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Introduction

ROGER T. AMES
University of Hawaii, Honolulu

EAST-WEST PriLOSOPHERS’ REGIONAL CONFERENCE
MouUNT ABU, RAJASTHAN

The articles contained in this special issue of the Journal of Indian Council of
Philosophical Research and its companion issue of Philosophy East & West
(42:4, October 1992) are the product of the Colloquium on Culture and
Rationality held at Mount Abu in Rajasthan, from 7-10 January, 1991. The
background of this colloquium places it, in its time, at the centre of the com-
parative philosophy movement. It also takes us back to 1939,

The Bast-West Philosophers’ Conference series sponsored by the Depart-
ment of Philosophy at the University of Hawaii is a tradition initiated more
than half-a-century ago by Charles A. Moore and Wing-tsit Chan. This con-
ference serics, through the dissemination of its conference volumes which gave
it permanent record, through the publication of Philosophy Fast & West, the
international journal of comparative philosophy that was born from it, and
through the East-West Center that was inspired by it, has done much to
foster Western literacy in Asian traditions of thought.

The Sixth Fast-West Philosophers’ Conference was held in July-August
1989 at the University of Hawaii, assembling 150-200 of the world’s leading
philosophers from many of the major cultural centres of the world. The theme
of the conference was “Culture and Modernity: The Authority of the Past™.
The conference director, Eliot Deutsch, has collected many of the contribu-
tions made at the conference in his recently published volume, Cuwlture and
Modernity: East-West Philosophic Perspectives (University of Hawaii Press,
Honolulu, 1991).

India and Indian philosophy was well represented at the Sixth East-West
Philosophers’ Conference by a major delegation including many of the most
distinguished of India’s philosophers: D.P. Chattopadhyaya, Daya Krishna,
Bimal Matilal, Margaret Chatterjee, Ramchandra Gandhi, R.R. Verma, G.C.
Pande. The quality and kind of Western participation in this conference re-
flected a major sea-change which has been occurring over the last decade
within the main currents of Western philosophy. On this occasion, and for the
first time since the conference series began, Western philosophy was equal in
distinction to its Asian guests in being represented by its current leadership—
six of the past eight presidents of the American Philosophical Association
(Eastern Division) were in attendance.

In order to continue, expand and intensify the impact of this conference
series, smaller and more intimate East-West Philosophers’ Regional Confer-
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ences are being planned with leading philosophers in different quarters of the
globe. These conferences are being organized as a forum to further forge a
relationship between major Western philosophers and their counterparts in
other cultural centres. They represent a sustained effort to broaden the pur-
view of Western philosophic reflection to include traditions of thought pre-
viously marginalized by philosophical assumptions anathema to comparative
philosophizing. They also provide a framework to explore culturally specific
questions relating to the major theme of culture and modernity in areas of
the world that are now experiencing rapid change, and in some cases, violent
conflict between traditional and modern values.

The first of these East-West Philosophers’ Regional Conferences was held
in Moscow in June, 1990, jointly sponsored by the Institute of Philosophy at
the USSR Academy of Sciences, and Philosophy East & West. The theme was
“Ferminist Issues in Culture and Modernity: East and West”, and in addition
to the conference organizer, Marietta Stepanyants, and a distinguished Soviet
delegation, representatives from India, Mexico, the United Kingdom, China
and the USA were invited. Philosophy East & West (42:2, April 1992) has a
special issue devoted to this conference, and the USSR Academy of Sciences
has translated the foreign presentations into Russian for a volume that in-
cludes all the articles presented at the conference.

The Second East-West Philosophers’ Regional Conference was held at
Mount Abu in Rajasthan in January 1991, jointly sponsored by the Indian
Council of Philosophical Research and Philosophy East & West. This collo-
quium began from conversations between Daya Krishna, the current editor of
the Journal of Indian Council of Philosophical Research, conference director
Eliot Deutsch, and myself as editor of Philosophy East & West, at the 1989
East-West Philosophers’ Conference. During the planning stages, the then
Chairman of the Indian Council of Philosophical Research, D.P. Chattopa-
dhyaya, was appointed Governor of Rajasthan. He generously offered his
summer residence on the summit of the famous Jain centre, Mount Abu, as
the venue for the seminar, and a colloquium quite unlike any other, was
launched. The rich historic ambience of the Raj Bhavan and the seemingly
inexhaustible hospitality of our hosts provided an immediate and indelible
expression of living Indian culture as the positive authority of the past. At the
same time, the animated discussion of the colloquium sessions suggested that
‘rationality’ of some order provided a basis for conversation and adjudication
across very different cultures.

At the heart of the colloquium and the starting point of many of the papers
included in these journal issues—Solomon, Lath, Rorty, Higgins—is the
question: What do we mean by rationality? The responses to this basic ques-
tion by colloquium participants contained in these papers makes it clear they
do not share a common definition of ‘rationality’ or common assumptions

about the value of ‘rationality’ in advancing the philosophic conversation.
Some of the papers—those by Bhattacharyya, Hart, Hall—begin with the
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other question: What is culture? And there is as much agreement on the per-
ceived relationship between culture and rationality as there is on the defini-
tion of rationality.

One extreme position in evidence in some of the contributions argues that
rationality, whatever it is, is a shared human faculty which justifies acultural
and ahistorical claims about human nature and human equality. This seem-
ingly shared rational capacity provides us with expectations of not only inter-
personal, but also inter-cultural convergence. There are different culturally-
specific styles’ of thinking and different formulations of logical argaments,
but ultimately thinking and arguing are responsible to an objective, univocal
standard. The most obvious worry on this side is that without assuming some
common ground—even if we reduce this ground to a few basic and incontro-
vertible rules of logic—we slide in the dangerous direction of cultural incom-
mensurability,

"The opposite extreme, pointing to an obvious logical problem in ‘arguing’
for the logical structure of arguments as the definition of rationality, advan-
ces the position that rationality entails a wide range of cognitive and affective
elements that reflect culture-bound ways of thinking and living. Thereis a re-
luctance to allow that rationality is a superordinate faculty which defines the
human being, and instead, a suggestion that what we think about and how we
think about it are mutually shaping and determining experiences. Adherents
of this kind of a position argue that alternative cultures in fact produce alter-
native rationalities.

From the earliest planning stages of the colloquium, Daya Krishna and
D.P. Chattopadhyaya wanted the conference to be primarily open discussion
with as little emphasis upon formal presentations as possible. In many ways,
we achieved this goal, and much of the true value of the colloquium lies not
so much in these collected papers, but rather in the extent to which the parti-
cipants ‘scratched’ if not changed the minds of their interlocutors. The con-
versation on culture and rationality which began on Mount Abu continues in
the ongoing relationships which were deepened and extended among the con-
ference feltows, and is attended by the warm feelings of affection and respect
between Western and Indian philosophers that the joint issues of the Journal
of Indian Council of Philosophical Research and Philosophy East & West are
meant to represent.



Some philosophical problems concerning
culture and rationality

SIBAJIBAN BHATTACHARYYA
Burdwan University, Burdwan

INTRODUCTION

The concept of culture can be, and has been, studied from various points of
view in different disciplines: anthropology, sociology, history, economics,
psychology, ethics and so on. We shall be concerned here only with some
philosophical problems concerning culture and rationality.

There are different conceptions of culture, some of which we briefly exa-
mine.

In the usual, widest sense, the culture of a people consists of

language, ideas, beliefs, customs, taboos, codes, institutions, tools, techni-
ques, works of art, rituals, ceremonies and other related components. . . .
Variation among socio-cultural systems is attributable to physical habitats
and resources, to the range of possibilities inherent in various areas of
activity, such as language, rituals and customs, the manufacture and use of
tools, and to the degree of social development.

There are two points to be noted about this conception of culture:

(i) Culture unifies men into one cultural group;

(i) The development of many cultures is due to various causes—(a) exter-
nal causes like ‘physical habitats and resources’; (b) inner causes like
‘range of possibilities inherent in various areas of activity’.

In one culture some of the possibilities are realized, in another some other.
As different possibilities may be mutually exclusive, all cultures may not be
consistent with one another. If, thus, conflict among cultures follows from
the very concept of culture, then a type of philosophical theory of the rela-
tion between culture and rationality emerges.

A PHILOSOPHICAL THEORY OF CULTURE AND RATIONALITY
The theory makes the following basic assumption about rationality.
(4) There is one rationality common to all men, past, present and fature.

A difference between cultures and rationality is, then, that a culture unifies
all those who belong to that culture, whereas all men unite in rationality by
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sharing this essential feature. Rationality is the essence of man. Thus cultural
unification is confined to all and only those who share the culture, whereas
rationality is the principle of unity of all men. This difference in extension
between a culture and rationality is also reflected in the intensity of the uni-
fication. As a culture is restricted in extension, cultural unity is much more
intense than the unity of rationality. Culture endows a people with their iden-
tity while all men are akin in rationality; the kinship of rationality is all-in-
clusive, and, for that very reason, cannot be the identity of a group of people.
Thus the logical possibility of a plurality of cultures gives rise to more intense
opposition between groups, societies or nations belonging to different cul-
tures, whose identity is constituted by their cultures.

(A) is sought to be justified on empirical and also on a priori grounds; the
empirical evidence is the development of science, technology, mathematics,
logic—the rational activities par excellence—across cultures and across time.
There is no physics which is culture-bound, to understand which it is neces-
sary to study the culture in which it is developed. The a priori sciences like
mathematics and logic are universally intelligible and their laws are recogniz-
ed as valid. As an example we may mention that the Hindu numerals in deci-
mal notation are universally understood and accepted.

Apart from these empirical considerations, there arc also g priori grounds
for justifying the assumption of one rationality in all men of all times. The
necessity of this -assumption follows from the possibility of rational dis-
course across cultures. Assuming that cultures differ and may even conflict
with each other, there could not have been any cross-cultural rational activity
if rationalities, too, differed with cultures.

From this basic assumption of the oneness of rationality various types of
conclusions are drawn. One extreme conclusion is that cultures, being not
merely many in number, but also incompatible with one another, divide men
from men. Reason, or rationality, being the essence of man, is the principle
of unity of all men. Another extreme conclusion is that rationality as the
principle of unity is opposed to cultural plurality, that therefore there cannot
be any rational study of culture as it is essentially irrational or at least non-
rational.

‘This theory, though widely held, is not without serious difficulties.

THE CONCEPT OF A PLURALITY OF CULTURES

There are theories which challenge, not cultural plurality, but the importance
of this plurality. One basic difficulty is how to specify different cultures. It
has been suggested by supporters of the theory of Kulturkreise, that there are
only a few basically different cultures. But really the philosophical problem
here is the problem of monism versus pluralism in the realm of cultures. It is
emphasized that there is such a thing as culture as opposed to cultures. All
cultures are cultures because, and only because, they have some essential ele-
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ments in common. These essential elements common to all cultures will con-
stitute the universal world culture analogous to the universal grammar in the
sphere of languages. It is admitted that mere abstraction of the common ele-
ments of all cultures may not amount to much; and that a world culture is
yet to be developed.? But that does not mean that the many cultures are
opposed to one another, that their plurality is real, and their unity unreal.
We shall presently see why the unity of all cultures is, in some sense, more
basic than their difference. The problem is methodological—whether to begin
with the actuality of many cultures, or to study cultures genetically as evolv-
ing from one basic culture and necessarily assuming different forms in the
later stages only to tend towards a world culture as the end. The actuality of
many conflicting cultures is not evidence either for plural origin or for the
final goal of cultures. The actuality of cultures is not the same as their
destiny.

A difficulty in this concept of culture is that it makes a study of the culture
of any society a formidable, if not impossible, task. To study culture one has
to study the language, understand different forms of art like music, dancing,
painting, architecture, the different cognitive enterprises like the different
sciences, mathematics, logic, etc., the value-system which is not merely lived,
but believed, religious beliefs, dogmas. practices, and so on. No one person
can study culture in this wide sense. It is necessary, therefore, that different:
groups study different aspects of the culture, and also at different levels—
folk art, sophisticated art, and so on. But how can one have a vision of the
culture which is lost in the aspects and levels?

A second conception of culture emphasizes another aspect—that it can be
transmitted from generation to generation within a society and in this process
develops and gets modified from time to time. Culture is teachable and
learnable; it can be learnt from some gifted personsina culture who aresome-
times described as ‘naturalaristocrats’ more efficiently than others, These gift-
ed persons in a society constitute the class of cultural elites. Inthem the high-
est and deepest aspects of a culture are clearly and conspicuously manifested.
Thus culture, in this narrow sense, may be conceived as the refinement of life
at all levels attained by the cultural elites. Refinement, however, admits of
degrees. It may be that there is, or there is not, a continuous gradation of re-
finement in a society. There will, however, be higher and lower levels of cul-
ture, so that there will always be a siratification of people living in any
society according to the cultural excellence attained just as thereis a classi-
fication of people in a society on the ground of wealth. Even though there is
a difference in the quality of life and behaviour of the cultural elites and the
common people, still the cultural excellence which the elites attain percolates
to the common people. Thus it is said that the common people behave like
the elites.® Now this tendency of the lesser people to try to rise to the level
of the better ones in a socicty may be automatic, due merely to empathy, or
to free will—the example of a better form of life having an intrinsic value
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urges them to improve upon their experience of life. There is an inner urge in
all men to improve, not merely material conditions, but also the quality of
life, although this inner urge may not be consciously felt equally by afl. Cul-
ture in this sense would open up a new boundless field for development of
the ¢ssential dimension of life and enrichment of human life.*

The concept of refinement, and specially of refinement of life, requires
elaboration. Refinement in music, or of concepts, can be objectively deter-
mined. Refinement presupposes perception of small but essential details
which are apt to be overlooked by the unobservant. It is susceptibility to finer
elements, a keener perception of distinctions between notes in music which
are lost to the less susceptible. The general concept of truth may get differ-
entiated into truth of science, truth of arts, truth of history and so on. The
one concept of truth is shown to reveal inner distinctions when exact and
historical sciences have been developed. Refinement allows a fine-grained
analysis, a deeper insight, a more generalized yet richer comprehension.

Alithough there may be agreement on this analysis of the concept of re-
finement in general, still the concept of refinement of the quality of life will
vary from culture to culture. It will depend upon the system of values which
upholds a culture. Yet, in spite of differences in content, thereis agreement in
formal features. Culture ‘entails deep changes in man’s personality’® (i) by
developing, as we have already mentioned, finer susceptibilities to physical,
mental, moral and spiritual stimuli. (#) This is because culture, in this sense,
produces an openness of mind, which is the opposite of narrow-mindedness
in thought and action, makes man surrender some of his self-love and self-
seeking, and brings out the inherent nobility of man. (jii) A man of culture
is a man of principles, totally committed to the realization of ideals, withim-
provement of intellect and opening of the individual’s sense of values. ‘Qua-
lity of social culture is measured by the yardstick of human happiness.’® (iv)
Culture, by climinating narrow egoism and personal prejudices, promotes
rational search for the good of man. It fosters unity and identity of all fellow
beings irrespective of differences in race, sex, etc. (v) It helps in the develop-
ment of creative thinking and action. A man of culture is non-violent, tole-
rant, gentle, yet firm in his convictions. Culture, in this sense, is nearness to
truth, beauty and goodness, is attainment of peace and tranquillity. Yet even
this sense of culture cannot avoid pluralism of cultures, because truth,
beauty, goodness are conceived differently and the ideal man understood
differently in different cultures. Goodness in the sense.of human happiness
requires social justice, and in some cultures the only means of attaining social
justice is revolution. It is only the end which is non-violent, not the means.
There is also the theory of a final war to end all wars. Thus the logical pos-
sibility of a plurality of cultures based on alternative value-systems may be-
come the source of practical conflicts.

In recent times there has been a change in theories, (i) of cultures suppor-
ting and even promoting violent revolutions as the only means of achieving
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the ideal society, and (i) of war as the only means of solving international
disputes. This is mainly because the traditional concept of war has been re-
placed by a new concept of war where there are no victors, and which, there-
fore, has lost its use and charm and is replaced by the concept of peace
(peaceful co-existence). This advance from war to peace is really ductoa
function of rationality which enables one to act in self-interest. Culture, and
even cultures, cannot be non-rationzl because all rational activities are in-
cluded in the wider and the narrower senses of ‘culture’. We have to explain
why the actuality of many cultures leads to a conflict among them.

Dyx~aMics oF CULTURE

To study the unity in diversity of different cultures, we may identify some
universal spiritual values. What the future of a culture will be can be anti-
cipated only when we understand the dynamic regulative principles of the
culture. The following points are suggested for a brief examination.

Must Every Culture Change Over Time?

The question whether every culture necessarily changes over time arises be-
cause of what many scholars have held about Harappan culture.

And of its subsequent history we know nothing. Tt is fully mature on its
arrival and thereafter it stagnates . . . from top to bottom of the accumu-
Iated layers of debris no change can be detected in the content of material
culture.?

The entire civilization comes suddenly upon the scene already formed,
already, in fact, so stereotyped that although the city was to pass through
vicissitudes which must represent many centuries of time, yet in that time
there was no change in its arts and crafts; the various superimposed strata
afford no typological sequence whatsoever.8

They ruled for at least seven hundred years and during that time made no
appreciable advance of any sort.®

We may or may not accept this interpretation of the Harappan culture.
But it at least shows the possibility of a culture not developing at all overa
millennium. So we have a problem of explaining such a possibility, if not an
actual historical fact. A culture of a people changes by its internal force and
also by external influence. If the life of the people becomes more and more
complex, culture, too, has to make corresponding changes to suit the new
demands of the life of the people. Culture also changes under external influ-
ence—influence of another culture with which it comesinto close contact.
We shall explain in detail the exact process of external influence later on.
But if a culture over a long period of time remains wholly static, then it must
be internally stereotyped and frozen. It will also not be amenable to external
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influence, even though it may influence other cultures. This means that there
is a possibility of one-way influence of a culture. A static culture may be out-
wardly open allowing its influence on another culture but must itself be closed
to prevent importation of foreign cultures. That the Harappan culture did
influence other cultures with which it came into contact is justified by avail-
able evidence. For example, the swastika sign which originally belonged to
the Harappan culture standing for a complex system of values and beliefs
was exported to various cultures including the Aryan. Though export of cul-
ture is allowed import of culture is banned.

It is also possible that such an unchanging, stereotyped culture may be
totally closed, forbidding both export and import -of cultural influence. It
may be that a part of a culture may be open while another part is closed or
half-closed. It may be that so far as the sciences are concerned the culture is
open both ways, yet in religion it may be half-closed, allowing for conversion
of other people into it, yet it may itself be closed to external influence.

Integrating cultures into a universal world culture will not be possible if
any culture is closed to external influence. It is, therefore, necessary to postu-
late that closure of a culture is accidental and not essential to-it. No culture
is essentially recalcitrant to integration into another culture,

Conditions of Change in a Culture

We now consider the conditions of change in one culture. Unless we under-
stand how a culture changes, we shall not be able to understand how to unify
world culture ; for to achieve a world culture it is necessary to make suit-
able changes in all the component cultures so that they may together form a
coherent whole. Changes in a culture may not be lincar either forward to-
wards progress or backward to decadence. It is very likely that there are ups
and downs in the path of a culture which moves ahead.

Now the question is, why should a culture change at all? We have already
mentioned some internal factors which make a culture change from within.
If the life of the people becomes more and more complex demanding finer
distinctions in a whole which previously appeared simple then the culture
becomes more fine-grained and more perceptive. This makes for the progress

of a culture. But it may so happen that a culturally superior people lose their

grip over life and fall back from the height attained so that finer artistic
creations lose their excellence and become crude. This is cultural decline and
decadence. It is very likely that decadence is marked by a prior period of
stagnation, the people losing their inventiveness, their progressive vision of
finer distinctions and higher values. It appears impossible that a culture
should completely die, for even when a seat of culture—a town or even a
kingdom—is destroyed, it is unlikely that all the people are destroyed. It is
only in recent times that the possibility of wiping out a whole population has
become real. '
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Concepts of Cultural Development, Decadence and Integration

We shall analyse here the concepts of development of culture, interaction of
cultures, and integration of cultures.

In order to talk of the development of a culture it is necessary to have a
criterion or a set of criteria by which we can distinguish a relatively undeve-
loped stage of culture from a developed stage. It will not do to identify tem-
poral succession as a criterion of development of culture. It cannot be held
that the later stages of a culture are necessarily stages of development, for
there is such a thing as cultural decadence. The concepts of cultural develop-
ment and cultural decadence are essentially related. We shall analyse these
two concepis together presently.

Development of culture cannot also be explained by the area of diffusion
of the culture. It has been sometimes argued that the wider the area over
which a culture is diffused, the earlier it is historically. It cannot be held that
the earlicr stage of a culture is necessarily its more developed stage.

Development of culture has to do with development in the complexity of
the cultural system. The system of beliefs, hopes, aspirations as well as con-
ceptual systems become more and more complex only by revealing inner dis-
tinctions within the system. For example, ihe concept of truth may get dif-
ferentiated into truth of science, truth of arts, truth of history and so on. The
one concept of truth is shown to reveal inner distinctions in a developed
stage of the culture, which is also the development of inner distinctions of
man’s spiritual realization. Where sciences have been created and distingui-
shed from painting, music, poetry, etc., and also from historical sciences, the
concept of truth also reveals inner complexitics. The advanced cultural tools
allow a fine-grained analysis, a deeper insight, a more generalized vision. The
cultural life becomes richer, more varied, more complex, yet more unified.
These may be accepted as marks of progressive refinement of culture.

Decadence of a culture implies decadence of the development of man’s
spiritual progress. The period of decadence may extend over even a thousand
years, called retrospectively the dark age followed by a renaissance. A deca-
dent culture involves a loss of refinement in all spheres of life.

Integration may be internal or external. Buman society involves differ-
entiation of the people according to various principles—intellectual or moral
or physical excellence, rich and poor, different castes and so on. A culture of
a people integrates all these different elements into a unity. But it may so
happen that even after hundreds of years the different elements of society
fall apart and the culture disintegrates. Cultural disintegration is not the
same as political disintegration, for even politically divided peoples may
share the same culture. Cultural disintegration may be replaced by cultural
differentiation in which one basic culture is differentiated into various speci-

fic cultures. _
External integration is integration of one culture into another culture with
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which it comes into close contact. The integrated culture absorbs as many
elements from the other culture as possible. So integration of cultures admits
of degrees. Total integration of two cultures results in the evolution of a new
composite culture which again may have different forms. What elements of a
culture will be integrated into another depends upon the nature of the two
cultures concerned.

If one of the cultures is more refined than the other then integration in-
volves loss of excellence on its part. Still integration itself is a valid process
continuously realized always everywhere. '

Tt has been said that culture in its very essence is cumulative and man-
made. But if culture is man-made then it is also true that man is made by his
culture. This is because the culture of a society is the expression of an inner
urge of the essence of man. In and through culture man expresses his inner
nature and culture develops as man succeeds in expressing himself more and
more. Tt has also been said that culture depends upon society, but the truth
seems to be that society itself develops as culture develops. Culture and so-
ciety go together, there was no time when man was not in society or when
man did not have any culture.

The cultural development of man in society is a spiritual development
although there are auxiliary physical, social, economic and historical factors
which help the manifestation of the spiritual development.

Cultural development is intimately connected with cultural integration. It
has been pointed out by social anthropologists that one culture may be influ-
enced by another dominant culture and made to develop in a certain direc-
tion, as it happens in a subject-nation being culturally dominated by the rul-
ing culture. Still it is not always true that a subject-nation has its culture
dominated by the culture of the ruler. In India it has often happened that
the victorious forces were completely integrated into Indian culture, as inthe
case of the Kusans, Sakas, Huns, Mongols and others. It is the inherent
worth of the culture that is the determining factor, rather than political supre-
macy. Still it remains true that any two cultures may be integrated and we
shall have to explain the possibility of such integration.

Tt has sometimes been argued by scholars supporting the temporally
oriented concept of Kulturkreis and spatially oriented concept of culture area
which received a great deal of attention that whereas both approaches were
attempts to explain the distribution of culture traits, they approached the
pheﬁomena from opposite philosophical and methodological directions. The
culture area concept suggested, among other things, that there existed a body
of inter-related culture elements that in interaction with the environment
produced a culture complex that may or may not have been unique but that
was produced in situ. Those who believed in Kulturkreis held that migration

and diffusion accounted for the distribution of most culture traits and hence
that independent invention was extremely rare. There was, in fact, only a
limited number of Kulturkreise, or fonts of diffusion.
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The possibility of integration of any two cultures is justified by the theory
of Kulturkreise by postulating a very limited number of independent cultures.
The great number of cultures found at prcsent all over the world are really
one at their source. Central to this concept of Kulfurkreise is the concept of
diffusion of culture.

But even supposing that there are very few independent cultures, there is
still a problem of explaining how these cultures could be integrated into a
more inclusive and more developed culture.

Some Uni versal Cultural Values

We have so far tried to show how far the basic unity of mankind can justify
the possibility of world culture. Now we shall try to show that different cul-
tures at the present state of their development exhibit unity in some essential
aspects. There are some fundamental values which are accepted in all cul-
tures, though they are realized in different forms. The following is a list, not
at all exhaustive, of such universal cultural values.

() Peace (non-violence), harmony, freedom, whether individual or collec-
tive. Peace, which is the supreme value, is one and indivisible; it can only be
global. Every culture has a particular point of view, works under the limi-
tations of a partial vision. There is, therefore, an inner urge to wholeness, to
a comprehensive vision. Thus there is an inevitableness of world unity. Al-
ready this irrepressible yearning is realizing itself in different spheres. In the
political sphere, there is the UN, as also its agencies like UNESCO, UNICEF,
wiio. In the economic sphere there are regional alliances like the EEC, OPEC,
and more recently, SAARC. There are also organizations like the Red Cross,
Society for Prevention of Cruelty to Animals, International Court of Justice,
and so on in other spheres.

(i7) Honesty to oneself and to others is also an important value. This is at
the root of truth as an ideal to be realized in knowledge, and also speaking
the truth as animportant social value. We have already discussed these as-
pects of truth.

(iii) Justice as both a moral and a social value.

(iv) Love, friendship (maitri), compassion (karund) are values which are
directly responsible for the integration of cultures. We shall see how these
values may be realized even in an alien land.

CULTURE AND EVOLUTION OF MAN

Although human culture is conditioned by physical, geographical, social,
moral, economic, historical, religious and other factors which vary from
country to country, society to society, religion to religion and so on, thereis
a basic unity of all men. This basic unity may be analysed at different levels
—-phystological, psychological, social, moral and spiritual.
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The Body and the Physical Environment

All men belong to one species; difference of races does not constitute a dif-
ference of species. Man, everywhere, has evolved from the same predecessor.
This basic unity in the origin of man works for a basic unity in all human
behaviour.

Then there is a common inheritance which, too, exerts a tremendous in-
fluence on the cultural development of man everywhere.

The inheritance which the Prehistoric Age received from the Prehuman
Age was immense and powerful. It was the whole body of man and the
environment in which he was to live, that basic inheritance which at all
later ages he could take for granted. It is in fact not only the basic inheri-
tance but the most enduring. While civilizations have come and gone we
still are born to the identical equipment of body and limbs already shaped
a hundred thousand years or more ago—yes, down to our scratching nails
and that tendency to long canine teeth. As for our environment, though
we have vastly changed its surface and have learnt how to pass its barri-
ers, the shapes formed by oceans and continents, mountain ranges, great
rivers, together with the climatic zones of the world still powerfully affect
our lives and determine the pattern of our communities great and small.10

We may mention here the importance of the human body in determining
human nature. Many philosophers have traced the spiritual development of
man to some special features of the human body. Erwin W. Straus, for
example, has written extensively on the philosophical imporiance of ‘the
Upright Posture’. Herder was the first to note the importance of Standing
Upright.

There have been scientists who have emphasized that the human body
standing erect is responsible for various ‘evils’. “The blood that must accom-
plish its circulation in an upright machine, the heart crammed into an obli-
que position, the intestines that work in a standing container-—certainly these
parts are more cxposed to “possibilitics of disturbance than in an animal
body”.’ The upright posture characterizes the human being, it elevates him
above animals.

Griffith has emphasized the importance of the human foot. ‘Whatever else
the foot is, it occupies the unique position between me and the ground.
Hence we begin there with what is underneath us, then turning upward, we
will consider the relation of foot to body.'

Theories of the biological evolution of man have emphasized the gradual
primacy of sight over smell and hearing. This biological phenomenon is said
to be a consequence of the forefathers of man being primates living on trees.
Philosophers, however, have found a more profound influence of this pri-
macy of sight on the spiritual nature of man. Hans Jones, for example, talks
of “the nobility of sight’ and points out influences of sight in the intellectual
and spiritual make-up of man 12
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The Psychological Level

What it will prove most important to remember is that our species did not
only inherit from the past its bodily equipment, dominated by its subtly
elaborated brain, but also highly charged emotional centres and all the
strange ancient furniture of the unconscious mind. Man emerged bringing
with him hate, fear and anger, together with love and the joy of life in
their simple animal form. He also brought the social heritage of family
affection and group loyalty. Today some of us believe (while others do
not) that among the most elusive and yet the most precious heirlooms of
all were shadowy, deep-seated memories of the experience of the evolving
animal life during the vast stretches of its history, memories which enrich
and unite modern man by throwing up from the unconscious the images
and ideas that inspire our arts and help to make them universally evocative.
Memory of this kind, if #t exisis, not only unites all men at a very pro-
found level of their being through their common response to its images,
but also can serve to make us aware of our old kinship with all of life and
all beings—that blessed and also truthful sense of oneness of which our
intellect, if granted too much power, quickly deprives us. :

There can be no question, whatever construction we put upon them,
that these mental and emotional inheritances which man received from the
pre-human past were to provide a most potent force in the creation of
culture. We shall find them giving colour and form to all aspects of human
life other than the purely rational and intellectual.i®

Mind. The expansion of consciousness is a main theme of history. Nothing
has greater significance than the development and exercise of the combined
mental powers of intellect and imagination, the two springs of human great-
ness. This must be the estimate of the humanist; if it were added that it is
through these gifts that God has made us aware of divinity, there are few
people in the world who would challenge it. 7

In man’s animal past as one of the primates, the sharpening of sight at
the expense of the more lowly sense of smell that went with living in trees,
contributed to a heightening of the mental faculties.

Once manufacture of tools began, our forebears stepped onto an altogether
higher plane of concentrated visual attention and manipulative skill. It may
be that the controlled use of the hand helped to develop another essential
human facuity, that of speech. It has been found that movements of the hand
provoke a sympathetic movement of the mouth, and it may be that a habit of

communicating by gesture helped toinduce the controlled emission of sounds.

Here again, however, there is need to be wary in any recognition of cause
and effect. Just as monkeys and some other primates have hands capable of
executing skilful tasks were their brains equal to it, so too, their lips, palates
and vocal chords are probably capable of speech. Tt is the brain power that
is lacking.
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The great size of the frontal and temporal lobes of -the human brain is
particularly characteristic of men, and they include among their miilions of
nerve cells many groups not enstaved to exact functions but to the storing of
memories and their association. Memory and association, leading to image-
making powers, these are the abilities necessary for full self-consciousness,
for awareness of the past and the future, intelligent anticipation and the
building of traditions to bind the long life of the race. There is a sequence in
the functioning of memory that can be seen passing from the biological into
the cultural realm. First, the cerebral storing of innumerable items of experi-
ence; then their concentration into images that begins the breakdown of the
wholeness of experience and hence to the control of life’s matrix; next the
formation of fixed symbols and more specially the sound symbols of langu-
age that make it possible to sharpen the identity of things by the giving of
names and to transfer memories and images from one living human being to
another; finally the invention of writing that extends memory outside the
living group to all generations and all mankind. By these means that started
with the momentary experiences of single individuals may be built into a
greater and long-lived cultural tradition.

The self-consciousness that intensified with the elaboration of the cerebral
cortex, making man more and more aware of his action and of his separation
from nature, was to take two main and opposing directions. One was towards
controlling the environment. This led immediately to tool-making and then
on to the whole accelerating course of our technical and scientific advance.
Here analysis, the breaking down of the whole into manageable parts, has
been the means, and the ends are wholly practical and material. The other
direction is towards re-uniting the part with the whole, man with the universe
from which his consciousness seemed to divide him. This way led to ritual,
art, religious faith, mysticism and some aspects of philosophy. Metaphor,
simile, symbolical enactments and other unifying forms have been the means,
and the ends, essentially, are not practical or material.

Theories of Secio-Cultural Evolution

Marxist thinkers emphasize that the evolution of man from pre-human forms
is not so much a biological evolution as a socio-cultural one. According to
biological theories the evolution of man was marked by (i) tool making, (i)
language, (i#) agriculture, (fv) domestication of animals. According to Mar-
xist thinkers all these different levels are levels of social evolution. Thus, tool-
making introduced new means of production, specially of killing animals for
food. Supporters of biclogical theories of human evolution point out that the
change in food habits from vegetarianism to non-vegetarianism meant relief
from constant eating and that meat-eating might have developed the human
brain. But gradually when agriculture was invented tool-making assumed
more importance as a means of production of food. This early breakthrough
has continued to develop into a major source of social evolution.
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Supporters of the biological theory of evelution of man have tried to con-
nect the emergence of language with the dexterity in hand movement involv-
ed in tool-making. But this ingenious suggestion is inadequate, for language
is essentially a means of communication and has evolved only under the urge
to communicate with others. Thus languageinits motivation as well as actual
emergence is a social phenomenon. Because articulate speech is often regard-
ed as the differentia of man it is necessary to study in detail the phenomenon
of articulate specch.

It is a well-known fact that even lower animals and birds have a method
of communicating among themsclves. Sometimes animals of one species
understand the warning sounds made by animals of another species. More-
over there are talking birds which can reproduce human speech correctly and
intelligibly. That shows that even in the early stages of biological evolution
animals were endowed with physical organs of speech. Yet there is a funda-
mental difference between a parrot repeating words and sentences learnt from
a man’s speaking. A parrot cannot utter any new word or sentence whereas
an essential feature of human speech is the capacity to form novel sentences
from old words. Apart from articulate speech there is gesture language by
which animals communicate with one another; in a strange country even men
have to use this gesture language to communicate with other men. Thus
human speech is fundamentally different from the gesture language of animals
or even the talking of talking birds, because apart from the appropriate
organs of speech, the human brain is vastly more complex than any animal’s
brain. Human speech is an intelligent activity which no other animal is cap-
able of.

Science and Science-Culture

It is usual to suppose that science is culture neutral, objective, rational. That
it is independent of race, religion, language, socio-political systems, in short,
of difference in every respect. Scientists understand one another perfecily
anywhere in the world, whether they accept, modify or even reject a theory.
Because of this close unity among scientists the world over it may be sup-
posed that as men become more and more scientific in their outlook, the
closer becomes their unity. It is only in non-scientific spheres that men differ.
Science is a great unifier of humanity. This, however, represents a very one-
sided view of what science is. We shall examine in detail some problems con-
cerning the nature of science and of the relation of science to culture, special-
ly world-culture.

It is necessary to distinguish between science and science-culture. Science-
culture comprises a world-view, an attitude toreality and to men. It is ground-
ed in science and reflections on science. It is usually held that science is
totally objective and rational, that it is culture-neutral. This is why science
spreads all over the world and is developed in all countries, in all cultures,
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This objectivity and rationality of the physical sciences are independent of
race and religion.

There are, however, deeper problems about technology. ‘“Modern techno-
logical science and society raise issues of freedom and control, of individua-
lity and humanity. Corresponding to these concerns is the recognition of the
political, moral, and ethical dimensions of inquiry and particularly the
relationship between science and technology and the politics of control. Re-
cognition of such issues is widespread, and solutions range from advanced
cybernetics (Wiener, Beer) to anarchy (Feyerabend). Hannah Arendt views
the situation in the following terms:

This future man, whom the scientists tell us they will produce in no more
than a hundred years, seems to be possessed by a rebellion against homan
existence as it has been given . . . which he wishes to exchange, as it were,
for something he has made himself. There is no reason to doubt our abili-
ties to accomplish such an exchange, just as there is no reason to doubt
our present ability to destroy all organic life on earth. The only question
is whether we wish to use our new scientific and technical knowledge in
this direction, and this question cannot be decided by scientific means; it
is a political question of the first order and therefore can hardly be left to
the decision of professional scientists or professional politicians.

Certainly there is a sense in which the sciences have lost their relationship
to everyday life. Through increasing sophistication and mathematization,
coupled with intense specialization, the sciences have become meaningless
to the non-specialist. Yet, because of their increasing ties with technology,
business and government, the sciences have begun to influence everything
man does.

The crisis of the sciences goes beyond even these claims, however, for the
crisis is also an internal one. Questions have arisen about the basic relation-
ship of science to its subject matter, This relationship has become insecure,
leading to reflections on the basic structures of the sciences. Such reflections
seek to dispel the insecurity over basic concepts or to secure those founda-
tions anew in a more original understanding of the subject matter. The
clarification of this primary field of subject matter requires methods different
from those of the empirical sciences themselves. Since the empirical sciences
are incapable of providing such self-clarification empirically in crisis scientific
research turns to philosophical reflection. It is, Heidegger claims, through
such reflections that genuine progress in the sciences can be said to occur.
Yet such progress differs among the sciences themselves. As concrete possi-
bilities of man speaking about the world in which he exists, the sciences
stand in different relations to man. If they are not to be merely conventional
enterprises, justified only by the prevailing tradition, then they must cons-
tantly seek to bring their subject matter to an original experience before it is
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hidden by the essential cbjectifying and thematizing methods of each parti-
cular scientific inquiry.”4

RATIONALITY

So far it has been assumed that there is one rationality in all men, that
rationality is independent of everything else—social, political, economic,
moral, spiritual, or cultural. We shall now examine this assumption.
Mathematics is a rational science par excellence. All the sciences. use
mathematics to achieve ‘rigour’. So let us examine the nature of mathematics
in some detail. As a first point, | quote from a book on modern algebra
written by a German expert who taught in Calcutta for several years.

Western mathematicians may wonder why the ‘method of identification’ is
discussed here in such an explicit manner. This item which was not treated
in the lecture-notes has been introduced into the book because the experi-
ence of teaching showed its necessity. This is the only occasion where I
came across an essential difference between the Indian way of thinking in
mathematics and the Western one. Tt scems that the Western mind per-
forms so to say automatically the operation of identification ; even Edmund
Landau whose rigour and explicitness have become proverbial used to
pass it over without explanation. I remember a single case where I had to
discuss this item with a student of Leipzig University. and on that occasion
it was not my task to clear up the difficulty, but to show that there is one.
When introducing the new course on Algebra in Calcutta I did not like to
burden it with considerations which in Europe were thought to be un-
necessary sophistries, and I was very astonished that every year, the
students felt difficulties and asked for explanations at that particular point.
I am stating this experience here without feeling competent to explain it.
Scholars on Indology may find some clue in ancient Indian logic—though
very few of our mathematics students have explicit knowledge of it. Simi-
larly, I must leave it to Indian scholars to explore why Western people
fail to recognize a difficulty which is so obvious even to an average mathe-
matics student in this country.1s

This is an example where mathematics students of different countries differ
in their perception of mathematical problems. The traditional notion that
mathematics being rational is culture-neutral js given up, at least by a wide
range of mathematicians and philosophers of mathematics. I quote, again,

This anthology delineates quasi-empiricism as a coherent and increasingly
popular approach to the philosophy of mathematics. . . . Although realism
and constructivism seem to be incompatible positions in the philosophy of
mathematics, neither is incompatible with quasi-empiricism. In fact quasi-
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empiricism is continuous with constructivism, both take their start frox?a
mathematical practice. A difference between the approaches is that quasi-
empiricism views the constructions of mathematicians more as social pro-
ducts, while constructivism views them in more strictly mathematical
terms.18

Now mathematics being a social product is conditioned by the society. But
here we have to distinguish between Levi’s problem and the problem of
quasi-empiricism. Even though it be granted that mathematics is a soFial
product, it does not follow that it will be understood only in the society
whose product it is. If mathematics is intelligible to cveryone having the
capacity, then it does not much maiter if its origin is rooted in a society. But
Levi’s problem is different, it concerns the intelligibility of mathematics in
different cultural traditions.

Levi’s suggestion is supported by Wittgenstein’s concept of alien rationa-
lity. It is not that anyone having alien rationality misunderstands our rule, or
that he is inconsistent overtly or covertly. And there is no way of showing
him that he is not using the rule in ‘the same way’ as we do. For the very
concept of using a rule in the same way is completely different for him. We
do not, of course, understand him, nor does he understand us. The point is
that there is no rationality which is the essence of man. Wittgenstein does not
find any explanatory value of the concept of essences. That we do share the
same rationality is to be explained by our common ‘form of life’. Anyone
who has a completely different way of life will have a different rationality
which, of course, we shall not understand.

Whether Wittgenstein’s concept of alien rationality is itself coherent or
not, he at least bases rationality on the common way of life of man. This
looks very much like asserting that all men share the same rationality only
because human nature is the same everywhere.l” The ‘way of life’ is culture-
determined, and unless there is a common human culture, there cannot be
one rationality.

CoNcEPTS OF WORLD CULTURE

One important question which may be asked at the outset is, what is the need
for developing a concept of world culture over and above the concept of cul-
ture? In answering this question I shall quote from what Gennadi Yagodin,
USSR minister of higher and specialized secondary educatjon, once said:

The assimilation of higher spiritual values of Russian and world culture by
the young people, apart from producing immunity against the virus of
petty-bourgeois and philistine attitudes will raise the professional standards
of specialists, man’s vocation being creation in all spheres of endeavour,
not only in accordance with practical tasks, but also in accordance with
the laws of beauty and loftiest moral ideals.'®
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As it has been noted ‘we are undergoing not a cultural revolution, but a
revolution by culture.’?® The culture here is world cutture. Thus the impor-
tance of world culture is gradually being realized. It is, therefore, important
to be clear about the nature of world culture.

In analysing the concept of world culture, the first point to be clear about
is whether world culture is culture at the same level as cultures of different
societies. Many scholars have used the term “super-cultore’ for a single cul-
ture of all societies. Now the concept of a super-culture belongs to a higher
level than the concept of particular cultures. But it is also possible that world
culture is the unity running through all the different cultures and is immanent
in, and internal to, all the cultures, and therefore belongs to the same level as
all the cultures.

The philosophical problem here is the problem of monism versus pluralism
in the realm of cultures.

(#) According to the extreme form of pluralism, unity is illusory. The most
trivial conception of world culture is that it is just a totality of different cul-
tures of the world. This conception is inadequate for three major reasons.
Firstly, it is not clear how different cultures which often exhibit incompati-
bilities of various aspects can yet be conceived together. Secondly, this con-
ception of world culture is not a new concept but a mechanical aggregate of
existing cultures without throwing any light on the concept. The most im-
portant point here is to determine in what sense cultures are conceptually
incompatible. Can there be any culture which is so alien that it cannot be
understood, appreciated by, or assimilated into, another culture? Moreover,
there is always a risk of conflict in an unmitigated pluralism of cultures; un-
less they are somehow unified, the risk will always be a real possibility.

(i) A second way of conceiving world culture is to attempt to find out
common features of all cultures of the world. It may be argued that ail cul-
tures are cultures oniy because they have some essential features in common.
A difficulty of this conception is that the common features may be so general
as to make the concept almost empty. But as we have already seen, there are
various ways of conceiving the basic unity of all cultures, and this unity is
not nominal, but substantial.

(%) A third way of conceiving world culture is the Hegelian dialectic. It is
to hold that world culture is a concrete universal or a dialectical unity of
opposites. A difficulty of this conception is how to understand in what sense
one culture can be an ‘opposite’ of another culture. No culture can be con-
tradictory to another. A conception of culture, even of extra-terrestrial be-
ings, which is so alien to any culture of this world that there can be no
mutual understanding between them, is not coherent.

(iv) A fourth conception of world culture is not to find essential features
common to all cultures of the world, but to find ‘family resemblances’ among
them. This Wittgensteinian conception is opposed to the essentialism of (if)
above.
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(v) We may have another concept of world culture following Sri Rama-
Krishna's very novel philosophy. World culture is not yet a reality, it is the
common future goal of all cultures. World culture, therefore, is not what is
common to all cultures as we find them now, not even their ‘family resem-
blances’, but it is that to which all cultures lead by developing in their own
way. Ordinarily, cultures are conceived as belonging to different levels—
primitive cultures, feudal cultures, urban culture, folk culture and so on. It
is commonly believed that primitive culture, and other forms of culture
belonging to Jower levels, have to develop to the level of the modern culture
of science and technology before they can reach their goal. That is, there is
only one way of development of culture, from the lowest stage to the highest
stage. Sri Ramakrishna’s insight is opposite to this theory of evolution of
cultures. According to him, different cultures may develop along their own
different paths, yet they will reach the same goal; there are different paths all
leading to the same goal, just as by digging deep enough from any point on
the surface of the earth, one reaches the centre not along one single path, but
by converging to the same point starting from different positions. As Pande
has pointed out, culture as self-expression will ultimately lead to mystic com-
munjon,? which is the realization of one universal consciousness and it is
therefore the same for all cultures, however different they may be at the pre-
sent level of development. Every culture by its inner necessity will transcend
its limits to attain a common perfection, for final perfection or ultimate truth
or goodness is one.

This goal is immanent in all cultures and, therefore, is present in them at
all levels of development. Thus the differences among cultures, which un-
doubtedly exist, must be due to the infinite possibility of every culture to deve-
lop frecly. When they are thus developed to their limits, in all possible ways,
they come to rest, find their fulfilment, in the infinite consciousness. Differ-
ences among cultures on the way to the goal are as incvitable as their trans-
cendence in the end. If the differences among cultures are inherent in their
very nature, so also is the transcendence. As it is this transcendence which
manifests itself at all levels, in their differences the cultures share a basic
identity. In our metaphor it is the centre which expands itself into the infinite
points of the circumference ; it is the one which becomes many, and holds the
many together to constitute a cosmos.

Tt is usual to distinguish a horizontal and a vertical view of the ultimate
realization.®* From the point of view of horizontal development, different
cultures are seen as they develop in history, cosmological myths, philosophi-
cal doctrines involving linear progress, etc. From the point of view of verti-
cal growth the problem is to relate the individual to the absolute. But this
vertical growth will necessarily transform the horizontal point of view of our
understanding of history and of historical cultures, the significance of cosmo-
logical myths, of philosophical theories. We must note here that the words

«horizontal’ and ‘vertical’ are used figuratively in this context; and by
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ascending vertically the horizon is widened, the differences between cultures
which seem important at the ground level of existence gradually vanish when
seen from high above. The vertical ascent is the only way of widening the
horizon.

We now summarize. There are two basically different conceptions of world
culture. According to one, world culture is to be achieved through integration
of all cultures, which however different and opposing they may be, are basi-
cally consistent having evolved from one culture. But this process of inte-
gration of all cultures is vitiated by forces of distintegration which are al-
ways active even in integrated societies which have survived thousands of
years. Because of forces working for and against integration of cultures,
world culture in this sense is likely to remain always an ideal which may be
approached, but never realized. The second conception of world culturedoes
not reguire any integration of all cultures, but emphasizes that every culture
has possibilities or the potentiality of infinite development. By understanding
one’s own culture deeply and realizing its potentiality for infinite develop-
ment, not physically, but in consciousness one attains a universality where
all cultures are united. Parallel cultures meet at infinity.
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Reason and its rhyme

DAVID L. HALL
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For reson can I non fynde
Nor good rymein your mater.
JOHN SKELTON

ACCOUNTING FOR REASON

One of the surest signs that Enlightenment rationalism has lost its hold upon
Anglo-European cultures is the changed attitude toward the Lexicon,
Dictionaries and encyclopaediae, anchors of the Enlightenment, have been
torn from their moorings. On the one hand, words are dissolving into their
histories, their etymologics, while on the other, their meanings are ramifted
by myriad inter-textual loci. As a conseqguence, dictionaries serve as mere
compendia of ambiguities.

The collapse of the dictionary is symptomatic of our altered conception of
the activity of ‘thinking’. We Anglo-Europeans are accustomed to giving
accounts, making sense—being rational—either by tracing the history of our
subject or by analysing its putatively logical structure. Qur lexicons contain
the paradigms of such accountings. Etymological accounts tell the story of
the term while definitions characterize the properties common to the mem-
bers of the class to which the item currently belongs.

But now neither the genctic nor morphological accountings provide us
much lexical satisfaction. Few of us consult a dictionary any more to certify
a univocal sense of *x’. We are much more concerned to uncover the unfami-
liar senses of ‘x” that have been elided or ignored, the embarrassing denota-
tions of *x’ that undermine accepted usage, the diverse associations which
constitute the almost always incoherent history of ‘x’. The more perverse
among the lexical Luddites are particularly delighted to discover among the
arcane advices of the OED that, once upon a time, ‘x’ had the meaning
‘notx’.

Continual challenges to this anarchic mentality on the part of the dogged
heirs of the Enlightenment force us again and again into the fruitless dialec-
tics of the relativity debates. The closed shop mentality of all parties to these
debates—absolutists, relativists and sceptics—ensures that nothing will be
resolved.

I hope to avoid as much as possible the tedious idiom of relativism by the
admittedly desperate device of attempting to rename the condition charac-
terizing Anglo-European culture. I will claim that Western intellectuals
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ought to characterize their circumstances not in terms of relativity but by
appeal to notions of conceptual and historical ‘vagueness’. By vagueness I
mean essentially what Charles Peirce meant by the term, namely, ‘open to
rich and diverse interpretations’.

The cultivation of historical and inter-theoretical vagueness would, I con-
tend, offer a way around futile discussions of relativism and a way into pro-
ductive inter-cultural conversation. ,

Historical vagueness is a consequence, first, of our ability to provide many
interesting and, in their proper season, important narrative accounts each of
which will include some items and exclude others, render some marginal and
others central. Second, we ought to make every effort to maintain these
accounts as a part of our funded experience, banking them until the season
of their relevance. Thirdly, we should avoid separating these accounts when-
ever possible and cultivate the active entertainment of alternative narratives.

Conceptual or inter-theoretical vagueness suggests that while a term is
specifiable from one theory to another, or one text or series of texts to an-
other, outside any particular text or theory it lacks any specific demotic
sense, but exists as an accreted cluster of meanings—to the eye of reason a
mutated grotesque, but to the imagination a splendrous crystal with interest-
ingly skewed facets.

Obviously such vague notions affect the integrity of the consciousness that
recognizes their incoherent complexity. And though I would grant that the
self-conscious celebrations of decentering celebrated by the deconstructionist
contain more brag than fact, the contrasting senses stubbornly attaching to
almost every important notion cannot but infect the consciousness of the
literate among us sufficiently to ambiguate ourselves.

The decentered self, romantic hero of postmodernism, becomes decentered
in the act of attempting to encompass the texts of his culture with either the
metaphysical comfort of a final essence or the historical comfort of a single
narrative thread. Such a vague self is the muddle-headed postmodern, suc-
cessor to the simple-minded orphans of the Enlightenment.

Thus, at the rather formal level of theoretical discourse, Anglo-European
philosophers have no difficulty understanding that ‘Nature’ -can mean atoms
in space, or teleologically interrelated organisms, or mathematical pat-
terns, or the conventional object of rhetorical definition. ‘God’ can mean the
Great Mechanic, Telos of Nature, Divine Mind, or Arbitrary Will. ‘Free-
dom’ can be associated with free choice amidst limiting conditions, power of
the individual will, knowledge, or the realization of determination. ‘History’
can be the history of ideas, or a heroic narrative focusing upon individual
‘greatness’, or causal accounts of the contingencies of brute circumstance, or
narratives associated with the professionalized discourses of art, science,
ethics or religion. ‘Reason’ can be identified with the discovery and manipu-
lation of essences or logical finalities, the discernment and co-ordination of
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ends in nature, the analysis of material and efficient causes, or persuasive
rhetoric. _

The proponent of vagueness substitutes ‘and’ for ‘or’ in the above listings,
judging the belief that the variant meanings of each of these terms must be
presumed mutually exclusive to be motivated by what both the postmodern
critic and the Zen Master would claim to be a persistent but arbitrary depen-
dence upon logical consistency and coherence. This persistence, again both
would assert, is itself more a consequence of a desire for self -identity and
ego stability than of getting at any truth of the matter. It certainly can be
disconcerting to mean inconsistently, to asserz oxymoronically.

The ad hoc device of claiming to ‘define our terms’ prior tothe act of com-
munication is unavoidably duplicitous. We cannot help but mean more, or
less—or differently —than we consciously intend. All speaking involves a
slippage of the tongue. Parapraxis is the paradigm of communication since,
except with respect to our most formalized communicative efforts, each of
our names is legion.

I do not intend to appear flippant. I take the condition of cultural vague-
ness to be an easily recognizable consequence of the collapse of the Enlighten-
ment sensibility: Ideas yield themselves up to their opposites (Hegel); truth
is the sum of mutually incoherent interpretations (Nietzsche); a cigaris never
just a cigar (pace Freud).

REASON AND RHYME

Whatever reason is decided to be in the context of an argument or theory, it
is hardly the sole or even the primary source of meaningfulness. The imagi-
native, often spontaneous, juxtapositions of events cailed coincidence or
correlation, or the same juxtapositions of sense and sound associated with
parabolic, elliptical and metaphorical language of the poet; the sharply
focused trauma of mystical experience, often accompanied by the obscure
language of oracles and revelations—all these arc extra or infra-rational. At
the same time, these are often the meanings that enrich or delimit more
ordinary sensibilities.

In the scarch for meaningfulness, there is the vague notion of reason and
its equally vague supplement—its riyme. The rational individual at the end
of reason’s rope, reaches out to metaphor. The poet, exhausting rhyme, des-
cends by that same rope.

The strictly non-rational-—the rhyme of reason—is associated with myth,
poetry and rhetoric. A richly vague notion of rationality, one containing
both reason and its thyme—a notion we might call ‘reasonableness’—allows
for the parity of causal narrative and myth, of logic and metaphor.

Reason finds its rhyme in Plato’s myth of Er, the imagery of the cave, the
chariot, analogies of the Sun and the Good. In a more extended sense Plato
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is thyme to Aristotle’s reason and vice versa. And Democritus the thyme of
both. Rhyme is reason’s putatively meaningful other. A richly vague notion
of either rhyme or reason contains the senses of both. Together reason and
rhyme offer the sum of meaningfulness and the tools for achieving it.

A vague concept of rationality, in both its semantic and historicist senses,
must permit the rhyme of reason into its realm of associations. But produc-
tive vagueness is harder to maintain among hyperconscious, ‘belated’® intel-
lectuals. The educated are quite aware of most, if not all, of the principal
meanings associable with a given term in their professional discourse. Obe-
dience to criteria such as “clarity’, «coherence’ ‘consistency’ lead to a deli-
neation and specification of mutually exclusive meanings. Reason thus con-
founds its own ends.

Increasingly, survivors of the Enlightenment are disillusioned by the re-
cognition that contemporary culture is a mélange of values and interests,
each of which defines its own conceptual and historical route of meaning and
interpretation. Poets, novelists and philosophers no longer offer a ladder of
knowledge which may be used to arrive at significant values and understand-
ings. Our contemporary world is decidedly horizontal; each of us moves
along the surface of a web with diverse threads, leading in multiple direc-
tions. We confront an inexhaustible network of strands, with causes and
conditions, with anchorings and functionings-—each individually knowable,
yet incomprehensible to the reasoning creature.

The sort of vagueness I am urging is achieved at only the very lowest level
by meta-theoretical or taxonomic endeavours. The taxonomist constructs
complex and nuanced classificatory schemes which are meant to chart all
once and future meanings of any theoretical concept in a distinguishable
array.

Schemes associated with the ‘root metaphor’ concept of Stephen Pepper?
or grounded in Aristotelian categories such as Richard McKeon anq l}is
epigoni employ,® or produced by Robert Brumbaugh’s use of Platf)’s Divid-
ed Line,* all provide maps or compasses permitting us to chart the important
world-views. But the meta-discourse of the taxonomists is a logical one which
would preclude recommendation of the clustering remedy. In fact, many
taxonomists merely raise rationality to the second power by claiming that
they have at least a frue theory of the sorts of possible theories. -

Vague notions as concept clusters lack logical coherence. Their s:gmﬁcanfce
is tropic—imagistic, metaphorical, even (and often especially) oxymoronic.
The conventionally or theoretically stipulated senses of these clusters are
arrived at by resort to synecdoche.

The same is true of vague historicist accounts. Properly appreciated, the
interwoven conceptual and narrative strands of significance form a diachro-

nous web of interpretations. This is the web of culture itself. The privileging
of a single narrative or conceptual element construes the whole as one of its
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parts. Thus, in an objectively vague culture the search for univocity is a spe-
cial case of the employment of synecdoche which underlies all communi-
cation.

. Owning so many answers to so few questions inverts the prioritics asso-
ciated with the search for knowledge. That search now is most satisfying
when we find ourselves moving away from suspect clarity, away from cohe-
rent understanding, into an increasingly more complex muddle. We do not
really wish to journey from darkness to light, if it is understood as a
thousand points of light each of which urges our commitment but only one of
which we feel justified in choosing. Relativism is, we know, the deadest of
dead-ends. Properly understood, the world is objectively vague and getting
vaguer. Per obscurum ad obscurius.

The hyperconscious suffer not only from an excess of history but equally
from a surplus of stipulated meanings. Therefore, those who would avoid the
<anxiety of influence’® by recourse to vagueness must fray the boundaries of
our sharply delineated concepts, fragment their polished surfaces, in order to
rewin the original richness of the language. The return to the origing of
imaginative richness requires something like Nietzsche’s programme of
<active forgetting’. In fact, since the most important kinds of forgetting—re-
pression, sublation, incorporation—are in fact acts of re-membering, of dis-
solving and reconstituting the connections among the elements of imagina-
tion and sense, the production of vagueness achieves a principal aim of active
forgetting—namely, a world in which truth is the sum total of interpretations
of its object.®

With regard to our most important concepts we should strive for vague-
ness by acceding to the Ch’an Buddhist advice: sAvoid choosing by choosing
both’—or, in our case, ‘all’. Accepting terms as cluster concepts means accept-
ing their meanings together in a single truncated gestalt in which all meanings
are foregrounded. The consequence must be that one is propelled from reason
in the narrow sense to imagination and accedes to the replacement of logical
by aesthetic coherence.”

If we cannot achieve a singic best theoretical context within which to
understand rationality, neither can we depend upon historicist accounts to
weed out currently irrelevant notions and provide us the understanding of
reason best suited to our contemporarysituation. Diachronic interpretations,
however specific and nominalistic they appear, are themselves shaped by an
antecedently selected vocabulary—idealist, behaviourist, existential—which
construes the movement of past to present in a consciously tendentious
manner. Historicists have no choice but to be partial. And with the aggres-
sive candour hyperconsciousness enjoins, some openly celebrate the arbitrari-
ness of their enterprise. _

~ All historicisms, however rhetorically robust, are conceptually wan and
anaemic since the coherence and narrative unity they require depends upon
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special pleadings generalized from a narrow selection of evidences. The his-
toricist is unable to bypass the difficulties of pluralism. His narrative is
simply the moving image of a provincial theory.

In the consideration of conceptual and historical vagueness, I have omit-
ted mention of the richest source of meaningfulness—namely, the ex nihilo
creation of vague metaphors. The reason for this omission is that there is
very little to be said about the process whereby such metaphors come into
being other than that it is contingent, serendipitous...and rare.

Until we are able to offer ourselves up to the naturally vague richness of
novel metaphors we have no choice but to make do with the old. And since
traditional modes of reconstruction merely provide a rchearsal of the ever
same, I have sought to offer the resort to artificial vagueness as a means of
giving those of us committed to the process of thinking something to do
while we wait.

But I suggest that there is more at stake than merely the need to mark
time. For without some resort to vagueness, the undegraded carcasses of our
outworn metaphors will continue to clutter the brains of the bookish, ener-
vating intellect by eliciting the production of tired analyses, unfruitful dialec-
tie, clichéd speculations and impotent apologetics—in short, by perpetuating
a philosophic tradition that has long since shown itself effete.

INTER-CULTURAL VAGUENESS

One would think that inter-cultural conversation would offer philosophers a
fresh field of endeavour. But if the troubled infancy of comparative philos-
ophy is any indication, the same naive misconstruals and reductionist
assaults that have punctuated the history of western philosophy threaten to
shape comparative thinking as well.

The argument for conceptual and historical vagueness applies « fortiori to
attempts at inter-cultural communication since the greater the differences
one might plausibly presume among the parties to a conversation the more
one needs vague notions to accommodate them.

The first step in developing inter-cultural vagueness requires that we defend
the problematic status of the term <culture’. This can be done most straight-
forwardly by asking whether it is reasonable to assume that thereis more than
oneculiure. If thisquestion is to be addressed in the popular idiom of Anglo-
European philosophic discourse, we must speak not of ‘mind’ or ‘experience’
but of “anguage’. Thus the question whether there is one culture or many
entails the query, ‘Is there more than a single language?’

By attempting to define a natural language one is already isolating, identi-
fying and characterizing elements presumed to be different among languages.
But such an endeavour implies that translation has already taken place.
Transformation rules, syntactical structures, semantic contextualizations, are
common elements uncommonly applied within each langunage.
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The problem lies, of course, with the assumption that context demands
coherence and if logical coherence cannot be demonstrated, there must be
alternative contexts in evidence. Thus, semantic, syntactical or grammatical
incoherence would suggest alternative structures and, therefore, alternative
languages.

One could casily argue that there are as many languages as language users.
Defence of this ‘idiolect view” would be couched in much the same terms as
arguments concerning ‘other minds’. If inter-personal communication is
deemed problematic, it must be because the way one comes to be assured of
the character of one’s own self is not thought to be guaranteed with respect
to the knowing of others. This is tantamount to the assumption that lingu-
istic behaviour of the sort that presumes a distinction between communicants
is both semantically and referentially problematic.

After all, quesiions of synonymy do not begin with the query whether
different verbal locutions have the same meaning. The more primitive ques-
tion is whether two utterances of the putatively same locution carry the same
sense.

Perhaps each of us owns his or her own language. These private languages
then beg for translations, each into the other. But, of course, no transforma-
tional rules or translation equivalents could be possible under such circum-
stances.

This solipsism results from Cartesianism gone mad. The recognition that
such a consequence is inevitable on the Cartesian model leads to behaviou-
rist and instrumental models of language which presumably do not require
'that one look inside one’s own or another’s ‘mind’ or ‘experience’ for ‘mean-
ings’.

A second understanding of language would have it that in some important
sense there is only one language of which all putatively distinct languages are
adumbrations and approximations. Whercas the idiolect view entails the
consequence that communication is impossible because no one naturally
‘means’ the same as another and that the act of translation cannot be success-
fully performed, defenders of a universal language would claim that the
potentialities of communication are always greater than we believe and that
translation in the strictest of senses is unnecessary since thereis no radi-
cally alternative language into which or from which translations could be
made.

The universalist seeks both logical and grammatical constants. When such
constants are discovered they are used as norms by which to construe the
grammars of natural languages. The result of this approach is a syntactical
and semantical rationalism which perpetuates the Enlightenment ideal of a
universal language and logic.

Such an understanding of language is the motor of that cultural chauvi-
nism associated with modernity. It is not just an ideal language, but the cul-
ture of such a language as well, that serves as norm. For the moderns, that
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ideal culture is best approximated at this siage of history by the Western
cultural milieu.

Between these two extremes lies the conception of language communities’
within or among social or cultural contexts which are constituted by alter-
native rules. In the model Wittgenstein proposes, though there is never any
final assurance that two people are playing precisely the same game, this
raust be the presumption in many cases. What makes two games similar is
that they both have rules. The specificity of the rules of different games,
however, militates against participation in both games at once.

The context which contains mutually incoherent games without attempting
reduction or sublation, one may call ‘culture’. Culture, therefore, cannot be
defined by coherence of ideals or principles, concepts or values.

Obviously the incoherence among many sets of rule-defined behaviours in
the same culture does not per se make the culture incoherent. But an extre-
mely high degree of professionalization could in principle lead to a situation
in which, effectively. no ordinary uses of language remain. If there is no via-
ble realm of demotic discourse, cultural incoherence is incomplete since the
constitutive rules of alternative discourses exclude communication across
rule-defined boundaries. We see this phenomenon in the contrast of alter-
native axiomatic systems in terms of which inter-theoretical vagueness is
consciously excluded.

Internal incoherence within a culture suggests the possibility of specialized
cultures no longer emergent from, or dependent upon, a single natural langu-
age. The coherence among the practices of physical scientists in America,
France, Britain, Germany, America, India, China, Japan, and so forth, indi-
cates that the physical sciences may form a large segment of a scientific cul-
ture’ which is not meaningfully reducible to any particular natural language.
Likewise, a transnational culture of science, of literature, of religion, of art,
of philosophy, defined by the professional interests of a plurality of countries
may presently exist at least in adumbrated form.

Holistic or coherence-based interpretations of culture are reductive in one
of two manners—namely, by reducing cultural significances to the formal
rules of a single cultural interest, or by formalizing a general theory of the
inter-relations of the natural and cultural sciences and presenting that as the
theoretical structure expressive of the culture.

Perhaps the best way to understand ‘culture’ as a vague notion is to say
that there is af most one language and af most one culture. The engagement
between two cultures, then, i8 an articulation of alternative importances
within a single (incoherent) complex. One needs make no drastic distinction
among different cultures or their languages.s

A productively vague model of cultures would construe them as local dis-
tortions of a general field which is itself without specifiable boundary condi-
tions. The field/focus model contrasts readily with both the positivist and
idealist models by offering an alternative sense of abstraction.?
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On the field/focus interpretation, culture is objectively vague in the sense
discussed above. Any part ‘abstracted’ from the whole adumbrates the
whole. As a consequence, the elements of a field are synecdoches whose
partiality advertises the complexity of the whole. In place of precise ‘locus’
one employs vague ‘focus’.

The focus/ficld model suggests that culture is potentially, and in practice
almost always a chaos. Chaosis best construed as the sum of all orders which
is itself not an order. It is Nietzsche's world wherein Truth is the additive
sum of all interpretations.

Depending upon the degree of formalizability, the relatively stable disten-
tions in the field of capital ‘C’ Culture which we recognize as small ‘¢’ cul-
tures, are themselves incommensurable. Likewise the distensions within a
small ‘¢’ culture associated with the habits and institutions, the theoretical
constructs, world-views, cultural interests, aims and activitics may themselves
be to a significant degree incommensurable. Thus Culture as a complex
aggregate of significances cannot be characterized by coherence.

Small ‘¢’ cultures are indefinitely flexible. We must presume that each image,
concept, proposition or argument extant in one culture might well be rendez-
ed in the language of another. The limits of this principle apply to the issues
of importance only. An alien image, idea or ideology may be characterizable
in the idiom of an alternative discourse, but still thought trivial by the users
of that discourse.

Capital “C’ Culture refers to a vague complex of significances focused in
accordance with a variety of interests. In Anglo-Buropean cultures these
interests are called aesthetic, ethical, scientific, religious. Within a single cul-
ture there are priorities of interest, which may of course change from time to
time. The boundaries of these cultural intercsts are potentially as vague and
permeable as are the boundaries of cultures and languages themselves.

If the small ‘¢’ culture which contextualizes inter-cultural conversations is
that of a trans-cultural interest—mathematics, physics, biology—inter-cul-
tural conversations may be enhanced by a high incidence of specialized and
professionalized discourse. Most inter-cultural conversations, however,
particularly those associated with aesthetic, moral and religious interests,
depend upon vagueness. Thus, inter-cultural communication may have little
need to respond to the logical paradoxes of incommensurability except in so
far as we are dealing with inter-theoretical conversations presupposing alter-
native professionalized or axiomatized language.

Communication patterned by prodiictive vagueness is not a strictly rational
process, but a reasonable one. Such communicationis not logical but ana-
logical, a clumsy process of fits and starts which involves the matching and
mismatching of feelings and intentions, of images and actions. To communi-
cate is to articulate differences, and the procedures involved in such articula-
tion are themselves not wholly open to articulation:

Translation and communication are, .of course, context-dependent. And
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the context required for the most adequate translation and communicatiorn
is that of the complex of values and interests that define and organize parti-
cular forms of social praxis. Knowledge of the possibilities and constraints
of the relevant languages provide a sense of potential meanings. Knowledge
of the cultural sensibility provides a sense of relevant meanings and their im-
port.

I want to illustrate the need for vagueness in inter-cultural conversations
by selecting two seemingly disparate issues which productively engage alter-
native cultural sensibilities in a manner that calls into question attempts to
develop any univocal sense of reason and rationality.

My subjects are to be ‘pain’ and ‘the copula’. I will begin with the latter.

CHINA AND THE VERB ‘To BE

Mistaken assessments of alternative cultures can be more or less costly.
Numerous examples of such mistakes may be cited. Looking at the Anglo-
European construal of China, for example, one can note that late nineteenth
and early twentieth century translations of classical Chinese texts, made by
good Christian souls, introduced terms such as ‘God’, ‘Truth’ and ‘Virtue’ as
translations of terms which more careful scrutiny reveals bear little resem-
blance to these concepts. Social psychologists and psycho-historians have
sinned with equal egregiousness by presupposing notions such as the Oedipal
situation in their interpretations of Chinese society with ridiculous conse-
quences. Historians of science and political theorists conspire to ensure a
misunderstanding of Chinese concepts of law by assuming the validity of
transcendent forms of natural law, on the one hand. or positivist forms of
imposed law, on the other. Both sociologists and political theorists perpe-
tuate seriously flawed understandings of the Chinese political process by
failing to mote shifts in the meanings of power and authority as we move
from West to East, or by presupposing the traditional western distinction of
private and public spheres of social existence where no such distinction ob-
tains, or by falsely assuming that the absence of a tradition of natural rights
in China is a function of authoritarian or even totalitarian motivattons. Some
western -historians have insisted upon importing into China irrelevant no-
tions of history and historiography that make the Chinese appear to be silly
and irresponsible caretakers of their own past.

Perhaps the most serious mistake is in assuming that Karl Marx is more
important than Confucius—or Chuang-tzu—in understanding contemporary
China. Effectively dead as a political philosophy, Marxism exists primarily
as an effete ideology which rationalizes elitist, top-down forms of revolution.
Its existence in China is little more than a curious anomaly. In instance after
instance in recent Chinese history, the rhetoric has been Marxist while' the
motivation and sentiment have been decidedly Confucian. And we have
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listened to China’s rhetoric, thus misconstruing its sentiment and motivation.

Bach of these errors is based upon a failure to realize the limitations of
the Enlightenment perspective. When Anglo-Buropean philosophy ranged it-
self on the side of science and logic, Chinese philosophy itsclf was thought
to be a rather trivial moralistic pedagogy or-a muddle-headed, ‘Rorschach’
mysticism—both irrelevant to western concerns. This evaluation was the
cause and consequence of translations from classical Chinese into European
languages which made them speak (badly) the language of the rational West.

To the extent that allegiances within western philosophy have shifted
from science to literature, the value of Chinese philosophic discourse has
been enhanced. The cultural interests of art, morality and religion, yes even
science, are so interwoven in China that the recent dissolution of strict dis-
tinctions among such intercsts in the West has produced a mutual vagueness
that enhances the possibility of communication between the two cultures.

Though there are surely interesting historical accounts of the differences
between China and the West, a strictly conceptual accounting of these differ-
ences is, I believe, more striking. One can characterize this difference by
claiming that ‘rational’ or causal’ thinking dominates in western culture
while the Chinese place greater emphasis upon what has come to be called
scorrelative thinking’ .20

Rational or logical thinking, in the non-vague, stricter sense, dominant
among the Anglo-Buropeans, is grounded in analytic, dialectical and ana-
logical argumentation. It depends upon the explanatory power of physical
causation. Correlative thinking involves the association of image or concept-
clusters related not by physical causation but by meaningful disposition.
Correlative thinking is a species of spontaneous thinking grounded in neces-
sarily informal analogical procedures, presupposing both association and
differentiation.

Correlations, such as those present in the humour theory of medicine, or
illustrated by astrological charts, are not based upon dialectical principles of
organization, nor is there any unified complex presumed whose analysis leads
to the parsing of these components. They consist in elements selected and
correlated from the perspective of the correlator.

Correlativity is most prominent in the cosmological speculations of the
early Han dynasty (206 BCE-220 ACE), though the much older constructions
of the I Ching provide perhaps the paradigmatic illustration of correlativity.
Han speculations led to the creation of vast and complex tables of corres-
pondences that organized the psychological, physiological, social and ‘cos-
mic’ ambience of human experience.

The basis of the Han correlations were the principles of yin and yang and
the ‘tables of five’. These tables compare the five phases (wood, fire, carth,
metal, water), the five directions (north, east, south, west and centre), the
five colours (green, red, yellow, white, black), and so forth. Such classifica-



36 DAVID L. HALL

tions include body parts, psycho-physical and affective states, styles of
government, weather, domestic animals, technological instruments, heavenly
bodies, and much more. !

The active (yang) and passive (yin) dynamics are employed in conjunction
with these correspondences to characterize the transformations and intes-
relations of the elements within the system.12

The danger of overstatement cannot itself be overstated. By denying pri-
mary importance to causal thinking in classical China, I am neither claiming
that such thinking was wholly absent among Chinese scholars, nor am I
suggesting that the Chinese were any less subject to the rigours of causal
determination. At the same time, the importance of the Chinese employment
of the correlative mode should not be understated. Relative to the contrast
of Chinese and Western sensibilities, perhaps we should assume there to be
two principal modes of thinking—the aesthetic and the logical, or the corre-
lative and the causal—and that an emphasis upon one mode in a given con-
text leads to an attenuation in that context of the other mode. For example,
the overall dominance of the correlative mode in China is attested by the ex-
tremely attenuated influence of schools of thought that experimented with
causal thinking—Mohism and Han Fei’s Legalism, for example.? ‘

The relative unconcern of Chinese thinkers with semantic theories of truth
provides direct evidence for the ubiquity of correlative thinking. For seman-
tic truth theories are implicated in analytical, dialectical and (strict) analogi-
cal modes of argumentation. The undervaluing of speculations concerning
‘truth’ or <falsity’ in any strict sense in classical China is a consequence of
correlative thinking which does not invite rational objectivity.!s

Without the logical means of assessing propositional truth, it is unlikely
that causal language could be deemed of much importance beyond the speci-
fic rigours of the everyday life. Characterizations of physical causation in
formal theories require the logic of entailment. Alternatively said, without the
concern for delineated relations among events in terms of efficient causation,
a logic of entailment might be useless.

Correlatives are not logically or causally related. This is true even of the
most pervasive of correlative pairings: yin and yang. There is no strict ana-
logy between the logical ¢’ and ‘not-p’ (or ¢’ and ‘non-p’) and the contrast
of yin and yang—either in the sense that one excludes the other, or in the
sense that one logically entails the other, or in the sense that together (as in
the ‘p’ ‘non-p’ contrast) they logically entail self-containment, completeness
or totality. Yin and yang are elements of a correlative pairing which is prag-
matically useful in sorting out ‘this’ and ‘that’.

In other contexts,’s I have characterized the speculative model congenial
to correlative thinking as ars contextualis in order to distinguish it from both
ontologia generalis and scientia universalis, the two traditional modes of
speculation. The ‘art of contextualization’ involves the analogical procedures
that underlie correlative thinking.
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Why the difference between causal and correlative emphases? The simplest
answer concerns the distinct uses of the copula “to be” and the Chinese ‘.
As Angus Graham has noted, the English language concepts of ‘being’ and
‘not-being’ have strikingly different associations than do the Chinese yz and
w18

Indo-European languages may use the existential verb as copula. There
are other language families, however, in which ‘the existential verb tends to
overlap our “thave” rather than copulative “be”.”'? The Chinese words yu and
wu, well illustrate this fact, For the classical Chinese, yu indicates that ‘some-
thing is present’. ‘To be’is ‘to be around’. Likewise, ‘not to be” means ‘not
to be arcund’.

Chinese is an aesthetic, correlative language to the extent that it privileges
the classical meanings of yu and wu. It can be or become rational discourse
to the extent that it adopts the Indo-European meanings of ‘not’ as distin-
guished from ‘non’.1# But I would suggest that the understanding and appro-
priation of Classical Chinese texts and the recognition of cultural and politi-
cal differences in the present would be illumined by the recognition of this
contingent contrast between Chinese and Western interpretationsof the locu-
tions yu and ‘to be’.

One way to approach the subject of thinking from a correlative perspective
is that of the Taoist for whom the world is a Vast Unorganized Indifference,
a Blessed Multifariousness. Living an embodied, contextualized existence—
whether as an eel, an elephant, a turtle dove or human being—means that we
have automatic preferences for construing the world in accordance with the
convenience of the beings we presume ourselves to be. It is not enough
simply to recognize a plurality of ways of being; we must own up to our
transient preferences and commitments; they are important as long as they
last. The conflicts with other sorts of being are unavoidable. But for every
loss there is a gain; nothing is finally tragic. For each being will have its turn
at being its other.

This is Chuang-tzu’s doctrine of the ‘transformation of all things’—a sort
of radicalized notion of the return of the same. It is the correlative thinker’s
transmogrification of the being/not-being distinction—everything will wlti-
mately be and not-be. That is to say, everything will have its opportunity to
be around and not to be around.

What this means, strictly speaking, is that wu does not indicate strict oppo-
sition or contradiction, but absence. In classical Chinese philosophical dis-
course the distinction between ‘not-p’ and ‘non-p’ is understandably elided.
Contrary to the Parmenidean contrast which privileges the existential mean-
ing of the copula, in the majority of classical Chinese discourse, ‘nots’ are
effectively ‘nons’. That is, wu/vu suggest mere contrast in the sense of the
presence/absence of x rather than as the existence or non-existence of x.

The meanings of yu and wu render problematic any resort to counterfac-
tuals, dualistic categories, claims to capital ¢T” Truth, abstract nouns—all of
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the groundings and implications of logic and rationality in the stricter senses
of those terms.

The correlative thinker may in fact wish to claim that the so-called logical
relationships are more appropriately understood in correlative terms. In the
absence of a single-ordered world manifesting unity, wholeness and/or com-
pleteness, the p’/‘non-p’ contrast does not entail formal completeness. That
is, ¢p’ plus ‘non-p’ cannot add upto a world. And the correlative sense of
‘not-p’ is that p’ is not present or available.

The yu/wu problematic yields a vague supplement not only to modern
western notions of reason but the postmodern critique of reason as well. For
there is no need to overcome the <logocentrism’ of a ‘language of presence’
grounded in ‘ontological difference’ if no distinction between Being and be-
ings is urged by the classical Chinese language. A Chinese ‘language of pre-
sence’ is a language of making present the item itself, not its essence.

Language which does not lead one to posit ontological difference between
Being and beings, but only a difference between one being and another,
suggests a decentered world whose centres and circumferences are always de-
fined in an ad hoc manner. The mass of classical Chinese philosophical dis-
course, then, is already deconstructed. Or better said: the yu/wu problematic
does not urge the creation of texts which can be victimized by the decons-
tructor.

Perhaps I should be a bit more ‘vague’ about theimplications of vagueness
in this context : I am not arguing for the substitution of a language of differ-
ence for a language of presence. I propose, rather, a language of deference, a
language vague enough to include the nominalism of yu and the essentialism
of the verb ‘to be’ without giving priority of place to either essentialist or
nominalist understandings. Perhaps we could in this manner find a way of
recycling the metaphors surrounding the being/non-being problematic.

In the West two sorts of language have dominated the tradition. The first,
the language of ontological presence, is that against which the postmodern
thinkers have revolted. Besides the language of presence, however, the West-
ern tradition also allows the employment of language ina mystical or mytho-
poetic way. In this usage, language advertises the absence of the referent.
This is the language of the mystical vig negativa or the language of the poet
who holds metaphor to be constitutive of discourse rather than merely
parasitical upon a literal ground. We may call such expression the language
of ‘absence’.

A language of presence is grounded upon the possibility of univocal or un-
ambiguous propositional expressions. This possibility requires criteria for
determining the literalness of a proposition. For this to be so, literal langu-
age must have precedence over figurative or metaphorical language. This
means that in addition to richly vague sorts of language associated with
images and metaphors, there must be concepts as candidates for univocal
meaning.

REASON AND ITS RHYME 39

Derrida’s well-rehearsed notion of differance tells the story.’® The neolo-
gism, differance, is meant to suggest that the differences investigated with
respect to language have both an active and a passive dimension.

Meaning is always deferred. It cannot be present in language as structure,
when that is the focus—for that omits the meanings associated with the use
of the language. But focusing upon language as event, language as constitut-
ed by speech acts, does not solve the problem because, once more, the supple-
mental character of language—this time its structure—has been shifted to an
inaccessible background.

Derrida would have to accept an emendation to his notion of differance
which would enrich the meaning of the deferring function. If one introduces
the homonymic ‘defer’, meaning ‘to yield’, then the resultant notion of diffe-
rence, as connoting both active and passive senses of differing and of defer-
ring, well suits classical Chinese thinking.

In China the language of deference involves a yielding to the appropriate
models of the received tradition and to the behaviours of those who resonate
with those models. In the Great Preface to the Book of Songs, traditionally
attributed to Confucius, we read:?

poetry is the consequence of dispositions and is articulated in language as
song. One’s feelings stir within his breast and take the form of words.
‘When words are inadequate, they are voiced as sighs. When sighs are in-
adequate, they are chanted. When chants are inadequate, unconsciously,
the hands and feet begin to dance them. One’s feelings are expressed in
sounds, and when sounds are refined, they are called musical notes.

Confucivs understands language after the analogy with music. Names are
like notes. Harmony is a function of the particularity of names and notes
and of their mutual resonances. Neither in Chinese music nor language is
there the stress upon syntax one finds in the rationalistic languages of the
West.

The Chinese language is the bearer of tradition, and tradition, made avail-
able through ritualistic evocation, is the primary context of linguistic beha-
viour. The sage appeals to present praxis and to the repository of significan-
ces realized in the traditional past in such a manner as to set up deferential
relationships between himself, his communicants and the authoritative texts
invoked.

The Chinese sage is not prone to tie the significances of language to the
norms of the present praxis. He insists upon deferential access to the appro-
priate traditional models. If such models are not co-opted by an authoritarian
government or a tigid burcaucratic elite, as has been the case in the tawdrier
periods of Chinese history, there is a rich and variedresourcefor the criticism
of the present praxis in spite of the fact that the language as a system lacks
any transcendent reference.

The language of presence re-presents an otherwise absent object. The
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language of absence uses indirect discourse to advertise the existence of a
non-presentable subject. In either casec there is a referent, real or putative,
beyond the act of referencing. But the language of deference is based upon
the recognition of mutual resonances among instances of communicative
activity. There is no referencing beyond the act of communication as it reso-
nates with the entertained meanings of the models from the tradition.

One of the signal consequences of a logocentric language is that there
must be real independence of a proposition from the state of affairs it
characterizes. This entails dualistic relations of propositions and states of
affairs. Without such independence, in the senses of dualism and transcen-
dence, nothing like logical truth may be formulated.

For a proposition to have a univocal sense, terms must be strictly delimit-
able. A polar sensibility precludes such defimitation in any but the grossest
terms. Thus, the classical Chinese undersianding of yin and yaeng as com-
plementary concepts cannot coherently lead to dualistic translations or inter-
pretations. Yin is & becoming-yang; yang is a becoming-yin. The locution
<as different as night and day’ would then have to mean ‘as different as night-
becoming-day from day-becoming-night’.

In a polar sensibility terms are clustered with opposing or complementary
alter-terms. Classical Chinese may be uncongenial to the development of
univocal propositions for this reason. Without such propositions, semantic
notions of truth are ultimately untenable. And without a capital ‘7" Truth
lurking behind our acts of communication, notions such as ‘logocentrism’
and ‘presence’ cannot serve as standards for philosophical discourse. Langu-
age becomes an, undulating sea of suggestiveness.

The crucial next step in my argument, one I shall not take here, would lead
me to illustrate how even in the dialectical, agonistic tradition of the Anglo-
European intellectual culture language is always vague and deferential in
the manner rehearsed above. This would require a demonstration of the
consequences of deferring to the incoherent complex of meanings associated
with the more pluralistic character of western culture.

As I indicated in the first pages of this essay, such deference fractures and
decentres the self], calling for arevaluation of the values of individuality, self-
identity and integrity.

REASON AND PAIN

Understanding the contrast of being and yu can sensitize us to the limitations
of causal language at a time when that language is being qualified by the
rhetorical critiques coming from the literary elements of our literary/scineti-
fic culture.

The phenonemon of pain, the subject of my second defence of inter -cultural
vagueness, is an equally enlightening subject. Here, however, we are less
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concerned with morphological distinctions than with a divergence in mythi-
cal narrative.

In 1988, at the Sixth East/West Conference held in Honolulu, Hawaii, a
paper was delivered which concerned the relationship between mythical and
philosophical interpretations of history.2! Accounting for the meaning of
historical narrative by appeal to mythical resources is a common convention
of religion, literature and politics and is in itself quite unexceptional. In this
instance, however, a rather dramatic incident occurred during the discussion
of the paper. Ramachandra Gandhi responded to the presentation in some-
thing like the following manner:

“You have given us a myth’, he said. I will offer another one. Very briefly.
Suppose Brahma allows, indeed, encourages the violence of human beings,
‘one to the other. .. .Suppose Brahma allows, indeed, encourages events such
as the holocaust, and all the terrible violence witnessed in Europe in this
century. . . . Suppose this is true . . . and suppose Brahma does this in order
to sensitize us to the pain human beings cause the animals.’

My recollection is that these remarks occasioned only silence—a bemused,
for some an embarrassed, silence.

Yet I think Gandhi’s myth made its point rather well. It is conceivable
that the Anglo-European interpretations of pain—and of history itself in so
far as it is punctuated by terror, cruelty and suffering—would constitute an
entirely different accounting were we to take seriously the most uncontro-
versial consequences of this narrative. Human beings may be inured to the
pain of their fellows to some degree by remaining deaf to the squeals and
moans that come from the slaughter-houses.

Can we who ‘are born in another’s pain and perish in our own’* and who
live lives which in part owe their pleasures to pain of animals®*feel altogether
justified with the defence of our attitudes provided by the parodies of Samuel
Butler and the sombre advices of the medical establishment concerning the
need for protein? Or should we seek vindication from mythical resources,
appealing to the Genesis narrative which makes the human creature lord over
the ‘beast of the fields and birds of the air’, and supplementing cur apologia
by appeals to the Platonic association of soul with reason and reason exclu-
sively with the human being?

Gandhi’s myth would have to seem silly to those of us westerners who
weigh its advices against the cold psychic, economic and gastronomic reali-
ties. The rational individual easily reduces such thoughts to absurdity by
asking such scrupulous questions as “Well, after all, plants are living, feeling
creatures. Would you really condone the consumption of vegetables? And
why stop with the organic realm? The destruction of the inorganic structures
which increases entropy is strongly analogous to cruelty, is it not?

Indeed, where does it end? Must we have a concept of cosmic adiaphora to
get us off the hook? Or does the ecological movement which ultimately is
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aimed at a resolution of the human being’s responsibility in the entropy pro-
ducing environment, preclude moral holidays?

Such reductios miss the point—namely, that we should consider silly cer-
tain valuations of the phenomenon of pain mercly begs the question since
that judgment is dependent, as is all thinking to some degree, on our under-
standing of pleasure and of pain.

As Samuel Johnson noted, ‘We do not disturb ourselves with the detection
of fallacies which do us no harm.” And Hume’s more than casual identifica-
tion of good and evil with pleasure and pain®* suggests that in so far as
reasonings are moral they are conditioned by the parameters of pleasure a.nd
pain. Certainly the pragmatist must consider reason and pain to .be associa-
ted since the problematic situation from which thinking emerges is a more or
less painful mixture of the stable and the precarious.

The Fall described in Genesis was the fall of the human being—he and she
who had been made masters of the beasts and birds and fishes. The curse of
labour placed upon the human being as punishment for that first sin cursed
the animals as well who now had to suffer pain occasioned by no guilt of
their own. The Fall brought on the struggle with nature and, ultimately, the
victimization of the environment. Pain increased exponentially from that first
fault. :

And along with pain, human beings began to think. Thinking came first in
the Garden, coincident with the sense of shame felt by the Primordial Pair at
the recognition of their nakedness. Shame was born pari passu with the re-
cognition of the distinction between good and evil which is, of course, a pre-
condition of thinking.

Man (the ‘rational animal’) is a being capable of embarrassment. The
most worthwhile thinking is of the form, Oh, dear I'm naked. What shall I
do? And all of our ideas, values, programmes, our art, our science, our social
institutions, our religious doctrines, our philosophies are the garments that
cover our nakedness, that mask our shame, that temporarily overcome our
embarrassment. Little wonder that the thinking individual is one most easily
brought to shame.

The word itself tells the story. The French embarrasser carries the mean-
ing, ‘to block or to obstruct, to impede, to place a barrier or obstacle in_ the
way’. It also means ‘to perplex, to throw into doubt’. No one actually thinks
until faced with an obstacle. Embarrassment, one of the more refined of the
species of pain, the gateway to humiliation, is the beginning of thought. .

The Spanish word for embarrassment, embaracer, also has the meaning
to impregnate’. The state of pregnancy, embarazado, is an embarrased, a
potent, condition. The completely poised, polished, unflappable person is
beyond the discomfiture of thinking. He is motivated by the residual insights
of his culture in much the same way as a zombie is animated by a life-spirit
not his own.
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The painfulness of embarrassment and shame lead us to perplexity, to in-
security. Such pain enables us to think.

We cannot understand notions of rationality without asking about the
meaning of pain and anguish, distress, suffering, grief, misery, worry, em-
barrassment, shame, humiliation, sorrow, trouble, torment. The question, of
course, is not simply whether or the extent to which the other than human
can experience these feelings, but also whether we ought to experience them
in response to the fact of pain wherever it exists.

REASON, PaIN AND THE COPULA

I have tried to say something sensible about the relationships of ‘reason’,
‘pain’ and ‘the copula’ as a means of eliciting a productively vague notion of
rationality. Ultimately, the diverse subjects of pain and the copula, of being
and hurting, are profoundly connected to the chiefest mystery of reason—
that of causality.

The most abstract issnes surrounding the subject of the predicative and
existential uses of the copula turn out to have consequences with respect to
the ubiquity of causal thinking andtherelation of correlativity and causality.
And pain is a selective abstraction from the congeries of causal phenomena,
a lowest level interpretation, which for sentient beings at least is the most
concrete language can get without becoming the thing itself.

If we wish to preserve the term ‘rationality’ it can only be through a move
toward productive vagueness which ambiguates the understanding of pain
and the copula. |

The necessity of vagueness is perhaps most crucially related to the subject
of pain. As Richard Rorty indicates in his Contingency, Irony, and Solidarity,
humiliation is a consequence of forced redescription. The narrower senses
of rationality, through the medium of rationalized technologies, often pander
to the immediate, the puerile and the base. As an exported commodity,
rationality—as opposed to a vague reasonableness—promises to humiliate. A
reasonable response, one endorsed in these pages, is to fuzzy up the media
through which we seek inter-cultural understanding.
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Culture and rationality: an interpretation
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Whenever I think about any philosophical problem I feel that it can be in-
terpreted from various perspectives. The same is my feeling when I ponder
over t.he relation between the concepts of ‘culture’ and ‘rationality’. For the
meanings of the concerned concepts are open to diverse interpretation and
are not fixed or rigid.

The concept of ‘culture’ is comprehensive and has various facets and levels:
we speak of the culture of a nation, of a society, of a family, and of an indi-.
vidual. Also, we are used to talk about bourgeois culture and working-class
culture_. Within the culture of a nation one observes various sub-cultures and
even within a sub-culture there are diverse family and individual cultures.
‘Culture’ or ‘cultural’, as distinguished from ‘nature’ or ‘natural’, encompas-
ses all that is created and cultivated by individuals. Culture may 1’)e identified
not qn}y geographically, areawise, but also in terms of cognitive and non-
cogmtlve domains. Often it has been described as the sum total of art
science, _philosophy, religion, customs and other human achievements ami
capabﬂ?tlcs. It is in everything human, yet it is not anything specific. It is
so%nethmg special. Culture is primarily the outcome of man’s rational enter-
prise. It has become, like animality and rationality, an inalienable part of
human nature. Cultare is partly disclosed and partly dispositional. It is the
Gestaft or strugture of our being. We cannot specify its essence but we do
experience and express its exi ’

A p cxistence. Not only we create culture but we

We call culture man’s ‘second nature’; but I also feel that culture is a way
of‘ human interpretation that creates and re-creates all that is in and around
th,lfrom tools and machines to poetry, painting, music and literatare. Cul-
ture is the expanding world of meanings and values. Since human actions are
more Or less rational, we notice its imprint in all spheres of human life. That
however does not imply that human actions are necessarily rational. Just as
we cannot be truly described as wholly animal, so also it would be difficult
to deny that We are at least partly irrational. Rationality and irrationality
are engaged in a conflict-cooperative relationship within human nature
Understanflably then, human culture too is the product of dispositions ami
human actions bearing the mark of both these aspects. From language to
technology everything is a mix of reason and unreason.

‘The history and taxonomy of cultural anthropology shows that there are
different types and levels of culture. On the one hand, there is primitive cul-
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ture, medieval culture and modern culture; on the other hand, there is agra-
rian culture, industrial culture and post-industrial culture. Also, one hears of
urban culture and rural culture, of aesthetic culture and ethical culture. I do
not know whether there is one single criterion by which we can assess the
rationality or irrationality of these different levels and types of human
culture.

The term ‘rationality’ too has been used in different senses indifferent con-
texts. The ‘rationality’ of science is not the same as the ‘rationality’ of art.
Scientific methodologists themselves differ on the definition of what scientific
rationality is. The same is true of artistic rationality. <Rationality’ in ethics
is different from that in economics. Broadly speaking, again, there is a diffe-
rence between epistemic rationality and practical rationality. Since culture
encompasses both epistemic and non-epistemic practical spheres, all these
types and levels of rationality have significant yet different toles in them.

Of the natural sciences physics is generally regarded as the paradigm ins-
tance of epistemic rationality and we are all aware of the growing tendency
of modern scientific culture to impose its own model of rationality even in
the realms of human and culture sciences—the Geisteswissenschaften. From
that point of view it has often been argued that rationality is universal and
culture-invariant, i.e., there is no separate scientific principle for America
and India; the same theories and techniques are equally acceptable to diffe-
rent scientists of these two different cultures. But if we uncritically accept the
propagated cause of universalization or globalization of science, do we not
indirectly allow the ‘rationality’ of the indigenous and epoch-bound sciences
of different cultures to be denigrated? :

In Chinese medical science, for example, the technique called “acupunc-

ture’ is very important; similar is the case with yoga or dyurveda in India.

Can we say that these modes of treatment are either unscientific or irra-

tional? The development of modern allopathic treatment may minimize the

application of these modes of treatment but it can neither deny their utility
nor derationalize them. On the contrary, we note the current tendency of re-
viving and returning to these indigenous modes of treatment as being safer

and more suitable from the environmental point of view. However, it is not
being suggested here that the Chinese system of acupuncture or the Indian
system of yoga is superior t0 or inferior than other systems of medical treat-
ment, or that it cannot be practised by peoples of other cultures. On the
contrary, when these systems are used in alien countries, it is clear that we
accept their rationality and mould them according to our own requirement.
At first we accept them provisionally and then gradually by understanding
their rationale we respect and foliow them. This shows, among other things,
that “their rationality’ and ‘our rationality’ are not necessarily incompatible.
By implication we concede that these indigenous systems and techniques
born out of different forms of life can be assessed propetly only in terms of
the rationality criterion relative to those specific forms of life and that the
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same can hardly be ignored as irrational from the point of view of other
cultures.

It is ‘subjectively’ imperative to recognize the ‘objective’ interface of diffe-
rent cultures and not to be blinded by cultural chauvinism or solipsism. The
primary aim of mentioning these examples is only to remind us of the value
and reasonableness of these indigenous techniques even if we partially admit
the universality of scientific rationality. In brief, cultural relativism or loca-~
lism and cultural globalism, rightly understood, go together. Fuse the word
spartially’ in the context of scientific rationality because currently even among
scientists and philosophers of science there is a widespread cagerness to
accept such historicity and culture-specificity not only in the case of Geistes-
wissenschaften but also in the so-called ‘objective’ and exact’ hardcore
Naturewissenschaften. In the present paper I do not propose to recapitulate
this otherwise interesting and ongoing debate between the philosophers of
natural sciences and those of human sciences.

The purpose of the present paper is very limited: to point out that the so-
called universal model of epistemic rationality, although partially applicable
to the realm of the natural sciences, can hardly be of any significant use in
the field of the human sciences and various art-forms like music, dance,
painting, sculpture, etc., which, taken as a whole, constitute a very compre-
hensive atea of human culture. The difference between the Chinese and the
Indian art forms cannot be lightly dismissed. The same may be said of the
difference between the Soviet ballet style and the Indian Bharatandtyam style.
Even within the Indian dance forms one notices distinct trendsand traditions.
Scientificity and artistry cannot be brought under the same model of rationa-
ity without being unfair to the specifics of both. It is neither desirable nor
possible to assess or evaluate the incommensurable ‘rationality’ of various
art forms and such different structures of science as deductive, statistical and
taxonomic, in terms of one and the same strait-jacketed paradigm. In the
case of internally different cultural forms what is called for is to try to under-
stand and appreciate them and to follow how they have evolved and differen-
tiated themselves and what different senses they convey. A proper under-
standing and appreciation of these types of sub-cultures requires trained
sensitivity and accultured initiation. It is not that we are unable to appreciate
the art forms of alien cultures. Rather, we understand them and, in the pro-
cess, interpret them and re-constitute their ‘rationality” as our ‘rationality’.
We cannot understand the Russian ballet as the Russians do. When we
understand and appreciate this art-form we are bound to interpret it from
our own point of view. Difference of interpretation does not amount to cul-
tural solipsism or blindness. Different interpretations exhibita sort of “family
resemblance’ and not strict universality. Cross-culiural interpretations bring
about what is often called a fusion of cultures’.

When I emphasize the difference between different cultures I do not sug-
gest even remotely that these cultures are absolutely unrelated to each other.
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The defence of cultural plurality does not ignore the basic unity of human
understanding, interpretive understanding. Because that would negate the
very possibility of communication between and understanding of alien cul-
tures. We can understand and interpret alien cultures or sub-cultures becausc
we have something in common. But this common or general nature cannot
or should not subsume the particularity and individuality of different cul-
tures. We must recognize and respect both the universal and the particular
aspects of human culture. The ‘universals’ of biology, psychology, linguistics,
ctc., that we hear of are not innate and fixed. These are ontologically-rooted
human devices used for explanatory purposes.

Here I am reminded of what Rabindranath Tagore felt in the context of
describing such a dual phase of human nature. While emphasizing the role
of individuality in us what he wrote about our universal nature is also true
about human culture. The duality of vyakti manav (individual man) and
vi$va manav (upiversal man) in us must be recognized. The interplay of
individuality and universality in us makes us creative and connoisseurs.

If this individuality be demolished, then though no material be lost, not an
atom destroyed, the creative joy which was crystallized therein is gone. We
are absolutcly bankrupt if we are deprived of this speciality, this indivi-
duality, which is the only thing we can call our own; and which, if lost, is
also a loss to the whole world. It is most valuable because it is not umiver-
sal. And therefore only through it can we gain the universe more truly
than if we were lying within its breast unconscious of our distinctiveness.
The universal is ever seeking its consummation in the unique, and the
desire we have to keep our uniqueness intact is really the desire of the uni-

verse acting in us.*

If we accept that there is only one universal culture and seek to describe it
by one universal standard of rationality we already foreclose the possibility
and necessity of any discussion/colloguium on their relation. If we admit the
diversity of cultures, both national and sndividual, only then does the need
for discussion, discourse and dialogue become significant.

One of the purposes of the present paper is to remind ourselves that the
very possibility and also actuality of cross-cultural understanding do pre-
suppose cultural diversity and that while understanding any culture or sub-
culture we not only get involved in it but are also obliged to interpret it and,
in the process, re-create it. Understanding is not merely, as Dilthey has
rightly said, ‘the rediscovery of the I in the Thow’, but also of the Thou in
Me. We can make sense of our own or other cultures not merely by rational
analysis but also through passionate and sympathetic participation. This in-
sight has been developed in the contemporary period by such thinkers as
Hans Gadamer and Richard Rorty. While interpreting human experience
and the world of tradition Gadamer uses the term ‘participation’, for ‘its
dialectic consists of the fact that participation is not taking parts, but in a
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way taking the whole. . . . The whole life of tradition consists exactly in this
enrichment so that life is our culture and our past: the whole inner store of
our lives is always extending by participation’.?

Echoing a similar spirit Richard Rorty uses the term ‘edification’ and
holds that ‘the attempt to edify (ourselves or others) may consist in the her-
meneutic activity of making connections between our own culture and some
exotic culture or historical period, or between our own discipline andan-
other discipline which seems to pursie incommensurable aims in an incom-
mensurable vocabulary’.?

It is instructive to note that despite cultural and sub-cuitural differences
we can and in fact we do understand and even judge the art forms of alien
cultures. We understand them and in the process interpret the same. By
interpretation we create and constitute them anew. In this sense the critic
and the interpreter is also the creator.

A few examples from our lived experience can reveal the interpretative
aspects of human culture. As 1 get deeply enthralled by the ‘perfect’ (of
course, according to my own taste and cultural perception) harmony or
fusion of meaning, rhyme, and melody in the songs composed by Rabindra-
nath Tagore, the experience becomes so transparently self-fulfilling that it
needs neither explanation nor justification from outside. But the same song
may be perceived quite differently by other people endowed with different
tastes and cultural sensibilities. Many other comparable examples are avail-
able to show that our subjectively interpreted experiences cannotbe universa-
lized or translated without any loss of meaning.

While T maintain this subjectivistic attitude I for one am not forgetful of
such extraordinary cultural objects as the symphony of Beethoven and the
architecture of the Dilwara temple whose aesthetic appeal transcends the
bounds of time and space. These objects of art not only delight some of us
but also elevate us by the act of re-discovering the past in us. These cultural
objects, like those of history, are simultaneously transcendental and con-
temporaneous. Though in a way perennial in their appeal, art objects are not
devoid of historicity. In the process of appreciating their aesthetic qualities
we participate in the same, gradually unfold their hidden meanings and
contribute something of our ewn in re-constituting their value or disvalue.
Our social background or cultural heritage has a bearing on how we de-
constitute or re-constitute art objects. In other words, though time-invariant,
these art objects are not taste- or culture-invariant.

1t is not that I am unconcerned with the supposed ‘limitations’ of such
cultural relativism. The critic may pertinently raise the question: Is there
no art form which has universal appeal, irrespective of the connoisseur’s cul-
tural and sociological affiliation? It is again a matter of controversy whether
there is any such thing as a universally accepted art form. But even if for the
sake of argument I agree to accept (at least provisionally) this claim of so-
called universal acceptability, do we not unwittingty land ourselves into other
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difficulties which are equally disturbing? The least that we can accept is that
every particular form of dance, for example, falls under what may be called
the language of body. It has different styles or modes of representation. But
the attempts at generalization and standardization tend to berate the impor-
tance of the unigueness of every form of cultural articulation as well as the
influence of desa (particular place of origin) and kala (historical affiliation)
on it. One has to bear in mind that every cultural object has certain charac-
teristics which reveal the spirit of the age (yugadharma) and yet it also reveals
its intrinsic uniqueness (svadharma). The supporters of essentialism often
forget the importance of creativity, spontaneity and individuality and high-
light only the unity of all cultures and its forms, which result in the waning
of humanness from our cultures. This orientation of ‘universal’ culture and
«universal’ rationality is bound to ignore the cultural diversity and sub-cul-
tural specificities of the life-world.

Here I must mention a very controversial issue of contemporary Indian
culture. I have the Ram Rathajatrd, the chariot-procession, in mind. I am
not considering it from any religious or political perspective. I am trying to
take an “impartial’ view of the whole matter. Strictly speaking, I do not know
to what extent one can be impartial’, ‘objective’, ‘rational’ in a discussion
of this sort of issue. One wonders if in this context we can at all be free from
bias, prejudice, preference or political inclination. While the Rathajatra
launched by a particular group of people appears to be perfectly ‘rational’
and religious to some, especially to the sponsors and supporters, it appears
Jrrational’ and provocative to others, especially to ‘secular minded’ people.
Some people may be indifferent to it. What appears as just’ or ‘justified’ to
some is regarded as <harmful’ to others, and smotivated’ or ‘idcology-based’
to many. These seemingly irreconcilable attitudes towards one and the same
controversial issue show that one and the same standard of rationality may
not be imposed from outside. For this sort of external rationality can neither
be defined clearly nor made intelligible to ‘outsiders’ and is likely to lead to
what may be called communication breakdown or cultural confusion. It has
to be viewed internally from the points of view of the concerned but diverse
groups. It evolves from within. The situational, intellectual and political
factors often control and constitute the standard of evaluation. Attempts to
lay down or discover a universal standard in this sort of emotionaily and
politically surcharged context are fated to prove futile.

The diversity of the standards of rationality may be shown to cut across
many other events like the Ram Rathajatra. The resulting charge of relati-
vism does not stand in the way of successful communication between the
defenders of the diverse standards of rationality. The charge of relativism
cannot and practically does not prevent those who defend it openly, formu-
late and support it persuasively. Take, for example, the ongoing debates on
relativism for and against in the realms of cultural anthropology and socio-
logy of science. These show at least that interest in relativism is perennial
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and we are practically obliged to live with it. That we, belonging to different
cultures, can and do live with the so-called problem demonstrates that it
works despite the theoretical objections raised against it. It has now been
clearly established that ‘other minds, other cultures, other languages and
theoretical schemes call for understanding from within. Seen from within
they make us doubt whether there is anything universal under the sun.";
Attel_npts. at making hard and fast objective distinctions between rational
and irrational, true and false are of little interest to many historians and
sociologi§ts of science and anthropologists of morals. The changes in scienti-
‘fic paradigms as evident from the history of science makes the point abun-
dantly clear. The beliefs and practices, principles and customs of any culture
are open 1o different but not antagonistic interpretations and pragmatic
evaluations. It would have been ‘ideal’ to some absolutists and transcen~
dentalists if all such interpretations could converge and the unity between
different cultures could be totally conflict-free. But, given the culture-bound
nature of human freedom, this regulative ideal, like a mirage, is bound to be
elusive. Rationality, as we understand, experience and practise it, has to be
context-bound and culture-sensitive. Cultural pluralism or relati;fism does
fzat mean ‘everything goes’. What it means is this: cross-cultural discussion
is a human imperative and it is not only possible but also has been taking
place all the time and at all places.
' H_ence, I feel that as the cultivated form of our rationality culture has an
;flal{enable connection with it. But the relation between culture and rationa-
lity is not uni-dimensional, rather it is progressively or creatively circular.
Wl}ereas rationality makes culture possible, culture continues to influence
rationality, making their relation dialectical, inevitable and endless.
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Aristotle and the roots of western rationality

MUKUND LATH
University of Rajasthan, Jaipur

There is a strange idea which deserves to be called a cultural myth, though
presented in a rational, ‘scientific’ garb, that is dominant in the thinking of
the West concerning society and culture. The idea is that the culture of the
West is distinguished from all other cultures in being rational. Philosophers,
historians, sociologists and others of a similar tribe in the West have reite-
rated the idea in ome form or another for the last two centuries or more,
since what is sometimes called the Age of Reason. The idea has almost the
status of a proved mathematical theorem for some and is an unquestioned
dogma for many, not only in the West but among the ‘educated’ in other
cultures too, who have been socialized into Western modes of thought.

Western notions of society, theirs and those of others, hinge foundation-
ally on the concept of rationality. The whole scheme of stacking socicties and
cultures under the labels of ‘modern’, ‘traditional’, ‘primitive’, so central to
Western thought concerning man, is based on this criterion. These labels are
often varied and modulated, given more future-oriented names based on
economic and political structures, such as “first-world’, ‘third-world’, ‘deve-
loped’, ‘developing’, <backward’ and the like. Or we have a somewhat subtler
more ‘academic’-sounding categorization using epithets such as ‘written’,
<oral’, ‘historic’, <ahistoric’ and the like. But whatever the variation on the
theme, the basis of classification remains constant, namely, the function of
rationality.

The march of Western rationality is traced back to Greece, and sometimes
more specifically to Aristotle, often considered the prime mover, the major
guru of Western rational thought. There is a dictum, common in the West,
in which Aristotle too was a great believer, that to understand a thing we
must reach back to its source. If there is any wisdom in this dictum our ¢xer-
cise here may be instructive in understanding the Western notion of rationa-
lity as it relates to societies other than theirs. So, what we would like to do
here is to present Aristotle’s thought on the subject, showing how many of
the major themes of modern Western sociological thought on the matter can
be traced back to him. We believe that the contours, or the seeds, of the idea
of demarcating societies on the basis of rationality and the notion of the West
as a uniquely rational society, with all the prejudices and problems such a
concept presents, is first articulated in Aristotle from whom it has entered
later thought. In presenting Aristotle’s ideas we would at the same time like



that continue in later tradition,

56 MUKUND LATH

to raise some basic questions and point at unresolved tensions in Aristotle’s

scheme which still remain so in Western thought.
Let us begin with two famous definitions of man in Aristotle: (1) Man is

a rational animal. (2) Manis a social, meaning a political, animal, politics
or the use of power, the ruler _ruled relation, being the principle by which he
organizes his social life. For Aristotle, these are foundational concepts in
understanding, analysing and categorizing culture, his own and those of
others, both for the purpose of description and prescription. These two
assumptions still remain the basis of Western thought about man in most of
its ramifications in the fields of history, society and culture.

However, to assume that man is both rational and political in an gssential
sense gives rise to inconsistencies and wild paradoxes in Aristotle’s framework
vitiating thought in various ways. This we
shall try to show.

Our study is based on two famous works by Aristotle, The Politics and
The Nicomachean Ethics.! The two belong together, The Ethics being a pro-
logue to The Politics. Aristotle himself points this out right at the beginning
of The Ethics, calling a study of cthics a branch of the study of politics.
FEthics, he says, is a study of the good aimed at by human action, it is &

practical science. And though there is a multiplicity of practical sciences each

aiming at a different good, politics includes them all. “Politics’, he says.
and lays its own besides what we

‘makes use of the other practical sciences,
must do and what we must not do, its end must include theirs.” (Ethics,
p- 27). Politics, in other words, is the dharma of all dharmas. Such being the

case, he concludes, the investigation he is undertaking in The Ethics ‘may
fairly be represented as the study of politics’ (ibid.)-

Ethics, then, is a science of man in action, it deals with what in India has
been called karma. In Aristotle it is a reflection on the guestion, what is good

for man as man? Such a reflection would inevitably lead to a consideration

of politics if man were to be seen as an essentiatly social being as he is in
Aristotle’s scheme; politics, for Aristotle, being an exercise in discovering

the best manner in which society can be organized for the good of man.

Tn arguing for the essential sociality of man, Aristotle makes use of the
concept of self-sufficiency. Man, he asserts, can achieve happiness, the final
good for man, only in association with other human beings. The seeking for
the good, he argues, s not an individual secking since no man is sufficient in
himself. At the beginning of Ethics we find him saying: ‘It is a generally
accepted view that the final good is self-sufficient.” He has, obviously, no
quarrels with this view, at least not at this point, for he moves on to explain
how the term ‘self-sufficient’ should be understood: ‘By gelf-sufficient is
meant not what is sufficient for oneself living the life of a solitary but includes
parents, wife and children, friends and fellow-citizens in general.” He does
not give us reasons for coming to this central conclusion, but immediately
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‘}gfnounces a princ.iple from which, in his view, this obviously follows. His
ga?ext hsentence is: ‘For man is a social animal.’ (The Ethics, p. 37.) .
Aristoeg;’ Tlfeve;: ati; the end of The Ethics, a tension becomes appz;rent in

s thought between man’s rationalit i iali

‘ Ll y and his sociality. He now w
gloent:zmﬂlsif"-suﬁiclen?: .for the contemplative man, speaking of contem EI;:ﬁ
5 ;ra]t ;i;gestl actl.w_ty for man. This purest of activities is the »lf)ery

nal activity and is also essentiall i
: o : y non-social. ‘Self-sufficiency’
0; flzserves,l w_111 Iz.re found ,to belong in the exceptional degree to the exercicsjf(z
- addspf:cl}l1 ative intellect.” And for a man who engages in such an activit
s, other humans, fellow-beings, are redundant. They may be needed 13;

a peripheral sense, but they are certai .
o inl ;|
activity.? Let us quote him: y not essential or necessary for his

I::e ::;sz élslzt;,l f}s much as the just man, and everyone else, must have the
b i ife. ]?:ut, given an adequate supply of these, the just m

s0 needs people with and towards whom he can put hisju’stice i i

;atlon; and we can use similar language about the temperate lxr;t; OIt)lt:-

alrla;e Ez:l:l aﬁd 50 on. Bflt the x?rise man can do more. He can speltl:;llatz
R ayV ! felslzwand the wiser he is the better he can do it. Doubtless it hel

. -workers, but for all that he is the most seif-suffici =

(The Ethics, book 10, ch. 7, pp. 303-4.) R e

The question that immedia ises i
tely arises is: how ca g iali
. . ; : n man’s socialit i
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: een man’s sociality and his rati i i
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iy nowledge, the knowledge meant here
ref:tr}cs;to;le does n?E seem to have really wanted to face the question of th
- é nw ;;:;fleen Jhidna aind karma, in whatever sense jAana may be undere
| er spiritual or rational. He is conte .
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e beginning of The Politics, almost immediately after the passage on
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contemplation we have just discussed (taking The Politics to be a continna-
tion of The Ethics), we find that the texm ssocial’ is firmly narrowed down
to “political’. The Politics begins with the argument that among man’s social
agsociations the political association is sovereign, embracing all the others
and aiming at the highest good. (The Politics, 1i, p- 54) Consequently, Aris-
totle also narrows down his definition of man from a social to a political
animal. (Ibid., }ii, p. 39; a definition repeated later again in chapter 3, vi,
p. 187)

As a political being, the hierarchical relation between the ruler and the
ruled is essential to man. Such a relation, Aristotle argues, exists in nature
both as a fact and a relos. In nature, he observes, we can perceive the genesis
of political forms and the direction of growth that they assume. Observation,
he says, reveals two basic pairs among humans in which the one is incapable
of existing without the other. These are the pairs of man-woman and master-
slave. They are formed on the basis of necessary and essential relations. The
man-woman relation is necessary for the continuance of mankind. Equally
necessary is the other pair of master and slave. The essential purpose it serves
is the self-prescrvation of both the partners. The master is the man with
intelligence who can se¢ ahead and decide what is to be done; the slave has
bodily strength and can do the actual work. Both thus serve a single purpose
which unites them into a single, necessary whole.

In these two pairs, man-woman and master-siave, the master remains the
same. He is the rational agent. It is the purpose of the master that both the-
woman and the slave serve through different functions and abilities. The
slave is purely a tool, an object, useful because of his muscle-power. He is
close to the beast and it is for this reason, Aristotle adds, that the 0X is called
a poor man’s slave. The woman or the wife not only serves a different pur-
pose but she is also not purely an object or a mere tool. Though not capable
of being a true rational agent, a woman is yet capable of running a house-
hold; she has a modicum of agency.

Whatever the merit of these observations, we can see however that their
very logical basis is questionable in Aristotle’s scheme, implying a palpable
contradiction: if all men are rational how can some escape from being such
and be more like beasts? Patently, man cannot be both rational and political
on Aristotle’s terms without serious inconsistencies arising in the very found-
ations of his thought.

_ Aristotle sees the problem but tries to hedge it. He takes recourse to nature
for a solution, asking himself the question whether the master-slave relation
is really ‘natural’, which for him also meant ‘essential’, or whether it is merely
conventional, consisting of man made rules and laws, hence accidental or
arbitrary.

Quoting a view contrary {0 his own, a parvapaksa, Aristotle remarks:
«Others say that it is contrary to nature to rule as master over slave, because
the distinction between slave and free is one of convention only, and in
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Pature there is no difference, so that this form of rule is based on force and
is therefore not just.” This passage occurs in The Politics at the end of
Chapter'liii. Tt could have made Aristotle take a second look at his scheme
or ask hl_mself whether the concept of justice could really be deduced through
observation of facts or what he called ‘nature’. But it leads him rather to
fl_lrthe.r re-assertions, He goes on to demonstrate the master-slave relation as
given in the very nature of things, hence not arbitrary but essential and
necessary. His arguments proceed in a circular manner assumingthe equation
between the‘ rational and the political as given. Curiously, but expgctedl
they move him to argue for the rationality of power. Let us follow his moveﬁ’
In Chapter liv of The Politics Aristotle argues that the minimum a mar;
peeds for a good life is the household which is also the basis of his social be-
ing, sustenance and continuation as a species, The houschold consists of
various properties, the slave being one such, which are tools enabling the
master, the man of the house, to live. However, we can distinguish beiiveen
'I'ZWO k.inds of tools. One helps to make something. The other is used by life
itself in its act of living. To explain, he points at the difference bétweez the
shuttle which helps to produce cloth and a garment made of cloth which is
ust by man in his process of living. The garment is an object of bkoga, one
might say, to use the more succinct Sanskrit term. The slave is also an c;b'ect
of bhoga, necessary for the very act of living, like the garment, or the bec:lJ In
Wha_t sense he is so, Aristotle does not make clear. He is c!eal" however . in
stating that the slave is a piece of property that belongs to a;other anc,I 1is
?;eam for Bhoga by nature, the only difference is that he is not a thing but a
an.
. The next chapter of The Politics, Chapter lv, begins by questioning this
idea: ‘But whether anyone does in fact by nature answer to this descrigtion
and “Iflhe}:lher or not it is just and better for one man to be slave to augther,
0 N L]
Hfu ::r bzt Czrn Szii(lile :;zv;gt 1s contrary to nature—these are the questions which
The answer, in his view, presents no difficulties, neither logical nor in terms
of empirical observation. ‘That one should command and another obey is
both. necessary and expedient’, he says, adding that, ‘indeed some things are
so divided right from birth, some to rule some to be ruled’. (The Politics, v
p. 67.) Thus convinced that the ruler-ruled relation is natural, and thercf"ort;
nece]isary, xi&ristotle goes on to argue that the quality of the r:a!a.tion depends
sz ‘:n zlgualtty of the ruled, and so rule over man is better than rule over
A‘g relatim% of hierarchy, he further argues, is always to be found in combi-
nations of distinct things where such a combination produces a unity such as
that of the mas.ter-slave pair. It is immaterial whether such a combination is
‘_:hat of parts within a single object or of distinct entities conjoined as parts
into a unit. The master-slave relation is of the Jatter category. The slave i
not a part of the master’s body and yet acts as one. - 3



60 MUKUND LATH

In order to jllustrate his notion of natural hierarchy, Aristotle begins by
taking up an interesting analogy from music only to give it up immediately
as irrelevant. Tn musical structures, which consist of many notes, he says,
there js a note called the dominant which rules over others, giving uqlty to
the structure as a whole which would otherwise fall apart. Why does Aristotle
give up this example? He does not tell us, Even worse, if the example went
against his thesis, he should have treated it as a counter -exafnple and show-
ed why it was irrelevant, which he does not even cqns1dt?r d-omg. The' reason
why he gives up the example, 1 think, is that it carties with it an amblvalenr."e
quite counter t0 his essentialism. But let us pursue his analogy ourselves; it
can be a fruitful non-Aristotelian exercise in the study of culture. Greek
music was, evidently, more similar to Indian music than the current Westerx}
music, so let me take the example of the rdga and the function of the vadi,
the dominant, in it. A rdga is formed with a scale, an ascending or descend-
ing order of tones with specific pitch values. This is a neutral, almo.st‘theore—
tical structure, quite lifeless as music. Something has to be done to it in order
to create patterns out of it. One way this can be done is to make a po_te
dominant, a treatment which can give rise to endless new pat:nerns. Th.lf is,
in fact, an important step in turning a scale into a rdga. But different rdgas
can arise out of the same scale with different notes functioning as fiommant;
the master, in other words, can be made a slave, since the notion of th_e
dominant in music is not an essentialist notion: there are no natural’ domi-
nants. This notion can be extended to the understanding of man and the
cultures he creates. One way to understand the difference betWeel} men can
be to think of man as a scale of faculties, with different faculties being allow-
ed to dominate in different cultures. It seems to me that the concept of‘ .cul-
ture held in some circles, as of three major kinds, the rational, the splrlltual
and the moral, often identified with the Western, the Indian and the Chinese,
is conceived in some such manner. The analogy poses problems, no doubt.
What human dispositions are to count as faculties? What is to be understood
as the relation between faculties such as that of tones in a scale? Can we at
ali speak of a scale of faculties? And so forth. : . |

But, in any case, the notion of dominance as understood in this musical
example is a notion of play, not of natural hierarchy and power. And so
Aristotle, naturally, gives up the musical analogy. The true analogy, he says,
for understanding the master-slave relation is the natural f'ule of the soul
over the body. It is’, he points out, ‘both naturaland expedient for the body
to be ruled by the soul’. (The Politics, Iv, p. 68.) _

Anirksome question might still remain. Granted that the. relation of
power is natural and ‘expedient’, but is it rational? For the rational, appa-
rently, demands a relation of equality, not of power.* '

Yet, of course, power secms necessary to run a society, a fact wi.nch- pre-
sents a moral predicament. This dilemma was articulated by Yudhisthira in
the Mahabharata in stightly different terms. If the relation between men, he
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argued, is essentially that of dharma or justice (which was considered a non-
natural guality), then wielding power is essentially inconsistent with it.

For Aristotie there is no dilemma. Nature shows liim the way. Since the
master-slave relation is given in nature, it follows that this must be just. It
also follows that there must be such a thing as the natural slave. Aristotle
then seeks to identify them ; and discovers them in the non-Greeks.

The non-Greeks are natural slaves because they lack reason, They do not
have the vision to perceive distinctions given in nature which rational men,
namely the Greeks, can easily see. We have seen that according to Aristotle
there was distinction given in nature between the woman and the slave as the
ruled. ‘But the non-Greeks’, he submits, ‘assign female and slave exactly the
same status. This is because’, he adds, ‘they have nothing which is by nature
fitted to rule, their association consists of a male slave and a female slave’.
(The Politics, 1ii, p. 57.)

‘What is bizarre in this argument is not its bias, which is understandable,
but the cquation between reason and power: rationality affords not only
knowledge but the right to rule over those who lack inreason. What is also
peculiarly interesting is the fact that Aristotle makes the social structure of
a people an index to their rationality, a thesis which was to become one of
the pillars of ‘modern’ Western sociological theory as well as a basic element
of historical, Indological, Sinological and other cognitive studies of non-
Western cultures. T need not illustrate, yet let me mention one illustrious
instance, namely, Weber’s introduction to his well-known The Protestant
Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism. Weber discovers the unique rationality of
the Westin its social structures. He goes even further and finds a unique
rationality in Western aesthetic structures, too. Other cultures by contrast
lack this quality.5’

I need not point out that underlying the argument from social structure to
rationality lies the assumption that there is an essential relation between the
rationality and sociality of man. A basic attempt of Western sociology is the
quest to give observational substance to this assumption, except that the
role given to nature in Aristotle is often transferred to history, Another
assumption underlics much of the quest, which can again be traced back to
Aristotle. The assumption is that there is only one form of rationality and
thus a unique form of rational social organization, others being non-rational.
Theroots of this belief seem to lie in the fact that Greek rationality took
mathematics to he the paradigm of knowledge. Had Aristotle pursued his
musical example further, taking aesthetic forms as his paradigm, the results
might have been happier.

But looking as he was for the uniquely rational structure, he discards the
idea of slavery as convention. Conventions can be many, but nature in his
view had a single one-pointed telos. The modern Western mind has drained
nature of its telos, transferring it to the world of culture and finds the uni-
quely rational in history rather than nature.



62 MUKUND LATH

To come back to The Politics we do find Aristotle uneasy over his notion
of the natural slave: how can slaves be men and yet lack the basic human
quality of rationality? He puts this question to himself and his answer is re-
vealing. Let me quote his own words:

About slaves the first question to be asked is Whether in addition to their
virtue as tools and servants they have another and more valuable one. Can
they possess restraint, courage, justice, and every other condition of that
kind, or have they in fact nothing but the serviceable quality of their
persons?

The question may be answered in either of two ways, but both present
a difficulty. If we say that slaves have these virtues, how then will they
differ from free men? If we say they have not, the position is anomalous,
since they are human beings and share in reason (emphasis mine). Roughly
the same question can be put in relation to wife and child. Have not these
also virtues? Ought 2 woman to be ‘restrained’, ‘brave’ and §ust’, and is a
child sometimes intemperate’, sometimes ‘restrained’, or not?

All these questions might be regarded as part of our wider inquiry into
the natural ruler and ruled, and in particular whether or not the virtue of
the one is the same as the virtue of the other. For if the highest excellence
is required of both, why should one rule unqualifiedly and the other un-
qualifiedly obey? (A distinction of more or less will not do here; the diffe-
rence between ruling and obeying is one of kind and quantitative difference
is simply not that at all.) If on the other hand the one is to have virtues
and the others not, we have a surprising state of affairs. For if he that rules
is not to be restrained and just, how shall he rule well? And if the ruled
lacks these virtues, how shall he be ruted well? For if he is intemperate
and feckless, he will petform none of his duties. Thus it becomes clear that
both ruler and ruled must have share in virtue, but that there arc differ-
ences in virtue in each case, as there are also among those who by nature
rule. An immediate indication of this is afforded by the soul, where we find
natural ruler and natural subject, whose virtues we regard as different—one
being that of the rational element, the other that of the non-rational (em-
phasis mine). It is therefore, clear that the same feature will be found in
the other cases too, so that most instances of ruling and being ruled are
natural. For rule of free over slave, male over female, man over boy, are
all different, because, while parts of the soul are present in each case, the
distribution is different. Thus the deliberative faculty in the soul is not
present at all in a slave, in a female it is present but ineffective, in a child
present but undeveloped.

Curiously, we see that Aristotle does not really question his scheme but
only seems to do so. For him the conclusion is unquestionable: there must
be a natural ruler and ruled relation and so there is one. His remarks are,
however, interesting in more than one way. Aristotle can sce that in order to
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call slaves men he must give them a share in rationality but he is unable to
find a way for doing so. One answer could have been to speak of degrees of
rationality. But this he rejects outright. He also makes a move towards dis-
tinguishing between manifest and unmanifest rationality in speaking of the
difference between woman and (male) child, but the difference, in his view,
between the ruler and the ruled is so categorical, such a difference of kind,
that the slave cannot even be allowed unmanifest rationality. Indeed, his
paradigm for the ruler-ruled relation, the relation between the soul and the
body, leaves no room, for him, to think of the relation as one of quality
rather than kind. Yet he realizes that a difference of kind will not do either.
For if the ruler and the ruled do not share in anything, how can they be re-
lated at all? His answer is to give the slave a share in other human virtues
such as justice, temperance, courage and the like, but not in reason, where,
for him, the categorical difference is really operative. We find him asserting
(in the long passage we have emphasized) that the virtues of the slave are
non-rational virtues. He lacks the deliberative faculty.®

There exist interesting parallels between modern Western views of non-
Western socicties and this passage from Aristotle. We notice that Aristotle
wants to be generous towards the natural slave, thenon-Greck, who is allow-
ed to have qualities of action and fecling even though he lacks rationality.
Some modern notions concerning the non-rationality of non-Western socie-
ties share a similar generosity. Other cultures may not be rational, but they
are quite human despite this. Some romantically inclined Western thinkers
oppressed by the rationality of their own culture, even believe that ‘primitive’
and ‘traditional’ cultures, lacking in rationality, have, for this reason, more
than their share of the other human qualities and admire them for this.

Let us, however, return to Aristotle’s answer to those who believed not
only that the master-slave relation was conventional but also that it was un-
just. The notion of the natural slave takes care of the first part of the objec-
tion. The ruler rules because of his reason. Given this, the question of justice
also presents no difficulties. For if reason entitles one to power, pawer, too,
must be a mode of reason, its exercise cannot be unjust in the hands of the
natural ruler. ¥t is right, he says in a startling passage, for the natural ruler
to acquire slaves through warfare ‘against such men as are by nature intend-
ed to be ruled over but refuse; for that is the kind of warfare which is by
nature just’. (The Politics, lviii, p. 79.)

It is just because it is virtuous; virtue here obviously being the virtue of
the natural master, in effect, his rationality which, to quote again, ‘when it
acquires resources is best able actually to use force; and anything which con-
quers does so because it excels in some good”. (The Politics, lvi, p. 72.)

This brutal argument did seem a little questionable to Aristotle, yet reason-
able enough. He goes on to say:

It seems therefore that force is not without virtue, and the only dispute is
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about what is just. Consequently, some think that ‘just’ in this conneciion
is & nonsense, others that it means precisely this that the stronger shall
rule. But when these propositions are disentangled the other arguments
have no validity or power to show that the superior in virtue ought not to
rule and be master. (The Politics, vi, p. 72.)

We have, I think, disentangled Aristotle’s arguments enough on our own.
Given his equation of a natural relation between reason and power this seems
quite in order, except for its bias. One might think that arguments of this
kind are best forgotten today and committed to the dustbin of history. But
let me reproduce here a modern offspring of this argument which bears a
great family resemblance to it. The argunient comes from no Iess a person
than Claude Levi-Strauss. Equating power with knowledge, he has argued
for the epistemological superiority of the rulers, the West over those it has
ruled.

In a remarkable speech reproduced in the April 1966 issue of Current
Anthropology, Levi-Strauss dismissed the suggestion that the West allow it-
self to be studied sociologically by those whom it has hitherto had the
monopoly of both ruling and studying and thus redress the balance. This, he
argued, would not do because the context of sociological knowledge is a con-
text of power in which only the ruler can be the knower, since he has treated
the ruled as an object. Thus treated as a natural object the ruled has appro-
priately become an object of knowledge. To guote: “Anthropology is .a
daughter of this era of violence: its capacity to assess more objectively the
facts pertaining to the human condition reflects on the epistemological level
a state of affairs in which (one) part of mankind treated the other as an
object.” 7

One can surely see the shadow of Aristotle here. Other modern Western
thinkers, however, are willing to grant a higher rational status to the non-
West than Aristotle would allow. They are willing to promote it from the
staus of a slave to that of a growing, ‘developing’ child, who is potentially
rational. Tt can follow in the footsteps of its guru, the West. But their slogan
is clear: All roads to the civilization of the future must lead through the
‘rational’ West. This has many propagators both in the West and in India
and elsewhere. These I need not name here. It will take up too much space
and will be tangential to our purpose here.

Yet before finally closing, I cannot resist from pointing out another
remarkable parallel between Levi-Strauss and Aristotle. The idea Levi-Strauss
argues for is the idea of the true adhikdri of jhana, he who is worthy and
deserving of knowledge. Aristotle’s criteria for the true adhikdri of social
and political jfidna are not dissimilar to those of Levi-Strauss. Who, he asks
at the beginning of The Ethics, has the adhikdra to acquire the knowledge
contained in The Ethics and by implication, The Politics? His answer can be

ARISTOTLE AND THE ROOTS OF WESTERN RATIONALITY 65

anticipated. The adhikary, for him is the well-born Greek, the natural ruler,
the student at his academy, the Lyceun.

Aristotle begins his Ethics by distinguishing politics from those sciences
which can be deduced from first principles. In politics, he says, one can only
argue from known facts fe first principles. But what is the known, he asks.
And in answer says:

But this is an ambiguous expression, for things are known in two ways.
Some are known ‘to us’ and some are known absolutely. For members of
the Lyceum there can be little doubt that we must start from what is
known to us. So the future student of ethics and politics, if he is to study
them to advantage must have been well brought-up. For we begin with the
fact and if there is sufficient reason for accepting it as such, there will be
no need to ascertain the why of the fact. Now a lad with such an upbring-
ing will have no difficulty in grasping the first principles of morals if he is
not in possession of thesc already. (The Ethics, book I, ch. 4, pp. 29-30.)

So the well-born Greek is not only a natural ruler; he is also epistemo-
logically superior, a natural knower.

NOTES AND REFERENCES

1. We shall, in refercing to The Nicomachean Ethics (or The Eihics or simply, Ethics) and
The Polirics (or Politics), refer to the two following English translations of these works:
(i) The Nicomachean Ethics, published in the Penguin Classics Serics as The Ethics of
Avristotle, translated by J.A K. Thompson, Penguin Books, 1955; (ii) The Politics,
revised edition, also published in the Penguin Classics Series translated by T.A. Sinc-
lair, revised and re-presented by Trevor J. Saunders, Penguin Books, 1981.

2. Perhaps the reflective man might need slaves to look after his physical needs, but
slaves, for Aristotle, cannot be ‘fellow-workers’ in his act of reflection, since, as we
shall see, they are by nature incapable of such an act. Indeed, it is questionable whe-
ther they can be called fellow-beings at all.

3. There is strong leaning towards the idea of varpa or jaif in Aristotle which needs to
be highlighted. The slave and the free, that is, the citizen, are for him created primarily
through birth. The idea is present as a presupposition in many of his thoughts, but let
me guote a more articulate staternent of it. A citizen, he says, is one who has the cha-
racteristics, the gunadharma, of a ruler, but his primary adhikdra, which makes him eli-
gible to acquire other characteristics, as in the case of a brihamana, comes through
birth : *For practical purposes a citizen is defined as one of citizen birth on bork his
father’s and his mother’s side....” (Politics, IIL ii, pp. 171-72; emphases not mine). He
does not take the requirement to the very beginning of time as it is sometimes done
for a brahmana, but is satisfied if the parentage can be traced to the original founding
fathers of a state’s constitution. But, as we shall further see, the role of ‘noble’ birth
as an essential qualification for more ‘learned’ characteristics is of prime importance
for Aristotle.

4, The equation made here between rationality and equality was questioned by Prof.
Richard Sorabjee in his pointed comments on the paper during the discussion, I would
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like to attempt an answer. It appears to me obvious that rationality should imply egua-
lity. But that is no argument. Let me attempt to give one.

Rationality presupposes a subject who is free to know, to choose between the true
and the false, the just and the unjust and the like through a process of validation or,
in other words, through reasoning. This is not a causally determined process but a pro-
cess where the subject is free to discriminate.

The process, moreover, not only calls for a free subject but a multiplicity of free
subjects. For the process is one of evaluation based on the free criticismn of one know-
ledge by another. A discriminating subject is, in this sense, essentially a split-subject
who not only argues but counter-argues from another standpoint, holding a multiplicity
of subjects, so to say, within a single self. In practice, or normal vyevahara, the multipli-
city of subjects is found in a multiplicity of persons. These are all free subjects capable
of independent deliberation, equal participants in the rational process. It would, conse-
quently, be irrational, inimical to the rational process iself, to treat them as inequal,
since this would amount to denying thetr subjecthood and treating them as objects
rather than subjects.

. Let me quote. I quote from the edition translated by Talcott Parsons and published

by Charles Scribner’s Sons, New York, 1958, pp. 13-15,
The very first paragraph of Weber’s introduction reads:

A product of modern European civilization, siudying any problem of universal history,
is bound to ask himself to what combination of circumstances the fact should be at-
tributed that in Western civilization, and in Western civilization only, cultural pheno-
mena have appeared which {(as we like to think) lie in a line of development having
universal significance and value.

He moves on to further assert :

Machiavelly, it is true, had predecessors in India; but ali Indian pelitical thought was
lacking in a systematic method comparable to that of Aristotle, and, indeed in the
possession of rational concepts. Notall the anticipations in India (School of Mimamsa),
nor the extensive codification, especially in the Near East, nor alf the Indian and other
books of law, had the strictly systematic forms of thought, so essential to a rational
jurisprudence, of the Roman law and of the Western law under its influence. A structure
like the canon Iaw is known ouly to the West.

A similar statement is true of art. The musical ear of other peoples has probably been
even more sensitively developed than our own, certainly not less so. Polyphonic music
of various kinds has been widely distributed over the earth. The co-operation of a
number of instruments and also the singing of parts have existed elsewhere. All our
rational tone intervals have been known and calculated. But rational harmonious music
both gounter-point and harmony, formation of the tone material on the basis of three
triads with the harmonic third; our chromatics and enharmonics, not interpreted in
terms of space, but, since the Renaissance, of harmony; our orchestra, with its string
quartet as a nuclens, and the organization of ensembles of wind instruments; our base
accompaniment; our system of notation, which has made possible the composition
and production of modern musical works, and thus their very survival; our sonatas,
symphonies, operas; and finally as means to all this, our fundamental instruments, the
organ, piano, violin, etc.; all these things are known only in the Occident, although
programme music, tone poetry, alteration of tones and chromatics, have existed in
various musical traditions as means of expression.

In Architecture, pointed arches have been used elsewhere as a means of decoration,
in antiquity and in Asia; presumably the combination of pointed arch and cross-arched
vault was not unknown in the Orient. But the rational use of the Gothic vault as & means
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of distributing pressure and of roofing spaces of all forms and above all as the cons-
tructive principle of great monumental buildings and the foundation of a style extending
to sculpture and painting, such as that created by our Middle Ages, does not occur
elsewhere. The technical basis of our architecture came from the Qrient. But the Orient
lacked the solution of the problem of the dome and that type of classic rationalization
of all art—in painting by the rational utilization of lines and spatial perspective—which
the Renaissance created for us,

. Richard Sorabjee again tried valiantly to come to Aristotle’s defence. What Aristotle

is deing, he said, is to make a distinction between two kinds of rationality: active
and passive. There are, as we know from experience, men with an active reason who can
deliberate, see ahead and set the path. Others can only follow, for theirs is a passive
reason, They can understand the active reason but cannot deliberate for themselves.
Some of Aristotle’s own statements, made elsewhere, seem to favour such an inter-
pretation of his thought. In Pelitics, iv (p. 69), for example, he says: ‘For the slave
by nature is he that can and therefore does belong to another, and he that participates
in reason so far as to recognize it but not so far as to possess it whereas the other animals
obey not reason but emotions).’

In other words, the slave has a passive reason which can be stamped upon by the
active, even though it cannot deliberate for itself. There are other passages where the
slave is placed in the same category as the beast and rationality is positively denied to
him (ses, for example, Politics, II1, ix, p. 196, besides what we have already quoted).
But the real question is: can we at all make a distinction of kind between an active
and a passive reason? Can we conceive of a reason which cannot deliberate for itself?

Such a conception, 1 think, is not possible. T would like to argue my point with the
help of a passage from Aristotle himself. He speaks, in this passage, of spech as one of
the vyavartaka laksanas, definitive characteristics, of man (I must thank Sorabjee for
pointing out the passage to me). The passage occurs early in The Politics atlii, p. 60 :

Nature, as we say, does nothing without purpose; and she has endowed man alone
among the animals with the power of speech. Speech is something different from voice
which is possessed by other animals also and used by them to express pain or pleasure;
for their nature does indeed enable them not only to feel pleasure and pain but to com-
municate these feelings to each other. Speech on the other hand serves to indicate
what is useful and what is harmful and also what is just and what is unjust, etc.

One is bound to ask : What is the relation between these two definitive characteristics
of man, speech and rationality? An intimate connection is assumed between the two
in this passage: speech, unlike voice, which is a characteristic of animals, expresses
what is patently the very stuff of rationality, ideas concerning the useful and the harm-
ful, the just and the unjust—and the ‘etc.’, at the end of the passage, is surely meant
also to include the true and the false. Also for Aristotle speech seems to be an active
principle, a medium for the act of expressing reason. However, what he says is not
enough to deny a distinction between an active and a passive reason, So let me offer
an argument from a thinker older than Aristotle to demonstrate that wunderstanding
language is also an act of deliberation.

The thinker 1 have in mind is the ancient Indian Kautsa, whose views are discussed
by Yaska in his Nirukta {circa. seventh century BC). Yéaska discusses a contemporary
controversy concerning the Vedu. The question was whether these revealed texts were
meaningful or not. Kautsa had an ingenious, insightful argnment to prove that the
Veda could not be meaningful. The Veda, when the controversy arose, was taken to
be a fixed text, fixed, literally, to the letter: no syllable in it could be altered.

This, Kautsa argues, is a sure sign of non-speech, since any string of letters that forms
meaningful words can be altered, indeed, must be altered in the very process of under-
standing, this being the sign that a string of syllables is meaningful. A meaningful set
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of letters is, in other words, necessarily translated and thus transformed by anyone who
understands it into his own words. A set of syllables which cannot be so transformed
through restatement is mere gibberish.

A slave who has understood the deliberation of his master will be able to restate
it in his own words, words which would not be a mere rechanting of his master’s words
but products of his own deliberation. This alone would indicate that he has understood
what he was told, But if this is so the slave’s understanding cannot be merely passive
for it acts upon what it understands, transforming it in the very act of understanding.
This is an act which requires participation in the thought of another, the capacity to
actively make the moves which the other had made. Understanding thus needs a deli-
beration which can re-enact another’s thought through an independent act of its own.
This cannot be a passive process like a mirror registering an image. One who can under-
stand a deliberation must be able to deliberate himself.

. T quote not directly from Current Anthropology where Levi-Strauss’ article appeared in

Vol. 7, No. 2, April 1966, under the title : ‘Anthropology : Its Achievements and
Future’, but from Dr Daya Krishna’s preface to his collection of articles entitled, The
Art of the Conceptual, ICPR and Munshiram Manoharlal, New Delhi; 1989, p. xvi.
Readers interested in a more detailed discussion of Levi-Strauss” article can refer to Dr
Daya’s book.

The trouble with truth: Heidegger on Aletheia,
Buddhist thinkers on satya

MATTHEW KAPSTEIN
Department of Religion, Columbia University, USA

What is questionable can sometimes be worthy of thoughi, and what is
unthinkable can sometimes be glimpsed as that which thinking is about.
Both Heidegger and Vedanta thought amply illustrate this. No other justi-
fication can be offered for the following very questionable enterprise of
bringing together two disparatc ways of thinking, so wide apart in time
and in their entire context.!

In these words, the late J.L. Mehta set the appropriate cautionary tone for
the dialogue which we are here attempting, thereby echoing Heidegger’s own
tentative explorations of the possibility for such dialogue. In the 1947
‘Letter on Humanism’ Heidegger had written:

But even the Western world is not thought of regionally as the Occident
in contrast to the Orient, nor merely as Europe, but in the frame of world
history from the closeness to its origin. We have hardly begun to think of
the mysterious relations to the East, which find expression in Holderlin’s
poetry.?

During the next decade Heidegger would begin to disclose some of these
‘mysterious relations’ himself, most famously in the 1953 ‘A Dialogue on
Language’, and in several allusions to Laotze.®* Nonetheless, his reflections
both on the historicity of human thought and on the uniquely intimate
relationship between language and Being seem to have counselled cautious
restraint here : ‘comparative philosophy’ would play no role in Heidegger’s
enterprise, and indeed, as Mehta clearly suggests in the perceptive essay
cited above, his way of thinking would appear to raise several questions re-
garding the very possibility of ‘comparative philosophy’. In Whar is Philo-
sophy? (1956) he writes:

The word philosophia tells us that philosophy is something which, first of
all, determines the existence of the Greek world. Not only that—philosophia
also determines the innermost basic feature of our Western-European his-
tory. The often heard expression <Western-European philosophy’ is, in
truth, a tautology.*

‘Philosophy’, Heidegger tells us, ‘is speaking Greek’. As Evan Thompson
rightly notes, Heidegger is not here arguing jingoistically for the superiority
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of Western thought. Rather, ‘Heidegger’s conception is a philesophical
one: it is a conception of the form or eidos of a culture and the essential
relation of philosophy to that form.’s

The task of engaging together in dialogue the thought of Martin Heidegger
and Buddhism is, therefore, something of a quixotic enterprise. This is so
for many reasons, of which, at the outset at least, the most formidable will
be the sheer difficulty for us of both ways of thought. And this difficulty
stems not just from terminological and conceptual complexity and subtlety
of reason in eachinstance, but is intensified also by the problematic nature
of our own historical and cultural relationships with the parties we wish to
engage in dialogue here.

Heidegger, to begin, assumed something of mythic proportion even during
his own life; and he shows little sign yet of shrinking to a more manageable
dimension. To put the point somewhat whimsically: Martin Heidegger has
become the Darth Vader of contemporary intellectual life. At once regarded
by some as the supreme exponent of the force of authentic thinking-and-Be-
ing, he appears also to have been turned, terrifyingly, to the dark side of that
force. Whether our inquiry be in the domain of philosophy, religion, history,
or criticism, he looms above our path as one with whom we must struggle, if
only to avoid; and in struggling with him we will likely face some discon-
certing revelations of our own intellectual paternity.

Qur other difficult conversation partner is ‘Buddhist thought’. Of course,
there is no way for us to enter into dialogue with Buddhist thought iiberhaupy.
We must choose either to engage the thought of a single individual, or per-
haps that of a well-defined group of some sort, and cur decision about our
symposium’s guest-list will, to a very great extent, skew the course of the
entire enterprise: in searching for aspects of Buddhism to introduce in dia-
logue with Martin Heidegger we will almost inevitably set our sights on
those which seem, superficially at least, to have the preatest affinity with his
thought. Because we engage in the conversation in this manner, we have
determined even before the onset of the dialogue that it should be relatively
harmonious in nature, that it should underscore fraternity and not incom
patibility. It is difficult to imagine that, under the rubric of ‘Heidegger and
Buddhist Thought’, one might attempt to contemplate the abhidharma,
Tibetan logic, or Nichiren, for instance.

These considerations by no means discredit the present eifort, but they
should make us very humble about what we are willing to claim for it : the
rubric of ‘Hejdegger and Buddhist Thought’ (how much more does this
apply to ‘Heidegger and 4sian Thought’!) is a denomination of convenience,
referring to what necessarily will be a severely restricted undertaking. In
point of fact, the dialogue between Heideggerian and Buddhist thought, as
it has evolved to date, has involved almost exclusive representaiion, on the
Buddhist side, of the more philosophically oriented aspects of Mahayina
thought, above all the exponents of the Madhyamaka tradition, or of tradi-
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tions in which Madhyamaka thought plays a particularly prominent role:
consider Sprung or Sinari on Nagarjuna, Guenther on Mahamudra, or the
thinkers of the Kyoto school on Zen.® In surveying the contributions emerg-
ing from these quarters, it is impossible to avoid the suspicion that, besides
a genuine philosophical dialogue, what we have here represents in part the
growth of a peculiar brand of contemporary apologetics. And it is apparent,
too, that in this effort representatives of East Asian, and particularly Japa-
nese Buddhist, traditions have been pre-eminent.

One of the initial difficulties we face in attempting to reflect on Buddhist
thought in relation to Heidegger is thus partially circumvented, when we
recognize the severe and inevitable cultural/historical/doctrinal limitations
of the project. The apparent simplification of our problem in this sense,
however, does not by any means yield a corresponding simplification of
philosophical content: Madhyamaka and the traditions closely allied to it
embody highly complex currents in the history of ideas, extended through
some two millennia, intermingling with the major cultural traditions of
South, Central and East Asia, and articulated in half a dozen or so langu-
ages. In attempting to understand this movement in human thought, we are
faced—the Kyoto school philosophers are among the partial exceptions here
—with what Louis O. Gomez has felicitously termed the ‘double distance’,
historical and cultural, between ourselves and the tradition into which we
inquire.?

With this in mind, the present essay may be placed in the forum of the
discussion as only a very tentative experiment. We may ask: For one engag-
ed in the study of the philosophical aspects of Indian Buddhism from a
historically and philosophically rigorous perspective, doesthe encounter with
Heidegger offer a possibly fruitful path through the wilderness of interpre-
tations? And does that encounter further advance our understanding of
Heidegger? Because no simple and straightforward answer can be offered in
response to such questions, it will be preferable to choose one precise and
well-defined area in Heidegger’s thought that scems to correspond or con-
trast in an interesting fashion with some equally well-defined aspect of Indian
Buddhist thought. In this manner, a dialectical pathway may begin to open
before us; but like the Holzwege of which Heidegger speaks, it is a path
whose destination we cannot determine in advance, and which very possibly
has no fixed destination at all. For the purposes of this experiment, then, the
topic to which we shall address our inquiries will be the concept of truth.

Heidegger’s radical, and much criticized, interpretation of the Greek con-
cept of aletheia, which is developed in considerable detail in his 1943 essay,
Plato’s Doctrine of Truth® presents us with a central theme in Heidegger’s
historical critique of Western philosophy: Greek thought bears witness to a
great upheaval in the history of Being, characterized by the growing aliena-
tion of thought from an authentic engagement in Being and by the rise of
metaphysics; and this alienation is epitomized in a shift in the very meaning
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of truth. Plato’s parable of the Cave (Republic, VII, p. 514 sq.) is significant
to us not only owing to what Plato seeks to convey through its explicit sym-
bolism, but even more so becaunse of its unspcken revelation of that shift in
meaning.

Heidegger, treating the Greek alerheia as a term composed with the alpha-
privative particle and thus literally meaning ‘urhiddenness’ or ‘unconceal-
ment’, identifies four stages in the career of the prisoner of the Cave.? At
first, he is chained, secing only shadows, hearing only echoes. These are the
things which seem to him to be ‘unhidden’ (alethes, 515¢, 1-2). Then, he is
freed from his bonds and permitted to turn towards the fire and the objects
whose reflected shadows he had previously beheld. These things, painfully
regarded through blinded eyes, are now ‘unhidden’, in a certain respect, but
it is the shadows dancing on the wall, seen with ease rather than pain, that
appear 1o be ‘more unhidden’ (alethestera, 515d, 6). In the third stage the
prisoner is dragged out into the open, where his eyes, gradually growing
strong, come to see that which is ‘most unhidden’® of all, the solar orb that
is the ‘Idea of the Good’. Witnessing it in its radiant splendour the former
prisoner now recognizes the true order of things and the fact that all that he
had seen in the Cave, though false, was nonetheless dependent on this for its
shadowy existence.

The fourth, and final, stage occurs when the prisoner returns to the Cave
to free his former companions. No longer able to see ‘correctly’ in the Cave’s
dark recesses, he courts death by proclaiming a truth to which the still chain-
ed prisoners react as to the ravings of a madman.

The transformation of the soul which has progressed through these stages
consists in a reorientation through which one comesto behold the ‘unhidden’,
the truth which was previously concealed, precisely because one’s gaze was
turned in the wrong direction. In becoming thus reoriented the truth is laid
bare, or, in Heidegger’s words, it is ‘wrested from a base and stubborn con-
cealment’. ! Moreover, {[Wlhere there is pure education the soul itself is
seized and transformed as a whole, while at the same time man is transplant-
ed to the region of his essence and oriented to it>.’? Thus, the revelation of
the “unhidden’ has two aspects; it involves the radiant presence of the ‘un-
hidden’ itself; and it requires a proper human orientation, one which faces
the ‘unhidden’ directly. Heidegger contends, in effect, that the historical shift
in the concept of truth, Plato’s ‘unspoken’ doctrine of truth, is to be found
in a shift in emphasis to the second of these aspects, to the ‘correctness’ of
the human glance, and that as a result of this shift sight has been lost of that
which was, in the first place, to be beheld in its mysterious self-disclosure.12
The result of this transition, as George Steiner expresses it, is the emergence
of ‘the Aristotelian-Thomistic view of truth as that of an agreement or ade-
quation between subject and object . . . [which] places man at the command-
ing fulcrum of being. It must lead’, he continues, ‘to that pragmatic and
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technological imperialism over knowledge which proceeds via Cariesian
rationality to the Nietzschean exaltation of will and modern nihilism.'14

Whatever we may conclude with regard to the full details of Heidegger’s
account, we must concede to him at the ouiset that the Greek notion of
aletheig, ‘truth’, cannot be thought of reductively as signifying only adae-
quatio intellectus et rei. Bven in the writings of Aristotle, who sought to dis-
ambiguate the term to the extent possible, aletheia remains a problematic
concept. This was almost certainly brought to Heidegger’s attention when he
was still quite young, through his reading, in 1907, of Brentano’s On the
Several Senses of Being in Aristotle, the third chapter of which is entitled,
‘Being in the Sense of Being True’ (on hos alethes, ens tanquam verum).'s
Further reflections of Brentano on truth became available posthumously, in
1930, with the publication of The True and the Evident (Wahrheif und Evi-
denz).'® In 1889 Brentano presented the Vienna Philosophical Society with a
ecture on “The Concept of Truth’—this was among the pieces later publish-
ed in The True and the Evident—in which he elaborates in popular terms
some of the ambignity with which, he maintained, Aristotle had been
struggling:

We call many thoughts, ideas, or presentations (Vorstellungen) true, and
we call others false (hallucinations, for example, we call false); we call
concepts true or false, we call judgements true or false; we call conjectures,
hopes, and anxieties true or false; we calla heart, a mind, true or false
(un esprit faux); we call external things true or false, we call sayings true
or false; we call conduct true or false; we call expressions, letters of the
alphabet, and many other signs, true or false; we call a friend, we call
gold, true or false. We speak of true happiness and of false happiness .. .
Similarly, we say on occasion: a false woman . . . , but in another sense a
false woman would be a man posing as a woman . . . ; and still in another
sense a false woman would be a man who has no thought of pretending to
be a woman but nonetheless is taken for one, a thing that actually happen-
ed to me at dawn one morning in the entrance to the Witrzburg fortress.
At that time I was wearing a cassock . . .17

As Brentano argues, Aristotle sought to resolve some of the difficulties
flowing from the ambiguity of the concept of truth by reference to his doc-
trine of analogy. What is true in the primary sense is the judgement that
accords with its object. Other sorts of truth are so-called only in so much as
they <all stand in close relation to’ such judgement. This is similar to the
manner in which a concept such as ‘healthy’ is to be explained: in this case,
one thinks primarily of the healthy animal body, but the parts of that body,
as well as foods, medicines, exercise routines and attitudes may all be called
‘healthy’ too, owing to their close relations to-the health of the body.

By the time Brentano delivered his talk on truth in Vienna, several gf his
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senior contemporaries had already challenged the Aristotelian doctrine of
truth, above all the historian of philosophy, Windelband, and the father of
contemporary philsophical hermeneutics, Withelm Dilthey.!® While Brentano
ultimately defends in that lecture a version of the Aristotelian doctrine
against them, it is already clear that he regards that doctrine as a troubled
one. By 1915 he would abandon the correspondence theory altogether,
saying:

[W]e cannot possibly know that there is an agreement between things un-
less we know each of the things between which the agreement holds. Hence
if all knowledge were thought of as knowledge of agreement, we would be
required to complete an impossible regressus ad infinitum. The real
guarantee of the truth of a judgement lies in the judgement’s being evi-
dent. .. . Truth pertains to the judgement of the person who judges cor-
rectly—to the judgement of the person who judges about a thing in the
way in which anyone whose judgements were evident would judge about
the thing; hence it pertains to the judgement of one who asserts what the
person whose judgements are evident would also assert.!?

But though Brentano has now abandoned the doctrine of adequation, he re-
tains, as had Windelband and Dilthey, Aristotle’s view that truth primarily
pertains to the truc judgement. It is here that the genuine radicalism of
Heidegger’s thesis concerning aletheia becomes apparent, even without regard
to its historical ramifications, though we must note, in Brentano’s invocation
of the <evident’, a striking anticipation of Heidegger’s notion, first introduc-
ed in Sein und Zeit, of Being-true as disclosedness,

* # #

The Sanskrit term most frequently rendered in English as ‘truth’ and in
German as ‘Wahrheit’ is satya. A comparative inquiry into the conceptual
nexus associated with this term must begin by asking: what does the word
satya literally mean, and how was its basic meaning understood in India?
Only when we know this, will we be able to investigate particular instances
of the ‘philosophical’ use of the term in question without that investigation
being from the outset unacceptably tendentious.

There can be no question of safya having ever meant anything like ‘un-
hidden’. As is well-known, it is derived in an altogether straightforward
manner from a participial form of the verb ‘to be’, and can be traced right
back to the Indo-European copula, which is preserved in the Sanskrit as,
Greek eimi, Latin esse, English is, German Sein. This is not merely a dis-
covery of modern comparative philology: Sanskrit grammarians, though not
engaged in Indo-European historical linguistics, were always acutely sensi-
tive to the derivational principles of their own language, and they cxplain
the term sarya thus: sate hitam yat.®® This terse formula means: [the second-
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ary derivational suffix] ya has been applied to [the present participle}saz. The
suffix ya has several functions; typically, it expresses derivation, affinity,
relatedness. It may express this rather strongly, for instance, in the formation
of patronymics—e.g. ‘son of so-and-so’, ‘descendent of so-and-so™—or so
weakly that the derived term is virtually synonymous with its etymon. Saiya,
therefore, given a strong interpretation of the semantic influence of the deri-
vational suffix is ‘what stands in relation to, has affinity with, being’. Read
more weakly it is simply ‘what has being’.

From the Vedic period onwards, Indian thinkers regarded speech as one
of the things that, in some instances at least, could be characterized as satya,
‘related to being’.2s The epithet safyavadi—truth-speaker, one who ‘tells it
like it is’®*—comes into use during the same early period, and suggests that
true speech was regarded as that speech which discloses what is through some
sort of correspondence thereto, a conception that was later given systematic
expression in Hindu philosophical literature.* That very early Indian think-
ers did regard language as capable of standing in a relationship of corres-
pondence or adequation to being is confirmed beyond reasonable doubt by
even so ancient a text as the Brhadaranyakae Upanisad, where the apparent
impossibility of designating some objecis—brahman or Gtman—in this manner
had already become a topic of lively discussion.? It was here that the seed
was planted, for the eventual emergence of the theory of ‘two truths’ (satya-
dvaya) that became prominent in much later Buddhist and Vedantic scho-
lasticism, and to which we shall return below.

Throughout the history of Indian Buddhism the paradigmatic notion of
‘ruth’ (Sanskrit satya, Pali sacca) was tevealed in the teaching of the ‘Four
Noble Truths’. Even so late a Mahdydna epistemologist as Moksakaragupta
(twelfth century), separated from the age of the Buddha by no less a span of
time than was Luther from Jesus, in his exposition of the peculiar mode of
perception or knowledge possessed uniquely by the insightful sage, refers to
the four noble truths as the ‘genuine objective’, contemplation of which is
productive of the knowledge in question.?” When we inqguire into what
‘truth’ meant to Indian Buddhists, therefore, we would do well to begin by
asking, what sort of ‘truth’ is meant when one speaks of ‘four noble truths’?

The siitre in which the Buddha first reveals his teaching of the four truths
is reported universally to have been his first sermon. Though the various
available redactions in the surviving canons of the early Buddhist schools
reveal some discrepancies in the precise wording of the text, one is nonethe-
less struck by its relative stability in its several transmissions.?® The best
known version is the Dhammacakka-ppavattanasutta of thePali canon, where
the crucial passage with which we are here concerned reads as follows:

Now this, O monks, is suffering, 2 noble truth: birth is suffering ; ageing is
suffering; illness is suffering; death is suffering; coming into contact with
what is unpleasant is suffering; separation from what is pleasant is suffer-
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ing; not getting what one desires is suffering; in short, the five acquisitive
bundles [of form, sensation, perception, volition and consciousness] are
suffering. Now this, O monks, is the origination of suffering, a noble truth:
it is this thirst, causing further birth, accompanied by delight and desire,
taking pleasure here and there, namely, erotic thirst, thirst for being, thirst
for anmihilation. Now this, O monks, is the cessation of suffering, a noble
truth: it is that thirst’s cessation due to dispassion without remainder, [its]
abandonment, releasement, liberation, removal. Now this, O monks, is the
path conducing to the cessation of suffering, a noble truth: it is this eight-
limbed path, namely, correct view, correct intention, correct speech, correct
limits on action, correct livelihood, correct effort, correct presence of
mind, correct meditation.?®

It seems by no means certain that the term ‘truth’ is used univocally
in these passages. The manner in which the first truth, that of suffering, is
expressed, suggests above all a roughly propositional conception of truth: i
is true that X is suffering, ¥ is suffering, etc. But in the case of the second
truth, that of the origination of suffering, it is a particular property, ‘thirst’,
that is identified with the truth in question; and in the third the cessation of
that property. Finally, the fourth truth embodies a recommended course of
action. “Truth’, therefore, would appear to be what is really the case, or a
fact about the world, or an appropriate course of human action, or else it is
a proposition or assertion corresponding to such a reality or fact or action.
‘Noble Truths’ are those truths, contemplation of which ctlminates in the
attainment of the status of a ‘noble’ in the classical Buddhist sense, that is,
one whose final liberation is secure.

In the scholastic literature of early Buddhism a distinction is sometimes
made between those terms or statements that are of ‘ultimate significance’
(paramattha) and those which are matters only of conventional usage (sam-
muti). Thus, for instance, the Questions of Milinda (Milindapafiha), para-
phrasing here the much earlier Karhdvatthu: ‘In an ultimate sense, no person
is apprehended . . . “there is a being” is conventional usage.’3® It is this dis-
tinction that, refined and further developed, becomes a distinction of ‘two
truths’. Nagarjuna (Second century c.E.} introduces it thus:

Relying on two truths is the Dharma—instruction of the Buddhas:
The truth of the world’s conventional usage, and the truth in an ultimate
sense. 3!

Though I do not accept the general thesis of those who seek to disassociate
Nigarjuna from the Mahayana, I can see no reason not to take the technical
terms in this verse as meaning just what they do in the tradition represented
by The Questions of Milinda. 1t is true that Pali sammuti is here represented
by Sanskrit samvrei,8but, as will become apparent below, that should not in
itself convince us that any semantic shift has yet taken place.
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The context of Nagarjuna’s verse is also worth noting: it occurs in the
middie of his discussion of the Four Noble Truths, and is clearly introduced
here, as it had been in Milinda, to provide a meta-linguistic device through
which to interpret differing, apparently incompatible, assertions of doctrine,
in this case the teaching of emptiness and that of the Four Truths. The two
truths can plausibly be regarded as originally hermenentical categories, and
not as a metaphysical theory at all, much less a theory about the general
concept of ‘truth’. Nonetheless, it would appear that during the first centuries
C.E., Buddhist scholasts came increasingly to regard the two truths as a
scheme parallelling, or supplementing, that of the Four Noble Truths. Vasu-
bandhu writes :

Four truths were utiered by the Lord, and also two truths: the truth of
conventional usage and the truth of ultimate significance. What is the de-
fining characteristic of those two?—

With reference to some thing, upon there being a breaking up or mental
reduction to other [constituent elements], if no perception of that [thing
remains], as in the case of a pot or of water,

Then it is truth of conventional usage; otherwise, the truth of ultimate
significance.3?

In his commentary which follows, he makes clear that truth is conceived
according to a linguistic paradigm : satyam evahur na mrga, ‘they speak truth,
indeed, not lies’. And Yasomitra, in his sub-commentary (which incidentally
quotes in full the verse of Nagirjuna that we have already cited above),
glosses samvrti with the expression samvyavahdrena, ‘according to common
nsage’. 3

H Nagarjuna’s explicit doctrine of the two truths can thus be plausibly
understood as simply a variant on early Buddhist scholastic usage, is it not
yet possible that his teaching as a whole nonetheless necessitated a trans-
formation in the understanding of that doctrine? As Heidegger tells us: ‘The
“doctrine’ of a thinker is that which is left unsaid in what he says, to which
man is exposed in order to expand himself upon it.’3¢ Indeed, the later his-
tory of Mahdyina thought, above all within the Madhyamaka tradition, re-
veals a deepening and ever-widening preoccupation with the problem of the
two truths, as that tradition expands itself upon what remains unsaid in
Nigarjuna’s doctrine. The history is long and complex, but thanks to the
recent intensification of research in the sphere of the history of Indian
Madhyamaka philosophy, many significant details have now come into
view.35 It will not be possible to survey this material at all within the limits
of the present essay, so to adduce the great changes that were to take place,
we shall leap ahead to the final phase in the history of Indian Madhyamaka,
and consider briefly some of the remarks on the two truths found in Prajiia-
karamati’s (tenth or eleventh century) commentary on Santideva’s (seventh
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century) Introduction to Enlightened Conduct. Santideva’s evocative verses,
Prajfidkaramati’s comments on wWhich will concern us here, are these:

Convention and ultimate significance—this is thought to be the pair of
truths.

Reality is not in the intellect’s scope; intellect is said to be conventional
usage. (9.2)

The world is twofold, for there are adepts and commoners.

The world of the commoner is defeated by the adept’s world. (9. 3)

Defeated, too, according to distinction of thought, are the adepts in as-
cending succession. (9.4ab)?®

A superficial resemblance with the parable of the Cave will be noticed
immediately : as the condition of the prisoners is separated from that of the
realizer of theé <Idea of the Good’ by an intervening realm in which one has
turned painfully away from the shadows flickering on the wall, so herc the
commoner who knows only convention is separated from the realizer of the
truth of ultimate significance by a hierarchically ordered realm of adepts,
who, though free from the constraints of the commoner, have not yet realiz-
ed that reality which is the truth of ultimate significance. Thus, the apparent
bivalence of the two truths notwithstanding, the scheme, as presented here,
can be made out to comport rather well with Heidegger’s reading of the
Platonic progression from that which merely appears to be ‘unhidden’—
Plato’s alethes, Santideva’s samvrtisatya—through that which is ‘more un-
hidden’—alethestera, yogisamvrti®—to that which is ‘most unhidden’—to
alethestaton, paramdrthasatya. Let us turn now to Prajidkaramati’s discus-
sions of the essential concept of the two truths.?8

Prajiiakaramati opens his comments on verse 9.2 by explaining the term
samvriti, so far translated as ‘conventional usage’. He writes:

Samvyti is so-called because by it the comprehension of what is as it is,
is concealed, occluded, because of the occlusion of essential being, and be-
cause of its disclosing [what is itself] occluded. Ignorance, stupefaction
and error are synonyms. For ignorance, being the imputation of the forms
of non-being things, and of the nature of occlusion of the vision of inhe-
rent being, is sarpvrii.®®

Concealment has now displaced convention as the primary signification of
samvrti. It is not without interest to note that here, as in Heidegger’s novel
interpretation of aletheia, the rhetorical medium for the reassessment of the
word’s meaning is etymological explanation—Dby explaining, or seeming to
explain, a word from its root, we seek to probe its archaic resonances, to un-
cover in its depths a message lost to the commerce of ordinary chatter. The
later Madhyamaka interpretation of samvrti, it should be emphasized, is
etymologically correct: the root-form from which it is derived, sam-vr, means
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essentially ‘to cover over, to close’. Hence, ‘closing of the throat, articula-
tion’,* but also ‘concealment’. That Madhyamaka thinkers came in time to
emphasize the latter signification was a historical decision, linguistically cor-
rect to be sure, but not given unto them by the language even prior to their
reflection upon it.

Prajfidkaramati’s discussion of paramdrtha reveals a subtle intermingling
of two themes that had been associated with this term from antiquity. On the
one hand, following a tradition established in the analytical aspects of abhi-
dharma thought, as represented above primarily in the selection from Vasu-
bandhu, it is that which is ultimately real, that which is not destroyed
through a reductive analytical procedure. For Vasubandhu this means that it
was paradigmatically two sorts of things: physical atoms and phenomenal
atoms or dharmas. For Prajiiakaramati, as a Madhyamaka thinker, analysis
can find no such points of termination ; it must proceed until it reveals the
radical contingency of all conditioned phenomena, their ultimate emptiness:

The ultimate, highest, significance, is - . . the uncontrived form of things
owing to the comprehension of which there is the abandonment of afflic-
tion that is bound up with all dispositions [involving] obscuration. It is the
absence of inherent being of all dharmas, [their] emptiness, just-so-ness,
genuine limit, the sphere of dharma-—these are among its synonyms.#

As this passage makes clear, however, analytical ultimacy is closely asso-
ciated with soteriological ultimacy—at the limit of analysis there is an
‘abandonment of affliction’. While the Buddhist tradition seems to have al-
ways associated the two, the later Madhyamaka tradition accentuates this in
a manner that is in certain respects to be distinguished from the earlier tra-
dition. For paramdrtha can mean not just ‘ultimate significance’ in an analy-
tic sense, but equally it can stand for paramapurusartha, that is, the highest
end of man, mokgsa, liberation. In the tradition represented by Prajiiakara-
mati, there is an apparently perfect convergence between these notions. One
result is that the two truths scheme is no longer essentially a hermeneutical
device used to interpret Four Truths discourse, nor is it an altecnative classi-
ficatory scheme : rather, the two truths embrace and include the Four Noble
Truths themselves:

Four Noble Truths have been explained in the gbhidharma by the Lord,
whose defining characteristics are suffering, origination, cessation and the
path. How, therefore, can there be just two truths?...it is because of
their being included in the two. In this manner—the truths of suffering,
origination, and the path, being essentially concealment, are included in
the truth of concealment, and the truth of cessation in the truth of wlti-
mate significance. Thus there is no contradiction [between the two
schemes].%

The doctrine of two truths, having assumed an all-embracing character,
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begins to look increasingly like a general doctrine of truth. But we have not
yet said just how it is that truth, sazya, is here to be understood. In parti-
cular, if semyrti is concealment, occlusion, then in what sense is it satya,
truth, at all?

Samvrti is one truth, inerrant and paramdrtha is the other truth. ‘And’
conjoins them as being equivalent in so much as they are just truth. Here
the truth of concealment is the non-inadequate form [adhered to by] the
common world. The truth of ultimate significance is the incorrigible rea-
lity [realized by] the nobles.*?

The world of common experience, including its linguistic .and cognitive
experiences, is true just in so far as it is not actually falsified. Its “truth’is not
a question of adequation, but rather of non-inadequation : whether my con-
cept of a vase involves a relationship of adequation to that vase, in the Aris-
totelian-Scholastic sense, can never be established,* but the Madhyamika’s
notion of non-inadequation (avitatha, lit. ‘non-not-thus’) is not the straight-
forward double negation of the Western scholastic concept. So long as my
concept of the vase is not defeated in experience, it is not inadequate. In
quotidian life that is generally all the truth we need. Prajfidkaramati adds:

It may be [objected], how is it that samvrti, being of the nature of what is
revealed in ignorance, and which is devastated by hundreds of investiga-
tions, because its nature is the imputation of what is not, is truth? This
too is truth. For it is spoken of as the truth of concealment in that it is a
determination of the common world. For it is the world that is here the
truth of concealment. In conformity with it, the Lord too has just so
spoken [in terms of] the truth of concealment, without reference to those
seeking reality. Hence, the qualification ‘and the truth of the world’s con-
ventional usage’ has been asserted by the venerable teacher [Nagarjunal.
In reality, ultimate significance is the only truth.t

It is precisely here that we may return to Heidegger’s reflections on ale-
theia, for it is the concealment that is the world, that is known as truth in so
far as there is no deprivation of adequation, that is the ground realized also
as the truth of ultimate significance. In the two truths doctrine dualism is
overcome, much as it is in Heidegger’s thinking on the unhidden, which is
vouchsafed to the thinker in virtue of its very concealment. Concealment is
the abode of emptiness, that which is of ultimate significance ; and because
its abode is concealment “in reality, ultimate significance is the only truth’.

In the soteriological dimension of the two truths doctrine as well, some
will be inclined to find some harmony with the later Heidegger’s reflections
on ‘releasement’. The possible points of harmonious contact now seem to be
many, and the path that seems to find its beginning in these reflections urges
us forward. However, in accord with the spirit of the wanderer on the Holz-
wege of thought, I must end by abruptly changing my course.
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Heidegger’s reinterpretation of the Greek notion of alethela was offered in
pari as a Aistorical thesis. It is not, in this case, a matter of a philosopher’s
historical accuracy or inaccuracy, being to all intents and purposes irrelevant
to his philosophical intentions, for Heidegger’s interpretations of history are
absolutely central to his thought ; and his thinking on the historicity of the
concept of truth contains the distilled essence of his historical vision. The
archaic conception of the unhiddenness of Being was, at some point and
time in the history of Being, namely Greece in the last half of the last millen-
nium Be, transformed into and supplanted by the notion of truth as a
correspondence between idea and object; and it was this transformation that
betokened the entire later development of western ‘rationality’, undsr the
banner of ‘metaphysics’. This is pretty strong stuff, and we need to ask what,
if any, bearing our Indian Buddhist researches might have here.

It seems fairly certain that the doctrine of two truths, in the developed
form in which we have described it above, represents not the archaic thought
of India, which regarded truth loosely as ‘that which has affinity to being’,
and more precisely as the real state of affairs obtaining in the world, or as
speech or thought according with that reality. This is not to say, of course,
that there was an archaic doctrine of truth, and that that doctrine corres-
ponded more or less to the correspondence theory. Rather, the archaic con-
ceptual nexus associated with the notion of truth was somewhat indefinite,
pregnant with possibilities of reflective and theoretical disclosure. Qur con-
clusions about this thus conform quite closely to those of Charles Kahn re-
garding the relationship between the concepts of truth and being in Greece,
so that, because Sanskrit and Greek are closely related cognate tongues, we
have some reason to be sceptical of Heidegger’s arguments concerning the
historical primordiality of truth-as-unhiddenness.

Because archaic Indo-European notions of truth were indefinite, and thus
offered many avenues for possible development, it should not be too asto-
nishing that reflective civilizations, such as those of India and Greece, gene-
rated diverse theories or doctrines of truth. Plato’s interest in the theory of
knowledge may perhaps be traced in part to the polysemy of “truth’ in his
time. Consider too that in India, epistemologists and logicians of the Nyiya
and allied schools, among Hindus, Buddhists and Jains, advanced markedly
positivistic theories of truth, which traditions of thought like the Madhya-
maka and Vedinta were, in part, determined to overcome. Again, the evi-
dence may be read so as to undercut Heidegger’s account.

But does it? Granting that ‘anhiddenness’ can be accorded no historical
priority, at least among Greeks and Indians, we must not conclude that it is
therefore without priority in the unfolding of that thinking in which the Be-
ing of beings announces itself. Despite the evident fact that the ontological
separation of subject and object, with its attendant repercussions for think-
ing on truth, was no less prominent a theme in Indian thought thanin Greek,
we cannot conchide that-Heidegger has failed to identify a crucial feature of
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Western-Hellenic-Christian thought, crucial precisely because that tradition
itself fatefully chose that it should be pre-eminent, much as the Madhya-
maka tradition fatefully chose to destroy classical Indian ‘metaphysical’
thought by means of the antidote offered by its doctrine of two truths.*?
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samvytisatyam ifyucyate | loka eva hi samvriisatyam iha pratipannah | todanuvrstiyd
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We may identify three kinds of problems every Western researcher of Bud-
dhism, as well as of any other non-European thought, has to deal with.
Questions of the first kind originate from imperfect information about the
object of research, it having beeninsufficiently explored due to incomplete or
lack of available sources. Second come quests provoked by the quality, not
quantity, of the knowledge acquired. To the fore comes not the volume of it
but its structure as arranged by the researcher in accordance with his’or her
culture-bound presuppositions, attitudes and values. And it is here that we
come across what is commonly glossed over as stercotypes, that is, configu-
rations of concepts and ideas used in an unquestionable and unproblematic
manner as being something ‘known’ through which one can get knowledge
of the ‘unknown’. When the Western researcher applies his or her more or
less stereotyped heuristic model to a non-European system, certain queries
may arise that are easily mistaken for problems of the system itself. These
sham queries being in fact not grounded in the system they arelinked to, allow
only for iilusory solutions. Such are the logical reconstructions of Buddhist
system on the basis of what European thinkers believe it to be like, for
instance, the Pali Text Society recomstruction of ‘primitive’ or ‘original’
Buddhism.

The third kind of problems are those elicited by researchers from the pre-
mises of the system itself. To my mind, it is in moving from a consideration
of the first and second kind of problems to those of the third kind that pro-
gress in comprehending Buddhism consists.

Theodor Ippolitovich Stcherbatsky, a famous Russian Buddhologist, is a
scholar with quite a rich and diverse research experience, but here I confine
myself to his engagement with the second kind of Westerners’ questioning
of Buddhism. This questioning may be conventionally treated as a Western
type of rationality, displaying itself in the belief in a universal cross-cultural
character of its own, hence, culture-bound, modes of reasoning.

It is commonly known that Stcherbatsky was one of the pioneers in the
Western study of Buddhist philosophy. Taking issue with the Pali Text So-
ciety views and those of the France-Belgian school, he argued that Buddhism
arose as a philosophical doctrine. He wrote:
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That the essence and the starting point of Buddhism were speculative
appears very clearly, if we give credit to the records about the other
wandering teachers who were the contemporaries of the Buddha and often
engaged in controversies with him. The questions at issue between them
were of a speculative nature. Ethical questions, the explanation of retri-
bution, were predominant, but they always were closely linked together
with some system of ontology and some doctrine of a Final Release. (The
Conception of Buddhist Nirvana, 1927, p. 3.)

Stcherbatsky’s eminence lies in his having put Buddhist philosophy and
logic at the centre of Buddhological interest, conceiving it indeed to be the
main achievement of Indjan thinking on the whole, the conceptual nucleus
through which ali other aspects of Indian thought should be considered. As
the result of an examination. of Buddhist literature of different schools and
of the main sources of the astika schools of Hinduism, he has come to a
momentous conclusion: that Buddhist philosophy had a considerable impact
on brahmanical doctrines which developed into valid philosophical systems
in the course of, and due to, their polemics with Buddhism.

This conclusion of Stcherbatsky bas received support in all later studies
of Indian philosophy. But as far as his interpretation of the contents of Bud-
dhist philosophy is concerned, we should acknowledge that they reflect the
historical and cultural situation he was in. Russian Buddhology of the late
nincteenth and early twentieth centuries had to deal with intricate and in-
volved tasks, hardly reducible at the time. On the one hand, the stereotyped,
generally fixed in the public mind, treatment of Indian thought as sccond-
rate and backward, had to be overturned. On the other hand, it was neces-
sary to cool down the over-exalted fervour of numerous devotees of Indian
wisdo_m who eagerly extolled its mysticism and spirituality. Russian Buddho-
logists were engaged in the difficult and frequently vexatious enlightenment
enterprise of arguing and demonstrating that Indian culture was not any
‘worse” than the European one, that it had achieved egregious results in all
spheres of human activity. The chief method was establishing analogies and
parallels between Indian and Western ideas and doctrines, as well as ex-
pounding the peculiarly construed reasonings and other samples of the
original thinking of Indian thinkers in language that was intelligible to the
Russian educated public. That is why in Stcherbatsky’s books Buddhist
philosophers speak—it is generally asserted—in the manner of Kant, Hegel,
Hume, Bergson and Russell. Yet it would be an over-simplification to ex-
plain away—as Ya. Vasilkov, a modern Soviet researcher is apt to do—the
‘Europization’ of the Indian thinker’s style occurring in Stcherbatsky’s
works, by the author’s endeavour to find a mode of translation and com-
mentary that would ensure comprehension of modern Western philosophers.
Vasilkov states quite correctly that the great Russian Buddhologist was far
from identifying Buropean and Buddhist systems, but we can hardly consider
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as being well-grounded his insistence that Stcherbatsky kept equally aloof
from ideas of cyclism and ewige Wiederkehr, eternal return, in the history
of philosophy.

It seems, on the contrary, that Stcherbatsky accepted the idea that there
do exist certain paradigms of philosophical thinking that are reproduced in
different cultures and civilizations in different periods of history. He found
congenial and quoted with evident sympathy (the context makes it manifest),
W. Freitag’s maxim that the process of development of philosophy is ruled
neither by chance nor by arbitrary command, but by the internal law of
human nature, due to which similar results are achieved by the philosophic
thinking of quite different peoples in quite different circumstances. If that
does not indicate pure cyclism, it signifies, at least, admission of the parallel
run of the principal ways along which philosophy is developing in the cul-
tures that gave rise to it—no matter in what place or time, some kind of
ewige Wiederkehr (Wilhelm Halbfass denoted it in N. Hartman’s terms as
‘cognition of what has been cognized’ or Wiedererkentniss).

It would hardly be a mistake to claim that Stcherbatsky was among the
first thinkers to undertake one of the most significant of twentieth century
cultural projects: the East-West dialogue. In his ‘Indo-European Sympo-
sium on the Reality of the External World” (Buddhist Logic, Vol. I, Pt. V,
pp. 536-45) he assembled in a sort of ‘debating contest’ representatives of the
different Indian and European traditions, each participant arguing and
maintaining his point of view in a common philosophical (European) langu-
age equally efficient and intelligible to all of them. An essential premise for
such a confrontation of the two philosophical cultures was acknowledging
the one and the other as being equally independent, possessing equal rights
and being cqually valuable.

Stcherbatsky himself presented a fine example of such a. ‘dialogue’. He
belonged to the category of scholars who ‘held firmly two worlds within
themselves’, as V.M. Alekseev, an eminent Russian Sinologist, most appro-
priately described it. We may say that the West and the East have practically
come together in his scholarly work. His brilliant Orientalist education
(under such remarkable scholars of the time as I.P. Minayev, S.F. Olden-
burg, H. Bithler and H. Jacobi), deep knowledge of European cultures, the
spirit of Oriental wisdom acquired from Indian §dssrins, masters of tradi-
tional lore, and his proficiency in the newest achievements of European
science—all these gave him an equal right to speak in the name of modern
European knowledge as well as to represent the views of people nurtured in
Buddhist culture.

Still, though the significance of the ‘dialogue of cultures’ in the process of
developing the means of their mutual understanding and cognition be ever
so great, the concomitant damages of cross-cultural enthusiasm should not
be overlooked. The primary danger is that of falling into the habit of ignor-
ing the distance between ‘one’s own’ and ‘foreign’ ideas—which may result
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in mistaking the desirable state of things for the real one. Even Stcherbat-
sky, the great and proficient scholar, was unable to escape the fallacy.

He was guided by European ideas of the structure, functions and problems
of philosophical cognition in his analysis of Buddhist texts. In this context,
however, what matters is that classifying Buddhist knowledge into ontology
(metaphysics), logic, epistemology and ethics, he believed he was dealing
with methodological principles of Indian thought itself, but in fact he was
caught in habitual European frameworks. A corollary of the transference of
the European attitude to philosophy to the study of Buddhist thought (logic
in particular) was a ‘secularization’ of the latter in Stcherbatsky’s works.

The Parallels that the scholar discovered between Buddhist and European
logic convinced him that the system of Buddhist logic “in the intention of its
promoters had apparently no special connection with Buddhism as a religion,
i.e. as a teaching of path towards Salvation. It claims to be natural and gene-
‘ral logic of the human understanding’ (Buddhist Logic, Vol. 1, p. 2). V.
Toporov, in his comments on this statement, remarks that it

may be true if we assert that neither did Buddhist epistemology co-ordinate
with its own logic, but it would be wrong in the light of vaster tasks by
which Buddhist scientific structures were inspired. Since Buddhism—as
practically most of other ancient Indian religio-philosophic systems—
steered characteristically for a definite goal, that of moksa, salvation,. . .
Buddhist iogic (taking into consideration specially that it dealt with all
kinds of cognition) naturally made part of Buddhism, the religious doc-
trine of Salvation (being a condition necessary toachieve that aim). (Th. I.
Stcherbatsky, Izbrannye trudy po buddhismu, Selected Works on Bud-
dhism, Moscow, 1988, pp. 298-99.)

Stcherbatsky might not have intended it but the fact was that in his studies
Buropean ideas did officiate as norms, standards, in our terms ‘stereotypes’,
which allowed to the logical reconstruction of the system of the unknown,
i.e. of Buddhist doctrines, ideas and principles. One may also say that a
purposeful search for elements of the known went on within the unknown.
‘From under the cover of an exotic terminology he (i.e. the philosopher) will
discern features which he is accustomed to see differently treated, differently
arranged, assigned different places in the system and put into quite different
contexts’. (Buddhist Logic, p. xii)

Naturally, reconstruction ‘according to pattern’ does not mean that
‘shape and image’ are to be resuscitated literally; only the structure or func-
tions of the pattern may be reproduced, not its contents. Still, the pattern
remains, in 4 sense, a canon, a principle, the definite fulcrum and standard
of measure containing, even when used in an auxiliary and subservient role,
a grave and impressive charge of ideas and views, as we find it in Stcher-
batsky’s works (and those of most other Western Buddhologists as well).

While discussing Stcherbatsky’s methodology—which is of great interest
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to us—his principles of translation should be taken note of. In his attitude
towards the practice of translation Eugene Burnouf’s reflection about the
inevitable connection between the learning of words and mastering ideas in
the study of non-European thought gets a new meaning. The Russian scholar
designated his translation strategy as ‘philosophic’, contrasting it with the
devices of ‘literary’ (word for word) translation generally in use at the time.

Translators who chose the ‘literary’ way concentrated their attention
primarily on words (frequently deviating into an exploration of their etymo-
logy) and the idea denoted by the word was often overshadowed by it or even
quite lost. Stcherbatsky founded, in opposition to that, the tradition of ex-
planatory interpretation in which the sense, the ideas, contained in the text
came foremost.

He explained his attitude to translation thus: <It is only by way of re-
constructing hypothetically the philosophical system in question that the
idea metaphorically designated by the term to be translated can be identified,
at first but approximately’ (Teoria poznania i logica po ucheniu pozdnich
buddhistov, Theory of Cognition and Logic of the latest Buddhists, St.
Petersburg, 1903, Vol. 1, p, LV). He qualified the ideal (perfect) translation
as the text which might have been created by an ancient Indian thinker had
he known Russian and translated his ireatise into it. “We have left not a
single term untransiated. In general we endeavoured as far as it was possible
to fully comprehend the anthor’s idea and render it in Russian in such a
manner as the author himself would have construed it if we might suppose

.that he was to write in that tongue’ (ibid.). This suggests, as V. Toporov

correctly points out, that ‘the meta-language of European logic was chosen
for translation’ (fzbrannye Trudy, p. 296). The translator’s “full comprehen-
sion of the author’s idea’ allows for, in Stcherbatsky’s opinion, an exactly
opposite operation, that of construing European philosophic ideas in the
meta-langnage of Indian philosophy. Thus, for example, to prove the simi-
larity of certain maxims of Buddhist logic to those of European philosophy,
he rendered into Sanskrit Henri Bergson’s phrase about the mathematician’s
outlook (from his ‘L’Evolution Créatrice’)—The world the mathematician
deals with is a world that dies and is reborn at every instant’—and claimed
that, “This being the precise rendering of Bergson’s words, sounds like a
quotation from an Indian text’. (Buddhist Logic, pp. 107-8.)

Still, such translations that render the idea with fullest completion, ‘with-
out any residue left’, in spite of their evident advantages in representing the
developement of ideas in the original text, can hardly be considered to be
translations, properly speaking. It would be more expedient to treat them as
interpretations or logical reconstructions of what the translator had com-
prehended. The tendency to render only ideas and senses expressed in the
original text, whatever be the words, is fraught, to my mind, with too great
a danger of modernization. An idea divorced from its primary lexical attire
and inserted in strange linguistic garb may get quite lost among the shadows
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of sense associations belonging to the conceptual structures of another.
language, alien to it,

Another point of importance is that—beside the semantic aspect of the
text which cannot be accounted for completely in such translations—the
‘philosophical’ translation-reconstruction proves to be too subjectively
selective for its dependence on philosophic erudition and even on the intel-
lectual tastes of the translator, as the practice of Stcherbatsky himself evi-
dences. Hisinsight into and proficiency in different systems of European
philosophy was. imprinted in the translations and comments he prepared in
the corresponding periods of time: observant readers take note of the Kantian
and Neo-Kantian styles giving way to the style of Henri Bergson and Edmund
Husserl.

One can arrive at his views and beliefs by studying closely the ideas he singl-
ed out as exemplifying the similarity between Buddhist and European think-
ing. An interesting sample of his reasoning deserves to be quoted here. Discus-
sing Buddhist philosophical systems he remarked that

when correctly comprehended and rendered into our philosophic parlance
they display.a wonderful likeness to the latest and newest achievements in
the sphere of our scientific views. . . . World outlook without God, psycho-
logy without soul, perpetuity of elements of matter and of spirit—being a
peculiar expression of the Causality law, heredity, the process of existence
instead of existence of things, and, if we turnto practical life, —abjuration of
private property, disavowal of national boundaries, acknowledgement of
universal fraternity of all people, and, last of all, our common belief, essen-
tial to all of us, that we are progressing and should progress towards perfect-
ing ourselves—independently of God, soul and freedom of will, these are
the main features of both Buddhism and our modern, newest outlook. (Filo-
sofskoye uchenie buddisma, Philosophical Teachings of Buddhism, 1919).

The passage makes clear that Stcherbatsky had many views in common with
the pre-revolutionary Russian liberal intelligentsia, namely, belief in the
omnipotence of science—or as we would put it now, scientism, life-affirming
atheism, and belief in the general progress of human perfection. Needless to
say, all these views turned to be illusions, as far as the history of post-revo-
lutionary Soviet Russia is concerned-

A.L Pyatigorsky, a modern Buddhologist, thus appreciated Stcherbatsky’s
strategy of drawing the Buddhist-European science parallel:

Stcherbatsky never managed to hammer out a completely autonomous.
point of view. To be sure, he was the most resultative of all Buddhologists
perceiving Buddhism from their standpoint in the world of European cul-
ture. His parallels are greatly convincing (e.g., the parallel between the Bud-
dhist theory of instantaneousness and Henri Bergson’s conception, the
parailel between the Buddhist principle of voidness with the Theory of
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Relativity, etc.), yet they are no more than parallels, not connected with the
immanent contents of Buddhist philosophy. (*O.0. Rosenberg and a Pro-
blem of Descriptive Language in Buddhology, in Acta et Commentationes
Universitatis Tartuensis, Works on Signs Systems, 5, Tartu, 1973, ¢. 433.)

But the latter conclusion of the otherwise very perceptive Pyatigorsky, is
somehow undermined by the fact that in India Stcherbatsky was appreciated
not simply as a researcher of Buddhism, but as a Buddhist philosopher; for
instance, the great Indian scholar Dharmendra Nath Shastri believed Stcher-
batsky to have contributed to the development of Indian philosophy in gene-
ral (D.N. Shastri, ‘Contribution of Th. Stcherbatsky to Indian Philosophy’,
The Modern Review, Calcutta, 1955, Vol. 93, No. 2, PP. 117-20). It secems
that Stcherbatsky’s ‘Europization’ of Buddhist and Indian philosophy did not
run counter to the principles of philosophizing accepted in the Indian tradi-
tion itself, that of commenting on some authoritative text of the past in terms
of a descriptive language enriched by the philosophical thinking of the present
time. Thus, Stcherbatsky’s renderings of Sanskrit terms and his reasoning
about the subjects of Indian philosophy might be treated as a certain, Euro-
pean, version of Indian philosophical commentaries. There is one more res-
pect in which he may remind us of an Indian philosopher : his claims on the
eminent role of Indian philosophy and his attempts to popularize it among
European thinkers are very close to those of Indian intellectuals and neo-
Hindu leaders of the early twentieth century.

And it is at this juncture that we must raise the question ourselves: should
we consider Stcherbatsky to be an Indian philosopher expressing himselfin a
European language, or should we treat him as a Western researcher of Indian
philosophy? This question seems to bring us back to the initial uncertainty
characteristic of the tasks of the history of philosophy as a discipline of study
~-~whether it is actual philosophizing on the subjects of philosophical systems
of the past in modern terms, or a historical account of these systems with their
concepts and methods. The latest Asian studies in comparative philosophy
demonstrate both the approaches as being distinct and from cachotheras well
asinter-woven. But still, my pointis that if we pretend to be Aistorians of non-
European philosophical thought, we should always be aware of the issues
arising from our research position as being distinct from those of this thought
itself. In default of such distinction any attempt to comprehand and explain
the latter may result not in an appropriate historical account of this thought
but in one more ‘self-image’ revealing only our strong yearning for ‘the exist-
ence of other minds’ while quite unable to detect it.
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AN AMBIGUITY OF ORDER

In this essay, I want to argue that if Aristotle and much of the tradition that
followed in his wake has been rightin asserting that rationality is the defin-
ing essence of humanity, and if we accept Aristotle’s standards of rationality,
then we will be hard pressed to include the Chinese at the human table. At
the very least, we will have to seat them at the far end as a radically different
order of humankind.

The degree of this philosophic difference (and indifference} can be anti-
cipated historically. The civilizations that share the Indo-European group of
languages are certainly many and diverse, but by virtue of trade, war, popu-
lation movements, and the imperceptible dissemination of ideas entailed by
such contact, they have, over the past millennia, developed a cultural family
resemblance. The movement among these cognate Indo-European languages
lulls us into a sense of shared conceptual ground that is illusory when ad-
dressing the more exotic traditions.

Philosophers such as Nietzsche and Heidegger return to the conceptual
clusters of pre-Socratic Greek as a strategy for getting behind the dualistic
metaphysics dominant in the received Platonic-Aristotelian-Christian tradi-
tion, and for recovering alternative philosophical possibilities. Both philo-
sophers are persuaded that a particular world-view is sedimented in the
language of a culture and the systematic structure of its concepts, encourag-
ing certain philosophical possibilities while discouraging others. As Nietz-
sche speculates,

The strange family resemblance of all Indian, Greek and German philo-
sophizing is explained casily enough. Where there is an affinity of langu-
ages, it cannot fail, owing to the common philosophy of grammar—I
mean, owing to the unconscious domipation and guidance by similar
grammatical functions—that everything is prepared at the outset for a
similar development and sequence of philosophical systems; just as the
way scems barred against certain other possibilities of world-interpre-
tation.t

In exploring Chinese philosophy in search of rationality, we need to guard
against universalizing assumptions prompted by what we as members of only
one language family, take to be the nature of language itself.
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Other western thinkers who have been scif-conscious about side-stepping
the undsrlying dualistic tendencies of Western philosophy have prodlfce_d
alternative linguistic strategics. Whitchead and Pierce invented r}eologlstic
categories which could be defined in such a way as to §k_irt traditional pre-
suppositions. The phenomenologists proposed an explicit meftt}odol.ogy for
preciuding implicit metaphysical assumptions. The hermene_ut:lcls.ts, 1’n chal-
lenging ‘method’ itself, have sought to expose ‘the myth of the given’.

The Chinese, having developed the technology to explore the world egrher
than the European powers, have been resolutely centripetal and parc.mhlai.—
a ‘stay-at-home’ culture. For them, the Great Wall has, over the_ mxllennla},
served as a man-made reiteration of mountain, desert and sea to isolate th?u
subcontinent—serving them as much asa cultural screen as a physical barrier
against foreign invasion.?

The prominent French sinologist, Jacques Gernet, argues that when. the
two civilizations of China and Europe, having developed almost entlr.ely
independently of each other, first made contact in about 1600, the . seemm.g
inaptitude of the Chinese for understanding Christianity and the ghllosophac
edifice that undergirded it was not simply an uneasy difference in the en-
counter between disparate intellectual traditions, buta far more profound
difference in mental categories and modes of thought, and particularly, a
fundamental difference in the Chinese conception of human agency.* Much
of what Christianity-and Western philosophy had to say to the Chine_se was,
for the Chinese, quite literally nonsense—given their own philos‘oph_:lc com-
mitments, they could not think it. And the Jesuits interpreted this d]ﬁ'e':rence
in ways of thinking quite specifically as ineptness in reasoning, logic and
dialectic.®

The West fared little better in its opportunity to appreciate and to appro;
priate Chinese culture. In fact, it fared so badly that the very word ‘Chmgs‘?
in the English language has come to denote ‘confusion’, ‘incomprehengb:-
lity’, <impenetrability’—a sense of order inaccessible to the Western mind.®
The degree of difference between our dominant sense of order and the ‘aes-
thetic’ order prevalent in the Chinese world-view has plagued our encounter
with this antique culture from the start. With Eurocentric savants seeking
corroboration for our own universal indices in the seventeenth century, we
idealized China as a remarkable and <curious land’ requiring the utmost
scrutiny.® Our esteem for this ‘curious land’ plummeted from these ‘Cathay’
idealizations to the depths of disaffection for the inertia of what, in the con-
text of our own industrial revolution, was cast as a moribund, backward-
looking and fundamentally stagnant culture.”

To explore Chinese philosophy in pursuit of some functional equiva-
lent of rationality, then, we will, at the very least, have to recognize that we
are dealing with a fundamentally different world-view. As such, we will cer-
tainly require a vigilant hermeneutical sensitivity to stave off facile compari-

sons. And the more distant Chinese ‘rationality’ is from our own concep-
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tions, the more likely it is that our own languages will have difficulty in
accommodating our discussion of it. After all, each of the world’s languages
is ‘specialized’ in saying particularly well those things necessary to address
the unique features of its own natural and social conditions, and hence, the
greater the degree of difference among cultures, the greater the degree of
difference in translating among the languages that express them. To avoid
importing inappropriate philosophical assumptions to the Chinese case, then,
it will be necessary to reconstruict a small cluster of Chinese terms as a
medium for reflecting on the meaning of reasoning within the culture.

In our recent study, Thinking Through Confucius, David Hall and I elabo-
rated a distinction between a logical and an aesthetic sense of order. This
distinction was useful in bringing into contrast certain features of the domi-
nant Indo-European world-view and the Chinese alternative to it, and can be
extended to focus important differences between dualistic and correlative
modalities of thinking, and the kinds of ‘reasoning’ that attend them.

To establish a working conirast, the gross lines of the sense of order
dominant in the western tradition might be sketched in the following terms.
I say “gross lines’ because the tradition is of course rich and varied, and
counter-examples abound. Still, I would claim that one real contribution of
comparative philosophy isthat it does enable us to identify certain continui-
ties and emphases in the dialectic of Western thought which are peculiar to
it. And this brief characterization is made more persuasive by virtue of the
fact that it is this dualistic sense of order, so prominent in Western philo-
sophic thinking, which has been the target of its own internal critique—Vico,
Nigtzsche, the Pragmatists and the Existentialists, and much of contempo-
rary continental reflection.

The western cultural experience, going back to ancient Greece, is ground-
¢d in a two-world reality-appearance distinction. This distinction challenges
the ultimate reality of change, and has largely defined the work of philosophy
as the pursuit of the permanent behind the transitory. In Plato, this procli-
vity separated an immortal soul from the temporality of physical, sensual
existence; it separated the universal and objective form of beauty and justice
and all things good from their shadowy reflections in particular phenomena ;
it separated the rational principle as some Archimedean point in the chang-
ing world of experience; it separated and elevated <scientific’ knowledge
available for discovery and contemplation (theoria) over practical and pro-
duciive knowledge. With the melding of Greek philosophy and the Christian
tradition, the immortality of the soul was guaranteed, the universal prin-
ciples of truth, beauty and goodness came to reside in a transcendent god-
head, and a rational theology promised that an understanding of the world
constructed by the light of reason was consistent with and a complement to
that higher knowledge available through revelation and faith. In this tradi-
tion, just as God’s punishment imposed on human beings for their initial sin
has been mortality and change, so His reward for obedience is permanence.
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The signal and recurring feature of what we have called the ‘logical’ sense
of order dominating the development of our philosophical and religious
orthodoxy is the presumption that there is something permanent, perfect,
objective and universal that disciplines the world of change and guarantees
natural and moral order—some originative and determinative arche, an
cternal realm of Platonic eidos or ideas’, the One True God of the Judaeo-
Christian universe, a transcendental strongbox of invariable principles or
laws, an analytic method for discerning clear and distinct ideas. The model
of a single-ordered world where the unchanging source of order stands inde-
pendent of, sustains, and ultimately provides explanation for the sensible
world is a familiar and dominant presupposition in our tradition.

Our sense of order, then, dating back to a pre-Socratic pursuit of some
underlying arche, tends to be cosmogonic, assuming an initial beginning and
privileging the primal, unchanging principle that causes and explains that
origin and everything that issues from it. Hence the weight given to analytic
thinking, linear, causal explanations and the dualistic categories in which
these explanations are couched. There is implicit in this world-view a pri-
macy given to some transcendent principle which presides as a top-down,
disciplining order guaranteeing unity and intelligibility, whether this prin-
ciple exists external to us as Deity or internal to us as the hardwiring of
some essential nature. It is a <given’—a source of order independent of our
own actions and experience.

The dominance in our own tradition of what, for want of a better term,
we have called the logical sense of order, is apparent when we reflect on the
skewed technical development of the vocabulary that has been used to inter-
pret our Greek ancestors. It is often forgotten that in its original intention,
Jkosmos refers to both an ordered and an elegant universe. The ‘ornamental’
and ‘cosmetic’ implications of <kosmos’ are seldom advertised. Similarly,
logos is not simply ratio, but also eratio—not just reason, but rhetoric; not
just the ordered expression of the word, but the word itself. Similarly, phusis
is not simply, in Aristotle’s language, ‘the principle (arche) and cause (aitia)
of motion and rest for the things in which it is immediately present’,® but the
process and career of life itself. If we rehearse the inventory of our philoso-
phic vocabulary in this manner, it becomes apparent that order is most often
construed in terms of some independent generative principle which, immune
from change itself, disciplines, regulates, and controls its universe.?

How do we escape these presuppositions of our own tradition, then, to
discern and articulate the internal, what we have called the ‘aesthetic’ im-
petus, that gives definition to both change and order in the Chinese world-
view? Jacques Gernet, in comparing the two traditions, observes that :1¢
¢, , . according to Aristotle, it is normal for all things to be at rest, wWhereas
for the Chinese, in contrast universal dynamism is the primary assumption’.
In describing the largely failed encounter between the Jesuit missionaties
and the Chinese intellectuals, Gernet ascribes the mutual misunderstanding
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to this contrast between externally imposed order assumed in our tradition,
and the Chinese assumption that order is immanent in and inseparable from
a spontaneously changing world:

Believing that the universe possesses within itself its own organizational
principles and its own creative energy, the Chinese maintained something
that was quite scandalous from the point of view of scholastic reason,
namely that ‘matter’ itself is intelligent—not, clearly enough, with a cons-
cious and reflective intelligence as we usually conceive it, but with a spon-
taneous intelligence which makes it possible for the yin and the yang to
come together and guides the infinite combinations of these two opposite
sources of energy.!!

Even the most fundamental ontological categories of ‘Being’ and ‘Non-Be-
ing” as some common quality shared by real things are alien to the classical
Chinese world-view. Where the vast majority of interpreters of Chinese
classics have used Being and Non-Being as equivalents for yu and we, the
more philosophically astute follow D.C. Lau who has consistently used
<Something’ and ‘Nothing’ instead. Being and Non-Being are fraught with
the assumptions of an essentialist ontology. Being is the abstract quality
shared by all things that are. Non-Being is the opposite abstract guality of
all things that are not. The Chinese yu, by contrast, is not a shared abstract
quality of things, but ‘some things that are on hand’ (for example, wan
yu), or all things that are on hand. In the classical Chinese view, you are
not dealing with qualities of things, but particular things themselves.

We begin, then, from a dynamic, auto-generative, and self-directing world
of uniquely different particulars where order is immanent and emergent. Yin
and yang is a familiar metaphor in the tradition—Iiterally, the shady side
and the sunny side of a hill—which is used to express contrast and difference.
The nature of the opposition captured in this metaphor is fundamental in the
culture. It is a basic correlative pairing which expresses the mutnality, inter-
dependence, diversity and creative efficacy of the dynamic relationships that
are deemed immanent in, pattern and valorize the world. The full range of
difference in the world—intellectual and physical, change and continuity,
quality and quantity, nobility and baseness, fact and value, substance and
accident—is explicable through these correlative and complementary
relationships. Yin and yang as correlatives are not universal principles
characterizing some essential feature of phenomena, but are ad hoc expla-
natory categories that report on interactions among immediate concrete
things of the world. For example, in a given relationship, this older woman
might by virtue of her wisdom be regarded as yang in contrast to that young-
er woman who is yin. But if we were to focus on their fecundity, the corre-
lation would probably be the opposite. Because things are at most similar,
they are resolutely hierarchical, and since no one thing is dominant in all
respects, there is at the same time a basis for complementarity.
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Important here is the primacy of particular difference and the absence of
any assumed sameness or identity. Things of the same kind are not defined in
terms of essences or natural kinds, but by virtue of the kinship resembiances
that evoke associations—family resemblances’. Hence, describing any parti-
cular phenomenon does not require the discovery of some underlying deter-
minative and originative principle——a basis for making many one—but a
tracing out and unravelling of the relationships and conditions of the pheno-
menon’s context, and its multiple correlations.!? As D.C. Lau has many
times pointed out, the language of a classical Chinese epistemology has more
to do with ‘mapping’ and ‘unravelling’ than with the grasping of some under-
lying formal essence presupposed in classical western epistemology. Where
in the classical western model, the formal essence reduces the many to one,
in the Chinese model, one evokes many. Each phenomenon in suggesting
other similar phenomena has the multivalence of poetic images. Yin and
yang as the characterization of a particular relationship invariably entail a
perception from some particular perspective that enables us to unravel
patterns of relatedness and interpret our circumstances. They provide a
vocabulary for sorting out the relationships among things as they come
together and constitute themselves in unique compositions.

In the immediately human world of the Confucian, these compositions are
reflected in an irreducibly social conception of person, families and commu-
nities, where the social grammar is necessarily participatory ritual practices
and social roles. It is because of the immanence and hence uniqueness of an
order so defined that Confucius, rather than appealing to transcendent be-
ings or principles, can describe the process of learning in terms of ‘starting
from what is most basic and immediate, and penetrating through to what is
most elevated.””® The Confucian assumption traditionally has been that
personal, familial, societal, political, and ultimately, cosmic order, are
caterminous and mutually entailing, and further, from the personal perspec-
tive, is emergent in the process of one’s own self-cultivation and articulation.
From the perspective of any person, order begins here and extends there.

The explanation of the creative process in terms of the interaction of com-
plementary opposition is fundamental to the Chinese tradition.’d Tn the
absence of the Western-style dualisms that establish an ontological separa-
tion between some determinative principle and that which it determines, the
inter-connectedness and inter-dependence of all things promote a correlative
mode of philosophizing and of explaining order in the world. Angus Graham
in his recent study of correlative thinking is persuasive in arguing for the
primacy of such correlations with respect to analytic thinking.'®

The commonsense thinking of daily life may be conceived as a stream of
correlation redirected by analysis whenever we have occasion to doubt a
comparison or connexion. . . . The Chinese assumption seems to be that
you can criticize correlations but you cannot dispense with them. The
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Western tradition, on the other hand, has long persisted in trying to
detach the analytic completely from its background in the correlative, dis-
missing the latter as loose argument from analogy which we need in practi-
cal life but exclude from strict logic. Tt is only in the last half-century,
with Ryle’s exposure of the category mistake, Kuhn’s proposal that all
science assumes paradigms subverted not by demonstration but by corre-
lative switches, Derrida’s uncovering of chains of oppositions at the back
of logocentric thought, that the West seems finally to be losing faith in its
two-thousand-year-old enterprise.

‘REASONING’ as MAPPING A WORLD

Order is not imposed from without, but is inherent in the process of exist-
ence itself, as are the rings of the tree trunk, the veins of the stone, the
cadence of the ocean. “Causes’ are not external to act upon an inert world,
but internal to a dynamic process of change in which ‘that which causes’ and
‘that which is caused’ is not a legitimate distinction. If ‘reasoning’ is the dis-
covery of reasons or causes, how does it work in such a world? And how is
it different from our own? It is essential we ask this question if only to res-
cue the Chinese tradition and its corpus from the inadvertent ‘rationali-
zation® it has suffered from the first substantive contacts between Western
cultures and the Chinese world. David Mungello, in exploring the origins of
European sinology, contrasts the first western translation of the opening
lines of Chung-yung, one of the Confucian Four Books, edited by the Jesuits
Philippe Couplet et al. in their Confucius Sinarum Philosophus (1697), with
his own rendering of the same passage.

Philippe Couplet:

That which is placed into man by Heaven (¢’ien ming) is called the rational
nature (hsing). Because this is fashioned by means of nature and imitates
it, it is called a rule (zao) or is said to be in harmony with reason. Repeti-
tion to the point of diligently practicing this rule (hsiu tao) and one’s own
regulating of it is called education (chiao) or the learning of virtue.

David Mungello:

‘That which is mandated by Heaven is called one’s inherent nature. Ful-
filling one’s inherent nature is called the Tao (the way). Cultivating Tao is
called philosophy/religion.

There is no question Mungello’s translation attempts to avoid the rationa-
listic assumptions of the seventeenth-century Jesuits, but I would suggest
even Mungello’s translation, while syntactically accurate and certainly re-
presentative among contemporary English versions, is still burdened by a
set of essentialistic presuppositions which do not belong to the Chinese
world-view. Implicit in his language is a teleological conception of ‘human
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nature’, a separation between Creator and creature, and a notion of univocal
Truth (the Tao), entirely alien to the Chinese world-view. A rendering which,
although contesting our present lexicon and the kind of formularistic trans-
lation that it encourages, is more responsive to the underlying Confucian
assumptions outlined above, might be:18 “The constitutive relationships bet-
ween human beings and their world are what is meant by the nature and
character of human life; according with and developing this character is
called one’s way; and the cultivation of one’s way is called learning.’

In both the classical Chinese corpus and the modern language, the closest
term that approximates ‘reason’ is /i. I want to give an account of how the
conventional translations of /i as either ‘reason’ or ‘principle’, while fore-
grounding our philosophical importances, pays the unacceptable penalty of
concealing precisely those meanings which are most essential to an apprecia-
tion of its differences.

My concern then, is, through conceptual reconstruction, to identify and
lift to the surface those peculiar features of a Confucian ‘rationality’ that are
in danger of receding in our reading and interpretation of the texts.

In reconstructing %, I want to try to recover what has been lost in tradi-
tional translation. To do this, the first step must be to establish the range
and depth of meaning encompassed by 7. This will entail not only the gather-
ing of an inventory of alternative meanings, but also the discovery and arti-
culation of those presuppositions which make it fundamentally different
from what we mean by ‘to reason’.

In its earliest occurrences, /i has both a nominal and verbal function as
<order’, ‘pattern’, or ‘markings’ and ‘to order’, ‘to pattern’, or ‘to mark’.
Actually, the earliest occurrence uses the image of ‘dividing up land into
cultivated fields in @ way consistent with the natural topography.’*" Shuo Wen,
one of the earliest Chinese lexicons, inspired perhaps by the fact that this
character is classified under the ‘jade’ signific, suggests that ‘dressing or poli-
shing jade’ and the ‘veins or striations within the jade’ are its most funda-
mental meanings.!® Significantly, the dressing of jade requires the craftsman
to conform his creative expression to those possibilities resident in the natu-
ral striations of the stone. In fact, the best lapidary is the one whose art
maximizes the richest possibilities of the stone itseif.

In expressing the notion of coherence and intelligibility, no severe distinc-
tion is made between ‘natural’ coherence (¢'fen I or tao i) and ‘cultural’
coherence (wen ki or tao If). Just as nature and culture are embraced within
the notion of fao, so they are integral to /i. All of these expressions—tao, wen
and /i—overlap in evoking a sense of pattern and markings.

Philosophically, the most familiar uses of 7 lie somewhere in the cluster
sreasoning’ or ‘rationale’ (A.S. Cua), ‘principle’ (W.T. Chan), ‘organism’ (J.
Needham) and ‘coherence’ (W. Peterson).!® To focus the meaning of this
term, we need to first identify what is inappropriate in each of these render-
ings, and then to determine how /i in fact expresses something of each of them.
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In studying the Chinese corpus, one consults dictionaries thaf encourage us
to believe that many if not most of the terms such as /i have smultiple’ alterna-
tive meanings from which the translator, informed by the context, is required
to select the most appropriate one. This approach to the language, so familiar
to the translator, signals precisely the problem that I have wortied over in
these introductory comments. The irony is that we serve clarity in highlight-
ing what makes sensein our own conceptual vocabulary only to bury the un-
familiar implications which, in themselves, are the most important justifica-
tion for the translation.

I would suggest that with the appearance of any given term in the text, with
varying degree of emphasis, the full seamless range of meaning is introduced.
And our project as interpreters and translators is to negotiate an understand-
ing and rendering that is sensitive to both context and to this full undifferen-
tiated range of meaning. In fact, it is this effort to reconstitute the several
meanings as an integrated whole and to fathom how the character in question
can carry what for us might wellbea curious, often unexpected, and some-
times even incongruous combination of meanings that leads us most directly
to a recognition of difference.®

The most common translation of /i is “principle’, or Needham’s biological
twist on ‘principle’—‘organism’. This rendering is appropriate to the extent
that Ji identifies an inherent structure of organization and development in the
world. The inappropriate side of this rendering is that from the early days of
Matteo Ricci, it has, for the western student of Chinese culture, evoked an
unfortunate association with the Platonic eidos or its Aristotelian variant to
translate Chinese philosophy into an alternative hypostatized idealism.?*

Li, far from being some independent and immutable originative principle
that disciplines a recalcitrant world, is the fabric of order immanent in the
dynamic process of experience. For this reason, it is neither exclusively sub-
jective or objective—psychology” is translated into Chinese as ‘the [ of the
heart-and-mind’, but then ‘physics’ is the the study of the I of things and
events’. Li then does not entail the distinction between the intelligible and the
sensible so familiar to us from the Greek and Christian traditions.

Another condition of I which separates it rather clearly from our common
understanding of “principle’ is that [iis botha unity and a multiplicity. For
Allen Wittenborn in his analysis of /i, this characterization presents us with
a major problem.2 ‘The problem, then, is whether /i is a unity, or a multipli-

city. It cannot be both. If it were then our entire way of thinking, our com-
plete thought processes and forms of reasoning would have to be seriously re-
considered, and probably discarded.” This is precisely the point. As Willard
Peterson observes, /i is the coherence of any ‘member of a set, all the members
of a set, or the set as whole,’® This description reflects both the uniqueness
of each particular and the continuities that obtain among them.

A similar point is made by A.S. Cua who has reservations about ‘principle’
as a transtation of /i because principle ‘is often used asa context-independent
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notion that can be employed as referring to a hasis for justifying particular
moral rules or notions. . . . For the Confucian, duty and obligation are tied to
the roles and positions of persons in the community’.2* Li then is the defining
character or ethos of a given community, or any other such composition.
There is another point at which Ii departs from “principle’. In our tradition,
the discovery of originative and determinative principle enables us to give
causal and rational accounts. Principle, in addition to being a basis for causal
explanations, provides us with a schema for classifying things and subsuming
one thing under another. The investigation of /i, by contrast, is to seek out
patterns which relate things, and to discover resonances between things that
make correlations and categorization possible. The nature of classification in
the Chinese case is juxtaposition through some identifiable similarity—put-
ting different things side by side—rather than identifying essentially deter-
mined ‘kinds’ of things. And as Needham points out, ‘things influence one
another not by acts of mechanical causation, but by a kind of “inductance”
.. .."% Things are continuols with one another, and thus are interdependent
conditions for each other. In a tradition which begins from the assumption
that existence is a dynamic process, the ‘causes’ of things are resident in
themselves rather than being external to them, and the project of giving rea-
sons for things or events requires a mapping out of the conditions that spon-
sor them. If we report night follows day, we are pointing at a contrast and
complementarity we detect in the passing of a day which provides some kind
of understanding, and where we are identifying this day as a condition of
this night, we are not asserting that night is ‘caused’ by day in any strict
sense. This day causes itself. Ironically, the more comprehensive we are in
this project of mapping—the more yins and yangs we call into service in
establishing both contrast and complement—the more complex and in some
ways more ambiguous our explanation becomes.

Among these several alternative translations used for /, ‘reason’ or ‘ratio-
nale’, although philosophically as protean as ‘principle’ for our own tradi-
tion, unwarrantedly restricts /i to a notion of human consciousness and tends
to introduce distinctions such as animate and inanimate, agency and act, in-
telligible and sensible, In fact, /i denotes a coherence and regularity which,
although brought into greatest focus by the human mind, is characteristic of
the world at large. Perhaps one of the closest resonances to this aspect of /i
within our own tradition which underscores the ubiquity and mutuality of
relationships is the notion of «prehending’ we find in Whitcheadean pan-
psychism, where all things and events are ‘aware’ of each other as the exten-
sion and continvity of their own process of being. This is not to suggest that
this tradition denies the biological basis of human experience, bt to claim
that for it the structure of human rationality is importantly contingent—an
ongoing process specific to social, cultural, and of course, natural conditions.
Rather than entailing the discovery of reasons that reveal some pattern of
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linear causality as a basis for understanding, /i suggests an awareness of
those constitutive relationships which condition each thing.and which,
through patterns of correlation, make its world meaningful and intelligible.
All things evidence a degree of coherence as their claim to uniqueness and
complexity, as well as their claim to continuity with the rest of their world.

Liis an “aesthetic’ coherence in the sense that it begins from the unique-
ness of any particular as a condition of individeation, and is at the same
time a basis for continuity through various forms of collaboration between
the given particular and others with which it can be correlated. It is this
collaboration which provides a ground for the various modes of analogical
projection that arethe closest approximation to the ‘reasoning’ available in
this tradition,?s

In contrast with knowing as the grasping of what is essential—the making
present of the Being or Joges of beings—knowing in a Confucian world in-
volves a tracing out without obstruction of the correlated details and the
extended pattern of relationships which obtain among them. Instead of a
classical rationalistic epistemology dependent upon the categories of rational
faculty, substance and accident, necessity and contingency, essence and
attribute and linear causal chains, Confucian knowing has as its goal a com-
prehensive and unobstructed awareness of inter-dependent conditions and
their latent, vague possibilities, where the meaning and value of each element
is a function of its own particular network of relationships.

Such freasoning’ permits direct access to concrete detail and nuance—the
immediate non-inferential intuition of a world—unmediated by abstract and
intellectualized discourse. For example, one may appeal to the categories of
correlative ‘kinds (Jei)’ to organize and explain items in the world. But the
inclusion in any particular ‘kind’ is a function of analogy and a dynamic
mutual responsiveness rather than any set-theoretical identity.?” These cor-
relations are effective to the extent that some interpretations tend to maxi-
mize difference, diversity and opportunity, and hence, are more productive
of harmony than others. And the correlations that one can pursue among the
welter of concrete details serves an analogous function to concept, where
clarity is necessarily the high price paid for concreteness and immediacy.

The Chinese have traditionally attracted respect for their compilations of
a quite astounding variety of data, which, by virtue of their concreteness,
discloses the subtlety, detail and particular relief of the historical terrain. On
the other hand, they do not have the same pride of place when it comes to
the broad strokes of theory, sweeping generalizations and grand methodo-
logical programmes which are willing to sacrifice a degree of nuance for the
power to elucidate over vast tracks. The commentarial iradition that attends
Confucius, for example, is a sustained effort to clarify richly vague images.
The Asiin-ku approach entails “Aséin’, the tracking down of a particular mean-
ing at a particular place and time, and *k#’, the identification and explana-
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tion of old objects: plants, minerals, animals, and so on. This approach
stands in obvious contrast to a more conceptual and theoretically-oriented
methodology.

Another feature of J; that requires mention is the often noted fact: itis
both descriptive and normative—both how things are and how they ought to
be. The ‘oughtness’ here, however, does not entail some ideal order beyond
that which is available through analogizing with and aspiring after cultural
and historical models. The ideals reside in history. In this sense, /i must be
clearly distinguished from teleological design. In this hierarchical world-
view, things are most easily construed teleonomically at the basest levels.
Human beings are much more predicable biologically than they are culturally.

REASONING AND IMAGING

One important consequence that follows from this alternative notion of
sreasoning’ is a far less severe separation between reasoning as discovery and
imaging as creativity. In a world-view that does not entertain as funda-
mental a reality/appearance distinction, imagination has a more respectable
status.

Let us take a familiar example. A careful reading of the Analects reveals
that an extraordinary amount of the vocabulary used to present Confucius’
philosophical insights is concreie ‘way’ imagery—a characteristic that our
standard English translations have yet to reflect.?® Much of the text is given
over to the notion of following the Confucian way of life, extending it, going
out from it, going against it, quitting it, confusion over it, obstructions on
it, having company on it, finding a place on it, dwelling or lodging along it,
having the strength to continue the journey along it, driving a chariot on it,
moving ahead on it, clearing and cultivating it, and 5o on. When Confucius
modestly describes his own project, he literally says: <1 follow along this way,
I don’t construct it.”®

The contemporary philosopher, Feng Ch’i, appeals to the Analects pas-
sage, ‘as for my Way (tao), there is a consistency that runs through it’,% to
argue that Confucius must be treated as a systematic philosopher.3! But I
think that this rationalization of Confucius privileges concept over image in
a text that can most profitably be read as sustained image. This sustained
image, like the detailed biographical portrait of Confucius in the central
chapters, is a signature of the text. In insisting that coherence makes Confu-
cius a systematic philosopher, Feng Ch'i scems to overlook an important
distinction between the conceptual edifice of systematic philosophy construc-
ted from a ground of univocal meanings, and an aesthetic coherence which
eschews meaning understood as objective reference in favour of meaning in-
herent in the process of imaging.

Itis important at this juncture to clarify the meaning and status of
image’. In our tradition, image in the vernacular combines the notions of
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perception and imagination, where the mimetic, representative, figurative
and fictive connotations of image are derived from the oniological disparity
between a transcendentally ‘real’ world and the concrete world of experience.
The absence of such ontological disparity in the Confucian model will mean
that image is the presentation rather than re-presentation of a configured
world at concrete, literal and historical level. Disengaged from an ontologi-
cal prejudice that renders image fictive in some process of comparison and
substitution, or of transference and analogy, the poiesis and the constructed
image assume considerably more force as a mode of evidence alternative to
logos in understanding and articulating our world.?? As the act of generating
meaning by circumscribing, isolating and compositing ‘things’, it is the very
differentia and character of reality.

Willard Peterson in fact argues that the term Asigng, generally translated
as dimage’ or ‘model’ in the Book of Changes, ought to be rendered as
“figure’ in the sense of ‘to give or to bring into shape’.® This is what is meant
in the Book of Changes when ii states.® ‘The Sages having the means where-
by to perceive the mysteries of the world and to calculate®s their shapes and
contents, they “imaged (ksiang)”” what is appropriate for things. For this
reason, we call them images (hsiang).” In fact, there is a reported conver-
sation in the Book of Changes between Confucius and his disciples that is an
encouragement to read the Analects itself as a sustained image :*

The Master said: ‘Writing cannot give a full account of words, and words
cannot give a full account of meaning’.3?

‘Then one cannot grasp the meaning of the superior persons and
sages?

“The superior persons and sages established images to give a full ac-
count of their meaning.’

The meaning resident in the image as established, is the act of establishing
the image itself. Contrary to one’s own naive expectations—and the advice
of many subtle aesthetic theories—what one finally ‘sees’ in a work of art is
the creative act that produced it. The creative process, not the object, is the
repository of meaning. What is imaged is the process.

Perhaps a useful analogy for this sense of imaging is the traditional art of
calligraphy. The personal style of the calligraphy as contrasted with the text
is non-referential and non-representational—yet it is revealing of the artist
himself. His moods, his time, his joy and pain, his place, are all resident in the
Chinese character. One’s calligraphy is biographical. But in much the same
way as the Confucian sage, one’s biography transmits the tradition rather
than one’s own idiosyncracies.

George Lakoff most recently, and Stephen Pepper before him, are persua-
sive in arguing that the development and extension of metaphors is one of
the most fundamental ways through which a culture interprets and under-
stands its world.®® As a third century statement of this same insight, Wang
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Piin his commentary to the Book of Changes attempted to explain the
relationship between image (which in this tradition does the work of meta-
phor), word and meaning:%

The image gives off meaning; words elucidate the image. To give a full
account of the meaning, nothing is as good as the image; to give a full
account of the image, nothing is as good as words. Because words are pro-
duced from images, we can seek out words as a window on the image. And
because the image is produced from meaning, we can seek out the image
ag a window on meaning. Meaning is given full account with the image,
and the image is articulated with words. Hence, words are whereby we
elucidate the image. Having gotten the image, we can forget  the words.
The image is whereby we preserve meanings. Having gotten the meaning,
we can forget the image. ... For this reason, preserving the words is not
getting to the image; preserving the image is not getting to the meaning.

In classical western epistemology, a distinction between object and idea is
assumed. Idea is a representation of the essential structure of the object in
the subject. Essentialistic things’ can be explained by causal chains, and
allow for the isolation of reasons or causes. Language mediates this distinc-
tion between object and subject, and derives its meaning and its clarity as
the articulation of what is essential in the world for the mind. Language is
not reality, but is an instrument for capturing and explaining what is uni-
vocal and essential about it. Knowing’ occurs through the categories of
language as a valid explanation of the correspondence between world and
idea.

In this model, the limits of our language are indeed the limits of our
world, because beyond explanation there is only indeterminacy. It is this
disjunction between objective world and subjective representation which
grounds the classical epistemic vocabulary of ‘to conceive, to comprehend,
to perceive’ which etymologically combines the notions of ‘to take effective-
ly’, ‘to take to oneself’, ‘to take in and hold’ with the sense of ‘formal, in set
form’. In this model, concepts are necessary conditions for knowing. A con-
cept is a grasping of the form of thing, what is essential to it.

In the Confucian world, as expressed here by Wang Pi, there is not the
familiar disjunction between reality and the concrete world of phenomena.
There is an unbroken line between image as what is real, image as the pre-
sentation (not re-presentation) of what is real, and image as the meaning of
what is real. Image is reality. It is because this line is unbroken that the epis-
temic vocabulary of the 4nalects and classical Chinese more broadly is a
language of tracing relationships—of ‘unravelling (chieh*)’, and ‘getting
through (fa or £'ung)y’ without obstruction. Perhaps one of the more vivid
images is the frequently encountered appeal to the chariot metaphor where,
with varying degrees of facility and varying pedigrees of horses, one courses
through the cosmos from one endto the other, partaking of all its mysteries. 0
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The construction of human imagery is natural, pursued as a complement
to the patterning of the heavens and the veins and relief of earth’s topo-

‘graphy.#* Importantly, the human enterprise of configuring the world takes

the structures implicit in the heavens and the earth as models to inspire
rather than as objects of imitation and replication. Further, where a contf-
nuum is assumed between subject and object and the subject thus participates
in the imagistic play which configures the world, images, far from being
identical, are necessarily multivalent.4?

Words as the articulation of the image do not identify and describe an
independent reality, but inscribe it and participate in it. What js ®known’
exists as a function of being able to know—it does not exist prior to it.*
There is a natural <awakening to and manifesting (chiieh) of a reality to
which one has immediate access as something between ‘within’ and ‘without’
as opposed to the conceptual notion of ‘grasping something from without’.
And it is only by following the inscription—the image, the words, the path—
that one comes to know the world.

CHINESE REASONING AND THE CHINESE LANGUAGE

Jacques Gernet observes that in the manipulation of the Chinese language,
meaning is achieved in precisely the same correlative way that combines
reasoning (/) and imaging (hsiang) 4

Given that Chinese is an uninflected language, all that helps to guide one
through a phrase, with the aid of a very limited number of particles, are
the links between terms of similar meaning, the oppositions between terms
of opposite meaning, the rhythms and parallelisms, the position of ‘words’
or semantic units and the types of relationship between them; and yet the
infinite possible combinations of two semantic units are the source of an
inexhaustible fund of meaning. At every level, meaning stems from the
way terms are combined. No doubt this is what accounts for the predomi-
nant role played by complementary pairs of opposites and correspondences
in Chinese thought and above all for its fundamental relativism. Nothing
has meaning except through opposition to its contrary. Everything depends
upon position (wei) and timing (shi).

I cite Gernet at such length here because what he has to say about the
Chinese language can be applied broadly to the Chinese sense of order. He
himself describes the Chinese culiure as ‘a global universe where all things—
dominant ideas, morality, religion, politics—were mutually related and
echoed one another’.48

In Gernet’s analysis of the relationship between the Chinese language and
correlative thinking, perhaps his sensitivity is most in evidence when, even
though he believes this correlative world of the Chinese contrasts so starkly
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with our own that we find ourselves ‘“in the presence of a different kind of
humanity’,* he still stretches his own efforts at understanding to conclude :*

The lack of those mental categories which we take to be constitutive of
all rational thought does not imply an essential inferiority, but rather
different modalities of thought, the strength and flexibility of which may,
on further consideration, be seen as advantages. In the manipulation of
the Chinese langnage, the mental mechanisms and aptitudes that are at
work are different from those which have been favoured in the West.

By contrast with Gernet, Hellmut Wilhelm tends to characterize correlative
thinking as proto-concepiual.®8

What we observe here is apparenily an attempt to create and formulate
concepts for specific purposes, if not to define them. We stand witness
here to the first manifestation of a new stage in the self-realization of the
human mind in which the faculty of judgment is first exercised and leads
to abstractions distinct from images. ... It would be a fallacy, however,
to reduce these concepts entirely to their image antecedents and to deny
to the authors of these early texts the faculty of abstraction that is reflec-
ted in these terms. It is a different mental faculty, newly awakened, than
the one that contemplates and represents images. A realization of this
faculty only renders to the hexagrams their tension, their clarity, and
their authority.

In Wilhelm’s discussion of the polarity in the humap mind between the
‘contemplated’ image and the ‘reflective’ concept, the reduction of the
dynamic and performative effort of ‘imaging’ to passive contemplation
privileges conceptual thinking—the awakening of some hitherto unstimul-
ated faculty. That is to say, the ‘compositioning’ of particulars in the pro-
cess of imaging is the functional equivalent of conceptual ‘udgments’. It
would seem that the operative difference between image and concept in
Confucius could be more clearly construed culturally and historically where
authoritative images gradually lose their specificity and detail in the process
of appropriating them from one concrete situation and applying them ana-
logously to another. Hsiang as particular images emerge to become models.*
Through analogizing, then, models come to do the work that we expect of
concepts. What is significant here is the fact that, given the historical and
emergent nature of the Confucian ‘model’, the assumption that these
generalizations are in any sense univocal—justified either by some self-same
jdentical characteristic or by some shared rational faculty—is simply not
present. As one would anticipate in the classical Confucian context, the
relationship between ‘image’ and ‘model’ is appropriately described in the
language of polar opposition rather than dualism.5°

= |
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REASONING AS HISTORICAL EXPERIENCE

I want to recall that in the Confucian model, reasoning does not refer to the
application or operation of some essentialistic intellect or faculty of mind.
For this reason, the early tradition will not support a rationalist/empiricist
kind of distinction. Reasoning is irreducibly experiential. And as experience,
it is culturally and historically constructed. While we tend to associate
‘knowing’ with the mind of the individual knower, an alternative model
would see knowledge, especially where it is importantly imagistic, emerging
from out of the social and cultural dynamics of experience in the world.
‘Knowing’ is chih tao—knowing the ‘way’, a specific cultural tradition. My
claim is not that reasoning is some universal human enterprise which, in
different situations and under varied conditions, takes on its cultural parti-
cularity. Rather, I wani to underscore the extent to which a career of expe-
rience shapes one’s reasoning and makes it profoundly particular. Rationa-
lity is formed dialectically amid cultural and social forces, both shaping and
being shaped by them.

In A.S. Cua’s analysis of argumentation in Hsiin Tzu, the most ‘rationa-
listic’ of the classical Confucians. Cua is concerned that the function of his-
tory, the repository of experience which makes the exercise of Confucian
rationality invariably ‘concrete’, be fully appreciated. He states:™

The Confucian emphasis on the role of historical knowledge, given the
backward character of analogical projection, is a useful reminder that any
piece of ethical reasoning, if it is to claim inter-personal significance,
though itself occasioned by a present perplexity, must have some contact
with the cultural-historical experience of the people. It is in culture and
history that an analogical projection finds its anchorage and not in rules
and principles of a priori ratiocination. In this basic way, the prospective
significance of analogical projection is rooted in retrospective cthical
thinking.

Valid reasoning in Confucius is the discovery and articulation of appropriate
and efficacious historical instances of reasonableness.

Maureen Robertson, in her discussion of different historiographical
models, demonstrates that the application of selective historical standards,
like philosophical standards, is an attempt to recover an intelligible pattern
in the treatment of a large mass of data which otherwise remains formless
and meaningless. “When historians claim a close fit between their patterned
or periodized accounts and actualities of the past, it is often easy to forget
how highly selective a body of historical data is, how compelling the need to
construct meanings is, and how processes of historical generalization and
cultural coding work to shape that body.’ Interestingly, and perhaps not un-
expectedly, the directional and conceptual periodizations familiar in the
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West ‘have had a teleological character; movement is toward an anticipated
end—the perfection of human reason, the Last Judgment, utopian social
order, or the triumph of technology’. By contrast, the model of irregular
periodization that one would associate with the Chinese tradition ‘claims
strict dependence upon the configurations of the data studied, and does not,
in its structure at least, display a belief that change obeys laws of regularity
or directionality’. Instead, ‘the historian is likely to discover patterns he is
culturally predisposed to see’.5? '

"REASONING AS SOCIAL

With respect to the locus of reasoning, we must begin from the commonly
observed feature of classical Confucianism that person is irreducibly social.

The arguments for the composite, aggregaic and relationally defined person
have been made rather persuasively, and yet the implications of this relational
definition of person have not been very vigorously pursued.’® For example,
this definition of person applied to an epistemological model would mean
that those psychological assumptions dependent upon the existence of soms
discrete psyche as locus of ‘the solitary knower” would lose place to a socio-
logy of knowledge. Epistemic terminology certainly defines the relationship
between oneself and one’s world, but what is at issue here is the extent to

which the Confucian focus is on the self or on the world, and the extent to
which the self is to be understood as private and autonomous. The problem
that I want to pursue is this: where in our tradition, to whatever degree,

‘knowing’ may be construed as the condition of an individual mind and
knowledge as a kind of private property, this characterization would serve
poorly as an explanation for Chinese rationality. In fact, as we shall dis-
cover, rationality is not only communal, but its status and value is a function
of the exient to which it fosters social cohesiveness. To interjorize reason is
to degrade it.

Given that a person is irreducibly social and relational, he can trace rea-
sons within the ethos or character of the culture in which he lives. In fact,
rather than thinking in terms of the characteristics of sovereign individuals
who cumulatively constitute a cultured community, we must reverse the ges-
talt, and think of the cultural ambience in its ‘personal’ character. One clear
signal of this Confucian sociology of knowledge is the presumption that
‘knowing’ is productive of communal harmony and enjoyment.

REASONING AND THE AFFECTIVE

Among the many dualisms that have structured our early philosophic dia-
lectic, one of considerable prominence that has pervasive implications is our
willing separation of the cognitive and the affective. This dualism has many
labels: thinking and feeling, reason and passion, mentality and sentimenta-
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lity, thought and emotjon. As was observed above, it is typical of these dua-
listic categories that one—in this case, the cognitive clement—is valued over
the other—the affective. Catherine Lutz, in her synopsis of the traditional
western attitudes towards thinking and emotion, lays out a complex picture
which, for want of space, can be summarized as contrasting sets of asso-
ciations:

THOUGHT (COGNITIVE) EMOTIONS {AFFECTIVE)
rational irrational
intentjonal unintentional
mental physical
cultural natural
universal personal
predictable unpredictable
controlling uncontrollable
detachment attachment
fact value

logic rhetoric
decisive dispositional

This is not intended to paint an overly simple picture, but merely is a point
of departure for understanding the contrast between Western and Confucian
contextualizations of emotion.

The first indication that this dualism is not operative in the classical Con-
fucian world is the identification of both the cognitive and affective with the
hsin, requiring that we translate what is physically the heart as the ‘heart-
and-mind’.* As Benjamin Schwartz observes :%

Its [Asin’s] range is equally broad in the Analects. At one point, it refers to
desires, when Confucius informs us that at seventy he could follow his
heart’s desires without going astray. At another it is the seat of jen. We
are told that in the case of Yen Hui, ‘His heart would not stray from jen
for three months.” At another point, it clearly applies to intellectual effort,
when Confucius asserts that it would be better to use one’s mind (hsin) on
«Chinese’ chess rather than waste it in idleness.

But this is really the wrong way to put it. It is not that Asin sometimes means
one thing, and sometimes the other, but rather that it always means both.
Mental events do not simply evoke an emotion—they are not attended by an
emotion. Rather, the cognitive and the affective are integrally and inextric-
ably entwined: one ‘feels’ one’s thoughts. Thoughts are coloured rather than
black and white.

This claim that the passions are not separate from thinking is borne out
by A.C. Graham’s insistence that ch’ing, conventionally rendered as ‘pas-
sions’ in our translations of classical texts, may refer to the passions as inte-
gral to our genuine selves, but in the pre-Han literature it never means ‘pas-
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sions’.5% This means that there is no superordinate category that translates
‘emotions’ or ‘passions’ in counter-distinction to ‘cognition’. Situations are
always experienced and interpreted both cognitively and emotionally.

Above, in the discussion of imaging’ a world, I observed that the under-
lying image in the Analects is tao—the ‘way’. It is important in the context
of recognizing the affective dimension of tracing the fao to understand that
in addition to emerging as a determinate ‘model’ for being human, fao also
refers to the ‘mode’ and ‘mood’ of being human—the indicative (fact) and
subjunctive (desire) as well as the imperative (command) moods. Tao refers
to the emotional consciousness or temper that attends and shapes all human
experience, including mental acts.

In the classical language, and in the language of the Analects more speci-
fically, there is no indication that reasoning is dispassionate. On the contrary,
there are repeated cases where Confucius himself expresses the gamut of
emotions, from humour® to anger to exasperation. What is different about
this celebration of the passions is that those which are encouraged are in-
variably productive and pro-social—emotions reflecting broad community
concerns stimulated by a sense of what is appropriate (yi), as opposed to
idiosyncratic, disruptive responses that are at best self-serving (/i*), if not
even anti-social. Even anger can be educated to become a generous passion
where it really does represent a just cause. Community leadership—social,
political and moral—is always emotional leadership.®8

It is because reason, resisting dualistic distinctions, is both cognitive and
affective that the holistic process of achieving authoritative personhood (jen)
in Confucius is repeatedly defined in tandem with <knowing’ (chih). For
Confucius, knowing (chik) is a necessary condition for jen.® Feng Ch’i insis-
ting that jen entails both emotion and rationality, collects the many pas-
sages in the Analects which treat jen and chik together in his section on ‘A
Discourse on the Unity of Authoritative Person (jen) and chil’ % Confucius’
two most prominent disciples in the classical period—Mencius and Hsiin
Tzu—both describe Confucius as ‘both jen and chif’ . Feng Ch’i concludes
that, since chif and jen are mutually entailing, this is the same as saying that
for Confucius, epistemology and ethics are inseparable as a moral epis-
temology.®?

CONCLUSION

In this essay, 1 have attempted to recover those dimensions of the classical
Chinese term, %, that have been concealed by the conventional translation,
‘{0 reason’ or ‘principle’. From this exploration of 7, its range of meaning,
and its implications, it becomes clear at least that a formularistic translation
of this term puts at risk a great deal that is philosophically significant. With-
out detailing the welter of competing theories of knowledge which comprise
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the inventory of Western philosophy, it still is apparent that /i denotes a
cluster of meanings that are not all coincident with any in our tradition.

Given the implications of li—viz., performative, productive, social, affec-
tive, and, above all, fundamentally aesthetic as well as cognitive—it would
seem that as a term it comes closer to a broad notion of cultivation rather
than some more sharply defined cognitive exercise. This seeming broadness,
of course, is much muted by the parochializing constraints that these impli-
cations impose on the range of knowledge. That is, for the same reasons that
early Confucianism sponsors a graduated rather than a2 universal notion of
love, it also sponsors a kind of knowledge that is narrowly focused. If the
degree of ‘cultivation-as-knowledge’ is burdened by participatory and pro-
ductive demands, the penalty one pays for the depth and quality of detail is
the range of jurisdiction and validity.

Tt is indisputably the case that such a definition of /i at least problematizes
if not precludes the project of translation. Having gone through this exer-
cise, our choices of how to resolve this translation problem are several, and.
yet all are terribly inadequate. The easiest move is to select that equivalent
most familiar from our own philosophic experience—in this case, ‘to know’
—while realizing that we are resolving ambiguity at the expense of equivo-
cation. A second option is to muddle through, attempting to do justice to as
many of the different connotations as possible by providing novel termino-
logical equivalents—realizing’, to do justice to the performative implica-
tions, or perhaps “figuring out” in order to lift the imagistic and creative
connotations to foreground. But this effort usually leads to the danger of
creating clumsy neologisms that impress our impatient readers only as
mystifications. Finally, we may try to avoid begging the question by simply
retaining the original language in the form of a transliterated symbol of the
word or chatracter in question as we do with tae, feng-sui, ch’i and so on.

While the resolution of the translation problem remains beyond the
ambitions of this paper, my purpose has been served to the extent that ¥
have been successful in sounding a philosophical caution, and in encourag-
ing, as well, a very cautious reading of the Chinese corpus.
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Specific cultures and the coexistence of
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The growth of 2 unjversal human culture is an ‘orgapic’ process that occurs
through specific cultural unitics. All beginnings of histories of various
societies are marked by a lack of cultural communication with other simul-
taneously existent societies. As the inter-communication gradually increases,
the phenomenon of cultural synthesis occurs which is extremely complex
and involves simultaneous coexistence of alternative rationalities within
any given society. What form the new rationality that may emerge in the
future may take is a question of speculation. 1t may, however, be of benefit
to investigate the central characteristics of the phenomenon of coexistence
of alternative rationalities with the stresses and strains it involves.

1. The assumptions! that all cultures are marked by finite life-spans and
that specific cultures never influence one another in essentials are question-
able. The first assumption is falsified by the empirical evidence of the conti-
nuance of Indian and Chinese cultures. Also, the life of a culture is sus-
tained by the characteristic inner experience of the spirit and if such experi-
ence is ‘timeless’, the life of the culture will be eternal too. Further, such
inner experience may cross the geographic boundaries of the society of its
origin and spread to other lands and peoples receptive of it (example, the
Buddhist experience in China and Japan) so that the cultural whole grows
physically and chances of its ‘physical’ elimination are thus diminished.
The second assumption is also empirically falsified by the historically well-
known influence of Indian Buddhism on pre-existent Chinese culture and
the mutual interaction of European Christianity and Greek culture.
Further, the inner experience that is the foundation of and characterizes the
core of specific cultures is such that it can always be shared to a lesser or
greater degree. Thus the experience of space, time, self, nothingness,
<transcendent reality’, etc. is conceptualized with the help of available lingu-
istic apparatus and elaborated and translated. Participation in the life of
other culture and utilization of available concepts and allegories there
makes such translation and communication possible, so that what is said
and meant Is grasped to a lesser or greater extent. The interaction is thus
actualized which is further intensified by the imitation of the physical—
the art, external modes of behaviour, customs and habits, and stimulj and

*Paper presented at the East-Wesi Colloguim on Culere and Rationality held at Mount
Abu, India, 1991.
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reactions. It may be true that specific cultures grow around some core
concepts regarding space, time, reality, etc., but they are quickly transform-
ed and transmitted so that their grasp by other specific cultures and their
employment in life and incorporation in viewpoint gives rise to a process of
synthesis.

The internal experience of the spirit being the foundation on which
external art and science and technigue grow, the deeper this experience, the
surer wiil be the foundations. Continued cultivation of this internal experi-
ence flourishes into an enveloping world-view which is rofe/ and in which
answers are sought for every question that matters in human life: the nature
of self, the meaning and purpose of life, the nature of world and its relation
to self. Thus, the more such innet experience is cultivated, the better is rea-
lity understood. Such conceptualization has an inner demand of consiszency
so that new conceptualizations remaijn forged to the original. The culture-
specific modes thus acquire identities of their own.

With reference to any given culture, the thought that is systematized into
various interlinked disciplines and synthesized into one sarhifd or veda, or
treatise, may be called the cultural form whereas the civilization that emerges
through praxis by construction and amassing of materials, may be called the
cultural matier. The cultural form renews, expands and grows but remains
wedded to the inner experience forever, since that alone gives it meaning.
The cultural materials are rearranged, reconsiructed, synthesized and reno-
vated. What is novel in cultural form is a novel conceptualization, a novel
formulation, a novel demonstration of consistency. What is novel in cultural
matter is a novel reconstruction, a novel restructuring. Thus, for example,
the image of a contemplative Buddha is the construction of an inner experi-
ence of the spirit that is conceptualized in terms of some facial features re-
flecting inner peace and harmony and ‘emptiness’—it is immaterial whether
it is a Chinese or an Indian face.

The cultural form is the work of reason and crystallizes into theorization.
Culiivation of inner experience of spirit has a direct bearing on reason and
activates it, gives it vigour, makes it purer and purer. The reason thus endea-
vours to express itself as art and science and technique. What is performed
as art is mastered as technique and systematized as theory, and what is dis-
covered as cause is again mastered as technique and incorporated into a net-
work that is ‘science’-as-theory. The techniques get mastered by a natural
process of alternative formulations and descriptions of inner experience and
‘subsequent disagreements or failures in grasping, giving rise to questioning.
Thus, it is quickly learnt that to describe or formulate without convincing
evidence is to say nothing. The process of manan, or #ha, or rational self-
conviction, thus arises and spreads in the society. It is the diffusion of matu-
red.reason. The formulations with evidence may not be merely linguistic but
may involve diverse artistic forms of expression which are also rationalin so
far as their justification and critical evaluation is concerned. Theorization,
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however, may be said to be the highest form of rational activity: it is indeed
the incarnation of the rationality of grown-up man. The more rational,
therefore, a culture, the more widespread is the activity of theorization carri-
ed out by it in science, and art and technique, culminating eventually in a
theory of theorization itself.

The assumption of immutability of reason,? of eternal ‘principles of rea-
son’, is shown to be false if we take note of the possibility of ever-deepening
inner experience and its ever-newer formulations. The dynamic purity of
reason thus points to a cultural kistoricity of reason that has a span of cos-
mic temporality. The inner experience of spirit endows man with beiter and
better rational capacity so that reason is employed as an instrument for
structuring conceptualizations into more and more consistent truth-systems.
The general historical pattern of development of cultural form proceeds from
poetic expression of inner experience, to concise expression of truths or upa-
defa, to classifications and definitions, to explanations by reasons as causes
and purposes. Once this is accomplished for arriving at a general view of
reality, alternative views start emerging on the one hand, and theoretic sys-
tems consistent with the ground view of reality are constructed in other
areas of life such as the fine arts, medicine, law, etc. Reason is thus trans-
formed, manipulated and mutated in accordance with the demands of theo-
retic construction and appraisal and the ensuing dialectic that goes on bet-
ween contending alternative views of reality. This is the cultural drama of
reason at its best where the ever-youthful rationality of the sciences and the
arts shows its forms and colours with all the multifariousness. How many
diverse forms rationality may take is impossible to know, nor can one give
determinate criteria for distinguishing scientificrationality from artisticration-
ality. However, the recent distinction between external history and internal
history made particularly with reference to scientific theorization,® can be of
considerable help in understanding rationality with reference to cultures.

If we thus start from a study of the diverse cultures? of man and go into
the internal history of each culture in respect of its accomplishments in the
arts and the sciences, we will discover a process of history within history
within history. . . . The rationality of culture-scicnce manifests as rational
culture-theories that seek to unveil the rational patterns in the over-arching
history of man whereby diverse cultures have appeared on the scene, some
of which continue yet, others have vanished after completing a fuli life-span,
and yet others have died a premature death. Such a theory answers the most
fundamental questions not only about the origin and growth and decay of
human cultures, but also about why and how a certain view of reality was
arrived at, why and how certain conceptualizations were considered pre-
eminent, and why and how certain specific techniques of theory construction
and appraisal originated in any given culture. Then, within any given cul-
ture, upon investigating its internal history, we may characterize specific
models of scientific and artistic rationality,® as these attained maturity and
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continue unabated the long march of history or languished in the darkness
of time. This will answer various questions about the internal history of
artistic and scientific theorization and how external cultural history influen-
ced and worked upon its evolution. External histories of cultures criss-cross
and mix and cause a change in their internal histories. Such interaction and
change of internal histories indirectly, via the external histories, would ex-
plain why a specific style of rationality emerged and what factors were in-
fluencing the activity of theoretic construction and appraisal within a given
domain, over and above the demands of characteristic objects of investi-
gation and their characteristic amenability to human reason and sense-ex-
perience in the arts and the sciences.

2. The beginnings of Indian culture are generally traced to between 1500~
1000 BC when the Vedas started coming into being, which contain a poetic
apprehension of various truths such as reality, human life and death, and
universal law or pra. The processes of nature at cosmic as well as microsco-
pic levels are conceived here as yajfia: the active fire-energy assimilating
things and transforming them into new subtle substances, continuously. It
was claimed that sound energy which also manifests as the spoken word,
when properly structured and associated with this fire-energy, gives rise to
causal processes of control and thus various pajiia techniques developed
later and were given a cosmo-psychic interpretation in the Upanisads con-
temporaneously. The beginnings of an inner experience of the poet or kavi
and the seer or rgi that we notice in the Vedas and the Upanisads led to a
great flourishing and spread of creativity in diverse areas: grammar, medi-
cine, astronomy, law, the state, music, dramatics, yoga, nyaya, etc. The
subsequent phase was naturally that of consolidation of this knowledge so
that treatises or sarhitds were written, which were also called Sdstras and
smyrtis. A sarhitd, or $dstra, or smrtiisnota text in one specialized area,
but a holistic work complete in certain respects, linking itself with questions
of liberation, merit, welfare and fulfilment of desires, yet emphasizing a
specific approach such as of the word (§abda), or the herb (ausadha), or light
(jyoti), or dharma, or nada, or artha, and so on. Thus, it was thought that
one could choose any one of these approaches and attain merit and highest
good in one’s life. All the sciences that developed thus ultimately had mean-
ing only in the context of human life and its highest good. That is Why the
strange phenomenon of ‘curative’ employment of even astronomy for the
human good. Knowledge therefore has a value in so far as it gives man
power to attain merit and the highest good not only in one’s life but also for
establishing the rule of the good and the just in society as a whole. The
subsequent phases of development of knowledge are merely of its perfection,
classification, restructuring, critical evaluation and crystallization jn the
sutra form. Diverse schools thus flourished within and outside the vedic fold
and diverse methods of theorization developed in the pure and applied
sciences and arts.
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Briefly, the earliest theories were the Sarnkhya® and Vaisesika” theories of
reality in which two fundamental pre-requisites of theorization, namely
analysis by discovery of causes and epistemology, were developed—the for-
mer leading to a theory of causation and the latter to a theory of knowledge
generation and appraisal. These were subsequently supplemented by two
methodological theories of discovery of truth: the former, Samkhya theory,
recommended the Yoga method® and the latter, Vaisesika theory, recom-
mended the Nyaya method®. The Yoga method essentially involves inner
analysis of the psyche, leading to the discovery of one ultimate cause (name-
ly, prkrti), whereas the Nyaya method, being a theory of the art of theori-
zation, involves dialectical analysis and appraisal of propositional elements
of theories claiming truth. What is remarkable about these theories is that
firstly, conjointly they represent a complete system in so far as the dardan
approach to human good is concerned and, secondly, these are two sets of
alternative models of theorization and discovery of the nature of reality as a
whole—Samkhya-Yoga and Vaiesika-Nyaya. One may even take these two
models as representingtwo distinct rationalities,® yet always taken as coeval,
the differences ignored as due to the specificities of human reason (buddhi
bheda). The two theoretic approaches jointly and significantly influenced
widespread activity of theorization in other areas.

Another equally fundamental and influential theory that developed almost
simultaneously with the above two, is the theory of linguistic usage or gram-
mar or vpakarapa.™ In certain respects, this grammatic theory represents the
ideal of rationality for Indian thought and has been methodelogically influ-
ential in other important theories such as of medicine, law, musicand drama-
tics. The main theory is basically a descriptive one arrived at by empirical
study of human linguistic conduct and subsequent analysis, classification and
generalization—of linguistic phenomena.t? Though the two methods of ana-
lysis and classification have always served an important methodological pur-
pose in later theorization in other areas, what is of greater significance is the
characteristic method of generalization of the grammarians called the method
of utsarg and apavdd. Indeed the entire rationality of Indian mind may
be characterized by this method which is briefly as follows: study the facts,
generalize on the basis of the similarity of the largest set ignoring for the
moment the anomalous set, then also generalize for each anomalous fact;
the two kinds of generalizations conjointly give the law at work. The former
may be called unrestricted generalization or utsarg and the latter restricted
generalization or apavad. This method made Indians recognize very early
that there is no such thing as a pure, absolutely general law, involving no
anomalies: all general laws are atiended by anomalies. A similar insight
was reached by the latter Vaisesika theoreticians: that there is samanya
or universal, but it has no meaning if it does not contain in it @ vifesa or
particular (so that imperceptible visesas alone are the ultimate bedrocks of
reality). Thus, all unrestricted generalizations give only ideallaws;in the
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actual world, if all the given perceptible facts are to be accounted for, restri-
cied generalizations must be conjointly made. Or, if the reality—in this case
linguistic reality—is to be grasped in entirety, an ideal network must be
supplemented by some patchwork. A great advantage of this method of
theorization is that if and when new anomalies come to light, which escaped
scrutiny carlier, the theory may be extended by adding new restricted
generalizations without changing its basic structure. Moreover, once the
model is complete, it serves asa prescription for the linguistic conduct of
man now and for ever. Further, since the theory satisfactorily understands
a cross-section of natural human conduct, it could obviously serve as a model
for theories seeking to grasp other areas of natural human conduct such as
the state, law, music and dramatics.

‘We can notice some influence of the methods of grammar, apart from
analysis and classification, even in medicine—a complex science that is at
once natural and human. The Indian science of medicine is part of a vast
treatise on life-span or @yu-veda,'® in which the central problem is how best
can a man spend his life (-span) in this world? A pre-requisite of this is that
man enjoy good health which is constantly influenced by three factors, name-
ly time, karma and the contact of human senses (of knowledge and action)
with the world. Man is thus seen as an integral part of nature and with the
changing seasons and climate and human activity, human health is also
constantly changing more or less. The structure of the gyu-theory is vast and
we can only briefly analyse it into three concentric components. At the outer-
most periphery are discussed climatological and environmental questions, as
also man’s purposes and goals and the criteria of good and proper conduct.
This relates the theory with the Samkhya-Vaisesika world-view and con-
sistency is therefore sought with it. Then, in the middle periphery, a distinc-
tion is drawn between preventive and curative conduct on the one hand, and
three kinds of curative therapies on the other hand. Of these therapies,
medicinal therapy is only one, the other two being karma therapy and the
ultimate, yoga therapy. The innermost corel* of the theory consists of the
causal theory of disease, the dhdru-theory, the dosa-theory and the rasa-
theory, various diseases and their classification, various herbs and their
classification, and methods of symptomatic diagnosis and therapeutic suc-
cess. From this vast structure of the dyu-theory, it is quite obvious that rare-
Iy has a theory at such a grand scale been achieved in human history. The
inner core of the theory employs largely empiricist and to some extent intui-
tionist methods of theory generation and appraisal, whereas the outer peri-
pherial structure by and large employs rationalist methods. Thus, for exam-
ple, in so far as the theory is informally logically consistent with the Sarh-
khya-Vaidesika world-view, it is rationally valid, and in so far as the causal
theory of disease, dharu-theory, rasa-theory, etc. are concerned, it is empiri-
cally valid. In its conception of rationality, rationalist and empiricist criteria
do net exclude each other, nor is one more pre-eminent than the other. Indeed,
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according to it, sense-experience, dialectical reason, and intuitive rcasom
must all work in coordination if truth is to be attained and our knowledge
has to acquire a certain completeness.

Whereas the sciences of grammar and life-span may be said to be inexact
sciences because of the very nature of their subject-matter, such is not the
case with the science of shining bodies or Jyoti Sasira, also known as the
science of constitution of time (kala vidhan §astra),'® which is perhaps the
only exact science available in Indian thought. Since arithmetical, geometric
and algebraic methods were employed in this science, mathematics develop-
ed under the aegis of it and could become an independent science only very
late (ninth century AD). Accepting the basic premise that there is a unity of
natural, celestial history and the earthly history of man (during his journey
of life-on-the-earth), the science seeks to attain human good by studying
and inferring the dynamics of individual humans—~karma—ifrom the dyna-
mics of shining bodies in the celestial sphere, or khagol. It is thus divided
into the theoretical (ganmit) and the applied (phalit). The theoretical further
has two components: dynamics of averages (madhyam ganit) and the exact
dynamics (spasta gapit). The knowledge of average positions and movements
of planetary bodies is achieved by ordinary sense-experience and certain in-
tuited truths regarding the origin of the world, classification of constella-
tions (nakgatrd) and the number of revolutions of each in one maehdyuga,
law of attraction and repulsion between the raksatras and the planets, and
so on. No data of observation are employed in this part. Correspondence of
these results with actual motions observed by simple instruments—called
drga-ganit-aikya—is achieved by certain mathematical techniques applied
uniformly to all the planets. The geocentric model seems to have been adop-
ted purely for purposes of observational convenience. Yet the predictions
that are made regarding eclipses and occurrence of other astral events on
the basis of the theory are surprisingly accurate. The calendar secks to
achicve observational correspondence not only with the occurrence of six
weathers and the rising and setting of nakgsatras, but also with the move-
ments of both the sun and moon. The method by which such rational struc-
ture of the theory is achieved, is as follows: The theory of average move-
ments and positions is generated by accepting certain infuitions regarding
the origin of the world, time-spans involved, etc. On the basis of these in-
tuited truths, certajn mathematical techniques, without employment of any
observational data, yield the madhyam ganit. Then, ceriain observational
data along with further mathematical operations on the madhyam ganit yield
the spast ganit, having exact correspondence with actual positions and
movements of the planets. Whatever changes are introduced for purposes of
more and more exact correspondence are only at the level of spasta ganit
and madhyam ganit is given once and for all centaining unchangeable and
eternal truths. Dialcctical reason employed with intuited reason gives the
madhyam ganit; whereas the same dialectical reason, formalized and em-
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ployed in conjunction with observational experience, gives the spasf ganit.
Once the ganit is satisfactorily formulated, it is subsequently employed for
understanding the occurrence of events in the past, present and future of the
life of the individual ; predicting auspicious or good moments for initiating
various goals and purposes; cure of ‘karmic ill-health’ by use of adequate
gems, metals and other objects for propitiating the planets concerned, etc.
Doubts regarding the rationality of this applied aspect of Jyoti Vidya are
often raised, but we will not enter into that debate here.’® What may be noted
is that the concept of karma therapy itself is revolutionary as well as shroud-
ed in mystery partly due to its basis in the ‘principle of karma’ which, though
mysterious, is uniformly accepted in alf the theories—orthodox or unortho-
dox, of science or art.

The above are the three typical models of scientific rationality that may
be taken as representative of the highest development of Indian cultural
form. All the other sciences of Indian origin may be subsumed under this
or that model. Thus, for example, the legal science is by and large modelled
on dyurveda lines ; and the science of music and dramatics developed on the
lines of vydkarana, particularly with regard to the method of analysis of the
empirically given in terms of basic units.

The reason why the internal history of these sciences remained stagnant
after a certain level of development, must be traced to the history of the
world-view itself which is the history external to these sciences. The
Sathkhya-Vaisesika world-view first contended with an alternative Bud-
dhist” world-view for nearly half a millennium. Though this alternative
world-view gained wide support and spread to distant places, the available
literature gives no indication of development of similar sciences under
alternative models of rationality consistent with this Buddhist world-view.
Thus, no challenge was offered to the scientific theories as such from any
other quarter. Secondly, the methods of investigation that the Sarmkhya-
Vaisesika world-view offered had a ring of ultimacy—such as Yoga and the
cultivation of intuition as well as purification of dialectical reason—which
made alternative methods of investigation (such as experimentation) redun-
dant. Finally, the occultist and mystical trends in the culture itself led to
the replacement of the two contending world-views by an illusionist world-
view which seemed to imply that the sciences themselves were redundant,
if not meaningless. This attitude in Indian culture seems to have prevailed
until the arrival and spread of modern science and techniques of Greco-
European origin.

The characteristics common to these three typical models of rationality
are as follows. First, intuition cultivated by seeckers of knowledge and
inherited from the records left by such men of the past, is as infallible and
reliable as dialectical reason itself for generation and construction of
systematic theories of multiple aspects of reality—though it should be re-
sorted to only where perception and reason are found inadequate. Second,
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the theories do not merely serve to satisfy the human quest for explanation
but they acquire meaning only in the context of the ultimate goals and
purposes of humans themselves. Third, the theories can claim to be rational
if and only if these can be satisfactorily appraised to be valid by dialectical
reason as well as (ordinary) sense experience, there being no other human
means for appraising them. Fourth and final, any distinction between the
natural and human sciences is arbitrary, all sciences being natural as well as
human sciences ultimately ; the only distinction that may be drawn meaning-
fully is between exact and inexact sciences, the latter employing comput-
ational methods due to the involvement of time, space and motion in the
objects of investigation.

3. In so far as the internal history of the classical Indian sciences is con-
cerned, the contact of Indian culture with Greco-Arabic culture bears no
historical significance. Thisis also true to a great degree for the history of
the world-view that prevailed during this contact. The cultural form,
though largely stagnant, thus remained uninformed of the presence of
Arabic culture, though cultural material seems to have been transformed to
a certain degree due to the sheer presence of Arabic technique.

But the situation was not the same in so far as the contact with Greco-
Eurcopean culture was concerned. There may be noticed not only the
flourishing of Greco-European cultural forms within Indian culture but also
a new and unprecedented revitalization and dynamism in the native cultural
form ijtself. Just as Greco-European science made its placein Europe on its
own grounds, in spite of persistent opposition by the Church, it has similarly
made its place in India (as everywhere else} and has perhaps also become the
dominant paradigm as seems evident by the great blossoming of natural
and human sciences. Greco-European world-views are also studied with
interest and persistence as is evident by great efflorescence of comparative
studies. The contemporary dominant concern of Greco-European thought
seems to be the study of the nature and the methods of modern science itself
which has led to the formulation of diverse interpretations of the models of
scientific rationality. This concern has made a remarkable impact in India, so
that not only are the models of rationality of modern science being examin-
ed,'® but also it is being asked what kinds of models of rationality do the
classical Indian sciences offer.1® Since the models of rationality of the classi-
cal Indian sciences are different and since these sciences themselves are being
pursued with renewed vitality today (except, perhaps, astronomy), it is evi-
dent that two types of scientific communities live side by side in the same
society, one having the advantage of cultural heritage and the other of
modernity and novelty of methods and techniques of Greco-European
science.

In so far as the Greco-European world-views are concerned, apart from the
Greck schools of the Atomists, Plato and Aristotle,?® there are the eminent
school of Idealism, Realism and Materialism on the one hand, and of Ratio-
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nalism, Empiricism, Logical Positivism, Phenomenology, and Existentialism
on the other hand. In so far as the sciences and their distinct models of ratio-
nality are concerned, we have the well-known Greek® Geometry of Euclid,
Archimedesean Mechanics, Ptolemaic Astronomy, and Hippocratic Medicine
on the one hand, and Greco-Enropean?? Galilean-Newtonian Mechanics,
Darwinian Biology, and Quantum Mechanics on the other hand. Contempo-
rary Greco-European culture has displayed a lively interest in the study of the
internal histories of the world-views as well as the sciences, the former bring-
ing out the conflicts between Judaic-Christian faith and Greek world-views,
and the latter bringing out numerous interpretations of scientific rationality
and its relation to the history (of world-views) external to these sciences.

Asregards the central characteristics of Greco-European world-views
as expressed in the above-mentioned schools, there is no unanimity
about the means of knowledge, or about the principle of causation as a
governing principle of the living and the lifeless world, or about the definite
goals, purposes and meanings of human life, while these features are present
in the Greek world-views themselves (like in the Indian world-vicws). But un-
like the Greco-European world-views, we may notice certain dominant fea-
tures in the sciences. First, cultivated intuition has no place whatsoever in
these sciences but is replaced by ordinary intuition (by enumeration in in-
duction) in the form of hypotheses or highly informed guesses or conjectures.
Second, natural dialectical reason is by and large replaced by formal dialecti-
cal reason both for generation as well as appraisal of theories. Third, ordinary
sense-experience is replaced by instrumental sense-experience, to be renamed
observation and measurement, which plays as significant a role in generation
and appraisal of theories as formal dialectical reason, if not more. TFourth, a
sharp distinction is drawn between the natural and human sciences, all con-
tending to become exact sciences, there being no notion of inherently in-
exact sciences. Fifth, the natural sciences at a microscopic level must employ
the notion of probablistic knowledge (in formal dialectical reason) due to the
inherent limitations of observation and measurement by human observers,
which does not in any way mar the rationality of their theories but rather
forces new thinking on rationality itself, giving rise to many-valued logic
and multiple logical systems. Final, scientific knowledge is pursued as quest
for truth as well as power which alone gives it meaning, there being no agree-
ment in the world-views regarding any other context of human life which
may provide them a meaning; both truth and power in their fofality are
likely to be attained in a fiture to come as the history of human knowledge
unfolds.

4, If we evaluate Indian and Greco-European cultural rationalities on the
basis of the above analysis, it is obvious that cultural form may be said to
involve two types of rationalities: a foundational rationality manifesting as
the world view(s) embraced by the culture in question and presenting a mea-
sure of growth of rationality itself, and a structural rationality manifesting
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as scientific theories developed within the culture. Advanced cultural form
seeks consistency of structural with foundational rationality as also it conti-
nuously aspires to make them transparent and without fissures. Other cul-
tures not so advanced, may seek to build structures without foundations, or,
if some foundations do exist, these may have fissures in them. In such a
situation, the quest for truth may be undermined by a predominant quest for
power and wealth which then serves as a primary motive force, spurring
dynamism of structural rationality without impressive achievements in
foundational rationality. Further, since the future hides itself, perhaps mali-
ciously, from the Greco-European culture, it finds itself engrossed in history,
with every hope lying in the future to come. Such cultures, then, give rise to
a futurist rationality which is different from the eternalist rationality of the
Indian culture type in which past, present and future intermingle and time,
s0 to say, stands still. The eternalist rationality is like the transparent and
still water in a lake for which the danger of getting frozen lurks every mo-
ment.

Since the two types of rationality coexist side by side in the same Indian
society today, one may ask if any mutation has taken or can take place bet-
ween them? With reference to Indian culture, it may be said that the dia-
logue between the two communities is still in its infancy and it is too early to
say anything about a mutation. But we may notice a clear recognition of the
significance of history—particularly social and cultural history—as a theory
of social and cultural change and the basic role that social, political and
material conditions play in shaping human life. This historicist conscious-
ness has taught the Indian mind that cultural material does have a telling
influence on cultural form and its dynamics. A serious inquiry into the poli-
tics and theories of state and law has thus become incumbent. It is under the
same historicist consciousness that we have to assess the contemporary
historical recomstruction of foundational and structural rationalities in
India.
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Of the Greek world-views only the Atomistic, Platonic and Aristotelian may be said to
be systematic. The Atomists sought to explain the origin of living and the lifeless world
in terms of eternal atoms in eternal motion, Atomistic ethics explains the good and
just life by means of a harmony between atomic motions in man, which therefore is the
ideal to be achieved in the present and only life governed by causal necessity.

The Platonic world view sees eternal universals or forms as the fundamental cons-
tituents (or sources) of the ever-changing world of experience consisting of particulars.
Humans are eternal souls that have strayed away from the world of forms into the
world of particulars and have to attain that status again by reactivating the know-
ledge of forms by means of a virtuous life that sharpens reason, which alone can spur
the reactivation. Acquiring such status and state of knowledge is the highest good.

The Aristotelian world-view accepts the principle of four-fold causation as the govern-
ing principle of the world which has originated from five eternal elements, Change or
generation and corruption are explained by the matter~-form principle so that every-
thing living and lifeless tends towards a pure form. To know is to know by means of
causes and causes are isomorphic with reasons. A life of knowledge by reasoning is the
highest good, more so because it gives happiness not obtainable by sense-experience.
Euclidean geometry is a science that employs purely rational methods of theory gener-
ation and appraisal. From common notions or axioms and definitions as archai, it
generates, postulates and thence the theorems by pure deduction which are established
by the method of proof. The theorems deal with ideal forms constructed from ideal
points and lines which, under suitable interpretation apply to concrete objects of the
world.

Archimedesean mechanics is a science of simple but ideal machines such as the
lever, balanece, pulley, stc., which employs Euclidean geometry for explaining their
mechanism,

Ptolemaic astronomy is the culmination of Greek astronomy that explains the posi-
tions and motions of planets on the hypothesis of a geocentric solar system, employing
mostly Euclidean geometric methods of theoretic construction and experienced move-
ments of planets for theory appraisal.

Hippocratic medicine is based on the therapeutic theory giving a causal explanation

of disease and the methods of its cure on the basis of the bile-taste theory which are
empirically observable.
Galilean -Newtonian mechanics is a continuation of Archimedesean mechanics on
the one hand and Copernican and Keplerian astronomy on the other hand. It explains
earthly and heavenly motions in a single theory that employs integral and differential
caleulus in addition to Euclidean geometrical methods of theory construction: experi-
mental methods are employed for theory appraisal,



134 V. SHEKHAWAT

Darwinian biology is a theory of evolution of living species (plants and animals)
employing a large mass of empirical data of varieties of species and environments, The
two basic principles of the theory that establish evolution as a patural process are the
well-known principle of natural selection and the principle of survival of the fittest
by struggle for existence.

Quantum mechanics is a theory of the dynamics of microscopic particles as funda-
mental constituents of the world of experience. It employs the probability theory and
the uncertainty principle for theory construction whereas theory appraisal is effected
by microscopic observation of probable positions and motions of fundamental
particles.

Discussion and comments

THE DEVELOPMENT OF ADVAITA VEDANTA AS A
SCHOOL OF PHILOSOPHY

When we examine the rise and fall of philosophical schools, whether in
European or Asian contexts, we regularly find, it seems to me, a pattern
which may be said to have five major phases. The time taken for a school
to pass through all five phases varies widely. Some schools rise and fallin a
matter of a few decades, perhaps less. Consider the school of logical posi-
tivism, or perhaps we should better say, reconstructive analytical philosophy,
which had its inception not much before Frege at the end of the nineteenth
century, and appears to decline from Wittgenstein’s Philosophical Investi-
gations in the 1940s: a period, then, of fifty years of life. Again, the Carte-
sian philosophy originated in the seventeenth century with Descartes but
soon disappealed as such, replaced by variations as widely divergent as
continental rationalism and British empiricism, each of which arose less
than a century after Descartes’ Meditations. On the other hand, there are
other, particularly the more ancient schools—e.g. that of Aristotle and the
Peripatetics—which arguably maintain themselves for a period of several
centuries. Thomism, which originated with Aquinas, lives on intermittently
and is alive today as a school of philosophy.

Of course, these generalizations depend essentially on what our concep-
tion of a ‘school’ of philosophy is. In each of the above examples some will
argue that the rubric (‘logical positivism’, ‘Cartesianism’, ‘Thomism’) is the
result of confused thinking, of mixed categories, and that some other his-
torical unit, or none at all, is the more meaningful one. What are the marks
of a ‘school’ of philosophy?

1 should list, among relevant features which indicate a school, first, its
having one or more fundamental insights—an allegiance to which, binds
together those who subscribe to the school’s doctrines whatever variations
they may otherwise be able to discern amongst themselves. Secondly, these
insights must be taken, both by the followers themselves and by others, to
demarcate the position of the school from positions taken by others. Third-
ly, its self-awareness as a school should be historically discernible ; there will
usually be institutional factors which serve to bring the theoretical insights
and commitments into relation with life pursuits.

These three characteristics do not serve to settle once and for all questions
of the sort I alluded to a moment ago, for example, about whether the

*Reprinted with kind permission of the editors from Radhakrishnan Centenary Volume
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proper way to view the Cartesian philosophy is as inclusive or exclusive of
movements, such as occasionalism, rationalism and empiricism, that follow-
ed Descartes. But then, perhaps these questions do not much matter for
my present purpose. For let us allow that a school may comprise sub-
schools, and that schools may overlap each other. Still, one can discuss the
development and deterioration of schools while taking into account such
further complexities of their identification.

In India, even more than in the West, philosophy is organized by schools.
There arc fundamental insights, recognized as such by followers and by
rivals as demarcating the position of that school from others, and these
schools are, or Were, in every case connected with institutional mechanisms
by which the school was maintained and made a living reality to its members.

Classically, these institutional supports included traditional training grounds

and metheds, ranging from a single teacher-pupil arrangement through
dsramas and marhas—perhaps a small group of teachers and a larger set of
pupils—to large universities such as Taxili and Nélanda in ancient times.
Other support was provided in many cases by religious affiliation to temples
or monastic orders. Various features of religious organization were assemb-
led around the fundamental insights of the philosophy, and worship paid to
the founders, divine and human, who discovered those insights and/or pro-
mulgated them.

All of the three features of philosophical schools that T mentioned can
easily be seen to apply to the great classical Hindu darfanas (as they are
now-a-days termed) of Indian thought. These included Nyaya and Vaisesika,
Samkhya and Yoga, Piirvamimamsa and Vedanta, each of which is born
around fundamental insights taken as distinctive by followers and rivals,
and each of which was passed on through traditional institutions of learning.
The features also apply to the various types of Vedanta, such as the Advaita
of Sankara, Visista-Advaita of Ramanuja, Dvaita of Madhva, and the
myriad others of which perhaps those associated with the names of Nimbar-
ka and Vallabha are the best known. Tt also applies to the many sectarian
philosophies such as those associated with Kashmir Saivism, Saiva Siddhanta
Virafaivism, Bengal Vaisnavism, etc. Jain philosophy is identifiable in these
terms also, as is Buddhist philosophy generally, and some of the main
schools within Buddhism such as Madhyamika, Vijidanavada, Theravida,
though there are special problems connected with the precise limitations of
some of these schools because of our lack of clarity about the precise nature
of their fundamental insights.

It has been regularly pointed out that in India philosophical schools have
a much longer life than in the West. Indeed, institutional support for most
if not all of the schools just named still exists today, if only to a minimal
degree, and a survey of Indian philosophy of today can still to a great extent

"be organized in terms of schools by which such a survey would have been,
and sometimes was, carried out 500 years ago. (For an example, look at the
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Sarvadarfanasamgraha of Madhavacarya.) Nevertheless, it seems to me that
we can find the same patiern of rise and fall in Indian schools of philosophy
that I suggested we can find in Western schools, The difference is not so
much in the patterns of rise and fall, but in the Indian versus the Western
attitude toward a school which has ‘fallen’, and is now in a state of decline.
In India, such schools are maintained; in the West they tend to be forgotten.
This says something about comparative attitudes in India and the West
toward progress, toward whether ultimate value is to be found in the future
or by a rediscovery of the past. But this is not my concern at the moment.

1 suggested there are five phases in the ‘life’ of a philosophical school.
What are they?

First, and obviously, there is the ‘Discovery Stage’, where the Funda-
mental Insights of the school first appear to its founders. Very frequently,
though not always, this stage is identified with the experience and work of a
single great individual. And where we have sufficient historical information,
there is a strong terdency to try to find the single individual to whom the
credit should be given. Thus Platonism, Aristotelianism, Thomism, Carte-
sianism, Buddbism, Jainism and many others, are actually named after their
founders. In the case of some of the Indian schools, a founder is invented
and made responsible for the composition of a basic text—characteristically
a set of aphoristic utterances in which the fundamental insights are briefly
set forth. Such seems to have been the case with Nyaya (Gautama), Vaise-
sika (Kanada) and Samkhya (Kapila). In the case of Mimamsa and Vedanta,
since a characteristic doctrine there involves the beginninglessness of langu-
age, the origination of their fundamental insights is not credited to a
person—being embedded in the patural things and represented in language—
but those who first represented it linguistically are sometimes named, such
as the sages Yajiavalkya and Uddélaka in the older Upanisads, or Jaimini
for Pirvamimamsa. In most cases a founder is identified—probably not
always with great accuracy—and the entire credit for arriving at the funda-
mental insight goes to him, to the disparagement of others who in some cases
should undoubtedly get as much, or more, credit. We find this the case for
Madhyamika Buddhism, the Fundamental Insight of which is credited to
Nagarjuna, though it is present extensively in the Prajiapdramitd literature;
for Vidista Advaita, where Ramanuja was far from being the first to recog-
nize the point of the school; and for Advaita, where Safikaricarya has
received all the credit to the detriment of Mandana Miéra, or for that
matter Gaudapada.

In fact, this first stage, of discovery, characteristically takes some time,
and the combined efforts of several persons over that period. The first stage
of the histories of the Hindu daréanas seems in every case to have spanned
several centuries. We cannot be sure just how far back the beginnings of
Nyiya, Vaisesika, Simkhya and Yoga, Mimamsa and Vedinta should be
traced, but it seems likely they all had their origins in the thought of pre-
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Christian era India. The siitra or aphorisms which constitute the supposed
beginnings of these systems are actually redactions of views already in place.
Indeed, it is a problem how to distinguish any precise point at which this
first stage of discovery should be said to end and the second stage, of deve-
lopment, begin. However, it is of no great importance to find such a precise
point; indeed, the stages I am delineating are not so much chronological
periods, as they are overlapping tendencies as displayed in the literature of
the schools.

In the second or development stage, the Fundamental Insight begins to
be set forth in a self-conscious way as doctrine. Most frequently, this stage
finds its writers occupied with the following sorts of things.

First, there is usually a concerted attempt at legitimjzation. Only in
unusual circumstances will the early propounders of an insight attempt to
divorce it from all that went before, even though the Fundamental Insight
may indeed have been revolutionary and represented as such. Rather, the
attempt is to show the continuity of the Fundamental Insight with the
features in prevailing or preceding ways of thinking. There may be appeals
to authorities likely to be accepted by one’s audience. One can easily guess
that if such legitimization does not occur, the Fundamental Insight may fall
on deaf ears and so be lost to posterity; indeed, one may well opine that
there are many such Insights that have been lost for that reason.

Secondly, the style of development is characteristically unsystematic. In
India, it frequently took the form of commentaries composed on the siFtras
in which the Fundamental Insight was taken to be formulated. In the West,
this was sometimes the case, depending on current notions of philosophical
style, but even where it was not, there are only infrequently found early
attempts to present a full-blown systematic account of the world keyed to
the Fundamental Insight. This is partly because of the requirements of
style posed by the previously mentioned aim: one who is desirous of legiti-
mization will not normally gain his ends by publishing a self-contained tract
in which the accepted precepts are compendiously overthrown in favour of
unfamiliar corollaries of the new Fundamental Insight.

Thirdly, though the exposition is unsystematic and the continuity with the
accepted wisdom of the age stressed, there is little attempt to give due
attention and respect to the nuances and variations possible within the
limits of the Fundamental Insight. To attempt this would spoil the force of
the exposition, the purpose of which is to show the superiority of the Funda-
mental Insight over its predecessors’ insights. To emphasize or even spend
much time on internal variations within the school, blunts the cutting edge
of the development. There may be implicit or even explicit rehearsals of
arguments with opposing points of view, but these are likely to be guarded.
Polemics, though it may be presaged here, is not strategically the best line
as yet, and for the same reason, attention to internal variations, which may
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suggest to the audience the possibility of internal inconsistency, or worst of
all, squabbling, is minimized.

Fourthly, the standpoint of the writer of a development stage ireatise is
likely to be that of a specialist addressing an audjence of non-specialist
pupils from whom the Fundamental Insight is being elicited in the fashion
made famous by Plato/Socrates when he elicited the Pythagorcan Theorem
from the slave boy. ‘That being the purpose, there will be less drawing of
hard lines of definition and distinction, and more general characterizations
of the Fundamental Insight in ways which enable the reader to warm to it
and make it his own. Arguments and definitions, then, the standard counters
in systematization, are only sparingly adduced at this stage.

Fifthly and finally, there will likely be an attempt to relate the theoretical
aspects of the Fundamental Insight to practical concerns and aims, and
specifically to those concerns and aims that others are not yet convinced of
as worthwhile in themselves or as ends to be achieved. The emphasis will,
therefore, be on pragmatics. The Fundamental Insight will be justified by
its being shown to be relevant to accepted concerns. Though the eventual
upshot will be to specify new categories in which a world-view incorporating
the Fundamental Insight can be couched—categories which will then come
to replace those in current use—the writer of a development stage work will
avoid addressing himself to that aspect of the matter explicitly, contenting
himself with hinting at the possibilities for clarification and the new horizons
of explanation stemming from the acceptance of the Fundamental Insight.
Thus there are certain categorics and concepts, whose recognition is required
by the nature of the Fundamental Insight itself (and the exigencies of ex-
position) that the author in this stage will work with-—and other categorics
and concepts, related to but different from those in use in the rival establish-
ed systems, that he will avoid. The strategy is, first, to make the Funda-
mental Insight plausible, indeed compelling; then the system will develop
naturally.

As the school becomes established by these methods, transition to a2 third
stage occurs, which I shall call the polemical stage. We can usefully com-
pare the five features of the development stage with five features of the
polemical stage which show some similarities but mainly differences to the
preceding ones.

First, whereas the development of the school emphasized continuity with
the previously established views in order not to frighten off possible con-
verts, in the polemical stage there is a concerted attempt to distinguish the
school’s position on all relevant matters from those of others, both from the
previous establishment as well as any rivals which have sprung up to
challenge the Fundamenial Insight. The Fundamental Insight no longer
needs to be legitimized, but it does need to be defended. Consequently, in
literature characteristic of this siage it is the priorities of the opponents
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addressed, and the contrasting views of the school, which dominate the
organization of the work. For the same reason, great effort may be made to
marshal the best possible case for the opponent in order to gain greater
credibility for the superiority of one’s own school, so that the reader realizes
the strength of the arguments and counter arguments that stem from the
standpoint of the Fundamental Insight in overcoming the opponent’s for-
midable-sounding case.

Secondly, the style in which these polemical works are written, is a
function of the order of the arguments offered—of that order as conceived
by the author. It may reflect the priorities of the opponents, especially if
the opponents are conceived to be only of one rival school, or it may be
organized according to the categories now offered by the school as prefer-
able to the traditional categories of the established view or views of the
rival(s). Or it may be organized in a more traditional manner, say, as a com-
mentary, but with the emphasis now shifting from the exegesis of the Funda-
mental Insight to the introduction and clarification of distinctions designed
to round out the position into one which promises an adequate account of the
entire subject-matter to which the philosophy addresses itself.

Thirdly, there is likely to be a greater self-awareness of the nature of and
possibilities in the school’s views taken as a system, i.e. as an interconnected
set of concepts Which, as a whole, explain things better than any rival does
or could. Thus in this stage we find more attention paid not only to the
specific historistic accounts of rival views—so that references are made by
name to authors and works of other schools—but there is also more aware-
ness of the flexibility of one’s own school’s doctrines, of the variations within
the views of those who developed the view in the second stage, and of the
possible alternative ways of making sense of things while remaining within
the limits of the Fundamental Insight.

Fourthly, the standpoint is not now that of a teacher to a pupil, but rather
that of a debater. The purpose of the literature is to win the argument, and
by so doing to prove the supremacy of the Fundamental Insight. Thus, in a
sense, both opponents and aficionados are addressed, the former explicitlyand
the latter implicitly. The arguments are such as should convince the un-
believer; in any case, they will reinforce the believer in case of any doubts
he may have. As a debater, the writer in this stage makes whatever distinc-
tions he needs which are consistent with his other views, and he will develop
definitions to keep these distinctions clear in his and his reader’s minds.

Fifthly, whereas in the development stage, the approach was dominated
by practical concerns, in the polemical stage the emphasis is clearly on
theory. The writer is rationalizing the Fundamental Insight by showing its
superiority through argument. Special attention is paid to what may appear
to its detractors to be its most vulnerable aspects. There is every reason to
glory in the ability of the system to handle all the topics that the rival views
treat, to delineate just which concepts of the opposition are totally wrong-
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headed, which ones are thus partially mistaken, which ones canbe incorpo-
rated into the school’s categories and by what sorts of revisions and exci-
sions. The ultimate purpose of the Fundamental Insight is taken for granted
but is not at this stage much on one’s mind. The tensions in this polemical
stage however inevitably lead (so my hypothesis suggesis) to a fourth stage,
the systematic state.

Here, first attention swings back from the opposition to the inner work-
ings of the school’s doctrines themselves. If the work of the previous stages
has been done well, the school is itself now the establishment. Tt no longer
requires legitimization nor defence. What it now requires is justification of
another sort, in which its future stature is guaranteed against overthrow by
new insights to come. The task, then, is on the one hand to strip the doc-
trines down to their essentials and to provide handbooks with which to
instruct future generations in the system, and secondly, by demonstrating
that the system is rigorously accurate, adequate, consistent and economical,
to induce conviction on afl sides, that will carry such weight in the future as
to preclude doubts, at least among those who are intelligent enough to
understand the system.

Secondly, the style of treatises stemming from this stage is, as one would
expect, systematic, not expository or polemical. There may well be exposi-
tory and polemical material embellishing the systematic material, but it is
the latter around which the work gathers itself. And the sense of ‘system’
here is indicated by the interconnectedness of definitions. The organization
tends to be dictated not by pragmatic considerations, not by the order of
things conceived in rival accounts, but rather by the connections among the
definitions of the key conceptsin the school itself. Before, technical con-
cepts and definitions were, as it were, forced on the school by the exigencies
of exposition and argument; now there is a stripping down of all the con-
cepts—whether those accompanying the Fundamental Insight or those
which came to the fore during the polemical stage-—to a bare minimum.

Thirdly, though the exposition of the system may continue to be in the
terms of a dialogue between opponent and author, thus continuing the
appearance of polemics, this style is now made subservient to the clarifica-
tion and explanation of the technical concepts and their definitions. It is a
springboard for demorstrating the interconnectedness, and so the systema-
ticity, of the system. Likewise, though variations corresponding to factional
opinions within the school may be introduced on occasion, the general
thrust is toward streamlining the system in such a way that only one of the
rival internal views prevails—being the one called for by the rest of the
system’s definitions and their connections. There is once again, as in the
second stage of development, little concern for the details of the opposition
or, for that matter, for the details of development within the system. But
whereas in the development stage this was because the Fundamental Insight
was what mattered, in the systematic stage the same kind of indifference to



142 DISCUSSION AND COMMENTS

detail arises for a different reason—because of the requirements of system-
building.

Fourthly, the stance of the writer is neither that of teacher to pupil, nor
of debator. Rather it is that of the scholastic systematizer. Definitions are
central, arguments and explanations ancillary. The works produced from
this stage may be shorter or longer depending on the extent to which the
author wishes to combine systematic economy with expository clarity and
polemical argument. Thus it may be difficult to place a given work entirely
or unreservedly in one stage rather than another. But the extent to which a
work belongs in the systematic stage depends on the extent to which its
authoris guided, consciously or unconsciously, by a concern for satisfaction
of systematic criteria of success—accuracy, adequacy, consistency and
economy, as mentioned earlier.

Fifthly, inasmuch as the concerns are oriented toward the criteria of
systematic success just mentioned, and not to the practical concerns which
led to the Fundamental Insight in the first place, the systematic stage is
super-theoretical, not pragmatic. Still, it may be argued, and I think correct-
ly, the entire systematic edifice is intended to contribute to the final justifica-
tion of the Fundamental Insight, and thus its necessary triumph consists in
its providing the best means for gétting the ends desired, whatever they are.
The systematic stage, while super-theoretical, is also super-pragmatic.

The fifth and final stage in the history of a school is the stage of decline.
The decline may take several forms. The school may be overthrown by a
new Fundamental Insight; this is the kind of case which has been viewed by
Thomas Kuhn as constituting a paradigm shift and which he illustrates by
adducing certain key turning points in the history of science. In such a case,
the school in decline will merely cease to produce any more literature, to
have any more believers. In short, it will terminate as a school. Or, the
community may lose interest in the purpose which the school proposed to
serve. Or, for other reasons, the school’s doctrines may be muzzled, its
members successfully persecuted, or just ignored. Or, the school may be
merged into another and lose its identity. In any case, the termination is not
the decline. The decline is the period, however long or short, following the
systematization and preceding termination. During the decline stage nothing
much happens, or at any rate, nothing new and different. Old territory may
be explored, introductions written, specific small points discussed and clari-
fied or obfuscated. This is the period of ‘scholasticism’ in that sense of the
term which suggests degeneration and decay. It may take the form of gra-
dual or sudden mergence with other schools, of a watering-down process in
which the distinctions from other schools are disregarded, or of the develop-
ment of a gap between the philosopher and the Fundamental Insight such
that we find the members of the school doing history rather than contribut-
ing further to the system itself.
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These five stages, then, are proposed as calibrations of the life-history of
a philosophical school. I should emphasize that I am not claiming that
every school’s history displays all five stages, or that the stages are so pate-
ntly discrete that one can easily discover which stage the schoolisinata
given point in time. There can be, and frequently there are disputes about
such questions. However, the specification of the detailed features of each
stage should help one to make a case, as a historian, that a school is in that
stage at a certain point in its history. To show this I need to discuss some
illustrations.

I shall make these illustrations brief, and once more, I realize that the
details of classification in each case are, or may by, controversial. Part of
the controversy turns on just what constitutes a particular school with an
accepted rubric; another part turns on which authors and works belong to
which of the stages I have distinguished; still another source of controversy
may arise as to whether a given schoolis presently in decline or indeed is
defunct. My present purpose is not served by debating these points about
my examples: these examples are offered merely to suggest that it is not
far-fetched to view the history of a school in my way.

Let me begin with the ‘school’ which in America we sometimes call
<analytic philosophy’ or ‘philosophical analysis’, more specifically ‘rational
reconstruction’ or the ‘ideal language’ movement. By and large, it is this
(as contrasted with the movement of ‘ordinary language philosophy’ associat-
ed with the later Wittgenstein) that is discussed in books on philosophical
analysis. Its Fundamental Insight may be taken to be the idea that symbolic
logic (perhaps among other things) provides the key to the development of
an improved way of discovering and expressing truths, so that philosophical
progress, and indeed ultimate success in philosophy, stems from precise
analyses of concepts using the tools of mathematical logic. Though itis
quite arguable that this Fundamental Insight was founded prior to the end
of the nineteenth century, it is now fashionable to consider Gottlob Frege
to be the first champion of the movement, so we may associate him with the
discovery phase of this movement.

The acknowledged master of the development stage that follows is Bertr-
and Russell. Reading, for example, his Problems of Philosophy one can see
the attempts at legitimization by tracing aspects of the Fundamental Imsight
back to more classical empiricist, rationalist and even ancient origins. The
style is unpolemical and unsystematic, the conception of where the move-
ment is going amorphous. The trinmph of this stage is the puiting forward
of certain paradigmatic analyses which, by their alleged success, show the
virtues of the approach discovered in the Fundamental Insight. Of these
paradigmatic analyses, the best known is Russell’s theory of descriptions,
although there are numerous others, such as the theory of types, which are
offered in the same spirit.
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The third stage, of polemics, is found in the Vienna Circle positivists, and
in England in A.J. Ayer’s Language, Truth and Logic. These writers attacked
metaphysics as practised by the absolute ideéalists. They emphasized distinc-
tions rather than similarities, were self-consciously aware both of the con-
trasts between their approach and that of their rivals, as well as of the
varieties of points of view within their own school. The style is argument-
ative. The Fundamental Insight becomes identified with the positivists’
push toward a unified science.

As for the fourth stage, the systematic stage, its best-known document is
Wittgenstein’s Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus, but a less well-known exam-
ple is to be found in Rudolf Carnap’s Die Logische Aufbau der Welt, a
work in tutn emulated and improved upon by Nelson Goodman in his
Structure of Appearance. In these works a system is created, an interlocking
set of definitions which is consciously intended to provide an holistic expla-
nation of a subject-matter answering to the criteria of successful system-
making. In the school presently being discussed, the three works I have
just mentioned are probably the most clearcut instances of system constru-
ction, but there is a sizable literature that concerns aspects of these systems,
and of others like them but with differences brought out in specific discus-
sions of key points. That is, there are discussions of what alternative
systems, reflecting the Fundamental Insight, would be like if they were to be
constructed.

With Wittgenstein’s change of mind—or heart—the fifth stage, of decline,
may be said to begin. The pattern of decline in this case combines a kind of
revolution, that of the ordinary language as of Wittgenstein, J. L. Austin
and others, with a mergence (in this case with pragmatism) through such
figures as Clarence Irving Lewis, Willard Van Orman Quine, and Nelson
Goodman. Even Carnap himself contributes significantly to this merger,
and thus to this phase. When I say that this group contributes tothe decline,
I should emphasize that what I mean is that the allegiance to the Funda-
mental Insight wanes, not that the philosophers are themselves deficient.
The Fundamental Insight, as I explicated it, involved a certain programme
which it was hoped would lead to an improved way of discovering and
expressing truths through dependence on symbolic logic and precise analyses
of concepts. Ordinary language philosophy revolted against this dependence
on symbolic logic, and the pragmatist tendencies soften the precision of
certain key concepts (e.g. ‘analyticity” at the hands of Quine; the positivist
insistence on the difference between natural and normative concepts). The
resulting amalgam may or may not represent an improvement; in any case,
its Fundamental Insight has shifted to such an extent that it is hard to say
whether the school is in decline or had terminated. And this, it seems to me,
is typical of the decline of schools in general; it is the exception, rather than
the rule, when we can identify a school that has ceased altogether, in the
sense of having no adherents whatsoever.
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Speaking of pragmatism, one can find my five stages exemplified in that
school also. Once again, it is unclear where the Fundamental Insight is first
formulated, but it is clearly formulated by Charles Sanders Peirce. This
Fundamental Insight, put in its simplest form, is the notion that the mean-
ing of a concept is the difference it makes to action. That thought is deve-
loped (the second stage) by William James, George Herbert Mead, John
Dewey, F.S.C. Schiller and others in the early twentieth century. James and
Dewey, in particular, write in their later years in polemical vein (stage three),
e.g. when James addresses his critics in The Meaning of Truth, and in
Dewey’s many polemical exercises in the 1920s and 1930s such as The Quest
for Certainty, Reconstruction in Philosophy, and so on. The systematic stage
is exemplified in Charles Morris’s work, and in C.I. Lewis’s Analysis of
Knowledge and Valuation. Goodman’s Structure of Appearance may also
count as a systematic work in the pragmatist tradition, one in which the
confluence noted above between pragmatism and philosophical analysis is
well iliustrated. Again, it is unclear whether pragmatism is in a decline or
not; in a certain way it has received a shot in the arm from the later Witt-
gensteinian doctrine of meaning as use, and one might well picture the
dominant strain in contemporary Anglo-American philosophy as combining
into a single amalgam elements of all three of the following: philosophical
analysis, pragmatism, and ordinary language philosophy. It is difficult for
one whose own convictions are involved to assess the extent to which the
Fundamental Insight of present-day Anglo-American philosophy is itself
an uncertain combination of these three schools, or whether there is or
is about to be a recognition of a new Fundamental Insight which has its
source, in some manner or other, in the Fundamental Insights of these
schools.

1 have cited philosophical analysis and pragmatism as examples mainly
because they are the schools I know best outside of Indian philosophy. They
are also schools which flourish today, or did so recently, and thus it is
relatively easy to appreciate their Fundamental Insights and stages. When
one turns to older schools one has more difficulty in identifying what should
count as a ‘school’, in part because it is no longer known to us in an imme-
diate way what the participants in the tradition thought of as the real key
to their allegiance. For example, if Cartesianism is a school, as reported to
us by historians, it is either a very vague movement which comprehends
both British empiricists such as Locke, Berkeley and Hume, as well as the
continental rationalists such as Spinoza and Leibniz, or else it is a very brief
movement, or better perhaps, three distinct brief movements, one taking up
Descartes’s thoughts on physics (Regius, Clauberg, Huygens), another his
positive epistemological notions (Malebranche, Foucher, Arnauld), and a
third his metaphysical thoughts (de la Forge, Cordemoy, Geulincx, the
occasionalists). Thomism, another alleged ‘school’, waxes and wanes at
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least three times over the centuries, and it is hard to tell whether one should
treat these as three distinct schools or as one overall school.

1 shall not try to perform further exercises to test my hypothesis in West-
ern philosophy concerning the five-stage process characterizing the rise and
fall of philosophical schools. The purpose 1 do wish to put it to, to which 1
will now turn, isto give some shape to the history of Advaita Vedanta
through distinguishing these five stages within it. I should perhaps conclude
here by reiterating and emphasizing that I hold no particular store for
these five stages, and certainly not for the specific characteristics of each
stage that I have distinguished. I suspect those better acquainted with the
broad expanse of the history of philosophy will be able to improve on my
suggestions in a pumber of ways. The tool I have fashioned here is intended
to shed light on Indian philosophy, which is organized in schools to a degree
significantly greater than in Western thought. Even so, the purpose is main-
ly to provide handles on which to hang the names and contributions of a
number of Indian writers, handles without which it is difficult to appreciate
their place in the tradition they represent.

I turn to consider the history of that school of Indian philosophy which
is regularly identified by contemporary Indian inteilectuals as the most
powerful among the several viewpoints (darfana, or schools) into which
Indian philosophy is regularly classified. The name of the school is Advaita
Vedanta. Its founder is regularly said to be India’s most famous and power-
ful philosopher, Sankaracarya, who probably lived in the Iate seventh and
early eighth centuries A.D.

There is no question that Advaita, as T shall refer to that school for short,
is and has been for many centuries a school. Earlier T listed three features
of a philosophical school: first, that it pays allegiance to one or more
Fundamental Insights; secondly, that these Insights are taken to demarcate
the school’s position as distinct from other positions; and thirdly, that its
self-awareness as a school should be discernible by organizations and insti-
tutions around which the activities of the philosophers and their students
and followers tend to revolve. Advaita satisfies these criteria. I shall in a
moment outline the fundamental insights it promulgates, and at length des-
cribe the stages in the processes of development, defence and systematization
it went through. As for the third feature, there have been since at least San-
kara’s time, perhaps earlier, teaching institutions, called mathas or Gsramas,
committed to instructing solely in Advaita in some cases, or committed to
Advaita while serving other further goals in others. A famous Brahmanical
tradition claims to descend from Sankara, who is credited with having
founded four (or perhaps more) pithas, central mathas, in the four cormers
of the subcontinent of India, and who 1s also credited with initiating a
famous monastic line, that of the ‘ten-named ones’ or Dasandmin. Though
there is some doubt, at least in my mind, that Sankara the philosopher did
these things, there is evidence that a tradition enshrining the tenets of Ad-
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vaita did exist in those days, whoever was actually responsible (if indeed it
was any one person) for establishing these organizational accompaniments.
And it is evident that a line (parempard) of guru-pupil relationships extends
from Sankara the philosopher through many centuries of instruction.

However, the Fundamental Insights of Advaita are clearly not Sankara’s
invention, as he himself insists. They go back to time immemorial, probably
at least to the period of the Upanisads, nowadays dated by scholars as stem-
ming from the early part of the first millennium B.C. The oldest Upanisads
make pronouncements which Advaita philosophers interpret as enunciating
their Fundamental Insight. While other schools of Vedanta question that
interpretation, it seems reasonably clear that the following characterization
of the Advaita interpretation is known to some writers by the beginning of
the Christian era, if not well before.

Advaitins, whatever else they believe, are committed to the following
four propositions, which 1 shall take as the Fundamental Insights of
Advaita. First, thereis only one Reality (sat), which they call brahman,
and it is unchanging, undifferentiated, free from any distinctions which
might separate It from another Real—since there is no other Real. Second-
ly, this Reality, brahman, is pure consciousness (cit), the real Self. Thirdly,
the differences that we observe and conceive as distinguishing things,
persons, etc. from others are imposed upon our consciousness by or through
a power called avidya or maya. Both the power and its apparent products
are not real. Fourthly, it is the removal of this avidpa (literally, <lack of
understanding’; popularly translated ‘ignorance’) through self-knowledge
that constitutes liberation, the supreme purpose of sentient beings, and
this liberation is bliss (@nanda).

The basic terminology in which these proposxtlons are couched is in place
at the time of the Upanisads The so-called ‘great sentences’ (mahdvakyad)
of Advaita are Upanisadic utterances which enunciate one or another
aspect of the propositions just summarized. For example, ‘That art thou’
(tat tvamasi) enunciates the second (the identification of brahman with
Gtmany, while ‘satyam anantam brakma’ expounds the first point, that
brahmanis Real, as well as implying the third and fourth points, that
differences (which have an end) are due to that avidyd, whose removal
unveils the pure endless brahman (whose unveiling amounts to the realiz-
ation of the bliss of liberation).

Whether the Advaita propositions represeut the correct interpretation
of the message of the Upanisads is of course a much-debated point over
which the various Vedéntic philosophies diverge. The very term ‘Vedanta’
means the concluding portions of the Vedas, i.e. the Upanisads. Every
Vedantist, in the proper sense of the term at least, is engaged in exegesis of
the Upanigads’ message. Vedinta is sometimes termed ‘Uttaramimamsa’,
that is, the later exegesis, for that reason. Like the Parvamimimsi on
carlier exegesis, Vedantins apply principles of exegetical interpretation to
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Sruti, that is, the Vedic scriptural literature. This process of exegesis has
been going on ever since the time the Upanisads were enunciated (Mimam-
sakas and Vedintins deny it was ever composed). By a time shortly after
the first century A.D. we know of writers by name, whose works are now
lost, who developed an interpretation of the Upanisads featuring the pro-
positions which make up the Advaitin’s Fundamental Insight.

The earliest extant document which clearly expounds Advaita tenets is
attributed to Gaudapada, a personage whom Sankara twice refers to as his
teacher’s teacher. Gaudapada’s Karikas on the Maundikya Upanisad develop
the Advaita Fundamental Insight, though not without some puzzling
features, one of the most notorious being the extensive use of Buddhist
terminology in the fourth and final chapter of the work. It is, I believe,
appropriate to consider Gaudapada’s Karikds as the first known work in
stage two, the development stage of Advaita. It is clear that Gaudapada
didn’t discover Advaita. He considers himself to be expounding the doctrine
of the Upanisads, and we hear elsewhere of Advaitins prior to Gaudapéada.
The Buddhistic nature of the latter portion of his work might be considered
as pertinent to one of the features I have associated with this stage, namely,
the attempt to legitimize. It is possible, that is, that Gaudapada is addres-
sing an audience of Buddhists or of those influenced by Buddhism, and the
use of Buddhist terminology may be calculated to indicate continuity of
Adbvaita with Buddhist ways of thinking. The Karikas display the other
marks of stage two to which I alluded; it is unsystematic in style, disinterest-
ed ininternal varieties of Advaita thought and yet not excessively polemical.
There is in it a spirit of leading the listener or the reader on from his accept-
ance of more general notions-——the Buddhist onces mentioned, and in the
earlier portion of the work, some very ancient and somewhat mysterious
technical terms for various aspects of the cosmos. And there is no attempt
to develop new categories or distinctions. Gaudapada’s purpose is to con-
vince, not to defend or systematize.

A large problem in assessing Sankara’s own place in his system is created
by the difficulty of identifying his authentic writings. Recent scholarship, by
Paul Hacker and Sengaku Mayeda in particular, has suggested that only a
small number of the hundreds of works ascribed by tradition to Sankara
were in actuality composed by the same person. The paradigmatic work, by
definition that of the philosopher Sankara, is the Brahma Sitra Bhagya, a
commentary on the Brahma Siitras which are themselves a condensation of
the Upanigadic teachings the authority of which is claimed by each of the
several Vedantic schools. Hacker and Mayeda’s work strongly suggests that
Safikara wrote a few commentaries onthe older Upanisads and probably
portions of a treatise entitled Upadefasahasri, ‘a thousand teachings’.

Confining ourselves to these authentic works, we can find various features
of §ankara’s work which indicate histole as a developer of the school. We
find there various strategies for linking Advaita with traditional elements,
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strategies which add up to a penchant for legitimization. First and fore-
most, Sankara is a Mimamsaka. His concern is to interpret the scriptural
texts so as to reflect the Fundamental Insight of Advaita. In doing this, he
utilizes the exegetical rules developed by Pirvamimamsa. Though his main
themes—repeated almost obsessively throughout his writings—is to urge
that the karmakdnda, the section of scripture enjoining actions, and the
JjAanakdanda, the section providing knowledge are actually aimed at different
audiences, he is in no way a radical as far as his attitude toward scriptural
authority goes. His position is that the Advaitin insights are precisely those
that the Upanisads express.

In other ways Sankarais also a legitimizer, not an innovator. At the
opening of the Brahma Siitra Bhdsya, as has been noticed by many scholars,
Sankara begins by contrasting the self and the not-self in a way which is
reminiscent of Samkhya. When he talks of causality it is in terms of pari-
adma or transformation, a technical Samkhya term describing how the basic
stuff of the universe, prakre, transforms itself into the mental and material
evolutes which constitute the Samkhya scheme of categories. And in so far as
he talks at all about mundane matters having to do with the makeup of the
empirical world, his langnage is largely borrowed from Samkhya, a habit
adopted in turn by practically all Advaitins from his time forward. It is only
gradually that he shows us the vast gulf that actoally separates Advaita
from Samkhya.

Another aspect of his conservatism concerns his attitude toward the
nature of the samnydsin, or the renunciate. Hindu tradition identifies the
samnyasin as the fourth of four stages of an ideal life, the stage following
studentship, householdership and retirement to the forest. In that fourth
state the ideal man is held by tradition to turn his thoughts to liberation
and to abandon all his belongings (except those required for modesty and
cleanliness) as a symbol of his non-attachment to desires. The semnydsin is
the holy man, the wandering mendicant still found in the Indian country-
side today. The traditional notion of this holy man is that he is seeking
liberation by combining desireless action with study and meditation. San-
kara’s position, which he forcefully argues is a direct corollary of Advaita
tenets, is that it is impossible to combine action with knowledge. If one acts,
one cannot know, and if one knows, onie cannot act. Therefore, the tradi-
tional way of understanding the holy man is antithetical to Sankara’s under-
standing of Advaita. Stili, Sankara does not straight-forwardly challenge
the traditional notion of samnydsa. Instead, he reinterprets samnydsa as the
stage of Self-knowledge, which for him is identical with liberation-while-
living or jivanmukti. He finds a different classification of stages of life in the
Chandogya Upanisad, one which suits his understanding better. According
to it, there are four ways of life conducive to merit, the first involving sacri-
fice, study and charity, the second requiring asceticism, the third consisting
of commitment to a teacher, and the fourth described as being ¢fixed in
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brahman’ (brahmasamsthd) and reaching dmmortality’ (amrtatva). Sankara,
in his commentary on the Chandogya, interprets the first as the householder,
the second as the wandering mendicant or holy man, the third as the life-
long student, and the final one as the liberated person. In all the first three,
renunciation of one sort or another is to be practised; so in different ways
those three are samnyasa. The final stage, however, since it precludes acting,
is not a stage of renunciation at all. This position of Sankara’s is a very
radical one: even Mandana Miéra, the other great Advaitin of Sankara’s
time, does not go so far. Despite the extreme. nature of §ankara’s inter-
pretation, however, he only reverts to it when he has to, e.g. when com-
menting on passages like the Chandogya passage where the text itself clearly
favours his account, or when resolving difficult points, such as in his com-
mentary on the Bhagavad Gita passage where Arjuna asks: ‘You recom-
mend both renunciation and activity. Tell me for sure which of these is the

better way.” (Samnydsam karmapam krspa punar yogam ca famsasi. Yac

chreya etayor ekam tan me brihi sunifcitam.) Sankara utilizes his extreme
doctrine to resolve the puzzle by interpreting Krsna’s answer (that action is
better, so fight!) as addressed only to non-knowers.

§ankara’s reputation over the centuries has been so powerful that it has
over-shadowed another equally important figure in the development stage
of Advaita, Mandana Miéra. Mandana is probably an elder contemporary
of Sankara’s (and probably not identical with Sankara’s pupil Sure§vara,
despite Advaita tradition). Mandana started out as a Purva Mimamsaka,
and only wrote one treatise that we know of on Advaita. But the Brahma-
siddhi is an extremely important work, anticipating as it does some of the
most notable tendencies in the later polemical and systematic stages. Itis a
difficult work, and one which only scholars are likely to warm to. But it too
has elements of compromise: long sections on Pirvamimamsa rules of exe-
gesis and a remarkable passage in which Mangdana propounds the doctrine
of $abdabrahman, of brakman as Language, a view most notably associated
with Bhartrhari and the Vyakarana of the grammarian philosophical school.

Mangana’s style compares favourably with that of the best Mimamsa and
Nyaya works of his time, and is in a certain sense somewhat systematic;
Sankara’s style is commentarial and thus unsystematic; even the Upadesa-
sdhasriis written as a charming set of dialogues between teacher and pupil.

In philosophical works of classical Indian philosophy there is a regular
use of a form of presentation in which an opponent, called a pirvapaksin, is
answered by the proponent or author, called the siddhdntin. Ln the development
stage one regularly finds no identification of who the piirvapaksin in a given
argument is, certainly not by name, and most frequently not by title either.
One has to guess whether the opponent being presented is a Naiyayika, a
Mimamsaka, a Samkhya oc a member of some other school. This reinforces
the continuity between Advaita and other schools, since it provides an oppor-
tunity to show an alleged natural development from the opponent’s position
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to that of the proponent. But it also allows for another typical feature of the
development stage, an indifference to internal variation within the school.
Sankara, for example, considers several opponents to his main thesis that
action and knowledge are incompatible. These pitrvapaksing would appear
to be various sorts of Mimimsakas, various sorts of Vedintins of the sort
traditionally called ‘bhedabhedavidins’, and proponents of a third view,

“titled by commentators as ‘Prasamkhydnavada’. The position of this last

theory is that in liberation one must still at least practise meditation, and it
turns out to be a view that Mandana espouses. Thus Sankara appears to be
alluding to Mandana or Mandana’s type .of view among his opponents.
Mandana likewise alludes to views of Sankara’s sort in his work, again
avoiding any explicit identification of the source of that view.

8till another illustration of this feature of indifference to internal varia-
tion can be found in Safnkara’s use of variety of analogies, the logic of each
of which would, if followed out strictly, take the Advaita in different direc-
tions. Sankara is not bothered by this. Later on, in post Sankara Advaita,
one subschool of Advaita fastens on one type of analogy, another on a
different one, as we shall see.

The fourth feature of the development stage was that of the standpoint
adopted by the author toward his audience. Sanikara clearly takes a position
of specialist addressing non-specialists—pupils and others—who are never-
theless insiders. They sce, or can be made to recall, the Advaita insight, and
so it is a matter of leading them on from what they accept to what they have
forgotten but really knew before. So definitions, where offered at all, are
provided merely in the spirit of demarcations, that is, giving just enough of
the characteristic marks of a kind of thing to enable the hearer to recognize
it and to distinguish it from whatever is, in the context, apt to be confused
with it. Arguments, in Sankara, are likewise offered for edification only:
though there are polemical passages, they are always in the service of a
larger cause. Though Iess true for Mandana, who has lengthy passages which
are overtly polemical, Sankara’s way is taken up by his pupils and the later
members of the development stage.

Finally, fifthly, the entire exercise is practical for Sankara. It is as if he’
were saying to his audience, ‘We are all aiming at the same end, but perhaps
we are at different junctures along the way. So here is what may help you
with your particular hangup.’ Thus the meaning of the expositions offered
by writers of this stage are best analysed in pragmatic terms, perhaps in
terms of their functions as speech-acts. Safikara is not really much interest-
ed in the classical topics of Indian philosophy—the sources of knowledge,
the problem of universals, even the nature of difference—for their own sake.
He takes them up more or less in passing, in order to clear them out of the
way, as if they were generically likely to distract the audience from the main
pursuit, the gain of self-knowledge. (This feature is just not true for
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Mandana, who in many ways, most notably this one, looks forward to
the future stages.)

Sankara had at least two pupils who wrote Advaita treatises, named
Padmapada and Suresvara. In different ways, we already begin to see a
transition from the development stage features characterizing Sabkara’s
work toward the polemical state to come.

Padmapida carries forward Mandana’s more systematic style. There is
greater emphasis in Padmapada on problem areas of Advaita, e.g. the
theory of error, how avidyd works, its locus, the implications of the various
analogies Sankara used, the nature of perception and the other sources of
‘knowledge or pramanas. Padmapada also polemicizes more pointedly and
accurately against Buddhists, Mimamsakas and others. His interests do
seem to be geared to the standard problems of Indian philosophy. We only
have the first portion of what was probably an extended subcommentary on
the Brahma Satra Bhasya. Though Padmapada is still a developer inasmuch
as he is taking his mentor’s stances of necessity, if we had more to go on we
might grant him a place with Mandana as an avant-garde polemicist.

Suregvara, by contrast, though he sometimes polemicizes, avoids most of
the classical problems of Indian philosophy. He argues mainly with Mima-
msa and over the same questions on which Safkara concentrates. He is very
clearly continuing the note struck in the Upadefasdhasri: as Mysore Hiri-
yanna remarks, the Upadefasihasri, Surcévara’s Naiskarmyasiddhi, and
Suresvara’s follower Sarvajiiatman’s Samksepasariraka make up a related
group of texts.

This takes us to the middle of the eighth century A.D. A gap now appears,
of over a century, during which no works were written of which we have
any knowledge. Furthermore, what may scem surprising in hindsight, the
other classical schools of Indian philosophy seem not to know of an Ad-
vaita school as yet. There is no mention of Sankara, and only an occasional
awareness of Mandana. It is only in the tenth century that there is a revival
of Advaita, or at least the production of new Advaita treatises, and the
school begins to be recognized by other philosophers.

Five major works of the tenth century should be mentioned briefly. Two
are important commentaries, the titles of which became the names of the
two major sub-schools of post-Sankara Advaita. One of these is by Vacas-
pati Miéra, a commentary on the Brahma Sitra Bhasya named after his
wife, Bhamati. The Bhamati school of Advaita becomes one of the major
sub-schools in later years. The other commentary is by Prakdsatman; it is
called Vivarapa and is a commentary on Padmapada’s Paficapadika. There
are attempts by subsequent scholars in the tradition, right up to the present,
to classify cach subsequent writer on Advaita into either the Bhamati or the
Vivarana tradition.

The other three works of the tenth century deserving notice are indepen-
dent treatises—i.e. not commentaries. I have already mentioned Sarvajfi-
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atman’s Samksepasdriraka, which continues the type of development
found in Sureévara and in Sankara himself. A little-known work called
Tattvasuddhi, by Jiidnaghana, seems—on the basis of references to it by
others—to develop the line of Mandana and perhaps Padmapida. Most
interesting of the three, perhaps, is the Isfasiddhi by Vimuktatman, a treatise
on epistemology dedicated to exploring and vindicating the theory of mdapya
by positive argument. Topics treated here include ; the pramanas and the doc-
trine of the intrinsic validity of knowledge; the degrees of truth and/or be-
ing: the theory that the empirical and dream worlds have an ontological
status which is neither real nor unreal, and so is technically labelled anirva-
caniya; the critique of difference as necessarily not real; the existence of the
external world; the positive rather than negative nature of avidyd; theories
of error; how avidya can be removed. These topics are ones more or less
ignored by Sankara himself; they become the major preoccupation of later
post-Sankara Advaitins.

The next important text in the Advaita literature ushers us directly and
totally into the polemical stage. This is probably the most celebrated dia-
lectical treatise in Hindu philosophy, Sriharsa's Khandanakhandakhadya,
dating from the twelfth century. Sriharsa identifies his opponent very clear-
ly; it is the Nyaya, and most notably the great Udayana, a pivotal figure in
the history of the Nyaya-Vaisesika school. Apparently Udayana had criti-
cized Sriharsa’s father, and so this work was written by way of revenge. It
is self-consciously patterned after the arguments of Nagarjuna, one of the
greatest names in Buddhist philosophy, whose method consisted in showing
up the pretensions of all positive philosophical systems by a negative dia-
lectical method. While other Hindu philosophers had criticized Nagdrjuna
as being a vaitandika, a wrangling sophist who argues merely forthe purpose
of victory, having no positive theses to put forward in place of those he
refutes, Sriharsa extols the method of vitandd, holding in a similar vein with
Nigirjuna that removal of the veil of avidyd from the pure consciousness
that is brahman requires a negative method. Asa result, Sriharsa takes up
practically every Nyaya tenet of any consequence and subjects it to extensive
criticism, mainly of the reductio ad absurdum variety.

Sriharsa’s work is one of three recognized widely by Advaitins and Ad-
vaita scholars as the triumphant masterpieces of Advaita polemical litera-
ture, The other two are the Tartvaprakasika of Citsukha (fourteenth century),
popularly known as Citsukhi, and Madhusfidana Sarasvati’s (sixteenth cen-
tury) Advaitasiddhi. While Citsukha and Madhusidana are not as exclusive-
ly negative in their polemics as Srfharsa, it is clear that the major sections
of their works are devoted exclusively to refutations. Citsukha, like Sriharsa,
takes as his prime opponent the Naiyayikas, while Madhusfidana is answer-
ing a direct challenge by a polemical Dvaita Vedantin, Vyasaraja. The three
works here cited are only the most famous of a genre which comprises many
other treatises.
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These three works, and the others like them, have a style that is deter-
mined in the main by the arguments of their opponents. This is most true
of the Khandanakhandakhidya, which is confessedly exhaustively polemical.
Here the topics treated are in the main Nyiya topics, only tangentially
Advaitin, and the arguments are connected and organized by the logic that
the Naiyayikas accept rather than by any Advaita concerns. By contrast,
Citsukha’s and Madhusidana’s treatises provide a combination of Advaita
exposition with polemics, Their organization, too, reflects Advaita priori-
ties. Nevertheless, the style is unsystematic in the sense that there is no
attempt to organize either Advaita tenets, or those of the opposition,
according to an interconnected set of rubrics or definitions or even argu-
ments. The style runs from one thing to another as the author happens to
think of them.

A second point about polemical stage works. Whereas in the develop-
ment stage the continuities with other doctrine and arguments was empha-
sized where possible, the polemical writers emphasize the contrasts between
Advaita and the other darfanas. The purpose is no longer, as Safkara’s
was, to justify the Fundamental Insight. Rather, these writers are defending
that Insight indirectly by parrying every objection posed to Advaita by its
most intelligent opponents. That these oppoments are intelligent is made
evident by picking arguments which relate to the most abstruse aspects of
Advaita thought, such as those developed by Mandana, Padmapida, in the
Bhimari and Vivarana literature, and in works such as we saw the Istasiddhi
to be, where technical concepts and problems were gloried in. There is
very little common ground admitted with any opponent.

The style used is still that of pirvapaksa and siddhinta, a sort of dialogue,
but now there is more willingness to identify the opponents by name or by
school, so that the contrast with Advaita positions will be the more evident.
Concomitant with this admission of the identity of other schools and
authors, there is a recognition shown of the varieties of views comprehend-
able within one’s own position, a willingness to allow diversity within
Advaita. Especially in the Advaitasiddhi we find references to various views
in past Advaita literature. To a lesser extent this occurs as well in Citsukhi.
Other works of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries also show this
feature, for example, Madhusidana’s Siddhdntabindu and Appayya Diksita’s
Siddhantalefasamgraha. It is from works such as these that scholars can
best guess at the way in which an Advaitin of that period and the preceding
several centuries may have viewed his own school. The emphasis, then, in
works of this stage is on a show of scholarship. But there is no eclecticism,
Advaita per se is defended, the particular version being that deemed most
effective in meeting the positions of the opponents.

Whereas the style of the works of the previous stage was didactic, addres-
sed to those within the fold, the works of the polemical stage are scholastic.
They address both opponents and aficionados, but not pupils. Authors ex-
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pend much effort in developing many arguments to make the same point.

The emphasis is on the arguments. But the arguments are not for edific-
ationt only. They are part of the polemics.

Another aspect of this feature is the polemical stage attitude toward
definitions. Definitions are offered in the course of argument to meet the
challenge posed by an opponent’s offering of a definition, or the requesting
of one from the Advaitin. Frequently, one will find one party in a discus-
sion in these texts asking the other party for a definition of a term. How-
ever, unlike in a Platonic dialogue, where Socrates will explore to what ex-
tent the definition is satisfactory, examining not only whether its application
fits the definiendum but also whether the definition’s sense—its intension—
coincides with that of the definiendum, definitions when offered in Advaita
polemics are clearly at the service of arguments. They are not themselves
arguments, but merely serve as springboards for argument. Sriharsa, as a
matter of fact, takes an extreme position against definitions, no doubt moti-
vated by the Naiyayika’s penchant for providing them. He says flatly at one
point: ‘No definitions are acceptable’, meaning that it is impossible to
specify a definition which will be entirely satisfactory.

The polemical exercises of this literature are theoretical, not practical. In
contrast to Sankara and the writers of the development stage, the polemi-
cists are caught upin the attempt to rationalize the system, especially its
putatively vulnerable aspects, and to show Advaita’s superiority in explain-
ing those topics that every darfana is expected to address. Though libera-
tion, -and the progress toward it, are not altogether forgotten, the action is
elsewhere.

During the period from the twelfth through to the seventeenth centuries,
while polemics were dominating the Advaita scene, and while commentaries
of the development stage continued to be composed, there is another type
of literature which begins to become more frequently assayed. That is the
handbook, the suceinct introduction of Advaita. I believe this type of lite-
rature provides a transition from the third, or polemical stage, to the fourth,
or systematic stage, by habituating Advaita writers to the charms of brevity
in exposition and thus, perhaps inadvertently, forcing them to pay attention
to the problem of finding an economical method of presenting the funda-
mental insight and its most important corollaries within brief compass.

Probabiy the three most famous handbooks produced in this period are
the Paficadast of Vidyaranya (fourteenth century), the Vedanzasira of Sada-
nanda (sixteenth century), and Dharmaraja’s Vedantaparibhisd (seventeenth
century). As we shall see, the last of these is a lot more than merely a hand-
book: in fact, I shall argue, it is the most important, possibly the only,
developed treatise of the systematic stage in Advaita. But it, and the other
two, are handbooks which are regularly read first by those uninitiated in
Advaita views.

The Paficada$i is organized into three chapters: the first on Reality (sar),
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the second on consciousness {cir), and the third on bliss (dnandd). Its ap-
proach expounds the Fundamental Insights with little detail about the cate-
gories of the later polemical stage. Where such matters are broached, there
is only brief discussion and what there is is carried on mainly through
metaphors.

The Vedantasara is even briefer, and it is not at all concerned with the
categories and problems of the polemical stage. It is a piece typical of the
commonest Advaita genre, repeated over and over by countless authors,
many unidentified. A large number of these brief works have been attributed
to Safikara (e.g., the armabodha, the Vivekacigidmani), though there is no
firm evidence to snggest he wrote any and internal stylistic evidence to
suggest he did not.

Which brings us, then, to the fourth stage, of system. As I mentioned, T
know of only one work which clearly stems from this stage, and that is the
Vedantaparibhasa of Dharmarija. This is a handbook of a quite different
sort. Unlike all previous Advaita works, it has a style that is neither exposi-
tory and commentarial nor polemical and historical. Rather, Dharmaraja’s
style features interconnected definitions. The organization of the work is
dictated essentially by the nature of such a system. Its logic, its primitive
terms, determines which concepts will be explained first, which later, and
this is a choice made by the system’s creator. Polemics, where they are in-
dulged in, arise from the system .rather than vice versq, as was the case in
the preceding stage.

Both the Fundamental Insight and the polemical categories are expound-
ed in Dharmaraja system. By this time it is not necessary to legitimize the
school: it is entirely confident of its superiority. Nor is it now necessary any
longer to develop many arguments to refute the opponent. Arguments are
provided only where it is helpful to compare or contrast an Advaita notion
with those of others in order to explicate the notion being explained. The
difference between a systematic treatise, like Dharmaraja’s and the hand-
books such as Paficadast and Vedantasira is that the systematic treatise not
only serves to introduce neophytes to the Fundamental Insight but it also
systematizes the categories in a way which will stand up in the future as a
monument to the worth of the school’s views, as well as a challenge to any
rivals who will have to refute not merely a few arguments but the entire
interconnected set of definitions in order to remove Advaita from the scene.

The use of the dialogue (pirvapaksa/siddhinta) style is made subservient
here to the definitions themselves. The pirvapaksin is one who finds fault
with a definition offered by the siddhantin. He alleges that the proffered
definition over-extends (ativydpti) to things other than the definiendum, or
under-extends (avydpti) by failing to encompass a part of the definiendum.
His eomplaints are used either as a foil to point out the merits of the defi-
nifion, or as an occasion to improve the definition through added qualifica-
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tions. A measure of the confidence with which Dharmaraja operates is that
he is willing to admit a fault in a definition. A prima facie defect in a defi-
nition causes no demerit, provided the fault is reparable through qualifica-
tion. This attitude contrasts sharply with that of say, Sribarsa, in whose ex-
position no fault will be allowed at all, all faults being found in the oppo-
nent’s definitions, and one’s own position being ultimately safeguarded by
disallowing its dependence on any definitions whatsoever.

In the development stage internal variations within the Advzuta. school
were ignored or intentionally overlooked, and in the polemical stage they
were subsequently noticed and accepted. In the systematic stage, Dharmaraja
shows no concern for internal variations, though occasionally he will indi-
cate alternative definitions to encompass cases where genuing and important
internal disagreements are known to him. But these constitute only a kind
of aside: the emphasis is rather on the extent to which the system adjudi-
cates between successful understandings and less successful ones, in the light
of the overall adequacy, accuracy, and economy of the system.

Dharmaraja’s standpoint combines the scholastic and the specialist in the
systematizer. Definitions are central. They are not merely demarcative,
though they are certainly that too. The approach, in fact, is that foundin
the sophisticated treatment of things by Navya-Nydya, and indeed, Dharma-
raja’s training was in Navya-Nydya and he wrote some treatises explicating
that school’s doctrines. Dharmaraja addresses himself to the smart student
who knows some logic of the sort he might have learned from a Naiyayika.

The exercise is certainly not practical. It is rather super-theoretical. The
progress from insight to further and further rationalization, a process in-
forming the history of the school throughout its various stages, reaches its
pinnacle here.

1 know of no other systematic work like Dharmaraja’s in Advaita though
the Bhasapariccheda and Siddhantamuktavali occupy a similar position in
Nyaya. Advaita literature from the seventeenth century to the present, al-
though vast, is with little exception a non-systematic literature. Writers re-
turn to rehearse over and over the Fundamental Insights, and with little
imagination. Foward the end of the nineteenth century we have a recurrence
of the scholastic touch, but it is essentially at the hands of pandits respond-
ing to a surge of interest in tradition as Indiacomes face to face with west-
ern thought, the presence of British academics and scholars (followed by
others from the European continent).

What happened? Why did Dharmaraja’s work suddenly (apparently)
terminate the systematic development of Advaita? Here are some possible
answers, and some problems with each answer.

(i) ‘Dharmarija was a Naiyayika as much as an Advaitin. His Vedanta-
paribhasa may have been a kind of rour de force emanating from a «foreign”
source, viz. Nyaya. This was recognized, and Dharmaraja was not emulated.
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Writers returned to the basics.” The trouble with this explanation of the
Advaita decline is that Dharmaraja was hardly rejected by posterity: his is
one of the most popular and frequently used handbooks.

(if) ‘Dharmaraja was so successful that nothing was left to be done. The
critics were silenced. Writers returned to simple expositions of the truth,

realizing that nothing more needs to be done along systematic lines.” The

trouble with this is that if it were correct, Dharmaraja’s stature among
Advaitins ought to be much higher than it in fact is. The fact is that among
modern Advaitins of a scholarly bent it is Citsukha and Madhusiidana who
were regularly held up as the paragons of post-Safikara Advaita scholasti-
cism, not Dharmaraja.

(¢ii) *Advaita scholasticism was merely swallowed up by Nyéya, or more
specifically, Navya-Nyiya, which was also at the same time invading and
permeating not only philosophical schools but a variety of other disciplines
such as literary criticism, jurisprudence and grammar.” Though this expla-
nation may have some merit, thelack of any other work to achieve anything
like the systematic stature of Dharmarija’s gives one pause for thought.

(iv) *Systematization is regularly followed by a paradigm shift, as Thomas
Kuhn calls it. This is a sort of historical law. Here the shift was from intel-
lectualism of the Advaita sort to devotionalism, a shift which can also be
seen in the history of Nyiya in this period in Bengal, where logicians and
dialecticians “got religious” and embraced Bengal Vaispavism, for example.’
"There is probably something in this answer; it certainly seems that devo-
tionalism is increasingly explicit as we come toward the present in ali the
philosophical schools.

(v) “The original premiss is incorrect. There are other systematic works
like Dharmaraja’s—it’s just that we haven’t found them yet, or at least if
they’ve been discovered they haven’t been properly noticed.” This is possible,
though not terribly likely, it seems to me. It is clear that there arc a very
large number of Advaita works still in manuscript form, unpublished, and
certainly unstudied. Whether they are unnoticed is less clear. Currently,
there is a research project in progress geared to photographing every known
Advaita work in manuscript form. When this project is complete, it will be
possible to assess the extent to which this answer is feasible.

(vi) ‘As is usual, the development of Dharmaraja’s systematic work
should be sought in the commentarial literature.” The trouble is that there
are not a great many commentaries on the Vedantaparibhasa.

(vii) ‘Advaita died, for other reasons, and was only resurrected in the
nineteenth century because it most closely resembled the reigning Western
doctrine, namely, absolute idealism.’ There is probably some truth in this:
certainly, the inordinate attention paid to Advaita by British and European
scholars who considered it the most advanced philosophy in India derived
in part from their belief that Hegel and Bradley represented the pinnacle of
achievement in philosophy generally.
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(viii} *We are victimized by a foreshortened historical perspective. Deve-
lopment of systematic Advaita is going on, but (g) the time between one
giant—like a Mandana or a Dharmarija—and the next one can be several
centuries, so we need not expect to have another Advaita giant in the time
since Dharmaraja (although one may soon appear); (b) We may have had
some giants without recognizing them. Philosophers are frequently only dis-
covered posthumously.’” However, between Mandana and (say) Vimukt-
dtman, two and a half centuries later, there was little Advaita literature at
all, whereas since Dharmarija there has been a great deal, so thatif a giant
is sleeping there, we should be able to wake him.

(ix) ‘Systematizing is an unimportant task, or at least unrecognized, and
hard at that, No one wanted to make the effort it takes to construct new and
more complex systems. And it didn’t matter. It is the Fundamental Insight
that counts. Systems are frills.” That is a standard anti-intellectual response,
and there is no brief answer to it that can be calculated to convince or even
satisfy the sceptic. One must show that the system-—or at least some kinds
of system—necessarily satisfies worthwhile goals, worthwhile even for the
sceptical anti-intellectual.

KARL POTTER

COMMENTS

V. VENKATACHALAM
Bhogilal Leherchand Institute of Indology, Delhi

L first take up Prof. Potter’s basic concept of five stages for in-depth scrutiny.
The five stages of development of philosophical schools—European or
Indian—posed by Potter may be summarized as follows:

1. The Discovery stage, where a single great individual visualizes the
fundamental insight or insights which eventually go to make the future
school.

2. The Development stage, where the school is apparently in the making.
Prof. Potter has spoken of five special characteristics of this stage:
(i) attempt to legitimize ; (ii) unsystematic style (in India, style of writ-
ing commentaries); (iii) no effort towards internal variations and very
fittle of polemics, as it is likely to hamper the force of the exposition;
(iv) attitude of a specialist (teacher) addressing non-specialists (pupils) ;
{v) stress on practice as opposed to mere theory.

3. The Polemical stage, also marked by five features, which are similar
in some respects to those of the Development stage but have some
sharp dissimilarities: (i) a concerted effort to defend (in place
of legitimizing) the standpoint of the oppoments of the Funda-
mental Insights and to uphold their superiority; (ii) in point of style,
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emphasis shifts from exposition to finding new distinctions or cate-
gories or clarifying them with a clear orientation towards meeting the
arguments of the opponents; (iii) clear awareness as a school, taking
advantage of internal variations and flexibility of doctrines; (iv) atti-
tude of a debater addressing an opponent, in place of the attitude of a
teacher and pupil; (v) stress reversed from the practical to the
theoretical.

4. The Systematic stage. This stage too has five features, like the two
previous stages, and most of them concern the same points: (i) the
effort is not to legitimize or to defend but to seek justification of
another sort, to protect it from being overthrown by new insights;
(ii) the style is not expository or polemical, but systematic, showing
interconnectedness of definitions; (iii) though the approach hasan
appearance of polemics, it is made subservient to clarification and
explanation; (iv) the attitude is not that of teacher to pupil or debater
to opponent, but of scholastic systematizer; (v) in terms of practice
versus theory, it is ‘super-theoretical. not pragmatic’. But it is also
possible to argue differently, in which case, it would be super-theore-
tical and super-pragmatic.

5. The stage of Decline. This is the period between systematization and
termination, which may be caused by one or more of the following
four factors: (i) overthrow by a new Fundamental Insight; (ii} decline
of people’s interest; (iif) suppression by force; (iv) merger With
another school and consequent loss of identity. During this period no
original or significant contribution is made.

I have made this summary somewhat long, so that nothing of consegquence
is omitted. I have also tried to put it in the author’s own words, as far as
possible, so that the hypothesis is faithfully projected without overplaying
or underplaying anything. In this I have tried to emulate the example of our
ilustrious $asrra-karas, who are, by and large, scrupulously fair in present-
ing the strong points of the piirvapaksa and do full justice to the opponent’s
point of view before exposing its weaknesses or hollowness from the stand-
point of the siddhanta.

I shall now proceed to examine, first, how far the basic hypothesis of a
five-stage development for philosophical schools is itself logically sound, and
second, how far this five-stage hypothesis holds good in the case of Advaita
Vedanta, which has been singled out by Prof. Potter as a particularly apt
illustration for his hypothesis.

Taking the hypothesis first, the one glaring thing that struck my aftention
on a close perusal of the presentation of his hypothesis by Prof. Potter is
that he himself is not quite sure of the neced for the five stages he advocates.

The following statements made by Prof. Poiter, read with my comments
thereon, will clearly bear this out:
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(1) The very opening sentence of his article, in which he spells out the final
upshot of his hypothesis, highlights this uncertainty. He speaks here of a
regular pattern of ‘five major [sic, emphasis mine] phases’. Does this not
imply that he admits the possibility of some more stages, though they may
be minor? If he concedes that there are, or can be, more minor stages, in
addition to the five stages he has posited, what happens to his hypothesis of
five stages of rise and fall, which he is at great pains to propound for all
philosophical schools in the European and Asian contexts, with added em-
phasis in the case of all Indian philosophical schools and which he is anxious
to prove with substantial evidence in the case of Advaita Vedanta? Further-
mote, he has not explained or even dimly hinted anywhere in his article
what the minor stage or stages could possibly be and where they could be
fitted in his five-stage scheme. This leaves the inevitable impression that, not
being sure of his final count of five stages, he has chosen to take shelter be-
hind the expression ‘major phases’, employing ‘major’ as a sort of safety-
valve to save his hypothesis, in the event of anyone posing a sixth or even
seventh stage. Should anyone succeed in making a reasonable case for an
additional stage, he could still save his hypothesis by simply branding it as
‘minor’.

(2) Apart from this diplomatic use of the epithet ‘major’ to describe the
five stages of his hypothesis, the language Prof. Potter uses to spell out his
final opinion here also shows the same hesitation, diffidence or even indeci-
sion. He speaks of it as -a pattern which may be said to have [emphasis mine]
five phases’. Mark his tactful phraseology here too. He is unable to muster
the confidence required to say, ‘which has five phases’ or even ‘which may
have five phases’, but settles for ‘which may be said to have’. His vacillation
about his own five stages is so patent here that there is no need to labour the
point any further. It leads to an inescapable feeling that the learned profes-
sor has, in his zeal for propounding a novel thesis, hurried it through, with-
out himself making sure of all its details and implications.

(3) Here is a third instance—an even more glaring one, at that—of the
prevailing uncertainty clouding his exposition of the five stages. Before pro-
ceeding to apply his five-stage hypothesis to Advaita Vedinta, he concludes
his discussion on Western philosophical schools by ‘reiterating and empha-
sizing’ that he holds ‘no particular store for these five stages and certainly
not for the specific characteristics of each stage’ (p. 83). Here is an unequi-
vocal and emphatic statement from the very propounder of the five-stage
hypothesis that all the five stages are not obligatory for all philosophical
schools, let alone the distinctive characteristics by which they are to be
identified and distinguished. What is particularly noteworthy is that, by this
declaration, he has not only diluted his five-stage hypothesis, but has sought
to reiterate and emphasize the dilution of his five stages to anywhere less
than five. This obviously implies that he does envisage the possibility of
some philosophical schools with only four or three of his stages. Many ques-
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tions arise heré. If Prof. Potter does not hold particular store for all his five
stages, does he do so for four, three or at least two of these stages? More-
over, if he does hold any store for some of the five stages, what are the
stages which could be dispensed with in either of these cases? Prof. Potter
has not addressed himself to questions such as these. Short of admitting the
possibility of schools with less than five stages, he has not drawn the line
anywhere to indicate his idea of the minimum number of stages essential to
make a philosophical school or what these stages are. It is possible to argue
—if only for the sake of the argument—that he has deliberately left such
questions unanswered and conveniently allowed it all to remain vague, so
that his hypothesis would still be safe, without this or that stage in any
particular school or schools. But I shall not make the mistake of casting the
slightest aspersion on the sincerity of Prof. Potter’s effort and the consider-
able pains he has taken to unfold a new hypothesis. I would rather put it
down as the result of unceremonious haste in proposing his hypothesis
without applying himself to all its relevant aspects and the issues connected
with it.

Since Prof. Potter is silent about the minimum number of stages, the only
course open to us is to consider the three possible alternatives of four, three
and two stages and see how the hypothesis fares in each case.

(@) If he would admit the possibility of a philosophical school with only
two stages, the stages should obviously be Discovery and Decline. It will
then turn out to be a sort of still-born school, discovered only to decline and
die! Though such a contingency cannot be summarily ruled out and it may
be possible to think of such developments in the history of Indian philosophy
also when an apparently new insight died with its founder, these do not
merit any serious attention in a survey of philosophical schools, as such.

(#f) Assuming that he holds the position that there should be at least three
stages, the stages would perforce be Discovery, Development and Decline.
The question, then. is: have we to look to a professor of philosophy from
the USA to propound a separate hypothesis to say that Indian philosophical
schools pass through the three stages of Discovery, Development and Dec-
line? Is it not a simple natural law that anything under the sun is born to
grow for a time and decay at last—irrespective of sharply contrasted varia-
tions in the period covered by growth and decay, which could, as the poet
says, be precious brief with ‘a lily of a day’ or ‘threec hundred year’ with an
oak?

(iti) The case for two and three stages having been thus discredited, only
the case for a four-stage rise and fall remains. In fact, this appears to be the
only logical alternative of less than five stages. And in all probability, Prof.
Potter had only this in mind, when he wrote about not holding store for all
five stages. Here again. the question is, which could be the four stages? I am
inclined to think that Prof. Potter could have it both ways; namely, the three
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basic stages mentioned earlier along with the Polemical stage or the System-
atic stage. Following this line of thinking, it should be possible to locate
philosophical schools with only one out of these two stages, Polemical and
Systematic.

(iv) T wish to draw attention to a certain oddity that is inherent in Prof.
Potter’s treatment of his hypothesis. On the one hand, he is constrained to
provide for more than five stages; on the other hand, he admits the possibi-
lity of philosophical schools with less than five stages. Placed in such an
awkward situation, where he finds it necessary to concede both possibilities,
of more than five stages as well as less than five stages, he has to make his
hypothesis cut both ways. He has successfully contrived to do so by the sub-
tle stroke of first calling them ‘major’ stages and then by affirming that he
holds no particular store for the five stages’. The moot question is, if he
tacitly admits that the stages can be more than five in some cases and less
than five in others, where does his five-stage hypothesis stand?

I do not think it proper to justify this vacillating attitude by saying that it
is after all a hypothesis and that a little looseness or flexibility partakes of
the character of hypotheses. It should be remembered that the five stages
form the pivotal point of his hypothesis. Flexibility in a hypothesis ought
not to be carried to such an extent that the hypothesis itself collapses. [ have
already shown that if you make the number of stages flexible and admit less
than five stages, nothing is left of it and the hypothesis itself melts into thin
air.

There is yet another hazard in letting such basically unacceptable hypo-
theses pass muster on the score that they are, after all, only hypotheses.
Though the authors of such hastily conceived hypotheses propose them with
many reservations and do not Wish to claim any finality for them, they are
often passed off later as their accredited opinions and tend to be taken as
proven theories. This is precisely what happened with what Max Muller first
proposed as a mere conjectural hypothesis, as a possible approach to find a
date for the Rgveda Samhita. He made two purely arbitrary assumptions:
that (1) there were four distinct epochs in the evolution of the entire Vedic
literature, and that (2) each of these epochs extended up to two hundred
years. He then arrived at 1200 Bc as the date for the earlicst hymns of the
Rgveda by calculating backwards from 500 Bc as the time of Buddha. What
started in this form as mere speculation came to be quoted by his blind
followers as his view and gradually became known as Max Muller’s theory
of the date of the Rgveda and passes off as a theory to this day, in spite of
some sane voices like those of Whitney that were raised against making a
theory out of what was just a tentative hypothesis. Such a risk becomes all
the greater, when the author of the hypothesis is an eminent person like
Prof. Max Muller. One would not be surprised if a similar favourable wind
confers on this halting hypothesis of Prof. Potter the stature of Potter’s
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theory of five-stage development of Advaita Vedanta, thanks to the high
esteem he has already earned, quite deservedly, as the compiler of the
Encyclopaedia of Indian Philosophies.

* ok Kk

G.C. PANDE
Allahabad Museum Society, Allahabad

Prof. Potter’s paper is clearly divisible into iwo parts. The first part argues
that the history of philosophical schools shows a ‘regular pattern’ of five
major phases’ and looks like a theory of history. The second part deals with
Advaita Vedanta and seeks to present a thumbnail sketch of its history as a
school. Although the second part looks like an application of the ‘model’ in
the first part, there is & certain hiatus between the two where Prof. Potter
appears to discount the seriousness of his own model, saying,

I hold no particular store for these five stages, and certainly not for the
“specific characteristics of each stage that I have distinguished . . . The tool
I have fashioned here is intended to shed light on Indian philosophy,
which is organized in schools to a degree significantly greater than in
Western thought. Even so, the purpose is mainly to provide handles on
which to hang the names and contributions of a number of Indian writers.

This is modest indeed and should disarm all critics. However, if this is all
that Prof. Potter means, more than 40 per cent of his paper would be grossly
depreciated. No one need dispute a scheme so general that it could be freely
modified in different cases.

Any historical presentation today tends to use some kind of general and
flexible scheme of presenting the ‘development’ of its subject. In earlier ages
when the concept of ‘development’ in human society and culture was un-
known, history as a story of action tended to adopt the perspective used in
more literary narratives or dramatic works. Action begins, moves towards
some central climax or crisis and ends in happy resolution or tragic catas-
trophe. Indian dramaturgists conceived of five sandhis, viz. mukha, prati-
mukha, garbha, vimarda and nirvahana, though it was admitted that all
dramatic action does not show all the sandhis. Modern development theories
have appealed to a variety of processes of change ranging from the biological
to the logical. The names of Comte and Spencer, Hegel and Marx, Vico and
Spengler may be picked up at random to illustrate the varicty of develop-
ment theories over the last iwo centuries. In India.diverse traditions are
occasionally conceived as manifesting, growing, declining, disappearing,
though they might be revived, re-formed. Usually, however, they are con-
templated only in their classic and static forms. It is possibly true that the
developmental aspect of philosophy is not a fashionable subject even now
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among either historians or philosophers, except for those who belong to the
schools’ of Hegel or Marx. Most histories of philosophy are a series of
philosophical summaries in chronological order plus some comparisons and
biographical material. They could rise to the level of serious history only to
the extent they are able to trace the logical development of philosophical
ideas and locate them within the larger context of intellectual trends, social
attitudes, religious faith and scientific knowledge. The understanding of the
logical processes of formulating, discussing and systematizing ideas is doubt-
less of central importance but it is not a historical necessity that philoso-
phers should always actually follow the path of universally acceptable logic
or dialectic. As a result, to understand the history of philosophy one must
attend not only to the force of logic but also to that of general circumstances.
Philosophy is not merely the expression of the logical Idea but also of the
unpredictable human Spirit. Since philosophical ideas function in a dual
context—Ilogical and cultural—it is difficult to discover any simple or com-
mon pattern in their history.

Prof. Potter suggests that philosophical schools begin with the discovery
of one or more Fundamental Insights. This is the first or the Discovery stage.
Usually some single, great individual is responsible for it but it may also be
the work of many carried on even anonymously over centuries. Realizing
that this makes the hypothesis of a recogrizably distinct Discovery stage un-
convincing, Prof. Potter remarks,

Indeed, it is a problem how to distinguish any precise point at which this
first stage of discovery should be said to end and the second stage, of deve-
lopment, begin. However, it is of no great importance to find such a pre-
cise point; indeed, the stages I am delineating are not so much chrono-
logical periods, as they are overlapping tendencies as displayed in the
literature of the schools.

This, again, has the effect of putting Prof. Potter’s hypothesis beyond the
pale of criticism. If the phases are merely overlapping tendencies, accepting
them could not be objectionable especially when one has the freedom to
modify them.

‘In the second or Development stage, the Fundamental Insight begins to
be set forth in a self-conscious way as doctrine.” This stage is unsystematic
and avoids definitions and arguments, but shows an attempt at legitimization
and at relating the theoretical aspects of the Fundamental Insight to practical
concerns. If the sitras represent the first stage, the commentaries represent
the second siage. The third stage is Polemical which is predominantly theo-
retical and argumentative. The fourth stage is the ‘Systematic’ stage, the fifth
is that of Decline.

It would be obvious that formulation, elaboration, argumentation and
systematization are simultaneous tendencies. Prof. Potter himself calls them
overlapping. Even if it were argued that the different phases are characteriz-
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ed by the relative predominance of one of these different processes, it is not
necessary that such phases must actually be historical and constitute a uni-
que sequence. Prof. Potter thus regards the history of Advaita from the
siitras 1o Gaudapada as its Discovery stage, from Gaudapida to ¢. Ap 1000
as the Development stage, from Sri Harsa to ¢. AD 1600 as the Polemical
stage, Dharmarija as representative of the stage of Systematization, follow-
ed since then by the stage of Decline. This is not very different from what is
normally accepted—scriptural Vedanta, Pre-Sankara Vedanta, Sankara,
Post-Sankara Vedanta. The polemical aspect of Sri Harsa, Citsukha and
Madhusidana Sarasvati is well-recognized. Dharmaraja’s VP is used as a
standard and introductory text-book, but rarely given the honour which
Prof. Potter bestows on it. But the siztras themselves could well be described
as the final systematization of a long period of anterior formulation, elabo-
ration and argumentation. Badardyana’s siitras, for example, appear to have
been preceded by other similar attempts and debates with rival schools. It
could be argued that when new challenges arose. the ‘system’ had to be re-
formulated and re-argued, which was done by a series of commentators from
Upavarsa to Sankara. When the Buddhist challenge was replaced by that of
the Dualists and a new philosophical idiom came into vogue, the medieval
polemic of Advaita was produced. It is not clear why Vedantaparibhasi
should be regarded as the systematization of Advaita Vedanta. It is doubtless
a popular and concise text written in an intellectual milien dominated by
Navya-Nyaya but it is distinctly odd to think of it as the last word on
Vedanta. Its detailed concern with pramana, in fact, makes it an introduction
to philosophy from a Vedantic point of view.

Prof. Potter’s conception of the ideal state of philosophy seems to be that
of a set of interconnected definitions (vyavasthita laksanavali) bringing out
the implications of certain primitive terms and propositions (mila-padar-
thanviksa). But this conception is too formalistic toaccount for the vitality
or felt significance of philosophy. It is difficult to think of actual historical
schools of philosophy as simply deductive systems in the making since their
insights and their assessment of reasons function within a context of cultural
attitudes. This is implicit in the traditional conception of fksa or Sravana
preceding anviksa or manana. If a philosophical school perfects a pseudo-
formal system, it is likely to be bogged down in formal or logical enquiries
in place of substantive philosophical enquiries, which is what appears to
have happened to late medieval Indian schools.

Perhaps Prof. Potter has been inspired by attempts to build models about
the history of science. However, as hardcore science remains closely attach-
ed to empirical testability, its history shows marked linearity, despite a cer-
tain relevance of the notion of paradigm shift. The history of philosophy,
on the other hand, regularly shows numerous alternative ways of thinking in
chaotic conflict.

It is not merely that Prof. Potter begins with a scheme of the historical
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development of philosophical schools which is too abstract and general to
yield any specific insight into them. His focus of attention in philosophy too
tends to be on its formal side so that its cultural coniext being neglected its
history becomes unreal. The emphasis on the institutional aspeci of the
school is only an identifying device for Prof. Potter but it has the unfortunate
effect of identifying Advaita with the teachings of the Sankarite monasteries.
If Vedantaparibhdsd represents the climax of Vedanta and these monasteries
the Advaitic school, what doubt can there be that the school is dead and
fossilized? On Prof. Potter’s assumptions, his final question is really rhetori-
cal, ‘What happened? Why did Dharmaraja’s work (apparently) terminate
the systematic development of Advaita?’

The Prasthina-trayt and Sankara constitute the major sources of Advaita
and it is these which continue to be its living roots. The work of monasteries
between the fourteenth and seventeenth centuries is coloured by a medieval
monastic-scholastic ethos which is far from Sankara. But Advaita is not
simply a system of definitions for §@strdartha or the monastically regulated
life of samnydsa, it is a widely prevalent religious philosophy as well asa
philosophical religion. Numerous academic and monastic schools professing
it have appeared and disappeared in the course of its history of three millen-
nia. Its fundamental insights are not logically formulated, unambiguous pro-
positions, but foundational intuitions or spiritual vision. Its innovative
intellectual expression since the eighteenth century has largely occurred out-
side the traditional monastic or modern educational institutions. Rammohun
Roy and Vivekananda recognized the challenge of new social conditions to
Advaita. Ramana Maharshi has historically rediscovered its spirituality. As
for what is taught as Veddnta in the pathafdlas or colleges, it is professedly
the dead learning of the past as understood in the eighteenth century.

Indeed, Prof. Potter’s question is amazing. He seems oblivious of the ob-
vious fact that the whole of Indian civilization has been declining since the
eighteenth century. How could schools of philosophy be an exception? It is
not merely Advaita but all traditional schools of philosophy, education, art,
literature and science which have ceased to be areas of creative social interest
During the last two centuries in India there have been many great religious,
social and political leaders but the realms of intellectual creativity have been
relatively barren. Traditional education was profoundly and adversely alter-
ed by its re-organization under the East India Company. Real innovation
was discouraged by a new system of examinations, degrees and official re-
cognition, and few ambitious, rebellious or creative minds were attracted to
it. The creative rediscovery and progressive interpretation of traditional in-
sights has taken on directions outside the sphere of official or academic re-
cognition. This is true of Advaita too which should not be put into the Pro-
crustean bed of monastic schools or scholastic text-books.

L S
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S.L. PANDEY
University of Allahabad, Allahabad

Dr Potter’s synoptic article entitled ‘The Development of Advaita Vedinta
as a School of Philosophy’, in the Radhakrishnan Centenary Volume (edited
by G. Parthasarathi and D.P. Chattopadhyaya, Oxford University Préss,
Delhi, 1989), deserves the attention of every student of Advaita Vedanta,
coming as it does from the pen of the reputed and dedicated editor of the
Encyclopaedia of Indian Philosophies. He has developed there a theory of
five stages in the history of every school of philosophy and applied it meti-
culously to Advaita Vedanta. The stages he sets up are those of Discovery,
Development, Polemics, Systematization and Decline. At the first stage there
appear certain fundamental insights which are legitimatized through com-
mentaries at the second stage. They are further defended by debates with
their adversaries at the third stage, after which they are systematized accord-
ing to logical requirements at the fourth stage, which leads to the decline of
the school. The classical Upanigads and their pre-Gaudapada commentators
are placed in the first stage; Gaudapada, Mandana, Saikara, Padmapada,
Suredvara, Vacaspati, Prakasatma, Jhanaghana, Sarvajfidtma Muni and
Vimukatm3 in the second stage; Sri Harsa, Citsukha and Madhusiidana in
the third stage; and Vidyaranya, Sadinanda and Dharmarija, all authors of
Vedantic handbooks, in the fourth stage. Dharmaraja’s Vedantaparibhisa, a
manual of a sub-school, is disproportionately eulogized as a ‘super-theore-
tical’ exercise informing the history of the school throughout its various
stages, where the progress from insight is further and further as rationaliza-
tion reaches its pinnacle (p. 97). After it Dr Potter sees the end of Advaita
Vedanta in the seventeenth century and tries to give reasons why Advaita
died after Vedantaparibhasa.

The theoretical formulations of Dr Potter, however, are unlikely to be
accepted in India, where Advaita Vedidnta ‘lives on intermittently and is
alive today as a school of philosophy’ (p. 71), a description that he himself
reserves for Thomism, but fails to see as being also true of Advaita Vedanta.
His account, in fact, suffers from many flaws, some of which may be shown
here.

First, it is too naive and simplistic, and does not explain the development
of a single concept, category, definition or argument that has been advanced
throughout the history of Advaita Vedanta. Take for example, the argument
for Advaitic Absolutism which is not the same from the Upanisadic period
to modern times. But not even a mention of it or reference to it is made in
his article, to speak nothing of explainingits variaiion and vindication. Simij-
larly, take the doctrine of mdya or avidya. Dr Potier’s model fails to account
for how this concept originated and developed and how maydvada was
stipulated, supported, opposed and restrengthened through refutations of its
refutations. The development of philosophical concepts and arguments does
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not follow the linear development of the origin, growth and decline of a
plant, as their texture is too complex and muliilateral to conform to such
linearity. Furthermore, Dr Potter’s theory does not explain the rise and
development of the sub-schools of Advaita Vedanta like Bhdmari Prasthina,
Vivarapa Prasthana and Varttika Prasthana. To take them as merely internal
variations at the level of legitimization is simplistic, if not fallacious.

Secondly, Dr Poiter’s approach is primarily theological. The ascertainment
of the fundamental insights from the Upanisads, their rational exposition,
their critical defence and finally their logical systematization—all these are
basically the activities of theologians, But Advaita Vedénta is not theology.
Sankara himself has rejected theology in his comments on the first and
fourth Brahmasiitras and formulated an epoch-making theory that Advaita
Vedanta is independent of Piirvamimaritsa, the paragon of all Indian theo-
logies. Post-Sankara Vaignava theologians disputed with Sankara and his
followers over this issue for several centuries. Hence it has become a crite-
rion of demarcation between Advaita Vedanta and other schools of Vedanta.
Dr Potter overlooks this criteriological divide and handles all schools
of Vedanta with the same theological brush. Furthermore, Advaita Vedanta
is not an attempt to explain the insight that Reality is one and without a
second, but to gain the insight, to comprehend the Reality that is one and
without a second. It is a philosophical exercise for conceptualization of the
Absolute and not a theological exercise for vindication of the Upanisadic
propositions which are found to be irrelevant by a philosopher who has got
even a tentative glimpse of the Absolute. Advaita Vedanta treatises are for
darsana, manang and nididhydasana, like Locke’s An Essay Concerning Human
Understanding, Descartes’ Meditations or Kant’s Critiqgue of Pure Reason,
and not like Paul Tillich’s Biblical Riligion and the Search for Ultimate Real-
ity, Martin Buber’s Prophetic Faith or Karl Barth’s Evangelical Theology:
An Introduction.

Thirdly, Dr Potter seems to have less than needed awareness of the conti-
nued debate between Advaita Vedanta and Navya Nyaya, otherwise he
would not have recognized the Vedantaparibhisa of Dharmarija as the most
systematic work of Advaita Vedaata, since it has made none too right con-
cessions to Navya Nyaya, as for example, over the interpretation of the
statement ‘That Thou Art’. It has, therefore, been rejected or ignored by
many Advaitins, chief among them being Mahadeva Sarasvati of the eigh-
teenth century, whose Tattvanusandhana has become more popular than
Vedantaparibhaga among the seekers after truth, as it has four commentaries
in Sanskrit and is one of the earliest works to be translated into Hindi in the
early nineteenth century.

Fourthly, Dr Potter’s perception that Advaita died after Veddntaparibhisi
is historically incorrect. He is blissfully ignorant of the Advaitic works of
the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, such as Tafivanusandhina of Maha-
deva Sarasvati, an important vade-mecum; Bodhasdra of Narahari, an
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encyclopaedia of Advaitic doctrines and disciplines; Svardjyasiddhi of
Gangadharendra Sarasvati; Brahmasitravriti and Atmavidyavildsa of Sada-
§ivendra Sarasvati and many other prakarana granthas which are already
published. Furthermore, he has not noticed the Hindi classics of Niscala-
dasa, Vicarasagara and Vriti Prabhakara, written in the mid-nineteenth
century and translated into Sanskrit on account of their original contri-
butions to Advaita Vedianta which was fully alive when the Britishers intro-
duced English education in India in the nineteenth century. The Advaitins
did not receive any patronage from the British rulers and academicians or
Christian missionaries. As a matter of fact, their philosophy was often criti-
cized or even ridiculed in those circles. But truth does not live on patronage
or regard. It is self-sufficient and powerful and needs no external stimulus
for its survival. Consequently, Advaita Vedanta is recognized as a perennial
philosophy in India even today. There has been no question of its death or
termination at any time.

Fifthly, Dr Potter does not recognize the Brahmasiitra of Badarayana as an
Advaita Vedanta tract, apparently because it has several non-Advaitic com-
mentaries. But this betrays his bias against Advaita Vedanta. The number
of Advaitic commentaries on this work is far greater than all non-Advaitic
commentaries put together. Moreover, the growth of non-Advaitic com-
mentaries has not stopped even today and their target is not to refute the
formulations of any previous non-Advaitic ‘commentary but those of the
commentary of Sankara. This shows that Sankara is still alive or relevant
today, whereas his earlier detractors like Ramanuja, Madhva, Vallabha and
Nimbarka are, by and large, dead and irrelevant; they may still be alive and
relevant for their followers, undoubtedly, but the point that is to be special-
Iy stressed concerns Dr Potter’s omission of the sitra literature. He has fail-
ed to indicate any siitra manual of Advaita Vedanta. How can a school of
Indian philosophy live without a siitra treatise? If Sdriraka Bhdsya is accept-
ed, then the Brahmasiitra of Badarayana cannot be set aside as non-
Advaitic.

Furthermore, no attempt to explain the history of Advaita Vedanta can
be credible unless it takes into cognizance its sitra and the bhdsya, virttika,
tika and tipannis thereon. Dr Potter refers neither to the sitra of Advaita
Vedénta nor to its va@rtika. It is well-known that Sasnkara wrote commenta-
ries on three prasthanas: the Brahmasiitra of Badarayana (Nydya Prasthand),
the Upanisads (Sruti Prasthana and the Bhagavadgita (Smrti Prasthana). In
the case of Sruti Prasthana, Brhadirapyaka Upanisad, Sankara’s commen-
tary and Suresvara’s sub-commentary on it are usually regarded as its sijtra,
bhasya and vartika. Similarly, in the case of Nydya Prasthana, Brahmasitra
of Badarayana, Sankara’s Sdriraka Bhasya and Sarvajfiatma Muni’s Sarik-
sepa Sariraka are regarded as its siitra, bhasya and varttika. Likewise, in the
case of Smyti Prasthana the Bhagavadgita, Sankara’s commentary on it and
Madhustidana Sarasvati’'s commentary thereon are regarded as its sgera,
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bhasya and virtika. Thus these three original sources of Vedanta are conti-

‘nuing vigorously. Particularly the Smrti Prasthang of the Bhagavadgitd has

been pursuved more widely during the last three centuries than the other two
prasthanas. Consequently Gitg-literature has become the focus of Advaita
Vedantists. Unfortunately this fact is totally missed by Dr Potter. Lastly,
there is the growth of Prakarana granthas. Dr Potter has mixed some of
them with the literature of Nydya prasthana. But they can be allied with the
literature of Sruti prasthina or Smrti prasthana also. Or, alternatively, their
origin, growth and development can be explained independently of this triple
literature. At any rate, Dr Potter’s model leaves out a number of Advaita
works which do not suit the main purpose of his demonstration, i.e., the
legitimatization of Advaita Vedanta by Gaudapada and Sankara and its
termination in the seventeenth century after its systematization in Vedanta-
paribhasa.

Sixth and final, Dr Potter shows his awareness of Thomas Kuhn’s historical
iaw of paradigm shift, but he applies it only to the shift of Advaita Vedanta
from intellectualism to devotionalism (p. 98). He does not perceive that
Kuhn’s law provides a better model to explain the entire history of Advaita
Vedanta than his own theory, for there are at least five earlier paradigm shifts
determined by the confrontations of Advaita Vedanta first with Mimamsa,
second with Samkhya, third with Buddhism, fourth with Vaisnava theologians
and fifth with Navya Nyiya. These encounters cannot be brushed aside as
mere debates or polemics, for they are essentially accompanied with the stra-
tegies of re-systematization and re-organization of the prevailing ideas of
Advaita Vedanta. In fact, discussion with opponents and re-systematization
of one’s own system are simultaneous adventures. Contemporarily this is tak-
ing place between Advaita Vedanta and the prevailing systems of Western
philosophy. Moreover, paradigm shiftis not only conceptual but linguistic
also. The shift from Sanskrit to English or from Sanskrit to Hindi does not
spell the death of Advaita Vedinta. These conceptual and linguistic shifts
indicate that Advaita Vedanta is ever alive and the declaration of its death or
termination in the seventeenth century is nonsense. The human urge to be
free will always keep Advaita Vedanta alive, for no curtailment of freedom is
tolerable for long. Even a few utterances expressing freedom have more worth
than a billion of books on its negation.

* ok *

Ram MURTI SHARMA
University of Panjab, Chandigarh

I appreciate the keen interest shown by Prof. Karl Potter in his treatment
of The Development of Advaita Vedanta as a School of Philosophy. In this
article the renowned author has made an effort to trace the development of
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the Vedéanta school on the criterion of the external development of the
school. Accordingly, his method is to trace the morphology of its develop-
ment, the original shape of Advaita, for instance, and its developmental
positions, numbering them. In numbering the developmental positions such
as fundamental insights, the following of these insights by followers of the
school and by others, demarcating the position of the school from others’
positions, its self awareness as'a school and institutional factors are signi-
ficant. While setting forth the developmental history of Advaita, Prof.
Potter has exemplified the developmental positions of schools of Western
philosophy like Cartesian philosophy and the philosophy of Platonism,
Aristotelianism and Thomism. Through this approach Prof. Potter reaches
the conclusion that Advaita has passed through various stages in its deve-
lopment. For instance, there is the stage of fundamental insight discovery,
the stage of the siitras, the stage of legitimatization, minimizing the possibi-
lity of internal inconsistencies and squabbling, the style of a specialist who
addresses mainly his pupils as did, say, Socrates and Plato (guru-Sisya
pararpard), and finally an attempt to relate the theoretical aspects of the
fundamental insights to practical purposes and aims. With regard to the
development of Advaita, Prof. Potter says that decidedly Safkaracarya is
the most famous and powerful philosopher. He says that the school of
Vedanta was not known as a school for many centuries. Tracing the his-
torical development of ‘Advaita’, he says that it was Sankaricarya who
developed it into a school. He says that, <«confining ourselves to these
authentic works we can find various features in Safikara’s work which indi-
cate his role as a developer of the school.” He further says, ‘Sankara is
also a legitimizer, not an innovator.” In this regard, Prof. Potter quotes the
opening of the Brahmasiitra Bhdsya, which contrasts the self and non-self.
This is reminiscent of Sarmkhya. ‘When he (Sinkara) talks of causality, it is
in terms of ‘parinima” or transformation—a technical Sarmkhya term, des-
cribing how the basic stuff of the universe, prakrri, transforms itself into
the mental and material evolutes which constitute the Samkhya scheme of
categories.” Thus, Prof. Potter finds a great influence of Sarmkhya thought
and terminology on Vedanta. <It is only gradually that he (Safkara) shows
us the vast gulf that actually separates Advaita from Samkhya.” In this
conuection, it may be mentioned that Sankara nowhere indicates his view of
causality in terms of parindma. He only says that the world is vivarta. On
the other hand, he refutes the Parinama or Vikara theory of Samhkhya. To
support this view, he may be quoted as follows:

7 fg afmmaes faamr afcrmase arena: & el aa5 gaaq’
. (Brahmasiitra, Sankarabhagya, 2. 1.14)
Thus, Potter’s statement that Sankara was not an innovator, but only a
legitimizer, is wrong because it was he mainly who propounded the doctrine
of Advaita on the basis of innovations like Adhydsa, and Vivarta. Also,
Potter’s statement that Sankara’s beginning of the <ddhydsabhdsya’ by
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making a distinction between dman and andtman is reminiscent of Sarhkhya
is not quite correct. A scholar like Potter should remember the fact that
Saiikara’s elaboration of afman and anatman in the Adhyasabhasya is based
on Adhydsa and, needless to say, that the Sa@rmkhya-Vadin is not abeliever
of Adhydsa at all. Furthermore, Potter’s flat statement that Sankara is a
Mimamsaka, is entirely erroneous. To support his statement, he says, ‘He
(Sankara) utilizes the exegetical rules developed by Piirva-Mimamsa.’ This is
unreasonable, for it is the method of Sankara’s exposition that prior to ex-
pounding his own version he exhaustively presents the viewpoint of the Pirva-
Pakgin and it is in this way that the Mimamsa-rules are quoted by him. But
this does not make Sankara Pirva-Mimamsaka.

While tracing the history of the development of Advaita, Potter unjustly
commentsona prominent pre-Sankara Advaitin, Gaudapada, the grand-
guru of Sankaricarya, when he says, ‘it is clear that Gaudapada did not dis-
cover Advaita. The Karikas display the other marks of stage two, to which
alluded.’ It is unsystematic in style and disinterested in internal variety of
Advaita thought. ‘Gaudapada’s purpose is to convince, not to defend or
systematize’ (p. 86). On these comments, it may be remarked that it is not
proper to say that Gaudapada did not discover Advaita as a doctrine. No
doubt there were some dcdryas like Bodhayana and others who spoke from
time to time in their commentaries about Advaitic tenets, but it was Gauda-
pada who presented the concept of Advaita on the basis of the tenet of ajati:
ET: T AL AT (A 9w’ (Gavdapada-Karika, 1.10). On the basis
of this concept of the unborn he propounded the eternity of dtman and
brahman and justified the status of the world with the help of his con-
cept of maya. The jiva’s existence has been mentioned by him as based on
upadhi. Hence, it cannot be said that Gaudapada did not give a systematic
exposition of Advaita or that the Gaudapada-Kdrika does not take into
account the internal variety of Advaita thought as claimed by Potter. The
sound scholarship and original as well as systematic expounding of Advaita
by Gaudapadicarya can be further evinced by the following statement of
Sankardcarya who very respectfully mentions him (Gaudapada) as Sampr;g;
dayavit, a. scholar of the Advaitic school: A gET fFrfaoueam:
(Brahmasiitra-Sankarabhdsya, 2.1.9).

On the style of Sankaricirya, Potter’s comment that it is commentarial
and thus unsystematic, that even the Upadesa-Sahasri is written as a charm-
ing set of dialogues between teacher and pupil (p- 89), is not reasonable. It
can be said that Prof. Potter has not tried to understand the difference bet-
ween a bhdsya and a commentary. While a bhdsya makes an essay-type ex-
position of the subject, a commentary highlights in its study some particular
terms or words. Had the distinction been clear to Potter, he would not have
described Sankara’s style as commentarial. The adverse comment on the
Upadesa-Sahasri’s style is further unreasonable. One must understand that
the Upadesa-Sahasri is one of the hand-books (prakarana-granthas) of
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$ankaracarya through which he has made the subject easy to understand; the
reader is able to grasp the contents easily because it is set forth in a convine-
ing manner. Thus the style of the Upade$a-Sahasr! is quite natural and appro-
priate for the purpose for which it is written.

On page 92, Potter writes, “Topics treated here include the pramdpas and
the doctrine of the intrinsic validity of knowledge; the degrees of truth and/or
being ; the theory that the empirical and dream worlds have an ontological
status which is neither real nor unreal, and so is technically labelled anirvaca-
niya; the critique of difference as necessarily not real; the existence of the ex-
ternal world; the positive rather than negative nature of avidya; theories of
error; how avidyd canbe removed. These topics are more or less ignored
by Sankara himself; they become the major pre-occupations of later post-
Sankara Advaitins.’

Regarding the above, it may be said that the doctrine of the intrinsic vali-
dity of knowledge has been treated very well by Sankara in his Brahmasitra
Bhisya: that the supreme knowledge or Armabodhais the subject of intuition
and thus has self-validity. As for the degrees of truth, Sadkara does not be-
lieve in that doctrine, as there is only one reality, the permanent truth or
Brahman in his Advaitic philosophy. He defines truth as “afgwar gfed =ufi
9T aqAT’ (Gitd-Bhasya). So far as the question of the phenomenality
and illusoriness of the world is concerned, they are not accepted as truthin the
philosophy of Sankaracarya. Their existence is merely empirical and illusory
respectively. To clear the concept of vyavahdra (experience) in his Adhydsa-
Bhasya, Sankara clearly says that it (worldly experience) is the result of the
combination of satya and anrta (Brahmasiitra Sankarabhisya, 1.1.1).

Potter’s comment that ‘empirical and dream worlds have an ontological
status which is neither real nor unreal . . . has more or less been ignored by
Sankara’, also does not seem correct. Sankardcaryain his Mandiakya-Karika
Bhigya clearly finds the waking state and the dream state as being similar,
and then describes their falschood, and also propounds their anirvacaniya
character. He says: ‘T geamai wamt fqsar fafs sfaw, gaocarfzfa {3
TR A afefq gozrea: | a1 = T FRAT AT Fquy AT AATA-
Pearsfa gaaea: fafa fawway | (Mandikya-Karika Sankarabhasya, 2.4).

To say that Sankara ignores the positive nature of avidyd is again ground-
less, because, in his Brakmasiitra Bhagya (1-4-3) Sankaricirya clearly says
that qvidyd is the seed power (Avidydtmika hi Bijasaktif). It is also unreason-
able to say that he has ignored the theories of error and the way of removing
&vidya. It is in the Adhyasa-Bhasya where the khyatis are studied; he has very
clearly mentioned that avidya, the bijasakti can be removed by vidyd or
knowledge ; ‘Vidyaya tasya bijaSakterdahat (B.S.S.B., 1-4-3). In his Adhydsa-
Bhasya too, he mentions the nature of vidya which is realized after realizing
the discrimination between the real and the unreal; for example between
§ukti (conch-shell) and rajata (silver).
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Potter has expressed some doubt and difficulty regarding the authenticity of
Sankara’s work, and has referred to the studies made in this respect by Paul
Hacker and S. Mayeda in particular. Quoting the same scholars, he further
says that it is only some portions of the Upadesa-Sahasri that has been
written by Adi Sankara (pp- 86-87). To prove this point Mayeda says that
the UpadeSa-Sahasr! is written both in prose and verses and hence cannot be
by the same author. To my mind, this argument is not convincing. The rea-
son for writing the Vedéantic teachings in prose is that they are more convinc-
ing because of the lucidity of exposition in prose, which is not possible in
verse. It may also be added that the Vedantic views explained in prose and
verse in the Upadesa-Sahasri do not contradict one another.’

As regards the date of Sankara, Potter places him in the late seventh and
early cighth centuries AD, while Ap 788-820 is generally accepted by most
scholars. While presenting a brief history of Advaita, the author also says
that works like Advaita-Siddhi, Citsukhi, Siddhanta-bindu, and Siddhdntalefa-
Sargraha are merely a show of scholarship (p. 94). As far as I understand
these works, inthem, the Advaitic tenets have been studied in minute detail
and so they cannot be regarded as a mere display of scholarship.

Thus, it may be said that Prof. Potter has studied the development of the
Advaita-Vedanta school of philosophy according to his own personal views
and according to the methodology usually adopted by Western scholars to
judge the suitability of a thought or system to be designated as a school. To
me, it appears that for any Indian thought or system to be regarded as a
school it should be done on the basis of the principles of scholarship gene-
rally accepted in the Indian philosophical tradition itself. This is the reason
why Gaudapida has been counted by Sankara himself as sampradayavit,
while according to Potter he is merely a legitimizer’. Likewise, to describe
Sankara as a ‘stylist’ and not a sound propounder of Advaita also does not
seem correct. A great number of scholars both from the East and the West
have accepted Sankara as a great Advaitin on the basis of his exposition of
Advaita in his Bhasya-Granthas. Perhaps, the history of Advaita Vedanta has
to be written differently than the way Potter has done. But there can be
little doubt that this is the first challenging formulation of it, demanding
attention from all scholars interested in the subject concerned.

* &k %k

SIBANBAN BHATTAGHARYYA
Burdwan University, Burdwan

Prof. Karl Potter has distinguished five phases in the <life’ of a philosophical
system: (1) the “Discovery stage’ where the Fundamental Insights of the
school first appear to its founders; (2) the Development stage where the
Fundamental Insight begins to be set forth in a self-conscious way as a doc-
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trine; (3) the Polemical stage; (4) the Systematic stage which is super-theoreti-
cal; and (5) the last stage which is the stage of Decline. These five broad stages
are, again, analysed into many sub-stages.* 1 shall offer some brief comments
on Potter’s analysis.
- (1) It is not clear about the first stage whether the Fundamental Insights of
a system are to be credited to someone or to none in particular. ‘In the case
of some Indian schools, a founder is invented and made responsible for the
composition of a basic text—characteristically a set of aphoristic utterances
in which the fundamental insights are set forth.’ It seems that the Funda-
mental Insights are expressed in the aphorisms. But Potter does not accept
this view as correct. ‘The siitras or aphorisms which constitute the supposed
beginnings of these systems are actually redactions of views already in place.’
But to trace the first stage beyond the sitras, in many cases even of the
dstika darfanas, is to make the Discovery stage itself mythical. In the case
of the Nydya and VaiSesika systems, for example, it is not clear whether
there were views already in place. It seems Potter wants to go beyond the
satras to find the Discovery stage because in the sgrras of all the systems
there are polemics against rival theories. It is not clear if the discovery of
the Fundamental Insights of a system cannot come from critical reflection
on rival theories, if the discovery has always to be made by intuition or in
any direct, non-critical, way. Potter has not mentioned the Vedanta Sitras
of Badardyana on which Sankara wrote his commentary. In the section
called <Tarkapida’, the author of the siitras argues against rival theories.
Moreover, the sitras themselves are often written in the manner of argu-
ments, having the fifth declension of compound words (hatvarthe Dpaficams).
Potter has traced the Discovery stage of Advaita Vedanta to the Upanisads.
This is not unwarranted because Advaita Vedanta claims to capture the in-
sights embodied in the Upanisads. To go beyond the sifras to trace the Dis-
covery stage of the Fundamental Insights of all the systems is fraught with
difficulties.

(2) I am not sure if the Discovery stage cannot reappear after the System-
atic and even the Polemical stage. The Nyaya and Vaisesika systems deve-
loped and were systematized as different systems; still very late in the history
of the systems they were united into the ‘syncretic school’ of Navya-Nyaya.
Gangeséa had fundamental insights of various new topics, like visesapa and
upalaksana, vypati, pardmare etc. and they were discovered, developed and

*1t is interesting to note that this kind of study has been done long before in the case

[of religions. “If you study the history of any religious movement, you will trace three stages,

three periods. The first period is the period of the Teacher, the Reformer, the Prophet.. .
Then comes the second period: after his death, the true disciples, apostles, try to systernat-
ize the teachings and to promote them as faithfully as possible. ..In the third period the
priest comes and organizes out of the teachings another religious creed’ (quoted from
*a Christian mystic’ by Swami Tejasananda in his address on ‘Sri Ramakrishna and the
Unity of Religions® delivered on 22nd February, 1958).
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systematized by criticizing the views of opponents, especially the Prabha-
~-Mimarhsa philosophers. ‘
kafg) 1\I;I:Jttcr haf mentilc)med that in Vedéntaparz‘lfh&._s'&'; ‘the approac_h m, f;ct;
is that found in the sophisticated treatment of things by.Na'vya-.lTIyay‘fl, u
he has not noticed that Madhustidana Sarasvati’s Advmtc.zszddkz is written in
the language of Navya-Nyaya. As a matter of fact, all phllosophn:al.l1 s;}rlsterr'ls
used the language of Navya-Nyiya when it was developed. So whet N?r_ in
the Systematic stage or in the Polemical stage,_ the use of the Navya- lya:;a
conceptual system and language was almost _umversal. The conc‘sept‘ua sf)‘( -
tem and technical language of Navya-Nyaya .mac'ie systematlz.atlol; ( c;:i
example, by refining the concept of relevance, sangati) and refutation of riv
ies more rigorous. )
thtzz;{There is agpecuh'arity of the Sarhkhya system.. The siitras and ;h;:
commentaries on them, as published, are very defecztlve. The only text_t a
was, and is, widely used is the Samkhyakarika of Is_v:irak[sr;a and' Vicas-
pati’s commentary on it. The discovery of Y_uktzdz]mka gave a new ImPetu_s
to studies in Sdrhkhya; yet the published text is very c-lefectw'e. The point 1;
that systems like Advaita Veddnta and Nydya criticize various at.lspect:t 0f
the Sarmkhya system in detail; yet there has been no attempt on the ga 1.0
the Samkhya philosophers to reply to them. But' the system had not dec tllll-
ed; its influence on Indian culture is pervasive, Ef.nd‘there are many who
practise, even now, the Samkhya method of self:reallza.tlon. i
(5) In the second stage of development, there isan atten'lpt to <relate t s
theoretical aspect of the Fundamental Insights to practlcalw concerns an
aims’. It is interesting to note that both Gautam? and Kanada have expli-
citly stated that by studying these systems one r.eahzes_ the summum 1?anum
(nihéreyasa). Yet there has been no one s?u_dymg Nyaya and Valseslha sy?t-‘
tems who has followed the methods of realizing the true nature_ of the (sle
as propounded in these systems. As a matter of fact, of the six ortho cth
systems, only Nyiya and Vaifesika have not been able: to draw anygn{el o
the practice of self-realization. On the other hand, Nyaya: 'WE‘IS regarded as
dnvikgiki, the science of argumentation and debate, and Vaisesika as vsyste{lb
atic ontology, but not as spiritual disciplines.‘ Thus the stated practical aim
in the siitras was never recognized as constituting the value of the system.
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MARGARET CHATTERIEE (ed.): The Philosophy of Nikunja Vihari Banerjee,
Indian Council of Philosophical Research in association with Munshiram
Manoharlal, New Delhi, 1990, pp. 210, Rs [350.

Nikunja Vihari Banerjee’s interest in the different schools of Indian and
Western philosophy is well-known. He delved into the intricacies of philo-
sophical systems with an intellectual honesty that is rarely seen, but he
emerged unscathed and kept intact the humanistic tendency which has deep-
ly coloured his thought. The philosophy of Banerjee cannot be accounted
for in isolation from the whole gamut of the historical and philosophical
tradition of India; a piecemeal dissection of his thought cannot bring out
the spirit and meaning of the expression of problems in the philosophy of
Banerjee. He has made it clear that there ought to be no confusion in issues
analysed through the epistemological or metaphysical angles; simifarly ethi-
cal values cannot be overlooked under the guise of the logic of science. His
penchant to save the human being from all sorts of encroazchments on his
freedom and rights gives a human touch to the problems dealt with by him.
It is in the unity of thought and action that he finds the fulfilment of all
philosophizing, and it is this essential characteristic which is the hallmark
of the philosophy of Banerjee.

Nikunja Vihari Banerjee writes with convictionand his approach is always
direct and well supported by experience and reason. He is never esoteric,
and does not believe in giving his arguments a technical face-lift. His state-
ments throb with the vitality of life, and are above all artificial demarca-
tions. Banerjee did not believe in turning philosophy into barren specula-
tions. In his writings a clear distinction is made between the role and func-
tion of philosophy and science, and the benefits of both in the removal of
superstitions from human life and society has been undetlined by him. It
augurs well for contemporary philosophizing in India that Banerjee has deli-
neated the basic trends that could provide a viable foundation for the
emergence of Indian philosophy on the world scene. Banerjee has absorbed
the vitality of the Indian philosophical tradition in a way which is not mere-
ly innovative, but is essentially creative. His thought will therefore remain
the beginning point for those who are interested in the advancement of the
Indian philosophical tradition on sound lines.

Banerjee has affirmed that no one can grow in isolation and that as an
ardent participant in social activities, one can realize one’s full potential and
creativity. He has maintained that it is in the web of human relationships
that one fully knows his own kind, and which will pave the way for both
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personal and social development. For him the depth of cooperation and love
among individuals will determine the strength of society and state on nation-
al and international levels. It follows that individuals are makers of their
own fortune and destiny. In his extensive writings Banerjee has given a
blueprint of a new society whose members, through their enlightened action
and love, move towards greater heights of achievement and all-round deve-
lopment. He has tried to instil a new hope amongst people who are troubled
by sagging morale, an existential predicament and lack of confidence in the
efficacy of human action. The humanistic approach of Banerjee is compre-
hensive and it covers all human endeavour for the attainment of social good.
For him the good of the individual cannot be different from the good of all
members of society.

Banerjee has indicated that the scientist and the philosopher are confront-
ed with a core content which may be understood or interpreted by them
through varied expressions and terminology. According to him, so long as
science and philosophy continue to unravel the actual data available for
study and analysis, the functions of both are not poles apart, though their
methods of analysis may differ radically. The changing conditions and
situations in nature and history, and the threat to human existence and cul-
ture pose a challenge to all thinking minds, maintains Banerjee.

The obvious purpose in publishing books on leading philosophers is to
evaluate their contributions on the divergent problems of philosophy. There-
fore, the concepts of the philosopher ought to receive specific attention while
doing a comparative estimate of his philosophy in relation to the thoughts
of other philosophers, past and present. The ideas of the philosopher have
to be analysed with utmost attention, and the minutest connotations and
contexts in the thought structure of the philosopher have to be presented
without harming the unity of his system. In spite of common concepts or
methodologies, no two systems of philosophy can be similar, and each
philosopher may express his mind with a flavour and style of his own, which
the authors of essays on the philosopher have to convey with critical acu-
men. This will pave the way for a critical assessment of the contribution
made by the philosopher in clarification of the basic problems of philosophy.

Religio-spiritualistic solutions to ease tensions and conflicts in human
societies and for the realization of peace and harmony are not acceptable to
Banerjee. Some phases of the Indian tradition have fascinated him, just as
some have left him in utter dismay regarding their efficacy in today’s con-
text. These tendencies in the philosophy of Banerjee have been analysed by
well-known scholars in this book.

B.K. Matilal’s paper, ‘Emages of India: Probiems and Percepiions’, throws
light on the several falsifications perpetuated by persons who had only in-
complete knowledge of the Indian tradition. He has brought to the fore the
relevance of Banerjee’s contribution in the removal of wrong notions regard-
ing the different aspects of Indian tradition. His paper takes one into the
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basic philosophical works and mythology of India to show the shallowness
of the hasty generalizations made by some writers from within and outside
India. The consistent effort of Banerjec in the removal of wrong Dotions
about Indian philosophy has been mentioned by Matilal. However, his
paper does not contain any critical and specific elaboration of Banerjee’s
viewpoints as expressed by him in his writings.

Pradip Kumar Sengupta’s paper, ‘The Human Situation’, deals with this
problem in Banerjee’s philosophy in a way which is exhaustive, comparative
as well as critical.

In his paper on ‘The Concept of Philosophy’, A.G. Javadekar analyses
the definition of philosophy given by Banerjee. His affirmation that the basis
of Banerjee’s humanism derives its hourishment from the dominant traits of
Indian tradition is well supported by facts.

The brief paper by J.N. Mohanty, ‘N.V. Banerjee’s Critique of Advaita
Vedanta’, is clear and logical. He deals with the approach of Banerjee to-
wards the central themes of Advaita. The burden of Banerjee to rescue the
human being from the onslaught of absolutism, including that of Advaita,
looms large in Mohanty’s paper.

N.S. Dravid’s paper, ‘Professor Banerjee on Sense-Perception’, is a convin-
cing analysis of Banerjee’s realism. He clarifies Banerjee’s approach towards
the problem of sense-perception, but does not compare it with the theories
of some leading exponents of this problem like Russell and Ayer.

The distinction made by Banerjee inthe modes of acquiring knowledge about
the subject and object is well presented by Hiranmoy Banerjeein his paper, ‘Some
Aspects of Nikunja Vihari Banerjee’s Theory of the Self’. But his brief paper
does not give an adequate picture of the main problem. Abani Ghosh has
analysed the views of N.V. Banerjee on Kant’s approach to the problem of
the self. The innovative views of Banerjee on the central themes of epistemo-
logy have been well brought out by K.K. Bagchi in his paper, ‘The Primi-
tiveness of the I as Speaker’. Banerjee’s concept of I' with others—WE’
and the human implications of it has been compared and contrasted by him
with the meanings of <1’ given by other philosophers. Banerjee’s views on
Kant expressed in his work Kant’s Philosophy of the Self have been minutely
analysed by Mrinal Miri in his paper ‘Kant’s Refutation of Idealism’. The
brevity of the paper however does not give enough dexterityto Mrinal Miri’s
analysis tofocus attention on the pluralistic aspects of Banerjee’s philosophy.

Margaret Chatterjee has an intuitive understanding of the different as-
pects of Banerjee’s philosophy and the basis of the influences in the making
of his mind. Her paper, ‘Intersubjectivity and Essentiality’ is a lucid treat-
ment of the various themes in the philosophy of Banerjee. It is a valuable
exposition: of the humanistic trends initiated by Banerjee. The two papers by

Margaret Chatterjee in the book, ‘Intersubjectivity and Essentiality’ and
‘Reflections on Justice within the Framework of N.V. Banerjee’s Thought?,
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along with her ‘Editor’s Preface’, comprise a three-pronged analysis and
introduction to the important concepts embedded in the philosophy of
Banerjee.

Banerjee’s thesis that art will facilitate the passage from bondage to libe-
ration has been presented by Pabitrakumar Roy in his paper ‘Art and Bon-
dage’. He indicates the common links between Banerjee and western think-
ers like Bradley and Cassirer on the role and function of art.

The comprehensive nature of Banerjee’s theory of education has been pre-
sented by Amiya Kumar Mazumdar in his paper, ‘N.V. Banerjee Looks at
Education’. The proposition of Banerjee that education is the tool to en-
hance the quatity of human life and society has been thoroughly analysed
by Mazumdar.

Banerjee’s intellectual moorings in the concepts of the Buddha and Marx
have been discussed by Sanghasena Singh in his paper, ‘N.V. Banerjee on
the Reconstruction of Humanism’. The assertion of Banerjee that the power
of love can truly bind all mankind together expresses the new thrust given
by him in the philosophy of humanism. The deep impact of Banerjee’s ideas
on academic philosophizing, and his indebtedness to the thoughts of the
Buddha and Marx have been described in detail by Debiprasad Chatto-
padhyaya in his well-documented paper, ‘N.V. Banerjee on Buddha and
Marx’. The basis of the humanism visualised by Banerjee emerges clearly in
Chattopadhyaya’s paper.

Banerjee’s interest in the ideological structure and development of Indian
society, and his critical analysis of social injunctions have been mentioned
by Chhatrapati Singh in his paper, ‘Dharmasastra and the Philosophy of
Law’. Banerjee’s evaluation of the Dharmasastra tradition has relevance in
the fast-changing human situation of today. The different issues involved in
Bancrjee’s concept of peace have been discussed at length by S.K. Saxena in
his paper, ‘The Peace-Making Utopia: An Essay in Understanding Part 111
of Banerjee’s Book Towards Perpetual Peace’. Banerjee has offered his own
solution for the attainment of peace in human societies within the frame-
work of his realistic-humanistic world-view. Banerjee’s stress on the need to
overcome blind, instinctual and narrow considerations endow his philosophy
with a concreteness highly relevant to meet the exigencies of human life.

The dominant aspect of Banerjee’s philosophy is aptly defined by Daya
Krishna as being anthropocentric. In his article on Banerjee’s book, Know-
ledge, Reason and Human Autonomy, Daya Krishna deals with the crucial
issues in the philosophy of Banerjee. He underlines the essentials in Baner-
jee’s philosophy by maintaining that it is in closer affinity with his own kind,
and through individual action as well as collective action, that the human
being becomes creative, and the tone and quality of human relationships
gains a new relevance. The characteristics of Banerjee’s epistemology have
been discussed by Daya Krishna in his article.

BCOK REVIEWS 183

This book brought out by the Indian Council of Philosophical Research
under the editorship of Margaret Chatterjee will be helpful in outlining the
dimensions of contemporary philosophizing in India.

Osmania University, Hyderabad B.V. KISHAN

G.L. PANDIT: The Structure and Growth of Scientific Knowledge: A Study in
the Methodology of Epistemic Appraisal, D. Reidel, Dordrecht, 1983.

The seventy-third volume in the series Boston Studies in Philosophy of
Science, Prof. G.L. Pandit’s book entitled The Structure and Growth of
Scientific Knowledge, is a contribution to the study of ‘philosophy of science’
as understood by Western, Greco-European intellectuals. This is also certi-
fied by the editors of the series in the Editorial Preface: <. . .a fundamental
criticism and a constructive re-interpretation of all that has been preserved
as serious epistemological and methodological reflections on the sciences in
modern Western philosophy . . .” Further, ‘His themes are intriguing, set
forth as they are, with masterly case studies of physics and the life sciences
... . Indeed there can be no two opinions that Prof. Pandit has laboured
hard and produced a fine examination of some of the major views, as also
he has presented more fine-tuned ‘model’ of the knowledge systematizing
activity of the modern empirical sciences. For this reason, the book ought
to have been noticed very early by Indian intellectuals and we owe an apo-
logy to him for reviewing the book so late in the present journal which is by
and large representative of the philosophical activity going on in India.
What, however, amazed us as we went through the pages of the book is
that Prof. Pandit has shown more or less total lack of awarcness of ‘Indian’
sciences such as Ayurveda or Jyotirveda or Vyakarana, where a conception
of science is presupposed as also a conception of a proper scientific method
of generation, presentation or construction and appraisal of scientific know-
ledge can be found. The grave limitation of his book as we se¢ it, belonging
as we do to an independent culture-matrix, is that it appears like a scene of
battle between a mercenary and adversary soldiers; itisa fine job that Prof.
Pandit has done for Greco-European culture, without giving even the sligh-
test hint that he in fact belongs to, has been educated and brought up in, a
different and independent culture-matrix. We may thus bluntly ask: what
contribution does the study make to present-day Indian philosophy? Indeed
Prof. Pandit had a good opportunity in the publication of this book to draw
the attention of Western intellectuals to methodological thought in the old
Indian sciences from which even they could perhaps benefit. We are unable
to understand why he so completely ignored them as if these never existed/
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exist. Does he think that these are noteven ‘sciences’ properly so under-
stood?

If philosophy of science today means philosophy of modern science (of
Greco-European origin} alone, as it seems it does, since most contemporary
philosophers of science do not go beyond Copernicus and Galileo in their
study of the history of science, then the subject provides a very limited
framework of study as one may doubt whether modern science provides an
adequate, if not ideal, conception of science and the scientific method. In
fact it appears strange to us as we study the history of modern science that
Greco-European scientists have displayed a suicidal lack of concern for
method, as if when one does something significant one can afford to miss
the question of kow best it could be done. Contrary to this, as one studies
the works of Indian sciences such as Ayurveda, one notices a remarkable
awareness of the merhod of doing what is sought to be done, of a prior
inquiry about how best the goal of the science can be achieved. As one
studies the Indian sciences, of which about a dozen are available for study,
one askes: can a scientific enterprise as a systematized body of knowledge
be possible without a definite goa/? And can a goal be thought to be achieved
without a characteristic method? And can a theory arise without the context
of goal and method? There is only one answer to all these questions: without
awareness of goals and methods, the enterprise would be haphazard.

Prof. Pandit’s construction being a fine example of an exercise in thinking
and critical examination undertaken as it is within and for a limited frame-
work of contemporary Greco-European thought on the specific Greco-
European sciences, it can be critically examined from the standpoint of the
Indian conception of science as a goal-seeking, method-conscious, theoratic
systematization of knowledge in a well-defined area of interest. What he
says is briefly this: One must distinguish between ideology and the ‘canoni-
cal system of description’ plus ‘epistemic structure’ of science. Methodology
must be based in the epistemic structure of science. The epistemic structure
of science is at the same time its developmental structure having as its chief
elements problems and theories. Growth (or development) of science may be
understood as a function of the dynamic interaction between theories and
problems. This is called the objectivist enterprise of epistemology. However,
there is also the received enterprise of ¢pistemology in which theories and
problems are not the chief elements but the knowing-subject is the chief
element. This subjectivist epistemology can also be de-psychologized so that
a growing epistemology may itself be understood as ‘interaction’ or ‘paral-
lelism’ between objectivist and subjectivist interpretation of knowledge.
Most confusions in contemporary philosophy of science arise because,
according to Prof. Pandit, the requisite distinctions are not made and scien-
tific methodology is not understood as based on a rule in the epistemic
structures of science.
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The concept of epistemic structure is central to Prof. Pandit’s construction.
In order to develop this, he reviews the historical background of Western
epistemology and its growth (Chapter 2). Then he constructs this epistemic
structuralism as theory-problem interaciion and provides explanatory power
and resolving power of theory as criteria of epistemic appraisal (Chapter 3).
Subsequently, he examines the prevalent methodological modelsin the light
of the epistemic structuralist model and his distinction between ideology
and CSD-+ES, showing how methodological variance is strictly so only if
triggered by CSD-variance and ES-variance (Chapters 4 and 5).

The above is @ model of @ science, namely post-Renaissance, Greco-
European science, Galileo onwards, generally acclaimed as an achievement
of this culture. The model is claimed to be superior to other such models
which it perhaps is in so far as it makes explicit the implicit and unfounded
assumptions of other models. Such model-building activity is one of the
several other activities that philosophers engage in and it is always ground-
ed in a definite picture of science. The picture of Greco-European science as
evidenced from its historical study is as follows. Scientific enterprise is
broadly the exploratory conduct of scientists—they explore facts and formu-
late problems in some specific area of interest such as physics or biology. In
order to understand these facts and resolved the problems, they construct
theories without any precise method-awareness. - As ‘newer’ facts are noticed
and ‘newer’ problems formulated, they often abandon old theories and cons--
truct new ones. In this way the scientific enterprise advances. Transition
from one theory to another sometimes compels the scientists to raise ques-
tions of method during theory appraisal. The philosopher takes up for him-
self the task of building a systematic model of this activity, thus uncovering
some systematic method in it.

Consider, however, another picture of science such as what follows.
Scientific enterprise is essentially the goal-secking conduct of scientists.
They inquire about various natural goals that humans seek and pursue
specific sciences characterized by specific goals. A more or less precise
definition of goal defines the field of interest of specific sciences. How best
can the goal be attained? Inquiry into natural principles underlying the
goal-seeking conduct of seekers provides an optimally efficient method as
well as it gives rise to theoretic considerations relating to the goal. Methods
of generation, construction and appraisal of theory itself are sought.
Finally, methods of presentation of the whole science may be sought. The
enterprise grows by goal-inquiry, method-inquiry, theory-inquiry, as well as
by facts and problems of the field of interest.

This picture of science will not give riseto & philosophy of science of Greco-
European variety. In so far as the philosopher is interested in the study of
such science, he need not discover the methodology of it, for the specific
methodology of science forms a part of it. He can present a model of the
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science by critically evaluating its goals, methods and theoretic structure,
giving at the same time the main modes by which the enterprise advances
in its knowledge-systematizing activity. Since scientists of the field are
aware of the optimal method by which inquiry is to advance, their natural
conduct is itself methodical and the philosopher need not study it for un-
covering of underlying natural principles that govern it. We have to remem-
ber that it is not the business of philosophers to advise scientists what they
ought to do—they can only critically evaluate what scientists do.

If we contrast the two pictures of science given above, it is clear that in
the former picture not only do scientists not inquire about the adequate
methods of doing what they are doing but also the scientific enterprise itself
arises without the context of any human goal. Thus, theory in this enter-
prise arises by hit-and-try, as facts are explored and problems are formul-
ated. By the time the theory acquires a definite structure, some new, un-
noticed fact emerges, forcing a theory-change or even abandoning of the
present theory and theorizing all over again. This process goes on. The
only goal or purpose of this enterprise is theorizing. However, since
theorizing for the sake of theorizing can hardly be a purposeful human
activity, the enterprise advances without purpose—haphazardly, so to say.

The reason why Prof. Pandit fails to notice these features of modern
science is that he has ignored the study of Indian sciences. Had he noticed
‘these features of modern science, he would have perhaps criticized the
earlier models from an altogether different standpoint and would have
perhaps suggested a different model himself. Consider, for example, his
distinction between ideology and CSD-ES. The justification of CSD-
variance and ES-variance is presumably regulated by the methodologically
invariant framework of theoretical universals. Such is, however, not the
case with ideological variance—it has perhaps no criterion of justification
in the strict sense of the term (pp. 182-83). One must not confuse between
the three kinds of variance, the author advises. While the first two kinds
of variance are mutually related by objectivistic epistemology as a rational
enterprise, the third kind of variance has to do with subjectivistic epistemo-
logy. OE and SE are, however, said to be ‘parallel’. This compartment-
alization of ideology and CSD-ES on the one hand, and of OE and SE on
the other hand would create ‘strange’ tensions in the monolith of knowledge
systematization itself, not to talk of doing away with some overarching
criterion of rationality. If we study the growth of knowledge in Indian
culture, its history indicates that ideological clarity is generally achieved
first and scientific enterprises such as CSD-ES systems originate and grow
later by informal consistency with and under the overarching guidance of
such ideological systems.

Consider, further, Prof. Pandit’s requirement that in science ‘methodo-
logy of epistemic appraisal should invariably be embedded in the philoso-
phical framework of a sound model of epistemic structure and growth of
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scientific knowledge’ as a (methodological) rule (pp. 40-42). What if the
reverse i§ the case, that is, if as @ rule the ‘model of epistemic structure and
growth of scientific knowledge’ is embedded invariably in the ‘methodology
of epistemic appraisal’? Indeed, if a science begins with clarification and
the defining of gowls and thus of commensurate methods, the epistemic
structures will be invariably influenced if not determined by these—albeit
the methods are not merely those of appraisal but also of generation and
presentation of theories. When we thus present ¢ model of a science as a
systematic description of its structure and growth, purported to be system-
atic itself by virtue of underlying natural principles governing it, we presume
a definite picture of the science under study obtained by a study of its his-
tory. Thus, if for example, there is already a conception of methodology in
the picture, the model would not have to discover the underlying principles
of method; or if there is no conception of goals in the picture the model
has to discover if some implicit goal(s) is working. Mode! building in
philosophy may aim at a universal model of sciences—sciences that are both
culturally characterized and characterized by specific ficlds of interest. If
all humans without exception naturally pursue certain universal goals—ir-
respective of the specific culture-matrix in which the pursuit is taken up—
then there can be disagreement only about interpretation of the goals, not
about the goals themselves. Scientific activity itself is part of a natural
pursuit seeking natural goals, though the modes of its affectivity may differ
from culture to culture. Onlyif humans achieve a measure of clarity about
goals and the optimal methods for attaining these goals, can they possibly
attain them quicker, with much less labour, the latter being indispensable
in any case.

University of Rajasthan, Jaipur V. SHEKHAWAT

RAMAKANT SINARI (ed.) : Concept of Man in Philosophy, Indian Institute of
Advanced Study, Shimla in association with B. R. Publishing Corporation,
Delhi, 1991, 164 pp., Rs. 140.

Concept of Man in Philosophy, the proceedings of a seminar organized by
the Indian Institute of Advanced Study, Shimla, comprises sixteen papers
written on specific topics within the broad area covered by the subject of
the title. The approaches are varied : we have the Anglo-American analyti-
cal approach, the continental phenomenological-existential approach and
the Indian speculative approach. Almost all aspects of theorizing about
man and his place in the world have been discussed. Let us glance through
the essays collected in the book.
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Prof. D.P. Chattopadhyaya’s article, ‘Man: An Essay in Philosophical
Anthropology’, opens the collection. The essay has seven sub-sections:
(1) Mainly Anthropological, (2) Mainly Archaeological and Historical,
(3) The Identity of Man, (4) From Social Anthropology to Epistemology,
(5)Man in the Quest of Ought, (6) Man in the Quest of Perfection, (7) Man
in the Quest of a Just Society. Aristotle had told us long back that man is
a social animal; Prof. Chattopadhyaya has here worked out the logical
implications of this definition. Society itself is an evolute and man is the
result of an evolution and should be studied as such. Justifying his approach,
Prof. Chattopadhyaya says, ‘the very idea of studying man in a cosmoge-
netic context rather than in a cosmological one is prompted by an obvious
dynamic consideration. The human phenomenon can certainly be studied
in a static cosmological or physical framework. But by following the homi-
nization or evolutionary process perhaps we could have a clearer image of
what man is and what possibly he can be.’

What sort of just society should man try to realize, keeping in view the
fact of his being mortal and fallible is the question the author raises to-
wards the end of his essay. Being mortal, time is the most important con-
sideration for man. The fallibility of man, according to the author, is the
strongest available argument in support of a truly democratic society. He
also holds that freedom is the most important element of the ideal society.
Man cannot develop his rationality without freedom and cannot enjoy his
freedom in the absence of rationality. But there is no universal formula for
establishing such a social system. Apparently these seem to be truisms but
what is disturbing to the present reviewer is the fact that concepts like
rationality, social self and freedom are taken for granted along with the
sedimentation of meaning these have acquired through centuries of
speculation.

Prof. Ramchandra Gandhi in his essay examines the question, what is jt
like to be a human being? After an elaborate analysis he concludes that it
is a spurious question, as a human being cannot contrast his experiences
with non-human experiences. Yet this is what is required to answer the
question.

Rejecting the case for immediate and inward acquaintance with what it is
like to be a human being, Prof. Gandbhi attributes it to a misunderstanding
of the nature of self-consciousness. He asserts, ‘our mental lives are indeed
haunted by a sense of deep and final self-acquaintance. But this fact consti-
tutes a mode of being, not a mode of knowing, not even a mode of under-
standing.” But the sense of these modes is neither explained nor differenti-
ated. Prof. Gandhi does not produce any arguments in support of his
assertion that self-consciousness is a mode of being and not a mode of
knowing. He does not discuss the relationship between these two modes,
even though for most creative writers of the world self-consciousness is the
mode of knowing par excellence.
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Towards the end of his essay Prof. Gandhi says that ‘What is a human
being? and ‘What are human beings? are genuine questions and they
simply mean, ‘What are we?”. And after analysing these questions, he
asserts, ‘for if this question is the same as the question, ‘“what are we?”’
Where “we” means ourselves, then any satisfactory answer to this question
must exhibit the following features: It must not merely have the form, “we
are such-and-such”. 1t must explain how being such-and-such equips us
with the ability to think of one another non-predicatively, i.e. quite simply
as one another and not as being such-and-such or anything else. The only
answer capable of fulfilling this expectation is this: “We are communicative
beings”.” So the essay concludes with the suggestion that the human pheno-
menon can best be understood in terms of communication. But how this is
to be done is not explained. Thus Prof. Gandhi’s neo-empiricist and neo -
behaviourist explanation of human phenomena remains incomplete.

Prof. Rama Kant Sinari, in his article ‘The Ontological Structure of
Man’, talks about two approaches for understanding human reality:
outside-in and inside-out. At first it seems that he is describing the two
approaches, but soon pre-suppositions creep in and his language becomes
evaluative. One of his main pre-suppositions is that man has an ‘inner
space’ which cannot be comprehended through an outside-in approach.
While describing evaluating the outside-in approach the author writes, ‘It
is the basic requirement of this view to objectify man, to investigate him
by divorcing him from his inwardness, to attempt not to state the unstatable
existential meaning of being human.’

The author admits that the scientists outside-in approach has advanced
our knowledge of various characteristics of the human species. And
he also admits that the explanations so achieved are logically flawiess.
At the same time he maintains that the tragic aspect of this knowledge-situa-
tion is that every statement referring to man’s nside’ is translated into state-
ments of behaviour and ‘in the process man’s subjectivity—his inner space—
one of the eternal mysteries into which our inward-seeking sensibility conti-
nually runs, is lost. : _

Describingfevaluating the inside-out approach the author writes, ‘the de-
sign of the inside-out study of human consciousness is to bring out the onto-
logical structure of what we are. In fact this study is more than scientific for
it proceeds from the “roots” of consciousness’ very act of experiencing.’

The method Sinari is advocating for bringing out the ontological structure
of human reality borders on mysticism. ‘The inside of man is to be seen first
and articulated later, to be felt before it is ratiocinated. It is to be mapped
out by what I have called the inward-seeing sensibility, i.e. a sort of trans-
cendented vision—whether the findings of such sensibility satisfy or not the
requirements of logic and language and reason.’

Towards the end, Sinari speaks in metaphors and the essay turns into a
poem; in the process philosophical communication breaks down.
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In his article, ‘Some Methodological Observations Regarding the Study
of Man and Human Actions’, N.S.S. Raman considers as being unfortunate
the fact that philosophers are taken in by the trend of thought in vogue dur-
ing a particular period and become fond of thrashing out the same familiar
issues from the point of view that the trend offers. He promises that he will
not fall prey to such fashions and will ‘attempt to postulate a methodology
free from ideology and metaphysics’.

But when we proceed, we find that no new methodology is proposed. In-
stead we are told that it is necessary to return to the phenomenological ideal
of scientific rigour as formulated by Husserl. In his quest for understanding
human reality without any ‘isms’, Raman is hopeful that a ‘scientific metho-
dology is possible in terms of phenomenology, if of course we could some-
how get over the Platonic metaphysics of Husser! and Hartmann.’

Raman, who in the beginning promises to give us a pre-suppositionless
methodology, writes towards the end of his essay, ‘the return to the primor-
dial structure of language is an important step towards understanding the
inner potentialities of man.’ After committing himself to this primordial
structure of language and after talking about the blinding effects of logic
since the time of Aristotle and after a promise of liberating human beings
from the state of their surrender to logic, how can Raman talk about his be-
ing ontologically non-committed, and methodologically pre-suppositionless ?

Prof. Suresh Chandra’s article, ‘Scepticism, Identity and Interrupted
Existence’, is a well-argued rebuttal of P.F. Strawson’s arguments for the
¢quation of the concept of identity with the concept of spatio-temporal
continuity. To my mind this essay is the best specimen of philosophizing in
this collection.

In the course of his discussion Prof. Suresh Chandra refers to after-images
and hallucinatory objects in order to differentiate between the concept of
identity and the concept of continuity, for he considers them good examples
of the sorts of objects to which identity could be ascribed without ascribing
continuity. However, by bringing in the phenomenon of hallucinations and
after-images, the author has exposed his critique to the dangers of psycho-
logism.

Prof. Suresh Chandra’s argument to the effect that Strawson’s metaphy-
sics cannot afford to have the pre-supposition which ties the concept of
identity to the concept of continuity, because he holds the view that one
can significantly talk about a disembodied person, and a disembodied person
cannot be spatio-temporally continuous with an embodied person, is a valid
and forceful argument and uncovers a flaw in Strawsonian metaphysics.

Prof. R.K. Gupta in his article, “Towards Ethical Knowledge: Some Ex-
ploratory Reflections’, delineates the conceptual intricacies of an inescapable
dilemma that every moral theorist faces in choosing between ethical intui-
tionism which harbours the dangers of ethical subjectivism and ethical
naturalism which does not seem a sound position in view of the fact that it
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tries to deduce an ethical concept from a non-ethical concept, thus violating
the law of identity.

Prof. Gupta does not suggest any way out of thé dilemma though he
considers ethical intuitionism preferable to ethical naturalism on the basis
of its <logical coherence’. But this comparative logical coherence is not
worked out in the essay.

In his article entitled ‘Means and Ends’, Y.N. Chopra raises the issue
much debated in modern ethical thought that if ends are good, one may take
recourse to all sorts of means without any discrimination, and whether
means that may be regarded as bad can lead to ends that are worthy and
moral. Invoking Aristotle’s theory of practical knowledge and critically eva-
luating its extension by some contemporary analytical philosophers like
G.E.M. Anscombe and von Wright, Chopra describes his own notion of
practical knowlege as <the form of what it brings about’. After analysing
concepts like ‘intention’, ‘want’ and ‘will’, he concludes that there is need to
break the link between intention and pleasure via appetite. If this is done, it
will become clear that there is no real opposition between means and ends.
The problematics of means and ends thus can be approached from a totally
different perspective, it is suggested.

S.S. Barlingay, in his article entitled “The Concept of Freedom’, analyses
the term as a concept and as a linguistic expression. The essay also discusses
the concept of freedom as put forward by different traditional schools of
Indian philosophy, and hints at the social implications and determinations
of freedom. But the theme has not been fully developed. Considering the
fact that freedom is not merely a psychological phenomenon, but is pre-
dominantly soeial in character, the theme should have been more fully deve-
loped.

Prof. A.K. Sinha’s article, “The Tekic Concept of Human Personality’ is
.high-flown rhetoric and reads like a sermon. He writes, for example, ‘the
orient is not merely the region where the sun rises first and radiates physical
light, but it is also the region which has been especially chosen by the pure
universal consciousness for descent as finite beings.” And again, in sum. . .an
individual is a sojourner in the world which has been created by personaliz-
ed pure universal consciousness (God) for his play (1il2)’; and so on. If one
has a taste for sermons one may enjoy reading the article.

‘Freedom: An Indian Perspective’ by S.N. Mahajan is again an exercise
in high-flown rhetoric. Concepts like universal self, pure subject, brakman
and dtman need to be deconstructed and metaphysical sedimentation laid
bare. Instead what we have here is the binary opposition of true self and
false self, pure consciousness and empirical ego, temporal and atemporal.
These oppositions try to create (false) gaps and aim at (false) bridging. If
one is not on one’s guard the rhetoric may blind one and one may never be
able to find one’s way out of it.

In her article ‘The Exceptional Man and Nietzche’, Sujata Miri gives a



192 BOOK REVIEWS

brief exposition and interpretation of Nietzche’s concept of average and
exceptional man. But her claim that a general acceptance of Nietzche’s
theories would not lead to any kind of totalitarianism or to social chaos is
unwarranted in the practical domain and unprovable in the theoretical
domain.

Sisir Kumar Ghose in his article, ‘The Image of Man Today: The Lite-
rary Evidence’, presents a picture of the images of man in contemporary
Western and Soviet literature. These images and projections are varied,
but share the characteristics of being unsatisfactory and fragmentary, ac-
cording to the author. He longs for a Dante or a Sri Aurobindo on the
modern scene, ‘who will tell us, in modern idiom, of the luminous self
beyond the darkest night’. But he does not take cognizance of such modern
thinkers as Saussure, Derrida or Lacan, who have been dismantling all the
structures of self-presence and have been ruling out any possibility of an
ultimate and extra-linguistic signified. There is no reference to the contem-
porary Indian literary scene in the essay.

“The Concept of Man in Psychology: The Savage, the Robot, and the
Noble Savage’, is a descriptive essay by Awmar Kumar Singh. Thereisa
brief description of these three concepts with reference to various trends in
modern psychology. But there is no analysis or critical evaluation of these
concepts, and the author concludes with the remark that, <t is premature
to evaluate the adequacy of the three concepts of man in psychology, we
know very little about him.’

“The Buddhist Concept of Man’, by Pratap Chandra, is again an uncriti-
cal exposition of the earliest stratum of Buddhism represented by Pali texts.
More attention has been paid to describing the concepts than to developing
philosophical analysis and criticism of the material. For instance it is stated
that, ‘Nibbana (nirvana) deliverance is the freeing of the personal sequence
from the causes of its bondage’, but no analysis has been given of the so-
called personal sequence. As the very texture of an empirical sequence is
woven with time, how can there be an atemporal sequence? Moreover, it is
a contradiction in terms to assert that a sequence is free from causal deter-
minations. These and other such issues are not even raised in the essay.

L. P. Singh’s essay, ‘Some Modern Critiques and the Indian Archetypal
Evidence’, is an attempt to demonstrate the relevance of the basic insights
of Indian culture in the light of the modern critiques of the Western con-
cept of man.

The author has chosen the Freudian, Marxian and Darwinian concepts
of man and regards them as unsatisfactory and fragmentary, and as such
rejects them in the quest of the ‘total man’. Then the so-called basic in-
sights of Indian culture are paraded, without any critical comment, as the
best possible candidate for the prestigious position of the concept of ‘total
man’. The author concludes his essay with the following piece of wishful
thinking. <In spite of their apparent difference, Vedanta, tantra, yoga, Bud-
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dhism and Vaishnavism bring the same evidence, an evidence with which
the latest tendencies in the sciences seem to agree.’ If this is philosophy,
what is gossip?

V.N. Tiwari’s essay, ‘Gurbani and Man’ reads like a piece of journalistic
writing. It is a simple and informative description of ideas concerning man
and his place in the world as visualized in the Gurbani. No philosophical
analysis, evaluation or comparison is undertaken.

The book is full of printing mistakes, but as I do not want this review to
turn into a corrigendum, I shall not mention them. Moreover, since the
book is meant for students and scholars of philosophy, I hope they will be
able to make the required corrections for themselves.

Reviews usually highlight the negative, but let me point out in the end
that the collection is stimulating and thought-provoking and will definitely
regard anyone who reads it.

Government Women's College, Srinagar MUSTAFA KHAWAIA

KISHORE NATH JHA (ed.): Gautamiyasitraprakasah (Kefavami§raprapitah),
Ganganatha Jha Kendriya Sanskrit Vidyapeeth, Allahabad, 1978.

It is indeed heartening to see that the Gautamiyasitraprakdsah of Kesava-
misra has seen the light of day. Dr Kishore Nath Jha deserves congratula-
tions, and so also the Ganganath Jha Kendriya Sanskrit Vidyapeeth, for
bringing it out. This publication will encourage better study of the Practna-
ny@ya tradition, for it throws ample light on the history of development of
Pracinanydya thought.

There have been two types of writing in Nyaya: one, the sitra-bhisva-
ttka-pariuddhi tradition of writing commentary and commentary thereon,
and two, the traditionof writing a vr##i directly on the sitras. The text under
review belongs to the second category of writing.

The vriti style of writing is very useful for grasping the content and con-
text of the sifras. Ke§avamisra’s present vrefiis an ideal example of this
type. He provides avararikafor each sittra and points out the link between
one sitra and another. Thus, a reader can read the text as a continuons text.

This text provides a gist of the main arguments of his predecessors, the
writers of what is known as Nydya-caturgranthika. Kesavamiéra has referred
to his piirvdcdryas. This will help in studying the development of Nyaya
thought through the ages.

The editor deserves our appreciation for making this text available to us.
He deserves further appreciation because he has added no less than five in-
dices: critical notes on the siitras, the alphabatical index of the Gautama-
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sittras, anindex of authors and works, and also an index of important words.

These indices have certainly improved the utility of the edition.

University of Poona, Pune V.N. Jua

V.5, RANGANATHACHARYA (ed.): Vaifesikasiitravrttih by Desika Tirumalai
Tatdcirya, Ganganatha Jha Kendriya Sanskrit Vidyapeeth, Allahabad,
1979.

The text under review is a direct commentary on the Vaifesikasiitras of
Kanada, written in the vreti style by a twenticth century traditional pandita.
The yretikara has tried to explain the meaning of the sifras in lucid Sanskrit
and has also tried to show the link of one si¢ra with the other. The name of
the vreti is sugamd. A reader will find that the name is quite apt.

The Vaiesikasiitras are very old; in content they are even earlier than the
Nydayasiitras. These siitras are not always transparent in their meaning and
connotation. Therefore, the students of the Vaisesika schoolof Indian philo-
sophy always face the difficulty of interpreting and understanding the inten-
tion of Kapada. Pandit Tatacharya’s vrfi will help in removing that difi-
culty to some extent. Hence scholars will certainly welcome this edition. The
editor, Pandit Ranganathacharya, has taken care to present the text of Pandit
Tatacharya faithfully, although, here and there, printing mistakes have
cropped in.

The edition will be useful for those who want to begin the study of the
Vaidesika system right from the siirras of Kanida.

University of Poona, Pune V.N. JHA
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