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Preface

Rooted in the tradition of Indian thinking and trained in western
philosophy, Professor Daya Krishna developed over years a model
of philosophizing of his own. The depth of his ideas is incredible
and the range of his works really amazing. But the most import-
ant thing about him is that his mind is unfailingly creative and
interrogative. In the Indian style we often hear of starting philo-
sophy with the interrogation, jijiasa. The spirit underlying fijidsa
18 the sense of discontent with what is available at a time in a tra-
dition of philosophizing.

Daya Krishna’s philosophy is not a mere corpus of concepts
and theories. It is rather an outcome of a philosopher’s encoun-
ter with his own tradition. Fortunately, in the case of Daya
Krishna, consistently with his range of erudition, this encounter is
not primarily exegetical. Familiar with the basic texts, he always
tries to show what is relevant today and what is not, and in the
light of what seems relevant he formulates questions and extracts
new concepts and supporting arguments.

Daya’s approach is consciously critical. He refuses to accept
any authority either of an author or of a tradition however vener-
able they might be. The idea is to elicit the best out of the author
or the tradition. The form of elicitation is dialogical. Another
fallout of this dialogical enterprise is to give rise to new ideas and
new seminal questions. The proliferation and complexification of
this exercise makes philosophy interesting and shows its close
relation with other disciplines.

To the discerning reader of Daya’s works the critical spirit of
Kant is unmistakable. As Kant was fond of presenting his philoso-
phy as a sort of interrogation of nature, Daya would have liked to
describe his philosophy as a sustained interrogation of culture,
especially philosophical culture from an interdisciplinary point of
view. This reminds one of the Kant-minded Collingwood’s well-
known method of question and answer. “
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A philosophical encounter with a thinker is fated to take the
form of questioning. To state who said what, where and when is
both uninteresting and jejune. The tendency of some analytic
thinkers to catalogue other’s views and arguments has not inte-
rested Daya Krishna, certainly not in his later phase. His interest
lies elsewhere; to find out why a thinker expresses him-
self/herself in one particular way rather than another. He situ-
ates a thinker in his cultural background and then tries to under-
stand and interpret him. The western culture and thinkers draw
his pointed attention.

This approach has a positive outcome. It leads to a type of cul-
tural and intellectual pluralism. It is no surprise that Daya Krishna
is a consistent and vigorous pluralist. His method of critical dial-
ogue is not intended to demolish or even distort other’s point of
view. In this conceptual articulation one is pleased to find that
self and others are engaged in a continuous dialogue providing
best passible freedom to both. This form of philosophizing is born
of Daya’s deep commitment to freedom as value.

The two main dimensions of freedom, as we all know, are
atman-centric and societal or socio-centric. Strictly speaking, within
the inter-societal dialogue one can easily find out inter-individual
as well as individual-societal dialogues and dialectics of various
kinds. Daya Krishna does not fail to highlight the cyberneticity of
the two poles of human consciousness, aiman and. samaje. One
can hardly be reduced to the other. One type of reductionism,
leads us to ‘social’ atomism and another kind into collectivism or
totalitarianism. Without social presuppositions individual actions
and dispositions turn out to be meaningless. Dehumanized social
structure is a theoretical extrapolation of the denial of individual
human minds.

One may safely describe Daya Krishna as a philosopher of
depth and diversity. In the depth dimension he traces and dis-
covers the different layers of individual life and social reality. In
the area of diversity he is a tireless pluralist, praxiologically and
ideologically, and studies the borderlines of different disciplines.
Unlike the modern western philosopher he is not fascinated by a
narrow segment of life or reality and its idioms. His love for depth
dimension is evident from the rejection of the idea of logic with-
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out ontology. That thought cannot be separated from its content
and further that content makes difference to ways and validity of
thought are emphasized by him time and again. Both-to depth
and diverse domains of life we all are irretrievably and practically
committed. This aspect of Daya’s philosophy makes him anti-
reductionist.

He refuses to impose one value or one set of values on all
alike. To him values are not immutable Platonic entities. The
basic locus of values is the individual human being. But indivi-
duals qua individuals, i.e. unrelated to other individuals, cannot be
the sole authors of values. Creativity makes hardly any sense with-
out transcendental moorings or social affiliations. It is no surprise
to note that Daya traces two perennial sources of values, imma-
nent or ‘internal’ and transcendental or ‘external’.

The domains of the immanent and the transcendent are
interfused. So are the values, whether primarily rooted in indivi-
dual human beings or those that are durably anchored in society.

Another innovative aspect of Daya’s philosophy is to highlight
the role of imagination and belief in shaping our Wellanschawung.
Not only the society and tradition we are born in mould our out-
look, our expectations and ideology also play a significant role in
creating the world we live in. This creative duality of the self and
the other is an active engagement of the spiritual and the social
resulting in their mutual enrichment. What is more inte resting in
Daya Krishna’s philosophy to note is this. One's worldview does
not consist only of one’s own self and the other; the transcenden-
tal elements and forces simultaneously inform both the self-in-
solitude and the self-in-relation.

In the later writings of Daya Krishna another element of his
worldyiew becomes increasingly manifest. This pertains mainly to
value. Our search and re-search for values make little or no sense
unless the transcendental dimension of the world is clearly
recognized. That one’s creativity is not confined to the causal
nexus we are situated in, but that it also gives an inkling of the
extra-causal transcendental aspect of our life are persuasively
argued by Daya Krishna. :

The fact that by reflection and contemplation we can bring
into being the values hitherto unavailable is rooted in this tran- -
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scendental and inexhaustible dimension of life. Life and world
are intertwined. We bring values into world through different
forms and activities of life. It is in this connection that one may
look into the insightful references made by Daya Krishna to biol-
ogy in some of his writings. In his thought biology, sociology, axio-
logy and cosmology form a graded chain of being. It is indeed an
amazing spectrum. One only regrets that Daya Krishna—one of
the most gifted philosophers of modern India—has not spelt out
this comprehensive and attractive aspect of his philosophy.

We are thankful to all the contributors who have discussed
Professor Daya Krishna's views on a diversity of philosophical sub-
jects as the relation between logic and ontology, the issue of tran-
scendental and empirical freedom, the concept of action and the
art of philosophizing and creativity in philosophy. The detailed
reply by Professor Daya Krishna to each of the articles presented
here makes the volume doubly interesting as it is perhaps for the
first time that there has been such a give-and-take on such
diverse philosophical issues in one volume.

We are also grateful to Shri Buddhadev Bhattacharya for his
professional help in the publication of this volume.

BHUVAN CHANDEL
K.L. SHARMA
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Appearance, Reality, Not-hipg, and
The Law of Contradiction

SIBAJIBAN BHATTACHARYYA

: : ooy
The concepts of Appearance and RE':lllt}’ are 1mporItapt :}[115?5-
spheres of human activity, not merely in phllo.sophy, tﬂls,n i
fgre natural that these concepts should receive atientio
pes of philosophers. -
T t:g‘rfz (:valj)( to ungerstand the two concepts is to find some s?lr(;
of similarity between appearance and pretensmn.[ a?nc;z:lixiyciaear
i - i he concepts
ity. This way of understanding t € i
:ti;:tu:l;gconccpt ZE appearance is parasitic or:) tl})le n?onceg; :l)fl ;it;]ag
ion i iti al behaviour,
ity, j retension is parasitic on norm _
!lw’:::.:izsc I::an truth. Appearance must be understood as appsa;-
:’nl::e of the real, so much so that appearat;ce a;:.at;mot be unde
imitati of reality.
ccept as a shadow, imitation, cOpy, : ‘ :
Stooi se;ccm?d way of understanding the two concti:)pts :j totl_d:ngg
jecti ity with the objective. :
ith the subjective and reality with to
e tood as being independent of
he objective has to be understood as b :
"t‘iet Sflbj&gt or of the subjective, the subjective becomes thet tzla;salﬁ
notion. Thus, appearance is a more fundamental concep
1'631;{}’ .third way of understanding the concepts is to idqulfy ti;:
real with the actual and appearance with thehmen:)ftpoas;; Ot:.also
i ibility even though 1t ca
rance cannot be an 1mpossi ug .
;I:P;: actuality. There are two ways of conceiving the rtilautclalr;
between the actual and the possible. One, 1t may be held atible
tual world is itself one with the possible world (the composs
ac
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world, perhaps), so that the concept of possibility becomes the

basic concept. Two, the possible may be regarded only as possibly
real, so that reality or actuality becomes the basic concept. This
ontological priority of the actual or the real also has a logical or
an epistemological consequence. There are logicians, like
Johnson, who have defined a proposition as assertible although a
proposition may be entertained, questioned, doubted, without
being asserted. It is argued that when, for example, we doubt a
proposition, an element of assertion e
the other.

There is also an extreme theory according to which reality
alone is consistent, and appearances involve inconsistencies and
hence are impossible. Against this extreme theory it may be
noted that although all appearances may be impossible, yet all
impossibilities are not appearances. Impossibility can only be a
necessary, but not a sufficient, condition of appearance. It is,
therefore, necessary to find sufficient conditions of appearance.,

An impossibility is often identified with a self-contradiction, It
is, therefore, necessary to examine the nature of a self-
contradiction, and of the law of cont

the following formulations of the law.

nters into it in one way or

radiction. We may examine

(i) A cannot be not-A.
(ii) A cannot be both Band not-B.
(iii) A cannot be both Band not-Bat the same time.

(iv) A cannot be both B and not-B at the same time in the
same respect.

We shall now discuss these different formulations.

(i) Lukasiewicz does not consider this to be a formulation of
the law of contradiction, but of the law of double negation. Still
we may examine this formulation more closely. The verb ‘be’
occurring in it can only be regarded as an abbreviation of ‘be
identical with’, so that (i) can only mean (i*): A cannot be iden-
tical with not-A.

(ii) The verb ‘be’ as occurring in the second formulation
cannot be construed as ‘be identical with’ without further ado,
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for then it is necessary to introduce the t':onvention that dfﬁ;r;:?:
letters need not stand for different objects. But even wit : ‘b1e
convention, ‘be’ cannot be regarded as an abbrf:vta;.lon‘ ; o
identical with’, for then using the same .symbol 1; ord n:)t-_lA
becomes (ii*): A cannot be identical W-lth both‘ 'a.n I ;
Which is either nonsense, or reduces to (-1). Thus ‘be "1:‘1 .(1:1) c:I:
only mean ‘be characterizz:i Ey',;o t}tag it becomes (ii*): A c
racterized by bo and not-B. .
nOtItjE:;:iicwicz. howezer, does not consi.der this.eltl}e.r a forrrtli;i
lation of the law of contradiction. Accor.dmg to him, 1F is e;scnthc
for the law of contradiction to cont.am an expression ‘01; =5
operation of logical product. For this, hﬂ'bcllCVCS that af 2
same time’ has to be added in the formulation .Df the law ci co s
tradiction. Hence (iii) is the proper formulation of thcd?;:l (:s
contradiction according to him_.‘ As we shall see,fthc T;&;.ltmnusof
reject this version and accept (ii) as the proper formuia
the E?:;r Nagel has argued that as sameness of .rcspect cannotart:lc—
given independently and as whenever a putatwe' co?f;te:htia:\'er_
ple is given, the law is so interpreted as to make it valid,
sion of the law is useless.

ARISTOTLE’S ARGUMENT

Lukasiewicz has presented Aristotle’s position on the law of con-
tradiction in the following way.

1. Aristotle formulates the principle of comradictiqn in a
ﬁ;ree-fold way, as an ontological, logical am.i psychological law
without making explicit in any way the differences among
them. Gk
(a) Ontological formulation: Met. T 3. 10056 19, 20: ‘It is
impossible that the same thing belong and not be!or}g to the
i i in the same respect.
same thing at the same time and in %
(b) Logical formulation: Met. T 6. 1011b, -13, 14: 'The
most certain of all basic principles is that contradictory propo-
sitions (Aussagen) are not true simultaneously.
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(c) Psychological formulation: Met. T 3. 1005b, 3, 24: ‘No
one can believe that the same thing can (at the same time)
be and not be.’

2. One could attempt to express these principles more pre-
cisely in the following way:

(a) Ontological, respectively ‘object-theoretical’ [Gegen-
standstheoretische] formulation: To no object can the same
characteristic belong and not belong at the same time. By ‘object’, I
understand with Meinong everything that is ‘something’ and
not ‘nothing’; by ‘characteristic’, I mean everything which can
be predicated of an object.

(b) Logical formulation: Two conflicting (contradictory)
propositions cannot be true at the same time. By ‘proposition’
[Aussage] 1 understand a string of words or other sensibly
perceptible symbols whose meanings consists in the fact that
they attribute or deny some characteristic to an object.

() Psychological formulation: Two acis of belicving which
comespond to two contradiclory propositions cannol obtain in the same
consciousness. By ‘act of believing’ [ Glaubensakt] 1 understand 2
physical [psychische] function sui generis, which is also desig-
nated by the words ‘conviction’ [ Uberzeugung], ‘recognition’
[Anerkennung], ‘belief, etc., and which cannot be more finely
explained but must rather be experienced.!

5. Aristotle attempts to prove the psychological principle of
contradiction on the basis of the logical principle.

1. “On the principle of contradiction in Aristotle’, pp.
486-87. The proof falls into two parts :

(a) If it is not possible that to one and the same object
antithetically opposed propositions, apply; and if two acts of
believing to which antithetically opposed propositions corres-
pond, are themselves antithetically opposed; then clearly no
one can believe at the same time that the same thing is and is
not. y

(b) If it is impossible to truthfully assert contradictory
characteristics at the same time of one and the same object,
then it is obvious that antithetically opposed characteristics
cannot be held of one and the same object simultaneously.

\l @

|
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For, of two antithetically opposed characteristics the one is
just as much privation as the other, namely, privation of
being; the privation, however, is negation of a determinate
species. Thus, if it is impossible to truthfully affirm and deny
something simultaneously, it is also impossible that
antithetically opposed characteristics hold of the same object.

Precisely formulated the Aristotelian proof of the psycho-
logical principle of contradiction reads as follows.

Were it possible that two acts of believing, corresponding
to contradictory assertions, could obtain in the same con-
sciousness, then antithetically opposed characteristics would
hold of this consciousness at the same time. But on the basis
of the logical principle of contradiction, it is impossible that
incompatible characteristics hold of the same object at the
same time. It follows that two acts of believing corresponding
to contradictory assertions [propositions] cannot obtain in the
same consciousness at the same time.

6. Aristotle’s proof of the psychological principle of contradic-
tion is incomplete because Aristotle did not demonstrate that
acts of believing which correspond to contradictory proposi-
tions are incompatible. Discussions related to this point are
found in the final chapter of De Interpretatione. However, they
are inconclusive for two reasons.

(a) Antithetically opposed [ Kontrir-entgegengesetzf] means
for Aristotle characteristics which lie farthest apart from each
other in a series (e.g., ‘black’ and ‘white’ in the series ‘colour-
less’ colours). Every series must be constructed on the basis of
an ordering relation. Aristotle adopts as the ordering relating of
acts of believing differences in their degree of being true or
being false, and he even speaks of ‘truer’ and ‘falser’ beliefs.
It is however, impossible that there be differences in degree of being true
or false.

(b) In the psychological investigation of acts of believing
Aristotle commits the very common fallacy of ‘logicism in psy-
chology’, which can pass for the counterpart of ‘psychologism
in logic’. Instead of investigating psychical functions, the
Stagirite considers the propositions corresponding to them
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and their logical relations. That is shown in that he character-
izes acts of believing as true or false, although as psychical
functions, acts of believing could be true or false in the pri-
mary Sense no more than could sensations, feelings, and the
like. ‘True’ and ‘false’ are relative characteristics which
belong only to assertions as representations of the objective
[Abbildungen der objective]. :

Further, Aristotle confuses [vermengt] logical succession
[logische Abfolge] with psychical causality. Characteristic of this
is the passage at De Interpretatione. “The conviction that the
good is not good is closely intertwined with the conviction
that the good is bad; for whoever holds the good to be bad
the same one must believe as well that the good is not
good.’—Indeed, if he only thinks about it, and that must he
not, and whether it were even possible at all to have such per-
verse ‘convictions’!

7. Regardless of Aristotle’s reasoning, the following can be
said about the psychological principles of con tradiction :

(a) The psychological principle of contradiction cannot
be demonstrated a priori, rather it is most to be induced as a
law of experience.

(b) The principle in question has not yet been empricially
demonstrated.

(c) It is questionable whether it is provable at all. In any
event there are sufficient examples in the history of philoso-
phy where contradictions have been asserted at the same
time and with full awareness.?

Daya Krishna has, however, gone further and argued that
even the ontological law of contradiction is violated by empirical
objects. He shows that the law cannot be saved by adding ‘at the
same time, at the same place, in the same respect’, etc. He has
actually given examples to show that the law of contradiction is
violated in the case of empirical objects. There are various ways of
meeting his arguments, of which we shall note only three.
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THE FIRST WAY

This way is to deny that logical laws in general and the law of con-
tradiction in particular, are meant to be applicable to the world
of experience. There are three different forms of this theory.
(a) It is a form of Platonic realism, according to which the laws of
logic are applicable to universals, numbers, propositions, etc. In
recent times, Alonzo Church has developed a logic of sense and
proposition following Frege’s distinction between sense and ref-
erence. According to this theory, logic is not applicable to the
empirical world at all—the world of becoming. (b) Accerding to
conceptualism, logic 1s applicable only to concepts such as the
concept of number, €tc., and is not applicable to the world of
experience. (c) According to nominalism, or formalism, the laws
of logic are about the symbols themselves and not either about con-
cepts or objects, a priori,3 or empirical. This Hilbertian concep-
tion of logic has been applied to the realm of the concept of
number, specially after Wittgenstein.

The game of chess, as has often been observed, affords an
excellent parallel with mathematics (or, for that matter, with
language itself). To the numerals correspond the chess
pieces, and to the operations of arithmetic, the moves of the
game. But the parallel is even closer than this, for to the
problem of defining number corresponds the problem of
defining the entities of the game. If we ask ourselves the
question ‘what is the king of chess?’ we find precisely the
same difficulties arise in trying to find an answer which we
meet in our consideration of the problem of defining the
concept of number. Certainly the king of chess, whose moves
the rules of the game prescribe, is not the piece of character-
istic shape which we call the king, just as a numeral is not 2
number, since any other object, a match-stick or a piece of
coal, would serve as well to play the king in any game. Instead
of the question ‘What is the king of chess?’, let us ask, ‘what
makes a particular piece in the game the king piece?” Clearly
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it is not the shape of the piece or its size, since either of these
can be changed at will. What constitute a king piece are its

mouves. . . . We see, first, that for an understanding of the
meaning of numbers we must loo¥ to the ‘eame’ which num-
bers play. . . . It follows, therefore, that the object of our study is

not number itself, but the transformation rules of the number
signs. . , .4

THE SECOND WAY

The last conception of number and the laws of arithmetic leads
naturally to a totally different conception of logic. Ryle has
argued that all logical laws including the law of contradiction are
normative rules of thinking.

The normative concept of logic implies that in actual practice
logical laws can be violated. Ryle shows that taking the laws of
logic to be positive laws of reality, one is led to the absurdity of
trying to imagine what a real world which violates the law of con-
tradiction looks like. There is no difficulty in imagining what sort
of person an illogical person is: he is not consistent in his own
thought and fails to detect fallacies in others’ arguments. Thus,
there will be two different approaches to the law of contradiction
as a positive law either of reality, or of thought or of belief; and
the law of contradiction as a normative law of human thought
and speech behaviour.,

One difficulty of the concept of positive logical laws as perva-
sive laws of reality is that it will be impossible to give any example
of a violation of the law of contradiction. Strawson, for example,
says that to contradict oneself is like writing a sentence and then
erasing it. But if the sentence is erased we are left with nothing.
Thus, nothing real can be self-contradictory. If logical laws are
conceived as positive laws of thought then it will be impossible to
have a self-contradictory thought, and hence no example of self-
contradiction can be given. But, if self-contradiction is impossible
then how can the law of contradiction which denies this impossi-
bility be itself significan®? So the question is not whether the law of
contradiction in any of its forms (i)—(iv) is applicable to objects of
experience, but whether it is significant at all.

APPEARANCE, REALITY, NOTHING 9

THE THIRD WAY

This way is recommended by Buddhist logicians who uphold the
theory of momentariness. It is argued that the law of contradic-
tion does not prevent a red thing from becoming brown or hav-
ing any other colour. What is red cannot be anything other than
red at the same time, but obviously a red thing may change its
colour and can become brown at later date. Now the Buddhists
argue that this way of trying to state the law of contradiction in
form (iii) is not justified because all moments of time are alike,
and hence if a red thing does not become brown at the moment
when it is red, there is no reason why it will become brown at
another moment. This later moment and the earlier moment are, as
moments of time, absolutely alike and it will be unjustified to
assume that a thing can become what it is not at a later time, but
not at the same time. If a thing cannot be what it is not at the
same time, then it can never be that. Hence the addition ‘at the
same time’ to the law of contradiction in form (iii) is neither
necessary nor justified. '

THE FOURTH WAY

This is the Navya-Nyaya theory which says that moments of time,
though exactly alike as moments of time, still differ as causal
conditions of objects. According to Nyaya, time is the general
cause of everything that comes into being. Thus there are two
aspects of time, time per se and time as cause of everything
created. Time as cause is limited by objects existing in time.
Because of the special features of the Nyaya concept of limitor
(avacchedaka), different moments of time have different causal
roles. This is because, according to Nyaya, any sentence of the
form ‘Sis P’ produces a cognition of a relation, so that ‘S is P’ is
always interpreted as ‘S’ is related to ‘P’ by ‘R;’. This interpreta-
tion of the so-called subject-predicate sentences as relational
sentences, turns the law of contradiction into

‘A cannot be related to both Band not-B'

which again is interpreted to mean
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‘A cannot be the locus of both Band negation of ‘B'.

Here the addition ‘at the same time’ is es tial, for otherwise,
the law thus interpreted will be obviously invalid. We now see
how the Nyaya philosophers can meet the Buddhistic objection.
All moments of time may be alike as moments of time; still, some
moments may be related to an object A which will then be pres-
ent, while other moments, in the past or future, may not be rela-
ted to it, when it will be absent. What the law of contradiction
prevents is that one and the same moment be both related and
not related to the same object at the same time.

But this is still a superficial analysis of the Nyaya theory. For
any object may be related with other objects, including moments,
by different relations. If an object be present at some moment of
time, it is related to it by what is called a temporal relation. But
there will be many other relations in which it will not be so
related to the same moment, and hence will be absent in those
relations. There are two ways in which this apparent violation of
the law of contradiction can be resolved. Either the law of contra-
diction has to be modified thus: A cannot be both related and
not related to B by the same relation. Or, we shall have to restrict
the law only to a special type of case. According to Nyaya philoso-
phers the first alternative too cannot save the universality of the
law.

Nyaya philosophers admit that there are qualities, attributes,
properties, etc. which can be both present and absent at the
same time in the same locus. But, according to Nyaya, there are
other kinds of attributes, qualities, properties, etc., which if they
are present in a locus cannot be absent from it. Daya Krishna con-
siders the example of a table which is partly red and partly green;
he asks whether the table is not both red and not-red at the same
time. Following the Nyaya theory we may give the example of a
table being heavy (i.e. gravitating). Now this property of gravita-
tion is present in all parts of the table, even its minutest parts,
and is present always, so that it is unnecessary here to add the

qualification ‘at the same time’. The table gravitates and there is
no normalsituation where the table does not gravitate.

It may be argued, however, that there is still a condition
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under which the table gravitates and withu?ut which it w-'ill cease
to gravitate; if, for example, it is placed in a zero-gravity zone
then it will not gravitate and so it may be argued t}‘x.at the Eable
both gravitates and does not gravitate. Ragl}unﬁth? Siromani has
argued that it is impossible to find any quality, attribute, etc., (.)f a
material object of restricied size where the law of contradlctm_tn
holds unconditionally, for the same attribute, though pr'esem in
the object in some relation, may be said to be absent in some
relation or the other. So Raghunatha comes to the conclum?n
that only eternal properties of eternal entitic§ can be of pervasive
occurrence so that if they are present they will be present wholly
and eternally. For example, every self is'onc, ‘so- the number one
belonging to a finite self which is ubiqlfltous is itself t.:ternal anc:.
belongs to the whole of the self which is partless. This theory o
Raghunatha restricts the validity of the 'law of ‘?ontradlcuon in
form (ii) but not in form (iii) which is not violated by Day.a
Krishna's examples. The reason for this is that to say tln? table is
brown and red in parts, is to admit that the colour red is such a
quality that it can be absent from another part of me_tabl.c. The
law of contradiction is stated in such a form as not to be violated
by examples of such qualities of such objects as the red cc.)lour f’f
a table. Such qualities, attributes and properties are restricted in
time if they are spatial or restricted in space if they 'fxre.temporz?l.
Objects existing in both time and space do not exist in both.m
the same way. According to Nydya, one may regard them as exist-
ing in space when the time of their eJr:isthlcc‘becomes thex.r limi-
tor; one may also regard them as existing in time whe.n i:.h(",‘lr spa-
tial location becomes the limitor. The argument for thls. is tl}e dif-
ficulty of conceiving a thing as being both in space and time in the
Sm;hszﬁsihe law of contradiction is to be stated in the form: A
cannot be related to B and not-B, as limited to the same place or
me time. .
& ﬂ';;li the Nyaya theory is radically different from the Buddhist
theory of momentariness. For, according to Ny:‘ay-a, there are two
kinds of partless, and therefore eternal, Fnutles—atoms ar}d
ubiquitous objects. Daya Krishna has co-nsu’:icred the Buddhist
theory of momentary atoms which are point-instants, but has not
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c‘onmdcred l%he Nyaya theory of partless, ubiquitous, eternal enti-
ties possessing some eternal properties. As Raghunatha has
pointed out, there is no conceivable relation in Nyaya in which
such properties of such objects can be said to be both present
alx‘ad.absent. Thus the unrestricted law of contradiction in form
(i) is valid for these objects and properties. For other properties
and of other objects a form of (iii) of the law of contradic!:f i

accepted as valid. This form will be: 55

(‘fil*) A cannot be both B and not-B either at the same time or
(in the exclusive sense) at the same place.

i For according to Nyaya, it does not make sense to say that an
object may l?e both in space and time in the same sense.

Daya Krishna has raised the problem of the relation between
the law of contradiction and the law of excluded middle. We
have already explained a theory according to which the loéica]
laws apply only to abstract entities like propositions. According to

this theory, the law of contradicti i
‘ . ‘tion as applicabl iti
is usually stated in the following form: i e

(LC) = (1)

and the law of excluded middle as
(LE) pov. —p.

In systems of logic which accept De Morgan’s laws, the law of
‘d.oub‘le negation, the commutativity of conjunction ;md of di
Junction, these two laws are equivalent not merely in the sense ::;
l'llavmg. 'the same truth-value, but also from the standpoint of
algebraic t.ransformation. In systems where one or the Iv.::’n;hr:r f
these laws is rejected this equivalence also is rejected. The .:ie-v'0
loRment of alternative systems of logic in the sense tha.t some | .
which are valid in one are not valid in another shows that lo 'T:T
laws are not positive laws of reality, but are postulates. 4
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NON-EXISTENCE AND APPEARANCE

The law of contradiction is the only means available to us for
proving the unreality or non-existence of something. If the
assumption that the thing exists leads to a self-contradiction it is
proved by reductio ad absurdum, that the thing is non-existent.
Fitch, however, has distinguished between two different forms of
proof by reductio ad absurdum. In the weaker form this proof
merely shows that if the assumption is made then the contradic-
tion follows. But from this it does not follow that the assumption
itself cannot be made. In the strong form it proves that the
assumption itself is wrong. By using the restricted principle of
negation introduction or restricted reductio ad absurdum Fitch can
reject (LE) while admitting (LC). Thus there are various ways of
admitting (LC) but rejecting (LE). In what follows we shalliuse
the unrestricted form of the reductio.

In this form the reductio proves the- non-existence of a self-
contradiction absolutely, unconditionally. Now there are two dif-
ferent types of persons doing logic—hard-boiled logicians and
soft logicians. Parmenides in explaining his negative way was a
hard-boiled logician. He accepted the law of contradiction in

form (i), and argued that there can be nothing which is self-.

contradictory. Thus change, becoming, motion, etc., are self-
contradictory and are, therefore, nothing. There is nothing like
appearance which is other than reality, for reality alone exists and
appearance not being identical with reality is nothing. The prob-
lem of appearance arises only in the case of soft logicians who in
spite of their logic are yet overwhelmed by their experience.
According to Parmenides, change, motion, becoming, etc., are
non-existent and we cannot €xperience them; there the matter
ends. But soft logicians who cannot get over the overwhelming
evidence of their senses wonder how the self-contradictory, 1.e.
nothing, can yet be experienced as real. Appearances involve
inconsistencies in their very concept and yet they are not nothing
because they are experienced as real. To accommodate becom-
ing, change; motion, etc., therefore, soft logicians change the law
of contradiction from form (i) to form (iii). Thus Parmenides’
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concept of reality as simple and indivisible is replaced by the con-
cept of a reality which endures in time. The law of contradiction
then becomes applicable only to a reality at the same time but
not to reality at different times, Thus reality must be not only
enduring in time but time itself has to be conceived as a
sequence of time-segments. So long as A remains B, it cannot also
be not-B; it is not necessary to hold that time is a series of moments
in order to apply the law of contradiction to empirical objects,
unless, of course, the objects themselves are conceived as chang-
ing every moment,

So also objects of experience, i.e. macro objects, are exten-
ded in space and it may be that they have some quality, attribute
or property in some parts and do not have them in other parts.
Here, too, it is not necessary to conceive of space as atomic in
order to apply the law of contradiction to them. For the law states
that A cannot be not-B at the same stretch of place where it is B,
Space has to be conceived as atomic only if the objects are con-
ce?d as having atomic parts, There is nothing in the law of con-
tradiction in form (iii) which requires objects to be point-instants.
Thus the law in this form will have no essential difficulty if space
and time are conceived as being infinitely divisible instead of hav-
ing points and instants.

The whole exercise of reformulating the law of contradiction
stems from the unease of the soft logicians that nothing violating
the law of contradiction can be experienced as real. As change,
becoming, extension, are all experienced, in order to accommo-
date them the law of contradiction is given different forms. In
the process, reality which is conceived by Parmenides as indivisi-
ble unity is replaced by a con cept of reality having various aspects,
spatial and temporal. But then there are various other aspects of
reality as experienced. Thus shadows and the objects of which
they are shadows are equally visible and are visible in the same
sense. Yet shadows are not regarded as real for various purposes,
because although the empirical objects and their shadows are
equally visible, empirical objects are also tangible whereas sha-
dows are not. Thus the concept of reality is further analysed into
aspects appropriate to different senses. That which is both visible
and c@ngible is real and that which is merely visible is an appear-
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ance. But then that which is visible cannot be nluthing; and as a
matter of fact there are various purposes for which shadows des-
erve the most important consideration, as for ?xample, the tech-
nological problems connected with TV projections. T]'II:IS the law
of contradiction has to be further expanded to give rise to the

following form.

(iv) A cannot be experienced as both B and not-B at the same
time, at the same place, by the same sense organ.

This formulation which introduces a further dimension of the
concept of reality can accommodate even shadows as real. Thus
we are gradually led to formulation (iv) of the law anfd to a
bewilderingly complex and multifaceth concept of reality. But
by thus changing the law of contradiction to accomrnoda.tt:: what;
ever we experience as real we are led to 'the position o
Parmenides, according to whom there is nothing lwh:ch is .self-
contradictory. What Parmenides rejected_as.nothlqg_motlon,
change, becoming—are now included within real;t?!. But the
concept of appearance as different from that of reality has not

ained.
beegxfgpearance, therefore, has to be unre.al_ and yet not
nothing. An appearance is not nothing because it is experienced
as real: and it is not real either. To accommoda.te these two
inconsistent features of appearance we may say either that an
appearance is both real and unreal, or that an. appearance is
neither real nor unreal. To hold that appearance is I?oth real and
unreal is to make the concept of appearance impossible t_'or. there
cannot be a self-contradictory concept. An_ appearance is incon-
sistent only in a special way. We have to ldlStll’lg‘LuSh between an
inconsistent object of experience which is both real and u.nreal
and other inconsistent objects which are wholly unreal. Reality, as
well as thought of reality, must be self-consistent. An appearance
is real as an object of experience, but unreal because it is incon-
sistent. Sense-experience tells us that it is real, reason tells us that
it cannot be. A thing which is both red and notred lal.the same
time is an impossibility, it is nothing; therefore, it is not an
appearance either. Although A cannot (really) benot-A still A can
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appear as not-A. The law of contradiction, therefore, cannot pre-
vent appearances.
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Daya Krishna and
The Synthetic A Priori

PRANAB KUMAR SEN

In 1961 Daya Krishna wrote a paper called ‘The Synthetic A
Priori—Some Considerations’,! which is quite characteristic of
the way in which he has always done philosophy. At the time he
wrote this paper the current philosophical opinion was that there
could be no propositions that were really both synthetic and a
priori. This opinion was held not only by those who had still
retained their logical positivistic hangover, but also by those who
never had anything to do with that movement. That all a priori
propositions must be analytic was supposed at that time to be
proved conclusively, and proving it so conclusively was considered
to be at least one good thing that the logical positivists had done.
But Daya Krishna was not to be overly impressed by the success of
the doctrine of analyticity. He subjected it to his usual critical
scrutiny, and came up with a clear and straightforward argument
against this doctrine, an argument which was also supposed posi-
tively to support the claim of the synthetic a priori, and conclu-
ded that unless we were going to deny certain things that were
quite obvious we had to accept that the synthetic a priori was pos-
sible. In this paper I take the opportunity to join once again my
favourite battle against the analyticity thesis and support Daya
Krishna as far as I can in his. I first state his argument, then exam-
ine it, and then make some new suggestions to strengthen it fur-
ther.
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I

Daya Krishna begins his paper with a formulation of the thesis
that there are synthetic a priori propositions. The thesis, in this
formulation, is that there are propositions about matters of fact
that possess a logical necessity about them.? (Daya Krishna points
out that the philosophers who have denied the possibility of the
synthetic a priori have actually denied this very possibility. They
have maintained that propositions concerning matters of fact can
only be contingent.) But in his argument in support of the thesis
of the synthetic a priori, Daya Krishna does not argue directly in
favour of the thesis so formulated. He argues in an indirect man-
ner. He argues first in favour of a second thesis which he claims
to entail the thesis of the synthetic a priori as he formulates it.
This second thesis is that there are necessary relations between
facts. ‘The issue of the synthetic a priori’, he says, ‘is concerned
primarily with the question whether there are any necessary rela-
tions among matters of fact.’> He first produces an argument in
support of the thesis that there can be necessary relations among
matters of fact. This argument, Daya Krishna then claims, also
proves the thesis of the synthetic a priori, because we cannot
deny that there are necessary propositions concerning matters of
fact without denying that there are necessary relations among
matters of fact. ‘A denial of the synthetic a priori is’, he says, ‘the
denial that there are necessary relations among facts."* Daya
Krishna's argument is thus as follows.

L. That there are propositions about matters of fact which
possess logical necessity cannot be denied without reject-
ing that there are necessary relations among facts.

2. But that there are necessary relations among facts cannot
be denied, for this is entailed by the fact that the
hypothetico-deductive method of verification of hypothe-
ses is valid.

3. And it is indeed a fact that the hypothetico-deductive
method of verification of hypotheses is valid.

w

THE SYNTHETIC A PRIORI 19

A more straightforward formulation of the same argument
would be as follows.

1. The hypothetico-deductive method of verifying hypothe-
ses is valid. j .

9. If the hypothetico-deductive method is valid then there
are necessary relations among facts.

3. If there are necessary relations among facts then there are
synthetic a priori propositions. S 2l

4. Therefore, there are synthetic a priori propositions.

This argument is clearly of the form:

1.
2. If p then ¢

3.1f gthen r

- S

There is absolutely no doubt that Da)fa Krishna’.s argumentl is
formally valid. So if the argument still fall_s to estall:)lonsh the conch u-
sion, viz. that there are synthetic a priori propositions, then that
must be due to the fact that one or more of the premises are not
true. If, on the other hand, all his premises are true, we have to
accept the conclusion. Thus, in orde'r to find out whether or r}llot
Daya has indeed succeeded in establishing that there are synt c;
tic a priori propositions, we shall have to find out whether or no
the premises themselves are all true.

11

Let us then begin with the first pl."exjnise, namely, tpat :h;
hypothetico-deductive method of venfyllng hypotheses is vali
This premise can be contested, and, also, it has actually l_ae.en con
tested. But it is not necessary to do so. Thc reason why it is noth is
that Daya Krishna is here exploit.mg one aspect of ¢ e
hypothetico-deductive method which is, I think, beyond all dis-
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pute. Itis that in a verification of a hypothesis by this method we
deduce one factual proposition from some factual premises, both
the general hypothesis and the statement of the initial conditions
being factual propositions. I can also add that, as far as I am con-
cerned, I do not have any desire to challenge the validity of the
method. I think that the method is valid, as far as the notion of
validity can at all be applied to a method of establishing a hypo-
thesis. S0 I conclude that the first premise of Daya Krishna’s
argument is all right, and, thus, if his argument fails to establish
the conclusion then that is due to some other premise. Let us
then turn to the second premise.

11T

The second premise tells us that if the hypothetico-deductive
method is valid then there are necessary relations among facts. Is
this premise true?

To begin with, I propose a minor amendment of the second
premise, as well as of the first premise itself, in the light of what I
have just said. What I have said is that even if the hypothetico-
deductive method is not valid, for some reason or other, the
main point of Daya Krishna’s argument—and of the first premise
itself—will remain valid. The point is that there are forms of infe-
rence in which we deduce a factual conclusion from one or more
factual premises. It is upon this possibility of deducing one matter
of fact from another, because that is what it amounts to, that Daya
Krishna is actually banking in his argument for the synthetic a
priori; and it is clear that one may accept this even if one rejects
the claim of the hypothetico-deductive method on other
grounds. On the amendment.I propose, the second premise
would be: If a factual inference is valid then there are necessary
relations among facts. Accordingly, the amendment on the first
premise itself that I propose is that it be reformulated as follows:
A factual inference, i.e. a deduction of a factual conclusion from
factual premises, can be valid.

Thus, as I understand, the question regarding the second
premise is basically the following: Is it at all possible to deduce one

Jfact from another fact (or set of facts)? It is so because if the

THE SYNTHETIC A PRIORI 21

premise is a factual one then it is true if and only it: thel fact stated
by the premise obtains; and, again, if the conclusion is.a factjml
one then it is true if and only if the fact stated by the conclusion
obtains. So, if both the premise and the conclusion are factual
propositions then to say that we have deduced tl'fe latter from the
former is to say that there is a logical connection between two
facts—two actual facts in case both the premise and the conclu-
sion are true, and, at least, possible facts in case both or any one
of them is false.® So, it seems that the possibility of dcducing ?1.115:
factual proposition from another really amounts to tl'u.: possibility
of deducing one fact from another, and this possibility must be
sustained by a logical relationship of facts themselves. -
~ But there are a few questions to answer here; especially ques-
tions which are raised by the special nature of the premises
required for an application of the hypotl?euco-deductwe
method. One of the premises used here is a universally ge‘neral-
ized proposition (involving, let us say, a un?versal quannﬁe.r}‘
Another is a particular proposition, either a singular or an exist-
ential one, stating the circumstance for which a consequence is
drawn in terms of the general hypothesis stated in the first
premise. Can we really say that all the premises which thus occur
in the derivation are statements of facis in the strict sense of the
term? .
According to one conception of facts, it is only an atomic
proposition which can be said to stand for a fact. And what‘e.ver
may be our definition of an atomic proposition, no proposition
containing logical constants can be atomic. So a generfal proposi-
tion, whether it is universal or existential, cannot be said to stand
for a fact. On this conception of a fact, therefore, the necessary
relation between the premise and the conclusion of the c'ieduc—
tion in a hypothetico-deductive verification of a hypothesis can-
not be said to stand for a necessary relation among facis. So, on
this view of facts, it is only propositions which are related, and can
be related necessarily, facts can never be. i
But this certainly is too narrow a conception of facts.® This
does not accord with the usual conception, although it is the one
which is at the centre of Wittgenstein’s Tractatus. Take, for
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example, David Hume’s conception of a matter of fact. (In fact, it
seems that both Daya Krishna and his opponents have this con-
ception of a fact in mind.) According to this conception, thai the
sun rises in the east, that fire burns, and that water quenches thirst are
all matters of fact, as distinct from relations of ideas (which, in his
opinion, are typically asserted by mathematical propositions).
This conception is certainly different from the one we find in the
Tractatus. For none of the examples of matters of fact I have Jjust
cited from Hume’s own writings can be regarded as something
which is stated, or can be stated, in an atomic proposition. The
proposition ‘The sun rises in the east’ really means ‘Every time
the sun rises, it rises in the east’. ‘Fire burns’ really means the
same as ‘All instances of fire cause burning’; and ‘Water quenches
thirst’ really means the same as ‘Whenever someone thirsty drinks
water, the thirst is quenched’. So, unless we take the term ‘fact’
in the artificially narrow sense in which it is used in the Tractatus,
there is no reason to suppose that the propositions which figure
as premises in a deductive inference can never be statements of
facts. Apart from the artificiality of the Tractarian conception of
facts, there is another problem which is raised by this conception
when it is sought to be used to prove that there cannot be any
necessary connections between facts. It is that the thesis may turn
out, really, to be utterly trivial, being strictly tautological. To see
how this happens we have to ask ourselves the question whether
we can at all define a fact in the Tractarian sense without bring-
ing in this feature of mutual independence: i.e. whether the only
possible definition of a fact in this sense will have to be given in
terms of this very independence, like in the following: If both the
propositions p and ¢ are statements of facts, then they are logi-
cally indep‘dent of each other; and if they are not logically so
independent'then they are not both statements of facts. If this be
the case, and this does seem to be the case, then the thesis that
all facts are logically independent of each other amounts to the
thesis that all things (facts) that are logically independent of each
other are logically independent of each other.

For these reasons, we need not, in fact cannot, take the term
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‘fact’ in the Tractarian sense, and should stick to the more u.suai-
sense of the term we find in Hume; ?;:_1 lez;st to make the thesis o
i a signilicant (albeit a false) one.

mdg%c[;df}ﬁ;ek weg can conclude that Daya Kr.ishna’s secon_;ill
premise, like his first premise, is all right. Thus 1f-there are sti
any doubts about the success of his argument then it must b': (llue
to some doubts about the legitimacy of the third and last
premise. We turn to consider that now.

1V

To recall, Daya Krishna’s third premise is as follows: If' there are
necessary relations among facts then there are synthetic a priori
A : : S
ropositions. Is this premise all right: : '

. II}t seems to me that it is extremely difficult to accept t_hls
premise as right. From the fact that one factual proposition is a
logical consequence of another it does not seem. to follow either
that any one of the two factual propositions is necessary, or tha:t
the connection, or the relation, between the two proposmon.s is
synthetic. Let us try to illustrate the point with the help of a sim-
ple example. The proposition

(Q) Either the earth is round or the earth is flat
is a necessary, because a logical, consequence of the proposition

(P) The earth is round.

Both the propositions (P) and (Q) are factu.al, but neither of r.hfhm
is necessary, both being true only in a contingent way. But, on the
other hand, the connection between (P) and (Q) is necessary, one
being a logical consequence of the or.h.cr. Howe.ver, and ‘hgw; is
the most important point, this connection 1t3.elf is only ana g z:;
and not synthetic at all. To put the last point in 2 manner wf i}cl

would be more pertinent to the debate on the possibility of the

synthetic a priori, neither the proposition
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(L) ‘Either the earth is round or the earth is

consequence of ‘The earth is round’
nor the proposition ’

flat’ is a logical

(L)) If the earth is round ¢ i

then eithe i
e r the earth is round or
;;3 synthetic, although both of them are necessa
ach of Eht? Propositions is analytic. The relation
queénce is in fact the paradi
Proposition asserting such a

Iytic proposition.
wee::ftehcaf{l also put the point in terms of facts, The relation bet.
b nOte act stateld by (P) and the fact stated by (Q) is an analyti ~
2 synthetic, one. We can say, if we want, that the st}:tm
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Iy and a priori.
of logical conse-
gm ‘of analytic relationship, and a
relationship is a paradigm of an ana-

¢ the term ‘fact’; i
& g act’; fi
d (L) state'facts at all, it is analytic facts which the stzlt-’-lfl"(}f)
usual convention regarding the use of th : Fo
to say that a statement of fact i

v

Soui ! ;
ther:azoks as t!vnough. D:aya Krishna’s drgument to prove that
e SYHgeuc a priori propositions has failed, Th

1s tormally valid, the first i i i,

. WO premises are b
third L BT S re both true, but
premise is false; and so it fails to establish the COI‘IC]:ISEOI‘I =

mean that the conclusion he has tried

which his argument draws
the argument is inconclus
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clusion is all right. (I have never lost a chance of defending the
cause of the synthetic a priori myself.) I believe that some argu-
ments are available to establish his conclusion. And I also believe
that some of these arguments would come close to exploiting the
kind of insight that has inspired Daya Krishna to write his essay in
defence of the synthetic a priori. So I shall proceed to defend
each of these beliefs—especially the second and the third—now.

First, the question of what kind of arguments, independently
of the considerations put forward by Daya Krishna, can be found
in favour of his conclusion. Next, I shall try to reinforce his way of
arguing the case of the synthetic a priori.

VI

To begin with, it would be worth our while to be quite clear
about the exact significance of the analyticity of the propositions
(L) and (L°). Clarity on this point would enable us to have a clear
view of what is really required by the thesis of the synthetic a
priori, and what kind of considerations may be advanced to sup-
plement Daya Krishna's argument.

If we ask ourselves the question ‘What exactly is the signifi-
cance of the analyticity of (L) and (L°)?’, we find that it consists in

" what we may call the relation of inclusion between the fact stated

by the sentence ‘The earth is round’ on the one hand, and the
fact stated by the sentence ‘Either the earth is round or the earth
is flat’ on the other. The fact that the earth is round includes the
fact that the earth is either round or flat; the first cannot obtain
without the second obtaining too because of just this reason. (We
are admittedly using the concept of a disjunctive fact, but that is,
to recall, because we have not restricted ourselves to admitting
only atomic facts.) We can make the same point about the inclu-
sion of one fact in another with regard to the familiar syllogism: If
Socrates is 2 man then the fact that he is mortal is included in the
fact that all men are so. And this really brings out what is needed
by the thesis of the synthetic a priori. What is needed is that there
be necessary connections between facts that are distinct, i.e. bet-
ween facts that do not stand in the relation of inclusion. Such
facts would not be analytically related with one another. They
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would be related synthetically, though necessarily, and conse-
quently propositions asserting relations between them would be
both synthetic and a priori.
It should now be clear why Daya Krishna cannot possibly vin-
dicate the case of the synthetic a priori with the help of the
- example he has chosen, viz. the kind of factual inference we find
in hypothetico-deductive reasoning. It may be granted that a
hypothetico-deductive reasoning is made possible by a necessary
connection of facts. But that does not prove that a statement
asserting this connection would be synthetic a priori. In fact, the
point that I have been trying to make with the example of the
inference from ‘The earth is round’ to ‘Either the earth is round
or the earth is flat’ can perhaps be brought out even more easily
in the-context of the kind of deduction that is involved in a typi-
cally hypothetico-deductive verification of hypothesis. The form
of such a deduction is broadly that of a syllogism in which the
general hypothesis plays the role of the universal major, a state-
ment of a particular circumstance covered by the hypothesis plays
the role of the particular (or singular) minor, and a statement of
what must happen under the circumstances if the hypothesis is

true is the conclusion. So, to see quickly the point I am trying to
make, we can take the familiar syllogism:

All men are mortal
Socrates is a man
.. Socrdtes is mortal

The point I have been trying to make is that, given that Socrates
is a2 man, the fac‘hat all men are mortal includes the fact that
Socrates is mortal: The mortality of mankind, in general, com-
prises the mortality of each and every human being, including
that of Socrates. So, although it is true that the fact stated in the
conclusion follows necessarily from the fact stated in the universal
major, together with the one stated in the particular (or singu-
lar) minor, the relation here is only analytic and not synthetic.
And, therefore, a proposition. asserting the relation between the
premise (or the conjunction of the premises) on the one hand
and the conclusion on the other cannot be an example of the

)
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synthetic a priori. It would be a very good example instead of an
i th.
anal;lt:)‘:vg\ir. as I have already said, the fact that the_ exar:ip:)lg
Daya Krishna offers to vincli1:):1;1“:}1thﬂtfl ::st; eofc 2;: ?::-:2;?1 : ;vam e
i do so does not establis i5€ :
ia:tl:dt,oor that we cannot find exargples to wn@;}rl:ate ;: :::;?: ;:
have just discussed about the requirement W}"%IC s}::c G fgcts
must fulfil is that they must;:c exampéezottv}::::dsin:x:n i
which are totally distinct in the sense ol ) e
i inclusion can also be necessarily connected wit
:rc:gﬂ?jr.u}: fact, there are a few such examPles tl;at az}:v;ilé
known, and it is a little surprising that Daya Krls}111.n'fi) ﬁ:_[sf
those examples. We can mentior} a fe\ia here o? ]i_hai Sno.w i
(1) It is a fact that snow is white. It is also a fact o
black. Between these two facts there is a necessary con fam;
The latter follows necessarily fr(l)lm tht; firn;ler;slilgtnttl;?rsli (tiw?n -
vertheless distinct, neither of the C :
21'[;;: and so, although the latt;:rt ’follltowsT E;ce:;ggof::r?s tilﬁ
it does not follow analyticaily. : - 4
ifz:f;sz:e lc:fcai. synthetic as well as a necessary C(.)nl:lcg‘_lon bit::tei:;l
facts, a connection we are able to kno.w a priori. ons{.:;c\lr : no;
the conditional proposition ‘If snow is white t'hen sn "
black’ would be a perfect exampl.e of the syn Fhenc a p;not :-h Wi
(i) It is a fact that the earth is round. It is §150 a fac o
earth is not flat. Between these two.facts there is a nccesBsaiythese
nection. The latter follows necessarily from the formt':r. u o
two facts are nevertheless distinct; neither of them is co‘rita;r;m
in the other; and, so, although the laFter follovf:s necessfan y fr -
the former, it does not follow analytically. This, therf: ore, ljm
instance of a synthetic as well as necessary connection a::mlg
facts, a connection we are able to know a priori. Ct?:lsetlzlu.S n g;
the conditional proposition ‘If the earth is r(?und hen it i o
flat’ would be a perfect example of a synthetic a priori prop
uoniiii) It is a fact that Gandhi died before I:Iel"lru did. Itis atggsz
fact that Nehru did not die before F}andhl did. Ben;rleen o
two facts there is a necessary connection. The latter fo ;wifssrsl 1
ssarily from the former. But these two facts are neverthele
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tinct; neither of them is contained in the other; and, so, although
the latter follows necessarily from the former, it does not follow
analytically. This, therefore, is an instance of a synthetic as well as
necessary connection between facts, a connection we are able to
know a priori. Consequently, the conditional proposition ‘If
Gandhi died before Nehru then Nehru did not die before
Gandhi’ would be a perfect example of the synthetic a priori.
(iv) It is a fact that Dundee is to the north of St Andrews. It is

a fact that St Andrews is to the north of Edinburgh. It is also a fact
that Dundee is to the north of Edinburgh. Between the first two
facts taken together and the third there is a necessary connec-
tion. The third necessarily follows from the first two. But all these
facts are nevertheless distinct; none of them is contained in ano-
ther; in particular, the third fact is contained neither in the first
nor in the second nor in the first and the second taken together;

and, so although the third follows necessarily from a conjunction

of the first two, it does not follow analytically. This, therefore, is

an instance of a synthetic as well as necessary connection between

facts, a connection we are able to know a priori. Consequendy,

the conditional ‘If Dundee is to the north of St Andrews and St
Andrews is to the north of Edinburgh then Dundee is to the
north of Edindurgh’ is a perfect example of the synthetic
a priori.

In view of the fact that such examples are known to exist it
is—let me repeat—a little surprising that they are not mentioned
by Daya Krishna. Why is it that he has not mentioned them, and
has not banked his claim on them? I think it is not too difficult to
guess the kind of reagon which led him not to depend upon
these examples, but depend upon his own example of
hypothetico-deductive reasoning. That is what I am going to des-
cribe now. (If I am wildly wrong in my conjecture, Daya Krishna
will, T hope, point it out in his response.)

VII

To find out Daya Krishna's reasons for avoiding the kind of
examples I have given, we have, I think, to be clear about the very
basis of my claim that they are cases of the synthetic a priori. How
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could I be so certain that the cases I have n'flrrated are reiilly cases
of the synthetic a priori? My reasons are, in fact, very snm;;le..fA
statement Q analytically follows from a statement Pif and only i Qf
can be derived from P by the laws of logic, and the meanings ol
the different expressions occurring in Pand _an'd a conditional
statement ‘If P then Q' is analytic if and only if it can be estab-
lished as true on the basis of these alone. But i.n none of the cases
I have presented, the laws of logic, with or without an appeal to
the meaning of the relevant expressions, wc.)uld be adequate to
derive the consequence we need, or establish the tl"lll.'lll of t.he
relevant conditional. There are obviously no laws of logic ?\'hlch
will warrant the derivation of, say, ‘Snow is not bla}ck .from Snow
is white’. Neither can we trick the premise into yu?lfimg r.l}e core
clusion by help of a definition of ‘white’, or a det.irppon of ‘black’,
that will not be question-begging. The incompaut'nhty of colours,
and of shapes, and, for that matter, of all determma:tes under the
same determinable; the asymmetry of some r_elauons, _an'd th‘e
transitivity of some, are not really logical principles. And it is this
that ensures that these principles will yield truths tp%t are l?oih
synthetic and a priori at the same time. But, maybe, it is precisely
this which makes these principles, and the examples grounded
in them unattractive to Daya Krishna. Maybe, I am-tcm;_)ted to
surmise, what Daya Krishna really wanted‘to establlfsh with ic
help of the example of ‘hypothetico—deducuve. reasoning hf.: him-
self had chosen is that there is synthetic a priori mvolx;ed in the
principles of logic themselves, the principles Whlf‘.‘h sustain, among
other relations of logical consequence, the relation of logical con-
sequence between one factual proposition a_md another: If. ﬂ'%lS
really is his intention then there are many .thmgs to be said in its
favour. So I turn now to saying just those things.

VIII

We may first ask a very simple question about the truths of 1ogic
themselves. The question is: Are they the.mselves. anal}_rtlc.?
According to the usual definition of the analytic, a }oglcal princi-
ple, say, modus ponendo ponens, cannot itself be arlw.\lyuc: For an ana-
Iytic proposition, according to the usual definition, is a proposi- .
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tion which is validated by the laws (principles) of logic and the
meanings of the relevant terms alone. If, thus, analyticity is
defined in terms of the principles of logic then the principles of
logic themselyes could not be called ‘analytic’. But, then, if they
are not analytic, they are synthetic, and there is no doubt that
they are a priori too.

But we know that there is a very simple answer available to
this. It is that the term ‘analytic’ is to be defined not as that which
is validated by the laws of logic (and meanings of the relevant
terms) alone, it should be defined as that which is either itself a
law of logic or is something validated by the laws of logic (and the
meanings of the relevant terms) alone. This answer certainly
sounds ad hoc—indeed an ad hoc redefinition of the term ‘ana-
lytic’ to save the thesis that the principles themselves are analytic.
But it need not be so ad hoc a defence of the thesis. One may say
that the laws of logic are themselves validated by the laws of logic,
There is no other way in which a law of logic can be validated.
And that is the reason why we can say that the laws of logic are
analytic, and that they are so even in the original sense. We can
take a very simple example to illustrate the point. Given the usual
definition of implication in terms of disjunction and negation, we
can derive the law of contraposition from the commutative law
for disjunction and the law of double negation. That we can do
this shows that the law of contraposition is analytic.

This defence of the analyticity thesis is not, however, ade-
quate.7 The reason why it is not so is that it is impossible to derive
all laws of logic—i.e. absolutely all laws of logic without excep-
tion—from other laws of logic; for that would lead to a vicious
circle becaui ultimately, a law of logic will have to be derived
from itself.

One may now continue in one’s defence of the analyticity
thesis by saying that this threat of a vicious circle need not worry
us. There is nothing wrong about the idea of some laws of logic
being self-supporting or selfjustifying, and if there are such laws, we
can say about them that they can be ‘derived’ from themselves. If
this docs not sound defensible, we can say that there are some
laws which are not in need of any derivation in the ordinary sense,

| &
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but they are nevertheless self—supporting, and since they are so,
called ‘analytic’.
theYBc:?tll:zre isa snagyi?l this line of re.asoning. One shc.mld %t:
very careful about positing a law of logic as self-supporting. e
make a long story short, we now know that a law o? logic tl:an -
posited as self-supporting only if it can .be taken to give the logi =
constant for which it is given, the logxc?tl co_nstan:lt it govem.s, 1 ;
very meaning. (For example, the law of s1mpl.1ﬁcaur.::r? for clonjurrxca
tion.) We know also that there are -dangers in p0§mng a law ct» -
set of laws of logic as giving meaning to the logical _cor;stthan
question. It has been shown conclusively by A.N. Prior azte an
indiscriminate choice of laws of logic (he t?ﬂks actually otfl Tules of
inference, but these are really two ways of saying the same d:ng) a;
giving meaning to a logical constant may lead to ali:s:ur coni
quences, even to the consequence .that any proposition car}: c_
derived from any other. A right choice of 1.aws or Fules can,d ow:
ever, be made; and the choice would be n‘gh-t if it was ma t‘:., as
has been shown by Nuel D. Belnap,® within Fh.e. con(sitrdzmtts
imposed by some most general facts ab.out d.eduabzlzty an j?m-
tion. When our choice is made in keeping wlth all these reql;:lre};
ments and constraints, we find that all the logical ct::nstallnts whic
can be said to be legitimate at all can be defined, i.e. gtver; mic.m—
ing, by those rules of ini'crt:nce v;rhich t'azt‘rets‘called the introduction
i ation Tules for the logical constants. '
andl?lh?::;ai;ﬁ, it seems that we can .say that all laws of l:ogic au":i
ultimately validated by those laws which are sclf.‘-sup?ornng, a.r:1
the self-supporting laws (or rules) are those which give I'l’:}t:aﬂl g
to the logical constants. What else do we need to dr::f.end = afnit
lyticity thesis for the laws of logic? But the deﬁ?ncc 'IIS not in azitns
complete yet. There is a fundamem'al question that rem e
unanswered. The question is regarding the mtltoductlon a S
elimination rules for the logical constants. What is th.e status o
such a rule? To take a very simple exmple once again, what 18
the status of the principle called the Taw of snmphﬁcatit?n-.—aln
elimination rule for conjunction? Can we say ﬂ}a‘t the princip c
embodied in the rule of simplification, viz. that 1f' both A and B
is true then A is true, is analytic? One would certainly be tempted
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to say that it is, and that might look like being the only answer
possible. Here is a logical principle which validates itself, i.e. is
validated by a logical principle, and, therefore, according to our
definition of the analytic, must be recognized as being so. But
one has to pause and ponder here. It may be that we have now
reached a point where the characterization of the truth—the
principle—in question as ‘analytic’ starts looking inappropriate; at
least, without much significance. Let us look at the example once
again. What we have is a conditional proposition. Now, a condi-
tional proposition is analytic if and only if the consequent follows
analytically from the antecedent. But can we say that in this case?
We can say that the consequent follows analytically from the ante-
cedent only if the former follows from the latter strictly in accor-
dance with the laws of logic (with or without reference to the
meanings of the relevant expressions). But can we say that the
consequent in this case follows from the antecedent in that way,
i.e. in accordance with the laws of logic alone, or with them and
the meanings of the relevant expressions? How can we signifi-
cantly say this? That the consequent follows from the antecedent is itself
the logical law here. And that too is what gives.the logical constant in
question, viz. the conjunction, its very meaning. How can we say that it
happens in accordance with the logical law? But if it is not appro-
priate, or significant to say that the conditional here is analytic,
how should we describe it? Will it not be quite natural to say that
it is syntheticc We can, in fact, proceed a little further to give some
substance to this characterization of the conditional as ‘synthetic’
by saying that when we know the law of simplification we know
not only what the conjunctive sign means, we know also a Jact
about conjunction, and a necessary and essential fact about it,

* ¥ &

To conclude, what we have found is that although Daya Krishna’s
argument does not succeed in establishing that there are syn-
thetic a priori truths, because of a flaw in one of his premises, his
thesis of the synthetic a priori could be defended by indepen-
dent arguments, and examples, and also by a possible develop-
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ment of his basic insight, even if it is a development not contem-

plated by him.
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The Problem of Coherence
of Different Types of Coherence

VIRENDRA SHEKHAWAT

Daya Krishna’s ‘Types of Coherence’l concludes thus: ‘There is
thus no unitary “coherence” as many have supposed. Rather
there are “coherences” each of a distinct type belonging to
realms autonomous and independent in their nature.” The
conc_lus:on is reached after a systematic analysis of coherence or
consistency as characterized in the realms of logic, the empirical
sciences, and axiology. The paper serves, upon analysis, only to
raise a problem with serious epistemological consequences for
the idea of the unitary nature of knowledge: it does not attempt
to surmount or even negotiate the prcblem. Thus there are
thl:cc distinct types of coherences, namely, logical, empirical, and
axiological coherence, each with its attendant difficulties, éince
the epistemological characteristics of these coherences are not
compared with other constraining criteria such as
fzorrcspondence or prapkatva, it is difficult to say to what degree

in the author’s view, the notion of coherence itself is satisfactory’
thoug}:l the valuable analysis has many insights to offer regarding,
the epistemological pitfalls in the criterion of coherence.

1

I:ogical coherence demands thatany proposition p and its nega-
tion be not derivable, within a logical or mathematical system
from the basic assumptions or axioms observing the syntacticai
rules. However, no such consistency proof can be given for any
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system and thus the impossibility of such a derivation within the

system can never be shown. If in some situation inconsistency is

shown by deriving both pand —p, it is concluded that the axioma-

tic set is inadequate or a modification in syntactical rules is

sought. The criterion that all derivations within the system be in

accordance with the syntactical rules is itself an intuitive one and

difficulties arise as we try to establish the criterion of coherence

by strictly logical analysis. Difficulties further arise if we analyse

the criterion of ‘empirical coherence’ of empirical theories in

the sciences. The truth or falsity of any proposition in empirical

theory cannot be established merely by deducing it from the

basic postulates of the theory; it must be verified by the observed
facts. The fundamental difficulty here is that the deduction from

postulates which are themselves empirical cannot be a strictly logi-
cal deduction. If the empirical values of the premises are taken
seriously, we can treat the deduction as formal only by ignoring
the specific empirical character of these values. Thus, for exam-
ple, in the formal syllogistic deduction ‘All men are mortal,
Socrates is a man, Socrates is mortal’, if the first premise is taken
as an empirical inductive generalization, its conditions of falsifica-
tion can never be satisfactorily given, or if it is considered as defi-
nitionally true, no person can be called a ‘man’ till he is dead and
by dying shows that he is a man. Further, the formal relations
between the propositions themselves are affected in 2 far-
reaching manner by the introduction of empirical values to the
variables. Thus, ‘All men are mortal’ is not the same as ‘All Sis P:
the former is a statement of probable belief which can be revised
in the light of a new experience, while the latter is a statement of
categorical relation holding true of all *Ss’. If ‘all’ values are sup-
posed to satisfy these variables, as logicians usually demand, then
this ‘all’ cannot be an empirical, accidental ‘all’, it must be a logi-
cal, necessary ‘all’, but then it will become useless for purposes of
empirical investigation. Thus, according to the author,

The formal identity between empirical and non-empirical
propositions is a deceptive one. The form does not retain its
purely logical character once the variables are given empirical
values. Rather it itself becomes empirical in character and the
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relations between the propositions become themselves empi-
rical and no longer remain logical in character. That some
sentence, or rather sentential function, should follow from
another may depend exclusively on the formal rules of trans-
formation and derivation, but that some state of affairs be
inferable from some other state of affairs depends not so
much on the rules as on the relation between the states of
affairs themselves. This relation, however, is and cannot but
be empirical in the sense that no mere insight or contempla-
tion or intuition on the state of affairs or the rules howsoever
formulated will give us the state of affairs supposed to be
inferable from it.2

Furthermore, the logical connectives expressive of formal
relations between empirical statements cannot remain purely
logical. The connective ‘and’, for example, is usually considered
logically commutative since p.g-¢.p., but in such a simple empiri-
cal proposition as ‘Francine plucked the fruit and ate it’, it can-
not function in that manner since a time element is involved.
The *and’ of this proposition goes counter to the logical, commu-
tative ‘and’ because of the specific empirical nature of the activi-
ties it connects. Although this proposition reflects the logical
property of the connective that a compound proposition is true if
both the individual propositions are true, in another situation
even this may not hold, as for example, in ‘I shall both be reading
Plato and not be reading Plato’, if we keep in mind that ‘shall’
here means that one may not read Plato at a certain moment in
the future. Similarly, the logical implication when employed in
connecting empirical statements remains no longer an ‘implica-
tion” but becomes a symbol of ‘causation’, but the truth condi-
tons of an implication relation and a causal relation are not the
same. The latter requires establishment of specific empirical link-
ages on the events concerned. Moreover, empirical coherence
differs from logical coherence in that the former considers two
empirical propositions coherent if both of them have been verified
to be true. ‘No further relation between the two propositions is
asserted by calling them coherent than their just being true toge-
ther.” By ‘together’ here is meant only that both of them have
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been found to be true as a matter of fact. This is a weaker sense
of empirical coherence. The stronger sense would demand that
both the empirical propasitions are derivable from the-same set
of general empirical principles. In this stronger sense it is only in
the context of a theoretical system that one can talk meaningfully
of coherence of empirical propositions. What is incoherent is
not the facts or the isolated propositions but the alternative inter-
pretations given to the same set of facts. From this point of view it
is ultimately the theory that has to change and not the facts, as
facts are never supposed to be incoherent with each other. Thus,
the weaker sense of coherence is always presupposed by the
stronger sense and is much more fundamental.

The situation becomes even more complicated if we examine
coherence in the realm of values. Propositions with axiological
values have axiological form different from logical or empirical
form. ‘A proposition which has an axiological term as one of its
members may be valid in spite of its being empirically false since
their validity Joes not require any reference to existence.” Thus
two propositions that are‘axiologically valid need not be coherent
with each other. That ‘4 is good’ and ‘Bis good’ does not ensure
that they are not incompatible goods. Thus no criterion of deri-
vability or verification can be satisfactory here. The value proposi-
tions have an intrinsic autonomy that is far greater than that of
empirical propositions, for while facts can be related by causality,
we do not know what principle relates values. The natural divi-
sion of values into. truth, beauty and goodness hardly helps. If
‘realizability together’ is considered as a criterion of coherence
for values, it should be remembered that ‘realizability’ is deter-
mined not so much by the nature of the values sought to be rea-
lized as by the empirical world in which we live at a certain time.
Further, although some values may be compatible with each
other yet they cannot be realized together due to limitations of
human attention and the time devoted.

IT

Strict autonomy of logical, empirical, and axiological coherences
implies an autonomy of the realms of thought, experience, and
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praxis, which means that any attempt at comprehension of these
realms by means of a single rational theory is bound to be defeat-
ed. Even if a single theoretical network of principles is sought for
these realms, a single overarching criterion of coherence may not
be available. Yet the non-availability of such a single overarching
criterion hardly implies autonomy of the realms; rather, one may
think that although the same rational thread passes through
them, only the degree of constriction has to be increased as one
descends from the cognitive to the empirical to the valuational.
Samkhya and VaiSesika theories are examples of the oldest
informal logical systems which attempted to comprehend all the
three realms of dharma, indriyanubhave, and buddhi or vicara, bya
single general principle of coherence called hetumatta. In recent
times an impressive attempt was made by Hertz3 for making clear
the criterion of coherence of formal logical systems for compre-
hension ‘of the realms of thought and experience, although not
of the realm of values. There is also an awareness of and dissatis-
faction with the idea of furm and formalist techniques, as evi-
denced by a revival of interest in informal logical techniques in
contemporary western thought.# Even in formal logical theories,
strict logicism is hardly presumed since the axioms or postulates
or first principles on which the theory is based are generally sup-
posed to be intuited and not amenable to demonstration. Thus,
the kind of strict logicism that the author espouses is hardly
found in actual theories, being only a highly imaginative proposi-
tion true only in an idealistic world. The problems of coherence
raised in the paper largely ensue either from this presupposition
of strict logicism or from an inherent ambiguity in the very con-
cept of form itself. ;

The logical alone is not rational but the scope of human
rationality extends from the empirical to the logical to the intui-
tive. Limiting the scope of rationality amounts to a delimitation of
reality itself which rationality aspires to comprehend. On the
other hand, too much loosening of its scope may lead to admis-
sion of the unreal as real. The insistence of ancient natural philo-
sophical theorisers such as the Sammkhyavadins on clarification of
the conditions of validity of knowledge prior to everything else,
ought to be seen from this angle. The epistemological insight
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that three and only three pramanas will suffice for valid knowl-
edge of reality means that if smaller number of pramanas is

. accepted, a considerable chunk of reality will be left out (nyina

siddhi), whereas admission of more than three will allow the
admission of spurious objects as real (adhikya siddhi). Thus, empi-
rical and logical or inferential, as well as intuitive propositions,
properly examined, all form part of a rational body of knowledge.
Addition of further pramanas in subsequent theories marks only
an extension of the logical conditions of validity. And although
Buddhists, at least theoretically, seem to deny the role of intui-
tion, no school subsequently denied Buddha's fundamental intui-
tions of momentariness and non-being. Thus, pure empiricism or
pure logicism or pure intuitionism can arise at best due to lack of
appreciation of this fundamental epistemological insight of
tripramanyavada, and at worst due to epistemological immaturity
that is so characteristic of the pre-Kantian Greco-European
nature philosophical theories. In a supra-epistemology seeking to
explain the origins of empirical and logical knowledge, intuition
can be the only starting point in being presumed as self-
explanatory, whereas in so far as the actual unified theory of real-
ity is concerned, the empirical makes only its grosser parts acces-
sible, the subtler parts to be captured by the logical and the
subtlest by the intuitive.

The concept of form is essentially a classical Greek category, it
is almost absent in ancient or classical Indian thought. One may
trace its similarity with the concept of avyakia or bija in avyakia
ganita or bija ganiia, where the category of avyakia or bija has a
degree of generality higher than that of form. In a simple equa-
tion such as X~¥=10, say, ‘X’ and ‘Y are the avyakias representing
‘forms’ of natural numbers satisfying this equation. Since the
numbers themselves are general by a degree higher than the
empirical objects, the avyakia is of a still higher degree of genera-
lity. The form of propositions in Aristotelian syllogistic logic stands
in almost a similar relation with empirical propositions as does the
avyakta to numbers in classical Indian algebra. But Aristotelian
syllogistic logic is severely limited, for it can tackle only ‘all’ and
‘some’ propositions expressing a relation between classes, as only
such propositions can be formalized. It is not adequate for apprais-
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ing the validity of syllogisms in which singular propositions occur,
such as the example taken by Daya Krishna. This limitation on
Aristotelian syllogistic is set by the concept of form itself, for the
form of a proposition is such that it is absolutely independent of
empirical contingencies, which idea is not captured in the form
of singular propositions. Since form is independent of empirical
content, it is possible to test the validity of syllogisms purely by
virtue of form, which in Aristotelian logic are 256 in number so
far as ‘all’ and ‘some’ propositions are concerned. If this defini-
tion of form is not adhered to, Aristotelian logic would not be
possible. If I were given a choice between accepting the defini-
tion of form and giving up Aristotelian logic, I would choose the
former.

‘All’ and ‘some’ propositions themselves are troublesome, for
while it is difficult to verify the former, it is equally difficult to fal-
sify the latter. This difficulty arises due to their inductive basis.
There can be absolutely no logical justification for inferring an
‘all’ proposition from a limited number of singular propositions,
it being founded on the intuition of an all-pervading (vyapta)
sub-stratum or substance (dravya). But that there is substance is a
purely intuitive proposition having no logical basis. Thus, when it
is held that ‘All crows are black’, it is in fact being said that the
crows concerned are made of the same substance. The generali-
sations or samanyas of the first degree (having an empirical basis)
can have no logical basis: they must all be founded on the intui-
tion of substance. This is as much true of the category ‘cause’, as
of, say, ‘number’.

Fregean logic goes further than Aristotelian logic in postulat-
ing a form for propositions. Thus, ‘p’, ‘¢’, etc. are forms of
empirical propositions to be characterized by truth functionality.
A host of problems arise due to this postulation. In Indian algebra
the avyakia was timeless since it was a form of timeless numbers;
Aristotle sought to preserve this timelessness of form by
restricting himself only to classes; but Fregean logic is paradoxical
at the root, for if form is to be timeless how can it capture the
empirical singular propositions in an ever-changing world? If the
predicates are restricted only to properties and qualities and not
to actions and events, then there are very few timeless properties
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and qualities of substances. This would severely limit the scope of
Fregean logic. Strictly speaking, Fregean logic is an attempt to
bind the temporal in the timeless. This ambiguity is preserved in
first order predicate logic where the form of the propositions
appears in a new garb such as Gx, Fx,-etc., G being-the predicates
and x being a variable with free and bound states. Thus the sim-
ple membership relation of classes is transformed into a compli-
cated matrix involving a quantification operation, a samvaya sort
of relation between subject and predica e and a logical connec-
tive with a truth functional characteristic in propositions such as
(x) (Fx > Gx) and Jx (Fx. Gx). The basic idea of trans-empirical
form is hardly preserved in such symbolism.

It will be profitable to examine Daya Krishna's analysis in the
light of this discussion.

ITI

The analysis disregards the distinction of the syntax and seman-
tics of logical or mathematical systems. An uninterpreted logical
system is an ordered grammar of symbols with definite structural
features. Such a system is built with certain inluiled primitives and
axioms which are undefined, as also with certain intuitive rules of
transformation and procedure of demonstration. With these
primitives as the basis, one can formulate certain stipulative
definitions that are supposed to be neither true nor false. With
the help of this apparatus one can have theorems in the system
which are all tautologies. Such an uninterpreted logical system
does not possess the feature of semantic truth, although its
logical truth is claimed in the sense that it is true in all possible
non-empty universes. The consistency and functional
completeness of such syntactical deductive systems can generally
be demonstrated on the basis of their analyticity.> Thus, a
syntactical structure which is not a tautology cannot be a theorem
of the system. This consistency can be demonstrated even under
an intended interpretation when the logical system acquires the
features of semantic truth. What is important is that a given
syntactical deductive system can have many intended
interpretations and this does not affect its coherence or truth
characteristic in any significant way. Such epistemic meta-systemic
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analysis of logical systems has largely become possible partly due
to ambiguities in the form-perspective and partly due to study of
the syntactical features of the uninterpreted Euclidean
geometrical system about whose truth or falsity it was considered
meaningless to ask any question.

The same line of reasoning regarding the empirical theories
helps resolve many perplexities that arise largely from a pure
empiricist or pure logicist stance. Thus we picture for ourselves
symbols or images in thought of ‘the external objects of the world.
‘The form which we give them is such that the necessary conse-
quents of the images in thought are always the images of the
necessary consequents in nature of the things pictured’ (Hertz).
If by logical form here we mean the syntactical order of the unin-
terpreted mathematical system intended to be an empirical
theory under an interpretation, then indeed there can be no
formal identity between empirical and non-empirical proposi-
tions as the author ascribes to empirical scientific theories. Thus,
a proposition of mechanics such as, ‘The distance between two
positions of a system is always smaller than the sum of the distan-
ces of the two positions from a third’, is completely independent
of experience in so far as its nomic or law-like universality is
founded purely on definitions of what the facts are like. Only
under an intended interpretation do they come to acquire the
characteristic of being semantically true. Even then the facts
remain the facts and the propositions of the logical system
remain such propositions. And whenever such a ‘correspon-
dence’ between the ‘necessary consequents of the images in
thought’ and “‘the images of the necessary consequents in nature
of the things pictured’ does not obtain under an interpretation,
we are always free to construct new mathematical systems that
would in fact yield such correspondence under some interpreta-
tion. Thus, the variables of propositions of such mathematical sys-
tems are not given empirical values, rather the mathematical sys-
tem itself is given an intended interpretation. Similarly the logi-
cal connectives expressive of formal relations display under the
interpretation the relations between empirical statements. It so
happens that the example taken by the author, namely,
‘Francine plucked the fruit and ate it’, is not displayed in the
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complex proposition p.q under the intended interpretation of
the available logical system. For that logical system is not tempora-
lly sensitive and one needs a temporally sensitive logical system
under whose interpretation the truth and falsity of such a state—
ment can be adjudged. The same is true of the conditional con-
nective so far as the.situation of empirical causation is concerned.
Thus a mathematical system is called, under one interpretation, a
theory of any specific science. And it is considered satisfactory (not
true) to the degree that it displays the images of the necessary
consequents in nature of the things pictured.

To our great amazement a similar understanding of theories
can be found in classical Indian astronomy. The astronomial
theory of Sirya Siddhanta,b for example, of planetary bodies, is an
interpretation (sphutikarana)of an intuited logical system (ganila)
built as a geometrical model of points and circles, in which points
on each circle move around the central point. Such a geometri-
cal model is uninterpreted (asphuta) to begin with and should
yield a correspondence (drga ganita aikya) with observed plane-
tary positions and motions under the interpretation. Such inter-
pretation involves certain geometrico-arithmetic operations upon
which the system displays the required correspondence. A
remarkable correspondence is displayed by the mathematical sys-
tem under the interpretation that the central point is the planet
earth, the first circle is the orbit of the moon, the second of the
sun and so on—remarkable indeed if we keep in mind the limi-
ted mathematical techniques and instruments of observation
available at the time.

From this discussion it should be clear that factual statements
or statements expressive of facts are never demanded to be
mutually coherent; but the theory, as a mathematical system
under an interpretation, is demanded to remain coherent or
retain its consistency. And when a factual statement is not deriv-
able from the theory, the theory can never be declared inconsis-
tent but only inadequate to display the required correspondence
under the intended interpretation. Therefore, that which is veri-
fied is said to be factually true and that which is derivable from a
theory is said to be true under an interpretation, and the two

'must correspond if the mathematical system is congsistent as well
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as interpretatively adequate. Even the correspondence or verifi-
cation in the sense of ‘always observable under similar conditions’
may be revised to ‘generally observable’ if the facts so demand
and probabilistic mathematical systems construed for displaying
them under an interpretation.
Regarding values it may be observed that they are like facts in
many respects, but in other respects they are also unlike facts.
Factual propositions may be empirically false (in the sense that no
object corresponding to the proposition is in fact observable), yet
theoretically true. Two factual propositions may appear incom-
patible empirically, yet they may be theoretically compatible. Fur-
ther, limitations of attention and time are as much true for fac-
tual observations as for values. But values differ from facts prima-
rily in respect of one value being comprehensible only in the
light of another ‘higher’ value. Thus the demand of any value
theory, as different from any fact theory, would be that one and
only one ultimate value be discovered. This discovery can be
intuitive as well as rationally defensible. Thus, for example, the
Samkhya theory insists that complete elimination of suffering
(atyanta dukha nivriti) is the ultimate purpose of the world pro-
cess. This may be an intuition but, is also rationally. defensible.
Samkhya theory successfully provides a purely mechanical expla-
nation of four sets of values, namely, apavarga, dharma, artha and
kama, in the light of this postulated ultimate purpose. Further,
values acquire their meanings only in reference to human actions
and experiences. That a flower is beautiful derives its validity not
so much from the object that is flower as from the beholder who
experiences a state corresponding to its beauty. The fact that any
value theory must ultimately be founded in a natural purpose
makes its mathematical representation difficult. The propositions
constituting the body of knowledge of such a value theory will be
of the sort cited above, namely, the proposition ‘Atyanta dukha
nivrtii is atyanta purusartha’, or the proposition that ‘Bhoga (i.e.
dharma, artha and kama) is for the purpose of apavarga.’ Such
propositions involve not a causal but purposive understanding of
man and things and any formal theory that is both causally and
purposively coherent is not yet available although it is not consi-
dered impossible. Regarding ‘axiological coherence’ one can
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only say that so far as mathematical systems are concerned, it is
the least clear.

IV

In so far as mathematical systems are concerned, the criteria of
their consistency are the least restrictive. Thus the condition tha}t
a non-tautologous proposition not be a theorem of the system is
enough for establishing its consistency. Wht'z-n sxfch symbolic sys-
tems are interpreted under an empirical situation, furthel: res-
trictions are required in addition to the above restriction of ‘logi-
cal permissibility (Hertz)’. Thus, for instance, it need.s to be pos-
tulated further that such systems be ‘correct (Hertz)’ in the sense
that their essential relations do not contradict the relations of
external things. But two permissible and correct systems or .imagcs of
the same external objects may differ in respect of tl‘.lelr ‘:Appro-
priateness (Hertz)'; that system is more appropriate which pictures
more of the essential relations of the objects. Moreover, of two
images that are equally appropriate, the one that f:ontzfins a
smaller number of axioms, intuitions or empty relations is the
simpler. Now, there can be no reason why suc%x z.'estri.cr.ions should
be put on the images or systems except that it is satxsf:?ctory: The
question here is, can these restrictions be entv?rtame.d 1f. we
broaden the span of external objects, namely, by including in it
actions, decisions, emotions, purposes, etc.? Obviously, the res-
trictions of permissibility and correctness are fundam.ental and
indispensable in so far as our images have to b-e consistent anfi
ones that picture reality alone. But the restrictions of. appropri-
ateness and simplicity will have to be adjudged in the light of the
span of the external relations of the objects encompassed. Fur-
ther, it may be that we can never have an empz'r?'cai th cory,.howso-
ever widespread, that can picture by mathematical .symbohsm thF
entire gamut of relations between the external objects of experi-
ence, the centre of experience as well.as the objects of evalua-
tion. The reasons may become clear if we analyse carefully tpe
radically different structures of philosophical informal theories
and empirical formal theories. ) 0y ]
Empirical formal theories must possess the characteristic of
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direct falsifiability by direct or inferred observation. The demand
that such concepts alone be employed in the theories that can
either be measured directly or be reduced to such concepts, res-
tricts the scope of generalization of the concepts employed in
empirical theories. For this reason, higher levels of generalization
cannot be effected in empirical formal theories. This limits the
notion of law in such theories, for a law can be only that which
employs, relations between, concepts mentioned above. Contrary
to this, philosophical theories are generally never directly falsifi-
able. That is, if we can ‘deduce’ an empirical hypothesis or law
from a theory that is false empirically, the theory will have to be
considered falsified; otherwise not. Such a structure of informal
philosophical theories becomes possible due to their ability to
employ calegories of higher and higher levels of generality. For this
reason, philosophical theoretic laws are also very general because
these express relations between concepts of higher levels of
generality. Examples of such laws are the law of cause and effect,
the law of karma and phala, the laws of Hegelian dialectical logic,
etc. These laws are not empirical but are formulable because they
employ categories of much higher levels of generality than the
categories and concepts employed in empirical laws. Thus, for
example, neither is cause a specific object or property of the
world of experience nor is effect such like. A detailed study of
the structure and nature of informal philosophical theories and
the informal logical apparatus (hetvabhdsa, etc.) employed by
them can throw many features of empirical formal theories
themselves into relief and remove quite a few obstacles in the
path of formulation of unified, formal theories of reality.
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Are There Types of Coherence?

DHARMENDRA KUMAR

I

Daya Krishna, in his paper ‘Types of Coherence’,! argues against
the notion of ‘unitary’ coherence and claims: ‘Rather there are
“coherences”, each of a distinct type.’ He distinguishes ‘empirical
coherence’ and ‘axiological coherence’ from ‘logical coherence’
which he seems to think is more often than the other two
rf.:garded as ‘the sole “real” coherence’. He seems to suppose that
his view that there are three ‘types’ of coherence follows from
the position, which he actually tries to establish by argument, that
whzlxt constitutes coherence ‘in the deductive sciences’ is not
available in the empirical sciences and axiology, and that axiology
hgs no room even for the coherence available in the empirical
sciences. We propose to defend here the ‘unitary’ conception of
coherence by showing the invalidity of Daya Krishna’s arguments.
Coherence is obviously a certain kind of order, and incoher-
ence its absence. Coherence and incoherence are thus proper-
ties of certain sets rather than of individual objects. The type of
order 91‘ which coherence may be said to be an instance is
determined by the type of objects which can be significantly said
'to have, or lack the order among them. Among the sorts of things
said to be coherent or incoherent are descriptions or accounts,
plans, concepts. The sets most commonly characterized by
philosophers as coherent or incoherent may, however, be said to

* This article was first published in Visva-Bharati Journal i
| of Philosophy, Vol. 11,
No. 1, August 1965, under the title “Types of Coherence: A Rt':fm:alion".#I 2
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be large sets of propositions. Daya Krishna's use of ‘coherence’
may be said to conform basically to this practice, though his use is
far from consistent. Expressions like ‘in the deductive-sciences’
do fall short of specifying exactly the type of objects, sets of which
may be regarded as coherent or incoherent, but there are some
clear indications also. He says of a sense of ‘empirical coherence’,
for instance: ‘It would be meaningless to talk of the coherence of
two facts or even of two propositions. Only in the context of a
theoretical system would it be meaningful to talk of coherence or
incoherence.” And one is inclined to take his expression ‘coher-
ence within a logical or mathematical system’ for ‘coherence of a
logical or mathematical system’. But in the same breath he speaks
of ‘the coherence of z particular set of primitive assumptions’,
‘the coherence of a set of syntactical rules’ (he uses ‘syntactical
rules’ interchangeably with ‘transformation rules’), and even of
‘the coherence of specific derivation within the system’. A set of
axioms of a mathematical system is obviously not the same sort of
things as the system itself; and if in Daya Krishna’s view it is mean-
ingless to speak of the coherence or incoherence of a pair of two
empirical propositions, how is it meaningful to speak of a pair of
axioms of 2 mathematical system, particularly if, as is generally the
case, the axioms are mutually independent? On Daya Krishna's
definition of consistency, even consistency can be ascribed only to
deductive systems. His alternation of the monadic predicate
‘coherent’ with the dyadic predicate ‘coherent with’ in his
remarks on the dyadic relation and elsewhere, inclines one to
take for the dyadic relation the coherence he ascribes to a *speci-
fic derivation’. But this interpretation is made difficult by his
wrongly inferred but explicit denial: ‘A specific individual can
scarcely be said to “cohere” with the class to which it belongs.’
These inconsistencies in Daya Krishna’s use of ‘coherence’ may,
however, be disregarded in examining his main thesis.

11

What exactly constitutes the coherence of ‘a logical or mathema-
tical system’? Daya Krishna not only uses expressions like ‘the con-

sistency or coherence’, ‘incoherent or incompatible’, as if coher- .
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ence were identical with consistency, but even says that ‘coher-
ence is defined in terms of non-derivability of p and —p’. Both the
properties belong to sets of propositions, but not to the same sets.
Carnap’s state-descriptions are not wanting in consistency; but
they do not thereby acquire coherence. To say that a set of
propositions is consistent is, traditionally, to say that the members
can all be true together, though they may not be. A set is said to
be coherent only when the members, to quote from Ewing’s Idea-
lism, have ‘some positive logical relation of entailment to each
other’. That is why coherence is a favourite of the monists rather
than of the logical atomists, while consistency is almost universally
sought. Consistency, however, is a necessary condition of coher-
ence; a set is not said to be coherent unless it is logically possible

for the members to be true together, Daya Krishna recognizes
deducibility as the ‘positive’ element of ‘logical coherence’,

though his statements to this effect are to be found in the sec-
tions devoted to other types of coherence. He says, for instance:

‘logical coherence—means deductive derivability from a set of
assumptions in accordance with certain rules’. Since ‘deductive

derivability’ is presupposed in speaking of ‘a logical or mathema-

tical’ system, its consistency may be said to amount to its coher-

ence. Ignoring Daya Krishna’s use of ‘consistency’ interchange-

ably with ‘coherence’ in speaking about sets other than ‘systems’,

it may be said that, according to him, a system is logically
coherent if and only if it is a consistent deductive system,

111

Daya Krishna’s denial of ‘logical coherence’ to empirical theories
is based on his refusal to regard any of them as deductive. He
argues that ‘deduction from hypotheses, which themselves are
empirical can hardly be strictly deductive in character’, and is
surprised that the propositions constituting ‘the classic example
of deductive derivation’ are all empirical, since formal or deduc-
tive inference is said to depend salely on logical form, and divest-
ing a proposition of its content by replacing its non-logical con-
stants by variables is supposed to isolate its logical form. Daya
Krishna tries to refute the universally admitted ‘formal identity’
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between a propositional function and its empirica-l substitution
instances. ‘The form does not retain 1ts purel? logl.ca] character
once the variables are given empirical \ralut;:s-. He.ls thus lc'((i) to
deny any scope for logical constants in empmf:al discourse. ‘Our
contention is just this, that the logicall .connecf.wes cannot .n.:n:lafn
purely logical if they connect propositions which are empirical in
1
Charl-?ztziaws ‘oni the well-known ambiguities of ?rdina.ry langu.age
to show that the conjunctive and the conditional connectives
cannot connect two empirical propositions. H_c argues that ht.he
conjunctive connective ‘is logically com‘mutauve,.b’uf in suc la
proposition as ‘Francine plucked the fruit and ate it ,'1t_obwous y
cannot function in such a way.’ Forn_mately, he anticipates r.hf:
objection ‘that the connective “and” in thc .compound proposi-
tion ‘Francine plucked the fruit and ate it’ is noE merely a com:
junctive connective but an ordering conneciive also’, and Ehat t:e
ordering relation . . . negates the commutative character’. B:ut d?’
dismisses the objection by saying that ‘_the everyday use of “an
in ‘Francine plucked the fruit and ate it’ d.oui:s not onl]:: not carry
the commutative force of the logician"s mm_lmal and bl.lt gnlnles
positively counter to it." Daya Krish'nz‘l is obviously confus.mg the
question regarding the logical possibility of a pure.ly conjunctive
connection between two empirical propositions with Ehe fa}ctual
question regarding the everyday use of ‘an_d.'. And hls. claim of
‘and’ going ‘positively counter’ to com-mutanuty hE.lS obwousl‘y ng&
been arbitrarily dropped; the orderu}g r?le assigned to an
negates or disallows commutativity which is, therefore, not Jus;
absent but impossible to restore, while the temporal asymmetry 0
the events is indicated by the same word. In order to deter.m.me
whether the conjunctive connective can connect lemplrlcal
propositions one must rather look for cases fmt complicated 33: a
multiplicity of roles. ‘Francine is tall and. fair’, a}nd 2 host' of other
examples are available. Sentences in u'fhu:h and _occurs
otherwise than simply as the conjunctive connective are
convenient for ordinary purposes, but whlat is e:'(pre?‘sed ’by them
can always be expressed by sentences in ‘Ivh’xch ‘and o_c::térs
purely truth-functionally. Giving the name ‘A’ to ‘the fruit’ for

convenience, what is expressed by the sentence is: there is a

o
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moment x at which Francine plucked A, and there is a moment y
at which Francine ate A, and y is later than x. It is: obvious that
both the occurrences of ‘and’ in this sentence are commutative
that the sentences obtained by varying the position of it;
conjuncts have the same truth value as this sentence, whatever
the facts may be.

Daya} Krishna admits, however, that ‘in this case the truth of
the conjunction depends upon the truth of the conjoined’, but
he defends himself by saying that ‘it is purely accidental and
more because of the nature of the empirical propositions con-
nectf:d than because of the so-called logical nature of the con-
flectwe concerned’. He says nothing as to what this kind of
nature of the empirical propositions’ consists in. He does, how-
ever, cite as an example free from this accident a pair of state-
ments in the future tense, whose truth, it is claimed, does not
assure the truth of their conjunction. He is right in saying that ‘it
is equally possible that I may be reading Plato or not be reading
Plato at any future time n-units hence’, and that ‘the conjoint
as..se'rtio:n is false’. This is simply an instance of the law of contra-
diction. But Daya Krishna equates this obvious truth with the
absurdity that ‘from the truth of ‘I shall be reading Plato’ and ‘1
{.h.all not be reading Plato’, I can not infer the truth of the con-

joint statement.” My reading and not reading Plato at a given
time are:not two ‘events’ as Daya Krishna supposes. The two con-
stituent statements respectively assert and deny the occurrence
?f_a single event. The two cases ‘while separately possible are con-
jointly impossible’, but if so, how can both the ‘individual state-
mer}ts’ be true? From the contradictory statements not only their
con'"gunction but any statement whatever can be inferred, as Daya
K.'nshna himself notices in another section. It seems that while
rightly correlating the impossibility of a situation with the falsity of
the statement purporting to describe it, he has been misled into
correlating the possibility of a situation with the truth of the
statement describing the situation.

. paya Krishna is similarly misléd by the more common use of
if” into believing that the conditional connective cannot connect
two t_:rflpirical propositions, that when ‘if’ is used to connect two
empirical propositions, ‘the relation between them remains no
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more of “implication” but of causation’. He is not aware that the
conditional connective can connect as casually unrelated a pair of
propositions as ‘God is yellow” and ‘Nehru died in May’ into a
true proposition. That the word ‘if’ is not always or even com-
monly used in this sense is not relevant. What makes anything an
argument of a truth function is that it has a truth value. An empi-
rical proposition can be an argument of a truth function simply
because it has a truth value. Unfortunately, Daya Krishna does
not discuss the most commonly used truth function—negation;
and his treatment of contradictories considered above hardly
indicates a satisfactory notion of it. If he were clear about nega-
tion and conjunction, a definition of the conditional in terms of
them might be helpful.

Besides trying to show that the conjunctive and conditional
connectives do not connect any empirical propositions, Daya
Krishna gives a ground for denying the occurrence of logical con-
stants in generalin ‘empirical propositions’, or more generally, for
denying to empirical propositions the forms represented by
‘propositional functions’. ‘All men are mortal’ is not the same as
‘All Sis P’. The former is more the statement of a probable belief
which we are prepared to revise in the light of new experience
than the statement of categorical relation holding true of § ref-
erred to in the proposition concerned. By ‘a probable belief’
Daya Krishna obviously means a belief whose truth can never with
justification be taken as certain, a belief which can possibly turn
out to be false. The words ‘than the statement of a categorical
relation’ tend to confuse a probable statement with a second
order statement ascribing probability to a statement. The empiri-
cal statement ‘All men are mortal’ asserts categorically, neither
hypothetically nor as merely probable, whatever it asserts, though
it is only a probable statement and can possibly turn out to be
false despite all the evidence we have for taking it to be true.
Daya Krishna's grounds for denying to ‘All men are mortal’ the
form represented by ‘All §is P, unlike his grounds for denying
to propositions having empirical components the forms
represented by conjunctive and conditional formulae, is not that
not every inference from empirical premises in accordance with
a rule of formal inference involving the logical constant in
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question, that is, the universal quantifier, is valid. He is right,
therefore, in taking the conclusion, as he seems to do, as
covering all forms represented by ‘propositional functions’ rather
than the form ‘All Sis P specifically, in so far as the possibility or
impossibility of a proposition to turn out to be false in the face of
any evidence, unlike the validity or invalidity of an inference, is
not connected with the presence or absence of a specific logical
constant or form. While it is false that rules of inference involving
conjunctive and conditional connectives are valid only for logical
and mathematical premises and not for empirical premises, and
accounts for Daya Krishna's failure to establish the non-
occurrence of these connectives with empirical components, it is
generally admitted and seems rue that a logical or mathematical
proposition’s claim to truth is not open to revision, but that of
every proposition containing empirical terms, with the sole
exception of empirical instances of laws of logic such as ‘It is
raining’ or ‘It is not raining’, is open to revision. But Daya Krishna
makes no attempt to show that this epistemological difference
between logical and mathematical propositions on the one hand,
and ‘empirical propositions’ on the other, implies that no logical
constants can occur in an empirical proposition, or that the form
of an empirical proposition cannot be represented by a
propositional function. If this difference did imply what Daya
Krishna presumes it does, one would be inclined to regard it as
accounting for the inapplicability of the specific rules of
inference considered by him to empirical premises, though he
does not suggest this and it would be incompatible with the
admission of tautologies having empirical components as certain.
A consideration of the function of logical constants will, however,
make it obvious that the admitted epistemological character of
empirical propositions cannot prevent the occurrence of logical
constants in empirical propositions.

A logical constant is defined by the inferential relations of the
propositions containing it, or in other words, by a set of rules of

.inference. The applicability of these rules to any discourse is not

only a necessary but also a sufficient condition for the occurrence
in it of the logical constant. Not only will Daya Krishna’s claim of
the inapplicability of the rule of conjunction to empirical premises,
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if true, establish the non-occurrence of the conjunctive connec-
tive in ‘empirical propositions’, the applicability to ‘empirical
propositions’ of all the rules of inference governing this connec-
tive will as well establish the occurrence of the connective in the
propositions considered. Following the procedure adopted by
Daya Krishna himself, all the rules governing the various logical
constants can easily be found to be applicable to empirical
discourse. The fact that empirical propositions are ‘probable’, or
do not admit of conclusive verification, has no bearing on the
question whether the rules of inference are applicable to or valid
for empirical discourse, simply because the definition of validity
used by Daya Krishna himself, that necessarily the conclusion of a
valid inference is true if the premises are true, makes no
reference to the presence or absence of this epistemological
feature. The modality and the epistemological peculiarities of
the premises are no more relevant to the validity of the inference
than is its truth value, though, like its truth value, they are
certainly relevant to the modality and epistemological
peculiarities of the conclusion. Daya Krishna, fails to notice this
and while not insisting that the premises must be true in order to
allow a valid inference, he insists on its certainty, and likewise
regards the conclusion of an inference in accordance with a rule
of formal inference as necessary and certain. He rejects the
common view that ‘from two assertory propositions’ only an
assertory proposition is derivable, that the conclusion of ‘the
classic example’ of deductive inference ‘should be “Socrates is
mortal” and not “Socrates must be mortal”, because he thinks
that “a logical derivation cannot but be necessary”.” The necessity
he ascribes to the proposition derived belongs rather to the
conditional which has the conjunction of the premises as the
antecedent and the conclusion as the consequent. He is possibly
misled by the ambiguity of ‘logical’ which is used synonymously
with both ‘formally valid’ and ‘logically true’, and by that of
‘derivation’ which.is used both for inference and for the conclu-
sion of an inference, to confuse the claim of logical or formal
validity for the syllogism with that of logical truth for the conclu-
sion. If the admitted contingency of ‘Socrates is mortal’ is to be
preserved, then, of course Daya Krishna has no choice but to
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deny that it can occur as the conclusion of a deductive argument.

The question whether an empirical proposition can have any
of the forms represented by propositional functions, or whether a
propositional function can represent the form of an empirical
proposition, must be distinguished from the question whether
the epistemological difference between logical and mathematical
propositions on the one hand and empirical propositions on the
other is reducible to a difference of form. Supposing that the
answer to the second question is in the affirmative, and no empi-
rical proposition, analysed or unanalysed, can have the form of a
logical or a fully analysed mathematical proposition, it does not
follow that the form of no logical or mathematical proposition
(analysed or unanalysed) has anything in common with the form
of any empirical propoesition. The form of a proposition is some-
thing composite. What distinguishes the form of one mathemati-
cal or logical proposition from that of another is the arrangement
rather than the elements composing their forms, and Daya
Krishna does not deny this. To say that no empirical proposition
has the form of any logical or mathematical proposition is not to
say that no logical constants occur in empirical propositions, but
their arrangement differs in certain ways. In so far as an empirical
proposition can have a logical constant, it'can share with certain
mathematical propositions a common form represented by a
propositional function and enter into inferences of the same pat-
tern. Thus, ‘All odd numbers between four and eight are primes’
and ‘All major rivers between the Brahmaputra and the Sutlej
flow entirely in India’ can be regarded as instances of the same
propositional function, and thus as sharing a form, in so far as the
two permit the same sort of inferences, say in conjunction with
‘Seven is an odd number between four and eight’ and ‘The Sone
is a major river between the Brahmaputra and the Sutlej’, res-
pectively. Instances of singular propositional functions are like-
wise not confined to mathematics. ‘Daya Krishna is a philosopher’
is as much an instance of ‘Fx’ as is “Two is a number’. It seems
obvious that subject—predicate propositions and relational propo-
sitions, distinguished by propesitional functions by the number of
variables, are bound to occur in every discourse.

Daya Krishna’s denial of the forms represented by proposi-
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tional functions to empirical propositions obtainable by substitut- :

ing constants for the free variables arises partly from a misunder-

' standing of the function of free variables. He includes among the

letters occurring in the truth functional schemata as well as ‘S’
and ‘P’ as they occur in his example ‘All Sis P'. He speaks of ‘the
objects denoted by the values of the variables’, thus using the
expression ‘values of a variable’ in the sense of substituents or
expressions ‘commonly substituted for the variable, without
implying, however, that the substituents are proper substituents
really capable of being substituted for the variable. He admits the
possibility not only for a specific variable that none of the
expressions commonly regarded as substituents may be proper
substituent, but for all variables together that ‘no values’ may ‘fill
in exactly the bill provided by the so-called variables’. He is
obviously not considering the question whether a variable can be
introduced in a language before that language has expressions
analogous to those commonly regarded as substituents, since this
question is not relevant to the distinction between proper and
improper substituents as he makes it. He is rather saying that it
may be impossible for a language ever to have proper substituents for
the variables; that it makes sense to speak not only of some but of
all variables as being incapable of having any values at all. The
possibility he takes to be actually realized, however, is rather that
‘only certain specific types of values, say those of mathematics’ are
proper substituents which fill in the bills exactly. Empirical
substituents are not proper because they fill in the bills only
approximately or imperfectly. That is why ‘the form though
ostensibly remaining the same, undergoes a subtle
transformation’ when empirical rather than mathematical
expressions are substituted for the free variables occurring in the
propositional functions. He seems to think that imperfect
occupants of the bills are not receptive to logical constants which
are thus confined to logic and mathematics. But a variable is an
expression, and has the function assigned to it. The bill provided
by a variable is not designed for its own sake under divine
guidance or primarily for transcendent occupants, but to take a
familiar expression distinguished by a certain syntactical feature.
Daya Krishna's ‘propositional variables’ are distinguished from the
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variables occurring in ‘All Sis P’ by the expressions which are
respectively regarded commonly as their substituents which,
therefore, far from failing to fill the bills, actually define them.
Anything which has a truth value is commonly regarded as a
substituent for the ‘propositional variables’. Daya Krishna would
agree that an empirical proposition has a truth value; and it
makes no sense to speak of a proposition as having a truth value
but not exactly. Similarly, an expression is either a predicate and
thus fills a bill or not; there is no scope for approximation. Daya
Krishna thinks that ‘if all values’ must fill the bill, the bill is
‘utterly useless for purposes of empirical investigation’ which
concerns ‘specific structure and inter-relationships of empirical
phenomena’. Since he distinguishes types of variables, proposi-
tional and others, his statement can only mean that if every
proposition is a proposition or a value of a propositional variable
and every predicate is a predicate, the bill for predicates and the
bill for propositions are no use to the empirical investigator, He
may agree that syntactical differences which distinguish predi-
cates from names and both from sentences are implicit in the
statemental and other uses of language, but are the variables dis-
tinguished by these features useful? The generality for which the
variables are introduced no more tampers with the specificity of
empirical phenomena than it does with the specificity of mathe-
matical objects, and is required in every investigation at any
advanced level. It is by mistaking specificity as something sought
only by empirical investigation and generally as something that
has no scope in empirical knowledge, and by regarding the bills
provided by the variables as designed for their own sake, that
Daya Krishna is led to deny the possibility of the form of an empi-
rical proposition being represented by a propositional function,
rather than suggest the introduction of another set of variables to
represent specifically the forms he seems to recognize sets of
empirical propositions as sharing among themselves though not
with mathematical propositions.

Daya Krishna says nothing abéut deductive arguments in phi-
losophy, and his own arguments are obviously deductive. His
argument for the non-occurrence of the conjunctive connective
and that seeking to prove the non-occurrence of logical constants
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in general in empirical propositions are both syllogistic argu-
ments, the first with a false minor and the second with a falf'.e
major. If, as has been argued above, Daya Krishna is wrong in
holding that in empirical theories ‘the derivation . . . is itself not
logical but empirical’, and some empirical theories are deducu.w;
systems, in spite of the fact that ‘the derived proposition has its
verification independently of that from which it has been
derived’, then ‘logical coherence’ as defined in Section I-I
belongs as much to them as to any other. In view. of this
important character shared in common by mathematlca} ar?d
empirical deductive theories, there would be no more point in
saying that there are two different ‘types’ of coherence than
there would be in saying there are two types of idiocy, male and

female.

v

Daya Krishna says that ‘two valuational propositions may ea}ch b‘e

valid and yet be valuationally incompatible with each other’. This

sounds like his contention that ‘I shall be reading Plato’ and ‘I

shall not be reading Plato’ may both be true and their conjunc-
tion false. Daya Krishna's use of the expression ‘valu.ational.ly
incompatible’ is puzzling. In the absence of any explanation _of its
meaning it seems natural to interpret it as analogous to ‘physu:al-l}'
incomplete’. Generally, it is events or states of affairs that arf: ls.ald
to be physically incompatible, but ignoring this, two propositions
may be said to be physically incompatible if and only if the nega-
tion of their conjunction is deducible from physical laws. Daya
Krishna’s explicit denial of general axiological principles, rules
out interpretation of ‘valuationally incompatible’ on this pattern.
Most probably he means by it simply incompatlblf':. and the
adverb has been prefixed only to prevent a confusion of .the
incompatibility of two valuational propositions with t_ht': pt.xysmal
incompatibility of the propositions describing the .reahzatlon qf
the objects to which value is ascribed by the valuau(?r}al proposi-
tions. But it is self-contradictory to admit two propositions as true
or ‘valid’ and also as incompatible—logically, physically, or'whab
ever; for if they are true, so is their conjunction, and negation of .
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it is impossible to deduce from true propositions. Daya Krishna
seems to have been led to this view by incomplete formulation of
Emperative and valuational indicative sentences. The admission of
incompatibility between true propositions leads him to the view
that the judgement of the consistency of two valuational proposi-
tons is ‘almost as intuitive as the judgement that this is a value’.
But if axiology is thus reduced to strokes of intuition in the name
of ‘the fullest autonomy’ of values, where is there any room left
for coherence? It is difficult to guess whom Daya Krishna has in
mind as claiming this sort of autonomy as ‘the sole “real” coher-
FDCF" He may choose to use ‘coherence’ Synonymously with
llogu:al r:ons-istcncy', ‘empirical (scientific) compossibility’, ‘feel-
‘mg of valuational consistency’ (if that makes sense at all), besides
coherence’ itself at the same time; but this ambiguous use does
not make such widely different properties into ‘types’ of coher-
ence. Nor does it help any academic purpose to use a single word
for different things when commonly used words distinguish

them.
NOTES

1. Daya Krishna, ‘Types of Coherence’, The Philosophical
Scotland, July 1960, AR AR
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Spiritual Orientation of
Philosophy

N.S. DRAVID

In one of his recent papers Daya Krishna has attempted a detail-
ed refutation of the traditional view that Indian philosophy—
barring the materialism of the Carvaka school—is spiritually
oriented. The main argument in this refutation is the similarity
between Indian philosophy and its western counterpart in res-
pect of subject matter and method-of inquiry and the established
view that western philosophy is not spiritually oriented. Daya
Krishna has advanced certain historical and exegetical arguments
too in support of his conclusions. Balasubramanian of Madras
University and Potter, the well-known American scholar in Indian
philosophy, have both in different ways countered the arguments
of Daya Krishna and shown convincingly that the avowal of the
moksa ideal by Indian philosophy as a whole marks it out as
spiritually-criented. So far so good. But we would like to take the
argument against Daya Krishna’s contention a step further. We
wish to show that not enly Indian philosophy but philosophy as a
whole is a spiritually-oriented enterprise. Unless philosophy is so
regarded its ratson-d’elre as an independent, intellectual branch of
knowledge cannot be upheld.

In this connection we may recall the logical positivist charge
against traditional western philosophy that it consists mostly of
unverifiable and therefore meaningless statements. This charge
was never effectively met by the advocates of traditional philoso-
phy. They thought they had vindicated their stand simply by
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showing that the positivistic criterion of meaningfulness was not
tenable either as a general proposition or as a prescription. The
controversy sparked off in the field of philosophy by the positivists
in the first few decades of the century is now a forgotten episode,
but the undeniable conclusion it left behind, that philosophy
cannot but be a discipline subservient to science and that its sole
business is to prepare the way for scientific investigation by
analysing and clarifying the concepts on which the latter is based,
is tacitly accepted by almost all progressive western philosophers.
We refer to this fact mainly to highlight the contrasting situation
prevailing in the sphere of Indian philosophy since pre-historic
antiquity to the present day. The supremacy or independent sta-
tus of philosophy was never questioned by any Indian school of
thought despite the fact that there has been continuous debate
among the adherents of different philosophical schools with
regard to the various doctrines they advocate. How do we
account for this contrast? It will not do to say that science had not
developed enough in the India of ancient times for any scientific-
minded Indian thinker to come forward with a positivistic fiat
against philosophy. The sciences of anatomy, medicine, botany,
astronomy, mathematics, etc., had been widely and intensively
cultivated by ancient Indians and the theory of meaning on
which the positivist critique of philosophy lays so much stress was
elaborately and variedly treated in the philosophies of grammar,
logic and Mimarhs3, if not of other schools. If, despite this, the
credentials of philosophy as a supreme intellectual enterprise was
never questioned in India it was mainly because Indian thinkers
never lost sight of the fact that philosophy, unlike all other disci-
plines, is a spiritually-oriented discipline and so has its own char-
acteristic approach to the problem of reality.

Spiritual orientation, however, does not mean dealing with
the spirit or the self as the object of inquiry. The Sanskrit word
‘Adhyatmavidya’, which is rendered by the English word ‘spiritual
orientation’, means literally ‘oriented to the self or the concept
of self’, It does not mean ‘dealing with self’. So we may under-
stand philosophy to be ‘inquiry which is oriented to or whose basis
is the concept of self’. The object of this inquiry is, like that of
scientific inquiry, the world itself, But this fact does not affect the
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independence or the scientific or rational character of philoso-
phical inquiry; when the scientific inquiry is objective or object-
oriented and is concerned with the objective world, the philoso-
phical inquiry is self- (or self-concept) oriented although con-
cerned with the same object. ‘To be oriented to' therefore
means ‘to be determined by’, the mode of determination being
different in the case of different philosophies. To illustrate how a
philosophy or its standpoint is determined by self or a self-con-
cept we may consider two schools of philasophy, namely that of
the VaiSesika and the Sarhkhya. According to the VaiSesika school
the self is a substance endowed with certain attributes which
characterize it only when it is associated with the body-mind
complex. Even consciousness characterizes the self only when
certain physiological functions are taking place in the body.
When consciousness is not at work, which means that the self is
devoid of the cognition of having itself as its object, the self may
fall into a state of unconsciousness. This self mistakenly identifies
itself with the body—quite different in nature from itself—which
it inhabits. The relation of the self and the body is quite external,
although it is felt to be the relation of identity. Such is the under-
standing of the nature of the self from which the Vaisesika school
derives its basic notion of the real, in the light of which it seeks to
interpret the nature of the world. The important ingredients of
this basic notion directly derivable from the above view of the self
are: first, the confusion of one substance with another substance,

' as that of the self and the body; second, the knowability of all

objects like that of the self; third, the retention of its being or
nature by every substance despite the transitoriness of its attri-
butes as is the case with the self during its unconscious state;
fourth, the distinguishability of things which are erroneously con-
fused with each other; and fifth, the association through differ-
ent relations of things of distinctive natures. These ideas com-
bined with one or two others connected with the above view of
the self help determine the VaiSesika standpoint with regard to
the whole realm of objective reality.

Turning to the Sarhkhyan standpoint, we find that the notion
of the self which this school treats as authentic and basic, is used

to determine its world-view or its standpoint only by contrast with
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its self-view. The world is totally unlike the self. If the self is
immutable and ineffable, the world is continually changeable and
definite in form; and while the self is pure sentience the world is
nothing but inertia. The self suffers bondage and liberation but
the world is unaffected by these processes. Thus, unlike the Vaise-
sika school, the Sarmkhya school conceives of the world not in the
image of the self but in a diametrically opposite way, However,
for both these schools it can be said that their respective world-
views are determined mainly by their respective views of the self.
Having considered this account, one may ask, ‘Does not such
an explanation of philosophy’s spiritual orientation turn it into a
mere subjective éndeavour, or to put it more simply, a sort of day-
dreaming?’ To attempt a satisfactory answer to this question it is
necessary to be clear about the meaning of the word ‘subjective’,
which is used here as an accusation against philosophies as
understood above. Whatever be the nature of an inquiry or its
subject matter, it is some conscious individual as a subject who
initiates it. The nature of this subject—whether psychological,
physiological, mental, purely rational, emotional—does not form
a direct or indirect part of the inquiry or its'subject matter, but it
cannot be denied that the subject in some capacity or the other is
an implicit presupposition of all inquiry. Even the thoroughly
objective inquiry of the sciences cannot be regarded as devoid of
this subjective presupposition. The inquiring scientist may have
all his attention focussed on the object of his investigation, not
allowing his subjective ideas and prejudices to influence his find-
ings about the object. Yet, it is as a conscious living being, that is
to say, as an embodied being, that the scientist is able to conduct
his investigation. The scientist cannot afford to forget, while
engaged in his scientific investigation, that he has a physical body
with the help of which alone he is able to carry out all the expe-
riments and observations that form part of his investigations. If,
for the sake of argument, it is supposed that a practising scientist
is all of a sudden transformed into a disembodied being, will he
then be able to carry on the investigation as before or get the
kind of results that are expected in routine scientific investiga-
tions? All measurement which is basic to all scientific investigation
starts with and from the body of the scientist. So is the case with
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observations. Thus, it will be found that bodily subjectivity is built
into all scientific pursuit, even though the scientist is totally
unaware of this fact. Even if he were made aware of it he would
not attach any importance to it because he treats his body only as
a tool of which the various equipments he uses are only exten-
sions in the conduct of his investigations. But could a disembod-
ied being or a being who happens to be all-pervasive use scientific
tools in just the way that a living scientist does or get the kind of
results that he does?

As a matter of fact, it was the discovery made at the turn of
the century by certain scientists, both at the macrocosmic and the
microcosmic levels, that the scientist’s observational mechanism
cannot but influence the object at which it is directed, which led
to the discovery of the theory of relativity and quantum theory.
These theories are, in philosophical jargon, the disguised admis-
sion of the intrusion of subjectivity in the scientist’s supposedly
objective inquiry and its findings.

All this is not to condone, but to explain and thereby justify,
the kind of subjectivity which philosophy on the above views can-
not avoid. If the bodily subjectivity infecting science is implicit,
the subjectivity of philosophy is quite explicit. The philosopher
makes it the very starting point of his inquiry. The account of the
world or a part of it that the scientist gives is one that is obtained
mainly through the body of the scientist, but the philosopher’s
account is of the world as a whole and as such is hypothetical in
nature being derived, as shown above, from different notions of
the self. The general form of this account is therefore given by
the expressions: if the mind were the self such and such would
be the nature of the world; if consciousness were the self the
nature of the world would be something different; and so on.
This hypothetical character of philosophical theories is explained
by the fact that the philosopher being in reality an embodied
being, cannot have direct experiential knowledge of the nature
of the world as could be envisaged, say, by a purely mental or a
purely sentient'self. The philosopher will have to construct ima-
ginatively the picture of such a world. A well-known example of
such a construction in modern philosophy is that of Descartes.
The imaginative justification of the possibility of universal scepti-
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cism that Descartes has given is nothing but an imaginative con-
struction of a philosophical view of the world that one might get
if one were nothing but pure mind. Similarly, Husserlian phe-
nomenology is another imaginative construction of a world
obtainable by a bracketing of all ontological presuppositions.

In contrast to theories of science, philosophical theories are
by nature universal. Scientific inquiry being object-oriented, the
nature of the object with which a particular scientist deals partly
determines the nature, scope and method of the inquiry that
science conducts. In philosophy, however, the object or the
objective world is not the primary object of inquiry. The philoso-
pher is not interested in the world, or more precisely, in the
world as it is or might be in itself apart from any knower of it.
Realizing that the scientific and necessarily partial views of the
world obtained by the different sciences are infected by bodily
subjectivity, the philosopher seeks to attain a universal view of the
world from the vantage point of higher levels of self-conscious
subjectivity. From one level of subjectivity the philosopher may
rise to anether and higher level of subjectivity in his quest of the
real nature of the world, and this process may continue as long as
the philosopher is not completely satisfied with the nature of his
quest or the world-view finally attained by him.

If both science and philosophy are equally infected by subjec-
tivity, what is gained by the pursuit of philosophy over and above
that of science? One may answer this pertinent question by draw-
ing attention to the fact that the different grades of subjectivity
with which philosophy deals imaginatively are intended to be
experienced by means of a spiritual discipline as respectively
appropriate to those grades so that the philosophical quest seri-
ously conducted inevitably leads to the gradual spiritual devel-
opment of the philosopher. The intellectual experimentation
with different notions of the self by the philosopher is, firstly,
aimed at attaining the most comprehensive and satisfactory view
of reality as a whole in terms of that notion or some notion deriv-
able from it. Secondly, the self-notion, which is intellectual to
begin with, is sought to be cultivated assiduously with a view to
make it one's own, and realize it within one’s own being. Thus,
philosophy, which to start with is merely an intellectual endeav-
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our, is consummated in the end with a spiritual experience
encompassing both the self and the not-self.

One final question needs to be answered before this account
of the nature of philosophical activity can be fully approved. How
can a philosophy like Buddhism be interpreted in terms of a self-
oriented system of thought? This question is not difficult to ans-
wer. It is true that Buddhism denies the reality of self. But this
denial is based upon the analytical view that the so-called selfis a
transcendental construct. In place of a positive self-notion, this
notion of the self as a construction from discrete elements of sen-
tience may be taken to yield the comprehensive notion of con-
struction or aggregation of discrete elements of reality in the
light of which the world is sought to be understood by Buddhism.

Thus, if Daya Krishna is satisfied with the view that philosophy
is just an under-labourer to science, having no viable status as an
intellectual enterprise, his denial of a spiritual orientation to phi-
losophy will not be questionable. But if he holds to the traditional
conception of philosophy he will have to treat all philosophy—not
excluding the western variety of it—as spiritual or spiritually-
oriented in the sense in which the word is explained above.
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Some Thoughts on
Daya Krishna’s “Three Myths’

J.N. MOHANTY

For many years now, Daya Krishna has been, in a series of highly
' provocative papers, questioning many of the received and taken-
for-granted ideas about Indian philosophy. It is a sign of the sad
state of philosophy in India that these challenges have gone
mostly unheeded and that the same clichés continue to be
rehearsed despite his critique. I think he has succeeded in show-
ing that the characterization of Indian philosophy as ‘spiritual’ is
shallow, unthinking, and after all a myth. Two other myths about
Indian philosophy that Daya Krishna draws attention to are : the
claim that Indian philosophy is based on the authority of the
Vedas, and the claim that Indian philosophy consists of a fixed
number of clearly delimited ‘schools’. These two critiques have
been elaborated in a number of papers. One of them, entitled
‘Vedinta: Does it Really Mean Anything?',] argues that it is
impossible to define—either by identifying a set of doctrines or
by specifying a body of founding texts—what ‘Vedanta’ stands
for. The enormous difficulty of identifying a text, or a corpus of
texts, has been one of Daya Krishna's chief concerns. What, after
all, are the Vedas? The Mantras? C: the Brahmanas? What are
the Upanisads? He presses the point that the identity, and identi-
fiability, of these, and other subordinate texts have just been
taken for granted. But once questions are raised as to what they
are, whether they are sharply demarcated from other coordinate
or superordinate texts, one cannot deny, as was well recognized
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in antiquity, that many of the texts were but the result of arbitrary
compilations, displacements and revisions to which later com-
mentators gave the stamp of unified textuality. This last recogni-
tion inevitably raises the question whether ‘a new way of looking
at the texts’ is not necessary.?

I am, as I have just said, in agreement with Daya Krishna's cri-
tique of the facile characterization of Indian philosophy as ‘spiri-
tual’. So I will make a few brief remarks on this matter before
considering the questions concerning ‘authority’ and ‘philoso-
phical schools'. With regard to the latter, again, I will not even
attempt to consider Daya Krishna's many and varied questionings
about the ‘textuality’ of the Vedas and the Upanisads, for it lies
outside my competence. Granting Daya Krishna's critiques provi-
sionally, T will ask if there is still not something about those
claims—the claims about ‘authority’ and ‘schools’ —that cannot
be saved.

First, then, as to the so-called ‘spiritual” character of Indian
philosophy. Philosophy, or even the darfanas, whatever else they
may be, embody thoughts. And (i) thoughts themselves may be,
ontologically speaking, regarded as spiritual (geistige) entities; or,
(ii) they may have as their subject matter something spiritual; or
(iii) acts of thinking, of which those thoughts are products, may
be said to be spiritual; or (iv) thinking specific to the darfanas
may be, indeed is, able to lead up to a goal that is spiritual; or (v)
it may be said that one central task of such thinking is to demon-
strate the possibility of achieving such a spiritual goal. Let us look
at each of these alternatives. The first is useless, for if thoughts,
qua thoughts, are spiritual, then all thoughts are so, and not
merely the thoughts embodied in the darfanas. The second is
more helpful, for it is indeed the case that an important concern
of the darsanas is the nature of the atman, and this certainly, if
there is any, is a spiritual entity. The word ‘spiritual’ has no speci-
fic meaning, but without having to decide that issue now, it is
best to ask which term in Sanskrit does the word ‘spiritual’ (or
‘spirit’ ) translate; which term, that is to say, that one uses in des-
cribing the ‘a@tman” would one want to render as ‘spiritual’ ? In
the large spectrum of discussions on the nature of dtman that one
finds in the literature of the darsanas, the issues that stand out
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are: Is the atman essentially individuated or is it one universal
entity present in all sentient beings? Is consciousness (cif) an
essential, intrinsic property of d@tman, or is it an extrinsic, contin-
gent property of it? Is atman distinct from the body, different also
from the psycho-physical complex? Is atman a referent of the
word ‘I’, or not? Is atman eternal or non-eternal? Which of these
issues is the question, obfuscating to say the least, is atman some-
thing ‘spiritual’? I think the term ‘spiritual’ has long historical
links with some concepts (and terms) in Christian theology; it
does not help to appreciate the deep features of Indian thinking,
The same scepticism I have voiced in the just preceding remarks
may be raised with regard to (iii). That acts of thinking are spiri-
tual is, in one sense, a trivial statement; to say, using the German
word, that they are geistige is not to characterize them but to use
familiar names for them. One wants to know further in what
sense they are geistige. Hegel’s Phenomenology of 1807 is a classic
attempt to answer this question, In neither of the senses (ii) or
(iii), is it just false to say that Indian philosophy is spiritual, It i,
rather, either unilluminating and trivial, or obfuscating and con-
fusing, or it does not help distinguish the Indian darsanas from a
large segment of western philosophy. For me, the most serious
problem is that I do not understand what such a characterization
mearns.

The really interesting claims, then, are to be found in (iv)
and (v). The darsanas are supposed to lead to the highest goal of
life, the highest purusartha, i.e. moksa, and this goal, if anything,
deserves most eminently to be called ‘spiritual’. As a means to
reach this goal, darfanas—or at least most of them—also deserve
to be called ‘spiritual’. I will not reiterate my continuing uneasi-
ness with the term ‘spiritual’, but will rather concern myself with
the substantive issue: whether this means—end relationship of the
darfanas to the highest goal of life should not be taken to throw
light on the nature of Indian philosophy. Even on the most tradi-
tional account, the darsanas do not directly lead to moksa, at most
they provide the needed intellectual defence of the possibility of
moksa. Consider the account advanced by Vedanta: the person
desirous of moksa should, first, undertake $ravana, i.e. studying
the scriptures (and the relevant texts) under an appropriate
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teacher, then perform manana, i.e. reflection on what has been
learnt, and, finally, undertake nididhyasana, i.e. meditation on
the truth learnt and reflectively appropriated. Now what is called
phllosophlcal thinking or doing the darsanas, belongs to the sec-
ond stage, i.e. manana which, on the traditional account, consists
in (i) finding positive arguments in support of the position
learnt, and (ii) finding arguments by which doubts about the
impossibility of the position can be removed (asambhavanabuddhi
nirikarana). The utmost that the Vedantin as a philosopher can
do is to interpret the texts, give arguments in one’s support, and
refute the arguments advanced by the opponents against the
position. The path from this point—provided there is an end
point to this intellectual process of achieving moksa—is long, and
leads beyond the scope of the darfana, in which case, even on the
traditional account, the darfana is not the karana of moksa. It is
well known that it is not also a necessary antecedent—persons
with no knowledge of the darfana may attain moksa by virtue of
extraordinary gifts or inexplicable ‘grace’, or powerful ‘traces’
from past lives.

If the only function, then, which a darfana can perform in
relation to moksa is to demonstrate the latter’s possibility, the
alleged ‘spirituality’ of the dar§ana loses much of its point. For
we can say rather that a darfana leads to moksa, not that a person
truly understands a darfana when he attains moksa. The last, if
asserted, would be unwarranted, and would lead to the conse-
quence that all the great and traditionally respected philosophers
belonging to a dar§ana (e.g., Vacaspati and Madhustidana
Saraswati in the case of Advaita Vedinta) either did not truly
understand the Advaita philosophy, or if they did they had
attained moksa—the second alternative would prove itself to be
either trivially true or:simply unproven.

Against a more sophisticated version of the view, developed
above, about the relation of a philosophy to moksa—a version
which Daya Krishna ascribes to the late K.C. Bhattacharyya and
according to which philosophy leads to the theoretic awareness of
certain valuational possibilities which are then actualized by some
other extra-theoretic process such as yoga, in general by some
form of sadhana—Daya has certain very pertinent objections.? If
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this were the purpose of the darfana, Daya Krishna argues, then
Indian philosophy would have had a very short career indeed. For
once the possibilities were demonstrated, that task would have
needed no fresh attempt. This, I think, is a weak point: philoso-
phical demonstration is not like mathematical proof (even math-
ematical proofs are revised, improved upon, sometimes entirely
abandoned with the discovery of hitherto unnoticed assump-
tions). A philosophical proof always leaves room for fresh argu-
ments challenging it—thus there is a never-ending process of ref-
lection. In fact, the point to be made against the Bhattacharyya-
type model would rather be this unending nature of philosophi-
cal thinking: the putative demonstration would never come to an
end. The state of manana has to be arbitrarily halted—as
Kierkegaard knew very well—in order that the existential, actual-
izing sadhand may begin. Lelt to itself, manana would go on.

Daya Krishna has other arguments against any attempt to tie
the ideal of moksa too closely to a philosophical system. There is
no doubt in my mind that writers—not of philosophical works
alone, but of quite other sorts of treatises—began by emphasizing
their subservience to the ideal of moksa, which makes one won-
der how seriously one needs to take such claims, whether this was
not a matter of style, at most one of conforming to a recognized
cultural norm. With regard to the darsanas one may want to take
such claims more seriously: the issue is, how seriously? There is a
well-known distinction between two sorts of philosophical works:
adhyatmika and anviksiki. The former group—including the
Samkhya, Yoga and Vedanta ‘schools’, and, in my view, large
chunks of Buddhism and Jainism—should be expected to have a
closer connection with the goal of moksa; the latter group—the
Nyaya and VaiSesika schools—may be expected not to have any
such connection. Yet the distinctions are not thus clear-cut. Every
adhyatmika system has its own logic and epistemology, i.e. its own
pramana theory; every anviksiki school lays claims to its own adh-
yatmika goal. And yet the connections between these two ‘dis-
courses’, despite claims to the contrary, are not clear and close,
and one must recognize that Daya Krishna has again succeeded
in putting his fingers at the right spot.

But instead of concluding that the claim regarding condu-
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civeness to moksa was a large and well-cultivated self-deception,
let me try to think if there is no other way of being fair to the
tradition’s self-understanding. For this purpose, I suggest that we
bear two things in mind, First of all, every darsana, as a theoretical
system, had a certain conception of moksa built into it, deter-
mined by, and in turn determining, certain broad metaphysical
concepts. Therefore, the different systems were not different
attempts to demonstrate the possibility of the same practical ideal
of moksa, but each was an attempt to demonstrate the possibility
of its own ideal of moksa as interpreted within its own system. And
part of that demonstration was to show how its understanding of
that goal was connected with the broad categorical structure of
its own system. Secondly, to maintain that the darfanas—all, or at
least many of them—undertook a certain task, or even defined
themselves as intellectual enterprises in terms of a certain task, is
by no means to claim that a dar§ana—or even any of the said
darsanas—successfully carried out the praject. This gap between
the founding project and the ‘success’ in executing that project
haunts all philosophy and science, and provides the space where
‘history’ inserts itself. Each darfane, contrary (but not
contradictory) to the tradition’s self-understanding, has a
historical development, to the complex character of which I
cannot attend at the moment. But this second point prepares us
to respond to the argument—advanced by Daya Krishna and by
me as well in other places—that not all the concerns of a darsana
appear to have a conceivable relevance for the founding project
of being instrumental to, or at least exhibiting the possibility of,
achieving moksa.

The worry that not all the concerns of a darfana are equally
relevant, or even have any relevance at all, for the founding pro-
ject is, one may suggest, due to the implicit assumption that a
darsana is a perfectly close-knit system in which every component
stands in organic relation to every other. There are students of
Indian philesophy who hold such a view. Only on such a construal
of a darfana will it be a decisive argument against the thesis that
the system is either instrumental to, or a demonstration of the
possibility of, moksa, if only one can show that some very interest-
ing and important concerns of the system do not appear to have
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any relevance for that project. If the system is an organic unit,
then that thesis must be misleading, indeed false. But I am con-
vinced that a darsana is not such a closely-knit, organic unity—as
the historical development of a system shows. Many old doctrines
are reinterpreted, modified, rejected, and new ones added. With
this conception of a loose system, many parts may be bereft of any
relevance for the founding project, and yet the claim that such is
the founding project may still be valid. It all depends upon what
kind of determining role you assign to that project with regard to
every nook and corner of a system,

Furthermore, consider the following comparison. Technology
tries to deal with a specilic task, a practical project, at hand. It
falls back on applied physics, which is based on pure theoretical
physics. Much of what the pure physicist does may be ‘technolo-
gically’ irrelevant, but a physical theory as @ wholeis not. Let us
take another step in the direction of theorizing. A philosophy of
science may seek to provide a logical foundation for a physical
theory, as, for example, von Weizsicker has done for quantum
mechanics. But such a logical, foundational theory itself has no
direct, or even proximately indirect, relevance for the technology
under consideration. Connections between parts of a theory,
except in the case of a formal-deductive theory guided by a fun-
damental project, are never logically tight, and the connection
between theory and practice is many-layered. In this ramified and
loose set of interconnections, the sense of the practical project
may, at times, be lost and may resurface at others,

What 1 have been trying to suggest is that even if Daya
Krishna’s premises are correct, his conclusion does not inevitably
follow. It may still be that the dar§anas—and also the philoso-
phers—accepted the founding project, sometimes explicitly if
they were concerned with ‘removal of pain’, and implicitly in
some other cases, possibly ‘emptily’ .

These remarks on the claim that the darfanas are ‘spiritual’
have, I believe, prepared the way for reflecting on Daya Krishna's
-other two ‘myths’ about Indian pliilosophy—namely, those about
‘Schools’ and ‘texts’. With regard to both, Daya Krishna raises
questions which are based on a largely correct evaluation of the
facts concerned—that the putative ‘schools’ encompass extreme
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divergences of views, this is particularly true of Vedanta as a
school; and that the so-called ‘texts’ are, as in the case of the
Vedas and the Upanisads, results of compilations that are often
arbitrary and editing that may appear capricious. But the conclu-
sions that Daya Krishna appears to draw are that there are in fact
no ‘schools” and no ‘texts’ . The premises warrant these conclu-
sions only if it is assumed that talk about ‘schools’ and ‘texts’ is
viable only if there are rigidly definable schools and non-
arbitrarily circumscribed texts, authored preferably by one per-
son and not collected or compiled. It is this assumption that I
find unacceptable.

To be fair to Daya Krishna, it must be emphasized that he
draws attention to a serious drawback in our understanding of
Indian philosophy. A well-known American philosopher—not
lacking in either curiosity or respect for Indian philosophy—
recounted to me with frustration his experience with a philoso-
pher from India who was invited to give a talk on Indian philoso-
phy. The visitor began by saying, ‘There are six systems of ortho-
dox Indian philosophy and three unorthodox systems.” The rest
of the lecture was devoted to giving bird’s-eye views of these nine
systems. We need to notice, first, that this cliche of ‘six systems’
(saddarsana) does not and cannot claim antiquity (did it all begin
with Max Miiller?). Madhavacarya's Sarvadarsanasamgraha lists
many more, including the Grammarians, the Pasupatas, and
while the precise number, or even the inveterate habit of num-
bering, is not important and in fact may conceal the real truths
about the darsanas, there is no doubt that from very ancient
times the location of ‘schools’ did figure prominently in philoso-
phical interchange. Yet, even the best of the philosophers
though from within a ‘school’ , did not claim to have founded a
new school. There is an obvious nobility about this last-mentioned
fact which contrasts so strikingly with the way some western
thinkers, far inferior in calibre, want to be known as founders of
new schools of philosophy. (In the West claims to originality
become trite; in India such claims are scarce. Regardless of geo-
graphy, cases of true originality have to be sought after, and luck-
ily and rewardingly, are often found.) This nobility, however,
brings with it a certain blindness, in the culture, to the thoughts
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of an individual gue that individual, to the innovative and inter-
pretive originality of the thinker. However, even the tradition was
not entirely blind to individual contributions. In some rare cases,
the individual thinker proclaimed his defiance of the ‘school’s’
tradition and insisted on his own innovations. Raghunatha
Siromani is a striking example of this individualism. We only wish
there were many more like him, so that the appearance of rigi-
dity of the systems could have received the severe jolt it needed.
There are other cases where the tradition recognized the origi-
nality of individual thinkers, The difference between
Padmapiada and Vicaspati in interpreting Sankara
Uddyotakira’s numerous innovations in the Nyaya epistemology,
as also Digniga’s in the tradition to which he belonged; Gangesa’s
many new formulations of the Nyaya positions—all these are well
known and well recognized. It is then the modern Indian, writing
in English, and not the Sanskrit pandit, who is guilty of the intel-
lectual fuzziness which is incurably expressed in the clichés about
schools. Let us correct that fuzziness. But when all is said and
done, the fact remains, and we have to recognize this, contrary to
Daya Krishna's conclusions that Indian philosophy throughout
the ages understood itself in that locution, and we must be able
to preserve that self-understanding. In order to be able to do that
we need to define the ‘schools’ in terms of some of their basic
concerns and positions while leaving room for a whole range of
possible variations and differences of opinion within that broad
definition. Most of the schools are easy to take care of in this
manner: no one could be a VaiSesika unless he subscribed to
atomism and a pluralistic ontology; no one could be a Naiyayika
unless he were a realist, a pluralist and also had an overriding
concern with the pramdana theory. It is with Vedanta that one
meets with difficulties: what could be the common conceptual
framework between Advaita Vedanta and Dvaita Vedanta? I
believe some common questions were being addressed: What is
brahman (of the Upanisads) or the highest self (paramatman)?
What is the relation between the finite individual self (jiva) and
this highest self? Is the individuality of the finite self preserved in
the state of moksa? None of the other ‘schools’—not Samkhya,
Yoga, Nyaya, VaiSesika—asked these questions. Sankara and
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Miadhva, standing at two extremes of the spectrum, may be
understood as giving quite different answers to these and several
other questions. Anyone is a Vedantin whose chief philosophical
concern is with such questions.

The view that the texts, the three prasthanas, define Vedanta
by providing the textual source of that philosophy, has been chal-
lenged by Daya Krishna. When did the Bhagavadgiti come to be
accorded the status of a prasthana? Not all the acaryas wrote
commentaries on the Gitda. Not all the Upanisads enjoy the same
‘authoritative’ status, and all the @caryas did not comment even
upon all the major Upanisads. Again, here our criterion has to be
loose and our critique cognizant of the unavoidably historical
character of thought. Instead of going into the details, let me
briefly indicate the interpretive moves that I will make in order to
rehabilitate the tradition’s self-understanding, even while con-
ceding the facts Daya Krishna draws our attention to.

First of all, interpretive traditions and rhetorical styles of dis-
course spring up and are nurtured within a larger tradition.
Within the large tradition opened up by the Upanisads—
themselves compilations of texts from the Vedic corpus—the
Brahmastitras achieved a certain formalization of ideas and theses
and issues. But it is only the bhdsyakaras who, within the already
opened-up horizon, established ‘schools’, although they reserved
the school’s name for that larger horizon within which they were
thinking. The tikakaras and all the rest of the epigones worked
out what must have been the intention of the original horizon
only by way of trying to interpret the bhasya. Why did not
Madhustidana comment on the Brahmasutras, why did not
Viacaspati comment on the Nydyasiitras? The reason is clear. You
cannot overlook the history of interpretation that has already
defined a (sub-) tradition, you cannot jump across time and
history and directly enter into the intentions behind the sutras.
You can only do so standing at this point of time and this histori-
cal situation, through the interpretive 'legacy that separates you
from the source. For a theoretical defence of this theory of
interpretation (as contradistinguished from that ‘romantic’
stance according to which the interpreter must bypass history and
tradition and seek to enter directly into the author's mind and
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intention), see Hans George Gadamer’s Wahrheit und Methode.

You not only think and interpret from within a tradition—
and not in an empty logical space—but as you carry the interpre—
tive history forward, the tradition also undergoes changes, while
the interpretive intention wants to hold on to and preserve a
sense of identity in and through these changes. Tradition isnot a
cluster of jacts about texts and documents, but a horizon of inter-
pretive possibilities opened up and instituted by the founding
texts; but as the interpretive possibilities are actualized, new pos-
sibilities open up—possibilities that were not ‘contained in’ the
original disclosure, but which are ‘interpreted’ to be carrying on
‘anticipations’ and ‘pre-delineations’ indicated in the texts.
Whether this in fact was so is a pointless question, for again we are
trying to articulate how a tradition, in course of its history, perceives
itself. | ]

Such a developmental-interpretive conception of a tradition
can, I believe, restore the validity of the locution of ‘schools’ in
the face of many of Daya Krishna’s critiques.

I will not now take up the questions about Sabda gramana and
about the so-called (for this is only the modern English writer’s
misleading mode of speaking) ‘authority’ of the Vedas. I have
developed my positive views about these—after years of a scepti-
cal and negative stance—in my presidential address (still unpub-
lished) to the Indian Philosophical Congress, 1986.4 For my pres-
ent purpose, I can only say this much: in the first place, it is
important to bear in mind that the thesis to be examined is the
thesis of §abda pramana. Talk about the authority of the Vedas is a
red herring, it generates a false impression about what goes on
within the darfanas and so is a rather weak thesis to combat. The
theses that are debated within the darianas are: (i) that fabda isa
pramana that is irreducible to either perception or inference or
any other; (ii) that in the hierarchy of pramanas, arranged in
order of relative strength, the gramanya of Sruti stands highest,
and so cannot be superseded by any other; (iii) that the pramanya
of sabda, as well as of any other cdgnition, is intrinsic (svatah) to
that cognition; (iv) that §rufi derives its strength and pre-
eminence to the fact that it is apauruseya, i.e. not composed by
any human author.
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It must be remembered, while passing judgement on the tra-
dition’s understanding of itself, that even in the case of astika
(misleadingly rendered ‘orthodox’) darsanas, all these theses,
with the sole exception of (ii) were debated, i.e. were open to dis—
cussion. Only the thesis that the pramanya of $ruti is the ‘strongest’
was not questioned, I will briefly state how I propose to under-
stand this thesis.

If the ‘strength' of the pramanya of $rufi was never to be
called in question, there was considerable difference of opinion
as to what the texts meant. Cohsidering the fact that philosophies
as diverse from each other as is conceivable accepted thesis
(i), one cannot but have reasonable doubts about the usefulness
of that thesis. What I want to suggest is that §ruti itself is not a
pramana, it does not give us a set of truths, true propositions, to
be accepted. You cannot isolate any such truth that all the astika
darsanas accepted, excepting the belief that the self, aima, is dif-
ferent from the body and beliefs about rebirth, karma and the
possibility of moksa. But, as is well known, regarding each of these
concepts there was so much divergence of opinion that it would
be misleading, if not false, to say that they shared a set of common
beliefs. The overriding importance, the supreme pre-eminence
of the $ruli lies not in the fact that they are sources of our knowl-
edge of truths that cannot be denied, but in the fact that they,
for the first time, defined for us the parameter&—i.e. the funda-
mental concerns, questions and basic vocabulary—within which
we as well as our ancestors have been thinking. The sruti opened
up the horizon—an open horizon, to be sure—within which we
have learnt to think, interpret (both ourselves and our world)
and question. The primacy of §uti, then, lies not in its being the
‘strongest’ pramana, but in being the historical foundation of our
modes of thinking.

And yet we do not have unmediated access to this founda-
tion. Our access is through ‘interpretation’, and that again pre-
supposes the history of interpretations which mediates between
us and the texts. It is not important who wrote them; no less mis-
leading is thé enquiry, what did the authors intend to mean? The
interpretive project has nothing to gain from these two .queries.
The first may lead to discoveries of fact but will not add to our
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understanding of the texts; the second is pointless, being, in
principle, unanswerable. The texts, the words, themselves are
foundational. We shall go on interpreting the texts, not their
authors. It is this infinite plasticily of meaning of the texts, which
does not allow us to say with finality what is the meaning, for
example, of a mahavakya, but always leaves room for new possibi-
lities of interpretation which, as far as I can see, best captures and
retrieves the sense of the talk of the apauruseyatva of the Sruli.

NOTES
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Daya Krishna on Indian
Philosophy

HARSH NARAIN

Daya Krishna is a versatile philosopher, one of the few such in this
country. He wields a facile pen on philosophy, economics, socio-
logy, literature, political science, and education. As far as I know,
he does not claim to be a scholar of Sanskrit or even of Indian
philosophy. Nor does he appear to be one whose chief concern is
doing philosophy in a typically Indian spirit. Yet he philosophizes
about Indian philosophy, does meta-Indian philosophy, so to
speak, and does it in a staggering manner. He has produced
quite a number of acutely argued papers on Indian philosophy,
which bear ample testimony to his penetrating insight into the
predispositions, presuppositions and pretensions of Indian
philosophers, classical as well as contemporary. His findings in
these papers are of a negative character and pose a standing chal-
lenge to those who swear by Indian philosophy. It is noteworthy
that the challenge has not been taken up so far, apart from an
exception of a limited nature (I mean Karl H, Potter).

Let us have an idea of Daya Krishna's findings on Indian phi-
losophy.

In his ‘Vedic Corpus: Some Reflections’, Daya Krishna sub-
jects the Vedic corpus to rigorous textual criticism and reaches
certain rather unconventional conclusions, such as that the Sama-
Veda Sarhitd is not a Veda-Sarhita at all; that the Sukla and Krsna
Yajur-Veda Samhilds are two independent Vedas each in its own
right; that the extant texts of the so-called Sakhas are in the
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nature of independent works rather than variants of a common
text; that the custodians of the different Vedas sometimes look
down upon each other’s Veda; and that the ancient rsis ‘would
not have regarded it [Vedic corpus] as apauruseya or revealed, or
viewed it in any such manner that it was only to be memorized
and passed on and nothing added to it or altered’ (p.120). He
also makes out a strong case for a new arrangement of the whole
Vedic corpus by ‘a new Vyasa’, so as to rescue them ‘from the age-
old forms in which they have been imprisoned and immobilized’
(pp-125-26). In his ‘The Upanishads—What are They?’, he
argues that the bulk of the Upanisads are selections from pre-
existing texts made in an arbitrary and haphazard manner, and
that ‘An alternative selection made on the basis of clearly formu-
lated criteria which are also philosophically relevant from the
contemporary point of view may meet the current needs better
than the one that was made long back with a view perhaps to
meet the needs of those times’ (p. 81). In his ‘Vedanta—Does It
Really Mean Anything?’, his search for ‘the meaning of Vedinta
leads nowhere. The more we try to grasp its meaning and hold it
in our hands, the more we find ourselves grasping and holding
nothing, The most haloed term of Indian philosophical thought
connotes nothing. It is an empty shell, a mere verbiage, an abso-
lute nothing. It needs, thus, to be banished from the realm of
thought, if we are to be serious about thinking’ (pp. 27-28).

In some of his papers, Daya Krishna comes out with a sharp
challenge to the current notions of Indian philosophy in general.
Accordingly, in his ‘Three Conceptions of Indian Philosophy’, he
makes out a strong case against the cliché that the central con-
cern of Indian philosophy is spiritual liberation, pure and simple.
In this connection he examines the theses of Karl H, Potter and
K.C. Bhattacharyya, propounded by them in justification of the
vast speculative enterprise of Indian philosophy which seems to
militate against or to be irrelevant to its presumed primary and
sole concern with moksa. Daya Krishna continues his criticism of
moksa as the sole concern of Indian philosophy in his ‘Three
Myths about Indian Philosophy’ by trying to explode what he calls
the three myths about Indian philosophy: spirituality, authority
and schools of philosophy. He defines ‘spirituality’ or ‘spiritualist
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metaphysics’ as something which implies that the spirit alone is
real and matter unreal, and therefrom draws the natural corol-
lary that there is no warrant for adjudging the whole of Indian
philosophy as spiritual. In this connection he also avers that the
ideal of moksa was a later take-over from non-Vedic traditions in
this country. He allows that Indian philosophers do all the same
have the distinctive feature of emphasizing the spiritual as against
the moral. As regards the usual claim that the second distinctive
feature of Indian philosophy is its acceptance of authority as the
last court of appeal in the discovery of truth, Daya Krishna asserts
that often the attitude of the philosophers to Vedic authority is
quite casual, if not Pickwickian. Besides, he contends, the schools
have their own siztra-texts, to which they bear equal allegiance. As
regards the third myth of Indian philesophy, Daya Krishna writes,
‘There is no such thing as final, frozen positions which the term
“school”, in the context of Indian philosophy, usually connotes. If
“schools” change, develop, differentiate, divide, then they are
never closed, finished or final with respect to what they are trying
to say. There could, then, be no fixed body of Nyaya-VaiSesika,
Sankhya, Mimamsa, Vedanta, Bauddha, Jaina or Carvaka positions
except in a minimal sense. These would, on the other hand, be
rather styles of thought which are developed by successive
streams of thinkers and not fully exemplified by any' (pp.
100-101). Daya Krishna revisits the controversy in his ‘Indian Phi-
losophy and Moksa: Revisiting an Old Controversy’, in reply to
Potter’s counter-attack in the latter’s ‘Indian Philosophy’s Alleged
Religious Orientation’. Here Daya Krishna formulates three
issues: ‘(1) Is Indian philosophy “spiritual” in a sense in which
western philosophy cannot be characterized as such? (2) Is the
concept of meksa distinctive of Indian philosophy in the sense
that no analogous concept is to be found in the western philoso-
phical traditions? (3) Even if such an analogous concept can be
found in the western philosophical tradition, is it a fact that it
(i.e. moksa) occupies such a central pivotal place in the Indian
philosophical tradition that the latter cannot make sense or even
be possibly understood without reference to it?’ (p. 50). In
regard to these issues, Daya Krishna reiterates and elucidates the
position he held in his earlier paper. As regards the questions vis-
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a-vis the ideals of spirituality and moksa, he is sure that ‘is western
philosophy essentially spiritual?’ or ‘is it essentially concerned
with man's liberation?” are questions which have never bothered
the students or historians of western philosophy. (p. 53)

In his ‘Is fvarakrsna’s Sankhya Karika Really Sankhyan?’, Daya
Krishna appears to suggest that karikas 61 and 68 of the text,
which according to him imply that the self in the state of final
and absolute aloneness (kaivalya) is not aware of prakrii at all,
breathe an un-Sankhyan spirit, if, rather since, ‘Sankhya basically
seems to characterize a style of philosophical thought which
asserts the ultimate dualism of subject and object and which
maintains that the fundamental error consists in their confusion
or identification in any form or at any level’ and the two kankas
nullify the dualism by stressing the subject’s aloneness and non-
awareness of the object (pp. 202-03). In his ‘Adhyasa—A Non-
Advaitic Beginning in Sarikara’s Vedanta’, he refers to Sankara’s
denial of the identity between the I and the not-I with which the
latter begins his commentary on the Brahmasitira and declares it
non-Advaitic and Sankhyan. Daya Krishna formulates the Adhyasa
of Sankhya as ‘T am this’, where ‘T’ stands for the purusa and ‘this’
for the prakrii, and the Ad}zyasa of Advaita Vedanta as ‘I am not
this', where ‘I’ refers to the self, subject, or gtman and ‘this’ to
nature, object, or brahman. (p. 244)

In his latest contribution, “The Myth of the Purusarthas’, Daya
Krishna's finding is: ‘The oft-repeated traditional theory of the
purusarthas, thus, is of little help in understanding the diversity
and complexity of human seeking which makes human life so
meaningful and worthwhile in diverse ways.” (p. 13)

I fully realize that the foregoing is a hopelessly sketchy
account of Daya Krishna's way of looking at Indian philosophy,
but then in the limited compass of this paper, it is far from possi-
ble for me to examine in depth and detail all his papers under
reference or even the salient points raised therein. Let us see
what it is possible for us to do here.

Daya Krishna's findings on -the Vedic-Upanisadic corpus
deserve special notice. Whatever view may be taken of the Vedas,
it must be granted that they are the fountainhead of all Indian
religion, philosophy and culture. But, unfortunately, they do not
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receive the attention they richly deserve from students of Indian
philosophy. In fact, philosophers of repute have seldom taken
them seriously in our time, barring of course Sri Aurobindo. The
result is that there is a lot of muddled thinking, confusion and
quackishness in regard to them. Historians of, and writers on,
Indiari philosophy, .as also the common run of scholars of even
other subjects, glibly maintain that the Vedas are, or are held to
be, divine revelations, universally valid and binding, the fountain-
source of all knowledge that matters, literally the last word on the
truth, the holiest of the holy, peerless, timeless, inimitable in all
respects, unsurpassable for all time to come. But serious research
presents a different picture altogether. And Daya Krishna pres-
ents just such a picture in his paper on the Vedic corpus. I have
no hesitation to confess to my being in general agreement with
him on the points raised by him in the paper. He does succeed in
undermining the foundation of the classical philosophers’ theory
of the absolute authoritativeness of the Vedas (as also the
Upanisads) . His inquiry into the topic is insightful and serves to fill
a gap in contemporary Indian philosophy to a considerable
extent. In fact, I, too, have all along maintained that the Vedic
hymns knew nothing like eternality, superhuman origin, self-
authoritativeness, or absolute authoritativeness, nor did those not
far removed therefrom hold the hymns to be such.l

As regards Daya Krishna's criticisms of the current concep-
tions of Indian philosophy we are inclined to believe that they do
expose themselves to criticism in a large measure, but that, if we
go deeper, another conception of Indian philesophy will rise to
view steering clear of many such criticisms. I think I would do
well to state my case for such an alternative conception of Indian
philosophy right away. Taking up for examination Daya Krishna’s
position bit by bit will not do. As a matter of fact, on the current
notion of Indian philosophy, many of his views appear to be
controversial but not controvertible.

Let me sound a note of warning at the very outset: we must
not fall into the dialectical trap of making too much of the lisping
expressions of the ancients in our solicitude for precision. We
must heed Plato’s warning that ‘there is something lowbred in
being too precise’ ( Theaetetus 184c).
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y Of Indian philosophy two views are possible: the ﬁumﬁtaﬂvc
wew'and the qualitative view, or rather, the extensional view and
the intensional view. The first is based on geo-political, demo-
g‘raph-ica.tl and juristic considerations, according to which a com-
pre-her}mve account of Indian philosophy ought to take notice of
the Ph:losophim (i) of Indian nationals of all persuasions; (ii) of
fcm?ign nationals doing, say, Vedanta here or abroad; (iii) of
Indian nationals doing, say, neo-Thomistic philosophy here or
abroad; as well as (iv) of an Indian national founding an altoge-
ther. new philosophical tradition (if it be possible). The
qualitative /intensional view, on the other hand, otherwise
namable as the typal view, is connotative, as it were, and
drastically restricts the scope of Indian philosophy. '

Philosophy may be said to be of two kinds: existential philoso-
Phy and dialectical philosophy. The first is rooted in and oriented
t-_owa.rds tl'}e religious (including the spiritual, moral, and aesthe-
tic) experience of mankind; the second is rooted in and oriented
towards linguistics, logic, and mathematics, The mainstream of
the I.ndian philosophical tradition belongs to the first category
and is accordingly concerned primarily with experiential rather
than logical verification of its findings.

Existential philosophy is usually done in the context of a cul-
ture, against the background of a cultural milieu, as part of a cul-
tural tradition, never in a vacuum. An authentic philosophy is a
system of shared presuppositions of a given culture, the self-con-
sclousness of a culture, and hence is basically culture-bound in
form and content, though not in intent. It is not tantamount
however, to denying cross-cultural dimensions to phiiosophy:
What I mean to suggest is this, that since philosophy articulates
the presuppositions of a given culture, by and large, it must bear
the stamp of that culture. And it is this stamp which gives it its
qualitative/typal name, It is also to be borne in mind that a cul-
tl..lre or cultural tradition is not necessarily national, not necessa-
rily conf"med to a geo-political unit; it may cut across geographical

_.an-::h r}auona] boundaries and become international, It is precisely
In this sense that Igbal sings that hi i i
e q gs his country is Islam (neither
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Bazu tera tauhid ki quuwat se gawi hai
Islam tera des hai it mustafaw? hai

Thus, remaining as he does an Indian/Pakistani philosopher,
historiographically or quantitatively speaking, he is essentially,
qualitatively, or typally an Islamic philosopher. For the same
reason, qualitatively or typally speaking, Indian philosophy is such
philosophy as is done in the Indian cultural context, as embellish-
ing, reinterpreting, or advancing the Indian philosophical tradi-
tion, against the background of the movement of Indian thought,
no matter who does it and where. This being so, philosophy done
in the semitic or western context and having precious little to do
with the Indian philosophical matrix, is anything but Indian phi-
losophy; citizenship, nationality, or domicile of the doer of philo-
sophy is no recommendation.

Of course, cultures have begun to surrender their identities
to what is called world culture, which is growing up fast. In the
process many a cultural identity is doomed to extinction. I take it
that substantive Indian culture with its unique philosophical
bequest has the potentiality of playing a vital role in shaping the
identity of world culture.

The foregoing conception of philosophy makes it incumbent
upon philesophers to digest the philosophy already done. On the
contrary, some of our contemporaries are showing symptoms of
the same malady as diagnosed by Hegel in his contemporaries.
He writes: ‘It seems that mastery of philosophy is found precisely
in the lack of knowledge and study, as if philosophy ceased where
they begin. Philosophy is often considered as merely formal
knowledge, void of content.'2 Indeed, some of us are fast devel-
oping a tendency to hide our hollowness under cover of the
statement that we are philosophers, not scholars; as if scholarship
is philosophically baneful. It is refreshing to find, however, after
an acquaintance with Daya Krishna'’s work, that the tribe of
scholar—philosophers is not going to be extinct.

In fact every age, every culture, has a philosophy, its own phi-
losophy, a chief philosophy, articulate or inarticulate, in any case
not very articulate or systematized. The historian’s duty is to bring
such philosophy into light and articulate, reconstruct, or systema-
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tize it. Thereby, the historian of philosophy does deserve to be
taken to be doing philosophy. The ever-widening gap between
professed philosophy and lived philosophy, to follow Abraham
Kaplan, must be bridged to make philesophy existentially rele-
vant and efficient.

As conceived by the founding fathers of Indian philosophy,
philosophy is not only informative (jrana-jatiya), but also trans-
formative (sasmskara-jaiiya). Its aim is not mere truth-hunting but
self-realization, self-seeking, so to speak, by penetrating beyond
the ego, man’s lower self. It is claimed to be spiritual on account
of the spiritwardness of its enterprise. To this end, courses of spi-
ritual discipline are prefixed to the pursuit of philosophy. They
are intended to lift man above his prejudices, pettiness and
meanness and render him receptive to existential verities which
are more than cognitive. The truth of such a proposition seems
to have dawned upon Plato also, who remarks that the philoso-
phic character ‘has no touch of meanness; pettiness of mind is
quite incompatible with the attempts to grasp things divine or
human as a whole and in their entirety’ (Republic 486a). It
appears, indeed, that if deep existential truths have to dawn,
they would tend to dawn on such characters only. Philosophy is
not mere cerebration or ratiocination, nor is it merely a deduc-
tive science like mathematics, nor again is it reducible to dialecti-
cal philosophy, in this context. It is held to be ‘the lamp of all
sciences, the clue to all activity, and the ground of all dharmas’:

Pradipah sarva-vidyanam, wpayah saroa-karmanam,
Agrayah sarva-dharmanam Sasved anviksiki mata.?

On the Indian view, roughly speaking, the goal of religion is
attainment of the summum bonum; that of philosophy, enlighten-
ment on the summum bonum and the way to it. Philosophy is born
in course of contemplation upon religious verities. It is a by-
product, an offshoot, an offspring of religion. It is in the nature
of a rider to it. It is fed by religion, which is the fountainhead of
its deeper problems. It has deep religious obligations. Religion is
the be-all and end-all of philosophy. We are inclined to be in
general agreement with Hegel when he maintains: ‘Philosophy
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thinks and conceives of that which Religion represents as the
object of consciousness’;* “Thought first of all comes forth within
Religion’;5 and ‘Religion has a content in common with philoso-
phy, the forms alone being different’.6 . .
Such philosophy has a subject matter comprised of the issue
arising out of religious consciousness. It also includes the need to
understand the universe as a whole, which does not fall within
the purview of any of the sciences. Remember, such understarfd-
ing is not merely cognitive, it is more than that. As Jung has said,
‘We should not pretend to understand the world only by the inte-
llect; we apprehend it just as much by feeling.’7 In fact, a spiri-
tual view of existence is the only way of understanding the world
as a whole in all its ultimate mystery. To this end a synthetic view
of all knowledge is a must. That way, philosophy is truly an inter-
disciplinary endeavour. It tries to integrate all knowledge. Integ-
ration of knowledge is a far cry from eclecticism or syncretism,
from an amalgam of, say, anthropological, sociological, psycholo-
gical and other data, which is sometimes attempted in the name
of an interdisciplinary approach. There are certain issues which
are by nature interdisciplinary. Take the issue of establishment of
a saner social order. It is too multidimensional to belong to any
specific discipline or department. Only philosophy can do justice
to it. It does not mean, however, that philosophy should or does
take upon itself the responsibility of dealing with the departmen-
tal disciplines on its own. The various disciplines should grow and
function in their own right. In fact, if pursued in depth enough,
every branch of knowledge is found to assume philosophical pro-
portions, to reston a philosophical substructure, and to have its
own philosophy, which has no subject matter of its own and
which is proper each to the various branches of knowledge. The
subject matter of the particular branch of knowledge bECDmt’:S
the subject matter of its philosophy. This kind of philosophy is
not one but many, as many as the branches of learning. Such
philosophies should be the concern of their respective depart-
ments, primarily. In the ultimate analysis, they transpire to‘be
grounded and rooted in the philosophy proper defined earlier.
That way, departmental philosophies become the concern of the
department of philosophy as well, but only secondarily.
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With a view to facilitating interdisciplinary studies, too, the
department of philosophy may take upon itself the responsibility
of devising ways and means to coordinate and guide the philoso-
phical programmes of the other departments. Of course, existen-
tial problems and problems of serious human concern are multi-
dimensional from the very nature of the case, cutting across vari-
ous disciplines all at once. Naturally, they cannot be entrusted to
specialized disciplines. Only philosophy proper can lay claim to a
canvas broad enough to accommodate them.

It is generally not known that Indian philosophy is far from
confined to, or exhausted by, its well-knit systems, which purport
to be in the nature of partial superstructures raised on a solid
substructure, often in a polemical spirit. And polemical writings
seldom bother themselves about unchallenged issues. Later
thinkers and commentators come gradually to lose sight of this
fact and tend to whittle down the scope of philosophy accord-
ingly. Besides, it is a patent fact that fundamental postulates
common to the contending parties are seldom debated. Lovejoy
charges the historians of philosophy with preoccupying them-
selves too much with major systems and movements, overlooking
the logically dynamic elements of which the systems and move-
ments are either organizations or confusions. His conclusion is:
‘The history of philosophy and of all phases of man’s reflection is,
in great part, a history of confusion of ideas.’

Take examples. None of the ancient systematicians cared to
philosophize comprehensively and critically about dharma and
sva-dharma, spiritual competence (adhikara) and chosen deity
(ista-devata), congenital debt (rpa) and yajra-mahayajiia, varna
and Zérama, yoga and prayer, plunge (pravrtti) and withdrawal
(nivriti), purusartha and paramartha, sthitaprajiia and bodhisativa,
naiskamya (transcendence of desire) and naiskarmya
(transcendence of activity), ati-bhdasa (transcendence of lan-
guage) and metaphysical silence (tisnimbhava), ria and satya,
Brahman and Purusottama, the various categories referred to in
_the creation hymn and such other hymns of the Vedas, and so
forth. The result is that these concepts are left to the care of
quacks and priests, who handle them in a vulgar way. Again, our
classical philosophers also failed to give us philosophies of educa-
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tion, law and the like. It is possible to do this all within the con-
ceptual framework of Indian tradition. If, therefore, we whittle
down the scope of Indian philosophy to its popular systems, we
are bound to miss a lot of it.

As a matter of fact, the systems seem sometimes to refer
beyond themselves and contain suggestions of what somehow lies
unsaid and yet superior to themselves. They appear to be double-
level systems by and large, howsoever crudely the levels might
have been mooted. If we do not read them as such, we shall only
misread them. Of course, they are not very susceptible to meticu-
lous linguistic analysis.

Let us illustrate the point. That the Vedanta and Mahayina
Buddhism are double-level systems needs no saying. The
Hinayanist Bahusrutiya-Satyasiddhi school of Harivarman also sub-
scribes to the two-level thesis.8 The Buddha's avyakrtas and
nibbana are pointers to his tacit assumption of two levels of his
doctrine. The Purva-Mimamsasiitra ascribed to Jaimini knows no
Brahman, but the Brahmasuira (1.2.28, 31; 1.4.18; 4.3.11-14;
4.4.5) refers to him as a Brahmavadin along with Badarayana, the
author of the treatise. In fact, there is a well-attested tradition
that originally there was a great Mimarhsa work comprising 20
chapters, divided into Karma-kanda comprising its first 12 chap-
ters forming the extant Purva-Mimamsasuira, Devala-kanda com-
prising its next 4 chapters forming the extant Saskarsa-kanda
ascribed to Jaimini or Sankarsana, and fnana-kanda comprising its
remaining 4 chapters forming the extant Brahmasiitra.9 Sabara
calls the atman self-luminous and incapable of being known by
others. According to Prabhakara, it needs to be taught to those
only who have renounced all worldly attachment (mrdita-
kasayanam). Kumarila advises the seeker of the atman to turn to
the Vedanta. (1.2.5, atma-vada, concluding stanza). He also coun-
tenances a space-bodied (vyoma-Sarira) paramatman as the refer-
ent of the Vedic expression ‘Brahman is the space’ (Kham
Brahma) and as the presiding deity of the Vedas ( Tantravartika
3.1.13). According to some, the Nyayasizira used to conclude with
the sira, fifty-second in number: ‘Tativam tu Badarayanat’, that
is, we should turn to the Brahmasutra for the ultimate truth.
Besides, Vatsyayana seems to suggest that for the science of the
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spirit (adhyatma-vidya) one should turn to the Upanisad (1.1.1).
The ostensible purpose of the Vaisesikasutra is the treatment of
dharma, from which, however, it seems to have derailed, as noted
by some classical writers. The Sankhya-karika preaches liberation
from prakrti, but it seems at first sight to contradict itself by assert-
ing later, quite in tune with Advaita Vedanta, that it is not the self
but prakrii which is bound and liberated. Does it not show that it
represents a double-level system? The Sastitanira, the earliest
known but inextant Sankhya-Yoga treatise ascribed to Kapila or
Varsaganya, declares the gunas to be invisible, identifying the visi-
ble with maya.10 The Jaina thesis that one who knows one knows
all and the other way about, seems to presuppose some kind of
monism. Besides, Jainism has its own 'list of two truths. And,
others apart, even the Lokayata system postulates truths empirical
and transcendental in its own way.ll It dispenses with God but
calls its putative founder, Brhaspati, the preceptor of the gods
(sura-guru).12 Moreover, it comes to culminate in agnosticism,
scepticism, or even outright nihilism in the Tativopaplavasitha.

A trenchant stanza of his Brhatfika clearly weds Kumarila to
Advaita Vedanta:

Duaita-paksat paranudya buddhyasuddhisamasrayat
Paramatmanam evaikam tattvam tattvavido viduh.13

Likewise, Sankhya is referred to as Brahma-vit by Prabhakara,
Brahma-vadin by the Siva Purana, and Brahmopade$a-vidya by the
Maithara-vritti. Indeed, according to the Ahirbudhnya Samhita,
brahman is the first category in the Sasfitanira.

Again, it is significant that Rajasekhara Sair1 and Haribhadra
Stri have bequeathed to us definite indications as to how even
the realistic systems of Indian philosophy are committed to their
own religious traditions,

It is a pity, however, that our philosophers have simply missed
this way of looking at Indian philosophy.

Daya Krishna is.puzzled about the identity of the Vedanta asa
philosophical system. There is Vedanta and Vedanta, he con-
tends, each trying to cancel out the other. His conclusion is that
Vedinta is not a philosophical, but an exegetical or theological
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concept. But I am inclined to maintain that Vedanta is a super-
system comprising certain systems with a common base, but dif-
fering in their outlook to-a limited extent. Their differences are
not too radical, however, for them to be classed as altogether
independent systems. Barring Madhva, all the Vedantic schools
are committed to monism of some kind or other. The Madhvaites
did give @ tough fight to the Sankaraites, but the fight remained
polemical and dialectical, with little philosophical result, Even
Madhva's commentary on the Brahmasutra is of little philosophi-
cal consequence. All the Vedantic schools believe in §ruti, indeed
even in its self-authoritativeness; yet §rufi is not the be-all and end-
all for them. To them there are four steps to enlightenment—
vision (dariana), sruti (Sravana), reasoning/thinking (maenana),
and meditation/contemplation (nididhyasana)—3iruti being just a
starting point. Thus, the Vedantic schools cannot be dismissed as
mere theology, or exegesis. Sruli embodies the quintessence of
the ancients’ collective wisdom, which must guide us initially, but
we must take leave of it in our forward march. Further, according
to these schools of Vedanta, man is a fragmentary totality, to bor-
row Schuon’s expression; he does not have to seek perfection
outside himself, in an extra-cosmic God or the like. Moksa of one
kind or another is the goal of all of them. In fact, the concept of
the Atman as part and parcel of the Godhead/Brahman, or the
Godhead/ Brahman itself, is shared in common by all of them,
except of course the Madhvaites. We have tried to examine Daya
Krishna’s paper on Vedanta in some more detail elsewhere,14
hence I stop short here.

In some of the papers referred to above, Daya Krishna chal-
lenges the claim that the central concern of Indian philosophy is
moksa or spiritual liberation. He contends that each classical
philosopher, ‘after making the claim on the first page or in the
first chapter, goes merrily along forgetting about it and writes on
other things and other matters, as if the claim had not been
made at all'. ‘But’, he adds, ‘if western philosophy is not con-
cerned with spiritual liberation and yet raises the same problems
as does Indian philosophy, there is something wrong either with
the contention that western philosophy is not so concerned or
with the claim that Indian philosophy is concerned only with this
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and with nothing else at all." (‘Three Conceptions of Indian Phi-
losophy’, pp. 37-38). Our reply is: First, the systematized Indian
philosophy is not the whole of Indian philosophy, as indicated
earlier. Second, breathing the polemical spirit that they com-
monly do, the systems became interested more and more in self-
defence, in barbed-wire fencing (kantakavarana), to which end
they had to develop a whole methodology and ontology of their
own and were unwittingly led into the quagmire of minutiae-
mongering. Third, they also felt the need of enlightening the
moksa-aspirant on theoretical issues, a good number of which may
be common to both Indian and western philosophies, but,
excesses and extremes of the Indian systematicians apart, the
thrust of Indian philosophy remains radically different from that
of western philosophy. Daya Krishna writes: ‘Intellectual difficul-
ties seem to possess an enormous fecundity of their own, so that
each, even in the process of its own death and dissolution, gives
rise to innumerable others clamouring equally for their solution’
(p- 41). True, but this is the case where intellectuality is for intel-
lectuality’s sake. If intellectuality is to be harnessed in the service
of such an idea as moksa, there is little apprehension of its being
caught in an unending process. Moksa as the ultimate goal of phi-
losophy served to give a purpose and direction to philosophy and
proved to be a bulwark against battling in the clouds, which Sri
Aurobindo calls ‘the besetting sin of metaphysics’, and which is
the bane of unbridled, directionless thinking for thinking’s sake.
Praxiological commitment makes all the difference. Modern
western philosophy lacks such a serious purpose, direction and
orientation. Nobody knows what it is out to do. Ancient philoso-
phy aimed at enlightenment and felicity with or without salvation
as the great denouement, whereas current philosophy aims at dry
clarity and mechanical precision on their own account.

Daya Krishna's criticism of moksa as a fully realizable, and at
the same time already realized, ideal appears to spring from a
confusion of levels. Entering the portals of mokse may mean its
complete realization but not necessarily complete exhaustion of
its possibilities. But, viewed from a higher level, moksa is already
realized. Hegel reached a kindred conclusion in the context of
his own metaphysics: ‘The consummation of the infinite End . . ,
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consists merely in removing the illusion which makes it seem yet
unaccomplished. The Good, the absolutely Good, is eternally
accomplishing itself in the world: and the result is that it needs
[sic] not wait upon us, but is already by implication, as well as in
full actuality accomplished.’!5 And why only Hegel, among the
westerns? Defining religion, Whitehead remarks: ‘Religion is the
vision of something which stands beyond, behind, and within, the
passing flux of immediate things: something which is real, and
yet wanting to be realized; something which is a remote possibi-
lity, and yet the greatest of present facts; something that gives
meaning to all that passes, and yet eludes apprehension; some-
thing whose possession is the final good, and yet is beyond all
reach; something which is the ultimate ideal, and the hopeless
quest.’16 In point of fact, this is the finale of all absolutistic trend
of thought.

Of course, Daya Krishna's complaint is justified that usually
our philosophers are ipso facto taken to be aspirants for moksa,
whereas the bulk of them are seized of technical issues as much
as western philosophers. As already indicated, the bulk of our sys-
tematicians are experts on wire-fencing of closely guarded meta-
physical truths, whereby the grip of the moksa ideal over them
comes gradually to be loosened beyond recognition. But to say
that none could have aspired after moksa betrays misconception
of a great tradition. It is of course true that, once the ideal
acquired popularity, authors of treatises on grammar and other
secular disciplines, too, began to claim that it is possible to realize
the ideal through their disciplines. For all that, we must value the
consciousness of a common direction for the whole culture.

In conclusion, we must not fail to acknowledge that we have
yet to find a philosopher of Daya Krishna’s stature who can stimu-
late us equally to rethink the presuppositions of and about
classical Indian philosophical systems.
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Philosophy, Religion, Morality,
and Spirituality: Some Issues

K.J.SHAH

Is Indian philosophy philosophy? Is it religion? Or is it both? Is
Hinduism religion? These and such other questions have raised
considerable controversy and much greater confusion. It is this
area that I propose to discuss in this paper. I shall do this by con-
sidering the nature of the Sarkhya system. In order to do so, I
shall first present an outline of my understanding of the Sarhkhya
system. It is already known that according to Samkhya, prakrti-
purusa viveka, discrimination between prakrti and purusa, is the
goal of man. I want to suggest that it has three aspects: anubhava
(experience or knowledge), vicara (thought or reasoning) and
acara (conduct or morality). All these together constitute the
human goal. Any one of the aspects apart from the other two is
an abstraction, though in the attainment of the goal one or the
other aspect may be central and the other two subsidiary
(consider the case of the exemplars).

But is this understanding of the Sarhkhya a legitimate under-
standing, or only an understanding which I read into the text? I
will try to show that it is a legitimate understanding by consider-
ing its relation to the text, by relating it to an understanding of
the prasthanatrayi (the Upanisads, the Brahmasuliras and the
Bhagavadgitd), some exemplars, and the theory of purusarthas.

THE SAMKHYA SYSTEM
I will begin with an account of the Sarhkhya system of thought.

/
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According to the Samkhya system of thought, the goal of
human life is to discriminate between purusae and prakrti. But
what is it to discriminate between purusa and prakrii? The answer
to this question is not a simple one—one could distinguish three
answers which are interrelated, or one could say that there is one
answer with three aspects. What are the three interrelated
answers or aspects?

First, one might say that the discrimination between purusa
and prakrti is ordinarily understood as a matter of understanding
the elements of the Samkhya system and their inter-
relationship—prakyti with its various elements and purusa. Sec-
ond, the discrimination between purusa and prakrti is a matter of
experience—knowledge (anubhava) is usually translated as expe-
rience, and is thought of as a mystic experience. However, anu-
bhava is not merely a flash of experience, but involves knowing
oneself, In the Sarnkhya thought, there is no clear account of the
experience. However, the sort of account given in, say, karika 64,
‘I do not exist, naught is mine, [ am not’ may be taken as a des-
cription of the experience/knowledge. Third, it is a matter of an
aggregate of dispositions which brings about or consists in the
three attainments of pramoda, mudité and moda-mana. These
attainments together, or the last one (moda-mana) refer to the
suppression of three kinds of misery.

Of these three answers, the first two are very often spoken of,
but not so often the third. I should, therefore, like to explain my
inclusion of this third answer.

Samkhya distinguishes eight intellectual dispositions: four of
the sattvika variety—virtue, wisdom, non-attachment and the pos-
session of lordly powers; and four of the tamasika variety which
are the opposite of the four of the sattvika variety, viz. vice, igno-
rance, attachment and the absence of lordly powers. Besides the
eight dispositions, there are the effects of these dispositions.

Through virtue (comes about) departure upwards and
through vice departure down-below; through wisdom is rel-
ease (acquired), and bondage through ignorance. From non-
attachment (results) merger in Primal Nature, migration
from passionate attachment, from power (comes about) non-
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obstruction and the opposite thereof, from the contrary.
(‘The Samkhya-karika of Isvara Krsna, karika 45)

The dispositions and the resulting consequences form an aggre~
gate. Accordingly, as the elements are combined in d:ffe'rent
quantities, there are different aggregates. These are classified
under four main heads : (1) ignorance (viparyaya) (2) infirmity
(asakti), (8) complacency (fusti) and (4) attainment (siddhi).
The further subdivision of these gives us five types of ignorance,
twenty-eight types of infirmity, nine types of complacency and
eight types of attainments, thus giving us altogether fifty types of
aggregates (karikas 47-48). Of these, the three a:ttain-
ments—pramoda, mudita and moda-mana are the suppression of
the three kinds of misery. I could not get quite clear about the
meanings of the three terms. Is each of these concerned \:vith a
particular type of misery? Or, is each of them concerned w.lth all
the three types of misery and does each represent a stage in th.e
suppression of all the three kinds of misery? However, what is
important is that the highest attainment is also an aggregate- of
the dispositions and their consequences. It is an aggre'gatel which
brings about, or which is the suppression of, the three km(fls of
misery. It is an aggregate in which the consequences of tht? dispo-
sitions like virtue, vice, non-attachment, attachment, attainment
of powers and absence of powers, are transcended, as is des-
cribed in karika 67.

Virtue and the rest having ceased to function as causes, be-
cause of the attainment of perfect wisdom, (the Spirit)
remains invested with the body, because of the force of past
impressions, like the whirl of the (potter’s) wheel (which
persists for a while by virtue of the momentum imparted by a
prior impulse).

It is true that even at this state, purusa’s association with prakrti
has not ended. However, it has ended all but in name: only the
previous sanmskaras are working out, and there is no question ‘of
turning back. It is possible to call this stage the concrete expres-
sion of the discrimination between purusa and prakrti.
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In order to consider whether here we have three answers
which are interrelated or one answer which has three aspects, we
must consider the interrelationship between these three answers.
I shall consider this by asking whether any one of these three by
itself could justify the claim that one has attained discrimination
between prakrti and purusa. For example, could one attain such
discrimination in experience/knowledge without attaining it in
thought and conduct?

Suppose that discrimination between prakrti and purusa could
be merely a matter of experience/knowledge. In that case one
can have such discrimination even when the aggregate of disposi-
tions one has attained is not of pramoda- mudild or moda-mana.
Nor would it be necessary that one should have an intellectual
grasp of the discrimination between prakrii and puruse—more or
less sophisticated. If this were to be so, would not the experience
of such discrimination between prakrii and purusa be a matter
merely of a sensation? Surely, to attain such sensation cannot be
the ultimate human goal. Only when it is accomplished by the
appropriate conduct and a theoretical understanding (it is im-
portant to emphasize that the theoretical understanding could
be more or less sophisticated) that the experience/knowledge is
not merely a sensation, but knowledge of such discrimination
between prakrti and purusa, and therefore a matter of the knowl-
edge of the self.

Now we shall consider the view that the discrimination bet-
ween prakyti and purusa is a matter of merely intellectually under-
standing the relationship between the vyakia, the avyakta and
the knower; between prakrti and purusa. But how can such intel-
lectual understanding be anything other than a verbal or a formal
game, unless it is related to the understanding of reality and
therefore enables one to distinguish between one who has such
discrimination and one who does not have such discrimination.
However, this would only enable one to understand others in
terms of discrimination between prakrti and purusa. Only in so far
as one has oneself attained the aggregates of pramoda, mudita or
modamana would one be able to say that it is a matter of experi-
ence knowledge or thought for oncself.

Nor is it possible for one to say that discrimination between
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prakrii and purusa is a matter merely of conduct. Conduct is not
understood as merely physical activity; it is to be understood in
the context of an intellectual framework, and it would be neces-
sary to distinguish between conduct which shows discrimination
between prakrii and puruse and that which does not show such
discrimination. And when one has attained conduct which shows
that discrimination one would have experience or knowledge of
such discrimination, and therefore, knowledge of self.

If one is right in the foregoing account, then any one of the
three answers by itself cannot justify a claim to discrimination
between prakrti and purusa. The three answers are not indepen-
dent answers, but three aspects of one answer. However, in actua-
lity, the answers have a certain independence. In any actual case
one or the other aspect may be central and the other two aspects
subsidiary. But then it may be asked: am I not reading too much into
the Samkhya-karika, reading into it what I want to? Though all these
aspects are present in the Samkhya-karika, they are not distin-
guished, and there is no mention or consideration of their
mutual relationship.

Let me now consider the doubt expressed at the end of the
last paragraph: one reason why the different answers and their
mutual relationships are not mentioned may be that they were
taken for granted and there was no need to mention them. The
need to mention them arises because there has been a tendency
to overemphasize one or the other answer and devalue, if not
ignore, the other two aspects. Under the influence of modern
Western philosophy, the theoretical or the intellectual part only
is over-emphasized, the other two aspects are ignored; they are
an embarrassment (to philosophy).

Further, we can see that there is no reading into the text of
what is not there, particularly if we consider the wider context
that is provided by the concept of the prasthanatrayi—the
Upanisads, the Brahmasuira, and the Bhagavadgita. These give
further support to the view that here we have an answer with
three interrelated aspects. We might say that the Upanisads are
anubhava-pradhdna, and in them experience or knowledge is at
the centre and thought or conduct do not occupy that central a
place; they are understood in the framework of knowledge. The
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Brahmasuiras are vicara-pradhana, have intellectual considerations
or thought at the centre and knowledge and conduct do not
occupy that central a place in them; they are understood in the
framework of thought. The Bhdgavadgita is dcara-pradhana and
in it considerations of conduct are at the centre; and knowledge
and thought are understood in the framework of conduct.

It will help us to understand this kind of difference if we con-
sider particular examples of each kind. Could we possibly say that
even in this century, Ramakrsna Paramaharmsa and Ramana
Maharsi are examples of anubkava-pradhana individuals; Sr
Aurobindo is an example of a vicara-pradhana individual; and
Gandhi is an example of an acara-pradhana individual? A consi-
deration of these examples will show that a particular factor in
them is only central, not that the other two factors are absent. In
the Sarhkhya system, the aspect of thought is central, but knowl-
edge and conduct are not absent from consideration.

SOME FURTHER CONSIDERATIONS

To consider the nature of the [oregoing thought, it would help if
we put forward some further considerations. We have presented
the Sarkhya system in terms of anubhava, vicara and acira. Other
systems of Indian thought can also be presented in a similar
manner; however, the description or account of anubhkava, vicare
and acara will vary with each system. Though these differences
are there, all the systems accept an account of the goal which is
the same for all the systems—this account is in terms of the
purusarthas—the four human goals—dharma, artha, kama and
moksa. This raises many questions: how is it that in spite of differ-
ences in the description of anubhava, etc. the different systems
accept a common account in terms of purusarthas? What is the
relationship of the account to the systems? And how can the one
goal of the system and the four goals of the purusarthas be recon-
ciled?

First, we shall consider the last question. Some people say that
there are not four goals, there are only three goals, moksa is a
later addition. On the other hand, some others say that the three
goals are not really goals, they are a means to the ultimate goal of
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moksa—ireedom from the pursuit of the 'other goals. I do not
want to go into the historical considerations (though my ‘mem-
ory’ of discussions at Tirupati tells me that there is good evidence
in favour of the four purusarthas including moksa, though the
word moksa may not have been used at some time in the distant
past). I should like to mention that the four purusarihas are men-
tioned in Manusmrti, Kautilya’s Arthasastra, Mahabharata,
Ramayana, etc. But are these not later interpolations?

However, interpolations may be only explications, if we realize
that dharma and moksa are not independent of each other;
rather they are closely and necessarily interrelated and comple-
ment each other. One could say that dharma, the code of con-
duct, disciplines our relationship with others in the pursuit of
artha and kdma, and at the same time it disciplines our emotions. °
It is this disciplining of our emotions that is related to moksa.
When that discipline is complete, one attains moksa, one is a sthi-
taprajiia, in the terminology of the Bhagavadgilta. On the other
hand, any direct training of the emotions through meditation,
tapas, etc., not only helps us to perfect internal discipline, but
also helps us to discipline our relationship to others in the pursuit
of artha and kama. If this is so, the theory of four purusarthas need
not be replaced by any of these two views. Not only that, the four
purusarthas together constitute one goal—moksa, which perfects
and is perfected by dkarma; and dharma, which disciplines our
pursuit of arthe and kama.

Now we see how the four goals of purusartha are reconciled
with one goal of the system. The four goals together give us self-
realization—a single goal, and the goal of the system is also self-
realization—e.g., described as prakyti-purusa viveka.
~ This is true not only in the case of the Sarkhya system, but
also in the case of the other systems—Vedanta, Vaisesika, etc.
Even though the description of the goal is different it involves
self-realization—atmabrahmaikya, or kaivalya, and so on. That is
why all the systems accept the theory of purusarthas.

But then, why have different systems? Why should we not
have only the theory of purusarthas? The theory of the purusarthas
emphasizes the unity of the individual, and of the individual and
the society. The systems emphasize the unity of all reality and the
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place of the self in it. The systems do it differently because it can
be done differently, because different persons are troubled by
different problems, different doubts.

It is interéesting to note that the Arthasasira mentions three
systems expressing this unity—Sarnkhya, Yoga and Lokayata. Very
often I have felt that here we have three different bases of
unity—>Samkhya accepts transcendence but not God, Yoga
accepts both transcendence and God, Lokayata accepts neither
transcendence-nor God. Thus the theoretical metaphysical struc-
tures can be very varied, and yet the goal could be the same—
realization of the self. This is not good-natured tolerance, but a
hard theoretical understanding of the Hindus. It is at least as
sound as the rigidity of the theoretical-metaphysical beliefs of
semitic thought.

Before I close this section, I shall give some references which
support the foregoing understanding of the Samkhya system and
of Indian thought.

First, let me quote from Kautilya's Arthasastra:

The followers of Manu say that the Sciences are only Trayi,
Variia and Dandaniti and Anviksiki is only a special aspect of
the Trayi.

The followers of Brhaspati say that Varia and Dandaniti are
the only sciences; Trayz is only a summary of the principles to
one who knows thle affairs of the World.

The followers of Usanas say that the only science is Dandanii,
it is the beginning and the end of all science. (Arthasastra 1, ii,
2-3)

This account of the relation between the sciences shows also
the close relationship between artha (and kama), dharma and
moksa. It is further brought out by the following.

.. . that he (the king) should not be without pleasures, but
he should enjoy pleasures which are not against Dkarma and
Artha (consistently with the pursuit of Dharma and Artha). Or
he should pursue the three equally which are bound up with
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one another. If any one is pursued in excess, it harms itself
and the other two. (Arthasastra I, vii, 3-5)

Here what is said about the kind, holds true of every one.
Now, a quotation from Manu:

Some declare that the chief good consists in Dharma and
Artha, others place it in Kama and Artha, others in Dharma
alone or Artha alone, but the decision is that it consists in the
aggregate of all the three. (Manusmyii 11, 224)

The foregoing references do not support a simple hierarchi-
cal understanding of the purusarthas; rather they represent a
matrix of interacting goals. (See my *Artha and Arthasasira’ in The
Way of Life, edited by T.N. Madan.)

THE NATURE OF THIS THOUGHT

What is the nature of this thought? Is it moral? Is it spiritual? Is it
religious? Is it philosephical? As we shall see in the following,
there are no clear-cut answers to these questions. One could say
that it is none of these (if one kept to the understanding of these
in terms of Western thought); or that it is all of these (if one took
into account not the technical definitions of these, but the func-
tions performed by them).

One might say that in part it is moral thought, but it is so only
in part. It does not concern itself only with what one ought to do
(dharma?), but also with what one ought to be (moksa). What one
ought to do and what one ought to be are not independent of
each other; in fact, each is a necessary condition, though not a
sufficient condition, for the full attainment of the other.

Is this thought spiritual thought? It is spiritual—it is con-
cerned with what one ought to be; but it is not merely a matter of
a state of being, it is related to what one ought to do. But is it
religious? In so far as spirituality is an element of religion, it is also
religious. But in so far as religion is a matter of belief in God or a
book or a prophet or even a definite metaphysical point of view,
it is not; because the spiritual element is related not only to the
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metaphysics of the Samkhya system; but aiso to the metapfiysics of
other systems such as Nyaya, Advaita, etc.

Is the thought philosophical? Once again, the thought,
though not only that, is philosophical. The Sarkhya account arti-
culates the intellectual structure of matter, life, mind, intel-
lect/discrimination, morality and spirituality. This account estab-
lishes the existence and nature of the self—the realization of
which in experience/knowledge and conduct is the goal. The
intellectual structure and the practical life mutually support one
another. May I suggest that this could be looked upon as giving us
the necessary conditions of the possibility of discrimination bet-
ween purusa and prakrli (involving matter, life, mind, intellect or
discrimination, morality and spirituality and their inter-relations)?
Could I possibly say that Kant was in search of such a comprehen-
sive account, but he could get only a fragmented account of the
necessary conditions of the possibility of science and mathemat-
ics, of morality, of beauty and of religion within the bounds of
reason, but not of all three put together?

If I am right, then, it would be misleading to characterize
Sarnkhya only in terms of morality, spirituality, etc. It is all of
these put together. Perhaps it is best to call it an ‘anviksiki’ or an
‘enguiry’ or a darsana. But on this account to say that there is
neither philosophy, nor spirituality, nor religion, nor moral
theory in Indian thought is too legalistic an attitude, especially
when such two different traditions are under consideration. As I
said earlier, all the functions of these various disciplines are per-
formed by Indian thought—better, worse or equally well could be
a matter of discussion.

CONSIDERATION OF FURTHER DIFFICULTIES

As I said at the beginning, I have given here one understanding
of Indian thought, but it is no more personal or subjective than
any other. It is one kind of understanding supported by texts and
examples. Thus understanding, by being different, meets a
number of difficulties that have been raised by Daya Krishna,
However, I shall consider here some of the difficulties he has
emphasized and considered at length and in detail.
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Is moksa that which belongs to practical philosophy or that
which belongs to cognitive philosophy? Obviously the question
arises from considering the various disciplines as independent of
one another. But in the light of the account I have presented of
the Samkhya system, and its relationship to the theory of
purusarthas hinted at, moksa is closely related to dharma and is
therefore a matter of practical philosophy. But it has a cognitive
aspect—anubhava, experience/knowledge, where one knows the
self through the discrimination of purusa and prakrii. It has a cog-
nitive aspect also in the sense that it is part of a metaphysical
understanding of reality as a whole.

But is not the self nityasiddha? I must say that this is a contro-
versial issue, but it does not rule out the possibility of the kind of
understanding that is presented in the last paragraph.

If our understanding of the relationship between dharma and
moksa is correct, then moksa does clearly belong to practical philo-
sophy. But it also belongs to cognitive philosophy in so far as
knowledge about dharma and moksa lead to knowledge of the
self. But is not the self nityasiddha? Yes, but its knowledge is not
nityasiddha. In knowledge there is confusion because of prakyti,
avidya, mdyd. And it is the removal of this confusion or misunder-
standing that leads to knowledge of the self. But, then, how can
it be nityasiddha? Does it mean that entanglement does not
injure it in its essential aspect?

What is it to come to know the self? Does it mean that its con-
nection with the body ceases forthwith? Or, would it not be
enough if its connection with the body changes its nature? Is this
not what is supposed to be the case in the account of a sthita-
prajna that is given in the Bhagavadgita? 1 think the understand-
ing of moksa in terms of a sthilaprajiia and a jivanmukla is as much
a part of Indian thought as anything else, and perhaps it may be a
truer understanding, if one looks at the exemplars.

‘However, it seems that sometimes Daya Krishna wants to insist
that there should be and can be only one understanding of moksa
and therefore it alone can be or should be the goal of all Indian
(philosophical) thought. I think it would be all right if one strand
of philosophical thought is understood in that way.

But there is another way. I have tried to argue how moksa,
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though described in va:ibu_s ways, is in substance the attainment
of the highest spiritual discipline, and however differently it is
described, it leads to knowledge of the self (even in Lokayata)
(consider the meaning of anviksiki).

Daya Krishna also wants to say that there are systems of
thought which do not have moksa as a goal, and he argues that
this is S0 in the case of Nyiya. This argues on the ground that the
very first and second siiras of Nyaya could be interpreted to show
that moksa is not the goal of Nyaya—that the interest of Nyaya is
argument, reasoning.

But one could also argue the other way. (And therefore the
evidence in favour of the interpolation of the second sitfra is not
strong at all—in any case, it is not as strong as it is claimed to be.)
For, what is the interest of reasoning? To this question, even if
one answer is that it is reasoning itself, there can be another
answer, that it is not only reasoning itself, but also the realization
of the highest human goal—moksa, kaivalya. (Here the under-
standing of Bhartrhari regarding the relation of intuition and
reason is important.) But surely one does not attain moksa by inte-
llectual argument? I should like to present the following conside-
rations. I think that it is not merely a matter of lip service that in
the Indian tradition the various disciplines claim to help, if not
bring about, the attainment of moksa. The point is that any acti-
vity which is a part of the total activity of living—language
(Vyakarana), ritual (Purva Mimamsa), artha, kdama, reasoning—if
performed properly, would lead to moksa because only in the
context of such a life could the performance of any of these acti-
vities be said to be proper. Therefore, it is said that even if one
could use one word properly (this does not mean merely in the
syntax of a sentence, but in the syntax of life) then one could
attain moksa. (It must be remembered also that in Indian think-
ing logic is not merely a theory of validity, but a theory of truth.)

Another issue which is emphasized by Daya Krishna is that of
the significance of God in modern western philosophy. He says

_that in spite of such significance we do not call modern western
philosophy spiritual, because to be spiritual all reality must be
understood in terms of spirit. But what is the significance of God?
In the case of most modern philosophers also, the reality and
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truth of everything is derived from the reality and truth of God.
The philosophical system presents a theoretical foundation for
this view. But what is its relation to spirituality—which is-a charac-
teristic of human life? Is it life according to God's will that makes
it spiritual? But, then, if spiritual lifé is made an end of human
existence the argument would be circular. Not only that, the
argument which is grounded on God as the only reality and the
argument from spiritual life are supposed to be independent of
each other. This is perhaps important reason why western philo-
sophy is not called spiritual.

Another issue that Daya Krishna discusses in detail is that of
purusarthas. It is right that he does so, in view of the importance
of purusarthas in the context of Indian philosophical thought.
Daya Krishna rightly thinks that if his understanding of Indian
philosophy is to be upheld, the theory of purusarthe should be
rejected.

One of the first questions raised is about the meaning of the
terms that designate human goals—dharma, artha, kdma and
moksa. 1 shall discuss the terms with reference to the treatises
which treat each of them.

Arthasastra—the $asira of artha concerns itself with the acqui-
sition and maintenance of land. Though the Arthasastra talks of
these in relation to the king, the acquisition and maintenance of
land by the king is also the condition of such acquisition and
maintenance by citizens. And though only land is mentioned, it
includes all kinds of material wealth.

Kama is the enjoyment of appropriate objects by the five
senses of hearing, feeling, seeing, tasting and smelling
assisted by the mind together with the soul. The ingredient in
this is a peculiar contact between the organ of sense and its
object, and the consciousness of pleasure that arises from that
contact is called kama. (Burton's translation of Kamasiiira)

This is what one might call aesthetic pleasure in the mildest sense
of the term.

Dharma has many senses, but in this context, it refers to the
code of conduct derived from $ruti, smrii, sadacara and atmatusti.
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The code of conduct is described in terms of sadharana dharma,
viSesa dharma (varna and asrama dharma in their nilya, naimiitika
and kamya form). (This will also include the rituals.) Dharma
regulates one’s behaviour in relation to others in the pursuit of
artha and kama.

Moksa, we have seen, is theoretically described in many ways,
but in concrete terms it means self-realization—a complete
internal self-discipline which is helped by external discipline as
also by internal discipline such as meditation, lapas, etc.

Thus, these four goals are distinguishable, but they are closely
and necessarily related. And this creates confusion about their
very nature.

(i) It might be said that artha isfa means, whereas kama is an
end. But one might say that the pursuit of artha may itself
be an enjoyment according to the manner in which the
activity is performed. So the same activity may be pursuit
of both artha and kama.

(ii) It may be said that dharma is a means and moksa is an end.
But this is to pose a sharp distinction between the two
which, we have seen, does not exist.

(iii) Sometimes a sharp distinction is made between artha and
kama on the one hand and dharma and moksa on the
other, so that artha and kama are secular ends whereas
dharma and moksa are not. But, even in this case, a sharp
distinction is made. If artha and kama are pursued not
according to dharma and therefore also not according to
moksa, they cease to be ‘purusarthas’, goals of human
beings. They become greed and lust.

And equally, if dharma and moksa are not related to artha and
kama, they become ritualism and escapism. Thus any activity is
associated with all the purusarthas. Any activity is not specific to a
purusartha, except apparently. The purusartha followed by the
activity is a matter of the character-of the individual as a whole.

But could not all the purusarthas be reduced to kama? If this is
done, there will be no hierarchy of desires. But a hierarchy of
desires is posited when there is a conflict. Though no goal is to be
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sacrificed totally in such a conflict, the goals of artha and kama
may have to be sacrificed totally in case the possibility of self-
realization is for ever jeopardized (Charles Malamoud in The Way
of Life, edited by T.N. Madan).

Is not selfrealization a matter of freely developing oneself?
But without reference to others and other aspects of oneself?
Here, too, there is no one way of understanding freedom and
development. Traditional Indian thought considers freedom and
development with reference to others and other aspects of one-
self; modern thought does so only in so far as it helps one’s own
ideas of freedom and development.

CONCLUDING REMARKS

In presenting this understanding, have I done any violence to the
meaning of the word philosophy or the word religion? I do not
think so. I think this way of looking at the two traditions gives us a
better understanding of the two traditions than the sharp distinc-
tions that one might want to draw.

It might be said that I want to say this because I want Indian
thought to have the credit of having philosophy and religion,
because [ want to pull for tradition. If I wanted to pull for tradi-
tion, I would have said that Indian thought is not less of philoso-
phy or less of religion because of its structuring, but rather that it
is more of both philosophy and religion. And it is western
thought which is less of philosophy and less of religion because of
their structuring and sharp separation. But I do not want to say
any such thing. What I want to bring out are the possibilities and
limitations of both the traditions of thought.

I am sure that Daya Krishna and many others would disap-
prove of my approach as a whole; they would call it illegitimate
and an attempt to confuse issues. I think I have done sufficiently
in terms of explanation and results to ward off such a charge. In
so far as it is said that I have not done my work well enough or
that I have not done it in sufficient detail, I must agree, but plead
both lack of ability and lack of serious response—except from
Daya Krishna. But I do want to say that I have done enough to

make a meaningful debate possible. If a certain historical pers-
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pective is to be added to the theoretical one, this is a preliminary
to the addition of the historical perspective.

I do not think I have discussed at length the various issues I
have raised but I do think I have done enough to show that the
other side of the issues raised by Daya Krishna is not without
strength, that it has at least as much strength as the more preva-
lent side.

9 f

Daya Krishna on Indian
Thought: Some Unanalysed
Assumptions

PRATAP CHANDRA

Every living culture must cherish the source of its basic tenets and
values and keep re-examining it to look for new meanings, new
guidelines, facets hitherto inadequately appreciated or under-
stood. Building and/or strengthening the cultural identity of a
nation requires this. But what happens when this source itself
becomes an altogether new discovery, as has happened in our
own particular case? The fact that our cultural tradition has
remained largely unbroken over the millennia signifies little
when one notices the trepidation with which a reasonably edu-
cated Indian approaches the classical or even recent Indian
thought. Linguistic barriers, basic shifts in the socio-political situa-
tion, challenges posed by repeated confrontation with alien cul-
tures and the adjustments necessitated by them have all com-
bined to convert Indian thought into a museum piece, and that
too of no great consequence. It does not really interest the vast
majority, the much vaunted ‘spirituality’ and ‘religiosity’ of this
great land notwithstanding. Autistic pet generalizations are good
enough for most of us. The few who do manage to feel interes-
ted rarely succeed in relating it to the present-day situation. We
see no incongruity in taking pride in the great antiquity of our
cultural tradition though we know so little even about the ideas
current in the last century!
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Philosophy does not occupy the same place in the making of
a cultured person in our country as it does in the developed
countries, Perhaps this pervasive apathy towards our philosophi-
cal moorings is one reason for it. Indian philosophy has belonged
to Indological studies ever since modern historical works on it in
western languages started appearing in the first half of the last
century. Scholars like Colebroke, Barth, Max Miiller, Garbe,
Monier-Williams and Deussen were primarily students of Sanskrit,
with little training in philosophical analysis. In any case, not many
questions can be raised and claims disputed in a newly discovered
tradition. More so when that tradition has come down to us in a
vast corpus, comprising a bewildering multiplicity of sects and
schools. All this, regrettably, made for an uncritical acceptance of
the tradition. It is understandable, though not wholly excusable.

The teaching and study of western philosophy started soon
after the establishment of the university system in India. How-
cver, not many students of this discipline showed any inclination
for Indian thought before Radhakrishnan. Even after the publi-
cation of the monumental works of Dasgupta, Radhakrishnan,
Hiriyanna, et al, the teaching and study of Indian and western
philosophy continued to belong to two different worlds, with lit-
tle interaction except in some doctoral dissertations purporting
to compare and contrast some Indian thinker or school with a
western thinker or school. Most such comparative exercises dis-
play a not particularly high level of critical awareness, resulting in
a large-scale difference about comparative philosophy as such. As
for the rest, which no doubt constituted the majority, those with
firsthand knowledge of the original texts of classical Indian
thought had no understanding of or interest in modern western
philosophical issues and methods, while students of the western
tradition remained busy with either analysis or examination of
some western thinker or current of thought. An effective and
fruitful communication between the two is yet to be established.

This is where Daya Krishna’s contribution, particularly since
1965, becomes especially relevant and notable. He began as a
rather perspicacious student and scholar of western, chiefly ana-
lytical philosophy—witness his papers up to 1959. Was it during
this six-year interregnum that he realized that interpretation,
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analysis and explication of traditional concepts is not only a legi-
timate but also essential philosophical activity? [ have no means to
know. Philosophical analysis is undoubtedly a domain sans geo-
graphical limits, but it is debatable whether one can undertake a
re-examination of the sources of certain alien basic ideas and val-
ues and can also do justice to this task. Moreover, will that alien
culture care much for such exercises? Works on western philoso-
phers have been published by Indian scholars off and on. I seek
enlightenment from those who know what kind of reception
these works have had in the West. It can rightly be said that many
western scholars have written authaoritatively on Indian thought,
art, culture, history and other aspects and that such works enjoy
much respect in India. There could be several reasons for this.
There is still so much to do to bring the whole of Indian culture
to light that contributions from any source are welcome. This is
not the case in the West. Then, the way we look at ‘foreign
experts’ in every field is perhaps quite exclusive to us. Even those
western writers whose understanding of the Indian situation is
inadequate gain acceptance. This is certainly not to deny that
some of the western writings on India are highly commendable.
But these are mostly the works of scholars who had a command
over classical languages and had access to sources not within the
ken of an average member of the Indian intelligentsia. However,
not one of them regards classical Indian thought as of living abid-
ing interest the way Daya Krishna does. One cannot miss noticing
that they write about matters which are of strictly academic inte-
rest to them. There is no sense of involvement that characterizes
a scholar trying to delve deep in his or her own tradition. For
instance, would a western (or non-Indian) scholar say, ‘There is
nothing sacrosanct in what somebody collected thousands of years
ago and the format that he gave to that collection. We need a
new Vyasa for modern times who would undertake the work
keeping in view the needs of the times’?1 To Daya Krishna, the
Vedas are not so many pieces in a museum but have living signifi-
cance.

There is much in Daya Krishna's recent writings on Indian
thought which inspires admiration. He is among the first, if not
the only one, to use analytical tools in the field of Indian philoso-
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phy unsparingly and relentlessly. However, I am afraid he has not
paid adequate attention to the peculiar Indian context and how
it affects the use of common philosophical terms. To this I seek to
draw his attention through this brief piece.

As I have endeavoured to show elsewhere,2 while medieval
and modern western thought is uni-linear in approach, Indian
thought has all along been mulli-linear. This is not a superficial
difference but a basic cleavage of far-reaching consequence
inasmuch as it affects our total comprehension of the situation.
Uni-linear or singularistic thinking is inherent in the semitic tra-
dition. It assumes that there is, and can be, only one truth, which,
according to it, is revealed and thus cannot be questioned. All
else is either a case of diversification or a heresy. This line of
thought logically posits a ‘mainstream’ or ‘dominant’ view and
attaches inordinately excessive importance to it at the cost of
other streams or views. Suppression of free thinking is natural in
a uni-linear situation, as happened during the European Middle
Ages. So is coercion and inquisition, Eventually, this situation
causes deep resentment leading to large-scale protest and dissent
movements. In contrast, in a pluralistic or multi-linear situation,
there is willing acceptance of the fact that different individuals
think, and have a right to think, differently. Logically, in this
situation there is no place for a mainstream or dominant view.
Here we must talk only of so many streams and so many views.
Admittedly this will be neither easy nor elegant since we will be
deprived of the right of passing judgement on the entire gamut.
We will have to keep reminding ourselves that what we are saying
about one current may not be applicable to another. Multi-linear
situations do not throw up substantial protest movements since a
single focal point is the sine qua non of all such protest. The amaz-
ing plurality which ancient Indian society seems to have not only
tolerated but also cherished, the complete freedom of thought
and expression which characterized that era, become anathema
in a uni-linear situation.

Certain philosophical terms evoke different feelings in these
two contexts. I have in mind particularly terms like ‘authority’,
‘infallibility’, ‘sacrosanct’, ‘revelation’ and ‘authoritative’. While in
a unilinear situation they signify a great deal and are perhaps the
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very basis of the thought process, in 2 multi-linear situation they
mean very little. Free thinking and these epithets do not go toge-
ther. The need to point this out arises because if we are not care-
ful and neglect to keep the two contexts separate, we may see
things that are not there. To cite only one example, the use of
the terms 'astika’ and ‘ndstika’ is common in all the modern
histories of Indian thought. These have been rendered as ‘ortho-
dox’ and ‘heterodox’ in English, connoting as they do believers
and non-believers in the non-human origins of the Vedas. But
this has been done in such a way that to anyone outside the circle
of the knowledgeable they assume a significance that they never
had in ancient times. All talk of Indian thought being spiritualis-
tic and other-worldly ultimately springs from an over-emphasis on
the orthodox. There was a time when scholars writing about the
naturalistic trends in ancient India talked in a language befitting
a new discovery. I have always wondered how these scholars over-
looked the fact that right from S'aﬁkara to Sayana Midhava no
thinker dealing with the whole range of Indian sects and schools
attached much importance to this distinction. Acceptance or
otherwise of the Vedic ‘authority’ meant precious little to them,
engaged as they were in countering argument by argument.
Modern histories of Indian thought, whether by Europeans or
Indians, necessarily divide the sects and schools between these
two categories and follow this pattern rather than sticking to the
chronological order. As a result, not only has an unhistorical pic-
ture come to occupy our imagination, but, what is worse, we fail
to see the dialectical relationship between the different schools.
Daya Krishna has used these terms and, I hope I am proved
wrong, without always making a clear distinction about the con-
texts. Please allow me to examine three of his latest papers pub-
lished in the Journal of Indian Council of Philosophical Research to
substantiate my point. He begins the first of these, on the
Upanisads, thus, “The Upanisads are perhaps the most famous of
the sacred texts of India. Besides being acknowledged as sacred
and thus surrounded by an aure of religious authority. . .'
(emphasis added). Later, ‘Yet, if the Upanisads not only conti-
nued to be composed but also to be accepted and included in
the orthodox canon, then they cannot be regarded as srufi in the
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same sense as the Vedic samhitas. . 4 (emphasis added). Later
still, “Still, it is surprising that what proclaimed itself as an
Upanisad should have been the subject of controversy, a situation
that casts grave doubts on the veneration and infallibility with which
$ruti is supposed to have been regarded in the orthodox Indian
tradition’d (emphasis added). At yet another place, he raises an
issue of great relevance, ‘But if an extraneous text can smuggle
itself into the Vedic sashila and manage to pass itself as an integ-
ral part of the samhita, what happens to the much vaunted saero-
sanct character of the Vedic texts whose transmission through an
infallible oral tradition is praised by scholars and laymen alike?
Further, if all this is true, how can one accept their so-called reve-
latory character which gives them the aura of supernatural autho-
nity? If the text could be tampered with, it could not have been
regarded as a revelation by those who tampered with it. The
Upanisads are now regarded by most people as revelatory in the
same sense as the Vedic sarmhilas. . " (emphasis added).6
These passages indicate that a monolithic ‘orthodox tradition’
has been assumed which is supposed to venerate the Upanisads,
the sacred texts of India, and invests them with a kind of ‘reli-
gious authority’. Moreover, they gain their ‘supernatural autho-
rity’ (no less) because they are held to be revealed. Do the facts
on the ground warrant such an assumption? Should we not stop
and ponder how all the non-Vedantic schools of the supposedly
orthodox, i.e. aslika, tradition more or less ignore them? Were
the Mimamsakas, the Vaisesikas, the Naiyayikas and the
Sankhyans less orthodox than the Vedantins? The truth is, no
one except their followers regarded the Upanisads as sacrosanct
or some kind of a religious authority. ‘Religious authority’ as such
appears to be a little out of place in the context of ancient India.
If there was any such authority, it could be the smytis and certainly
not any text of purely philosophical nature with little or no set of
injunctions in them. I suggest that Daya Krishna should further
clarify his intention in using these terms and take this highly
commendable analytical exercise-that he has undertaken to its
logical conclusion.
The second paper is devoted to a rebuttal of certain argu-
ments advanced by Karl Potter against Daya Krishna's earlier
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papers questioning the integral relarionslgip between 'lndiar} g-)h'i»
losophy’ and moksa. We hear of Indian phllgsophy almost as if it is
a uniform single body of ideas. Even the editor of F!fe Emyclope‘dz:m
of Indian Philosophies and writer of the Pre‘sup_poszgzms of Ind;m s
Philosophies does not mind using the term in smgl_zlax. A ﬁxanfm
with the uni-linear model, one wonders. I agree‘wlr.h and a‘.:lmlr.e
all the arguments advanced by Daya Krishna against Potter. *. . . if
one were to count heads on this score [acceptance (_)f God] there
is little doubt that the Indian philosophical tradition wou.ld be
found to be far less “spiritual” than the western one in .thls res-
pect.’7 Similarly, the touchstone of a system’s'bemg .spmtuahsuc
consists not in acceptance of God or spirit but in denial of matter,
as has been pointed out.8 However, I wonder- why Daya Krishna
allowed Potter to define the ground-rules in tht_z‘ﬁrst place.
Could we not say that a multi-linear, plurallis..tjc Lrac.lm(fm neces§a—
rily includes all kinds of philosophico-rehglous‘ Ll.nnkmg? While
some schools of Indian thought were spintuahstug, qthers were
not, and some were explicitly anti-spiritualistic. Similarly, Daya
Krishna has chosen to rebut Potter vis-a-vis the latter’s reference
to the purusarthas also on his grounds. Should we not Lry to find
out how many sub-traditions comprising thfz multn-stranda.:d
Indian tradition accept the doctrine of purusarthas? And while
doing so, the further question: Is the accept.anct: merely verb‘al. or
also practical? Thus, we know that the entire Sramana trafimon
has little regard for artha and kama, r.hough everyone is not
required or expected to renounce family life. To the Buddtlxa
and Mahavira, family life is nothing more than a necessary evil,
while according to Manu it is the very basis of society. Similarly,
though Saikara’s training and commitment (I will not use the
term ‘orthodoxy’ because of what follows) obl}ged hu.n to pay lip
service to the doctrine, he never practised it himself since he had
no inclination towards artha and kama. In fact, if my unde‘rstanc.i-
ing is correct he broke the tradition in many ways. I?aya Krishna is
right in thinking that the doctrine of purusarthas is integrally rel.a-
ted to that of the four @sramas and that the one cannot be admit-
ted without the other. The Buddha, Mahavira and Sankara are
one in rejecting the second phase of life also. ; ‘
The third paper raises some extremely pertinent questions
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about the Vedic corpus. Certainly it is time we took the Vedas
seriously as a philosophical document of great antiquity. How-
ever, one again feels at a loss as to what to make of the opening
statement: ‘The Vedas are supposed to be, &y common consent, the
oldest and the most authorilative fountainhead of almost all tradi-
tion in India. In fact, it is with respect to the express acknowl-
edgement or denial of their authority that the various traditions
tend to define themselves and be defined by others in the long
course of Indian history’d (emphasis added). What kind of
‘common consent’, when thinkers were free to define themselves
by denying Vedic authority also? They are certainly most authori-
tative, but only to the followers of a particular tradition, not to
everyone. Moreover, this deserves greater attention than it has so
far received, have we not uncritically accepted this dogma
regarding the acknowledgement and denial of Vedic authority?
The one religious canon with which I am personally acquainted,
the Pali canon of the Theravida Buddhists, makes fun of some of
the Vedic notions (like the birth of brahmanas from the Brahma’s
mouth), casts aspersions on priests and generally lacks respect for
the Vedas. But I am not aware if it explicitly questions their
authority. As far as I can see, the very notion of any text having
religious authority is not known to them. I for one have never
understood what is meant by ‘denial of authority’ or similar
phrases. Perhaps the time has come when such phrases should be
subjected to thorough analysis. And Daya Krishna is doubtless the
most competent person to do it.
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Philosophy and
Daya Krishna

R.S. BHATNAGAR

Perhaps it is in the very nature of philosophy that anyone who
takes it seriously feels compelled at one time or the other to raise
the self-reflective question: What is the nature of philosophy? It
seems that Daya Krishna experienced this compulsion quite early
in his philosophical career and that is why his first major work is
devoted to the nature of philosophy itself. The source of this
compulsion can be traced in the factual situation which characte-
rizes the discipline of philosophy. As Daya Krishna points out at
the beginning of his book, though reason has been the ‘organon
of philosophy’ it has seldom enabled the philosophers to be con-
vinced of each other’s arguments (p. 2).1 Not only do few
philosophers agree with each other in respect of the theses they
propose relating to the various problems of philosophy, they do
not agree even about the very function of the discipline (pp.
7-8). This situation has not at all changed since The Nature of Phi-
losophy was written. Hence a discussion on the theme of the
nature of philosophy is as relevant today as it was then. On this
occasion it would be only appropriate to discuss this question in
the light of Daya Krishna’s views.

The concept of philosophy is interlinked with the concept of
philosophical problem on the one hand and with the form of
philosophical analysis on the other. According to Daya Krishna, a
problem is not an item among other items that we may list in the
world over there. A problem exists as an object to a conscious
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being. Moreover what is problematic to one conscious being may
not be so to some other. Contradiction or paradox is often a
motive force to reflection. However, it is often the case that what
seems contradictory or paradoxical to one, does not appear so to
the other. Unless the incompatibility is felt a problem hardly
exists. ‘The dismissal of any problem as abstract, therefore, means
either that we do not feel the incompatibility or that we do not
think the incompatibility to be a problem’ (p. 218). But to say
that philosophical problems are generated by contradictions or
paradoxes would be to unnecessarily narrow down the nature of
philosophical problem on the one hand and permit unwanted
cases to be treated as philosophical problem on the other. For,
there may be problems that may not involve contradiction or
incompatibility and may yet interest the philosopher, while it is
obvious that non-philosophical disciplines are not bereft of con-
tradictions and incompatibilities. So, unless something very pecu-
liar is shown to characterize philosophical problems it would be
hard to distinguish them from the problems of other disciplines.
Interestingly, what is peculiar to philosophical discipline, as Daya
Krishna points out, is the enigmatic fact that this itself constitutes
a problem as to what is or what ought to be construed as a philo-
sophical problem. ‘The existence of a problem, however, is itself
a problem.’ (p. 21) Philosophical problems are different from
logical problems on the one hand and from scientific problems
on the other. Scientific problems are related to some state of
affairs—possible or actual. Consequently they are capable of
direct or indirect verification. A problem of logic or mathematics
is not concerned with any state of affairs and hence is incapable
of being tackled by empirical verification of any sort. Its structure
is formal and its resolution calls forth coherence rather than veri-
fication (p. 222). Philosophical problems are neither concerned
with state of affairs and so with verification, nor are they con-
cerned with logic or form and coherence (pp. 222-24). Philoso-
phical problems arise because of conceptual confusions. They
require conceptual analysis for their resolution. This, Daya
Krishna claims, ‘has been the essential nature of philosophical
thinking in the past and in the present’ (p. 229). ‘The philo-
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sophic activity is peculiarly parasitic upon a particular type of con-
fusion. The confusions are conceptual, i.e. are of such a nature
that they can be resolved in no way other than that of conceptual
analysis. The resolution gives us freedom from the problem, i.e.
from philosophy itself. Philosophy, therefore, lives in the clarifica-
tion of its own confusions, a clarification that is its own death’
(pp- 229-30). Fortunately, the temper of a philosopher is such
that he is hardly ever in a state in which he is not bothered by
one confusion or the other.

And so philosophy is a never-ending enterprise in a sense (p.
231). Another important and distinctive feature of philosophy is
that it has been.acclaimed as knowledge (p. 1). It is neither a
matter of emotion nor of action. ‘It is a cognitive activity par excel-
lence' (p. 215).

Negatively, Daya Krishna rejects the belief that philosophy can
give us final and absolute knowledge about the ultimate real or
the ‘really-real’. He examines and finally rejects what he takes to
be the presuppositions which have motivated western thought.
These presuppositions are: the nature of ultimate reality is such
that it can be discovered by pure thought; both the object and
organon of knowledge are final and finished; the rational is the
same as the valuational; and that philosophy gives us knowledge
which is final and completely valid. These presuppositions are
said to be inter-related and are ultimately connected with the
problems of reality, knowledge and value. The first three are dif-
ferent facets of the same belief: that is, there is somethin§ really
real and its nature can be determined. The fourth is said to be
the consequence of this belief; that is, philosophy is a discipline
which gives us access to the real and the knowledge we so attain
is valid and final. If these beliefs are rejected one cannot and,
according to Daya Krishna, one should not, approach philosophy
with the hope to find something really real or a method which
would infallibly lead to it. As he concludes, ‘It is time that philoso-
phers dispel the general impression that they are on intimate
terms with Reality with a capital, R, and hobnobbing terms with
the Absolute and the God Almighty. The philosopher should not
don the false plumes of the shaman, the priest or the prophet’
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(p. 283). Thus the philosopher is neither supposed to prescribe
for the world nor is he supposed to describe it as a scientist.

I hope that the above is a faithful, though sketchy, account of
Daya Krishna's concept of philosophy as delineated by him in his
Nature of Philosophy. Now, as must be evident, the notion of ‘con-
ceptual’ or ‘concept’ and the notion of ‘cognitive’ are central to
Daya Krishna’s characterization of philosophy. On both these
notions much more needs to be said than is done in the work
referred to, before the explication of the notion of philosophy
can be said to be reasonably satisfactory. So let us first ask, what is
to be understood by a ‘concept’? Let us consider the concept of
man. What do we understand by such a concept? Suppose one
proposes that M answers concept of man. Philosophically, mere
assertion of M will not be adequate at all. One would like to know
how one can validate or justify an answer of this sort. One line of
thought may be that we see whether M answers the demands
which might be raised regarding the concept of man in the light
of one’s own experience. At the pre-reflective level some rele-
vant awareness is already present. So what comes to the surface
when the issue about man is raised is a more precise articulation
of experience already encountered at the pre-reflective level.
The articulation in terms of concept, while involving rational
apparatus with linguistic nets, may generate all those problems
which constitute the dynamics of conceptual analysis. While one |
demand or constraint on conceptual explication may be derived
from the pre-reflective experiential source the other can be
traced to the demand for conformity to some ideal pattern or
form. This tension between is and ought may be said to character-
ize the life-blood of thought. The point to note here is that the
explication of the concept will involve a reference to experience
in the widest sense of the word and thus would include a refer-
ence to the empirical. Similarly, though the idea of form or
essence may remain as vague as ‘pre-reflective’, it serves as a spur
to thought in the direction of more and more precise articula-
tion. I am not sure if it is this kind of activity of thought which is
implied in the acceptance of non-finality or non-absoluteness of
the object and the method to know or realize it.
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The articulation associated with conceptual explication
involves the processes of both identity and difference. Perhaps it
is here that one may look for the source of laws of thought. An
interesting aspect of the process is its intimate connection with
reflection, with forms, with contours, with limits, with definitions.
The process comes to an end only as a pause. Constant interac-
tion with the world both at the physical as well as the thought
level gives the process further impetus. Reification, forms, limits,
boundaries, etc., keep on getting blurred, making fresh attempts
in the same direction imperative. And thought moves on. In a
later paper on comparative philosophy Daya Krishna seems to
attribute an instrumental character to concept, not unlike the
one proposed here. While writing about the choice from
amongst various conceptual structures, he describes them as
‘tools for organization of experience and for giving it meaning
and significance’ (p. 120). The level at which thought or
thinking operates with concepts as its tools is highly generalized.
It enables any matter to become an object for thinking. A level
below, one might introduce all kinds of differentiation within the
range of immense objects. The point may be illustrated by an
example from the history of thought itself. Kant introduced a
dichotomy between phenomena and noumena, between
knowing and thinking, between practical and theoretical, and so
on. Hegel introduced the notion of concept itself to make it
possible to treat all these divisions as objects of thought at the
same level. In fact, Kant was actually operating at that level while
making and providing for those distinctions. An example of this is
his use of the word ‘concept’ for space and time which are not
concepts at all as he shows in his ‘Aesthetics’. Hegel somehow
assimilated both consciousness and its contents within the same
stream. Whether this constitutes an advance over the Kantian
position or not is not the issue. What is important to note is the
fact that it seems necessary to allow for the possibility of
something becoming an object of thought and the possibility of
that something being treated in some preferred way. ‘The level
of concepts’ eminently fills the bill. Perhaps it is in this sense that
the subject matter of philosophy cannot be rigidly defined. Any
aspect relating to experience and thus any matter relating to
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human activity—practical or theoretical—serves as the datum for
philosopher. Thus, what would distinguish philosophy from non-
philosophical disciplines is the level of generalization associated
with concepts themselves.

Let us now ask what is meant by ‘cognitive’. In ‘Philosophical
Theory and Social Reality’, Daya Krishna writes, ‘It is a common
presupposition of cognitive enterprise that what is real and is
sought to be known is independent of the beliefs of man’ (p.
28). At the same place he adds that the determination of ‘truth’
and ‘falsehood’ is so ‘central to the cognitive enterprise’ that
without that ‘it can hardly be regarded as making any sense at all’
(p. 28). In other words, a philosophical statement must in some
respect reflect some aspect of reality or the world there and must
be capable of being true or false. Now, as already noted, it is not
the business of the philosopher to describe the real. He is also
nat concerned with ordinary verification or confirmation of some
fact at the empirical level. If this is so how shall we incorporate
the notion of truth or falsehood unless these notions are assigned
some function other than the normal one?

If the philosopher is also not concerned with reality what pos-
sible sense could be attached to the cognitive demand that the
object of knowledge must be independent of the beliefs of man?

Now, a philosopher is supposed to be concerned with con-
cepts. Can it be shown that the demands of the cognitive enter-
prise have some application in respect of concepts? Can a con-
cept be treated as an object independent of the beliefs of man?
Is it right to think that a concept or a sentence in which some-
thing corresponding to a concept be a part, could be true or
false? If these questions cannot be answered in the affirmative,
conceptual reflection cannot deserve the designation of being
cognitive, While there is some sense in thinking that a concept
can be independent of the beliefs of man as an object of
thought, it will have to be distinguished from the reality which
may be intended to be encapsulated by it. Besides, the designa-
tions of truth and falsehood would be inapplicable to a concept
as concept. A concept can be said to be adequate or inadequate.
It would sound odd if one were to speak of a concept as a true
concept or a false concept. Then, what is the sense of saying that
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philosophy is a cognitive enterprise? Is cognitive to be understood
in some extended sense?

When we think of cognitive we think of various different
aspects of conscious experience. The experiences include not
merely an understanding of things there, but also our reaction to
them, and our volitional attitudes to them. It seems that con-
scious experience has a pivotal role in cognitive. Such an aware-
ness would also be concerned with itself. Thus conscious activity
will have two nodes, one extending outward towards the object,
the other receding towards the source, that is consciousness
itself. In another paper, ‘God and the Human Consciousness’,
Daya Krishna seems to accept the idealist tradition while accept-
ing that ‘to be conscious, for man, is to be self-conscious, and to
be self-conscious is to be aware of the “Other” in relation to
which one becomes aware of oneself’ (p. 1). In fact, we come
very close to the Hegelian concept of philosophy when we find
Daya Krishna characterizing philosophy in the following way:
‘Philosophy at the deepest level . . . is the self-articulation of
reason. . ." (‘Philosophical Theory and Social Reality’, p. 33). ‘The
life of philesophy is the life of reason and the life of reason is the
life of objection and counter-objection . . . philosophy is culture
become self~conscious of itself; and self-consciousness, as always, is
not critical of what és, but reaches out to what can be or even what
ought to be’ (ibid., p. 34).

However, consistent with his dynamic concept of philosophy,
Daya Krishna would not like to think of philosophical enterprise
ever coming to a finale. For him philosophy which is a ‘dialogue
of reason with itself’ is as unending as ‘the life of the Mind or
even, to a certain extent, the life of the Spirit’ (ibid., p. 87).

The notion of cognitive gets a wider dimension when to the
notion of truth is added another entirely different notion of
truth—transformative truth! In an attempt to assimilate arts to
the cognitive enterprise Daya Krishna accepts a wider range of
the use of the word ‘truth’. “Truth, in the first instance, may be
defined as that which mirrors reality or, in other words, repre-
sents it as it is. On the other hand, truth is also conceived as that
which not merely reveals reality but also transforms it, and in a
deeper sense, transcends it" (‘The Arts and the Cognitive Enter-

PHILOSOPHY AND DAYA KRISHNA 129

prise of Man', The Visva-Bharati Quarterly, Vol. 41, Nos. 1-4, p. 4).
Further in the same paper, ‘unless the transformative and tran-
scending aspects of truth are kept in mind equally with those that
are usually regarded as informative or descriptive, it would always
be suspected that the arts have no cognitive function at all’ (ibid.,
p. 9).

Does recognition of the transformative and transcending
aspects of truth commit one to postulate eternal verities? So far as
The Nature of Philosophy is concerned this question seems to take
us out of the narrow confines in which philosophy is conceived
there. Obviously the belief that there are eternal verities to be
known by the philosopher is rejected there. The notion of trans-
formative truth seems to be connected much more with some
sort of becoming or being rather than with corresponding to
something. The notion of truth seems to function more as a bea-
con than as a terminus. Writing on comparative philosophy Daya
Krishna remarks that ‘the cognitive enterprise is as unending as
any enterprise, and though the truth-claim has inevitably to be
made it is equally certain that it shall remain unfulfilled in time’
(p. 13)., The cognitive enterprise extends not merely to the
entire life of reason and consciousness but comprehends the
flights of spirits too. The very structure of self-consciousness com-
pels the spiritual seeking of man which informs the spirit of reli-
gion itself. The objective that is sought is the most real, i.e. God
(Diogenes, No. 47, p. 10). Is it not the top which at some moment
philosophers including Daya Krishna himself refused to climb
because of its rarified atmosphere or at the worst thinking that

there was no top to climb to?

The characterization of cognitive needs it to be distinguished
from the imaginative. In many respects what goes on in the name
of cognitive activity is not very different from imaginative activity.
Perceiving, constructing, experimenting with different forms
and configurations seem to be as much imaginative as cognitive.
Morever, imaginative is also connected with consciousness in a
wider sense. Perhaps imaginative is not so self-conscious an acti-
vity as cognitive. We might hold that imaginative is cognitive
under certain constraints. These constraints reveal the nature of
reason itself. Answers to ‘what’ and ‘why’ questions have to make
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sense in terms of rational constraints. Man while submitting him-
self to the call of reason has to struggle to keep his other facets in
a subordinate position and thus has to effect some sort of tran-
scendence within himself. This, of course, is the demand of the
cognitive enterprise as a whole. In philosophy, as we have
noticed, the cognitive enterprise has to go on at a generalized
level. The necessity to rise to this generalized level and the neces-
sity to transcend are intimately connected, and enable the foun-
dational search to be possible which is so distinctive of philosophy.

Another important aspect relating to the cognitive enterprise
is its role in the life of an individual. It is commonplace to say that
cognition is essentially a human affair. It would not make sense if
it were not preceded by the lack of some kind of awareness of
illusion and so on. Further, if the cognitive enterprise does not
modify this kind of awareness and does not place one in a more
satisfactory state of mind, it cannot be supposed to have mat-
tered. Considering the usual informative level it is familiar to
everyone what it means to be more knowledgeable. However,
given the wide connotation of cognitive it remains no more obvi-
ous in what way an individual who is engaged in the cognitive
enterprise is better off than the one who is not.

Even if we do not institute an evaluative comparison between
a philosopher and a non-philosopher it would be still sensible to
ask why philosophy should be placed among the various desir-
ables. Of course, philosophy does not add to our information.
The sciences other than philosophy and various arts and tech-
niques need information and process it according to their own
specific objectives. When information becomes an object of philo-
sophical reflection it is usually dissociated from the usual prag-
maticism. Elevated to the level of concept, its particularities and
specificities remain no more relevant for reflection. Let us think
of the proverbial ‘table’, ‘ghala’, or ‘pata’ that have served as
objects of discussion in the context of epistemology. Philosophers
did not ask how they were made or what was the purpose for
which they were made. They were interested in them as objects
of knowledge, as every student of philosophy knows. Were they
independent of the knowing consciousness? How at all could one
establish that what was grasped by the consciousness had some
correspondence to something there? These and allied questions
were related to the wider question of appearance and reality and
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that again was related with some vital concerns of human life.

Once the inquiry relating to these questions itself becomes an
object for philosophical reflection, questions of logic, language
vis-g-vis reality acquire an interest of their own. The process goes
on, The question, however, is what is'interesting here and why at
all one should go in for it. Philosophy being the life of reason
itself and reason being involved in its own articulation one may
think that philosophical reflection or inquiry is inevitable. If this is
so, then raising the above question would be like asking why one
should be interested in life or what is life good for.

There is something more to it, as we gather from the various
remarks Daya Krishna has made in some of his writing.s. -In his
‘Comparative Philosophy’ he writes that ‘nltimately it is the
arguments given for a certain position that are of inte{est to a
philosophical mind' (p. 15). Lest one gets the impression that
philosophy is merely an intellectual game, wc.ad.d 'another
remark from the same paper: ‘as a human enterprise it is bound
to be concerned with what man in a particular culture regards as
the highest good for mankind or as the summun bonum‘ for man !
(p- 8). In his paper on ‘God and the Human Constclousne‘ss 4
where he analyses the structure of self-consciousness in re'l:a%uon
to the concept of God, he points to an ever-seeking spmtuz?.l
quest which signifies man’s encounter with God, his quest for his
true self and truth, the realization of beauty and the actualization
of good (p. 6). If we take the unending searc_h towards the most
real (p. 10) as continuous with the philosophical quest, then phi-
losophy could be characterized as a process which endows mean-
ing. As Daya Krishna himself writes, ‘to give shape to thought, to
provide it with the terms of its own articulation, to lay down the
norms of meaningful discourse, and at a larger remove, of mean-
ingful living itself, are some of the things that philosophy -do.es
and in doing so, shapes social reality both in its actual and in its
ideal aspects’ (‘Philosophical Theory and Social Reality’ p. 35).
The constant claim that philosophy is a continuous and never-
ending activity does not obscure the fact that philosophy cannot
be dissociated from basic ontological and epistemological con-
cerns. A philosopher may not be a priest or a scientist but he
cannot disown his responsibility to engage himself in a rational
quest into the nature of the highest human seeking on the one
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hand and an explication of the human situation vis-a-vis existence
in its totality on the other.

NOTE

1. Daya Krishna, The Nature of Philosophy, Progressive Publishers, Calcutta, 1956.
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Daya Krishna and Creativity
in Philosophy

RANJIT GHOSE

I

Philosophizing is associated with scholarship more often than not.
Scholars are mostly system-bound and in the process they develop
a sort of intellectual laziness. We may differentiate between two
opposing types of philosophers: one who is merely critical and
one who possesses creative talent. The first, when confronted
with a new idea, reacts to it in a distinctively negative way and by
means of his logical expertise proves an idea to be wrong or a
project unworkable. The second, however, reacts to the idea in a
very different way; he would keep speculating about the implica-
tions of the different mental models which can be constructed
out of such an idea. This second type of philosophers who are
ready to explore the possibilities of fresh ideas may be called
‘creative philosophers’. They are free from the ‘compulsion neu-
rosis’ from which the first type of philosophers suffer. They always
encourage the construction of new mental models which are in
conflict with the tradition and discourage one’s taking shelter in
a revered authority, because scholarship in philosophy develops
mental rigidity whereas creative philosophizing has a distinct flex-
ibility inherent in it.

Daya Krishna, while supporting the creative philosophers,
suggests that we should keep ourselves free from the prevalent
letter and spirit of philosophical texts. He categorically
emphasizes the ability to continuously reformulate one’s
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viewpoint as it is the only way of dispensing one’s understanding
of any subject matter. He feels that the application of a single set
of concepts, without the conception of alternative models, is the
death of creativity. Daya Krishna writes:

Though the text has seemingly a beginning and an end, this
is illusory. And to see it as illusory is to realize that the so-
called ending is only a provisional ending, and that the end is
really a challenge to us, the readers, to continue or carry the
thought further. The ‘continuance’ or ‘carrying’ need not be
in the same direction and may even oppose it or move in a
direction which is essentially tangential to it.}

Let us now put this sort of philosophizing in a well-ordered
manner. For this, first, we have to point out what creative philo-
sophizing is not, second, say something on its project and lastly
discuss its prospects.

I

Creative philosophizing is not to be compared with a creative
product, i.e. a book or a piece of art. An author and an artist may
be called creative by virtue of the end product of their creative
spirit, which is determined by their works. Philosophizing is a
never-ending process and its creativity is marked by the uncover-
ing of the many faceted dimensions of an issue at hand.

Can it be identical with creative thinking? Although the
boundary line is very thin we may state their difference by saying
that a thinking process may not be expressed in Ianguage-paving
the way for the development of mystical insights of the thinker,
but this is not possible in the case of creative philosophizing
which must be expressed in language in howsoever rudimentary
a manner.

111

An expressed piece of statement (apparently philosophical) is
the starting point for creative philosophizing. This piece of
statement may be expressed in an insufficient way by the inter-
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rogative form and hence the primary task is to put this statement
in an articulated, clear-cut manner leading to fruitful discussion
on it. This is definitely not only primary but also an indispensable
preliminary and requires sharp wit and intellectual acumen on
the part of the person involved in it. On the issue of questioning
Daya Krishna writes:

To ask a new question is to disrupt the closed circle of accep-
ted knowledge and to open a new vista for thought. Asking a
new question is, in a sense an invitation to look at things new
. . - what one has to cultivate is a sensitivity to questions and
the ability to think and feel what lies behind the question.2

Creative philosophizing is usually carried out in the form of a dia-
logue between professional philosophers who may include seri-
ous thinkers from other disciplines also. Its uniqueness lies in
group thinking. Daya Krishna feels that ‘thinking is not a
monadic activity but rather the achievement of a community of
thinkers’.3

However, the distinctive nature of creative philosophizing is
revealed when it originates with the seemingly philosophical
assertion of 2 common man who is not bound by any system and is
a free thinker on his own. According to Daya Krishna,

what the other says, is always an opportunity for one’s own
thought—not in the sense of controverting what he has said
or in seeing in it what one always says, but rather in finding in
it the possibility of a new direction for thinking which is not
only different from what one has usually thought regarding
that issue until that time but also beyond what the other per-
son actually meant when he said what he said. What is
required, in other words, is conceptual imagination, the abi-
lity to think beyond what has been thought.4

Creative philosophizing is marked by its interdisciplinary
approach to a problem at hand. At some point in the discussion it
may appear that the problem and the issue with which it started
initially has been sidetracked giving rise to a completely new issue
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which was never conceived of at the beginning. This is not a seri-
ous shortcoming but an encouraging move. For Daya Krishna,
‘one’s attention need not be confined to the questions asked or
the problem raised as, in the course of thinking, new questions or
problems may emerge which might seem, at least for the mom-
ent, even more interesting or more promising’.5

The dialogue, although moving in a coherent direction is not
logical in the strict sense of the term as it is in the case of present-
ing something in the form of writing. According to Daya Krishna,

1t is a half-serious, half-playful attempt to explore collectively
the various possibilities that spontaneously arise when people
gather together to think about something that appears prob-
lematic to anyone belonging to that group at that moment.
The attempt is to welcome each idea that spontaneously sug-
gests itself to anyone present, and to see in it the possible
opportunity for a new direction of thought. But the idea
need not be pursued to the bitter end, even when some
other interesting idea has suggested itself to someone else.
The purpose, ultimately, is not so much to find a definitive
answer or solution to the question raised or the problem
posed, but rather to see how many directions thinking can
take when confronted with a question or a problem.6

v

Apart from these strategies we should also discuss certain condi-
tions for conceptual creativity. Peter McKeller in his Imagination
and Thinking: A Psychological Analysis’ tried to set forth the condi-
tions for creativity. In his view overlearning, period of incubation,
sensory cues, motivational factors and economic security may con-
tribute to the development of creativity in their own right. ‘Over-
learning’, he suggests, provides us with automatic input of infor-
mation which could be recalled and this is not possible in case of
‘mere learning’. Discussing ‘incubation’, he suggests that a period
of inactivity or at best a change of activity should follow ‘over-
learning’, i.e. when sufficient input of information has taken
place. The curious and eccentric functions of creativity rest on
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different ‘sensory cues’, according to him. He emphasizes ‘moti-
vational factors of a social kind’ and also a ‘device for insulating
oneself from basic human needs' as the conditions for creativity.
These conditions, he feels, are not exhaustive since the natural
capacity to reason is hardly explainable. However, McKeller’s
views come closer ta the views of Daya Krishna when he writes:

A fruitful advance of thought seems, rather, to result from
reaction against established thoughts in the interest of its
adjustment, refinement and extension; and the attitude that
appears most readily to favour creative thinking combines
receptivity towards what is valuable in traditional and new
ideas alike with discriminating criticisms of both. A thinker in
these lines is uninterested in established ideas when they are
obviously wrong; this is the preserve of a destructive critic. He
is concerned, rather, with vigorously criticizing ideas, both
new and old, where they are most nearly right. To employ a
mental model which may perhaps be appropriate, he is more
concerned with ‘growing points’ than with ‘dead wood’.8

Here McKeller has pleaded for an ‘open texture of thought’

as is used by Daya Krishna instead of closure of a discussion at
hand.

v

For Daya Krishna an analysis of strategies for creative philosophiz-
ing becomes an act of creativity itself. He writes,

Devising of strategies for conceptual creativity is itself an
exercise in creativity. And hence, they can neither be fixed in
number nor be used in such a way as to ensure the result
deterministically. The exercise of the strategy is as much a
creative act as its discovery for, ultimately, it is an invocation of
the same mystery and power that lies at the root of the uni-
verse and ourselves.?

To conclude, we admit that any attempt to systematize such
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an idea of creativity in philosophy would not be the same as creat-
ing a system for its own sake, the merit of such type of philoso-
phizing lies in encouraging philosophical restlessness rather than
philosophical docility. However, the future prospect of such type
of philosophizing, though not bleak, gives rise to further debata-
ble issues on it.
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An Analysis of the Concept
of Freedom

ASHOK VOHRA

An attempt at an analysis of the concept of freedom would neces-
sarily have to take into account the following questions:

(i)

(ii)

What is meant by freedom? Can only human beings be free?
Or can all the elements of the universe—conscious or
unconscious—be said to be free? If only the conscious ele-
ments of the universe can be said to be free, is the freedom
of unicellular elements, animals and human beings to be
treated at par?

If only human beings can be said to be free, what is free-
dom as a human experience? Is the desire for freedom
something inherent in human nature? Is it an identical
experience, irrespective of the kind of culture a person
lives in, or is it dependent upon the degree of individuation
(individualism) reached in a particular society? Is freedom
only the absence of external pressure or is it also the pres-
ence of something—and if so what? What are the social and
economic factors in society that make for the striving for
freedom? Can freedom become a burden too heavy for
man to bear, something he tries to escape from? Why then
is it that freedom is for many a cherished goal, and for
others a threat?!




