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Conceptions of language and of language use

ASHOK R. KELKAR
Pune

I

Bveryone thinks,” said Goethe, ‘because he can speak, that he can therefore
speak about language.’ But this readiness on the part of people to speak
about language is not matched by their performance! Language is so close to
us that this very closeness may make it difficult for us to answer (or even to
ask) the all important question, what precisely is language?

Like money or tooth-brushes, language is what it does. What language
does for human beings has to do with the variety of things that pass through
the human mind. These mental contents may be:

Observations of reality of varying degrees of exactitude, such as: it’s rain-
ing; it’s pouring; it’s drizzling;

Observations on reality ranging from the delighted response to the dis-
gruntled response, such as: ah rain!; rain—oh no!;

Wishes and hopes, such as: if only it would rain!; when the corn is ripe I
do hope it won't rain;

Plain demands, such as: rain, rain, go to Spain; let me know how many
millimetres of rain there was when I was away yesterday.

Ii is in order to convey these mental contents to one another and thus keep
up a social give-and-take that man invented and perfected language as a
means of communication. At least that is how the first conception of langu-
age could be set out.

The notion of communication is complex. Or rather, communication could
be conceived of in successively more complex terms. At its simplest, com-
munpication consists in someone acting in some way or producing something
with the intent to convey a certain mental content to someone. The next step
involves a certain mutual recognition of this communicative intent—the reci-
pient is aware of the other’s intent and the communicator in turn is aware
that the recipient is so aware and the recipient in turn is aware that the com-

*Harlier versions of portions of this were presented orally at the Department of Philo-
sophy, University of Poona in February 1991; at the Central Institute of English and
Foreign Languages, Hyderabad in July-August 1991; and at the Department of English,
Nagpur University, in November 1991, and the present version stands benefited by the
discussions that followed these. The present version was presented at the seminar on
Language, Culture, and Cognition at Nehrat Museum and Library, New Delhi, March
1992, under the auspices of the Indian Institute of Advanced Study, Shimla,
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municator is so aware, and so forth. Finally, communication, at its most
complex level, goes beyond this mutuality of recognition to the sharing of the
message-—what is being conveyed to the addressee is also being conveyed to
the communicator.

Thus, a child shams distress for the benefit of the mother. This is no more
than a subcommunicative event. But the experienced mother may see through
the intent of the child and the child in turn may come to recognize that the
mother has recognized this and so forth. However, this is still a subcommuni-
cative event in which the child plays the distress-shamming game with the
mother. (If a child cries genuinely out of distress, that will not qualify even
as a subcommunicative event, since there is no communicative intent on the
part of the child who is merely evincing a sign of distress.)

Again, a highway policeman may try to get the motorist to stop the car.
He may do so by shooting a bullet into the tyre——this is not even subcom-

municative; nothing is being conveyed to the motorist, the policeman’s in-
tent is one of controlling the movement of the car. This event involves not a
communicative sign but a controiling move. If the policeman leaves a large,
conspicuous boulder on the road, something is being intentionally conveyed
to the motorist. In case the policeman himself stands in the way, the success
of this move depends not so much on the controlling effect as on the
mutuality of recognition of the policeman’s communicative intent--the
policeman is obviously trusting that the motorist is not a moron or a crimi-
nal. Finally, a communicative event properly so called occurs when the
policeman waves his hand at the motorist. All three conditions are now be-
ing satisfied, namely, the presence of a communicative intent, its mutual re-
cognition, and the sharing of the conveying. The recipient of the communi-
cative intent can now truly qualify as the addressee of communication.

Language events are necessarily communicative events in the full sense,
and not merely subcommunicative. They call for not only the presence of
communicative intent and mutuality in its recognition, but also a sharing of
the message between the addressee (fistener or reader, as the case may be)
and the communicator (speaker or writer, correspondingly). What one con-
veys to another by means of language, one also conveys to oneself.

So much for the first conception of language. Now let us consider an alter-
nate conception of language.

11

Language is not merely a means but a medium as well. It does not merely
convey mental contents but also arranges, indeed even shapes them, as in;

The dog bit the man: The man was bitten by the dog.
It isn’t raining—it is pouring.

The first half of this last utterance is not so much a denial proper as an offer
to reshape. In the earlier pair of utterances, the second can be seen to be a
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rearrangement of the first. Language is more than a means of communica-
tiom, it is 2 medivm of understanding.

The notion of understanding is complex. As we have already seen, mental
content may consist in observations of reality or observations on reality or
entertaining designs on reality (by way of wishes and hopes) or making
demands on reality. (And recality naturally includes fellow human beings—
we could observe them, observe upon them, wish or hope things of or from
them, and call upon them to do things or merely answer questions.) What-
ever passes through our minds has to do with reality. As living beings, we
not merely cope with the environment but keep trying to understand it with
varying degrees of success.

Our understanding of the environment, of reality if you will, may move in
the direction of abstraction. In the first phase of abstraction, we detect:

I. (a) resemblances and differences
(b) contiguities and distances
(¢) foregrounding and backgrounding,

For the present purpose, (1b) comprehends contiguities and distances in any
‘space’—inclusive of real time or real space. In the second phase of abstrac-
tion there is a weighing—for instance, if resemblances outweigh differences,
homogeneities come into view and, if differences outweigh resemblances,
heterogeneities come inte view. So we detect:

2. (4) homogeneities and heterogeneities
(b) cohesions and transitions
(¢) figures and grounds.

In the third phase of abstraction the simplification is even more drastic in
each of the three parameters.

3. (a) identity and distinction
() union and separation
(¢) presence and absence.

For the present purpose (3¢) comprehends both actual presence and poten-
tial presence. The mode of abstraction also comprehends the relation of
inferability (one quantity being a function of another, for instance).

But abstraction, successively greater abstraction, is not the only mode of
human understanding. There is a second mode, the mode of concretion and
‘participation’. In the first phase of concretion, we are impressed by

1. Jandscapes and scenarios;
in the second phase by
2. pictures and stories;
and in the third phase by
3. powers and mechanisms.
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Concretions are the stuff of which myths and rites, scientific discoveries
and technical inventions are made.

The two modes of understanding are co-present in the life-history of a per-
son, of a whole people, indeed of mankind. Language is the medium of
human understanding. It is through language that man makes himself ‘at
home’ in the univers, starry heavens and all.

If language mediates understanding, is it wholly man-made? Is it wholly
an acquisition or an achievement on the part of a person, of a people, indeed
of mankind ? Or does it rather devolve upon us as an inheritance or an in-
nate gift? Is it as much a human attribute as it is a human artifact? Is it, in
some deeper sense, nature-made in its essentials?

Small children come into language simply as listeners to begin with. In-
deed mothers will even ‘address’ endearments to babies, who from an carly
age respond to speech sounds in a way that suggests that they recognize them
to be quite distinct from other sounds, including other man-made sounds.
(Even as adults we retain this capacity to spot language, even short, isolated
snatches of a language we are not familiar with.) Speaking comes to the child
much later. In the interval the child does not merely come to recognize the
sound of speech and speech sound sequences. Even as it listens, these specch
sound sequences, recurring sentences or phrases or words come to be asso-
ciated with specific contexts and, what is more, specific mental contents aris-
inginits mind (Whether observations or responses, wishes and hopes or
demands) come in for rearrangement and reshaping. The ordering of mental
contents by way of abstraction and concretion goes on even otherwise, but
language gives it a boost. (As adults some of us retain the capacity to bypass
language for some time, as artists and musicians, engineers and scientists will
often testify.)

Consider the speed and ease, the perfection and sweep with which a child
acquires the language (or languages in a bilingual/multilingual environment)
between the ages of one and five. Indeed every child that is not deaf or fee-
ble-minded or deprived of language exposure (such as having been brought
up in seclusion by deaf-mutes or wolves) comes to acquire nearly adult-like
control of language well before it reaches the age of seven. If, for any reason,
this fails to happen, the person has, so to say, missed the bus and cannot
acquire more than the rudiments of a “first language’ past the age of seven or
s0. This is all the more remarkable if one considers how, most of the time,
the child simply jumps to conclusions from bits and pieces of language use by
way of clues. Suppose the child comes across the two following utterances in
Hindi (or Urdn) at a short interval:

aya nahi®, gaya (he-came not, he-went)
aya, nahin® gaya (he-came, not he-went)

The child goes by the rule that words placed together in speech hang t?‘
gether in sense and words hanging together in sense get placed together in
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speech. So the placement of the ‘audible comma’ in the two utterances proves
to be of great help to the child in the correct linking of the negation. It is not
as if the child has to make a wild guess to understand utterances in langbage
any more than it has to in order to understand non-linguistic happenings and
doings, things and people. A child of even moderate intelligence appears to

. have a headstart which even an adult of great intelligence in the face of a

strange language has not. The child does better even in the recognition and
reproduction of speech sounds and their sequences.

Consider, again, how the form assumed by mental contents, even when
the contents are the same, differs from language to language. Thus, a dream
‘falls’ to me in Marathi, it ‘comes’ to me in Hindi-Urdu, and I dream a
dream in English. Quite often, however, these language-imparted notional
forms turn out to be similar if not the same from language to language.
Thus, Marathi, Hindi, and English all permit us to ‘see’ a dream but not,
apparently, to ‘hear’ a dream. And all three languages permit us to ask the
question “What happened?” when the expected answer is ‘I saw a dream’. One
does not expect to come across the following exchange:

What did you do?—I saw a dream.

Such an exchange will be as bizarre in English as it will be in Marathi or
Hindi. And these resemblances (uncanny or natural, depending on one’s ex-
pectations) are just what makes translation feasible, though by no means al-
ways easy. (How does one translate ‘He has a sister, a servant, some proper~
ty, and plenty of confidence’ in Marathi or Hindi-Urdu?) This translatabi-
lity between human languages extends to the oldest recorded languages and
present-day languages of peoples with rudimentary technical and social eco-
logy. The significance of this translatability between human languages is rea-
lized when one considers how even a working translation is not possible from
Hindustani music to language or from Hindustani language to music.

Such are the considerations that lead one to the conclusion that language
as a medium of understanding is more than a human acquisition or achieve-
ment and that it is a human endowment or inheritance—whether our point
of reference is the life-history of a person, a people, or mankind.

111
Let us now sum up the two alternate conceptions of language.
1. (a) What does language do? It is a means of communicating the con-
tents of the human mind.
(&) To what effect? It thus helps people to understand one another
and understand the community they are getting to be members of
(that is, people as ‘us’). In short, it helps one to gain social access.
(¢) And how does language get to be what it is in a person, in a com-
munity, in mankind? It is a human acquisition and achicvement.
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2. (@) What does language do? It is a medium of ordering (or imparting
a form to) the contents of the human mind and, if desired, convey-
ing them to other human beings.

(b) To what effect? It thus helps people to understand the world they
live in (and the world of courseincludes people as ‘them’). In short,
it helps one to gain access to the world.

(¢) And how does language get to be what it is in a person, in a com-
munity, in mankind? It is a human endowment from nature. The
capacity to acquire language in childhood and the relative homo-
geneity of human languages is ensured by genetic endowment.

So stated, the two alternate views are mutually contradictory. (We shall
keep returning to this point.)

Language is one’s own language to begin with. Other languages come later
and serve to introduce one to other peoples—and other worlds. Later langu-
age learning is then quite distinet from early language acquisition. Any indi-
vidual differences in lapguage proficiency are traceable to differences in later
language learning—either to later phases in the learning of languages acquir-
ed in early childhood or to languages learned later in the first place. If “first
language’ is the first language ever to which a speaker has been exposed long
enough for him to acquire it, and ‘own language’ is a language that the
speaker feels completely at home with so that he is never afraid of making
errors in using it, it is only to be expected that, as a rule, one’s first language
is one’s own language and that, most of the time, one’s own language is
one’s first language.

In general, unreflective man probably thinks of language, his own langu-
age, as a transparent medium of human understanding and thus tends to the
second conception. Two old English ladies have given classic expression to
this second conception :

(@) How senseless can a Frenchman be? Can't he sec that a shoe (chou in
French) is not a cabbage?
(b) How do I know what I want to say till Isay it?

They were presumably monolingual.

Awareness of foreign or earlier or local modes of speech makes even un-

reflective man aware of language variation and helps him take the first step
forward from this sort of naiveté—and toward the conception of language as
a means of communication. (Preoccupation with writing makes man oblivi-
ous of historical or local variation in language. Constant adaptation of spel-
ling to changes in speech and the ritual prestige of speech prevents this from
happening in India.) :
" Awareness of indirect or displaced or oblique modes of language use (like
metaphor, metonymy, irony, circumlocution} or of enriched or evocative
modes of language use (like polemical or rhetorical or poetic suggestivity)
makes man acutely aware that not all language use is equaily transparent.
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It is only to be expected, therefore, that even people that are neither langu-
age scientists nor philosophers of language appear to base their language-
related thinking on one or the other of these conceptions of language. In
other words, these two conceptions, far from being abstrusely speculative,
actually work hard for their livelihood! Consider some concrete examples of
language-related debates:

(12) Shouldn’t a translator be content with decoding faithfully what is be-
ing communicated in the source language?

(15) Shouldn't a translator rather aspire to re-encode the source text so as
to be faithfully understood in the target language?

(2a2) Shouldn’t a second language teacher aspire to help the learner inter-
nalize the second language so well that he receives and produces as readily as
a native speaker does and without intetference from the learner’s own langu-
age? Isn’t the teacher aiming at parallel language control on the learner’s
part?

(2b) Shouldn’t a second language teacher rather be content with building
upon the. learner’s ready mastery of the first language and capacity to learn
(or even discover) rules and apply them with some confidence? Isn’t the
teacher’s job limited to instilling composite language control on the learner’s
part?

(3a) Couldn’t the medium of teaching any subject be any language that is
known to the learner and the teacher and that is otherwise expedient?

(3b) Shouldn’t one rather insist on teaching a subject through a language
that will ensure its assimilation on the part of the learner-—cspecially when
it comes to insights and attitudes as distinct from mere facts and skills?

(4) When a message is being produced for being rhetorically (or poeti-
cally} effective with many people—
(4a) Shouidn’t the communicator be in full control of the linguistic means
and its impact on the addressee?
" (4b) Shouldn’t the communicator rather allow for the variable impact of
the linguistic medium on the addressee?

(5) Literary art works through a medium that is created out of language
material and mental content material.

(Sa) Isn’t the medium of literature transitive in that it points away from
itself as a means to some poetic end? Isn’t the language vehicle so worked
over and designed as to affect the addressee in a certain heightened manner?
Isn't the experiential content so selected and organized as to invite the
addressee into a certain poetic world? Isn’t the literary art best seen as cer-
tain devices adding up to a technique?

(5b) Isn’t the medium of literature intransitive in that the Ianguage mate-
rial and the experiential material penetrate each other so as to fuse into the



8 ASHOK R. KELKAR

autonomous medium in which the literary work has its being? Isn’t the lite-
rary art best secn as the evocation of certain qualities integrated into a style?

As one might expect, these debates concerning language-related activities
have been conducted in relative isolation from each other historically. And
yet, significantly enough, certain themes recur. Broadly speaking, alternative
(@) in each case will be favoured by those who look upon language as no more
than a means of communication, while alternative (b) in each case will be
favoured by those who look upon language as nothing less than a medium of
human understanding. Practical exigency and the call for experiential
authenticity, however, often reveal that the two conceptions are not all that
mutually opposed.

In the more theoretical activity of the scientific analysis of language or of
working out a certain philosophy of language the two have acted as rival
conceptions. (We shall continue to mark the resulting alternative positions
in a debate as (a) and (b) corresponding respectively to the ‘means’ concep-
tion of language and the ‘medium’ conception of language.)

(6) Language as the system to be analysed abuts upon reality at two places
instead of one. Let the two ends be called the language vehicle and the
message.

(62) Shouldn’t linguistic analysis be primarily concerned with the langu-
age vehicle end (speech or writing as the case may be) rather than the mes-
sage end? After all it is the vehicle end that is the more accessible for study
and that differentiates langnage from other message-conveying systems as a
means of human communication.

(6b) Shouldn’t linguistic analysis be primarily concerned with the mes-
sage end rather than the language vehicle end? After all it is the message end
that langunage is all about and that shows up how language mediates human
understanding.

The philosophical ramifications of the two conceptions of language can
now be seen in a better perspective. I hope that it will be appreciated that
this apparent delay has been to the philosopher’s advantage.

The obvious point of entry to the philosophy of language would be its
traditional triad:

Language: Thought: Reality
The triad is best scen as a c¢yclical set of three dyads.

Language: Thought (the problem of meaning)
Thought: Reality (the problem of knowledge)
Reality: Language (the problem of reference)

The problem of reference will be seen to subsume at once the problem of
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validation (or truth if you like) and the problem of fulfilment (or realization
if you like). (Appropriate Sanskrit terms could be yathdrthatd and caritdr-
thatd.) Validation relates to linguistic messages conveying observations of
reality and on reality, facts/insights and responses/attitudes. (Let us call
such messages ‘statements’.) Fulfilment relates to linguistic messages convey-
ing wishes or hopes and plain demands. (Let us call such messages ‘mands’;
questions are a variety of mands.)

Many of the debates in the philosophy of language will be seen to fall
under one or the other of the three rubrics.

-Under Language and Thought

(7-11) (@) Isn’t the whole message to be seen as made up of part messages?
(khanda-paksa)
(b) Or rather aren’t part messages to be seen as mere intersections of
whole messages? (akhanda-paksa)

(7-12) (@) Isn’t a phrase no more than a marginalized sentence?
(b) Or rather isn’t a sentence no more than an enlarged phrase?

(7-13) (@) Isn’t an operator (such as negation, implication, identity, or exist
ence) nothing less than a logical device?
(b) Or rather isn’t an operator no more than a predicate like any
other? And as such merely reflecting differences in thought?

{7-1) Summing up,

(@) Language can be trusted to be revelatory of thought.
(b} Language cannot be trusted to be revelatory of thought.

Under Thought and Realiry

(7-21) (@) Isn’t the universal (jati) to be understood as an intersection of
individuals (vyakti)?
(b) Or rather isn’t the individual to be understood as a bundle of
universals?

(7-22) (@) Isn’t the attribute (guna) to be understood as an abstraction from
the substance (dravya)?
(b) Or rather isn’t the substance to be understood as a mere place-
and-time-holder for the attributes?

(7-23) (@) Isn't the relation (sarhbandha) to be understood as a juxtaposition
of the relata (sambandhin)? Aren’t relations essentially external?
(kdrya-sambandha, sarmsarga)

(&) Or rather isn’t the relatum to be understood as a fulfiller of the
relation? Aren’t relations essentially internal? (nitya-sarbandha,
samavaya)
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(7-2) Summing up,
(a) Thought can be trusted to be revelatory of reality.
(b) Thought cannot be trusted to be revelatory of reality.

Under Reality and Language

(7-31) (@) Isn’t any middle ground between positive and negative to be
totally excluded?

(b) Or rather aren’t the positive and the negative poles to be both ex-
cluded by the ‘vacuous’? And thus leaving room for ‘presup-
positions’?

(7-32) (¢) Isn’t any middle beiween necessary and contingent to be totally
excluded?

(b) Or rather isn’t there a middle ground between necessary and con-
tingent consisting in what is contingently necessary? And thus
leaving room for the ‘meaning postulate’ and the 'synthetic
a priori’ and the ‘categorial predication’?

(7-3) Summing up,
(2) Language cannot be trusted to tailor its system to reality.
(b) Language can be trusted to tailor its system to reality.

Tt is reassuring to find that most of these debates together with their
alignment to the two conceptions of language turn up in Western theorizing
about language as well as in Indian theorizing about language. The debates,
therefore, are presumably not merely local squabbles. i will be rewarding to
show the connection in cach case between the position in the debate and the
relevant conception of language.

But then it is not so reassuring to find that these debates tend to remain
inconclusive not for want of evidence but for want of a willingness to recog-
nize that the other side may have a point. Thinkers tend to make up their
minds in advance and this is rather unfortunate if only one realized that the
two underlying conceptions are not all that mutually opposed. We have al-
ready noted this in relation to the relatively more practical debates concern-
ing translation, second language teaching, teaching through a language, rhe-
toric and popular literature, and literary art.

1t is possible to restate the two conceptions of language so as to open up
the possibility of their being mutually complementary rather than opposed.
The difference between them can be one of emphasis.

(1) Language is first and foremost a means of human communication.
(2) Language is nothing less than a medium of human understanding.

Tt is about time we moved from conceptions of Janguage to conceptions of
language use.

CONCEPTIONS OF LANGUAGE AND OF LANGUAGE USE 11
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Except for a passing reference or two, we have so far confined our attention
to the language system rather than language use. The transition from langu-
age to language use is a passage along two axes-—a passage from language
generally and globally to language specifically and locally and at the same
time a passage from the potentiality of language to language in actuality on
a particular occasion. The passage from the generic-potential end to the
specific-actual end could be set out in some such terms

(1) man’s capacity for language

(2) the community’s language system

(3) the individual’s language competence
(4) language use on a particular occasion

‘Language’ for us is (1-2), and ‘language use’ will be (3-4).

Saussure’s fangue and parole correspond roughly to (2) and (4); his Jfaculié
de langage corresponds to (1). Chomsky’s ‘language competence’ and ‘langu-
age performance’ correspond roughly to (3) and (4); his later formulation of
‘knowledge of the language’ corresponds to (3) and to the earlier linguists’
‘ideal language speaker-listener’.

Ancient Indians distinguished between Sabda-Sakti ‘signifying power of
speech’ (also called Sabda-vrtti when the power is seen as directed) and $abda-
prayoga ‘exercise of this power’ (also called Sabda-vyapara by literary theo-
rists rather than grammarians). The power and its exercise are directed to
artha. The pair $abda and artha correspond roughly to our earlier yehicle’
and ‘message’ respectively. The pair Saktifvreti and prayogafvyapara corres-
ponds roughly to the passage from potential to actual. The passage from
global-general to local-specific is assimilated to the passage between what is
inward and what is outward. So ancient Indians separated ‘inner speech’
(pa¥yanti), ‘middle speech’ (madhyamd), and ‘outer speech’ (vaikhart); this
is the well-known speech triad (vdni-fraya). The speaker starts from inner
speech, our understanding as a specific visualization; this is enduringly
abstract (nitya). The first transition takes him to middle speech, our shaping
of that piece of understanding into a particular language; this is also endur-
ingly abstract but at the same time becomes segmented (khandita) and
sequential (kramika). The second transition takes him to outer speech, our
giving utterance to that understanding as shaped into a particular language;
this is no longer enduringly abstract, continues to be segmented and sequen-
tial, and becomes accessible to oneself and others (sva-para-vedya). The
listener starts from outer speech, moves to middle speech, and finally re-
covers inner speech.

So much for the historical excursus on the distinction between language
and language use. Before we take up conceptions of language use in some
detail, let us take an overview of the general lie of the land, Earlier we spoke



12 ASHOK R. KELKAR

of the traditional triad, namely, Language: Thought: Reality in conjunction
with Language, that is, language system. Recall also the observation that, as
living beings, human beings not merely cope with the environment but keep
trying to understand environment with varying degrees of success. Thought
is only an aspect of this atternpt at understanding and the environment is
only an aspect of reality. Reality is environment sub specie aeternitatis. We
now need to speak of a second triad in conjunction with Language Use and
the two triads can then be juxtaposed.

Language—Understanding—Reality

Language—  Coping —Life
Use

Understanding has an aspect of reason (thought is rational understanding)
and an aspect of imagination (there is no handy name for it—perhaps the
ancient Greeks’ distinction between logos and myrthos, literally speech and
story respectively, corresponds roughly to the distinction between the two
aspects of understanding). Rational understanding favours the mode of abs-
traction and inferability. Imaginative understanding favours the mode of
concretion and participation. Coping, likewise, has an aspect of reason—
that is what work and production are all about; and also an aspect of imagi-~
nation—that is what play and creativity are all about. (*Work” and ‘play’ are
of course to be understood here in the large sense.) Work and production
typically take the shape of ‘routines’—unless we are thinking of open-ended,
exploratory, innovative work or production. Play and creativity typically
take the shape of ‘games’—unless we are thinking of open-ended, casual, ex-
ploratory play or creativity. Language and Language Use embrace both rea-
son and imagination. Reality transcends the distinction between reason and
imagination ; and so does Life. The distinction between reason and imagi-
nation could perhaps be thought of as one between delayed and on-the-spot
processing of ‘information’. Reality in relation to a message is the topic of
that message. Life in relation to a message is the context of that message.

The distinction between topic and context is important. To revert to some
of our earlier examples,

The dog bit the man,

The man was bitten by the dog.

When the corn is ripe, I do hope it won’t rain!

Rain, rain, go to Spain!

How many millimetres of rain was there when I was away yesterday?

The following are the relevant matters in hand (but not necessarily ar hand),
in short, the Topic (prakarana) respectively :

the observation of the biting by the dog of the man
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the observation of the biting of the man by the dog

the hope for the absence of rain at the time of the corn being ripe

the demand that the rain stop

the demand (or the wish, as the case may be) from the addressee for
supplying the information about the quantity of rain on the previous

day

And the following in turn are the sort of situation at hand in which such an
utterance might have figured, in short, the Context (prasariga) respectively:

the wish to know what the dog did

the wish to know what happened to the man

the worry about the danger of untimely rain for the standing crop

the child, John Brown, wants to play

the communicator’s need to ascertain the amount of rain that fell during
his/her absence

In the early stages of language acquisition the child draws upon the Context
and manages to grasp the Topic in hand if it also happens to be, along with
the Context, af hand. The child may not even see the Topic as distinct from
the Context. But an important step forward in early language acquisition is
for the child to realize that, while the Context is necessarily present or at
hand (prapta), the Topic is merely in hand or presented (prastuta) but not
necessarily at hand or present—the rain whose amount is to be ascertained
is no longer at hand. Once this momentous step is taken, there is no more
excuse for the failure to distinguish between the Topic (and Topic-relevance)
and the Context (and Context-relevance). (Some discourses about language
inexcusably fail to do so.) Reality is simply Topic writ large and Life is sim-
ply Context writ large. (Parenthetically, one may wonder whether this step
forward in the life-history of a child is but a recapitulation of a comparable
step forward in the life-history of mankind, namely, getting to the point at
which what is out of sight is not eo ipse out of mind.)

Let us now go back to the hexad, which could be seen either as a double
triad or a triple dyad. Language Use is the exercise of Language and Langu-
age continually shapes itself in the course of Language Use. Coping is the
exercise of Understanding and Understanding continually shapes itself in
the course of Coping. (For Marx, thought continually shapes itself in the
course of labour—and thought is an aspect of Understanding and labour of
Coping.) Life is embedded in Reality and Reality is continually re-under-
stood in the course of Life. (For Wittgenstein, thought too is embedded in
forms of life and any form of life is but an aspect of Coping. If Marx appears
to have highlighted Iabour to the neglect of language at the centrestage, there
is an interesting disquisition in the 3antiparvan of Mahabhdrata (at 12.173.
11ff) on the tongue and the hand as the twin equipment of Man. If the eye is
taken to be the universal emblem for understanding, one could say that the
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eye understands and the hand copes—both being assisted by the tongue
speaking.)

The stage is now set for introducing the two alternate conceptions of
Language Use and these two are certainly not to be confused with the two
alternate conceptions of Language.

v

As we have just seen, man’s coping with life can be either in the nature of
doing something—whether in the shape of work or play—or in the nature of
making something—whether in the shape of production or creativity. Doing
something is, so to say, intransitive, in that it is simply a part and parcel of
man’s interaction with reality and tends to bring about a certain restructur-
ing of man himself and thus promote a smoother, harmonious interaction.
Making something is, on the other hand, transitive, in that it is in the nature
of man’s imprint on reality and tends to bring about a certain restructuring
of reality and thus promote a smoother, harmonious interaction.

Earlier, we asked ourselves a question about language—Is Language a
man-made artifact or rather is it man’s natural endowment? Now, we can-
not ask ourselves an analogous question about Language Use. Language Use
is palpably man-made. The question to ask then is rather—Is language use
in the nature of making something or doing something? Is Language Use
the making of an artifact or the performing of an act? In proposing these
two alternate conceptions of Language Use, we are not thinking of the vehi-
cle of speech and writing so much as of the message. If we were thinking of
the vehicle, the answer would be rather simple—speaking is the performing
of an act and writing is the making of an artifact. Rather, we are thinking of
the message in proposing a conception of Language Use.

If we think of language use as the making of an artifact, the artifact in
question is the Language Text that the speaker (or the writer as the case may
be) makes or an Interpretation that the listener (or the reader) makes out
from the text. Any making of an artifact is going to make a difference to
Reality. A text is an artifact of a special kind—an artifact which is a pre-
figuring of the performance of an act. So the notion of a text extends beyond
language texts—thus, a musical score is a text prefiguring a musical perform-
ance and a stage script is a text prefiguring a stage performance. In the case
of a language text the message is being looked upon as the prefiguring of a
speaking/listening performance or a writing/reading performance. But then
language use may not be conceived in terms of an artifact at all but rather in
terms of an act.

If we think of language use as the performing of an act, the act in question
is the Language Act performed by the speaker (or the writer) or the active
Response to that act offered by the listener (or the reader). Any performing
of an act is going to make a difference to Life. The Language Act is of course
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an act of a special kind—not the physical act of speech or writing but an act

concerning the message as such.
The two alternate conceptions of language use can now be set out in some

such terms:

(1) (@) Language Use is basically the making of an attifact.
(b) The speaker (or the writer, as the case may be) makes a Language Text
and the listener (or the reader) makes out what it is and offers an Inter-
pretation of that text.
(¢) The making of a text and its interpretation may either be methodical
and productive in character or be imaginative and creative in character.
@) The making of an artifact to what effect? The making of the language
text or its interpretation makes a difference to Reality as understood by
the language user concerned (that is, the speaker/writer or the listener/
reader).

(2) (@) Language Use is basically the performing of an act.
(b} The speaker (or the writer) performs a Language Act and the listener
(or the reader) offers an active Response to that act.
(¢) The performing of an act and the offering of a response to it may be
undertaken either in the spirit of work (if not as routine work) or in the
spirit of play (if not as a game).
(d) The performing of an act to what effect? The performing of a langu-
age act or the offering of a response to it makes a difference to Life as liv-
ed by the language user concerned in the course of coping-with.

Language is what language does. So Language Use, whether one thinks of
it as an artifact or an act, will stand adapted to what language is supposed
to do, whether one thinks of language as a means of human communication
or as a medium of human understanding. Of course any human artifact or
any human act can be put to non-standard uses. Thus, a hammer could be
used not for driving nails but, say, as a paperweight. When the servant
pounds coffee beans in a mortar, the Arab master may look not only for
good coffee but also for the pleasing sound of rhythmic strokes. Likewise
with Language Use. Ready examples are metaphors, rhetorical questions,
innuendos—by way of displaced or enriched modes of Language Use.

Now, what bearing do these two alternate conceptions of Language Use
have on the language-related practical activities, more specifically on the
debates concerning translation, second language teaching, teaching through
a language, rhetoric and popular literature, and literary art? That position
in each debate that is expected to be favoured by the Text conception of
language use is marked (). And the position in the debate that is expected to
be favoured by the Act conception of Language Use is marked (b).

{1a) Shouldn’t the translator aspire to be faithful to the source Text even
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in its grammatical and spoken/written form? (Thus, a phrase by
phrase translation will be more faithful than a sentence by sentence
translation.)

(b) Rather, shouldn’t the translator aspire to ensure that the translation
is viable in the target language? (Thus, a translation that doesn’t even
sound like a translation will be more viable in the target language
than a translation that declares itself to be a translation.)

(2a) Shouldn’t a second language teacher make the teaching text-centred
and ensure repetitive, imitative practice based on the text?

() Rather, shouldn’t a second language tcacher make the teaching situa-
tion-centred and ensure in the learner the ability to improvise and
cope with ‘unseen’ material?

(3a) Shouldn’t the medium of teaching any subject be a language selected
as suitable for the texts relating to the subject?

(b) Rather, shouldn’t the medium of teaching any subject be a language
selected as suitable for the learner concerned?

(4) When a message is being produced for being rhetorically (or poeti-
cally) effective with many people:

(a) Shouldn’t the communicator be in control of the content in the inte-
rests of the addressee?

() Rather, shouldn’t the content be adapted and made interesting to the
addresses?

(5a) Isn’t a work of literature a text transitively pointing away from itself
and offering itself for our intetrpretation? And doesn’t this ‘room with
a view’ make a difference to reality as understood by us?

(b) Rather, isn’t a work of literature an autonomous gesture inviting us
to surrender ourselves to its vision of reality before we respond to
this vision? And doesn’t this enclosed <hall of mirrors’ make a diffe-
rence to the life as lived by us?

What we have said earlier about the two rival conceptions of language in
relation to such relatively practical concerns also applies to the two rival
conceptions of language use, namely, that practical exigency and the call for
experiential authenticity often reveal that the two conceptions are not all
that mutually opposed.

Turning to the more theoretical activity of linguistic analysis, we find a
similar alignment with conceptions of Language Use.

(6) Language is susceptible not only to the polarity of language vehicle
(speech or writing as the case may be) and the message, but also to
the polarity of topic and context aspects of the message and to the
polarity of form and substance. Substance corresponds to the first
phase of abstraction in linguistic analysis (‘raw’ speech/writing or
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‘raw’ topic/context as the casc may be) and form corresponds the
second and third phases of abstraction in linguistic analysis ("proces-
sed’ speech/writing or ‘processed’ topic/context as the case may be).

(@) Shouldn’t linguistic analysis of the vehicle or the message be prima-
rily concerned with their form aspect rather than their substance
aspect? And shouldn’t linguistic analysis of the message be primarily
concerned with its topic aspect rather than its context aspect?

(b) Shouldn’t linguistic analysis of the vehicle or the message be primari-
ly concerned with their substance aspect rather than with their form
aspect? And shouldn’t linguistic analysis of the message be primarily
concerned with its context aspect rather than its topic aspect?

When it comes to a certain philosophy of language use, we need to turn to
the second triad, namely, Language Use: Coping: Life, seen as a cyclical set
of three dyads.

Language: Coping (the problem of directionality)
Coping : Life (the problem of power)
Life : Language Use (the problem of worthwhileness)

Many of the debates concerning Language Use will be seen to fall under
one or the other of the three rubrics. The alignment with the two conceptions
of Language Use continues to be marked () and (b) as before.

Under Language Use and Coping

(7-11) (@) Isn’t the Context implicit in the Topic? Doesn’t the Topic call out
some appropriate Context ?

(6) Or rather doesn’t the Topic arise out of the Context? Doesn’t the
Context yield the Topic?

(7-12) (@) Isn’t any Mand, thought of as open to fulfilment, reducible to a
Statement concerning the wish or the demand?

(b) Or rather isn’t any Statement, thought of as open to validation,
reducible to a Mand calling for suasion?

Note: Roughly speaking, with () ‘Let this be the case’ is seen as <I want this
to be the case’; but with (b) ‘Such is the case’ is seen as ‘Let this be seen to
be the case’. :

(7-13) A sentence, whether a Statement or a Mand, is made of phrases. A
phrase has both a definition and a range. A phrase is either a Name or
Term. A Name is Statement-like in that any definition offered has to
be validated by the range given. A term is Mand-like in that any range
offered has to fulfil the definition given. Names and terms are rational
symbols in the mode of concretion.
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(@) Isn’t any Term reducible to a Name for whatever fulfils the defi-
nition?

(b) Or rather isn’t any Name reducible to a Term for whatever the
range validates?

(7-14) A Language Text that is open to being considered as conveying a piece
of imaginative understanding embeds imaginative symbols in the
mode of concretion. Such a symbol is either Recreative or Creative. A
Recreative imaginative-symbol is Term-like in that it lends itself
readily to paraphrase and translation. A Creative imaginative-symbol
is Name-like in that it resists paraphrase and translation.
(a) Isn’t any Creative imaginative-symbol finally reducible to a Re-
creative imaginative-symbol with little or no residue?
(6) Or rather doesn’t any Recreative imaginative-symbol have a resi-
due that isn’t reducible to rational-symbol paraphrase?

{7-1) Summing up,
(d) Reference controls Meaning.
(b) Meaning controls Reference.

Under Coping and Life

(7-21) A statement is descriptive if validation dominates if not controls sua-
sion. A statement is ascriptive if suasion dominates if not controls
validation.

(@) Isn’t any ascriptive Statement finally reducible to a descriptive
Statement ?

(b) Or rather isn’t any descriptive Statement finally reducible to an
ascriptive Statement?

Likewise for descriptive and ascriptive terms.

(7-22) A Mand is prescriptive if fulfilment dominates if not controls suasion
—and as such conveys nothing less than a demand. A Mand is inscrip-
tive if suasion dominates if not controls fulfilment—and as such con-
veys nothing more than a wish.

(@) Isn’t any inscriptive Mand finally reducible to a prescriptive
Mand?

(b) Isn’t any prescriptive Mand finally reducible to an inscriptive
Mand?
Likewise for prescriptive and inscriptive names.

(7-2) Summing up,
(@) Reference controls suasion.
(b) Suasion controls reference.
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Under Life and Language Use

(7-31) Any piece of language use has a genesis in life. It is motivated and as
such relatable back to some arkhé (origin, bija).
(&) A Language Text codifies some arkhé and as such subserves
Coping. '
() A Language Act justifies some arkhé and as such legitimates
Coping.

(7-32) Any picce of language use has a design on life. Tt is intentional and as
such relatable forward to some telos (end, prayojana).
(@) A Language Text codifies some felos and as such subserves
Coping.
(5) A Language Act justifies some telos and as such legitimates
Coping.

(7-3) Summing up,
(@) A picce of language use finally codifies Coping in relation to Life.
(b) A piece of language use finally justifies Coping in relation to Life.

It will be rewarding to track down the debates together with their align-
ment to the two conceptions of Language Use as Text and as Act respective-
ly in Indian and Western theorizing about language among linguists and
philosophers in the course of history. It will also be worthwhile to assess how
far thinkers have succeeded in approaching if not reaching any conclusions,
and in uncovering any motivations underlying the positions adopted.

Vi

We have maintained that the two central questions, or central debates if you
will, namely, “What is language?’ and ‘What is language use?’ are contigu-
ous and yet distinct.

Since they are distinct, one would expect no positive (or negative) corre-
[ation between someone adopting the ‘means of communication’ position or
the ‘medium of understanding’ position in respect of the first central ques-
tion and his adopting the ‘language text’ position or the ‘language act’ posi-
tion in respect of the second central question.

Consequently, one could reasonably expect all' the four combinations to
turn up in the course of human history—even in the course of Western his-
tory or of Indian history, considering that these two civilizations have cons-
tantly deliberated over language and its use. '

And yet the two questions are contiguous. So one could not expect each
of the four positions in the debates to readily appear to be a composite of
positions in two distinct debates so much as one of four positions in a com-
plex debate concerning translation or language analysis or whatever.
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A rapid survey of the areas of debates—whether practical or theoretical—
should bear this out in broad terms. (The specific assignment of a schoo! or
a thinker to one of the four positions may be debatable and as such even
open to a setting straight of the historical record. But that of course is not
the point at issue.) The four combinations will be marked as follows:

(A4) Language is a means of human communication and its use is the mak-
ing of a text.

(B) Language is a means of human communication and its use is the doing
of an act.

(C) Language is a medium of human understanding and its use is the mak-
ing of a text. _

(D) Language is a medium of human understanding and its use is the do-
ing of an act, '

Let us take up the relatively more practical debates first.

(1) Translation: The Indian civilization has not been too active in and
concerned about this language-related activity. So the examples will come
more readily from the West.

(A) Translators of canonical and statutory texts.

(B) Translators of technical and discursive texts.

(C) Translators of poetry and other literary texts.

(D) Translators of utilitarian, persuasive, or factual texts.

Note: The cleavage (4-C) versus (B-D) appears to be salient.
(2) Second Language Teaching

(4) The mimicry-memorization-pattern-practice method, the method of
the traditional school for teaching Sanskrit to the young (patha-$a/d).

(B) The direct method.

(C) Literary selection and grammar method (the traditional method in the
West for teaching classical languages, also adopted in nineteenth-
century India).

(D) The translation method.

Note: The cleavage (A4-B) versus (C-D) appears to be salient.
(3) Teaching through a language

(4) The practical-minded choice of the more widely available langnage
among the subject texts.

(B) The practical-minded choice of the more widely available language in
the body of learners.

(C) The committed choice of the textually authentic language—as in the
giving of prominence to Sanskrit in propagating Buddhist teaching.
(D) The committed choice of the learner’s own language—as in Buddha’s

own policy, among Protestant proselytizers from the West.
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Note: The cleavage (4-B) versus (C-D) appears to be salient.
(4) Persuasive and popular literature (inclusive of folk texts)

(4) Producers and receivers of didactic texts, say, of moral conformity or
satire, political conformity or subversion (utopian or satirical as the
case may be)

(8) Producers and reccivers of indulgent texts, say, of wish-fulfilment or
sentiment or titillation

(C) Producers and receivers of exhortative texts, say, of ideological persua-
sion or clinical diagnosis-and-therapy

(D) Producers and receivers of ‘thought-provoking’ texts, or texts of high
comedy or tragedy.

Note: The cleavage (4-C) and (B-D) appears to be salient, especially in
‘hard’ and ‘soft’ salesmanghip respectively.

(5) Literary art

(4) The proponents and adherents of Instruction, vyurparti and Technique,
alatrkarana as central.

(B) The proponents and adherents of Delight, priti and Technique, alar-
karana as central.

(C) The proponents and adherents of Maturity (or rasa-dhvani) and Style,
riti as central.

(D) The proponents and adherents of Form and Style, riti as central.

Note: The cleavage (4-C)and (B-D)appears to be salient in the West and the
cleavage (4-B) and (C-D) appears to be salient in ancient India. “Maturity’
and ‘rasa-dhvani’ are of course not meant to be synonymous,

Now the more theoretical language-related pursuits.

(6) Linguistic analysis

(4) Bloomfield, Panini, the ¥iks& phonologists. _

(B) Saussure, the Praguc School, Halliday, the K@tantra school, the prati-
Yakhya phoneticians.

(C) Chomsky, Nage¥a.

(D) Sapir, the rebels against Chomsky, Bhartrhari.

Note: The cleavage (4-C) and (B-D) appears to be salient in the contempo-~
rary West and ancient India.

(7) Philosophy of language

(A4) Locke, pracya nyaya school.

(B) Ideal language philosophy, mimdmsa school.

(C) Descartes, Frege, navya nyaya.

(D) Kant, later Wittgenstein, Ordinary language philosophy, Humboldt,
Bhartrhari.
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Note: The cleavage (4-C) and (B-D) appears to be salient.

We have suggested a positive correlation between positions concerning the
two central questions and positions concerning various language-related
practical and theoretical activities. At the same time, we have suggested a
certain complementarity between opposite positions. Specifically, in case the
cleavage (4-C) and (B-D) is salient, then this is indicative of the complemen-
tarity and consequent recumbency of the opposition between ‘language text’
and ‘language act’ conceptions of language use. And in case the cleavage
(4-D} and (C-D) is salient, then this is indicative of the complementarity and
consequent recumbency of the opposition between “means of communication’
-and ‘medium of understanding’ conceptions of language. It will be seen that
the complementarity is relative to the specific area of language-related acti-
vity. More generally, a thinker operating in more fields than one may not
‘always adopt analogous positions. _

Of course, there is more to philosophizing than the philosophy of langu-
age. We could additionally think of two areas of philosophizing: first, the
philosophy of Understanding and Reality and, secondly, the philosophy of
Coping and Life. (In the modern West the philosophy of Understanding and
Reality tends to go under the rubrics, epistemology, aesthetics, ontology, and
even cognitive science, while the philosophy of Coping and Life turns up as
meral and political philosophy, philesophy of man. Finding correspondences
in ancient India is more problematic.)

As one might expect, there is no simple correlation beiween the four com-
binatory positions (4, B, C, D) in the philosophy of Language and Language
Use and the positions in the philosophy of Understanding and Reality
(though, as we shall see presently, certain expectations of this kind do arise).

‘What are the pivotal questions in the philosophy of Understanding and
Reality? Indeed philosophical doubt may assail us right at the start—Is there
a philosophy of Reality at all? And even if there is onc is it to be separated
with profit from a philosophy of Understanding? Significantly enough, there
have appeared two distinct, if not somewhat opposed, styles of philosophiz-
ing. Let us call them Style I and Style II. Blaise Pascal gave them two rather
evocative names: I esprit de géométrie and I esprit de finesse. (‘Finesse® here
conveys not merely finesse but also shrewdness.) Similarly psychological in
import is William James’ distinction between I ‘tough-minded’ and II ‘tender-

‘minded’ thinkers. Indians have used in a similar vein the terms I gnvik sik!
and II dar¥ana, literally search and vision respectively. But obviously this is
more than a matter of temperament; what is more to the point, it is a matter
of philosophical decision. Style I tends to be reductionist, sceptical, parsi-
monious, and te basing oneself upon observable, uninterpreted, bare actua-
lities. Style Il tends to be phenomenological in that it does not shirk giving
ontic status to the ‘face values’ that human beings assign to actual entities
and telations and that are often reflected in ordinary language. When faced
with the Gddelian dilemma between creating a system that is consistent but
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frankly incomplete and creating a system that is complete but frankly not
wholly consistent, Style I tends to go for the first alternative and Style II for
the second alternative.

Style I: At best we can aspire to an understanding of understanding. Any
understanding of reality needs to flow from it.

Style IT: Any understanding of reality comes first. Any understanding of
understanding will flow from it.

The other pivotal question is—What does philosophizing do for us? And to
what effect? Again, two alternative Missions have turned up for philosophi-
cal understanding. (Again two alternatives? Mirabile dictu, I can hear you
saying under your breath. I don’t blame you! But that’s the way it appears
to be.)

Mission I: Philosophizing yields to us nothing less than a Speculum. It
holds a mirror to whatever it is about.

Mission II: Philosophizing yields to us nothing more than an Organum.
It fashions for us a handy set of tools for understanding whatever it is
about.

Together we have four combinations. To resume our rapid survey, again
with the appropriate disclaimer about the assignments.

(4) Style I and Mission I: Locke, early Witigenstein, Descartes fall here
with their schemata.

(B) Style I and Mission I1: Hume, Kant (after waking up from his ‘dog-
matic slumber’), later Wittgenstein fall here with their critiques.

(C) Style II and Mission 1: Hegel falls here with his landscapes and scena-
rios.

(D) Style II and Mission II: Nietzsche, Marx fall here with their mani-
festos.

The absence of ancient Indian names could be made good by more compe-
tent hands. It will be interesting if not rewarding to compare these combi-
nations in the philosophy of Understanding and Reality with those under the
philosophy of Language and Language Use.

Turning to the philosophy of Coping and Life, what are the pivotal ques-
tions? There appear to be two distinct, if not somewhat opposed, styles of
coping recommended in philosophical terms.

Style I: Let rational doing and making (work and actions, production and
routines) be the mainstay of Coping.

Style II: Let imaginative doing and making (play and moves, creativity
and games) set the tune for rational doing and making.

But then a radical spiritual doubt may assail us at the outset concerniﬁg the
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very mission of the philosophy of Coping and Life. Optimism and pessimism
may go far beyond a simple matter of temperament and style of functioning.
So the other pivotal question is—Is a Coping with life given to man at all?
Doesn’t coping rather amount to coping with coping? To bracing of one-
self’ against what life has to offer to us? Life presupposes the emergence of a
working relationship, a modicum of harmony between human beings and the
environment they have to cope with. Failing this, suicide and murder are
round the corner.

Mission I: Let the restructuring of the environment be the mainstay of cop-
ing with life, so that we can wrest good from evil, violence, and suffering.

Mission II: Let the restructuring of ourselves be the mainstay of coping
with life, so that we can salvage some dignity from what life has to offer
to us.

If we were to continue with our rapid survey, which we do not propose to
do, we shall have to cast our net very wide indeed—Dbeyond professional
philosophizing to moralities and polities, ideologies and religions, life-styles
and programmes. Obviously we have moved even further away from the
philosophy of Language and Language Use. But even here it will be of some
interest to make cross-comparisons of the positions involved. Consider, for
examples, the implications of silence as a gap in or around the Language Text
and as a Language Act taking over from or yielding to the Language Text;
or of communion as a supercommunicative event in Which mere communi-
cative intent give splace to the urge for one’s ‘participation’ in the beloved
or godhead or whatever. Jtyalam!

NOTES TO SECTIONS

Section I. What Goethe said is as follows :
‘Ein jeder, weil er spricht, glaubt auch itber die Sprache sprechen zu kénnen’
I shouid be grateful if any reader couid place it for me.

For the notion of communication, see Kelkar 1980a: chapter I, section D

and the references therein—including Zipf 1967 from whom the policeman
was borrowed.

Section II. The insights into the mode of abstraction and inferability come
variously from Plato and Aristotle, British empiricists and associationists,
Leibniz and Quine (identity of indiscernibles and indiscernibility of identi-
cals), Renaissance pictorial artists and Gestalt psychologists (figure, fore-
ground, background), the nineteenth century insight about differences of
degree graduating into differences of kind, and the mathematical notion of
“function’.

The insights into the mode of concretion and ‘participation’ come vari-
ously from the German idealists and Coleridge and the nineteenth-century
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reconstruction of ‘primitive’ mentality by certain students of antiquity and
contemporary ‘primitive’ peoples.

The ‘starry heavens’ is, of course, in allusion to the conclusion of Kant’s
Critique of Pure Reason.

The nineteenth-century West was, of course, much exercised over the ques-
tion—Can human understanding bypass language? Can we think without
language?

Descartes’ ‘innate ideas’ and Kant’s ‘categories of understanding’ intro-
duce the notion that the furniture of man’s understanding was given to him
as natural and therefore universal endowment. Chomsky transferred the
argument from categories of thought to categories of language being natural
and universal. There was another line of thinking which thought of categories
of understanding being inferable from language and so language-specific:
Humboldt, Sapir, Whorf are the important names associated with it. The
impossibility of translation without residue impressed not only poets and
their translators but also a hard-headed thinker like Quine (1960: chapter
2). Finally, students of human speech were impressed by the early learning of
sentence tone and emphasis and pauses and their widely shared patterns.

Section I11. We have preferred the value-neutral terms ‘first language’ and
‘own language’ to the omnibus ‘mother tongue’. (A mother tongue is of
course not necessarily one’s mother’s tongue but one that, like one’s mother-
land, a person expects to draw emotional sustenance from.)

Man’s initial conception of language as an innate medium of understand-
ing has been enshrined in myths of language being God’s gift. (The myth of
the Tower of Babel is of course of a quite different colour.) The conception
of language as a means of communication became common wisdom in the
West from the time of the Enlightenment—motivated by the impulse to
desacralize and demystify language by showing it up as only a practical tool.

Indians have been acutely aware of language variation—consider the
Hindi saying (which has equivalents in other Indians languages): Kos kos
par pant badale, barah kos par bant, i.e. ‘(underground) water differs every
kosa, speech differs every twelve kosas’ (kro¥a in Sanskrit is a little over
three kilometres).

Ancient Indians distinguished between direct and displaced modes of
speech (vdcydrtha-vrtti and laksand-vriti) and again between bare and en-
riched modes of speech (abhidhd-vrtti and vyafijand-vrtti).

In connection with the debates concerning language-related practical acti-
vities (sections III, V, VI), see Kelkar 1985 (on translation); 1969 (on second
language teaching); 1982 (on the medium of teaching); 1984 (rhetoric and
popular literature); 1983 and 1984b (literary medium and interpretation/
response).

It was the linguist Joos (1950: p. 701) who reminds us that language is
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‘peculiar among mathematical systems in that it abuis upon reality in two
places instead of one.’

The triad Language : Thought : Reality of contemporary western philo-
sophy is comparable to Bhartrhari’s triad : $abda : jidna: artha (Sabda is
speech, jidna is understanding, and artha is message to which speech is
directed).

The excluded middle of course alludes to the third Law of Thought in
Aristotelian logic.

Section I'V. In connection with the substitution of understanding for thought
as the second member of the Language triad, consider the following: For the
ancient Indians jiigna (understanding) was of two kinds: smyrti (recalled ex-
perience, memory) and anubhava (on-going experience). The latter in turn
was of two kinds: yathdrtha, prami (valid understanding, knowledge) and
ayathdrtha, bhrama (invalid understanding, error). Further, the ancient
Indians considered Sabda (speech) to be an important source of jfiana, if not
a source of prama itself. The recognition of the vital rale of imagination and
creativity in human understanding came to ancient Indians with the doctrine
of pratibhi (Bhartthari, Abhinavagupta, and others). In the West it came
with the Romantics.

In connection with the distinction between Topic and Context, especially
in relation to language and its use, consider the following: The distinction
between prakarana and prasanga has been traditional in India. The western
thinkers to emphasize it initially were Peirce and the later Witigenstein.

Section V. The choice of the term ‘speech act’ (Searle 1962) for what we have
called langnage acts is rather unfortunate in that Biihler had earlier more
appropriately used it for the act of speaking (at the level of the vehicle).

The distinction between Interpretation and Response followed in the wake
of the one between Topic and Context.

The anthropologists remind us that human artifacts and acts are open to
non-standard uses. The two modes of non-standard use are of course com-
parable to laksana and vyafijana (sec Note to Section ITI).

The French Structuralists emphasized and generalized the notion of the
Text.

For the distinction between names and terms in language and the distinc-
tion between the three uses of language (technical use centring on rational
understanding, poetic use centring on imaginative understanding, and ordi-
nary use embracing both), see Kelkar 1984b. Consider alsothe ancient Indian
distinction between $dstra-pratyaksa (what is presented in a technical dis-
cipline) and kdvya-pratyaksa (What is presented in a literary work) on the
one hand and loka-vartta (what is reported by people in the ordinary course)
on the other hand.

The distinction proposed here between descriptive statements and ascrip-
tive statements is an anthropologically slanted reformulation of the distinc-
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tion between facts and interpretations and between value-neutral and cvalua-
tive-persuasive statements. Ascriptive statements convey insights rather than
facts; they convey responses or attitudes rather than merely report on their
presence.

While Kant argued that judgements of taste (one kind of ascriptive state-
ments) cannot be reduced to conceptual descriptions (one kind of descriptive
statements), Moore extended the argument to the domain of morality. For
Kant moral judgements were essentially prescriptive rather than inscriptive
or ascriptive.

For Freud, any piece of language use had a genesis in life: it was either a
concealed codification of impulses (disguise) or a justification of impulses
(rationalization).

For Marx, any piece of language use had a design on life: it was either a
concealed codification of interests (false consciousness) or a justification of
interests (legitimating ideology).

Section VI. For an earlier look at the two styles of the philosophy of under-
standing and reality, sce Kelkar 1980b (where I associated these with certain
debates in the philosophy of language).

Failing a modicum of harmony between man and the condition humaine,
suicide and murder are round the corner. This alludes to Albert Camus’
observation that the central question of ethics is suicide and the central
question of politics is murder. (I should be grateful if any reader could place
it for me.)

Human motivation gets crucially threaded into the maintenance of this
harmony by way of the presupposition of our trust (or mistrust) in other
people’s understanding or coping or for that matter in our own, in the trans-
parency and efficacy of language, and in the friendliness of life and reality.
Our childhood matters.
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The problem of reality in physics

5. SHANKAR NARAYAN
Poona University, Pune

HIsTORICAL BACKGROUND TO THE PROBLEM

The problem of the nature of Reality is of recent origin so far as physics is
concerned. This has always been considered a purely philosophical problem
of ontology of the empirical world. Physics has concerned itself primarily
with the laws governing the repetitive and repeatable observations in nature
such as movements of heavenly bodies, motion of terrestrial bodies, expan-
sion and contraction of bodies with temperature, the regularity of seasons,
properties of light and sound, etc. Certainly there was the underlying assump-
tion of a granular structure so far as the ontology was concerned, but it
presented no problem for physics till quantum mechanics (QM) made its
appearance in the early part of this century.

It has always been a belief with the scientists, particularly the physicists,
that there are common basic constituents in the apparently bafling diversity
of nature. That all materials in nature can be reduced to about 92 basic ¢le-
ments which can be arranged in a periodic table and which exhibit some
symmetry was a major discovery. Later, when it was discovered that electron
was a constituent of all atoms and that the nucleus of all elements was built
up of common particles such as protons and neutrons, it appeared that phy-
sics was coming close to the understanding of the ontic essence of the world.

The problem began when experimental exploration of the elementary
particles began. Even earlier the concept of quantum of action had become
necessary in understanding black body radiation which alternately led to the
theory that even radiation is granular, consisting of photons which cannot
be split any further. However all these particles—electrons, photons, pro-
tons, etc.—behaved as particles in certain experimental arrangements and as
waves in certain others. Neither of the descriptions, particle or wave, by it-
self could fully describe whatever that existed.

QUANTUM MECHANICS AND REALITY

Quantum mechanics has been highly successful in providing the framework
for the laws that govern the behaviour of eclementary particles. The basic
postulates on which quantum mechanics is based are:

() Indivisibility of the quantum of action. This indivisibility implies that
transition between stationary states is discrete. Thus it has no meaning to
say that a system passes through a continuous series of intermediate states,
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similar to initial and final states, while in classical physics every transition
implies such a continuous series of intermediate states.

(b) Wave Particle duality of the properties of matter. Under different ex-
perimental conditions matter behaves more like a wave or more like a parti-
cle, but always in certain ways like both together.

(¢) Properties of matter as statistically revealed potentialities, The laws
governing the observable properties of matter at the microlevel are statisti-
cal in nature even when they refer to an individual particle, unlike in classi-
cal physics whose laws arc deterministic. The state of a microsystem is
characterized in quantum mechanics by a wave function (more abstractly by
a vector in Hilbert space). This wave function evolves in a deterministic way
in time but the wave function is not related directly to the empirical proper-
ties of an individual object or event. Rather it has to be thought of as a des-
cription of the possibilities or propensitics within the physical situation.
Different and generally mutually incompatible propensities are actualized in
different experimental arrangements. The wave function gives only a proba-
bility measure for the actualization of different propensities in a statistical
ensemble of similar observations carried out under specified conditions and
cannot predict what will happen in each individual observation.

DoUBLE SLIT ELECTRON BEAM EXPERIMENT

It follows from the above that a model of the matter at the microlevel is not
possible in terms of properties we are accustomed to in a sensory perception.
Reality underlying the phenomenological or empirical world is not describ-
able in terms of macroscopic properties. No analogue model can be cons-
tructed of the reality in terms of visualizable properties. This is most sharp-
Iy brought out in the double slit electron beam experiment dealing with a
single electron.

A B C
[ ]
I 1
X
I ] el 2
4]
-
Source of Screen with Plane of detectors
electrons of double slits of electrons

detimiie energy
Fig.

. In Fig. 1 we have a source § of ¢lectrons all having the same energy com-
ing out of the slit at A to impinge on screen B having twoslits 1 and 2. At
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plane C we have a detector of electrons which may be placed at various dis-
tances X from the centre of the screen Q. We keep the intensity of the source
S very low and we observe that the detector (Geiger counter) records pulses
representing the arrival of electrons at its position X separated by gaps in
time during which nothing arrives. If we had detectors all over the screen C
with a very weak source so that only single electrons are emitted, only one
detector will respond indicating that electrons are behaving as particles.
There would never be a half response of the detector; either an electron
arrives or nothing happens.

If we measure the mean number of pulses recorded in the detector at diffe-
rent positions of the detector along the direction X in plane Cin Fig. 1, we
record a pattern as in A in Fig. 2.

(A) Both slits open (B) Slit No. 2 (C) 8lit No. 1 (D) Sum of
closed closed B) & ()

Fig, 2

The pattern (A) is familar and well-known in optics when we have a light
source and is explained by its wave nature. Since We have assumed the elec-
trons to be particles we would expect, according to classical mechanics, that
the pattern would be the sum of the two patterns we would get by closing
one of the slits at a time in (B) of Fig. 1. Electrons are supposed to go by
either slit 1 or slit 2 and the probability of arrival at X would be the sum of
the probabilities of arrival either through slit 1 orthrough slit 2. The patterns
we get by closing either slit 2 or shit 1 are given in (B) and (C) of Fig. 2 and
the sum of the patterns should be (D) whereas what we get is in fact (A).

Though quantum mechanics is able to explain this by its mathematical
formalism (that in QM we do not sum the probabilities but the amplitudes
of the probability given by the wave function), we are not in a position to
form a mental picture of what is happening. It is clear that the electrons are
not passing through either slit 1 or slit 2 when both of them are open. In fact
if we try to know through which slit the electrons are passing by setting up
optical detectors near the slits 1 and 2 (a source of light which the electron
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scatters on passing through), we immediately lose the interference pattern
and get the pattern (D) of Fig. 2. The very process of ohservation has dis-
turbed the electrons and has destroyed the interference pattern.

One question still remains. Do the electrons in the double experiment go
through slit 1 or slit 2 or does it behave like a wave in its passage from the
source to the detector and pass through both the slits and change over to a
particle like behaviour at the screen (detector)? ‘

HEISENBERG’S PRINCIPLE OF INDETERMINACY

An important consequence of complementarity of particle and wave nature
of matter and the quantum nature of interaction between observer (measur-
ing apparatus) and the observed (elementary particle) results in 2 minimum
indeterminacy in the determination of certain properties of matter. Heisen-~
berg showed that both position and momentum of a particle, for instance,
cannot both be measured with exactitude at any instant of time no mafter
how refined a measurement technique is emploved. The very process of
measurcment of one property affects another property of the particle which
is its incompatible counterpart observable. In the case of position (g) and
momentum (p) for instance the maximum accuracy with which both of them
can be measured simultancously is given by the relation ApX Ag >k where
Ap and Ag are the mean deviations (rms values) from the actual values of
position and momentum and / is the Plancks constant. These are so far all
incompatible observables of a particle such as energy (E) and time (f),
components of the spin vector (Sx, Sy, S;), etc. The product of the root mean
square of the deviations of the incompatible observables from the mean
value can never be less than the universal constant 4. In the case of a single
particle if one of these properties p and q or E and ¢ cic. are determined
with certainty, then the other is wholly indeterminate.

EINSTEIN, PODOLSKY, ROSEN PARADOX

According to quantum mechanics, the maximum information that we can
have of a microsystem is given by the state vector which can describe only
the set of all compatible observables. If we have an experimental set up for
position measurement, no information is available about the momentum of
the microsystem ; so also is it the other way about. The question is: does the
system have a definite position and momentum simultaneously even though
one may not be able to measure them? Einstein, Podolsky and Rosen pro-
posed a thought experiment towards resolvingthis question.

Consider a molecule of zero total spin, a singlet consisting of two atoms
of opposite spin of 12, Let this molecule be disintegrated by a method not
influencing the spin of either atom. The total spin then remains zero even
while the atoms are flying apart and have ceased to interact.
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Now if any component of the spin of one of the atoms (say A) is measur-
ed, then because total spin is zero we can immediately consider that this
component of the spin of the other atom (B) is precisely the opposite. Thus
by measuring any component of the spin of atom A, we can obtain this com-
ponent of the atom B without interacting with atom B in any way.

If this were a classical system no difficulties of interpretation would occur
because each component of the spin of each atom is always well defined and
always remains opposite in value to the same component of the spin of the
opposite atom. However, in quantum mechanics, according to principle of
indeterminacy only one component of spin can be sharply defined at one
time while the other two are indeterminate at the same time. If we wish to
interpret the fluctuations as arising out of the disturbances due to the
measuring process, how could this disturn the other atom?

Einstein, Podolsky and Rosen (EPR) postulated an important hypothesis
by specifying a sufficient condition for physical reality. <If without in any
way disturbing a system we can predict with certainty (i.e. with probability
equal to unity) the value of a physical quantity then there exists an element
of physical reality corresponding to this physical quantity.’

Hence it follows from the thought experiment that the atoms have definite
spin components in all the three directions since it is possible to determine
any of the components by measuring that component on the other atom of
the pair without any disturbance on itself.

The conclusion of Einstein and his co-authors was that QM was incom-
plete and a more fundamental theory was necessary. What is, however, rele-
vant to our present discussion is what is implicit in the EPR paradox, name-
Iy that measured properties of matter are its inherent properties. This is the
realist point of view.

The answer of Bohr representing the Copenhagen school was that it is in-
admissible to consider the two atoms in the EPR thought experiment as two
separate systems, and that they should rather be considered as a single
system. No inherent properties are to be assumed for the particles but that
they are the values the measuring process would give in a particular experi-
mental set up. These properties are not counter-factuals, unlike macro-
objects which have properties whether you observe them or not and can be
expected to have the attributes independent of the observation. When one
component of the spin is measured it has a definite value and the other two
components are random. When any component of spin is measured random-
ness prevails regarding the unmeasured spin components. The same thing
happens to the other atom in the pair of the EPR experiment as there are no
inherent properties.

We could put the interpretations of the EPR experiment regarding nature
of reality in the following categories: :

(@) The realist interpretation that the ‘particles’ (the word is used though
we know that they are not conventional particles but have the complemen-
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tary properties of waves and particles) have inherent properties of definite
values of even the incompatible observables. These ‘particles’ constitute rea-
lity though it is not possible to visualize them.

(b) The Copenhagen school interpretation that the only reality we can
deal with is the empirical reality which is amenable to observation. Any
attempt to find a substratum of reality underlying the empirical phenomena
because the observation contradicts our common Ssense view or a macro-
model view is bound to result in failure. Physics cannot deal with such ques-
tions. We should rather follow Wittgenstein’s admonition *Whereof we can-
not speak of thereof we should be silent.’

(¢) A third view would be that the ‘particles’ do not have inherent proper-
tics but have the potential or propensity to have one of the many possibilitics
which manifest in an experimental set up. The reality consist of these strange
‘particles’ whose observable properties are predictable by QM.

Inherent in the EPR paradox was another implication of quantum mecha-
nics. If the measurement is being done on particle A in the thought experiment,
how does the particle B which interacts neither with particle A nor with mea-
suring apparatus, ‘know’ in what direction it should allow its spin to be defi-
nite and in what directions it should allow it to fluctuate at random. The pro-
blem is made even more difficult if we consider that while the particles are still
in flight we are free to re-orient the observing apparatus and in this way mea-
sure the spin of particle A and in some other direction. This change should
somehow be transmitted to particle B which responds correspondingly. The
quantum mechanical explanation would thus violate the basic principle of
relativity or alternatively we have to abandon the principle of locality. Ac-
cording to the principle of locality nothing that happens at a remote point can
influence an object unless there is a causal relationship and which can be
transmitted only at a velocity less than that of light.

BrLL’s INEQUALITY THEOREM

The EPR paradox arose out of a postulate that matter even at the microlevel
has inherent properties corresponding to the observables measured by a com-
plex system of measurement. In 1964, J.S. Bell elaborated the EPR thought
experiment in & form that could be subjected to experimental verification. His
suggestion was to test the correlation between spins of two particles branching
off after decay or disintegration from a singlet (a molecule consisting of a pair
of particles each with spin of 1/2 but in opposite directions so that the total
spin of the molecule is zero). The spin is measured in any of the three direc-
tions perpendicular to the direction of flight of the particles (Fig. 3) at random
for a large number of particles. The spin values can be either +1/2 or —1/2
and the measurement is done in the direction a or b or ¢ at random for either
of the particles. That is when spin for particle A is measured in direction <a’,
particle B of the pair could be measured in a or b or ¢ direction.
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The correlation is then examined as to whether itis in accordance with what
would be expected if the particles had definite valuesin all three directions a,
b and c as per the proposition of inherent properites.

We measure the spin components in three directions, a, b, and ¢, lying in a
plane on particles arriving at As! and Bs® at random. Assuming that the
particles have inherent properties of spin independent of observation, and we
accept Einstein’s locality principle, the pair of particles should match as
follows:

Table 1
Population Particle | Particle 2
N, (at, bt ct) (a-.b-,¢7)
N, (at,bt,c) (a—,b-,ct)
N, (at,b-,ct) (a—, bt.c7)
N, (at,b~,¢) (a—, bt ct)
N, (a-, bt,ct) (at,b-,c7)
N, (a-, b+, c7) (at,b-, ct)
N, {a=, b, ¢c?) {at,bt,c7)
N, (a~, b, ¢c7) (a*, b+, ct)

For the random source we are considering, each of the (N, Ny, Na,. . .Ng)
populations are equal. If the spin in direction ‘a’ is measured for §; and is
found to be -J- the spin for particles S, in a direction is certain to be — . The
particles belong to one of the eight categories and if, for a particle in category
(a*, bt, ct) the spin component if measured in a, b, ¢ directions gives 4 value,
the corresponding 8, particle in the pair must belong to (a-, b, ¢-) to ensure
zero total angular momentum. In any given event the particle pair in ques-
tion must belong to one of the eight categories shown in Table 1 above.

Let us suppose that observer A finds S, ; a (spin of 8, in direction a) to be
+ and observer B measures spin in direction b for the other particles §; of
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the pair and finds S,; b also to be 4. It is clear from the table that the parti-
cle belongs either to type 3 or type 4 so that the number of particles for
which this situation is realized is Ny+N,. If we make spin measurements at
random in the three directions a, b, and ¢ for the pairs of particles for a
sufficiently large sample, we have the inequality relationship according to
the Realist view of Einstein and others.

N+ NYL Ny +NJ+(N3+No) - - - (1)
In terms of probabilities, the probability that we measure the spin of S, in
direction a as + and of the other particle of the pair S, in direction b as
viz. P (8, a+; S, b*) should be less than or equal to the sum of the proba-
bilities of P(S, at; S,ct) and P (S,c+; S;bt), i.e.

P (S,a*; Spb)P (Sqat; Seet)+P (8.ct; S;bh)

In quantum mechanics where we do not assign inherent properties but
properties only on observation, and consider the pair of particles not as two
separate systems but as a single system, the probability relation for Bell’s,
experiment would be different. The probability values would then be

fab

2

where 8ab is the angle between the axes a and b. Bell’s Inequality relation
would then appear as:

P (S,at; S;bt)= -é- Sin?®

: Bab 2 g c . é b
2 2 a ! AT
Sin ‘--—-2 -.<.,. Sin 3 - Sin 5

Let a, b and ¢ lie in a single plane and let C bisect the two directions defined
byaandb. Let 6,, = 20; 8,. = 0,5 = 0. Bell’s Inequality is then violated for
0—0 < @<x/2 as we get for 8=n/4 the relation 0.5<0.292 which is absurd.
So quantum mechanical predictions are not compatible with Bell’s In-
equality. ' '

Several experiments have been performed in recent years to test Bell's In-
equality and they have all unequivocally confirmed that it is violated con-
firming correctness of quantum mechanical predictions. Experiments have
been conducted where the choice of the direction to be measured is changed
when the particles are on flight and yet the correlation between the particles
are as expected by quantum mechanics.

We have given a rather detailed account of Bell’s Inequality theorem and
its experimental violation since it has very important implications regarding
the nature of reality. The EPR paradox arose with the assumption of a rea-
lity independent of observer and consequently the matter or ‘particles’
constituting the world having inherent properties. Bell’s theorem is only a
logical consequence of such an assumption and its violation confirms that
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matter cannot be regarded to have inherent properties at least those connec-
ted with space and time.

The Copenhagen school completely skirts the problem of ontology as it
accords no meaning to such questions and concerns itself only with the re-
sults of measurements. The specifications of our ensemble of microsystems
can have no reference to the resuits of future measurements that are to be
performed on these systems. That means counter-factuality is denied. We
can only know empirical reality which is revealed to us through observation
and experiment. Quantum mechanics successfully gives the prediction of
such observations and measurements.

If we consider the proposition of potential or propensity of matter to
manifest one of the possibilities the violation of Bell’s Inequality can be ex-
plained. However the correlation at a distance instantaneously as is implied
in the violation of Bell’s Inequality is still perplexing.

Is this action at a distance violating the special theory of relativity? No
useful information has really passed between particles of A and B of the pair.
The two observers do not know at any time what results to expect, i.e. Obser-
ver B does not know at any time that Observer A is measuring the spin in a
certain axis and that if he measures it, the spin of the particle coming toward

"him should give a particular value if positioned in the same axis. Only when

A and B get together and compare the results would they know that there is
a definite correlation when measurements are made in the same axis while it
is random in other axes. One can, therefore, argue that the theory of relati-
vity is not violated. Shimony has termed the mysterious Bell correlation
‘passion at a distance’.

To come back to our basic problem, physics is necessarily confronted
with the ontological problem not out of choice but out of necessity. In its
attempt to understand the laws relating the behaviours of matter at the
microlevel, the “particles’ it postulates for explanation behave in a very pecu-
liar way. It is not difficult to give up near objective reality which is that rea-
lity does not correspond to macroparticles of which we are aware by our
sensual experience. After all, our senses are sensors of limited capability or
limited spectral sensitivity, that it is unrealistic to expect the reality to be
describable in terms of concepts derived from such sensors. Hence when the
matter at microlevel was seen to behave both as particles and waves under
different circumstances, it was not difficult to give up the mechanical ana-
logue in its description.

The problem posed by inseparability and non-locality poses a greater
challenge. If we accept the principle of causality (abandonment of this prin-
ciple will undermine the entire edifice of science), how do we understand that
tfvo particles millions of miles away will always act in concert in certain
situations? Quantum mechanics does not have an answer to this problem as
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it completely bypasses the issue and takes an instrumentalist view. Would
we say with Kant that the world as it is can never be understood?

In the spirit of realism, a fundamental science like physics can have value
only if it bears an aspect of reality. This does not imply that it can give an
accurate description of reality as it is, but it does mean that the description
it gives should have some connection with reality. We have to necessarily be-
lieve as a scientific realist that there are laws of nature explaining regularities
of phenomena independent of humans but are knowable by them even if it is
in an approximate and perhaps abstract manner. So a scientist is expected to
give a description of these regularities (laws of nature) without referring to
the abilities or inabilities of the observer since these qualities obviously could
not play any effective part in the regularities of the world.

The first, and perhaps the most significant, conclusion in an investigation
of the behaviour of ‘clementary particles’ is that the world cannot be des-
cribed as essentially a collection of physical objects of finite size which would
each possess its own specific attributes—size, location, velocity, etc., even if
these attributes are only approximately determined.

One line of investigation could be considered. The problems of indeter-
minacy, correlation at a distance, etc., seem to be concerned only with pro-
perties connected with location of matter in space and time like position and
momentum, direction of spin, etc. Is this because the human mind sees the
world as three-dimensional space only due to the peculiar combination of
our sensory organs like two eyes, two ears, etc.? An ant will see the world
only as two-dimensional if it had the necessary conceptual ability and would
never understand what the third dimension would mean. Similarly we are
perhaps seeing reality only in its projection in three dimensions or four-
dimensional space time whereas in actuality it exists in more dimensions. The
additional dimension need not be physical, but could include consciousness
by which cogitation takes place.

Another way to understand the problem is that the human mind, evolved
out of empirical needs of survival, can understand or even conceive only
empirical reality ; and empirical reality is to be defined in a strictly opera-
tional way, that is, to identify the concept of empirical reality with a mere
set of predictive rules asserting what will be observed in such and such a
situation. This is the attitude most physicists adopt today. Still, the way
science has been able to evolve mathematical description such as general
relativity gives us hope that the general description of empirical reality could
be perhaps reflected in a mathematical structure.

I am grateful to Prof. A.D. Gangal of the Department of Physics, Poona
University, for many discussions on the conceptual foundations of Quantum
Mechanics, and Prof. R. Sundara Rajan of the Department of Philosophy,
Poona University for going through the manuscript and offering his valuable
comments.
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Wittgenstein on mathematical necessity:
towards a grammatical perspective

AMITABHA DAS GUPTA
University of Hyderabad, Hyderabad

THE CENTRAL THREAD

Exploring a complex theme is not an easy task particularly when it is riddied
with diverse and disconnected issues that apparently defy any coherent
interpretation. Wittgenstein’s view on necessity or mathematical necessity is
such a theme where the absence of a systematic presentation gives rise to
different conflicting interpretations of his view. However, the present
reading of Wittgenstein differs from this perception. It argues that a system-
atic presentation of his views on mathematical necessity is indeed possible
if we see the underlying theme that Wittgenstein maintains in spite of
apparent diversities and Iooseness. This underlying theme is that of gram-
matical perspective on necessity.

The concept of mathematical necessity has been a constant source of
trouble for philosophers and logicians. Theories have been offered which
have subsequently proliferated throughout history. But Wittgenstein's
approach, on the other hand, is radically different from the rest. For him,
many of the problems that have perplexed philosophers can be shown to be
spurious if we can settle beforehand what it is for a mathematical proposition
to be necessary. This is essentially to understand the meaning of the concept
of necessity and its function in language. In Wittgenstein’s vocabulary the
whole enterprise may be described as inquiting into the logical grammar of
necessary propositions. Hence, mathematical propositions are treated by
Wittgenstein as a sub-class of grammatical propositions.

In this paper the central idea that we have maintained is that mathematical
propositions are grammatical propositions. This has been discussed in two
subsequent parts. The first part is mainly concerned with showing that the
question ‘What are mathematical propositions about? is a misleading one.
This has been followed by a discussion that the grammar of mathematical
propositions is different from the grammar of empirical propositions. The
second part consists of two major discussions: One, Wittgenstein’s gramma-
tical perspective cannot be interpreted as that of expressing conventionalism ;

This is a revised version of the paper presented in a National Seminar on Witigen-
stein, Logic and Mathemarics held at Jadavpur University, January 1990. I am grateful to
Dr (Mrs) Amita Chatterjee, Dr (Mrs) Chhanda Gupta and Dr Tushar Sarkar for their
critical comments, T am especially indebted to my colleague Dr R,C. Pradhan for clarify-
ing a number of issues relating to Wittgenstein'’s notion of grammar, '
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and two, his rule-following nature of necessity has been construed in such a
way that it does not allow scepticism o be possible.

|

‘WHAT ARE MATHEMATICAL PROPOSITIONS ABOUT? :
A WRONG QUESTION

Kant’s question ‘How can the necessary and a priori propositions of mathe-
matics be applied to the world of facts’? may indeed be taken asthe vantage
point from which we can start our inquiry. To bring out the implication of
this question: an a priori proposition of arithmatic such as 2-+3=51s true
in both ways: First, it is true no matter what the world of fact is and second,
it is true at the same time about the world of facts, such as, if two apples are
added to three apples then the collection will be that of five apples. But this
gives rise to a conceptual puzzlement. The precise nature of this puzzlement
is that if the truth value of a mathematical proposition is unaffected by any
possible state of affairs and it can give no information about the actual world
then how can it be about apples, or about observable objects? It is felt that
the only way to resolve this puzzlement depends on our ability to understand
the content of mathematical propositions. Is it about numbers or about
apples? This calls for a detailed philosophical examination so that between
these two seemingly incompatible accounts one can be discarded in favour of
the other. Fixing of domain will help us see whether there is anything called
mathematical necessity as such and, if there is, what its relationship to the
world of facts is.

Historically, the radical position that Mill takes in this respect is notable.
He banished altogether the notion of necessity from the realm of mathe-
matics and defined mathematical propositions as empirical generalizations.
But Mill’s solution does not help the sitnation. In spite of Mill’s rigorous re-
fusal one can still see that the statement 23 =35 does possess all the proper-
ties that are normally ascribed to necessary truths. It is a truth which can be
known independent of experience, its opposite will be self-contradictory and
finally, no state of affairs can disconfirm it. This shows that the very nature
of arithmetical propositions is such that they are characterized by a certain
kind of buili-in necessity. Hence any account concerning what mathematical
propositions are about, must keep a place for necessity no maiter what the
nature and origin of this necessity may be. A failure to do this will be a falsi-
fication of what the nature of a2 mathematical proposition is. Mill’s mistake
is that he did not provide us with any proper use of the word ‘necessary’.
The acceptance of necessity is a part of the conceptual requirement of mathe-
matics and, therefore, one cannot treat mathematical propositions as em-

pirical generalizations in Mill’s fashion.

Continuing with our question, what are mathematical propositions about?
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We have seen that Mill’s answer to this failed precisely on the ground that it
left us with no conceivable notion of necessity. Now, if Mill’s proposal is un-
acceptable the only way to save necessity will be to consider mathematical
propositions as being about numbers rather than about apples. This is the
source of the Platonist thesis on necessity in mathematics. To hold that
mathematical propositions are about numbers is really to imply that neces-
sity in mathematics can be explained on the ground that statement 2+3 = 5
is really about an abstract object. This, in other words, is to claim that the
existence of necessary truths in mathematics is bound up with the existence
of such abstract objects. Hence, if there were no abstract objects there would
not be any necessary truths. The second important aspect is that of features
of these objects, since it is these features which logically ensure the necessity
in mathematics. Following Frege,! some of the chief features of these objects
can be thus identified. First, these objects have no temporal or spatial pro-
perties, and that is the reason why they are radically different from psycho-
logical and physical objects. Second, abstract objects are as objective as are
physical objects. Third, abstract objects are changeless, meaning thereby that
they are not different in different times. Note that the feature of changeless-
ness also includes the cohesive character of abstract objects, that is, these ob-
jects retain all through certain logically inseparable properties so that for
arithmetical objects there will always be arithmetical propertics and for geo-
metrical objects there will be geometrical properties. Thus, atemporality,
aspatiality, objectivity and cohesiveness are regarded as the features of this
category of objects. Given these characteristics, the Platonists make their
fundamental claim that if a statement about an abstract object is true under
one st of circumstances, it must be true under all because no property of the
abstract object can be different in different circumstances. This works as the
basis of the claim that a proposition like 24 3=35 is true of all possible
worlds and hengce it is necessary.

The Platonist account of necessity, i.e. necessity exhibited as a consequ-
ence of the character of abstract objects, gives us the impression that this is a
foolproof account of necessity. But according to Wittgenstein this is far from
it. The ground that the Platonists offer for necessity can be contested. It can
be shown that the existence of abstract objects cannot explain why mathe-
matical propositions function as necessary rather than empirical proposi-
tions of matters of fact. The source of the problem lies in the very formula-
tion of the problem. In this respect since both Mill and Plato share the same
concern, therefore, they ask the same question, namely, what are mathe-
matical propositions about? The only difference is between the two options
which the respective philosophers suggest. Wittgenstein’s concern, on the
other hand, is not with the options or answers but with the question itself.
Since he is arguing against’the question the answers that follow from it are,
therefore, not acceptable to him. The respective answers suggested (i.c., whe-
ther mathematical propositions are about numbers or about apples) can be
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shown to be in no way substantially different from each other. ¥n fact, they
are variants of the same grammar.

What mathematical propositions are about is a question which presuppo-
ses that mathematical propositions are about something and to say this is
really to claim that they are about certain domains. Hence on a conceptual
ground there is no difference in saying whether mathematical propositions
are about numbers or about apples. Note that the former option can be
shown to be empirical in a manner similar to the way the latter option is
obviously empirical. To elaborate, when we say ‘What is 243 =>5about? the
most natural response will be to distinguish it from empirical propositions
by characterizing it as being about numbers. But this way of characterizing
will not make mathematical propositions distinct from empirical proposi-
tions. The prima facie reason is that we treat an arithmetical proposition
such as 24+3=35 as analogous to an empirical proposition. The only differ-
ence between them is that in one case it is about empirical entitics whereas in
the other case it is about non-empirical abstract entities. The two answers
can be thus said to be the variants of the same grammar. Hence, to say that
mathematical propositions are about numbers is in no way better than to say
that mathematical propositions are about apples. Mill’s account is untenable
on the ground that it drops the notion of necessity. But to opt for the Plato-
nist alternative is equally unsatisfactory since in this view mathematics turns
out to be what Alice Ambrose calls ‘a physics of mathematical entities and
mathematical research an expedition of discovery’.? This testifies very aptly
in G.H. Hardy’s remark when he says,

I have myself always thought of a mathematician as in the first instance
an observer, a man who gazes at a distant range of mountains and notes
down his observations. His job is simply to distinguish clearly and notify
to others as many different peaks as he can . . .3

This is to take mathematical investigation at par with empirical investigation,
the only difference being that it is an investigation of a non-empirical reality.

The empirical import of the Platonist position can be further vindicated if
we approach the problem from the epistemological point of view. That is,
along with the acceptance of abstract objects, the next question that comes
is with regard to how human beings can know truths about these objects. In
this respect, the tradition fromPlato to Gadel proposes that there is a faculty
of intuition through which we apprehend the truths of abstract objects.
Notice that the conception of intuition proposed in this tfradition is strik-
ingly similar to that of introspection and perception. Intuition is conceived
on analogy to perception and intuitive knowledge is thus made dependent on
the knower who forms a direct contact with the object of knowledge. In the
Meno, Plato, for example, says “The soul, then, being immortal and having
been born again many times, and having seen all things that exist, whether
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in this world or in the world below, has knowledge of them all.” The same
Platonic idea is found in Gédel when he writes,

the objects of transfinite set theory . . . clearly do not belongto the physi-
cal world ... But, despite their remoteness from sense experience, we do
have a perception also of the objects of set theory, as is seen in the fact
that the axioms force themselves upon us as being true. I don’t see any
reason why we should have less confidence in this kind of perception, i.e.
in mathematical intuition, than in sense perception.*

The view expressed here may be correctly described as perceptually inspired
accounts of intuition through which we obtain knowledge about abstract ob-
jects. But then, this view on intuition involves an inconsistency at a funda-
mental level. The Platonic claim that knowledge of an abstract object is
knowledge by direct acquaintance cannot be reconciled with the atemporal
and aspatial nature of these objects. The reason is that perception demands
a causal relation between perceiver and the object perceived.® Hence, if intui-
tion is defined as perceptual acquaintance, then abstract objects being out-
side space and time and being objective cannot enter into this causal relation-
ship. The abstract objects, since they are objective, cannot be said to occur
in the experience of the knower and since they are aspatial, they cannot pro-
duce a representation of themselves in the knower through a causal chain.® If
intuition is understood in the analogy of perception then such incompatibi-
lity will be its inevitable outcome.

The failure to sce this incompatibility has made many of the contemporary
versions of Platonism incoherent. Among these, Karl Popper’s version is
prominent. In Popper’s” reading his conception of the ‘third world’ is a con-
temporary form of the Platonist doctrines of Plato, the Stoics, Leibniz, Bol-
zano and Frege. Popper makes two claims. First, there are ‘causal relations
between the three worlds’® and second, the objects in the third world are ‘the
unplanned product of human action’.? This clearly exemplifies the sense of
incompatibility that we were referring to. If Popper’s third world is in the
tradition from Plato to Frege, how can there be a causal connection between
the third world and the other two worlds? Equally important is to note that
if the objects of the third world are the products of human actions, then,
Popper must accept that the objects of the third world, such as numbers, are
contingent. But this is simply inconsistent with Popper’s realism. The main
defect of Popper’s third world is its failure to see that aspatial and atemporal
objects cannot enter into any form of causal relation.t®

The epistemological corollary to the Platonist thesis on necessity con-
forms to our earlier discussion concerning the ontological dimension of
necessity. The Platonists, both in the ontological and in the epistemological
dimensions, treat implicitly the necessary propositions of mathematics in the
pattern of empirical propositions. They have failed to see that the respective
grammatical forms of thesetwo types of propositions are differentat a funda-
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mental level. The failure of the Platonists is that they cannot do proper jus-
tice to the notion of necessity appropriate to mathematicalpropositions. For,
to decide in what sense mathematical propositions are necessary and how
they are applied to matters of fact, we need to see the meaning of mathe-
matical propositions and their use, i.e. the function they perform. Necessity
of a mathematical proposition cannot be explained through our attempt to
find out what mathematical propositions are about. In fact, the very ideathat
mathematical propositions are about something is incorrect. It expresses
what Wittgenstein says: our obsession for clinging to one paradigm, that is,
influenced by the grammar of empirical propositions we tend to think that
mathematical propositions, in a similar manner, are about certain specific
domains. This obsession for a particular grammatical form does prevent us,
from seeing first, in what sensc mathematical propositions are necessary and
second, how the harmony between the two different areas of logic and em-
pirical fact is possible. Wittgenstein’s suggestion is, therefore, that we should
shift our attention from what mathematical propositions are about to the
use we make of them. It is only by examining the use of mathematical pro-
positions that we will be able to explain the connection between their neces-
sity and their applications.

We all know that to say that a mathematical proposition is necessary is to
imply that nothing can be held against the truth of a proposition. The conse-
quence of it is that we never give up an arithmetical proposition such as
2+3-=35 in the face of any adverse facts. But what is it that makes the pro-
position so unassailable? Wittgenstein’s answer is that we give a special role
to the proposition in our language and giving a special role implies our deci-
sion to use the proposition in a certain way, i.e. as a rule for the use of ex-
pressions. Hence, a mathematical proposition is necessary because it func-
tions as a rule for how to use the expression in a certain way. Let us illustrate
the conceptual import of this point. Suppose there is 2 rectangie which is 15
squares long and 10 squares wide. Now, in order to find out the total number
of squares in a rectangle, one needs to multiply 15 by 10—the answer is 150.
To this there can be two distinctly identifiable scenarios. First, suppose I
physically count the squares and find that the total number of squares is less
than 150. I may thus hold that the result obtained by using the rule <15x 10
=150’ is false. This is an empirical use of the proposition which is testable
by experience. The second scenario is grammatical. Suppose T maintain that
15 10 =150 is correct no matter what the total number of squares I physi-
cally count. This will then be regarded as an instance of an use where the
proposition ¢15x10=150" functions as a criterion of the correctness of my
count. By using it as a criterion I make the proposition independent of ex-
perience. This is, in other words, to claim that I make the proposition
15 x 10 =150’ a rule for the use of numerical terms.

Here, what is crucial is to note the two logically distinct uses of the same
proposition. The same proposition can be used either as a rule or as an em-

WITTGENSTEIN ON MATHEMATICAL NECESSITY 47

pirical proposition and, therefore, the same proposition can be used to
formulate a rule and to describe some state of affairs. The propositions of
mathematics are thus said to be necessary by virtue of the grammatical fact.
Their use is logically distinct from their empirical use. The failure to see
these distinctive uses can lead to a lopsided understanding of necessity. In
this respect Kripke’s!? argument that something which is known on the basis
of a priori evidence can be equally known by a posteriori evidence is a clear
case of such lopsided understanding of necessity. Kripke substantiates his
argument by giving an example of a computing machine which tells us whe-
ther such and such a number is prime. Notice that one does not require to
calculate or prove that the number is prime, instead the machine is program-
med to do that. Thus we come to know that the number is prime on the basis
of such knowledge like knowledge of the laws of physics, construction of the
machine, and so on. This is an instance of knowledge based not on purely a
priori evidence but on a posteriori evidence. Hence, Kripke's argument is
that if something ‘can be known a priori’ it does not mean that it ‘must be
known a priori”.12

The main problem with Kripke’s argument is that it fails to see the dis-
tinction between, what Wittgenstein calls a proof and an experiment. It is
true that the same proposition can be either used for a mathematical or for
an empirical purpose. But this possibility, by no means, even remotely, sug-
gests that a mathematical proposition can be known or used empirically. For
a proposition to function as mathematical implies that it must be known a
priori. Coming back to our earlier example ‘15x10=150", Tunderstand the
proposition on the basis of a rule that governs the use of symbols concerned.
But to know the same on the basis of a calculator is different from when I
know the proposition on the basis of a proof. In the context of a calculator
the ability to read correctly, as Wittgenstein will say, is like performing an
experiment. Essentially, this involves a probabilistic knowledge, because the
notion of knowledge varies depending on user’s background knowledge
about the calculator. Hence, it may be said that the knowledge that is achiev-
ed is empirically but not mathematically reliable.

The distinction that we are pointing out is the consequence of certain
linguistic use. In one instance the proposition is used as, what Witigenstein
calls, norms of representation and, therefore, it is treated as ‘unshakably
true’. In the other, it is used as a true or false description of reality and
hence characterized as contingent. Wittgenstein’s resolution is not that what
is known a priori can also be known empirically. He is, on the other hand,
suggesting that the same expression can be mathematical or empirical de-
pending on its use. What matters here is use and it is the particular use that
determines what question can or cannot be asked about the proposition. To
illustrate, it makes no sense if I ask, for example, how can I be certain that
an arithmetical propoietion such as 15x10=150 is necessarily true? The
very use of the proposition rules out such a question posing epistemological
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doubt. But this is not so in the context of a calculator where it is perfectly
legitimate to doubt the proposition concern. Here it docs make sense to say:
How can I be certain that pressing the following buttons such as ‘I’, ‘5,
%, 1’ and 0" will give me the result 15x 10 =150? Here, the claim is not
that the same proposition can be known either a priori or a posteriori. On
the contrary, it reveals that there are two different contexts where the same
proposition is used and known in two different ways. Hence, in the Wittgen-
steinian framework of understanding, the necessity of mathematical pro-
positions is explained onthe ground that they are grammatical proposi-
tions. The truth of .their assertions is dependent solely upon certain gram-
matical rules rather than upon empirical facts. This dispels the myth of
Platonic realism and thus removes the idea that necessary propositions of
mathematics are about mysterious things.

II

(GRAMMATICAL PERSPECTIVE AND CONVENTIONALISM

Following the above line of interpretation it may be argued that Wittgen-
stein’s grammatical perspective on necessity expresses the familiar, conven-
tionalist thesis that logic and mathematics are true by fiat, i.e. truec on the
basis of conventions stipulated for the meanings of their terms. This straight-
forward conventionalist stance can indeed be shown to be incompatible with
what Wittgenstein means when he says that mathematical propositions are
rules of grammar. In our reading, Wittgenstein's rejection of Platonic real-
ism and his acceptance of grammatical perspective on necessity does not,
however, commit him either to full-blooded or to modified versions of con-
ventionalism.

The question that Wittgenstein raised is how far is the construction of a
conventional system such as the number system arbitrary? Wittgenstein’s
response to this question characterizes his unique brand of conventionalism.
A conventional system, as he argues, has the feature of being both arbitrary
and non-arbitrary. This appears to be an ambivalent position which docs
not make much sense unless it is properly clarified. The best way to do it
will be, as Stuart Shankar!® points out, by explaining in what sense the cons-
truction of a conventional system is arbitrary and in what sense it is non-
arbitrary. Wittgenstein’s own clarification on the issue may be presented in
the following discussion.

In Philosophical Grammar, Witigenstein considers rules of grammar to be
arbitrary. But these rules are further characterized by him as being consti-
tutive since they determine the structure or framework of rule-governed
activities such as a game like cricket or chess. Now, Wittgenstein argues
that suppose you change a constitutive rule, say a rule in cricket, you will
then play a game which is other than cricket. Notice that Wittgenstein does
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not say you are playing cricket wrongly; only that you are playing a different
game. The relationship between the rule and the structure of the game is
conceptual. That is why if the rule is changed the subsequent structure is
also changed. He then contrasts these constitutive rules with regulative rules
like the rules involved in cookery. These rules do not determine the structure
within which subsequent activities like the activities of cookery are perform-
ed. Suppose while you are cooking, you follow the rules which are not the
right rules of cookery. You will then cook badly but this by no means will
involve different activity. Hence, the relationship between regulative rules
and related activities is not conceptual but causal. Wittgenstein argues that
rules of grammar should be seen as being constitutive rather than the regu-
lative rules of cookery. To change the rules of a grammatical system is to
construct a new grammatical system and it, therefore, should not be con-
fused with the misuse of a rule.

The constitutive nature of grammatical rules, nevertheless, suggesis that
grammatical rules are conventions and, as conventions, they are arbitrary;
but their arbitrariness is, what Peter Hacker'® calls, ‘the arbitrariness of
autonomy’. Here, arbitrariness speaks for the autonomy of grammar. But
what is this autonomy that grammar assumes through arbitrariness? Again,
how are the two—autonomy and arbitrariness—related?

The rules of grammar, as Wittgenstein described, is something ultimate—
the framework of reference under which all justification takes place but the
framework itself is not justified. Rules are arbitrary but their arbitrariness
follows from their being non-justified in the above sense. Thus when it is
asked: why is this rule obeyed?, the only answer that we can give, for Witt-
genstein, is that’s how we do it”. (RFM, Part ITI, Sec. 74) This remark shows
the arbitrariness involved in rules, but it will be a mistake if this arbitrari-
ness is not seen in the proper Wittgensteinian perspective, i.e. arbitrariness
of rules is the consequence of their non-justificatory autonomous nature.
This exhibits that within rule-structure there is a peculiar blending of both
arbitrariness and non-arbitrariness and, therefore, in our assessment of ma-
thematical rules we must take this feature into account. In view of this feature
Wittgenstein argues that the rule 2+ 3 = 5 means neither that it is true only
here and now nor does it mean that in all possible worlds there will always be

21 3=0>5. The theoretical import of this claim is that both the stated positions

and their respective denials are meant to be equally absurd for Wittgenstein.
The mistake committed here is that both the positions have failed to grasp the
nature of necessity appropriate to mathematical propositions. That is the rea-
son why Wittgenstein seeks to evolve a new perspective on necessity. We find
that at one point Wittgenstein denies the Platonist notion of necessity and at
another point he insists that there must be some notion of necessity so that we
can systematically maintain that 2+ 3= 5. The reasonto do so is because of
our rules. A man who denies this rule will be considered as operating with a
different system of arithmetical rules from ours. The concept of necessity is
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thus taken to be a matter of rule and rule-following, For example, to say that
2-4-3 =5 is to imply that we use this rule witha view to making a correct re-
presentation, This is the rationale behind Wittgenstein’s claim that mathe-
matical rules are the norms of representation. A rule is like a standard, a para-
digm, without which there will be no meaningful action or discourse.

At this stage it may be pointed out that the non-justificatory/autonomous
nature of grammar does not guarantee non-arbitrariness. The so-called auto-
nomy is the other face of arbitrariness. Hence, apart from being autonomous,
grammatical conventions have to be shown in what sense they are non-arbi-
trary. In this respect Wittgenstein has shown how non-arbitrariness gets in-
volved in our construction of a new grammatical system. He argues that in the
construction ofa new grammatical system we are often guided by certain
considerations which are crucial to the activity since they determine the course
of events. Wittgenstein explains this point by comparing grammar with the
representational style of painting. The unique feature of this model of paint-
ing is that it is arbitrary in so far as it is not guided by any external forces but
is also at the same time non-arbitrary since it assumes a tradition that guides
our aesthetic judgement. (P.I. Sec. 52) It is true that we construct rules of
grammar freely but this does not imply that we do so blindly. To act freely is
not to act blindly. Wittgenstein, therefore, says repeatedly that there are
several important factors that guide us in the construction of a new gram-
matical system. But none of these factors compels us to construct one parti-
cular system rather than the other. We decide to construct a new system be-
cause we are interested in obtaining certain results. Wittgenstein expresses
this idea in no uncertain terms when he says: ‘A mathematician is always in-
venting new forms of description: some stimulated by practical needs, others
from aesthetic needs,—yet othersin a variety of ways’. (RFM,Partl[, Sec. 167)

Wittgenstein’s thesis on the autonomy of rules showsthat his account of
logical necessity cannot be claimed to be expressing conventionalism of any
form. In fact, to construe Wittgenstein’s account as conventionalistic is to
undermine, if not grossly violate, his normative or grammatical conception
of mathematics. In view of Wittgenstein’s arguments, one must recognize that
conventionalist and grammatical are the two different conceptions of neces-
sary truths and accordingly they form two different frameworks. Hence the
attempt to explain grammatical framework as merely conventional is wrong;
it is wrong on a theoretical account. This is, for example, evidently obviousin
the following two positions held by Wittgenstein and the logical positivists
respectively.

The statement that mathematical propositions are rules of grammar and
the statement that mathematical propositions are tautologies do not make
similar claims. The idea of tautology expresses the logical positivists’ concep-
tion of conventionalism. To say that a mathematical proposition is a tauto-

logy is to imply first that a compound proposition having no factual content
is true solely by virtue of the meaning of its constituent words; and second,
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that there are syntactic rules by which words are combined in a.certain pat-
tern. This approach in no way even remotely resembles Wittgenstein’s con-
ception of mathematical propositions as rules of grammar. One of the impor-
tant assumptions in the positivist theory is that meaning is compositional.
Whereas in Wittgenstein we do not find any such conception. For him the
meaning of a sentence, no matter whether it expresses a rule or not, depends
on the manner in which it is used. Hence in one case it is compositionality
that matters in deciding the meaning of mathematical propositions and in
the other case it is use that matters.

The next important difference between the two is that the positivist con-
ception of mathematics as a system of tautology, fails to explain the growth
of mathematics, This is because it cannot account for discoveries in mathe-
matics. Wittgenstein, on the contraty, tries to give an account of what consti-
tutes a discovery in mathematics. His position can be better understood if we
recognize the distinction that he himself makes between operating with the
established mathematical rules and constiructing new mathematical rules.
The distinction between the two can neither be eroded nor can the former be
confused with the latter. Now, returning to our example of 243 =35, we find
that it is the law of addition that enables us to say this and if a man denies
this we say that he does not know how to add. But in Wittgenstein’s reading
this is only one side of the story. It does not explain what Wittgenstein des-
cribes as construction of new rules. A faflure to recognize this will be to con-
fuse one sort of activity with the other which is one of the major shortcom-
ings of the logical positivists in their account of the discoveries in mathe-
matics. Wittgenstein’s strategy, on the other hand, is to suggest that we free-
ly construct mathematical rules and it is this freedom which explains the
genesis and growth of mathematical knowledge. However, as mentioned
eatlicr, the freedom to construct rules is not meant to be a blind activity on
the part of the mathematicians.

Dummett’s threat

In view of the difference between Wittgenstein and the logical positivists one
can now see that the problem raised by Dummett!s no longer poses a threat
to us. In fact his problem can be shown to be a non-problem if we under-
stand properly what constitutes necessity in Wittgensteinian sense.

In Dummett’s evaluation, Wittgenstein upholds a full-blooded conven-
tionalism where mathematical necessity is regarded as a matter of decision.
This is really to say, in concrete terms, that in a mathematical proof ‘at each
step we are free to accept or reject the proof’. The picture that emerges is
that one can accept the axioms and rules of inference and yet reject the
proof. Dummett’s allegation is that one is not at all clear as to the nature
and meaning of this possibility, i.c. one does not know what it would be like
for one to accept the axioms and to reject the proof. In Dummett’s opinion,
Wittgenstein failed to offer any satisfactory account of it. But this assess-
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ment of Dummett can be questioned on several grounds. Inthis respect Barry
Stroud’s work is notable. In our answer to Dummett’s objection we will,
therefore, follow some of the arguments of Barry Stroud.™®

Tt is true that from Wittgenstein’s account one gets the impression that he
does not maintain uniformity in his position. This gives rise to innumerable
confusions and misgivings. Here are two contrasting passages:

... somebody may reply like a rational person and yet not be playing our
game. (RFM, Part I, Sec. 115)

Next:

So much is clear : when someone says ‘If you follow the rule, it must be
like this,” he does not have clear concept of what experience would corres-
pond to the opposite. Or again, he has not any clear concept of what it
would be like for it to be otherwise. And this is very important. (RFM,
Part ITI, Sec. 29)

Now what do these two passages suggest? They suggest that Wittgenstein is
holding simultaneously two conflicting positions on the same issue. But [
think this so-called conflict should not blind us to the real import of Witt-
genstein’s point.

In his opposition to a Platonistic account of logical necessity, Wittgen-
stein says that it is always possible to think of alternative ways of counting,
inferring, calculating, etc.—which are different from ours. But then the im-
port of the second quoted passage is that the possibility of these alternatives
do not suggest that our present way of counting, for example, is a result of
an arbitrary convention. How will these two be reconciled? We have to think
of a situation which allows alternatives to our present way of counting with-
out violating the notion of logical necessity. Wittgenstein’s solution to this
will be three-fold.

First, it is always possible to imagine alternatives: in Wittgenstein’s exam-
ple, selling of wood in different ways, or amalgamating the -- 2 scries with
the-4 series, etc. Butdothey, as Barry Stroud has pointed out, form intelligi-
ble alternatives? If we really try to understand the implication of these cases,
we find ourselves ataloss. The reason is we cannot conceive of a world where
people think and infer in this way. They become virtually unintelligible to
us; however, they are unintelligible not because they are contradictory. This
is where we sce Wittgenstein’s anti-Platonistic attitude and his own thesis on
necessity. As against Platonism, he argues that it is always possible to con-
ceive of alternatives. But these alternatives do not suggest that we human be-
ings engage in practising different ways of counting or inferring. Now this
possibility of alternatives speaks for contingency. So far as this possibility
exists our present way of counting is a contingent fact though we do not
have any clear idea about what these possibilities, other than the present one,
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are. This takes us to the second and third arguments which are really thema-
tic extensions of the first.

The second argument is related to Wittgenstein’s notion of natural history
of man—an- expression he uses in order to describe the nature of his own
work. In his words : “What we are supplying are really remarks onthe natural
history of man: not curiosities however, but rather observations on facts
which no one has doubted, and which have only gone unremarked because
they arc always before our eyes.” (RFM, Part I, Sec. 142)

This passage, though highly illuminating, needs clarification which may be
best sought through the two following questions: first, what are those facts
which are so obvious that they have never been doubted?; second, how are
these facts related to the explanation of logical necessity?

The first question points out the dual nature of these facts. Since the facts
are never doubted they must be constitutive of human nature, that is, they
make human nature what it is. However, since these facts are described by
Wittgenstein as facts of natural history they are, therefore, contingent. Their
contingent nature arises due to the possibility that they may not be obtained.
To elaborate, Wiittgenstein argues that activities like calculating, inferring,
etc., are possible due to certain constitutive facts that are physical, psycho-
logical and physiological. (RFM, V, I, 15} Henee, if these facts are not ob-
tained an activity like calculating will not be possible. This is the reason why
Wittgenstein says that ‘mathematics is after all an anthropological pheno-
menon’. (RFM, V, 26).

But what is the bearing of this view on logical necessity? This takes us to
the second question. In a -2 series when I say 1002 right after 1000 what
does it mean? It means that I have understood the rule correctly but that the
rule itself does not prevent us following it in a deviant way. So to continue
the series correctly means that I am continuing in the same way—the most
natural way. This enables me to be in agreement with others or with what
Wittgenstein calis conforming to the ‘judgement of sameness’. Now thisis a
contingent fact. People who do not share the same natural reactions like ours
and thereby do not subscribe to our 9udgement of sameness’ will take a
different step, i.e. will follow different rules. But for Wittgenstein this
contingency is a mere possibility. The reason is that one can neither under-
stand such people nor can one communicate with them. For communication
to be possible there must be ‘agreement in judgements’. (P.I. Sec. 242) These
shared judgements do not only work as the basis of communication but they
also make such activities like calculating and inferring possible. These shar-
ed judgements are not conventions of the logical positivists. They are, on the
other hand, regarded by Wittgenstein to be the fact of our natural history,
i.e. while we follow a rule, for example, the + 2 series, we agree to take cer-
tain steps. This agreement is not based on convention because it is not an
‘agreement in opinions butin forms of life’. (P.I. Sec. 241) This shows that
there is an universality involved in such agreements. We agree to behave in
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certain ways because we find that they are the natural reactions which we
share with others as human beings.

The third argument is about the justification of following a rule. The pre-
cise nature of the problem is: what justification is there when I write 1002
right after 10007 To say that there is an universal agreement does not justify
the procedure. Unless proved we can always imagine that this so-called uni-
versal agreement over the following of a rule is wrong. In his reply Witt-
genstein rejects this sceptical objection and says that ‘to use a word without
a justification does not mean to use it wrongfully’. (RFM,. V, Sec. 33) This
is where empiricist justification fails right away. The rule to which we appeal
to decide whether a particular calculation is right cannot itself be questioned,
since it cannot be justified. But is this enough to make the sceptics silent?
The reason is that even after all these arguments were given the sceptics can
still doubt. To this Wittgenstein offers a novel answer to which we shall now
turn.

SCEPTICISM AND RULE-FOLLOWING

“Scepticism is not irrefutable, but obvious nonsense if it tries to doubt where
no question can be asked.” (NB 44) This remark of Wittgenstein can in-
deed be the guideline that helps us to show the futility of the sceptics’ posi-
tion. In the context of the present inquiry there are two important sceptical
questions which may be specially identified.

First: Hilbert’s question: How can I be certain that the axioms of a sys-
tem do not contain a hidden contradiction?

Second: Kripke’s question: How can T know whether my current use of
the word (e.g. plus) coheres with what I previously meant by it?

Hilberr's Solution

Hilbert’s basic philosophical position is that all mathematical truths must be
justified. This philosophical or epistemological belief [ed Hilbert to think of
a procedure that can render mathematics free of all doubts. To this effect he,
. therefore, starts by assuming that there are certain basic mathematical truths
which are intuitively self-evident. However, it is obvious that all of mathe-
matics cannet be grasped within the framework of those intuitively self-evi-
dent truths. The trouble occurs when we come to higher mathematics, which
denies those intuitive procedures. Hence, for the non-finitary propositions of
higher mathematics we cannot know their truth without proof. However a
problem remains, as Hiibert points out. We cannot have faith in the truth of
a proof unless we can justify it. This leads him to think of a mathematical
proof that alone can establish the reliability of a formal proof. Hence, in
Hilbert’s proposal, in order to know the truth of a non-finitary formula we
require both a proof of the theorems and a consistency proof of the system.
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This, of course, is not the last step. His final attempt is to show how the
consistency proof can be understood in finitary terms. The consistency proof
is thus able to provide the justification for higher mathematics.

Kripke’s Solution

In Kripke’s reading, Wittgenstein raises a sceptical doubt and also offers a
solution to it framed in terms of a community of langnage users. ‘Our com-
munity can assert of any individual that he follows a rule if he passes the test
for rule-following applied to any member of the community’.!® Thus the
statement ‘Jones is following rule R’ does not satisfy any truth conditions
because there is no fact in the matter; but on the contrary it satisfies justi-
fication or assertability conditions. The purpose of justification condition is
to show the circumstances under which we are allowed to make a given asser-
tion. This is the essence of the communitarian model of rule following which
Kripke suggests in order to refute scepticism.

Wittgenstein's Reply

In his reply to Hilbert’s doubt, Wittgenstein concentrates mainly on the
philosophical presuppositions of Hilbert’s programme. We should note that
Wittgenstein’s worry is not with the technical accuracy of consistency proof
but with the philosophical motivation that works behind this proof. With
this view in mind Wittgenstein examines the grammar of such concepts like
Justification and reliability in mathematics.

Like in other places, here too Wittgenstein undertakes a grammatical
investigation into the problem. As against the sceptics Wittgenstein claims
that mathematical truths are necessarily true by virtue of their logical gram-
mar. Philosophers have failed to see the logical grammar of necessary pro-
positions, viz. what it is for a proposition to be necessary. The ontological
and epistemological problems of necessity are subsidiary to grammatical in-
quiry. If one can settle the grammatical question the ontological and the
epistemological problems will no longer trouble us. The grammatical inquiry
shows that mathematical propositions being descriptions of reality are rules
of grammar or norms of representation. They determine the use of mathe-
matical concepts. In view of the thesis that mathematical propositions are
rules of grammar Hilbert’s scepticism does not seem to have much ground.
His failure is that he could not distinguish between the certainty of a norm-
ative system and certainly that is associated with empirical science.

Wittgenstein made it absolutely clear that the concept of a hidden con-
tradiction—the central concern of the sceptics—is not a meaningful concern.
The reason is the idea of a hidden contradiction is unintelligible. We do not
know what it means when someone says that there is a contradiction but he
does not know it and it may be discovered some time in the future. Wittgen-
stein denies this whole possibility of having a hidden contradiction on the
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simple ground that the existence of such a possibility carries no sense. We
can talk of a contradiction only when we know that there is a method that
can detect it, just as, ‘we can ask a question only when we know that there
is a method for answering’. (WVC, R, 127-8) This situation can be compared
to a parallel situation where I say I have overlooked a contradiction. I can
say that I have overlooked a contradiction only on the basis of scrutinizing
the rules that enable me to discover this cmission. But I cannot, on the
other hand, say that I have scrutinized the rules and yet overlooked the
contradiction. To speak of such a possibility makes no sense because the
grammar of the word ‘scrutinize’ does not allow such a situation. This point
relates to Wittgenstein’s notion of surveyability of rules. (WVC) Hilbert’s
mistake is that he thought that one could survey the rules of a system. Yet
it is possible that he has overlooked a contradiction. This means that survey-
ability, for Hilbert, is a matter of our perceptual ability where the possibi-
lity of such an oversight is always assumed. This expresses the traditional
epistemological standpoint. But surveyability, on the other hand, is a gram-
matical notion which says that if a question is surveyable there must be a
method to answer it.

In the recent anti-realist interpretation of later Wittgenstein, the notion
of surveyability has been viewed in purely epistemological terms. Survey-
ability is thus meant to be a matter-of our ability to recognize or grasp a
string of symbols as being meaningful. Accordingly, the meaning of a
sentence cannot transcend our verificational ability and hence cannot go
beyond what we cannot comprehend. That which cannot be grasped is
something unanswerable, unsurveyable and, therefore, does not have any
meaning. The basic point is that the surveyability/unsurveyability question
is framed in the light of our recognitional capacity and this capacity varies
as our perceptual ability varies.

Wittgenstein, of course, will readily accept that a significant sentence
must be graspable but he will not subscribe to this on an epistemological
consideration. An expression is meaningful on the consideration of its
logical grammar. One of the most important thrusts of later Wittgenstein
beginning from Philosophical Remark is that the meaning of a sentence can-
not be decided in isolation. As he claims, sentences describing colour such
as ‘x is red’, *x is green’, ‘x is blue’ and so on do not correspond to inde-
pendent states of affairs. They are intrinsically connected to one another as
possible alternatives. These sentences are logically connected with others
and thus form a system of sentences (Sarzsystems). Hence the meaning of a
sentence is decided by the grammar of a Satzsystem and this is in no way
connected with our perceptual capability, When Wittgenstein says that the
concept of infinity transcends our power of comprechension, he does not
take it to be a perceptual or verificational problem. For him, it is a logical
problem—a problem to be decided by grammar.

Finally, when we come to Kripke we do not have much to say. Kripke's
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construal of sceptical doubt is a misguided attempt.2® Wittgenstein will nei-
ther accept a sceptical argument nor will he try to offer any solution. The
rationale behind communitarian model is that it is able to offer justification
for rulefollowing. But their idea of justification can be criticized from the
point of view of autonomy of rules.

It is true that rule-following is a social activity, public behaviour where
the question of following a'rule privately does not arise. But this cannot be
construed as a justification for rule-following. Social nature is only the conse-
quence of rule-following. Rule-following, so conceived, is something tha_t is
given and, therefore, “when I obey a rule I do not choose. I obey rule b11r.1d-
ly’. (P.I., Sec. 218) The institution of rule-following is not a derivative
concept ; it is something basic to our thought and life—a part and parcel of
our form of life. Hence in view of its constitutive nature nothing can be cited
as a justification for rule-following. ’

THE CONCLUDING NOTE

The main contention of the present paper is to explore Wittgenstein’s idea
that the notion of mathematical necessity can best be understood by studying
what constitutes the grammar of mathematical propositions. This i§ really to
evoke what has been termed as the grammatical perspective on’ necessity—
the perspective that Wittgenstein himself assumes in philosophy of mathe-
matics. To this effect, this paper draws the three following conclusions:

First: The study of the grammar of mathematical propositions shows that
Platonism in mathematics does not offer a correct perspective on mathe-
matical necessity.

Second: The grammatical perspective on mathematical necessity does not
assume conventionalism. Wittgenstein’s idea of the autonomy of rules
carefully avoids the misleading belief that rules are arbitrary conventions.
Third: The grammar of rule-following does not allow scepticism in any
form to be possible. The grammatical perspective, so defined, can indeed
be claimed to be offering a new conception of mathematical necessity.

List of abbreviations

PI  Philosophical Investigation

PG  Philosophical Grammar

RFM Remarks on the Foundations of Mathematics
WVC Wittgenstein and the Vienna Circle.
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theory of meaning
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INTRODUCTION

In this paper I propose to discuss the Husserl-Derrida controversy regarding
the nature of meaning. In the first half of this paper I shall analyze Husserl’s
position (mainly from the first Investigation of his Logical Investigations),
where he makes a rigid distinction between expression and indication and
suggests that only signs which express something are meaningful. Signs
which do not express but indicate something are not meaningful and hence
not expressions at all. In the second half of this paper I will apply Derridean
deconstruction to Husserl’s theory of meaning. Following Derrida I will
show that Husserl’s distinction between expression and indication is not ten-
able. Moreover, the way Husser! makes this distinction would lead to certain
inconsistencies, one of which is that meaning would turn out to be an inter-
nal monologue or talking to oneself, some sort of murmaring. In the con-
cluding portion of this paper I will show that the theory that meaning or
thinking is an internal monologue or talking to oneself would give rise to
certain misconceptions about the nature of meaning. This soliloguy theory
of meaning cannot render proper justice to the concept of thinking or
meaning.

ANALYSIS OF HUSSERL’S POSITION

Let us start with Husserl’s analysis. Husserl starts the first chapter of first
Investigation (of his Logical Investigations) by making us aware of the ambi-
guity in the term ‘sign’. ‘Every signis a sign for something, but not every
sign has “meaning”, a “senge’” that the sign ““expresses” ’.2 To be a sign is to
be a sign of something.

A sign always points to something else, of which it is a sign. So the term
‘sign’ always carries a reference to other than itself with it. However, this
way of referring is not the same in all signs. Some signs refer to something
by way of expressing a meaning, while some other signs refer by way of indi-
cating. But from this it does not follow that expression is a species of sign,
in so far as the sign indicates or signifies something. Hence, it would not be
proper to say that while some signs only indicate, some others indicate and
also express the meaning. For Husserl, expression and indication are ‘totally
different functions’.? The signs which indicate do not express any meaning,
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while the signs which express their meanings do not possess any indicative
function. The expressive and indicative functions are mutually exclusive of
each other. Thus it seems to me that, for Husserl, there are two types of
signs: (@) signs that indicate or point out, which he later calls ‘marks’, and
(b) signs which express meanings.

One of the reasons for distinguishing these two types of signs is that ‘Ex-
pressions funetion meaningfully even in isolated mental life, where they no
longer serve to indicate anything’.? Husserl thinks that signs (by ‘signs’ here
he means words) express meaning even when the speaker uses those signs not
in order to communicate with others but in his/her internal monclogue, in
his/her talking to himself/herself. However, in this talking to oneself, signs
do not indicate anything, the indicative function of the sign ceases to act.

But why not does the sign indicate anything when it is used in soliloguy?
In order to get an answer to this question, we have to understand Husserl’s
notion of indication.

Husser] discusses two types of indication: (@) Mark and (b) Indication
which ‘extends more widely than that of a mark’.¢ A flag is the sign of a
country in the sense of a mark which helps us to recognize the country to
which that flag is attached. For example, in a meeting of Commonwealth
countries where representatives of different countries are sitting around the
table, each representative has his/her own country’s flag in front of his/her
table, which helps us to recognize the country which he/she represents. Thus
the flag indicates the country, of which it is a mark.

But there are indications which are something more than a mark. Husserl
gives us the examples of scientific hypotheses which belong to this group.
Canals on planet Mars are the signs of or indications of intelligent beings on
Mars. The way the flag is a mark of the country is different from the way the
canals on planet Mars are the signs of intelligent beings. Mere marks do not
require any insight into the connection between the mark and that of which
it is a mark. In order to know that this particular flag belongs to Canada,
one does not need to know the history of the flag, the significance of the
different colours and symbols printed on the flag, etc. But on the other hand,
knowledge of canals on Mars indicating the presence of intelligent beings on
that planet requires a sufficient insight into the relevant scientific truths.

Moreover, as a mere mark there is no rational necessity between the mark
and that of which it is a mark. There is no logical necessity between Canada
as a country and its flag having a maple leaf imprinted on it. Canada might
have a different flag with a different symbol. But when we say that the canals
on Mars indicate the presence of intelligent inhabitants there, there is some
sort of rational necessity between the two. Theoretically the presence of the
one demands the presence of the other. We can say that the flag ‘points to’
the country of which it is the flag, whereas the presence of canals ‘proves

that's there are intelligent beings on Mars. Therefore, the function of indi-
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cation as a mere mark is the function of ‘pointing to’, but the function of
indication whichextends beyond the mark is a function of ‘proving that’.

But whatever the difference between these signs of ‘pointing to’ and ‘pro-
ving that’ might be,

In these we discover as a common circumstance the fact that certain ob-
jects or states of affairs of whose reality someone has actual knowledge
indicate to him the reality of certain other objects or states of affuirs, in
the state that his belief in the reality of the one is experienced (though not
all evidently) as motivating a belief or surmise in the reality of the other.®

From this remark, it is clear that for Husserl, both the functions of ‘pointing
to’ and p1oving that” motivate us to jump from one state of affairs to _the
other and the essence of indication lies in this motivation. Hence both ‘point-
ing to’ and ‘proving that’ belong to the indicative aspect of a sign.

So much for the indicative aspect of sign. Let us now discuss the oﬂ'ler
function of sign, viz. expression of meaning. For Husserl, the signs wh¥ch
weuse in our speech, i.e. the spoken words, are capable of ‘ eylgprcssmg
meaning. Hence only the uttered words are meaningful signs, as d1§t1nct from
indicating signs. Husserl excludes facial expressions and pantomimes from

the region of meaningful signs.

Facial expressions and gestures are not felt by the person “.’ho produce,s
them as ‘phenomenally one with the experiences made manife§t in them...’?
Whereas speech is felt to be ‘indistinguishable’ from that which {s sought to
be expressed by that speech, ‘genuine expressions, it may be said, are not
felt to be other than what is expressed through them.’®

Gestures, ctc., have no meaning by themselvyes ; they function as marks or
signs only in so far as theyare placed in a proper situation and interpreted by
the hearer. Such ‘expressions’, in short, have properly speaking, no meaning.®
Hence, for Husser]l, the only signs which express meaning is speech. Or, to
put it in other words, language is the only means of expression in the sense
that it is by language alone We can express meaning.

So far Husserl was maintaining a clear-cut distinction between indication
and expression. But after considering the role of expression in communica-
tion, Husserl comes to think that ‘all expressions in communicative speech
function as indications.”® In communication, speech serves as the mark of
the speaker’s thoughts, desires, beliefs, ctc. Certain mental experiences are
<intimated’ to the hearer through expressions. When a speaker utters ‘The
table is brown’, the speaker ‘intimates’ the hearer of his/her perceptual ex-
perience.

This notion of intimation can be understood either in a broader perspec-
{ive or in a narrow sense. ‘The narrower sense We may restrict to acts which
impart sense, while the wider sense will cover all acts that a hearer may intro-
ject into a speaker on the basis of what he says (possibly because he tells us
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of such acts).”™* When the speaker utters ‘The table is brown’, in the narrow
sense of the term ‘intimation’ the speaker intimates his/her act of judgement
or believing. But in the wider sense of the term ‘intimation’, the speaker inti-
mates many other associated belicfs, for example, that the speaker knows
what a table is, that he/she knows what a brown colour is, that he/she also
knows that a brown colour is a suitable predicate of the table, etc. T think
that Husserl is talking about a holistic structure of beliefs. Ascription of a
single belief presupposes ascription of a related set of beliefs. Thus when the
speaker utters ‘“The table is brown’, the speaker does not express only this
particular belief, viz, that the table is brown; the speaker is also ‘inti-
mating’ certain other associated beliefs; in the broad sense of the term ‘inti-
mation’.

Some interpreters!? of Husserl have made a further distinction in this
‘intimating function’ of expressions in communicative speech. They have
drawn a distinction between the ‘intimated” and ‘objectively apprehended’.
In a perceptual statement, what is ‘objectively apprehended’ is not the
speaker’s own perceptual experience, but the corresponding state of affairs.
Whereas in the statements of wish, order, question, etc., what are ‘intimat-
ed’ are the speaker’s wishing, ordering, questioning, etc., and ‘it is precisely
these that are also objectively apprehended’.2® Thus in the perceptual state-
ments, the ‘objectively apprehended’ and the ‘intimated’ fall apart, whereas
in statements of desire, question, order, etc., they become identical with
gach other.

This difference between ‘objectively apprehended’ and ‘intimated’ can
also be explained with reference to the difference between ‘pronouncing’ and
‘naming’. In the case of a perceptual statement, we pronounce our beliefs but
name the state of affairs. But in the statements of wish, order, etc., we both
pronounce and name our mental states of wishing, ordering, eic.

That these two types of statements, the perceptual statements and the state-
ments of wish, order, belicf, etc., are not equivalent, can be explained with
reference to the disparity in their respective truth-values. <I believe that the
table is brown’ would turn out to be false, if T do not believe that the table is

brown. But even then ‘The table is brown’ might be true. Hence the falsity of *

one does not imply the falsity of the other and also the truth of the one does
not entail the truth of the other.

That Husserl is very keen to keep the two functions of sign, that of indi-
cating or being a mark of and that of expressing meaning apart, can be
shown from his criticism of J.S. Mill’s theory of proper names. According to
Mill, the meaning of an expression lies in its connotative nature. By conno-
tative names, he means those expressions that not only designate something
but also inform us about certain qualities or attributes of the designated ob-
ject. As proper names do not inform us of anything about the person refer-
red to, but just pick the proper object out of manifold objects, proper names
are non-connotative in nature and hence meaningless. Using Husseri’s
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terminology, we can say that, accordingto Mill, proper names are expres-
sions but they do not express any meaning; they act as indicators or .mar.ks.
Thus Mill’s analysis of proper names seems to threaten Husserl’s distinction
between expression and indication. .
Husserl argues against Mill’s blurring the distinction betwgen indication
and expression. Husserl thinks that Mill ‘confuses distinctions that should
in principle be kept apart.”¢ He, of course, accepts that. like' every other ex-
pression proper names also act as indications in its intimating ro‘le..‘ But. ‘a
name, however, has an additional expressiveness to which the 1nt1matn1.g
function is merely auxiliary.’'s Proper names, as a species of expression, inti-
mate the ‘representation’ or the idea in the speaker’s mind to. the heargr.
Proper names do not primarily refer to these representations or ideas as Mill
thinks,® but to the represented object. In proper name, we are conceljned
with the object to which the name refers, and not with the idea of the object.
And in its relation to the object (not to the idea of the object) the proper
name is not 2 mere mark; it does not only indicate. It also expresses a
-meaning. ol .
Moreover, in order to be a mark, it must be a mark of something existent.
But the objects referred.to by proper names need not exist at all. We have
fictitious names in our language, which do not refer to existing people. Hence
proper names cannot be regarded as mere marks. Thus Mil_l’s distinction
between connotative and non-connotative terms is really a difference bei_:-
ween ‘attributive’ and ‘non-attributive’ names, and in that case both ‘attri-
butive’ and ‘non-attributive’ names fall under the genus of expressions,
which are meaningful. Thus Husserl thinks that Mill’s theory of proper
names does not actually vitiate the distinction between expression and indi-
cation. -
So far we are concerned with the role of expressions in our communica-
tive speech. Let us now turn our attention to our internal mental life. We
have mentioned earlier that one of the main reasons for distinguishing indi-
cation from expression is that Husserl thinks that in our solitary internal
monologue expressions continue to have meanings. But they no longer func-
tion as marks of or indications of one’s own inner experiences. In soliloquy,
the expression and what it points to, viz. its sense, are so intimately relat-
ed that we cannot say that the one indicates the other. Husserl wants to say
that our experiences, our expressions of those experiences and the senses or
meanings of those expressions are so ‘unified’ that it is hardly possible to say
that one indicates the other in the true sense of the term. Indication involves
two polarities: (/) that which indicates, and (é) that which is indicated. _In
internal monologue this binary division cannot be maintained. That which
indicates and that which is indicated are so closely related as a result of
which the function of indication ceases to be felt.
Moreover, Husserl argues, in an indication that which indicates must be
perceived by us as existent. But in soliloguy ‘we are in general content with
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imagined rather than with actual words’.!” Since in internal monologue we
do not deal with real existent words, these words cannot serve as indications.

But I think this position would be inconsistent with Husser!’s earlier posi-
tion. If it is true that in soliloquy we are not dealing with actual or existent
words, from this it follows that in soliloquy we are not dealing with actual
or existent meanings. But in communicative speech we are dealing with real,
existent meanings. This goes against Husserl’s earlier position where he says
that ‘Expressions continue to have meanings (in solitary life) as they had
before, and the same meanings as in dialogue.”8 But, according to Husserl’s
later suggestion, we are no more dealing with the same meanings in mono-
logue and dialogue.

It seerns to me that one of the most important consequences of Husserl’s
denial of the function of indication in inner mental life would be that the
essence of an expression as conveying meaning would be found in internal
monologue, which in its turn would lead to the theory that meaning or
thinking in its purity can be found in private thinking or soliloquy.

DERRIDA’S DECONSTRUCTION

From the above discussion it is clear that Husserl is trying to maintain a
clear-cut distinction between the two functions of sign: (i) Expression and
(i) Indication, which, according to Derrida, shows that Husserl is working
within the range of the traditional metaphysics of presence. Derrida thinks
that throughout his philosophical writings Husserl invites the traditional
conecepts of western metaphysics in order to provide a solid foundation for
his phenomenology.

In Husserl and also in the traditional western metaphysics, being is inter-
preted as presence, and this presence manifests itself in two ways, (f) some-
thing which is capable of presenting itself as a present object of intuition
and in this sense the objectivity of the presence is manifest, and (i) some-
thing which is capable of presenting itself to itself in the immediacy of a
conscious act and in this sense the subjectivity of the presence is manifest.
This notion of being as presence, either in objectivity or in subjectivity, en-
tails a series of philosophical consequences and conceptual oppositions one
of which is the opposition of expression and indication. As a part of his
critical project of deconstruction of Husserl’s philosophy, Derrida tries to
analyse different concepts, takes them apart and shows us the source of con-
fusion and contradiction.

As a result of his long criticism against all sorts of psychologism, Husserl
finds knowledge to be present in its paradigmatic form in logic and mathe-
matics. Hence, for Husserl, language serves scientific thought, it acts in the
form of logical predication with possible reference to an object. It is through
language only that meaningful statements can be made, that scientific know-
ledge can be conveyed from one generation to another. The objectivity of
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scientific knowledge becomes possible only through the expression of mean-
ing by statements of language. This is where Husser! invokes his first ‘essen-
tial distinction’ of expressing a meaning and mere indication.

Derrida, applying his method of deconstruction, tries to show that this
distinction is not tenable. While establishing his thesis, Derrida makes two
steps. He shows (i) that the instances of indication involve expression of
meaning, and (#) that the instances of expression of meaning involve indica-
tion. Hence one cannot draw any line of demarcation between expression
and indication.

We have seen earlier that Husserl defines expression as a meaningful sign.
So it is the meaning which distinguishes meaningful signs from indicative
signs. Indicative signs do not express any meaning, whereas expressions do
convey meaning, they ‘want to say’ something.

But why does an expression only convey meaning? ‘Expression is exteriori-
zation’.2® Expression of a meaning presupposes an outside, something other
than the one who is expressing. Meaning is necessarily related to something
other than itself. This outside then transcends itself and reaches another out-
side, which is another subject of consciousness. In communicative speech,
this subject of consciousness is other than the subject which expresses the
meaning. But ‘in solitary mental life’ this subject becomes identical with the
subject who expresses the meaning. Hence, ‘expressions as meaningful signs
are a two-fold going-forth beyond itself’.* First, the expression transcends
itself to express the meaning and then the meaning, in order to be grasped,
goes beyond itself and expresses itself in some other consciousness.

We have seen that expression is an exteriorization. It ‘is a voluntary exte-
riorization.’? Expression is a conscious act. Expression of meaning animates
from the intention of a speaker. The speaker must be conscious of the mean-
ing expressed by his/her expression. That is why, even if birds can say ‘Good
morning’, they cannot claim to express the meaning of what they are expres-
sing. Thebirds donot utter ‘Good morning’ with the ‘meaning-intention’; they
simulate instinctively. In expression intention is explicitly present. Utterance
of a certain sound on the part of a speaker remains internal in the absence of
communicative speech. Derrida thinks that the reason why Husserl attaches
voluntary intention to expression is that, for Husserl, speech or oral dis-
course is the only place where we can primarily speak of interpretation or
understanding of meaning. Meaning is what the speaker wants to say, intends
to express. In this sense, speech is the primary area where we place the func-
tion of meaning. The meaning of writing is derivative of the meaning of the
corresponding speech.2?

Husserl thinks that all speech will be counted as expression (i.e. expressing
meaning) even if such speech is not uttered with communicative intention.
From this it follows that the physical body of speech or the physical incarna-
tion of meaning, which constitutes the factual totality of speech’, have
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nothing to do with expression as such in its purity because they are alt absent
in non-communicative speech. Hence all these physical aspects of speech
belong to indication. ‘

Derrida thinks that in the field of expressive experience ‘Husserl regards
intentional consciousness and voluntary consciousness as synonymous.’??
Since meaning is what the speaker intends to mean or wants to say by his/
her expressions, the Husseriean notion of meaning would turn out to be a
‘voluntaristic metaphysics’ as Derrida calls it, which is another version of the
metaphysics of presence.

In Husserl’s theory, meaning is a pure presence to the speaker ‘which is
nothing more than a wanting-to-tell-itself proper to the presence of sense.’
Since facial expression, gestures or the different bodily movements which
accompany our speech are not pure self-presence to the speaker, they are not
felt to be ‘phenomenally one’ with meaning-giving expressions;they are
excluded from the meaning and hence from the expression. All these visible
and spatial aspects of language destroy the self-presence of meaning and
hence fall outside it. “They do not have anything to say, for they do not want
to say anything.’2s

But the question is: Can there be any language or expression which is
altogether free from its spatial and visible aspects, where we can have the
meaning aspect in its purity ? In so far as communicative speech is concerned,
the answer is no. It is impossibleto communicate something through language
without getting involved in some sort of facial expression or gesture. As
these physical aspects of language are not pure self-presence to the speaker,
Husserl kept these physical aspects out of the realm of meaning. But by
applying the post-modern logic of binary opposition, Derrida tries to show
that these alleged indications are also expressions ; they also express meaning
in so far as they are interpreted by the hearer.

It is true that these facial expressions or gestures do not possess any mean-
ing independent of the hearer who interprets them. But do expressions also
have their meaning independent of the speaker-hearer situation? Husserl
could say that other than certain parts of our language, ¢.g2. occasional ex-
pressions or metaphorical speech, the lion’s share of our language possesses
meaning independent of the context. But then the problem is: How can
we account for the difference between the expressions uttered in a stage (in
a theatrical performance) and the same expressions uttered in our real life?
When, in a drama, an actor cries out ‘Fire! Fire!”, nobody from the spect-
ators runs to rescue the actor, but in our real life we do so. The same ex-
pression calls for different behaviours in two situations. Thus it seems to me
that no expression can possess a meaning which is absolutely independent
of any context whatsoever. Language, in so far as it is a means of communi-
cation, is necessarily context-sensitive. Hence Husserl’s argument that facial
expressions and gestures serve merely as indication since they do not have
any meaning independent of their interpretative context cannot stand the
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scrutiny. For then expressions can be regarded as indicationsin so far as
they are not context-independent. So from the context-sensitivity of langu-
age, we can show that the so-called indications, in Husserlean terminology,
involve expressions and perform the meaning-bestowing acts and that the
so-called expressions also involve indication; they fail to express their
proper meaning or, better to say, they ceasé to perform a speech-act. ‘For
all these reasons, the distinction between indication and expression cannot
rightfully be made as one between a non-linguistic and linguistic sign.’28

If we follow Husser! in excluding the physical aspect of speech as extrinsic
to it, then we have to exclude a considerable area of speech itself as express-
ing meaning since ‘there still remains a considerable sphere of the non-ex-
pressive within speech itself.’2? In fact, Husserl himself agrees that all speech,
in so far as engaged in communication, act as indications. Husserl admits
that ‘expressions were originally framed to fulfil 2 communicative func-
tion,’?® and at the same time he thinks that expression is never a pure¢ ex-
pression as long as it does not withdraw itself from its original function and
acts in internal monologue, where communication is suspended.

What does, in fact, happen in a communication? The speaker produces
certain sounds and he/she also wants to speak something, express something
by his/her sense-giving act through those sounds. After hearing those sounds,
the hearer comes to know the content of the speaker’s physical or mental
experiences. The sounds which the speaker makes in order to communicate
are the indications of his/her experiences. Experiences are otherwise private
and an unshareable property of an individual. It is through the indicative
function of the sounds only, that we come to know others’ experiences. This
irreducible mediation of the indicative function of the sounds ‘involves
every expression in anindicative operation.’® Here again, the expression
and indication of a sign intermingle with each other.

Derrida thinks that the notion of presence is very much involved in
Husserl’s theory. To put Husserl’s argument in post-modern terminology,
what distinguishes expression from indication is ‘the immediate non-self-
presence of the living present.”® The physical aspect of the speech, i.e. the
facial expressions and gestures, which serve as mere indications, are not
present to the intentional or voluntary consciousness of the speaker. Hence
the concept of indication lies in this non-presence. The non-presence of the
living present (the physical aspect of the speech) determines the indicative
function of the sign, whereas pure expression will be an act of meaning
which animates a speech, whose content is present to the intentional con-
sciousness of the speaker. Thus expression of meaning is “present to an
“inner” intuition or perception.’® The meaning is present to the speaker
in the life of a present, so that the speaker is conscious of the meaning which
he/she expresses by the speech. As soon as communication starts, the non-
presence of the facial expressions, gestures, etc. come into the picture and
indication starts functioning. ‘The relation with the other as non-presence
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is thus impure expression.’® To get the pure expression, communication
must be suspended. In non-communicative solitary mental life, we get
the ideal meaning as the pure presence, whereas in communicative speech,
the ideal meaning being actually uttered involves itself in the non-presence
of the physical aspect of speech and thus becomes impure.

In order to show that indication does not function in the. solitary mental
life, Husserl makes a distinction between two types of reference, (i) reference
as showing (Hinzeigen), and (ii) reference as indication (Anzeigen). Husserl
thinks that in soliloquy even if the words refer, they refer not as indication
but as showing. In monologue, the reference of a word is so intimately
related to the speaker or ‘intrinsically indifferent’ from the speaker’s own
experience, that the passage from the expression to its sense is no longer an
indication. Indication would be quite purposeless there, “for the actsin
question are themselves experienced by us at that very moment.’#

CONCLUSION

From the above discussion it is clear that Husserl finds the essence of ex-
pression gua expression in internal monologue. The essence of expression is
its meaning function and this meaning function can be found in its purity in
soliloquy. Husserl thereby reduces meaning to the fantasized inner speech
or “voice’ as Derrida calls it, which is immediately present to the speaker in
his/her solitary mental life.

Some commentators, however, have tried to rescue Husserl from his
solipsistic subjectivistic notion of meaning. Prof. J. N. Mohanty3* thinks
that Husser! distinguishes three different functions of expression, (i) meaning,
(ii) referring, and (iii) announcing. In communicative speech, all these three
functions are present. In soliloquy, the speaker and the hearer being identi-
cal, the announcing function is redundant and hence falls away. However,
both meaning and referring functions are present in soliloquy. Prof. Mohanty
thinks that even in internal monologue, the ‘speech refers to the world’.®
For Husserl, the referring function is to be distingui shed from the announ-
cing or indicating function, because in indication, the indicating and the
indicated must be believed to be existent. But in referring, the referent of a
word might very well be known to be non-existent. Like Frege, Husserl also
distinguishes the referring from the meaning function. Hence Mohanty
thinks that Derrida is mistaken when he takes Husserl’s move of lifting
meaning from communicative speech and confining it in soliloquy as an
application of epoché, which excludes any reference to the factual world.

Even if Mohanty’s analysis is correct, it seems to me that the way Husserl
distinguishes expression from indication in a sign, thereby imprisoning
meaning in soliloguy, is not at all justified. Even Mohanty himself agrees
that ‘Husserls abstracting from communicative speech was an unnceessary,
and even for his own purposes, a misleading move’.8

1 shall discuss two reasons why this is a misleading move. One of the
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theoretical barnacles of Husserl’s notion of meaning is that in soliloquy
(where expression in its purity, in meaning giving act, is found) when we talk
to ourselves, actually we are conversing with ourselves. Solilogquy might
mean a ‘colloquy with one’s alter ego’.3” Monologue is actually a dialogue
between the two aspects of the same person. Ifit is true that in soliloquy
we express meaning, as Husserl thinks, it follows that in monologue we
express meaning to ourselves, we talk to ourselves, as if there are two egos
residing in the same person, one talking to another.

It seems to me that this is a confusion, which arises due to the apparent
structure of the langunage which we use. In order to analyse soliloquy, we
use the expression ‘talking to oneself”. Let us concentrate on the phrase ‘to
oneself”. Suppose, in the dressing room of a theatre hall, the dancer dances
in solitude. We might say that the dancer is dancing to herself. But can she
literally be amusing or entertaining herself in the sense in which she would
have entertained the spectators that evening? Can the beautiful bodily
postures and physical movements, expressive of different sentiments and
emotions of the human mind, be really surprising to herself? ‘If these enter-
tainers are entertaining themselves, why is there not even minimally thin
cheer from their minimally thin audience?’®® What the dancer is actually
doing is rehearsing the performance which she is going to perform that
evening. The term ‘to’ in the phrase ‘dancing to herself’ does not mean
what it means in the phrase ‘to the audience’. “To the audience’ means in
front of the audience and for their entertainment, whereas ‘dancing to her-
self’ means dancing by herself or in solitude. Though “thinly’ the moves and
bodily postures made during the rehearsal and those made during the
evening show are the same, yet ‘thickly’ they are different, for they have
quite different purposes. The former aims at practising while the latter aims
at entertaining the spectators. Similarly, when thinking or meaning is redu-
ced to talking to oneself, this does not mean that when I am thinking, I am
talking to my ‘alter ego’. I might simply be rehearsing the speech in solitude
and in silence, which I am going to deliver tonight. My rehearsal would not
be counted as a failure even if I hardly hear my own mutterings, but my
rehearsal would surely be counted as a failurc if I falter during the delivery
of my speech. If ‘talking to oneself’ were a conversation between two
persons, then I might ‘be surprised, intrigued, flattered, offended, mystified
or even interrupted by my own interjections’,?® which I am clearly not. When
the dancer is practising, the orator is rehearsing, or the chess player is
making dummy moves, all these may be called ‘parasite-actions’ and when
all these ‘parasite-actions’ are performed on stage in front of spectators, the
‘paragite-actions’ will be turned into ‘host-actions’.?® However, the main
point is that ‘talking to oneself” does not mean conversing with one’s ‘alter
ego’. Monologue and dialogue differ from each other according to their
different purposes and each has its own criteria of success.

Another consequence of Husserl’s ‘misleading’ move is that the objectivity
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and communicability of meaning is destroyed. Meaning is not to be equated
with any mental idea or image. Everyone’s idea is uniquely owned by them.
Everybody is completely shut in with his/her own ideas. We can never have
any access to other persons’ ideas.

But the very essence of meaning is its communicability. I cannot convey
the very same idea which I have to others. But I can convey the very same
meaning to others without any residue. In fact, the whole communicative
process depends upon the conveyance of meanings from person to person.

Moreover, every idea has only one bearer. When'both my friends and 1
are having a glimpse of a scenic beauty, we perceive the same objects. But
the idea of scenic beauty which I form in my mind cannot be identical with
that of my friend. None can share another’s ideas. My ideas are uniquely
owned by me.

But meaning is just the opposite. Meanings cannot be borne by a single
person. ‘Private meaning’ is a contradiction interms, if by ‘private’ it is
meant that only one person owns that thought. Even disagreement among
each other presupposes a vast area of shared meaning. In fact, if every
meaning requires a scparate bearer, then there would be no common ob-
jective science (I am taking ‘science’ to mean any systematic study) which
we all can discuss. Then there would be no more ‘the science’ but ‘my
science’, ‘his science’, etc.

NoTES

1, E. Husserl, Logical Investigations, vol. 1, JN, Findlay (trans.), Humanities Press,
New York, 1970, p. 269,

. I.N. Mohanty, Edmund Husserl’s Theory of Meaning, Martinus Nijhoff, The Hague,
1964, p. 8.

. E. Husserl, Logical Investigations, p. 269.

. Ibid., p. 270,

1. N. Mohanty, Edmund Husserl’s Theory of Meaning, p. 8.

. E. Husserl, Logical Investigations, p. 270.

. Tbid., p. 275. )

. JL.N. Mohanty, Edmund Husseri’s Theory of Meaning, p. 9.

. E. Husserl. Logical Investigations, p. 275.

10. Tbid,, p. 277.

11. Ibid., p. 277.

12. LN. Mohanty, Edmund Husserl’s Theory of Meaning, p. 10,

13. Ibid., p. 11.

14, B. Husserl, Logical Investigations, p. 296.

15. Ibid.

16. Mill says, ‘A proper name is but an unmeaning mark which we connect in our minds

with the idea of the object®, in his System of Logie, Bk, 1, C. II, Section 5.

17. E. Husserl, Logical Investigations, p. 279.

18. Ibid., p. 278.

19. 1. Derrida, Speech and Phenomena, David B. Allison (trans.), Northwestern Univer-

sity Press, Evanston, 1973, p. 32,

]

=R = R B )

20,
21,
22,

23.
24,
25,
26,
27
28,
29,
30
31.
3.

34

35.
36
37.

¥

39.
40.

10.

11.

12,
13,

14

. Irene E. Harvey, Derrida and the Economy of Différance, Indiana University Press

DERRIDA’S DECONSTRUCTION OF HUSSERL’S THEORY OF MEANING 71

Ibid., p. 33.

Ibid., p. 33.

Derrida differs from Husser! on this point. Derrida thinks that writing in a sense
precedes speech,

1. Derrida, Speech and Phenomena, p. 14.
Ibid., p. 35.

Ibid., p. 35.

Ibid., p. 36.

Ibid., p. 37.

E. Husserl, Logical Investigations, p. 276,
1. Derrida, Speech and Phenomena, p. 38.
Ibid., p, 37.

Ibid., p. 40.

Ibid., p. 40,

. E. Husserl, Logical Investigations, p. 280,

J.N., Mohanty, ‘On Husserl’s Theory of Meaning,” Southwestern Journal of Philo-
sophy, vol, ¥V, 1974, p. 240.

Ibid., p. 240,

Ibid., p 241.

G. Ryle, On Thinking, Rowman and Littlefield, New Jersey, 1979, p. 34,

. Ibid,, p. 35.

Ibid., p. 37.
Ibid., p. 38.

REFERENCES

. John D. Caputo, Radical Hermeneutics, Indiana University Press, Bloomington,

1987,

. Staffan Carlshamre, Time and Language, Acta Universitatis Gothoburgensis, Gote-

borg, 1986.

- Jacques Derrida, Speech and Phenomena, David B, Allison (trans.), Northwestern

University Press, Evanston, 1973,

. =, Margins of Philosophy, Alan Bass (trans.), University of Chicago Press,

Chicago, 1982.

. ———, Of Grammatology, Gayatri Chakravorty Spivak, (trans.) The John Hopkins

University Press, Raltimore, 1976,

. Marvin Farber, The Foundation of Phenomenology, State University of New York

Press, Albany, 1943,

Bloomington, 1986,

. E. Husserl, Logical Investigations, J.N. Findlay (trans.}), Humanities Press, New

York, 1970,

. John Llewelyn, Derrida on the Threshold of Sense, St. Martins® Press, New York,

1986,

I.N. Mohanty, Edmund Husserl’s Theory of Meaning, Martinus Nijhoff, The Hague,
1964, ‘

——--, ‘On Husserl’s Theory of Meaning’, Southwestern Journal of Philosephy, vol.
V, 1974, pp. 238-44,

Gilbert Ryle, On Thinking, Rowman and Littlefield, New Jersey, 1979,

H. Spiegelberg, The Phenomenological Movement, The Hague, Nijhoff Martinus,
1963,

Henry Staten, Witigenstein and Derrida, Basil Blackwell, Oxford, 1985.



Home-world and foreign ethos:
a phenomenological attempt to ethical problems of
intercultural exchange

DIETER LOIIMAR
Leuven, Belgium

In a time of more or less peaceful cooperation between nations—primarily
in the field of economics—there is an undeniable comprehensive adjustment
and equalization of lifestyle. This leads to a certain loss of cultural identity.
In the ecological movement, there are many encouraging utterances which
demand the maintenance of the manifold of species in the name of just this
manifold. You may think, for example, of the manifold of biological species
in the tropical rain forest. However, there is no lobby which criticizes the
impoverishment and equalization of concrete life-worlds. The main-stream
‘philosophy is quite disinterested in this theme. One important reason for this
attitude might be that by equalization, some grotesque practices are vanish-
ing, practices which disrespect elementary human rights in the name of
religiously determined ethical and judical standards (Sharia, caste system,
etc.).

We have to ask two questions: (1) Can we reach this pleasant outcome of
equalization in another way, which has fewer unintended side-effects? (2)
Are there rational reasons to stop at some point with the respective adjust-
ment of lifestyle? Is there a concrete utility of the manifold of different life-
worlds for our attempt to live morally? The question of acceptable ways for
regional worlds to meet and confront one another (i.e. nations and cultures)
arises anew.

In this paper I will try to work out this theme from a phenomenological
point of view. I will try to utilize some of Edmund Husserl’s experiments
with the concepts of ‘Heimwelt’ (home-world) and ‘Fremdwelt’ (foreign
world) and the rclated phenomena. Both terms are to be found in some
Manuscripts of 1931/32 which are published in Vol. XV of the Husserliana
Series.!

My paper is divided into three parts. In the first part, I shall explain the
concepts of ‘home-world’ and ‘foreign world’. The enlargement of home-
world to the point of contact with a foreign world leads to the question:
How is the specific unfamiliarity of “foreign worlds’ experienced? Could it
be, that even in everyday experience within our own home-world there are
prefigurations of this unfamiliarity?

In a second part entitled “Meeting and synthesis of home-worlds’ I consi-
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der problems which arise out of this meeting between different home-worlds,
an encounter which includes elements of acceptance. Different strategies to
dissolve the experience of unfamiliarity lead us to one of the ‘hard cores” of
expericnce of ‘the foreign’: to unsolvable differences in forms of ethos. Hus-
serl’s experimental manuscripts reveal solutions to this conflict, which are to
be taken as phenomenological models for a joining of different forms of
ethos.

In the third part ‘The Problem of one world and the idea of supra-nation’
I try to transfer the idea of founded knowledge (episteme) to the conflict bet-
ween home-world-bounded forms of ethos. This will lead to the idea of supra-
nation. I then discuss some objections against Husser]’s identification of this
idea with European humanity. In the end, the importance of the manifold of
home-~worlds will be worked out. Tt consists not only in an aestheticism
which is more or less exotic but it is a concrete condition for realizing supra-
national ethics.

1. HoME-wORLD, ENLARGEMENT OF HOME-WORLD AND FOREIGN WORLD

Husser! uses the phenomenological concept of home-world to describe cer-
tain substructures in the universal horizon of the world. Like its correlative
concept foreign world, it clearly has a sociological connotation. It is used
to differentiate structures in the field of what is constantly and hiddenly
admitted as ‘self-evident’. Tn the Crisis Husserl calls it life-world (Hua.
VI, § 34).2

The most important characteristics of the home-world are cognitive know-
ledge and more affective confidential familiarity with it elements. This is a
very concrete knowledge concerning aims of actions and use of objects. We
‘know’ about the use of things and aims of persons. (430f.) If communica-
tion is strictly limited to the inhabitants of our home-world it might appear
as if our concrete surrounding is the whole world. Husserl named this a
‘closed humanity’. (431) Additional conditions of familiarity and confidence
are language and gestures. (220f., 224f.)

In a narrow sense, the home-world is the realm of personal connections in
which we are born and grew up, that is, home in a literal sense.® It means
primarily the family but in a wider sense, also those who communicate with
us (221, also ‘Heimat’, of. 205, 627f.). It is the community in which we live
everyday (629). In this surrounding world (cultural environment), we know
what is expecied from us and what we could reasonably expect from others.
We know the moral standards, the ethos.*

Within every home-world, there are circles of relative closeness and dis-
tance which have primarily a spatial sense but are also understandable in a
personal sense, (428f1.) The different ways of closeness and distance within
the home-world differ basically from ‘the foreign’, which is a fixed element
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in the horizon of each home-world. It is a correlative idea of consciousness
of companionship and could be completely vague.s

In one manuscript (Ne. 27, 429ff.) Husser] cutlings the concentric enlarge-
ment of surroundings, which centres round its starting point in my lived
body (‘Leib’). Due to its character as a horizon, none of the surroundings
could be thought of as closed universes. Each contains the essential indica-
tion of the possibility of ‘ever and ever’ further experiences.

An enlargement of the familiar environment could take place in different
styles. If we reach an unknown areathe horizon could expand in an usual
concrete analogy without a single fracture. This analogy expects ‘the un-
known in mode of the known’. (430) This signifies, for example, that persons
act and use things in the same way as in our home-world. And it is possible
that these expectations are fulfilled. It is ‘as expected’. But it may also
happen that the meeting with a foreign world disappoints my expectations.
It breaches this concrete analogy. This leads to a modification of horizon-
intentions. In spite of concrete expectations there arises a very abstract ana-
logy. We furthermore expect only sensibilia, human persons, grassland,
wood, etc. (431f.)

Remark on the relation between home-world and life-world

Usually Husser!’s investigations in home-world are regarded as directed to-
wards the concept of life-world established in the Crisis. But we have to pay
attention to differences between them. In the Crisis, life-world names the
non-thematic ground of all hiddenly admitted beliefs (Selbstverstandlich-
keiten’). It contains all beliefs we share commonly in natural attitude—even
as scientists. One could therefore call life-world the correlate of natural
attitude. The first level of this ‘ground of all experiences’ consists in imme-
diate sensible things, which scientists use unreflected in viewing instruments.
(Hua. VI, § 28ff.)®

The texts from Husserliana XV, on which my paper concentrates, belong
to the first attempts to explicate the horizon of world. They are less interest-
ed in the founding of theoretical knowledge—as it is the case later onin the
discussion of life-world in the Crisis—and focus more on the constitution of
social (human) worlds. Within these texts, it is quite obvious, that Husserl is
in search of usable concepts. At the same time, his termini technici reveal a
much wider scope than the concept of life-world in the Crisis. They concern,
for example, explicit discrepancies between different home-worlds and they
are also usable to thematise the problems of their meeting. In contrast to
this, in Crisis life-world is only regarded in its function as the basis of be-
liefs on which sciences are founded. Husserl mentions the differences bet-
ween concrete life-worlds only in some rare remarks. (Hua. VI, 150, 158)
Thus the concept of life-world is losing its ability to thematise problems of
meeting between cultural and ethical different home-worlds.
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2. WHAT IS THE EXPERIENCE OF ‘FOREIGNNESS'?

What is it that makes the above-mentioned break inthe concrete analogy an
experience of ‘foreignness’ in meeting with a foreign world? The disappoint-
ment of intentions is a regular element in our everyday experience and it
usually does not lead to such an experience of fecling foreign. On the other
hand there are situations within our everyday life, which alienate us from
others. This might be a hint that there are prefigurations of the experience
of estrangement leading to “foreignness’ within everyday life.

From a phenomenological point of view, everyday experience is always
functioning. It is a certain style of non-conflicting interaction between con-
crete expectations and successive fulfilments of them. I expect real objects or
events, for example, walking along a street, new houses, courtyards, fields
and meadows. I know beforehand which motives could lead persons to
actions.

Following Husserl’s analyses in everyday experience we anticipate the yet
unknown in the mode of the already known. Our concrete expectations of
‘what will come’ centre hierarchically around a core of concretely determined
expectations (analogy: qualified target). They derive from already experienc-
ed acts and events. But these relatively concentrated expectations can be dis-
appointed. A broad street endsin front of a barrier. A person acts in a
strange way. In these cases everyday experience turns out to be very flexible:
‘of course’ there can be reasons why a broad street could suddenly end. Our
expectations are simply expanded (analogy: next circle of the targét).

It turns out that evervday experience is strongly interested in remaining
‘normal’. The basic presumption ‘it will go on like before’ corresponds to
the practical, normative attitude ‘it should go on like before’. Thus it is at
the same time a method of re-creating normality. If there is a very strange
act far from our expectations, it will take very ‘strong’ normalizing reac-
tions. I could understand it as eccentric or more radically as crazy. In such
situations we like to say: Youwr act alienates (estranges) me. And we have the
experience of alienation. The degrees of this alienation correspond to the
«strength’ of normalizing reactions. Thus the first degrees of alienation are
to be found in a familiar home-world. The expression of this experience in
concepts of alienation and foreignness also corresponds to a shift of attitude:
I am no longer interested in holding normality unbroken in practical perso-
nal exchange and communication. But principally alienating behaviour is
open to ‘normalizing’ interpretation. It is possible that the person has moti-
ves of which I am not yet aware, which might be nonetheless understandable
(perhaps even reasonable). It is the same situation as in meeting a foreign
worid.

Thus, the foreign’ appears to be a vanishing category. It seems to us as if
only the inhabitants of a small village in the Black Forest at the beginning of
out century could fecl as home-world-companions opposing a strange and
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foreign surrounding area. Our possibilities of information dissolve ignorance
as a ground of foreignity. Still, we have to ask ourselves whether there re-
mains an unsolvable, ‘hard core’ of his experience, which we have not al-

ready detected.

3. MEETING AND SYNTHESIS OF HOME-WORLDS

Thus we turn back to Husserl’s analysis of the exchange with foreigners
(Text No. 27). In extending the home-world ‘in direction of the foreign’
there can be two possible events: (1) The extension of the horizon goes on
without a break in the concrete analogy. People behave, gesture, speak and
live “just as expected’—this motivates usto a further pre-lineation of expe-
rience in the same way. It is only an expansion of the same environment. (2)
The meeting with a foreign world breaks with our concrete analogous ex-
pectation. But the irritation caused by non-fulfilment of expectations is not
only due to a singular disappointment. We meet an unknown unity, of which
the reflection is shining in every single object.”

Husserl is talking neither about alien people, nor about strange deeds or
things. It becomes clear that in the encounter with a foreign world we lose a
certain sense which every object bears in the context of the unknown unity.
It is a foreign world which we meet. I catch its world-character not byinspec-
tion of single things by myself but basically by noticing gestures of its
inhabitants which show that they agree with one another—even in the
way to handle obvious conflicts. But they can also agree on states of social
or political affairs and on personal deeds, which I cannot append to my
expectations of my own world. This usually happens to mythical, meta-
physical, religious and moral beliefs. For example: We cannot consider
Indian cows and rats as ‘holy’, as the people of this ‘foreign world’ can and
vice versa. Inthe same way we could be alienated (estranged) by deeds, which
are not understandable for us, because they are contrary to our own ethos.
Nevertheless we feel and recognize them to be suitable and accepted in the
foreign world.

On the other hand, in spite of the large disagreement and misunderstand-
ing there is a core of familiarity, without which this foreign world could not
even be experienced as a world. There are several possible ways to under-
stand the origin of this familiarity and to answer the question how it might
be broadened. Husserl usually sees the sensuous things as having a common
givenness in every home-world. It seems to himto be a suitable root for
further communication. Additionally the apprehension of other bodies as
dived bodies’ (“Leib’) with a soul and ego is a possibility to overcome the
alienation. A further useful way appears in everyday common procedures
and practices. From this ‘arc-generative’ (‘Urgeneratives’) acting according
to periodical needs there ‘spreads a formal, common, understandability over
nature in time and space’. (433, 435f.) Through everyday behaviour, under-



8 DIETER LOHMAR

stood as deeds in favour of universal ‘anthropological’ necessities, our know-
ledge of the foreign world and the foreign sense of things is broadened. Some-
times Husserl compares this ‘step by step’ overcoming of estrangement with
the process of cultural education (‘Bildung’). The process of becoming
familiar with a foreign world depends much on the already known facts like
the revealing of the manifold implications of a work of art, for example, a
symphony. If I arrive at a foreign world. T first take the foreign as “different
from my home-world’. The knowledge of concrete contents, which corres-
ponds to explicit authentic understanding is only available through enlarge-
ment of the minimal information I had in the beginning. But even a detailed
knowledge concerning the foreign world does not solve ali problems. Long
before we are looking for forms of practical connections we have to ask, how
itis possible to think fogether our beliefs and the beliefs of this foreign
world. This is the broadest sense of the problem of the synthesis of home-
worlds. My home-world and its beliefs are already accepted as being the real
world (*unsere seiende Welt’). If I meet a foreign world and its inhabitants
it is first only ‘the doxic world they belicve in’ (‘ibre vermeinte Welt’). Hus-
serl asks: ‘How far can I accept their (the foreigners) beliefs in understanding
them, that means, how far can I come to a synthesis of their home-world
with mine.” (233f.)

By searching for a comprehensive unity which could unify concurrent and
different views of the world it seems, that there is no solution possible. The
agreement within a home-world does not mean universal agreement. Fur-
thermore it is not certain, that it is just my world of beliefs and experiences,
that stays acceptable in the synthesis of home-worlds. (234) We have to ask,
whether one world with unified beliefs is possible.

Husserl reveals the strength of this conflict in 2 small manuscript entitled
‘Home-world, foreign world, “the” world’ (Hua. XV, Beilage XI, 214-18).
The strangeness of foreigners is not only to be seen in the fact, that they
have different experiences and a different natural surrounding. They have
‘other aims in life, different beliefs of various sorts, different habits, different
practical or moral behaviours, different traditionrs”. (214) They havea different
cultural world, different ethos, different metaphysical and religious beliefs, dif-
ferent myths, ete. In their home-world, they understand ‘the’ world ina diffe-
rent way. (214, 217) Husser] asks ‘what can I accept (further on), facing the
differences between my and the other persons’ universal experiences, uni-
versal beliefs?’ (217) (We should add: and vice versa). Concerning the reli-
gious beliefs, he puts it even more sharply: ‘If T hold on to my belief (they
may take it only as mythology), then their belicf is superstition, if I hold on
to my being world as the real world, so their world is not being.’ (217)

But in this aporetic situation something has happened, which Husserl
speaks about but which he does not discuss further.8 If I call the beliefs of
the foreign world concerning gods and their causalities ‘their mythological
concepts of world’ and at the same time I don’t reject their beliefs, then I
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have already ‘modified correspondingly’ (‘entsprechend modiﬁziel"t’, 217) our
beliefs concerning God and his causality, Now they are ‘our mythical concep-
tion of the world’. In first place this modification concerns their sense
(‘Seinssinn’). But now there is missing the additional sentenc.e: ‘(?nly our be-
lief in revealed religion is true, all others are mythical narrations’, which was
self-evident in my home-world before.

In the case of religious beliefs it becomes clear, that it is not only the
noematic sense which is hit by this modification. In the meetin_g with the
foreign world we learn, that our beliefs are only opinions, that is, doxa. In
the contrast between the struggling beliefs we learn to see our accepted w::r(d
as rthe world, how we think it to be, that means, we come to know the doxic
character of our beliefs, The single belief in our world as being, from now on
is only a pretension for acceptance (*Geltungsanspruch”). In this way We are
able to think together our beliefs and the beliefs of the other world, without
their non-congruence implying the falsity of the other. _

If we transfer this insight to ethics, the ‘bracketing’, putting in parenthesis
(‘Einklammerung”) of the pretension for acceptance (‘Geltungs:anspruch’) .of
our home-worldly ethos is a necessary condition for the cqexnstence. of in-
congruent moral beliefs.? But it is important to stress: This peace is only
usable within and for the sake of theory, for example to make a c'ultural or
historical comparison. In practical life one can never be an un.mterested
spectator (‘uninteressierter Zuschauer’). We thereff)re have to thmk. about
how to use this insight to cultivate our exchange with other and (Ehﬂ‘erent
moral beliefs. It might be practicable to take it as an accampamm.ent or
shadow, which always accompanies our meral judgements concernmg a
foreign world.'® We have always to remember, that our own moral beliefs
are bound to a specific home-world. ' .

Putting our beliefs in parenthesis is an element of a s.o-caIIed. d:.s_-_-awnmg
hermeneutic (dis-propriation, ‘enteignende Hermeneutik’), which is very
often implied in a non-violent exchange of different and therefore conflicting
home-worlds.'* It does not want to reign over the foreign world or to ocoupy
(absorb) it, not even by naming it as a deficient mode of one’s own con-
cepts. To give some examples for the widespread but not appll'o‘pnate her-
meneutical method: our true revealed belief versus the superstition of the
foreign world, our philosophy versus their practical oriented wisdom, etc.
But on the other hand it does not want to give up the Gesralt of one’s own
beliefs.

What happens in dis-propriation is no loss of ‘the own’ but a new fu_nc-
tional view of ‘the own’ and of the foreign beliefs. In this process thereis a
metamorphosis of the concepts of religion, ethos, ete., to real common-con-
cepts. Within the domain of the own home-world these concepts are %lsuall'y
used as a kind of collecting-concept or extensional concept. *Cult-object’ is
the common name of a variety of objects, of which one knows the use witl.1in
a certain religious procedure. The concepts receive a kind of equalizing
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function: even a thing within the foreign world can be an object of cultus if
it is used in the same function. The foreign myths are also used to explain
the questions, which one’s own religion answers—though differently. The
not yet understood forcign beliefs (‘das Fremde’) become the own (‘das
Eigene’) beliefs of the foreign world. Thus, it may be in principle something
which becomes my own. The function of myth, of ethos and cultus as supra-
cultural common forces opens up.

Religious beliefs are only one important field in which foreign worlds and
ours can move into undissolvable struggle. In the same way, in the field of
political and moral convictions, information about the other beliefs does not
lead always to a common and peaceful exchange.

Thus we have to ask how we are able not only to wnderstand a moral
judgement, which stems from a foreign world and differs from our own be-
liefs, but to accept it. If I want to understand my own and the contradictory
foreign judgement as moral judgements, I have to put in parenthesis, that the
one appears to me as right, the other as wrong. This could be understood as
temporary abstinence of judgement (epoché), which is thematically focused
on moral judgements. In the meeting of different cultures and religions, this
attitude can lead to rolerance. But we cannot identify tolerance with an un-
limited laissez faire.

At the same time we can claim, that there is the possibility of justified in-
fluence on each kind of home-world bounded cthos. (Principle of constant
Non-non-intervention) Or should it be a kind of imperialismto push South
Africa to change its race politics? Should it not be justified in the same sense
to claim the right of self-determination for women in the Islamic world? But
we have to remember: for such a justified intervention there has to be a
measure which is not bound to a certain home-world.

There were and are attempts to intervene between home-worldly forms of
ethos. A necessary condition, for making sense of these attempts is the possi-
bility of collective change in moral attitudes. In Europethis collective change
is historically known as the Age of Enlightenment, which is still alive today.
A trivial explanation for the possibility of collective change of moral attitudes
accepts our ethos simply as right and reasonable and interprets the conver-
sion of foreigners as seif-clarification of reason (‘the’ reason=our reason).
Thus we have to search for explanations, which try consciously to avoid the
influence of home-world bounded moral beliefs. Such models for a change
of ethos could be useful as ground for decision even after the relativizing of
the home-world bounded forms of ethos.

To show the possibility of non-home-world-bound ethics 1 am now e¢xpos-
ing a theory of reflected moral feeling. (But this is not the only way to reach
this aim.) Let us for the argument accept that there is an immediate experi-
ence of acceptance or rejection of acts or state of affairs in the direct con-
frontation with the persons or other sensuous creatures which have to suffer
the effects of deed or states of affairs. As an immediate experience it has to
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avoid the influence of all ‘accepted customs’ and try to ‘listen’ to one’s own
felt reaction. In this way David Hume argues in his famous Enguiry Con-
cerning the Principles of Morals. This moral fecling could oppose every
aceepted home-world bounded ethes, even my own.

In this simple explanatory model there is -justified intervention in every
form of home-world bounded ethos. The burning of witches and widows and
many other forms of violence and violent suppression may have had their
religious or metaphysical reasons within a home-world, but they cannot
stand in the face of the idea of a non-home-world-bound ethos.

We can call such an unprejudiced listening to our immediate moral feeling
a Basic-decision. It is not only characterized by diverging from the prevail-
ing ethos, nor simply through the fact that the decision has to be justified
against the community. The difference is only due to the way of deciding.
The decision relies on the immediate moral feeling of acceptance or rejec-
tion. In contrast, a Standard-decision lies in the straightforward unreflected
orientation towards the common ethos. Here one has only to recollect, “what
one has to do’ in a certain situation.?

The practical reason of phenomenology is grounded in the striving for
originary intuition and tries to avoid a misinterpretation by unreflected and
non-thematic prejudices. The experiential basis of a Basic-decision is not a
home-world definition of reason by the means of a list or a fixed hierarchy
of values. Phenomenology is searching for reason by evaluating original ex-
perience. Thematizing unthematic beliefs by putting them into brackets is a
well established style of phenomenological work. The immediate experience
had to happen in a field free from home-world prejudices. To hold this state
of immediate fecling one has to put the home-world standard-judgement (of
the form ‘one hasto...’)into parenthesis in a constant way. But it is in no
way a retreat from the field of moral judgement.

One might object that this theory is too simple, and furthermore it is just
feeling, which is to a large extent influenced by the home-world community
and their standard-judgements. This objection touches most of the naive
forms of theories of moral feeling, but not in the same way critical and self-
reflecting forms. The conceptual difference of Basic-Judgement and Standard-
Judgement is proposed to loosen the strong connection of our feelings to
the home-world-bound ethos. What appears on the first and unreflected
attempt to be our emotional reaction might, in a more reflected attitude,
turn out to be bound to the home-world ethos. One can think for example of
our changing attitude to homosexuality. We are able to purify our imme-
diate moral feelings by reason.

Kant’s categorical imperative might possibly be an appropriate criteria
for a non-home-world-bound ethos—if one could employ it without stepp-
ing back into that bounded ethos. The problem consists in recognizing the
‘contradiction in will’, which arises in imagining the common acceptance of
a special rule for acting. Tt might have an acceptable formal-logical or mate-
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rial-practical sense. The first is too strange, and we know that Kant does
not like the second alternative, for we cannot decide from the effects
a priori. Thus, for example, in the case of lying there remains only the idea
that a common permission to lie would destroy the faith and confidence in
the truth of speech, which is an important but not necessary condition for
communication. Kant does not want to live in such a community and he
presupposes this to be universal. Thus, if the felt inconsistency in will hints
back to the standards in which I am educated, the categorical imperative is
synonymous with a special historically and geographically fixed home-world-
bound ethos. On the other hand Kant wants to outline a universal cthics.
For example the so-called formula of ‘the person as goal in itself” is not so
tight as the categorical imperative. The felt inconsistency might also rest on
a kind of a implicit ‘anthropology of natural interests’ (freedom, enough
food, not to be injured, to be helped in need of help, etc.), with which the
universalization of certain maxims may struggle. For example the hope of
getting aid if I am helpless may not be consistent with a universal maxim
only to act according to my own interest.'?

Even utilitarianism is a possible alternative to our ‘theory of reflected
moral feeling’. As hedonistic and stoic ethics it tries to build up ethics ‘from
the roots’, i.e. the fundamental needs and feelings of persons. A necessary
condition for an acceptable concept would be to get rid of some strange
forms of calculating the utility of deeds and states of affairs, and to stress
the importance of basic human rights as J. Rawls did.

4. THE PrOBLEM OF ONE WORLD AND THE IDEA OF SUPRA-NATION

We don’t have to consider the problematic meeting of different home-worlds
on a principal level. We already have successful pragmatic solutions: strict
separation of different home-worlds onthe same territory (ghettos).1® Assi-
milation one-sided or complementary leads toa compromise, in which ex-
treme beliefs, which cause most conflicts, are taken back. Still there remains
the violent conversion.

In the face of the difficulties in bringing about a practical synthesis in liv-
ing together with the foreign world we have to ask whether it is rational to
move towards one united world. One might think this question is already
answered. The melting of home-worlds to one universal unity might be an
unavoidable effect of the expansion of our everyday interests. One possible
parameter for a demarcation of the home-world are my everyday commer-
cial interests. The age of airplanes, therefore, could signify a break in his-
tory, which forces the earth to ore unity. But on the other hand, the expan-
sion of my commercial interests does not necessarily imply cultural uniform-
ity with my business partners. Raw materials and goods can pass frontiers
without a touch of the connected home-worlds. The necessary experts could
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live in ghettos. One could imagine the earth consisting of strictly separated
territories. If we don't want one world we don’t have to have it.

One might also answer the above question with the argument that the
striving of man to higher cultural forms of existence is only fulfilable in a
united world. Max Scheler trigs this in 1927 in a very speculative paper ‘Man
in the age of adjustment’.’* He points out that it is an unavoidable task
(nearly fate) to come to a global adjustment in several field (culture, wealth,
education, lifestyle, . . .).

Ina guite similar way Husserl argues in the famous Vienna Lecture
(7.5.1935, Hua. VI, 314-48), where he interprets the growing together of
territories into one world under the guidance of infinite Greek philosophical
ideas as Europeanization (‘Européisierung’). It is the felos of man which is
realized in this way. Husserl strongly insists on the uniqueness of the Greek
creation (‘Urstiftung’) of philosophy. Its essential characteristics are the un-
interested curiosity (theoria versus praxis) in connection with the idea of
justified knowledge (episteme). This is the fundament to interpret every
opinion about the world (doxa) to be only a step on the way to an ultimate
justification. Episteme is an infinite idea.

Husser! is convinced of the absolute uniqueness of this first founding of
philosophy by the Greek mind. Other ‘philosophies’ like Indian and Chinese
are therefore not in the same sense philosophy. This might be interpreted as
a sublime kind of violence by the use of definitions. For Husserl, the infinite
ideas are exclusively incorporated in European mankind. He identifies both
to an extent, that it seems to be that a// outcomes of the European mankind
are appropriate fillings of this idea of justified knowledge and acting. On the
other hand he criticizes wrong developments in our own culture, for exam-
ple the positivistic turnin sciences. Husserl interprets the prevailing global
tendency to adjust to the European shape of culture as a confirmation for the
appropriateness of this incarnation (‘Ausfilllung’), of the idea of justified
knowledge and acting®® He is convinced, that ‘we¢ Europeans’ never would
like to adjust to Indian or Chinese cultural ideas, ‘as long as we understand
ourselves correctly’. (Hua. VI, 320) As the personal conviction of Edmund
Husser! we have to respect this opinion. But as cooperating in the same pro-
jeet of phenomenology we have to loosen this identification. To do this we
go back to the concrete source of the Greek ideas and stay there ‘for a
while’. Episteme is a kind of supra-opinion, that is, a tool to overcome the
opinions (doxd), which are fixed in a single subject or a single home-world
community. Its concrete origin is in the mediation between conflicting claims
on truth. But it is not a search for a compromisc. As long as it concerns
opinions of individuals in the same home-world, the main function of this
idea is to push back the wrong and the unjustified opinions. It leads persons
who are convinced (right or wrong) but who are without insight, to the
reasonable justification. It makes them listen to reason. Thefunction of
mediation becomes difficult and challenging in the field of ethical beliefs
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which belong to different and respectively coherent home-worlds. In' this
context each of the conflicting beliefs could be ‘reasonably justified’.

It may be objected that the idea of justified knowledge in its European,
enlighted version strives to dissolve critically all opinions which are not
related to sensible experience and to send all mythological, religious and
metaphysical arguments off the field of reasonable ‘grounds’. But this pre-
supposes that we are able to recognize all home-world bounded beliefs. Just
this is to be doubted in a home-world, which takes the possible “fillings’ for
infinite ideas only out of itself, because other cultures appear as weak and
not ‘ripe’.

Tn contrast to this subtle form of euro-centrism (‘Eurozentrismus’) we hold
on to the claim of justifiedintervention in face of every home-world bound-
ed ethos. In the intention to be as neutral as possible, we take an example of
Catholic politics (not from Islam or Hinduism). On one side it is true that
some of the roots of the modern idea of Auman rights are to be found in
Christian tradition.2? But in contrast to this appropriate instanciation-of the
idea we can point to the explicit rejection of all contraceptives by the Roman
Catholic church. Against the background of a possible and nowadays real
overcrowding of the world, we cannot accept this attempt in the same sense
as nop-home-world-bounded and appropriate.

The idea of justified knowledge and acting works (functions) in the media-
tion between different claims of truth on the basis of experience. In a pheno-
menological point of view it is the idea that in every conflict of opinions it is
possible to arrive at a basic of experience which both parties will accept.
Even the one who errs must be convinced of his being in error. In the critical
mediation between different claims of moral judgements it is much more
difficult to reach a common ground of experience. Each opinion can lead
back to a conviction, which does not rest on experience and therefore can-
not be decided on it. In this field the performance of the idea of episteme is
more or less to reject metaphysical or religious grounds. In the field of ethi-
cal conflicts one could signify the idea of justified knowledge and acting as the
idea of supra-nation. (The name ‘supra-nation’ is oriented on the meaning of
nation as the place of birth and educaticn, the home-world.)

The signification of supra-nation (‘Ubernationalitit’, Hua. VI, 336) is also
to be found in Husserl. But he uses it to signify the broad coincidence bet-
ween the European nations, which he interprets as a common striving to infi-
nite ideals. Although Husserl uses the concept in a different way we have to
anticipate and reject the possible identification of the idea of supra-nation
with the factual, historical shape of Burope. This idea has no preference for
special regional instanciations. Bven if we could state that many of the
appropriate attempts to fill the idea have their origin in Greek or Christian
tradition, we cannot identify the idea with this single realization. To fulfil
its genuine function, the idea of supra-nation has to stay at the place of its
erigin. It functions in the mediation between conflicting claims on truth. Tt
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cannot orientate exclusively to one form of home-world, even if it is very
successful and attractive. There appears the danger of a new global but pro-
vincially bound home-world.

Let us put it in a methodological way. We cannot identify an infinite idea
of reason with a historically fixed mankind. Such an identification would
still claim a eritique of special instanciations in the name of the ideal. But it
will cause a certain style in the search for possible adequate instanciations:
The suggestions are limited and bound to the accidental historical process.

Finally I wish to propose a thesis on the utility of the manifold of home-
worlds for the realization of the idea of supra-nation: We can only recognize
the doxical character of our own opinions, if we are confronted with a con-
sistent but different system of beliefs. We can only recognize our home-
world-bounded and unthematised siandards as such, by getting knowledge
of a consistent and different tome-world, which reveals to us the relativity.
of our beliefs. In this way we can see the utility of the manifold of home-
worlds without trying to escape into a romantic aestheticism of an exotic
sort.
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1. WHAT THE PAPER IS ABOUT

Both Sarhkara and Plato struggle hard to say something positive about the
Ultimate One Reality which still resists linguisticality, Brahma-jijfidsa, the
innermost desire to know Brahman, the non-dual one, is to Sarnkara and to
his entire philosophy what soul’s desire to know the one ultimate reality, the
Hen, the Agathon is to Plato and to his philosophy. Both Samkara and Plato
situate the one ultimate reality beyond language, logic, categories and predi-
cation. In spite of its non-availability to language, the non-dual one is not
equated with bare nothing. A theory of knowledge is worked out by both to
pave the way for a better understanding and grasp of it. What defies langu-
age does not thereby necessarily defy its reality,

The paper focuses here on one particular but most important aspect of
this reality in relation to its availability to language and predicational judg-
ment. Metonymy is the indubitable consciousness of the difference between
the name and the named, concept and reality which induces us to take re-
course to negative expressions in order to describe something which claims
to be positive. The metonymic figure of speech in its ultimately metaphysical
import stresses the fact that the ultimate one, though in need of expression,
resists the very possibility of its expressibility through language. Thus it
comes to the paradoxical situation inherent in all metaphysical teachings of
this type: How to explain that which explains everything? How to say and
not to say at the same time?

In the course of our metonymic reflections we shall see that the act of
negation has two aspects:! the ‘denial’ aspect which rests satisfied in reject-
ing any referential or experiential content and the ‘commitment’ aspect of it
which testifies to some noetic experience whose object is not really adequa-
tely available to language, logic, and predication. It is the second aspect of
negation which is at work in the philosophy of Sarkara as well as in that of
Plato. The negativity of the judgements aims at a logic of negativity without
negativity. The negative descriptions of ‘the ultimate reality are meant to
draw our attention to its non-phenomenal character.

II. SAMKARA’S CONCEPT OF THE NON-DUAL, THE NIRGUNA BRAHMAN?

The nature of Brahman and its relation to the human soul is one of the cen-

A part of the paper was read and discussed at the International Congress of Vedanta,
April 5.8, £990, Miami University, Ohio, USA.
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tral themes of Sarhkara’s philosophy. The upanisadic teachings like ‘tat tvam
asi’® (that thou art) or ‘aham Brahma asmi’® (I am Brahman) get special treat-
ment in his philosophy of non-duality. The type of monism taught by Sarh-
kara is non-dualistic par excellence. On the theoretical side it is the concep-
tion of the nirguna Brahman, of Brahman beyond the reach of any quali-
fication as the ultimate reality. His central teaching is the tmédvaita which
is the thesis of one, universal cternal, non-dual, and self-illuminating seif.
The reality of this self consists in pure conscicusness without a subject
(@$raya) and an object (visaya). This consciousness alone is real. On the
practical side, itis an exclusive advocacy for jfiGna-marga, i.e. for the meta-
physical knowledge as experienced to be the sole means of release. Sarnkara
aims at an applied metaphysics.

His non-dualistic philosophy which describes the one metaphysical reality
in the spirit of the upanisadic methodology of neti, reti (not this, not this)
stresses over and over again the anti-nihilistic character of Brahman lest his
teaching be identified with the Madhyamika form of nihilism or negativism.
Irrespective of Sarmkara’s rather too negative reading of the Madhyamika
teaching, the point to be noted in our context is that his is a positive teach-
ing regarding the nature of Brahman clothed in negative language.

The upanisadic reply to the question as to what is ultimately real is not
always unanimous. One of the outstanding ways to characterize Brahman
was the famous nefi, neti, and Samkara took it really in a strictly literal
sense and arrived thus at his concept of nirguna Brahman.?

The method which Samkara uses in order to substantiate his thesis of the
reality of the one universal, self-illuminating consciousness is the analysis of
our common experience. The methodological principle which he sets down
is not the total rejection of reason. He allows the use of reason but only as a
means in the service of truth revealed in the scriptures and experienced by
Seers.

Sarmnkara’s philosophy stands and falls by the acceptance or rejection of
the criterion of reality which may be formulated as follows: What is real
cannot be negated. What cannot be negated is the consciousness, because
denial of consciousness presupposes the consciousness which denies. The
absence of anything is conceivable except that of consciousness. Negation
may be the antecedent non-existence (pragabhava) before the object comes
into being. It may be subsequent non-existence (dhvamsabhava) after the
object is destroyed. Negation may as well be mutual negation of difference
or absence (anyonyabhava) or it may be absolute non-existence (atyantd-
bhava). Since the negation of consciousness is not conceivable, none of these
various kinds of negations can be legitimately predicated about it. If no
difference can be predicated about it and if the self-luminous, undeniable
consciousness is the only reality which satisfies the criterion to be beyond
negation, then things different from it are not real, cannot be real. Such a
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consciousness must be timeless and ubiquitous. All objects in order to be
known must depend on it.¢ _

The unity of consciousness which is its non-duality par excellence knows
no parts within itself. The consciousness of blue and that of red does not
mean a difference in consciousness but one superimposed on it by a distine-
tion between its objects, blue and red. So also is the case with the consci-
ousness of right and wrong, truth and falsity. Samkara does claim to have
established his thesis of reality as one, infinite, eternal and self-illuminating
spirit against the pluralism of Samkhya, Buddhists and Nyaya-Vaisesika.
No determination of such a reality is possible, for that would amount to
negation, and negation, as we have seen, is not possible.

To Sarnkara, all knowledge commonly points to a subject as well as an
object. This double implication is necessary in the emergence of knowledge.
The knowledge of the round square and the son of a barren woman is really
verbal. Even in the case of an illusion, there is an objective counterpart
which, of course, may not be common to several persons. Anything which
is a fact of experience must somehow be real. It may be rationally unin-
telligible and to that extent false. But for Samkara even the false appear-
ance is a positive entity which defies all description, for it is somewhere in
between the two categories of existence and non-existence. When he passecs
the judgement about the falsity of the world and the empirical individual
self, he really points to this third category. Samkara would rather inverse
the Berkleyean formula and maintain: tobe perceived is to be. When we
see silver instead of shell, the error is, as he maintains in his introduction to
Vedanta-Sitra, 2 case of an illegitimate transference or adhydsa. But know-
ing that something is false is another knowledge which then allows us the
discovery of the falsity of the previous knowledge. The ignorance is the
cause of this adhydsa, superimposition.

Common knowledge is true so long as the identity of oneself with Brahman
is not realized, as dreams are until- we are awake. Samkara distinguishes
between three senses of being: the merely illusory (pratibhasika), the em-
pirical (vydvaharika) and the transcendental being of ome, non-dual, inde-
terminate Brahman (paramarthika). This Brahman is designated the svariip-
jfidna, the pure consciousness in the Advaita-Vedanta of Sarkara. The re-
cognition of this highest form of reality is what reveals that the world is
not real (mithy@) and that Brahman is the only reality. Sarmkara’s epistemo-
logy prepares the way to his metaphysics which in its turn comes to an
application through the constant meditation on the non-duality between
Atman and Brahman. And it is this applied metaphysics which is the reli-
gion of Sashkara with moral life as a necessary preliminary to experienced
metaphysical knowledge.

The theistic conception of the Absolute is not the advaitic conception of
Samkara. For him, the theistic conception fails to solve satisfactorily the
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age old problem of theodicy of reconciling the assumed goodness of God
with the undeniable presence of evil in the world.”

To regard the Absolute of Sarkara as the philosophic, speculative Abso-
lute is also not very satisfactory to him. Brahman as suguna cannot be
identified with the jivas or with the totality of them. The univei"se emerging
from sagupa Brahman is not identical with it. Thus, the phenomenon of
adhydsa prevails in the sphere of jivas, the world and the saguna Brahman.
It is through maya that the impersonal Brahman of Samkara becomes a
personal God.® But the advaitic Brahman is what is beyond all determin-
ations. It is for this reason that Sarnkara describes his doctrine as a-dvaita
or non-dual and not aikya or unitary. In the name of his maya-doctrine, he
pleads for vivarta-vada which assumes the world to be a phenomenal appear-
ance depending on Brahman as silver on the shell, the appearance of the

snake on the rope. The doctrine of maya fulfils just the very function so-

urgently needed, namely the function of judging the status of the world
neither as really real nor fully illusory. The well-known distinction regard-
ing the three dimensions of reality is the very ingenious way to solve or to
avoid this difficulty.

The most important and perplexing question for Samkara and for us re-
mains nevertheless: What is the nature of the ultimate reality? As an infinite
consciousness implied by all empirical knowledge, it is not available to
gmpirical knowledge. When it is termed as indeterminate (nirguna), it does
not amount to nothing; it only means that all that mind can think of does
not really positively belong to it. Since it can never be presented as an object
of knowledge, it is beyond the reach of the familiar categories of thought.
Hence no direct, positive description is available.

The Absolute of Samkara is not only indefinable, it is also unknowable
because to be known is to be made determinate. The Absolute is also not
just a speculative idea elaborated in thought and therefore only a reality in
and for thought. But the fact of its unknowability does not exclude the
possibility of its being realized in the sense of having a felt knowledge’ of
it.

Every negation has some positive implication, and the negative definition
of Brahman does not make it a blank. The two upanisadic statements ‘fat
tvam asi’ and ‘aham Brahma asmi’ must be read, interpreted and understood
together. The first one points to and testifies the positive reality in us where-
as the second one denies the possibility of any predication. The Absolute of
Sarikara is, thus, something revealing itself within us. This is why his
teaching cannot be regarded as agnostic. It is outside the reach of thought
and. reason but not outside the world of an immediate, intuitive, inner ex-
perience. This realization of Brahman is not something to be achieved; it
is the ever present essential reality of one’s own self to be realized through
the destruction of the veil of ignorance. Its- nature is self-illuminating
(svyamprakdsatva) like the moon behind the clouds. The metaphor of light
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which seems to be a topos inherent to human thought irrespective “of cul-
ture, creed and religion is used by Sarikara (similar to Plato) to denote the
real nature of the ultimate Reality.? The type of experience which Sammkara
really refers to points to a form of experience where to realize Brahman is
by being Brahman. This higher type of experience may be rare but it is not
totally unfamiliar to us to feel one with all that exists beyond all differ-
ences.'®

Sagupa Brahman as God of religion is lower than the nirguna Brahman.
God is how Brahman really appears to an ignorant person. Our religious life
is full of adhydsasand is sustained by very many dualistic concepts. Sar-
kara, of course, does not subscribe to the view that sqgupa Brahman is use-
less. All that he maintains is to show its inadequacy for the high goal of
philosophy (@dhyatmavidyd). Apard-vidya, the teaching of the saguna Brah-
man need not be given up; it should only be practised in an attitude that
this is not para-vidya, the teaching of the nirgupa Brahman.

We have seen that liberation for Sarnkara is not a state to be newly ob-
tained. It is knowing and realizing by becoming what one has ever been but
forgotten. The state of final release is nothing but Brahman.'! The moral
and religious discipline which is prescribed here to realize this goal does not
so much lead us to the identity of Atman and Brahman but does dispel the
obstacles concealing the truth from us. The knowledge resulting from the re-
moval of the obstacles must be direct and intuitive (saksdtkara). It must be
the name of some anubhava, intuitive, mystic experience which is the sole
means of liberation. Moral perfection and religious acts may be conducive
to such an experience but they are not the sine qua non of it. Only the
morally corrupt and the religiously impious will not find any taste in Brah-
man-jijiasa.

The discipline to be followed comprises two stages—one preliminary
qualifying us for a serious study of Advaita, and the other is the vedintic
training proper which finally aims at self-realization. The first stage is the
cultivation of detachment as taught in the Gitd. The latter consists of three
methodical steps of §ravana, manana and nididhyasana. The first step is the
sincere study of the Upanisads with the assistance of a spiritual guru who
has himself realized the truth. Besides the fact that the ultimate truth is to
be learned from the revealed text, Sarnkara also waats to emphasize the
need of a personal intercourse with a competent teacher, here very much
akin to Plato. Mere book learning does not lead us to the goal. The second
step is discussing and arguing with oneself. The main aim here is to remove
the doubt which might still linger (asaribhivand) regarding the truth learn-
ed to be the right one at the first step. This is the place where reason steps
in and plays its quite important role to transform a teaching received on
trust and faith into one’s own true conviction. This is also the step where
the autonomous thinking is at work. The last step means the constant medi-
tation upon the identity between Atman and Brahman. Such a practical step
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of meditation is needed to dispel the diverse unconscious reassertions of old
habits of thought (viparitabhdvand) incompatible with what has been learn-
ed as the right teaching. To know the right teaching is not necessarily to
follow it. Some other mediating step must come into play to link the two.
This nididhydsana should be continued till the desired intuitive mystic ex-
perience takes place. There scems to be an element of dogmatism in Sarm-
kara in so far as the philosophic truth is to be known through the testimony
of the Upanisads, but this initial dogmatism vanishes altogether when the
self-same truth has to be verified by one’s own living experience in the form
of “tat tvam asi’ or ‘aham Brahma asmi’ 1

Sarikara’s is a religion without God. His Advaitavada is a comprehensive
philosophical-metaphysical system, and its centre is the view of the ultimate
Reality as One without a second. Sarmkara steers clear between the theistic
absolutism of other vedintic schools and the nihilistic absolutism of the
Madhyamikas.

III. PLATO’S CQNCBPT OF THE ONE AND THE GOOD
(HEN AND AGATHON) AND His EpisTLE VII*

There is now a general agreement among scholars about the authenticity and
overall importance of the Seventh Epistle of Plato for his entire philosophy.
Tt is a letter containing, no doubt, Plato’s political views, his connection
with Athenian politics and his relations with the Dionysii and Dion. It is
full of political advice written in reply to an appeal for help from Dion’s
friends and followers. The letier must have been completed by the end of
354 or the beginning of 353 a.C.1

Tt is generally felt that those who write dialogues do not want to come
forward with their ideas directly and consequently make use of various
characters in order to say or not to say what they really want to say. This
seems to hold true from Plato to Hume. The Seventh Epistle, one of the
longest, is written in the first person and portrays a Plato who seems to
maintain that his main teaching remains untaught and unwritten not be-
cause he did not do it but because it cannot be done. There is a short auto-
biographical sketch inserted by Plato at the beginning of the epistle which
shows his earnestness in matters of political principles.

The philosophical quest according to Plato is not meant for persons who
stop short of going deep enough in search of the ultimate principle. It is a
marvellous quest for a true lover of wisdom who is capable of soberly rea-
soning with himself. “Those who are really not philosophers,” Plato writes,
‘but have only a coating of opinions, like men whose bodies are tanned by
the sun . . ., conclude that the task is too difficult for their powers; and right-
ly so, for they are not equipped for this pursnit.’

Plato knew very well the taste of the tyrant whose head is full of half-
understood doctrines and who, nevertheless, claims to have a full under-
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standing of the subject. It is in this fashion that Plato spoke to Dionysius.
He clearly says that he did not explain everything to him, nor did he ask for
it. But it is the same Dionysius who is said to have written a book on mat-
ters Plato and he talked about. For Plato it is incredible that anyocne can
write a book on matters which defy being put in linguistic forms. Others
have written books on such matters, but Plato is sure that they do not know
what they do. Plato takes this injustice done to the highest principles of
philosophy as an opportunity to have the last word on matters of ultimate
philosophical principles. ‘So much at least I can affirm with confidence about
any who have written or proposed writing on these questions, pretending to
a knowledge of the problem with which 1 am concerned. . . : it is impossible,
in my opinion, that they have learnt anything at all about the subject. There
is no way of expressing in writing about these matters, nor will there ever be
one. For this knowledge is not something that can be put into words like
other sciences; but after long-continued intercourse between teacher and
pupil, injoint pursuit of the subject, suddenly, like light flashing forth when
a fire is kindled, it is born in the soul and straightaway nourishes itself.’1®

This is the heart of The Seventh Epistle in regard to the teaching of that
ultimate principle of philosophy which for Plato remains his ‘unwritten
doctrine.’*” Plato does not leave the matter undiscussed. He presents us with
a theory of knowledge, and it is this epistemology which paves the way for
learning something about the One which is beyond words. The book of
Dionysius on the first and highest principle of philosophy which Plato men-
tioned cannot, according to him, contain an exposition of his views. The
simple reason for this is that anyone who claims to know anything about
these ultimate principles also knows that they cannot be expounded in writing
like other knowledge. This must be the reason why Plato himself refrained
from writing a book about these matters. Still they can be learned through
long, sincere association between teacher and pupil. Plato condemns not only
Dionysius but anyone who has written or proposes to write a book on these
ultimate matters. The question which here forces itself on us is: What has then
Plato done in all his Dialogues after all? We shall see in the course of our dis-
cussion and analysis that The Seventh Epistleis the key to understanding the
entire structure of Plato’s philosophy which is then a prelude to say what ulti-
mately cannot be said. And the literary form of dialogue seems to be the best
way to do this.

But the question still remains: How to understand Plato’s own emphatic
statement that he has never written anything on matters of ultimate principles?
If by the first principles we understand his theory and teaching of the ideas,
then clearly it hardly makes any sense, for Plato did write about the ideas in
many of his Dialogues. There is one train of thought which rather implicitly
runs in between the lines of his several Dialogues as the red tape, and it is
this : Plato feels the need of some more ultimate doctrine to support his theory
of ideas. If the ideas are ultimate principles, then the ultimate principles



96 R. A. MALL

referred to as beyond the reach of words in his Seventh Epistle arc more ulti-
mate than the ideas. The idea of the One (hen), of the Good (agaton) seems
to be the ultimate source of all being, and Plato’s Socrates does refuseto state
it more fully.. Plato’s lectures on the Good inthe Academy in the midst of his
pupils are not available in black and white. In his later years, Plato scems to
traverse onthe border line between philosophy and poetry. In his Dialogues,
he does differentiate between the philosophical wisdom and the inspired
guesses of the poet. The earlier Plato wants to be a philosopher minus apoet,
whereas the later Plato is a poet-philosopher or a philosopher-poet.

The later Plato takes recourse to a poetical version of the One which he
thinks beyond the reach of logic and language, even dialectics. It is there-
fore quite certain that Plato has noetically experienced the sudden lightflash-
ing forth like a fire in his soul, and it is this lived experience, intuition in his
philosophy which is more ultimate ‘than anything we find in his Dialogues
and other writings, We also know that the intimate association among the
members of the Academy did deal with unwritten doctrines. They were un-
written and remained so, not because of the fear of divulging a secret but be-
cause of the intrinsic difficulty of adequately putting them into writing. The
way to learn it is rather analogous to upanisadic learning.

That the words like idea and dialectic, so frequently in use in other Dig-
logues of Plato totally fail in this long Epistle may be taken as a device of
Plato to show that the principles he is now tryingto talk about lie far deeper
than the ideas. The Seventh Epistle is less concerned with discovering the
truth, a goal Plato pursued earlier, than with the teaching and the exposition
of it. Thus, this letter contains a pedagogy and dialectics in the name of an
epitemology. If we are to grasp the nature of any object there are three
instruments to be employed: names, definitions and diagrams or images.
Plato does not totally deny the usefulness of these instruments; he only dis-
covers that they are as indispensable as defective. Every teacher experiences
the difficulty he faces when he wants to present his views. The terms he uses
have different connotations. The metonymic chasm between the name and
the nameéd, words- and things, concepts and reality, seems to be one of the
main lessons of this letter, and in an indirect way of all the Platonic Dia-
logues.

It is a constantly recurring theme in the various Dialogues of Plato that
our ordinary language is incapable of adequately putting the uitimate mat-
ters into words. The words and concepts we use are vested with their acci-
dental and conventional characters. Very clearly, in the *‘Sophist’ this is ex-
emplified in the verb ‘is’ which may stand for the relation of identity as well
as for a form of predication. The philosophy of language which Plato here
envisages is not one which can be developed in time to meet the need of an
adequate formulation; it is rather the very inherently defective nature of
language not to be able to express uliimate matters adequately.

The Seventh Epistle also makes it clear that Plato certainly is in posses-

METONYMIC REFLECTIONS 97

tion of an esoteric, felt knowledge, for he mentions the inadequacies and
weaknesses mainly of the medium in which to impart the knowledge and not
of the knowledge of the speaker as such. Of course, Plato of The Seventh
Epistle does not deny the possibility of real knowledge, yet he is not very
optimistic about his attainability. Plato’s philosophy has reserved a place
for dialectic as the science on the way to truth. The central teaching of the
Platonic dialectic is that it is an ascent from plurality to unity, from the
world of the many to that of the one. But even dialectic falls short of reach-
ing into the heart of the ultimate principle; it rather places itself in the fore-
court of the area of the One and the Good. At its best, dialectic prepares our
mind for illumination; it lets us be better suited for an intuitive, noetic ex-
perience of the one Ultimate Reality. It is not so much a mystic experience
than an insight which goes by the name of illumination.' The vision of the
One, the Absolute which flashes into the mind of the seeker cannot itself be
communicated. The One of Plato is more ultimate than the ideas in the ‘Re-
public’. The One as the Ultimate is beyond the being, non-being (epekeina
te ousia). The ultimate object of the soul’s quest is the One. Plato does be-
lieve that the realization of this goal means an all-round contentment of the
whole man-—reason, imagination and emotion. Not everybody isin a posi-
tion to experience such a complete satisfaction; it remains the privilege of
the few. Everybody is not, cannot be a philosopher.

Reason does not become jobless in the philosophy of Plato even after an
assessment of his Seventh Epistle. All that happens is the indubitable insight
that the One is beyond the reach of dialectic, reason, logic and language. In
“Timacus’ Plato puts it thus: ‘To discover the Maker and Father of this
whole is a hard task, and when one has found him he cannot tell of him to
all.”1?

Plato though leaves it open to guess whether this ‘finding him’ is just
beyond language or because one finds him by being him. The latter possibi-
lity would be parallel to that of Sarnkara. It amounts toa certain ‘Platonic
irony, which recognizes the difficulty of penetrating to the real nature of
justice, and the impossibility, having once penetrated there, of expounding
the truth in anything but imperfect figure’.20

If we take the main teaching of this letter to be our point of departure and
iry to review the entire Platonic philosophy, we are forced to conclude that
it is not the Dialogues which prepare the way for the noetic, esoteric, illu-
minatory sudden insight of light fiashing into the soul, but it is just the other
way round. The theology implied in the Platonic philosophy places the One,
the Good above the God of religion, although Plato rather mythologically
talks of the Maker and Father of this whole (comparable to Sarmkara’s
I$vard). There is no doubt, that Plato’s philosophy is basically rationalistic,
strikingly ethical, but in the heart of its heart thought it is mythical and
esoteric.
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IV. SAMKARA AND PLATO: COMPARED AND CONTRASTED

There seems to be a technique as old as human thinking itself which tries to
say what cannot be said. In other words, it is negative in so far as it empha-
sizes the incapacities of language. But at the same time, there is left a persis-
tent and legitimate feeling of the difference between what is really said and
what ought to have been said in order that this feeling of difference is not
there. The famous technique of negative theology is one of the most impor-
tani ones belonging to this paradigm.

The Hen, the One of Plato, plays a similar role in his philosophy as the
non-dual consciousness in that of Samkara. Of course, Sarmkara is linguisti-
cally more negative in his definition of the Absolute than Plato, for he terms
it as non-dual, a-dvaita.

Sarikara and Plato seem to deny the possibility of predication with regard
to the Absolute more or less on the same ground of its being one, unique
and beyond comparison. Of course, for Plato there is his copy theory which
connects the phenomenal world of empirical changing things with the perfect
ideas which in their turn are grounded in the One. For Sarkara, on the
other hand, the world of empirical things and beings shows its illusory
character when it is judged from the absolute point of view. Not Plato, but
Samkara postulates a non-dual identity between the human soul and Brah-
man, an identity which lies hidden and only needs to be laid bare in the in-
tuition of the ever-present identity. If the One of Plato is understood as the
not-many of the changeable empirical world then of course it comes very
near to Samkara’s non-dual One. The One is equated here with not-two,
not-three and so on.

If the real teaching of the One, as the Sevenrh Epistle amply shows, cannot
be written and communicated through discursive thought, reasoning, logic
and language, the question arises: Is Plato then speaking just playfully in his
different Dialogues? Is he really not taking things solemnly and seriously? If
he knew about the fundamental inexpressibility of the One, why did he write
and lead asiray, if not himself, then the reader of his writings? Plato seems
to have realized that all that is historical betrays the character of playfulness,
and the One which is beyond the reach of language, time and history defies
any and every written exposition.

Samkara rather than Plato presents us with better worked out methodical
steps on our way towards the realization of the ever present non-duality bet-
ween the human soul and Brahman. The esoteric element makes its appear-
ance more prominently in the philosophy of Plato than in that of Sarkara.
In the spirit of Plato’s teaching we should not be bound to the shadows of
the cave but get to see the reality. But this transformation needs an illumi-
nating revelation.

Both Sashkara and Plato subscribe to the idea of some sort of mysticism
which, of course, is not crude and allows some role for reason and discursive
thinking to play.?* They do not just sit and hope for the mystic experience
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to happen. They would have been crude mystics had they really done so.
Still there seems to be a very characteristic and fundamental difference bet-
ween the mysticism of Sarhkara and that of Plato. The mystic experience of
advaita-vedanta does not really bring about any identity; it simply lets the
thick clouds of superimposition vanish, Nothing remains to be rejoined or
explained, for the illusory character of everything except the pure the cons-
ciousness is laid bare. The Platonic mystic, on the other hand, establishes a
unity forming the whole cosmos to a harmonious organic one. There is no-
thing in Plato which corresponds to the concept of mdy3 in Sarkara. Plato
traverses a path of ascent from plurality to unity; Samkara from an ever
present non-dual unity to a not really real plurality.

V. CONCLUDING REMARKS

Recently Derrida has critically picked out as a central theme the technique
of negative theology to say something positive on something by saying that
nothing positive can be said about it. Both Sarmkara and Plato subscribe to
this paradigm. Derrida asks a very simple question: Comment ne pas parler?
In other words, he asks how to avoid speaking. We want to put the same
question in our present context and try to find out what Sarakara and Plato
really want to say or aim at with their negative technique.

If to speak negatively means that there is nothing to speak about, the trou~
bles these philosophers take to do so is not worth even the nihilism in which
they may land: That something they seem to have an intuition of is worth
the trouble to express it negatively. It scems that both $amkara and Plato
seem committed to do it. The negative technique is used with the intention
of teaching, communicating, conversing and even changing the political so-
ciety, at least in case of Plato. It is Sarnkara, not Plato who became a sanya-
sin very early in his life and leads the life of a monk. Plato in his Seventh
Epistle speaks about his ambition as a young man to enter public life and
politics. '

The question, why they do not avoid speaking by not-speaking at all can
only be answered by a commitment thesis to speak about it, a commitment
they feel in themselves and which they cannot avoid fulfiiling even if they so
desire to keep mum. There seems to be an element of inner voice which is
betrayed in case they really remain silent. The further question which is of
interest here is: Where does this commitment come from? Is it something
noetic, transcendental or something transcendent? If it be something trans-
cendent and if the acceptance of this transcendence is a sine qua non for the
intuition of it, then, of course, it is not far from an ontology or theology.
The identity of Atman and Brahman is something noetic without its being
arbitrarily subjective. Both, Sarikara and Plato seem to subscribe some form
of mystic philosophy as a way of life (over and above the philosophy as a
way of thought) which steers clear between a purely speculative philosophy
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of the Absolute @ Jz Hegel and a mystic theology which still leaves room for
acts of faith and prayer. The question of a religious faith and an atiitude of
prayer are, of course, foreign to both, Sarmkara and Plato. Both of them
seem to plead for a jiigna-marg, but with a difference.

From what has been said above about the One of Plato and the nitguna
Brahman of Satkara, it follows that the negative description does not mean
nothing, and negation is not its own telos. Since it is something which is not
available to positive description, and since it is also not something just to be
recognized on grounds of faith, the act of negation, of some noetically felt
and intended negation to speak about the unspeakable seems to fulfil some
intention in and through this very act without thereby necessarily thinking
of the ultimate reality as God, nature and so on. The question which then
arises is: Is this Absolute then just a linguistic event? It would go against the
spirit of the philosophy of Samkara as well as that of Plato to relegate the
ultimate principle to something which takes place only in and through fangu-
age. The felt-knowledge of the Absolute is something which happens. .

The pure consciousness ($uddha-caitanya) of Samkara is the underlying
reality of the world, of the actual as well as of the possible worlds. It has
nothing to do with the creation of the world. In this point, Sarmkara seems
to fare better, for he does not resort to any of the allegorical, mythical ex-
planations which Plato often mentions in his works (the myth of creat%on
in Timaeus). Sarmkara rather takes the bull by the horns and lets everything
be dependent on Brahman but not vice versa. All the problems Plato takes
the trouble to solve by bringing in the myths to play their role cease to be
problems for Sathkara the moment the identity with Brahman is realized.
the vedantic Samkarite mystic may intuite, experience, sec and realize the
presence of Brahman along with its identity to human soul in all beings:

In spite of striking similarities and characteristics and illuminating differ-
ences between the monistic concept of the One (Hen) of Plato and the non-
dualistic Pure Consciousness of Sarnkara, they meet to differ in their concept
of the mystic vision, experience. This experience teaches Plato that unity and
diversity, one and all join hands and are ultimately reconciled; it teaches
$arnkara, on the other hand, that there is nothing with which to be reconcil-
ed and the parasitically illusory character of all appearances is done away
with for all time. Irrespective of the controversy whether the world is ulti-
mately real or illusory, the noetically mystic character of the above experi-
ence seems to be its own ground for justification, legitimacy and truth with
the additional apprehension of being in the state of perfect conciliation.
Plato may join in Sarmkara’s conviction that the illuminatory experience of
the One without a second is of self-certifying character. Both may deny the
opponent the right to dispute and contest the truth of another possessing
such a knowledge of Brahman and Hen respectively even at the risk of being
branded as subjectivist.

There are two Sarmkaras as there are two Platos: the exoteric and the eso-
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teric one. The exoteric Satikara in his hermeneutic of Indian thinking very
often refers to the unquestionable authority of the Srutis and takes them to
be the ground of justification and legitimization of his views. The esoteric
Samkara, on the contrary, refers to the intuition, noetic experience (saksar-
kara) of the non-duality between Atman and Brahman. The latter move is
an antidote to his rather dogmatic view. The Plato of the Academy in deep
intercourse with his pupils is the esoteric one experiencing the One (Hen) as
a sudden insight of light flashing into the soul. The Plato of the Dialogues is
the exoteric one believing in the power of dialectics and reason to reach the
truth of the One and for that matier taking even the help of myths,

There seems to be an inherent irony in human quest for the Absolute.
Those who have realized it cannot tell what it is really like and those who
have not cannot really know what it is like. The future of Indian as well as
of European philosophy seems to lie in a balanced and critical synthesis of
the roles played by authority, reason, experience and self-knowledge.
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Mimarnsa before Jaimini: ]
some problems in the interpretation of Sruti
in the Indian tradition

DAYA KRISHNA
Rajasthan University, Jaipur

Mimamsa as a school of Indian philosophy is too closely identified with
Jaimini’s Mimarisd Sitra as if there was no thinking about what the Mima-
msa dealt with before him. In a sense this is true of the other so-called
schools of Indian philosophy also, even though cach one of them refers in a
greater or lesser degree to other thinkers before the crystallization of their
position in the various Sifras. Jaimini however may be considered as an ex-
ception among them, for he not only gives the ‘pirvapaksa’ of the position
he has expounded, but aiso gives the name of the person to whom the pirva-
paksa is ascribed. The authority of Jaimini seems to have obliterated the
memory of those who hold positions different from that of Jaimini.

However, there should be little difficulty in reconstructing their positions
regarding the issues that Jaimini discusses in his Mimdrisa Siitra. These may
be regarded as alternative Mimdnisd positions held by Mimarsakas other
than Jaimini, and thus we may have pre-Jaimini Mimarisa positions which
were considered as legitimate or correct at least by the thinkers to whom he
ascribes these positions.

These positions, however, are not about any theoretical issues regarding,
say, epistemology or metaphysics. They are concerned with the procedure
or the Vidhi* according to which the Vedic Yajfa is to be performed. Mima-
riesd, it should be remembered, is not concerned, at least directly, with any
theoretical issues whether in Jaimini or anyone else. Its main interest is to
determine the correct procedure with which a Vedic Yajiia’ is to be perform-
ed and as far as it is concerned, the mantras and the Brahmanas are the final
authority for deciding the issues regarding the correctness of any procedure
that is advocated. This is the sole task that Jaimini conceives for himself,
The rest is all subsidiary. Each siddhanta that he propounds relates to the
exact procedure with which a particular Vedic Yajfa is to be performed, for
without proper performance of the Yajfia the desired result cannot be ob-
tained.

* The term +Vidhi” in Mimdrisa is technically used to mean an injunction only. But
as an injunction can be with regard fo a procedure to be adopted or avoided and as
Jaimini is primarily interested in laying down the correct procedure for the performance
of the various Yajfas in the Vedic texis, there is little harm in using it in that extended

sense also. In any case, the context should make clear the sense in which the term is being
used in this paper, and it is hoped that no confusion will be generated on this account.
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In fact even if the Yajfia is performed without the desire for any specific
fruit or which the Sruzi has prescribed just for the sake of attaining merit or
of warding off the undesirable consequences if it is not performed, it would
not attain its purpose, unless it is performed in the proper prescribed way.
In fact, in that case it cannot even be called a “Vedic Yajfia’ in the proper
sense of the word. This would, in principle, apply equally to the daily Agni-
hotra, for unless it is performed in the proper way, it is as good as not per-
formed at a1l and hence cannot ward off the pratyavdya which it is supposed
to do.

The Yajfias performed according to the piirvapaksas which Jaimini re-
futes in his Mimdrsa Sitras, therefore, were not Vedic Yajfias at all, since
they were not performed according to the correct procedure faid down by the
Sruti. They obviously could not therefore have attained the results for which
they were performed. The recourse to the idea of vikalpa or as permissible
alternatives would not help as the situations in which a vikalpa is allowed is
itself determined by the Srusi. In fact, if a sacred ritual is wrongly performed
it may be expected to give results opposed to those than the ones for the
sake of which it was done and if this is accepted for the Vedic Yajfia then it
would imply that all those Rsis whose views Jaimini refutes did not only not
get the fruit for which they performed the Yaja but got the opposite of that
for which they had petformed it. This would also apply to all those Yajfias
which were performed to attain heaven and to which the well-known injunc-
tion Svargakamo Yajet applies. One would, therefore, have to reluctantly
conclude that all those Rsis whom Jaimini refutes attained not heaven but
hell by performing the Yajfia in the wrong way.

The usual defence of many traditional Pandits confronted with such a
situation has been to say that many of the Pirvapaksas which are refuted in
the Sastra are the pidrvapaksas which have been imagined by the concerned
thinker as a possible objection to what he is trying to establish and thus
rendering his position more secure that it would otherwise be. This is evi-
dent from the fact that many a time they give more than one pitrvapaksa and
sometime even treat the pirvapaksa as a siddhanta and imagine possible
pitrvapaksas to it. Jaimini himself does so at many places.

The objection pertains to an important character of the philosophical
enterprise in India where philosophy was seen essentially as a vydpara of the
intellect (Buddhi) which consisted in establishing a position, through evidence
and arguments which involved the refutation of all actual and possible ob-
jections that could be raised against that position. The Indian philosopher
liked not only to imagine counter-arguments to his position and tried to re-
fute them but also tried to imagine possible counter-evidence to what he was
saying and tried to show that it did not affect his position substantially. But
this is irrelevant as far as Jaimini is concerned for most of the pirvapaksas
are explicitly ascribed by him by name to a particular thinker before him.
They cannot, therefore, be regarded as imagined piirvapaksas. Rather, they
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were the actual pirvapaksas held by particular persons who had argued that
the correct procedure of performing the Vedic Yajfia was according to the
way they had interpreted the Sruti. And, as the dispute between Jaimini and
his predecessors concerned the correct interpretation of the Sruti with res-
pect to the vidhi which was prescribed for the various ¥ajfias, the question of
animagined piirvapaksa does not arise in this case at all.

The distinction between the Nitya and the Kamya Yajiias would also not
be relevant in this context, as the vidhi prescribed for those Yajfias which can
be either Nitya or Kamya, such as the Agnihotra or the Dardapiirpamdsa have
also the same problem as regards the proper vidhi according to which they
should” be performed. As the Nitya Yajiias which are to be performed
throughout one’s life are supposed to destroy accumulated sins of last life,
they would obviously not do so if performed in the wrong manner. All the
carlier psis who performed the Darfapiirpamdsa or the Agnihotra, according
to the vidhis refuted by Jaimini in his Mimamsa Sitras, would therefore
have wasted their whole life performing something which would not only not
have washed away the sins of their previous life but perhaps added to them
further by doing something which was not in accordance with the Sruti and
thus violated in the opposite direction.

The problem in a sense does not arise only with respect to the thinkers
before Jaimini who had argued for a particular vidhi concerning any of the
Yajiias which happened to be different from that of Jaimini and which was
explicitly rejected by him in the Mimdrsd Shatras. It continues even after
Jaimini, though in a minor manner. It is, for example, well-known that
according to Kumdrila, some of the views regarding the vidhi of the Vedic
Yajiias propounded as siddhanta according to Sabara’s understanding of
Jaimini are to be treated as parvapaksa and not siddhanta. But if this is true
then all Yajfas which were performed according to the vidhi understood as
siddhénta by Sabara would share the same fate as had been the case with the
pre-Jaimini performers of the Vedic Yajdas, if we accept Jaimini’s interpre-
tation regarding the correct vidhi for performing these Ygjfias. The reason
why Kumarila’s observations and the theoretical and practical problems it
raises have not been paid sufficient attention in Mimarmsa literature may per-
haps be because of the fact that, firstly, they are so few in number and,
secondly, because they are confined only to one or two Yajiias which were
not regarded as very important in the Vedic corpus by the actual perform-
ers of the Vedic Yajfigs. Kumarila’s authority in any case never surpassed
Jaimini as interpreted by Sabara, particularly as far as the actual perform-
ance of the Vedic Yajfias was concerned.

The question of the actual authority of Jaimini as interpreted by Sabara
with regard to the actual performance of the Yajfias is, of course, a highly
debatable issue, particularly in the light of the fact that there not only are
differences in the way some Yajiias are performed, but that as far as the
actual procedure for the performance of any Yajfia was concerned, it was the
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authority of the Y&jfiika and not the Mimarhsaka which prevailed in such
matters. Prof. Staal has reported such an incident in his book on 4gni where
he states that the Yajfiika on being told that the texts prescribed a different
procedure continued to do the things in the way he considered to be correct
which, most probably, was taught to him by the teacher who had trained
him in the performance of the Vedic ritual.

The question, however, is not whether the pre-Jaimini Mimarsakas were
correct in their interpretation of the texts which had given the various pro-
cedures for performing the Vedic yajfias or it was Jaimini as understood by
Sabara who interpreted them correctly just as it has usually not been consi-
dered important amongst the Mimarhsakas whether Kumarila was correct in
hiscontention against Sabara that what he had taken as siddhanta was really a
piirvapaksa. The real problem is how to decide between different interpreta-
tions of a text, particularly when it is accorded the status of Srut/. Jaimini is
rightly regarded in the tradition as being the first person who gave explicit
rules for the interpretation of what he regarded as Sruti proper. As for the
pre-Jaimini interpreters whom Jaimini had referred to in his Mimamsa Sitra,
they arc not known for having formulated any explicit rules on the basis of
which they gave their interpretation of the concerned texts. As for Kumarila,
he must have given some reasons for his opinion but, as far as I know, there
has been no serious discussion about what he has said in this context. But
even with respect to the principles formulated by Jaimini for the correct
interpretation of the text, we must distinguish the principles he has formu-
lated and the conclusions he has derived from them, as it is inconceivable
that different conclusions could not be derived from the same principles. Such
a situation is not entirely unknown in the Indian tradition. The Brahma
Satras are a classic example of a text which has been diversely interpreted by
the various dedryas from Sathkara onwards. The principles which Jaimini
has formulated with respect to the interpretation of the Sruti had no intrin-
sic relationship to the Sruti alone in the context of which they were deve-
loped, but had a wider relevance for the interpretation of any text whatso-
ever.

And that is what actually happened to the principles of interpretation
formulated by Jaimini. They became the basis of legal and juristic interpre-
tation in India, as has been shown by Kisori Lal Sarkar in his work entitled
The Mimarisa Rules of Interpretation. Even Badarayana adopts some of the
principles, particularly the one relating to the role of the context in correctly
interpreting any particular statement in a text, in his work known as the
Brahma-Sitra. He even added some principles of his own though they are
not explicitly mentioned by him as such. One such principle to which he
refers in the first chapter very often may be formulated as “All entities having
the same predicates may be regarded as the same, even though they may have
different names.’
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The problem of the interpretation of the Sruti is further complicated by
the fact that Jaimini considered only the Vidhi Viakyas or the imperative
sentences to constitute the Srusi and all the other sentences as being essen-
tially ancillary or subsidiary te them. Buf the principles themselves do not
necessarily entail such a position and hence Jaimini’s interpretation is influ-
enced not only by the interpretative principles he articulates, but also by his
theory of language. He secs verb as the centre of meaning in a sentence.
Badarayana, on the other hand, opts for a different theory of langnage. For
him it is the noun which carries the central core of the meaning and, there-
fore, he sees the Sruti in a different light and, accordingly, interprets it
differently. What is arthavada for Jaimini becomes central to Badarayana
and what is central to Jaimini, that is Pajfia, becomes peripheral to Badara-
vana. Thus, itis not only the principles of interpretation that determine the
interpretation of the Srusi, but also a theory of linguistic meaning which
affects not only what is regarded as the central meaning of the text, but also
how the rest of the corpus is to be interpreted as related to it.

The problem of the interpretation of the Sruti texts is, thus, bedevilled by
the differences amongst the two schools of Jaimini and Bidarayana regarding
what is to be treated as the central purport of the Sruri text, that is, whether
their central meaning is concerned with the Yajfias and the vidhis relating
to them, or the Brahman as the ultimate, foundational, metaphysical reality.
Surprisingly, both Jaimini and Badariyana believe that the descriptive em-
pirical statements with which the Sruti texts are replete have no independent
sense of their own and, according to them, their meaning is to be: understood
only in relation to either Yajfia or Brahman as the case may be. This, it may
be noted, is in sharp contrast to the modern orthodox opinion regarding the
Vedas which regards them as the storehouse of all empirical and transcen-
dental knowledge.

Bidarayana’s Brahman-centric interpretation of the Srusi based onhis two
interpretative principles that (1) the context should determine the meaning
of the specific terms which are used in a discussion, and (2) that if the
same predicates are used to characterize different entities then they should
be treated not as different but as one and the same, did not however stop the
diversity in the interpretations of the Sruti text, as is evidenced by the history
of the development of Vedanta in India. In contrast, Jaimini’s authority was
accepted almost without question and no rival schools arose with regard to
the problem of determining what is the correct vidhi according to which the
Vedic Yajfias were to be performed. There is, of course, an occasional instance
of a Kumarila treating what Jaimini, according to Sabara, propounded as a
siddhdanta to be really a piirvapaksa. But, as we pointed out earlier, these are
rare instances and do not affect the situation substantially. The so-called
Bhitta and Prabhakara schools of Mimdmsa do not differ about the vidhi
according to which the Vedic Yagjfias were to be performed, but about other
matters. But though at the theoretical level it appears to be so, at the ground
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level, the situation seems to be different. It was the ygiika and not the
mimamsaka who determined what was to count as the correct vidhi in the
Yajia which was to be performed. And as the y@jfiika tradition not only
differed in different regions of India but also changed over a period of time,
the correct vidhi of performing a Yajfiz also differed from region to region
and period to period.!

The problem raised by the diversity of actual practice as against the theo-
retical unity derived from the mimdrisd text of Jaimini should have found
some discussion in the Sabary Bhasya itself as even at that time it was an
accepted fact that the Vedas had different §akhds and that each of the $akha
had its own Brdhmana which presumably must have differed regarding the
vidhis to be adopted for performing the particular yajfias.

In fact the problem of the Vedic §akhés has not been squarely faced in the
context of the so-called Sruti Pramanya of the Veda or of its alleged apauru-
seyatva. How can, for example, all the §gkhdas be held to be equally authentic
when they differ in essential respects? The problem would arise equally whe-
ther we accept the Jaimini interpretation of the Srufi or the Badariayana
interpretation of the Sruti. However, it should be obvious that the problem
is even more pressing in the case of the Jaimini interpretation of the Sruti as
it deliberately and self-consctously confined itself to prescribing the vidhis
for the various yajfias and the result one may expect from their performance
alone. The sakhds must differ about something and in the context of what
Jaimini is saying they can relevantly differ only with respect to the vidhi
according to which the pajfias are to be performed. Thus each $dkha would
have its own vidhi of performing the yajfizs and would be distinguished by
the others on this basis alone.

There is another problem which arises from the existence of the different

§aichds of the Vedas which has recently been brought to my notice by Dr
Mukund Laih in a personal conversation which relates to the unchangeable
Sabdanupiirvi character of the Veda, that is, the unchangeable sequence of the
varna and the $abda in a Vedic mantra, for in case it is not so, it cannot be
regarded as the same mantra. The Vedic mantras, on this view, are treated as
consisting only of Sabda and Sabda alone. It has got nothing to do with
artha or meaning, for in case it was the artha that was central to it, it could
be said in a different way resulting in a different order of the word sequence,
a possibility which is generally not accepted with regard to the text of the
Veda.?

But as it is usually accepted, even by the most orthodox interpreters of the
Vedas, that such an invariant sequence of the varpa and the §abda is a chara-
cteristic only of the mantras, it would follow that for anyone who regards
the mantras as alone constituting the Veda, they at least would have no
meaning. But as hardly anyone regards the Vedas as completely meaningless,
and as most traditional interpreters of the Veda subscribe to the doctrine of
the invariant nature of the sequence of febda and the varpa in the mantras,
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it follows that for most of them the essential part of the Veda does not lie in
the Samhita or the mantra portion of it, but somewhere else. For Jaimini
and his followers, it lies in what are called the Brahamanas,?® while, for the
followers of Badarayana, it lies in what are called the Arapyakas and the
Upanisads. However, as there are different Briahmanas belonging tf’ ‘the dif-
ferent Sakhas, the yajiia-centric interpretation of the Veda would either have
to accept a plurality among the correct vidhis with regard to the performance
of the various yajfias depending upon the fakha to which one belongs and
the authority of the Brahmapa which one accepts or 10 argue that there are
no differences with regard to the correct procedure prescribed for the per-
formance of the different yajfias in the different $akhds of the Veda and their
Brahmanas. But if the latter alternative is accepted, then the question arises
as. to \x;hat are the differences between the different §akhds, if it is held that
they are not in respect of the vidhis according to which a yajfia is to be per-
formed. However, as far as T know, these two alternatives, which alone ob-
tain in the situation created by the existence of the different Sakhas of the
Veda, have not been squarely faced in the orthodox mimdrsa tradition of
Vedic interpretation. -

For Badarayana and his followers, the problem is of a dlffel‘eI}t order.
Firstly, they have to delimit the Upanisads whose authority as Sruti they
would accept, as the Upanisads continued to be composed till as late as the
thirteenth century. Most of the so-called major Upanisads to which ’Bé,daré~
yana is supposed to refer to in his Brabma Sitras and on which Samkara
has written independent commentaries of his own, arc not ir}dependent
works but selections from a pre-existent text. One of them, the Tsopanisad
is in fact a part of the $ukla Yajurveda Sarhit itself. It is not quite clear
whether Badariayana or Sarmkara or any of their innumerable followers
subscribe to the doctrine of the invariance of the §abda and the varpa sequ-
ences of the mantras. But if they do, then it is obvious that they cannot
treat at least the I$opanisad as having a meaning of its own which could be
explicated by writing a bhdsya on it. )

The problem of the inierpretation of the Sruti, therefore, is far more
complex than has usually been thought in the tradition or even in modern
times. A number of preliminary questions have to be settled before the
various issues relating to the interpretation of the fruti can even be raised.
The following are, perhaps, the most important of them which demand
prior consideration and decision:

1. Which, amongst the existing texts, is the corpus that shall be regarded
as Sruti proper? In other words, shall it be the Sarihitas alone or the Sam-
hitds and the Brakmanas or the Sarhitas, the Brahmanas and the Aranyakas
or the Sarihitds, the Brahmanas, the Aramyakas and the Upanisads which
are not a part of either the Samhitas or the lr?r&hmmjtas or the Arazzyak_as
proper? In case we treat only the Samhitas as Sripti, what shall we do with
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the Krsma Yajurveda which has its mantra and Brahamana portions mixed
up together? Shall we treat only the mantra portions of the Krsna Yajurveda
as Sriiti proper?

2. What shall we do with the §akhds which have their own versions of
the Sarihitds and the Brahmanas? Shall we treat them all as Sruti equally
or only the portion common to them all? If we include the Upanisads which
are not integral parts of the Samthitas or the Brahmanas or the Aranyakas,
then which of them should be excluded from the Sru#i and on what grounds?
Shall we accept the Yajfia-centric interpretation of the Vedic Corpus, parti-
culatly when it relegates the Sarhitas to a secondary status and makes
Brahmapas the central part of the Veda? But in case Brahmanas are
treated as the central part of the Veda, how can it be regarded as apaurugeya?
The Brahma-centric interpretation of Badariyana relegates both the Sar-
hitas and the Brahmapas to a secondary status in the Corpus and treats all
statements in the Vedic Corpus which do not concern Brakman directly or
indirectly as meaningless. What is the status of all those statements which
are neither concerned directly or indirectly with the yajia, or directly and
indirectly with Brahman and which in many cases deal specifically with a
description of some empirical state of affairs?

These issues are independent of those relating to the establishment of the
correct tendering of the text by a proper collection of different manuscripts
relating to them and preparing a critical edition of them for scholarly
purposes.

Nortes

1. For a recent example of this, sce the statement of Fritz Staal, who in his Infroduction
to the volume entitled 4gni which he edited, writes *“When the Nambudiri ritualists
are told that, according to classical texts, certain rites used to be performed differently
in the past, they say, “*Inferesting”, Not for a moment would they consider changing
their own ritual practice in the light of such information, They perform the ritual as
they have learnt from their preceptors. It is their tradition.’ (p. 3, Italics added)

2. Tt s, of course, true that Jaimini treats the view that the mantras have no meaning as
a pirvapaksa and tries to esfablish the siddhgnta that it is not so. The whole of
Adhyayal, pada (I1), adhikarana (4) is concerned with this issue (sitras 31-53). But
as it is conceded in séfra 46, that the so-called meaning of the mantra may be purely
an arthavida, and as it is primarily argued in Adhydya 11, pada 1, adhikarana (6) that
manfras are not injunctive, the verb ocenrring in them being merely expressive of
assertion, the whole significance of siddhdnra is completely lost, For, if mantras are
not expressive of injunctions, then they cannot have anything to do with dharma, for
dharma is supposed to consist only of vidhi or nisedha, that is, of prescriptions and
prohibitions.

Kumarila suggests in his Tantravartika that Sabara is mistaken in thinking that
the adhikarapa has anything to do with mantras, but then he does not make clear
what does the meaning of mantras consist in? Prabhakara, on the other hand, is
fairly clear that ‘From the very nature of mantras it is clear that they cannot be taken
as injunctions being as they are entirely devoid of any kind of injunctive word;
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also because all Mantras are found to be construable,—either by direct syntactica?l
connection or by indirect implication, with other passages which are injunctive. S.O if
the Maniras themselves were to enjoin another action, there would be two actions
enjoined by what is practically only “one sentence™. Nor are the Manfras found to
contain any commendation or condemnation; so they cannot be taken as arthavida’
cither. He, of course, adds, ‘with all this, however, Mantras cannot be regarded as
absolutely meaningless or useless; forming an integral part of the Veda, they must
have some useful purpose, they must have some meaning, expressing something that
is needful in the acts prescribed by the injunctive passages’ (Sabara-Bhagya (trans.)
Ganganatha Jha, Oriental Institute, Baroda, 1973, p, 201). ] ]
The confusion could not be compounded further. If the mantras are not injunctive,
and do not have even any arthavada, what other meaning can they have? The irouble
is that the mimdrisaka is led by the inexorable logic of his position to the denial of any
meaningfulness to the manfras, but he cannot accept the conclusion of his premises
as it will render the very foundation of what he wants to build upon, meaningless.
The debate regarding the meaninglessness of the Samhitd or the mantra portion of
the Veda is very old. One finds various arguments for this position ascribed to
Kautsa by Yiska in his Nirukea, and it is surprising to find that Jaimini gives no new
arguments in the statement of the positions of the so-called piarvapaksa in his Mimg-
rhsd Sdrras, nor does he seem to find any new replies to them than those which Yaska
had already given to Kauisa in his Nirukte (Lakshman Sarup, The Nighantu and rh?
Nirukta, Delhi, Motilal Banarsidass, 1984, p, 16 (English trans.) pp. 37-38 (Sanskrit
text), But Jaimini created an insuperable difficulty for himself and his successors by
opting for $akatiyana’s position that all nouns can be reduced to verbs, which Yaf.ka
had refuted (pp. 13-14 and p. 36). Jaimini, of course, could not have done qthcrwnse,
as he could not have maintained the yajfia-centric interpretation of the Veda if he had
done so. But he did not see that he was landing himself in a contradiction by helding
to Sakatiyana’s position and opposing Kautsa’s as propounded in the Nirukta of
Yaska. Prabhakara seems to have suggested a way out of the seemingly insolub{e
dilemma by suggesting that the maniras, though meaningless in themselves, find .tht:;r.
use in the function they perform in the sacrificial ritual. Surprisingly, neither Jaimini
ror Sabara refers to the earlier discussion of Yaska on the subject.

. Tt is sometimes argued that the term ‘Brahmana’ in the context of the Mimarmsa

includes besides what are usuaily called the Br@hmanas, the Aragyakas and the Upanf'—
sads also, The Mimdarmsa-Sitra 11, 1. 33 seems to provide a justification for this, as it
defines Brdhmana as a residual category, that is, those which are not the mantras.
But such a construal is basically forced, as neither the dranyakas nor the Upanisads
(or the texts known by these names) would be of much help in determining the correct
vidhi according to which any particular yajfia has to be performed. And, if they can-
not do that, they can at best be arthavdda which would be of little solace to those
who want to see them treafed as the Sruti. In fact, even the stray reference to an
Upanisad or an Arapyaka by Sabara would not prove much for not only a few
swallows do not make a summer, but the passages quoted are bound to be of the type
usuaily found in the texts designated as Brahmanas for, otherwise, they will be of no
use to Sabara. The fact of the matter is that the usual fourfold division of the so--
called Sruti is not only overlapping, but has no clear-cut criteria to commend itself.
The fsopanisad, which is accepted by everybody to be an integral part of the Sukla
Yajurveda Sarhitd, is the clearest example of this. But thers: are examples galore, an_d
the fact that the so-called believers in the authority of the Sruti have put up with this
situation only shows how little they really believe in its authority, It is time that
those who really care for the foundations of thought and culture in India re-edit the
texts on the basis of criteria which are explicitly stated and rationally justified.
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There are two phrases which are used quite often in interpreting what
Sanikara means when he says thai bliss is intrinsically good or bliss is an
intrinsic value: “for its own sake’ and “in itself”. Those who use the phrase
for its own sake’ in interpreting the notion of the intrinsic value of bliss
maintain that when Sankara says that bliss is intrinsically good or bliss is
an intrinsic value, that simply means that bliss is desired or desirable for its
own sake and not for the sake of anything else. They define the notion of
‘good’ or ‘value’ in terms of “desired’ or ‘desirable’ and “intrinsic’ in terms
of “for its own sake’. But those who use the phrase in itself” in interpreting
the notion of the intrinsic value of bliss, hold the view that when Sankara
says that bliss is intrinsically good or bliss is an intrinsic value, that simply
means that bliss is an end in itself. It is not a means to some other end. They
define the notion of ‘good’ or value’ interms of ‘end’ and ‘intrinsic’ in terms
of “in itself”. Sometimes both the phrases are used interchangeably and no
distinction is maintained between them while interpreting and analysing
the notion of the intrinsic value of bliss. The statement that ‘Bliss is desired
or desirable for its own sake’ is interpreted to mean that it is an end in itself,
Whether both the phrases have the same meaning or not, is a matter of in-
vestigation. Nonetheless, it is true that both the phrases are quite often used
in interpreting and analysing what Sankara means when he says that bliss is
intrinsically good or bliss is an intrinsic value. So, to judge whether San-
kara’s conception of the intrinsic value of bliss could legitimately be inter-
preted in terms of ‘being desired or desirable for its own sake’ or “end in it-
self’ the philosophical analysis of both the phrases is essential and that is
what the present paper aims. This paper does not aim to give a historical
account of the theories of bliss, nor does it trace any hitherto unknown truth
about it. Rather, this paper is an analytical attempt to show that Advaita
Vedanta’s conception of bliss cannot legitimately be interpreted or defined
in terms of ‘being desired or desirable for its own sake’ or ‘end in itself”.

To begin with, let us consider the first form of interpretation in which the
use of the phrase “for its own sake’ occurs. There are two forms of this inter-
pretation. According to one, when it is maintained that bliss is intrinsically
good or that bliss is an intrinsic value, it simply means that bliss is desired
for its own sake and not for the sake of anything eise. For on¢ to say that
bliss is desired for its own sake is to say that bliss is sought (by men) for its
own sake. To be desired is to be sought. According to the other form of
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interpretation, when one says that bliss is intrinsically good or bliss is an
intrinsic value, what is meant is that bliss is desirable for its own sake, and
not for the sake of anything else. For to say that bliss is desirable for its own
sake is to say that bliss is worthy of being desired or ought to be desired for
its own sake. To be desirable is to be worthy of being desired or cught to be
desired. Both the forms of interpretation are, no doubt, different. That is be-
cause the expressions “desired’ and ‘desirable’ which occur in them have
different connotations. ‘Desired’ is a descriptive expression. Its logical form
is a form of <s’, not of “ought’. For this reason the judgement in which its
use occurs merely describes or reports as to what men actually seek or what
is sought by them. It does not say anything implicitly or explicitly as to what
men ought to seek or what ought to be sought by them. But in the case of
the expression “‘desirable’ the position is just the opposite. ‘Desirable’ is a
value expression. Iis logical form is a form of ‘ought’, not of ‘is’. Because of
this, the judgement in which its use occurs merely prescribes as to what men
ought to seck or what ought to be sought by them or is worthy of being
desired by them. It does not say anything as to what men actually seek or
what is sought by them. Since the notion of ‘is sought’ is logically different
from the notion of ‘ought to be sought’, to say that bliss is desired for its
own sake is not to say that bliss ought to be desired for its own sake, nor
does one follow from the other. But this, however, does not mean that a
thing which is desired cannot be desirable. A thing which is desired can also
be desirable. Because factually, though not logically, it is quite possible that
a thing which is sought may also be that which ought to sought. The expres-
sions, ‘desired’ and ‘desirable’, even though they have different connotations
and there is no logical connection betweenthem, are yet mutually quite com-
patible. The use of one does not negate the use of the other. The notion of
‘desired’ is not opposed to the notion of ‘desirable’. Desired is opposed to
undesired. ‘Desirable’ is opposed to undesirable. Since desired is not oppos-
ed to desirable, both the expressions can legitimately be applied to one and
the same thing without committing a logical mistake. So it could be said
very well that bliss is not only desired but is also desirable even if there is no
logical connection between them. From this point of view, both the forms of
interpretation could be said to be consistent. The interpretations would have
been fallacious if it were claimed that what is desired is always desirable or
bliss is desirable because it is desired. But since no such claim is made by the
interpreters while interpreting the notion of the intrinsic value of bliss, they
cannot be charged with committing a logical mistake. But to say this is not
to say that their interpretations of the intrinsic value of bliss are also correct
and that the conception of the ‘intrinsic value of bliss’ could be interpreted
and analysed properly in terms of ‘being desired and/or desirable for its own
sake’. Both the forms of interpretation seem to me to be incorrect for the
following reasons.
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The notion, of the ‘intrinsic value of bliss’ does not necessarily involve in
it the notion of ‘being desired or desirable for its own sake’, nor is it identi-
cal with them. If it were so, bliss would have had no goodness or value on
Safkara’s account when no one desires it for its own sake or it is not an ob-
ject of desirability to any one for its own sake. But since bliss, on $ankara’s
account, continues to be good and valuable even if nothing else existed or no
one desired it for its own sake or is not an object of desirability to anyone
for its own sake, both the forms of interpretation in which an attempt is
made to define the notion of the ‘intrinsic value of bliss’ in terms of ‘being
desired or desirable for its own sake’ cannot be said to be correct. To say
this does not mean that intrinsic goodness of bliss cannot be desired by any-
one for its own sake or it cannot be the object of desirability to anyone for
its own sake. The intrinsic goodness of bliss not only can be desired but also
can be the object of desirability for its own sake because the notion of ‘in-
tringic value of bliss’ is quite consistent with the notions of ‘desiring’ and
“desirability” in spite of that it is logically independent of and unconnected
with them. Had they been inconsistent notions, the statement “Bliss is not
only desired but also is desirable for its own sake’ would have had no mean-
ing on Sankara’s account. But since such statement on his account is quite
meaningful, the notion of ‘intrinsic value of bliss’ cannot be said to be in-
consistent with the notions of ‘desiring’ and “desirability’. This follows from
Sankara’s notion of mumuksa (the desire for moksa) itself whose object is
moksa which is positively characterized as blissful in a phenomenal sense. So
it can be said very well that bliss is not only desired but also is an object of
desirability for its own sake without defining the former in terms of the
latter. A thing which is an object of desire or desirability cannot be incon-
sistent with it. To say so would amount to committing a self-contradictory
mistake.

For the sake of argument, if it is admitted that the interpretation or the
analysis of the notion of “intrinsic value of bliss’ in terms of ‘being desired
and/or desirable for its own sake’ is correct, it would amount to mean that
bliss is not a non-relational value. Tt is a relational value because it derives
value from its relation to something else, i.e. men to whom it is an object of
desire or desirability. And that would mean that bliss cannot conceivably
exist unless besides it and its being an object of desire or desirability, some-
thing else existed, i.e. men to whom itis an object of desire or desirability.
But to accept this view would mean that goodness of bliss is extrinsic to it.
Goodness is not its nature. And that will go against Sankara’s conception of
bliss itself because bliss for him is a non-relational and absolute value. Its
value is not conditional. Tt is unconditionally good. And being a non-rela-
tional, absolute, unconditional value, it continues to be good and valuable
even when it is not related to men and their desires or desirability or any-
thing else in the universe. Its goodness is non-relational and unconditional

e
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is quite evident from $ankara’s conception of bliss itself. Because bliss for
him conceivably exists even when nothing else is related to it. In the state of
Videhmukti whenno body is attached to A#md, bliss still is conceived to have
its goodness. And that is a good reason to say that the goodness of bliss does
not consist in or depend upon men’s existence and their desiring or desir-
ability of it for its own sake. No men can conceivably exist and desire or a
thing cannot be the object of their desire or desirability unless they possess
the body. But since bliss, on Sankara’s account, can conceivably exist even
when nobody is attached to it, the interpretation of Sankara’s conception of
the intrinsic value of bliss in terms of ‘being desired and/or desirable for its
own sake’ cannot be said to be correct.

Further, desiring bliss for its own sake and finding it intrinsically good are
two different things. We can think of its goodness without necessarily desir-
ing it for its own sake or prescribing that it ought to be desired for its own
sake which would have not been possible if the notion of the <intrinsic value
of bliss’ had been identical with the notion of ‘being desired and/or desirable
for its own sake’ or the latter had been a part of the meaning of the former.
Desiring bliss (for its own sake) itself is not bliss. The desire of bliss’ in-
cludes in two different elements; the act of desire and bliss. Bliss isthat which
is desired and what is desired cannot be said to be identical with the desire
of it. To say this would amount to committing a self-contradictory mistake.
Similarly, the ‘prescription that bliss ought to be sought’ includes in it two
different clements: the act of prescription and bliss. Bliss is that which ought
to be sought and what ought to be sought cannot be said to be identical with
the prescription of it. To say this would again amount to committing a self-
contradictory mistake. Above all, bliss does not become good by our desiring
or prescribing it. Bliss is conceived to have its goodness even before our
desiring or prescribing it for its own sake and would have had it if we had
not desired or prescribed it for its own sake. Neither desire nor desirability
can be the ground of the goodness of bliss. Because the notion of ‘the good-
ness of bliss’ comes not only ontologically but also logically prior to the
notion of ‘desire’ or ‘desirability’ of it, and what comes ontologically and
logically prior to cannot be established on the basis of what comes later.
Bliss, on Sankara’s account, is good not because men desire it or it is an ob-
ject of desirability for its own sake. Rather it is its very nature to be such.
Men desire bliss or bliss becomes an object of their desirability for its own
sake, because it is conceived to be good in its nature.

There is no doubt that when it is said that bliss is desired or desirable for
its own sake, it simply means that bliss is desired or desirable for the sake of
bliss, and not for the sake of anything else because the use of the word <its’
in the statement ‘Bliss is desired or desirable for its own sake’ refers to bliss
and not anything else beyond it. But this would be quite different from say-
ing that bliss is intrinsically good. On this account, it cannot be established
that the notion of the ‘intrinsic value of bliss’ is analysable and interpretable
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in terms of ‘being desired or desirable for its own sake’. The notion of the
‘intrinsic goodness of bliss’ does not conceptually involve in it the notion of
‘desiring’ or ‘desirability’ of it; nor does it imply them. The intrinsic good-
ness of bliss is conceivable without necessarily desiring it for its own sake or
prescribing that it ought to be desired for its own sake. If it were not the
case, there would have been no possibility of its thinking without the other.
The latter does not follow from the former since there is no logical connec-
tion between them. They are logically independent notions. This, however,
does not mean that they cannot be related. They can be related since related-
ness is not opposed to independency. Bliss not only can be conceived to be
intrinsically good but also can be said to be an object of desire or desirability
without any logical error. The advaitins cannot be charged on this account.
They would have committed a mistake if it were said that what isintrinsi-
cally good is always desired or prescribed. But since they do not sayitnor do
they infer it, they cannot be charged on this account. Moreover, the notion
of “is desired or desirable for the sake of bliss’ involves in it a reference of
something, i.e. men who desire it or for whom it is an object of desirability
which the notion of ‘intrinsic value of bliss’ does not. As a result, the notion
of “intrinsic goodness of bliss’ cannot be said tobe identical with or definable
in term of ‘being desired or desirable for the sake of bliss’.

Let us consider the second form of interpretation in which the use of the
phrase ‘in itself” occurs. According to this form of interpretation, when it is
said that bliss is intrinsically good or bliss is an intrinsic value, that simply
means that bliss is an end in itself. So to judge whether this form of inter-
pretation is correct or not, it is necessary that we must know what they
mean when they say that bliss is an end in itself, or how they interpret the
notion of ‘end in itself’. If they interpret the notion of ‘end’ in the sense of
‘that which is desired or is desirable’ and the notion of ‘in itself’ in the sense
of “for its own sake’ then to say that bliss is an end in itself would mean to
say that bliss is desired or is desirable for its own sake and not for the sake
of anything else. And in that casc this form of interpretation would not be
different from the first form of interpretation and the objections which are
levelled against the first form of interpretation would equally be fatal to this
form of interpretation. But if they use the phrase ‘end in itself” in some
other sense than the one just mentioned, thenthe question would arise: What
is that sense ir_l terms of which they define or interpret the notion of ‘end in
itseli’? It could be said that when they use the phrase ‘end in itself”, they
use it in the sense of ‘that which is not a means to any further end’ and it is
in this sense that their statement should be interpreted when they say that
bliss is an end in itself. If that be so, then to say that bliss is an end in itself
would mean that bliss is an nitimate end. And to say that bliss is an ultimate
end is to say that there is no other end beyond it to which it could be used
as a means. But this line of interpretation does not seem to me to be correct.
That is because the notion of ‘ultimate end’ is quite a different form and
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independent of the notion of the ‘intrinsic value of bliss’. The notion of
‘ultimate end’ involves in it the notion of thierarchy of ends’ which the
notion of “ntrinsic value of bliss’ does notinvolve in it. As a result, the
latter cannot be defined in terms of the former, nor can it be said that the
former is the ground of the latter since they are two logically independent
notions. This, however, does not mean that what is intrinsically good cannot
be the highest end. A thing which is intrinsically good can also be the high-
est end. This is perfectly conceivable, because factually, though not logically,
it is quite possible that a thing which is intrinsically good may also be that
which is an ultimate end. The expressions, ‘intrinsically good” and the ‘ulti-
mate end’, even though they have different connotations and there is no
conceptual or logical connection between them, are yet mutually quite com-
patible. The use of one does not negate the use of the other. Both the ex-
pressions can be applied to one and the same thing without committing a
logical mistake. So bliss could be said very well that it is not only intrinsi-
cally good but is also an ultimate end even if there is no logical connection
between them. The mistake occurs when an aitempt is made to deduce the
intrinsic goodness of bliss from its ultimacy or the former is identified with
the latter.

One might say that the interpretation of ‘end in itself” in terms of ‘ultimate
end’ is fallacious because those who interpret ‘intrinsic goodness of bliss’ in
terms of ‘end in itself”, do not say that blissis an ultimate end. What they
say is that bliss is not a means to anything and to say this is not to say that
bliss is an ultimate end. There is no doubt that the notion of ‘end in itself’
does not necessarily involve in it the notion of “ultimacy’ because a thing
could be end in itself (in the sense that it is not a means to anything) without
its being ultimate. There could be different things which are intrinsically
good or are end in themselves. Bliss need not be the only thing or state which
is intrinsically good or is an end itself as Sankara says. Even if we admit
that the interpretation of ‘end in itself’ in terms of ‘ultimate end’ is fallacious
and there could be different things whick are intrinsically good and bliss
need not be the only thing or state which is intrinsically good, the fact re-
mains that the notion of the ‘intrinsic goodness of bliss’ cannot be analysed
or interpreted in terms of ‘end in itself” if it means that which is not a means
to anything. Because the notion of ‘end in itself” involves in it a reference of
some means in relation to which it is an end in itself which the notion of
‘intrinsic goodness of bliss’ does not. Because one can think of the goodness
of bliss without necessarily relating to other things as means to it which
would have not been possible if the notion of the intrinsic value of bliss had
been identical with the notion of end in itself or the latter had been a part of
the meaning of the former.

There could be another possible line of interpretation of the phrase ‘in it-
self”. Tt could be said that when the phrase ‘in itself” is used in defining or
interpreting the notion of the intrinsic value of bliss, it is used in the sense
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of ‘on its own account’, and it is in this sense that their statement should be
interpreted when they say that bliss is an end in itself. If this be so, then to
say that bliss is an end in itself would mean that bliss is good on its own
account, that is, on account of its own characterisiic, and not on account of
anything else and the distinction between intrinsic and extrinsic goodness
merely consists in regard to their sources or grounds. The ground of the
goodness of bliss consists in bliss itself while the ground of the goodness of
the other values like artha, kama consists outside of them. But if the distinec-
tion between intrinsic and extrinsic goodness consists only in regard to their
grounds, it would imply that intrinsic and extrinsic goodness are not two
different kinds of goodness because in both the cases goodness depends on
something other than itself, no matter whether that thing is internal or ex-
ternal. What is important to note here is their dependency. In the case of
intringic goodness, the ground of goodness lies in the object itself to which
the notion of goodness is applied, whereas in the case of extrinsic goodness,
the ground of goodness lies outside the object in question to which the
notion of goodness is applied. But since in both the cases goodness is deriv-
ed from or dependent on something, intrinsic and extrinsic goodness cannot
be said to be different in kind. Their goodness is relative to the extent to
which it is derived from or dependent on something. Intrinsic and extrinsic
values are relational values because they are derived from something other
than themselves, no matter whether that thing is internal or external. But to
accept this line of argument would go against Sankara’s conception of bliss
because, on his account, goodness is not the name of a quality, natural or
non-natural which could be said to be dependent on bliss intrinsically. When
he says that bliss is intrinsically good, that does not mean that the quality of
the goodness of bliss is different from bliss even il it is intrinsically connect-
ed with it. It only means that bliss is good in its essence or nature. And to
say this is not to say that goodness of bliss is dependent on bliss. The ques-
tion of bliss’ goodness depending on bliss does not arise at all. Because the
goodness of bliss is the essence of bliss and the essence of bliss cannot be a
separate characterization from bliss. The goodness of bliss, on Sankara’s
account, is not a separate characterization of bliss but is only characteriza-
tion from a particular point of view. The goodness of bliss being only a
characterization of bliss always remains a non-relational value on Sankara’s
account. Hence, his account of intrinsic goodness of bliss cannot be defined
or analysed in terms of ‘end in itself” nor the latter can be said to be a part
of the former.

For the sake of argument, let us assume that the distinction between in-
trinsic and extrinsic goodness lies in regard to their grounds or sources. But
the very moment when we accept this, the question arises: what is it there in
bliss which makes bliss intrinsically good or from which the goodness of bliss
is derived? Or what is the ground of the goodness of bliss on the account of
which bliss is characterized to be intrinsically good? The ground of the good-
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ness of bliss surely cannot be good itself. It must be different from good. It
cannot be identified with it. We cannot say that the eternity of bliss is the
ground of its intrinsic goodness because both the notions are different and
logically unconnected. It is quite possible for a thing to be eternal without
its being intrinsically good. One can think of eternity of something without
necessarily thinking of its goodness which would not have been possible if
the notion of the intrinsic goodness of bliss had been conceptually connected
with the notion of the eternity of bliss or the latter had been a part of the
meaning of the former. The notion of ‘eternity’ does not involve in it the
notion of ‘intrinsic goodness’, nor is it identical with it. To say this does not
mean that bliss, on Sankara’s account, is not eternal in character. Bliss, on
his account, no doubt is eternal. But this does not amount to mean that the
eternity of bliss for him is the ground of its intrinsic goodness, nor does it
mean that they are identical. For him both the notions are different and
logically unconnected with each other, though they are applied to the notion
of bliss. §ankara does not commit any logical mistake when he characterizes
bliss as eternal because both the expressions, ‘eternity’ and ‘intrinsicality’,
even though they have different connotations and there is no logical connec-
tion between them, are yet mutually quite compatible. The use of one does
not prevent us from using the other. Both the expressions, since they are
mutually compatible, can be applied to one and the same thing without
committing a logical mistake. A thing which is intrinsically-good can also be
eternal in character. So Sankara can say very well that bliss is not only
intrinsically good but is also eternal in character and in saying so he does
not commit any mistake. He would have committed a logical mistake if he
had defined the notion of ‘intrinsic goodness® in terms of “eternity’ or had in-
ferred the former from the latter which he does not do. So, on this account
he cannot be charged with committing a logical mistake. But then can we
say that bliss is intrinsically good because it is an ultimate end. Definitely
not. Because both the notions are logically unconnected. A thing can be
intrinsically good without its being an ultimate end. There could be "different
things which are intrinsically good, and yet they need not be an ultimate
end. This is quite perfectly conceivable. Besides, the notion of ‘ultimate end’
involves in it the notion of “hierarchy of ends’ which the notion of ‘intrinsic
value’ does not involve in it. It also cannot be said that bliss is intrinsically
good because it is an end in itself. Because the notion of ‘end’ is conceptual-
ly tied with the notion of ‘means’, besides the existence of some beings to
whom it is an end in itself, i.e. men, with which the notion of ‘intrinsic value’
is not necessarily connected. This does not mean that athing whichisintrinsi-
cally good cannot be an end in itself. A thing which is intrinsically good can
also be an end in itself, This is perfectly possible since both the notions are
mutually compatible. The use of one does not prevent us from using the
other. So bliss could be intrinsically good and at the same time it can also be
an end in itself. But the former cannot be said to be grounded in the latter
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since the latter is logically unconnected with former. The Brahman (or the
Atman) cannot be said to be the ground of bliss’ goodness because the good-
ness of bliss is not different from the Brahman on Sankara’s account. To ad-

mit that the goodness of bliss is different from the Brahman is to admit dua-
lity in Brahman which Sankara denies. For him bliss is not a separate charac-

terization of the Brahman but is only characterization from a particular point
of view. Therefore, it cannot be said to be grounded in Brafiman. When
we experience bliss in the state of Brahman realization, bliss does not acquire
its goodness from our experiencing of it. We rather apprehend or experience
it in the state of realization. Bliss is conceived to have its goodness before we
apprehended or realized it, and would have had it if we had not apprehended
or realized it. Bliss is the phenomenal characterization of the Brafman. But

it is not a separate phenomenal characterization of the Brahman. It cannot

be thought to be different from the Brahman from the Advaita Vedanta point

of view. It has its own ontological existence independent of our experiencing

of it. This is the reason why the goodness of bliss cannot be defined in terms

of ‘our experiencing of it’, nor can it be said to be grounded in it. On San-

kara’s account, the goodness of bliss can conceivably exist even when none

of us is aware or conscious of it. The notion of the goodness of bliss comes

logically and ontologically prior to our knowing of it.

In view of the above discussions, we may now conclude that the advaitin
conception of ‘intrinsic goodness of bliss® cannot be defined or interpreted in
terms of any other concept, nor can it be said to be grounded in other things
whatsoever. It is a non-relational value. Goodness is its very nature to be
such. When bliss is characterized as anend in itself, the notion of ‘end’ is not
used in the sense of ‘purpose’ or ‘goal’ because bliss cannot be its own pur-
posé or goal. The purpose or goal of something cannot be the thing itself. Tt
lies outside the thing in question. So the notion of ‘end’ occurring in the ex-
pression ‘end in itself” should not be understood in the sense of ‘purpose’ or
‘goal’ as it is ordinarily thought.
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Professor Hans-Georg Gadamer (born February 11, 1900) is Emeritus Pro-
fessor of Philosophy, University of Heidelberg, where he taught from 1948
to 1968.1 He was previously professor at the universities of Marburg (1929
to 1937), Leipzig (1938 to 1947, as Rector of the University from 1945 to
1947) and Frankfurt (1947 to 1949). He has been importantly influenced by
Martin Heidegger, with whom he studied for some years, and by Plato and
Aristotle. Gadamer’s reflections on his own philosophical journey and some
of his works are cited in Notes 1, 2 and 6 below.

TP: I would like to begin by saying how delighted [am to know that your
“Reflections on My Philosophical Journey” will soon be;published.?
Professor Richard Palmer gave me a copy of the draft translation to read.
I find in it a masterly reflection on the major philosophical currents of
this century. Coming as I do from India, I was struck by what you write
about the broadening effect that Theodore Lessing’s Europe and Asia had
on your thinking in the immediate post-World War I period of philoso-
phical disorientation and rethinking. You point out that Lessing used
Eastern thought to question the achievement-oriented thought of Euro-
pean modernity.? You also indicate that Rabindranath Tagore had some
influence on you in those years. Could you tell me how that came about?

HGG: Yes, my teacher at Marburg, Paul Natorp, was a friend of Tagore.? 1
attended reading of Tagore’s works at Natorp’s home. . . . This morning
I read your paper on relativism which you had sent me. I notice that
you have quoted some Mehta (V.R. Mehta) a few times. [ knew one J.L.
Mehta, who has written books on Heidegger. I met him several times in
the U.S.

TP: I have seen in your office copies of the two editions of his book on
Heidegger.

HGG: I received them a long time ago. I am no longer able to read many of
the books I receive. My eyes are becoming very weak. But I feel that for
this old head, it is better to have a presence of mind than sharpness of
eyes.
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TP: You scem to have plenty of it. I saw it in evidence when I attended your
public lecture on human solidarity on November 11. I have recorded it
and am hoping that someone will translate it into English for me; I do
not know German.

HGG: In my first year at Breslau University, I studied Sanskrit for one term.
My teacher, Otto Schrader, was one of the famous Sanskritists in Ger-
many at that time. He gave us a very good course. As 1 already knew
Greek, I did not experience any particular difficulty in learning Sanskrit.
...In my second semester, I attended some lectures on the Koran. All
that was possible in those times when the university was not just a
school !

TP: You have told me about the deep impression left on you by Rabindra-
nath Tagore. Could you also tell me if you have any recollections of
Mahatma Gandhi?

HGG: Yes, indeed. I came to know of the success of Gandhi’s liberation
struggle from an excellent book on the subject by Professor Wilhelm
Mutilmann, who was a sociologist. I do not remember the details now,
but 1 think that Mulilmann’s argument was that Gandhi’s non-violent
form of resistance to imperialism was a realistic and effective strategy,
given the peculiar situation of the British colonial government, which
was uncomfortably placed between the Maharajas and the native bour-
geoisie.

TP: As I understand it, Gandhi’s satyagraha way of resistance or conflict-
resolution is informed by philosophical hermeneutics or hermeneutical
intersubjectivity. Shall I say that satyagraha is “hermeneutic praxis™ par
excellence? That is why I am drawn to your writings.

HGG: I would hope so, but I do not know enough about satyagraha to be
sure that you are right! T would like to say that while reading your paper
this morning, I understood why you were interested in meeting me. Your
exposition of the problem of relativism and your attempt to overcome
relativism without ending up in positivist dogmatism—that has indeed
been the concern of the hermeneutical tradition in Germany since Wil-
helm Dilthey. Dilthey, who was a big source of inspiration to Heidegger,
was a follower of Schleiermacher. And German romanticism, as a protest
against foundational metaphysics, initiated the movement towards uni-
versal hermenentics. In other words, the ““destruction” of dogmatic meta-
physics by Kant had an “opening” or ““reaching out” effect on the first
generation of German romanticists. Thus, there was an India—focus in
Schlegel and Schopentiauer. While Schlegel was a friend of Schleierma-
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cher, Schopenhauer’s disciple, Paul Deussen, had some influence on
Heidegger.

I have referred to these names only to indicate that the problem that you
address in your paper, namely the problem of relativism vs. positivist
dogmatism, has been our problem too. In dealing with it, I think, we
have much to learn from Martin Heidegger. Although 1 have departed
from Heidegger in a number of important ways, I must emphasize that it
was he who opened for me and for many others the profound insight or
understanding that refativism is related to the dogmatism of the absolute,
and without a critique or ““destructing” of the idealistic concept of the
absolute there could be no overcoming of absolutism or relativism. He
saw that the phenomenology of Husserl in which hie was schooled was it-
self idealistic in its foundations. He therefore tried to free himself from
its transcendentalism. Te did not fully succeed in doing so in his Being
and Time and so he later turned his attention to the play between philo-
sophy and peetry. I could not follow him into poetry.

TP: You turned to language rather than to poetry?

HGG: That is a good way to put it. T never tried to be poetical in my think-

ing and writing, though poetry is also for me an instance of practical
wisdom and judgement. And philosophy, when it is not empty, is like a
poem!

TP: You maintain that language in the sense of “linguisticality” (sprachli-

chkeit) is a universal human capacity and that the experience of her-
meneutical intersubjectivity offers a way to escape both the prison of
cultural or historicist relativism and the ethnocentric chains of positivist
reason. In other words, it seems to me that you claim for philosophical
hermeneutics, a higher or superior universality. But some of your critics
say that your hermeneutics is conservative in that it lacks an explicit
standard of critique by which the various traditions or cultures could be
evaluated.

HGG: That is Habermas’ criticism, at least.

TP: I am aware of your responses to that criticism.® I would however seek

from you a further clarification on the following points:

You write somewhere that the Enlightenment principle that a/f human
beings are free is a new world-historical principle that can never again be
shaken. The practice of philosophical hermeneutics, as I sce it, combines
this Enlightenment principle of freedom with the concepts of dialogic
truth (from Socrates and Plato) and phronesis (from Aristotle). If this is



124 THOMAS PANTHAM

TP: You secem to have plenty of it. I saw it in evidence when I attended your
public lecture on human solidarity on November 11. I have recorded it
and am hoping that someone will translate it into English for me; I do
not know German.

HGG: In my first year at Breslau University, I studied Sanskrit for one term.
My teacher, Otto Schrader, was one of the famous Sanskritists in Ger-
many at that time. He gave us a very good course, As I already knew
Greek, Idid not experience any particular difficulty in learning Sanskrit.
...In my second semester, I attended some lectures on the Koran. All
that was possible in those times when the university was not just a
school !

TP: You have told me about the deep impression left on you by Rabindra-
nath Tagore. Could you also tell me if you have any recollections of
Mahatma Gandhi?

HGG: Yes, indeed. I came to know of the success of Gandhi’s liberation
struggle from an excellent book on the subject by Professor Wilhelm
Mutilmann, who was a sociologist. I do not remember the details now,
bui I think that Mulilmann’s argument was that Gandhi’s non-violent
form of resistance to imperialism was a realistic and effective strategy,
given the peculiar sitvation of the British colonial government, which
was uncomfortably placed between the Maharajas and the native bour-
geoisie.

TP: As I understand it, Gandhi’s satyagraha way of resistance or conflict-
resolution is informed by philosophical hermeneutics or hermeneutical
intersubjectivity. Shall I say that satyagraha is “hermeneutic praxis™ par
excellence? That is why I am drawn to your writings.

HGG: I would hope so, but I do not know enough about satyagraha to be
sure that you are right! I would like to say that while reading your paper
this morning, I understood why you were interested in meeting me. Your
exposition of the problem of relativism and :your attempt to overcome
relativism without ending up in positivist dogmatism—that has indeed
been the concern of the hermeneutical tradition in Germany since Wil-
helm Dilthey. Dilthey, who was a big source of inspiration to Heidegger,
was a follower of Schleiermacher. And German romanticism, as a protest
against foundational metaphysics, initiated the movement towards uni-
versal hermeneutics. In other words, the ““destruction” of dogmatic meta-
physics by Kant had an “opening” or’ “reaching out” effect on the first
generation of German romanticists. Thus, there was an India—focus in
Schlege!l and Schopenhauer. While Schlegel was a friend of Schleierma-

UNIVERSALITY OF PRILOSOPHICAL HERMENEUTICS 125

cher, Schopenhauer’s disciple, Paul Deussen, had some influence on
Heidegger.

I have referred 1o these names only to indicate that the problem that you
address in your paper, namely the problem of relativism vs. positivist
dogmatism, has been our problem too. In dealing with if, I think, we
have much to learn from Martin Heidegger. Although I have departed
from Heidegger in a number of important ways, I must emphasize that it
was he who opened for me and for many others the profound insight or
understanding that relativism is related to the dogmatism of the absoluie,
and without a critique or “destructing” of the idealistic concept of the
absolute there could be no overcoming of absolutism or relativism. He
saw that the phenomenology of Husserl in which he was schooled was it-
self idealistic in its foundations. He therefore tried to free himself from
its transcendentalism. He did not fully succeed in doing so in his Being
and Time and so he later turned his attention to the play between philo-
sophy and poetry. T could not follow him into poetry.

TP: You turned to language rather than to poetry?

HGG: That is a good way to put it. I never tried to be poetical in my think-

ing and writing, though poetry is also for me an instance of practical
wisdom and judgement. And philosophy, when it is not empty, is like a
poem!

TP: You maintain that language in the sense of “linguisticality” (sprachli-

chkeit) is a universal human capacity and that the experience of her-
meneutical intersubjectivity offersa way to escape both the prison of
cultural or historicist relativism and the ethnocentric chains of positivist
reason. In other words, it seems to me that you claim for philosophical
hermeneutics, a higher or superior universality. But some of your critics
say that your hermeneutics is conservative in that it lacks an explicit
standard of critique by which the various traditions or cultures could be
evaluated.

HGG: That is Habermas® criticism, at least.

TP: I am aware of your responses to that criticism.® I would however seek

from you a further clarification on the following points:

You write somewhere that the Enlightenment principle that aff human
beings are free is a new world-historical principle that can never again be
shaken. The practice of philosophical hermeneutics, as I see it, combines
this Enlightenment principle of freedom with the concepts of dialogic
truth (from Socrates and Plato) and phronesis (from Aristotle). If this is



126 THOMAS PANTHAM

50, I do not quite see how philosophical hermeneutics can be charged
with conservatisin and the lack of any critical standard.

HGG: This is an issue on which Habermas and I continue to differ. Tt seems
to me he isinsisting on rationality in the scientific sense. His way of
ﬂ'thinking does not lead to the kind of dialogue that T have been advocat-
ing on the basis of Aristotelian prudence (phronesis). 1 often say:
“Rationality is good, but reasonableness is better.”

TP: Is that the reason why the idea of phronesis figures so prominently in
your writing?

HGG: Yes, of course. Also remember that dialogue is central to the culture
of classical Greece. Not just some written dialogues, but the practice of
dizlogue in reading and speaking, in which the exercise of DPhronesis, i.e.
prudence or practical wisdom, is of crucial importance. By the way, it is
only in the middle of the Middle Ages that reading became “silent read-
ing”, i.e. reading without the practice of speaking. The modern sciences
overcame the cultural history of humanism by methodology, but so far
there has not been enough realization of the importance of phronesis.
Philosophical hermeneutics restores speaking. For hermeneutics, the text
is not a closed text that has simply to be read; rather it is an utterance,
in which the reader is addressed or engaged in a real to-and-fro process
of communication.

TP: You speak of the universality of hermeneutics as demonstrated by the
human capacity for dialogue across cultures. Are you not assuming a
transcultural hermeneutical intersubjectivity? Would this not be more or
less the same as Habermas® view on communicative ethics and ideal
speech situation?

HGG: No. But it is true that some of the things I have written about the
universality of the hermeneutical capacity of human beings were, in a
sense, a response to Habermas’ criticism. What Habermas seeks, how-
ever, are critical standards for dealing with distorted communication. 1
maintain that through philosophical-hermeneutical praxis one can over-
come distortions in communication.

TP: Could you glaborate a little on the distinction you draw between the
“mixed” or, shall I say, “prejudiced” reason of ontological hermeneutics
and the idealistic and methodistic notions of reason that are abstracted
from all prejudices?

HGG: My use of the term ““ontological’ was perhaps not very intelligent or
prudent; because of it, my position is tao closely identified with Heideg-
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ger’s position. True, I benefited from five years of lectures by Heidegger
and have been very greatly inspired and stimulated by his Being and Time.
Yet my work is a departure from Heidegger’s in some important ways. I
took my point of departure from the rhetorical character of Greek
philosophy, in which dialogue, discussion and the exchange of views are
of central importance. It is this rhetorical truth that I have contrasted
withi the “method” of modern rationality. My philological understanding
of Greek philosophy enabled me break free from the essentialism and
the abstractness of Latinized scholasticism in philosophy and to get
back to or at least nearer to the primordial experience of life-in-the-
world.

In fact, the relevance of philosophical hermeneutics in taking us closer to
the primordial experiences of life is now being recognized in ethnology.
It is now being realized that the accounts of the life-styles of the “natives”
of other cultures based on the answers provided by local “informants”
to our- questions are devoid of hermeneutical understanding between the
ethnologist and the “other”. One Professor Watson and his wife, from
Berkeley, as I remember, have written a good book on ethnology from a
hermeneutical perspective. And they even dedicated the book to me.

TP : What you have just said about dialogic truth in Greek philosophy
prompts me to mention that Mahatma Gandhi too was inspired by it. In
fact some months before he wrote his celebrated dialogue, Hind Swaraj
(1908), he had written and published an abridged Gujarati translation of
Plato’s Apelogy in which Socrates is appreciated as a non-violent resister.
Now, the question I wish to put to you is this: What do youadd to classi-
cal Greek philosophy in order to arrive at philosophical hermeneutics? I
ask this because the Enlightenment idea that ¢/l human beings are free is
not contained in classical Greek philosophy, which as you know, drew
essential differences between citizens on the one hand and slaves and
aliens on the other. I recall the famous advice given by Aristotle to
Alexander: to deal with the Greeks and the Persians very differently. T do
sce the place of Socratic dialogue and Aristotelian phroresis in your
philosophical hermeneutics, but what I wish to know is: what elseis
there in it which is not derived from Greek philosophy? May I rephrase
my question as: Are you not adding the post-Enlightenment principle of
the freedom of @/l human beings to the classical Greek conception of
practical reason centred on dialogue and phronesis?

HGG: First of all, it must be granted that Greek thought is of very special
importance for modern philosophy. In Eurepe, the Latin translations of
Greek thought provided the initial vocabulary of philosophy. It is only
since Kant, Hegel, and the Romantics that we have a genuine German
philosophical language. For example, in his Wissenschaft der Logik,
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Hegel gave us such importani and very good philosophical words as
Sein, Wesen and Begriff. As a philosophical word, Wesen [becoming, is-
ing, occurring] is very rich. It is not an essentia . . . When something is
stinking of foul smell, we refer to it as verwesen (something whose active
presence as Wesen has passed away). Heidegger used Anwesen (another
form of Wesen) to indicate living presence. Tt conveys the idea of some-
thing coming and filling the space with presence, and not of an essentia.
So, the first function of Greek philosophy is to free us from artificial,
Latinized abstractions and to move us closer to the primordial experiences
of life and to the virtue of practical reason. Take the case of the Roman
philosophers, Cicero, or Seneca or whoever—they learned from Greece.
While the Romans gave us organizational innovations, culture has come
to us from the Greeks.

TP: I get your peint that classical Greek philosophy helps us to overconic

the abstractions or essentialisms of Latinized scholasticism and thercby
to get closer to the primordial, lived experiences of people. But what I
would like to know is this: Is your philosophical hermeneutics a mere
‘reinterpretation of Socratic dialogue and Aristotelian pironesis or are
you not adding some new principles or values to them?

HGG: First of all, language. The German tradition of idealist philosophy,
" which has come down from the Latinized metaphysics of Acquinas, did
not recognize the centrality of language. Even Hegel who was a genius in
so far as he modified the function of logical propositions by his laws of
the dialectic remained bound by the limits of the Latinized system of
thought. In the last analysis, the Hegelian dialectic was a form of escape
from, rather thanan cfpening to, our experience-in-the-world! Tt is from
here that German romanticism takes off.

You ask about what I add to Greek philosophy. The third part of my
book, Truth and Method, is on language as the element in which human
life takes place.

Also, in my reinterpretation of Plato, I think my training in classical
philology enabled me to hold my own and in some ways even do better
than Heidegger. Heidegger had great philosophical imagination, but he
could not listen closely to the intention of the author of a text. He wasa
genius when it came to elaborating the implications of philosophical con-

cepts but he could not engage in a discourse; when I read him interpret-

ing a text, I only hear Heidegger speaking. He is interpreting Heraclitus
or Parmenides, but he is not reading the texts in their original -meaning.
And yet we owe to Heidegger the realization that a reinterpreted Greek
philosophy can free us from Latinized, Christian dogmatism.

Indeed Heidegger remained throughout his life a very religious person,
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and he souglhit to penetrate the deeper or broader experiences of human
life from which words acquired their meaning. For him, for instance,
Pphysis meant not “nature™ in any static sense but in the sense of planting
and conception, as the-coming-out-of-the-seed, or the “opening itself”
of a plant. More importantly, he spoke of ““being™ as a sort of self-pre-

sencing, coming out, Ereignis (appropriative event), a movement or event,
rather than as mere presence.

TP: As contrasted with the essentialist notion of being?

HGG: Precisely. Heidegger has pointed out for us that essentialist thinking
is the basis of the modern dichotomy between subjectivism and objecti-
vism.

TP: And you claim to have gone on to develop the philosophical-hermeneu-
tical way of overcoming the objectivism vs. subjectivism dilemma.

HGG: Yes, I do. Here I would refer you to a book by Richard Bernstein on
this subject.? Philosophical hermeneutics does not restrict the meaning of
a text to the subjectivity of cither the author or the interpreter. What is
emphasized in philosophical hermeneutics is the phenomenology of
“play” or “game” of interaction.

TP: Going back to Heidegger: He is said to have undertaken to ‘““‘destruc-
ture” the whole tradition of Western metaphysics since Plato. And yet it
would seem he has only gone back to classical Greek philosophy to make
a fresh start. Is such “deconstruction”, then, an exclusive, within-the-
West exercise in philosophy or does it also entail the reaching out to the
non-Western traditions of thought and life?

HGG: It is quite clear that Heidegger does engage in a ““destruction” of the
European tradition of metaphysics. But we must try to understand his
reason or objective for doing so. He does it, I think, in order to open up
what was closed previously-—to open up philosophy to the primordial,
lived life of human beings-in-the-world. This meant in a sense to break
free of the Western tradition as it has developed. You may perhaps be
aware of Heidegger’s famous dialogue with a Japanese professor.

TP: Yes, I know of it.

HGG: We Europeans belong to the tradition which began with the Greeks.
We have for centuries been educated in Greek, Latin and European
languages. This is how we have developed as a people. Qur conceptual
world is shaped by our historical experiences. Now we know—and Niet-
zsche taught us this—that this conceptual world has pre-shaped our
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understanding and restricted our thinking very considerably. And al-
though I do not have, to the same extent, the power of philosophical
imagination which Heidegger had, I do share in his sensitivity to that
which occurs beyond our particular linguistic tradition. From the stand-
point of philosophical hermeneutics as T have tried to develop it, I would
say that in some ultimate sense, we need not remain completely bound or
«formed” by language. We have the freedom to recognize our own
boundness and to reshape it.

TP: Could you briefly indicate how what you have just. said about our not
being completely bound by language in some ultimate sense would com-
pare with Derrida’s view on the matter?

HGG: You may perhaps be aware of some recent literature on this.® I find
more of the poetical and literary element than the philosophical in
Derrida’s writings. Also, the emphasis ke gives to Nietzsche’s thought, as
against Heidegger’s philosophy, does not make sense to me. I do not find
any consistent, philosophical thesis in Nietzsche. When T say this, Derrida
would retort that I am falling back or regressing into metaphysics. 1
would respond that this is not going back to metaphysics but continuing
philosophy as hermeneutical reflection. In some of my own writings, |
have shown that it makes no sense to speak of Plato’s “metaphysics”.
What Plato has in mind is meta-mathematics, and not any physics. Also,
in my view, language is always limited. At some point, we have to look

beyond language.
TP: Also beyond Eurocentrism?

HGG: Yes, indeed. In my book on the heritage of Europe, I have discussed
the role of Europe in the world.® Europe, I argue, is not the world ; there
are, besides, Africa, South America, India, China and so on. Eurocentr-
ism cannot last. We even need to consider if the European civilization
can perhaps develop on different grounds than that of the Christian
tradition.

TP: 1 see the conflict between Eurocentrism and nativist fundamentalism
as a central problem of our times.

HGG: True. I say “no” to Eurocentrism. T also say that we ¢/ must learn
as members of ore humanity, tolerating cultural differences. In some
ways, Buropeans have learned that despite their different languages they
have one civilization, so to speak. This means that mankind can have an
education in tolerance.

TP: As you mention tolerance, could you also reflect on non-violence?

UNIVERSALITY OF PHILOSOPHICAL HERMENEUTICS 131

HGG: Non-violence is wonderful as a principle. It is not altogether impos-

sible to practice it. It is also mentioned in the charter of the U.N.O. But
I see violence operating in many places—in the Balkans, in El Salvador,
the Middle East, the former USSR, ete. It seems that human beings have
notreached the cultural maturity necessary for a non-violent world order.
Perhaps it is too much to expect. But we must at least vigorously espouse
and advance the principle of tolerance. It must also be recognized that
the principle of violence is today becoming dangerous for the aggressors
too.

TP: In this context, could you reflect a little on the political implications of

Heidegger’s notions of human finitude, temporality and historicity. What
bearing would these have, say, on tolerance and non-viclence? I recall
your stating somewhere that you are an advocate of <“bad infinity”, that
philosophical hermeneutics is a never-ending dialogue and that in an
hermeneutical praxis one always assumes that one’s dialogue-partner or
opponent may be right after all.

HGG: The idea of human temporality and finitude has importént implica-

tions for political conduct. Firstly, being as a movement or coming-to-
be is a better foundation for conceiving human political agency than be-
ing as mere static presence. Indeed, I would say there is also a sense in
which our beingness is constituted in dialogue with others. I am very
fond of Kierkegaard’s dictum: we are always wrong compared with God.
What this adds up to is tolerance. Tolerance and self-critique are always
involved in hermeneutical thinking and living.

TP: From non-violence let me now turn to the Gandhian idea of sarvodaya,

i.e. the welfare of all. Inyour ““Reflections on my Philosophical Journey”,
vou refer to Kant’s Foundation for a Metaphysics of Morals. You write
that you are inspired by Kant when he, following Rousseau, point out
that the course of post-Enlightenment modernity should be made to
avoid the path of utilitarianism and to take the path of the common
good of all. Incidentally, you have yoursell written about human solida-
rity. For instance, you write somewhere that the problem of poverty in
some countries cannot be eliminated unless the lavish wastefulness of
some other countries is given up. Could you reflect a little on the bearing
of hermeneutic philosophy onthe Gandhian or communitarian ideal of
the welfare of all?

HGG: Post-Enlightenmeni modernity did contain, among other things,

possessive individualistic values. In that sense, imperialism is a result of
the Enlightenment. But the Enlightenment also gave us excellent ideals:
freedom/rights of gil. T firmly believe that the global sfatus quo must be
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changed and that a new world-order of human solidarity must be brought
about. In some ways, it is already happening. The ever-increasing danger
of catastrophic events for humanity as a whole is already working to
bring about transnational co-operation. There is European unity in the
making, and there is also increasing cooperation among the Big Powers.
I think there will increasingly be forms of transnational cooperation. I
think that for our own survival and well-being we will have to contribute
financially toward the survival and well-being of peoples in other paris
of the world—say, in Russia, in China, and elsewhere. The world has be-
come interconnected in complex ways: aggression has become in impor-
tant ways self-destructive in that it destroys the aggressors too. The eco-
logical problem has also increased the inter-connectedness of the diffe-
rent parts of the world. And of course there is the universal human need
to control or ¢liminate destructive weapons.

TP: How will this human solidarity come about?

HGG: The human solidarity that I envisage is not a global uniformity but

unity in diversity. We must learn to appreciate and tolerate pluralities,
multiplicities, cultural differences. The hegemony or unchallengeable
power of any one single nation—as we now have with just one super-
power—is dangerous for humanity. It would go against human freedom.
Liberty lies in balancing. Toss of balance means loss of freedom.

Unity in diversity, and not uniformity or hegemony—that is the heritage
of Europe. Such unity-in-diversity has to be “extended” to the whole
world—to include Japan, China, India, and also Muslim cultures. Every
culture, every people has something distinctive to offer for the solidarity
and weifare of humanity.

TP: You referred to the imperative of human solidarity arising out of the
threat of nuclear destruction and the increasing destruction of nature or
the ecological balance. You have also written about the tasks of herme-
neutical philosophy vis-g-vis the methodological self-consciousness of
modern science and technology, which has contributed to the threat of
destruction that we face. If I understand you correctly, your position is
that scientism or technocracy represents the unwarranted extension or
application of partial and abstracted reason into various aspects of our
life, whereas philosophical hermeneutical reflection tries to pay attention
to the totality of human life in its given finitude, temporality, historicity,
etc. You specify two tasks for philosophical hermeneutics, namely: first
to address and educate the general public in the limits and dangers of our
scientistic and technocratic civilization; and secondly, to address and
advise those who make the decisions about the applications of science
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and techno'logy in the industrial and strategic-military areas. If these
tasks are increasingly attended to, would philosophical hermeneutics be
able to get us out of, or away from, the path of technocracy?

HGG: T think it wouid, though the process would be long and slow. Nobody

imagines that an idea or book of some intelligent professor can change
the world instantly. Ideas and books can only contribute to the needed
process of education, which has to be seen in a long-term perspective. 1
repeat: We need education not about in the dangers of science, but about
the dangers of technocracy.

TP: You have questioned the philosophical idea of a purposive science,

which you point out is a romantic illusion. In your view, philosophical
hermeneutics does not prescribe a new methodology for the conduct of
scientific research, which you say must follow its own methodology.
Sl"ﬁillI say that your hopes are pinned on altering the application of
science from the technocratic way to a philosophical-hermeneutical way?
This distinction between the conduct of scientific research -and its appli-
cation in industrial and military areas does not appear to me to be a
terribly sharp distinction. Moreover, is the task of phiiosophical her-
meneuticsrestricted just to the application-side of science and technology?

HGG: No, indeed! Philosophical hermeneutics assumes that the existing

situation can and must be changed through the politics of dialogue and
phronesis (practical wisdom). As discussed by Aristotle in his Nicoma-
ehean Ethics, it is political vision and practical wisdom that must decide
on and control the role of technology. Philosophical hermeneutics does
not operate, in some kind of ideal situation that one may like to be in,
but rather in the actual, existing, present situation. In our present situa-
tion, institutions or establishments of science and technology are already
functioning each according to a specific methodology. And during the
last three centuries, science and technology have indeed given to Europe
enormous power over nature. But unfortunately this mastery or domi-
nation of naturethas gotten extended into domination also over peoples.
What this means is that European education in the priority of social and
political life has remained underdeveloped or distorted. Some of the
social functions which the Christian religion used to perform in the
broad field of education are not being performed any more. What we now
have is the hegemony of technocratic thinking and organization. In
Germany, we had it in 2 very corrupt form under Nazism. As Rector of
a university (Leipzig) in the first two years after World War II, 1 had
first-hand knowledge of the pressures of technocracy and also the pulls
of idealism. Against this background, I see philosophical hermeneutics
as offering an alternative way, the way of dialogue and political wisdom.
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TP: Thank you, Professor Gadamer, for giving me the privilege of this her-

meneutical experience with you.
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Discussion and comments

THE DIVORCE BETWEEN THE SCIENCES
AND THE HUMANITIES

The title of this paper is borrowed from a paper of Isaiah Berlin.! For Berlin
the subject has been a historical one even in the strong sense that the divorce
between the sciences and the humanities has been a unique process in the
history of western thought. It is identical with or at any rate closely related
to the so-called counter-enlightenment, and thus happened during the second
half of the eighteenth and the first half of the nineteenth century. Berlin does
not make it entirely clear for what time the marriage between the iwo intel-
lectual realms had lasted before they became divorced. Tt may even be asked
who the partners were that had been married and whether there were really
two of them and not only one. It seems that Berlin identifies science with a
tradition that can be traced back at least as far as Plato. The thinkers
belonging to it believe in ‘steady progress in the entire sphere of human
knowledge’ provided the only true rational method existing is applied in our
scientific endeavours. The world is seen as a single system governed by prin-
ciples and laws and in particular ‘man’s life, if it is to be organized at all, can
be organized only in the light of such principles and laws.” According to
Berlin this vicw ‘was most strongly held and most influential in the hour of
the greatest triumph of the natural sciences’, 1.e. during the scientific revolu-
tion in the seventeenth century. It was, of course, also held after and is held
by some people, including scientists, even today. However, beginning with
the Neapolitan philosopher Giambattista Vico and reaching its climax with
the German romantic movement Sturm und Drang a humanistic counter-
revolution came into existence. It was a forceful reaction against and critical
attack upon the all-conquering advance of the physical sciences and their
total claim to dominate the entire field of human life and knowledge. And in
due course it led to the great divorce in question.

The following considerations are not confined to this process that has been
so aptly described by Berlin and others. It will be good to widen the horizon
and.include our own time as well as the very origin of European thought: the
ancient Greeks. We then easily realize that in this tradition the process in
question is not the only one of its kind, It seems that within the scope of
man’s intellectual endeavours the interest in nature has a certain priority or
primacy such that the turn to problems posed by the human mind or by the
practical affairs of man’s life is always a reaction to a previous effort con-
cerning nature which in some respect did not meet with the success that was
expected for it, The theories of mind and human existence coming out of this
reaction often are incompatible or at least not integrable with the already
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existing views on nature. In some cases the resulting antagonism leads to the
attempt to find a synthesis between the conflicting views. However, up to this
very day these attempts have not been entirely successful.

Beltind the presentdivorce between the sciences and the humanities and its
various forerunners there is, then, a certain opposition between man and
nature or at any rate there is the experience of this opposition. As a conse-
quence we find that unending struggle to overcome it by rational means. The
key concepts by which the situation can be described are the concepts of
unity and delimitation. They cover the attempts in question in the sense that
at one extreme position we find, for instance, the belief in the basic identity
of matter and mind and as opposed to this there is, for instance, Descartes’
sharp distinction between the two. Between such extreme viewsthereis a
whole spectrum of intermediate solutions of the problem, or, at the very
least, of aspects of such solutions.

The aim of this paper is to present two recent attempts to bridge the pre-
sent gulf between the sciences and the humanities. Both are meant to be par-
tial solutions only. In my opinion one of them is no solution at all. But its
mere existence deserves attention because it is a typical outcome of an atti-
tude characterizing the German branch of the humanities usually called
Geisteswissenschaften.? Presupposing (1) the (undeniable) observation that
the humanities are younger than the sciences, and (2) the interpretation
(which I endorse) that the former came into existence as a response to the
challenge of the sciences, some German philosophers try to assign a new
role to the humanities in relation to the sciences: the humanities have to
compensate for certain losses that mankind has to suffer from as a conse-
quence of the technological transformation of its environment. The compen-
sation is made by means of certain narrative techniques that the humanities
and only they are master of.

The other attempt which I want to talk about mirrors the first one in so far
as it assigns a new role to the natural sciences and to physics in particular in
the perspective of the humanities. The attempt is based on an analysis and a
hypothesis due to the physico-chemist Ilya Prigogine* and concerns the
relation between the two fieldsin question. This approach I am ready to
adopt in part, and I even shall try to elaborate on it. As everybody else,
Prigogine is aware of the separation between the sciences and the humanities.
But a thoroughgoing analysis of its reasons as well as the present stage of
physics and chemistry makes him believe that we are on our way to over-
come the separation. ‘[It] must be overcome—says he—and it seems that
finally the requirgments are met to enable science to talk about the world in
which we live without negating it or reducing it to an iflusion.” Indeed Prigo-
gine believes that the sciences, and physics in particular, are presently under-
going a revolution comparable to the one that brought them into existence
and that this revolution means, or can be used to initiate, an approach of the
sciences towards the humanities. I shall take up Prigogine’s ideas mainly
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in so far as his emphasis on a thoroughgoing physical analysis of complex
systems meets with my belief that the epoch in which basic physical theory
aimed at finding the fundamental Jaws of nature comes to an end and ismore
and more replaced by investigations into the contingent aspects of nature—
thus approaching what had been the object of the humanities all ‘he time.

I. AN OLD PROBLEM : MAN AND NATURE

Before dealing with the present situation as it is characterized by the two
recent approaches mentioned, a retrospective glance at some points in his-
tory is in order. If the relation between the sciences and the humanities is
seen as a relation of tensions and contrasts, the period that comes to mind
in the first place is the second half of the nineteenth century. Then the Ger-
man scientists—men like Helmholtz and Liebig—disappointed by the ideal-
istic Naturphilosophie, turned away from it and, on the other hand, the new
Geisteswissenschaften lined up under the leadership of Droysen and Dilthey.
Indeed this is the period in which the divorce that had already taken place
in the heads of the men that were involved began to become established also
in the institutions in which they worked. However, as I said, the matter itself
is much older and goes in fact back to the beginnings of Western thinking.
The Pythagoreans, one of the earliest Greek schools, seem to have developed
an admirable unity of religious belief, scientific knowledge and practical con-
duct of life. Yet on the whole Greek philosophy of the sixth and fifth century
B.C. was concentrated on natural philosophy and cosmology. It were only
the sophists and Socrates who began to criticize the one-sidedness of this
approach and to complement, if not replace, it by practica! philosophy con-
cerning the social affairs of man. In a sense it was the first humanistic en-
lightenment in Western history, and it came about by the tension between
humanly irrelevant speculations on nature and a very natural feeling of
responsibility for mankind. The natural philosophers still had a bard time
because their theoretical efforts were viewed as being practically useless.
Diogenes could ask a speaker of that branch: Since when are you back from
heaven? So for the first time a practically-minded, optimistic and self-confi-
dent humanism successfully challenged the hopeless cosmological rubbish of
the natural philosophers. The contrast is wonderfully captured in the open-
ing scene of Plato’s ‘Phaidros’ where Phaidros takes Socrates out of town at
the banks of the Ilissos and Socrates, usually irritating people on the market
place, this time surrenders to the loveliness of the landscape. However, as if
excusing himself, he addresses the astonished Phaidros with the words: [ am
eager to learn but the trees don’t teach me anything as do men in the city.
The effort of Greek philosophy was not exhausted by creating the oppo-
sition of man and nature as a subject of human thinking. Plato and Aristotle,
each in his own way, have shown us for the first time what it means to over-
come this opposition in a unifying world view. However, in spite of impor-
tant differences, the common element in their philosophies is the priority
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that is given to man. Even the principles for explaining nature are modelied
after characteristic features of human existence as, for instance, the capabi-
lity of acting intentionally. In the last analysis, therefore, man remains the
measure of q/l things as it had been in Protagoras. In particular, what is
most irritating for a modern commentator of Platoand Aristotle is the com-
plete failure to develop an adequate theory of nature. It is this circumstance
that today prevents us from getting any help by the philosophies of these
towering minds in our own endeavours to build a unifying world view.

Before we enter modern times I would like to insert an interlude concern-
ing European renaissance, i.e. that immensely important process of redis-
covery, translation and adoption of the ancient scriptures. This happened
since the twelfth century in a Christian world and soon led to heretic threat.
However, I do not want to take up the struggle between Christianity and the
new sciences, important as it was. As some scholars conjecture this struggle
could have happened at least hundred years earlier had there not been a
movement reacting against the renewed interest in a science of nature. This
movement, the renaissance-humanism, began to cultivate the individual
interests, inclinations, beliefs and capabilities of men and appraised them
according to standards set by the ancient literature and poetry of a devo-
tional kind. As with the Greek sophists we again meet with a humanistic
enlightenment and a polarization between it and the carly beginnings of
modern science. It is true that we are warned by the experts* not to reproach
the classical humanists to have delayed the progress of the natural sciences
by hundred years. But the same experts have to admit that many humanists,
on behalf of the moral concerns of man and of literary scholarship, closed
their minds to the revived Aristotelean tradition of natural philosophy. So
we here have on a smaller scale a similar rivalry of interests, divided between
nature and man, as we found with the ancient Greeks.

In spite of their gradual amplification these perhaps rather atmospheric
than substantial differences fade against the most momentous event in the
history of ideas: the scientific revolution of the seventeenth century. Its basic
idea was to submit nature to experiment and mathematics in a systematic
way. It gradually led to that series of successes, unprecedented in the history
of ideas, that established the eventual powerful intellectual leadership of the
natural sciences as we find it at the end of the nineteenth century. However,
the price paid for this triumph was that the order between man and nature,
as it had been determined by the Greeks, had to be reversed: the anthropo-
centric world view is replaced by a cosmological one in which man plays no
role except in a tiny fragment of infinite space-time, randomly chosen by
nature. Accordingly, the enlightenment of the eighteenth century no longer is
a humanistic one. It is marked by a new kind of scientific progress and by a
corresponding attitude of men who feel that they have the future in the
bones. Even the literary world of refined taste is seized by this movement
and an homme de lettre like Voltaire serves to popularize Newtonian physics.

DISCUSSION AND COMMENTS i41

However, even in this situation a counterpart is raised and strikesup a
tune that did not grow silent up to the present time. Giambattista Vico, a
lonely thinker in southern Italy, develops the idea, coming down from heile-
nistic time, that man is capable of understanding only what he himself pro-
duced. And this is his own Aistory and not nature as a creation of God: One
simply cannot doubt—says Vico—‘that this historical world is made by
man. It is for this reason that we can find its principlesin the modifications
of our own mind. Every thoughtful man must be filled with amazement to
see all philosophers seriously exerted for attaining a science of . . . nature,
that, being created by God, can be known only by him, and neglecting to
think about the . . . historical world that, being created by man, could be
known by him’.5

Curiously enough, with his view, again contrasting history and natural
science, Vico is not too far away from the way of thinking that characterizes
the creators of modern science. Even before he got the insight that man can
understand history because it is he who creates it, Vico had submitted
mathematics to the same rule: we understand the mathematical because we
ourselves are its creators. Why, then, do we not understand nature? The
phiysicists of the seventeenth century had shown after all that—in the words
of Galileo—the Great Book of Nature is written in the language of mathe-
matics. According to Kepler and Galileo one indeed could speak of an
understanding here, if only on a different, theological view of mathematics.
‘Geometry’, says Kepler, ‘before the creation of things from eternity belong-
ing to the spirit of God, has given to Him the paradigms for the creation of
the universe, and it has been transferred to man being God’s image.’® In
Kepler's view we understand nature because we see in it God through the
medium of mathematics. By contrast, Vico holds the highly modern view,
not only that mathematics is made by man, but also that consequently ‘the
truths that are ascribed to physics on account of the geometrical method
[are] nothing but so many probable conjectures owing to geometry only the
method and not the evidence of proof. The geometrical we prove because we
produce it; if we were to prove the physical we would have to produce it,
[too].”” But we don’t, and the high road via mathematics doesn’t help. This
passage is almost an anticipation of the famous saying by Einstein: ‘As far
as the propositions of mathematics refer to reality, they are not certain; and
as far as they are certain, they do not refer to reality.’

Thus Vico, apart from his insistence on the subjective priority of history
over nature, gave an important argument for the limitation of the mathe-
matical method in science. The hermeneutics of the nineteenth céntury in-
tended to be a methodology for the humanities. Though it was not aware of
Vico’s achievements, it was quite close to them in essential respects. It made
the internal relationship to past events, secured by historical continuity, be-
come the centre of a conception of understanding that would remain in-
accessible to the natural sciences. ‘The possibility of understanding’, said
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-Droysen, ‘consists in the kind of statements, congenial fo us, thiat exist as
historical material.” Man observing himself is a preferred observer for whom
it is possible to have an interior view of human past that we do not have in
the case of animals, plants or other natural objects.

1I. A NEw ROLE FOR THE HUMANITIES : COMPENSATION

My considerations have now reached a period in history that even today can
be made the starting point for systematic investigations into the relation
between the sciences and the humanities. As stated in my Introduction, I
want to deal with two recent contributions to our understanding of this rela-
tion: one originating in the humanities, the other one in the sciences. Let me
begin with the first one. Its main thesis and argument is as follows. Contrary
to what some people seem to think, the humanities are not undergoing a
crisis but rather the sciences. Moreover, this crisis proves, more than any-
thing else could do, the legitimacy and even necessity of the humanities in
our modern world. The crisis of the sciences is an external, not an internal
one. Internally science is doing quite well, and progress could go on for ever.
But it is in trouble relative to its cultural environment. And this trouble is
even twofold. First, science is no longer capable of making essential contri-
butions to our general world view although this view is still incomplete.
Second, technology, the most important outcome of science, has become a
serious threat to mankind at least in some respects. The crisis afflicts society
as a whole, and the only help can come from the humanities. It consists in
compensating the losses, theoretical and practical, that men have to suffer
from as a consequence of the sciences’ failure. This is the new role for the
humanities.?

Let us now run through this argument in some more detail. The crisis in
question has recently been called an isolation of the sciences from the rest of
human culture. This is remarkable if only because it suggests the question
why we do not choose the alternative and label the non-scientific part of our
culture as being isolated from the sciences. The conspicuously asymmetric
way of putting the matter seems to be the consequence of a twofold dis-
appointment. The sciences could not solve, as some had hoped, all problems
of human existence and man’s life, and the technology based on the sciences
was not always, as some had promised, to the benefit of mankind. In this
way the sciences appeared to be guilty of something, and pretty soon the
formula of their isolation was coined. Let us see whether this was justified.

At present mutual understanding between any two scientists by far ex-
ceeds that between the members of any other grouping, e.g. one science and
one liberal arts discipline or even two of the latter. However, in spite of their
worldwide technological presence the sciences did not develop the same easi-
ness of outward self-representation that is characteristic of them internally.
There is certainly a (relative) isolation. At the beginning of modern science
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the situation was different. Descartes published his law of inertia and his
collision laws in a book the first part of which deals with the principles of
human knowledge, and he deduced the conservation laws of mechanics from
the immutability of God. Today nothing could be fartherfrom any scientist’s
mind than the establishment or even the discussion of such bold connections.
Again, even in the Germany of 1883, caused by a confession-like obituary
on Darwin by du Bois-Reymond, the theory of evolution became the subject
of a heated debate in the Prussian Parliament. Today, it seems the public
submits unmoved to every world view revolution. The theoretical results of
the sciences, in spite of their dramatically increasing practical relevance, no
longer have any cultural or political excitement value.

How did this neutralization come about? Three features of the develop-
ment may be mentioned. Firstly, in the cause of their history the natural
sciences defeated their early competitors: two or three ancient world views
and the Christian doctrine of creation. And this happened without any new
competitors being added. In matters of nature the presently institutionalized
science is the only world view agency. This does not mean that our general
world view was not determined also by other forces. But these act on other
points, left untouched by science, and complete the picture rather than
modify it. Furthermore, not only does science not meet any longer with ex-
ternal resistances. The internal ones are also missing. Though the develop-
ment of science was characterized by internal revolutions they did not lead
to any esoteric branchings. On a not too fine scale the stream of growing
knowledge behaves like our real streams: they mostly join each other, and
rarely separatc. As a consequence the educated layman, to satisfy his needs,
cannot choose between several, equally reputable world views. Again the
probability of cultural relevance is decreased. Finally in the meantime the
average representative of a distinguished cultural will is no longer seized or
even sprinkled by the main stream of scientific progress. One should never
underrate the possible impact of a new scientific theory on the general world
view. But it is hard to imagine which common cultural consequences the
discovery of new elementary particles could have. It may very well be that
we already are in possession of the culturally relevant theoretical achieve-
ments that ever can come from the natural sciences. Their cultural mission
may be done.

Complementary to the process of cultural neutralization or isolation of
the theoretical progress of science is the process of—as it lias been called—-
the gradual loss of men’s worlds of historical origin, caused by the techno-
logical transformation of our natural environment. It is complementary to
the first mentioned process in the sense that whereas this one is a process of
decreasing theoretical relevance of science, the other one is proportional to
its increasing practical importance: Tt is the acceleration of technological
progress that is painfully felt by more and more people as a heavy loss of
their life quality in several respects. There is first the scientist himself who
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is afflicted. The private sacrifice of the great scientist, bent over his test-tubes
around the clock and yearning for the final breakthrough, is already an older
‘cliché. Today social conscience takes care also of the nameless experimenta-
list serving in the almost uncountable army of scientists. And our present
humanists now see this man give up his individuality on the threshold of his
laboratory for the sake of absolute objectivity and exactness---renouncing of
his normal way of life for methodological reasons. Moreover, besides the
scientists there is the rest of mankind being made the slaves of all kinds of
technological sorcery—the slaves even in the case where this sorcery seems
pleasing and delightful. For also the entertaining side of the matter has its
own danger by seductively transforming life in an uncontrolled way and with
unpredictable consequences.

The global description of the two processes that led to the isolation of
science certainly is open to all kinds of objections as soon as it comes to a
more refined presentation. But nobody will deny that there is a grain of
truth in it, and even if we decide to believe this story the really amazing
thing is still to come: It is the kind of regetion of some philosophers in my
country to this mutual recession of science and traditional culture. These
philosophers conclude that here we have the very situation where the
humanities’ time has come: ‘the more modern our modern world becomes
the more indispensible become the humanities.” Their specific role is to
compensate for the various losses men have to suffer from as a consequence
of the impasse that science led into by telling people appropriately chosen
stories about their own past or about what that past could have been. The
humanities are capable of doing this because they know the hermeneutic
technique of telling stories, and thus ‘can save men from dying of narrative
atrophy.’

There are three kinds of stories all of which have the function to re-fami-
liarize men with the alienating worlds of their true origin. There are stories
by which ‘the modern disenchantment of the world is compensated—in a
modern way—Dby the substitute enchantment of the aesthetic.” By increasing
our sensitivity, by developing our aesthetic sense, we learn to see art as an
autonomous creation which it had never been before. Second, there arg
maintaining stories to counteract the denaturalization and dehistorization
of our world. Whether in a national park, in an art museum or some other
monument, we learn to retard the progressive destruction of our environ-
ment by creating institutions for its protection. Finally, the humanities tell
us orienting stories that could encourage us to identify ourselves with exist-
ing traditions such as Christianity, humanism, enlightenment, etc. The en-
couragement comes about by revealing the ambiguity of the documents of
those traditions—a genuine achievement of the humanities which enables us
always to reinterpret the old stories as the circumstances may require.

What shall we say about this compensation model? In my opinion it is
totally insufficient to solve our problems. And this opinion is not shaken by

DISCUSSION AND COMMENTS 145

the fact that some natural scientists will find the model attractive. Indeed,
not few scientists seem to dislike any intrusion into their work by philoso-
phers or other people trying to understand science within the wider scope of
human culture. They seem to fear that this interest could eventually lead to
unpleasant modifications of science, and prefer to relax with those compen-
sations offered to them by the humanitics. But compensation alone will not
do. The very offer of the humanities makes it imperative to question again
their legitimacy—Dbesides that of the sciences. And the philosophy of com-
pensation, it seems to me, is a misunderstanding of both. -

According to the normal understanding compensation means that what is
compensated for remains unchanged. As a consequence, science would re-
main unchanged, and that would be fine for all who accept it as it is. But for
them nothing were to be compensated any way. On the other side, whoever
complains of losses of life quality, of disturbances of an existence worthy of
human beings, will not satisfy himself with comforting compensations that
make him forget about what cannot be changed. Tt is absurd to imagine our
scientists irotting grudgingly into their laboratories in the morning, grimly
doing their degrading work all day long in order to finally being permitted
to listen to geisteswissenschaftliche fairytales in the evening. If we do no
longer feel able to appreciate our sciences we must change them, and if we
decide to change them we have to think about fheir role in tle first place. In
doing this it will certainly be useful to widen our view and to sharpen our
historical consciousness, not however in order to compensate for the damage
done by the sciences but in order to re-integrate them into intellectual life.
We would render also the humanities a bad service were we to use them
mainly to compensate for the gaps torn up by the sciences. Rather we have
to articulate the intrinsic importance of their genuine subject. We have to
realize anew that we live in one world and that, therefore, the least we can
expect to understand is the compatibility of the two camps. Again, however,
no solution will be possible without a thoroughgoing comparative analysis.

ITII. A NEw ROLE FOR THE SCIENCES : THE DELIGHT IN CONTINGENCY

We have seen that even the compensation model includes a picce of analysis
in so far asit rests on what was called ‘the isolation of the sciences’. In the
last part of my paper I am going to deepen this analysis, and the starting
point will again be natural science. But this time we shall end up with the
observation that a new role for if has been found, and that in playing this
role natural science.s about to approach the humanities. The new role may
be most appropriately characterized by calling it “the delight in contingency’.
In playing this role modern natural science says goodbye to the kind of
pleasure that has dominated its development since its very beginning—the
pleasure of finding the fundamental Jaws of nature. Even in this century one
of our great physicists could say :1° “The age in which we live is the age in
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which we are discovering the fundamental laws of nature.” However, it may
very well be that this age now comes to an end, and one of those who do
believe this is Ilya Prigogine. ‘The great founders’, says he, ‘of western
science emphasized universality and the eternal character of the natural
laws . . . [Einstein attempted] to condense all laws of physics to one single
«unifying field theory”. This gigantic dream has failed. .. one has given up
the hope to subsume all natural processes under a small number of “eternal”
laws.’

More specifically it is deterministic atomism that had been the heuristic
guide for the development of physical theories. Atomism is the belief that
patural laws are simple and fundamental if they directly refer to the elemen-
tary constituents of matter. Determinism is the belief in a sharp distinction
between lawful and contingent features of nature and in the reducibility of
the contingent behaviour of a physical system to one single point in time by
time-independent laws. However, according to Prigogine it was precisely in
following up these beliefs that physics was led astray. Not, of course, in
regard to its internal goals but with respect to an eventual theory of human
existence. In this respect Prigogine affirms the thesis of the isolation of the
sciences. The road taken by classical science inevitably led to a break between
man and nature,

However, Prigogine’s main thesis is that present science undergoes a
revolution that Has every chance to bridge the gulf that classical science had
caused. To this revolution relativity theory and quantum mechanics—usually
quoted as the major novelties of our century—were but a prelude. For the
classical world view, though already badly shaken by those theories, was not
improved in some respecis essential for the wanted integration. The truely
decisive weakness, according to Prigogine, of deterministic atomism had
been not only that it neglected the real aspects of time, complexity and
contingency but that it degraded these aspects by declaring them to be mere
appearances that had to be climinated from a true picture of reality. By con-
trast, what is going on in the new fields of typically interdisciplinary chara-
cter, like physical chemistry, biochemistry, chemical physiology, etc. is pre-
cisely a rehabilitation of those aspects as irreducible features of the natural
world.

In a sense Prigogine’s revolution consists, then, simply in this that, as he
himself expresses it, ‘scientists have only ceased to deny what everybody
knew.” The revolution has its roots in classical thermodynamics of the
nineteenth century. In particular the second law of thermodynamics, as
Eddington put it,!2 ‘marked a reaction from the view that everything to
which science need pay attention is discovered by a microscopic dissection
of objects. It provided an alternative standpoint in which the centre of
interest is shifted from the entities reached by the customary analysis (atoms
.. .etc) to qualities possessed by the system as a whole . . .” To this recent
thermodynamics of irreversible processes added our understanding of pro-
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cesses in which, sufficiently far away from equilibrium, the creation of novel
states of order as we know them from living organisms is possible. It is
hoped that by a thoroughgoeing investigation of complex systems we even-
tually will find an unbroken chain of phenomena that, beginning with lasers
and chemical clocks and leading all the way up to processes in human society,
will show man and nature united in one understandable unitary hierarchy.
Prigogine himself is very ambitious indeed. In his view the revolution should
include even such a fundamental concept as time. This concept, deteriorated
by determinism to a mere parameter, should be raised to become again a
category of reality. And the new reality is not one of being but of becoming.
At present it is still an open question whether the recent development of
physics as the basic natural science that Prigogine likes to give the impor-
tance of a revolution will be more than an inner scientific process and even-
tually concern also the humanitics in an essential way. In conclusion I want
to consider one particular aspect of this development: the aspect of contin-
gency as opposed to lawfulness. Tt seems that our ancestors whom we owe
the beautiful building of the physical science did over-rate the importance of
the physical laws in it. This can be seen even in our context by the attempt
of neo-Kantianism to make the distinction between lawfulness and contin-
gency a criterion of the distinction between the sciences and the humanities.
In a speech of 1894 bearing the title ‘History and Natural Science’ Windel-
band has done this by coining the terms of ‘nomothetic’ and ‘idiographic’
thinking. He found all kinds of reasons to reject the attempts to base the
distinction between the sciences and the humanities on differences concern-
ing their contents as it, for instance, had been expressed by such terms as
‘nature’ and ‘mind’. With psychology as his test case Windelband tried to
shift the emphasis from the contents to the methods and the aims of the two
fields. In doing this he found that psychology agrees with natural science
therein ‘that both observe, gather and digest their facts only under the aspect
and to the end of understanding the general laws to which those facts are
submitted . . . By contrast, the majority of those disciplines that we are used
to count as humanities is focused on the complete and final presentation of
a single, more or less extended event of unique and timely restricted reali-
zation.”3
Does Windelband’s criterion—this is my concluding question—adequately
describe the essence of natural science as being the search for general laws
as distinct from our knowledge of contingent facts? Nobody will deny that
there is a grain of truth in this description. However, there is also some rea-
son, entrenched in the development of physical science, to draw its attention
more and more to contingent facts of nature, not in order to subsume them
under laws, but to display them as parts of the laws, Indeed the development
of physics can be understood under the aspect that, again and again, a typi-
cal step in the development is the recognition that what so far had been
taken to be a lawlike affair really is a matter of contingency while the reverse
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of this step never occurs. The progress of science thus includes the increase
of contingencies recognized as such.!¥ Let us look at some examples.

The first example is the development of our insight into the structure of
matter. This development has passed through the four levels of state trans-
formations of substances, of chemical reactions, of radioactivity as the
spontaneous decay of heavy atomic nuclei and of the decay of elementary
particles first observed in cosmic rays. In each of these cases it was recogniz-
ed that what at first had been conceived to be an unalterable siructure—a
state, a chemical compound, an atomic nucleus, an elementary particle—
finally turned out to be changeable in time. In each case a deeper structure
was discovered not changing during the respective transformations: the
chemical constitution is not changed in a state transformation, the atomic
nuclei are essentially stable during a chemical reaction. Processes within
nuclei usually are accompanied by transformations of elementary particles.
But at least some quantities characteristic for this level are conserved. Al-
together, we here have a succession of theories—classical mechanics, thermo-
dynamics, chemistry, nuclear physics and elementary particle physics—hav-
ing had their floruit in this order and each explaining a new kind of process
that was veiled by assumptions made by the preceding theory.

My second example is the history of cosmology. Apart from some singular
movements the predominant world view of antiquity and its Christian ver-
sion renewed during the Middle Ages were essentially static. The earth was
thought to be at rest in the centre of the universe, the celestial sphere revolv-
ing in uniform circular motion with the stars fixed to it. There were the
planets exhibiting their rather irregular motions. However, saving the
phenomena these motions were explained by reducingthem again to constant
circular motion. The development starting with Copernicus is a gradual
destruction of these simple structures in favour of more and more changes
in time and other contingencies. The earth moves, the stars move. Theories
about the genesis of the solar system come up, the stars are declared to be
alterable products with birth and death. Finally, gravitation, the new static
quantity, and Euclidean space, the time-honoured structure, are merged into
one time-dependent metric in general relativity. And this theory tells a story
about the universe according to which its original state was fofo coelo diffe-
rent from what it is now.

In these examples my paradigm of a contingent entity is some part of an
object that may be different from what it in fact is just because it may under-
£0 a change in time. As opposed to this a lawlike entity would be a timeless
structure—timeless in the strong sense that here a change in time is excluded
not merely as a matter of fact but as a matter of principle. Hypotheses and
discoveries resolving timeless structures into processes often are of incisive
importance because they often lead to the assumption of new and more
basic structures. More generally, the frequent concomitant of the replace-
ment of one theory by another one is the emergence of a new contingency in
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the sense that some part of the old theory can be seen to correspond to some
part of the new theory which according to this theory for the first time is
recognized and explicitly admitted to have genuine alternatives not only in
the sense of possible change, but alsc in the more general sense of logical
alternatives.

An example of the latter kind is Kepler’s theory of planetary motion vis-d-
vis Newton’s law of gravitation combined with his general mechanics. For
Kepler, who, although he was a Copernican, still believed in the old cosmo-
logy of the celestial sphere, the sun and the planets known at his time had a
quite unique and exceptional position in the universe, Kepler found the
beautiful regularities expressed in the laws named after liim and, although
he already entertained the notion of a force exercised by the sun on the
planets, he still tried to understand the relative distances of the planets from
the sun. In his view the solar system was an essential constituent of the struc-
ture of the universe that was to be understood precisely as it is given to us.
Accordingly, it would not have made much sense for Kepler to have enter-
tained any alternative or to have asked for the particular conditions under
which the plancts showed the regularities that were discovered by him. This
was left to Newton and his followers in the eighteenth century. They found
that Kepler’s laws can be explained by Newton’s gravitational law fogether
with certain additional assumptions. Roughly put, these assumptions are
that the mass of the sun is large as compared with that of any planet and
that any two planets do not approach each other beyond a certain limit. As
seen from Newton’s theory these are contingent assumptions, and the lesson
of this explanation therefore is that Kepler’s laws had no importance what-
ever in our universe wnless certain contingent facts occurred, not as such that
could be subsumed under Kepler’s laws but rather as their presuppositions
that could not even be formulated in Kepler’s theory.

Generalizing, it seems fair to say that @// natural lJaws have a contingent,
factlike component that cannot be recognized as such as long as a law is not
explained by a more general one. But if it is explained then this component
is made explicit as the factlike additional assumption under which the old
law holds as seen from the new one. In this way we see that the realization
of laws in nature depends on facts, and natural science being described as
essentially aiming at laws is successful in its endeavours only to an extent
that is dictated by a certain amount of contingent facts in the universe. This
can be seen with particular clearness from the recent investigations of com-
plex systems: The more our investigations were focused on complex systems
as such the more contingent aspects came to the fore. Moreover, so far this
result is not the outcome of a new science but at best a new insight into a
consequence of what physics had been like all the time.

In this paper I presented some aspects of the wide range of questions con-
cerning the relations between the sciences and the humanities. In particular
the isolation of the natural sciences was treated and two suggestions were
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discussed to find a way out. That all its specialities be relevant to the general
world view of the time and that this be proved before the public, certainly is
a hard demand for any scientific discipline. But history seems to teach that
its fulfilment pays and that our natural sciences owe their success not least
the fact that their cultural environment forced them to articulate themselves
in view of possible or actual rivals and to defend their position. They became
great precisely because they were nof isolated. As Schrodinger put it: <. ..
there is a tendency to forget that all science is bound up with human culture
in general, and that scientific findings, even those which at the moment
appéar the most advanced and esoteric and difficult to grasp, are meaningless
outside their cultural context. A theoretical science, unaware that those of
its constructs considered relevant and momentous are destined eventually to
be framed in concepts and words that have a grip on the educated commu-
nity and become part and. parcel of the general world picture—a theoretical
scienice, I say, where this is forgotten, . . . will necessarily be cut off from the
rest of cultural mankind; in the long run it is bound to atrophy and ossify."s
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THE METHOD OF HYPOTHESIS IN
PLATO’S PHAEDO 100A AND 101D: ITS PROBLEMS AND
AN ATTEMPTED SOLUTION

Plato has discussed the method of hypothesis in the passage 100A and 101D
of his Phaedo. The passage, as it has been seen hitherto, has given rise to
controversies. It has been held that here Plato has committed some crude
logical mistakes such as that of assuming contraries to be contradictories.
As Robinson remarked: ‘The two things he really has in his mind, namely
deducibility and inconsistency, cannot be neatly expressed by a single verb
and its negative, because they are not contradictories but contraries. So he
drops something of his meaning, trusting to its being divined”, and takes
consistency and inconsistency, which are contradictories and can be thus
compactly expressed’.! Moreover it is held that the hypothetical method is
pre-supposed, not proved. In the words of Scolnicov: “The procedure adop-
ted in Phaede 100A cannot ever give us the truth but only the possibility of
truth. The basis of the reality of eack hypothesis in the dialectical ascension
is only supposed, not given’.> However, these criticisms seem to have
ignored the lexical complexities and elliptical nature of Platonic writing. An
attempt will be made here to show that once we get rid of the lexical com-
plexities and ellipsis involved in Plato’s description of the method of hypo-
thesis the above-mentioned criticisms would lose much of their point.

Plato introduced the method of hypothesis in Phaede 100A and 101D.
The method is stated in the following words:

I started off in this way and in every case I first lay down the theory®
which I judge to be the soundest and then whatever seems to agree (sym-
phonein) with it—with regard either to causes or to anything else—I
assume to be true, and whatever does not I assume not to be irue...If any-
one should fasten upon the hypothesis itself, you would disregard him
and refuse to answer uatil you could consider whether its consequences
were mutually consistent or not. And when you had to substantiate the
hypothesis itsell you would proceed in the same way, assuming whatever
more ultimate hypothesis commended itself most to you, until you reached
one which was satisfactory. (Phaedo 100A and 101D)

The method of hypothesis involves two procedures:

(1) Test the truth value and soundness of the hypothesis.
(2) Substantiate the hypothesis.

The first procedure further consists of four steps:

(i) Lay down a hypothesis which appears to be the most probable and
sound and which explains most satisfactorily the thing in question.
(if) Deduce consequences from the hypothesis.
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(fii) Check the mutual consistency of these consequences.

() If the consequences are found inconsistent replace the original
hypothesis by a more sound hypothesis and apply (ii) and iii) again.
This procedure will continue till we reach a hypothesis of whick
all the consequences derived are mutually consistent.

In the second procedure, i.e. the substantiation of the hypothesis, consists
of two steps.

(1) Posit a more general hypothesis than the hypothesis (all the conse-
quences derived from which are mutually consistent) where the latter
can be derived from the former.

(2) Repeat (1) till one arrives at a statement on proposition which is
true by itself and needs no further justification.

Thus both the procedures show a common technique of resorting to an
‘upward movement’. The first procedure represents the Socratic method of
elenchus® which was so extensively used in the earlier dialogues. The second
one seems to have its source in the geometrical method of analysis, which
was so popularly used in Plato’s time*.5 The first procedure keeps the hypo-
thesis free from contradiction by ensuring that all its consequences are
mutually consistent. However, the second procedure is a positive one. It pro-
vides proof or demonstrates the truth of the hypothesis by showing that it is
deduced from something which is true by itself and needs no further justi-
fication.® Plato in his method of hypothesis very exquisitely combined the
Socratic metitod of elenchus and geometrical method of analysis to achieve
his objective. That the first procedure rests on the method of elenchus and
the geometrical method of analysis is quite evident in the second procedure.
But unfortunately the hypothetical method has been identified either with
the ¢lenchus or with the geometrical method of analysis.

According to Crombie” it is not a special method that he is adopting, ex-
cept in 80 far as it is special to make up one’s mind as to what is most prob-
able and to abide by that decision until one sces grounds for it. On the other
hand, Sayers seems to have held that the method described at Phaedo 100A
and 101D resembles the geometrical method of analysis. As a matter of fact,

* The geometrical method of analysis as enunciated by Pappu, a contemporary of
Plato, who in his bock Treasury of Analysis (5.T. Heath, 4 History of Greek Mathe-
matics, Dover Publication, New York, 1981, p. 400) was a heuristic technique prac-
ticed by Plato’s contemporaries to demonstrate the proof of a proposition by tracing it
back to something which is true by itself. In other words, the method of analysis provides
certainty to some propositions that we know to be true, Secondly, the power of the
method also lies in the fact that it helps us know some other propositions that we did not
know before. But obviously this geometrical method of analysis is differentt from the
modernt notion of analysis which roughly consists in breaking the complex or composite
into the simples and thereby brings clarity in our understanding of something and makes
things properly intelligible.
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the approaches of Crombie and Sayer to understand the method of hypo-
thesis are partial and it seems that both are indispensible for a proper com-
prehension of the method.

But this method of hypothesis, as Robinson points out, involves a funda-
mental logical problem: ‘The statement “whatever agree with it is true” and
“whatever does not is false”, cannot be interpreted by one logical relation-
ship.”* If it (the word ‘Symphonein’ or agrees with) is to be interpreted as
‘consistent with’ which seems natural and obvious then the statement ‘I put
down as true whatever agrees with it’ seems to be very wild as it is unneces-
sary and unjustifiable to consider all those propositions not inconsistent
with our hypothesis to be true. Moreover, a proposition which may not be
inconsistent with a hypothesis nonetheless can be lalse. Again if we interpret
the phrase ‘agrees with’ in the sense of being ‘deducible from’ or ‘entailed
by’ then the first statement ‘whatever agrees with it is true’ is all right. But
the sccond statement ‘whatever does not agree with it is false’, gives rise to
serious logical difficulty. Because there are many propositions which are not
deducible from our hypothesis, yet they are not false. Robinson, unable to
find solution, concluded: ‘Plato here doesnot say quite all that he means:
... Plato chooses to be inaccurate, or at least inadequate, in order to pre-
serve conversational simplicity. The two thingshe really has in mind, namely
deducibility and inconsistency, cannot be neatly expressed by a single verb
and its negative, because they are not contradictories but contraries. So he
drops something of his meaning, trusting to its being “divined” and takes
consistency and inconsistency which are contradictories and can be thus
compactly expressed.’®

K.M. Sayer tried to find out some alternative interpretation of Plato’s
intended meaning at Phaedo 100A. He believed that Plato’s use of expres-
sion ‘to agree with’ in this passage is both logically sound and relatively
precise. He says, ‘But if we think of the relationship of agreement of 100A
as holding between convertible propositions, then the difficulties disappear
and Socrates” comments on the method become perfectly hucid.’"* Two pro-
positions are convertible when they are mutually deducible or replaceable
without a4 change in the truth value of the original. For example from the
assertions (P—Q), (PV Q) and (P & Q), we can deduce, viz. (~P V Q),
~{~ P&~ Q) and ~ (~P V~Q) respectively by the help of material impli-
cation and Demorgan’s rule. In exactly the same way, however, the former
can be deduced from the latter as well. Besides, in the ancient Greek geo-
metry we can find that a large number of geometrical propositions were
convertible 12

But, whatever the case may be, Sayer’s notion of convertibility does not
help us solve the logical incongruity of the passage at Phaedo 100A. It
suffers from exactly the same difficulty that it claims to have got over. As far
as the principle of convertibility is concerned, the first statement ‘whatever
agrees with it is true” seems alright but the second statement ‘whatever does
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not agree with it is false’ is not free from absurdity. This is because there
can be many propositions which are not convertible with the original hypo-
thesis and yet may be true.

But all these uncertainties about the logical propriety of this problem
vanish when we turn to the genesis of the problem, i.e. the use of the Greek
word *Symphonein’ in the description of the method of hypothesis and con-
text in which the method is being adopted.

After giving the description of the method of hypothesis Socrates imme-
diately made use of the method to understand the notion of beauty. He
pointed out, ‘It seems to me that whatever else is beautiful apart from abso-
lute beauty is beautiful because it partakes of that absolute beauty and for
no other reason.’ (Phaedo, 100 C) From this use of the method it appears
that Plato applied the method to get hold of the underlying nature and struc-
ture of the thing he wanted to inguire about. He believed that the truth value
of all these statements concerning beauty, justice, good, etc. could be deter-
mined in the same way as the truth value of the descriptive statements are
determined.

Secondly, as far as the description of this method is concerned, Plato
scems to be quite elliptical. If one gets over the ellipsis and unfolds the diffe-
rent features of the method we can see that the word ‘Symphonein’ would
have to be mentioned twice instead of once. Again if we go through the
Greek-English Lexicon then we find that the Greek word ‘symphonein’ has
got more than one meaning. In the Greek language ‘symphonein’ has been
used in the sense of harmony, symmetry, consistency, equivalence, entailment,
etc. And it is not unlikely that Plato had used the word ‘symphonein’ in the
sense of entailment in the first statement and in the sense of consistency in
the second statement. The propensity to use a single word in different senses
is also evident in the use of such words as ‘eidos’ and ‘logos’ with diverse
senses in the Platonic corpus. Thus once we get over this elliptical nature of
the description of the method of hypothesis, we can see that the logical
relationship holding between the hypothesis and its consequences are not
expressed by a single verb and its negative but by different verbs. The appa-
rent logical problem pointed out by Robinson is nothing but a lexical mis-
understanding and it is largely due to the fact that the word ‘symphonein’
and ‘not-symphonein’ are being arbitrarily understood in one sense only
without keeping in mind the elliptical nature of the description, the diverse
senses of the word and the context in which the method is being used. More-
over, if we go by Robinson’s interpretation, we will have to end up by saying
that the entire Platonic corpus is trusted because of its being ‘divined’.

Again it has been pointed out that the method does not bridge the gap
between true opinion and knowledge which is considered to be the basic
purpose of the method. In other words, this method does not prove its re-
sults but merely assumes them. Scolnicov holds that the procedure adopted
in-Phaedo 100A cannot ever give us the truth but only the possibility of
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truth. He says, ‘The basis of the reality of each hypothesisin the dialectical
ascension is only supposed, not given. As long as the upward chain of hypo-
theses is not concluded, the reality of each and every hypothesis is never
given but merely postulated. However, the basic Platonic distinction which
was the reason for developing the method of hypothesis itself—the distine-
tion between knowledge and opinion—necessitates that reality be given, not
merely postulated.”® Rosel* and Sayer'® hold the view that the method of
Phaedo does not guarantee the unhypothetical starting point, and it is from
the Republic that we learn that the terminus of the dialectical procedure is
in a starting point which itself stands beyond the need of justification.

But the paramount importance Plato laid on this method by treating it
above the elenctic method combined with the statement of Socrates at
Phaedo 107B—Subjective validity is not sufficient as a foundation of know-
ledge’-—raise serious misgivings about these criticisms. It compels us to exa-
mine these criticisms closely. _

As far as the first procedure of the method is concerned, there is almost a
consensus that it helps discover the underlying nature and structure of the
thing which makes the thing what it is. But the problem lies at the proof,
i.e. the second procedure. In Phaedo 101D, it is clearly stated: ‘And when
you have to substantiate the hypothesis itself, you would proceed in the
same way assuming whatever more ultimate hypothesis commend itself most
to you, until you reached one which was satisfactory.” Here we should take
the word ‘satisfactory’ seriously. This procedure of the method is directed to
provide a proof of certain assertion or to demonstrate its truth. There are
several steps of demonstration and the demonstration ends only at a satis-
factory point. Had it not striven for an unliypothetical starting point, it
would have stopped at any point without reaching the satisfactory step.
This is exactly the point where the hypothetical method has got an edge over
the method of elenchus. It helps in providing a ground for the assertions
which are taken to be true opinion in order for them to get transformed into
knowledge.

Besides, the method of hypothesis as it is claimed has got its source in the
geometrical method of analysis, very popularly used in Plato’s time.'¢ *In
analysis we suppose the desired result to be already accomplished, and look
for that (prior proposition) from which it results, and then again from the
prior proposition leading to that, until, by tracing our steps backward in this
way, we meet with something already known or helding the rank of first
principle.”t7 Here the satisfactory steps are not assumed but admitted. Since
the method of hypothesis and geometrical method of analysis have a similar
structure, there is sufficient reason to believe that in the method of hypothesis
the satisfactory assertion is not merely postulated but given.

In defending the method against all these criticisms, it is not the purpose:
of the paper to agree with Bluck!s or Robinson'® who hold the view that the
method leads to an absolute foundationalism, i.e. the principle of good. In
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fact, it is very difficult to find evidence either from the text or from the con-
text for this claim.

With all said, one must admit that the passages 100A and 101D in Phaedo,
if properly understood, are not unworthy of Plato’s methodological acu-
men. The reader can now see why the claim is made and may assess its merits
for himself. If the reinterpretation made in this paper is successful. Plato’s
remarks on the method, i.e. the method of hypothesis, emerge as flawless and
compact, and the result of the method is really proved not supposed.
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DEFINING VIOLENT AND NON-VIOLENT ACTS

I would define violent and non-violent acts both positively and negatively.

In the positive sense, I define a violent act as (1) one of which itis a con-
stitutive part (or to the essence of which it belongs) that its very performance
will cause hurt; or (2) as one of which it is not a constitutive part that its
very performance will cause hurt, but knowing that its performance will or
is likely to cause hurt to someone or the other whom one may have in mind,
it is performed with that intention.

Again, in the positive sense, I define a non-violent act as (1) one of which
it is a constitutive part that its very performance will cause comfort; or (2)
as one of which it is not a constitutive part that its very performance will
cause comfort, but knowing that its performance will or is likely to cause
comfort to someone or the other whom one may have in mind, it is per-
formed with that intention.

There is a word of explanation here. In the definition of violent act, with-
in the act of which it is not a constitutive part that its very performance
will cause hurt, I include the act of which it is a constitutive part that its
very performance will cause comfort and the act of which it is not a consti-
tutive part that its very performance will cause comfort. That is to say,
briefly speaking, within the non-hurt causing act, I include the comfort
causing act and the non-comfort causing act. Likewise, in the definition of
non-violent act, within the act of which it isnot a constitutive part that its
very performance will cause comfort, I include the act of which it is a cons-
titutive part that its very performance will cause hurt and the act of which it
is not a constitutive part that its very performance will cause hurt. That is
to say, within the non-comfort causing act, I include the hurt causing act
and the non-hurt causing act.

Let me now cite some examples of the above-mentioned two kinds of acts.
I take it that the acts of scolding, abusing, beating, assaulting, harassing,
molesting, raping, torturing, undergoing penance, insulting, thinking ill of
somebody with that person’s knowledge, withdrawing help when that help
is still needed and not doing what one is required to do to help somebody,
are acts of which it is a constitutive part that their very performance will
cause hurt. And T take it that the acts of being respectful, being loving or
affectionate, being accommodating, showing appreciation for somebody’s
work or achievements, showing humility, exercising tolerance, giving a
patient hearing, making efforts to understand somebody, saving somebody
from danger, helping somebody in need, taking an interest in and working
for somebody’s welfare and looking after one’s own preservation and well-
being, are acts of which it is a constitutive part that their very performance
will cause comfort.

Further I take the following two things to be the cases. Suppose, among
non-hurt causing acts, one performs a comfort causing act, like being res-
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pectful, say, to the person B, or a non-comfort causing act, like just being
quiet in some particular situation, with the intention of hurting the person
C who one knows will or is likely to be hurt by them. Then both these acts
would be violent acts in relation to C, whatever else they may be otherwise,
In the same way, suppose, among non-comfort causing acts, one performs
a hurt causing act, like living a life of deprivation for a longer or shorter
period, or a non-burt causing act, like again just keeping quiet in some
particular situation, with the intention of causing comfort to some specific
person who one knows will or is likely to be comforted by them. Then both
these acts would be non-violent acts in relation to that specific person, what-
ever else they may be otherwise.

In the negative sense, I define a violent act as (1) not doing or refraining
from doing an act of which it is a constitutive part that its very performance
will cause comfort ; or (2) not doing or refraining from doing an act, namely
‘the one of which it is not a constitutive part that its very performance will
cause comfort, but knowing that its performance will or is likely to cause
comfort to somebody or the other whom one may have in mind, it is per-
formed with that intention’. And, in that same sense, I define a non-violent
act as (1) not doing or refraining from doing an act of which it is a consti-
tutive part that its very performance will cause hurt; or (2) not doing or
refraining from doing an act, namely ‘the one of which it is not a constitu-
tive part that its very performance will cause hurt, but knowing that its per-
formance will or is likely to cause hurt to somebody or the other whom one
may have in mind, it is performed with that intention’.

It will be seen here that I define a violent act in the negative sense as the
contradictory of performing a non-violent act in the positive sense, and a
non-violent act in the negative sense as the contradictory of performing a
violent act in positive sense. Let me now illustrate each of these two kinds of
acts. One performs a violent act in the negative sense, if one does not give
or tefrains from giving a patient hearing to someone who may have a worry
to share with him, or does not perform or refrains from performing an act,
namely ‘that of just being quiet, knowing that his doing so will or is likely
to cause comfort to somebody or the other whom one may have in mind,
with the intention of doing so’. One performs a non-violent act in the nega-
tive sense, if one does not indulge or refrains from indulging in being abusive
to someone, or does not perform or refrains from performing an act, namely
‘that of again just being quiet, knowing that bis doing so will or is likely to
cause hurt to somebody or the other whom one may have in mind, with the
intention of doing so’.

I may briefly represent violent and non-violent acts as I understand them
as follows:
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Violent and Non-Violent Acts

o i l B

violent act in the  Non-violent act inthe Violent act in the Non-violent act in
positive sense positive sense negative sense the negative sense
—Hurt causing act, =Comfort causing act, =Not performing or =Not performing or
or non-hurt causing  or non-comfort causing refraining from per- refraining from per-
act but performed act but performed with forming a non-vio- forminga violent act
with the intention the intentionof caus- lentactin the posi- in the positive sense.
of causing hurt to ing comfort to some- tive sense.

somebody who one body who one knows

knows will or is like- will or is likely to be

ly to be hurt by it. comforted by it.

Now, it is possible that one performs a violent act in the positive sense,
like that of slapping or abusing, but the person in relation to whom this act
is performed, although he is hurt by it, disregards it. It is even possible that,
although again he is hurt by it, a person goes as far as to perform this kind
of act in relation to himself, like that of tormenting himself in one way or
another, which he may do for whatever reason. Likewise it is possible thai
one performs a non-violent act in the positive sense, like complimenting
somebody on his attainments, but the person in relation to whom this act is
performed, although he feels well about it, does not show any excitement.
Further it is possible that, by nature or as a result of some eventuality in the
course of one’s life, one does not have or does not have any longer the
capacity to feel hurt or comfort in some particular respect, physical or
mental. Still further it is said to be possible that, for one reason or another,
one tries to train or discipline himself less or more, and more and more, not
to feel hurt or comfort, tries to acquire control over his body and mind to a
lesser or greater or even to the greatest extent.

Now, T have mentioned these cases to show that they do not go against
the thesis that there are acts of which it is a constitutive part (or to the
essence of which it belongs) that their very performance will cause hurt or
comfort. It is clear that in the first three cases which I have mentioned, the
acts concerned do indeed cause hurt or comfort as the case may be, but the
scheme of things, the way of life, of the people affected makes them treat
them in a certain way, as, for example, matters to be disregarded or not to
get excited about or useful for one thing or another. As far as the last two
cases which I have mentioned are concerned, it is again clear that one will
feel hurt or comfort, if and only if one has the capacity to feel hurt or com-
fort or has this capacity in operation; but what we find in the cases under
discussion is that the people involved, in one respect or more, do not have
any longer or have rendered inactive through self-control this capacity.
These people, in one respect or more, are, at any rate in effect, at par with
those beings in the world, like stones and trees, which presumably do not
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also have the capacity to feel hurt or comfort, and therefore in whose case
also the question of their feeling hurt or comfort does not simply arise.

At this point I would like to take up and define (1) a couple of examples
of acts of which it is a constitutive part that their very performance will
cause hurt, i.e. examples of acts which are among the acts which I have
called violent in the positive sense; and (2) a couple of examples of acts of
which it is a constitutive part that their very performance will cause com-
fort, i.e. examples of acts which are among the acts which I have called non-
violent in the positive sense. The examples of acts of the former kind which
I wish to take up and define are abusing and slapping, and those of the
latter kind which I wish to take up and define are being loving or affection-
ate and complimenting somebody on his attainments.

Now, one may define abusing, in one sense, as using a word or set of
words in speech or writing, comparing a person or persons with something,
such that they find this comparison below their dignity, their true position,
and consequently hurtful, as for instance, callinga person or persons bar-
barians or as no better than muies.

One may define slapping as giving a blow with. the palm of one’s hand,
generally on the face, hard enough to cause hurt.

One may define being loving or affectionate, like an act of a man of com-
passion or charity or benevolence, as an act of coming closer and caring in
which people to whom one comes closer and for whom one cares find
comfort.

One may define complimenting somebody on his attainments as giving
expression in speech or writing or in some other way that one thinks well or
highly of that person on what he has done which causes in him a feeling of
clation.

Before concluding this short paper, I would like to add a remark which
may be treated as anappendix toit. Itis as follows: when I talk of an act
as being a non-violent act, whether in the negative or even in the positive
sense, I do not wish to assert that it is necessarily a moral act or at least not
an immoral one; and likewise when I talk of an act as being a violent act,
again whether in the negative or even in the positive sense, I do not wish to
assert that it is necessarily an immoral act or at least not a moral one—in
the application of the terms moral and immeoral which is not unusual.
Firstly, I am aware of the logical argument that from an act being a non-
violent or a vieclent act, it does not yet follow that it is a moral or an im-
moral or an amoral act. That a non-violent or a violent act is a moral or
an immoral or an amoral act, whether necessarily or otherwise, has to be
established by a separate argument. Secondly, suppose there to be the
following situation: there is a band of terrorists in a state working for the
conversion of the state according to their own ideas, whatever those ideas
may be. They indulge in indiscriminate destruction of life and property in
order to let loose a reign of terror which they think would enable them
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sooner or later to usurp power and then to mould things according to their
ways. Now, imagine that (1) these terrorists do not respond to any non-vio-
lent approach which may be made to them, or they respond to it but not
before there has taken place so much of harm that one wonders what their
response really amounts to; or (2) these terrorists respond to some or the
other violent approach which may be made to them, at least for the foresec-
able future. Now, in connection with this situation, concerning these two
possibilitics, the following questions arise: Isit moral to employ some or
the other non-violent method when the response of these terrorists to this
method is nil or more or less inconsequential? And, further is it immoral to
employ some or the other violent method when the response of these terro-
rists to this method js positive, at least for the foresecable future? It would,
1 think, be dogmatic to answer these questions in the affirmative without
careful reflection.

It is indeed possible that we do not yet have at our disposal a non-violent
method of dealing with the said terrorists, but we may do so some day. For
this purpose, it should not be difficult to see, we would need to have a greater
understanding of human beings, a greater understanding of the kind of
things which would make them respond in a positive way without our mak-
ing them, say, an object of hurt in any sense. Further, it is possible that if we
have at our disposal a non-viclent method which would make the said terro-
rists respond in a positive way and a violent method which would produce
the same result, then the former is morally better than the latter.

St. Stephen’s College, Delhi R.X. Gurta

‘FOUNDATIONS OF INDIAN CULTURE: FACT OR FICTION?—
A REVIEW OR A BIZARRERIE?

I happened to see a review of Professor G. C. Pande’s book Foundations of
Indian Culture (Vols. I & II, Motilal Banarsidass, Delhi, 2nd edition, 1990)
in Journal of Indian Council of Philosophical Research (Vol. IX, No. 1, 1991,
pp. 145-51), which can hardly fail to catch attention on account of some
cocksure assertions of the reviewer. Some of them are just impressionistic
or based on received opinions, while others reflect misunderstanding, mis-
interpretation, or overlooking of evidence. A few. examples of the same are
as under :— -

(1) “The book is totally materialistic. It has little time to discuss spiritual
things” (JICPR, IX (1), p. 147).

This is what has most confidently been pronounced by the reviewer on
the Manusmrti. This is indeed unique, but such an idea can hardly find a
taker. Every one conversant with ancient Indian social history knows it
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fully well that in Discourse VI of the text (Ed. & Tr. Ganganatha Jha) Manu
did deal, in a general way, with samnydsa (Manusmrti, V1. 94 etc.), spiritual
knowledge (adhyatma-jiiana, ibid., V1. 49 etc.), moksa (V1. 35ff) and freedom
from the bondage of the world (VI. 74): for details in this connection he has
referred to Vedanta (V1. 82, 83, 94). According to Medhatithi, the well-
known commentator of Manu, it is the way of jAdna-karma-samuccayavada,
which has been upheld in the Manusmrti (Ed. & Tr. G. N. Jha, VL. 75) for
the attainment of mokya (the summum bonum).

Deoes all this not show a marked concern for spiritual welfare in the Manu-
smrti? Then again, how can any knowledgeable person expect a detailed
discussion of spiritual things in a Dharmasastra work (law-book)?

(2) “Manu ridicules the great idea of the Bhagavadgitd that one should
work without worrying about the fruits of one’s actions” (JICPR, IX (1),
p. 147).

This is another unique and misleading assertion of the reviewer. In sup-
port of this he cites a translation of a verse of the Manusmyti (IL. 4)—“Not
a single act here (below) appears ever to be done by a man free from (desire
for rewards), for whatever (man) does, it is the result of the impulse for
desire”.

The above verse of the Manusmpti occurs in a particular context, which
has altogether been ignored by the reviewer. According to Medhatithi, this
as well as the preceding two verses (IL. 2 & 3) represent the pidrvapaksa: the
uftarapaksa (representing the view of Manu) is found in the succeeding
verse (II. 5). Strangely enough, itisa part of parvapakse which has been
ascribed to Manu by the reviewer. It is either a case of genuine misunder-
standing or a conscious attempt at caricaturing Manu.

The position of Manu, according to Medhatithi, is that he tries to bring
about (Manusmpti, (IL. 5) a synthesis of the two extremes of nivriti and
pravreti by striking the middle course—the two extremes being:

(/) It is not right to be absorbed in desires—
kamatmatd na prasasta (Manusmrii, 11. 2). .
(#) There is no activity without desires (Manusmyri, 11. 4).

According to Manu, however, one should behave in the right manner in
regard to these desires (Manusmyti, 11. 5). As expounded by Medhatithi, the
right behaviour in this context means that one should not think of rewards
at all in regard to the compulsory (nitya) acts—rewards are to be thought of
in regard to the kdmya acts only. By the way, this vindicates the position of
Prof. Pande in respect of his view of synthesis in the smytis.

(3) . .., and nobody lived like an ascetic in his old age (JICPR, IX (I),
p- 148).

This statement of the reviewer is totaily impressionistic.

(4) “On the other hand, the idea of the four varpas was always a fiction. . .
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In fact some of the Purinas assert that in the Kali Age Ksatriyas and
Vaigyas were not found in the country” (JICPR, IX (1), p. 148).

This statement is baseless; to the best of my knowledge none of - the early
Purina texts makes such a statement. Moreover, it is disproved by the
evide.nce of other literary texts, inscriptions and foreign accounts.

(5 “All the Vedanta doctrines thus appear to be empty semantics”
(JICPR, TX (1), p. 148).

Can such an assertion deserve any comment?

(6) “That Vedanta and Sénkhya are false systems of philosophy is no
more a matter of dispute” (JICPR, IX (1), p. 149).

This is of course a received opinion, the source of which (a letter of
Ishwar Chandra Vidyasagar) has duly been mentioned. Is this opinion in-
tended to be accepted as the statement of a historical fact?

(7) “Itis sad to think that our philosophers never asked the perennial
questions of philosophy, ‘What can human beings know? How do they
come to know?. . .(JICPR, IX (1), p. 149).

This is how the reviewer has bewailed! Can anyone else ignore Anviksik!
and pramina-mimarsd in this way?

(8) “As a guide to human conduct it (the Bhagavadgita) is perhaps not
very helpful” (JICPR, IX (1), p. 149).

But how can the well-known examples of Tilak, Gandhi, Vinoba, etc., be
brushed aside or explained away?

(9) “Can it be said that these texts (of the Vedic and post-Vedic religions
in Vedic or Sanskrit language) are the foundation of Indian culture when the
vast majority of Indians were not even allowed to have any access to them?”
(JICPR, IX (1), p. 150). . .

This is the main, though pointless, question raised by the reviewer against
the view of Prof. Pande that the Vedic culture was a major integrant of
Indian culture at the foundation stage. But it goes without saying that the
point at issue in this context is not about the texts being the foundation of
Indian culture. It is about the basic values and traditions enshrined in these
texts, which could percolate downward to the level of the common masses
through more than one agency.

The reviewer fails to rise above the level of his fact and fiction, and to see
the question of fact and value.

(10) The reviewer would have us believe that the first part of Vol. I of
Prof. Pande’s work is “almost a history of Indian philosophy, albeit in a
condensed form” (JICPR, Vol. IX (1), p. 145). But it is not a history of
philosophy as such: in fact, as it is evident, it deals with spiritual praxis
(sddhan@) and vision (pardvidya), the relation between them, and their
progress and development in historical sequence. This may naturally give
rise to the question whether the reviewer has cared seriously to grasp and
then to assess the nature, scope, and contents of the work reviewed by him.
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.(11) “Dr. Pande in the present work says that it (the Sramana tradition)
arose in the post-Vedic age. . .”, (JICPR, IX (1}, p. 147).

The reviewer after making this remark tries in vain to fault Dr. Pande by
drawing attention to his own view in one of his works regarding the earlier
antiquity of the Sramana tradition. But Prof. Pande has not said anywhere
in the work reviewed that the tradition arese inthe post-Vedic period.
Thus he has either been misunderstood or misrepresented.

(12) “Perhaps many volumes can be written on what cultureis....”
(JICPR, IX (1), p. 151).

Perhaps this is an innocent boast, hardly deserving any comment or even
notice.

The reviewer has tried to belittle the contribution of the Indians to arith-
metic, algebra, astronomy, etc., by ignorifig their well-known achievements
in this respect and by unduly exaggerating their indebtedness to the Greeks
(JICPR, IX (1}, p. 150). He has also failed to see the distinction between
culture and civilization. His view of culture appears to be not of an integrate
but of an aggregate of language, food habits, clothes, styles of music, etc.,
which vary from place to place: the cultural uniformity, as he thinks, was
due to ‘folk religion’. This is indeed strange. How can the numerous local
and regional religious cults, which differed from one another, be regarded as
constituting the basis of cultural uniformity. In fact the review lacks cogent
arguments, focus and consistency.

So far as the work of Prof. Pande is concerned, T need not say anything
about it in the present context. It has already been reviewed in the Hindu
(dated October 2, 1984), the Indian Historical Review (Vol. XIV, Nos. 1-2,
pp. 285-90), etc. It has been prominently noticed by K.S. Murty in his
Philosophy in India (Indian Council of Philosophical Research, Motilal
Banarsidass, Delthi, 1985, pp. 45f, 120), who has acclaimed it as “the most
important work of its genre since the publications of Sri Aurobindo and
A.K. Coomaraswamy on Indian Culture” (ibid., p. 46).

Allahabad B. N. S. YADAvVA

SOME COMMENTS ON EARL R. Mac CORMAC’S
*YALUES IN SCIENCE EDUCATION—AN INDIAN DILEMMA’
(JICPR, VOL. VIII, No. 3, May-August, 1991)

First, let me state that there had not been any science education in India:
what goes in the name of science education is really producing specialised
technicians, students learn the facts, learn experimental techniques and then
carry out in a limited way some experiments to get a degree, and then using
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the technigues undertake some research. Those who are inquisitive, learn
tlte European history of science and philosophical views as expressed
in different periods. This they do without realising that the perspectives of
science which were developed in Europe were consolidated in the second
half of the nineteenth century when Europe had established its hegemony
over Asia and Africa, to suit its political objectives. In this framework it is
made out that European mind was precise, objective and capable of pro-
ducing science. See, for instance, Whitehead in Science and the Modern
World or Sir Peter Madawar’s review of my essay in the Needham Volume.
They categorically state that Indian or Chinese mind could not have pro-
duced modern science. .

European science and technology were introduced in India as an instru-
ment of domination and exploitation. Introduced in English, they created a
gulf between the Indian tradition and what was introduced. Thoese who
learnt science became unaware of their heritage, and those who were re-
positories of heritage ignored the new development of knowledge. This
division continues to this day, despite, in my opinion, the major effort which
Professor Earl R. Maccorman has made to initiate the dialogue between the
two. This is mainly because the two speak two different languages. This
would also be evident from the fact that India has not been able to provide,
in spite of the efforts made, historical studies of science and technology fr_om
its own point of view. Much of the literature, with few exceptions, is prim-
arily defensive in character.

When science began to emerge in Europe, three features became domipant ;

1. Tt aimed ai marginalising the Asian scientific tradition in order to
show that European science did neither owe any debt to, nor was built
upon, the foundations of Asian science. For this purpose, as it has been
shown by Martin Bernal in Black Athena, it Europeanised Greece and made
it the fountainhead of European science;

2. Tt wasa revolt against the power complex of the nobility and the
church and it provided an alternative in every field: art, literature, "philoso-
phy, science and technology, management system, production system and
values and ethics; and

3. Science and technology was linked with armament industry and became
an instrument of European hegemony, and exploitation of Asian, African
and American resources.

It was lioped and expected that when India would embark on scientific
and technological development, it would include a critical analysis of
the Buropean framework and perspective on science, its values and ethics
and incorporate them in the teaching of science and technology in
their country. But, unfortunately, it was not done. We in India retained
the institutional and ideological framework created by the British and only
expanded it, like the Indian army whose regiments even now take pride in
their victories over those Indians whowere fighting against British domination.
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Scientific and technical education, imparted to Indians in the English
language rendered them incommunicado with artisans and craftsmen. The
absence of contact with them was aiso due to social prejudice against work-
ing with one’s hands, and a tradition of looking down upon craftsmen and
artisans as inferior people. This was in sharp contrast to Europe, where
industrial revolution took place as a result of technological improveiments in
arts and crafts, asa result of scientists” and engineers’ interaction with arti-
sans and craftsmen. The same process took place in Japan. In the absence
of this interaction, science and technology, instead of becoming an instru-
ment of social transformation, became merely a bookish activity. Conse-
quently, unlike the industrialised countries, most of those who were trained
in science sought their career in the universitics and newly established
laboratories to continue the work they had learned from the professor.

I had carried out a survey of research in the Universities and discovered
that depending upon the narrow field of specialisation of the Head of the
Department, students were trained in just that very field and that became the
field of specialisation of the department, since the students coming out of
the department were absorbed as staff members there. The Indian scicntists,
thus, were unable to interact with the philosophical and cultural heritage of
the country, or with the technological traditions. And, because of this basic
inability they became totally isolated from the people. Even after indepen-
dence, they continued to be protected in this isolation by the political
leadership in the euphoria phase when it was believed the scientific develop-
ment and technology would usher paradise on earth. When this did not
materialise, they tried to find new alibis for themselves.

In the absence of any interaction with their heritage, and evolving a path
for themselves within the framework of their culture, and trying to solve
their problems for themselves, the Indian scientists always looked outside, to
advanced and not-so-advanced countries to provide them with a formula
for objectives of research. Comnseguently, major policy frameworks were
borrowed from outside. Intermediate technology, later called appropriate
technology, small is beautiful, walking on two legs, grassroot workers,
learning from people, ruraldevelopment, preservation of environment, sus-
tainable development etc. are a few examples of the borrowing of such
frame-works.

When Gandhiji promoted biogas e was primitive, but when China and
the U.N. adopted and promoted it, it became the thing to talk about. Pillai’s
work at the Indian Institute of Science on sewage utilisation lies submerged,
but when similar work is promoted by Europe or USA we proclaim its
utility and promote it. The blind acceptance of the developments in Europe
and USA, divorced from their cultural, social, economic and political
context created for Indian scientists some serious problems. For instance,
the chemical industry programme advocated by scientists in the Fourth Five
Year Plan, suggested that India should use petroleum as a base for develop-
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ing her chemical-industries, such as fertilisers, pesticides and other chemicals
since the USA had so developed, without realising that:

1. India at that time was deficient in petroleum and also did not have
necessary expertise and manpower in the ficld. In contrast, it had the exper-
tise, the necessary manpower and abundance of coal, for developing coal-
based products.

2. That USA had developed petroleum based chemical industry and the
necessary expertise to compete with Germany which had coal-based chemical
industry.

As a result of adopting the policy, India faced a serious problem when
the oil shock came. Such examples can easily be multiplied.

There has been a lot of literature and talk about science serving the poor.
Science, in my opinion, by itself cannot do it. Science is an elitist activity.
But the results of science are an input to intellectual activity as well as to
artifacts. The way these results are utilised depends upon the culture, social
framework and political objectives of the society which produces these results.
Scientific activity cannot be isolated from other human activities in the ﬁcld
of art, literature, philosophy, industry, economic, social and political think-
ing and activity and all these areas have an implicit ethics and value system
which provide underpinning to it. Raymond Williams in his boo}; Cultzfre
and Society has pointed this out for the English society during the mdgstnal
revolution. But the method and content of science education in India de-

prived Indian scientists of this understanding and the insight which such an
understanding would have given them.

A cursory glance at the historical development of science would reveal
that the growth of science in a particular area tends to lend deveIolpmel.lt.to
the language in which the activity is carried out. And when this activity
becomes dominant, that language becomes the dominant language also. But
the language is moulded by philosophical ideas, culture, social and political
framework. A linguistic study of Sanskrit, Greek, Latin and Arabic wou‘ld

reveal the truth of this statement. When science developed after the renais-
sance in Europe, it used different languages, Ttalian, French, German, Enghs:h
and the technology which developed represented the cultural differences in
them. In the contemporary period after the World War II, English has be;-
come the dominant language of scientific communication. And an analytﬂs
of its terminology would reveal the ethics, philosophy, cultural and social
values and the politicals dimensions involved in this change also. _

As a reaction to his subserviance to Europe and American traditions,
some scientists have opted out of the institutionalised research and are
endeavouring to promote traditional science. However, in doing so there is
an element of rejection of contemporary scientific developments as well as
technology. However these efforts to distance themselves from conFemporary
science, seem to ignore the historical context of Indian science without an-
alysing the philosophical and ethicaltraditions which produced it. The under-
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standing of ancient and medieval science has to be developed by the educa-
tional system by providing the historical perspective, the sociological frame-
work and the philosophical and ethical basis, in the context of a wholistic
perspective of human activities in different periods of human history. Unless
this is done, the efforts are not going to usherin a new era for Indian science
and technology.

The crisis of contemporary science and the deleterious effects of technology
have created a new awareness and search for alternatives. But piccemeal
efforts can contribute only marginally; what requires to be done, is to sce
that the educational system which is responsible for science education creates
the awareness of the various dimensions of this crisis and provide the analy-
tical tools and philosophical ethical framework for providing an alternative.

Just as science developed in Europe by challenging the power complex of
the nobility and the church and provided an alternative framework, as
mentioned earlier, for futuristic development, similarly, we in India have to
challenge the power complex of the western military and industrial complex
and provide an alternative framework. And in that context Indian culture
and tradition will have to provide the necessary base. Of course, not every-
thing in our culture and tradition is of value. But just as Europe picked up
the philosophical and rational dimension of Greek culture and made it a
base of its development, rejecting the superstitious and other irrational
clements in it, we will have to do the same in respect of our own tradition.

Tower B, Flar 30, A. RAHMAN
Zakir Bagh, Okhla Road,
New Delhi 110025

A superlative volume

S.K. SAXENA
Roop Nagar, Delhi 110007

A signal service to the cause of philosophy! This was my grateful feeling
after going through the book, The Philosophy of Charles Hartshorne (edited
by L.E. Hahn, The Library of Living Philosophers, La Salle, Illinois, Open
Court, 1991, PB).

Before, however, I setout to say something about the contents and general
features of the book, let me explain-why I have thought it necessary to write
on it at some length.

As far as I can see, the philosophy of Charles Hartshorne receives but
little attention in our universities; and this is, as I now realize, a clear
defect, for Hartshorne is a great thinker. The eminent scholars who have
contributed to the volume do not merely make, but have been largely able
to substantiate, the following laudatory remarks on this philosopher:

Charles Hartshorne is the only philosopher who designed and carried out
an empirical investigation that quantified certain aspects of the character-
istic expressions of a group of species and correlated these quantities to
aesthetic judgements of these expressions made by another species. The
expressions in question were bird song and the judgements were human.
(77)

Hartshorne has had as many valuable and indispensable insights about
free will as any philosopher of his generation. (154)

During the heyday of renewed traditionalism in philosophical theology,
of the rejection of philosophy by much of the rest of the theological com-
munity, and of the narrowing of the scope of its task to philosophical ana-
lysis . .. there have been some who continued to ask the questions these
traditions discouraged. Among them none have proved more creative,
original and important for Christian theology than Charles Hartshorne.
(185)

No other living philosopher has done more to eliminate the old liabilities
and to elucidate the new assets of metaphysics in our time than Charles
Hartshorne. (291)

Hartshorne’s philosophy . . .is . . .one of the best systems in philosophy of
religion we have at this moment. (371)

Charles Hartshorne is a focal thinker for our century on the topic of
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time . . . (He) has articulated . . .the essential twentieth-century contribu-
tion to a metaphysical theory of time . . . (377)

Hartshorne is very probably the most important living metaphysician. He
has developed a metaphysical system in the great tradition of such thinkers
as Spinoza and Leibniz, but which breaks fundamentally new ground. From
his writings a new theclogy has been born. (397)

Few philosophers have written so broadly about order. Charles Hart-
shorne’s philosophy is in a class with St. Augusting’s De Ordine and the
writings of Whitehead since both of them write of different kinds of order.
(415)

As for the philosophic substance of the book, I see it clearly that it abounds
in fascinating ideas, justifying the work’s inclusion in the prestigious series:
The Library of Living Philosophers. Here is a random picking from the
book-—of Hartshorne’s own innovative views:

God is the great persuader of His creation, rather than its all-powerful
manipulator, ‘providing its entities with specific goals or purposes and co-
ordingting the activity of all’ (58). Chance plays a vital role in the natural
order, for without it ‘there could be no freedom’ (54). Aesthetic principles
work even in bird song whicli is one reason why ‘the unity of all life and
all creation’ may not be dismissed as a mere metaphor (60, 75). There is a
wide diffusion of ‘feeling and value . . . through the cosmos. . . (even) in
non-living matter’, for otherwise *its annihilation could cause no decrease
in value, already at the zero point’ (76). Intelligence is a process ‘that
steers a course between monotony and chaos’ (79), and ‘order and chaos
arise from interprocess relations’ (87). The hypothesis of ‘intersensory
continuity’ is supported (even) by such metaphors of common speech as
‘sweet sounds’, and ‘warm and cold colours’ (93} An affective tone seems
to be inherent in all sensory activity. For instance, we freely speak of say,
pain, as excruciating, tearing, stabbing, etc. (97); and ‘the world of sound
(too) provides rich examples of stimuli that appear to have an inherent
capacity to startle, relax, activate, instill fear, or arrest attention’ (102).
One may even hazard the generalization that all conscious experience is
essentially valuational in nature.

Like other volumes in the Series, the present work includes an inteliectual
autobiography by the philosopher himself, “a series of expository and criti-
cal essays (all alike readable and scholarly, I may add} written by a wide
range of leading exponents and opponents of the philosopher’s thought, and
the philosopher’s replies to the interpretations and queries in these articles™.
The work admirably serves the basic purpose of the Series, that is, to make
the meaning of a towering thinker clearer while he is stilt alive. The up-to-
date bibliography of Charles Hartshorne’s writings, at the end, should be a

- great help to serious students of his many-sided thought.
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As the Preface rightly says, Hartshorne is ‘internatiopally known for his
contributions to philosophy of creativity and for his distinctive brand of
process philosophy and theology”. Tt is also widely admitted in philosophical
circles that there is unmistakable freshness in Lis interpretations of quite a
few notions, such as the following: the conception of God; feeling and feel-
ing of feeling (or sympathy), freedom, chance, and creativity; the primacy
of aesthetic meaning or affective tone; the social character of experience ;
sympathy as self-creative; the unity of life, and the need for an ecological
approach to the world . . .; and ‘generalized causal possibility with a place
for probabilities and open possibilities’. Happily, all these interpretations
find their due places in the present volume.

The ‘intellectual autobiography’ which follows the Preface is a gem. Hart-
shorne begins by declaring that in the subsequent pages he hopes ‘to be
interesting, and to achieve some touches of beauty as well as a reasonable
amount of truth’ (4); and the hope is nowhere belied by this fairly detailed
account of ‘some causes of (his) intellectual growth’. The whole piece, in-
deed, is a source of both instruction and delight. The delight comes mainly
from the philosopher’s breezy style of writing. Indeed, where it does not
seek to make a point of theory, the narrative runs with the ease and intimacy
of story-telling to a circle of kindred spirits. There are a few touches of
humour too, such as the following:

‘In retrospect (Peirce) once described his youthful manner as he entered
the London Athenaeum Club, I am Charles Peirce (efc. ctc.), and above
alt I yield to no one in my ineffable modesty’. (5}

And of his wife, Dorothy Eleanore Cooper, Hartshorne says:

«She was also a trained botanist and ... musician (pianist and singer)
who was sincerely devoted to the ideals of art and science (specially in the
biological form). What more could a philosopher who was also an em-
bryo-ornithologist wish for in an intellectual companion? As for an un-
intellectual one, I have managed rather well without that!” (27)

Instruction in the essay is wedded all along to fact and incident. So it is no-
where arid. At places, it interests us by focusing on some little error that we
all freely commit. Here are some samples:

a. I Hope to make plausible that what happened before and around my
childhood, youth, and early manhood causally conditioned, made
possible my philosophical career, but left it concretely free in specifics
and details ... The presence of chance or causal indeterminacy (is) a
negative but necessary aspect of significant freedom . . . The specific or
individual instances of (abstract universals) are never deducible from
the universals. ‘T must have protein’ does not entail ‘I must have meat’,
still less, ‘I must have this meat’. The more abstract our goals, the less
can they determine concrete actions or decisions.” (5-6 italics added)
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“Ope day, looking at a beautiful French landscape, I had a vivid ex-
perience. A phrase of Santayana ... defining beauty as ‘objectified
pleasure’ popped into my mind. ‘No’, I said to myself, ... ‘the plea-
sure is not first in me as subject of experience and then projected on to
the object as in the experience. It is given as in the object, or at any
rate some sort of feeling is so given. Nature comes to us as constituicd
Py feelings, not as constituted by mere lifeless, insentient matter. That
is a product of thought, not of perception. Matter as dualists describe
it is never a datum, it is a construct”. (17-18, italics added)

“Both science and philosophy make Wordsworth easier to take seri-
ous.ly now than when he wrote . . . He was describing physical nature
as it is given to our direct intuitions, apart from pragmatic and pre-
sumably scientific abstractions, ... Wordsworth was doing a pheno-
menology of direct experience far better than Husserl ever did. The
famous phenomenologist was too addicted to certain abstractions for
that.” (13, italics added)

“At the end of the first summer I finally kit upon my major discovery

- called ‘the monotony threshold’. .. a contingent and empirically
testable specialization of my metaphysical belief—that the aim of all
nature is beauty, aesthetic vajue. Whitehead said so; I would show how
the fact of a branch of psychology or biology, animal behaviour and
animal mind illustrated this principle and were illuminated by it.” (30,
italics added)

“Strictly speaking, of concrete actualities there are no temporally
antecedent yet ‘sufficient’ conditions. Emergence is involved in a// cau-
sation. Many quantum physicists admit this... Atomic freedom is
insignificant in comparison with human freedom; but it is not zero
freedom. People are far too casual in affirming zero where *very little’ is
all that the evidence supports.” (5, second italics added)

“For me sensation has always been, since my ¢xperience in France in
the war years, a special form of feeling or intuitive valuation. The
sweetness of fruit and other sugars is an organism’s sense of ‘good to
cat’. Evenhorses hiave it. The bitterness or sourness of some substances
found in nature is a feeling of ‘bad to eat’, the saltiness of sea water, a
feeling of ‘bad to drink’. This is a biologically intelligible view of sen-
sation ... Sensory qualities are intrinsically adaptive. Evolution has
brought this about . .. (We should not ignore) the basically emotive
content of perception.” (23, italics added) )

Royce’s. .. The Problem of Christianity . . . was the first book by a
professional philosopher thatI read. The great essay on ‘Community’
definitely settled once for all in my mind the falsity of the doctrine of
enlightened self-interest as the motivation. Without a sense of and
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sympathy for others there is no personal self. Nothing is more directly
natural and rational than interest in others.” (14, second italics added)

Above all, the Preface gives us a very good idea of the number of diverse
influences that make for the emergence ofa great mind. ‘At Harvard. .. a
minor in English literature with two distinguished teachers, a standard
course on zoology, and W.E. Hocking’s metaphysical course (20); the poetry
of Wordsworth and Emerson’s Essays (13); the writings of Whitehead and
the impression of his personality, ‘the most all-round perfect one1 have met
in a person of genius’ (25); the art of music serving as a warrant for the thesis
that sensation is a form of feeling (27); and encounter with many a great
contemporary mind,—it is all this and much more that enables Hartshorne
to attain and project the fresh metaphysical insights that he does.

The close of the ‘autobiography’ is a moving plea for freedom and peace:

«“Metaphysical insight . . . is a privilege. . .(but) brute force is not the way
to promote it. Of all the great international traditions, the Buddhist has
shown the most consistent understanding of this truth. Theist though I
am, I never long forget that the misuse of force has rather persistently
occurred in groups very free with the name of God. There are tyrant ideas
of deity and tyrant ways of professedly doing the will of God. In the
nuclear age we must take a fresh look at these matters. The price of mis-
takes has reached a new hight.” (45)

The second part of the book, comprising some essays on the philosophy
of Hartshorne, opens with ‘empirical inquiries’. Here, the first essay dwells.
on his key thesis that ‘neither pure chance nor the pure absence of chance
can explain the world’; and the essayist, Charles Birch, ends with the con-
clusion that by virtue of its reasoned emphasis on the unity of all life—and
on the possibility of extending human love to the whole creation—the
philosophy of Charles Hartshorne serves ‘to deepen the exfent’ of the con-
cerns of our ‘animal liberation’ and ‘conservation movements whose objec-
tive is to save nature from annihilation’ (62). A.F. Skuich’s essay, Bird Song
and Philosophy, which follows, discusses the philosopher’s thiought on the
subject under three heads: «(1) as a contribution to ornithology as a science
based upon observation and experimentation, (2) as an essay in aesthetics or
musicology as applied to'bird song, and (3) as a contribution to the philo-
sophy of nature’. In respect of the third aspect of enquiry I feel impelled to
cite the following from the closing para of the essay:

«By giving cogent reasons for believing that not only we who hear the
songs of birds but they who sing them find aesthetic value in them,
(Hartshorne) makes feathered creatures scem close to us. For value is
experienced only by beings that are conscious or feel.” (75)
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It may here be noted, in passing, that aesthetic principles dominate the
entire range of Hartshorne’s philosophy. Intelligence, for example, is (in
his view) relational, applying to processes, in the main. Quite generally, ‘an
intelligent process is one that steers & course between monotony and chaos’

(Lucio Chiaraviglio’s essay on Hartshorne’s Aesthetic Theory of Intelligence,.

p. 79, italics added). In this context, it is also important to note that this
view of intelligence which makes processes fundamental obviates the need
to posit some receptacle like ‘mind’ or ‘psyche’ to hold them together. (79,
89, italics added). Some common and important interprocess relations,
according to Hartshorne, are reproduction, simulation and mimicry.
Mimicry, he belicves, may be taken to be ‘insirumental to achieving the
aesthetically satisfying middie ground between monotony and chaos, where
song lies’. (88)

In a philosoplly where aesthetic principles sway, sensations may well be
expected to get more attention than they have commonly received. This, in-
deed, is so in the work of Hartshorne. William James turned the focus of
psychology ‘away from sensation and toward such topics as learning, psycho-
pathology, educational improvement, and emotion’ (107, italics added).
Hartshorne, on the other hand, argues, with considerable success, that the
contents of sensations form an affective continuum of aesthetically meaning-
Jul, socially expressive, organically adaptive and evolving experience functions.
(Essay 4, by Wayne Viney, p. 92, italics added). ‘Taste sensations, even in
the newborn, are hedonically toned and lead to identifiable approach or
avoidance behaviours’. (99) As for the thesis of intersensory continuity,
corroborative evidence is provided not only by such facts of everyday ex-
perience as a smell’s appearing to be sweet or a colour’s being sensed as
warm, but by studies of individuals with congenital sensory defects. (93)

The relation of sensation to affect, rather than to cognition, is argued for
as follows by John Hospers in the very opening of his essay on Hartshorne’s
aesthetics: '

“Phenomenologically—(that is, what it is) ‘experienced as’—. . .sensation
belongs with fecling and not with cognition. Sensingis simply a kind of
experience as is feeling; both are immediate experience. . .lt is, in fact,
often difficult to distinguish a sensation from a feeling. Is a pleasurc a
sensation or a feeling? We speak both of ‘a sensation of pleasure’ and ‘a
feeling of pleasure’.” (113-14)

Hospers, however, points out that though

‘sensing is not a form of knowing (Cf. Price),. . .and. . .is like feeling in its
utter immediacy and. . .non-inferential character. ..(one cannot say) that
sensing is feeling. . .True. . .there are borderline cases in which we cannot
make the distinction . . . But in other cases the distinction seems clear
enough: color-experiences and sound-experiences are surely sensations,
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and exhilaration and depression are feclings. Does one really want to say
that the experience of yellow is a feeling?” (114)

But if, as is likely, Hartshorne only wishes to insist on the closeness of the
relation of sensation to feeling, the emphasis (says Hospers) is to be wel-
comed as not merely a radical, but defensible, departure from traditional
psychology (114). This attitude of careful and qualified acceptance of Hart-
shorne’s aesthetical views, I may add, distinguishes the essay in question
(No. 5)all along. Let me illustrate this by putting the essayist’s protests (all
a little indented) immediately after a formulation of Hartshorne’s individual
views:

a. ‘Aesthetic value . . . is intrinsic, immediately felt value ... Aesthetic
objects (scenes in nature, works of art) do not possess the intrinsic
value; it is the experience of them that does’ (125)

But is aesthetic value really intrinsic iz every case? What about tra-
gedy? Does it not ‘remind us of features of the human condition’?
“What a waste, that the good should be destroyed with the bad’ is A.C.
Bradley’s theory of what all tragedy is. ..’

b. The most important feature that makes aesthetic objects suitable for
the enjoyment of intrinsic (immediately felt) value is unity-in-diversity
(125)

True, ‘this has been the testimony of aestheticians and critics for more
than two thousand years’. (127) Yet, ‘may not a diamond or ruby be
beautiful—but where is its complexity 7 (128)

¢. ““The entire warp and woof of aesthetic intuition, its sole content, is
feeling™ (128)

This, again, is a sweeping generalization. ‘Some works of art hardly
touch <the life of feeling’ at all, but simply tease the eye or the ear;
their impact is perceptual rather than emotional; consider some of
Gauguin’s and Matisse’s color-harmonies or Mondrian’s arrange-
ments of straight lines intersecting at right angles’ (128)

On the whole, however, Hospers may be said to look on Hartshorne as a
pioneer even in the field of aesthetics:

“It was easy for Santayana to say that beauty is pleasure seen as the qua-
lity of the object; since different persons take pleasure in different objects,
the subjectivity of aesthetic judegments follows naturally. It is more diffi-
cult, but I believe more in accord with the facts, to take Hartshorne’s
more heroic course: to give a variety of reasons for insisting that in our
judgement of affect it is not true that ‘anything goes’. Many aestheticians
... (Langer, Sircello, Tormey, and others) have followed Hartshorne in
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pursuing. . . this more difficult course; but it was Hartshorne who blazed
the trail . . . (125, italics added)

The essay which follows—a critical evaluation of Hartshorne’s philosophy
of ‘free will, determinism and creativity’—is also of crucial importance; for,
in his own view, *his entire philosophy could be called a «metaphysics of
freedom™ or a “metaphysics of creativity.’ (135} The essayist, R.H. Kane,
begins by pointing out that the notion of an immutable God is unacceptable
to Hartshorne, for we cannot deny free will to God. Believing that ‘the best
compliment one can pay an important philosopher is to use his work as a
stimulus to one’s own thinking’, Kane also makes ‘some constructive pro-
posals about the free will issue itself that go beyond, but are in part inspired
by, Hartshorne’s views’. (136) At the same time, the essayist takes pains to
project, with due sympathy, the principal philosopher’s own views, the more
striking ones of which may be listed as follows:

The uncertainty relations of quantum physics do not merely define the
limits of our ability to know the physical world, they signify genuine
indeterminacy in the physical world itself. (138)

All events have causes, or causal conditions ... but these causes are
necessary conditions for the occurrence of their effects, not sufficient deter-
mining conditions (of their concrete, individual character) (140} italics and
bracketted words added). Causation is not the same thing as determina-
tion. (144)

God could not have created a strictly determined world, for in such a
world there would be no free will, ‘no creature would be ultimately res-
ponsible for the good or evil created; the ultimate responsibility would be
God’s.” (148) '

Section B of the book comprises seven essays on the philosophy of reli-
gion. The first of these—written by H.T. Engelhardt, Jr., and entitled: “Natu-
ral Theology and Bioethics’—concludes by saying that ‘bicethics has a great
deal to learn from his (Hartshorne’s) work’. Earlier, we are told that Hart-
shorne

has shown how reality can be convincingly portrayed in terms novel to,
and corrective of inadequacies in, traditional Judaeo-Christian theological
reflection (162)

Of the many bioethical issues which Hartshorne has addressed, the ques-
tion of abortion is perhaps pre-eminent. He deals with it with the true
dispassion of a philosopher:

«Tn sober truth, how can one love a fetus, by all evidence with less actual
intelligence than a cat, as one loves oneself? . . . T am negatively impressed
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by the idea that the proper conclusion of the ‘rights’ of the ‘innocent’ in
the womb is to be arrived by looking with horror at moving pictures of a
living, dying, or newly dead embryo. There are probably many more peo-
ple rather than few who would have trouble eating meat if they had spent
an hour or two in some giant slaughter-house. The cattle also are ‘inno-
cent’, and they may well suffer on their way to our tables, as much as, or
more than, aborted fetuses. Cattle, too, are intricate, wonderfully organiz-
ed creatures.” (163)

As for Hartshorne’s thinking on God and allied matters, excellent instan-
ces of its freshness arc to be found in J.B. Cobb’s essay: ‘Hartshorne’s
Importance for Theology’. I can here provide but a brief glimpse of it :

God does not merely act, but is acted upon. If He knows and loves the
world perfectly, God must also be affected by the world. If true human
excellence does not involve insensitivity to others but resides in acting for
the benefit of others and “feeling their feelings with them’ how can we
accept Aristotle’s God who is ‘completely unaffected by what takes place
in the world? ‘A “love’ that leaves the lover unaffected by the joys and
sufferings of the one who is loved is not worthy of being called love at all.”
On the other hand, to be affected by the world is necessarily to change
along with changes in the world. God's character may not be said to
change, for ‘He is faithful to what (He) promises’, but He is not eternal in
the Greek sense, that is, as being timelessly eternal and free from all
change. (177-79) Nor can we acquiesce in the ommnipotence of God, if it
is taken to mean “that there is no power except God’s power. (For) if
creatures have no power at all then the power exercised by God in absolute
control over them seems at best infinitesimal. We are impressed by God’s
power only because it seems effective in relation to (our) great powers.”
(181)

Fnough has now been said, I may hope, to excite the Indian reader’s
interest in Hartshorne’s thought; and I think I can now quicken the pace
and be a little briefer in my comments on the remaining contents of the book.

The Whitehead-Hartshorne framework of theism has been discussed in the
ninth essay, with both clarity and penetration, by W.L. Reese who colla-
borated with Hartshorne in the writing of the book: Philosophers Speak of
God. Reese does not hesitate to point out that Hartshorne’s account is con-
fronted with the same problem as faces theism quite generally,—the problem,
that is, which ‘arises from situating intentionality in the heart of the uni-
verse, and calls for clarity with respect to the manner in which divine and
human interests interrelate’. (201) Incidentally, a liitle earlier on the same
page, the essayist provides a corrective to those who continue to labour
under the illusion that Wittgenstein is not quite alive to the value of the non-
verbal:
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« . TIn his comments about religion the non-verbal is featured. He suggest-
ed that one should take note of the gestures of prayer behind the words.
And he at least once asserted that Mozart and Beethoven are the actual
sons of God . . . Musical inspiration, this is surely obvious, both begins
and ends non-verbally”. (201, italics added)

The question, whether God and Ultimate Reality are identical or different, is
discussed in the next essay. The author here begins by hinting at the facile-
ness of Hartshorne’s following argument :

The referent of worship is: “Thou shalt love the Lord thy God with all
thy heart . . . mind. . .soul. . .(and) strength” (Such an absorbing object of
alf human powers) ‘cannot be less than all-inclusive reality’.

So, ‘God is the all-inclusive reality’.

And next, quite fairly, emphasis is put on the need to clarify ‘the relation-
ship between the philosophical absolute and the religious absolute’. (203)
The close of the essay, however, tilts towards the need to distinguish the
two. Hartshorne, we are told, takes metaphysics as an attempt ‘to clarify our
conception of the absolute, necessary, strictly universal, infinite or perfect’.
The essayist argues for an addition to ‘Absolute’ or ‘all-encompassive Rea-
lity’—from the viewpoint of religion:

Reality does not seem perfect, even as all-inclusive Reality—now . . .The
believer . . .(on the other hand) trusts that Reality is permeated by an
Instance, Force, or loving, compassionate Concern that makes it worth-
while to hope in spite of the evident non-perfeciion of the world. (212, first
italics added)

As if to redeem the balance, the essay which follows opens with an eloquent
avowal (by Royce) of the value of a philosopher’s enterprise:

(His) work is not lost when, in one sense, his system seems to have been
refuted by death and when time seems to have scattered to scorn the words
of his dust-filled mouth. His immediate end may have been unattained,
but thousands of years may not be long enough to develop for humanity
the full significance of his reflective thought. (215)

Allied to this is the conviction, which Hartshorne shares with Royce, that
‘(an) ongoing expansion of meaning, truth, and experience. . .(is)at the
heart of reality’ itself (ibid.). So the author, J.A. Kegley, purposely develops
his essay (No. 11) as a kind of creative encounter between the two philoso-
phers. But the writing is by no means merely expository. Kegley raises quite
a few critical questions and suggests ‘several avenues of further exploration
for Hartshorne and process thought’. But what has struck me in the essay is
also the parallel that the author visualizes between Royce’s ethical maxim,
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‘Joyalty to loyalty’, and Hartshorne’s own commitment to concern ‘for life
in all its forms’:

«Not just tomorrow concerns me but my life as a whole is not just one
human being which I am, or my little circle, but human beings gencrally,
so far as I have dealings with them or can influence them. Indeed, not
human life only but life as such is the final reference of thought”. (223,
italics added)

Royce is, however, not the only philosopher with whom Hartshorne’s
thought may be linked. $.B. King, in the next essay, sceks to explore at
some length ‘the deep and extensive areas of agreement’ beiween the process

philosopher and Buddhism. It is also argued that both stand to gain from

each other. The extremely vast Buddhist writings constitute a veritable ‘gold
mine for Western philosophers interested in working out a viable anthropo-
logical philosophy’. On the other hand, Hartshorne’s work in particular can
do much to temper the lack of clarity and consistency in Buddhist thought.
Above all,

“the ongoing dialogne between Buddhism and process philosophy is one
more contribution to the mutuval ... understanding and sympathetic
acceptance of world cultures.” (250)

The mention of ‘“world cultures’ may well remind us of Vedantic philosophy.
This, however, is not the reason why J.G. Arapura’s essay: ‘Hartshorne’s
response to Vedanta’ has been included in the volume. The explanation
rather is that whereas

Buddhism . . . (is) the truest precursor in antiquity- of modern Process
philosophy . . . Vedanta is viewed in ways befitting an utter opponent and
repository of antithetical ideas’. (252)

However, Hartshorne himself focuses on the

‘significant fact that ancient India produced both the most radical of
monisms and the most radical of pluralisms’,

the reference here being to Vedanta and Buddhism. The essayist too reveals
a balanced attitude, if differently. He notices not only what opposes Vedanta
to Hartshorne’s thought but what the two may be said to share in a measure:

Hartshorne’s view that God’s must be effect as well as cause is very fami-
liar to Vedanta as the causal (kdrapa) Brahman and effect (karyq) Brah-
man, but with a very different meaning . . . (Moreover,) the inner thrusts
are different. Hartshorne’s call to combine ‘sublime symmetry and sub-
lime asymmetry in this (cause-effect) relationship’ is quite new. (266-67)

Hartshorne’s concept of metaphysical asymmetry is the subject of Essay
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No. 14, by J.P. Devlin. The focus of this essay is on Hartshorne’s substantial
contribution to the theory of relations, that is, kis logic of ultimate contrasts.
But its content also includes individual treatment of the following important
concepts, arguments, and problems; which means that the whole essay calls
for a careful reading:

asymmetric time as objective modality, the actual and the potential, the
mind-body problem, the ‘individual’, the ontological argument and God’s
consequent nature, the priority of the relative and the actual in ethics and
aesthetics, and metaphysics’ logical cues.

As for Hartshorne’s work in the field of metaphysics, N. Frankberry believes
(Essay No. 15) that it deserves careful attention, for ‘metaphysics has had a
hard go of it in this century, having been treated too unsympathetically or
indifferently by logical positivism and analytic philosophy (291). For the
sake of brevity, however, from the rich content of Frankberry’s essay, I may
only pick the following views of Hartshorne for special mention:

Properly understood, metaphysics is ‘the unrestrictive or complétely
general theory of concreteness’ or of process gua process. (293)

‘A metaphysician. . .should be a logician, phenomenologist, linguistic ana-
lyst, and pragmatist...” (298-99)

‘Only becoming...can be taken as inclusive of the contrast between being
and becoming, without losing the contrast between them...From pure
being, dialectics can arrive, at best, only at the idea of limited, determinate
being—a far cry from becoming, or creativity.” {Ibid.)

‘Something exists’, ‘experience occurs’, and ‘creative synthesis occurs’,—
propositions such as these may well be regarded as ‘unconditionally neces-
sary existential statements.” (297)

L.S. Ford’s essay: ‘Hartshorne’s interpretation of Whitehead’ is also
germane to the velume, for Hartshorne is commonly regarded as one of the
leading ‘proponents and interpreters of Whitehead’s philosophy’. (313) The
substance of the essay is provided by a comparative account of the views of
the two philosophers on four topics: God, eternal objects, prehension, and
‘perishing’. The close of the essay invites attention to a subtle distinction
between ‘actualization as definition and actvalization as determination’.

The next article (No. 17, by N.M. Martin) comprising ‘some observations
on the logical structure of Hartshorne’s philosophy’ opens with a touching
reminiscence culminating in the reasoned compliment ihat, because of his
readiness to profit from criticism—and also in virtue of his resolution to
car¢ for nothing but truth—Hartshorne may be said to be ‘admirable in the
creativeness of his thought. . .(and) in the beauty of his soul’. (340) Essay
No. 18 explains how Hartshorne has contributed to the ‘astonishing revival
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of interest in the proofs of God’s existence (not only) by his reconstruction
of the ontological argument but even more by his showing that the nco-
classical concept of God is able to face many critical questions’. (355)

One of the many interesting details of Hartshorne’s thought projected in
this essay is what he calls the Jow of inclusive contrast:

“The relation between the two contrasts is not that of a conjunction, but
that of inclusion: not A and B, but A in B. Beingis in becoming, the
necessary in the contingent . . . An example: The statement : ‘two dodos—+
two dodos =four dodos’ contains a contingent constituent, viz. the exist-
ence of dodos. Still it contains at the same time an absolute necessary
truth, viz. that 24-2=4’. ‘Being’, ‘necessary’, ‘unchangeable’. . .etc. are
abstract terms. Their opposites are concrete ... The abstract is inthe
concrete.” (359)

According to Hartshorne, ‘the concrete terms are fundamental, the abstract
ones are derived from them’. (Ibid.) So, itisinthe fitness of things thata
full essay (No. 19, by R.C. Neville) is devoted to a discussion of Hart-
shorne’s views on ‘time, temporality, and ontology’. Here, again, some help-
ful distinctions are drawn and explained, say, between present timeliness,
present temporality, past timeliness (377-78); or between ‘the perishing of
subjectivity and the perishing of achieved value’. (383) As for the more
important conclusions of the essay, the following two are perhaps most
relevant to human life: '

a. Present temporality displays the only time in which people are free to
do something about their circumstances.

b. But, take as a whole, human being in time has three temporalities.
None of these can be ignored with impunity. <“The age of science
emphasized the temporality of the past, and translated the other tem-
poralities into past terms in so far as it recognized them (e.g., deter-
ministic interpretations of choice). The jaded post scientific age of our
own time emphasizes present temporality where the translation of
truth and moral values into aesthetics scems proof against de-existen-
tialized ;past temporality. Not since the Christian middle ages has a
concern for the normative future dominated the sense for truth.” (393,
italics added)

The past too, we may note, has received due philosophic attention from
Hartshorne. This is borne out by T.L.S. Sprigge’s essay (No. 20) on the pro-
cess philosopher’s conception of the past. Essentially, however, the essay is
a reasoned criticisin of Hartshorne’s ‘view of time and his closely related
views about relations and the way in which the universe as a whole is in
God’. (398) Essay No. 21, by P.G. Kuniz, discusses ‘Hartshorne’s theory of
Order and Disorder’. Here, a notable detail of the theory is the emphasis
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that “ ‘disorder’ is not the mere denial or negate of ‘order’ . (415) Hart-
shorne believes that one reason why we have ‘so far failed to do justice to
chaos’ is ‘that we often identify the orderly as alone intelligible’. But chaos
may also be taken as chance or randomness; and in so far as, according to
Hartshorne, randomness as a form of chaos is present in all nature, it is
‘knowable by forms of thought appropriate to such happenings’. (421-22)
‘What is possible is an infinite range between absolute order and absolute
chaos. What isimpossible is absolute order or absolute chaos’. (422) Hart-
shorne goes to the extent of insisting that even in the being of God both
order and chance must be said to be there. We ‘never. .. havea dilemma
with regard to man, is he (or his act) determined or voluntary? We must al-
ways say, to a degree spontaneous, and to a degree, within limits®, (423)
Why should it be otherwise in the case of God? Hartshorne does not hesitate
to put this question even to Einstein:

“Einstein said, against indeterminism, that he could not believe ‘in a dice-
throwing God’. But to have free creatures is, in effect, to throw dice. So
why not a dice-throwing God? 1 fear the great Albert—and he was indeed
great—fell into the idolatory of identifying deity with absolute law or
non-chance. We may be afraid of chance, but God need not be afraid even
of that.” (423, italics added)

Hartshorne’s avowed opposition to the idea of a changeless God may well
make us wonder if he is really a belicver himself. But, on his own admission
(see the last para of my summary of his autobiography in the book) he is
one. It is indeed possible to argue not only that

“his theology, despite the logical structuring of his philosophy, is not
originally a deduction from his metaphysics’, but that ‘his ideas on the
nature of God ... (and) his position on the existence of God, despite his
attachment to the ontological argument, are grounded more in a basically
religious faith than in logic.”? (433, italics added.)

This is indeed the burthen of $S.M. McMurrin’s essay (No. 22) on Hart-
shorne’s views on ‘classical metaphysics and theology®. An interesting detail
of this essay is Hartshorne’s own list of what he has rightly called the
‘deficiencies of inherited religions’:

Other-worldliness, Power Worship, Asceticism, Moralism (“the notion
that serving God is almost entirely a matter of avoiding theft and adultery
and the like, together with dispensing charity, leaving noble-hearted
courageous creative action in art, science; and statesmanship as religiously
neutral or secondary”), Optimism (“the denial that tragedy is funda-
mental in the nature of existence and God”), and Obscurantism (“the
theory that we can best praise God by indulging in contradiction and
semantical nonsense™). (435)
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R. Wiehl’s essay: ‘Hartshorne’s Panpsychism’ discusses the subject under
four heads: Rational and Empirical Metaphysics; Is Panpsychism a Monism
or a Dualism?: The several Meanings of Panpsychism; and The Philosophy
of Organism as Alternative to a Metaphysical Panpsychism. The second and
third sections are devoted to a comparative discussion of the metaphysics of
Hartshorne and Whitchead ; and the final one ends with an expression of the
wonder if ‘Hartshorne has succeeded in justifying panpsychism on the basis
of a process ontology, without becoming involved in the antinomies which
Whitehead through his philosophy of organism wanted to eliminate’. (462)

Whitehead, however, is not the only philosopher to whom Hartshorne is
related philosophically. Plato is another ; and the whole of Essay No. 24 (by
D.A. Dombrowski) is an attempt to vindicate, with due reason, Hartshorne’s
own admission: “T have always been something of a Platonist. (484) Two
important areas of the relationship in question have, however, been left out:
‘(a) love and ethics; and (b) the history of philosophy, whose progress is
judged by Hartshorne against the standard of “the genuincly Platonic pro-
gram.” ” (487, italics added)

In respect of history of philosophy, Hartshorne’s ‘three-fold complaint’
has been interestingly brought out by J.E. Smith in his essay: ‘Neoclassical
Metaphysics and the History of Philosophy™:

First, history of philosophy has so far confined itself to ‘influential views
and arguments’; the “possible ones’ have been merely ignored. To take an
example, whereas the views of Spinoza and Leibniz on God have received
plenty of attention because they were ‘most influential thinkers’, Socinus,
who refuses to accept ‘the long-standing conception of God as the un-
moved Mover'—and is quite alive to the possibility that God may well
gain ‘new knowledge through the medium of the emergence of new facts
and creative human actions and decisions’ (491)—did not get the notice he
deserved. '

Second, ‘the majority of those writing the history of philosophy have not
been . . . analytic’ enough. They have presented philosophies ‘en blog’—
Platonism, Aristotelian, Hegelianism, etc.—as if they were organisms all
of whose features are interdependent and equally important . . . (What we
really need) . . . is the history of problems rather than of systems’. (491)

Thirdly, ‘many historians of philosophy . . . have given insufficient help in
the difficult matter of deciding what positions should be taken seriously
and which may be safely discarded’. (492)

The essay ends with the comment that whereas Hartshorne is to be admired
for

(his) seriousness and. . .candor. . .(as against many) who tend to mistake
intellectual fireworks for philosophical illumination, he betrays an exces-
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sive self-confidence in his logical argumentation, and a severity in expos-
ing the oversights of others which at times borders on the sort of moralism
we associate with Fichte for whom philosophical error was tantamount
to moral deficiency. (506)

At the same time, it must be admitted that besides contributing substantially
to the #radition of process philosophy’ Hartshorne has made earnest and
effective attempts to interpret its historical development. (510} This deve-
iopment, and Hartshorne’s own contribution to the tradition in question,
have been discussed in detail by G.R. Lucas, Jr. in Bssay No. 26 under the
following heads: ‘From Pre-Darwinian Evolutionists to Hegel’, ‘Post-Hege-
lian Idealism and Later Evolutionary Cosmology’, ‘The Realist Revolt and
the Reformulation of Idealism’, and “Whitehead and Hartshorne’. “This ana-
lysis (the essayist concludes) suggests in particular that post-Hegelian ideal-
ism represents a legitimate but quite distinct school of process philosophy
of which Hartshorne has emerged as one of a very few surviving contempo-
rary representatives’, (523)

Hartshorne may also be regarded, quite fairly, ‘as a distinctly American
philosopher’. (529) This is what D.S. Lee seeks to show in his essay (No. 27)
on Hartshorne and pragmatic metaphysics. Quite generally, America may be
said to be a country which worships ‘political liberty and psychological
freedom of choice’. Hartshorne has not written persuasive tracts on these
values, but he 4as ‘penetrated through the everyday experience of free choice
and self-determination to a ground of metaphysically real freedom’. (529)
But for projecting ‘Hartshorne’s distinct American flavor. . .the essayist has
thought it proper to lock at it *fagainst the school of thought in American
philosophy which best captures its spirit, pragmatism’ (531); and the app-
roach seems warranted, for Hartshorne himself says:

“From Peirce and James I accept a basic pragmatism ... ideas must be
expressible in living and behavior or they are merely verbal”. (Ibid.)

Consider, for instance, the case of God-talk. ‘What is it in suman experience
that indicates to someone that he is referring to God? Hartshorne’s answer
is: our ‘experiences of worship, nature’s regularity, and participation . . . in
a reality wider than personal experience’. (541, italics added)

The penultimate para of this essay should make for a better understanding
of Hartshorne’s philosophy :

“How can the universe escape being completely determined? Process
philosophy, taking chance variation and so genuine novelty and emergence
seriously, reconciles the new permanence and the new change by shifting
from individual substances being basic to events being basic. Timelessness
gets replaced by time passage (beforeness and afterness) as fundamental.”
(548)
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Essay No. 28, ‘A Historian’s sketch of Hartshorne’s Metaphysics’, makes
two main points:

(¢} Hartshorne’s Insights and Oversights of Great Thinkers is a remark-
able history of philosophy, for here he ‘never fails to speak out his
own evaluation of relevant points of each system’,—a trait in which
the work ‘is only equalled by those of Hegel and . . . Bertrand Russell’
(552); and

(b) Hartshorne is ‘remarkably free from the traditional prejudice in the
West against atomism’. (556)

The final article, by K. Matsunobu, is rather thin in philosophic content,
but it is able to do what it aims at, that is, to give us an account of ‘Hart-
shorne’s impression on the Kyoto School” in Japan. (564)

Part III of the book, ‘The Philosopher Replies’, is a model of clear,
systematic, penetrating, and on the whole very helpful writing. It is remark-
able also because of the balance of its attitude to other philosophers, frank
in disagreement but also unfailing in acknowledgement of excellence where-
ver it is due, most noticeably, perhaps, in his ‘response’ to Hospers (600-
606). All this should be easily clear to the reader. What I may now attempt
in the closing part of this review is only to focus on some such views of
Hartshorne himself as may be implicit in his replies to criticism and are yet
of help in improving our understanding of his philosophy. Re-statement of
his argument can only be very infrequent, for a fuller account of the thrust
and parry of debate would call for repetition of a good deal of what I have
already said.

Now, the very opening of the Reply shows laudable method. Hartshorne
not only groups his responses into ‘four major classes’ but gives reasons
for the order in which he puts and follows them. (569-70) Next, to show
how he stands for both ‘ithe old and the new’, he puts forth his own
answer, by way of supporting the ‘ancient’ view on the matter, to ‘the sup-
posedly genuine question, “why is there something rather than nothing?;
and also outlines his own unorthodox attitude to the view that the Bible is
the Word of God:

My answer is there is something rather than nothing because the *being
of total non-being’ is contradiction or mere nonsense. ‘Nothing’ is an
essentially negative term .. .and absolutizing it destroys its legitimate
meaning . . . (As for the view that) the Bible is literally the Word of God,
it is Bibliolatory, not worship of God .. . It is God, not any book or set
of books, that loves us and all beings as we cannot love ourselves or any
human or subhuman reality. (Further), it is only God we should love
‘with «/l our being’. It cannot be done with our species, as the beloved,
for something in us will love the other non-human animals and much
more besides ... (I am) not for secular Aumanism. 1am for too much a
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biologist as well as too much a metaphysician to take that seriously, ex-
cept as a danger. And the same for so-called fundamentalism, in which
also I see a serious danger for us all.” (571)

This is followed by a lucid account (by Hartshorne) of the principles which
have regulated his philosophical thinking. Here, in projecting his fourth
principle he makes some remarks, by way of arguing that ‘causes are to be
defined as necessary but not strictly sufficient conditions for what concretely
occurs’ which express a basic conviction and make eminent sense:

“It i3 a fallacy of ultra-rationalism (from the Stoics to Kant, Fichte, and,
1 think, Hegel) to exalt necessity as the key to intelligibility . . . Initially
given only necessity there is no way to go to find the real world. Lifeisa
dealing with contingencies presented by the creative process which is the
positive locus of possibility . . . Events have enabling conditions. But
whether or not their conditions make them happen just as they doisa
distinct question . . . We do make successful predictions. But ... no one
in his or her senses sees it as a goal of life to acquire power to predict all
happenings in detail. We know that the experience of un-anticipated novel-
ties is a good part of the charm of life, including the life of scientists who
hope to make surprising discoveries.” (575, all italics added, except the
first)

Explanation of the next principle too contains some reflections which are
both sane and quite neatly put:

“Errors come in pairs of opposite extremes, the truth being somehow
between the extremes . . . Respect for those holding an extreme view, say
. .. radical pluralism. (Of Hume, followed by Russell, etc.) should lead us
to reject the extreme opposite view, radical monism, similarly, respect for
radical monism . . . leads us to reject radical pluralism. If we adopt either
extreme, we imply that those holding the opposite view must be hopelessly
irrational. Instead, we should say, <“These people, (on either side) may
have been a bit crazy or odd, but not that crazy or odd . .. Doctrinal
contraries may both be wrong, but cannot both be right. This elementary
logical truth is remarkably neglected in metaphysics, for example by F.H.
Bradley and Bertrand Russell.” (576)

An instance of how some significance may be seen even in what one rejects,
on the whole and definitely, occurs in Hartshorne’s succinct statement of his
thirteenth principle:

“To say that ‘everything’ is such and such—for example, is necessary, or
is contingent . . .—is scarcely to say anything ... Blanshard’s ‘to under-
stand is to see to be necessary’ is a perfect example of a metaphysical error
(‘Perfect” here is meant as a compliment. . .Clarity isa virtue, Only good
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writers cant be so clearly wrong as he is on this issue.) To understand is to
see some things or aspects of things as necessary and some as contingent;
neither term would function existentially if the other did not.”’(579, italics
added)

The remaining ‘principles’ too, as Hartshorne states and explains them, pro-
vide solid argument for looking askance at the views of some eminent philo-
sophers ; but because I cannot go on indefinitely I may confine myself to the
following extracts from P (for “principle’) 15, P 16 and P 19:

«Among the necessary truths this must be one: necessarily there are some
positive contingent truths. The job of the metaphysician is to make as
clear as possible, rather than to blur or deny, the distinction between the
two sorts of truths. Hegelians have tended to deny, or at best to blur hope-
lessly, this distinction . . . William James, by irying to treat /i truth as
contingent and empirically testable . . . got into what Montague called the
‘pragmire of confusion that made some of James’s writings on pragmatism
largely a sad wasteland.” (580, italics added)

“The principle of sufflicient reason in its strong Leibnizian form must be
given up. It not only contradicts freedom or (if you prefer) hopelessly
trivializes it, but also raises the question, does the sufficient reason itself
have a sufficient reason? If there is an infinite regress of reasons, what is
the reason for the entire series?” (580-81, italics added)

«The history of ideas is a testing ground. Consider, for example, the
following: Greek materialism began as deterministic (Democritus). Epi-
curus took chance to be an aspect of freedom, as much later did Peirce
and James. Whitehead agreed with them, though he prefers ‘disorder’ to
‘chance’ or ‘randomness’ . . . Probability (not necessity of events) is the
guide of life. Again, modern science began as strictly deterministic and
modern theology as largely so. First the Sociniantheologians, then Kierke-
gaard, then more and more theologians; first Maxwell and Peirce, then
Heisenberg, then more and more scientists, broke with the tradition of
unfreedom. Sheer determinism is not a survivor in the evolution of ideas.”
(583)

Hartshorne, I conclude, does not only argue. He is able to offer quite a few
truths that illuminate our mind. But argument too, both clear and incisive,
abounds in the way he reacts to the twenty-nine essays. It is, however, too
ample and various to admit of a quick summary.

But I am anxious to show, before I close, that Hartshorne is perhaps as
much a man of faith as a man of thought. He himself tells us:

T do argue for psychicalism from my theism and have from the beginning,
For example in a 1912 poem:
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There’s a spirit in the mountain,

In every living thing,
And it sparkles in the fountains

That from the hillsides spring . . .
It’s the spirit of God’s love.

If there are literary sources for this, they are the Bible, Emerson, Words-
worth, and Shelley. In my poem, as a fifteen-year-old, I did not mean
simply that nature is beautiful and useful to human beings. I was already
focusing on bird song as a revelation of aesthetic feeling in animals far
from the human kind.” (692)

The hint that all life is perhaps one may well be expected to tickle the Indian
mind, but here is something to tease it too:

“Ifind . . . a kind of false rationalism in the doctrine of karma ... I re-
gard as superstition the attempt to find moral explanations for all evils . . .
1 hold that it tends to discourage sympathy to give moral justifications for
what comes to us from without. To say, ‘he deserved to be born blind’
does not promote sympathy, but rather a smug, ‘That’s his karma’. ..
Common sense with its ideas of good and bad ‘luck’ is sounder than deter-
ministic theories. Qur weal and woe depend partly on what happens
around us, and partly on how we use our freedom in responding to what
happens.” (627)

On the whole, I repeat, the book is an excellent presentation of a philoso-
pher’s life-work. It is truly what the editor has striven to make it: a work of
remarkable ‘clarity, comprehensiveness, and accuracy’. Its price is not men-
tioned, but its size (785 pages) and quality make it obvious that very few
students and teachers of philosophy in India will be able to buy it. Our
libraries have to help.

Book reviews

G.C. NAYAK, Philosophical Reflections, Delhi, Indian Council of Philo-
sophical Research/Motilal Banarsidass, 1987, pp. ix--166, Rs. 65.

This stimulating collection of essays on various topics, mostly within the
field of Indian philosophy, by Professor Nayak, is aptly characterised as
‘reflections’ since they result from a primarily analytical and critical approach
to the topics addressed. The title also serves to indicate that the book isnot a
tightly structured whole but a collection; nevertheless, there is a definite
progression to the work as a whole. One is tempted, indeed, to apply to its
cighteen chapters the division into three sets of six so familiar in exegesis of
the Bhagavadgita and to declare that its first third deals with basic issues in
Advaita Vedanta and in Mahayina Buddhism, the middle third discusses
themes relating to the development of Indian thought, and the final third
moves on to look at several issues in the field of philosophy in general (culmi-
nating in a final chapter entitled ‘Can There Be a Synthesis of Eastern and
Western Thought?). Professor Nayak, who is the author of several previous
books in both English and Oriya, is thoroughly at home in both Indian
philosophy, where his personal inclinations obviously lean towards the
Advaita, and in contemporary Western philosophy, while at the same time
he writes in a very clear, incisive style; the result is that, although this book
ranges so widely in its relatively brief compass, it hias a number of interest-
ing and stimulating points to make throughout.

The collection begins with a study of the views on enlightenment of the
Advaita and the Madhyamika, which emphasises the significant differences
while recognising ‘a remarkable affinity’. This leads naturally into the next
study on the philosophy of Nagarjuna and Candrakirti, which starts from
the Mahayana reinterpretation of pratityasamutpada as a logical theory of
interdependence of concepts as a necessary preliminary to a proper under-
standing of prajfia and §anyata. The third chapter takes us further east with
a discussion of Satori in Zen Buddhism and the fourth chapter rounds off
the group of essays on Buddhist topics with an examination of the Four
Noble Truths, which concentrates in particular on what was unique about
the Buddha’s views on the problem of suffering. The next chapter incisively
tackles a similarly fundamental issue with an examination of ‘the Gordian
Knot of mayd in Advaita, where Nayak’s highlighting of the differences
between Sankara himself and later Advaitins inevitably is reminiscent of
D.H.H. Ingalls’ well-known paper, <§ankara on the question: Whose is
Avidya? (Philosophy East and West 3, 1953, pp. 69-72), to which however
he makes no reference (in fact all the footnotes in this chapter are citations
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of the original texts, and in general Nayak is sparing of secondary references,
though clearly fully conversant with the literature). The sixth chapter is then
devoted to the significance of knowledge in Sankara and Yijfiavalkya and
similarly concentrates on analysis of their own statements.

The seventh chapter on tolerance in Advaita opens strikingly with Karl
Popper’s account of a meeting with Ludwig Witigenstein as an illustration
of the failure of philosophers to live up to their own views, which enables
him to dismiss quite effectively limited evidence of intolerance within the
Advaita system, while affirming that ‘tolerance is the natural concomitant of
transcendental form of monism’. Already in this chapter he introduces the
concept of transcendental secularism which forms the subject of the next
chapter, where he argues that monism (and especially the Advaita) is secular
in that it is not tied to any religious dogma or ritual. This is followed quite
naturally by a consideration of some highlights of the concept of freedom in
Indian thought in the ninth chapter and by a study of rationalism in the
Bhagavadgitd in the tenth ; the latter emphasises the role of reason in Krsna’s
message and of rationality in the devotee’s response to him, drawing in part
on the views of Bairagi Migra and providing a worthwhile corrective to the
tendency to see the Bhagavadgita as a bhakti text exclusively. Next come two
chapters on the thought of individual philosophers: one on Baladeva Vidyi-
bhiisana, an eightecnth-century Orissan philosopher belonging to the school
of Caitanya (a comparatively neglected figure, of whose philosophical views
he gives a clear and sympathetic account), and one on Aurobindo (where
Nayak stresses the mystical, rather than philosophical, element in his
thought, especially by reference to his poem Savitri).

The last six chapters are then devoted to broader issues: the multiple facets
of analytical philosophy (essentially a defence of its relevance to the gon-
temporary situation), the problem of universals (a brief but trenchant criti-
que of much past obscurantism on the topic), what is living and what is dead
in religion (observations on the decline in religious observances and a plea
for the ethical side of concern for all), a plea for ‘common-ism’ (Nayak’s
term for a deliberate orientation towards the meeds and aspirations of the
common people, examples of which he then seeks in the Indian tradition),
dharma and moksa as values (a particularly wide-ranging discussion), and
the possibility of a synthesis of Eastern and Western thought (here, as else-
where in the work, Eastern means in practice Indian, and especially Advai-
tin, thought; a powerful plea for caution in the attempt to find exact paral-
lels, coupled with a number of acute observations on past attempts). The
final chapter provides a fiiting conclusion to the whole, demonstrating its
relevance to the present, as well as showing the author’s ability to bring to-
gether concisely the most diverse material. It is to be regretted that the num-
ber of misprints is quite high and some are obstrusive, though fortunately
not (so far as I noticed) destroying the sense on any occasion. Professor
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Nayak has produced an interesting and stimulating set of essays here, which
deserves a wide audience.

University of Edinburgh, U.K. J.L. BROCKINGTON

RONALD ENGLEFIELD : Critique of Pure Verbiage (ed.) G.A. Wells and D.R.
Oppenheimer. La Salla, Illinois, Open Court, 1990. pp. xvii+ 119, Paperback.

The author of this book, though not a celebrity, is an interesting person.
Born exactly a century ago, in 1891, he won a scholarship to St. John’s Col-
lege, Cambridge in 1909 where he studied French and German. He fought in
the First World War, taking part in the Bulgarian campaign, and was men-
tioned in a Despatch from Gen. Sir A.F. Miles, for gallant and distinguished
service. Around 1919 “He underwent an intellectual and emotional up-
heaval.” From 1920 he taught French and German in schools for more than
three decades and “acquired an astonishing stock of learning in history,
psychology, philosophy, mathematics and natural sciences.” He died in 1974
at the age of 84.

Brought up as a practising Christian he encountered Tolstoy’s “heretical
brand of Christianity.”” Later he read the works of Guyau and J.N. Robert-
son, the historian of Freethought. These readings brought about a change in
his attitude towards Christianity. As the editor observes, (p. xv) “Robertson
remained one of Englefield’s intellectual heroes.” Who else did Englefield
admire? Condillac, Diderot and Voltaire. Among historians, H.T. Buckle;
among psychologists he had great respect for Kohler and Ernst Mach, and
he was beholden to neurophysiologists like Paviov and Sherrington.

The editors observe (p. xiv) that Englefield did not see “humankind as a
uniquely privileged species of animal . . . Language was a human invention,
like wheel, and its existence did not require a mystical explanation.” Engle-
field thought of the ‘‘trial-and-error behaviour” as significant; he coined the
word “peirasis” which, “inits simplest form, consists in playing around
with the environment until satisfaction of the animal’s needs is achieved.”
The development of human inventions, tools and techniques, language,
mathematics and scientific method are all sought to be explained by
“peirasis”.

One is tempted to ask: Does the (human) animal remain the same when
his needs are satisfied? Must we assume that the needs of a Socrates are the
same as the needs of an Ox? Perhaps satisfaction, in turn, brings about an
abiding change in the life of the ‘satisfied animal’; perhaps the surroundings
too undergo change. These changes nudge the ‘satisfied” animal to play
around, once again, in a renewed environment brought into existence by the
animal himself.
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To one of the editors Englefield wrote in 1940, “I cannot accept the view
according to which there is more than one rational way of studying the
world and science is the only one way.” (p. xvi) In the final paragraph of
‘Conclusions’ the author reiterates, “There is no fundamental distinction
that separates the anthropological from the physical sciences.” (p. 110) He
is particularly unhappy “with Kant and his followers” because “neither their
admirers nor their critics have been able to understand what they are trying
to say.” (p. xvi)

Hasn't ‘Science’ acquired new meanings over the centuries? How do we,
in any case, identify what should be christened as the “one rational way”?

The book consists of three parts. In part one, entitled ‘Verbiage and
Literature’ Englefield deals with the abuses of language in the writings of
George Kenneth Burks, (The Philosophy of Literary From, Studies in
Symboiic Action and T.S. Eliot. He is particularly critical of Eliot’s esti-
mate of Pascal. His irreverence towards I.A. Richards, Croce, Wimsatt and
Brooks, (Literary Criticism: A Short History) F. R. Leavis, (New Bearings in
English Poetry) Ruskin, (The Crown of Wild Olive) go to reveal Englefield’s
stolid iconoclasm, I can only recommend the inquisitive rather to go threugh
Englefield’s observations, too numerous to be quoted.

Speaking generally I must confess that Engleficld is not always off the
mark. His detestation for the use of pretentious words and the habit of
taking shelter behind verbiage and pomposity either to decry or adulate an
author, are indeed praiseworthy.

In part two,Verbiage and Religion’ Englefield takes authors like Cardinal
Newman and Kant to task. He guotes De Quincey, Carlyle and Macaulay
who were critical of Kant’s Prose and Philosophy which, incidentally, are
not one and the same thing. Englefield, naturally, could not resist the temp-
tation of repeating the well-known joke that Sterling never divulged the
secret of Hegel. He found Whitehead’s attempt at reconciling science and
religion wholly unacceptable. In his chapter on ‘Whitchead’ (Chapter 5)
Englefield offers “Straightforward English™ translations of some of the
passages taken from whitehead. I quote a couple of examples:

Whitehead: “Religion is the translation of general ideas into particular
thoughts, particular emotions, and particular purposes: it is directed to the
end of stretching individual interest beyond its self-defeating particularity.”

Englefield’s translation: Religion teaches us to behave ourselves. Here is
another passage from Whitehead: <The two sides of the organism require a
reconciliation in which emotional experiences illustrate a conceptual justi-
fication and conceptual experiences find an emotional illustration.”

Englefield’s translation: It would be nice if one could enjoy the pleasures
of scientific speculation without being depressed by the implications of one’s
congclusion.”

At one place Englefield observes that “lie (Whitehead) is merely reiterating
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that religion is concerned with the validity of the dream-world and science
with that of the real world.”

I fear that in translating Englefield has trivialized Whitehead’s views.

Part three, ‘Verbiage and Philosophy’ is perhaps the most interesting for
the readers of this journal. The chapter entitled ‘Things, Ideas and Words’,
T am afraid, is a little too naive in that the author’s observations about “the
secret of linguistic communication™ (p. 77) are a little too simple to be true.
This is what he says, ““All the pompous paraphernalia of description and
verbal definition, unless it rests upon a basis of recoverable concrete experi-
ence,.can convey nothing. Since experience can be recalled by association,
when conventional signs or sounds have become associated with particular
experiences, the latter can be recalled by the former.” (p. 77)

Englefield’s criticisms of Ryle’s views, especially the later’s notion of
‘Category-mistake’ are neither illuminating nor incisive. I do not mean to
suggest that Ryle is beyond criticism. But Englefield’s approach does not
seem to be significant. Chapter 9, dealing with Heidegger is a little too brief.
The notion of Being has kept the philosophers preoccupied since the time of
the Greeks as Charles H. Kahn has shown in his famous paper entitled “The
Greek Verb ‘To Be’ and The Concept of Being.” (see Foundations of Langu-
age 2 (1966) 245-65)

The subjects which, according to Englefield, mostly excite the curiosity of
the reflective people are “the problems of health and sickness, social and
political organisation, and the nature, origins and destiny of man and the
universe around him”. (p. 107) Fair enough. But ‘rock paintings’ of the
primitive men found in the different parts of the world and the oral poetical
traditions and several dance forms found in primitive civilizations® certainly
reveal different dimensions.

Sentences (even words), it is believed, encode messages which wait to be
decoded by their readers or listeners. The authors of the sentences ‘interpret’
the world around them. This would, let me add, not exclude their own
thoughts, feelings, hopes, aspirations and frustrations. These ‘nterpretations’
conveyed in langnage and speech are, once again, interpreted by the count-
less readers and listeners. Obviously these readers and listeners are not
necessarily unanimous (and they need not be) in their respective ‘interpreta-
tions’. Hence in an important sense there are ‘interpretations’ all the way.
The search for an Ur-message (an uninterpretable and uninterpreted message)
which is sought to be communicated is, indeed, a hopeless task.

At the one end of the spectrum there is the view that anything worthwhile
in the realm of thought (and also perhaps feeling) can and must be expressed
in language. What, in other words, is not expressible in ‘speech’ is not
worthy of examination and response.

At the other end, there is the view that language, even when it is handled
with great skill and care, falls short of the intentions of the author. Plato,
we all know, acknowledged the limitations of the written message. Being a
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Greek he could not set aside ‘speech’ altogether. But many thinkers in the
East, going the whole hog, recommended “silence’, in so far at least, as the
foundational issues are concerned.

Perhaps the truth, as it is perceived and examined by the ‘human’ mind,
lies somewhere in between these two extremes. Langunage, written as well as
spoken, with all the suggestiveness and nuances, does bring about unwanted
ossification, as it were. But, paradoxically, these expressions are amenable
to fresh and unforeseen interpretations. By acknowledging the various ways
his message is interpretable, the autlior grants freedom to his readers, his
critics as well as his admirers. After all, an informed and enlightened author
should not expect his readers to be passive receptacies. According to the
Indian tradition the reader, on his part, is not expected merely to hear the
message; he is also expected to reflect on what he has heard- and, finally,.
must proceed to deeply meditate on the contents of what he has heard. He
will have received the message only on the completion of the third step.
Language, as it is wiclded by the literary artists and scholars of the human-
istic disciplines must be viewed, both by the authors who fashion their
thouglits as well as by the readers who are believed to be at the receiving end,
as singularly pliant and versatile in nature and character. In other words,
precision, or akribeia as the Greeks said, which has such an important place
in the realm of scientific, mathematical and legal discourses, cannot be ex-
pected to have an analogous significance in the humanistic disciplines. This,
however, does not mean that verbiage, loquacity and long-windedness
should be admired as virtues or marks of erudition.

[The reviewer of this book, Shri A.M. Ghosh, has unfortunately passed away
since the review was written.—Editor]

Obituary

MAHAMAHOPADHYAYA PANDIT
P.N. PATTABHIRAMA SASTRI

Sastri Ji passed away on Ist September, 1992 at 11.15 p.m. in a private
hospital in Delhi. He was born in Pwlasur village near Kanchipuram in
1908 and educated at Tirupati and Varanasi under M.M. Chinnaswami
Sastri whose daughter he married later on. At the time of his sad demise he
was the Chancellor of the Rashtriya Sanskrit Vidyapeetha, Tirupati and
National Professor of Veda appointed by the Rashtriya Veda Vidya
Pratishthan.

Initially he served Banaras Hindu University and later on was appointed
Principal of Maharaja Sanskrit College, Jaipur by Sir Mirza Ismail on the
recommendation of Pandit Madan Mohan Malaviya. In 1952 Sastri Ji was
invited by the University of Caleutta to grace the Chair of Mimarhsa. He
wished to spend last years of his career in Varanasi where he was appointed
as Professor and Head, Department of Sahitya, Mimamsa and Tantra in
1975, He was honoured by the President of India in 1973, by Jagadguru Sri
Sankaracharva of Kanchipuram, Kanchi and he received the award of
Padmabhushan from the Government of India. U.P. Sanskrit Academy
gave him Vishva Bharati award for international eminence which carried a
cash prize of Rs. 1 lakh, Sampurnananda Sanskrit University and the Uni-
versity of Burdwan conferred upon him Mahamahopadliiyaya and D. Litt.
degrees (honoris causa) respectively. Various other academic bodies and
organisations honoured him with titles.

Born, and initially educated, in South India, he spent his life in East, West
and North and thus represented a real unity and integrity of this country in
his person and disposition. He has numerous §igyas in Jaipur, Calcutta and
Varanasi and particularly in the centres of traditional learning pursuing
various §astras, more particulary Mimarsa. Sastri Ji’s contribution to
Mimarhsa is unique in many respects. His writings (also editions of Mi-
marmsa texts) which are nearly fifty in number and lectures, spread over half
a century, demonstrate his absolute mastery of the $astric tradition of India,
pre-eminence of Mimarnsa therein and its contemporary relevance. This is
fully borne out by his works, such as Mimirhsinyiya Mafijari and the ex-
position of the Artha-sarhgraha. His discovery of several texts of Miméarisa
and their scholarly editions has enriched the extant literature. He has shown
applicability of Mimarisa principles in other §astras and shown their use-
fulness in present democratic and egalitarian structure of the country. This
is a unique contribution.
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Sastri Ji was a living symbol of the glorious tradition of a Pandit who
could weave the past into the present fabric of thought and culture. Till his
iast day, there was not a single moment of his wakeful state when he was not
either editing a text, correcting a proof, writing a paper or giving instruc-
tions to his very old and very young pupils in Varanasi where he was direct-
ing the activities of Veda Mimarhsa Anusandhina Kendra, India has lost a
Pandit of unique achicvements who had shown the path for India’s unity
and integrity through learning and culture on traditional lines. In his death
the country has lost a great Sanskrit scholar and champion of Indian heri-
tage and culture. As an erudite scholar in Vedas, Vedangas, Upanisads and
Darsanas, he has coniributed substantially to the correct interpretation and
appreciation of ancient knowledge inherited by us from our ancient seers
and philosophers.

Rajasthan University, Jaipur R.C. DwIVEDI
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