallenness, i.c. language as eviscerated of that radicality which
consists In its openness to being and in its continual striving to articulate, as
best as lies within it, thought about being. (For surely to use language—in
fact even any art-genre—for purposes less than it can really serve is to de-
grade it, to profanize it.) Reality and language (or thought) need not be
seen as polar opposites out to cancel or drive each other out but as the two
ends of an axis, language representing the coming into explicit (and free)
self-consciousness of thought about reality, and reality representing the
primordial anonymous-fooking ground waiting to be discovered layer by
layer. Philosophic thought, therefore, engaged as it remains in its perhaps
inevitable business of categorizing, far from being ridiculed and jettisoned,
needs to be restored back to its preeminent place among human activities.
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One finds that there is a characteristic metaphysical relativism inbuilt in
such attempts as Gupta’s which seek to rob all human language of its un-
deniable value and power and creativity,—and with that human creativity
itself which incidentally finds expression not only in language but also in
silence whether of mauna or of updsana (meditation). From this it is a short
step to conclude to the alleged “tyranny of language” which “man uses
more to conceal than to reveal himself*” (32), and which is what ‘“creates
and multiplies distinctions” (37). One recalls here a passage from Paul
Ricoeur which seems to anticipate and sum up an approach towards langu-
age similar to the one adopted by those like Gupta.

We are for ever separated from life by the very function of the sign; we
no longer live life but simply designate it. We signify life and are thus
definitely withdrawn from it, in the process of inferpreting it in a multi-
tude of ways. . . .We are no longer engaged in a practical activity, but in
a theoretical inquiry . .. philosophy itself is made possible by the act of
reduction, which is also the birth of langudge.1?

My point in quoting the above is not to suggest that Gupta has read
Ricoeur (he may or he may not have) but to enforce what T have implied
all through: that the one moral that the approach towards language under
consideration here suggests is that impatience with language cuts both ways,
that the paradox of having to use language to impeach language and to
wish it away cannot be suppressed, powerful desire to the contrary not-
withstanding, so easily and so unmindfully. Relativism-—including the
Nagarjunian one, if Nigirjuna can be called a relativist in some sense—
starts with the avowed objective of reducing everything—every kind of
absoluteness—to a relativity while making an illicit exception for its own
case. In declaring that there can be no such thing as truth, it claims itself to
be true. It fails to perceive that our ability to doubt becomes a’ possibility
1 the first instance because we somewhere know the opposite, that the very
idea of illusion conclusively points to our access to reality in some
measure.

Tam not suggesting, be it noted, that language is completely and com-
prehensively adequate to our purposes, even mundane purposes. But to
point to language’s inadequacy or to its limitations, obvious as they are, is
one thing, and to deprecate it as a positive impediment of which one needs
to be disposscssed at the earliest, is quite another. Indeed, in the case of
lapguage its admitted inadequacy only serves to underline and remind us of
its almost inescapable necessity for us. This necessity further forces itself on
our awareness when we find ourselves exploring the possibility of revising
and replacing language in circumstances where it is seen to lack the re-
sources for articulating experience in ways acceptable to thought. There is a
certain definite, though not perhaps further explicitly and adequately
demonstrable, organic relation between our being self-conscious beings and

DISCUSSION 141

our being linguistic beings. This is not to straightaway deny that there may
come a stage in man’s life-—as indeed it did come in the lives of some great
personages—when one may outgrow the need for language, the need, that
is, to talk and to communicate or even say, but at that stage one would even
outgrow the need to falk about language and its entology. Gupta not only
talks about ontology but also prescribes one communicatively. And as is
expected, the talk of neti, neti comes in handy to him.

Now there is nothing extraordinarily dismal about the notion of neti, neti.
{Whether the path of negation is one of conscious negation or something
extra is a moot point here.) The way of negation may be a powerful tool in
the hands of some who feel persuaded that language of its nature fails to
convey their experience of reality. And it may even help us to abstract an
important aspect of the deity. Read as a total explanation, however, itis a
failure. The negative ways’s diffidence about human capacity is' obvious
enough. We cannot tell what reality or Brahman is though we know quite
certainly and indubitably precisely what it is not. The paramount question,
however, remains: how do we know, with the sureness we claim, that it is
neither this nor that. And so on. Nagirjuna for all the superiority of his
logic is of little help here. And Sankara too fails if he maintains this—
though T must add, Sankara sounds more positive. The negative way cannot
therefore hold itself against criticism for long. The logic—and the attendant,
if implicit, ontology—by which it is sought to be shown that we exhaust alil
logically possible alternatives or answers to philosophical questions, sur-
vives waiting to be annulled. But that, alas, is the beginning of an endless
process.

Be that as it may, let us now attend to some of the last pages of Gupta’s
paper. Here Gupta proceeds to prescribe a way or two out of the snare of
distinctions and predication which language, as it is given to us, is alleged
te create inevitably. This way out of language consists, according to him,
in ‘self-submission’ to it. But what does ‘self-submission’ to language mean
even as a metaphor? Here Gupta has many things to tell in one breath.
The simple equation that emerges from his observations is language — qvidya
(or maya)— the world of names and forms (ndma-ripa), i.e. the interpreted
and hence unreal world, Between us, men and women, and Reality
(Brahman) stands the almost impenetrable veil of language. Given this
state of affairs as the original imprecation under which we are obliged to
continue to labour, the task of human liberation which in the nature of
things consists in our ability to cast off the slough of (reality-obscuring)
language, may seem very much hopeless. How can we conceivably hope to
outstep our own shadows? “Man, the creature of language, of maya, can-
not hope to reject maya” (40). Mercifully, however, there is a way (or two)
out of this radical impasse, Gupta wants to tell insistently. If we cannot
hope to transcend language or mayd by active acceptance of it as the only
natural and neutral-looking space within which our movement—our
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desires, our thinkings, our -deings—becomes possible and gains meaning
and momentum, the only way open to us, once we have wakened to the
truth that what we thought to be our natural habitat and a vantage point
from which to ‘look out’ at the world was in fact nothing more than a dark
cave closing in on us from all sides and inducing the vast slumber of
ignorance, is to allow ourselves to ‘self-submit’ to that unreality par excel-
lence, language or mdayd.

So far man has been a conscious manipulator-technician of language.
What is required now, however, is the suicide of precisely this activity of
language- (or unreality-?) making and language-manipulating. Legitimacy
for the suggested pedagogy is attempted to be achieved by reducing the
whole activity of man to naming and categorizing (this latter in the con-
stricted and derogatory sense). You are exhorted to transcend language by
surrendering to it, so that a certain theory of language can be justified and
preserved. Death of the act of creation in man, the act to which the
linguistic act stands as one of the eloquent witnesses, is celebrated as a
moment of redemption par excellence.

This is not to ridicule or demean Gupta’s call, well-meaning as it is, to
surrender oneself to some great syllable—his word is “OM” for he claims
to take his stand on Sankara—to allow it to envelop one’s being such that
one could disabuse oneself of needless accessories, nor to undermine the
value of ‘self-innocence’ in itself. My aim has been different, namely to
point out that the view of language which Gupta adopts to undermine
language is perverse and suffers from fundamental misconceptions about
human activity—creative activity—and human reality. Tt gets him into a
bind exit from which only leads to contradictions of & very serious nature,

If language as a progenitor of (false) distinctions—I and you (yusmar-
asmat) or subject and object (visayin and visgya)—is indeed whatona
certain view obscures from sight the true nature of distinctionless reality, it
is language alone—whether as §ryzi or otherwise, though for Vedanta
mainly as §ruti—which ironically makes us critically and reflectively aware
of this (so-called) nature of its, and thus also produces in some of us the
desire to transcend or cross over (faramam) the subsoil from which come
such distinctions. Reflections on language—its achievements or limitations
—refer back willy-nilly to language, to the language they count om, to
borrow a phrase of Ortega y Gasset’s used by him in a different context.
Gadamer has the same point in mind when he says . .. all thinking about
language is already once again drawn back into language.”*® Any wholesale
damnation of language, therefore, specially on the grounds used by Gupta,
has to answer this question: If nothing finally meaningful can be said in
interpretative/predicative language about reality, how can anything be truly
and meaningfully said about langnage itself?

This question is analogous to the question : Tf nothing finally meaningful
can be said in the distinction-ridden mdavie world about the distinctionless
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Brahman, for any saying would in the nature of things take place in the
world and assume the form of subject-predicate or attributive language with
which the latter is absolutely enfologically discontinuous, how can, then,
this denial make itself meaningful and intelligible? With silence then re-
maining as the only self-consistent procedure, a philosophy would “better
pack up and go home”.

In the Hindu tradition itself, specially in the Upanisads where different
aspects of vik (speech) have been unfolded in outline, speech has bzen
thought to be the first of such faculties through which reality or Brahman
manifests itself: etad vai brahma dipyate yad vaca@ vadati® (The words re-
call the famous Heideggerian view of language as the “house” of Being.)
Language here constitutes the frame-work in which our entire knowledge of
Reality, as also the self-revelation of Reality, is made possible, as becomes
evident from the effort of the Mandikya Upanisad to work it out (by bring-
ing together diverse themes pursued in Chdndogya, Taittiriya and Maitri
Upanisads) by means of a grand symbolic equation in which language,
consciousness (the psyche) and the universe are all co-ordinated under the
supreme symbol om.20 Tt would, however, be frivolous and going too far to
absolutize the equation and conclude to the identity of language and reality
in the manner of the grammarian-philosopher whose doctrines with their
metaphysical entailments have incidentally had among their critics even the
Advaitins. Tt cannot be oversiressed that entertaining any such literal equa-
fion would leave no room for the symbolic. No doubt Safikara does seem
to give the impression of so conceiving the matter in some of the passages
cited by Gupta (and in some others besides). He is, however, never in
doubt about the true nature of the relationship between the word—e g. om
—and reality, which (i.e. word) to him is basically symbolic, symbol mean-
ing in turn which has the name and acts as the image of reality. It is as such
a symbol that om becomes the best means of meditating upon reality:
ndmatvena pratikatvena ca paramdtmopdsana-sddhanam Srestham iti sarva-
veddntesu avagatam.® (Om indeed not only serves as an invocation of
Brahman but also affirms it.) Realism with regard to given aspects of langu-
age can be maintained only if the distinction between language and reality
is kept up and the character of language as symbolic-communicative is not
slurred over. But more of it some other time,
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P.T. GEACH (cd.): Wittgenstein’s Lectures on Philosophical Psychology: 1946~
47: Notes by P.T. Geach, K.J. Shah and A.C. Jackson (Harvester-Wheatsheaf,
London, 1988}, 348 pp.

The twentieth century might well go down, in the history of Western philo-
sophical thought, as the century that belonged primarily to Tudwig Wittgen-
stein. While the Tractatushad a decisive influznce on Anglo-American philo-

sophy of the 1930s and 1940s, Philosophical Investigations, published posthu-

mously dominated the same philosophical scene through the 1950s and 1969s.

The remarkable thing, however, is that what has come to be known as the
“fater’ thought of Wittgenstein, or the ‘later Wittgenstein’, has not just made a
crucial difference to academic philosophy in the Anglo-American world, it
seems to have played a determining role in the practice of theoria, as such,
in European thought, and, thereby, has helped bring together these two
streams of thought in a living relationship. Thus, Wittgensteinean ideas are
inescapably present in path-breaking theroetical thinking in the human
sciences—particularly, Anthropology, Sociology and Literary Criticism—
as also in the latest developments in the philosophy of the Natural Sciences.
Much of this influence is, of course, subterranean, and it is impossible to
articulate it with any degree of precision or adequacy, but it will not be
much of an exaggeration to say that there is a subtle Wittgensteinean aura
about the Western intellectual self-consciousness of the twentieth century—
especially of its second half. '

Only a small number of people, however, had sustained direct access to
the thought of the ‘later” Wittgenstein: he had published nothing after the
Tractatus, and Philosophical Investigations was published posthumously. In
the few years that he taught in Cambridge before he resigned his chair in
Philosophy, small groups of dedicated students attended his lectures which
took on the character of intimate but intense dialogue between himself and
the pupils on a variety of topics. Some of the ideas developed in these
lectures inevitably escaped into the wider arena of academic philosophical
debate and began to circulate and be used in ways unintended and unautho-
rized by their author. Also, ideas similar to Wittgenstein's were being deve-
loped around the same time, perhaps fairly independently of what was going
on in the lectures. It is this, perhaps, that provoked the rather remarkable
statement in the Preface to Philosophical Investigations: ‘For more than
one reason what 1 publish here will have points of contact with what other
people are writing today.—If my remarks do not bear a stamp which
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marks them as mine,—I do not wish to lay any further claim to them as my
property. (Philosophical Investigations, p. x).

In 1946-47 Wittgenstein delivered his last course of lectures before retire-
ment. ‘Bach year at the beginning of his course of lectures Wittgenstein
would have a great many listeners, largely female; this crowd would rapidly
shrink to a hard core of regular attenders [almost ail maje] by the third or
fourth lecture’. (Editor’s Preface, p. xii) Among this ‘hard core’ there were
three, attending the 1946-47 lectures, who kept notes of the lectures. They
were: P.T. Geach, K.J. Shah and A.C. Jackson. It is these notes that have
been brought together in this volume after over forty years of what the
publishers have called ‘somewhat of an “underground” ’ existence. P.T.
Geach, the editor, has ‘used a very light hand as editor’ and the ‘three
records as they stand are bona fide reports of what three young men couid
make of a great philosopher’s living words’. (p. xv)

The ground covered in these lectures is now familiar to aill readers of
Wittgenstein: thinking, willing, intending, sensation, emotion, memory,
meaning, privacy, the first-person—third-person asymmetry, the nature of
philosophy and so on. What is remarkable about them is: (¥) the insight
they give into Wittgenstein’s method of teaching; (#) the extraordinary
powers of imagination that he brings to bear upon small but significant
points of detail; and (#i7) the subtly different impressions that the Iectures
made on three gifted and sensitive pupils.

These lectures, like the others, are in the form of a dialogue where Witt-
genstein is the supreme authoritative participant. Yet, under the powerful
and resolute guidance of the great man, the othersdo not remain just ‘actors’
but become, as it were, ‘the joint aunthors, working out in agreement or
disagreement the mode of their production’.* There was, then, of course,
no question of following a set syllabus. As Geach puts it in his editorial
preface:

Wittgenstein lectured without notes: but manifestly not without prepara-
tion, He expected of his audience close attention and cooperation. Since
after the first lecture of a course the way the discussion went depended
on what had been brought up in the previous meeting, there could have
been no question of his following a prearranged syllabus. Wittgenstein
was patient with people’s genuine difficulties, and often brought out from
a listener’s remark much more than might have been expected’. (p. xii)

The topic under discussion changes frequently—from thought to meaning
to intending to sensation, emotion, knowing, memory and back again—not,
of course, in the same order. This is not because of any lack of organiza-
tion in the lectures—quite the contrary: the nature of the subject it-
self demands such change and movement back and forth. Psychological

* Alasdair MacIntyre on conversation in After Virtue, London, 1981, p. 196,
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concepts are interrelated in a great variety of ways; while there are similari-
ties, there are also differences of a ‘categorical’ nature. And the same con-
cept, say, thinking, invariably gathers within its net a complexity of elements
which cannot be captured in a “definition’ or ‘philosophical’ explanation:
‘If you try to apply an explanation you plunge into a mass of exceptions’.
(Shah} Or take the following response to the suggestion that intending is an
‘experience’ :

Let us mean by experience something like imagery or perception. An ex-
perience is something that can have duration in time—Ilike a continued
note or colour. The same note again, . .still...still...now no Ionger. This is
NOT a natural expression for intention—-or for knowing for that matter,
If a man says he sees a red disk, I might frequently ask if he still sees it,
but if he says he intends to visit his grandmother tomorrow,1 won’t
keep on asking if he still does.—An image that lasts for five minutes may
obsess a man, but an intention qua intention, does not obsess him—though
thoughts connected with it may. This distinction between thought and
intention is categorical. A move in chess has no velocity, unlike the phy-
sical movement that executes it. . .What I mean about chess is that one
might ask in mid-move which move I am making, and a reply is possible.
But the temporal determination: ‘I move to that square now’ (in mid-
move) is odd. So in ‘I intend now’ the ‘now’ isn’t as in ‘I think now’. One
mustn’t think of intention and thought as two different partsin a score.
(Geach)

The temptation to look for unitary answers in philosophy is great; but
this temptation must be resisted for to yield to it is to invite darkness and
confusion: mind is neither inner private process nor is it behaviour. ‘I am
not doing behaviourism. I have pain” doesn’t mean I cry”; it replaces cry-
ing or other expressions of pain’. (Geach) Or, ‘It is misleading to say words
mean behaviour. Words replace the behaviour, say, a cry’. (Shah) But then,
think of I am trying hard’. Does it ‘replace expressions of feeling? The
circumstances here are completely different, e.g. having been given an
order, beginning to do what I have learned to do; and the kind of interest
are completely different’. (Geach) In either case, however, the important
thing is not that a particular feeling is or is not recognized—the important
thing—and here we come to another recurring Wittgensteinean theme—is
whether or not the use of words here is firmly anchored in ‘ordinary’,
‘normal’ human life.

We say aman has learned to use such words, only when he bebhaves like a
normal human being. If a child looked radiant when it was hurt, and
shrieked for no apparent reason, one couldn’t teach him the use of the
word ‘pain’.. Even if we taught him to use it instead of shrieking it would
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still not have consequences like taking him to the doctor; it would be a
newuse. One couldn’t teach him our use of psychological words. (Geach)

SIf we want to teach a child a psychological word, he must behave like a nor-
mal being: even if because of courage he represses the expression of pain.
But even this has to be based upon, derived from, a suppression-of the expres-
sion of pain.’ (Shah) ‘There will be exceptions’ (Geach) [but interestingly
Shah: ‘It is always, and here too, a question of “rule and exception™’]. ‘But
the centre of reference is ordinary human life, and further we go from ordi-
nary human life, the less meaning we can give such expression’. (Geach)
The idea, implicit in the dualist picture of mind and body, that it is possi-
ble—even if only logically——for the mind and the body to lose, as it were,
their normal points of contact, to become dissociated, scems to have haunt-
ed Wittgenstein in all his thinking about mind and mental concepts—whether
in these lectures, in Philosophical Investigations, or in vatious other works
published posthumously. Indeed, somectimes it looks as though by far the
greater part of his enormous intellectual energy is devoted to combating
this idea. ‘I am in pain’ is not areport, but an ‘utterance’ that replaces
natural expressions of pain; the asymmetry between some first-person, pre-
sent tense psychological sentences and corresponding third-person ones (‘1
am in pain’ and ‘He is in pain’) i$ not one between my superior, private
knowledge of myself and inferior public knowledge of another, but is one
of the fundamental givens of human life. Some things T know about myself,
say, the position of my limbs, are not based on anything (e.g., a feeling or
the ‘observation’ of a fecling); I just know them; the question how does not
arise, or, if it does, it cannot have an answer—all these and more (e.g., the
parable of the ‘soulless’ tribe, the intriguing remarks about lying [Shah, pp.
196-97), the rejection of the idea that intentions are causes and so on) are—
or can be seen as—so many fortifications against any possible infiliration
by the dualist idea of the possible sundering of the normal relations bet-
ween the ‘mind’ and the ‘body’. Some time ago Iread a ‘true’ story about
a lady who, on waking up one morning discovered, with terror, that she was
1o longer able to tell the position of her limbs which, consequently, acquir-
ed a horrifying independence of movements. The story tells of the partial
recovery that the lady made by a painful process of relearning how to cor-
relate muscular and kinaesthetic sensations with positions of her limbs. The
recovery was partial because the lady was, for ever afterwards, in real doubt
whether the correlations she had learned would ‘work’ the next time round.
The story, of course, may not be true; and, in any case, there are details to
be filled in, which might change its entire import (the lady’s affliction might,
for instance, be understood in the same way as a normal person’s ignorance
of the position of an anaesthesized limb). But on the face of it at least, it
seems to bring mind-body dualism right back to the centre, and it ispossible
_that Wittgenstein might have found it profoundly disturbing: it seems to let
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in the dualist idea of the possible dissociation of the mind and the body,
through all his fortifications, and puts it in a position from where it can
threaten the entire “Wittgensteinean world’—if such a phrase is permitted—
behind the fortifications.

While there is amarked correspondence between the notes taken by
Geach and Shah, those of Jackson’s seem to strike, as it were, a somewhat
different note. They are in a way ‘better organized’, but, in the process, they
seem to lose a little the sense of spontaneity and surprise which is powerfully
present throughout the other two sets. This is, however, unsurpising, for
Jackson ‘used to write up his notes from memory in the evening of the day
on which the lectures were given’,* and <the attribution to Dr. Wittgenstein
of verbatim sentences is intended to convey one auditor’s understanding of
the opinion expressed’. **

There are, however, other interesting differences in the three records.
Some of these differences must be put down to individual specificities of
perception. But one would like to think—in respect of Shah’s notes for
instance~—that his own civilizational background entered into them, how-
ever unselfconsciously, to give them, in part at least, the distinctive charac-
ter that they have. I wish to point out here just one difference in the three
records which might conceivably be seen in this light. Early on in the
lectures Wittgenstein makes a remark about how philosophical problems
arise. And here are the three records of it:

Phi‘losgphical problems arise when a man has the King’s English use of
‘thinking’ but describes it wrongly. Why should a man misdescribe?

A description of the use of a word is given when we define it—when we
show a sample (e.g., of cclour). But a child ‘picks up’ psychological
expressions. No explanation is ever given. Cf. the word ‘perhaps’. If
a child asks ‘What is perhaps’? one doesn’t explain; thechild picks it up.
If we are asked to describe the use, we are bewildered. Any explanation
that comes into our head is always wrong. (Geach)

Then there is a tendency to say that the trouble was verbal. But how can
it be verbal? ‘Thinking’ and ‘pain’ can be confused. But in that case
philosophical conflict does not arise. There is a philosophical conflict
only when the person has some right idea of the use. But what is the right
idea of the use? Really the person has a use and practices it. The problem
has nothing to do with conflict between different persons, it has to do with
conflict within the person himself. (emphasis added) Though the person
has the right use he has a wrong idea of the use. How does this happen?
It happens because the description of the use of the words is not needed

* Publishers’ Preface, p. viii.
** A.C. Jackson as quoted by publishers, p, wiii.
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for learning the use of a word; but it is needed when we define the word
. . -(Shah)

Now why does it [the idea that philosophical trouble is verbal} seem un-
satisfactory? One idea comes at once. How can such an enquiry have
any importance or depth? And how could it cause us any trouble? Sup-
pose someone used ‘thinking’ for what we mean by ‘feeling’. His mistake
would have no philosophical importance; it will be like confusing Oxford
blue with Cambridge blue. But he would have ‘a wrong idea of the use
of the word’. The philosophical problem arises when you have the ‘right
idea’ as opposed to that sort of wrong idea; that is, where you have a use
which you practice but cannot describe. There is-a conflict between the
practice and the description you can give of it. (Jackson)

What I find intriguing here is the sentence in the Shah version of the
record: “The problem here has nothing to do with conflict between differ-
ent persons, it has to do with conflict within the person himself’. Although
nothing corresponding to this is there in the other two versions, it has un-
doubtedly to do with the Wittgensteinean view—not much talked about in
these lecturcs--that a philosophical problem arises out of a sort of self-
inflicted intellectual imprisonment of the mind (‘fly in the fly-bottle’) and
that to see one’s way out of it is also to achieve liberation from such impri-
sonment (‘to show the fly the way out of the fly-bottle’). The connection
between self-delusion, self-awareness and liberation is, of course, a matter
of almost axiomatic variety in a powerful strand of Indian thought. In any
event, the differences in the three versions will be a most interesting subject
of research, apart from the fact that ‘these three contemporary perspectives
will surely be of immense value to all students of Wittgenstein giving us
such a rare and privileged access to his didactic style, the difficulty of the
philosophical problems discussed, and Wittgenstein’s way of tacklingthem’.*

For us in this country, what is of special interest is the impact it is likely
to have on contemporary Indian thought, particularly on account of Pro-
fessor K.J. Shah’s record of the lectures. Professor Shah’s own assessment
of the significance, over the years, that the lectures had for him is:

. . .in the course of time, I came to Jearn that in the Indian context what
was important was not deciding between Shankara and Sankhya, or bet-
ween Kant and Wittgenstein, but between Shankara and Kant, or between
Bhartrhari and Wittgenstein. It is in a framework where classical Indian
thought and modern Western thought are mutually proposition and
opposition that significant philosophical discussion takes place.**

To me this statement means, among other things, that while the Western

* Publishers® Preface, p. viii.
*# Publishers’ Preface, p. vii.
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tradition of thought is inescapably part of our intellectual self-awareness,
we are also in the fortunate position of being the inheritors of another
powerful and, in many ways, very different tradition of thought. The latter
has doubtless remained somewhat dormant, but it is our especial responsi-
bility and privilege to bring it into living contact with the Western tradi-
tion—it is only then that our intellectual life will acquire an authenticity
and become truly creative and possibly give a surprisingly fresh turn to
modern intellectual life as such. One looks forward, with great expectations,
to seeing the product of Professor Shah’s own continuing efforts in this
direction, One knows other pupils of Wittgenstein’s through their writings,
that is, those among them who have published. And whatever personal
contact one has had with one or two ofthem has been much too superficial
to leave any lasting impression; but having known Professor Shah fairly
intimately for the past several years, one can see now—thanks to these
notes—the deep and abiding influence that this privileged proximity to
Wittgenstein during his Cambridge days must have had on his intellect, and
indeed, on his entire personality. K.J. Shah might have gone his own way,
uniike most other pupils of Wittgenstein; but the quality of his journey
surely owes much to his two years of close contact with the philosopher of
the century.

The otherwise attractively produced book is marred by several printing
errors. The addition of an index—difficult as the task of producing one
might have been—would have been of enormous help to the reader.

North-Eastern Hill University, Shillong MRINAL MIRi

WiLLIAM WARREN BARTLEY: Unfathomed Knowledge, Unmeasured Wealth:
On Universities and the Wealth of Nations (La Salle, Illinois, Open Court,
1990), xvi+316 pp., price not mentioned.

The book under review is a collection of essays, some of which can be read
independently. But before I go on to discuss the essays, I would like to
mention something about the author who may not be so well-known in the
country. Born in 1934, he received his doctorate in Logic and Scientific
Method at the London School of Economics and Political Science under
Popper, taught Philosophy, History and Philosophy of Science in several
universities in America and Europe, and held many fellowships. One of his
earlier works, The Retreat to Commiitment, was published in 1962 when he
was not yet thirty years old, But the work. that made him well-known
was Wittgenstein, published in 1973. Tt dealt with aspects of the life of the
great philosopher hitherto unknown. These aspects, I may add here, are
largely irrelevant to an understanding of Wittgenstein’s philosophical
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insights. Bartley became famous as General Editor of the Collecred Works
of F.A. Hayek. He died in 1990. Known for his historical researches and
writings on the theoretical foundations of Philosophy and Economics,
‘Bartley was named ‘Ouistanding Professor’ in 1979 in the USA while he
was teaching at California.State University at Hayward.

The book contains nineteen ‘chapters’, only loosely connected, A few
observations Have been repeated over and over again, e.g. Bartley’s obser-
vations on Ryle (pp. 131 and 194, n. 51); and certain passages have been
taken from his carlier works. A long passage (on p. 223) is a repetition of
what Bartley said in his work on Wittgenstein. (p. 167)

About half a dozen issues could be said to be salient. They are as follows:
knowledge is never ‘certain’, knowledge is a product not fully known to
its producers (i.e. knowledge is basically ‘unfathomed’); knowledge is an
exosomatic product; knowledge is a form of wealth and an entrenched net-
work of ideology not only prevents the appearance of new faces in the
universities for decades but thwarts the growth of genuine knowledge in
the realm of philosophy. There are a few scattered observations on the
philosophy of science. The whole of Part I1I,” consisting of nine chapters,
is devoted to the manner in which Sir Karl Popper’s philosophy has been
neglected by the existing elite in departments of philosophy, particularty in
America.

Almost all that Bartley offers in these essays could be said to be a rehash
of what Popper said at wvarious places. Bartley’s references to Milton’s
observation on truth (p. 25} or ‘Schrédinger equations’ (p. 61) are examples.
Bartley’s observations about the detractors of Popper are often disagreeably
caustic. On p. 188 Bartley refers to Carnap’s callous refusal in 1936 to pro-
vide an affidavit for Popper’s US visa application when he wanted to leave
Austria for America. But let us see what Popper himself says about Carnap
and his works. ‘Carnap’, Popper says, ‘was one of the most captivating
persons I have ever met. . .." (Conjectures and Refutations, p. 254). In the
same work (p. 271) Popper observes, ‘Carnap’s Logical Syntax is one of
the few philosophical works which can be described as of really first rate
importance.” About Carnap’s Meaning and Necessity Popper said, *. .. . the
best of Carnap’s books’.

Bartley’s anecdotes (and there are a quite a few of them including some
about his own meetings with celebrities) make an interesting reading. But
they are not academically illuminating although his candour is often disarm-
ing. Writing about the ‘underlying differences separating the work of
Popper and Wittgenstein’, (p. 213) he confesses his lack of impartiality.
The view that many Wittgensteinians thought Popper to be ‘superficial’, I
am afraid, has not been examined in an informed manner; Bartley’s critical
observations regarding Sir Isaiah Berlin’s view that Popper was talented
while Wittgenstein was deep, (p. 212) are caustic. In any case, ‘Berlin was
not a Wittgensteinean.. Incidentally, Popper is not known to haveé written
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anything on aesthetics. Wittgenstein’s influence on authors of philosophical
aesthetics is known to be real.

Bartley writes about the depressing situation in Western universities,
about the entrenchment of false philosophies in the seats of learning and
about the corruption of the professoriate. To illustrate his views, he refers
to several creative thinkers and innovators outside the universities. (pp. 123-
29) The list of names of philosophers, scientists, mathematicians, psycho-
logists, economists and literary figures mentioned is indeed impressive. But
isn’t that a strange argument from one who claims to be an inveterate critic
of ‘indunctivism’? That the seats of learning often cease to attract innovative
or creative thinkers is a fact too well-known to be reiterated, Bartley, of
course, refers to the departments of philosophy in particular. Such a situa-
tion may be found in many other departments also. Perhaps the really im-
portant question is to find out why such incrustations take place and, how,
moreover, this incapacity for renewal could be prevented.

Bartley’s observations regarding the unfathomable character of know-
ledge, wholly Popperian, is an old story, like the view that knowledge is
autonomous, (pp. 32, 45, 60 and 74) Bartley’s exposition about how
sociology of knowledge miscontrues problems, leads him to raise a few
questions. One of them is as follows: ‘How can our intellectual life and
institutions, our traditions, and even our etiquette, sensibility, manners
and customs and behaviour patterns, be arranged so as to expose our
beliefs, conjectures, ideologies, policies, positions, programmes, sources of

-ideas, traditions and the like, to optimum criticism? But soon he confesses

that ‘it is not possible to answer such questions. . .’ and this brings us back
to the point from where we started. Elsewhere he observes that ‘the
fundamental task of education is unlearning. .. (p. 85) Perhaps we need to
remove, from time to time, the dead wood that goes on accumulating,
But Bartley’s treatment, to my mind, is cursory.

Bartley claims that the theory of knowledge is a branch of economics
and that knowledge is a form of wealth. He takes Rawls and Nozick to
task because ‘they neither perceive nor discuss how basic is the role of
economics in encompassing epistemology’. (p. 20) The question that
suggests itself is: what exactly is meant by ‘wealth’? Prima facie, the word
could be used literally as well as metaphorically, and one would have
expected Bartley to work out in greater detail the meaning he expects
‘wealth’ to carry. His censorious observations regarding the ‘plagiarism’
of philosophers, ‘predatory behaviour’ of academics, (p. 99) the ‘self-
serving nature of the professors’,” (p. 101) supported by a plethora of
‘evidence’, do not throw much light on the academic life (of America, of
course). These observations only express his indignation. If Machlup fails
to understand and appreciate Hayek’s approach to knowledge then what
needs to have been undertaken is a sustained and critical examination of
the two contrasting views, those of Havek and Machlup, instead of calling
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Machlup’s statement ‘very near to being gibberish® (p. 147 n. 56) or over-
whelming the reader with a long-winded footnote. Incidentally, Popper’s
refusal to entertain ‘what-is’ questions, i.e., questions pertaining to the
essence of a thing, itself needs clarification. After all the problem which
remains, staring one at the face, is: what is this ‘essentialism’, the bete noire
here?

It may be true, as Bartley claims, that Popper’s philosophical ideas
have been widely acclaimed by members of the scientific commuuity while
Wittgenstein’s ideas have largely been ignored by them. But can this be
acknowledged as a criterion of the philosophical worth of their ideas?
‘Popper’s ideas’, Bartley says, ‘also have an amazing scope.... (p. 183)
This undoubtedly shows how ‘talented’ was Popper. (I am quoting Berlin’s
remark as Bartley quotes him on p. 212.) But when Bartley goes on to
add, ‘As if electrically charged, he [Popper] draws an original spark from
any subject he touched’, (p. 183) he is only being rhetorical!

Bartley says that ‘Popper is today one of the most celebrated, decorated
and richly acknowledged philosophical, scientific and literary figures of
the century’. (pp. 185-86) But, paradoxically, he holds that- Popper’s reso-
fution of the problems of induction and demarcation have not at all been
accepted and incorporated in the frame-work of professional philosophy.
(pp. 185, 206 and 209; emphasis in the original) The reason, according to
Bartley, is that ‘these chaps are green with envy’. (p. 210) It is not clear
from Bartley’s observations whether the scholars are envious of Popper or
of the Popperian approach. Disputes in the realm of philosophy, as far as
I know, are never carried on in anticipation of the descent of the curtain
at the end (if any) of the scene. Were it so, there would not have been
Platonists and Aristotelians even today. Bartley refers to notions like
‘limited rationality’, (p. 232) ‘pancritical rationality’ (p. 236) and the
‘ecology of rationality’. (p. 240) He should have known that in Popper’s
view ‘the terms *reason’ and ‘‘rationalism” are vague’ (Open Society and
Its Enemies, Vol 2. p. 224). It would have been better if Bartley had rescued
the word ‘rationality’!

The chapter entitled “The Popperian Harvest’ would have been far more
perspicacious if Bartley had been more generous in elucidating those eight
points rather than devoting a page-and-a-half to all of them.

The book makes interesting reading on account of the tattleand on acco-
unt of the declamatory observations, not always in good taste, against the
academic elite. But that is all. The publisher, Open Court, is known to
have brought out exceptionally fine works. I am afraid here is an exception.

University of Rajasthan, Jaipur A.M. GHosE
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Y. Masmi: A Comparative Study of Religions, New Delhi, Motilal Banarsi-
dass Publishers Pvt. Ltd., 1990.

The present book has been written by one who ‘has occupied himself with
the subject of religion for over fifty years. (Preface) It is rooted in a genuine-
concern for developing a comparative study of religion in face of the <fight-
ing’ between human beings in the name of religion. Professor Masih rightly
indicts such fighting as ‘sub-human’. (Preface) A dialogue or an encounter
between religions is therefore fust the thing needed at this juncture of human
history when, as Professor Arnold Toynbee—whom Professor Masih quotes
approvingly observed, ‘we have to [earn to live as a single family’.

Now, to bring out the necessity of a comparative study of religions in the
foregoing manner appears to be some sort of adage or wise saying which is
as good a thing as, if not superior, from the point of human civilization, to
an academic study. But just this latter is what one would expect of Professor
Masih or from his book.

And indeed Professor Masih does live up to our expectations and proves
himself equal to the task. In the ‘Introduction’ to his book, Professor Masih
cites quite a member of instances to help his readers appreciate inchoate
forms of comparative religion : thus he refers to Akbar’s Din Hahi—admitt-
ing of course that it was ‘eclectic’—John Dewey’s hope of the emergence of
a ‘religions faith’ which has always been implicitly the common faith of
mankind’ (Masih, p. 4; emphasis added), St. Paul’s dream of winning the
whole universe, and changing it into a ‘New Jerusalem’ (p. 7), etc. But then,
what is more important than making references to history is reading the
meaning of history! Professor Masih detects in human history ‘the presence of
a nisus which drives man to have his ideal self and to project this ideal seif
into what he considers to be his highest self”. (p. 7) But then, for Professor
Masih, ‘it is not enough to become one’s complete self by his individual self
alone’. (p. 7) Lest the aim of individual excellence within the defined con-
text of particular religions should not frustrate the bigger or nobler aim of
sarvamukti, Professor Masih supplements the foregoing observation of his
with this observation that ‘The end of a comparative study of religion is to~
enkindle the pisus within human beings so that new beings may emerge.
(p. 7; italics author’s.) _

It is this catholicity of spirit which permeates the entire book of Pro-
fessor Masih’s It begins, in fact, with a quotation from Arnold Toynbee in
whom Professor Masih finds an echo: ‘Catholic minded Indian Spirit is the
way of salvation for human beings of all religions in an age in which we
learn to live as single family. . .. (Joc. ¢it.) Here is Professor Masih express-
ing himself in the matter: <. . . each form of theistic worship should lead to
the attainment of that mental state in which all differences of caste, creed,
colour, etc. are dissolved” (p. 395) also speaks of a ‘common referent
of all theistic forms of religion’ (p. 367)—a point which shall engage us in
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reviewing his work from the point of view of Comparative Religion per se -in
contrast to a comparative study of religion. ,

Masih’s catholicity of spirit, combined with his comprehensive study of
different religions, enables him to compare and contrast them. Of the
eleven chapters in his book, Masih brings his stupendous scholarship to bear
on such comparative study in as many as eight chapters. Prominent among
his findings are: -

1. the distinction between the prophetic religions, viz. Zoroastrianism,
Judaism, Christianity and Islam, and the non-prophetic religions, viz.
Hinduism, Jainism, Buddhism and Sikhism (p. 18);

2. the distinction between pre-exilic Judaism and post-exilic Judaism
(p. 41);

3. the influence of Zoroastrian monotheism upon post-exilic Judaism
(pp. 18, 19 and 42);

4. the influence of the Zoroastrian belief in the Day of Judgement upon
Christianity and Islam in respect of the doctrine of Heaven and Hell
(p. 39):

5. the importance of history for the Jewish people and their belief that
God acts through history (p. 55);

6. Judaism as ‘a religion of God’s covenant with his chosen people, the
Isracl’ (p. 55);

7. the Judaistic belief in the ‘imitation of God® (p. 62);

the Judaistic-Islamic-Christian doctrine of ‘amelioration’ (p. 85);

9. the very important point that Christianity is a ‘universal religion’ in
contrast with Judaism which regarded the Jews as ‘the chosen” people
of God (pp. 80-81);

10. the Islamic rejection of the Christian doctrine of the Trinity of God
and the attendant Islamic conception that God is ‘omnipresent’ but
‘not immanent’ in things and in man (p. 122);

H. the doctrine of karma-samsara-jidna-mukti as common to Hinduism in
its Brahminical form and Ajivikism, Jainism, Buddhism and Sikhism

5 (pp. 150, 194, 211, 236 and 259).

Clearly, Professor Masih’s scholarship overwhelms anybody who goes
through his work.
But—and this is a big but—even after one painstakingly goes through the

22

work which bears evidence of massive scholarship, the question remains for

one: Is Professor Masih more interested in a comparative study of religion
than he is in comparative religion? Is he more interested in the theological
doctrines of the different religions than he is in religious experience? Can a
comparative study of religions ‘enkindle’, to use Masih’s expression, the
‘nisus’ within human beings ‘so that new beings may emerge’? Is not such
nisus rather woven into the very dynamics of refigious experience? Hegel, e.g.
envisaged such internal dialectic of religion. Waiving the question whether
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Hegel's view, that the acme of the dialectic is reached when the different
religions are systematised through reason, does justice to any individual or
specific religious experience, we may ask Masih whether the idea of a ‘nisus’
in human history—culminating in the ‘Cross-fertilisation’ (p. 362) of re-
ligions, *intercultural understanding’-—is not a mere emotional luxury unless
however it is detected in the dynamics of religious experience, °. . . each form
of religion’, says Masih, “should exercise toleration’. (p. 375; emphasis add-
ed) Can such prescription be made ab extrq for any body of religious doc-
trine? Considered as a dectrine, a religion is a body of beliefs, practices, ritu-
als, etc.; and interwoven with such beliefs etc. are certain ontological pre-
suppositions. Nothing can be prescribed for an ontological theory; and, for
the advocate of @ particular religion, his religion is the only religion, his
ontology is the only ontology. Considered as bodies of doctrines, religions
are definitional, ontological, and, we may add following Wittgenstein’s dic-
tion, essentialistic. Tt is according to its ontology that a religion determines
and defines itself and thereby puts orker religions out of court, i.e. out of the
bounds of discourse. From the point of view of followers of the faith (in
question), it is rhe Religion with the capital ‘R’.

Following Professor Radhakrishnan, Professor Masih dreams of ‘encounter’
between different religions. It is quite all right to say that a comparative
study of religions is not intended to bring about conversions, that such a
study rather helps one deepens his understanding of his own rteligion (pp.
365, 366 and 368). But the aim of Comparative Religion is not merely an in-
tellectual understanding from an onlooker’s viewpoint. One makes light of
Comparative Religion, it appears to the present reviewer, if one understands
itas horn of the desire to cement the divisive forces released by religious fana-
ticism. Laudable as the prescription of the dialoguebetween religionsis Coms
parative Religion cannot be mundanized to the extent that its gim is fixed as
that of promoting, fellowship of faiths and also to the extend, that it is regard-
ed as born of the conflict between practitioners of religions. Religion, as a
matter of experience, consist in getting at something deeper than the pro-
motion of worldly interests like toleration, understanding, etc. We have to
go deep into religious experience as such and get at its dynamics so that the
insight into its dynamics may help us envisage the process of the emergence
of the infinite variety of religions. 1t is not by stepping outside religious ex-
perience and comparing and contrasting religions from a diszance that we
can be ‘catholic’ in respect of religions. We have to adopt here an insider’s
viewpoint, Otherwise all talk of ‘nisus’ towards which men of different
faiths are supposedly moving would be just fanciful thinking. In Professor
Masih’s otherwise scholarly work on the doctrinal aspects of different reli-
gions, the fundamental distinction between religion as a body of doctrines
and religion as a living experience seems to have been ignoved. What, infact,
bedevils Masil's study from the beginning is his manifestly intellectual ap-
proach to religions, i.e. religious doctrines. This approach leads Masih on to
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the search fot the ‘common referent of all theistic forms of religions’.
(p. 367) Inwhat way we should understand what is ‘common’ to all religions, what
is ‘universal’ in religions is a basic question. At bottom, the question is related
to the logic of religious experience. (Of course, one aspect of the logic;
interwoven with religious experiences are many things, viz. symbols, images,
ways of life,customs, etc., all of which have to be understood to appreciate a
religious experience.) Is the supposedly ‘common referent’ of religions arriv-
ed at by comparing and contrasting the different religions? How can we
dissociate the (supposedly) common feature, characteristic, attribute, etc.—
terms which we have no alternative but to fall back upon if we approach
religions intellectually, if, i.e. we try to understand religions—of religions
from their ontological and theological trappings? The supposedly common
feature derives its meaning from the whole structure of a particular religion;
and since the belicf-structures of the religions are different, the meanings of
the (supposed) common concept are bound to be different and thus in the end
the (supposed) “common referent’ comes to be diluted. As a doctrine, a parti-
cular religion defines and determines its concepts. Its follower is defined and
determined in terms of i specifically; outside that specific context, heis just
nothing, not the ‘chosen’ man of God, and his doctrine is but the doctrine
of a heretic. So Masih’s ‘common referent’ is elusive. He speaks of ‘sharing an
experience of bliss of Godly living’. (p. 367) Well, whar counts as ‘experience’
to the follower of one religion is not what counts as religion to the follower of
a different religion. Masih, again, speaks of ‘higher’ and ‘lower’ forms of
srelative religions’ in the context of his fanciful concept of ‘common referent’
of religions. (p. 375) We ask: who is to be tho arbiter here? And what is
the yardstick? Which religionis to supply the Yardstick? Masih prescribes the
refinement of worship under the ‘principle of the unity of religions’. (p. 368)
But in so far as the follower of a religion defines and determines what is
worship, in so far as he takes Ais religion to be the onlyreligion, all talk of
srefinement’ would just be treated by him as ouf of place. Then, again, there
is (for him) no other religion to be united to his. He is defined in terms of
his religion which is the only religion. His religious identity is the religions
identity. So talk of ‘encounter’ with other religions makes no meaning for
him. Professor Masih, again, thinks that all religions are ‘pressed into the
service of becoming.’ (p. 283) Writes he: ‘After all ideal man and God are
one and same thing ... Jesus Christ is taken to be a perfect man and Yet
God. . . . According to advaitism a knower of Brahman himself becomes
Brahman . . . A Christian seeks to imitate Christ... a Muslim seeks to
imitate the prophet Muhammad so that he may become Muhammad-like.
This is also the meaning of the last utterance of Lord Buddha cappo dipo-
bhava’. (p.283) It appears that in his zeal for unifying religions, Professor
Masih has lost sight of the differences between the religions which he has so
painstakingly delineated (chapters IT to IX). The Advaita, e.g. conceives of
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an ontological identity of Jiva with Brahman; but talk of such identity would
be blasphemous in the Semitic religions. Buddhism, again, is an individua-
listic religion.

Professor Masih of course tempers his Zeal for a universal religion. What
he says on pp. 367-68 is well worth quoting in this context: ‘It has to be
accepted that men are of different types, and no one religion will suit afl....’
This has been taught by the Gita. . .‘Again,” Radhakrishnan recommends
the worship of one universal religion of the Supreme Spirit. . .this Supreme
Spirit is Brahman to which all religions refer. But this Supreme Spirit can
be approached only through some form of theism. . .one does not have to
give up one’s theistic worship, but one has to keep on refining and purifying
his theistic worship...people worship the Supreme Spirit ignorantly and,
may also worship it meaningfully. . .* (emphasis added). But the follower
of a religion, a doctringire would just dismiss this prescription for ‘shedding
off differences’ as moonshine. How can an outsider, not committed to one’s
faith, speak of ‘refining and purifying’ one’s faith? With what right?
Again, would it not be blasphemous to suggest that one worships
dgnorantly’?

The fact of the matter is then this that no comparison and contrast of
the theologies of the different religions can bring them close to each other;
and the principal reason that blocks their unity is that their ontological
commitments are different and sometimes even conirary.

Is it the case then that all Masih’s observations come to naught? Cannot
his programme be salvaged? Fortunately, Professor Masih himself has given
an indication to that end. A religious believer may be rooted in his faith
and may yet allow his faith to assume a distinct Jocale. As he says, *. . .
there is no reason why Indian Christianity cannot have an Indian Christian
theology. . .Indian Islam. . .Is contributing much to Islam.’ (p. 366) These
observations are to be understood in the context of Masih’s earlier observ-
ation that °. . .negligence of Bhakti and advaitic mysticism has resulted in
the poverty of Indian Christian theology.” (p. 366.) But unfortunately
Masih has not been able to bring out what enables the Christian in India to
extend his boundary while yet being rooted in his faith,

Masih’s entire programme can be salvaged and placed on a firm footing
if his general intellectual approach ischanged. As already indicated, one
has to bore down to the depth of teligious experience and ler religious ex-
perience deepen itself and unravel its infinite variety. One’s approach has to
be phenomenological. Hints of the deliverences of a phenomenological
approach to religious experience may be given now.

A religious experience has to be assessed in the light of the transformation
it brings about in the individual having the experience. He Jives his experi-
ence. It is ‘real’ to him—Teal’in the sense of being ‘realised’. It is, in
other words, a revelation. But then the great difference between religious
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experienice as a revelation and any psychological experience is that the
former is an absolute which the religious experiencer or believer cannot but
take as an absolute command, whereas the latter is something contingent and
may be, if one likes, whistled away. The individual commits himself abso-
lutely to his experience—his experience just dawns on him and he has 7o
open himself up to it. His individuality thus kneels, so to say, before the
absolute which appears in its mystery which yet does not fully unravel
itself but is felt to be as though revealing itself in infinite ways. Depth and
expansiveness are thus intertwined in a—and any—religious experience. Or,
in other words, it is both profoundly vertical and infinitely horizontal. As
such, any religious experience, so far as it is /ived, carries within itself
intimations of the beyond. Fach religious experience has thus an individu-
ality and ‘indefinite boundary’, as Professor K. C. Bhattacharyya has
pointed out.* Because of its indefinite boundary, it goes on continuousty
deepening itself and as continuously expanding itself. Religious unity,
therefore, has to be built up, not through ab extra prescriptions of ‘feliow-
ship of religions’, ‘cross-cultural understanding’, ‘fertilisation of cultures’
etc. Secular and humanist as these—assuredly commendable—ideals are,
they do not just touch the core of religious experience. Masih himself, right-
ly pronounces indictment upon the ‘confused view of secularism as respect
for all religions’ currently dominating the thinking of Indian politicians and
makes it clear that ‘secularism is not anti-religions but quite indifferent to
religion’. (p. 370) Unfortuntely, however, he envisages the unity of religions
in humanist terms like ‘cross-fertilisation’ of cultures, etc. The deep spiritual
unity of religious experience far transcends any assessment in secular terms.
And the Hegelian attempt to systematise the different religious revelations
through ‘reason’ constitutes an affront to their sacredness. So the attempt
to find an abstractly common feature between religious experiences is fated
to failure. And the unity between revelations is not comjunctive, for, were it
so, the distinctiveness of @ revelation would be ignored; neither is it disjunc-
tive, for, were it o, then the choice between alternative revelations would
be made by external criterion/criteria. The unity in question may be describ-
ed as a conjunctive unity of alternatives, such that each religious experience
or revelation is, alternatively, the truth for one who lives the truth. The
identity of a religious revelation appears, from this viewpoint, to be non-
definitional, indefinitely extensional identity, To appreciate the unity in ques-
tion in its proper spirit, the present reviewer could not do any better than seek
light from Professor K.C. Bhattacharyya: ‘Religious experience . . . is simple

and admits no variation within itself. There is, however, an infinite plenality _

of unique religious experiences. Their relation is determined by themselves
and not by any external reflection. . . . There is no possibility of systematis-

*In “The Concept of Philosophy’ in Studies in Philosophy, Vol. 1I, Calcutta, Progres-
sive Publishers, 1958, p. 115.
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ing them by secular reason and so far as they systematise themselves, they
present themselves in many alternative systems. ... Extensive internally
coherent systems with indefinite boundaries are actually revealed . .. The
Hegelian notionof a single and exclusive gradation of religions would appear
from this standpoint to be intrinsically irreligious.’*

Visva-Bharati, Santiniketan K. BaGcHl

* Studies in Philosophy, Yol. 11, Calcutta, Progressive Publishers, 1958, p. 115.
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ANNOUNCEMENT

A selection of the papers presented at the Mount Abu Colloquium (Jan. 7-10,
1991) on Culture and Rationality will be published jointly in the September,
1992 issue of the Philosophy—-East and West and the April, 1992 issue of
Journal of Indian Council of Philosophical Research. All subscribers to
the JICPR will get a free copy of the September, 1992 issue of the PEW
carrying those papers presented at the Colloquium which are not included
in the issue of the JICPR. '
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ANNOUNCEMENT

The JICPR announces the publication of a Special Issue on ‘Professional
Ethics’ under the Guest Editorship of Dr Rajendra Prasad. The volume
shall be devoted mainly to the issues arising from the increasing profession-
alisation in modern life and the claim of such professional associations that
the norms governing their conduct override the general norms which are
supposed to define ‘right’ or “wrong’, or ‘good’ or ‘bad’ in human conduct.
There is also the problem of the relationship between the diverse norms
obtaining in different professions. In traditional terminology, the problems
clustering around the issue may be said to relate to the relationship between
sadhdarana dharma’ and ‘vifista dharma’ and the relationship between
conflicting ‘vifista dharmas’ on the other.

For more details, scholars may write to Dr Rajendra Prasad, at the
following address: DR RAJENDRA PRASAD

Opposite Stadium, Premchand Marg

Rajendra Nagar, Patna 800016 (Bihar)

The last date for the receipt of articles for the issue is 31st December, 1992,




ANNOUNCEMENT

The JICPR announces the publication of a Special Issue on Philosophy
of Law—Some Indian Perspectives under the Guest Editorship’ of Pro-
fessor Chhatrapati Singh. The volume shall be devoted mainly to the
following issnes:

1. The Idea of Evidence—The Classical and the Modern Views
2. The Theory of Interpretation—The Classical and
the Modern Views
3. Apavada or the Theory of Exceptions—The Classical and
the Modern Views
4. The Idea of Reasonableness—The Classical and
the Modern Views

Scholars in the field of classical Dharma Sastra and Vyavahdra texts
on the one hand, and modern Indian Jurisprudence, on the other, are
invited to send papers latest by 31 July 1992. For more details please
write at the following address:

Professor Chhatrapati Singh
Indian Law Institute
Bhagwandas Road

New Delhi 110001
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Some of the articles scheduled to be published in

Volume XIX, Number 1, January, 1992

STEPHEN PALMQUIST:  Analysis and Synthesis in the Geometry of Logic

OLUSEGUN OrLaDIPo: The Debate on African Philosophy: A Critical
Survey

JouN KinG-FarLow: Conceptual Atomism and Nagarjuna's Sceptical
Arguments

JoserH IKE ASIKE: Contemporary African Philosophy: The Search for
a Method or Rediscovery of its Contents?
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Philosophy Department
University of Poona
Pune 411 007
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A forthcoming issue of the
Journal of 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 Professor 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 Indian Council of
Philosophical Research, latest by March 31,1992.
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EXTRACTS FROM REVIEWS

Surendranath Dasgupta, 4 Study of Patafijali, Second edition (in
association with the Indian Council of Philosophical Research,
Motilal Banarsidass, Delhi), 1989, xv4-181pp., Rs. 18.00

The particular sirength of 4 Study of Patdfijali is its detailed unfold-
ing of Prakrti in terms of the evolution of the Gupas from AMahat
through Buddhi, Ahankira, Manas, the sense faculties and organs,
and, in an outward direction to the Tanmdtras and gross matter. Das-
gupta helps the modern thinker to visualize this complex process by
presenting it as a kind of reverse version of Darwinian cosmic evolu-
tion, The book is also unique in its highlighting of the Sphotavada
semantic theory of the Yoga Sitras, an aspect of Yoga theory other
secondary sources ignore. This book is essential for college and umni-
versity libraries and ¢an be effectively used as a text for students along-
side Gerald Larsen’s Classical Samkhya.

HaroLD Cow ARD, South Asia Books

G.C. Nayak, Philosophical Reflections, Indian Council of Philosophi-
cal Research and Motilal Banarsidass, Delhi, 1987, viii{166pp.

Les philosophes indiens d’ajuour’ hui en leur majorité se situent dans
ia tradition de la penses classique de 1'Inde, tendis gu’une minorité
adopte les perspectives de U'arnalyse linguistique anglo-americaine.
G.C. Nayak occupe une position plus originale: tout ten etant pro-
fondement enracine dans la grande philosophie indienne, il a une
reelle maitrise de P'analyse linguistique qu’ll ne pratique d’ailleure
qu’avec des reserves critiques.
: MIkLOs VITO
Revue Philosophique, Paris

* ! ¥

The eighteen chapter of this book range over a number of significant
topics in Indian philosophy and religion.

It is typical of Nayak’s work that he inserts illurainating compara-
tive comments at many points and he uses his knowledge of western
philosophy and religion to compare between cultures as well as within
cultures.

Nayak’s range is vast but he has a good touch throughout and he
brings togetherin an interesting manner thinkers and topics from
different religious traditions. He is aware of and he uses recent deve-
lopments in the philosophy of science.

FRANK WHAILING, Scattish Journal of Religious Studies



Days Krishna (ed.), India’s Intellectual Traditions, Indian Council
of Philosophical Research, New Delhi and Motilal Banarsidass, Delhi,
200 pp., Rs. 75
The hardcore intellectual tradition in India differentiated according
to different fields of knowledge—and unfortunately alien to the pre-
vailing intellectnal ethos of the country—needs a rediscovery which is
relevant, significant and strikingly different from the beaten track.
1t is seeing and feeling the tradition from a near angle subjecting it
to scrutiny that would reveal new facets of it if it is there, or lack of
it if it is not.
MomnNpeR PaL KoHLl, The Tribune
January 8, 1989
i ES Ed
There is a general recognition of India’s traditions in the quest of the
Spirit and Arts but very little is known of the original thinking that
has gone into intellectual pursuits, e.g. Drama, Rasa, Dhvani, Juris-
prudence, Sociology. The discussion is scholarly and takes into account
the development in the West in these fields, dating from Aristotle,
Plato, Aquinas and others.
The papers on Natya Sastra are stimulating. Manu's conceptions of
man and society are shown to have a perennial relevance in sociologi-
cal thought. One hopes more such studies will follow.

M.P. PANDIT, Triveni
Vol. 59, No. 16, January-March 1390

K. Satchidananda Murty, Philosophy in India: Traditions, Teaching
and Research, Motilal Banarsidass, Delhi/Columbia MO: South Asia
Books, 1985, xi+237 pp., Rs. 80
This is the best introductory textbook I know of for a one-semester
survey course on Indian philosophy. Undertaken as a “‘country report”
on the state of philosophy in India at the behest of UNESCO, it
covers in a magisterial way the role of philosophy in Indian culture,
the history of philosophical thinking, both technical and popular,
religious and secular, up to the present, where it considers the more
professional shape of the discipline in the universities and contempo-
rary Indian philosophers grappling with the tension between tradition
and modernity.

JoserH PrABHU, Religious Studies Review

Vol. 14. No. 2, April 1988
¥ * #

Professor Murty’s book covers a vast range with enviable erudition
and lucidity to match. Its documentation is admirable and adds to the
effectiveness of the necessarily compressed presentation. Professor
Murty’s conception of philosophy is catholic and broad based, and
his humanism suffuses the whole work.

G.C. PANDE, Journal of Indian Council of Philosophical Research
VoL T11, No. 2




