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Wittgenstein’s private language argument
and Quine’s indeterminacy thesis: two contrasting
models of semantics

LAXMINARAYAN LENKA
University of Hyderabad, Hyderabad

The Private Language Argument (PLA) can be seen from different view-
points and the conclusions to the effect would be as follows:

(1) Meaning cannot be defermined privately (seen from a semantical
point of view);

(2) Meaning cannot be identified with a private entity (scen from an
ontological point of view);

(3) Meaning cannot be justified privately (seen from an epistemological
point of view).

A parallel distinction of the three viewpoints can be drawn for the
Indeterminacy Thesis (IT) as (4), (5) and (6) respectively.

(4) Meaning cannot be determinated;
(5) Meaning cannot be objectivated with any reference-point;
(6) Meaning cannot be founded on any justification.

The contrast between (1), (2), (3) and (@), (5), (6), respectively, can be put
forth in a precise way.

The PLA model accepts meaning-determination, even though it argues
against private determination. The IT model advocates ‘meaning-scepticism’
in the sense that it argues against any absolute determination of meaning.
The PLA model approximates a semantical determination of ontology in
the sense that it objectivates meaning by means of certain constitutive rules
of language-games. However, no private or concrete object is identified
with meaning, Tt asserts those constitutive rules to objectivate meaning with
reference to particular frameworks, On the other hand, the IT is against any
such objectivated meaning, It argues against the semantical absolute deter-
mination of ontology. It advocates ‘ontological relativity’. The PLA model
denjes the private justification of knowledge though it tries to put forward
certain ‘indubitable’ justifications, whereas the IT denies any such justifica-
tion to aveid any form of foundationalism.

To point out the contrast still more precisely I would say that the PLA
advocates a foundationalistic approach whereas the IT advocates a natural-
istic approach, By “foundational’ I do not mean a Cartesian or Kantian
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type of foundationalism but a linguistic foundationalism that turns to what
George D. Romanas calls, ‘Linguistic Absolutism’ when it is stretched to
ontological discussions. The foundationalism I mentioned is conceivable,
in the context of analytic philosophy, & /az Richard Rorty, to be ‘one more
variant of Kantian Philosophy’.* Thus an underlying theme of this paper
that runs between the explanations of the two contrasting models is the
answer to the question: How can we conceive of going beyond ‘Analytic
Philosophy’?

I confine my discussion here to looking at the PLA and IT from the
semantical point of view. I believe that parallel discussions can be worked
out for the other two angles of viewing as well.

The Private Language Argument (PLA)

Wittgenstein’s PLA is an attempt to deny the possibility of any private
language. It is not only that there is no private language but also that, in
principle, there can be no private language. Language cannot be without
rules and rules are meaningless unless they are publicly testable. The naive
claim of privacy of language on the basis of examples such as of code-
languages, introspective talk, dreams or hallucinations is completely ruled
out. {n commonsensical language, we may refer to these as private but in
reality they are equally public. However, not being a simple ‘no’ to a pri-
vacy beyond this commonsensical use, the PLA can be advanced with cer-
tain steps (premises) as follows:

(a) Meaning is in use.

(b) Use makes no sense unless certain rules are embodied in it.

(c) Hence meaning makes no sense unless there are certain constitutive
tules,

(d) Rules are always public in character because there is no sense in
following a rule privately,

(¢) Hence meaning cannot be determined privately.

(f) Language is coextensive with meaning in the sense that it is all that
by which you can mean something and something can be meant to
you.

(g) Hence there is no private language, nor can be any possibility of such
a langunage,

The first premise of the argument does not define meaning. It does not
assert meaning to be definitionally equivalent to use. It is an explication.
Explication is what really matters when philosophizing under the Wittgen-
steinian norm. To say that meaning is in use means to explicate meaning,
to make explicit the ways in which language is used for communication.
Aversion to any definition of meaning has the import of averting any
attempt at a behaviouristic theory of meaning in face of the fact that tangu-
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age is to be studied in relation to the concrete circumstances of communi-
cation, yet without the attachment of meaning to an entity independent of
Janguage. Meaning is immanent in language.

But how does ‘use’ explicate meaning? The negative approaches it ex-
tends are as follows. (a) That meaning is not to be identified with an ob-
ject—we need not bother to identify an object corresponding to the word;
for example, ‘five’ when we seck the meaning of “five red apples’.2 (b) That
the sense of a sentence is determined by its depth grammar and not by its
surface grammar—for example, the elliptical use of ‘Slab! in place of ‘Bring
me a slab’ does not make any difference. Both may be used as an order or a
request.? (¢) That the sign ‘N’ can have meaning even if its bearer ceases to
exist. (d) That ostensive definition does not explain meaning,* for to define
s0, one has already to know (or be able to do) something in order to be
capable of asking a thing’s name. This ability to know is to have a mastery
over the language, it presupposes use. Hence, explanation by ostensive defi-
nition has the least significance. (e) That the search for an absolute ‘simple’
ought to be rejected because the question of ‘simplicity’ and ‘composite’ is
completely ruled out unless it is considered in relation to a framework or
language-game. Whether an expression is simple or composite is to be
decided in relation to its particular use out of the number of ways it can be
used. It explains that meaning is not a thing ountside language.s It is not that
here is the word and there is the meaning—<The money and the cow you
can buy with it (but contrast: money and its use)’.® It also explains that
meaning is not a picture of the word and what a word/an expressionfa
sentence means is the way it is used.” It explains that interpretations by
themselves do not determine meaning. That is, an alleged flash of grasping
an expression is not the meaning because this grasping is just an inferpreted
use.®

The account given so far in connection to the question ‘How does use
explicate meaning?’ is quite negative in the sense that it says what meaning
is not. The positive approach to relate meaning and use is quite dependent
on the concepts of ‘rules’ and ‘rule-following’. We find an explicit assertion
in the second premise of the PLA mentioned above, Use makes no sense
unless certain rules are embodied in it. Thus, that meaning is in use can be
well established when the second premise of the PLA is proved to be true,
that is, when the positive explicatory aspect of ‘use’ is proved to be ade-
quate.

The importance of rules is a prima facie requirement for the explanation
of non-arbitrariness in meaning-determination. It is needed to save a ‘use’
from utter flexibility that may lead to a chaotic situation in linguistic com-
munication. Rules cannot be conceded to be purely artificially imposed on
a human being as it is imposed on a computer with particular programmes.
The fact that man is free to choose a rule to follow, such a concession is not
permitted. That is, we are not under compulsion to follow a rule and, at the
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same time, we cannof follow a rule arbitrarily or whimsically. Thus the
constraint, the rule, can be said to be natural in the sense that it is ‘revealed’
in the very way of a linguistic practice, in its use: it is embodied and re-
vealed, not that it is imposed and carried out. This very sense of rule-em-
bodiment supports the notion of ‘constitutive rules’ without which a langu-
age-game ceases to be a language-game just as a gaime of chess ceases to be
so if the rules of chess are violated. Thus meaning being in use and use is
meaningful when certain constraints are there, meaning is what constrains
use. Its antimentalistic import is that a cat-image does not constrain the
term ‘cat’ to be used and this term can be used with reference to non-
cats—snakes, undetached cat-parts. Cat-image is not the meaning of the
term ‘cat’, A term is meaningful due to its specific role in a language-game,
the way it is constrained to be used. Without any constraint it is useless be-
cause it ceases to have any specific role in a language-game.?

The problem of explaining ‘meaning’ does not end with the acceptance of
the constraints or rules, it adds nothing significant to ‘use’ itself unless the
explanation of ‘following a rule’ or using language with - certain constraints
is extended. The explanation wanted is to answer the question: How can
we say that somebody has followed a rule correctly or not? For to be igno-
rant of that and, at the same time, to claim that meaning is what constrains
the use, is just to beg the question: How do we ‘use’?

Step (d) of the PLA explicitly asserts that we follow a rule publicly, there
is no sense in following a rule privately, To obey a rule is a ‘custom’,*® a
‘practice’,1 it is ‘not an interpretation’.?? ‘To think one is obeying a rule is
not to obey a rule. Hence it is not possible to obey a rule “‘privately”.’3
This character of publicity being infused in notions like ‘custom’ or ‘prac-
tice’ explains the public-testability of a rule. But,even if it explains the
nature of a rule, it does not explain the nature of a correct/false rule or
following a rule rightly/wrongly. It provides no criterion for any such
assessment,

This is what really leaves us at a controversial point between realism and
anti-realism. A conventional view certifies that the customs or practices of
rule-following are purely based on social conventions. This explains the
agreement among the members of a group or community. In 2 situation,
the social conventions may point to the correctness of rule-following, But
rules themselves become anti-realistic. We leave nothing to Janguage as such
and the best we do is arbitrariness followed collectively instead of indivi-
dually. On the other hand, if we accept a realistic interpretation and pro-
pound the ‘autonomy’ of languages we have to insist on an ‘ineffable
grammar’ of language. The constitutive rules of a language-game are some-
how beyond the hold of the community, The grammar really exists but is
instantiated in our practice. We are, in this case, granting a reality to langu-
age over and above the social conventions and social consensus. To pursue
the controversy is not my interest here, What I want to bring to notice is
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that both the interpretations, realistic as well as anti-realistic, are in
search of some objective conditions to determine the truth of following a
rule.

SEARCH FOR OBJECTIVITY

Searching for objectivity—whether in social consensus or in language as
such—is scientific when investigations are made par with psychology or
linguistics. But to claim that objectivily consists in social agrecment or in
an ineffable grammar is just to make a philosophical (in its traditional
sense) claim that we are really pondering over social ‘conventions’ or
‘grammar’ without doing anything fruitful to either and only to nourish the
age-old ‘objectivity’. That is where an anti-foundationalistic interpretation
of the PLA model breaks down, A foundation in the name of language-game
is retained. Whether one takes sides with a realist or with an anti-realist,
unless one’s search is a scientific one, what one really does is to commit
oneself philosophically to Wittgenstein’s language-game. The said ‘objecti-
vity’ is left epen. Itisthe ‘language-game’ in relation to what meaning is
determined and the role of a grammar and conventions cannot be nullified
at all, it is left to oneself to choose the primacy. If one pursues the ‘objecti-
vity’ philosophically one is no more anti-foundationalistic, nor does one
add anything fruitful to langnage or epistemology.

This foundationalistic objectivity is the objectivity that, being established
once for all, can become foundational to our entire search for language,
meaning and understanding. It gets its sense becanse we get an alleged sense
of determining meaning in a determinate way. A sense of determinate mean-
ing gives rise to the sense of philosophical objectivity very much there in
the PLA model in the name of ‘language-game’. It is left open for many to
analyse the language-game’ in search of that objectivity, taking sides with
either the realist or the anti-realist. If ‘language-game’ is just a negative
explication of meaning to the effect that an aholistic standpoint is to be
advocated against any essentialistic point of view, then it functions marvel-
lously. But to stretch it further to put forward a positive explanation, is to
resume the pursuit of essentialism of a linguistic kind. Thus, to be very
sympathetic to the PLA model, one may restrain it from being stretched
further, and thereby one can save its anti-foundationalistic approach. But
thereby it does not amount to being naturalistic.

The Indeterminacy Thesis (IT)

It is important to note that IT does not refute the possibility of a manual of
translation, only the possibility of rhe manual of translation, called the
correct one. For different alternative manuals can exist compatible with the
data or environment, relying solely on what manuals are framed, yet con-
flicting or contrasting in nature to themselves.
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The IT is the natural conclusion of Peircean pragmatism and Duhemian
holism but without the exclusive rigidity of either. ‘If we recognize with
Peirce that meaning of a sentence turns purely on what would count as evi-
dence for the truth, and if we recognize with Duhem that theorctical sen-
tences have their evidence not as single sentences but only as larger blocks
of theory, then indeterminacy of theoretical sentences is the natural con-
clusion, 4

To recognize Peirce means to recognize an investigation with a ‘labora-
tory mind*15 that upholds no a priori foundational doctrines but some revi-
sable, hypothetical, statements made on the basis of ‘sensible’ effects of
observation. Unlike the Jamesian conception of subjective psychological
satisfaction in relation to pragmatic truth, the ‘meaning’ of a sentence
depends upon the evidence of its truth paralle] to a hypothesis made in the
natural sciences, whose truth depends upon the evidence called out of
experiments. A hypothesis cannot be afforded to be uniquely true because
many possible alternative hypotheses may come true on an experimental
basis. So also, our observation or experience cannot provide us any sentence
with a uniquely determined meaning because on the basis of the same
observational data many possible alternative meanings can be put forth.

Hm_vvever, the objectivity of truth is retained on the basis of general agree-
ment in experiments acceptable in a Quinean framework only with some
consiraints. ‘Scientific method is the way to truth, but it affords even in
principle no unique definition of truth.’1¢ No truth can be incorrigible and,
thereby, no meaning can be uniquely determinated although it is acceptable
that truth must have some evidence and, thereby, meaning depends upon
evidence for truth. That objectivity consists of a general agreement in
experiment is denied and this is supported by Duhemian holism. Duhemian
holism basically argues against the so-called ‘crucial experiment’ which is
supposed to provide conclusive evidence against one hypothesis as well as
supporting evidence for another. Duhem argues that the two conditions
presupposed for the tenability of ‘crucial experiment’ that simultaneously
falsify one hypothesis and verify another cannot be fulfilled. The two condi-
tions are (i) that an unambiguous falsification procedure exists, and (ii) that
reductio ad absurdum methods are applicable to scientific inference.

If an unambiguous falsification procedure exists, that is, if a hypothesis,
H, is refuted by an observation, —O, then it is presupposed that scientific
reasoning follows the simple schema, H—-O, and falsification is repre-
sented by ((H-0). —O) —H). But scientific reasoning does not follow
such a simple procedure. For, every scientific prediction is based on
several hyoptheses, not on a single hypothesis; scientific reasoning follows
the complex schema (H,, H,, H, . . .H,)—0), and not the simple schema,
H—O. Thus, by confronting a recalcitrant experience, —O, we cannot

falsify a single hypothesis, H, but the conjunction of several hypotheses
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(.e. Hy, Hy, Hy . . . Hy). Isolated hypotheses are immune from refutation
and there exists no unambiguous falsification procedure.

Reductio ad absurdum methods being applicable to scientific inference
means that one hypothesis can be said to be verified on the basis of a con-
tradiction inferred from the acceptance of another hypothesis. It is suppos-
ed here that falsification of one particular hypothesis implies the acceptance
of any alternative one. Duhem argues that, even if we grant the falsifiability
of a particular hypothesis (which is not possible at all), there is no such
implication, nor can one enumerate the possible alternative hypotheses
which-can explain an event. The falsification of a particular hypothesis, H,
does not imply the acceptance of another particular hypothesis, —H, but
the acceptance of several assumptions, hypotheses, even theories, on which
—H is based. Furthermore, the alternative assumptions, hypotheses and
theories on which —H can be based to explain an event are not fixed, nor
can they be fixed so. Since there can be no such fixed alternatives, falsi-
fication of a hypothesis, —H, means verification of no particular hypothesis
but an infinite number of hypotheses; the reductio ad absurdum method can-
not be applicable to scientific inference.

However, Quine does not claim that the Duhemian arguments against
«Crucial experiment’ are correct, nor is he interested in showing the non-
triviality of such arguments. On the contrary, in a letter'? to Griinbaum, he
admits that he has ‘probably’ used the Duhemian thesis in a trivial way
although, arguments apart, the thematic conclusion abstracted from the
Duhemian thesis is very much indispensable to Quinean holism, with some
reservation. The required restraint is made in view of the fact that ‘obser-
vation sentences’ are immune from revision even though it is said in “Two
Dogmas of Empiricism’ that ‘no statement is immune to revision®. ‘Duhe-
mian thesis would be wrong if understood as imposing an equal status on
all the statements in a scientific theory as thus denying the strong presump-
tion in favour of the observation statement.” The strong presumption is that
the observation sentence is the cornerstone of semantics. It fundamentally
acts as the repository evidence for scientific hypothesis and as the only entry
to language.

The thematic conclusion of the Duhemian thesis is that an isolated state-
ment cannot be verified or falsified by single evidence. Since the Peircean
thesis says that ‘meaning’ depends on sevidence of truth’, we can conclude
that an isolated statement cannot possess any meaning and a statement 1is
meaningful only in relation to other statements of that language-system or
theory. The meaningfulness of a sentence being theory-dependent, meaning
cannot be determined absolutely or in isolation because no theory can be
incorrigible and an infinite number of alternative theories can be compatible
to the same data, though those theories may be conflicting in nature. One
may put ‘meaningfulness’ to a sentence only in relation to a system of
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language but as the system of language is revisable, the meaning of that
sentence cannot be said to be absolutely determined in any way.

So far I have discussed the anti-foundationalistic semantics that the IT
advocates——the untenability of an absolutely determinate meaning and,
hence, the untenability of any statement’s being true analytically such that
it can, at all, be foundational. The foundation is denied to a language-game
itself because a language-game is not immune to revision. Now I would like
to extend the exposition of the IT with a behaviouristic explanation which
in turn highlights the naturalistic semantics advocated by Quine.

Stimujus meaning plays a major role in IT’s behaviouristic explanation.
It is ‘meaning’ explained in terms of sensory stimulations and verbal re-
actions. The affirmative stimulus meaning of a sentence for a speaker ¢ at a
time ¢ is defined as the class of all the stimulations, 2, ‘that would prompt’
a’s ‘assent’ at r. And, the negative stimulus meaning of S is the class of all
the stimulations, ¥’, ‘that would prompt’ &’s ‘dissent’ at ¢, And, stimulus
meaning is defined as the ordered pair of affirmative stimulus meaning and
negative stimulus meaning (Z, '),

The dispositional character of stimulus meaning signified by the phrase
‘that would prompt’ is a correlation between assent and the presence of
stimulations of the object and between dissent and the absence of stimula-
tions of the object. In experimentally equating the uses of ‘gavagai’ and
‘rabbit’ it is stimulations that must be made to match, not animals.'8

Since the particular occasion of querying that really amounts to extending
the verdict on the sentence in question, standing sentences cannot get any
such verdict directly from the occasion of querying. Thus understanding as
well as equivalence of meaning of a standing sentence cannot be identified
with a particular occasion of assent/dissent disposition. Hence, ‘a proper
semantical analysis of standing sentences, in terms of behavioural dis-
position, will be primarily occupied with the interrelations of sentences
rather than standing sentences one by one.’1® In view of the fact that diffe-
rent systems of such interrelations are possible and there exists no objec-
tive reference to claim a particular system to be the correct one IT becomes
inevitable.

The Contrast
Before pointing out the contrast between the PLA and IT, T would say
something about the prima facie similarities.

The principle of publicity is observed by both Wittgenstein and Quine,
Both applaud the social character of language and the observable means
for its learning and understanding though there remains disagreement about
the determination of the correct meaning of an expression. In the beginning
of the preface of Word and Object, Quine says that language is a social
art’ and further, he stresses that identification of expressions having mean-
ing is justified only ‘in terms of man’s disposition to respond overtlyto
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socially observable stimulations’.20 So also, Wittgenstein emphasizes “forms
of life’ and thereby, the social character of language, when he says that ‘to
imagine a language means to imagine a form of life’2! and ‘speaking of
language is part of an activity or of a form oflife’.22 The overtness of
language as a social activity is explicitly stated by Wittgenstein too when
he says, ‘commanding, recounting, chatting are as much a part of our
natural history as walking, eating, drinking, playing’.2s

However, the scope of the principle of publicity is constrained by the
PLA in connection to ‘rules’. The autonomy of language by means of the
‘constitutive rules’ which are merely exhibited as instances of our inter-
pretations curtails the public hold over language—no longer can we be
proud that we can penetrate and revise each and every dimension of langu-
age. There seems to be some intangible, invincible, ineffable ‘grammar’ of
its own. On the other hand, nothing seems to be unrevisable when it is
established in a behaviouristic explanation of meaning in terms of stimulus
response where ‘dispositions’ play a great role. For, whatever publicly
observable rules of language are in practice could have been made in diffe-
rent, indefinite number of alternative ways. There remains no fact of the
matter to determine which alternative is the correct one.

Itis not that Wittgenstein ignores ‘disposition’, but he puts it on the
back seat for meaning-determination. For him, ‘obeying a rule’ has the
hold over “disposition’. Disposition is a kind of ‘interpretation’. It is mean-
ingless if it goes beyond ‘interpretation’. An interpretation is always cons-
trained by the constitutive rules.?¢ Since interpretations may not be deter-’
mined as true or false by themselves because they are merely exhibitions of
the ‘constitutive rules’, so also dispositions cannot be determined by them-
selves. In relation to dispositions the PLA and IT are on a different footing,
*Dispositions’ are said to be the ability that can be exhibited publicly but
the contrast relates to a vital point—the PLA model keeps ‘constitutive
rules’ as the foundation, the determining force over meaning, whereas the
IT model keeps no such foundation, and it is natural that there can be no
determinacy of meaning when meaning is accounted for in relation to ‘dis-
position” and ‘stimulation’,

The ‘rules’ of the PLA model are very controversial in the sense that
if a transcendental status is conceded to the reality of these rules then langu-
age can no more be claimed to be a social practice because a social practice,
custom or institution is never transcendental but empirically observable. On
the other hand, if there are rules which are conventional, then the IT is
well supported, but these rules are meant to be determining meaning, yet
being conventional. Quine cannot accept a transcendental status for these
rules and can at best accept conventionalism for the sake of the social
character of language. But the social consensus of these rules cannot be, as
the conventionalists may argue, stretched to the extent of determining
meaning absolutely. For conventionalism cannot be digested at the cost of
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empirical observation; empirical observation is the basic ground of scientific
study and in terms of our sensory reception of the external world, in terms
‘of the stimulus-response mechanism, Quine explores language and comes
to the conclusion of IT.

What remains as a threat to the PLA model is the scepticism—in defence
of what this model searches a foundation against which the sceptic cannot
raise his voice. So that, the model can be established once for all. For this
reason, there is the pondering over some ‘objectivity’ in meaning, the
objectivity after what the realists as well as the anti-realists run by explor-
ing ‘language-games’. Had it been the case that the PLA model was explicit
in keeping no foundation even in the name of danguage-games’ then there
would have been no controversy over any objectivity of meaning.

The threat from the sceptic is not there in the IT model. What it realty
makes indispensable is a scientific sceptic. That is, the IT model, being very
far from searching for any foundation, embraces any sceptical voice that
really helps in a scientific investigation. It pays no heed to an epistemo-
logical sceptic who challenges any foundation because there is no founda-
tion in the model itseif; rather, the model is directly against any foundation-
alism, classical as well as linguistic.

In the end, to emphasize the contrast between the two models I may
sketch the arguments discussed and developed in this paper as follows:

The IT Model The PLA Model
Naturalistic 4+ Anti-foundationalistic Foundationalistic (linguistic)
| i
Stimulus- Evidence 4+ No isolated  Objectivity of meaning & No
Response of truth evidence Meaning—scepticism

Semantics (Peircean  (Duhemian |
Thesis) Thesis)

Disposition Restricted Restricted Relative to Language-game
of assent/ Peircean  Duhemian |
dissent and Thesis (No Thesis
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The concept of time

CHHATRAPATI SINGH
Indian Law Institute, New Delhi

The Context

Time, like the concept of space, matter and the nature of the self, has been
a subject of deep reflection since eternity. The presumption that one may
begin unfolding or explaining some new dimension of this concept now may
certainly seem dubious. Yet, when one is confronted with the fact that even
now when serfous issues about time arise in practical life, especially with
regard to law and morality, the physicist’s or the metaphysician’s analyses
are of little help, one wonders whether they have been dealing with a diffe-
rent notion of time that has little to do with ordinary life, or whether they
have provided an incomplete explanation of the notion. Epistemological
economy would suggest that it is unlikely that there are different concep-
tions of time. The explanation, such as that scientific and philosophical
analysis of time have been of little help to the Jawyer’s concern, lies more
probably in the fact that the analytical enterprise is incomplete. Philoso-

phers and scientists have just not given sufficient consideration to the prob-

lem from the point of view of the social arena, specifically the legal arena.

This is not to say that the legal arena is the only significant arena of the
social realm, but only that this realm focuses on and crystallizes the issues
that are inherent in the whole social realm in a way in which decisions not
only have to be necessarily taken but they also become part of an objective
public consciousness open to review by everyone. The legal arena thus
stands in total contrast to the individual psychological arena, and legal
consciousness, therefore, becomes a very significant aspect of what one may
call social consciousness. Any analysis of the concept in the social realm,
hence, cannot afford to ignore that aspect of the realm where the concept
plays the most significant role.

One cannot, of course, expect scientists, especially physicists, to deal with
the social notion of time, and moreover, of being informed of the problems
as they arise in law and morality. The charge here is not of being unaware
or unreflective, but that when they deal with the notion of time, such as in
the theory of relativity, quantum mechanics or cosmology, the assumption
seems to be that they are dealing with the notion of time, and that the
analysis exhausts the totality of this notion, whatever that may be. The
grounds on which the natural scientists’ restricted interest can be explained
away, do not, evidently, apply to the philosophers since they are supposed
to perceive issues in their totality. However, philosophers who have reflect-
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ed on the notion of time scem to have, by and large, confined their attention
to the issues as they arise in physics, mathematics, logic or cosmology. Some
have gone beyond these to psychology, but that is where the limit is usually
drawn. The legal and the moral realm, which are the crux of the social
realm, have been of Jittle inferest. We shall, subsequently, look at the various
scientific and philosophical accounts of the notion of time, in some detail,
and also the possible reasons for why the area of interest has been limited
in the manner it has. But having said this much, it is first necessary to show
that there is in fact a genuine area of legal and moral concern about time
where problems arise in ways which are different from those involved in the
natural sciences, mathematics or logic. Without this the basic assertion that
the concept of time has not been dealt with exhaustively remains vacuous.

The Questions

Typical questions about time with which physicists and philosophers have
been concerned are of the type: Is time real? Is it absclute or relative? Is it
a duration, a point or a flow? Is the flow a myth? Does it progress linearly
or is it cyclical? What does irreversibility of time mean? Is time-travel pos-
sible? Why are there no traces of the future? And so on. Notice the totally
different type of questions that arise in law and morality, and for ail of us
in ordinary social life, since we are moral agents: Is this the proper time to
do X? Was X done in the right time? Can this much time be said to be
sufficient for X? Is it too early? Too late? Too much? What amount of time
can be said to be enough to establish the truth of X, or the claim for X, and
why? In how much time must the claim to X begin or cease, and why? By
what criteria must the sufficiency of time be determined? Notice that the
notion of sufficiency here is not the same as that of duration. This notion
of sufficiency (parydpti in Sanskrit) is the notion of a duration which is
internally complete. The question, therefore, what makes duration com-
plete or incomplete, and what sort of notion of time is involved here, is a
very important one for social life—one which does not seem to have been
addressed by scientists or philosophers. Lawyers talk of the notion of suffi-
ciency or inadequacy of time in terms of ‘reasonable time’. The jurispru-
dential question, hence, can be framed as: what makes a particular duration
of time reasonable or unreasonable, is it a matter of mere social convenience
or is there something in the nature of time itself which qualifies it thus? To
explicate the issues further, let us turn to the significance of some of the
above questions in the context of some actual social occurrence.

The Normative Conception

There is a wider normative conception of time which is involved in various
social structures and institutions. For example, in communication certain
formal greetings or statements are appropriate at only certain times, and
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they may also be indicative of the time: ‘Good Morning’, for instance. At a
more restrictive level, and with a lesser contingency people may structure
acts in time which are not merely statements but a whole series of acts: Indian
classical music is a good example of this. Particular ragas are to be sung
only at specific times of the day. These examples would suggest that the
relationship of time to the actsis only a contingent and external one, the
structure itself does not demand a necessary relationship. A greeting would
still be a greeting even if not said at the appropriate time, and the Bhairava
raga would still be Bhairava raga even if not sung early in the morning. Let
us turn, therefore, to other types of social structures where the relationship
is not external and not so contingent. The best examples of such structures
are games.

In games what will count as an event or an occurrence is limited by time.
The act of shooting a goal, for example, will not count as a goal if it occurs
even a second after the closing whistle has been blown. The act of throwing
or pitching a ball will not count as an act of bowling unless it is done within
the duration the umpire has indicated. Such temporal constitution of acts—
where the act is a particular act only if done within a certain time—may
once again be thought to be a matter of social convenience, for one may
argue that although the acts are temporally so construed it is not necessary
to perform those acts. The temporal necessity is conditional, that is, if one
wants to play the game, but one may choose not to. Nonetheless, one will
still have to accept the conditional necessity as a part of the internal logic
of games—where a set of acts cannot be constituted as a game if it is not
constitutively delimited in time. Are there acts in social life whose charac-
terization as a particular act is such that their constitutive temporal struc-
tures are not matters of social convenience, and where the necessity to
constitute it in particular temporal limits are unconditional? In other words,
are there acts which must not only be construed in particular time, like
games, but where there is also a necessity or obligation to do the acts, such
that one does not have the choice not to do them, unlike games? Indeed
there are, and such acts are precisely those which fall within the domain of
law and morality. '

But before we take up a 1eview of this domain, it is important to briefly
remark on one aspect of the game situation, the one in which the logic of
games is stretched to real life. This can be done in both positive and nega-
tive ways to enrich life. The point here is not to evaluate or analyse this ex-
tension, but only to point out one specific peculiarity. One may stretch the
conditional necessities of games to ordinary life, and define particular acts
as specific acts only when constituted within a certain time-—as we do in
astrology (Jyotisa), for example. A set of acts could be defined as constitut-
ing ‘marriage’ only if done within a certain Jagan (celestial arrangement of
stars and the Zodiac at a particular time). Or we may define ‘auspicious’ or
‘inauspicious’ times for construing other acts. Astrology, in this sense,
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shares the logic of temporal constitutive conditionalities of games in appli-
cation to real life, and thus makes life resemble a game, (A goal is a goal
only if done within this time period; a marriage is a marriage only if done
within this time period!) All life, of course, is not a series of games. The
reaction against astrology, in a deeper sense, is a reaction against attempt-
ing to treat life as a matter of conditional contingencies. Qften, the question
in real life is not: if you want to play the game of life then do X. At certain
times one is just compelled or obliged to do X, these are the times which
law and morality are usually concerned with.

The Moral Conception

A simple way to comprehend the unconditional temporal constitutions of
acts, with which law and morality are concerned, is to review some specific
illustrations. Consider, for instance, the following cases: An undertrial has
languished in prison for ten years; when the trial finally takes place it is
found that he deserved imprisonment only for two years (such a situation is
not far-fetched in law, and specially in Indian law). A child is unable to get
the affection of one parent and is kept bereft of the benefits of the wealth
of the other because the courts take fifteen years to decide the divorce case
and determine the rights of the child and those of the parents (such cases
too are not uncommeon in Indian law). A man cannot claim his father’s
property because the will was contested by the trustee with whom the father
had left the property; the man lives as a pauper and dies of poverty, and
only after many years of forensic research do the police and the courts decide
that the property actually belonged to the man and not to the trustee who
enjoyed it. All these cases are instances of the well-known juridical maxim,
“justice delayed is justice denied’. The maxim is not merely an imperative
telling one to do justice in time, it is a descriptive definition of what consti-
tutes justice, namely that only those acts which are done within a certain
time framework can be described as just acts, and not merely if the eventual
judgement or acts are right. The obligation to constitute one’s acts neces-
sarily within a time framework is an unconditional one, if it is to count as
just; and the obligation to do justice is also unconditional, certainly within
the legal framework. The notion of justice, we see therefore, involves or
entails the notion of time; and the notion of time, conversely, is evidently
as much 2 moral and juridical notion as a physical one. Time, as a moral
notion, limits and constitutes what can and what cannot be called a just or
a moral action. Just acts are constituted in such a way that time enters into
the very essence of the act, and like games it can be called that act only if
done within that time frame, but very much unlike games the time frame-
work is unconditional, not a matter of social convenience, and the doing of
the act is also unconditional. This moral aspect of the nature of time seems
to have completely eluded the scientists’ and philosophers® examinations of
the nature of time. We shall subsequently see why this has been so. Here let
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us proceed to a more detailed review of the legal framework, since in law
time does not appear only as a moral concept—there is another very impor-
tant aspect of it which will become apparent only after consideration of the
details.

The Legal Conception

Besides the factor of time at the very basis of the notion of justice, which
determines what can be called just, there are at least three other ways in
which considerations of time play a very important role in law; in legal
terminology, these concern prescriptions, limitations and evidence. The laws
of prescription determine the duration of time which must elapse before a
right or an entitlement can be recognized in law; the law of Ilimitations
prescribes the limit of time after which a suit or a proceeding cannot be
maintained in the court of justice; and the temporal aspects of the law of
evidence determine the time limit within which something can or cannof
count as evidence in the court.

Prescription is the most ancient temporal aspect of law. We find the prin-
ciple recognized in the ancient laws of the Athenians, Romans and the
Hindus.! The notion of prescription is a counterpart to the notion of pro-
perty. How long must one till a piece of land to claim property rights over
it? How long must one have lived and used a house (even if rented) to claim
property rights? Howlong must one have used a common water source
(such as a pond, river or a strcam) to claim rights to water? As regards
common resources, such as natural water, air and space, in India the Ease-
ment Act, 1894, defines the rights. The time limits are defined by the Limi-
tatton Act (now of 1963, as amended; the earlier ones were of 1872, 1908,
etc.). The prescriptive period of use, as regards common resources, was bet-
ween 60 to 20 years earlier. The 1963 Act makes it 20 years. Prescription
pericds for private property is determined by various laws concerning pri-
vate property, such as the Rent Control Acts, the land laws, and so on.
Limitation is a much later notion in law. It is mentioned by jurists such as
Bracton and Plowden in the thirteenth century, but the earliest statute of
limitation is that of Henry VIII. The more exact ones, however, are those
of the nineteenth century, such as the Real Property Limitation Acts (1833-
74) in England. In India the Limitation Act was passed in 1859, and it came
into force in 1862.2 The rules of limitation evolved mainly from cases of
tort which the ordinary contract laws could not handle. The Court of
Equity in England, for example, developed the doctrine of laches (delays) to
sort out equitable ¢laims which involved time. Rules of limitation determine
important questions of time without which justice cannot be done. For
example, suppose that someone turns up tomorrow with a genuine deed
paper that your great grandfather sold the house you have been living in
for generations to the deed holder, and you have therefore to vacate. Should
such a deed be complied with? Or suppose that you contracted with some-
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one to build you a house, but he takes twenty years over it, because the time
within which the house is to be built was not specified in the contract. Can
you sue the man? Yes, you can, and in accordance with the laws of limita-
tion the courts will determine what would be a reasonable time to fulfil the
contract. Or take a third example. A woman’s husband absconds, his where-
abouts are unknown despite the best of efforts. For how long should the
woman wait before she can marry again? Most family laws now specify a
period of seven years. There are also various cases of insurance claims of all
types which require determination of time within which claims can be
made. The Limitation Act, for example, specifies 90 days within which
insurance claims can be made after accident.

The third way in which the time factor enters legal concerns, as mention-
ed, is in relation to evidence. In some cases of cognizable offence, such as
murder, facts discovered after any amount of time are still relevant as evi-
dence, but in others, such as rape, the facts must be established within three
hours, any proof after that is not evidence. The Evidence Act, the Penal
Code and the Criminal Procedure Code lay down strict rules about what
will and what will not count as evidence after specific periods of time in
different cases, and also the time period within which cases must be report-
ed if the state is to take action or the act to be registered as a crime. In civil
law, we have already seen how clapsed time counts as proof of ownership
or rights, such as to land, house or common resources. This elapsed time of
use is itself the evidence for the establishment of a truth—the fact about
who owns what and who has what sort of rights.

The Basis of Legal Conception

Having familiarized ourselves with some of the basic ways in which the time
factor enters into the very fabric of law, and hence into all siructures of
social Tife, let us pose the fundamental philosophical questions with which
the jurist is faced. To begin with, why should there be prescriptions and
limitations on time at all? This is different from the technical legal question,
how much of time is reasonable or sufficient time? The question is, what is
the reason for there being reasonable time in any case? The traditional
Islamic and Jewish laws have neither advocated nor recognized laws of
prescription and limitation.® What is it in the Common Jaw and Hindu law
traditions which has demanded such determination of time? One simple
answer is that this type of limitation facilitates social order; it is a matter of
public utility or social convenience. In fact, this is precisely the theory
advocated by many modern texts of jurisprudence, such as of Salmond and
Austin. Salmond advances the belief that the laws of prescription and limi-
tation are founded on a ‘presumption of the coincidence of possession and
ownership’ of fact and right.¢ From the fact that you are longin possession
of property the court ‘presumes’ that you are the owner of it. Austin, simi-
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Tarly, refers to the ‘presumption of a grant’ of easement.® Such assertions
can hardly be a theory for prescription or limitation, it begs the question,
for the basic question for this part of law is not whether the courts must so
presume (they must of course do so for operational reasons), but why must
they make such presumptions in the first place. A theory must answer the
why question, not merely reiterate the fact that presumption is made in the
laws of limitation and prescription. Such texts, therefore, fail to provide a
theory, leave alone a satisfactory one. It is true that a major part of the
laws of prescription, limitation and evidence are for the sake of public con-
venience and order. Limiting insurance claims to 90 days, prescribing 20
years of use for easement and riparian rights to common resources or even
setting the voting age at 18, are certainly matters of social convenience. As
regards evidence, there can also be factual considerations, which are not a
matter of convenience but necessity, such as the fact that the evidence will
most likely not remain after three hours in the rape case. But as we have
seen, not all cases of time consideration are a matter of mere convenience
or utility. Gross injustice will result if too much, too little or indefinite time
is permitted. Take the case of the woman whose husband is absconding, and
who is presumed to be permanently missing or dead only after seven years.
In a sense even this seven years of necessarily waiting seems unjust, but
consider if she had to wait indefinitely and could never remarry. That would
surely be injustice to her. The law determining the time in this case is not
merely a matter of convenience but mainly one of doing justice to her and
also giving the missing man a just opportunity. Authors of legal texts, such
as Salmond, Paton and Austin, whose books are now used as standard texts
of jurisprudence in law, seem to have totally forgotten the basic reasons for
which the laws of prescription and limitation arose in the first place. They
were evolved to deal with unfair claims, avoid injustice to individuals due
to unfair delays, to determine reasonableness of contracts in terms of fair or
just time required to fulfil the contracts. The doctrine of laches, it must be
remembered, was evolved by the Court of Equity and not by the ordinary
civil or criminal courts. Nineteenth century Common law jurists, such as
Blackburn, would in fact give an outright moral justification for the laws of
limitation by citing a basic maxim (a moral principle) of Roman law, name-
ly: Vigilantibus et non dormeintibus lex succurrit (justice is done by protecting
the diligent and not the indolent). A man who has negligently slept over his
rights for an undue Jength of time will not be allowed to Iitigate in respect
for them; and a person who (without any fraud or breach of trust) has been
in the enjoyment of property, or of a right, or of immunity from a demand
by another, for a period of time, will be allowed to enjoy them for ever in
peace. These principles laid down in cases such as Marquis Cholomondley v.
Lord Clinton® (1820), around the very beginning of the codification of the
laws of limitation, are evidently in consideration of what constitutes justice
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and not convenience. Even Smith v. Clay,” in which Lord Camden of the
Court of Equity gave birtth to the doctrine of Jaches, speaks in terms of
human conscience, and does not put forward a utilitarian theory.

Time and Normative Truth

Let us summarize the main features of the concept of time that we gather
from the discussion so far. First, we notice that time can be related to social
actions, events or facts both externally and internally. When it is related
externally time limits do not bind the very possibility of doing justice. Law
merely recognizes a certain time period as a matter of social or economic
convenience. Such is the case in determining the age for voting or in re-
cognizing easement rights. However, when time is related internally to the
doing of justice, the very possibility of doing justice demands that it must
be done within a reasonable time period, as is the case in criminal trials,
determination of reasonable time for the fulfilment of certain types of con-
tracts, and realization of rights or remedies for the suffering, the under-
privileged or victims. This internal relation of time to justice makes time a
juridical, and hence, an essential part of social morality. This moral aspect
of the concept of time is, as we have noted, what has been missed in the
physical or psychological analysis.

The second equally important aspect of the concept of time, which such
analysis miss out, and which would be evident in the foregoing discussion,
is the relationship of time to truth or evidence. In the social structure time
itself is a proof, and hence a criterion, for the recognition of a truth. If you
have Jived in a house for more than 12 years and paid your rent, it is true
that you have an occupancy right; if you have used a natural water re-
source for more than 20 years the time period elapsed becomes a proof for
the truth of the statement that you have a right to continue to use it. This
notion of temporal proof, it must be noted, is very different from the way
in which time enters into scientific or mathematical proof. In science some-
thing is true if it can be repeated in time, in exactly the same way. The pre-
dictability criterion assumes the non-interference of time as a factor of
change. Mathematical proof, on the other hand, is supposed to be totally
independent of time, not only in the sense that it is supposed to be true at
all times (kalanirapeksd), but also in the sense that how much time it takes to
prove a mathematical fact should not affect the truth of that fact. Imagine
the absurdity of the statement, if it were to be made, that the Pythagoras
theorem is true onlyif it can be proved within a hour-and-a-half, or if it has
continuously been proved so for 20 years. But this is precisely the situation
we face in the normative realm; an act claimed to be a goal is a goal only if
made within the hour-and-a-half of the game time; a possession claimed to
be owned is owned only if 3, 12 or 20 years have elapsed; an accident is
recognized as an accident only if reported within a certain time; a forced
intercourse is a rape only if registered within the limited time; and so on.
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Evidently, the fact that time itself can become a criterion for a truth reveals
an additional feature of the concept of time, which is not available when one
looks merely at the physical, mathematical or psychological realm. It is
important to distinguish what is being said about the notion of time here
from a common understanding of it, which is reflected in sayings such as:
<Only time can tell the truth.’ Here time and trath are not independent, time
is the truth, it does not tell it, it is the basis or the criterion for what can be
called truth. In statements like ‘only time can tell the truth’, what is being
referred to is the physical durability or continuity of a process or a fact
which already exists; the very existence of the fact is not being defined in
terms of a duration of time.

The two additional aspects of the concept of time that we have noted so
far—that it is a concept of morality, and that in a theory of evidence or
proof (as well as in practice) it works as a eriterion for truth, and hence
knowledge, in the social rcalm—does not of course take away from it any
property that is discovered in an analysis of the role of the concept in the
physical realm, namely that it is a duration, it flows, itis irreversible, it is
cyclic, it is relative, and so on. Why then have the scientific and philo-
sophical analyses missed out on these aspects of the concept of time? One
obvious reason, as suggested earlier, is that they have neglected the social,
moral and legal realms where these other aspects would have been dis-
covered. But then, the question still remains, why have they neglected them?
So let us now turn to take a closer look at the manuer in which the concept
of time has been hitherto analysed.

The Ideal of Theory Construction

Let us begin by understanding why the scientists ‘and philosophers’ analy-
ses of time has failed to illuminate the lawyers’ problem with time. The
lawyer is primarily concerned with making truth-value statements about
particulars, with establishing that on some particular occasion some parti-
cular occurrence preceded the other and led to it. This type of concernis not
only true of law but also of history, political science, economics and even
ordinary social life. In the case of law, however, such statements are of ut-
most significance because in most cases someone’s life or property, or even
punishment, may depend upon the truth of the statement. The lawyer's
characteristic concern with the temporal or causal connections between
events is not to discover the general patterns amongst the events or occur-
rences, but is often to apply generalizations, which are already known or
accepted in the statutes or legal principles, or which may even be platitudin-
ous. In this regard the statements made by lawyers, and in social life in
general, are singular statements identifying in a complex situation certain
particular events or causes connected to other events or causes in specific
temporal relations.? In contrast, inthe natural sciences, by which so much of
the philosophical discussion of temporality has been influenced, the focus of
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attention is the discovery of generalizations and construction of theories.
Since Hume European philosophy has been dominated by the doctrine that
the generalization of laws, which is the prime business of the experimental
sciences to discover, constitutes the very essence of theory construction.®
Theory construction, under this dogma, consists of finding out and demons-
trating how from a given set of particular facts one can construe a theory
which will explain all such possible occurrences. It is not as if theory couns-
truction is not involved in law, history or economics. The point of theory
consruction in the social disciplines is, however, precisely the opposite.
Starting from a set of general laws, principles or hypothetical rules, which
apply to all possible occurrences under the laws, theory construction
demands that one must demonstratively construe a theory which will explain
the existence of the particular. For example, if one knows the general prin-
ciple of tort law: everyone is strictly liable for a dangerous entity kept on his
premise, demonstration would demand showing how something for which
there is liability in all such possible cases, also existed in a specific c¢ase,
such as in the case of the Bhopal gas leakage. A theory of tort law should
be able to explain how one moves from the general to the particular. The
basic thing one nceds to understand is that there are two types of theory
construction—one which shows how what actually happens is possible, this
is what the natural sciences deal with; and the other which shows how what
is possible becomes actual, this is what the social sciences and especially the
legal science deals with. In possible worlds language, the natural sciences
deal with the relationship of all possible worlds with this actual world,
whereas legal science (certainly amongst the other social sciences) deals with
the actualization of this existing world amongst all possible worlds 1® Just as
discovering and explaining generalizations is a difficult task for theory cons-
truction, discovering and explaining the process or reasons for actualization
or individualization of general principles is an equally difficult task.

There is another major issue which needs to be taken into consideration
when one takes into account the two different types of theory construction.
This concerns exceptions to the general rule or law (apavad in Sanskrit). In
the natural sciences the basic epistemic assumption in theory construction
is that once one has arrived at a general law there must be no exception to
the law, in principle. If there are exceptions then the theory (which employs
the general laws) is either wrong or incomplete. In the social sciences, on
the contrary, and especially in legal science, the basic epistermic assumption
is that there will be exceptions to the general rule or law, when one moves
from a generalization to its individuation. The existence of exceptions to
the tules does not invalidate the general rule. For example, even though
there may be a general law that everyone hasa constitutional right to free-
dom of expression, there may be cases when a particular person does not
have this right; one’s right can be suspended or one may lose the right. The
exception to the rule does not “invalidate the legal theory that in a legal

THE CONGEPT OF TIME 23

system one of the basic general laws is that right to freedom of expression
is guaranteed. Such a theory construction which begins with the assumption
that there will be exceptions to the rule must naturally employ other heur-
istic principles, such as closure rules, to allow for the implementation of the
theory.

Closure rules are those rules within a theory which tell which way the
system must proceed when it comes up against an exception. For example,
one of the closure rules in legal theory is: the courts are forbidden to leave
any case undecided (that is, no judge is allowed to declare his ignorance of
the law or facts, or state that the law and facts on the matter cannot be
found, and hence refuse to pronounce a judgement on the matter). Now the
truth of the matter is that there will be exceptions to the laws (that is, issues
on which there is no decided law), but given the closure rule the judge is
obliged to gencrate a law on theissue from within the system. This is not the
occasion to go into the details of legal logic. The point of this illustration is
only to bring out the major difference in the two types of theory construc-
tion in relation to exceptions to the rule.

The reason why theory construction in the Greek tradition has been mis-
understood, as being only about the discovery of universals or generaliza-
tions, scems to be partly Platonic and partly Cartesian. Plato made all
search for true knowledge to be a search for the universal forms. In fact he
even made the understanding of morality and justice depend upon under-
standing the form of ‘Good’ and the form of “Justice’.!* Descartes enter-
prise made mathematics the ideal model for all sciences—the queen of
sciences, in which the establishment of universal principles which applied
in all possible worlds at all times became the sole purpose of the scientific
enterprise.’? The impact of Platonic philosophy was that all particulars be-
came mere ‘instances’ of the universals, which in epistemological terms
meant that they were inferior in value and hence less deserving of attention.
The impact such an epistemic attitude would have for theory construction
in the social sciences should be evident. Aristotle, the founder of the natural
sciences, carried through Plato’s epistemic bias by making the discovery of
genus and species (universals) the major criterion for scientific enterprise
and theory construction. The impact of Cartesian philosophy has been that
the hallmark of theory construction has become the discovery of general
principles which apply at all times, like the principles of mathematics and
logic, and are therefore in a sense timeless (kalanirapekgsa), whercas we have
seen that not only legal science and the social sciences but the very concept
of justice is time-bound (kalasapek sa)- The principles of justice demand that
in reality justice can be said to have been done only if it is done within a
specified time period. Any theory of justice must, hence, account for this
temporal aspect of the concept of justice. In most theories of justice, inclu-
ding the contemporary ones, time does not figure at all as an aspect of the
concept of justice.
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The Consequences

The devastating impact that the Platonic, Aristotelian and Cartesian beliefs
about theory construction has had on Western philosophy is evident in the
fact that even now, about two thousand years later, the recent best-seller
about time and the universe, Stephen W. Hawking’s 4 Brief History of
Time,3 exhibits absolutely no understanding of the fact that time is a moral
concept or that it has something to do with the establishment of truth con-
cerning rights, claims and evidence. Hawking’s worlds, whether they be
symmetrical or asymmetrical, irreversible or linear, are all morally neutral,
morality of time does not figure in the worlds at all. He perhaps needs God
only for -explaining the Big Bang, the initial moments of the universe, not
for explaining why justice needs to be done to all creatures in appropriate or
requisite time. Hawking’s history of time is clearly not the history of the
universe as we know it inlaw, morality or ordinary social life, where the
value of time is not mercly a matter of objective measurement or relative
frames of reference, or even one of subjective fecling or intuition of dura-
tion, but where time itself is an objective social value.

Hawking’s assumption that all that needs to be said about the nature of
time is only what the natural sciences and mathematics are dealing with, is
evidently a more recent expression of the dogma that has continued in the
West since the Greeks. Zeno, puzzled by the continuity of time, rejected the
view that an extended time interval could be composed of timeless ins-
tants.1 St Augustine, being impressed by the lack of analogy between spatial
and temporal measurements (you can measure the length of stationary ob-
ject in relation to another, but you cannot measure a running time in rela-
tion to another because there is no common stationary point to relate),
accepted the reality of only the present (stationary) moment, and thereby
rejected any idea of the flow of time.*s This so-called myth about the flow of
time, was later accepted and explored by many other philosophers. Even
later, Locke attempted to rehabilitate the notion of the passage of time by
making duration and not moment the fundamental character of time. Dura-
tion, according to Locke, is a flecting extension.!® But such extensions, of
course, cannot be objectively observed. Bergson, who accepted only the
notion of duration (durée) to be fundamental and real, had, therefore, to
assert that this duration is a subjective matter which can be grasped only
intuitively; what we measure outside is a matter of intellectual construct.'?
Some later philosophers, such as McTaggart and Bradley, simply rejected
the reality of time, both its duration and moments.’® What is common to
all these explorations is the Cartesian and Platonic background of theory
construction, which made the physical world and the sciences about it, and
mathematics, the ideal models and the context for questions relating to
time. If law or legal science had been the paradigm or the ideal type for
theory construction, the questions about time and their answers would have

been very different.
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The fact that a social science, such as legal science, could never become
the ideal type or paradigm in the Greco-European heritage, has created a
cleavage between theory construction and generalizations in science and
theory construction and the application of general rules to social life, since
the ancient Greco-Roman times. The development of Roman law and juris-
prudence occurred almost independently of the Greek and Roman philoso-
phies. In fact, Plato himself failed to notice that his own atemporal theory
of justice, developed in the Republic, proved to be of little use to him when
it came to drawing up the Athenian Constitution and writing the Laws. It is
the same hiatus—on account of the erroneous assumptions about theory
construction and ideal types—that most subsequent philosophies about time,
in the Greco-European systems, have continued to be of little use to the
lawyer’s concerns, or to any concern in the pursuit of justice.

Theory Constriction in India

This is not the occasion to discuss the history or philosophy of theory
construction in India. But a few important remarks may not be out of place
to bring into relief the sharp contrast between the Greco-European and the
Indian traditions. In the Indian tradition of jurisprudence the temporal
nature of dharma vidhana (the doing of justice) has always been accepted as
a basic principle. No theory of justice, morality or the teleology of human
life has, therefore, sought general atemporal principles which are indepen-
dent of time orcould be applied at all times. All theories of dharma, whether
at the individual or the social level, have attempted to define moral or legal
rules or concepts as applicable at different temporal stages of life (varna-
§rama-dharma), different social times (dpada-dharma), during wars, for
example, and even samdnya dharma (rules applicable to all) are bound by
yuga dharma (dharma for a particular age or eon).’? It is also important to
note that in India mathematics (ganita) was not taken to be the ideal type
for theory construction. In fact no discipline has had an epistemologically
superior status. If one were to be selective one may suggest that theory
construction in linguistics (vyakarana) has had a somewhat favoured posi-
tion.? As a consequence, unlike in the West, in India there has been no
cleavage between theoretical sciences and practical sciences. Dharmasastra
(jurisprudence), therefore, continued to be closely influenced by nydya
(logic), mimarisd (hermeneutics), vydkarana (linguistics) and other sciences. In
fact, some of the important problems in jurisprudence, such as the nature of
legal propositions (vidhi-vakya), have been dealt by logicians (Gangesa, for
example, in his Tatvacintamani), or linguists (Bhartrhari, for instance, in his
Vakyapadiya), in Mimarisd by Jamini, for example.

Besides the interdisciplinary flexibility, the constructivist approach to
theory construction also provided sufficient logical space for the problems
concerning exception to the rules of the theory. Papini’s theory of grammar,
for example, classifies various types of apavada (exceptions), including
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samanya apavida (general exceptions). (See Panini’s As¢adhydyi.) The lingui-
stic theory itself provides rules which will demonstrate or accommodate the
exceptions. The logic of apavada was also well known to dharmaddistra, nyaya
and other disciplines, which evolved their own unique ways of dealing with
the matter.

What has been said so far concerns the traditional Indian law and social
sciences. The modern context of theorization, being either a product of the
recent colonial past or being still greatly influenced by the intellectnal enter-
prises of the West, suffers from similar malaise as those of the West. The
view expressed in this work, however, attempis to re-establish the Indian
view as the appropriate one from within the perspective of law morality and
social structures. This implies that this would also be the view implicit in
western law, although not in western philosophies or social sciences. In
the West the cleavage will remain so long as theory construction is different-
ly understood.

The Temporality of Justice

Before this discussion is concluded there remains one crucial question that
needs to be considered. Although one may understand and accept that time
is a moral and epistemic concept concerning the validation of truth, one
may still want to know why in the social realm time has these specific pro-
perties. More specifically, why, for instance, is the concept of justice inter-
nally constituted and bound by the concept of time? The answer to this
question will take us into metaphysics, and is not essential to the purposes
of this essay, since its major intent hag been to merely describe the concept
of time, and fo explain why hitherto it has not been so described. However,
since a rational answer to this why question may help in deepening the con-
viction in the concept of time described here, a brief solution may be ven-
tured. This part of the argument is, however, independent of the characteri-
zation of the notion of time. There may be other answers as to why time
manifests these properties in the social realm, than the one provided here.
They may be separately sought, but that would not alter the description of
the notion of time presented here.

Kant’s epistemology may be usefully employed to outline the answer. A
detailed argument must, of course, also show that Kant’s epistemology is
indeed useful for dealing with this issue. But for the sake of ‘the limited
purpose here this will be presupposed.

To counteract Hume’s scepticism about our knowledge of the world Kant
had argued in his Critique of Pure Reason that our knowledge of the world
does not occur by external information merely impinging upon our mind.2
The mind has an active role to play. It constructs the incoming input into
meaningful data so that they become information for us to make sense of.
Since our understanding of the world is partly our own construct there is no
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ground for scepticism. The reason why the mind is able to perform this task,
Kant argued, is because it operates with its own categories and rules of
understanding which it is able to employ on the incoming sense datum.
Amongst such categories (which Kant called categories of pure reason) are
the concepts of space and time. Amongst rules whose employment make
possible our knowledge of the external world, there are those such as: every
event has a cause. Kant called such rules as synthetic a priori; ‘synthetic’
because they synthesize data, and ‘apriori’ because their truth or correctness
cannot be proved by reference to the external world, they must be pre-
supposed first to make sense of the external world. On this view then, we
do not see space or time, the mind must necessarily see things in space and
time. The mind orders and locates things or events in time, it does not per-
ceive time as an external something. Similarly, the mind does not deduce by
inference that every event has a cause, it must necessarily employ the prin-
ciple to relate the évents in the world.

Thisis a simplified version of Kant’s complex philosophy, but it will
suffice to make the essential points here. Now think of the question: what
would be the mind’s role when it comes to the social world as distinguished
from the physical world ? The social world, which consists of institutions like
the parliament, schools, jails, posts such as that of the prime minister, pro-
fessors, doctors, human acts such as voting, bowling, litigating, and so on,
is something which is certainly not just pre-existing there by itself like the
physical world, which we merely need to understand and use; it is something
that we have ourselves created and constructed ab initio, however old the
history may be. This construction of the social world is clearly a different
type of act as compared to the mere construction of the understanding of the
physical world. In the latter case the mind merely processes the data to
construct an understanding of the physical world. But in the case of the
social world the mind must not only understand it but actually construct it.
What role do then the categories and the synthetic a priori principles of
reason play in the construction of such a world?

Kant clearly understood the implication of his epistemology, in so far as
the mind’s different role in practical life is concerned. He designated this
role as that of pure practical reason and went on to write his second Critique
of Practical Reason, in which he sought the a priori synthesizing principles
of morality.22 However, Kant never really worked out the details of the
epistemology and metaphysics of the social world, in the manner he had
done for the physical world. He confined his attention to some issues of
morality and law. He did not, for instance, pose the question: what role do
the categories of reason, such as of space and time, play in the working of
practical reason, or how are the synthetic a priori principles of pure practi-
cal reason operationalized in the construction of the social world (in the
noumenal realm, as he called it, in contrast with the phenomenal world).2s
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He may have perhaps assumed that having worked out his epistemology in
the first Critigue there was no further need to worry about the realm of
practical reason and its operation in the social world.2s

In fact, Kant had worked out his basic ideas about time and space much
before writing the first Critique, in his Inaugural Dissertation:® Disputato
de mundi sensibilis atque inteligibilis forma et principis, in which he had
taken a Newtonian view of time. The Critique of Pure Reasonis more con-
cerned with how the mind can both generate and reconcile to the opposing
views about time, namely that the world has both a beginning in time and
that it does not; what he called the thesis and the anti-thesis about time. The
first Critique, in a sense, does not add anything more to the notion of time
than what was stated in the Imaugural Dissertation. Here Kant’s view on
time suffers from the same problem as those of other western philosophers
—of making physics (Newtonian physics in this case) the ideal type for the
context of discovery about the nature of time .

For the purposes of our present work, however, it is not Kant’s concept
of time that is required, but the framework of his epistemology. The epis-
temology too, as noted, needs to be further developed for its application to
the social world. Its brief extension can, however, suffice for the immediate
purpose.

If there be categories of reason and synthetic @ priori propositions, their
role in practical reason would be to actually in-form the social world, that
is, give it a form, and not merely inform our understanding of the world .2
This is so because the social world, initstotality, is a creation of our actions.
it is to be noted that the difference that we are talking about in relation to
the social and the physical world concerns the difference in the nature of
human action apropos these worlds, the argument is not about the onto-
logies of these worlds (which may or may not be different; one would require
a separale argument to show that they are different). All that is being said
here is that the nature of the cognitive and creative actions in relation to
the physical and social worlds are different. This being so, to construct the
social world we would need some basic heuristic and ordering principles as
well as categories of practical reason which would play a constitutive role
in the very formation of the social structures. (That is, they would be the
basis on which the social structures and fanctions would be constituted.)
We see, therefore, that the categories and basic rules of our mind play a very
different role in the social realm than they do with reference to the physical
realm. To mark the differences between the categories and ¢ priori rules of
pure and practical reason, as applicable to the physical and social worlds
respectively, they would have to be designated differently. The synthetic a
priori principles of the social realm could, for example, be designated as
‘normatively synthetic @ priori’, and those applicable to the physical world
as ‘factually synthetic @ priori’ principles.?” Some examples of such basic
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principles would be: for cvery action there is an actor; every agent is a
moral agent (that is bearer of rights and duties).-

Now, if time is a category of pure and practical reason then the role it
would play with reference to the social and physical world would evidently
be different. We would perceive the physical world in time, but we would
have to constitute the social world, and all its aspects, within time, if it is to
at all make a meaningful or purposeful aspect of the social world. Here
constituting it in time does not mean merely letting it bein a running
chronological order, over that we hardly have any choice; it means cons-
tructing that social aspect or structure in a manner such that it can exist as
what it is intended to be only within the time-frame intended or required
for it. The concept of justice too, hence, would have to be constituted
within some time-frame, and outside that it would either be meaningless or
cease to be justice (that is, what it is intended or required to be). Time, thl:ls,
necessarily becomes an aspect of the notion of justice, and many othef so_cml
concepts and structures. This is the basic reason why in our social lifetime
is a juridical and a moral concept.

Before concluding there is one implicit outcome of the above arguments
that needs to be made obvious, although it does not add anything more to
the points about the moral aspect of time. A basic thematic conclusion of
the discussions here has been that time reveals different characteristics when
considered in the context of a different ontology—namely, the ontology of
the social and moral realm as compared to its characteristics in the physical
realm . There is little reason to assume that the universe is ontologically or
existentially poor, on the contrary we find that there are various types and
levels of existence in the world. There are entities and events in the dream
world, fiction, theatre, films, mythology, imagination. All these entities and
events are also ingredients of the same universe. Consequently, .it .is very
likely that time will reveal a different nature and characteristics in these
various ontological realms. It would be a dogma to assume that the proper-
ties of time are the same in a dream world or film as in the physical realm.
The arguments here limit themselves to the distinctions in the properFies of
time in the physical and social realms. The nature and characteristics of
time for different existential realms would have to be worked out separately.
This evidently is not the occasion to do that, but one thing should be clear—
questions such as 4s time linear or cyclical?’, ‘momentary or a flow ?’,' do
not exhaust the list of important questions that can be asked about time,
they are in fact simplistic entry points. The concept of time is far richer and
more complex than what physicists may have us believe.
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Aurobindo on reality as value

RAJENDRA PRASAD
Rajendra Nagar, Patna

Philosophy, according to Aurobindo, is ‘the intellectual search for the
fundamental truth of things’, and religion ‘the attempt to make fruth dyna-
mi¢ in the soul of man’. They ‘are essential to each other, a religion that is
not the expression of philosophic truth, degenerates into superstition and
obscurantism, and a philosophy which does not dynamise itself with the
religious spirit is barren light, for it cannot get itself practised”.t

To one who attends only or primarily to the first part of the above
characterization of philosophy, it may give the impression that it does not
cause any diminution of the large area philosophy has, in its long history,
been allowed to occupy as its legitimate owner. This is so because anything
which has been called a philosophic truth can be called a fundamental truth
about something and any search which can be called a philosophic search an
intellectual search for some fundamental truth about something. For exam-
ple, the philosophic truth (if it is one) that all @ priori propositions are ana-
Iytic is a fundamental truth about & priori propositions and a search for it
an intellectual search of the above type. But the impression is immediately
dispelled when one turns one’s attention to the second part of the charac-
terization in which Aurobindo adds that philosophy has to dynamise itself
with the religious spirit. It is obvious that everything which has been called
philosophic cannot, in point of logic, be required to be dynamised with the
religious spirit. It makes no sense, for instance, to require the philosophic
thesiz of, or the search about, the analyticity of a prieri propositions, to be
so dynamised. This means that such truths or searches have to be called non-
philosophic if Aurobindo’s characterization of philosophy is accepted.

The objection might be raised that I am unfair to Aurobindo because I
have tried to apply his characterization to a philosophic doctrine (or search)
belonging to Western philosophy, when it was intended to represent only
the spirit of classical Indian philosophizing. This would be a very lame
objection for more than one reason. Firstly, Aurobindo is not characteriz-
ing classical Indian philosophy but philosophy per se. He would very
strongly resent being called a mere interpreter of classical Indian philosophy.
Secondly, there are several theses, admitted to be philosophic truths by
classical Indian philosophy which, on Aurobindo’s characterization, would
require us to call them non-philosophic. For example, all the classical
schools? admit that gnumana (valid inference) is a pramdpa (a source of
knowledge) only if it contains a vydpti of a certain type (an incontrovertibly
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true and contextually relevant universal proposition). This doctrine, thesis,
or truth, as one may choose to call it, is not categorially very different from
the Wittgensteinian doctrine of the analyticity of @ priori propositions. Tt
makes no sense, again in point of logic, to require it to be dynamised with
the religious spirit. Aurobindo, therefore, seems to draw the boundaries of
philosophy in such a manner that a large part of philosophy, Indian as well
as Western, is left out. As this part contains some extremely important
doctrines, which are needed even by some of the doctrines belonging to the
part or parts he would like to retain within the boundaries, leaving it out
would make philosophy poorer than it so far has been, as evidenced by its
long and rich history.

He wants philosophy to be dynamised with religion because, if it is not,
it ‘cannot get itself practised’. The obvious implication is that he wants it
to be ‘practisable’ in a very specific way, which may be called the religious
way; otherwise there is no reason for requiring it to be dynamised with
religion and not by anything non-religious. It is not that philosophy, for
him, has to be practisable in a broad, general way; rather, it has to be in
one specific way which is the religious way. A non-religious, secular, advo-
cate of practisable philosophy could have required it to be dynamised with,
for example, the spirit of social justice, or of moral upliftiment, or of mate-
rial well-being. When a Marxist wants to make philosophy a powerful
instrument of economic or social change, he wants it to be practisable, and
therefore dynamised. But his dynamising agent is not the spirit of religion,
it is some economic/social theory or a set of some economic/social theories,
some social science or a set of some social sciences, or a concern for social/
economic well-being conceived in a certain manner, etc.

Aurobindo’s conception of philosophy is, therefore, much narrower than
the ordinary, general one, i.e. the conception current in the circle of pro-
fessional philosophers through the ages. It is narrower than the Iatter be-
cause it leaves out many things which the latter includes within the net of
philosophy. It leaves them out by requiring philosophy to be practisable by
being dynamised with religion. It is narrower than the ordinary, general
conception of practisable philosophy, current among those who think that
philosophy is, or ought to be, practisable, because it considers only its dyna-
misation by religion to have the power to make it practisable in the right
way.

Aurobindo is not the only Indian thinker of this century who maintains
that an essential feature of any worthwhile philosophy is its inviolable link
with religion. S. Radhakrishnan, G.R. Malkani, JN. Chubb and many
others hold this view.® They also hold that classical Indian philosophy
satisfies this criterion. Rather, many times they seem to locate its distine-
tiveness or individualityin its being imbued with, or as Aurobindo puts it,
dynamised with, religion. They seem to treat this feature of it as the chief
ground of its superiority over Western philosophy. According to Aurobindo,
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‘it is at least a fundamental principle of the ancient wisdom’, the wisdom of
the Fast—and by the East he definitely means ancient or classical India—
that ‘philosophy ought not'to be merely a lofty intellectual pastime or a
play of dialectical subtlety or even a pursuit of metaphysical truth for its
own sake, but a discovery, by all right means, of the basic truths of all
existence which ought, then, to become the guiding principles of our own
existence.™ Itis this sort of wisdom on which he claims to have founded his
own thinking or philosophizing.

The above is not a fair characterization of the classical Indian conception
of philosophy, but I shall not discuss this matter here, firstly, because I have
discussed it elsewhere,5 and secondly, because it is not very relevant to the
theme of this essay. What is important here is Aurobindo’s conception of
philosophy as such, and not his interpretation of the classical Indian con-
ception of philosophy. I would, however, like to underline the fact that
neither Aurobindo’s conception of philosophy, nor his interpretation of the
classical Indian conception of philosophy, is strikingly different from the
relevant views of some of his Indian contemporaries.

Philosophy, for Aurobindo, as the lines quoted above show, is a dis-
covery of the basic truths of all existence and these truths are not merely
intellectual truths. Rather, they are truths which ought to become, i.e. which
we ought to make, the guiding principles of our own existence. It is here, in
getting them become, or in enabling us to make them such guiding prin-
ciples that philosophy’s dynamisation by religion would be, T think, accord-
ing to Aurobindo, helpful or effective, and dynamisation by no other, secular
agent, would be. Aurobindo does not discuss why only religion and no
other agent would accomplish this feat. Thisis not a very serious lacuna
because from the context of his thinking we can very reasonably guess, as I
shall show a little later, his reason for holding this view. At this point there
is something else which bothers me and to it I now turn.

Let us grant that philosophy discovers by the use of all right means the
basic truths of all existence, and that P is such a truth. Since Pis a basic
truth of all existence, by definition, it is a basic truth of our existence be-
cause our existence is not outside all existence: if it is outside, then all
existence is not all existence. Because P is a basic truth of all existence, and
therefore of our existence, no existence, including our own, can violate it,
flout it, or go against it, in very much the same way as no segment of nature
can flout a law of nature basic to all nature. But when P is inviolable by any
and therefore by our existence, there is no point in saying that it ought to
be, or we ought to make it, a guiding principle of our own existence. It
makes no sense to admonish anyone for making any principle a guiding
principle when he cannot violate or break it. If, on the other hand, he can
break P, P would not remain a basic truth of his existence and therefore of
all existence.

Aurobindo seems to think that if something is a basic truth of all exist-
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ence, then itis obvious that it ought to be made a guiding principle of our
existence. But the logical consequence of calling any P a basic truth of all
existence is that we cannot speak of making it a guiding principle of our
existence. It is in the very logic of ‘ought’, of normativity or prescriptivity,
that we can meaningfully say that one ought o make a principle a gniding
principle only if it is possible that one may not be guided by it, or may vio-
Iate it. Therefore, if philosophic fruths are basic truths of all existence and
consequently inviolable, philosophy cannot be said to be practisable in the
sense that it gives principles or truths we ought to make our guiding prin-
ciples. Aurobindo’s attempt to establish the practisability of philosophy,
and therefore the need or utility of its dynamisation by religion, by calling
it a discovery of basic truths of all existence, thus becomes self-frustrating.
This is not a surprising terminus for a thinker who considers intellectual or
dialectical subtlety a polluter of philosophy’s purity.

Perhaps these basic truths are practisable in the sense that they in fact
guide and regulate our existence. But then they would be of the same type
as those of the natural sciences like physics, chemistry or biology. The laws
of physics., for example, in fact govern physical nature, including the
physical aspects of our existence. There is no point in calling them, or ask-
ing us to make them, the guiding principles of our existence. And, there is
no point in requiring physics to be dynamised with religion. Moreover,
Aurcbindo would not be willing to put his basic principles on par with those
of any science whatsoever, natural, social or formal.

Basic truths, one may say, according to Aurobindo, are not merely onto-
logical truths; they also contain an element of normativity or evaluativeness.
But in that case they would become extremely confusing or puzzling entitics.
Because they contain an element of normativity it may not look pointless to
prescribe that they ought to be made the guiding principles of our existence.
But because they are already the basic truths of all-existence, it would be
pointless to issue this prescription. On this interpretation they are in fact
true of all-existence and at the same prescribable, i.e. unbreakable, un-
exceptionable, ontological truths as well as normative principles we ought
to be guided by. This seems to be an incomprehensible positionbut, maybe,
this is what Aurobindo intends to hold. Let us see where in his system of
thought we can find its roots.

It seems to me that behind Aurobindo’s insistence that philosophy should
be dynamised by religion is a view or assumption to the effect that the
religious or spiritual life is the highest kind of life, i.e. some religious or
spiritual goal is the highest goal one ought to aim at. This he takes to be the
same as realizing what is also the highest, most basic, or ultimate, reality.
Generally religious thinkers consider the ultimate religious goal as also
ontologically ultimate, and Aurobindo is not an exception. It is here, in his
identification of ultimate reality with ultimate value (or vice versa), i.e. in
conceiving ultimate reality as ultimate value (or vice versa), that we can
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reasonably hope to locate the roots of the idea of dynamising philosophy
with religion. Some philosophers, namely those who are pure ontologists or
metaphysicians, conceive ultimate reality as pure existence, but religious
philosophers, by and large, conceive it as value as well. This step, they seem
to think, makes ultimate reality more attractive or appealing, and provides
an unshakable base for what they consider to be the highest value anyone
ought to seek.

The highest reality, which is the object of Yogic knowledge, the highest
kind of knowledge, is called by Aurobindo rthe Self, the Divine, the Sup-
reme Reality, the All, the Transcendent’, or ‘the One in all these aspects’.®
He also calls it the Infinite, the Absolute, God, ete. It is the ‘summit of
existence’, i.e. it occupies the highest place among things which are real. ‘To
reach the spiritual consciousness and the Divine’ is ‘the ultimate goal and
aim of our being and therefore of the whole development of the individual
and collectivity in all its parts and activities. . .”.7 This is a scalar conception
of reality according to which one real thing can be more or less real than
another, and the Divine is the highest reality.

When a concept C is considered to be scalar, one can legitimately ask of
any X and Y, when X is claimed to be more Cthan 'Y, what is it that makes
X more C than Y, or why is X given a higher place on the C ladder than Y.
For example, if both X and Y are pen-knives, we can ask what is it that
makes X a better pen-knife than Y, if someone says that X is better than Y.
The concept of 2 good pen-knife is scalar and therefore our question is in
order. If ‘real’ is also used as a scalar concept, then, if both X and Y are
real, and not toy, pen-knives, we should be able to say meaningfully that X
is a more real pen-knife than Y and also be able to ask meaningfully why
this is so. Butwe are not and the reason is that ‘real’, as ordinarily under-
stood, is not a scalar concept. It is therefore that ‘real pen-knife’ is also not
a scalar concept. ‘Good’, on the other hand, like any other value-term, is
scalar and it is therefore that ‘good pen-knife’ is, Value-predicates are scalar.
Therefore, one way to eliminate the ring of oddity surrounding the use of
‘real’ or ‘reality’ in the scalar sense is to treat them as value-terms. Whether
or not doing so is logically or conceptually fair is another matter, and many
modern philosophers would say it is not. Aurobindo does treat ‘real’ or
‘reality’ as a value-predicate, otherwise he would not have asserted that the
Divine, the ultimate reality or ‘summit of existence’, is ‘the ultimate goal
and aim of our being’. His theory of ultimate reality is thus, as already
pointed out, a theory of reality as value.

If <real’ is an ontological as well as an axiological predicate, then to call
the Divine the summit of existence would also amount to calling it the
summit of value, or the highest value. To call its realization the uitimate
aim or goal of life would then need no further justification. But by making
‘real’ axiological, though we can rule out the question why the Divine, which
is the ultimate reality, is also the ultimate value, we cannot rule out the
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question why is the Divine to be called the ultimate reality. This question
is not very much different from asking why is the Divine to be called the
ultimate value, because calling it by one nameis also to call it by the other
name in Aurobindo’s scheme of things.

Identifying ultimate reality with ultimate value cannot make it illegitimate
to ask for the justification of calling the Divine either ultimate reality, or
ultimate value. The question why is the Divine considered to be the ultimate
value may be (misytaken to be identical with the question how is it known
that the Divine is the ultimate value, but they are rwo different questions.
The first can be answered by mentioning the reason or reasons, if there be
any, for calling it ultimate value, and the second by mentioning the method
or methods of knowing the reason or reasons. It is possible that there exists
sonte reason but we do not know it or only inadequately know it, though if
we know what it is, then it certainly exists. But though conceptually the two
questions are different, one may try to answer both of them by answering
the laiter, by explaining how he knows that the Divine is the ultimate value,
provided his claim to its knowledge is valid. '

It seems to me that Aurobindo cannot say that the Divine is the ultimate
value because it is the ultimate reality, since anything’s being real is neither
a sufficient nor a necessary reason for its being or having a value. Perhaps
he would say that in being the ultimate reality it is also the ultimate value,
which would be tantamount to saying that *being the ultimate reality’ and
‘being the ultimate value’ mean the same thing. But the two do not normally
mean the same thing. Using them to mean the same thing, therefore, would
neither prove that the Divine is the ultimate reality, nor that it is the ulti-
mate value,..

Auvrobindo quite often says that the Divine, God, or the Self, is pure bliss
or Ananda.© . .. the idea of a joyless God is an absurdity, which only the
ignorance of the mind could engender.” “When the dnanda comes into you,
it is the Divine who comes into you, just as when the Peace flows into you,
it is the Divine who is invading you, or when you are flooded with Light, it
is the flood of the Divine himself that is around you.’® “The Divine whether
it manifests itself in All-Quality or in No-Quality, in Personality or Im-
personality, in the One absorbing the Many or in the One manifesting its
essential multiplicity, is always in possession of self-bliss and all-bliss be-
cause it is always Sachchidananda. For us also to know and possess our
true Self in the essential and the universal is to discover the essential and
the universal delight of existence, self-bliss and all-bliss.”® -

But though the Divine is bliss or dnanda, Aurobindo does not seem to
consider its Ananda a reason for its being the ultimate value. Rather, ‘being
the Ananda’ and ‘being the ultimate value’, asisthe case with ‘being the
ultimate reality” and ‘being the ultimate value’, seem to be used by him
synonymously. Therefore, the Divine’s being the Adranda cannot be used as
a reason for its being the ultimate value, and if it is, then Aurobindo would
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have to prove that Ananda ot bliss is at least a necessary determinant of all
(positive) values, which also he does not. Since, in effect, to say that the
Divine is the ultimate reality, ultimate value, or Bliss, mean the same thing,
if a reason can be asked for its being the one, it can also be asked for its be-
ing any other, and if no reason has been given by Aurobindo for its being
the one, no reason has been given for its being any other.

But it would be unfair to conclude that Aurobindo has no reason to call
the Divine the ultimate reality or value. His reason is his Yogic, spiritual,
experience. ‘Spiritual experience tells us that there is a Reality which
supports and pervades all things as the Cosmic Self and Spirit, can be dis-
covered by the individual even here in the terrestrial embodiment as his own
self and spirit, and is, at its summit and in its essence, an infinite and eternal
Being, Consciousness and Bliss of Existence.’1® That there is the Divine and
that it is the ultimate reality as well as ultimate value, both are, for Auro-
bindo, revelations made by spiritual experience. Similar positions or posi-
tions differing from it in some not very significant details, have been taken
by many other mystics and theistic thinkers of classical India.

The advaitin Sankara too appeals to spiritual experience, but he also
makes use of highly sophisticated logical analyses to provide an intellectual
support to his revealed truths, so much so that he sometimes seems to be
claiming our credence for them on sheer rational, logical, grounds. Auro-
bindo, on the other hand, not only does not indulge in logical sophistica-
tion, but seems to hold that logic is of no use in this regard. This is clear
from his critique of reason. Reason, according to him, is destined to end in
agnosticism. Tt is because of its dependence on reason or intellect that he
accuses European thought of inevitably ending in agnosticism. ‘European
metaphysical thought’, he says, ‘does not in its method and result go
beyond the intellect. But the intellect is incapable of knowing the supreme
truth. . . . At the end of European thought, therefore, there must always be
Agnosticism, declared or implicit. Intellect, if it goes sincerely to its own
end, has to return and give this report: «I cannot know, there is, or at least
it seems to me that there may be or even must be something beyond, some
ultimate Reality, but about its truth I can only speculate; it is either un-
knowable or cannot be known by me” 1! Aurobindo’s wholesale condem-
nation of European thought as merely intellectualist and therefore agnostic
may be condoned as an expression of his attachment to some philosophical
or religious traditions of ancient India, or of his national pride and patriot-
ijsm. But certainly it cannot be justified on factual grounds. Neither is the
whole of European thought intellectualist or agnostic, nor is the whole of

- (ancient) Indian thought spiritualist.

When Aurobindo claims that something is the case on the ground ofits
being revealed in hismystic or spiritual experience, his pattern of thinking
can be presented as follows: Since in my experience D seems {0 be the ulti-
mate value (Reality, Bliss, etc.), D is the ultimate value (Reality, Bliss, etc.).
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He does not seem to notice the logical possibility of a gap between D’s
seeming to be and being the ultimate value. He seems to compengsate for this
apparent, logical, oversight by attributing to mystic or spiritual experience
some sort of infallibility, by claiming that it can never go wrong. It thus be-
comes definitional to hold that what seems to be real in mystic experience is
real. But there is another logical insensitivity in not noticing that by defining
mystic experience in a certain way, nobody even if he is a mystic, can make
the gap between ‘seems to be’ and s’ non-existent.

Let us assume, however, for the sake of argument, that the Divine is the
highest value and that Aurobindo knows that it is, and let us then try to
understand the nature of this knowledge. To emphasize the uniqueness of
this knowledge he calls it Yoga. It is ‘not merely an intellectual conception
or clear discrimination of the truth, noris it an enlightened psychological
experience of the modes of our being. It is a realization”, in the full sense
of the word, it is the making real to ourselves and in ourselves of ‘the Self,
the transcendent and universal Divine, and it is the subsequent impossibility
of viewing the modes of being except in the light of that Self and in their
true aspect as its flux or becoming under the psychological and physical
conditions of our world-existence.”'2 For anyone to have this knowledge,
then, is to realize the Self or Divine in himself. Consequently, it becomes
impossible for him to consider any other thing except in the light of this
reality. It culminatesin a kind of identity or becoming. We must not only
see God and embrace Him, but become that Reality.’** It is ‘the knowledge
by which we become what we know.'4

To know the Divine is to know what it is and to know what it s, is to be-
come the Divine. But what sort of claim is it? Isit a logical or an empirical
claim? It cannot be an empirical claim because then the possibility of its
being sometimes false cannot be ruled out of court. But Aurobindo will not
allow that it can ever be false. For him it is impossible that one knows the
Divine but does not find that it is the ultimate reality or value, or does not
become it. Can we then call it a logical or definitional claim? Does Auro-
bindo make it definitional that only he can be said to know the Divine who
agrees to call it yltimate reality and value and who becomes the Divine?
This would amount to redefining the word <know’. It cannot be said to be
used in its standard, normal, sense because what is meant by knowledge
here is not what it ordinarily means. Redefining a concept is not always
objectionable. But a really serious objection can be raised to the effect that
by defining, or redefining, knowledge Aurobindo cannot solve any problem
of knowledge, not to speak of solving the problem of explaining the nature
of the knowledge of ultimate reality or value.

There are several possible ways in which one can react to Aurobindo’s
account of the nature of ultimate reality and value. His reactions would very
much depend on the kind of person he is. If he is a tender-minded, devo-
tional, person, he may take it as a sacred truth, as a not-to-be-questioned
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revelation, and iry to mould his life-style according to it. If he is himself a
mystic, a yogi, he may try to relive the relevant experience to test it. But what
if he finds his experience not supporting Aurobindo’s claim? This is not an
impossibility since mystics do sometimes disagree among themselves about
the verdicts of their mystic experiences. There is no way to decide which
mystic is right, or more right than some other one. Butif he is a mere
philosopher, he can only try to understand what Aurobindo reports on the
basis of his mystic experience.

Since any experience is private, to the philosopher would be available
only the set of statements or utterances made by Aurobindo and not his
experiences. Therefore, he can make only the former the raw materials of
his philosophizing. But he cannot test their truth-claim because he is not a
mystic and therefore Iacks the ability to have the needed mystic experience.
He can only try to ascertain how cogent, how sensible, how logically or
pragmatically defensible, they are. In doing all this, he has to use his normal,
professional, logical tools. If it is held that they can be properly understood
only by another mystic, or by one who is devotionally oriented towards
mrysticism, or that the philosopher’s logical, conceptional tools are inappli-
cable to them, there is no alternative for the philosopher but to keep off the
scene. On the other hand, if it is said that a genuine philosopher need not
care for logic, or be guided by any logical consideration, in his study of the
mystic discourse, or that the mystic alone is a genuine philosopher and not
he who subjects the mystic’s utterances to logical scratiny, then the issue
becomes a verbal one as to how should the word ‘philosopher’, ot <philo-
sophy’, be used.

Aurobindo offers his statements about the Divine as reports of his spiri-
tual experience, and since they are claimed to be reports, he does not have
to, one may like to say, give any argument or reason for them. Even a sense-
empirical report, an observation-report, does not need to be supported by
any reason. Therefore, when a mystic-empirical report of Aurobindo is not
accompanied with a reason or ground for accepting it, it nced not be taken
as an indication of any intrinsic deficiency in it. When I taste sugar and find
it sweet, it would be absurd to say ‘Sugar tastes sweet because. ... Simi-
larly, when he finds in his spiritual experience that the Divine is the highest
value, it would be absurd to expect him to say “The Divine is the highest
value because. . . °. All this is sayable, but there is a basic difference between
an ordinary observation-report and a mystic report.

The logical possibility of sugar sometimes not tasting sweet is not rejected
ab initio by the sense-empiricist, but Aurobindo seems to rule out the logical
possibility of any of his mystic-empirical reports ever being untrue. If his
mystical utterances are like ordinary empirical reports, the logical possibi-
lity of their being untrue must be granted, and if they are unlike the latter,
they cannot be exempted from the requirement that they must be accom-
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panied with supporting reasons on the ground that they are like empirical
reports or observation-statements.

To know the Divine is, for Aurobindo, as has been mentioned earlier, to
become the Divine. This kind of knowledge is, in the mystical, religious,
tradition, rated as a higher kind of knowledge than the ordinary, common,
garden variety of knowledge, the acquisition of which does not consist in
the knower’s becoming the known. One consequence of the former concep-
tion of knowledge is to efface the conceptual distinction between knowing
what is the ultimate value and asfaining or acquiring it. Since the Divine is
the ultimate value and knowing it is to become it, only he really knows what
the ultimate value is who has become the Divine, i.e. who has attained the
ultimate value. Ordinarily we think that knowing what one ougbt to be is a
necessary condition of being, or trying to be, what he ought to be. But
Aurobindo’s conception of knowledge makes it impossible for anyone to
fulfil it before actually being what he ought to be. In fact, for him knowing
what one ought to be is isomorphic with being what he ought to be, and
therefore it cannot be called a condition, necessary or sufficient, for the
latter.

Perhaps one would like to say, in support of Aurobindo, that he who has
not yet known the Divine by becoming it can have a second-hand know-
ledge of it from the utterances of Aurobindo (or of any other mystic), which
he has to take on trust, and proceed, as required or directed, to attain the
first-hand knowledge which would be a kind of becoming. But then one
comes back to the starting point of the orthodox, Vedic, systems of classical
Indian philosophy: one has to start by accepting on trust the statements or
utterances of some authority, some Vedic sage, or an Aurobindo. It is a
relevant question to ask which mystical authority one should accept since
all authorities do not say the same or similar things. He cannot be advised
to approach a third authority to seek guidance about choosing between two
conflicting or differing ones unless he is given a standard to judge authori-
ties. Tn case he is, the authorities will cease to be absolute authorities be-
cause then their credibility will be determined by their satisfying the stan-
dard given. Aurobindo cannot advise an aspirant to accept an authority,
even his own, on the ground of its rationality because he has already dec-
lared that reason is incompetent to provide any decisive guidance in spiri-
tual matters. Moreover, to make the rationality of an authority the
criterion of its acceptability would amount to letting reason supersede
authority. But exaltation of reason to this level will not be acceptable to
Aurobindo.

Aurobindo has said more than once that the higher activitics of man ex-
press his seeking for God. ‘In all the higher powers of his life man may be
said to be secking, blindly-enough, for God. To get the Divine and Eternal
in himself and the world and to harmonize them, to put his being and his
life in tune with the Infinite reveals itself in these parts of his nature as his

AUROBINDO ON REALITY AS VALUE 43

concealed aim and his destiny. He sets out to arrive at his highest and
largest and most perfect sclf, and the moment he at all touches upon it, this
self in him appears to be one with some great Soul and Self of Truth and
Good and Beauty in the world to which we give the name of God.’*?

One may read in the above words an argument for the claim that the
Divine or God is the ultimate value: Since we always seek to realize God,
God is our ultimate value or destiny. Such a mode of reasoning may be
subjected to a criticism similar to the one Mill's alleged inference of the
«desirable’ from the desired’ has been subjected to. I do not want to do
that. It is true that if Aurobindo shows that man always, as a matter of
fact, seeks God, God can be said to be, in the factual sense, his ultimate
value. But then, it would be an empirical claim and would need empirical
support. But, as is expected of him, he does not give any empirical support
for the claim that man always secks God. He seems to accept it on the
authority of ancient sages. ‘The truth that all active being is a seeking for
God’ is ‘a truth on which the sages have always agreed, though by the
intellectual thinker it may be constantly disputed.’

Thus, Aurobindo’s basic claim, or at least one of his basic claims, that the
Divine is the ultimate value, remains an unargued principle, a principle
which can at best be treated as «a gift of the sages’, or of Aurobindo’s own,
spiritual experiences. Treating it in the one way is not different from treat-
ing it in the other way since in principle it could be a gift of both. But in
both the cases it remains a gift, to be accepted out of respect or reverence,
and not on account of its being supported by a convincing reasoning.

Any attempt to treat Aurobindo’s theory of reality as value as
philosophical theory, i.e. to ascertain and assess what could be called its
supporting reasons or considerations is, therefore, very likely to cause an
incurable tension to a philosopher. It is a part of his professional ethics to
do the latter sort of exercise before giving or withholding credence to any
philosophical theory. That is why it is not unnatural if his philosophical or
logical conscience gives him an uncomfortable pricking when he ventures to
form either a positive or a negative opinion about Aurobindo’s theory, or
about a similar theory given by any mystic. Perhaps there is no escape from
suffering all this if he chooses to study philosophically any mystical theory
or language without watering down his regard for reason and reasoning.
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Nothingness and freedom:
Sartre and Krishnamurti

M.M, AGARWAL
North-Eastern Hill University, Shillong

Amongst the recent philosophers of ‘human Freedom’, Sartre and Krishna-
murti appear as the most challenging figures in the Western and Eastern
approaches to the subject respectively. They are challenging not only intel-
lectually but also ethically, since they offer philosophies which they claim
can be <lived’. Both derive their conceptions of freedom from considerations
about the nature of consciousness whose relevant features they hold in
common. Yet they arrive at two radically different views concerning the way
freedom finds a foothold in actual life. That is, they differ sharply in their
accounts of how freedom manifests in the human reality and how the indi-
vidual can Jive it. In this paper I examine their accounts of the realization
of freedom and offer arguments to support Krishnamurti’s contention that
freedom is not the power to choose but rather the state of not-having-to-
choose. First, however, I must provide a brief exposition of the relevant
background.

Consciousness as Nothingness
According to Sartre the human mode of existence is primarily a <being-for-
itself’, though at times it slips into the mode of a ‘being-in-itself’. The latter
has no awareness of itself, and its existence is independent of anyone’s cons-
ciousness of it. Inthe former mode man exists qua a conscious subject, re-
quiring for its existence an ‘object’ of consciousness. However, nothing in
the universe can exist in both modes at once. The for-itself is not only cons-
cious of the things in the world, it is also by its very nature, though non-
cognitively, aware of itself. It cannot exist without such awareness. Thus a
for-itself has at once both an awareness, as in ordinary sense-perception, of
an object outside of itself or ‘transcendent’ of itself, and simultancously a
«pre-reflective’ non-cognitive awareness of itself. It can, of course, in self-
reflection take a point of view” upon itself and know’ itself as an object.
But this reflective’ consciousness of itself does not give true krowledge of
itself, since consciousness per se is nmever an object; it isalwaysonlya
subject.

It is Sarire’s claim that freedom is the very being of a for-itself as a cons-
cious subject. Thus his notion of freedom is closely linked to his explanation
of what it means to be a conscious subject. To understand ‘freedom’ there-
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fore, we must understand the central features of Sartre’s view of conscious-
ness itseif .

First, let us underline the fact just mentioned that consciousness per se is
never an object of experience. Empirically speaking, therefore, we experience
only conscious capacities. such as those realized in thinking, feeling, per-
ceiving, remembering, judging, valuing, choosing, etc., as well as in various
kinds of physical actions. Next, Sartre maintains that the ego does not
appear to the unreflected consciousness—consciousness per se is non-ego-
logical or impersonal. The ego is discovered by the reflective consciousness;
it <is not the owner of consciousness; it is the object of consciousness’.! And,
to account for the unity, continuity and identity of consciousness we need
not make any reference to the ego as such. These claims taken together
produce the initial picture of consciousness as snothingness’. As Glynn puts
it, < . . human consciousness as subject is the very antithesis of objects or
things, that it is indeed No-thing.’® This picture is further sharpened when
we consider the inner dynamics of acts of consciousness. First, since cons-
ciousness is always directed towards its object, is always <of something’, it
<has no “content™ ’ of its own.3 Next, in its actual operation, Sartre says,
sconsciousness is a pure and simple negation of the given’.? For example, in
perception one sees a figure standing out against a background which the
figure is not. Similarly in an act of evaluation, to grade a person as ‘good’ is,
in the same act, to consider him as not evil’. In general terms, ‘the capacity
to evaluate any situation, e¢tc., presupposes the capacity to imagine it as
other than it is; to posit an alternative, whichis to say conceptually to
negate the actual, in the name of the possible which it is not.’s In each act,
Sartre explains, . . . everything happens as if the For-itself by its very nihi-
lation constitutes itself as <“consciousness of .8 There is, however, another
surpassing-—that of ifself considered as a being, i-e. a consciousness of such
and such sort. As soon as consciousness becomes aware of its own identity as
consciousness-af, it surpasses itself. Thus Sartre says that consciousness is
‘a double nihilation of the being which it is and of the being in the midst of
which it is.’?

Nothingness and Freedom

In the above account we see how consciousness becomes aware of its own
nothingness—which is derived from both its awareness of an object in the
world and its awareness of itself as a reflected-upon thing in the world. In
both cases consciousness puts itself at a distance from the object it is aware
of, nihilating what is in favour of whatis not. But in what sense does this
nothingness signify human freedom? The answer is to be found in Sartre’s
conception of the dual nature of the conscious subject. On the one hand,
the for-itself is ‘its own nothingness’; on the other hand, he is that action
by which he chooses to inhabit his nothingness. In the former aspect, cons-
ciousness, having no fixed nature or essence, escapes the constraints of
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determinism. <If this being were not its own negation it would be what it is
—i.e. a pure and simple given.’s In that case it would have been governed by
the deterministic laws of nature. But that is not the case. Consciousness
(though we often tend to represent it as a ‘given’) is essentially a subject,
ie. its own nothingness. In the latter aspect, consciousness stands for the
power by which the for-itself can affect ‘a rupture with its own past - . . S0
as to be able to consider it in the light of a non-being and so as to be able to
confer on it the meaning which ¢ has in terms of the project of a meaning
which it does not have.’ Thus the for-itseif in one leap of consciousness dis-
sociates itself from the ‘in-itselfness’ of its past, and also finds its being in
its own nothingness. The nothingness of ‘one’s own being’ is what frees one
from the bondage of the past, and also provides the possibility of redefining
oneself by choosing or affirming a new end. Consciousness is ‘perpetually
disturbed’. It cannot stay put with its own nothingness. It must find a way
of being its own nothingness. This it does by making choices embodied in
every decision it makes and every end or value it affirms. Thus a conscious
subject is of necessity (ontologically) a free being. The nothingness of his
being is the ground of his freedom. He is free to make himself by choosing
as he shall be. He can indeed ignore his freedom by concealing his nothing-
ness from himself and pretending that he was simply an in-itself; thus
allowing his spast’ and the environment to determine what happens to him.
But that would be an exercise in bad faith’. We can sum up Sartre’s account
of this relationship between freedom and nothingness in his own words as
follows: ‘Human reality is free because it is not enough. Itis free because it
is perpetually wrenched away from itself and because it has been separated
by 2 nothingness from what it is and from what it will be. Itis free, finally,
because its present being is itself a nothingness in the form of the «reflec-
tion-reflecting”. Man is free because he is not himself but presence to him-
self. The being which is what it is cannot be free. Freedom is precisely the
nothingness which is made-to-be at the heart of man and “which forces
human-reality ro make itself instead of to be. As we have seen, for human-
reality, to beis to choose oneself; . . . Thus freedom is not & being; it is the
being of man—i.e., his nothingness of being.’'®

In the above account there is a sense of duality in the way in which free-
dom becomes available to man. On the one hand, ontologically, man is con-
ceived to be necessarily free in his nothingness, on the other hand, he has to
realize his freedom by choosing himself, vigilantly avoiding the ‘comforts’ of
sclf-deception and essentialism.

Krishnamurti would agree with much of this. For him too, consciousness
is always of something: ‘The content of his consciousness is this conscious-
ness.™ The human-reality is essentially characterized by nothingness or
emptiness, and aims to redefine itself through the affirmation of ends and
values in the choices it makes: ‘Being nothing, being a desert in oneself, one
hopes through another to find water.’2 <In himself he is insufficient, empty,
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lost. So out of this emptiness, of which he is afraid, he depends on property,
on people and beliefs.’*® You seek out of emptiness, reach out either to fill
that emptiness or to escape from it. Next, he also suggests that for freedom
to be there must be a rupture from the past: <All life is in the present, not
in the shadow of vesterday or in the brightness of tomorrow’s hope. To live
in the present one has to be free of the past, and of tomorrow.’* <All will'is
desire based on this past . . . and when something new is to be found there
must be the absence of the past .. .’1s Further, he also regards one’s no-
thingness or emptiness as the foundation of freedom, and exhorts us to con-
front it and live it rather than allow the <past’ to direct the course of our
lives- Yet Krishnamurti arrives at a totally different conception of what is
involved in the realization of freedom. In particular he rejects the way of
«choice’ as the way of continuing realization of freedom. For him choice
does not embody the spontaneity of freedom. Rather, ‘choice’ is seen as a
«reaction’, which presupposes a background of conflicts of desires. What one
chooses finally must in some degree depend upon the strength of the felicit~
ous desire. Choice, thus, has a cause which itself is not chosen implying an
element of determination rather than spontaneity. Ideally, choice also pre-
supposes a chooser independent of the act of choice, which neither Sartre
nor Krishnamurti admits. However, before we can see the full force of
Krishnamurti’s rejection of ‘choice’ as freedom-realization, we must under-
stand the Sartrean details of what is involved in choosing.

The Necessity of Choice
Now, considering the ‘mechanism’ of choice by which the conscious subject
comes to define its being, Sartre tells us that it involves a double willing—
<t is necessary to will to will."é In a given situation, when one performs a
willed act, as for example, when one chooses to flee to safety in face of
danger to one’s life, Sartre says that one is ‘announcing’ a prior choice of
placing ¢a value upon life’. In affirming the value of life one has willed to
will the fleeing away to safety. This is of course one expression of the
‘passional’ way of realizing the willed will. There are others. One could have
affirmed the same value by, for example, willing to encounter the danger by
working out a strategy of defence. Sartre believes that such individual
choices by which I define myself, hail from other preceding choices, and so
on, which finally depend upon an ‘original choice of Being’ which I am
supposed to have made, but for which there is no reason. In fact, since it is
an original choice there can be no reason for it. Such is the cabsurdity’ of
human existence. The individual choices, hierarchically fitting into myriad
of projects, are all expressions of my original choice of a Fundamental Pro-
ject in order to redefine myself, ‘which I am’.\?

Here it is clear that the notion of coriginal choice’ is conceived to have
explanatory force. That is, if one asks why it is that one flees from danger,
the answer will be ‘because one values life’. But if we ask why it is that one
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affirms the value of life in the first place, there is no further explanation
available. It is simply that <freedom can arise only as being which makes it-
self a desire of being; that is, as the project-for-itself of being in-itself-for-
itself.’'8 And, ‘the upsurge of freedom is immediate and concrete and is not
to be distinguished from its choice; that is, from the person himself.’!? Thus
the placing of the value upon life is simply the spontaneity of consciousness
which constitutes its freedom and which, as we have seen, manifests in the
way one chooses to be one’s own nothingness. Since the aim of conscious-
ness is always to be ‘to make itself be and thereby to pass beyond itself”,2o
‘choice’ turns out to be a continuing necessity for being a for-itself.

However, there seems to be something deeply unsatisfactory in the above
account. Firstly, anindividual choice is explained by reference to a preced-
ing choice, which in turn is explained by reference to a former choice of a
project and so on, until we reach the original choice. But the trouble is that
the original choice is so general, devoid of specific contents, that it loses all
its explanatory value. Thus one wonders how the fact that one places a value
upon life can serve as the sole explanation of the fact that one flees rather
than fights. Surely, one feels, there has to be something in the personal
psycho-physiological background of the ‘chooser’ to serve as the explanation
of that particular choice. The placing of value upon life does not seem to be
sufficient to determine the contents which express it. Another person in
similar circumstances may have chosen a different embodiment of the same
value. In other words, the original choice gives no indication of how it
would be or ought to be expressed.

The situation is further complicated by the fact that the original choice is
not a distinct act from the act which embodies it. At one stroke the human
reality affirms the end which is embodied in the choice of the way of being.
In our example above, the fleeing from the scene of danger is at the same
time an affirmation of the value of life. If the criginal choice is not made
independently of the choice of the means by which it is expressed, then the
choice of the means as well as of the end, both must owe their beingto some
background in the individual human reality. Can mere nothingness be the
sole identity of this background? Sartre seems to think so. For he maintains
that, ‘This fundamental project must not of course refer to any other and

‘should be conceived by itself . . . The project of being or desire of being or

drive toward being does not originate in a physiological differentiation or
in an empirical contingency; in fact it is not distinguished from the being of
the for-itself.’?* This means that the entire sequence of individual choices are
churned out of nothingness and appear out of the blue. But surely, choices
are not made ex nikilo, since, by definition, they are made by an agent who
must already exist and possess some attributes to which the choices refer.
Nothingness by itself cannot supply any determinate ends. Indeed for Sartre
himself choices are based in desires. But desires are parts of a hierarchical
structure rooted, as we have seen, in a ‘Fundamental Project’. And the
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human-reality itself is ‘a being which is originally a project.’?® Thus dcsi_res

do not explain choices. Rather, a choice is a way of being one’s ‘desu*e,

signifying a project of Being. This vitiates the explanatory ‘mechan}sm’ of
choice. In the end we are simply left with the brute fact of a Nothingness

driving towards Being by «choosing’ the ends it does. Next, Sartre’s accol.n}t

of «choice’ considered above fails to accommodate the important, empiri-

cally available, fact that choice is delivered to consciousness as ‘owned’ by
an ‘I or ‘ego’ or ‘self’. In this case, as in all deliberate acts, the T appears
as an aspect of the very act under which the act is considered owned. .Ch01ce
necessarily refers to a chooser. It is true that, ontologically, the ‘T’ is not a
separate entity, and sowning’ is not a separate act from the act of Chol(fe. It
is present nevertheless in the very act of choosing. Then, the necesmty. of
choice has introduced the necessity of perpetual ’-consciousness, which
goes counter to Sartre’s claim that comsciousness is ess?ntifiﬂly _non-ego-
logical. Finally, since the original choice, apart from constituting individual
choices, is also a choice of Being, in making it the chooser chooses himself.
Prima facie this is quite puzzling. How can one choose oneself lin one’s very
Being? One can indeed often choose several details of one’s bem_g, but that
is possible only when one already has Being, while Sartre 1s saying that the
original choice constitutes oneself in the first place. Ho.cher, before we
spell out how these puzzling features in the notion of choice bear upon .the
realization of freedom, we must look at the process of self-construction

carefully.

Choice and Self-construction

Sartre, as we have seen, moves towards his notion of freedom from c01.1sf-
derations about the nature of consciousness, in particular about th(? nihi-
lating power of consciousness. Consciousness is the humz.m capacity of
cwrenching itself away from its past’. In this ‘nihilating withdrawal’ from
the past, consciousness experiences its own nothingness, or (what amounts
to the same thing for Sartre) its freedom. In the rupture from the past one
sees what one is not, and that amounts to the recognition that one was free.
Thus freedom is built into the very mode of being a subject. The conscious
subject is not a fixed or determined object, an in—it.se_lf, l‘)ut simply a se.lf-
recognition. It is indeed, as we have seen, ‘a double mhllatlon_ of the being
which it is and of the being in the midst of which it is’. But in the same act
of nihilation, consciousness finds its Being. This it does in choosinga Func.la~
mental Project, executed through a myriad of choices one makes b-y whlt::h
one constructs oneself. Thus, for example, my present des:.ire to finish ymt-
ing this part of the paper, through various individual- desires and prOJec.ts,
hierarchically related to an ‘original choice’, is nothing shf)rt of thf: choice
of myself. Since, as Sartre observes, Fundamentally man is the desire to be

. _Moreover the desire to be by no means exists first in order to cause it-
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self to be expressed subsequently by desires a posteriori . . . (it) exists and
manifests itself only . ..through jealousy, greed, love of art, cowardice,
courage, and a thousand contingent, empirical expressions which always
cause human reality to appear to us only as manifested by a particular man,
by a specific person.’2®
But, surely, the human reality conjoins both, the in-itself and the for-it-
self. As Sartre himself affirms, consciousness is not <the totality of the
human being’ but only its <instantaneous nucleus’.?* In making particular
choices, then, when the human reality affirms its being in its nothingness,
the thrust for the affirmation must come from the background which consti-
tutes the individual human being minus its ‘nucleus’. For it is clearly un-
intelligible that a subject who is wholly established in his nothingness may
nevertheless manifest an urge to choose and redefine his being. In actual fact
the background in question is always present, since at no point of his life
does the human being exist without a <past’. (As Heidegger has said, as soon
as one is born one is ‘already too old to die’.) The very fact that to en-
counter one’s own nothingness one has to <effect a rupture from one’s own
past’ shows that prior to the rupture one is identified with that past’. In-
deed the ‘I’ appears as the <owner’ of its past. Thus the individual choices
must refer to an owned past. Only then can they take the form of ‘jealousy’,
<greed’, etc. as mentioned above. Yet the very fact that one is identified with
one’s past points to one’s nothingness in the reality of the <now’. Thus there
is a tension in Sartre’s account of self-construction through choice, which is
doubly paradoxical. First, to be one’s own nothingness one must choose
oneself. To choose oneself one must shed the past. Yet to be able to make
the choice one requires the very background of the past which one is sup-
posed to have shed. This is so since choice, as we have seen, is an act which
must be referred to an ‘owner’, a ‘me’, which, in turn, is available only by
reference to the past. Next, for self-construction one needs to convert one’s
nothingness into Being. Yet the being is construed as nothing but a nihilat-
ing of Being. Since ‘the nature of consciousness simultancously is to be what
it is not and not to be what it is.’2s Choosing to be must always be simul-
taneously an attempt at escaping from Being. This dual nature of choice,
therefore, indicates self-construction to be a positive twin-action—an attempt
to be and an attempt to escape from Being. If thisis the nature of choice,
can either or both of these positive acts be equated with being one’s own
nothingness’? We shall try to answer this question in the next section. For
the moment, let us bear in mind the upshot of the discussion in this section;
which is, that for a coherent account of freedom based in one’s own no-
thingness, we must resolve the above paradoxes. It is here that Krishna-~
murti’s insights come to our rescue. In particular, Krishnamurti differs
sharply in his account of ‘what it is to be one’s own nothingness’. This is the
crux of the matter: if human freedom is grounded in the nothingness of
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one’s being, can we specify @ way of being one’s own nothingness wi-thout
cither positively escaping one’s being or turning one’s nothingness into 4
being through choice?

Being One’s Own Nothingness

Now, for Krishnamurti too freedom consists in being nothing (:No-thing).
But his conception of what is involved in being nothing is much richer than
that of Sartre. True, Krishnamurti also invokes the idea of a wrench from
the past. But again this idea is taken much more seriously :'md fylly explored
by him. In the present seciion we shall try to come to grips with these two
ted themes. i
COI}:?:;,C however; to understand the full-fledged notion of ‘being.nothmg
we must be clear about the meaning of ‘one’s own nothingnes.s’ itself. In
Sartre’s theory, since consciousness is No-thing, the human _reahty ?rua cons-
ciousness must be basically considered as a state of ‘No-thmgl?ess . Wh.a.t it
means is that there is no fixed ‘essence’ of an individual _conscious Sub_]ec.t-
He is his moment to moment choices, and nothing endunng throughout his
choosing career—though ordinarily we believe in an en.durmg self _and h91d
it to be the source of our choices, etc. That s, in reality the self is n9th1r}g
over and above the flow of ‘personalized’ choices, and the self we })eheve in
is nothing but, as Howells puts it, ‘an imaginary co'nstruct, out.slde cons-
ciousness, object not subject of consciousness, a continuous creation held,l_n
being by belief”.2¢ We can say then that the te1:m tone’s own _not.hl'ngness 11;;
simply meant to underline the essential nothmgne.ss of the 1.nd.1v1dual self.
With this meaning in mind we can proceed to explain what is involved in
being one’s own nothingness. . ‘ _ _
For Sartre, as we have already implied in the preced}ng section, be.mg
one’s own nothingness involves a continuing exercisn_: in self-construct:ofl
which consists of choices, though self-nihilating, m.ade in order to find one’s
being, i.e. to be. In contrast to this, Krishnan}urtl pom_ts out that ben;g
nothing strictly requires that the conscious subject remains wholly e.s:tab i
shed in the nothingness of his individual self. To remain thus' estabhshe'd,
in turn, requires an end of the desire to cantinu_e, psychologically, as an
individual enduring ‘me’ or self, which one imagme.s oneself to be, with !:he
consequence that one actually abandons the exercise of self-constlzucutcl)lu
altogether. For Sartre, as we have seen, one must .kecp redefining z}
nothingness of one’s being by hierarchically related cho1ce§. _But an a'ct. 0
choice is either an act of procuring fresh identity or modifying the existing
identity of a being who is essentially nothing. So any att::mpt “co deﬁrte
oneself through choice would be considered to b.e a negatmr_l of ‘what 13' ,
ie. of one’s own nothingness, and not necessarily a negation of one’s
existing identity as Sartre thinks. Morc(?ver, ‘choice’, as notec_i earlier,
presupposes a ‘chooser’ independent and prior to the fict of chg;ce. Bl.'!t
both Sartre and Krishnamurti agree that the chooser is the choice. This
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follows from their theses that in reality the self or ego, which is believed to
be the source of one’s thoughts and actions, is nothing but an imaginary
construct. Prior to the affirmation of being in choice, the ‘chooser® as such
is non-cxistent. Thus if a choice is made at all, Krishnamurti suggests, the
conscious subject could not have been wholly established in his nothing-
ness——he must have identified hinself with the background which accounts
for the choice. That is, the rupture from his own past could not have been
real. Rather, the subject must have carried his past over in the form of the
‘me’ as the chooser, and the choice must have proceeded from that back-
ground. It is for this reason that Krishnamurti refers to choice as ‘reaction’
(in contrast to pure action). In choosing it is the ‘conditioned past’ that is
reacting. This is implied, though not recognized, in Sartre’s own account
of the hierarchical structure of desires in a chosen project. When we con-
sider the original choice we find that it “is absurd, not because it is without
reason but because there has never been any possibility of not choosing
oneself’.2” But surely this is paradoxical. On the one hand, for any act to
be my choice it must refer to my ‘me’ which makes the choice; on the other
hand, there is no identity available for the ‘original’ ‘me’ before the original
choice has actually been made. How then can [ call the original choice a
choice made by me? It is the original choice itself that constitures the ‘me’
in the first place. Since no one can choose himself before he has been
‘chosen’ to be, the original choice cannot be called a choice made by me; it
can only be seen as a choice made in the universe constituting the original
background from which I react in my subsequent choices.

Krishnamurti also offers an instructively original explanation of the very
presence of the urge to choose, i.e. of how it comes about that one chooses
at all. Sartre says that ‘the for-itself chooses because it is lack. . . .28 But
choice, as we have said, presupposes a relevant desire and appropriate
beliefs about oneself and the circumstances in which one exercises the
choice. These, however, can be supplied from Sartre’s views which we have
already mentioned, namely, that the human reality is ‘fundamentaily, the
desire to be’ and that through nihilating consciousness man has the power
to ‘make himself’. But now, the fact that the for-itself is a lack cannot
explain such desire and belief, since the latter constitute the for-itselfin the
first place. That is, the <lack’ cannot explain the rise of the original choice
and therefore cannot explain the subsequent choices either which follow
upon it.

In Krishnamurti there is no talk of an original choice. There is no such
thing as an original chooser. In self-consciousness man discovers himself
already loaded with a <past’. However far back on seeks out oneself one
always encounters a ‘me’, a self-identity. Indeed one is one’s past. As
Krishnamurti affirms: ‘The «“me” is the very essence of the past, the “me”
18 time, the <“me” is sorrow—the ¢“me” endeavours to free itself from itself,
the ~me” makes efforts, struggles to achieve, to deny, to become . . . the
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«me” seeks security . . .identifies itself with something greater in whltch it
hopes to lose itself—whether that be the nation, the ideal or some gO'd—.IS the
factor of conditioning.’® Given this, Krishnamurti explains t?lat it is not
just the fact, considercd obj ectively as it were, that the fOl‘-ltSE.:].f is lack
which explains why it chooses, but the sense of lack or the conscmu:v.,ne.ss of
emptiness that drives one to choose. And it is the ‘rmpd of th? “me” in a:.ll
its self-centred activity (that) has created this emptiness, this isolation.’3?
The consciousness of lack is the shadow of the consciousness of the ‘mci—
the ‘me’ which is believed to be an independent enduring entity but w-hlch
is never encountered as such. (A search for the ‘me’ always ends u!) with a
nothing.) Consciousness per se, Krishnamurti.agrees, is non-ggological but
the particular form of choice which ‘the desire to be’ makes p.resuppo_ses
sthe mind of the me’. And the non-availability of the ‘me’ as a reified obg'ect
is responsible for the sense of lack. Sartre, implicitlg'/, seems to recognize
this fact when he says: ‘Yet this quality of «my-ness” in the world is a fugi-
tive structure, always present, a structure which I live.”®! But Sar.tre does not
attach the same significance to this insight as Krishnamurtl- does. For
Krishnamurti ‘the mind of the me’ with its desire to ‘becor.ne’ is vfrhat cx-
plains the urge to choose. As long as the ‘me’ exists, man will remain scon-
demned to choose’. And the constant striving to be through choice will re-
main a perpetual postponement of the being of one’s own notl}ing{less, and
therefore a denial of freedom. For Krishnamurti, thus, it rematns }rrelevant
to consider what or how one chooses to be; it is the very facft of having to
choose your being that is the element of bondage. Freedom is not the power
to choose but a state of ‘not-having-to-choose’. . ,
Krishnamurti’s positive characterization of ‘being one’s own nothn.lgness
requires taking the idea of ‘rupture from the past’ ir{ ar altf)get‘her d1ffe1jent
light. First, it has to be noted that the rupture in guestion is no1i eo ipso
realized in each and every act of consciousness. It is true that consciousness
being an act ‘can be conceived only as being at its core a ru;zt.ure. with the
given’,® but this does not necessarily imply that the ‘past’ 1s dissolved or
purged out of one’s being for good; it could equally be the case that the pas,t
serves as a sort of springboard for consciousness to jump off into the ‘not’.
But in that case, though consciousness has taken a leap into the future, the
causal efficacy of the past has already been upheld. The course and the reach
of the jump of consciousness (to continue with the anglogy) m:Jst, up toa
certain extent, be determined by the nature of the ‘sprlngboarq .And thlhs,
in a sense, the past has been carried over into the future. In K_r:shnamurp 8
view a total wrench from the past requires the conscious subject to eyflst,
literally, in a state of (psychically) ‘owning’ no pa_st at all. To appreC{a.te
this point we must apply the distinction Krishnamurti draws bfatween ob Jec-
tive time and what he calls «psychological’ time. The former 15 chronolc?gl-
cal, measurable and quantifics processes involving change _in thc? phys1.ca.l
world. The latter exists only as personal memories of experzences in relation
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to one and the same enduring (imaginary) self, namely oneself. That is,
psychological time is the remembered ‘me’—memory of having experienced
certain pleasures, hurts, ‘achievements’, sorrows, etc. with their accompany-
ing hopes and fears, together with the beliefin a personal future. As Krishna-
murti explains: ‘The past is all our accumulated memories. These memories
act in the present and create our hopes and fears of the future. These hopes
and fears are the psychological future: without them there is no future. So
the present is the action of the past, and the mind is this movement of the
past. The past acting in the present creates what we call the future. This
response of the past is involuntary, it is not summoned or invited, it is upon
us before we know it.’® Thus psychological time signifies the sense of ‘own-
ing’ a personal past and its projection into the future. In this sense psy-
chological time identifies the very structure of ‘me’. Any movement of
consciousness in psychological time, therefore, cannot amount to being
one’s own nothingness.

For Krishnamurti, then, being one’s own nothingness signifies a real state
of awareness in which psychological time has altogether ended. In this state
consciousness has not only made a rupture from the past, it has also ceased
to ‘own’ a past and to accumulate it any more. While consciousness as an act
continues nihilating what is, in favour of what is not, as a subjective nucleus
it remains established in its own nothingness.

In all actions of the will the past comforiably lurks in the background.
When consciousness is wholly established in the nothingness of the self, the
action of the will is completely suspended. This idea of a total suspension of
the will, without turning oneselfinto an in-itself, is hard to understand by
those who are brought up in the Cartesian tradition of thinking that willing
is the only thing one can do by way of immediate action of the soul. And
the ‘necessity of choice’ implies that one is always engaged in willing any
way. Even in mere judging one is willing, since one is saying ‘yes’ or ‘no’ to
what is ‘given’. But for Krishnamurti no action of the will can ever affect a
rupture from the past. Since <all will is desire based on the past . . .3 the
action of the will inevitably carries over the past into the future. But,
Krishnamurti maintains, one can suspend the action of the will altogether.
It is possible to do so in an effortless surrender to ‘what is’. In such act of
‘remendous simplicity’ even the minimal exercise of the will {(in accepting
or rejecting the false) stands negated. He calls this surrender an act of
schoiceless awareness’ which he explains as follows: ‘Awareness is an obser-
vation, both outer and inner, in which direction has stopped. You are aware,
but the thing of which you are aware is not being encouraged or nourished.
Awareness is not concentration on something. It is not an action of the will
choosing what it will be aware of, and analysing it to bring about a certain

_result.’?®

The possibility of choiceless awareness is a fact in the human reality. This
insight of Krishnamurti is an important contribution to our understanding
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of the nucleus of human existence. Since the negation of the ‘past’, of the
sme’, in choiceless awareness is not itself an act of the will, it represents the
spontaneity of consciousaess. In this state consciousness is no longer enme-
shed in the exercise of ‘self-construction’. ‘Such negation is the most posi-
tive action, thercfore it is freedom.’3 In sum, while Sartre recommends that
we cash our freedom in affirming of ends or fulfilling the desire fo be, and
remain condemned to choose, Krishnamurti shows us the way of being
truly nothing and therefore free in choiceless awareness.

The Character of Freedom

We are now in a position to see that the way of choice, far from being the
way of being one’s own nothingness (and therefore freedom), is really the
way of being one’s own ‘past’. In choosing, the Sartrean subject is caught
up in the illusion of “freely’ procuring new identitics by redefining himself.
In actual fact he is simply reacting from the background of the <past’, suc-
ceeding only in strengthening the ‘me’—the self which is an imaginary
constiuct.

For Krishnamurti, ‘being one’s own nothingness’ signifies ‘dying to the
past’. In choosing the past is alive; “our action is based on knowledge and
therefore time, so man is always a slave to the past.’®” In freedom the ‘past’
has ended and therefore the whole structure of the ‘me’ vanished into no-
thingness. Choice obviously presupposes a whole set of activities of thought
(belief, desire, evaluation, choice, etc.). For Krishnamurti this network of
self-centred activities can be described as an attempt at becoming’—under-
stood in its psychological accretions. That is, the human reality, apart from
aiming at material results in the objective world, is constantly trying to be-
come something—through various forms of ‘gains’, such as power, fame,
wealth and other mundane pleasures. This constant striving at ‘becoming’ is
a total denial of the freedom of being one’s own nothingness. Thus ‘becom-
ing’ is the way of being one’s bondage to the ‘past’, and freedom must be
free of ‘becoming’. In suggesting ‘dying to the past’ Krishnamurti is ob-
viously not suggesting committing suicide. The dying in question is ‘the
ending of one’s attachments’. . . . Everyday you are abandoning everything
you are attached to.”8 Since, as Sartre says, ‘human reality is action’ and
action naturally produces an ever accumulating past, ‘dying to the past’is a
continuing process—a continuing nihilating of what otherwise would have
been accumulating as the ‘me’. Dying, thus, is a process representing a mode
of being involving an awareness of Being without the centre of the I' or
‘me’—the centre which, as we have seen, is <held in being by belief’. Dying
is living in a state of choiceless awareness in which one is no longer choos-
ing to redefie oneself. In freedom personal motives, i.e. motives of self-
advancement are no longer operative. The very desire to become is absent.
This is truly being absolutely nothing, which means having ‘no ambition-—
which does not mean that you vegitate—no aggression, no resistance, no
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barriers built by hurt’.3® This non-egological awareness of being without
‘becoming’ is the true character of freedom. It is the death of the psycho-
logical temporality of man. In this ending ‘there is freedom from the fear of
not being able to continue’.40

When Sarire says that man is condemned to be free, it suggests that the
character of freedom is of the nature of ‘burden’. Indeed, according to
Sartre one feels ‘anguished’ at the availability of the unbounded freedom.
One is unable to cope with it and seeks to hide one’s freedom from oneself.
All this is quite extraordinary and contrary to our natural intuition in this
matter. If freedom were really manifest in the human reality, man would
have felt the effortlessness’ of spontaneity and the bliss of creativity—fea-
tures which Sartre rightly associates with freedom. Further, man would have
loved his being rather than sought to escape from it. He would have felt
absolutely secure and blissfully fulfilled. But Sartre’s philosophy implies a
completely opposite conception of the character of freedom. By identifying
freedom with the necessity of choice Sartre, it seems, has unwittingly priced
it out of the market, _

On the other hand, Krishnamurti has shown that freedom involves a
perpetual surpassing of the continually changing inner self-identity and
abandoning the self-image altogether. Then, in living without attachment to
the «past’, the conditioned self no longer censors and distorts the sponta-
neity of life.t Krishnamurti calls this, living in the right relationship of
‘love’. Sartre recognizes that man is afraid of the spontaneity of the non-
egological consciousness. But he fails to appreciate that a conscionsness
which is afraid of its own spontaneity, in fact cannot be spontaneous and
therefore cannot be called free. In love’ there is no fear of one’s own no-
thingness, rather one apprehends nothingness as the ground of a moment-to-
moment-creativity. Freedom, then, is the way of ‘selflessness’. By being
nothing one has to fear nothing. Thus freedom is not for the self, it is free-
dom from the self, from the ‘me’, i.e. from having to be a being ‘condemned
to choose’.
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an Indian view

S. GOPALAN
National University of Singapore, Singapore

Itroduction

Culture is indeed a complex concept and stands for a world of ideas ranging
from the sum total of ways of living built up by a group of people and
handed over to posterity through successive generations to the quality of ex-
cellence in the individual and collective life of a people brought about
through an assimilation of value-systems and ideal-configurations. While
the two ends of the spectrum may be regarded as standing for ‘early begin-
nings’ and the culminating points in the Weltanschauung® of a people, it would
be unrealistic to draw a rigid dichotomy between them and assign to the
former a secondary place and accord prime importance to the latter. For,
notwithstanding the complexity of the latter and despite the seeming simpli-
city of the former, on analysis it is found that ideas characterizing the one
are found to be present in the other either in a recognizable form or in an
imperceptible manner. The main reason for this phenomenon is that the
reflective temper of man brings with it thought-constructs which transform
the quality of life of a people at every stage of development of man and
society. The interaction between thought-systems and patterns of living thus
account both for the complex texture of culture and for the varying possi-
bilities of articulation of the ideas transmitted and ideals visualized by
a people. This indeed suggests that the idea of creativity expresses itself
through the processes of interpretation and reinterpretation.

From a philosophical perspective, an analysis of culture points to both a
view of life and a way of life and more importantly to an interaction between
them. One of the dominant expressions of the former is seen in the philoso-
phical systems that emerge and of the latter, in the religious traditions that
evolve. Even at the outset it is mnecessary to note that the philosophical
systems incorporate within themselves both a scheme of values and a theory
of reality. Tt is also essential to point out that religious traditions stand not
merely for certain belief-systems but also, at a deeper level, for certain ideals
considered worthwhile to achieve by man. The processes of interpretation and
reinterpretation referred to above can well be expected to have, as their sub-
ject-matter, both philosophical ideas and religiousideals found in a particular
geographical area, current during a historical era or prevalent in the world
at large. This is perhaps what is meant by the oft-quoted statement that the
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cream of a culture is to be found in its philosophy and religion. The full
implication of this statement for the idea of a creative synthesis of culture
will become evident in the sequel but it needs to be explicated here that this
task is undertaken in the present paper by analysing aspects of an Indian
philosophico religious classic, the Tirukkural. As the Tamil classic itself is
reflective of the Indian philosophical and religious ideas on the cultural side,
it is necessary to consider the backdrop provided by Indian classics in
general.

The Backdrop Provided by Indian Philosophical Classics

Confining cur attention to philosophical classics, it is good to start with the
commonly accepted idea that the Sanskrit language has been one of the
most powerful media of transmission of the Indian cultural tradition. The
Sanskritic philosophical literature may, for our purposes, be classified into
two types, viz. those which are spiritually oriented and those dealing with
secular concerns, respectively referred to as mokgsa-fasira literature and
dharma-$astra literature. As the secular concerns of man include those of
the economic and psychological (feeling-emotional) aspects of life, the clas-
sics specifically dealing with these aspects, such as the Artha-Sastra and the
Kama-Siitra, may also be brought under the second type of literature. But
since a number of works akin to these have been produced by the Indian
ethos and since they bring to the fore a dominant strand of thought concern-
ing the secular aspects of human living, the terms artha-fdsira literature
and kama-sitra literature are also made use of to refer to them specifically.

'The dominant motif in the moksa-$dstra literature has been the portrayal
of the ideal of spiritual perfection referred to as moksa, mukti, apavarga and
kaivalya® The conceptualization of the ideal (also referred to as the ulfi-
mate ideal to be aspired for in human life) in these systems has been through
a process of metaphysical system-building, through a sustained inquiry into
the nature of reality and the place of man in it and the role he has to play
by adopting a scheme of life which enables him to attain the ideal.

Secular concerns occupy the attention of the sccond type of literature
which includes the dharma-§astra, artha-sastra and kama-$astra writings.
Human life is analysed in terms of its personalistic and institutional dimen-
sions in these discussions. Idealization of both aspects of life takes the form
of visualizing the individual-institution relationship as geared towards trans-
forming the quality of man’s secular life. The creative contributions made
by philosophers in this context have indeed been instrumental in enriching
the meaning of culture.?

The striking feature of Indian philosophical literature in Sanskrit has
been that a core idea is clearly discernible in it, viz. that the secular and the
spiritual spheres of life are neither discontinuous with one another nor do
they play discordant tunes though they may appear to be so. The Sanskritic
literature as a whole suggests a four-fold scheme of values (termed the pury-
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séirthas%), representing the secular and spiritual aspects of life. In fact, it
will not be an exaggeration to suggest that the contents and contours of
Hindu culture have been influenced a good deal by accepting the philosophy
of values as providing a guiding principle for personal as well as institutional
life. _ ‘

Thus, the ideas centring around secularism and spiritualism (f the two
terms are employed to indicate respectively secular and spiritual values) are
suggestive of: (i) the multi-faceted characteristic of human I}ature wl.nch
needs to be ‘catered for’, and (i) the development of a harmot}lous relation-
ship between the secular and the spiritual realms of hum_an life. Ir{ regard
to (i) it needs to be noted that human nature expresses jtself both in terms
of the ordinary ‘desires’ felt and in terms of the attractiveness offered by a
realm beyond the ordinary, by a sphere not confined to the purely secule}r.
In regard to (ii) the development of harmony between the two §pheres: viz.
ihe secular and the spiritual, is to be visualized as a potent{ahty which is
trying to become actualized in life by a deliberate and creative act of the
human will. In this sense the idea of creativity of culture signifies, from the
Hindu point of view, the consistent attcmpis of man to visualize and actualiz.e
a scheme of life which coheres well with his innate nature and dignity both in
the personal and at the institutional spheres.® N '

The continuity envisaged between the sccular and the spiritual realms 15
provided by a regulative value (known as dharma) at t.h&.e secular lev_el a-nd
attempting to achieve a transformed outlook in individual a.nd_somal. hf&?.
The affirmative action-plan such an outlook on life engenders is itself indi-
cative of attitudinal changes considered desirable in man; the chang.es may
be described as pointing to an idealistic-normative approach to life. Tl}e
effect of such a transformed outlook may also be described as spiritual in
so far as life is not viewed purely in terms of corporeal elements but also in
terms of incorporeal elements, imperceptible though they may be. In a
slightly different and extended sense of the term, the spiritua_l qutlook may
also be understood as not considering secular life as an end-in-itself but as
ameans of transforming the quality of the individual’s personal as wel'l as
institutional life and also helping others in society to achieve a similar
transformation of the quality of their lives.

The references above to the ideas of the secular and the spiritu:fl z{nd
more especially to the continuity between them are helpful in appreciating
the fact that the Indian tradition asa whole (notwithstanding the differences
in the modes of articulation of the ideas) has been deeply concerned with the
ideal of a good life. A significant and unique area of agreement between them
has been, as was hinted at at the commencement of the paper, regarding the
core idea of what constitutes the ultimate good. Furthermore, they all visua-
lize the overarching influence that the aspiration for attaining t]}e ultimate
good has on human life, viz. thatit transforms the outlook on life and also
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the approach to society and the world at large of those who are intent on
reaching the ultimate goal.®

The concept of the good life may thus be considered highly suggestive of
the need for reordering human life by ‘reconsidering priorities’. The crisis
of values experienced by humanity that some thinkers complain of today
means precisely that certain values which ought to be pursued by man are
not actually being followed. The implicit suggestion is that while the good
life may, in the ultimate sense, be visualized as achieving the epitome of
spiritual perfection, aiming at a high standard of ethics both at the indi-
vidual and at the institutional levels in the immediate present and at the
fevel of secular living, is no less important.

The subtle distinction between the good life conceived of as an ideal life
as an end to be achieved by man and the ideals in life to be adopted as means
drawn above is highly suggestive of the divergent expressions of an idealis-
tic view of life found in the Indian cultural tradition. It seems to me that

“the characteristic of ‘unity in diversity’ so often pointed to by students of
Indian culture means precisely that the same ideal has been conceived and
reconceived in manifold ways within the Indian context itself. Furthermore,
the reciprocal relationship between the ideal of a good life (achieving the
epitome of spiritual perfection) and the ideals in life (incorporating a life of
value in individual and collective life) has been highlighted in divergent
ways in the various Indian languages and geographical locations within the
Indian subcontinent itself and offer ns an insight into the ‘Indian view-
point’.”

The Tamil Classic Tirukkural as Reflecting the Indian View

The Tamil work Tirukkupalis a case in point. The distinct standpoint it
takes on the issue of the nature of the relationship between the immediate
ideals and the ultimate ideal is evident from the author of the classic con-
ceiving of this relationship in a very unique way. Even while endorsing the
Sanskritic view of the intimate and reciprocal relationship between the
secular and spiritual realms of human existence, and even as he accepts the
idea of the multiple ideals which concern man in the immediate context of
life in answer to the different aspects of man’s personality make-up,® he
does not consider the ultimate ideal as occupying a totally distinct sphere
from the non-ultimate ones. The structure of the text itself evidences this
fact in two important respects: (i) no separate section is allotted for a consi-
deration of the ultimate ideal, and (ii) even when the immediate ideals are
referred to, it is unambiguously suggested that, pursued in an ethical way,
they themselves ‘constitute’ the realization of the ultimate ideal.?

In this context it is worth noting that of late, due recognition has been
given to the fact that classical languages of India like Tamil, reflect and pro-
ject, through ethico-social treatises, the Indian viewpoint, just as much as
Sanskrit. A.K. Ramanujan, a contemporary writer who interprets Tamil
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literature to the West, has significantly pointed to the necessity of studying
classics written in other languages like Tamil to geta good insight into
Indian tradition. His observations on this point are apposite:

For a long time, Indian civilization was thought of only as the civiliza-
tion of classical India expressed mainly in Sanskrit. For over a hundred
years in Europe and America they have had Sanskrit studies. Now people
are beginning to realize that there are many Indias. It is not one India and
India is not just in the past. India has a live, longstanding, continuous
tradition and it is a multiple tradition. In the study of this multiple tradi-
tion we need the living languages. We need all the different linguistic
traditions to be represented, not only Sanskrit but also Dravidian tradi-
tions . . . Until we have some idea of, and sonie acquiantance with all of
these, . . . the picture of India will not be complete. It will be partial and
it will be unbalanced. The recognition of such imbalance is one reason
why Dravidian studies and particularly Tamil studies are increasingly re-
ceiving attention . . . For a total picture of Indian civilization and Indian
linguistics we need both these classical but contrasted languages.1

The Tirukkural is regarded as the greatest ethical treatise produced by
the Tamil genius and is also considered a world classic. The work refiects
the characteristic feature of Tamil literature, viz. its confidence in human
powers expressing itself in a positive affirmation of life on earth. This point
needs to be reiterated since the concept of culture does not connote merely
visualizing an ideal far above the average secular concerns of man, but rather,
dwelling at length on the concerns of the common man and the everyday
life of the man-in-the-street and exhorting the achievement of deeper mean-
ing and significance by leading a life which is ethically good, morally pure,
religiously ‘other-regarding’ and philosophically reflective of all aspects of
human personality—those that are immediately apparent to the senses, those
that attract the attention of the sensitive mind and also those which do not
escape the sensibilities of the human intellect and the deeper, ever-present
self. The point also helps us to appreciate how the idea of cultural synthesis
has its roots deeply entrenched in such a view of the importance accorded to
‘this-worldly’ concerns and rises far above the ground level to reach out to
higher regions where the pure air of clear thinking and the warm sunshine
of wisdom coalesce and pave the way for a philosophy of life which is trans-
geographical in nature and a style of life in which concern for human kind
shorn of divergent religious affiliations’ and cultural diversities'® is the only
meaningful one.

The chief concern of the work is with the fundamentals of the good life
as paving the way for a cultural transformation' of man understood in the
sense indicated above. In contrast to the Sanskritic division of human values
into four, viz. dharma (virtue), artha (material wealth), kama (desire) and
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moksa (spiritual perfection), we find in it a detailed discussion. of only the
first three. The distinctive feature of the work is its claim that the good life
consists in living up to the ideals of the first three values and in the process,
realizing the fourth. The deliberate ‘omission’ of the fourth value, however,
has not resulted in a qualitatively inferior type of approach to the concept
of good life, but has impressed upon its readers the importance of living
out the first three not mechanically but meaningfully, by fathoming the
valuable and venerable depths of the human psyche.**

I am thus suggesting that the Tamil work seeks to convey the general
Indian view through the emphasis it lays on the first three values alone. An
attempt is made in the rest of the paper to indicate further that the philoso-
phy of good life portrayed in the Tamil classic has implications for world
thought inasmuch as it suggests the need for cultural synthesis.

Towards a Creative Synthesis of Cultures: The Kupal View
The dominant idea we find in the Kupa/ in this regard is rooted, no doubt,
in the philosophy of a good life but the latter gets its grist and form from
the idea of moral and ethical principles permeating individual and institu-
tional life everpwhere. The close-knit relationship between the principle of
morality and the good life would indeed indicate that if the former is con-
sidered distinctive of man, irrespective of distinctions of class,’® sex, time,
clime, culture or religion,!¢ then it may be said that any ethico-social treatise
which is considered a classic, can well be expected to contain within it, root
ideas of cultural synthesis. And, it is hence not surprising that the Kupal, as
a world classic, does offer guidelines for humanity as a whole on the subject
of synthesis of cultures. The prime factor which makes the synthesis possible
is morality in so far as it touches the deepest layer in the human psyche and
paves the way for an idealistic and open-minded world view.

Tt is interesting in this context to note that while writing a pre-publication
review of an English translation of the Kupal by the Rev. G.U. Pope, R.C.
Temple observed as follows:

The Kupa] is not only the first work of its own language, but as ‘one of
the highest and purest expression of human thought” has also interest far
beyond the ten million speakers of Tamil . . . .The Kural is divided into

three books, embracing really in a series of short stanzas the whole ethics
of the daily life, not of any particular race or people but of mankind
generally ... 1In its own land the Kural owes its popularity as much to
the beauty of its versification as to its morality, but it is the breadth of
view and its speaking to the heart of man that must make it a favourite

with the world at large.’”

The idea of morality which is emphasized in the Kura! signifies precisely
that as a core-value, it runs through the whole of life. This is tantamount
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-to considering man as the individual <bearer of values’ who has the respon-
sible function of <sustaining’ the various institutions of which heis an in-
tegral part. Individual values are thus seen to provide the foundational
elements to the social institutions he visualizes, ‘creates’ and participates in.

The core-value of morality is referred to by the Tamil classic as aram!®
and all secular concerns are brought under two values, poru/'® and mbam.20
Of these porul refers to economic and political aspirations and is considered
to provide the foundation for the institutions of property and the state; and
inbam stands for the psychological aspect of desire and is visualized as
foundational to the institutions of marriage and family. The core-value
status accorded to morality signifies that it should pervade the pursuit of
the other two values and permeate the institutions they express themselves
in. The Kural’s significant contribution, even while subscribing to the essen-
tials of the Indian philosophy of values suggested in the Sanskritic tradition,
lies in its envisaging one key concept, viz. aram in such a way that the other
two values, viz. poruf and inbam become but extensions of aram.

Looked at from this point of view, the concept of dgram holds the key
which unlocks the philosophy of good life in the Kura/. The subtlety in the
presentation and analysis of apam that is found in the Kura/ matches indeed
the subtlety with which aram pervades the entire life of man—both the per-
sonal and the institutional aspects—and makes him truly human. The im-
perceptible, though not ineffective, presence of aram in the workaday con-
cerns of man paradoxically is responsible for the warmth of feelings and
depth of emotions in man and for the idealistic motivations that are seen in
human action, suggests the classic. The result is that the very idealizations
of man® are seen presented not as exhortations to man to become seriously
and strenuously ethical and spiritual, but as gentle suggestions (though
characterized by firm conviction) that extending principles at work at the
personal level to inter-personal life-situations constitutes the very essence
of the ethical and spiritual life of man.

The idea of extension of the principle of aram is thus to be understood as
introducing the idealizing element into secular life itself which is analysed
in terms of the various social institutions. It is interesting indeed to observe
that in recent discussions of social institutions, five of them are listed as
important and significant, viz. property, state, family, religion and educa-
tion. The first three are referred to as secular institutions par excellence and
philosophically, the exhortations made in regard to participation in each of
these institutions by man are by way of idealizations of man to observe
certain ethical principles. Education and religion are both considersd - use-
ful in infusing such principles and are in effect deemed to make possible an
idealistic orientation towards the institutions themselves.

In the idealistic scheme of Tiruvalluvar, the secular ipstitutions referred
to as the objectifications of the principle of aram are property and state, con-
noted by poru/, and marriage and family, connoted by inbam. Tt needs to
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be reiterated that these institutions are looked upon as objectiﬁca.ti.ons of
the moral principle of aram in so far as they represent the' panoramic pro-
jections of an abstract principle trying to find expressions in concrete, inter-
personal situations of human life. =

The idea that living an idealistic secular life (understood as 'pﬁ.l:thlpa.tlflg-
meaningfully and ethically in the various secular institutions) is nothing
but a result of applying the internal moral principle to the exter.nal, concrete
realm of human existence?? can be better understood by asking oprselves
what the resulting difference would be for a philosophy of good life, if I?oru_l
or inbam is considered the central or core concern in human life. Co.nszc.ler-
ing porul as thechief concern not only at the individual but also at the mstx.tu-
tional level would certainly result in considering aram not as an extension
of porul but as an inevitable and indispensable accessory, and would ‘be a
true representation of a predominantly materialistic apProach to life (if
poru] is considered to be economic pursuit), or as a typical treatmf:nt of
man as a political animal Gif porul is understood in its extended meaning of
state as an institution). Likewise, if inbam is looked at as the corc-va.lue‘:,
it can be described in no terms other than the ancient Indian hedonistic
philosophy of the Carvakas. The accommodation of aram in such.a scheme
of life can at best make room for ethical hedonism as it happened in the later
history of the Carvaka system. )

On the other hand, considering apam as the nucleus of the good life does
not amount to relegating either porul or inbam to a secondary place. Wheth-
er we consider poruf and inbam as indispensable for the pursuit oi: aram ot
look at them as outward manifestations of a pinciple inherent 1n hI.lI:na..Il
nature, aram does not suffer devaluation nor does its significance get dimi-
nished. In either case, each of them will be looked upon as at.tem})ts ) at
institutionalizing the value of aram,* though in the one case the institutio-
nalization is in the larger area of the economy and polity and in. the other
case, the process (of institutionalization) relates to the comparatively small
area of family. ey

The idealistic and open-minded world view referred to above as indicat-
ing ‘culture-synthesis’ is now clear. For a person whose life has been so

transformed, the area of concern is not simply his own immediate family,

nor even the country to which he belongs, but the whole of hul}lanity. Af:c-
ordingly, the inspiration for such a person is not simply from his own scrip-
tures or religion but from all scriptures and religions of the world. . ‘
The basis of such a philosophy of culture enshrined in the Tamq classic
is that an idealistic conception of man and society is not the exclusxve_ pre-
rogative of any one culture but is found in the various cultural tradl'tl.ons
of the world. Hence the classic emphasizes that all the cultural trad:tzc-m.s
are valuable and are hence worthwhile considering. This is not in the spirit
of quenching the intellectual thirst of understanding cother cultures’, but

with a view to getting newer insights and gaining true wisdom.
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The subtle but significant distinction drawn between understanding and
wisdom is to be understood nor as underestimating the importance of an
intellectual comprehension of cultures but as pointing to the need for ‘go-
ing beyond’ and attempting to transform understanding into wisdom by
assimilating the best from the diverse cultures of the world. To quote from
the Tirukkural itself: “Though we learn diverse things from different sages’
lips, wisdom consists in getting at the truth through each of them!'*s

Conclusion

It is, then, the submission of this paper that the compléx texture of culture
in terms of the intricate and interwoven nature of the relationship between
philosophy and religion on the one hand, and in terms of the creative con-
tributions of the human mind to the way the deeper implications of human
life need to be comprehended, on the other, hasinit the potentiality for a
synthesis of cultures.

Since potentialities need not necessarily become actualized and may
remain ‘unexploited’ unless it be through deliberate efforts of man, it may
be reiterated in conclusion that mere theoretical constructs will not help the
situation. Cognitive constructions of a good life and a laudable system of
values no doubt provide the strong foundations for an idealistic approach
to life which, far from excluding with impunity, attitudes of man-in-society
towards the others in (his) society and other societies, envelops in an inclu-
sive way, a positive outlook on secular life itself, but in a deeper way.
Since the foundations by themselves do nof constitute the structure to be
erected, even though their strength ultimately ensures the enduring character
of the superstructure, it is necessary to ‘go beyond’ mere comprehension,
understanding and intellectual appreciation. -

The idea of transformation of the quality of life thus hinges on the need
to observe in practice the values cherished. This may be referred to
gither as bringing down values to the level of living or as living out the
ideals envisaged and aspired for. The very effort at infusing values into
patterns of living guarantees the transformed outlook, the sine qua non for
culture-synthesis. While this idea has found expression in different ways in
the various cultural traditions of the world, in India it has been through
visualizing the relationship between philosophy and religion as between
theory and practice. The intimate and reciprocal relationship between
philosophy and religion, a characteristic feature of the Indian tradition, has
in turn been articulated in diverse ways and the main submission of the pre-

sent paper has been that the Tirukkural incorporates one such reflection of
the Indian view.
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NoOTES AND REFERENCES

The German term does not admit of an accurate English equivalent. Though the word
sworld view’ is generally accepted as the equivalent, it is not expressive enough to
bring out the philosophical import that the German term possesses. It should be con-
ceded, however, that *world view’ suggests the metaphysical orientation of life that
idealistic philosophers visualize by refusing to be concerned merely with what is pre-
sented to them through the sense-organs.

. These four terms relate to the concept of spiritual perfection visualized in the six

systems of Hindu philosophy known as the ‘orthodox systems’ or dstikadarfanas. The
two terms more commonly used are moksa and mukti. The Nyaya system makes use
of the third, and the fourth is employed by the Yoga system. In general, these four
terms may be considered as ‘equivalents’ to the term nirvdga used by the two chetero-
dox systems’ or ndstikadarsanas, Jainism and Buddhism,

. If ethical and moral discussions found in the Indian tradition are considered *parallel’

to metaphysical discussions, one running theme down the ages has been the trans-
formation of the quality of human life. Importance is accorded to this idea as much
as to ihe ideal of spiritual perfection, In fact, reference to the former is made in the
context of a discussion of the latter and vice versq. Considered in this light, culrare,
understood in the sense indicated at the commencement of the paper, has been sub-
jected to continued reflection through succeeding generations of philosophizing in the
various regions of India and has lent itself to creative contributions from various
quarters within the Indian tradition.

. It may be helpful to state briefly the general philosophy of the purusdrtha scheme.

The scheme is based on the principle that the ultimate spiritual aim of human life
{moksa) can be achieved progressively and not at one stretch. It is based on the
sound psychological principle that the spiritual ideal can be attained through regulat-
ing secular life. Secular values which are generally sought after by man need not be
abandoned altogether. A definite place is accorded to them since they represent
natural human inclinations. Though over-indulgence in them is not permitted, regu-
lated expression is encouraged. The Tamil tradition too accepts this approach to the
philosophy of values.

. The capacity for transcendence seems to be indicative of the transcendental dimension

of human personality. Human nature ynambiguously reveals its amphibiousness. Man
lives on the ‘good earth’ and his aspirations are towards & ‘brave new world'l No
doubt, his living on ‘mother earth’ is respomsible for his reflecting about how happi-
ness, ‘here, on earth’ can be realized, but his thoughts about ‘father heaven’ do make
him visualize a transcendental plane of existence and does leave its stamp on his
philosophizing about the empirical realm in which he actually lives. It then oceurs to
him that the ethically good is not necessarily opposed to but is in fact compatible
with his metaphysical quest, nay that it is but an aspect of it. When we add fo this
the fact that ethical as well as metaphysical analyses of human life are themselves pro-
ducts of human thinking, it becomes apparent still that a meaningful consideration of
the one entails an analysis of the other as well. Culture thus signifies transformation
of human life by aiming at and realizing enduring values.

. In the Kupal the idea gets more clearly and less ambiguously articulated. Suffice it to

mention here that the Tamil classic, without actually mentioning a spiritual value by
name (comparable to moksa or nirvana) but accepting it in substance and spirit,
presents an idealistic philosophy of action. Fhough the activistic philosophy is un-
mistakably presented, the need for adopting an attitude of renunciation which lends
deeper significance to action itself, is insisted upon (see Tirukkural, 35.6), In cate-

10.
11.
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gorical terms it condemns the habit of taking to remunciation fermally, i.e. without
imbibing the renunciatory spirit (ibid., 28.10).

. A renowned Tamil scholar explains the pan-Indian framework of the philosophy of

values as follows, <Itis itself a product of the common efforts of the intellectual
world of India spreading from the Himalayas to Cape Comorin and, therefore thers
is...a common heritage and a common harvest,’ (T.P. Meenakshisundaram,
‘Philosophy of Tiruvalluvar’, in M. Venugopaula Pillai, ed. Thirumathi Sornammal
Endowment Lectures on Tirukkura, University of Madras, Madras, 1971, p. 234.)

. Such an understanding of human nature subscribed to by the Tirukkupal is reflected

in a number of couplets. However, one particular couplet in which the author uses a
significant phrase, vaiyasthuf vilvanku valpaven, is worth referring to here, For in
this couplet the author clearly takes note of the interwovenness of the two natures
when he describes human life on earth as ‘participatingin heaven® when it is led in
the Hght of the ultimate ideal (Couplet 5,10).

The idea is, in fact, quite clear from the methodology adopted by Tiruvalluvar
while introducing us to the concept and content of the good life. He indicates the
intertwining of the metaphysical and empirical aspects of good life and also outlines
his philesophy of good life even at the commencement of his treatise (though
suggestively) in the first four chapters,

. Chapters 1-38 constitute Section I entitled Aratfuppal. In this section the importance

of the principle of morality is explicated. Chapters 39-108 form Section IT with the
heading Porugpal. This group of chapters deal with the institutions of state and pro-
perty. Chapters 109-133 grouped under Section IIT with the title, Kamattuppdl, con-
cern themselves with sex and love in human life as providing the foundational prin-
ciples of the institution of marriage. No separate section is devoted to Feedu, the
ultimate spiritual value. All the same, the classic is emphatic on the point that when
secular life is led with aram as the guiding principle, that itself constitutes the attain-
ment of spiritualization in life.

Span, New Dethi, August 1970,

It is a truism, it may be pointed out here, for it is widely understood that the Kupal
contains strands of thought which may be identified with Brahmanical Hinduism, or
with Jaimism or with early Buddhism, but it seems to us that a specific mention of
this fact is called for at this stage in view of the ‘claims’ on the Kuye/ made by
scholars belonging to or in sympathy with the different religious traditions of India.
Furthermore, the claimants also give us the impression that they mean to deny the
presence of other strands of thought as well in the Tamil classic. (Of course, such an
extreme claim is not made from the side of Buddhism.) It is hence important to
underline the fact that the Kuraf need not be reduced to be a book of one particular
tradition in the narrow sense of the term.

It is also interesting to note that a devout and pious Christian as he was, Pope un-
failingly spotted the sayings of Lord Jesus Christ in the Kwral The ten couplets
constituting the fourth chapter entitied ‘Commendation of Virtue® fascinated him
most and he wrote: I translate the ten couplets of which it is to be noted that they
are perhaps on the whole the most polished in the book; . . . since the writer: (1) was
an avowed eclectic; (2) was unfettered by caste; (3) was an inhabitant of San Thome
and. so in the midst of Christians, it seems to me a natural supposition that he had
heard the Sermon on the Mount. ‘To such a man the lives and words of our blessed
Lord and of his holy Apostles, especially St. Paul, would have a peculiar charm,.’
(Cited in K.C. Kamaliah, Preface in the Kural, M. Seshachalam and Co., Madras,
1973, pp. 3-4.) Kamaliah also refers (p. 6) to Pope’s seeing in the Kuwral Mohamme-
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dan influences as well and remarks: <It is patent that toe Kupal is acceptable to all
strata of people in the community of mankind, irrespective of their religicus persua-
sions, social status and even political affiliations, But verily can it be said that the
Kuralis forthright in its appeal, never compromises on, fundamentals, with its
affirmation of truth and negation of evil.’

The transformation is aimed at converting the raw, unregenerate aspects of man's
social living, into an acceptable ‘cultured’ life, This is apparent from the language of
exhortation as well as designation that the Kuraf adopts. (See for instance Couplets
4.3-6, 6.10 and 7.4-6.)

This would also explain the general thrust of the Kupal's philosophy, viz, its insis-
tence on man’s doing virtuous deeds in this world. In a significant couplet the‘author
of the classic says: <If men acquire ample glory in this world by doing virtuous deeds,
the world of, the gods will cease to laud the sage who has attained that world,’
{Couplet 24.4)

This is especially evident from Tiruvalluvar’s statements contained in two important
couplets: ‘All men that live are one in circumstances of birth and diversities of works
give each his special worth.” (Couplet 98.2) ‘A brahmin, even if he forgets the Vedas
can recover it by reading, but if he fails in propriety or good conduct, even his high
birth is destroyed.” (Couplet 14.4),

Vide, note 12 above.

Indian Antiguary, 1886,

This core-value may be deemed to refer to the Good, and the concretization attempts
made by man may be referred to as indicating aspects of the good life. Aram as
referring to the Ideal of the Good is a transcendental category, notwithstanding the
fact that it is also definable concretely with reference to man in terms of what is con-
ducive to the enrichment of his Iife. Both the aspects of aram are derivable from the
etymology of the term itself. Etymologically, aram is derived from apu, which in
Tamil means “to cut’, ‘to define’ and sto delimit’, Aram thus signifies whar is defini-
tive of what ought to be done.

This Tamil term literally means ‘material wealth’. Itis considered to stand also for
the institution of the state in so far as the latter is important for making the acquisi-
tion preservation and augmentation of wealth, The value named poru] can thus be
considered to stand for the secular institutions of property and the state.

This Tamil term refers to happiness as a psychological state of the human mind. The
wide spectrum of meaning the term stands for, by derivation, ranges from the idea of
desire for sex to the love of companionship, not to mention the idea of art-apprecia-
tion, and-aspiration for spiritual realization. In terms of secular institutions, the
value named inbam is considered to be foundational to marriage and family.

The idealization of the economic and political aspects of human life (what T would
refer to as extension afam in the: economic and political spheres} are specifically
found in the second section of the Tirukkuraj, ‘Porutpal’, as was noted above,

See Tirukkuraf, 4.4; 8.9.

1f the earlier and later phases of Indian materialism, Carvdka, were to be referred to
as representing psychological hedonism and ethical hedonism, the idea that even in the
more philosophically advanced stage, Carvaka materialism provided dharma only a
secondary place would become evident. This is*n the count that whereas in its earlier
phase the Carvaka system did not provide dkarma’any place in its scheme of values,
in its later phase, it ‘accommeodated’ the ethical value of dharma as a means of aug-
menting the sum total of pleasures attainable and enjovable by man.
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24, The idea that the secular institutions are extensions of aram is gathered both from

the Kupal’s according all-importance to aram in human life (vide Couplets 4.2, 6, 8§,
9 and 10) and from its insistence that the principle should be observed in all the
institutional situations in life referred to in general as the householder’s stage’
(Iflapam). (See Couplets 5.2,5,6and 9,) The need for considering the acguisition
af wealth as an occasion for observing the altruistic attitude in life found in Couplets
17.3, 22,2 and 23,5 reinforces the idea further.

25, 43.3.
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PREAMBLE

In any pursuit of incontrovertible knowledge, we are told, we need a theory
that provides generalized answers to questions such as: When is a cognitive
claim valid? What sorts of evidences are acceptable in adjudicating the
validity of a cognitive claim? What sorts of beliefs are acceptable? What
criteria are admissible in the critical appraisal of rival claims? In cases
where there are conflicting criteria, what are the relative strengths and
weaknesses ? In India these questions are generally addressed in the Pramana
theory, which is what in the West is called epistemology.

In this paper I shall endeavour to show the ramifications of the concep-
tion of knowledge and its justification developed specifically in the context
of the thesis of Sabdapramana, i.e. the class of knowledge claims based on
the evidence of testimony or tradition. While the basic problematic and
framework is derived from Indian philosophy, the critical examination of
the thesis frays into recent discussions of testimony in Western philosophy.

The Problem of Knowledge
Questions have been asked as to why it is plausible to take evidence and
justification as definitive of knowledge (Nozick, p. 248). Gettier made the
thesis of justified true belief (JTB) most vulnerable through his famous
example that pointed to a paradox in JTB. We need not réhearse that here
in detail, save to note that ' may have the belief that p, and justifiably hold
to this, or claim to know that p is true, when in fact p is not true, or pis
true by chance, or through some other contingent circumstances; or thatp
is neither true nor false (as in non-cognitive states). If we can say (trivially)
that knowledge that p does not entail belief that p, then we can say that
knowledge p does not entail belief that p. This is not so trivial after all, for
the Indian philosophers do want to be able to speak of knowledge qua
cognitive claim in as direct a connection with p as possible, albeit an epis-
temic rather than a psychological connection.

While admitting the informal and contextually contingent nature of the
relation of knowledge to belief, some philosophers have pressed the argu-
ment that it may still be legitimate to ask what would be sufficient to vali-

*This paper presented in the World Conference of Philosophy, Nairobi, Kenya,
July 21.25, 1991,
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date S’s belief that p. While this renders the role of belief and justified (true)
belief subsidiary in the central concerns regarding knowledge, philosophers
are insistent that it nevertheless provides an adequate means for deciding
issues which sceptics are only too happy to throw out altogether.

Such an approach rules out a causal theory of knowledge, that is, causal
connections of @ certain sort constitute the necessary and sufficient conditions
on which one’s (true) belief may be rightly taken as knowledge (Margolis,
pp. 31-32). This is so because the causal sequence linking the circumstantial
conditions that might generate knowledge, thus p, and the belief that p,
remains problematical, and it is not clear what the proper relationship bet-
ween them is (Margolis, pp. 31-32). So, what then would be the sufficient
grounds, or how is this discourse to be framed?

It appears that we have to turn to evidence (g) for confirmation of the
case that p if that is what the belief is about. Again, there are difficulties
and problems here. For one, not all knowledge depends on evidence (as of
pain or simple colours) and other self-intimating states or immediate aware-
ness (Margolis, p- 34)- ‘For another, any belief not incompatible with what
is putatively known and not strong enough to entail what is known may, by
some circuitous route, be construed as evidence. Again, if knowledge that p
need not entail belief that p, then there can be no formally adequate connec-
tion between belief that g and knowledge that p (suitably had by §) if, on
the hypothesis, S has no belief about p. Again, if § must know that for
some belief of his, ¢ is evidence for p, in order to qualify as having know-
ledge that p, then we should be caught in a vicious regress in order to
establish that § knows that p.” (Margolis, p. 34)-

Nozick, using a tracking strategy, asks usto consider the simple model,
<Evidence for a [statement or] hypothesis is something that would hold if
the hypothesis were true. If eis evidence for A, then (a) h->e; if h were the
case e would be the case. Realizing that the subjunctive connection is
not sufficient, for e could hold anyway even if & were not true, Nozick
modifies the conditional, adding (b) if & weren’t true, e wonldn’t hold; not-
h—>not-e. This makes ¢ a strong evidence for 4, which would not hold if e
were not the case. Combining (a) and (b); given that e, Nozick says we can
deduce the hypothesis & A severe test will ook for not-e: if not-e is dis-
covered to hold true, # fails the test and is false; if e is discovered to be
true, it passes the test, butisa weak evidence for &.’ (Nozick, pp. 248-50).
The issue is whether or not the subjunctive (rather than one or the other
tracking conditions) holds. I believe there is some merit in this formulation
and T think a position I will elucidate later is not too far from this model,
although I will substitute jfiana for hypothesis, and press for non-deductive
inference.

Now it is one contention of Indian philosophers that in many respects the
Pramdpa theory embeds a conception both of knowledge and its validating
grounds in response to the sorts of issues just raised, but in a rather funda-
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mentally different way. Firstly, the starting point is not knowledge as such,
much less statement or proposition, but awareness, jidna, which may be
compared to a claim to knowing p; secondly, it is pramaya or the means of
true knowledge and the appropriate one that fulfils the condition of both the
causes and justifications for jfiana. (The causal conditions are rather more
complex than simple physical sense-data type of contact.) Thirdly, the
pramdna yielded in this way is irreducible, for knowledge must be true to the
nature of that and that type of object being cognized. Hence, a theory of
justification is built into or is integral to the Pramdna theory, so that, ceferis
paribus, if one wants to know about a matter which is not accessible to the
senses, such as a generalized tradition of virtues and rightness or wrongness
of actions in a community, ong resorts to the pramaya of Sabda or testimony.
This rather more special theory of §ubdapramana, I will come to in a mo-
ment.

Before that, I want to state, without arguing for it, an Indian formulation
of truth (or legitimation), which comes from Kumarila’s definition of prd-
manpya, as follows:

The truth of an awareness is given by virtue of its being of the nature of
knowledge; but it is set aside as ‘the object is not so’ if the knowledge is
differential or if there is apprehension of vitiating factor in the source.
(§V, 2.53).

In the syncretic theory of truth that I'have proposed elsewhere (Bilimoria,
1988), 1 take the sclf-evidential thesis implicated here as a rather weak or
ssoft’ theory of truth, which however can be strengthened by incorporating
the Nyaya (logicians’) requirement of actively secking the ‘mark of excel-
lence or evidence’ (gupatvd). And this is to be ascertained externally through
appropriate tests, precisely in terms of disconfirming evidence or falsification
(akin to Nozick’s search for not-¢) which will heed to the negative inference
(vyatireka): if the J proves its tenacity against all attempts to refute it, then
it can legitimately be held to be true (again, truth here is construed as a pro-
visional rather than an absolute mark), and in this sense it is also said to be
a justified claim.

Any knowledge-claim p, then, that is not self-evident would require for
its validation another ¢ and yet another knowledge b, or circumstantial evi-
dence e, and a rule r that will relate ¢ to s to g to p, and so on. But e and s
may need further corroboration if doubts continue to arise and persist as to
their grounds or their relevance in the particular context. However, there is
no reason to assume that each successive confirmation requires either to be
self-evident or to be as strong as the preceding instance, given that their
function is to confirm and not to replace the judgment. Some confirmatory
evidence may not be cognitive at all, they may be performative and self-
intimating, such as for example, quenching of thirst (C) by drinking what
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one perceives as being water. The so-ascertained judgment (4) may then be-
come a familiar (second-order) evidence for a similar, fresh, judgment (B)
about which there is some doubt. Or, driving the negative syllogism a stage
further, one can assume momentarily that B has no truth value, on the
grounds that what does not have T does not yield C. But since 4 and B con-
verge in their conditions, B like 4 possesses the gung (distinctive quality) of
C; therefore it must have 7. This form of argumentative ‘proof’ is used
quite frequently by Naiyayikas (logicians) to settle disputes of philosophical
kinds, such as whether or not the universe has a maker/creator, and the
familiarity principle (from the conviction that all manufactured things, such
as pots, cloths, etc. have makers) is turned into a sophisticated form of
analogical evidence.

Alternatively, one can assume that the core judgment is simply false, and
a false judgment is one that does not conform to the property of the object
it is an awareness of (ayathdrtha tv arthavyabhicari apramanajah). A hypo-
thesis may be set up, formalized thus:

If a—b

for a judgment j=aF because G is b

Assume j is false, hence j= —aF because G is — b
—biff —{(¢+1)

¢ has s but not f, etc.

But suppose the subsequent test fails to show f, but shows s, and its locus is
g. There is further independent evidence that ¢, together with ¢, does occur.
But this is opposed to —(g-+7), which in turn negates — 5. Thus a confirma-
tion of — b has not arisen; and if 4 is not negated then « is also not negated
(from a—b): it follows that ; has not been shown to be false. Further
corroboration may be sought by appeal to successful activity (s@narthya),
ot to its coherence with relevant knowledge: or finally, by an appeal to
traditional wisdom, i.e. to Sabdapramdana.

ir

Now what can possibly justify appeal to fabda? How is §abda as words or
linguistic utterances to function as both a2 mean of claim to knowledge and
an instrument for settling disputes over rival claims?

There are two ways of looking at sabdapramana (word as knowledge): (i)
as an individualistic claim based on some authorial testimony (such as the
statements of a re-identifiable subject x with an indentifiable intentionality);
or, (ii) as a non-individualistic claim, i.e. in the holistic frame of a culture’s
accumulated knowledge, self-understanding, wisdom, insights and experi-
ences over a significant historical period, which we may call tradition, and
refer to its testimony as 7t. The latter is a more amorphous kind of claim
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and unlike the former often resists or slides past attempts at analysis, al-
though it leaves itself open to interpretation. But I suspect that the analyti-
cal preoccupation with Sabdapramapa comes about much later as an attempt
to give firm grounds and indeed justify the acceptance of $abda in the more
holistic or communitarian sense, i.e. fabda as the text of the tradition. For
some, the two approaches stand at arm’s length to cach other, and neither
one can be used to support in any way the other, because the assumptions
(in regard to discovery, confirmation, transmission, etc.) each makes are so
radically different, even incommensurable. (I shall come to it later: e.g.
imperatives versus declaratives).

Let us, however, take the standard individual approach in consonance
with the kind of analysis I began the paper with. The question here usually
comes down to: How can one know anything and be sure of its truth merely
from hearing another’s utterance? In more current terms: How can one be
justified in accepting that P simply because someone says so? Among the
criteria suggested for adjudging, apart from the ones mentioned earlier for
the general truth theory, there are two, it scems to me, that are distinctive
to abda. These are yogyatd and dptabhava. What do they mean?

The first criterion, yogyatd, is about semantical competency of an utter-
ance or speech act, i.e. it looks for logical and empirical congruency or
compatibility between the sense of the utterance and that about which it is
an utterance. Thus, if someone says (to use a stock example): ‘The fireless
hill has fire’, while there may arise a successful $abdabodha or linguistic
understanding of this (although a hard Naiyayika will deny even this possi-
bility), there is no likelihood of a (fabda) prama arising here, for the utter-
ance lacks yogyata. In other words, the probability of a true understanding
(which T use here for true knowledge), is already in some ways prefigured in
the structure of the utterance itself: it gives no guarantee of the truth of P,
but at least circumscribes, as it were, a ring of truth about P. Thus, for
instance, upon hearing the utterance, ‘the green hill smokes cheddar cheese’
we have an intuitive sense of there being something rather odd about this
expression.

The second criterion is dptabhava, i.. reliability—and this is most contro-
versial. Now such an approach might be acceptable in sddhand where one
guru conveys what he knows to the pupil; the Upanisads are full of senten-
ces meant to transmit ideas to the novice, etc. But what kind of evidential
force does reliability have? It is clear that some sort of inductive process is
involved here, for one is to judge the truth or probable truth of P by an
inference in respect of the reliability or trustworthiness of the author (4) of
P. This, however, constitutes a move away from evidential notions, and seeks
justification on some other basis. It is intriguing that the Indians had thought
it fit to make such a move, of the sort that prevailed in the late medieval and
renaissance period in the west and which we have seen revived in some ways
by Leslie Stevenson and Alvin Goodman. (However, for Goodman, relia-
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bility has little or nothing to do with the characteristics of the author;
rather it is reliability of the cognitive process by which § comes to believe
that p, and some processes are a priori justification-conferring, e.g. introspec-
tion [‘What is Justified Belief? in Pappas, Justification and Knowledge,
Reidel, 1979, pp. 1-23; Epistemology and Cognition, Harvard University
Press, 1986})).

Of course, Hume had simply relegated the notion of reliability to sheer
credulity with no justification; this tirade was continued in this century by
Russell, Ayer and the OLP school; it was Reid and later Wittgenstein,
though, who made us rethink the reductionist approach (On Certainzy).
Leslie Stevenson, in an interesting paper, tries out a number of formula-
tions defending the thesis of the transmissibility of knowledge. One formu-
lation embeds a principle that requires more than the mere absence of
evidence against the reliability of the author: it requires that one have
inductive evidence in favour. Thus:

(Tr) If B hears and understands A say that p with all appearance of
sincerely speaking from knowledge, and if B has no other evidence for or
against p, then B is justified in believing that p if and only if B has evi-
dence for 4’s reliability (at least in matters such as p).

Indeed, this is not so different from the Naiyayika’s requirement for fabda.

Stevenson brings in some decisive considerations in restricting the grounds
of reliability, which it would be important for us to note so as to strengthen
a position that has worn its surface rather thin through the admixture of
sectarian and non-philosophical biases. Stevenson grants that there is an 4
priori, though defeasible, way in which testimony could be relied upon but
only on claims about observable matters; the following is his final restricted
principle: If p concerns perceptible matter, and if B hears and understands A
say that p with all appearances of sincerity in a situation in which A can
perceive the relevant state of affairs, and if B has no evidence against p or
against A’s reliability, then B is justified in believing that p. (P)

I would like to add two considerations to this; (a) that of yogyata (which
I have mentioned earlier), and (b) the presence of samarthya, i.e. pragmatic
viability. This is not meant to reduce reliability to pragmatism, but to
relate the claim (p) to some real events in the world (though not necessarily
in all possible worlds, but only in all such worlds with caveat), and which
leads to some satisfactory result (samarthya), hence strengthening the claim;
conversely the absence of samarthya may furnish good grounds for doubt
(not necessarily a basis for the falsity of p). Hence here we combine relia-
bility with fallibility and workability, as the triune marks or gunas of testi-
mony, giving evidence to, but not for, the truth of Tr (p).

This more epistemic basis of testimony however gets into further difficuity
in regard to ontic claims (i.e. without reference to the belief of this or that
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person) and non-observable claims (or large cosmological theories, history,
religious and theological tenets). For how do we establish the reliability of
such entities as tradition? How do we even locate discrete judgments in
isolation from a whole cluster of background and interlinking presupposi-
tions undergirding the particular worldview, etc. that informs such judg-
ments? If, for example, Sankara says that the self is the foundation of know-
ledge, do I introspectively look at my own self to see if there is any eviden-
tial force in this statement? No. For reference to the self here has to be
understood in the context of the broader thesis of cosmic non-dualism (i-e-
absolute identity of self and Brahman) which Sankara reads into the Upani-
sads, the veritable authority for Vedantins. Besides, the same apod ictic
intuition with Descartes leads to a radically different conclusion; and for
Kant the ‘I’ is as much a basis for error as for truth.

Still, Sankara will protest that there are no presuppositions or preconcep-
tions of a larger metaphysical kind involved here. ‘For how’, he would insist,
‘can one man contest the fact of another possessing the knowledge of Brah-
man—vouched for by his heart’s conviction? (BSB, IV 1 15). But what
really is this a conviction of? Of a self-evident intuition, or of the preferred
interpretation of a mahdvakya (great revelatory sentence) in the context of
the Upanisads? Clearly, it is of the latter; which is why every Vedantin of
a non-advaita persuasion brought a different nuance to the very near-analyti-
cal sentences, such as ‘You are that’. (Also, why the mahdvakyas are prefer-
red over the mantras and vidhis insisted upon by Mimamsa as the primary
text of scripture; this indeed weakens the case of self-evidentiality.) The
question, then, is not whether scripture is reliable (as S is or is not), but
rather whether scripture has any basis for its presupposition on all that it
pronounces.

This leads us inevitably into issues of interpretation of the purport of
scripture, for which the Vedantins rely on the hermeneutics worked out by
the Mimamsakas, who, though, derived a wholly ritualistic sense from scrip-
ture. Moreover, we are drawn into a rather complicated metaphysical dis-
quisition which has, in the Iast resort, to be settled through argument. But
Sankara would not allow us this route with any finality, which is why he
dismisses the Samkhya doctrine of two natures which, however intuitively
persuasive it might be, appears not to lead to a coherent picture of the world
in terms of the pronouncements of scripture.

Ramanuja, likewise, has the same starting point and shares many of the
assumptions that Sankara does (about the inviolable authority of scripture
and so on), but he comes to a somewhat different conclusion and is decisi-
vely critical of Sankara’s conclusion. How do we resolve this impasse?
Bither we settle it from an internalist position or we go outside the scrip-
tures altogether; the former will, again, entail reliance on sadfingas or
scriptural hermeneutics and some coherentist approach; the latter will
entail seeking evidence of an entirely different kind (it may stray into
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scientific, historical, anthropological, even sociological analyses of just what
is being said, by whom, in what context and for what ultimate purposes).
I submit that tradition, to which the Vedantins are wedded, would reject
this contingent approach, even if by some queer accident their conclusions
are confirmed. This is clear from Sankara’s insistence that on such matters
the pramanas of perception, memory and induction or reason are inapplic-
able for such is not their domain of enquiry: this is Sankara’s critique or
way of setting limits to human knowledge processes. Sankara wants us to
accept scriptural testimony (St) but not to question it; Ramanuja would
have us accept it, but allow for possible alternative interpretations, but that
too only in the context of the Upanisads and so forth.

Suppose a more liberal Vedantin in the twentieth century, such as Sri
Aurobindo, were persuaded that there should be room for attempted falsi-
fication of scriptural testimony (S¥), and that empirical evidence of a quasi-
scientific sort should be positively sought and admitted. How far can we
go with this approach? There aretwo issues that immediately arise. The
first is of a methodological kind, where we need to ask, will one or two con-
trary or negative evidential instances be sufficient to warrant a refutation
of a whole movement of cumulative knowledge (or what Kuhn would call
‘normal science’)? No scientist, unless he is naive, believes that a single
instantiation of a hypothesis through some empirical or experimental
verification has really necessarily anything to do with reality. Rather it
reflects some finer tuning achieved within the theory in the background of
an accepted worldview which the scientist projects onto reality, likewise
with disconfirming instances, although a bit stronger (cf. Nozick).

Second, there is an analytical principle according to which questions
which cannot be posed and solved through technical prescriptions or tasks,
but which instead also require a self-understanding within their concrete
situation, cannot be expected to receive a cogent theoretical answer (Haber-
mas, Theory and Practice, 1973, p. 264). Although this positivistic dogma
has waned somewhat with the radicalization of cognitive theories and the
human sciences, still, as Sankara would be the first to accede, the kinds of
philosophical claims he is inferested in can never in any significant and
epistemically decisive sense lend themselves to technical testing ; rather there
is something of an incommensurability between the two kinds of claims we
are talking about. It is obvious then, as Ninian Smart rightly notes, that
reliance on scripture must depend on the thesis that in regard to transcen-
dent matters-—that is, matters which belong to a transcosmic sphere—know-
ledge must derive from some source other than ordinary perception or in-
ference (‘Knowledge in the Indian Tradition’, in Perrett (ed.), indian Philo-
sophy of Religion, Reidel, 1989, p. 116).

Why, however, should we accept scriptural testimony as the ultimate
anthority, irreducibly and indefeasibly so? Does this also mean that
Sankara’s interest in scriptural testimony (St) is circumscribed purely by
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the value orientation of the brahmanical class, i.e. expressive of imperative
or performative (even perlocutionary) force of interest to the brahmins—
with no descriptive or explanatory force at all? Professor Mohanty has
tended to aver to the view that not just §rufi, i.e. scriptural testimony (St)
but possibly all of §abda (pramana) captures irreducibly the domain of what
ought and what ought not to be done, and §abda is defeasibly so. Sankara
would be concerned about this reduction of scriptural testimony (S¥)
to non-cognitive speech acts, as he is hardly himself interested in the
karmakanda as the Mimamsakas are; Sankara would argue that scrip-
tural testimony (St) embeds what we might call (pace Strawson) des-
criptive metaphysics precisely in respect of the philosophy of language that
is operative in its making. (The thinking here is that it is because we have
not understood the nature of the ‘word’ that we have not understood the
knowledge’ it is intimately related to; and this relation is a metaphysical
one, not simply an epistemological one as the pramdpa theories have pre-
supposed.)

As an example, Sankara would cite scriptural testimony (St) or declara-
tion that ‘Brahman is vasti’ (of the nature of the objective or ‘fact’), that
‘Brahman is the origin of the world’, that in one respect (albeit in a non-
modal sense) ‘Brahman is also the Lord’. Nothing of the nature of ‘ought’
follows from all this; no action is entailed, and no action is likely to take
one any closer to the truth embodied in these declarations. But I share and
agree with the spirit of the criticism directed against Sankara, not for his
glossing over the fact-value distinction (for this distinction itself, like
psychologism, is something of a modern bogey), but that Sankara simply
returns us to the authority of the canon whose terms of interpretation
remain foreclosed; that is to say, from a modern (indeed post-modern) per-
spective, scriptural testimony (S?) runs the two-pronged danger of an over-
commitment to an absolutist metaphysics or logos whose horizons face total
self-closure, and a determination of a context that allows for little or no
external evidence to shake or alter its self-complacency, or sclf-justification

But this is the kind of consequence the self-evidential theory, when it is
stretched to the case of scriptural testimony, leads the tradition to. True, in
the literature we see appeal being made to various criteria, such as: internal
consistency or coherence; the good fruits of heeding virtues and spiritual
practices commended; the consistency of scripture with other knowledge, of
history and science, and the relative inconsistency of other scriptures; and
so on. But again, none can be taken to be a clinching evidence; singly or
together they may serve to confirm one’s certitude (faith’) but they do not
make for public certainty. There is also the question, as indicated earlier, of
the background worldview which looms large in all such claims, and which
can neither be easily proved nor disproved, or notoriously passed off as the
sineffable’ or ¢ven anirvacaniya.

Before concluding, however, I wish to give two examples to illustrate how
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Indian philosophers have been able to combine appeal to Sfabda/fruti (St)
with appeal to reason and well-founded arguments. I draw on the debate
Mimamsa has with Nyéiya and Buddhists. Two issues are contested: one on
the creation of the world; the other, an interesting one, on the question of
the authorship of the Vedas. Mimamsa bases its authority on its author-
lessness, Nyaya on its divine authorship and Buddhism rejects it by rejectin.g
the authorless claim. It is a very involved debate as there are some circulari-
ties involved : Nyaya makes appeal to the scripture’s apparent impeccability
and infallibility as pointing to an omniscient source or author. Next, the
authority of the scripture is established or confirmed on the grounds of the
omuiscience of God.

There is an obvious circularity here (though not a vicious one), which
Kumarila points out, in asking what evidence is there for the actual author-
ship of the scripture in question. But turning the table against the Mimam-
sakas, Nyaya asks, what grounds have the Mimamsakas to argue for the
absence of the author: does mere non-perception (enupalabdhi) of the author
suffice one to conclude that there is no author? That indeed is not the
Mimamsa position, for such an author still has yogyanupalabdhi, ie. it is
capable of being perceived but is not perceived (drgya-adrsnanabadhitam,
such as the Buddha). However, with respect to the scriptures in question
Mimamsa wants to say that it is ayogyanupalabdhi, i.e. the author is not
perceived because there is no possibility of an author being perceived (in
any possible world). This position cannot be disproved, but it cannot be
proved either; its justification rests very much in the worldview which it
embeds; and to prove or disprove worldviews is indeed not a mean task.

On the question of the creation of the world, the Nyiya writers bring a
number of considerations in support for their view, which draw heavily on
a theory of causality and such empirical evidence as could be brought to
defend their account of causal relation. Since an agency is seen to be mvolv-
ed in all modes of production, whether a piece of art, a pot from clay, and
so on, one can say that every finite effect has a cause, whether formal,
material, final or efficient. The argument is in respect of the karyatva or
being-an-cffect, which is causally linked to an agent. Likewise, things in
nature (physis), must also have anagent as with manufactured products
(techné). The cause of the natural effects cannot but be a universal cause.
God, in this theory, is postulated as the universal and formal cause, ard so
on. Kumirila expresses deep scepticism about such an argument, and what
his objections show at least is that he is sensitive to the question of evidence
and justification of such large claims. In his rebuttal he continually asks for
evidence and grounds of this and that (particular) hypothesis or assumption
that goes towards supporting the Nyiya thesis.

First, he asks, what is the evidence that the law of causality holds for
everything? Like Hume, he begs, we can wonder about the creator of
the clock, but can we ask the same question categorically of the whole
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universe as well? At best we can make inferences on the basis of an analogy
with what we know now; but it is questionable whether we can infer from
such ‘evidence’ anything about the state of the whole universe insome
remote past? He next raises issues about the corporeality or material causa-
tion of the world. Did God create the universe out of his own body (like
the spider emitting its web)? Or was there a pre-existent substance from
which the world was created? And what of time or temporality? Did that
begin with the universe or was it always there? And so? Kumarila, then,
Iooks out for gaps in both conceptual or logical and empirical or ‘scientific’
bases for the thesis the Nyaya wants to champion. In fact, Kumarila is so
astute in his observations that elsewhere I have been moved to compare
his rebuttals with those of Hume’s centuries later; indeed, Kumarila turns
out to be very much a sceptic 6t an agnostic, not unlike the major character
in Hume's dialogue (concerning natural religion). It is a great pity that
Kumarila does not ask these fundamental questions of evidence and justi-
fication in regard to his own position on the inviolability and inerrancy of
the Vedas, for if he did, his position, if at all defensible on these grounds,
would have been greatly strengthened and would not have suffered the
scurrilous blows it received at the hands of the Buddhists and later
Naiyayikas.

Still, we may ask, where would this really take the Mimamsakas? Does
making the scripture authorless render it inviolable, or trivial, or nonsensi-
cal? Suppose we were to show that all authorless texts are either meaning-
less or false (not the notion of authorlessness itself, which is another matter
and of much interest to Derrida and post-modernists), then the whole founda-
tion of the edifice they want to build their philosophy on collapses. On the
other hand, even if it has some basis, the contents conflict with evidence
and judgment of other kinds: even though Sankara says no amount of
scriptural evidence can deny that fire is hot, such statements and suggestions
abound in §ruti or scripture; historically and contextually what might have
been right for Kumarila’s days seem all but parenthetical and baseless in the
flight of modernity towards science and technology.

Suppose, again, scripture says, given some understanding of gravitation
and the Archimedean principle, that a house cannot fly unless a tornado or
hurricane lifts it up; but today a model house can be fitted with jet engines
and propellers and flown (cf. space shuttles, sateilites, Star Wars). The
scriptural testimony would seem to be preposterous. Let us say, finally,
scripture perhaps served just the function science does, in the Kuhnian
sense, as a collective (communitarian) body of knowledge, some proven,
some unproven, some sanctioned by background metaphysical and worldview
assumptions—without which there would be no science—serving largely
realist interests and a utilitarian ethos, and not antithetical to, but perhaps
abetting liberal Enlightenment-style individualism. Latour shows that what
goes to make a theory acceptable involves vastly more than a set of precise
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experiments and empirical evidence laced with detailed seif-critical reason-
ing; rather a corporate style process is at work, etc.

Likewise, a tradition is perhaps an even more complex affair, as Gadamer
has ably shown, and that is why it holds power over people, but through it
people find their self-identity and self-understanding as well. And if we
dispense with tradition, then much of past history, folk wisdom about things
may appear trivial to us (e.g., infant-birth, the controversy surrounding old
folk practices and scientific wisdom); but then we are also supposed to
accept, if we accept scriptural testimony (Sr), that Brahman is all, and
Brahman is absolute, non-personal, etc., and this is difficult to swallow.
However, what scripture says and intends is not without dispute: variables
and variations in interpretation abound. Advaita and Vigistadvaita quarrel
over the same text; Mimamsa developed principles of interpretation, a
complex hermeneutics, whose appeal is also coherentist, but it uses a different
argumentative process and calls on more empirically and phenomenologi-
cally grounded evidence in refuting Nyaya, which attempts to use reason
and logic in defence of its variant reading of and position on scripture.
Authority, then, whether of perception, reason or inference, or of testimony
and text has not gone without question and criticism within Indian philo-
sophy, although a systematic critical theory of testimony is far from having
been developed.
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Moksa, the parama purusartha’

TARA CHATTERIJEE
Lady Brabourne College, Calcutta

In this article T have dwelt upon the concept of moksa as the parama puru-
sdrtha, or the supreme human value. In different philosophical systems it
appears in different names, such as apavarga, nihsreyasa, nirvapa, kaivalya,
mukti, etc. These concepts differ from one other in detail, but there is a
basic conceptual similarity which cuts across the ontological commitments
of these systems. I have turned my attention to that basic concept.

‘Moksa’ literally means freedom, and the assurance of freedom is indeed
very alluring. Herein lies the popular appeal of moksa. In philosophical
literature moksa has been classified as a purusartha and purugartha literally
means the end which the puruse desires. To borrow a description from
Hiriyanna, it is ‘human value consciously pursued’.! It involves a number
of features. These have been admirably summed up by Rajendra Prasad,
who says, ‘Moksa also denotes so many things, e.g. freedom fromthe chain of
birth and death, freedom from suffering, freedom from karma (action),
freedom from attachment to the objects of desires, discriminative knowledge
that self is completely different from not-self, eternal bliss, propiniquity with
god, identity with god, etc.”.? It is to be noted that the last three are entertai-
ned only by some schools and are not shared by all. Of all the listed charac-
teristics the basic one is freedom from suffering. In classical Indian thought
moksa has been defined as complete, total and final annihilation of sorrow.
Avoidance of sorrow being a normal human urge, moksa is said to be the
most coveted end.?

For the moksa-vadins or the adherents of moksa, the basic premise is that
life is full of sorrow. According to these thinkers the root cause of this
sorrow is a misconception that the self is an embodied person and an indivi-
dual- Moksa is achieved when this misconception is destroyed. This leads
to the dissolution of individuality and with that to the destruction of all
sorrow. It is the person who is subject to the law of karma, and the inviola-
ble chain of birth and rebirth.* Thus, moksa implies escape from these. I
have deliberately avoided these issues in this paper as these do not constitute
the core of the concept and unnecessarily arouse controversial presupposi-
tions which I do not want to examine here. According to traditional analysis
all the constituents of personality, such as the ego-sense (ehamkara, which

*The first draft of this article was presented to the Friday Group in Calcutta. I am

indebted to the members of the group for their valuable criticisms and sigmificant
suggestions,
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literally means the I-maker), and the cognitive, conative, emotive states of
awareness belong to the realm of not-self. Moksa is said to be founded on
dtma-jiidna which is this knowledge of the self. I have not examined the
metaphysics behind this stance, but T have asked whether a person who
suflers sorrow can at all accept this ontology and the corresponding theory
of value which incorporates moksa as the summum borum, or not.

My dissatisfaction with the classical concept of moksa is mainly two-fold.
First, I hold that the concept of the highest end as freedom from sorrow
and that only, is unsatisfactory and partial; it is based upon a one-sided
analysis of human nature. Secondly, such a concept is in a sense suicidal for
the individual, and so, it is neither desirable nor consistently possible for
a person to desire moksa.

Keeping this in mind, T have broken up the discussion into four broad
sections. In the first, I have discussed the three other recognized purusar-
thas—dharma, artha and kama, in order to establish how in their context
‘purusa’ means the individualized self. In the second, I have presented the
various difficulties that I see in the concept of moksa as developed in tradi-
tional thought. Here I have tried to show that the excessive emphasis on
sorrow and the suggestion that our erring sense of identity with the person-
alized self has to be eliminated in mkosa is not tenable. In the third, I have
suggested that it is impossible to formulate the concept of moksa as a value,
without accepting its necessary connection with desire and individuality. In
the last section, I have delineated a concept of mokse, which I find com-
paratively more satisfying.

1

The concept of moksa forms an integral part of our traditional culture. In
common parlance we often talk of cafurvarga, or the four-fold scheme of
values.

In philosophical literature thesc have been described as prayojana; the
latter is defined as the end which motivates individuals to activity. Uddyota-
kara, who presents this definition, says that the basic urges which prompt
human activity are the urges for attainment of happiness and avoidance of
sorrow. He adds that some thinkers accept dharma, artha, kgma and moksa
as prayojana.® Vedanta Paribhiasa gives a slightly different definition of
prayojana, describing it as that which when known is desired as one’s own.
It also speaks of happiness and absence of sorrow as primary prayojana.
Vedanta Paribhasa also accepts the four recognized ends and places moksa
highest in the hierarchy.®

The fourfold scheme is accepted as a convenient classification of values.
These are accepted as values because of their relevant conmection with
happiness and sorrow. Moksa, as we have already noted, is a value ag it
puts an end to all sorrow, for all time to come. The term <kama’ refers as
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much to desire as to objects of desire. In the oft-quoted saying, ‘na jatu
kdamah kamandam upabhogena $gmyari’, which means that desires are not
satisfied by the enjoyment of the objects of desire, the first ‘kdma’ stands
for desire, whereas the second ‘kdma’ stands for the objects of desire. Kama
in the restricted sense stands for the objects of sensual desire, but in the
extended sense it refers to all objects of physical desire. Such objects, as
also the associated feeling of pleasantness, are covered by the term <kdma’
in the theory of purusdrtha. Kama is a primary value as it directly produces
happiness or is naturally pleasant, whereas arthe or wealth is accepted as a
secondary value as it helps satisfaction of k@ma. Dharma s also a secondary
value and is furthest removed from these, as it is expected to produce happi-
ness in some distant future.

So all these four ends are accepted as values, because they somehow satisfy
the basic human urges for attainment of happiness andfor avoidance of
sorrow. But this similarity is superficial. The person who desires kdma and
artha, the physical and the economic values, is the socially situated natural
man, an embodied person who interacts with many such agents. These two
are essentially connected with dharma, the moral value. The general trend
is dharmadarthadcakdmasca,” which literally means that from dharma comes
artha and kama. It actually implies that wealth and objects of physical desire
become value only when these are sanctioned by dharma. That these two
have no similarity with moksa is quite apparent. These two only temporarily
satisfy human desires; but moksa annihilates these desires themselves
through dissolution of personality. Moksa does not stand for a life of un-
alloyed joy (as it is commonly supposed to be) where all our desires are
satisfied. Such a life is promised in heaven, and heaven,even if it exists, is far
from moksa. There are a handful of anandamoksaviding who hold that
moksa is a state of bliss; but to most thinkers moksa is s much a negation
of all sorrow as of all happiness. According to all thinkers, in moksa there
is no pain of thwarted desires, because it is a state of desirelessness. The
dnandamoksavddins also do not define dnanda as an emotion arising out of
satisfaction of desires, but they look at desirclessness as a positive state.
And they have all looked at moksa as involving virtual dissolution of per-
sonality. Thus there is an unbridgeable gulf between moksa and these two
values, and if moksa is a purusartha it is soina very different sense. It re-
mains for us to find out the position of mokga as a value vis-g-vis dharma.

Here I have made two statements which require clarification and justifica-
tion. I have said that moksa is qualitatively distinct from other purusdrthas
as first, it involves desirelessness, and secondly, it recommends dissolution of
personality. Both these points would be discussed in the next two sections.
However, it is to be noted that this directly clashes with the opinion of
Rajendra Prasad.® In his excellent analysis of the purusdrthas, he lays down the
mainfeatures of dharma, artha and kdama, the trivarga (the three-fold values).
With great expertise and insight, he discusses their inter-relationship, and
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shows that these are social and functional in nature. He shows how artha is
a means to kama, and kdma is to be regulated by dharma, and dharma being
totally a social value these two are also so. He argues that dharma is social
because the dharmic obligations are socially allotted, and observance of
dharma is a necessary condition of social stability and harmony. I agree
fully with this analysis, though I have some reservations about the totally
social interpretation of dharma. 1 shall come back to this later. According
to Rajendra Prasad, the basic difference between the trivarga and moksa is
that the former are social in nature, while the latter is personalistic. But,
Rajendra Prasad has also said that moksa is similar to the #rivarge because
although some interpreters hold that moksa involves dissolution of per-
sonality, actually it does not. On this point I would definitely disagree with
him. In my next section I shall try to establish my position. He has sugges-
ted that the theory of the purusarthas should be restructured ‘soas to include
the concept of moksa in that of Akdma’.? This, 1 also think, is impossible.
Kdama stands for satisfaction of all physical desires, or as he himself says,
‘it is a categorial representation or hypostatization of a man’s appetitive
life’.20 But moksa looks at desire as bondage, it has prescribed desirelessness
as the highest value, so the restructuring has to be concretely worked out
before this inclusion.

Before turning to these issues let me give a brief exposition of dharma.
It has been defined in various allied senses in different systems of thought.
In some it means the objective value produced by performance of duty.!
In another system dharma stands for some property produced in the self
by performance of duty.?? In still another simply the practice of the injunc-
tions has been called dharma.® The source of obligatoriness of the duties
might be the scriptures; thus dharma has been technically defined as < codana
laksana arthak’ or ends sanctioned by the injunctions and prohibitions of
the §ruti. Similarly, the moral rules tabulated in the smyrti of Manu, etc.,
as also the socio-ethical rules present there, have been accepted as dharma.
Again, the traditionally preserved moral codes as expressed in the behaviour
of the §ista, the knowledgeable good person, are said to be ideal and trend-
setting. Manu says that in matters of conflict a person may appeal to his
conscience as a last resort.

Dharma as much stands for rituals as for a large body of ethical virtues.
Some of the moral duties were called s@mdnya-dharma and these were
obligatory for one ‘in virtue of his being simply a member of the human
species’.!4 Some of these are truth, non-violence, non-appropriation of the
riches of others, protection of the distressed, etc. These are definitely social
morality. It may be rejoined that these are not directed towards improve-
ment of the society and that these are actually personal excellences. But it
is clear that even if these are personal excellences, they are so of a social
man. The bulk of these virtues emerge in situations involving the interac-
tion of individuals. In the epics these have been presented through different
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parables and have been porirayed as relativistic and situation-bound. The
virtue which is introduced in a story is emphasized as the hjghest virtue.
Thus in one. non-violence, in another truth, in still another charity has been
focused upon as the highest virtue. In contrast, vifesa-dharma refers to
rituals and moral rules obligatory for different social groups. These are
varpa-dharma, or duties assigned to people belonging to different castes;
aframa-dharma or duties tied to different stages of life; or kwla-dharma or
duties obligatory to people belonging to different families, etc. They have
enumerated the various obligations of a man as indebtedness to gods
(devarpa), to his forefathers (pitr rpa), to his fellow individuals (nr rpa), to
the learned men of the past (rsi rpa) and even to the animal world (pasu
rna). An individual is seen here not only as a part of the society but also
as a part of nature. Thus it is his duty to work for the well-being and
sustenance of all. So a person who practises dharma is a socially situated,
natural man.

Through the following three alternatives we may formulate the exact
relation between dharma and moksa:

(i) Dharma is practised for the attainment of various extraneous ends;
(ii) Dharma is sclf-rewarding as a value;
(iii) Dharma is a necessary pre-requisite for the realization of moksa.

(i) Because we have presented diarma as asocial virtue, it must not be
thought that it was consciously directed towards the sustenance and well-
balanced development of the society. To individuals dharmas were pre-
scriptive personal rules, but they were so framed that they automatically
led to a smooth and proper working of the society. But some thinkers,
especially those preoccupied with the smrtis, held that observance of dharma
ensured a journey to heaven after death, or achievement of certain excellen-
ces in the next life.

Let me explain the position more clearly. Dharma as a value sanctioned
by various scriptural injunctions and prohibitions is linked with various
duties such as nityakarma (daily necessary duties), naimittika karma (occa-
sional duties), k@myakarma (conditional duties), etc. These duties are desire-
bound, for, by their performance, a person either goes to heaven or gets
some other rewards. Manu, for example, says that by performance of
dharma codified in the §rugi or smyti, a person acquires fame in this life, and
goes to heaven hereafter. Gautama asserts that performance of dharma
would determine a man’s family, appearance, intelligence, wealth, learning,
etc. in his next birth.!s Some have claimed that the daily necessary duties
should be likened to unconditional moral laws as by their performance a
person does not earn any reward. But then it has been amply made clear
that these actions are negatively connected with results, as their non-perfor-
mance would be met with punishment.
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Under this interpretation dharma being directed towards some achievable
end and being necessarily connected with socially situated persons is abso-
lutely different from moksa. If after entertaining this view dharma is described
as a necessary condition of moksa, then that would beanartificial imposition
from outside.

(ii) This view was held by the early Pribhikaras. Injunctions were consi-
dered self-validating. But injunctions become dharma only when they are
supposed not to produce unhappiness in excess of happiness. So dharma is
in a sense tied to happiness and the reference to an end is in-built in the very
concept of dharma. Even then they held that the accomplishment of the
dictates of injunction is in itself dharma and there is no ulterior end. As
expected, such a view of dharma is complete in itself and does not point to
any further purusartha or moksa. For them nipogasiddhi, or realization of
the imperative, is the highest end. As Rajendra Prasad comments, ‘dharmic
life is an end in itself”.16

On rare occasions the idea of dharma as intrinsically valuable emerged
in the epics. In the Yudhisthira-Draupadi Samvdda in the Vanaparva inthe
Mahabharata, the former derides people who perform dharma sceking the
results, i.e. the future well-being of the performer as ‘dharma-vanijyaka’ or
‘trader of morality’. He speaks of himself as one who performs sacrifices or
practises charity because those are his duties.” Unfortunately, in these texts
the connection of such dharma with moksa has not been systematically
worked out. It is interesting to note that the epics often speak of trivarga
or the first three values. Thus, in the Réamdiyana, Lava and Kusa propose
to sing the story of the epicwhich would lead to the enhancement of dharma,
arthg and kdma. In the Mahabhdrata the Pandavas have often been addres-
sed as people well versed in these three values. This absence of reference to
the concept of moksa might be the result of a historical accident, that the
concept originated much later. But in view of the fact that they have men-
tioned moksa elsewhere, this might mean that mokga_as a value is fundamen-
tally different from the other three values. :

This is my response to Rajendra Prasad’s suggestion. When he asserts
that artha, kama and dharma constitute a well-knit trio I agree with him.
When he declares that the trivarga scheme secms to be quite self-complete
and moksa does not fill up a gap, I accept him.2® But it is to be remember-
ed that the traditionalists presented moksa as a transcendent value, qualitati-
vely different from the mundane values and (as I hold) as an alternative to
these. So we must examine the concept of moksa more thoroughly before
totally rejecting it, or incorporating it in the three-membered set.

In any casc, under this interpretation, there is no logical connection bet-
ween dharma and moksa.

(ili) Dharmais accepted as anecessary pre-requisite of moksain many systems
of thought, specially in Simkhya-Yoga and Vedanta. It is held that purifica-
tion of the mind is necessary for the realization of mokga, which is achieved

MOKSA, THE PARAMA PURUSARTHA 91

through practice of dharma. There are eight steps of Yoga of which the
final one is moksa. The first two steps are Yama and Niyama which cover
some of the moral precepts which come under dharma. Now this dharma
which is a means to moksa and the concept of dharma which we have been
developing as an independent value which regulates and perfects kama and
artha are two distinct disciplines, because the attitudes behind them are
different. The second one is necessary for the proper development of a well-
balanced social individual. The first is a discipline which prepares the
aspirant for moksa, for self-realization encouraging dissociation from natu-
ral and socio-ethical life. I shall come back to this later.

1T

In Indian philosophical literature we come across a peculiar preoccupation
with sorrow. There are comments on the sorrowfulness of life, classification
of various types of sorrow, ingenious arguments presented to focus on the
supremacy of sorrow in life. The whole of Buddhist philosophy is develop-
ed in the background of four noble truths, the first of which is the essential
sorrowfulness of life. From Buddha through various thinkers up to the
recent past, this trend has been alive. Here I would like to speak of an
argument given by Schopenhauer, mentioned by Tilak in his commentary on
the Gitd. Schopenhauer states that when our desires are satisfied we are
happy; but desire itself is unpleasant in nature and some of our desires are
certain to remain unfulfilled. So if we present the situation in the form of a
fraction, i.e. satisfied desire/desire as such, the denominator would necessari-
ly be greater than the numerator. This expression is supposed to represent
the overall sorrowfulness of life. T do mnot think that this is a persuasive
argument and perhapsonly by comparing satisfied desires with thwarted
desires we can get a correct picture. But here 1 do not want to establish the
sorrowfulness of life; 1 only want to show how our traditional thinkers
harped upon the predominance of sorrow in life.

In the background of such an analysis of life, moksa is presented as the
supreme end. All our classical thinkers agree in defining moksa as perma-
nent, complete and necessary annihilation of sorrow. They assert that
whereas our ordinary attempts to destroy sorrow sometimes fail, in moksa
there is necessary removal of sorrow or aikantika dublchanisedha, and
whereas in our mundane life, we destroy one sorrow to face some other
sorrow from some other quarter, in moksa the eradication of sorrow is total
or atyantikadubkhanisedha. So moksa is basically a negative state. (I shall
discuss the exceptions later.) The Naiyayikas have discussed the nature of
this absence threadbare. Moksa roots out all future sorrow, thus it can claim
to be prior absence or pragabhava. Prior absence is also antecedent absence,
and it is supposed to precede the future emergence of the negatum. But
moksa totally rules out the possibility of any future sorrow. .The Mimam-
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sakas have tried to retain the description by calling it panda pragabhdva, or
futile prior absence. The Naiyayikas have preferred to describe it as destruc-
tional absence or dhvamsabhava. They hold that the removal of every parti-
cular sorrow is destructional, but this absence is very special inasmuch as
it is non-contemporaneous with any other sorrow.!® Thus moksa is destruc-
tion of all sorrow and destruction of the very possibility of sorrow.

This totally negative character of moksa deserves special consideration.
When Rajendra Prasad comments on the similarity of moksa and kama, he
asserts, *. . . the essential characteristic of mokysa is satisfyingness or absence
of disagreeableness which is also the result of the fulfilment of any normal
desire.’® But this ‘absence of disagreeableness’ present in moksa is qualita-
tively different from such states emerging out of satisfaction of desires. It is
not just removal of a want or destruction of a sorrow but destruction of the
very possibility of sorrow. Hence it is fundamentally different from trivarga.

Here naturally we ask, how is the very possibility of sorrow destroyed?
The answer is that in spite of the mutually opposed analyses of self, all the
schools have agreed in rejecting the reality of the individuated self. They
all agree that our sense of identity with the natural social person is erron-
eous and the root cause of all our sorrow. Human desires traceable to the
ego-sense are said to be the chains which constitute bondage.” And allthese
schools recommend not expansion and transcendence but rejection and
nullification of individuality. Rajendra Prasad differentiates between perso-
nalistic value and egoistic value.?® He states that mokse is a state of ego-
lessness, but in moksa the personality is retained ‘since it is the person, the
individual, the self, which is said to be liberated’.2* According to him, *. ..
to say that the (mukra) liberated is egoless is to say that his apparent, crude,
or undesirable ego is effaced or sublimated for the liberation of the genuine,
refined or desirable ego.”®* My point is that while this type of moksa is desi-
rable, the way in which our classical thinkers have treated the concept

amounts to virtual dissolution of personality. They often say that the drmd,
or self, is free, but I do not think that this @tmd is the individual.?s So, if my
position is accepted, then purusa has to pay too dear a price to achieve the
parama purusartha. But let me discuss this in more detail.

In our traditional thought sorrow has been treated in at least three diffe-
rent ways. First, different types of sorrow have been enlisted and classified,
as we findin Samkhya. Secondly, suffering and happiness have been accepted
as opposites, but happiness has been shown to be invariably associated with
sorrow, and the overall sorrowfulness of life has been projected, as we find
in Nyaya. Thirdly, everything in life has been called transitory and momen-
tary and therefore painful, as we find in Buddhism. In this section I propose
to explore these three alternatives.

Let me consider the second alternative first. The main trend of the Naiya-
yikas is to endorse a purely negative view of moksa. (Bhisarvajiia, the
_Naiyz?yika influenced by the Saiva school, is an important exception.) The
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Nyaya Sitras dwell on the predominance of sorrow in life, and then define
moksa as final deliverance from suffering. The Naiydyikas have looked at
sorrow from three different angles. First, they have said that there is both
joy and sorrow in life. Life is compared to poisoned rice sweetened with
honey. In life joy and woe are woven fine but as vivekahana is not possible,
or as it is not possible to separate happiness from sorrow and enjoy it, there-
fore to uproot sorrow men agree to forego happiness.?¢ Secondly, they have
emphasized the predominance of sorrow in life. The Naiyayika tells us that
if we weigh sorrow and happiness on a scale we find that sorrow is heavier,
as happiness has sorrow as its invariable associate. The Naiyiyika goes ot
to say that sorrow pervades our life. To seek happiness is an unpleasant
experience; if we fail to achieve our desired goal we feel sorrow, if we real-
ize it partially we are dissatisfied; to attain our goals we have to encounter
many hurdles and even when we get the much striven-for object, we are
always apprehensive that we shall have to part with it infuture. Thus sorrow
is said to be ingrained in happiness.?” Nyiya does not deny the reality of
happiness in life. It is said to be sarvajantupratyaksa, or directly experienced
by all. But Nyiya holds that it partakes of the nature of suffering being
invariably present with it. Nyayabhasya says that life is sorrowful not be-
cause there is absence of happiness, but because there is presence and asso-
ciation of sorrow.2® Curiously enough, at least in one important passage the
Naiyayika (precisely §peaking, Viacaspati Misra) asserts that sorrow and
happiness are invariably related and vice versa.?® This means that both
happiness and sorrow are present in the same locus, or they are experienced
by the same person, or both are caused by the same factors.

Keeping this third position in mind the critic might say that this does not
prove the predominance of sorrow over happiness in life. The optimist ¢an
well emphasize the brighter side of life. The Naiyayika himself has said that
love of happiness and aversion for pain are the twin basic urges which acti-
vate men; now, the onus lies with him to explain why the mumuksu, i.e. the
person who desires moksa, foregoes this natural love of happiness and deve-
lops an aversion for it. Once the Naiydyika admits that happiness is invaria-
bly related with sorrow and vice versa, it is arbitrary for him to say that the
highest value is geared to one part of the assertion, viz. happiness is neces-
sarily connected with sorrow. Similarly, it can be argued against the first
and the second argument that once the reality of happiness is admitted, it is
unjustified to say that the urge for happiness should be given up, just be-
cause pure happiness cannot be extracted or just because happiness is neces-
sarily associated with sorrow. In spite of all their sophistications, can they
give a satisfactory answer to the question put forward by the Carvakas, viz.
who gives up rice being afraid of husk, or who gives up fish being afraid of
bones?

According to Nyaya the root cause of our sorrow is our erroncous identi-
fication of ourselves with the psycho-physical complex, the personality cons-
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tituted of our body, our sense organs, our mandas, etc. Nydya holds that
through the knowledge of reality our ahamkdra, or the ego-sense, or the
sense of individuality, conditioned by defects, is removed.3 The Vaigesikas
say that in moksa the connection of self with all its special properties such
as awareness, happiness, suffering, desire, aversion, etc. is severed. It is con-
tinuation of bare self which would never die, never grow o0ld.® The Naiyi-
yikas describe this final end as destruction of all sorrow and destruction of
all awareness of sorrow.3? The supposed opponent describes this state as
end of all activity, of all happiness, of all awareness. I feel like supporting
them in exclaiming that such moksa is terrible. Identifying life with sorrow,
the Naiyayika describes moksa as the end of this life and the end of the
possibility of any future life.3 The Naiyayikas have defended their position
by saying that when life becomes unbearable because of suffering, even
death is welcome to a person. But can suicide be the supreme value in life?
Can such moksa help us to regulate and reorient life positively? Does such
moksa add a new dimension to life? To my mind it looks like pure escapism.

It is to be noted that as a matter of fact Nyiya does not speak of the end
of self in moksa. The self substance retains certain properties such as
number, infinite magnitude, etc.; but being devoid of specific properties such
as awareness, desire, happiness, etc., which I consider to be the essential
constituents of self, it is virtually dead to me. It is also interesting to note
that Nyaya sees in moksa rectification of an error. It is erroneous to main-
tain the ego-sense, and this is corrected in moksa. But moksa is not identi-
cal with this knowledge. The knowledge has only instrumental value, as
through a number of steps (i.e. destruction of defects, of all actions, of the
birth cycle) it ultimately leads to annihilation of sorrow. But, as I have
already suggested, the Nyaya theory of moksa as the highest value does not
do justice to the richness of human experience.

Now let us turn to the first alternative exemplified in Sampkhya. The onto-
logical commitments of Samkhya are diametrically opposed to those of
Nyaya, yet there is the same emphasis on suffering. There is the same rejec-
tion of the empirical ego-sense of persons as erroneous and the same con-
cept of moksa as transcendence of activity and agency. The very first Sam-
khya Sttra defines purusartha as complete annihilation of sorrow. Simkhya
classifies suffering under three heads. First, it speaks of sorrow pertaining
to the self, where the self means the individual, or the psycho-physical com-
plex. These are the sorrows associated with fever, anger, jealousy, etc.
Secondly, there are sorrows rooted in natural factors, such asthose caused by
fire, snake-bite, etc. Lastly, they have spoken of sorrows traceable to demouns,
earthquakes, floods, etc., which they have described as sorrows -caused by
extra-natural factors. According to Samkhya, we suffer all these sorrows
because we confuse the puwrusa or the self, which is contentless conscious-
ness, with the individual persons who are evolutes of prakyrii. Sorrows actu-
ally belong to the psycho-physical complex, but theyare projected as belong-

MOKSA, THE PARAMA PURUSARTHA 95

ing to the self. The self is nothing but pure subject. All activity belongs to
the realm of the object, and to the objective world belong all actions and all
sorrows associated with it. Moksa is vivekakhyati or the cognition of the
subject and the object in their proper perspective. Samkhya considers it
erroneous to hold that the self is an agent and in meksa this sense of agency
is dispelled. Moksa is also called kaivalya where the self which 1s as a matter
of fact unrelated is realized as unrelated.

We have scen that the sorrows which they have listed affect the mind-body
complex which we call the individual. The more intense is our attachment
to and our sense of identity with this individuated self, the more intensely we
would feel this sorrow. But a person who feels identified with the embodied
natural self would welcome the well-being of that self; why would he seek
de-individuation, which is the essence of moksa? The natural man as affec-
ted by sorrow would like complete destruction of sorrow, but he would ‘like
to remain a natural man. He would either try to get rid of his particular
problems (which he is constantly trying to), or he would seek unmixed plea-
sure, but why would he try to transcend this level? There is a qualitative
difference between our particular attempts to remove particular sorrow and
the attempt to remove all sorrows through moksa. In one the sense of
agency is retained, in the other it is rejected. It is difficult to see why the
agent, because of the sorrows associated with his individuality, should be
ready to forego his sense of individuality itself. All the constituents that
make up our personality, such as buddhi or intellect, ahamkdra or the ego-
sense/the I-maker, the manas, the five sense organs, the five organs of action
or the whole psycho-physical complex called a person, is a superimposition
on the unrelated pure self, and the pure sclf is only a witness. 1 hold that
solely the desire to get rid of sorrow cannot motivate a person to realize
that pure self.

The following diagram would clarify my position:

- Snake-bite
ol ' __—*Fever
@ — : Earthquake
{the unreiated ~ Fire
witness self) R {the sorrows that
affect P}

P is the person affected by the various sorrows. Samkhya maintains that the
actual self is S, the pure unrelated principle of consciousness, and asks us to
realize that the sorrows belong to P, the not-self, and not to self. This reali-
zation is said to be moksa. But my point is that if the sorrows are the pro-
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blem of P, why would he accept the dissolution of P-hood as the solution
of this problem? Sorrowfulness of life is presented in a particular framework
of which personhood is a necessary feature, and the eradication of sorrow
should be within the same framework. Here, instead of explaining the pro-
blem, Samkhya explains it away. '

If I am permitted to introduce a classification of evil from a totally diffe-
rent system of thought, then I would like to recall Leibnitz’s. He speaks of
three types of evil-—physical evil or suffering, moral evil or sin, and- meta-
physical evil or imperfection. Here the Samkhya thinkers give a list of suffe-
ring analogous to physical evil, but they seek to root out such evil through
metaphysical perfection. But, I feel, that only if sorrow is felt at the meta-
physical level would it lead to yearning for moksa.

To sum up, my dissatisfaction with Samkhya is two-fold. First, the way
in which they present moksa as freedom from sorrow is not persuasive.
Secondly, their analysis of self as consciousness only is virtually equivalent to
dissolution of personality. They have tried to retain individuality of selves
by accepting bahupurusavada, or the theory of plurality of selves. But in the
absence of any principle of discernibility it has remained an inexplicable
inconsistency in Samkhya. This free self as pure consciousness is as much
anti-egeistic as anti-individualistic.

Let us now turn to. the last view, where sorrow has been linked to the
transitoriness of life. The Buddha’s first noble truth asserts the sorrowful-
ness of life. He speaks of sorrow which is traceable to disease, old age,
death, presence of hated objects, parting with desired ones, unpleasantness
arising out of thwarted desires, etc. His point is that everything which we
experience has been produced by something, hence it is transitory and liable
to destruction. His anityavdda, or the theory of transitoriness, leads to
ksanikavada, or the theory of momentariness, and the resultant rairdtmya-
vdda, or the no-self theory. Buddhism asserts that as there is no persistent
self or stable object, so all our desires, cravings and attachments to perma-
nent life 1s baseless. To realize this is to attain »irvdna or moksa. Whether
nirvang stands for total annihilation without any residue or just for complete
cessation of all desires commensurate with a peaceful, changeless continuity
is controversial in Buddhist literature. But it is beyond all controversy that
in nirvapa, there is complete destruction of all sorrow. Unlike Nyaya and
Samkhya, Buddhism does not accept the existence of a permanent self; but
like them it holds that our idea that there is an individuated abiding self is
erronecous. It is the root cause of all our sorrow, and dissociation from such
a self is moksa,

Different schools of Buddhism with most diverse ontologies have all
agreed to deny the reality of the personal self. The Buddha himself denied
the existence of the self-substance and replaced it by five skandhas or nama-
riipa, which is the psycho-physical complex. Then, under samyag-smrti, he
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preached kayanusmpti, where he urges that the seeker of freedom should
remember that the body is reducible to thirty-two constituent elements with-
out any residue, so that the ego-sense and the senses of ‘I' and ‘mine’ are
unfounded. This thought is foundational for later Buddhist schools and it
has been emphasized by them in various ways. Theravada, for example,
speaks of chains of samyojana, and so freedom is freedom from these chains.
The first of these chains is satkd@yadrsti, or personality belief—the belief that
there are persons, whereas there are only skandhas or constituent conditions.
The Vijiidnavadins speak of klesavarana, which are impediments to freedom.
The main point is that there is no self but an ever-continuing stream of con-
scious states. Different defects which breed the belief that there are persons
are dtmadysti, which is satkdyadrsti, as explained above. Then there is @tma-
moha, or the unfounded belief that there is a self; dtmamana, ot self-conceit ;
dtmaprema, or love of personal self, ctc. But the arhar has rectified all these
errors so that there is end of all sorrow with the end of belief in personality.34
Vasubandhu would say that there is non-dual de-individualized continuity
for ever. It is comparable to the Nyiya theory of ahamkara-nivriti or the
Samkhya projection of moksa as the realization of the pure unrelated self.
Thus far I have criticized the traditional schools because they have spoken
of moksa as dissolution of personality. This means that I have taken for
granted that our basic awareness of ourselves is as persons. When our classi-
cal thinkers assert that the empirical personality is not tenable in the last
analysis, their theory of value is parasitical on their ontology. But then
moksa should not be presented primarily as a value involving destruction of
sorrow; it is to be considered as an unpalatable but necessary corollary of
their respective metaphysics. I have shown that the other three purusdrthas
are based on the concept of purusa as a person. If the personality is nullified,
moksa does not remain a human value. This would become clearer in what

follows.

IT1

Moksa has been categorized as a purusartha, and purusartha has been defin-
ed as an end which is desired. In this context my discomfort is two-fold.
First, I hold that it is impossible to chalk out the concept of moksa as a
value, without a reference to a person who desires it. Secondly, moksa is
defined as a state of desirelessness, but this clashes with the idea of moksa as
an end which is desired. I is to be noted that our classical thinkers were
aware of both these difficulties. Let me dwell upon these at some length.
Molsa has been presented as an end to be realized or achieved. It is true
that the Advaita Vedantins do not accept this end-like nature of moksa. But
then, in 2 sense they admitted it by introducing the twin concepts of prapta-
prapti, or attainment of that which has already been attained, and parifirta-
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parihara, or rejection of that which has already been rejected.®> By describ-
ing moksa as the realization of an end which is eternally realized, they make
room for some sort of attainment. The concept of an end is closely connec-
ted with that of a voluntary action. A quick survey of their analysis of
voluntary action, even in very broad outlines, might prove rewarding.

There might be two different types of analysis of voluntary action, the
Nyidya type and the Mimamsa type. The most simple definition of volun-
tary action is that it is preceded by sveccha, or desire of the agent. Nyaya
has spoken of a number of necessary conditions of voluntary action. One
of them is krtisadhyardjiiana, or the awareness that the action can be per-
formed. But the really important factor is istasadhanardjfiana, or the aware-
ness that the action would be conducive to good. But this good is relative,
and it has been explained as the good of the agent. Thus here a reference
to the agent is unavoidable. The Prabhikaras also accept krtisadhyatajiana,
but instead of turning to the results of the action or projection of the good-
ness to be produced, they hold that the sense of duty is more important here.
Thus they speak of karyatajfiana, or the awareness that a certain action is
one’s duty, as a necessary condition of voluntary action. But this awareness
moves an agent only after it refers to the agent. This stage is called svavi-
§esanataya pratisandhanam, or projection of the proposed action as qualify-
ing the self. Action proper must be preceded by ideal appropriation of the
action by the agent. Gagibhatta, belonging to the Bhitta tradition, distin-
guishes between the two senses of karyatdffiina.®® There may be just the
rational awareness that a certain action is one’s duty. But when it is accep-
ted as my duty, i.c. when it is morally accepted, then only does it become
morally obligatory. Thus the role of the agent here is decisive. Such an
agent has to be a person and an individual and it is inconsistent for him to
desire dissolution of personality.

Now, let us turn to the concept of moksa as a state of desirelessness.
Being apprehensive that a purely negative view of moksa would fail to moti-
vate people, a group of thinkers have presented a positive concept. The pro-
ponents of such a view have been a section of the Buddhists, one or two
Naiyayikas and the different schools of Vedanta. The bulk of the Naiyayi-
kas and Mimamsakas have been their opponents. Without entering into
their maze of arguments and counter-arguments, we can say that the main
point raised by the critics of the positive view is that if moksa be a pleasant
state it would be desired, but desire itself is a bondage, and desire for eter-
nal happiness is no exception. Thinkers belonging to the negative schools
argue that moksa does not cease to be a purusartha, even if there is absence
of bliss and desire for bliss; they hold that through destruction of sorrow,
it becomes purusartha.

The traditional tirade against desire deserves certain considerations.
Desire has been criticized on various grounds, of which the most widely
prevalent is the pragmatic. The oft-repeated couplet that desire cannot be
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satiated by fulfilment of desire, just as fire cannot be extinguished if it is
fed with ghee, expresses this stance. Another such couplet asserts that when
a person’s desire for an object is satisfied, he would be troubled instantly
by some other desire. But it is to be remembered that thinkers outside our
own tradition have not looked at desite as so pernicious. In fact, some
thinkers hold that through our desires we expand our personality. However,
the Indian attitude is that our desires are necessarily ego-centric, and cling-
ing to such ego is typical of the man in bondage. The liberated manis ex-
pected to have snapped the fetters of desire. Thus the free man has been
described as akdma, or desireless; as gprakdma, or one whose desires have
been satisfied; as nigkdma, or one who has given up all desires; as dtmakama,
or one who is satisfied with the highest metaphysical self, etc.®” In this
background my comment to both the opponent and exponent of the negative
view of moksa is that their position vis-g-vis desire is the same, ar the
desire to get rid of all sorrow is as much a desire as the desire to realize
pure bliss. So if desire is bondage then both the views are equally deplor-
able.

The traditional thinkers have tried to save the situation in different
ways. The supporters of the positive view say that the seeker of moksa does
pot desire bliss, but necessarily gets it in the form of peace and contentment
associated with the sense of perfection. Further, they all hold that the
desire for the total annihilation of sorrow is not ordinary desire, it is not
aversion or dvesa, but vairdgya, or the sense of renunciation. Vairagya is
said to be qualitatively different from desire. But mostof these philosophers
trace vairdgya to the sense of sorrow and thus fail to work ont this qualita-
tive difference. The Naiyayika, for example, has spoken of ‘nirveda’, which
literally means lack of interest in pleasure and the acknowledged means of
pleasure. This leads to vairdgya which is defined as distaste for the objects
of enjoyment,® even when those are presented. But then, these do not
significantly improve the situation, as these states are traced to the awareness
that life is full of sorrow. Ultimately, the sense of sorrow is considered to
be the most overwhelming emotion of life, and I think that this evaluation
is one-sided and partial.

Sankara in his commentary on the Brahma-Sitras has given a slightly
different meaning of ‘vairggya’. The prerequisites to be fulfilled by the
secker of freedom are four-fold. The first of them is witydnityavastuviveka,
which literally means an awareness of the distinction between things eternal
and things non-eternal. The second is vairdgya, which has been expanded
as detachment from the results of the work done here and hereafter. These
have not been traced to the unbearability of suffering. They together high-
light the awareness of the emptiness and hollowness of mundane life coupled
with the belief in life eternal. The second condition stands for a distaste
for the results of all actions and thus it covers both happiness and
sorrow. In other words, it means a devaluation of all mundane values.
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The third condition stands for a number of physical and mental disci-
plines which include tiriksa, or forbearance of suffering, without any
regret or attempt to overcome it.* This leads to mumuksarva, or intense
urge for freedom. Iam not claiming that the Advaitists have not locked at
moksa as annihilation of all sorrow. Vedanta Paribhasa describes mofsa
as nirati$aya sukha, or maximum happiness, and as Sokanivrtti, or the end
of all suffering. But it has to be acknowledged that with Sankara it is more
a transcendence of empirical life and realization of the super-personal self
than destruction of sorrow.

But then it is well known that Advaita Vedanta looks at de-individualized
continuation as the summum bonum of life. It speaks of total dissolution
of personality. Safkara’s position has been described as involving ‘the
expansion of the I-consciousness to the extent ofinfinity’ where there is
‘ruthless ignoring of the individuality of man’.* So, though Sankara has
given a new explanation about the urge for freedom, his concept of moksa
fails to satisfy us.

In the traditional concept of moksa, i.e. in the definition of moksa as
destruction of all sorrow and desire and in the rejection of individuality as
erroneous, I see a denial of ali naturality. As a creature of nature a person
has various conscious experiences and moksa is transcendence of all these-
Sankara has said that the pramdna-prameya vyavahdra is naisargika, or
the cognitive relation with the objective world is natural, which the indivi-
duals share with lower animals, in moksa this is transcended. The Mimam-
sakas have said that the experienced world chains up a person through three
factors: through the body which is the seat of experience, through the sense
organs which are the instruments of experience, and through colour, sound,
taste, etc., which are the objects of experience.*! In moksa these chains are
snapped, i.e. all natural experiences are expunged. As a creature of nature a
person has various conscious experiences such as cognition, emotion, cona-
tion,etc. These are all said to be founded in our erring sense of identity
with the natural person. Moksa is transcendence of all these.

Moksa as a purusartha is qualitatively different from the other purusdrihas.
The others serve as incentive to the natural, socially situated, ego-bound
agent, whereas mokgsa demands virtual dissolution of that ego. (The Advai-
tins have admitted the diametrically opposite nature of the two types of
value in their differentiation of the pravrtti marga, which is the life of action
and the nrivrtti marga, which is the life of renunciation.) According to the
traditional thinkers the natural man is not the self. For some schools, the
rectification of this error that the individuaal is the self is moksa. According
to the others there is a super-personal self, and to realize such a self as true
self is moksa. They all have presented mokgsa as transcendence of the limits
of nature. My suggestion is that instead of looking at this transcendence
as nullification of personality and radical de-individuation, it is possible to
look at it as a continuous process of expansion. Sucha concept is present
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in the writings of Kalidas Bhattacharyya. In my last section I would like to
turn to him.

Iv

Kalidas Bhattacharyya has added a new dimension to our traditional con-
cept of moksa.** In many of his Jater works he has been occupied with the
concept of freedom. While retaining the old structure, he has injected new
meaning into the concept of moksa. He looks at man as at once natural
and trans-natural, as one who is an integral part of nature but at the same
time as one who has transcended the barriers of naturality. Here he differs
from the thinkers who look at man as merely a part of nature, i.e. as an
efficient animal. Bhattacharyya means by nature the domain strictly determi-
ned by space, time and causality. Because of such determination our physi-
cal, organic and cven psychical behaviour is often predictable and calcul-
able. Man rises above nature by his conscious refusal to submit to these
determinations. The reflective consciousness is an essential ingredient of
freedom. So not through mere indeterminacy, but through self-conscious
refusal, man rises above nature. Man is thus born free; but this ‘freedom is
to be developed and expanded. This withdrawal from nature or dissociation
from nature has been described as negative freedom. It is to be supplemented
by the infinitely rich concept of positive freedom. He presents his theory of
freedom through the twin concepts of freedom from’ and ‘freedom to’.

The self-awareness of consciousness is one face of positive freedom, but
still it is ‘freedom from’. In some places he means by freedom from’ ‘the
conscious non-submission to the natural determinants’. All the philosophers
who have spoken of freedom as dissociation, such as the Advaita Vedantins,
who have spoken of dissociated consciousness in itself as the highest ideal,
or the Mahiyana Buddhists who have emphasized dissociation in itself,
have endorsed the different versions of freedom from’. But Bhattacharyya
holds that freedom to’, which means ‘free dealing with nature and its items’,
is superior to this freedom.®® Instead of cancelling and nullifying nature,
he prescribes a return to nature with a changed attitude.

Bhattacharyya has described in detail the various alternative forms of
this freedom. Such dealing with nature may be cognitive, conative or
emotive. Free cognition is not merely blind interaction with nature in terms
of causation, or mere recording of presentations after mechanical submission
to nature. Through universalization and theory construction and speculative
metaphysics, which are the gradual unfolding of reason, free cognition ex-
presses itself. On the emotional side, human experience is no more limited
to the personal experience of anger, attraction, hatred, etc., which are the
instinctive calculable responses. Free emotion expresses itself through the
various expetiences of art and religion. Free conation finds expression in
organization of social norms and various rationalistic ethics. To me, this
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concept of freedom is very valuable, as it does not involve any rejection of
life and nature. The free life is seen as continuous with the life of nature,
so that the reorientation of life in the light of freedom 1is possible. This is
neither dissolution and nullification of natural life, nor again acceptance of
such life as final.

I would like to turn to the traditional concept of mwoksa, in the light of
these observations. Bhattacharyya often comes very near the traditional
thinkers, as for example when he speaks of ‘every man’s anthentic awareness
of himself as free’.%¢ Here heis talking the language of Advaita Vedanta.
But when he speaks of freedom as that which is opposed to strict causal
determination, he has drifted away. Bhattacharyya classifies philosophers into
two groups: the naturalists and the transcendentalists. He places Nyaya
and Mimamsa under the first group. According to himthe naturalists look
at human life as an integral part of nature, such that everything is controll-
ed by the compulsive forces of nature and all human activity is predictable.
For him conscious transcendence of naturalism is freedom. In traditional
thought the acceptance of the personality woven around the finite I-con-
sciousness as real and final is bondage. None of the schools accept the
natural, relational, individuated self as ultimately real. Thus I would say
that as far as mokpsa is concerned, none of the traditional schools, not even
Nyaya and Mimamsa, is naturalist; they all deny the reality of natural
persons. According to them this realization is moksa.

The traditionalists have recommended contentless expansion which is like
a circle, which has neither any centre nor any circumference. But following
the footsteps of Bhattacharyya, we can think of moksa as finite-centric
extension of life beyond the limits of naturality. Such life would be a con-
tinuous process of expansion, not without the <I’, but without the animal-
like clinging to the <I'. The I-maker is to be retained, for the core is neces-
sary for the continuation of life. Freedom is freedom from blind attachment
to it. Such a concept of freedom is valuable, as it does not involve a rejec-
tion of life, individuality or nature. The free self is seen as continuous with
the ego,sorcoricntation of life and free dealing with nature is possible. Here
transcendence of naturality is the awareness of the futility of the totally
ego-bound life. It finds expression in better understanding, appreciation or
reorganization of Nature’ and personality.4s

The most pertinent question here is, in-what sense is this concept prefer-
able to the traditional one? I have argued that the concept of moksa as
entertained in traditional thought falls short of our expectations on three
grounds. First, it looks upon moksa as freedom from sorrow merely, which
approach is one-sided and partial. Here the urge for moksa is conditioned
by awareness of the hollowness of the totally naturalistic life and a desire
for expansion and free expression in different facets of life. This transcen-
dence of naturalism is present in man, and it calls for further development
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and refinement. Secondly, traditional thought demands dissolution of indivi-
duality, whereas this concept recommends retention of individuality, and
transformation and further development of personality through cultivation
of the higher values of life. This concept does not demand total rejection of
the I-consciousness or the ego-sense, but it speaks for the destructionof blind
attachment to the <T’, so that the *I’ does not remain the only propelling
factor in human activity. Animal-like clinging to the I’ is to be rejected as
pernicious, ego-bound values are to be given up. As Bhattacharyya has
shown, it is possible to inculcate the higher values of life only after trans-
cending these attachments. The development of the higher values requires
some amount of dissociation from too great an attachment to the ego.

I have said that two different types of analysis of voluntary action is
possible, and both of them necessarily refer to the ego. The one says that
the awareness of the goodness that the act is to produce is the determinant
of the act, while the other asserts that the very acceptance of the act as
duty is the most important necessary condition. Under both analyses re-
ference to the person or the moral agent is unavoidable. But if personal
attachments are erased, then it would be possible for the agent to take an
objective view of the situation and take the correct moral decision. Bhatta-
charyya has said that in the realm of science also, for proper development,
the personal factor should be wiped away.

My last point was that the traditionalists held that in mokga cither the
very personality of the purusa is dissolved, or the individual self continues,
but all his connections with experience are severed. They looked upon desire
as bondage. But the revised view is opposed to totally ego-bound desires
and not to any and every desire. Desire for happiness and aversion towards
sorrow might be the two basic urges which control our activity. But freedom
is connected with a third urge, which is at once awareness of our finitude
and the urge to transcend the limits of a life controlled completely by these
two natural urges, and an intense desire for sclf-expression through various
finer values. Thus, under this view, there is no inconsistency in the desire
for the highest value. Here moksa is neither nmirvapa or end of life,
nor is it kaivalya or a state of unrelatedness, but it is nihfreyasa or the
highest good.

Another pertinent question is, is this concept practicable? Or, is it not
true that the ego-bound life isthe only possible kind of life? Is it possible
to live a dissociated life, where the centre of all experience is the ego, yet
where there is no attachment to it? Here, my suggestion would be that even
if it is impossible to actualize such a life, it should at [east be accepted as
the regulative ideal. That some amount of dissociation is practised by man
is OUTr Common experience.

i would like to add that the idea of this type of freedom is not foreign to
our tradition. The life of the jivanmukta is something like this. But jivan-
mukti is accepted in traditional thought as an intermediate stage where life
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is continued; before death ushers in mahdparinirvana or videhamukti which
we have discussed as moksa above. But I feel that the dissociated life of the
jivanmulkta should be accepted as the highest ideal and there should be em-
phasis on the positive aspect of life. Such positive freedom might find
expression in various ways. Bhattacharyya himself has mentioned nigkama
karma. Only if a person has transcended his attachment to the ego is it
possible for him to perform niskama karma. The duties of a person might
be determined by the concrete social situation, yet only if he is properly
niskama, only if his actions are not determined by ego-ceniric desires, are
his actions totally free. The Bhagavadgita repeatedly says that a person
should be mirmama and nirahamicara, or he should do away with the sense
of *mine¢’ and ‘me’. But this does not mean end of life. Krgna instructs
Arjuna to return to life in its full glory, after being dissociated from the
narrow ego. Or, let us take the case of a real devotee. By complete surrender
to the divine will, one does not any more cling to the natural ego, yet one
can lead a full life. Or again, personal emotions bound up with the indivi-
dual agents become rasz when the personal elements are expunged and the
emotion is universalized. Even in our cognitive life, such free relation with
objects of awareness is possible. Qur senses are naturally directed towards
the external world and through them we become an integral part of nature
which exercises its sway over us. But the Gitd says that after complete with-
drawal or inwardization and discipline of the senses it is possible to dwell
freely on the objects of awareness, i.e. without blind involvement and objec-
tive compulsion, and by so dwelling a person achieves a life of content-
ment. % _

Here moksa is the return of the self to natural life after overcoming its
animal entanglement with nature. This is positive freedom. In this sense
moksa can claim to be the parama purugirtha.

Now, what would be the connection of moksa with the other three values
of life? Dharma would definitely be the expression of this moksa, for by
overcoming our natural propensities, it is best possible to do our duties.
But such dharma is not to be interpreted merely ‘as an important factor in
the maintenance of social stability and harmony’.47 Practised in the correct
attitude it is the expression of the sense of goodness present in man. Artha
and kédma, however, would be reduced to secondary means necessary for the
sustenance of the agent. Being totally social and natural in character, they
do not have any direct connection with the development of the free life of a
person.

1.
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Basanta Kumar Mallik’s theory of knowledge
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In Mallik’s first book of metaphysics, The Real and the Negative,' he begins
his discussion of knowledge by referring to the Cartesian theory of the mind
that knows and the matter which is known, an assumption which underlies
mainstream European thought of the last three centuries. Before discussing
knowledge as such he says we must first ask the question: Is there such a
thing as mind? And if so, should it be contrasted with matter or some
other entity?2

Various efforts have been made in the history of thought to devise a pro-
cedure by which mind can be distinguished from matter. Mallik lists three
procedures: classification, deduction and evolution. The difficulty he sees
about classification is that while class, anomality for instance, and species,
dog or cat, may be intelligible notions, no satisfactory account has been
recorded of the relationship between class and species. It has never been
decided whether instances are parts of a whole, or approximations to the
essence, or core of a perfect ideal entity. Mallik suggests a new approach
based on his account of the metaphysical structure which he had already
outlined. In this account the Relative Universe, or Discontinuous Universe
as he came to call it, is constituted by multiple individual centres existing in
relationship. Could certain individuals in this scheme be called mind and
be distinguished from others which must be called by other names?

A Mallikean account of an individual, John, illustrates how unlike this
approach is from any of the previous accounts.

From his first appearance as a baby to his last as a man on the point of
retirement, who leaves this life suddenly after a heart attack, John remains
the same individual. On that point he and those who know him throughout
his life will have no doubt. Itis equally indisputable that throughout his
life he has shown a capacity to change—in appearance, achievement, and as
John himself would see it, in experience. He has ncver existed as a comple-
tely detached individual, but always as an instance ofa group or a class—
as a schoolboy, engineer, soldier, citizen. In other words, he is a unique
series of related instances, each moment of experience related to other indi-
viduals and implying simultaneous experiences in others of a similar class
or engaged in the same event. John has school friends, he handles stones
or metals; he finds himself in conflict with other soldiers; he contributes to
the planning of highways for the benefit of the community. John is part of
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the world in which he lives because he exists simultaneously with and relat-
ed to the rest of his fellowmen and his environment. As long as he is alive
we can see how he changes, not at random, but with a recognizable objective
or series of objectives influencing those changes..

Not only John, but any particular, if it is identifiable (as ail existent enti-
ties must be), has to be a unique series of changes, existing as related and
yet distinct from other entities which are also moving through their unique
series of changes. John does not remainin static membership of a single
group or class. He may be a surveyor and share surveyers” knowledge and
problems. But if by mischance the dam he was building collapsed he might
suddenly become flotsam, like any other obstacle, tree or rock which lay in
the path of the resulting flood. His identity must be recognized as dual in
its character: always one of a group and always at one instant of his unique
history.

Theories of deduction or evolution are not adequate to éxplain John or
his career. He cannot be regarded as the predicate of one neutral substance
or the effect of a single cause. There is no logical ground for claiming that
because we recognize the profession of engineering, John must represent
only or mainly that profession; or that he changed from being a baby to
being an engineer by some strange developmental process on which theories
of evolution appear to be based. While Johnis an engincer he will share
the advantagesand disadvantages of that profession. He, like other engineers,
will <stand or fall’ together as they tackle technmical challenges of stress,
durability and the rest. John, again, develops so many varied interests and
skills in the course of his life that no theory of evolution could account for
them. They are evidence that he is capable of change while continuing to
exist as any other individual does, in a chain of series of experiences.

Mallik frecly admits that the distinction between mind and matter is one
which has puzzled thinkers for generations, and still continues to do so.
‘The whole of our philosophic history is much too full of references and
controversies with regard to mind and matter to justify an exclusion or
denial of the distinction between mind and matter.’”® All the controversy
about the two has not led to either being discarded. The net result has been

the survival of both, with the distinction between them still seen as a pro-
blem.

The distinctions generally associated with mind and matter are conscious-
ness and non-consciousness, or sub-consciousness; or activity and passivity.
Matter has been defined as non-conscious, passive or mechanical.

Can any distinction be made between mind and matter, and if so should
it be in terms of conscious and non-conscious? If John believes in or has
direct experience of, sees or feels a stone or another human, that experience
is Yohn’s and John’s alone. He can never get outside his own experience,
share or penetrate the experience of the stonesinthe quarry oreven that of his
human friend. He cannot do more than refer to these other particulars or
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individuals. There seems, therefore, no reason to distinguish John’s two
experiences—of the stones, and of his awareness of the feel of the stones—
as being non-conscious and conscious. Mallik distinguishes them as percept,
the immediate self-absorbed experience which does not refer but is referred
to, and image which refers to the percept. a past or future experience.

He suggests that consciousness, like any other experience may be taken
to mean ‘the whole of anything that ever did or could form the subject
matter for belief, opinion or thought’.4 <Belief’, he says, ‘is not a dual fact
constituted by a process of knowing on the one hand and an object known
or believed on the other.” It is a strictly unique fact as applicable to the
belief or experience a stone might have as it is to John’s experience. Having
quietly made this astonishing claim he goes on to modify it by giving a new
definition of consciousness as the individual’s experience of the multipie or
of distinction, in the context of conftict and harmony. He admits that this
theory of knowledge or belief may not be easy to follow or be widely accep-
ted, but he suggests that part of the difficulty in doing so may arise from the
fact that men were supremely anxious to preserve what they regarded as the
chief feature and pride of the human mind—the function of knowing.® He
may have sensed an echo of this attitude inthe theory which he saw as
underlying many psychological statements suggesting a sub-conscious state
as a degree of the conscious which might develop into a conscious experi-
ence. He found two flaws in this position: first, it limited the sense in which
the word conscious’ was used to a scientific hypothesis to be treated as a
matter for experiment. He took consciousness be a logical or metaphysical
concept, a feature of all individual centres, organic, inorganic, human or
psychical. Second, the theory of conscious and sub-comscious Wwas too
closely linked with whole and part, or degrees. He was prepared to agree
that consciousness had different instances, of which sub-conscious might
be one: but it should not be regarded asa degree of consciousness. So,
though the conscious and the non-conscious can be regarded as different
types of knowledge, they do not correspond to the distinction between mind
and matter, because matter is clearly as distinguishable and varied as what
is known as mind. ‘There is no phase or stage of our historical experience
which is not saturated with consciousness, because it is the region where
differences and distinctions appear.’

It is also recognized that there are experiences in which the terms discrimi-
nation and distinguishability are not relevant. For example, ‘Those pro-
found experiences which lie to the credit of our spiritual men and women.
The term that is often used is “seren¢ joy’ and if anything peculiaris
sought to be conveyed by it, it is the note of placidity or profound stillness
that is furthest removed from our discriminating consciousness.’

Might it not be more appropriate, he asks, to call such esoteric or mysti-
cal moments ‘non-conscious’? He adds the logical argument in support of
this that the individual centres have to exist alternately in a state of distinc-
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tion and a state of unity or identicalness. At this stage of his work he calls
them states of multiplicity and simplicity; these basic features are examined
at length in his later work.

This leaves the alternative pair of terms; active and passive. Mallik accep-
ted that mind might be regarded as the active partner in an eventand matter
as the passive one. This would imply that mind and matter could not appear
in the same centre simultaneously, but must appear in succession. This does
not mean that activity is to be associated with causality, as the idealists
incline to think. It is a state or phase of existence, and not creative or
generative. For example, if 4 contradicts or complements B both have their
own distinet experiences quite independent, both connected with an objec-
tive. There is no interaction or interpenetration; there is only interdepen-
dence in the sense that they both change simultaneously and spontaneously.

Equally, he believed that the materialists’ claim that matter is the primal
cause must be rejected. What then could be the difference between mind
and matter? The answer, he believed, was that the range of individuals
extends far beyond the scientific classifications so far laid down as inorganic,
organic or psychical. It must be recognized, for example, that the vast
majority of people retain a belief in the supernatural of one kind or another.
These are all unique and equally valid instances of experience.

Mallik’s theory of knowledge becomes much clearer when it is set in the
context of his cosmology. This was not recorded in any detail in The Real
and the Negative, although he had already suggested that Reality implied
alternate monistic and relative phases.!® He sets out his account of Reality
in Related Multiplicity™ as a triadic universe'? and developed this theme,
which is fundamental to his philosophy, in all his later work.

Reality is constituted by Being and Non-Being in a triadic universe. The
first Continnous of Non-Being does not begin, but ends. It is succeeded by
the Discontinuous Universe of Being and Non-Being co-existing in relation-
ship. This universe begins and ends and is succeeded by the second Continu-
ous Universe of Being, which begins but does not end. This scheme provides
for the monistic and the relative; beginning and ending, non-beginning and
non-ending. Reality is never absent, but provision is made within it for all
conceivable forms of existence.

The Discontinuzous Universe in which we find ourselves does not depend
for its existence on any external cause, creator or emanation. It is complete
and independent. We cannot have direct experience or knowledge of the
Continuous Universes, because our experience implies relationship. We
can only be certain of their existence by implication. If Reality is total and
all-embracing they must be implied by the beginning and ending of the
Discontinuous Universe. Existence cannot begin from nothing, or end in
nothing.

The Discontinuous Universe is a universe of related multiplicity, being
and non-being co-existing in multiple instances, a universe which begins and
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ends. The beginning is spontanecus and its distinctive feature that it is
different from what preceded it—the first Continuous Universe of non-being.
Nor does the end of the Discontinuous Universe signify extinction. An end
is a purpose which is fulfilled. It in turn is followed by a form of existence
which is different from what went before. The end of the Discontinuous
Universe is necessarily an event in which all its constituents are involved.
The end is not nothing, it is the positive purpose which these instances of
being and non-being are conceiving and seeking to realize. Thatis why
Mallik frequently refers to the common purpose, which is not a cause of
action, but a determining factor, a future event towards which the Discon-
tinuous Universe is progressing—its end. The changes which the individual
centres experience in the course of their careers are not random movements,
but proceed in an orderly manner, making along the way provision for all
possible variations open to related multiplicity. There is room for suffering
as well as joy, failure as well as success: but there is no place for the absolute
void or nothingness, which is inconceivable and impossible.

It may be helpful to summarize the conciusions Mallik has drawn so far
in his analysis of knowledge. There are two kinds of knowledge : conscious,
which is based on experience of differences, and non-conscious, which is
based on experience of unity or the common purpose. These correspond to
two basic states of existence for the related multiples: distinctness and
identicalness. Knowledge may also be described as active or passive. Every
individual experiences both kinds of knowledge alternately. When A has
active knowledge of B this implies B having passive knowledge of 4, of being
known. There is no causal or generative principle in the active experience,
and no interpenetration between the two. But they are related in the sense
that if one arises so must the other. and both experiences refer to a common
background, without which they would be absolute differents and unimagin-
able. Mallik describes the active as mind and the passive as matter at this
stage, but as will be seen he expands the notions of mind and matter con-
siderably before he has finished with them.

He goes on to set out his own account of knowledge in more detail and
to compare it with traditional accounts. He uses a form of veiled dialogue
as he did increasingly in his later books. He sets out first the reaction of
‘the man on the Clapham Omnibus’. <Surely you are not suggesting that
the stone, tree or cell knows in the sense that I as 2 human being know?’
All right, Mallik replies. Iet us keep the term knowledge strictly for the
human. But we cannot enter into the distinction betwzen the human and
the non-human here. This is a distinction drawn by psychologists and
scientists rather than by metaphysicians. The metaphysician is concernsd
with knowledge as a form or instance of the individual centre. He knows
that this occurs in a conflict or harmony with other individuals. We want
to analyse further the result of such ‘knowing’ which may be either certainty
or uncertainty. If we reserve the terms thought and belief about actual
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reality for human beliefs, we must consider that other individual centres
(stone, cow, tree, etc.) have their own states of certainty and uncertainty as
a result of their own special conflicts and harmonies; but we may keep the
terms doubt and belief as specially relevant to human individuals. They
are related to three distinct types of human experience—percepts, images
and concepts which are all constituents of the knowing individual.

He gives an example: John is supposed to be knowing the mountains of
Lapland. John goes through four stages: contradicting and being contradict-
ed, complementing and being complemented by the Lapp mountains.

It must not be forgotten that neither John, who has the capacity to know,
nor the mountain which the questioner says does not know, is anything but
an individual centre, which must be striving to bring about the realization
of the same end and through the same universal process—shall we call it the
evolution of the planet? It has been suggested that the mountain does not
know, or perhaps even live. But the fact remains that it serves the central
end of the universe in the same fundamental manner as John does. The
differences between them are subordinate to their main agreement about
the realization of the central end. And so in the last analysis they are but
peculiar instances of the same achievement. Hierarchy or gradation is ruled
out, and absolute equality takes its place. They are all equally essential and
equally interdependent.1?

This argument has been set out in some detail as it is an example of the
way in which Mallik developed his analysis. He began with a statement
which his questioner put to him as a possible objection to his position. This
statement was presented as incontrovertible, anobvious fact of life, inthis case
the distinction between human knowledge and the existence of non-human
entities. Mallik concedes that there is an undeniable difference between a
man, a stone, a tree and a cow. Then he proceeds to show that underlying
that distinction there is a much more fundamental relationship, a common
factor which refers to the purpose of all existence. He takes the opportunity
to point out in passing the illusion of superiority which man has claimed on
the evidence of the difference between himself and other forms of existence.
Unique features and contributions, Mallik claims, cannot be graded. ‘What
even a blade of grass can achieve the most gifted of saints certainly cannot,
in spite of the fact that they laid claim to miracles for centuries.’

He considers next the different instances or stages of knowledge which an
individual experiences in an event. He takes as an example: John tries to
beat Smith with a stick.” There will be two sets of experiences on the two
sides—John has (or experiences) a number of percepts, Smith, beating, stick,
John. These percepts will not only be different but opposed to Smith’s per-
cepts: Smith, beaten, stick, John. John’s experience is active and Smith’s
passive, or if the term is preferred, material. Both are equally conscious-
The important point is that John’s knowledge of Smith is strictly distinguish-
ed from Smith’s knowledge of himself. Neither will nor can know the other’s
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experience, or ‘stand in the other’s shoes’. At the same time, John has
Smith in his experience, as if he became an image of Smith being beaten.
Conversely, Smith has his own experience of John, which cannot occur any-
where else.

All experiences are shown to be both unique and referent. This account
arises not just from an examination of knowledge as such, but from the
relationship of conflict or harmony between individual centres. Each experi-
ence refers to another, but no individual ever becomes incorporated or con-
fused with another. Individuals undergo changes in a definite manner, act-
ively and passively, as a matter of necessity. Such series of experiences stand
as contradictory or complementary events. The theory avoids the difficult-
ies of solipsism, and the complications of interaction.

The function of knowledge is not to enable the subject to deal with or
change the object. It is to realize the central end of the Discontinuous
Universe. It is there not to manipulate but to elucidate.

In the light of this new account Mallik discusses in greater detail the
constituents of knowledge—percepts, images and concepts (which he later
called categorical knowledge). He refers to the perennial difficulty in the
presentation of knowledge. How can the subject and object which are by
definition unique, independent and incompatible be brought into a mean-
ingful relationship? Taking the extreme case of Berkeley ‘that nothing can
exist which is not known’, he demonstrates that this might imply either that
only the cognitive subject existed, or because the knowing subject depended
on the reality of the object all knowledge would be found in the object. He
comments: ‘One might truly find it difficult to decide whether he was an
Idealist or 2 Realist or 2 non-descript who just wanted to state that the
ultimate situation was the subject and object in relation.’** The sceptic’s
doubts arose because of what appeared to be the paradoxical nature of the
evidence for reality. For example, how could it be both infinite and finite,
monistic and relative, absolute and yet challenged or denied? Mallik sought
answers to these problems which would satisfy the most rigorous test of
logic and could also be supported by reference to historical experience. If
reality is, it must consist of everything conceivable, and it cannot be self-
contradictory. It occurred to him that many of the apparent paradoxes
could be explained by making a clear distinction between the notions of
alternation and simultaneity. For example, water cannot be hot and cold at
the same time. Yet hot and cold water are equally undeniable experiences
which imply succession or alternation. It is equally certain that the tester
of the water’s temperature must exist simultanecously with the water he is
testing.

In mediate knowledge, dealing with objects that are indirectly presented,
the difficulties prultiply. One explanation has been to define mediate know-
ledge as a series of direct presentations. *God, for instance, or the other
side of the wall or the past and future or the physical world must be pre-
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sented to those we know directly, and who, like this side of the wall or the
present moment, are directly presented to us. . .. From such a belief faith
in prophets and mediates may have developed.”’® As an individual’s range
of direct experience is limited trust, confidence, testimony and moral virtues
such as honesty have had to be defined and emphasized.

Such a framework depends for its stability on the certainty of presenta-
tion, whether direct or indirect. Until this is established and while the possi-
bility of presentation remains a matter for controversy neither immediate
nor mediate knowledge can claim to be unquestionable.

Pragmatism has been suggested as another possible solution. Its greatest
achievement has been claimed to be ‘its remarkable success in making even
of falsehood a successful material.’?¢ This might point to a new theory of
conflict; but practically speaking the consequences of such a theory lead to
probability in place of truth; and what is called propaganda or management
in the practical world in the place of straight dealing and honest attempt
to meet the situation as a whole.

Mallik then contrasts traditional notions of presentation with his own
theory. For him the distinction between mediate and immediate knowledge
is that between knowledge as such and knowledge of what it refers to.
Smith feels the blow; he knows that John hit him. Presentation does not
come into it. John’s experiences and Smith’s are quite distinct. No one
would doubt that to beat is a very different experience from being beaten.
Relationship implies a universe in which multiple centres change simultane-
ously in a definite way according to pre-established necessity.

This theory of parallel experiences constituting knowledge has a further
implication. There is no limit to John’s experience or knowledge. In princi-
ple whatever exists is open to him to discover. Conversely, whatever experi-
ence John has, whatever its form—God for example—is sufficient evidence
that there is an entity in the universe standing at that time in a relation with
John, which appears to him as God. This does not mean that one can
immediately define or describe this other entity with certainty; but one must
believe in the existence of all objects and beings of which we can think,
whether definition of them or communication with them isimmediately
possible or not. This leads to a new view of past and future events associat-
ed with individuals. “Why should there be any difficulty in thinking of indi-
vidual centres that began with the discontinuous universe and will not
come to an end as long as that universe survives’??” Death after all, to
refer to a long-held conviction is only a prolonged doubt.

Mallik turns next to a discussion of the particular and universal. It has
been generally held that the particular is indescribable and the concept
is describable; or, in other words, the particular is unique whereas the uni-
versal is common to more than one particular, i.e. it has features. These
definitions reflect a fixed notion of judgment. A distinction is implied bet-
ween the description of subject matter and the subject matter itself. Some-
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thing remains over as the presupposition of the judgment or statement. It
is suggested that either that which exists as a matter of fact is particular,
which can only be known by acquaintance or that which characterizes the
reality is the concept, which can only be known by description. When some
deny that the concepts or characteristics are real and others assert that the
fact is nothing but a system of concepts or relations, an impasse is bound
to result.’®

Mallik points out that there can be human experience which is indescrib-
able. It may be difficult to express and c¢ven impossible to communicate,
but it must have some significance to the person involved, or be altogether
beyond the pale of human experience. Some of the deepest experiences of
the hurman mind fall into this class.

There are no doubt certain experiences which are exclusive or intimately
self-centred, others which are more varied and more expansive. But both
are in their ways describable. Take, for instance, the sentence, John is
honest. The distinction made between the unique and the general or uni-
versal which have been seen as incompatibles lies at the root-of the distinc-
tion between unique fact and the describable feature. He asks: can a sub-
ject’s character have a meaning different from the meaning of the character
himself? At the same time can the universal and particular be accommodat-
ed in the same individual? If we re-examine the description of the individual
who is both the subject and object of knowledge it becomes clear that the
individual centres are the foci of two series. ‘Each individual will form a
series by itself to represent its continuous career of succession; and also an
instance of a series like cognition or conation, working out in each phase
his career of similarity.”® The individual is linked up with every other indi-
vidual in similarity, conflict or harmony; it also preservesits own continuity.

Individuality is to be understood in three ways:

(a) In terms of function and purpose;
(b) In terms of continuity and simultaneity;
{¢) In terms of existing as a phase or form at any given moment.

Each individual, being particular is indescribable in so far as his individual
series is concerned, but in so far as each phase of that career also forms an
instance of a series, e.g. eating, praying, fighting or speaking, as many
others are doing simultaneously, these forms are describable. These func-
tions co-exist with other forms of other individuals in conflict or harmony
with them. The description of honest John refers to the individual in a state
of distinctness. But he knows also when he isin a state of identicalness,
having no experience of conflict or harmony, or indeed of difference. Mallik
began by linking such knowledge to the mystical state, but came later to
define it as the experience of the Society of Beings, that is individuals con-
cerned with the conception of their purpose as distinct from its realization.
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An individual may alternate between the two states but cannot experience
both simultancously. There is nevertheless a relationship of reference bet-
ween the two states. For example, conflict between opposing groups must
imply some common background, or they would be absolute differents and
incapable of relationship. Not all backgrounds are equally fundamental and
farreaching. The background of a particular event may be perceived in quite
immediate and limited terms. Just as a baby, snatched from sleep on the
sudden arrival of invaders, concentrates on his personal physical discomfort,
s0 the background of a conflict may be a temporary or very local issue, the
need to defend or attack some personal advantage. <If John, for instance
had no experience that sometime in his career there was the kind of life he
was trying to preserve there would be no point in his making an effort to
continue it- His effort is a proof that he had that expsrience and also an
evidence that life is no longer there.?® If we say that John who is honest
finds himself in conflict with Smith it means that at some time in the past he
formed a group with others to whom the term honesty refers. All concepts
or categories imply the same kind of life or some form of unity—perhaps
only a temporary alliance. There was nothing to correspond to honesty as
John stood in opposition to Smith except an experience of some past event
in his life. This explains the use of the term <indescribable’ applied to unity.

It is not that it could not be described, but it does not admit of description.

The concept is describable but the event to which it refers is not.

Mallik’s view of knowledge gave him new insight into the nature of time.
As he says in The Real and the Negative, It is not our belief in time that
will determine the nature of the universe, but the nature of the universe that
will determine the validity of time. What is essential is the objective and
fundamental fact of the universe.?

In talking of the ‘mystical feature’ as it is implied in conflict, he refers to
the past. The opponents are fighting to preserve or destroy something they
believe to be absolute, actual or already established. Once the past has
happened it is believed to survive, as it were ‘onice’, for ever unchanged.
In this belief they share the mistake of the toddler who said: ‘Let’s do it as
we did it tomorrow’. when ‘tomorrow’ at the moment of speaking was in
fact the day before yesterday. Time is not static, and events cannot take
place twice, though they can be referred to by images. Besides, if a practice,
belief or concept were truly established there would be no alternative to it
and no need to fight for or against it. Life is to be found in the individual
and every individual exists as a stream of changing experiences. There is no
reason to deny that the individual is immortal, because they are constantly
changing. There is a famous story of Lot’s wife, fleeing from the wicked
city, who looked back when forbidden to do so and was turned into a pillar
of sait. It may well be that her companions believed that she suddenly dis-
appeared and a pillar of salt appeared on the spot where she had been. But
that did not prove that Lot’s wife ceased at that moment to have experi-
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ences, although communication certainly ceased betwgep her ?.nd h.er com-
panions. There cannot be a moment when the individual is petnﬁt‘ad a}n_d
ceases to change. Death implies the end of one form or phas{e of' the indivi-
dual, it does not imply extinction, but new experiences continuing as lon‘g
as the discontinuous universe remains, that is until the common purpose 13
fulfilied.

I

The first part of this article shows that Mallik had discarded the distinction
between subject and object as being insufficiently basic to serve as a founda-
tion for a theory of knowledge. After disclaiming various assumptions and
methods suggested and different attempts made to establish the Fruth. he sets
out his own position on the meaning of knowledge and how it might be
pursued. Knowledge for him implies certainty and _assuranc?,_.
He gives three steps which he considers essential in examining an asser-
tion or a claim to truth.??
1. To locate the contradictory feature in the claim. This he defines as
the true function of logic.

2. To establish the origin of that contradictory feature.

3. To replace the claim by a new statement which Il‘ll:lSt be shown to be
necessarily true, that is no alternative to it can be admitted. . .

The last two steps he places within the domain of metaphlysw. He describes
this process as ‘replacing a statement of values based on faith 'by a statemept
of evidence for reality. The new statement if true must be logically una§sml-
able and supported by historical evidence. A comparison of an established
creed and a ‘Mallikean® statement may make his definition clearer. ‘

We may take an article of faith: ‘Love is good; it comes from (.}od.’ Thl‘s
implies that God has so ordered His creation that what_ He hals lfud ‘dOWn is
good and must be pursued, rejecting and as far as possﬂ.)le ehm}n.atmg tha}t
which opposes the good. Man recognizes that there is oppo§1t10n t.o this
belief, but he regards this as sinful or misguided, and discounts it as being an
inevitable obstacle to be overcome, a temporary clash between the real and
the unreal. He is concerned with what should be according to the code
which he has accepted as absolutely true. .

Mallik’s original standpoint is different. He begins with a SImpI.c state-
ment—Reality is; this statement must be accepted on bot'h Ioglca.l. and
historical grounds as being necessarily true, a statement to which there is no
alternative. Once convinced of this it becomes necessary to find c?ut what
Reality means. We can no longer rely on established beliefs W.thh have
been shown to clash with other established beliefs, but must bl.}lld a new
system on evidence. If Reality is, it must be total, that is everything that is
conceivable has an equal claim to existence. |

What is conceivable, however, does not automatically have the power to
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become actual. For example, the Negative is conceivable but actual nothing-
ness as a historical fact stands contradicted by the very statement which
asserts it. This process of analysis exposes the self-coniradiction or impossi-
bility of the absolute Negative; but it does not alter the fact that it has been
possible to conceive of the Negative. This process or state of the Negative
Mallik calls possibility—a claim to existence which can only be frustrated.2s
It is not to be confused with Aristotle’s idea of possibility or potency.

Claims and conceptions imply reference, statement and communication—
all features of experience. Turning to individual experience Mallik reminds
us that ‘Nothing exists in my pattern [of existence] except the multiple
entities .. [therefore] it must be the life history of these entities which will
embody formal and material truth. There will be nothing in the pattern
which will embody truth as such; nor will the constants exist detached from
or outside of the entities. Even the objective which is common and which
necessarily is ideal will appear in the shape of an image which the entities
themselves will embody.’

Individuals appear in two distinct types of existence: actual or concrete,
constituted by sensations and images, and categorical. A sensation may be
‘pure’, i.e. self-absorbed or referent. It must exist simultaneously with the
sensation to which it refers. It may also be referred to by an image as a past
or future event. For example, if I touch a stone, I must be in the same
place at the same time; but I could also remember or refer to that sensation,
that is, have animage of that event atalater date. A sensation cannot actively
refer to an image or a category.

Images are also actual in that they refer to past or future sensations. The
mmage referring to the future is not of the event which will arise to fulfil it,
but rather an ideal which will give rise to action leading to that event.

Categorical experience does not characterize a future event. It simply
creates the belief in the certainty of that event. The belief may turn out to
be illusory.2s

It is necessary at this point to return to the analysis of mind and matter
which Mallik resumed in his book Non-Absolutes.26 Defining the nature of
reality, he begins by excluding two self-contradictory features: it cannot be
void or indeterminate. As the Discontinuous Universe (described in Part I
of this article) must begin and end it must presuppose existence and experi-
ence. Existence in the Discontinuous Universe implies related multiplicity;
experience implies reference, statement and communication. The simple
claim ‘Being is’ must be recognized as an experience; but it does no more
than refute the sceptic’s claim that ‘Nothing is’, by the notion of that which
fills in the void~—what we call matter, substance or ‘stuff”. Since that which
exists has identity it is necessarily determinate and distinguishable. From
this feature is drawn the notion of mind, or that which conceives the objec-
tive. The two notions of mind and matter or experience and existence, are
distinet but inseparable.
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To give an example, history is taken as a record of facts; but it is equally
a record of experiences. If the facts exist something else has to exist to
refer to them.

Mind and matter are categorical presuppositions of experience, not exis-
tent entities. They constitute the proof for the existence of the concrote
individual. Such proof is necessary when the concrete individual falls into
a state of impasse or confusion.??

Categorical experience arose to negate the belief that the concrete has no
claim to existence, the view formulated by the sceptic, who came to this con-
clusion when, having gone through frustration and impasse, he felt unable
to continue his concrete experience because of uncertainty. He stumbled on
the notion of possibility of the Negative or non-being. It seemed that, <That
which does not function must die; that is the law of the universe’.2® The
dogmatist’s assurance that death had not occurred, supported by the fact
of the sceptic’s ability to make such a statement, introduced the necessity of
the positive or being. So this reassurance was achieved by the use of evidence
as a criterion of truth. These experiences of thought deal with categories
which do not have concrete existence. They establish reality but do not
define it. In meeting the argument for the possibility of the negative the
dogmatist could point out that however intelligible as a possibility the nega-
tive might be, it could not be a fact since in its attempt at materialization it
contradicted itself. It followed that positive, or being, was a necessity.

The sceptic did not recognize the full significance of possibility: that it
was conceivable but not necessarily capable of becoming actual. Nor did
the dogmatist see that being which was evidently necessary had not also an
automatic right to be defined as ‘absolute’ or ‘ultimate’. These were not
categorical terms; they were values which were believed to be actual realities
already established. Once being was re-established it was assumed that the
values, beginning with the absolute were established also~—for instance,
mystical unity interpreted as @tman, or Parmenides’ ultimate reality.

Mallik sums up this succession of events as a drama. ‘The theme of this
drama was to produce the final result of a clash between Mystical Unity,
Individuality and Community—that of complete frustration. Bach time the
drama reached its fifth act of utter confusion an interval followed. It took
the form of an epilogue in which a review was made with the conclusion
that man had at least the choice of leaving the Universe for good. There
was instantly a pilgrimage for freedom in the void, but it ended in Para-
dise.’2®

Mallik admits that he could not point to a historical record of what
happened immediately after the sceptic had been silenced and faith had been
restored in Being or Reality. But it is significant that the negative and posi-
tive or being were the only true categories ever considered ‘by the ancients’.
Such terms as absolute or later definitions of reality as unity or individuality
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were not true categories. They were believed to refer to something already
existing and had overtones of value and inequality.3

The basic notions of unity and individuality were formulated in both
classic Indian and Greek philosophy, but no solution was found to the
problem of their apparent incompatibility which could have made it possible
to use them positively. For instance, analytical necessity and immediate
certainty were both recognized but they could not be sustained together.
-John cannot be an instance of humanity, i.e. a partial expression of it and
at the same time a unique individual who lives related to Brown, also
a unique individual. . .It was a gross negligence to confuse predicational
judgment with a relational one by recognizing both of them as instan-
ces of judgment’® One or other view prevailed, or compromises were
devised, for example, the notion of space between the incompatibles.
1f space were redefined as the void the inevitable clash between incompati-
bles threatened destruction of both.

The two main illusions remained: the belief in the absolute, and the con-
sequent acceptance of inequality. Until reality was redefined these stumbl-
ing blocks could not be removed. The ideas of possibility, necessity and
evidence appear spasmodically in philosophical writing through the cen-
turies, but Mallik found new significance in them after he had recognized
that reality. which could never be absent, not only could, but must, exist
in different states at different times. Man in a state of doubt continued
to exist but could not function; man committed to his belief could exist and
function, but had so far been unable to achieve a final or lasting result, to
establish his claim permanently or avoid any challenge to it.

It occurred to Mallik at an early stage in his thought that these periods
of doubt provided opportunities to develop new insight into the nature of
reality. In his later books he develops the idea of the philosophers’ increas-
ing awareness that the positive and negative could not be explained away
as the real and unreal or truth and illusion. A place must be found for both
on a footing of equality within a universe of related multiplicity. He con-
sidered how categorical experience helped to bring about this new under-
standing.

A category is an actual experience, but it does not admit of verification
by image or sensation. It is purely evidence about the nature of reality. It
is not an attempt to describe or characterize individuals or events. Its main
function is ‘to help in clearing the mess which the empirical realm periodi-
cally runs into as a result of the conflict which marks its career’ by provid-
ing assurance about reality and a new basis for defining and understanding
it. Possibility is man’s first experience of a category. It turns out to be the
first of a series, each newinstance brings a firmer and more definite assurance.
1t is followed by the category of necessity and it is after the discovery of
necessity that the true significance of possibility is understood.

He returns again and again to the transition from the stage of conflict and
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illusion to the stage of harmony and discovery of truth which involves shed-
ding those illusions. The more he examined it the more complex and tortu-
ous the process appeared, an odyssey of pilgrimage with allkinds of setbacks
and unexpected dangers along the way. ‘

There was, for instance, man’s recurrent hesitation about embarking on
such a far-reaching enquiry. Should the universe be subjected to a technique
of finding out the truth about itself? Mallik puts this point vividly in The
Towering Wave®® when the pilgrims setting out on their search for truth
have the temerity to ask: ‘Why has man been allowed from immemorial
times to fall victim to illusion, evil or fiction in spite of the goal set for them,
described variously as peace or Ananda, God’s love or development of the
Self? In spite of apparently harsh, superior or even threatening messages
which seem to reach them from supernatural sources, the pilgrims decide to
stay with their resolve to find the truth for themselves, and not be sidetrack-
ed or turned back by portents, omens or ideals which in the past have prov-
ed impossible to verify or achieve.?

Removal of illusion calls not only for thought, but also for action. We
have to abstain from illusion after we have had this assurance about reality
from thought. It is not enough to appreciate the clash of opposing values
and the inevitable frustration of attempts on either side to reach the ideal.
This insight must be applied to events in which we find ourselves in religious,
social, economic and personal contexts. This period of austerity which
involves restraint and discipline cannot be avoided. Once the three concep-
tions of reality, mystical, humanistic and dualistic are seen to be illusory,
there can be no escape from the necessity to negate the beliefs in those
values, to make every effort to avoid realizing them,

As the stage of necessity or abstention begins to replace that of illusion
man has the new experience of categorical assurance which replaces uncer-
tainty or doubt. Any category is an evidence or proof which testifies to the
validity of the individual’s claim to existence. Such assurance must precede
the direct experience of the concrete entity. ‘Thought, in my scheme, happens
to be the prime mover as it appears in the fourth stage of necessity or
truth’.® Tt is one thing to be certain of concrete reality, another thing to be
directly in touch with it. My ancestry did distinguish between Jiidna of the
Mystical Reality and absorption in it’.3 Once more he underlines the dis-
tinction between categorical and image or sensory knowledge: <Categorical
existence, or the experience of individuals in the fourth stage refers to con-
crete and complete reality, in the shape of knowledge and belief. This is
quite different from images or sensations. If we hear a barking dog we not
only have an assurance or image but an actual experience of what the dog
could be. A category never reaches this point.’3¢ ‘

Mallik discusses at length the change in the individual as he spontaneously
comes to think of and refer to reality in what he perceives as its true form.
He begins to discover the illusory conceptions of absolute unity and indi-
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viduality and abstains from trying to realize the valtues which these concep-
tions imply. These changes give him the status of a non-absolute actual
individual, though not yet quite ready for direct experience of reality, be-
cause he has still to discard the remaining illusions of the stage of conflict.??

This sequence of stages, each with its own special kind of experience or
knowledge, may require further clarification. It is worth repeating that it
begins with the claim that reality in the discontinuous universe consists of
nothing but the series of experiences of individual centres. Each series, or
individual, is unique, but every instance in that series is related to other
individuals. In this sense identity is dual. It is an instance in a series and a
member of a class. Relationship does not mean merging or interpenetra-
tion of centres, but experiences are referent and imply simultaneous changes
in the individunals concerned. Every experience is determinate, concerned in
one way or another with the common purpose or end of the discontinuous
universe. It is not caused by any external agent.

Because reality is total there must be provision within the discontinuous
for all conceivable instances of experience and relationship. This is achiev-
ed by a sequence of stages in which to put it in very simple language,
different plans are evolved and put into practice. This succession or alterna-
tion of attempts to realize objectives accommodates features which are
incompatible, and therefore cannot co-exist. In this way the absolute values
of the third stage are replaced by the fourth stage in which individuals with
new assurance of categorical knowledge gradually divest themselves of illu-
sions. The way for the new experiences of the fifth stage will be clear when
this process is complete.

In his last books, Non-Absolutes and Mythology and Possibility,*® Mallik
recognizes that the changes which he believes are happening in the universe
are much more radical than anything he had imagined when he began to
write his metaphysic twenty years carlier. This new system was not the
result of deduction, or a life of asceticism, or even of discussion with his
contemporaries. It might be misleading even to call it metaphysic, which
was still connected with an acceptance of the absolute. Nor could it be
based on prophecy which implies a belief in divinity. The new form of ex-
perience which the individual embodies in the fourth stage is necessity. or
knowledge or jfidna.?® Only a new view of reality based on the triadic uni-
verse could enable a man to look at himself, his opponent and their back-
ground in & new light. This view could not be judged using traditional
hypotheses or techniques.

The third stage of conflict and illusion could not be known as possessing
the features of absoclute belief and action based on such a belief which was
bound to lead to a negative result, until the fourth stage of necessity appea-
red. The third stage operated, but its nature, constitution and origin remai-
ned obscure. Knowledge had not been necessary for action. When categori-
cal knowledge in the setting of the triadic universe became available, the
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absolute or negative stage was ready to disappear. It had already reached
its fulfilment.

In Mythology and Possibility Mallik returns to his analysis of man’s con-
ception of reality and his reaction to the experience of frustration and
doubt. The sceptic’s faith in reality was shattered by the recurring crises
brought about by incompatible claims. ‘The claim that the Absolute was
one simple piece of entire existence was fatally ripped open by the appear-
ance of the opposites on the plane of existence.’#

The dogmatist silenced the sceptic by pointing out that his claim was self-
contradictory, but he overlooked the fact that not only did relationship
between the incompatibles survive, but the two opposing parties survived,
and therefore the problem remained unsolved.

Mallik’s account of the fifth and final stage of the discontinnous universe
is necessarily brief and in categorical terms. The very good reason for this
is that direct experience of what he calls ‘the dual world’ in which the com-
mon purpose is conceived and fulfilled by individuals having no intervention
between them cannot be known until all illusion has been cleared away. ‘We
have to have assurance about the true or concrete reality before we can
have direct experience of it.’%
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Discussion and Comments

REPRESENTATION VERSUS MIRRORING:
A COGNITIVIST RESPONSE TO RORTY

The successive turns and revolutions in the history of philosophy, each
seeking but failing to capture truth, has made Rorty sceptical of all such
efforts.! The moral, according to him, is that the traditional concept of
philosophy needs to be deconstructed. In Philosophy and the Mirror of
Nature he states his objective as being ‘to undermine the reader’s confidence
in “the mind” as something about which one should have a «philosophical
view”, in “knowledge” as something about which there ought to be a
«theory” and which has «foundations” and in <philosophy” as it has been
conceived since Kant.? This accomplished, he tells us there would be only
open uninhibited conversation, its concern being not truth but the making
of meaning.

In this paper we examine Rorty’s assertions about the mind and its re-
presentations, knowledge and its foundations and the prospects for philo-
sophy. In part I we will show that Rorty has misconceived these notions as
they occur in traditional philosophy, by his running together the two no-
tions of representation and mirroring. In part IT we shall examine Rorty’s
notion of ‘conversation’ as the only possible alternative to the traditional
concept of philosophy. In part III we shall give the cognitivist alternative as
a response to Rorty. This will show up what Rorty has ignored—that re-
presentation is the key concept in all attempts at understanding human
cognition. Tt will also reveal that foundationalism and epistemological con-
cerns are not what Rorty construed them to be.

The basic error in traditional philosophy, Rorty informs us, is the concep-
tion of knowledge, not as justified true belief but as the ‘knowledge of’,?
thus positing the knower against the object of knowledge. The consequent
question of how the object is known is then explained using the ocular
metaphor. This is the conception of the mind as the glassy essence of man,
reflecting the external world in itself and thus yielding representations of it.
These representations are believed to constitute knowledge, the most accu-
rate among them being regarded as the foundations of knowledge.

This spectator theory of knowledge, Rorty tells us, has spawned myths
such as that of the mind being an entity, knowledge having foundations and
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philosophy being the repository of the most accurate representations and
thereby the adjudicator of all knowledge-claims.

Rorty’s alternative is a notion of philosophy as the conversation of man-
kind—the spontaneous expression of thoughts, playing off ideas one against
the other. The knower-object dichotomy (knowledge as <knowledge of”) is
replaced by the subject-proposition relation (knowledge asknowledge that”)
and Rorty is happy that the ocular metaphor is thus deleted. He believes
that the notions of ‘mind’, ‘representations’ and ‘foundations’ of knowledge
would go with it. The point that Rorty misses is that the ocular metaphor
is not the only way to conceive of the mind. A more crucial point is that he
cannot even afford to lose the mind, for that would negate the very possibi-
lity of conversation. Yet we find him despairing of the continuing preoccupa-
tion of philosophy with the mind and its representations. According to him,
while Descartes resurrected the mind, Locke and Kant hoped, by a psycho-
logical understanding of it, to arrive at the very foundations of knowledge.*

A critical consideration of Rorty’s assertions entails answers to the
following questions: (1) What is Rorty’s notion of representation? What are
-its implications for the conception of knowledge? (2) Does the ocular meta-
phor prevail in the systems of Descartes, Locke and Kant? If it does, has it
generated the kind of representationalism that Rorty envisages? (3) Is the
notion of foundations of knowledge a mere myth?

Rorty’s Notion of Representation and Mind in Traditional Philosophy:

Its Implications for the Notion of Knowledge

Rorty has not clearly worked out the concept of representation. He only
says that <to know is to represent accurately what is outside the mind.*5 It
seems to be a naive picture theory. He describes representations as reflec-
tions of the external world in the mind, the reflections constituting know-
ledge. Since all reflections were not believed to be accurate representations,
philosophy, Rorty says, became preoccupied with understandmg the nature
of the mind. The underlying hope, he surmises, was that better insight into
the nature of the mind would enable one to make it function more effici-
ently and thus acquire the most accurate representations.

" This is a glaring misconstrual of the labours of Locke and Kant whom
__Rorty has named in this connection.® Both were interested in discovering
the limits of cognitive ability. Locke makes this clear at the very beginning
of the Introduction to his Essay.” In the same vein Kant too attempted a
critique of pure reason by understanding the process of knowled ge-acquisi-
tion and its limits.® Rorty however misconstrues these attempts as the
confusion of psychological understanding of the process of knowledge-
acquisition with the discovery of the, grounds for justifying knowledge-
claims. It is relevant at this juncture to turn to Locke and Kant and in-
vestigate Rorty’s charge that they perpetuated the ocular meta phor, the
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representational view of knowledge and the notion of foundationalism in
modern thought.

Allusions to the ocular metaphor are present in Locke’s definition of
ideas (representations) and knowledge. He defines ideas as ‘whatsoever the
mind perceives in itself or is the immediate object of perception.”® Know-
ledge is for him the ‘perception of the connexion and agreement, or dis-
agreement and repugnancy of any of our Ideas’.'® However, the metaphor
does not, as Rorty imagines, spawn the notion of knowledge as accurate
pictures of reality.

There is a widespread belief that Locke’s ideas of sense are copies of the
external world. However, an unbiased detailed reading of the Essay leads

-one o sec that knowledge is the product of the interaction of the external

world with our senses. Passagesin which the mind is described as passive
only assert that the mind cannot avoid receiving any ideas. There is nothing
to imply that ideas are thereby exact copies of objects.! Locke is in fact
unequivocal in his declaration the simple ideas of sense are not mirror

images but are produced by the specific powers in the objects operafing on .

our senses.’? Yolton®™ is absolutely on the mark when he describes Lockean
ideas as ‘cognitive counterparts’, ‘response to’ and ‘translation of” physical
stimali. Simple ideas differ from complex ideas only to the extent that

while the Iatter have their entire being within the individual, simple 1deas\'
have their genesis outside. Both are nevertheless products of thei inner_
_processes. '

In'the Kantian system the Copernican revolution rules out the possibility
of naive picturing. Knowledge is not a pictorial depiction but a judgement
projected by the operations of the cognitive apparatus on sense-data. This
is what Kant means by his declaration that reason ‘does not here beg but
command’.’* This conception of the mind as an mformatlon-processmg
device allows the ocular metaphor to be deleted while the mind is preserved.

“This is the active, cognitive conception of knowledge in contrast to the’
passive conception that would follow from Rorty’s construal of represent-

ation. In the cognitive conception, knowledge is a mental state and its
acquisition is a computational activity of the mind, involving attention,
configuration, storage and retrieval on requirement in various combinations.
The passive conception of knowledge as mirroring is in fact scarcely to be
found in any philosophical system.  Pictorial’ sentences of Ryle and Russell
do not qualify. Ryle construed the relation between grammatical form and
the logical form of the state of affairs as determined only by convention.1s

Russell’s sentence mirrors the sense-data.l® Wittgenstein’s picture theory

would qualify, but he soon realized the naiveté of it and dropped it.

A related misconstrual by Rorty is that the notion of accurate knowledge
is an illusion that philosophy has been chasing. The fact however is that
-accurate knowledge was the ideal of the science of the Newtonian peried.
Locke and Kant deserve praise for their insight into the illusoriness of such

'
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claims to apodicticity. Their doctrine of the representative character of
knowledge is proof of the fact that they did not lay claim to such apodictic
knowledge.

Rorty, in contrast to Locke and Kant, having dismissed apodictic know-
ledge and representationalism, could see only one possible way of conceiv-
ing of knowledge—justified belief in ‘closed circles’.}? But Tom Sorell'® cites
two alternatives to Rorty’s interpretation of representationalism. Bernard
Williams recommends the building of a representation from numerous
individual representations. Objectivity is here sought to be preserved apart
from essentialism. Thomas Nagel, on the other hand, would have us begin
with a hypothesis of what the world might be like and then seek to approxi-
mate to it by eliminating the individual viewpoinis. Both share the charac-
teristics of being constructivist and aspiring to objectivity without making
the representations mirror-reflections. They are rather cognitive constructs.
Of course, these models cannot rank very high in explanatory value for the
cognitivists because they leave the question of the genesis of representation
uncxplored. Apart from this, there is the Davidsonian criticism that we do
not have sky-hooks that would raise us above all individual viewpoints.
Putnam’s “internal realism’® proves to be an ingenious attempt to integrate
constructivism and contextualism.

A strikingly different approach is reflected by Konrad Lorenz’s® bio-
logical model of knowledge and representation. Taking Darwinian evolu-
tion as his basis, he describes knowledge as a state of adaptation or com-
patibility between an organism and its environment. In this state the image
of the environment 1s, so to say, imprinted in the organism, not as a picture
but in the sense of a correspondence between.the state of the organism and
the conditions of the environment, often referred to as fitness for survival
of the organism. Lorenz uses the term ‘eleconomy’® and cites as examples
the wave-like movements of the fins of the fish and the tendency of the
paramecium on meeting an obstacle to recoil slightly and then swim on.

Rorty’s stand in contrast to all these notions is anti-representationalist,
the view that it is futile to hope to acquire representations of the world in
any way. Therefore he recommends that knowledge is not to be congidered
a matter of getting reality right but rather one of acquiring skills for coping
with it. Rorty apparently adopts this anti-representationalist stand to skirt
around the problem of foundations. He would have us believe that the
notions of apodicticity and foundations are myths that have outlived their
usefulness. His error lies in failing to distinguish between two senses of the
term “foundations’: (a) ground level (b) grounds of justification of know-
ledge-claims. Epistemology is regarded as the fundamental discipline only
because of its concern with the ground level issues of cognition.

Future of Epistemology as a Specific Discipline
Rorty sees no use for epistemology and would have no regrets if it withered
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away. The question, however, is, does it deserve to be allowed to wither?
Yes—if Rorty’s contention that there can be no fruitful theorization about
knowledge is true; no—if the growth of the new discipline called cognitive
science is any indication.

Epistemology has turned a corner. The multi-disciplinary approach?®
called cognitive science is a rich possibility. ‘Evolutionary epistemology’
with its corollary of hypothetical realism’® is another possibility.

Rorty’s difficulty arises from the fact that his conception of epistemology
is built on the naive notion of pictorial representation. He_is right in dis-
missing this as a worthless theory, but wrong in precluding alternative
possibilities.

Rorty’s stand is that of one who has lost his will and intellectual ambi-
tion. But theorization about knowledge is clearly not a worthless venture.
Apart from the new atiractiveness of the multi-disciplinary approach of
cognitive science, one cannot help but agree with Malachowski® that, ‘In
societies where knowledge is intertwined with power . - . and ideology, we
need to become more self-conscious, more sophisticated and more theoreti-
cal about what it is to know.’ ’

Rorty would describe the post-philosophical culture as one in which ‘no one
owns the truth and everyone has the right to be understood.’?® There will be
only conversation, the activity of seeking rational certainty for one’s belief
through victory in argument. The notions of truth and foundations will have
been replaced by that of meaning, and for the latter, we would be the sole
determiners.

Rorty sees many advantages in such a change. The major one, he says is
edification’®® of man—making one more open to new perspectives and
thereby more tolerant. It helps break <the crust of convention’,?” he says;
and thereby reduces rigidity and dogmatism. The mind would grow arger
and stronger and more interesting by the addition of new options’.®

Rorty’s recommendations follow from his scepticism and absolute dis-
counting of truth and knowledge as realities. What is commended as true
belief, explains Rorty. is only the normal discourse of the day, that is, the
discourse that proceeds along conventional lines. Knowledge, he says, is
simply a compliment paid to the beliefs which we think so well justified
that, for the moment further justification is not needed.”®® Serving as the
cornerstone for his recommendations are two strong convictions: accultura-
tion (we cannot climb out of our language-games) and ethnocentrism (we
cannot get a God’s eye-view of things). So truth, knowledge and objectivity
are all relative to particular paradigms. This is why Rorty discounts both
enquiry and discovery. He recommends that all epistemological preoccupa-
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tions be abandoned as simply unsuccessfuf vocabularies. Epistemology, he
tells us, is best regarded as merely an ‘episode in the history of Furopean
culture’.¥¢ He would have us believe that it is even undesirable because it
blocks conversation by its illusion of having attained apodictic truth. In
contrast, ‘edifying’ philosophy, by its hermeneutic approach, preserves the
freedom to seek alternatives. He cites Kant’s system as an example of one
bound by constraints. Such systems, Rorty says, objectivize and dehumanize
man by giving the impression that his definition can be exhausted within a
specific description.

Non-edifying philosophy, Rorty informs us, also creates mirages of truth.
According to him this is accomplished by first seeking a locus for commen-
suration and when that is found, declaring it to be an entity. It is surprising
that Rorty was never led to ponder over the conditions that make up the
ground level of consensus. Rorty’s treatment of truth and meaning thus
makes the latter fundamental to the former. Now a question that arises is,
how could we be a community of meaning-makers with absolutely no notion
of any criterion or concept of truth?' This is where Rorty has departed
from Gadamarian hermeneutics. The latter having prescribed hermeneutical
conversation as the right social relation, posited the Die Sache,®® though
surreptitiously. But the basic point is that Gadamer had seen the impossi-
bility of talking about meaning divorced from truth.

One wonders how Rorty would explain the ending of a conversation, how
he would explain acceptance of a belief as adequate or justified. What
would be the criterion of adequate justification? Rorty can hardly provide
an answer. Peirce would have explained it as the sense of having approxi-
mated to the final convergence that is truth. Polany® would have answered
it in terms of our tacit knowledge and <satisfaction’. But Rorty has none of
these aids. In conversation, says he, ‘we might just be saying something.’4
It is not an enquiry, nor is one putting forth a view. All of us would be with
Tom Sorell®s when he asks why at all we would be conversing if we had no
reason to talk. The question becomes more acute in the light of Rorty’s own
appeal that the conversation be kept going. We ask, for what?

Most of Rorty’s pronouncements spring from a deep-seated bias against
cognitivism. What puzzles one is that he has chosen to ignore recent trends

within philosophy that should have interested him. One example is evolu-:

tionary epistemology propounded by Lorenz.? The biological reductions
should have evoked Rorty’s interest. Psychology too has (most often keep-
ing itself materialistic) offered its services to epistemology. Most exciting is
‘cognitive science, the multi-disciplinary empirico-philosophical approach
to epistemology. Perhaps it will prove to be the prolegomenon to a unified
science of man. Rorty is sceptical of this possibility. But he cannot be too
dogmatic. Having preferred edification to philosoplhy, he must be open to
all possibilities. He explains his preference for the sociology of knowledge,
by the fact of the absence of constraints. The irony is that Rorty himself
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appears exceedingly constrained by his presumptions about what philosophy
ought to be and his prejudices against what he calls traditional philosophy.

Also, the consideration of knowledge as only a social phenomenon leaves
what Malachowski calls ‘deep epistemology’®” untouched. Susser®® had the
same consideration in mind when he remarked that framework [arguments,
issue of paradigms, commensurability, inextricability of cogaition from
human interest, have no doubt made important contributions to the under-
standing of knowledge, but none of these provide any justification for the
dismissal of the metaphysical facet of human cognition. Sociology of know-
Iedge, as Susser rightly points out, entails its own destruction. The fact of
being culture-bound and thus being evanescent applies to it as much as to
any other discipline.

The cardinal failure of sociology of knowledge is its inability to disting-
uish between knowledge and opinion. It is alarming that Rorty does not see
the necessity of making such a distinction. Susser rightly asserts that the
very multiplicity that sociology of knowledge underlines, points to the
existence of a permanent, satisfactory and autonomous conceptual sphere.
‘Multiplicity can be explained sociologically but it can be resolved only in
a philosophical unity’,? he says.

Another cogent criticism against sociologists of knowledge is ‘their patro-
nizing superiority and implicit absolutism of their approach’.# One cannot
agree more whole-heartedly on this, after reading Philosophy and the Mirror
of Nature. _ 7

Popper’s ‘selectionism’ is a potent attack on the doctrine of the relativity
of knowledge. The test of ‘catastrophe’ or ‘selection’ enables it to sift out
propositions that can be accorded privileged epistemological status. The
propositions that qualify demonstrate the existence of a truth, independent
of social acceptability. The fact of its being relational to a paradigm is of |
course not being denied. Truth, free of all paradigms, is an_impossibility.
What is underlined is the fact that social acceptance must not be mistaken
as the sole determiner of a paradigm.

Just as Rorty’s argument against what he termed the myth of the mind
proved to be unconvincing, so does his presentation of ‘conversation’ as the
only alternative to philosophy fail to carry weight. Some thinkers like Jane \
Heal have been unequivocal in their contention that Rorty’s criticism of
traditional philosophy does not logically entail acceptance of his decon- ,‘r
structivism as the only alternative.* s

Having deprived himself of the possibilities of truth and knowledge,
Rorty becomes vulnerable to the charge of relativism. He attempts to side-
step the issue by arguing that this seems so to his critics only because they
run together the two notions of relativity and irrationality. Pragmatists are,
he tells us, ethnocentrist, but not relativist. He would have us accept that
in conversation every view is not regarded as good as any other, that it only
stresses the fact that there is no algorithm for deciding between two views.*

/

]
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In conclusion it would be pertinent to remark that Rorty’s error lay not
in his promotion of the notion of historicism of knowledge but in his refusal
to acknowledge that there is more to the issue of knowledge than its histori-
cal determipism.

[II

One is surprised that the cognitive turn that reinstated the mind in psycho-
logy and revolutionized epistemology has left Rorty unaffected. While he
denounces the mind and its representations as well as foundations as mere
myths, and epistemology as a futile pursuit, they have had a renaissance in
cognitive science.

Remaining true to the etymology of the word ‘cognition’,*® the new dis-
cipline underlines mediation as the character of the cognitive process. Like
the men in the cave, we too can have only representations of reality. Cogni-
tive science regards the mind as a computing device and seeks to under-
stand its representations and computing capacities. It also seeks to know
the nature of representations as they occur in the brain.4* Today it is hypo-
thesized that there arc inner states, each characterized by a certain specificity
that exerts a certain determining influence on incoming stimuli. The product
of their interaction is referred to as a representation. This is in keeping with
Kant’s notion of representation as being not a picture but a particular mode
of a functional state that stands in a isomorphic relation to the external
reality. Kecping within the paradigm, representations have been conceived
of in remarkably various ways.

Stephen Kosslyn, working along the lines initiated by Roger Shepard,
conceives of representations as quasi-pictures in the head, the latter notion
having a deep and surface level meaning. As a mental picture in one’s
awareness it is a construction out of the interaction of external stimuli with
innately occurring information patterns. Here les the second notion of
picture in the head. The innate patterns have in them archetypes of the
images that we holdin our awareness. The archetypes themselves exist in a
non-linguistic state but by their information-content they serve as deter-
mining factors.

A persistent critic of this image-in-the-head theory is Pylyshyn. He agrees
that we do have mental pictures in our awareness and that they are the pro-
ducts of the interaction of external stimuli with an innate equipment. But
this equipment, according to him, is the architecture of the system with its
operational rules, the whole being constituted of information in proposi-
tional state (i.e. a framework for constituting conceptual relations). Pyly-
shyn denies the existence of any determining archetypes. Mental images, he
says, have no rigid character, they are ‘cognitively penetrable’, i.e. they are
absolutely prone to the determining influences of the beliefs and emotions
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at the time in the individual. There is no matching with pre-existing tokens.

Fodor's concept is a variant of the notion of pre-existing, meaning-deter-
mining inner equipment. He refers to it as the danguage of thought’, an
innate system of representations that transfers its nature during the process
of moulding, on incoming data.

Daniel Dennett too subscribes to representationalism, but he differs from
many fellow-cognitivists by his sensitivity to the fact of rationality and
purposive characteristics of human behaviour. Unlike many others who
settled for a purely mechanical approach to the mind and its computational
activity, Dennett proposes what he calls an intentional system of represen-
tations, seeking thereby to preserve the factors of intelligence and purpos-
iveness of behaviour.

Ulric Neisser and Johnson-Laird are again cognitive scientists who would
not settle for any exclusive or mechanical approach. The latter maintains
that mentally we function at different levels in different situations. Therefore
he posits three types of mental representations that resemble natural langu-
age, structural analogue of the world and construction of perceptual corre-
lations of models of a situation or object from a particular point of view.

Neisser appeals for an ecological approach, one that would study the
individual not merely as an information-processing device but a being that
has a history and an ecology. His notion of representation as ‘anticipatory
schemata’ is an illustration of conceptualization.

What is evident as common to all cognitive scientists is:

(a) the preservation of the mind independent of the ocular metaphor;

{b) a conception of the mind not as a mirror but as a computing device;

(©) cognition regarded as not the acquisition of exact pictures of an
external reality but rather as the generation of an impressionistic
image of it. This is accomplished by the computational activity of the
mind;

(d) formal systems of symbol representation that the mind generates out
of its interaction with external stimuli.

What is amply clear is that the mind is much more than merely <the blur
with which the Western intellectuals became obsessed when they finally gave
up on the blur which was the theologian’s concept of God.’#

The notion of representation as a conceptual cognition has the virtue of
bringing within the gamut of science, some common experiences—one’s
withdrawing into a private world of one’s own in which one may rehearse
one’s actions, re-live an experience, preparc one’s thoughts and weigh the
pros and cons of rival strategies of action. It also explains why the one
physical world seems cheerful and melancholic alternatively with one’s
moods. Thus in cognition we appropriate the world on our terms. We need
have no qualms about joining Rorty in his declaration that we are makers
of meaning. What marks the divide between him and usis the different
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depths at which we seek the ground levels of meaning. Rorty’s conception
drags one into the quagmire of relativity. Cognitive science underlines the
strain of uncertainty in all our cognitions.

Rorty’s theory of the social relativity of knowledge indicates a hesitation
to let one’s self be led by the cognitive abilities to the deep levels that they
are capable of exploring. These are the ground levels or foundations of
knowledge. Having dogmatically decided that such notions are mere myth,
Rorty sees no need for epistemology. But foundationalism and epistemology
have survived and the latter’s existence today as the fundamental discipline
of cognitive science proves that theorization about knowledge continues to
be a worthy activity. In fact, to declare that the whole of cognitive science
is omnly a footnote to epistemology, would not be philosophical chauvinism.
That this is not an empty boast can be demonstrated by citing some exam-
ples of projects in cognitive science. Two interesting ones are: Computer
Vision (a project to build a model of the cognitive processes involved in
acquiring a three-dimensional representation from a two-dimensional image)
and the Relevance Theory of Knowledge (Sperber and Wilson—a project to
understand ‘natural language understanding’). Both have at their basis
epistemological notions of knowledge as a mental phenomenon, the mind as
an active agent, knowledge as a transaction between a knower and an ob-
ject. The Relevance Theory in fact was sparked off by Chomsky’s notion of
language as a psychological phenomenon and Fodor’s representative theory
of mind. Rorty has been dogmatic and even polemical in his dismissal of
the notions of foundations of knowledge and the possibility of epistemology.

Rorty’s problem has been succinctly described by Malachowski?? thus: his
(Rorty’s) ‘brush strokes are too broad, and they blot out the potential space
for fresh developments.” We add that if we choose to be satisfied with less
than what we can get, the world does not thereby get reduced to just that
much.

NOTEs AND REFERENCES

1. Richard Rorty, ed., The Linguistic Turn: Recent Essays in Philosophical Method, The
University of Chicago Press, Chicago, 1967. See Rorty’s Introduction.

. Richard Rorty, Philosophy and the Mirror of Nature, Basil Blackwell, Great Britain,
1980, p. 7.

. Ibid., pp. 14142,
Tbid., p. 3421,

. Ibid., p. 3.

. Ibid., Chapter TII, Sections 2 and 3.

. Locke, J., An Essay Concerning Human Understanding, Clarendon Press, Oxford,
1975, Li.2.

8, Immanuel Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, trans., Norman Xemp Smith, Macmillan,

New York, 1964, A xiv and A xvii.
9. Locke, Essap, IL, viii.8..

[

NonH ko

10.
1.
12,
13,
14,
15.
16,
17.
18,
19.
20.

21,
22,

23,

25,

26.

27,
28,

29.

3L

32.
33

34.
35,
36,
37,
38.
39.

41,
42,

DISCUSSION AND COMMENTS 137

Ibid., IV.i.2.

Ibid., I1.i.25 and ILix. 1.

Ibid., IL.i. 3, IT.i.23, IL.viii,12. What is striking is the notion of external stimuli pro-
ducing impression.

J. Yolion, *Mirrers and Veils, Thoughts and Things: The Epistemological Proble-
matic’ im A.R, Malachowski (ed.), Reading Rorty: Critical Responses to Philosophy
and the Mirror of Nature, Basil Blackwell, Great Britain, 1990, p. 70,

Kant, op. cit., A 653, B 681,

G. Ryle, ‘Systematically Misleading Expressions’, in Rorty (ed.), The Linguistic Turn,
Bertrand Russell, Analysis of Mind, London, 1921, and also The Problems of Philo-
sophy, London, 1912,

P. Munz, Owr Knowledge of the Growth of Knowledge, Routledge and Kegan Paul,
London, 1985, Chapters 4 and 5. '

T. Sorell, ‘The World from its Own Point of View’, in A .R. Malachowski, Reading
Rorty.

H. Putnam, Reason, Truth and History, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge,
1981,

K, Lorenz, Behind the Mirror, trans., Ronald Taylor, Methuen, 1977; see ‘Epistemo-
logical Prolegmenon’,

Ibid., p. 22,

Cognitive science is constituted of the disciplines of philosophy, psychology, artifical
intelligence, anthropelogy, linguistics and neuro-science.

Lorenz, Behind the Mirror,

. A, Malachowski, ‘Deep Epistemology without Foundations’, in Malachowski (ed.),

Reading Rorty, p. 151.

Milan Kundera, The Art of the Novel. Quoted by Rorty at the beginning of his book
Contingency, Irony and Solidarity.

Rorty, Philosophy and the Mirror of Nature, p. 3601,

Ibid., p. 379.

Richard Rorty, Objectivity, Relativisim and Truth, Phiiosophical Papers, Vol. I, Cam-
bridge University Press, Cambridge (forthcoming), p. 14,

Ibid., p. 24.

. Rorty, Philosophy and the Mirror of Nature, p. 390,

Rorty defines criterion as ‘temporary resting places constructed for specific utilitarian
ends.’ See Rorty, Consequences of Pragmatism, University of Minnesota Press, Min-
neapolis, 1982, p, xli.

H. Gadamer, Truth and Method, Seabury Press, New York, 1975,

M., Polanyi, The Tacit Dimension, Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1967. Also see his
Knowing and Being, Routledge and Kegan Paul, London, 1969,

Rorty, Philosophy and the Mirror of Nature, p. 371.

Sorell, ‘The World from Its Own Point of View’, p, 21,

Lorenz, Behind the Mirror.

Malachowski, ‘Deep Epistemology without Foundations’, p. 146,

B. Susser, ‘The Sociology of Knowledge and its Enemies’, in Inguiry, 32, p. 246.
Ibid., p. 249,

. Ibid. , p. 250,

Y. Heal, ‘Pragmatism and Choosing to Believe’, in Malachowski (ed.), Reading Rorty,
Rorty’s stand appears to be ‘relationalism’, a vig media between absolutism and
relativity. However relationalism is a self-negating doctrine, for while it states that
any view is only one perspective, this proposition itself is supposed to be valid abso-
lutely, For a detailed discussion see Ernst Grunwald, ‘The Seociology of Knowledge
and Epistemology’, in J.E. Curtis and F.W. Petras (ed.) The Sociclogy of Knowledge.



138 DISCUSSION AND COMMENTS

43, The word ‘cognition’ is believed to have its roots in the Greek ‘gnomon’ which refers
to the pole in the centre of the sun-dial that by its shadow helps measure the heaven-
Iy movements.

44, This is a continuation of the Lockean and Kantian endeavour to understand human
cognition. It also reflects their unconcern with the unknowable (the real).

45, Shepard rejects the notion of the fingua-franca of the representations being proposi-
tional,

46, H. Gardner, The Mind's New Science, Basic Books, New York, 1985, p, 72.

47. Malachowski, ‘Deep Epistemology Without Foundations®, p. 151.

SURYAPRABHA SHASHIDHARAN AMITABHA GUPTA
Elphinstone College, Bombay Indian Institute of Technology, Bombay

Towards an Indian sociology”
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The present O’pus is the second edition of the felicitation volume edited by
Professor T.N. Madan in honour of the French social anthropologist Louis
Dumont. It carries 19 articles by the 17 scholars from disciplines like
Philosophy, Sociology, Anthropology and History focused on the study of
Indian society to which Prof. Dumont had devoted a considerable span of
his academic career during the decades of fifties and sixties. ‘

Professor Dumont belongs to a very thin minority of the social scientists
who did not succumb to the swaying vogues of raw positivism and empiric-
ism that severed all connections between ‘thought® and ‘behaviour’ or rather
between ‘facts’ and ‘values’. In contrast to the dominant note of pseudo-
scienticism infatuating social scientists during 1960s, it was Dumont who
could appreciate the unique nature of Indian social reality and believed that
‘A sociology of India lies at the point of confluence of sociology and Indo-
logy’ (p. 410). The pressent volume offers such a confluence to delve into.
One could agree with 'Veena Das (p. 153) that students of Hinduism should be
‘grateful to Louis Dumont for his seminal contribution to the understanding
of the structural categories of Hinduism’. This epistemological methodological
issue has been well presented by Prof. T.N. Madan in the ‘epilogue’—For
a Sociology of India’ where he has highlighted the contribution of L. Dumont
as an endeavour to bring about the ‘unity of factand value’ (p. 417) specially
in the context of Indian social reality. In fact Professor Dumont altered the
conventional categories of structural analysis from symmetrical binary oppo-
sitions to that of hierarchical ones. In the ideal-typical vein he characterized
Indian weltanschauung as -homo-hiararchicus’ and contrasted it with the
western one that he perceived as ‘homo-equalis’. As the sub-title of the book
reveals he endeavours to comprehend Indian social system into three cate-
gories, viz, King, Householder and the Renouncer. While on the one hand he
highlights the tension betweea the <householder’ and the ‘renouncer’, on the
other hand he separates ‘power’ from the ‘ritual’ status in the social hierar-
chy. Thus while politically a King may be superior in power, a Brahmin enjoys
supreme position in the ritually organized caste hierarchy. A renouncer,
i.e. a Sannydsin is historically a later addition in the Vedic social order and
therefore there exists a tension between the two competing religious authori-
ties and their orders, viz. the Brahmin and his ritually based ‘caste’ hierarchy
on the one hand and a Saganydsin and his ‘sect’ on the other.

*T.N. MADAN (ed.): Way of Life: King, Householder, Renouncer (Essays in honour of

Louis Dumont), Motilal Banarsidass Publishers Pvt. Ltd., Delhi, new od., 1968, 435 pages.
Rs. 190,
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The present volume is concentrated to provide a thematic unity to the
subject and focuses attention on the ‘Brahmanical concept of the ““good life”
as stated in the ideology of purusartha’. Understanding of purusarthas in-
fact is pivotal to the study of Hindu society and its world-view, for while
purusdrthas constitute the essential goals and preferables of human life,
varna and asramas serve as means of attaining them. Due to the epistemic
dichotomization between ‘fact’ and ‘value’ or between the ‘text’ and the
<context’ the study of purusdrthas has faced an utter neglect from the social
scientists for they were attracted more towards the facts of behaviour rather
than towards the desirabilities of life. It is Prof. Dumont who envisaged to
look at the Indological material as an essential component for studying the
structures of Hindu society. Prof. Madan in his article ‘The Ideology of the
Householder’ (p. 224) clearly sees this epistemological chasm as a methodo-
logical pitfall that led to an overemphasis on the study of social relations
and a neglect of cultural aspects. But he also cautions that the corrective
does not lie “in replacing one determinism by another but rather inadopting
a dialectical approach to the interpretation of the data about everyday life.
The study of ideas and beliefs must take place in the context of observable
behaviour and vice versa’ (p. 224). In fact merely ‘structural’ or “functional’
or philosophico-Indological approach does not suit and suffice to the study
of the mosaic of Indian social reality; rather, as suggested by Prof. Madan,
it is the dialectical approach that suits most in understanding the contradic-
tions and variegations of Indian unity and diversity of social and cultural
life.

Charles Malamoud in his opening article ‘On the Rhetoric and Semantics
of Purusartha’ (p. 33) dilates discursively on the nature and meaning of
purusarthas and tries to decipher an implicit numerical pattern of 3--1 re-
lationship between the fourfold existential goals of human life, viz. dharma,
artha, kiima and mokga. He calls this 31 pattern of relationship as ‘a funda-
mental stereotype in Indian discourse’ (p. 34) which emphasizes an inherent
gap between the three homogenous elements and the additional, not so homo-
genous, fourth one. In the present case, thus, according to Malamoud while
the first three purusarthas, i.e. dharma, artha and kama constitute one homo-
genous group the fourth one, i.e. moksa, is an addition to it which originally
was not conceived as a part of the ‘frivarga’ package. Similar is the case
with the aérama scheme where Sannydsa drama contitutes the plus one to the
first three, viz. Brahmacarya, garhasthya and vanaprastha and in the varpa
order Sidra as the additional fourth one originally not conceived as a part
of the basic framework of the varpa scheme which includes only the ‘twice-
born’ castes in the first three varpas.

Though this kind of numerary analysis sounds very impressive but in fact
it does not connote anything significant in terms of its /meaning and
functionality. Perhaps what Malamoud has tried to see as the ‘fourth’ or the
plus one component to the original package of the three purusarthas could
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also be conceived as the third dimension, i.e. the dimension of ‘Transcend-
ence’ existing beyond the pairs of opposites. This is a state of consciousness
where contradictions and quandaries of perception do not exist or rather
dissolved into a higher consciousness of coincidentia oppositorum——a state
of creative passivity or what J. Krishnamurty calls the state of ‘Choiceless
Awareness’. But to equate the fourth or the plus one state of moksa or
Sannydsa to the fourth state of the varpa order, i.e. Stdra varpa, appears to
be ridiculous and simplistic for it offers no meaningful comparison.

Such a superficial analysis cannot be avoided unless one is inclined to
look to the purugdrtha scheme in a dialectical framework. In the dialectical
framework purusdrtha scheme offers a sadhana perspective where while two
of the purusarthas, viz. artha and kdma constitute the active worldly life, i.e.
pravritti mirga, the fourth one, i.e. pursuit of moksa constitutes nivreti
marga. The pravptti mérga constitutes the centrifugal tendency or the extro-
vert tendency to take to active worldly life and nivreti constitutes a centri-
petal tendency to prevent and withdraw from the forces of extroversion and
relate to one’s own inner being through contemplative religious life. While
the pravrtti (centrifugal tendency) constitutes the process of becoming;
nivreti (centripetal tendency) leads to the realization of one’s authentic
‘Being’. The purusirtha of dharma quintessentially being the law eternal or
the cosmic law (dhdrayeti iti dharma) forms the bridge between one’s “being’
and ‘becoming’ so as to enable a Sadhaka to be ‘Being’ in ‘becoming’ and
‘becoming’ in ‘Being™—a state of zero alienation from one’s own self and the
perfect unity of existence. This dialectic of purusdrtha scheme has found
most appropriate expression in the karma-yoga or the andsakti yoga of
the Srimad Bhagavad GIta and its wisdom—yogah karmeyu kaualam.

In fact the quintessence of the purusdrtha of dharma is not merely ritualism
or repitition of the Vedic hymns but to commit to the discipline of sadhana
or the “spiritual praxis’ that ultimately leads one to the realization and prac-
tice of the eternal Truth. Dharma thus is not karma but the essence of it,
for it manifests through the karma and as such no act is wholly meritorious
or wicked.

No act is a full expression of ‘dharma’ and none fails to express some
dharma’. An ‘act’ is correct or meritorious to the extent it is in accordance
with the spirit of ‘dharma’, i.e. it ultimately leads one to the realization of
the Truth and emancipation. Thus in this dialectical perspective dharma
forms the ethic of moksa or moksa in action—an encompassing reality and
ideality that both prevents one from falling prey to the alienating forces of
avidyd which happens to be the main cause of chaos and miseries in the
personal and social life of man.

To G.C. Heesterman (‘Householder and Wanderer' p. 251) and 8.J.
Tambiah (“The Renouncer’s Individuality and Community’ p. 299) both the
purusartha of moksa and the renouncer’s position are most perplexing, for
the essence of dharmaq is the discharge of the household duties (rna) and per-
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formance of Vedic ‘sacrifice’ and not franscendence or moksa, i.e. release
from the Karmic world. Heesterman (p. 252) inquires about the mutual
accommodation of two ‘conflicting traditions—the Brahman’s vedic ritualism
firmly based in this world and the renouncer’s ultramundane discipline of
final release—which somehow became aggregated’ (p. 253) and finds that
‘whatever additional outside stimuli there may have been, the renunciatory
tendency can be seen to arise orthogenetically from within the vedic sacri-
ficial tradition itself.’

In fact the cultural systems and traditions of India have always remained
innovative and experimentation-oriented which has prevented fossilization
of ideas. It isin this vein and spirit of creativity that the ultimate meaning
of ‘dharma’ and human existence has always remained a mystical subject,
amenable only to inner discovery—dharmasya tattvam nihitam guhdyam—
and ineffable in its final experience. It is very difficult to comprehend such
phenomena with deeper subjectivity through bipolar linear models of
thought; it is only a dialectical approach that can help its understanding
and proper construction.

The sadhana perspective and the dialectical approach finds apt expression
in Madeleine Biardeau’s article ‘The Salvation of the King in the Maha-
bharata’ (p. 75), Veena Das’s paper (p. 153) and T.N. Madan’s paper ‘The
Ideology of the Householder among the Kashmiri Pandits’ (p. 223). While
the first two papers provide a ‘textual’ thematic analysis, the third one gives
an ethnographic account of the Kashmiri houscholder’s world-view about
‘good life’.

Biardeau tries to understand the role of Arjuna in the epic war of the
Mahabharata. If Arjuna is to be understood as the ideal king, ‘his personal
action should be analysed as mediating between moksa and kédma, between
yogic values and sacrifice. He should be able at the same time to epitomise
these opposite and complementary values in himself and ensure their
harmonious working for the welfare of the three worlds.” (p. 92) Veena
Das too in her paper ‘Kdma in the Scheme of Purusirthas based on the
textual study of different Ramayanas, writes ‘It is only when the pursuit of
kdma, is tempered by the spirit of renunciation, that it can remain within
the bounds of dharma’, (p. 193). In her analysis of the dual nature of
kama, i.e. ‘rejuvenative’ and ‘destructive’, she points out that it is trans-
cendence and synthesis of this ‘dualism’ that leads to human perfection
seen in the characters of Rama and his consort Sitd as compared to other
characters like Dasaratha and Kaikeyi, Ravana and Mandodari, Surpapakha,
etc. She writes: “The love of both Rama and Sita is contained by their
asceticism (fapas) and sacrifice (fpdga). Only to the extent that it is contain-
ed and reflects the values of asceticism can it ensure the fulfilment of
dharma”. (p. 200). She concludes ‘The Pursuit of Kima as a Purugirtha is
the entry into an exchange fraught with great danger in which the ¢self”
discovers the “other” in the realm of sexuality’. (p. 203).

— ——
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Similarly Professor Madan too informs about Kashmiri Pandits: ‘A
Pandit’s most precious possession, I have been repeatedly told, is his seif.
One’s self is of course, more than one’s body (farira). The physical self or
the body by itself is really of little significance. It is ksapa bhargura. . It
is when the body is joined to the inner self (anrardtmd) that it becomes the
vehicle of dharma’. (p. 234)

The above accounts amply warant to conceive purugirtha order of
human life in the dialectical framework and sadhana perspective which
offers a weltanschawing and a model of human life quite different from the
chivalrous heroism, and consumeristic hedonism. To call purusdrtha ideo-
logy merely as ‘Brahmanical concept of the “good life’” * (Preface) too appears
to be somewhat narrow and xenophilic perception, for through its essential
dialectic of vitg-activa vs. vita-contemplativa of the sadhand perspective it
has incessantly served and permeated Indian social tradition right from the
Vedic order to upanisadic, $ramanic, medieval bhakti movements and the
nineteenth century cultural and social renaissance and the twentieth century
Gandhian movements based on the values of satya and ahimsid. Sadhanda
fradition in fact forms the quintessence of Indian world-view and offers an
alternative concept of man and humanism to world civilization.

The present work along with the efforts made by Professor Louis Dumont
in evolving a Sociology for India deserves hearty appreciation, for it paves
the way and creates a climate to build a genuine Indian sociology and anth-
ropology both in form and content .
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This is the second edition of Dr Pande’s book. The first volume of the
work has the sub-title ‘Spiritual Vision and Symbolic Forms in Ancient
India’. The various chapters deal with the transcendental roots of Indian
culture, Vedic interpretations and tradition, various philosophical schools,
such as Mahdyina, Vedanta, Adhyatma-vidya as philosophy, Puranas and
Tantras, etc. In the second part of this volume, the author deals with
language and myth, forms of rational knowledge, literature and art. The
first part is almost a history of Indian philosophy, albeit in a condensed
form.

The second volume is sub-titled ‘Dimensions of Ancient Indian Social
History’. It deals with patterns and standard of living from the Vedic to
the post-Vedic ages, and also with the political order and ideas.

It was necessary to give some idea of the contents of the book to show
what a vast field the author covers. To review the book adequately will
require the reviewer to have some knowledge and understanding of all the
subjects dealt with. Few would claim to possess this.

The purpose of Dr Pande’s book is to show that the foundaticnal ideas
of Indian civilization were native to the soil, and the whole of this civiliza-
tion developed on these ideas. Our civilization was not a layer by layer
addition of ideas that came here due to migrations and invasions.

The book tries to establish that there are two main traditions which are
the foundations of Indian civilization. One of them is Vedic and the other
Sramapic. There are other minor traditions such as the Tantric, but these
did not affect much the mainstream of our civilization.

One of the most interesting chapters in the book is entitled <Vedic Inter-
pretation’. This describes how all through the ages attempts have been
made to understand the meaning of the hymns of the Rgveda and the
Atharva Veda. Their language, which we may call Vedic, had been forgotten
long before the Christian era began. All the attempts to interpret the langu-
age of the Vedic hymns failed. The grammarian Panini (fourth century
B.C.) failed to analyse Vedic words; and Yaska could interpret only a few
terms. So much so that ‘one of Yéska’s predecessors, named Kautsa actually
had the audacity to assert that the science of Vedic expositions was useless,

*(3. C. PANDE, Foundations of Indian Culture, Motilal Banarsidass, Delhi, Vol, I,
378 pp., Vol. 11, 284 pp., 2nd edition, 1990, Rs, 325 (scf).
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as the Vedic hymns and formulas were obscure, unmeaning or mutually
contradictory’. (A.A. Macdonell, 4 History of Sanskrit Literature, p. 61.)

The only attempt to comment in detail on the Vedic texts was made by
Sayana (fourteenth century A.D.), and thiscommentary remained the standard
interpretation of the Vedas till the middle of the nineteenth century. Wilson
and Max Mueller made it the basis of their translations of the Rgveda. But
later European and American scholars said of Sayana, who lived only six
hundred years ago, the Vedic language was as obscure to him as it was to the
ancients. They, therefore, made fresh attempts to interpret the Vedas. They
took the helpof the then newly discovered science of comparative philology.
The German scholar Roth was the most persevering in his efforts and, as
Macdonell wrote at the end of the nineteenth century, Roth brought us ‘at
the threshold of the world of Vedic thought’. (Macdonell, A4 History of
Sanskrit Literature)

Some Indian scholars also joined the quest during the current century.
They have succeeded in many respects, and as Dr Pande says in this book,
“The principal uncertainty of Vedic interpretation is not now linguistic or
philological. The uncertainty arises from the fact that there is enough
ambiguity in the Vedic hymns to allow a diversity of interpretation as to
their exact significance.” (p. 12)

The purpose of this digression is to raise the question, why did the classi-
cal scholars invoke the Vedas as the source of their sciences if they did not
understand the Vedas. In most cases the Vedas were invoked perhaps to
give some authority to their works, and also to say that they were writing
in the orthodox tradition. They, however, rarely quoted any actual Vedic
words. Some of the scholars were honest enough to say that by Vedas they
meant their recitation only and not their substance. ‘The emphasis laid in
Mimimsa texts of the unbroken tradition of Vedic study refers apparently
only to the tradition of memorizing and reciting the Vedas.’ (p. 11)

A few centuries after the Sambhiras or the Vedic texts were compiled, a
vast amount of literature grew, ostensibly to describe how the Vedic rituals
and sacrifices were to be carried out. These were called the Brahmanas.
They were followed by other compilations known as the Aranyakas and the
Upanisads. The Dharmsastras, the codes of conduct, perhaps came a few
centuries later. The texts of the Samhitas were rarely quoted in these works,
though the term Veda was frequently invoked in them. These texts and other
literatures which followed them constitute what are known as Vedic tradition,
and form, according to Dr Pande, one of the two foundations of Indian
civilization. The civilization of the samhitgs, which may be called Vedism,
had practically no influence on them. As R.N. Dandekar puts it, <The
impact of Vedism on the mythology, ritual and philosophy of classical
Hinduism has been of a superficial nature.” (Some Aspects of the History of
Hinduism, p. 28)

Another independent foundation of Indian culture is what Dr Pande calls
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the Sramana tradition. It is quite obvious that this tradition, which may also
be called asceticism, is all-pervading in the life and thought of all Indians.
“The Sramanas believed that life is basically painful and spiritually evil. The
all-pervasiveness of Duhkha has since become a by-word in the Indian tradi-
tion and makes pessimism its hallmark’ (Vol. I, p. 61). Life is not pleasure
and pain but pain through and through® (Vol. I, p. 61).

When did this $ramana tradition appear in India? Dr Pande in the pre-
sent work says that it probably arose in the post-Vedic age and gained
strength at the time of the Buddha and Mahavira. But might it not be older?
Perhaps it existed from very ancient times. The joyous attitude of the Vedic
seers was unable to suppressit. In fact it seccumbed to it and the later
Vedic tradition accepted sannpdsa or asceticism as desirable in the fourth or
the last stage of human life. Dr Pande himself wrote in 1947, <The anti-
ritualistic tendency within the Vedic fold is itself due to an asceticism which
antedated the Vedas.” (Studies in the Origin of Buddhism, p. 317)

Whatever its age, there is no doubt that asceticism and the striving for
spiritual objectives, as against material things, is one of the main charac-
teristics of Indian life. There is great pride in thinking that Indians are not
enamoured of material ends; we aim at spiritual ends.

But is the Vedic tradition also equally a foundation of Indian culture?
The Bhagavadgitd and the Manusmyti were both compiled perhaps at the
beginning of the Christian era. With these two ended the writing of original
texts of the Vedic tradition. Thereafter what was written were mostly com-
mentaries. The two texts are supposed to provide the important basis of our
religious philosophy and act as a guide to the everyday life of the people.
How far have they provided the foundations of the present-day Indian
culture? The Manusmyti, it appears, has been practically rejected by the
people. The book is totally materialistic. It has little time to discuss spiri-
tual things. It gives more space to describing what kind of meat, of the
buffalo or of the rhinoceros, will please the manes more, than to the thought
why the manes need be pleased at all. Manu ridicules the great idea of the
Bhagavadgisa that one should work without worrying about the fruits of one’s
action. ‘Not a single act here [below] appears ever to be done by a man free
from desire [for rewards]; for whatever [man] does, it is the result of the
impulse for desire.” (Manusmrti, 11, 4)

The chief religious ritual mentioned in the Manusmyti is $rdddha, the offer-
ing of water and food to the manes. Sraddha is nearly a forgotten ritual
today, specially in northern India; and in the parts of our country where it
is taken a bit more seriously, it is performed in a perfunctory manner.

The main foundation of Indian social life is said tobe Varpdsrama Dharma
as expounded in the Manusmyti and other Dharma-sistras. The question is,
did this dharma ever exist, or was it ever treated even as an ideal? In the
case of the dharma of the four asramas, there is no doubt that the first three
asramas did exist, at least as ideals. Doubts exist about the fourth dsrama,
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that in the last part of one’s life one should live as an ascetic. It appears
that this idea was taken over from the §ramana tradition, and nobody ever
actually lived like an ascetic in his old age. The Mahabharata had prescrib-
ed only the third dérama, the Vanaprastha, for Dhrtardstra and others of
his generation in their old age. In any case the position remains doubtful.

On the other hand, the idea of the four varnas was always a fiction. There

were actually only two varpas in India: the Brahmanas, who laid down the
rules, and others whom we may call the Sidras. We rarely hear of any
Ksatriya ruler of India; From the Mauryas to the Guptas to the Queen
Rudramba, the great administrator who ruled when Marco Polo (AD 1293)
passed through south India, none was a Kgatriya. In fact some of the
Purinpas assert that in the Kali Age, Ksatriyas and Vai§yas were not found
in the country. It was only Kamalakara Bhatta (early seventeenth century).
the Maharastrivan polymath who admitted of their existence in some pock-
ets in India. Kamalakara said that in spite of the statement in some Puranas
that in the Kali Age only two varmas, viz. the first (Brahmanas) and the
fourth (Sadras) exist, Ksatriyas and Vai§yas who have given up their proper
religion and other activities do exist here and there.

The foundations of Indian religious philosophy are the Upanisads, the
Bhagvadgitd and the Brahma-sitra. These three together are known as
Prasthana-trayl. Numerous commentaries have been written on them, at
least from the time of Sankara. In fact, it became almost a rule that nobody
could start a religious school unless he had wriiten commentaries on these
three sets of books. Of these three, the Brahma-satra is terse and cryptic.
Almost any interpretation could be given to its sitras. The Upanisads are
too vague and poetic, but they brought in the idea of an abstract God. An
abstract God, or Brahma, about whom nothing positive could be said,
brought one very close to Sanya-vida, the all-is-empty theory. of the Maha-
yanists. Sankara almost fell into this trap, and was sometimes called a
pracchanna-Bauddha, a disguised Buddhist. He saved himself by equating
Brahma with self. Whether equating two unknowns makes things easier to
understand is not quite clear. The idea had already appeared in the Upani-
sads as “Thou art That’. This looks like a profound pronouncement. But
does it mean anything? If ‘That’, i.e. Brahma, is known only negatively,
‘meti’, ‘neti’ (‘not this’, ‘not this”), willnot ‘Thou’ have the same status? All
this Vedanta doctrine thus appears to be empty semantics.

In fact, this love of semantics has been a great waster of time for the
intellectuals of ancient India. As Ram Mohun Roy put it in his letter to the
then Governor-General of India when he protested against the establishment
of a Sanskrit college, as against a modern school, ¢ . .no improvement can
be expected from inducing young men to consume a dozen of years of the
most valuable period of their lives in acquiring the niceties of Sanskrit
Grammar. For instance, in learning to discuss such points as the following:
Khada signifying to eat, Khadati he or she or it eats; query: whether does
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Khadati taken as a whole convey the meaning he, she or it eats, or are
separate parts of this meaning conveyed by distinction of the words. ...
(a.D. 1823) ‘

Ishwar Chandra Vidyasagar, the Principal of Sanskrit College, Calcutta,
was more outspoken. In a letter regarding the revision of the syllabus of the
College to the Secretary of the Council of Education, he wrote, ‘For certain
reasons, which it is needless to state here, we are obliged to continue the
teaching of Vedanta and Sinkhya in the Sanskrit College. That Vedanta
and $ankhya are false systems of philosophyis no more a matter of dispute.’
(7.9.1853)

What has India gained by remaining parochial? It is sad to think that our
philosophers never asked the perennial questions of philosophy, “What can
human beings know? How do they come to knowit? And how is that know-
ledge deployed in thought and action? And these questions are still as
fresh as they were two thousand five hundred years ago when the Greeks
started asking them. It is not that the Indians did not come into contact
with the Greeks, but all that our pundits learnt from them was astrology,
something which perhaps they could have done well without.

One of the greatest contributions of the Greeks in the history of human
thought was the discovery of axiomatic geometry. Tndians never tried to
learn how from only four (and an implied fifth) postulates, the whole of
the subject of plane geometry could be built up. (A postulate inmathematics
is a claim to take for granted the possibility of a simple operation, e.g. of
drawing a straight line between any two points.) And Indians had two
chances of learning axiomatic geometry: one directly from the Grecks, and
another from the medieval Arabs who re-discovered the Greek sciences, and
made geometry one of the subjects of their educational curriculum.

An important mathematical contribution of the Indians is saidto be the
Decimal Place Value Notation. This helped them to write very large num-
bers conveniently and in a short space. It also could have helped them in
building up a Theory of Numbers. Gaussin the eighteenth century called
the Theory of Numbers, the Queen of Mathematics, but nobody in India
took any interest in the application of their great discovery. The Greeks,
whose manner of writing large numbers was clumsy, discovered the Prime
Number Theorem, that there is no largest prime number, but Indians perhaps
had not even a name for prime number.

Among the Prasthana-trayl, the most popular is the Bhagvadgitd. This
work is both a guide to human conduct, and a religious work. As a guide
to human conduct, it is perhaps not very helpful. It is wholly amoral,
in that it tries to justify the slaughter of one’s kith and kin for a selfish end.
(Some people have, jocularly, described the Gitd as a manual of brain wash-
ing) As a religious work, its chief contribution is the bhakti-mdrga, the
way of salvation through devotion'td God. The Gitd is perhaps the first

exponent of bhakti-marga in India. Another schobl which taught this marga
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was the Paficaratras. It is possible that the Paficaritras were contempora-
neous with the Bhagavadgita, but the Paficaratras, according to Dr Pande,
specifically denied that they belonged to the Vedic tradition. (I, 142)

Both the Gitd and the Paficaratras advocate devotion to an abstract God.
It is not devotion to an anthropomorphic God as we know the bhakti-marga
today. The bhakei of the Gitd and of the Paficaratras has become irrelevant
today: it is confined to the texts only. In fact, many educated people have
not even heard of the Paficaritras.

Bhakti to an anthropomorphic god is one of the main religions of India
today. Its literary manifestation sometimes borders on the erotic. The
devotee imagines himself as a female lover of God, usually Krsna. The love
scenes are enacted on the banks of the Yamuna in Uttar Pradesh. This
type of devotion cannot be traced back to any Vedic or post-Vedic tradition.
So far as is known, it was first expounded by the Alval poets of the Tamil
land between the fifth and eighth centuries AD. They wrote many devotional
poems woven around the love of Krsna and his milkmaid companions.
The stories were sanskritized and incorporated in the Bhdeavata and the
Brahma-vaivarta Purdpas. As these Purinas travelled north, they inspired
the local poets to write many love lyrics. The most famous of these collec-
tions was the Gita-Govinda of Jayadeva composed in Orissa or Bengal.

By the middle of the sixteenth century there was a great resurgence of
vernacular literature in Mithila and Bengal. Under the guise of bhakti the
poets wrote numerous love lyrics. Even Tagore has not been able to surpass
them as love poems. It was a period of renaissance of Bengal; and it owed
nothing to the Vedic or post-Vedic traditions.

The Vedic and post-Vedic religions of northern India have their texts in
the Vedic or Sanskrit languages. The rituals and philosophy which accom-
panied them were known only to some learned Brihmanas, who in their
turn never allowed the non-Brahmanas to study the texts. (It was after Ishwar
Chandra Vidyasagar’s term as its Principal that the Government Sanskrit
College, Calcutta was allowed by the orthodox to admit non-Brahmanas
to study in the College.) Can it be said that these texts are the foundation
of Indian culture when the vast majority of Indians were not even allowed
to have any access to them?

The religious ritual which flourishet in India today is the worship of some
god, either in a temple or in a household shrine. The name of this worship
is pitja@ (Tamil, puca). In the house, piija is performed by the members of the
family. When it is performed in the temple, there is usually an officiating
priest. He is called a pyjdri (Tamil, pucari). A pujari is generally a low class
Brahmana; the higher class Brahmanas disdaineto perform pijd. An impor-
tant ritual in a pija is drati, waving a flame before the idol. This again is
from a Tamil word, ararti.

Ancient textson architecture deal mainly with the construction of temples.
Several types of temples such as Dravida, Nigara, and Vesara have been
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mentioned in them. Two things are common to all the texts. They (the
Manasara, the Mavamata, relevant chapters on the subject in Kamikdgama,
etc.) are all found in south India, and the temples they describe all have
spires. There is no trace of the Vedic tradition in any of the texts.

So far as is known, the construction of brick-built temples in northern
India started during the Gupta period. The oldest known example is the
Udaigiri temple near Bhopal (c. A.D. 400). Tt was a flat-roofed structure,
rectangular in shape.

Perhaps many volumes can be written on what culture is, particularly on
whether there is an all-embracing Indian culture. There are many aspects of
cultural difference between one part of India and another. Language, food
habits, clothes, style of music vary from place to place. This is not surpris-
ing in this vast land of over a thousand million people- But in the matter
of people’s or folk religion, which no doubt is an important aspect of culture
there is a great uniformity. This is the reverence or worship of the Devi,
Mitd or the Mother Goddess. From Kamakhya in Assam to Hinglaj in
Baluchistan, from Kanyakumari in the extreme south to Vaishnro-devi in
Jammu, there is scarcely any village in India where there is no temple or
sthana (place, shrine) for the Mata. Sometimes she has a specific name,
such as, Keola-devi in north-eastern Rajasthan, or Kaliin Calcutta. Some-
times she is known by a general name such as Shitla in the north or Mari-
amma in south India. Sometimes there is a temple for her, but in most
cases the shrine is a few lime-washed stones Iying on the outskirts of the
village. A newly married couple would go and bow to her. Occasionally
the village women would throw a pitcher of water over her; but in most
cases there is no regular worship or any officiating priest.

Matd was there when the Indus Valley Civilization flourished. She is still
there at the end of the twentieth century. The priestly caste, left out of mak-
ing a living cut of her, have tried to include her in their pantheon by calling
her a part manifestation of Mahadevi.

Kald va yah samudbhiitah piijitdstasca bharate
Pajira gramadevyasca grame ca nagare mune
‘Devi-Bhagavata (1. 1. 158)

All the village devis which exist in the villages and towns of India are
actually worshipped with full ritual as Mahadevi for they are (but) kald
{phase. part manifestation) of Mahadevi.
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SUKHARANIJAN SAHA, Perspectives on Nydya Logic and Epistemology (K.P.
Bagchi and Co., Calcutta, 1987).

This book is divided into two parts. The first part has two chapters: one
entitled ‘The Vaiesika Scheme of Ontology’ and the other, ‘The Classical
Nyaya Philosophy of Gautama’. Part Two has four chapters; ‘Gautama’s
Existential Philosophy of Suffering’, ‘The Method of Demonstration’, ‘The
Simulating Reasons’ and ‘The Technique of Refutation’. The last three
chapters expound, according to the author, what Vatsyayana calls ‘@nvik-
siki’. Chapters 2 and 3 discuss the Nyaya theory of pramana and prameya.
Although in the author’s view, the Nyiya logic and epistemology do not
need the Vaidesika ontology, Chapter 1 nevertheless expounds the latter
just because the actual development of Nydya utilized the Vaisesika scheme.

An initial problem for the reader is how to get a grip on the structure of
the book, its internal project and the arrangement of the chapters. Large
parts of the book consist of free translations of selected sitras of Gautama
and Vatsyayana’s commentaries on them. Such free renderings and the
author’s own commentaries tend to get confusing for the reader. Another
source of difficulty is due to the topics of Chapters 5 and 6. These topics
are generally peglected by writers on Nyiya, and we owe it to the anthor
that he has focused upon them. But why does he do so? There are scat-
tered remarks which show the intention, but the reader has to be very
discerning to be able to take note of them.

In this review, I shall not comment on the undoubted merit of the trans-
lations, and shall also desist from commenting on many of the details. I
shall, instead, highlight the larger thesis that Dr Saha advances and add a
few comments of my own to thent.

In his introductory remarks, Dr Saha tells us that he has written the book
from the point of view of Western philosophy. But is there anything
straightforwardly characteristic of Western philosophy? A little later we
begin to learn that what the author has in mind is the point of view of con-
temporary Western philosophy which, according to him, is Western phi-
losophy at its best. It is from this point of view that we should, according
to the author, interpret Indian philosophy. My guess is, he has some trends
of contemporary analytic philosophy in mind. So, after all, the future of
Indian philosophy lies in interpreting Indian thought from the point of view
of contemporary analytic philosophy, let us say, as practised in Oxford and
the Ivy League. 1 shall make here a few remarks on this project. First of
all, it is all right if someone can carry out this project well. But there is no
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reason why this is the way Indian philosophy should be done. Secondly,
contemporary analytic philosophy itselfis a mixed bag, and in choosing
one’s paradigm it is inevitable that one uses one’s own preferences. Thirdly,
if some ideas and theories of Indian philosophy can be expressed in the
idiom of modern Western thought that does not by itself show why Western
phitosophers would be interested in Indian philosophy. For if the Indians
did the same sort of thing, then why read them at all? As Davidson told
Matilal—I am recalling Matilal’s telling me this—Western philosophers
would take Indian philosophy seriously only if they find that the Indians
had solutions to some of their problems. It is important to show that the
Indians had a way of solving precisely those problems with which the
Western philosophers (of whatever persuasion you choose) are concerned.
I would discuss one example of this later in this review. To Davidson’s
observation I shall add another: we may also need to show, first, that the
Indian thinkers asked questions which the Western tradition did not ask,
and second, that even when the very same questions are being asked, the
Indians give it a slant, a twist, a formulation, which creates a new con-
ceptual situation than is the case with Western philosophy. If all this be
valid, then what we have on hand is not simply the task of interpreting
Indian philosophy from the point of view of Western thought. We have the
task of making Indian philosophy relevant for contemporary philosophy.
When Dr Saha comes to do his own work in this book, I am delighted to
note that his most important thesis is advanced here quite independently
of the point of view of Western thought. The central thesis of the book, to
my mind, is that the Nyaya philosophy of the founding masters Gautama
and Vatsyiyana is a spiritual philosophy whose central concern was the
removal of human suffering. This fascinating claim, which brings Gautama
and Sarnkara closer than they are generally taken to be is, if valid, very
significant. It is genuinely and deeply Indian. Only Indian philosophers
and their point of view can make sense of it. But I must add, that is not an
casy task. I leave open the further question, whether a philosophy should
be called spiritual if its central concern is the removal of human suffering.
Dr Saha’s second most important thesis is that Nyaya logic and epistemo-
logy are independent of the Vaisesika ontology, although authors after
Uddyotakara tended to club them together thereby helping the emergence
of a syncretist school. This claim required him to appeal to Gautama’s own
list of entities (as given in Nyayasutra, 1.1.1) by knowing which one can,
according to Gautama, overcome all suffering. This list, clearly an odd one,
does not present a categorial scheme as the Vaidesika list does. I think one
of Dr Saha’s contributions to the exposition of Nyiya is to have drawn
attention to the nature of this list and to some of its interesting features.
This last concern leads Dr Saha to identify what Vatsydyana might have
intended when he called Nydya ‘dnviksikividy@. Itisimportant that Dr
Saha raises this question which is often overlooked. Readers who want to
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consider other approaches to the concept of dnviksiki should consult Paul
Hacker’s “Anviksiki’ (Wiener Zeitschrift fiir die Kunde Siid- und Ostasiens,
2, 1958, pp. 54-83) and Wilhelm Halbfass’s Indien und Furopa (Schwabe &
Co., Basel/Stuttgart, 1981, pp. 296-325).

Two brief remarks at the end about some interpretive issues. Dr Saha
thinks that Gangesa offers an ‘ontology of belief’. He regards Nyaya epi-
stemology as being concerned with beliefs. Pramd, on the Nyiya theory, is
taken to be true belief acquired through an accredited source of knowledge.
Ithink the English word <belief’ has a quite different usage from the
Sanskrit word figna’. Most ascriptions of belief are dispositional, but
J#dna is taken to be an occurrence. So I would replace <belief’ by ‘cognition’.

The other remark concerns an example where one may try to show that
the Indian philosophers not only raised some puzzles that the Western
thinkers today are concerned with, but also offered interesting solutions to
the puzzles. On pages 255-57 of his book, Dr Saha draws attention to cases
which are very much like the Gettier counter-examples. It is for scholars of
Indian philosophy to show how the Gettier-type cases can be dealt with in
terms of Nyiya (or Navya-Nyaya). Matilal has made such an attempt in
his Perception (Oxford, 1986, pp. 135-40), and I have tried my hand atitin
‘Recollections and Response’ {(Daya Krishna and K. L. Sharma, eds., The
Philosophy of J.N. Mohanty, New Delhi, 1991, pp. 217-18). Dr Saha would
eminently serve the cause of Indian philosophy (and fulfil his own metho-
dological promises) if he shows, in his ongoing work, how the Indian
philosophical techniques can be used to answer, resoive or throw light on
central problems of Western thought.

Temple University, Philadelphia, U.S.A. J. N. MOHANTY

ALBERT W.F. HARPER, The Theodicy of Suffering (Mellen Research Univer-
sity Press, San Francisco, 1990).

The Theodicy of Suffering by Albert W.J. Harper is a restatement of the
age-old thesis of most theists who attach positive value to human suffering
as necessary for participation in the ‘enjoyment of conscious life’.

Harper makes the claim that theodicy, which seeks to vindicate God’s
holiness in the face of evil, can never pretend to explain adequately many
aspects of suffering. For we as human beings in conscious deliberation have
no understanding whatever of evil and its justification that allegedly might
be due to God as God is in himself. Accordingly, Harper advises us to give
up the stereotyped wisdom that is theology, as it serves not to give relief to
suffering but only to relocate the centre of conflict in new areas. (p.3). A
mere articulated expression (which is what after all theology is) about the
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unspeakable evil is never a resolution of it. Theodicy can only provide new
procedural rules to launch the discussion on the evil of suffering in new
directions, thus to perpetuate it afresh.

Hence instead of wasting our energies on defending God we should rather
concentrate on reconciling man to all the vicissitudes to be met with in the
conscious experience of his own world.

Our aim shouid be to (a) celebrate a type of suffering that in moderation
may be of use to us, and (b) to avoid a misapprehension of the extremes of
suffering that would threaten to destroy us. In other words, suffering which
is inevitable must be channelled toward those ends that will benefit
humanity.

However, contrary to expectation, Harper does not set aside the pursuit
of justifying evil and suffering in relation to God’s omnipotence. In
Chapter II, he offers the unique thesis that we imperfect human beings are
in some sense more powerful than God. In some absolute sense God is not
as powerful as the finite creatures of his own creation because we, in a
limited way, are able to foresee and thus to be forewarned of certain cir-
cumstances that are likely to occur in space and time.

‘We as human beings in conscious forethought are powerful enough to
stop some possible events from further occurrence while God in his absolute
all-powerful state is powerless to stop all possible events from eccurring’
(p. 11). God being eternal bears no claim on time moments. He cannot
contemplate eventsin the time milieu of occurrences in which he neither
dwells nor exists. His all-knowledge and all-goodness is to be understood,
thus, in relation to his own creation and not in respect of the created world.
God’s various attributes of divinity, of which power is one, must be seen as
holding true eternally in his own supersensible realm of pure goodness. In
other words, God is not sufficiently powerful to wipe out the pervasive time
condition for all of reality itself, the ever-present conditionality which
makes provision for all that may be said to happen in experience’ (p- 13).
God being eternal is utterly devoid of time, his absolute power, which is
unlike any form of power that we are accustomed to experience in the time
and places of ordinary experience, is eternal and actualized only absolutely.

Also, ‘God, in and for creation . . ., should never be thought of as posses-
sing the power to make choices’ (p. 15), he does not have choice in the
creation of either the supernatural or the natural world. Consequently God
is unquestionably blameless for any wrongdoing and requires no justifica-
tion for evil that may arise from either natural or human causes. It is man
and not God who requires a theodicy, a theodicy of and for mankind.

An explanation of suffering is, he further adds, never a sufficient condi-
tion to accomplish the alleviation of suffering. We want a theodicy which
will devise patterns of activity with the goal of making us accept suffering
and other unpleasant experiences for the reason that eventually they lead to
our benefit. Suffering which is indispensable to our well-being, when assess-
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ed in terms of an idealistic belief system, gives meaning, courage and other-
wise brings to light, the virtues that lic dormant in us. Thus, suffering may
be sanctioned for character development and its presence as evil be seen as
a prerequisite to our freedom of choice.

" And it is only the very adverse conditions of suffering, especially suffering
that is uninvited and seems to fulfil no useful purpose, that may be called an
evil: ‘evil typifies the more vile, the more corrupt, the more savage and more
loathsome forms of adverse circumstances and suffering to which the human
creature is made susceptible’ (p- 29). This evil deserves to be challenged and
not suffering itself which may on occasion be open to invitation as a pro-
ving ground for some specific improvement of the self.

This leads him to the general conclusion that there is evil in the human
purview of reality because we want it as a necessary means to moral pro-
gress, for instance. The rational end of suffering is to champion evil in so
far as human talent and ability may be utilized for victory over greater evils
which could do us harm. _

Some form of irritant suffering must be accepted as a part of our life.
Also, we must recognize that suffering <sin reality no absolute, but is
simply in some sense a form of suffering, a misplaced formality in appear-
ance more or less intensely experienced by ourselves and observed by others’
(p. 46). Once we start to comprehend it as life-supporting it could be seen
in its full and intrinsic worth by mankind.

If we could observe suffering as life-supporting rather than as life-destroy-
ing, then it could become a universally shared enterprise. The comforting
influence of an ever-present universal concept of suffering will help the
individuals who, when alone, wander about misled and get lost in a wilder-
ness of darkness. Since we can never annihilate suffering in its entirety, we
should concentrate on forestalling spells of suffering of greater degree or of
longer duration, what he calls remedial suffering to remedy our many ills
and to enhance our capability of achieving a normal self-hood. Further,
the evil that emanates from the forces of nature can in large measure be
mitigated. Research into natural phenomena will furnish protection and
afford some security against nature’s aberrant behaviour.

It is because we are able to effect a new natural ordering of nature’s
already ordered laws today that we are able to free ourselves from the tyran-
ny of the strict causal laws. Challenges of nature when faced with consider-
ed endurance will not devastate us but strengthen us physically, morally,
intellectually as well as spirituaily.

Once again Harper indulges in a little theodicy in seeing God’s allowing
suffering for a worthwhile purpose, namely an end which has some positive
value for humanity. <The value of God’s suffering for us lies just in the fact
that suffering, to be of any positive value, must be carried out deliberately
in the form of procedural rules believed to work to our optimum benefit’
(p- 58), he claims.
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Suffering of accountability is contrasted by Harpsr with wanton suffering
which is purposeless. As some of nature’s laws do result in wanton suffer-
ing, rebellion against them is tantamount to obedience to God’s law of
absolute goodness. Similarly, in case of suffering resulting from pain, the
individual must welcome that which in the long run is advantageous to the
life-bearing organism; ‘what is advocated then is an agreed upon marginal
suffering that contributes to the achievement of an ideal of a not unworthy
self-identity’ (p. 61).

The aim of the thesisis to champion a courageous and hence a moral
approach to <a suffering that is not suffering’ for the realization of the
highest in human affairs. There is nothing wrong in educating people to
accept pain for possessing the ideal of a truly integrated character. It is
God’s bounden duty also to allow us freedom to achieve this end.

The author urges us to aim at, not annihilating suffering in its totality,
but to the more practical goal of containing our distress and proving our-
selves worthy of being God’s creatures. God has granted suffering to man-
kind so that we can so ‘fashion evil’ that it ceases to frighten us and is
brought to servitude in our best interests.

In the light of the above it is no surprise to read his confident claim that
the holocaust (for instance of World War I) and such like disasters should
not be allowed to rupture God’s eternal providence from the goal of human
welfare. God’s personhood as well as his providence remain intact in face
of the worst disaster, for the simple reason that we can never boast of a com-
plete understanding of divine nature. Accordingly, we would best serve our
human interests by (a) regarding cases of moderate human suffering as a
legitimate test of human integrity, and (b) those of inhuman suffering as a
test of human faith in the ultimate goodness of God.

This brings me to the last chapter of the work, where once again the main
thesis—that suffering in most of its forms is not necessarily an evil-—is reas-
serted, this time in the background of the religion of Christianity. The claims
made can be summarized as follows. Theodicy may declare the goodness of
God as an emblematic symbol. However, the goodness of God as a truth
can be found with God alone and absolutely. Therefore, theodicy never can
constitute ap all-or-none remedy for the ills of mankind.

The Christian finds truth only where truth belongs to God. ‘God’s word
must be assumed to be true to God alone and truly with God and thus in-
different with respect to all evidence. . .* (p. 85). The religion of Christianity
is convinced that only our belief in a Supreme Being as seen in Jesus Christ
can help us to cope with suffering and so in some degree at least effect some
control over it.’

Harper concedes that such a statement smacks of prejudice towards the
doctrine of Christianity alone. But he hastens to add, the atonement doc-
trine which teaches that salvation for all humanity is brought about unique-
ly through the Christ principle, must accept the presence of other faiths in
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the world leading to the conclusion that the redemption of the human race
must needs be non-denominationally provided for, and <t must not come
in any sectarian fashion’, since any one narrowly conceived religious faith is
neither a necessary nor a sufficient condition for the redemption of the
people of the world at all places and at all times in history, either past or
future.

There are many examples of thinkers in the West and in India who have
justified human suffering as somehow necessary for man’s moral spiritual
progress. John Hick, while expounding the Christian interpretation of the
divine purpose in the world, sees the world as a place of soul-making in
which free beings facing the challenge of their existence in a common
environment may become the children of God. Kant too regarded the world
of time as the training ground of the spirit. A man’s painful history is but
the long discipline by which a moral being is shaped out of a merely animal
creature.

Then again the value of suffering as discipline is one of the major themes
of the Book of Job. Sinners suffer as punishment for their sins but saints
must bear affliction as the design of an inscrutable providence and strengthen
the quality of the retribution.

Not only is Harper very much at home in this tradition, he is also right in
emphasizing the possible good effects of suffering. The possibility of physical
pain is necessary, for example, to the discipline of habit. The positive value
of pain may be stated as a discipline necessary even for the elementary tasks
of life. Moderate suffering may help man to steel his muscles and his
character to withstand the world. But will not this admission lead some of
us to make this an excuse for hardness towards the suffering of others?

I cannot help recalling The Problem of Pain, a book by C.L. Lewis, at this
Jjuncture. He too in his own way tried, like Harper, to show that the Christi-
an doctrine of being made perfect through suffering is not incredible. Suffer-
ing is good but not good in itself, he asserted. What is good in a painful
experience is, for the sufferer, his submission to the will of God, and for the
spectators, the compassion aroused and the acts of mercy to which it leads.

The chief problem with both Lewis and Harper arises because both are
concerned with somehow finding justification for the existence of suffering.
Suffering seems to them to imply a disharmony in the total scheme of things
and they wish to quickly find for suffering a rightful place. Thus for Harper
suffering exists because not only is it connected with the notion of freedom
but also, more importantly, the notion of suffering is logicaily bound up
with the notions of certain virtues. The virtues of creativity and self-renewal
could not exist without some amount of suffering.

'The following observations can be made against the argument that suffer-
ing (though often an evil) has sometimes beneficial consequences which
could not be achieved without it. (I) That the beneficial effects of suffering
are often exaggerated and it is a common fact that its effects on character
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are often extremely harmful, (2) That it is in any case not_ {nconsistent with
the belief that suffering is evil in itself tq say that its t.:mstence -maylgome;
times have good results. The virtue of forgiveness, for mstf:.mce, cout I;Ee
exist if no one acted wrongly towards his fellowmen. But this doe]iﬂgo' m -

moral evil into moral good. In any case, the good effects of sufiering do

ot occur necessarily, and therefore, do not detract from the gvil character

of suffering as such.

North-Eastern Hill University, Shillong SusATA MIRI

Jer-TWEEN GONG, Truth, Faith and Life—I understand ; Therefore, I worship,
(Adams Press, Chicago, Iilinois, 1990, vi+138pp.).
In the work under review, the author builds his architectonic on the follow-
ing fundamental assumptions and conclusions:
g(1) The most self-evident fact is the existcnce of one anfl 'only one God
who is the one and only one utmost truth. Traditional religions, belr{g- cul-
ture-bonded and believer-bonded, are trapped in emptytruths and tra.dltl_on‘al
sciences, being instrument-bonded and domain-bonded, are trapped in limit-
ed truths, and are unable to understand and reach the utmost trL}th. We
shall be able to attain this truth with the help of a new truth mfwhm_e con-
sisting of three parts: the self-evidence principle, the hypothesis principle
- ndivisibility (unification) principle. ‘
R : hty God, are both perfect symmetry and

Nothingness’ and the Almig Ak _
théz)utmost clffaos. All materials were manifested out of ‘nothing’ and will

reduce into it in the end. Material and its ghost partner came out of nothing
haos. ) :
bef(ig-)usél:‘f::n ?lirncnsions which are labels for labelling ‘things’ and ‘e\;:cr;ts
are needed to describe the entire universe, c?uch ayst hf:orcei; ebethen particles,
 lives, death of a life and everything eise.
nu;:;)?lt.:;ec:g;:;issystem is the same in numbers (mathematics), elementary
i hysics) and lives (biology)- .
pa:gcﬁigicz anc; mathematics deal with a very small / p_art of 'the entlrfz
world. Their realm is the finite and orderly state of the xtmb-le um\:fer]s;lz a.f
their results are based on the reduction methodology which is uDS}nta hae or
the invisible, immutable and immaterial vyorld whose nature s chs otic,
infinite and paradoxical and where the principle of the unobservablesreigns.
The bulk of the book is concerned with God, the Supreme Self, upreltne
Creator, Supreme Love, Supreme Intelligence, Supreme ngl}teousneslii ?r ;;:e
and is replete with many glittering ideas; but all that g%ltters is n(.)t. go .f e
author’s main contribution lies in the careful and detm{sd EXposltlofl oth' i
views about the symmetry breaking; the transformation of the nothing

————— e —

ey ——
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something-ghost partner’; the creation of the universe; the creation before
the first creation; the relationship between colours, numbers, forces, building
blocks, dimensions, souls, eternity and infinities, nothingness, chaos and its
implications for physics and mathematics (e.g., the intrinsic impossibility
of any precise scientific or mathematical prediction because according to the
Second Law of Thermiodynamics all systems are going from orderliness to
chaos constantly and so we should not expect strict determinism and com-
plete predictability even in mathematics—the little orderliness visible in the
universe is just an outcome of symmetry breaking); the inability of tradi-
tional religions and sciences to reach the utmost truth; the strengths and
weaknesses of Confucianism, Taoism, Buddhism and Christianity; the nature
of God and his manifestations in providing ten new commandments as code
of conduct for us; and ultimately in the formulation of the Super Unified
Theory, a theory about the origin and nature of God, universe and man,

through which he claims to unify not only all the four fundamental forces of
physics (in which even Einstein failed!) but also the mental and socio-cultural

forces and all seeming opposites, viz. reasoning and faith, science and

religion, finite and infinite, individuality and totality, religion and religions,

etc. (forming a new culture, a new civilization). Asitis a theory of every-

thing, it alone deserves to be called a true theory, a Unification Theory, an

enchanting theory blending, encompassing and going far beyond the oriental

and occidental sciences, mathematics and religions.

If God is self-evident, i.e. clear enough to need no proof, what is the
sense in demonstrating or raising the question: Where does He come from?
It is just a rhetorical question which does not need an answer. Is it mean-
ingful to ask ‘Where does He come from” when He transcends all space and
time, and reasoning, faith, understanding, etc. are just God-sent gifts, their
validity being dependent on God Himself? To accept God as the ultimate
truth and then to begin the inquiry is nothing but a pseudo-quest to my
mind and this unnecessarily creates a false hope in the mind of the reader
for understanding (!) God. Although the author intends to help the reader
to attain the same understanding, his book rather coerces the reader to
accept the Almighty willy-nilly, if not through understanding, then with
faith, and if the reader questions His existence, he would be committing
felony.

Gong has described God in so many words and has proposed his wor-
ship for all of us. For the believers it is all right for they would be truly ex-
alted to read all this. But to the intelligent non-believer and the sceptic God
is neither self-evident nor so easy to comprechend; He is most elusive, a
will-o’-the-wisp, very difficult to understand. The die-hard atheist would
not be convinced by Gong’s jugglery with epithets such as the high-sounding
Super-Unification. :

God is the touchstone and the mainstay of Gong’s conceptual framework
and if this is removed, his architectonic would fall like a house of cards.
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The universal acceptance of God is the sine qua non of his system and we
could attain Him either through meditation and enlightenment or through
understanding along with faith. God is needed for the unification of every-
thing and also an outcome of our limited ability. What unique logic!

Gong’s acceptance of God is not because of His holy simplicity or child-
like innocence, sancta simplicitas, but because he thinks that His will stands
in place of reason, stat pro ratione voluntas. The author appears to be a
God-intoxicated person, like Spinoza, but God for him s a deus ex machina.
The whole book is nothing but a tomtoming of God which does not impress
the intelligent modern reader and the author appears to be a day-dreamer,
a réveur, a most impractical and dogmatic person.

It is very difficult to know why there is suffering and evil in the world
when the universe and all of us are God’s creation and will ultimately
teturn to him. If free will, reasoning, faith, etc. are God-sent gifts, why and
in what sense can evil be our creation? Why does God allow mad men to
exist and why has He created them? If God, is so good, why are there
catastrophes and calamities, earthquakes and thunderbolts, floods and
famines, volcanoes and sea-storms, plagues and other fatal diseases, vultures
and ferocious animals, hunger, hurricanes and heinous crimes, world wars
and bloodshed and long holy wars in His name? The author keeps a mystic
silence on such fundamental issues which are very important from the point
of view of us poor mortals.

The sub-title of the book—I understand ; Therefore, I worship—suggests
that the reader will get some new arguments in justification of the Lord’s
worship, that Gong must have thought de novo on the subject and that he
is kind enough to share the same with us. But after a thorough and in-
depth study of the work, the reader gets nothing which nray enhance his
understanding of the truth or can throw some new light on the subject. In
place of a sense of satisfaction, what he feels is nothing but irritation and
frustration and it appears to him to have been a waste of time. When all
religions and sciences (including mathematics of course) and their leaders
have failed to understand or know the truth, what hope is there for ordi-
nary people like us? The arguments of the author, if you want to call them
arguments, are either circular, e.g. all forces are unified because there is only
one God and God is one because of unification of all forces, or technically
speaking, the fallacy of petitio principii is being committed.

If the mission of the author is to prove that his worship of God is based
on a thorough knowledge or comprehension of God, he has utterly failed.
He had better leave the claim of understanding and be satisfied with faith or
belief, which to my mind are no less important and significant as far as the
domain of God is concerned. He should give up his I’ in ‘I understand;
Therefore, I worship’, and should join the camp of <you’ whom he rightly
advises: <If you don’t understand, you should worship God with faith® (pp-
109, 116). But if understanding means ‘to take for granted as part of an
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agreement’, if there is some sort of secret contract between Mr. Gong and
God, then we have nothing to say and Gong is free to worship so long as it
remains a personal affair. But why he compels the reader to accept and
worship God is not very clear to me as these are strictly private affairs and
one cannot and should not try to enter into them, however much zest one
may have or feel for the Almighty. His repetition of ‘I understand; There-
fore, I worship’in almost every chapter is nothing but arrogance which
generates some sort of malediction in the minds of the readers. His repeti-
tion of the word ‘Understanding’ is nothing but hyporcisy of the highest
order because God is an axiom or postulate of his system and He is self-
evident by definition. Would it not be an enormity of the highest degree
to question His existence who is the source and basis for all other existence?
Is it not surprising that despite all of us being His creations and our under-
standing being His gift to us, it is most difficult for nus to have His under-
standing? How can we understand our lack of understanding as far as ‘God
is concerned’? The author is wise enough to avoid such perplexing questions.

For the lay reader it is very difficult to judge up to which stage or to what
extent Gong’s theories and conclusions are based on scientific truths and
where he is taking liberties in fabricating his own theories which cannot be
sustained through experiments and observations. This is true of his notions
and-ideas regarding the ghost-partner, the decay and death of proton, the
big crunch, the next creation with anti-matter, colours, dimensions, pre-
quarks, nothingness, chaos, forces, numbers, etc. The book is full of various
stratagems, feigned theories and curious statements about so many things.
And that is why it is not always easy for the ordinary reader to see his way
clearly through this mixture of facts and fiction, well-founded on hypotheses
and imagination. There are too many assertions and statements in the book
for which no arguments have been offered.

The author has tried to weave a new fabric with the woof and warp of
different faiths and religions of the orient and the occident. For him,
Brahmanism, Buddhism, Confucianism, Taoism and Christianity have
identical structures, the difference lies only in exterior decorations. His
observations and conclusions regarding religions are interesting and
some of them remarkable. But for him, religious freedom is also a gift
from God. Now if everything is a God-sent gift and you understood Him
only because of His grace, what sort of understanding is this? The author
hypothecates all of us to the Almighty in the name of a new truth machine,
a new science, a unified religion, a new culture and a new civilization.

The author appears to be an ascerbic critic of physicists—he calls them
stiff-necked, stupid, idiots, more ignorant than children, and he intends to
throttle their voices by calling their acts sinful. His strictures against
scientists are not only unwarranted but also undesirable. He does not miss a
single chance to denounce their discipline ; he reprimands them, but also grants
them reprieve out of generosity. His remarks are not obiter dicta but are so
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deprecatory in this context that they smack of bad taste. At the same time,
his profuse use of foul language creates suspicion in the mind of the reader
about the real knowledge of the author of these subjects. If it is described
as just ‘a tongue-in-check chiding of people who are locked into traditional
thought patterns’ (p. 138) we would be shielding the author unnecessarily.

Ifin response to all the scolding and stigmatizing, the scientists call
Mr Gong a filcher who has stolen their terminology and methodology making
a few additions here and there, and consequently arriving at a false sense of
unification, what would Mr Gong say? They would be justified in seeing him
as a filibuster who is unnecessarily trying to enter their discipline which is
well-defined. To them his theories would appear funny, strange, unusual
and absurd at times, for they seem to be the outcome of his whims, with
no rational justification; he takes unwarranted leaps and jumps from the
observed to the unobserved, from the many to the one, from evil to good,
from orderliness to chaos, from something to ‘nothing’, and so on.

Gong’s unified force equation is meant to explain physical, mental and
cultural forces. But this violates the principle of ‘equality of dimensions’ of
the natural sciences which states that space, time and mass dimensions on
the left and right sides should be equal—in Gong’s equations, the coupling
factor or constant has different dimensions each time.

In conclusion, we may say that the super unification of everything, viz.
science and religion, religion and religions, faith and understanding, finite
and infinite, chaos and orderliness, one and many, evil and goodness, wicked-
ness and righteousness, remains a mere pious hope. It will never be a reality
so long as we remain what we are. To say that the author has unified science
and religion is not correct rather, it is an extirpation of both because the
traditional sciences are trapped in lmited truths and traditional religions
are trapped in empty truths. The key term ‘to understand Gong’s book is
God and unification in his name.

The language Gong uses for God is undoubtedly very powerful, sonorous
and full of vivacity and this is an outcome of his deep-rooted conviction as
confessed by him in his exordium. He intends to persuade us to accept God
out of the sentimentality and thrill which all of us feel when we confront
the word ‘God’. But it simply remains an emotional appeal and has nothing
to do with understanding. We have been worshipping God from time
immemorial but our problems have not only not diminished but have in-
creased both in intensity and diversity. So, though we may get solace or
psychological satisfaction by accepting the friend behind the phenomenon,
it is not going to help us on a global level. ,

The pith and marrow of the book under review is to show God’s greatness
and the author’s yen for worshipping God. While it may provide amusing
reading, it cannot be recommended as serious reading as the author, con-
sciously or unconsciously, is fully enthralled by God. These days, one shoufd
know, it is very difficult to sustain theism on rational grounds—it has be-
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come a vulnerable doctrine. After reading between the lines of the book
what appears to be the desideratum is that we should worship God, if not
because of understanding, then at least out of faith.

University of Rajasthan, Jaiptir RaMESH CHANDRA

§.M. SRINIVASA CHARI, Fundamentals of Vifistadvaita Vedanta: A Study
Based on Vedanta Desika’s Tattvamuktdkalapa (Motilal Banarsidass, Dethi,
1987, pp. xix +423).

The Tattvamuktikaldpa is an advanced prakarana-grantha of the Visigtad-
vaita school, composed by the illustrious Vedantadesika. It provides a criti-
cal insight into the chief concepts of the Visigtidvaita system, covering all
the essential aspects—philosophical, ontological and epistemological. The
original text comprises five hundred verses in the long-winding Sragdhara
metre, dividedinto five major sections: Jadadravya-sara (substance), Jivasara
(individual self), Nayakasara (the Lord), Buddhisara (knowledge) and
Adravyasara (non-substance). The Tattvamuktakaldpa is indispensable for
any one who wants to have a clear and logical understanding of the different
facets of Visistidvaita. But the terse style of the text makes it difficult to
follow for an ordinary student of philosophy. It is in this light that the
present study by S.M. Srinivasa Chari is to be welcomed. It is useful both for
the beginner and an advanced student of the school.

The author of the book under review has succeeded in making an exhaus-
tive and in-depth study of the original text along with its commentary,
Sarvarthasiddhi, by Desika himself. He has arranged the five sections of the
original into twelve chapters with a view to presenting a logical account of
the different theories of the system. The arrangement is based on a scientific
analysis, wherein one argument naturally leads to the succeeding one.

The first chapter, entitled ‘The Fundamental Metaphysical Categories’,
deals with the true nature of fqtrvas or categories essential for a fuller know-
ledge of Vedidnta, which leads to spiritual realization. The definition of
tattva, its division as dravya and adravya, their definitions, the nature of the
six dravyas and the ten adravyas—are all briefly given in this chapter. Under-
lying these raftvas are the three metaphysical concepts which constitute the
pivot of the school. They are: (1) the concept of substance-attribute, (2} the
concept of relation, and (3) the concept of cause-effect. The theory of the
Advaitins that the concept of difference (bheda) is illusory is criticized. It is
shown that difference is established by perception and approved by scripture .
Consequently, the Advaitic view that Brahman has no attributes is shown to
be untenable, and the substance-attribute relation of Brahman and the world
of men and matter is shown to be meaningful and plausible.
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The well-known doctrine of Vigistidvaita, viz. the ‘body-soul relation’
(farira-Sariri-bhava) between the world and Brahman is explained in great
detail. The concept of ‘aprthaksiddhi’ (inseparable relation), which forms
the basis of the body-soul relation, is shown to explain satisfactorily both
unity and difference between the two inseparable entitics by virtue of their
intrinsic nature. There is also unity between them when one entity is taken
as an adjective of the other.

S.M. Srinivasa Chari explains that the $arira-§qriri relation is not different
from the logical relation of substance-attribute which is referred to as ‘vife-
sana-vifesya’, or ‘prakdra-prakarin’ or ‘amsa-amsin’ relation. Where an
integral relation exists between a sentient and a substance, it is termed
Sarirag-$ariri relation. If such a relation is found only between a substiance
and its essential atéribute or even between two substances, the other terms
are employed.

The author then proceeds to show that the sarkdryavida of the Visistad-
vaitins is logically sound while the asatkdryavida of the Naiyavikas, ‘the
view of the Carvakas denying the basic concept of cause-effect and the
Advaitic theory of the illusoriness of the effect are all logically unsound.
The Buddhist theory of the momentariness (ksanikatva) of the universe also
comes under severe criticism here.

Chapters II to V correspond to the buddhisara of the original text, the
Tattvamuktakalapa. Chapter 1l, entitled ‘Pramdpas and Their Validity’,
deals with the three valid means of knowledge accepted in this school, viz.
pratyaksa, anumana and S$abda. Other means like upamdna, arthapatti and
anupalabdhi can be included in Inference or Verbal testimony. Smy#i (recollec-
tion) is shown to be not different from Perception. While dealing with
anupalabdhi, it is pointed out that abhdva (non-existence) is just another
form of bhava (existence) and that it does not constitute a separate category.
The validity of the Paficaratra texts is also dealt with in this chapter.

The view of the Mimarmsakas that words which denote action (kdryq)
alone are valid, and the sphofavida of the Grammarians come under severe
criticism in the third chapter entitled <Logical Import of Words and Sente-
nces’. The anvitabhidhana theory of the Prabhakaras with reference to the
function of words in a sentence is shown to be more valid than the abhiki-
tanvaya-vada of the Bhattas.

The definition of the term ‘samanadhikaranya’ (coordinate predication)
as given by Patafijali is discussed in detail and it is shown that words in co-
ordinate predication denote only a gualified entity but not a pure substan-
tive devoid of all characteristics. The implication of this theory is that
scriptural sentences which define the nature of the ultimate Reality present

Brahman as possessing a body (safarird) and as qualified by attributes
(saguna).

That knowledge constitutes an inseparable attribute (dharmabhiitajfigna)
of the jivas is an important concept of the Visistadvaita school. The self-
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luminous nature and eternity of this knowledge are explained in detail in
the fourth chapter entitled “Theory of Knowledge’. The most important
aspect of knowledge in which Vedantadesika differs from others, including
some Viéistadvaitins, is the postulation of knowledge as a dravya and not
merely a quality. Dravya (substance}is defined as that which is the subs-
tratum of modification. Knowledge is a dravya since it undergoes contrac-
tion and expansion, depending upon the karme of a particular jiva. Also it
is a dravya because it is self-luminous. The contentless, transcendental
nature of knowledge as advocated by the Advaitins come under criticism
in this context. It is shown that all knowledge is spoken of only with re-

. ference to some subject or object.

The theories of knowledge put forth by the Yogicara Buddbhists denying
reality of the external objects, of the Sautrantikas speaking of the moment-
ariness of the objects and the knowledge concerning them, and the Sinya-
vada of the Madhyamikas are all shown to be riddled with contradictions
and it is established that knowledge in the absence of a ‘real’ object is in-
conceivable. All knowledge is of the real. Likewise, the anirvacaniyakhyati
of the Advaitins, the akhyati of the Prabhikaras and the anyathakhyati of
the Naiyayikas are all shown to be baseless and the satkhyati of the Visista-
dvaitins alone is shown to account for the perception of objects in illusion.
On the basis of this it is shown that all knowledge, including erroneous
cognition, is of the real.

According to the Advaitins, Brahman alone is real. The objects of the
world are empirically real and the objects found in dreams are phenome-
nally real. The knowledge of objects as being real is caused by avidyd
according to this system, This doctrine is criticized at length in the eighth.
chapter entitled ‘Brahman and the Universe’.

The sixth chapter, entitled ‘The Doctrine of Jiva', deals with the nature
of the jivas as being different from the body, mind and vital airs, as the
subjects of knowledge, self-luminous and eternal, as the agents of action
and enjoyers of the fruits thereof, and as being atomic in size. The nature
of the jiva as advocated by the Advaitins, Jains and Nyaya-Vaisesikas is also
discussed at length in this chapter.

The relation between the jivas and Brahman is that which subsists bet-
ween the adhdra and the ddheya, the niyantr and the niymya, the Sesin and
the $ega. This threefold relationship is known as the farira-$ariri-bhiva, or
the relation between the body and the soul. This central concept of Visista-
dvaita is dealt with in the first chapter on ‘Fundamental Metaphysical
Categories’ and the scriptural basis for this is shown in the eighth chapter
entitled ‘Brahman and the Universe’.

Issues connected with the Absolute of Vedanta form the subject-matter
of the seventh chapter entitled ‘The Doctrine of I§vara’. These discussions
arc based on the Nayakasara of the Tativamuktakalapa. The main issue
discussed is whether the Absolute of the Upanisads is the same as Isvara



168 BOOK REVIEWS

or the personal God of Religion. In this regard, the Advaitic doctrine of
itwo Brahmans, i.e. Saguna and Nirguna, is criticized and it is established
that the Absolute of the Vedanta is the God (I§vara) of Religion, who has
innumerable auspicious atiributes. The Advaitic view of two Brahmans as
‘para’ and ‘apara’ and the theory of the Naivayikas that Inference alone
can prove the existence of God are criticized in this context.

The supremacy of Vispu is then established on the strength of scripiural
texts and it is shown that words like Siva and Sambhu, Hiranyagarbha and
Indra, which apparently refer to other gods, are shown to refer to Visnu
alome. )

Different atiributes of Lord Visnu, His five aspects (para, vyiha, vibhava,
dared and antarydmin), and I§vara’s being both the material and efficient
cause of the universe, are the other issues dealt with in this chapter.

The ninth chapter, ‘Sadhana and Mukti’, discusses the role of bhakti as
the means to moksa. The main issue is whether Knowledge is the means to
liberation as the Advaitins contend, or bhakti is the direct means. In this
connection, the place of kgrma in the spiritual discipline is also examined
in great detail. This forms the subject-matter of the latter half of the
Jivasara of Tattvamuktakalapa.

The tenth chapter entitled ‘Prakpti and Its Evolutes’ deals with prakrti,
its evolutes and the process of quintuplication (paficikarana). The nature of
the different elements, the concept of Time and the doctrine of nityavibhiti
are the other topics dealt with in this chapter. The Jadadravyasara (section
1) of the Tartvamukrakalapa provides this discussion.

The Visistadvaitins accept ten material attributes—sattva, rajas, tamas
(belonging to prakrti), the attributes of the five elements, i.e. ripa, rasa,
gandha, sparsa and Sabda, the relation called samyoga (conjunction) and
fakti (potency) inherent in each substance. All these are dealt with in the
eleventh chapter entitled ‘Fundamental Attributes”. The other attributes
accepted by the Nyaya-Vaisesikas can well be included in one of the adravyas
accepted by the Visistidvaitins. The concept of dharma, adkarma and adrsta
are also briefly dealt with in this chapter.

The Nyiya theory of fivefold karma (action), accepted as a separate
category, is criticized as unsound. Vedantadesika points out that karma is
that which causes in us the awareness that an objectis in motion. In other
words, it is movement (calana).

As for the samanya (generality) of the Nyaya-Vaidesikas, it is same as
sjati’ which is the as@dhdrana-dharma (exclusive feature) inherent in an
object. So it is not a separate category. Likewise, vifega is not a separate
category in the Visistadvaita system. It is nothing but the distinctive feature
of a given object, which differentiates it from other objects. Abhdva is just
another form of bhava. The Law of Conservation of Mass comes closer to
this. Samavaya (inherence) is not a separate category since it leads to the
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fallacy of anavasthd. All these issues are dealt with in the final section
Adravyasara of the Tattvamuktakaldpa.

‘The twelfth chapter, entitied ‘General Estimate and Conclusion’, makes
a critical evaluation of Visisiadvaita as a sound system of philosophy.

The author, S.M. Srinivasa Chari, has done an excellent job in presenting
a valuable, exhaustive and reliable account of the Tatfvamuktakalidpa, one
of the best philosophical treatises of the Vigistadvaita in a logical, simple
and convincing style. The book is certainly a valuable addition to the
literature of Vigistadvaita. The aim of the author, viz. to bring out the
logical soundness of the concepts of this system, is more than fulfilled in
this excellent book.

University of Madras, Madras M. NARASIMHACHARY



Obituary

DR KRISHNA SIVARAMAN

Coming in the wake of the sad demise of Professor B. K. Matilal in June,
1991, the passing away of Dr Krishna Sivaraman in Canada on 30 October
1991 is yet another grievous loss to Indian philosophy. TIn his lifetime
Professor Sivaraman was known and respected as an authentic interpreter
of Hindu philosophy and religion, but now his numerous friends and
students in India, Canada and America mourn the loss also because the
distinguished academic was a very amiable and helpful person. Those who
were taught philosophy of religion by him at Banares Hindu University in
1966-67 still fondly recall how he would make it a point to invite hostellers
to dinner every now and then so as to give them a little homelike feeling.
Mrs Parvathy Sivaraman’s grief is therefore widely shared.

Born at Vellore on 11 September 1922, Professor Sivaraman did his B.A.
from Annamalai University in 1945; M.A. fromMadras University in 1947;
and Ph.D., in Saiva Siddhanta philosophy from Banares Hindu University
in 1963. This was followed by a fellowship from Harvard University for
post-doctoral work in 1963-64. It was probably his work at Harvard that
made Professor Sivaraman widely known to western students of Indian
religious philosophies.

Professor Sivaraman published numerous articles on Hindu philosophy
and religion, translated many a Sanskrit and Tamil text, and edited some
volumes of essays on philosophy and religion, besides presenting quite a
few papers at symposia and seminars, in India and abroad. He wrote a
major text on Saiva philosophy which was well received; but as for his own
philosophical and religious faiths, they are perhaps most aptly documented
in his last edited work : Hindu Spirituality—Vedas Through Vedanta, Cross-
road Publishing Co., New York, 1989.

Professor Sivaraman’s career as a teacher has been just as impressive.
Beginning as a lecturer, and later as a Reader, in Philosophy at Banares
Hindu University he taught, with distinction, at the following centres of
learning: Elmira College, New York (1964-66); University of North
Dakota, U.S.A. (1970-71); MacMaster University, Hamilton, Ontario
(as Associate Professor 1972-81; and as Professor 1981-89); and Concordia
University, Montreal, Quebec (1989-91).
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The Indian Council of Philosophical Research offers its sincerest condol-
ences to the bercaved family. Professor Sivaraman will surely be remember-
ed for long as a very heipful teacher, and indeed quite as much for his out-
reaching gifts of love and hospitality as for his academic competence.

Roop Nagar, Delhi S. K. SAXENA

'NO‘I‘BL Professor Sivaraman’s bio-data was kindly supplied to us by Mrs Parvathy
Sivaraman, 25 Garrow Drive, Unit 46, Hamilton, Ontario, Canada L9C-2X2
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Conditions Handsome and Unhandsome
by STANLEY CAVELL (Open Court Publishing Company, La Salle, Iilinois,
1991).

Swinging Syllables, Aesthetics of Kathak Dance
by SusHIL KUMAR SAXENA (Sangeet Natak Akademi, Delhi, 1991).

Pulling Up the Ladder
by RicHARD R. BROCKHAUS (Open Court Publishing Company, La Salle,
Illinois, 1991).

Madhusidana Sarasvati’s Advaita-Siddhih

Translated by KARUNA BHATTACHARYA. General Editor: SIBAJIBAN
BHATTACHARYYA (Indian Council of Philosophical Research and Motilal
Banarsidass, New Delhi, 1991).

The Philosophy of Charles Hartshorne

by LEwis E. HANN (Open Court Publishing Company, La Salle, lilinois).
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ANNOUNCEMENT

A selection of the papers presented at the Mount Abu Colloguium (Jan. 7-10,
1991) on Culture and Rationality will be published jointly in the September,
1992 issue of the Philosophy—Fast 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 issuc of the PEW
carrying those papers presented at the Colloquium which are not included
in the issue of the JICPR.




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 issues:

1. The Idea of Evidence—The Classical and the Modern Views
2. The Theory of Interpretation—The Classical and
the Modern Views
3. Apavida 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

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 professional-
isation 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
‘sadharana 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,
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ANNOUNCING
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 July 31,1992,
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Munshiram Manoharlal Publishers Pvt. Ltd. Rs. 160
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Surendranath Dasgupta, 4 Study of Patafijali, Second edition (in
association with the Indian Council of Philosophical Research,
Motilal Banarsidass, Delhi), 1989, xv—+181pp., Rs. 18.00

The particular strength of 4 Study of Patafijali is its detailed unfold-
ing of Prakrti in terms of the evolution of the Gunay from Mahat
through Buddhi, Aharkdra, Manas, the sense faculties and organs,
and, in an outward direction to the Tanmdgiras 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 Sphefavdda
semantic theory of the Yoga Sifras, an aspect of Yoga theory other
secondary sources ignore. This book is essential for college and uni-
versity libraries and can be effectively used as a text for students along-
side Gerald Larsen’s Classical Samkhya.

HaARoOLD. COWARD, 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
la tradition de la penses classique de 1'Inde, tendis qu’une minorité
adopte les perspectives de l'analyse 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
reclle maitrise de lanalyse linguistique qu’ll ne pratique d’ailleure

qu’avec des reserves critiques.
MixkLos ViTo

Revue Philosophigque, Paris

* s '

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 illuminating 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

JADAVPUR JOURNAL OF PHILOSOPHY

JUP is a half-yearty philosophical journal published by the Department of
Philosophy, Jadavpur University, Calcutta. The editorial policy of the journai
is to promote the study of philosophy, eastern and western, in all its branches :
logic, metaphysics, epistemology, ethics, aesthetics, social and political
philosophy and the philosophies of science, history, religion, language, mind
and action. JJP thus is devoted to the publication of original papers in any
of the fields.

The papers for pubiication shoufd ordinarily cover not more than 20 fool-
scap pages typed in double space. Footnotes and References should appear
at the end of the article. The words and/for citations from Sanskrit or any
language other than English should be fully italicized (indicated by single
underlining) and with accurate diacritical marks.

Articles intended for publication, books for review, should be sent to The
Editor, Jadavpur Journal of Philosophy, Jadavpur University, Calcutta-32,
India.

Price: Rs. 20.00 {individual}/Rs. 25.00 (Institutes)

All Commercial Comvespondences including remittance of subscriptions
should be addressed 1o K. P. Bagchi & Company, 286, B. B. Gangu'i Street,
Calcutta 700 012.

Vol.ill, No. 1, 1991

HIRONMOY BANERJEE, Kalikrishna Banerjee on Metaphysics, SUTAPA SAHA,
On the Satisfaction of the Evidence Condition; SHEFALI MOITRA, Differences
and Discrimination - Woman and Ethics; RATNA DATTA SHARMA, Analysis
of Nyaya' in Classical Nydya; SUMITRA MUKHERJEE, /nfeffigent Machine —
Some Observations; JYOTIPRASAD BHATTACHARYA, Prafyakser Laksan:
Gautam & Ganges




The
Southern Journal of

Philosophy

Spindel Conference proceedings only $10.00 each

Kant’s Third Critique - Vol. XXX, 1991
Moral Epistemology - Vol. XXIX, 1990
Heidegger and Praxis - Vol. XXVIII, 1989
Aristotle’s Ethics - Vol. XXVII, 1988
Connectionism - Vol. XXVT, 1987
B-Deduction - Vol. XXV, 1986
Moral Realism - Vol. XXIV, 1985
Recovering the Stoics - Vol. XXIII, 1984
Supervenience - Vol. XXII, 1983
Rationalist Conception of Censciousness - Vol. XXI, 1982

Planned for 1992 is a conference on
“Ancient Philosophy of Mind.”

Proceedings published in the Spring following the conference.

For more information please write to:

THE SOUTHERN JOURNAL OF PHILOSQOPHY
Department of Philosophy
Memphis State University
Memphis, Tennessee 38152
(901) 678-2669
FAX (901) 678-3299

INQUIRY

An Interdisciplinary Journal of Philosophy
) EDITOR: ALASTAIR HANNAY

_______________ }% = =

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

Inquiry, Volume 35 (1992)
will contain a comprehensive double-issue symposium on “Technology and Human Values®
with contributions from Albert Borgmann, Paul Dumouchel, Andrew Feenberg, Don Thde,
Bruno Latour, Langdon Winner, and others,

The 1992 volume will also include a symposium on Yirmiyahu Yovel's Spinoza and Other
Heretics, with articles by Seymour Feldman, Henry E. Allison, and Richard Schacht, together
with replies by the author,

SCANDINAVIAN UNIVERSITY PRESS
Subscription to be ordered from: Scandinavian Universily Press, P.O.Box 2959 Tayen,
0608 Oslo, Norway, or U.S. Office: Scandinavian University Press, 200 Meacham Ave.,

Elmont, NY 11003, USA.

ORDER FORM/CARTE POSTALE |

(1 Please enter my/our subscription to INQUIRY, ISSN 0020-174x, starting with No. 1 1992, at the
rate checked below.

SUBSCRIPTION RATES 1892 I
O Institutions USD 106.00 (Scandinavia: NOK 585,-) Q Individuals USD 50.00 {Scandinavia: NOK 295,-)

4 issues per year. Postage included. Alrspeed delivery woridwide. Prepayment required.

PLEASE CHECK ONE BOX:
0 Cheque enclosed O Please send invoice O Visa O Eurocard O AmEx O Mastercard O Diners

caNo: L L L T T T T TTTTTTTTITT] expoae

Make the cheque payable to Scandinavian University Press and stapie it to your order form. I

PLEASE USE BLOCK LETTERS IN NAME AND ADDRESS
NAME/ADDRESS:

SIGNATURE:
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J@urnal of Indian
Phﬂosophy

| Editor-in-Chief:

Phyllis Granoff, Dept. of Religious Studies,
McMaster University, Canada

Founding Editor:
8. K. Matilalt

The Journal of Indian Philosophy encourages
creative activities among orientalists and phi-
losophers along with the various combina-
tions that the two classes can form. Contri-
butions to the journal are bounded by the limits
of rational enquiry and avoid questions that
lie in the fields of speculative sociology and
parapsychology. In a very general sense, the
method is analytical and comparative, aiming
at a rigorous precision in the translation of
terms and statements. Space is devoted to the
works of philosophers of the past as well as
to the creative researches of contemporary
scholars on such philosophic problems as
were addressed by past philosophers.

Journal of Indian Philosophy is surveyed by
Current Contents/Arts & Humanities, Aris &
Humanities Cilation Index, Informationdienst
fir Philosophie, MLA International Biblio-
graphy, Orientalische Literaturzeitung, Refe-
rativnyi Zhurnal, The Philosopher's Index,
IBZ/1BR, Asian Religious Studies Information,
Index Indo-Asiaticus, Religion Index One:
Periodicals, index to Book Reviews in Reli-
gion.

Subscription Information  ISSN 0022-1791
1992, Volume 20 (4 issues)

Subscription rate: Dfl.304.00/US$155.00
incl. postage and handling
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