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means ‘begin to become light, shine, gleam, to appear, seem, to
look like, to illuminate enlighten’ etc. These meanings do not come
closer to the meaning of ‘affect’. ‘have an influence or impression
on, act on’ (OED). It is because of this inappropriate translation,
Professor Tatacharya goes on explaining it as ‘pra-pdrvaka-bha-
dhitoh prakrsta-jignam arthal (dsakti-janaka-jianam arthah)’,
which neither suits the context nor the sentential analysis. This
term could have been translated with the verbal base abhi-bhi
(abhibhitavan) which would have given a meaning that is closer to
the meaning of the original construction.

(6) The phrase ‘prarabdha-nitya-bhranapa’ which, anybody will
agree, certainly is not the translation of the English clause ‘when
she came for an early morning stroll’. It is because of this wrong
translation, the whole episode in the semantic exposition in the
Navya Nydya analysis is misleading. Moreover, the word ‘stroll” is
translated ‘bhramapa’ which is not a very good rendering in
Sanskrit. The Sanskrit word ‘vihdrah’ would have been a better
term in this context.

(7) The phrase ‘a few days back’ in the original sentence has not
been translated into Sanskrit.

(8) The clause ‘she.. says that she would remember the fragrance
all her Jife’ is an indirect statement, whereas ‘vadati ca sugandham
amum gjivanam smarisyamiti’ is a direct statement. Though it is
desirable to translate an indirect statement into direct statement
sometime, it is not desirable here, because it effects the semantic
analysis. Therefore, Professor Tatacharya opines that ‘sugandham
amum smarisydmi’ tefers to the phrase itself but not to the
meaning of the phrase. Thus he does not explain the phrase (afas
tasya prthag vakydrtho na varpitafr). The question arise s that is it
desirable to leave the meaning analysis of an indirect statement in
the Navya Nyaya framework or not. I, however, do agree with
Professor Tatacharya that the direct statement need not be
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explained and he is perfectly right in this case. It is not the
translation that makes a difference.

1II. The Sabdabodha
(as has been presented by Professor N.S.R.Tatacharya)

The $abdabodha, as has been presented by Professor
N.S.R.Tatacharya, certainly proves the living tradition of the Navya
Nydya analysis with its astounding glory. This is not a simple task
but this exercise has made it clear that present-day’s scholarship is
in no-way diminished from that of the works of the great Gangeba
to Raghunitha, from Tattvacintdmapi to Didhit. Of course, it is
true that there are very few outstanding scholars like Professor
Tatacharya these days who have command over the Navya Nyaya
exposition in sentential analysis. I am however not very happy with
the sentential analysis or the representation of $abdabodha as has
been given here. It is solely because of the inappropriate translation.
of the English sentence. Professor Tatacharya however has done a
commendable job.

The sentence in question has a complex structure. Its semantic
representation is expected to be obviously more complex than the
sentence structure. Professor Tatacharya has analyzed the given
translation of the original English sentence with a great acumen of
the Navya Nyaya conceptual framework of the $abdabodha.
Sabdabodha usually considers representing the cognitive structure
of the expression as has been received by the listener. It of course
takes the cognitive mechanism into account and then relates the
micro-sentential representations to construe the macrosentential
representation (mahavakyartha). Before proceeding to represent the
$abdabodha of a complex sentential structure like this one has to
identify the embedded clauses of the main structure.

Professor Tatacharya identifies three such embedded clauses of
the sentence in question in the following manner and says due to
use of ‘yat’and ‘tat’they all form a ‘mahavakya (a complex/ long
sentence).
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(1) tad evedam bhisamanam rakta-puspam varttate,

(2) yasya soksma-madhira-sugandhah tam sundarim rdjaputrim
thata gabhirataya prabhavitavan,

(3) yatha sa Svakiya-rijodyane-prarabdha-nitya-bhramana adyapi
tadvisaye sva-sakhibhih saha abhibhisate vadati ca sugandham
amum jivanam smarisyamiti.

According to Professor Tatacharya, the clause (1) is the main
clause of this sentence and therefore the so called ‘rakta-puspam’
is the chief qualificand (mukhya-visesya) in the cognitive
representation of the sentence being the subject. The clause (2) is
about the ‘fragrance’ (sugandhah) which again is the subject in the
second clause. The clause (3) is about the ‘princess’ (rgja-putri). It
may be pointed out here that the subjects in all these three clauses
are in nominative singular endings (prathamanta) and all of them
are suited to the conventional theory of the chief qualificand
(mukhya-viSesya) in the cognitive representation in the system of
Navjra Nyidya analysis. Therefore, Professor Tatacharya has very
accurately analysed the clause (2) first and then the clause (3) and
thereafter he related the whole cognitive representation to the
cognitive representation of the clause (1) upholding ‘the rose’ as
the chief qualificand of the mahavakyartha. Professor Tatacharya of
course has proposed a second way out of the cognitive
representation, of the mahavakya. According to his second
alternative, the clause (3) may be taken first for the sentential
analysis and then the clause (2) and thereafter the whole sum of
these two clauses may be added to the cognitive representation of
(1) for giving thefinal shape to the cognitive representation of the
mahavakys. He however, takes the first option and goes on to
explain the $4bdabodha of the sentence.

The sabdabodha consists of the padarthas (the word meanings)
and their mutval ‘relations’ (samsargas) represented through the
conventional process technically called ‘samsarga-maryads .
Literally it may be translated as ‘the boundary or limit of
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relation’."’ However, this literarl translation sems to be
incongruous with the conceptual framework of $abdabodha,
According to the commentators, the term samsargamaryads is
ragha (has a conventional meaning’ as opposed to ‘etymological
meaning’) in  the sense ‘akaiiksa (syntactico-semantic
cxpec[ancy].m - Therefore, we may translate the term
samsargamaryada as ‘the governing principle of syntactico-semantic
expectancy’. While representing the sibdabodha of a sentence like
this, one has to pay special attention to the meaning of the case
ending or the affixes/ suffixes (vibhakti/pratyaya) first, and
thereafter to the nouns or verbs. Because the meanings of the
nouns and the verbs are almost fixed in the lexicons (i.e.,
kosa/dhatupatha), whereas that is not the case with the case
endings. Therefore it is a common phenomena seen in almost all
sabdabodha works that the $dstra-kiras always try to define (or
redefine) the meanings of the case endings first and then try to
relate it with the meaning of the substantives or the verbal bases as
the case may be. The next crucial thing about thesabdabodha is to
identify the ‘relation’ (samsarga), between two so-called padirthas
(word meanings strictly represented by vrtt), which functions as
connective of the word meanings. Though the ‘relation” is to be
identified strictly according to the principle of samsarga-maryada’
(the boundary or limit of relation) still, I am always confronted with
the question: does this so-called relational limitation limitless? Is it
flexible enough to give scope to imagine any relation that appears

¥ Encyclopacdia of Indian Philosophies-The Philosophy of Graminarians
(1990) trunslates samsaiga-maryidf as ‘association of word meanings’ (p.
10, 98) or ‘the power of association” (p.96) Matilal, B.K. (1968, p. 152)
translates it as ‘relational seam’.

i 'samsarga-maryﬁda-éabda akanksiyam rigdhah’. See Tippani on VV-§,
p. 10, :
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to be appropriate/ suitable to the cognitive engineer? In other
words, is it to some extent subjective? There is indeed an aspect of
thinking on relations to be due to atma-nistha-pratyasatti (the
relation based on self-contact) in contrast to that of visayanistha-
pratyasattithe relation based on object-contact) In other words if
the relation is subjective then how scientific is the cognitive
structure and the cognitive event? If it is objective what is the role

of samsargamaryddd which is often interpreted as ‘kdriksa’

(desire), a quality of the self? These aspects are yet to be seriously
investigated upon. I am interested in raising this question in this
connection because this is a plain case of doing a serious exercise
on Navya Nyiya. Though I have no serious objections to what and
how Professor Tatacharya has explained the $abdabodha here, still
there are places where doubt regarding the relations may be raised
as to “why this relation, why not that’. For instance, let us take the
$abdabodha into consideration of the clause (1) of the sentence,
namely ‘fad evedam bhasamanam rakta-puspam varttate’ as has
been presented by Professor Tatacharya.

The s$ibdabodha is given as ‘tad-abhinna-tad-anya-bhinna-
Purovartty abhinna-varttamanakalika- purovartty-abhinna-
varttamanakalika-pratitivisayabhina-raktabhinna-puspam
varttamana-kalika-sattasrayal’.

Let us relate the sentence/clause (1) to the $Zbdabodha. For
that we have to check the words and their respective meanings first
and then the relations between the word meanings subsequently.
For the sake of clarity, let us do it like this:

a) tad= this is a relative pronoun and refers to the same meaning
which is referred to by the counter relative pronoun yat (in the
clause(2)).

b) eva- this is an indeclinable (avyaya) and means (in this context)
‘other than something, different from itsell’ (anya-bhinnam ity
arthah). This is how Professor Tatacharya has explained in the
most simple manner possible. A traditional scholar would have
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explained the same in a more sophisticated manner as ‘eva-
karasyaitaravyavacchedo’ rtha’, which almost means the same as
above. A
¢) idam=‘this’. This refers to ‘the thing which is present before
someone (that he can indicate pointing out to it by his
finger/indicator)” It is explained in Sanskrit as ‘purovariti ity
arthah’. :
d) bhdsamanam= vartamana-kalika-pratiti-visaya (see Section |
no.1).
e) raktapuspam=(e )rakta+(c,) puspa)raktibhinnam puspam (see
Section 1 no.2).
f) vartate = (f,) vrt-+( f,)-te) = vrr- means ‘sartd’ (existence) and—
te means dérayatvam’ and ‘vartamanakalikatvam’ (‘substratum’ and
belonging to present time).

The relation between the meanings of the words have been
presented by Professor Tatacharya in the following manner:
(i) The relation between the meanings of (a) and (b) is abheda
(identity);
(ii) The relation between the meanings (c) and (e) is also abheda ;
(iii) The same between the meanings of (d) and (e) is also abheda ;
(iv) The relation between the meanings of (e;) and (e,) is also
abheda ;
(v) The relation between the meanings of (f,) and (f;) is janakata
represented by the primary suffix ka.

The relation between the meanings of (d) (wz vartamana-
kalika-pratiti-visaya) and (e) (viz. raktabhinnam pugpam) has been
given abheda (see iii). This is of course true. But [ think there is
possibility of contemplating different relations in the following
manner if we consider the $Zbdabodha of this sub-clause as :

(a) “vartamana-kalika-pratiti-vigyatd-nirdpaka-raktabhinnain
puspam’ or
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(b} ‘vartamana-kalika-pratiti-visa lya-nistha-visyati-nirapaka-
raktabhinnam pugpam’ or simply

(¢) ‘vartamana-kilika-pratiti-visyaka-raktabhinnam puspam’,

Well, what I am doing is trying to expand the simple cognitive
structure into more complex cognitive structure. This further can
be expanded and this is called pariskara-prakriya. The purpose
behind this is to make the cognitive event more explicit, clearer,
and more unambiguous. However in essence they do not differ
from one another. But the point to be noted is that this expansion

is technically possible due to the concept of ‘samsargamaryadi’

which seems to be flexible in nature, of course within the lmit of
its conceptual framework. The question, as has already been
pointed out, is ‘how flexible is it’? To what extent does
samsargamarydda limit/restrict the application of a relation? For
instance, we can say °pratitivisayibhinna-raktapuspam’ represents
the same cognitive structure as that of the ‘ pratiti-visayata-
nirdpaka-raktapuspam’. However, can we say ‘abheda’is the same
relation which is represented by the primary suffix &a to the
substantive ‘visaya? The reply will certainly be in the negative
Because, the suffix ka (nirGpaka) is a bheda relation whereas the
other is an abheda relation and in that case can it be said that the
abheda relation is convertible with a bheda relation? It is of course
evident in the $astric works that they are inter-convertibles, since
the term abheda is explained as : (a) bhedatvavacchinnabhivah, (b)
bhedapratiyogikabhavah (c)bheda and  abhdva (being related
appropriately). The inter-convertibility of bheda and abhedz leads
to the question of their ontological reality and logical compatibility.
There are a lot of issues that can be raised in this connection and
that invite serious attention.
IV. The Whole Exercise

Now may we think on the merit and demerit of the whole
exercise? To my mind even though this is a very interesting
exercise, still how useful is it if we just do Navya Nyaya without
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thinking about the questions and issues as has been pointed out
above. Morcover, 1 do not think it is necessary to ‘deliberately’
construct” a complex sentence in English and then try to translate
the same into Sanskrit ( which often looses its original flavour) and

“then try to exercise its §dbdabodha. If this is the aim, then why go

for a roundabout way of thinking/ constructing a sentence in
English and then translating it into Sanskrit and then exercising to
give the cognitive structure of the same in Navya Nyaya
framework? We can do the same picking up any $loka/vakya from
the vast and marvelous literature in Sanskrit. We should think
ourselves fortunate to have a very rich literature both in prose and
poetry in Sanskrit. For the sake of $abdabodha, can’t we find an
appropriate (and if required, complex) sentence from it? Have we
forgotten the  great Mab:fkmyas like  Kadambari or
Dasakumaracaritam? Well, if we would like to concentrate only on
a sentence where a prathamanta (nominative singular) is present as
the chief qualificand then we have an innumerable number of
sentences in our literature. Therefore, | do not think this type of
exercise shows a very healthy intellectual trend. We should instead
seriously concentrate upon deliberating on different issues and
concepts and their applicability to the modern linguistic and logical
concepts. We should also try to reinvestigate the historical
development of the conceptual framework for emphasizing the rich
tradition of Navya Nyaya and we should go for constructing a
comparative logic and epistemology.
XVII, No.3 Achyutananda Dash
Reply 4
The Navya Nyidya Analysis of the Mahavikya:

Some comments. Response to the comments on the Mahavakya
received from N.S.R.Tatacharya

|

The intention of this paper is to give some comments on the

Navya Nyaya analysis of Mahavakya (the sentence and its Sanskrit




236 Agenda for Research
translation appeared in JICPR, Vol. XV, No. 1) given by Professor
N.S.R. Tatacharya
11

In connection with determining the meaning of the large
sentence (Mahavakyartha) Professor Tatacharya has divided the
sentence into three parts, viz, (a) This is the same bright red rose
(b) whose sweet and subtle fragrance deeply affected the beautiful
princess (c) At the time of her early morning stroll in the private
royal garden a few days back, she still talks about it to her friends
and says that she would remember the fragrance all her life.

Professor Tatacharya has first explained the second part of the
sentence- Yasya siaksmamadhurasugandhah tar sundarim rajaputrim
thatd gabhiratayd prabhavitavan. " The meaning of the genitive case
in yasya is the relation which is connected with fragrance. In this
context the identical relation prevails in two objects-subtle and
sweet. The meaning of the term ‘tat’ found in ‘4m” is connected
with the princess who is identical with the meaning of the term
‘beautiful’. The suffix ‘thal’ in the term ‘tatha’ gives rise to
principal adjective (prakara). The term ‘tat’ (in tam) refers to the
meanings expressed through the term ‘yat” found in ‘vatha’. The
meaning of the term ‘rajaputriiprincess) is ‘the daughter of the
king' (rdjasambandhi). The second case-ending attached to pulrim
refers to the superstratumness (ddheyatvar) limited by the relation
of inherence (samavdyasambandhavacchinna), which is again
related to rdjaputrf through the relation of being determined
(nirapitatva). The term ‘prabbévffavén’ is derived from root bhd
preceded by the prefix pra, which means best cognition
(prakrstajidnam) or cognition generating desire (dsaktijanaka-
Jjianamarhab). The suffix pij attached to this means [aVourable
action (anukilavydparah). The suffix keavatu gives rise to the
meaning-the substratum (dsraya). It is connected with sweet
fragrance through the relation of identity.
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If all the terms are combined, it will have the following
comprehensive meaning:

The fragrance which is identical with sweetness and subtleness
is related to that which is endowed with action favourable to best
cognition qualified with depth which is again qualified by the chief
qualifier of that inhered in the daughter related to royal race and
endowed with full beauty. ( ‘yat sambandhi
stksmabhinnamadhurabhinnasurabhigandhah
tadabhinnasundaryabhinna-rajasambandhiputrisemaveta-
tatprakdaravisistagabhiratva-visista-prakrsta-jianan akiia-
vyaparavadabhinnah’).

11|

The third part of the sentence runs as follows: °yathi
sasvakivarajodyaneprarabdhanitya-bhramana adyapi  tadvisaye
svasakhibhih  saha abhibhasate, vadati ca sugandhamamum
ajivanam smarisydmiti .

In this part of the sentences the term yatha means chief-
qualifier (prakara) signified by the suffix “thal’ adduced to the term
yat. It is construed with the phenomenon of saying and addressing
(abhibhdsapa) coming from the meaning of the roots-vada and
bhasa prefixed by abhi through the relation of substratumnes
(Zérayatdsambandha). The meaning of the term svakiya is the royal
garden in relation to self (own) and which is identical with garden
in relation to king (rdjasambandhyudyana). The meaning of the
locative case-ending is the substratumness( adhikarapatva). In this
context the royal garden is related to the locative case through the
relation of superstratumness (ddheyatdsambandha) and the
substratumness (adjolaranatva) is related to strolling (bfiramapa)
through the relation of determinatorness {nir&pakaﬁ;ambandhal.
The term ‘prirabdha’ means prarabdhakarma (action) which is
connected with ‘a part of regular strolling (nityabhramanaikadesa)
through the relation of identity. The term ‘mityabhramana " is either
‘woman strolling at all times’ (sdrvakalikabhramapavati) or woman
strolling everyday (pratidinabhramapavati). This adjective is
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construed with the princess, the meaning of the term *zar’ , through
relation of identity. The term ddya (today) means ‘this particular
day’ (etaddinam). The term ‘api’ has got a different import which
is ‘the assemblage of earlier days, (pdrvadinasamuccayah), which is
connected  with ‘this day’ through the relation of
substratumness(dsrayatisambndhena). The relation between ‘this
day’ and ‘addressing’ is through the temporal _ relation
(kalikasmbandha). The term ‘tadvisayafp’ means the idenrity
between ‘thal’ in tat and object (visaya). In this context the term
‘tat’ is used as a pointer to ‘the cognition of sweet smell’

(sug&ndb&p&ré‘marsakd] Thc locative case-ending refers to the .

‘contentness which is connected with that object’ lradw,su_ya]
through the relation of superstratumness {adﬁeyatasambandba]
The contentness is connected with the phenomenon of addressing
(abhibhasana)  through the relation of determinatorness
(nirdpakata). The term ‘svasakhi’ means ‘friends in relation to her
own’ (svasambandhisakh) The 'third-case—cnding’ has got the
meaning of agentness (kartrtva) which is connected with ‘own
friend” (svasakhd) through the relation of superstratumness
(adhyatasambandha). The ‘agentness’ (referred to by third case-
ending) is construed with the activity of addressing, a portion of the
meaning of the term ‘saha’ i.e., ‘togetherness’ (sahityam). The
definition of addressing (abhibhisana) is the usage of words for
generating  cognition’ (/Adnajanakasabdaprayogah). The first
addressing or saying which is included under the meaning of the
term “saha’ is connected with the ‘agentness’, the meaning of the
third case-ending. The second addressing or saying is construed
with the princess, the meaning of the term ‘tar’ through the relation
of agentness. The verbal suffix in abhibhdsate means ‘effort’ (krth).
Here' the meaning of the verb is connected with this (£rei) through
the relation of favourability (anukalatasambandha). The ‘effort’ is
connected  with ‘the princess’ through the relation of
substratumness. The term ‘i’ refers to the meaning of the a sub-
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section of the section-"l shall remember this fragrance during the
whole life’ (sugandhamamumajivanarn smarisyami). This is again
connected with ‘the usage: of the words generating congnition’, [ht..
meaning of the root-‘voda’ through the relation of subsrratumncss
The meaning of the verb-’vadari’ is volition (krti) which is
connected with the meaning of the root through the relation of
favourability (anukolatasambandha). The ‘volition’ (krti) is related
to princess through the relation of substratumness. The term ‘ca’
(and) means ‘collection of abhibhisana’ (abhibhasapasamuccayah),
which is connected with the phenomenon of saying (kathana)
through relation of substratumness.

This is the analysis of the second part of the Mahavakyam.

v

The analysis of the first part- tadevar  bhasamanar
raktapuspam vartate” is as follows. The term ‘fat’- here refers to
the particular meaning expressed by the term ‘yat’ existing in
‘yasya'. The term eva is used to give an emphasis on this particular
meaning different from other (anyabhinna). The meaning of the
term  7ar’ and ‘eva’ have got connection with red flower
(raktapuspa). The term idan is used to refer to an object existing
in front, (purovarti which is identical with red-flower. The word
‘bhasamana’ means appearance (pratiyamina) of something known
in the present tense, which is identical with red-flower. The ‘red-
flower’, a flower identical with this property- ‘red’ (raktabhinna).
The root ‘vif means ‘to exist’ (sattd). The suffix ‘fe’ (in vartate)
indicates substratumness (Z§rayatva) and ‘being in present tense’
(vartamanakalikatva). The former is construed with the red-flower
while the latter with the state of being (sarza).

The whole meaning of this part is ascertained as follows. The
knowledge of the substratum of being in the present tense of the
flower identical with redness which is identical with the object
known in the present tense and identical with an object existing in
front, which is again identical with that which is referred earlier
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( Tadabbinna-tadanyabhinnapurovartyabhinna-vartamana-kalika
pratiti-visaydbhinnaraktabhinnapuspar vartatamanakalika-
sattasrayah iti bodhah).

V Comments

Following The Navya Nydya analysis of the different parts of
the Mahavakya we have an idea about the justification of each and
every term, each and every grammatical formation of the terms,
each and every prefix and suffix and some avyayas used in the
sentence. The English rendering of the meaning is given for the
better understanding of the non-Sanskritists. [ personally agree with
the analysis of Professor Tatacharya to some extent. Though it
seems to be clumsy to go through the different parts of the
sentence, it is necessary for the sake of accurate and precise
expression following the Navya Nyaya terminology. As for example,
the meaning of rdjaputri is rdjasambandhiputri the second case-
ending in putrim gives rise to the meaning of the superstratumness
limited by relation of inherence
[s&mﬂvﬁyasambandh.ivacchjnnam&dhcya!vam}, raktapuspa means
a flower identical with the property ‘red” (raktabhinnarm puspan),
the avyayas like ‘eva’ ‘api’ (in adydp)) etc. meaning ‘anyabhinna’
(different from other), pirvadina-samuccaya’ (assemblage of the
previous day) etc. These specific manings can be pointed out if
many peculiar relations and technical terms are used.

It is said in connection with the second part of the sentence
that ‘nityabhraman-$abdasya  sarvakalikabhramanavati  athava
prarfdinsbbramapavarr’. In this connection | would like to mention
that the original term should be ‘nityabhramapd (with feminine
suffix (ap) but not nityabhramana as mentioned by Professor
Tatacharya. Morcover, the meaning of the term nitya as sarvakalika
or pratidina may be guestioned. s it really intention of thu.f
speaker that the beautiful princess comes for a stroll ‘everyday
(pratidinari) ot ‘always’ (sarvakalika)? [ do not think so. Because
from the English sentence it is known that ‘the beautiful princess
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came for an early morning stroll’. Here the term ‘mitya’ is
redundant, as there is no mention of everyday stroll or stroll
covering all times (sarvakalika). If at all the term nitya is kept,
intact, the meaning of it as sarvakalika should seek a justification
which is lacking in the present analysis. Moreover, the Sanskrit
translation of the term-an early morning’ is not done in the given
translation. The term ‘nitya’ should have been replaced by the
word-'pritah’, to keep the sanctity of the original English
sentence, which is unfortunately not done.

In context of the explanation of the second part of the
sentence, Professor Tatacharya has given the different meaning of
the actions-abhibhisapa and kathana. To him the meaning of the
root bhasa prefixed by abhi is abhibhisana (addressing)-
abhipirvakabhasa-dhatvartha abhibhisana and the meaning of the
verb vada is ‘saying’-vadabhatvirthe kathane. Though the
difference is shown in the first part, these are not maintained
afterwards, but used in the same sense in the second part of his
elucidation. The definition of abmibhdsa is given as
Jjnanajanakasabdaprayogah’ (i.e. the application of words giving
rise to cognition). Afterwards Professor Tatacharya has taken the
meaning of abhibhisapa and ‘kathana’in the same sense, because
the former is referred to as prathamabhibhasana while the latter as
dvitiyabhibhasapa. In fact, there are two verbs- abhibhdsana and
kathana in two different contexts and hence these two cannot be
used in the same sense. The first one is used in the context of
general experience and the second one is in the context of specific
sentence in the form- “ I will remember this sweet fragrance all my
life " 7. These specific meanings are hinted at with the usage of the
two verbs, which should have a separate mention in the analysis.
However, the given analysis may be taken for granted if the
meaning of the term abhibhdsapa is taken in a general sense
Jirdnajanakasabdaprayogah’ i.e. the usage of a term for generating
some cognition, then both the verbs can be taken in the same
sense, which perhaps Professor Tatacharya wants to mean.
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Lastly, one may raise a question whether ‘sweet fragrance’ can
really be translated as ‘madhurah sugandhah’, The term “sugandha’
means ‘surabfigandha’ i.e., sweet smell, in one word, fragrance. If
it is so, why is the adjunct ‘madhurah inserted to sugandha? Is it
not tautologous? 1 do not know if there is any justification of such
usage. Professor Tatacharya also did not highlight this issue, which
was cssential in the Navya Nyaya pattern of analysis accepted to be
most precise and accurate in logical thinking. If it is said
‘amadhurah sugandhah’, it is contradictory in terms. If something is
amadhurah, not-sweet or bitter, it is more sygandha or fragrance.
Again, the explanation of the concept of subtlety (suksmatva) is not
given by Professor Tatacharya. One can similarly raise a question-
Is there any sugandha in this world which is of shila (as opposed
to saksma)type? These probable questions are not replied to in the
given bhisya of the Mahavakya.

Vol. XVII, No.3 Raghunath Ghose

What exactly is meant by the term ‘anuyog’ and prativog’?

What exactly is meant by the terms ‘anuyogi’ and ‘prativogi’ in the
Navya Nyidya mode of analysis of sentences or in the knowledge
produced by them? What is their vpdvartaka laksana, 1o use Nyiya
terminology? What, for example, would be the anuyogi and the prativogi
in the following sentences?

Bhitale ghatabhavah

Bhitale ghatibhivasya abhivah

Kaliyvuge dharmabhivah

Akase sarva-sattayah bhavardpa padirthanarm abhivah

Satyam vada

Satyam vada privam vada

Satyain vada dharmam cara

Vol.XV, No.l © Daya Krishna
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Reply

The words ‘anuyogr’ and ‘pratiyogi” are rarely used in the analysis of
sentences. They occur mainly in the analyses of cognition. In a cognition
the epistemic qualificandum is the anuyog/ while the epistemic qualifier is
the pratiyogr. In the first four sentences given, obviously the first term is
pratiyogi as il is in the locative case. In the remaining two there is no
pratiyogi or anuyogi.
The Sanskrit rendering of the complex English sentence is:

% Aod WIS WA, I6 YEI-AE-ERA 39 S o @ veien
ST WU FATTl G0 TR 3 H1 Weed: 7 9 e Wil aq o
A Faf e 2w fawienty 3
Vol XVII, No.1 N.S. Dravid

Is ‘ghato ghatah’ necessarily a meaningless sentence in Navy Nyaya
framework ?

It is usually held that the Naiyayika cannot accept a sentence such as
‘ghato-ghatah® as meaningful in a system for, according to him, any
sentence to be meaningful must give some new knowledge. However, we
have received the following statement from Professor V.N.Jha of Pune
University arguing that the Naiydylka will have to accept the sentence
‘ghato-ghatah’ as meaningful, if he wants to stick to his definition of
anyonydbhiva as the latter entails the former:

The Navy Nyidya provides the definition of anyonyidbhiva or bheda
as follows:

AT - ees

e iiraTes - 37479:

A mutual absence is that absence the contra-positive of which is
delimited by the relation of identity.'

The Example may be paraphrased as either

7 wfrfire Seam-ve: :

ard Hﬁ?ﬁﬁﬁ—ﬁm Hd:

Let us expand either of them:

T2 St -dear 12

=mefE yfrEifa-freas Yeam v



244 Agenda for Research
=qqe -~ (=31¥g) -

e - aeTeE N -ifiar-freus-fear e

Implies that

UEHI :, U : 4 U I:
9 :, 49 :
Unless this is accepted the definition of %3 cannot be justified according
to Nyiya. As a matter of fact, the tradition says that HZ: aTde e
S, SR T AR,

That is what I mean when [ said ghato-ghatah has to be accepted by
Navy Nydya.
Vol.XV, No.2 V.N.Jha

Reply 1
A Note on Navya Nyiya View of Tautology

V.N.Jha’s contention that Navya Nyaya has to admit tautologies
as significant is inadmissible but not for the reason that ‘any
sentence to be meaningful must give some new knowledge’ as
stated in the introductory passage of ‘Notes and Queries’, JICPR,
Vol. XV, No.2. A significant sentence repeatedly uttered does not
cease to be meaningful even if its several instances do not yield
new knowledge. The correct reason for the denial of the
meaningfulness of tautology in Navya Nyaya may be explained as
under.

It is quite true, as Jha says, that because a pot is not locus of
its difference it is pot itself. But this is only a matter of fact. What
however we are concerned with here is the problem of the
significance of a (tautological) statement. Gadadhara, the preat
Navya Nydya logician, raises and answers this very problem in his
Vyutpattivada, —a treatise on Nydya semantics. A part of the
concerned passage is given below.

fredferiats ageaft.o? v, 2vgaH FueaT Ik
TeRieTe! PR R TR ETE BRI T eI T
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The reason for dcﬁying the meaningfulness of ‘tautology given
here is that the verbal cognition of the denotends of two coordinate
terms in a sentence arises only if the connotations of the terms are
different from each other. This rule is in conformity with common
usage. There is a logical basis also for the rule which may be
explained thus: Navya Nyaya which admits many kinds of relations
has divided them into two broad classes, viz. the class of location-
determining ﬁﬁ!ﬁ'ﬂﬂﬂi] and that of non location-determining
{ﬁﬁmﬁ) relations. Conjunction, inherence, ctc, are relations of
the former kind as, things that are locus and locate respectively are
related by these relations. Identity and many logical relations are of
the latter kind as the entities joined by these relations are not the
locus and the locates in respect of each other. Nothing can be
supposed to be located in itself by the identity-relation although
everything is self identical. This is the reason why difference as a
kind of negation is distinguished from occurrence-negation-called
‘atyantabhava or ‘samsargabhava’ in the classification C. negation
in Indian logic. The counterpositive of the occurrence-negation
excludes it from its locus while the counterpositive of difference
excludes the difference from itself with which it is identical but not
located in it by the identity relation.

Further there cannot arise a verbal or even a nonverbal
cognition of a thing as both the epistemic qualifier (Visesapa) and
the epistemic qualificand (ViSesya) in the cognition. Unless the
epistemic qualifier and the qualificand are different from each other
the cognition cannot be determinate or predicative at all. It cannot
be indeterminate either as it has a definite subject. [t will have to
be reckoned only as an instance of imperfect cognition. If however
identity involved as relation in the cognition is turned into a
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property so that the cognition has the form. “The pot is self-
identical’, then the cognition can well be determinate but then it
will not remain tautological in the strict sense of the word.

It may be argued here that if we can say truly that ‘a pot is not
different from or the locus of the difference from itself’. Then we
can say truly that ‘a pot is a pot’. However the above mentioned
distinction between differcnce and occurrence-negation and the
consequent difference in the application of the principle of double
negation to the two kinds of negation can very well meet the
argument. The negation of the occurrence-negation of a thing is
identical with the thing but the negation of the difference from a
thing is supposed to be identical not with the thing but with the
distinctive property of the thing. So the statement ‘a pot is not
different from itself’ would not imply the statement ‘a pot is a pot’.
It would imply only the statement ‘a pot is endowed with potness’.
Tautologies are therefore as senseless and devoid of statementhood
as the simple subject term “a pot’ or ‘the pot’ is.

Vol.XVII, No.1 N.S.Dravid

Reply 2
A Note on Identity Relation

Professor N.S.Dravid, following the line of Gadadhara, has tried
to highlight the meaninglessness of the tautology as found in the
case of identical statement, So far as my understanding goes, the
defect of tautology as found in the West is not accepted in Indian
Logic. To him nothing can be supposed to be located in itself by
the identity-relation although everything is self-identical. To this
point I beg to differ, because each and every object becomes
abheda with itself. The abheda means ‘the absence of mutual
absence’ (bhedabhava). If it is possible logically to say that
something is different (bheda) from something, it is quite natural or
there is also a logical possibility of saying that something is not
different from something. If bheda  becomes an object of
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description, why not abheda 7 That an object is non-different from
itself is an ‘information”’ in the true sense of the term, because in
terms of ‘non-difference’ an object is known as different from
another. In the Nyaya framework the absence called anyonyabhava
(mutual absence) would become ‘inconceivable” or ‘meaningless’ if
there were no idea of ‘abheda’ i.c.the absence of mutual absence.
Any idea of bheda presupposes the idea of abheda. For this
reason bheda (anyonyabhiva) is defined in terms of
tadadmyasambandhivacchinnapratiyogitakabhiva (i.e. an absence,
the absenteeness of which is limited by the relation of identity.)
Without the acceptance of identity the anyonyabhava (bheda)
cannot be admitted as a form of abhava. 1 do not know in such
cases how the position of Gadadhara can be defended.

Professor Dravid argues that if the epistemic qualifier (videsana)
and the epistemic qualificand (wifesya) are not different from each
other, the cognition cannot be determinate at all. If in this coniext
determinate cognition is taken as a savikalpaka knowledge then the
definition of it may be considered carefully. It runs as follows:
Visesspa- visesya-samsargdvagahi jianam’ (i.e. a cognition in which
qualifier, qualificand and their relation are revealed). In the present
case of ‘A jar is a jar’, the first (‘a jar’) is to be taken as a jar
existing in proximity to our eyes and the second one (‘a jar’) is
taken as a jar seen earlier and in between these two there is a
relation (samsarga) called tidatmya. Though the same word (a jar)
is used at both the places, the first one may be taken as a
qualificand and the second one is a qualifier and tiditmya
(identity) is the relation. Hence it is a case of determinate
cognition. In our daily life we generally make such identity-
statements in the above-mentioned sense and there is a successful
communication with others. Once a friend of mine came to my
house on the occasion of Sarasvati pdja in my childhood.
Customarily if some guest comes during this occasion, he is given
some prasida (some eatables sacrifieced in the name of the
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goddess). When my friend was given a plate full of prasada, he
took a small portion of it. When he was asked the reason for not
taking the rest, he answered boldly, “ Prasdda is Prasada’. 1 didn’t
have any difficulty to understand the import of the sentence though
I didn’t read philosophy at that time. He wanted to mean that
Prasida does not lose its sanctity and purity if taken in a small
portion, because it is virtually a prasada, which cannot be
compared with other objects. As it is prasada, the quantity of it is
irrelevant. Hence, these statements cannot be totally ignored as
meaningless.

Lastly, I would like to know from the scholars whether there is
any Sanskrit term for expressing ‘tautology’If it is translated as
‘punarukti’, then what may be the differentiating factors between
punarukti and tadatmya (identity). It seems to me Professor Dravid
did not make a distinction between tnese two, but in the West
there is a distinction between them. However, even if the sentences
like ‘ghato ghatah’ are taken as tautology, they may be taken as
virtuous ones, but not vicious. Whatever is stated in the form of a
sentence in the Indian Logic is material but not merely a formal
one. Hence there is hardly any sentence which is meaningless in
the context of Navy Nydya if it possesses conditions like akapksd
etc. Any sentence which is determinate must be ‘relational’, which
entails some meaning. The terms like hare’s horn (dasasrnga) etc.
do not convey any meaning as they are absurd entities (afike)

which do not come under any category (padartha) accepted by
them.

Vol. XVII, No. 2 Raghunath Ghosh
Reply 3
Reaction on the Expression Ghato-Ghatah by V.N.Jha published in
the JICPR, Vol. XV, No.2

Dr.V.N.Jha’s argument is not clear. By drawing our attention to
the defipition of a==T9E, provided by the Naiyayikas, he seems
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to argue that since T etc. objects have the difference of ¢, ¥€ has
to.be admitted as having H&aTEIH and hence the expression o
we:” conveying the same, is quite acceptable. But, what 1 fail to
understand, is as to why Dr. Jha takes the trouble to prove the
identity of jar in the jar. HEATECA in T is a universally admitted
fact and there is no necessity to prove it by referring to the
definition of JFANE. Anyway . Gadadhara’s discussion in
SYefEE, aims at finding out the reasons for the absence of the
expression ‘g T’ This implies that none has ever doubted the
absence of such cxpressions. But, Dr. Jha seems to hold that since
ue has Hea@c there must also be an expression conveying the
same and w2l ue:. could be such an expression. If this is his view, |
think it is not justifiable. For, let alone in Sanskrit, in no other
language, are such expressions found. For instance, in Englisl:, we
come across the expressions such as ‘a blue jar’, ‘a red jar etc.
But we never find the expressions like ‘a jar jar’. This shows that
whenever two words in the same case affix, which generally denote
the objects that stand in the relation of identity, are used then trfey
are such that they denote different properties. The expression
TS is an example. The two words that are here, denote the
objects that are related by the relation of identity : and the
properties they denote viz T&d and frer  are different from each
other, But in the case of the alleged expression ‘gal we:’ it is not
so. For, the two terms denote the same property namely 94, In
short, an expression like TSI BE: can not convey the identity of jar
in the jar, for the properties denoted by the two terms are not

different. o
Then the question may arise as to how the identity of a jar m
the same can be conveyed, The answer is simple. [t can be
conveyed by the sentences such as ‘HA U@’ or U
Heaeeaar ete. The difference between the alleged expression
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‘B2l w2:” and the above sentences, is too obvious and needs no
explanation.

The Naiyayikas hold this view, mainly with regard to verbal
cognitions and a non-verbal cognition wherein both qualifier and
qualificand are presented through one and the same property, can
occur. Nothing can prevent us to infer ‘02 : AR HedH U2’
The inferential cognition produced by it, would have H2 as both
qualifier and qualificand, and @25 as the relation.

Vol. XVII, No.2 D.Prahalada Char

Reply 4
Reply to the Query on ‘Ghato Ghatali' published in the JICPR, Vol. XV,
No.2.
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Vol.XVII, No.3 #19TE, YRR

Reply 5 "

Further Observations on the Navya Nyiya View of Tautology on the
Note of Dr. Raghunath Ghosh published in the JICPR Vol. XVII No.2.
p.170-1 under the heading ‘A Note on Identity Relation’
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Raghunath Ghosh's ubjectionszl' to my account and justification of the
Navya Nydya view of Tautology have been directly or indirectly answered
by me in my earlier note on the view. The first general objection to the
view in Ghosh's own words is as follows *...each and every object becomes
abhéda with itself. The abhéda means the absence of mutual absence
(bhedabhava). 1f it is not possible logically to say that something is
different (bhéda) from something, it is quite natural or there is also a
logical possibility of saying that something is not different from something.
The first thing to be pointed out in these statements of Ghosh is the gross
and repeated misuse of the Sanskrit words bhéda and abheda in them. The
right words lo use are bhinna and abhinna respectively. What Ghosh urges
in these statements is the fact that abhéda or self-identity can well be a
predicate in a significant identity-statement like ‘A pot is non-different or
identical with itself.” Now the statement which I have made in my note””
runs thus: ‘If however identity involved as relation in the cognition is
turned into a property so that the cognition has the form “The pot is self-
identical’ then the cognition can well be determinate but then it will not
remain tautological in the strict sense of the word.’ This makes it clear that
1 had already anticipated the above objection and answered it by way of
defending the Nydya view. It need not be thought that the above-
mentioned statement is implicitly tautological as identity is merely shifted
in it from the position of relation to that of the predicated property. If
there is doubt about a thing’s remaining self-identical throughout its
existence the above sentence can alone dissipate the doubt, not a
statement like ‘A pot is a pot’, unless the second word ‘pot’;in the
statement is stressed, but then the stress would signify self-identity.

Before passing to the second objection of Ghosh it has to be
particularly pointed out that logic cannot dictate to common usage. The
function of logic is limited to analyzing and defending the prevalent usage,
finding if possible proper justification for it. Tautologies, despite their
vopue in logical symbolism are never employed by sensible persons in their

*! Ghosh, R.: A Note on Identity Relation, JICPR, Vol. XVII, No. 2, pp. 170.
® Dravid, N.S.: Navya Nyaya View of Tautology, JCPR, Vol. XVII, No. 1, pp. 13

Queries with Answers 253

everyday discourse, mainly because they do not at all serve to
communicate any meaning. As a matter of fact tautologies subvert the
meanings of common words and so° they ‘cannot be treated even as
formally true. For cxample the tautology ‘p.p=p’ employs the conjunctive
symbol in an uncommon sense as there are not two ‘ps’ to be conjoined by
the symbol for ‘and’. Also nothing can have itself as its predicate which the
equivalence symbol in the tautology signifies. Mathematical expressions
and cquations are however like the familiar identity- statement, “The
morning star is the evening star’ in which the same entity is referred to by
two different descriptive ecxpressions. In the strict sense therefore
mathematical expressions and equations are not tautologies.

Ghosh’s second and third objections answer themselves. A present
object apprehended and referred to as the same as the previously-
perceived one does not instantiate tautology but recognitive judgement or
statement in which the subject term is characterized by presentness and
the same term as characterized by pastness functions as the predicate-
term. Again in the remark quoted by Ghosh viz. ‘A prasad is a prasad’ the
difference in meaning of the two tokens of the same word ‘prasad’ is so
obvious that nobody would treat the remark as tautologous. What is true
of the remark is also true of all those statements that are nontautological
and yet are reducible to tautologies. For instance the statement ‘The
morning star is the evening star’ is, as it stands nontautological and yet it is
directly reducible to the tautology, ‘The morning star is the morning star’,
Although the original statement is nontautological the statement resulting
from or equivalent to it is not and need not be nontautological. The
equivalence between the nontautological and the tautological statements is
accountable—as in the case of the words ‘morning star’ and ‘evening star’
on the basis of the distinction of sense and reference. The statements refer
to the same statement entity although their senses are not the same.

Al the end it may be mentioned that all Indian philosophies distinguish
the subject and predicate-terms in a significant statement as the
unasseriedly and assertively stated terms respectively. There can never be
a change in roles of these terms without changing or distorting the meaning
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of the statement concerned. In tautology the subject and predicate terms
can always be interchanged which means that neither plays the role that is
respectively essential to them,

Vol. XVIII, No.1 N.S.Dravid

Reply 6
A Logical Numination of Tadatmaya Relation in Navya Nyaya
I
A query has been made in the JICPR (Vol.XV, No.2,p. 169)
whether identical statements like ghatah ghatah etc. give rise to any
meaning or not. In response to this query our senior friend
Professor V.N.Jha has put forth the key-point in justifying such
statement, In this paper 1 would like to represent some more
supplementary arguments in favour of accepting tidatmya relation
in Navya Nyaya along with highlighting the key-point mentioned by
professor Jha.
I
Though the term Tadatmya is used in Buddhism and Navya
Nyaya, both the systems have taken this relation in a completely
different sense which needs to be focussed here for the proper
understanding of the concept. Other  various philosophical
complications may stand on the understanding of this relation, if
this part is not discussed properly.
I
The Buddhists admit that identity (72datmya) is a relation.
From this it will lead to another assertion that there are relata,
because relation only remains in two objects as far as the Buddhist
view is concerned. The Buddhists have used the term Tadarmya
(identity) in a very specific sense. ie. in the sense of similarity |
but not in the sense of absolute sameness as understood by Navya
Naiyayikas. According to them, tiddtmya or identity is the
similarity in the sense that one relatum would be less extensive
than the other. The Buddhists accept identity between simsaparva
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(i.e. property existing in SimsSapd, a kind of tree) and wvrksarva
(treeness). It can safely be said that wherever there is Siméapatva,
there is vwrksatva or treeness, but not the otherwise. As the
property wksatva (treeness) has more extensive pervasion than
$iméapatva , from the Simsapdtva one can easily infer vrksatva
(treeness) due to having the relation in the sense of similarity
(tadatmya) there, But, on the other hand, from the property of a
tree (treeness), one cannot infer $imsapatva because treeness has
gol more extensive pervasion in the sense that we cannot say’
‘whereever there is vrksatva (treeness), there is §imsaparva
because ‘treeness’ covers all the trees in this world, not to speak
of $imsapatva. That is why, the Buddhist concept of tddatmya is
taken neither as completely identical nor completely non-identical,
but in the sense of similarity. An object covering narrower place

remains in another object existing in wider places as shown above.
Dharmakirti has explained the above mentioned identity as a
reason for deducing a predicate when the subject alone is by itself
sufficient for that deduction, i.e. when the predicate is a part of the
subject. It is, therefore, not absolute identity but it is a partial
identity”’. If there is a class and a sub-class relation, it is called
‘identity’ in the above-mentioned sense of the term. The relation
between flower and stone, for example, is absolutely different
(atyantabheda) and hence the identity relation cannot be accepted.
If, on the other hand it is accepted ‘ghata is a kalasa (i.e., ajaris a
jar) there such relation cannot be accepted due to their absolute
identity (atyantabheda). Such type of identity is not accepted in the
Navya Nyaya. Even to the Buddhists this relation is an unreal one
as it comes under simanyalaksana. Like Tadutpatti this notion of
Taditmya [idlcntity} is taken by the Buddhists as a means of
asccrtai;ning Viyaptr. Such a form of inference is not accepted by the

# Sayanamadhava : Sarvadarsanasamgrahah (Bauddhadarsana).
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Naiyﬁyii{as. For, they would at most describe the properties like
treeness| vrksatva) as a-form of universal called parasamanya, i.e. a
universal covering more places than the other property like
Siméapdtva which is called aparasiminya due to its existing in
comparatively less places. If the former is a set, the latter would be
taken as a subset. There is no question of Inference according to
Nyiya it may be taken as a perceptual cognition. On the other
hand, the Buddhists cannot say that this is a case of perceptual
knowledge, because to them unique singular (svalaksana) alone is
real as it is momentary. Any cognition other than this (svalaksana)
is inferential which has got unreality in the sense of phenomenal
reality (samvrtisatyatd)

Though identity comes under samvytisatyata, the concept may
not be understood in this sense only. Some might say that it is the
case of similarity, but not identity. According to the Navya
Naiyayikas, the tidatmya relation may be taken in the following
way.

v

The term tadatmya may be understood at the very beginning as
the absence of bheda (difference) which is accepted as
anynonydbhava (mutual absence). If the term faditmya is replaced
by the term ‘abheda’ it would mean an absolute absence of a
bheda, i.c. mutual absence. Why is tadatmya called abheda? For, it
is nothing but an absence of bheda as it is said in the Vywipattivada
abhedastadatmyam (i.e. identity means the absence of mutual
absence).  Here absolute  absence’
(atyantabhava)™.

Identity (tadatmya) is possible only when differénce (bheda) is
excluded according to Navya Nydya, i.e. when it is said that a jar
is not a cloth (ghato na patah). A jar is understood as different

3 ? ?
‘absence means

* Stcherbatsky: Buddhist Logic, Vel. 1, p. 251 Dover Publication, New York, 1962
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from a cloth. The Naiyayikas will say that in a jar there is the
mutual absence of a cloth. That is, the Navya Naiyayikas can
distinguish these two objects as having mutual absence of a cloth in
a jar. Though this distinction is known perceptually, it can also be
inferred if someone has strong desire to do it (sisadhayisa). In this
case the syllogistic argument in the form-'A cloth is possessing
mutual absence from a jar, as it possesses clothness in it
(ghatanyonyabhavavan patatval). However, the distinction between
two objects is a subject of perception or Inference. If it is possible,
why is some sort of relation between two objects having no
distinction (abheda) not accepted? If bheda is admitted as a content
of cognition, why not the case of abheda? The term ‘“abheda’
would mean the constant absence (atyantibhava) of bheda (mutual
absence or anyonyabhava). This absolute absence (atyantabhava) of
bheda (mutual absence or anyonyibhava) may be interpreted as the
absolute absence, the absentee of which is limited by mutal
absenceness (bhedarvavacchinnabhava). It may be interpreted in
another way. It is an absolute negation (atvantabhava) whose
absentee is a bfeda i.e. mutual absence (bhedaprativogikabhava).
Both the interpretations are not tenable because if they are
accepted, they lead us to the land of absurdity. If the former
interpretation (abhedoyadibhedatvavacchinnabhava) is taken into
account, the absolute negation would not be available anywhere.
Because the mutual negation (bheda) of any object can be found
everywhere, and hence the absolute negation of the bheds (mutual
absence), the absentecness of which is limited by bhedatava, i.e.
distinctness is not possible. For, the absolute negation
(atyantabhava) is contradictory to its absentee-the absenteencess of
which is limited by bhedatva (i.e. mutual abseneeness). As an
object having anonyabhava or bheda is not available anywhere, the
absolute negation of it limited by bhedatva is contradictory by
virtue of the fact that bieda which is taken to be absentee limited
by the property bhedatva is not at all possible. If it is said that
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there is the absolute negation of bheda limited by bhedatva is
contradictory, because the bheda limited by the limitor of bheda
(bhedatva) is always available and hence to search for its absolute
negation leads = to absurdity (abhedo yadi
bhcd&fV.ﬁvacc[u)m&bfiziV&sfadépms;,’ddbﬁr]ZS This thesis would be
nullified if a single case (vyakt) of a constant absence exists in a
particular case. That is, the absolute negation would not be found
in such cases. It has been said here that bheda limited by the
property of being bheda (bhedatva), i.e. bhedatvivacchinnabheda
is general. Hence an individual manifestation of bheda limited by
bhedarva would never be available, because everywhere there is a
bheda . Even if it is accepted that an individual manifestation of
bheda is there but not in general (bhedatvivacchinna); then in this
case also there is a contradiction to the absolute negation of the
mutual absence or bheda . Because, we do not find a place in this
world where there is no individual manifestation of bheda". So the
absolute negation of the mutual absence is not possible.

In order to avoid these difficultics another proposal may be
suggested. In such a case the mutual absence, the absenteeness of
which is  limited by  being property of  bheda
(bhedatvavacchinnabhava), which cannot be accepted, but the
mutual absence (bheda), the absenteeness of which is another
bheda (bhedapratiyogitakabhava) can easily be accepted in order to
remove the earlier difficulties. If in a particular locus there is the
mutual absence of a particular object, there may be bheda (mutual
absence) of another object. As for example, if there is the mutual
absence of a jar (ghatabheda), then there may be another bheda or
mutual absence of a cloth (pafabheda) because a particular
manifestation (vyakt) of bheda may remain in another locus where
there is another bheda as it is an absence, the absentee of which is

& Vyutpattivada, p.6.3, Chwkhamabu Edition

* Ibid., p.49.
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bheda (bhedapratiyogitibhava). Let us suppose in a particular place
there is a bheda (mutual absence) of p; it can easily be said that
there is the mutual absence of q as it is not taken as a bfieda-which
is limited by bhedatva.

If the second interpretation (bhedaprativogitikabhava) is taken
as the meaning of the term abheda (identity), it would give rise to
some erroneous cognition, viz. “The water is blue’ (vadi ca
bhedapratiyogiko ~ bhavastada  aiflamjalamttyadivadivakyasyapi
pramanyapattih Jale dvitvading nilabhdadyabhavasyapi sattva) . In
this context the absolute negation of bheda of Nila
(nilabhedibhava) can be found in water, because here nilabheda,
i.c. the absence of the nilabheda, is having the property of the
conjoint two objects, i.e. water and nilabhedal( vyasajyayrttidharma)
as the limotor of the absenteeness. Water is not blue in the actual
world and hence water can always be expressed as having no
colour, i.e. blue. This sentence would mean that there is a bheda
or anyonyabhava  of blue (nilona) in water. Though the
anyonyabhava or bheda of blue(nilabheda) is not found in water
normally, yet it can be said to exist in water if the absolute absence
of the absence (bheddbhaiva) is taken as
hedapratiyogikdbhava i.e. an absence, the absentee of which is
bheda or mutual absence. If we take another object (jar) with the
mutual absence of blue (jale nilabhedaghatobhayam nasti), the
absolute absence has got two absentees-the mutual absence of blue
(nilabheda) and a jar (ghata). In this case it can be said that the
absolute negation has got ‘mutual absence of blue’ (nilabheds) as
an absentee. Here we find another absentee, i.e. jar. From this it
can be said that the absolute absence of both the mutual absence

mutual

Yasya kasyacidbhedasyu sarvatrafva sarvir
pratiyoritiviacchedakatviavacchinnena saha
bhedatvivacchinnapratiyogitikbhaviprasiddhivityarthal.
Vyuipattivada by Jayadeva Misra (Chowkhamba, p. 49.

abhivasya
virodhat
Commentary on
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of blue (nidabheda) and the jar may be designated as having the
mutual absence of blue (nilabheda) as its absentee. Hence, the
absolute absence of the mutual absence of blue(nilabhedibhiva)
can be said to exist in water and for this reason the previously
mentioned sentence- water is blue’ refers to erroneous content and
hence one could claim its validity. Because, that which possesses
the absolute negation of the mutual absence of blue in it is identical
with blue. Hence the object can surely be called blue, which is
actually not found in the phenomenal world, For this asiddhi
(i.e.substantiation of something which is absurd) would surely
follow’".

From the foregoing . discussion it can be said that
identity(tddatmya) is nothing but non-distinction (abheda) which
implies an uncommon property (asidharano dharma) existing in the
self (i.e. Sva) i.e. a particular object. This uncommon property
exists in one and only one object (Abhedastiditmyar Tacca
svavrityasadharano dharmah Asadharaiyancackamatra vm‘frvam]zg.

If the distinction of some object (bheda) is admitted from
another one, it will logically follow that there might be some cases
where there is abhedatva or identity or bhedibhavatva ( absence of
mutual absenceness). In fact, the Buddhists have accepted the
method of apoha (negative reasoning) depending on this
phenomcﬁon of distinction (bheda) of a particular from other. As
for example, a cow can be known as it possesses distinction from
‘non-cow’. In the same way, they recognize a jar as such by virtue
of its distinction from ‘non-jar’.

If distinction (bheda) of a particular object from others is
admitted by the Buddhist, why would it not be admitted
abhedarva(identity) in the sense which the Navya Naiyayikas have

- Vyutpanivada, p. 49 (same editor).

* Dr. D.C.Guha: The Navya Nyaya System of Logic, Old Edition, pp. 74-8,
1968.
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admitted. It has already been discussed that the Buddhists have
accepted the term ‘tidatmya ‘(identity) nmot in the sense of
absolute sameness. However, there is no point in rejecting abheda
or radatmya in the sense of absolute sameness.

If it is said-'Devadatta is Devadatta’ or * a jar is a jar’, they
convey the sense of absolute sameness (bhedibhdva) between two
objects. It has been accepted that a jar exists in itself through the
relation of identity (tZdatmyasambandhena ghataly svasmin eva
varfate). The importance of tiditmya as relation may easily be
understood if the definition of anyonyabhava (mutual absence ) is
carefully noticed. We generally explain anyonyabhava (bheda) with
the example-’'A jar is not a cloth’ (ghato na patah) where the
absentee (pratiyogi) is a cloth (pata). How do we know this? In
reply to this question, the relation of identity for knowing an object
as non-different from other is to be admitted, If it is asked why a
jar is different from a cloth, because the absentee or pratiyogi
which is a cloth (pata) does not exist in itself (pata) through the
relation of tadarmya
( Tadatmyasambandhavacchinnapatiyogitikabhavah). That is, that
something is different from something is known by the absence of
taditmya between them.

There is another significance of accepting tddatmya as a
relation. When it is said by one- ‘Calcutta is Calcutta’,

~ ‘Rabindranath is Rabindranath’, it cannot be ignored as having no

meaning. If these sentences are uttered, these convey some
meaning to the hearer. Generally, when we want to express some
incomparability of some city or person, we express it with these
types of identical statement. The city Calcutta has got certain
characteristics of its own which cannot be compared with other
cities, but with itself. The same is the meaning of the second
sentence-Rabindranath is Rabindranath.

Such identical statements carry some weight in the case of
metaphor in the sense of Ripaka. When a face is identified with
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the moon (mukhacandra), the upameya (object which is compared)
is ‘face’ which is identical with the ‘moon’, the upamana (an
object with which some thing is compared). The ascription of
identification between two objects inspite of not concealing their
difference  (atisamyar  apahnutabhedayoh upaménﬂpamsya}{bb
abhedaropah)™ is called Rapaka. Sometimes the Upameya is usacd
as upamdana in order to express the incomparability of the object as
pointed out by Bhatrhari. In these cases due to having a strong
desire (vivaksd) of the speaker Upamaina may be assumed as non-
different from Upameya though in the real world it is not true. The
identification between them is shown which is a kind of artificial
intellectual exercise with a view to showing the incomparability of
the object. Though there is the imposition of identity
(abhedaropah) the two objects (upamina and upameya) are not
bearing  contradicting  properties  (parasparaviruddhavattvena
upasthapita).

Some Indian thinkers arc interested to make an artificial
difference between two identical objects after using the term “iva’.
Bhatrhari in his Vakyapadiya said that two objects, though
identical, are demonstrated in such a way that one will think of
their difference. But this difference is artificial in order to show the
absolute sameness of the object. In the sentence- ‘Indra iva
dasyuha bhava’ (like Indra become the dasyu-killer) which is
addressed to Indra, the term ‘fva’ shows the relation of standard
and the object of comparison on the basis of an artificial difference.
It reminds me of a romantic line said to a lover by his lady love
" Tomar tulani tumi ogo’ (i.e. you, are comparable to ‘you’ alone)
or ‘Tumi ye ‘tume’ ogo’ (you are really ‘you’). Where a really
different object is not available as standard of comparison, it itself
is used as the standard in order to bring out its incomparability. As

* Viyutpattivida, p. 63.
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for example the statement: ‘ Ramaravapayoryuddhari
ramardvapayoriva’ (i.e. Rama-Ravana fight is like Rama-Ravan-
fight) is also a case of identity statement” .

Visvanatha, the author of the Sahityadarpana, has accepted the
meaningfulness of such identity-expression as he has accepted such

! ! ! i
statements as a form of rhetoric (alamkara) called ananvaya. When

an object is imagined as having both the property of upamana
(upamanatva) i.c. the object with which something is compared and
the property of upameya (upaminatva) i.e. the object compared
simultaneously is called ananvaya
lupaméﬂropamcyarvomekasyafvalvamnvay&h)'u. In short, if an
object is taken as both upameya and upamana simultaneously, it is
called anmv&y&.ﬂ As for example Wisvanatha has given the
following example ‘Rjfvamiva rajivarh  jalam Jalamivajani
cndrascandra fvatandrah saratsamudayodyame.’ That, is, when
autumn comes in full swing, the lotus becomes like a lotus (rdjivam
rajivamiva) untouched by mud of the rainy season, water becomes
like water (jalam jalamiva) untouched by mud, the moon becomes
like the moon (candrascandra iva) uncovered by thick cloud.™

The Navya Naiyayikas also have used the term ‘identity’
(tddatmya) in such cases, but not always. They have also admitted
the identity between a jar (ghata) and ‘a blue jar’ (nilaghata).

If the Buddhist asked Navya Naiyayikas the reasons of
accepting such a sense of identity, they might say that there is

A kusumapratima on Sihityadarpana, Ch.X

¥ Bhatrhari: Vikyapadiya, [l1/14/253-254 and 111/14/563-566, My paper
‘Inapya-jnapaka-bhava Relation’ in V.N.ha (Ed.): Refations i Indian
Phifosophy, Samguru Pulications, Delhi, pp. 79-87, 1992,

" Vi$vanitha : Sahityadarpanah, Ch X/37

* Lkasyatva  in  padarthasya  upamanopameyatvam  yugapadeva
upaminatvamupameyarvanca kalpitascet tadi ananvayo namalambkaral syar.’
Kusumapratima on Sifutyadarpapah on X/37




264 Agenda for Research

idlentity between ‘a jar and a blue jar’ from the general standpoint,
but not specific (sdmanyena abhedah na tu visesatah).

The Navya Naiyayikas may in other ways justify the above-
mentioned identity according to the general accepted principle-" A
qualified entity is not different from a pure one (visistam
suddhannaiiricyate). From this it is, however, proved that the
tadatmya in the sense as taken by the Buddhists is not at all
capable of being rejected. It is also established that the statements
like ‘ghato ghatah’ bear some logical basis.

‘Saradalh kalasya samudayena sampirpabhivena udyame
pravittau  avirbhave sati, rdjivam  rdjivamiva  padmam
padmamiva  atalldram  kardamadimalahinamajani  thatd
candradcandra iva atandro ghanavaraparipamalasinyah ajani
Jatah.”

Ibid
Vol.XVIII, No.2 Raghunath Ghosh

What is the difference, if any, between abhiva annupalabdhi?
VOL.XIX, No.2 Daya Krishna

Reply

Abhava and Anupalabdhi et significance primarily in the premises of
epistemology relating with Pirvamimamsa and so also with Advaita
Vedinta in the realm of Indian philosophy. There is indeed difference in
the implications of these two terms. A keen observation into the analytical
outlook of both Mimanisas (Purva and Ulttara) reveals their
epistemological uniqueness and clarity in interpretation of the process of
cognition so that one can discriminate tgue knowledge from the false ones.

Knowledge in its empirical realm represents the particular modes of
mind-stuff that is constantly subject to change. Among those modes,
similar ones are classified into respective divisions in the epistemological
interpretations of philosophy. Hence, separate types of knowledge have to
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originate from distinct means of knowledge. According to the observations
in Pirvamimamsa and Advaita Vedanta, the process of knowledge is to be
analyzed in consonance with human experience. Human beings cxpcrienclc
the knowledge of existence and non-existence of objects in the empirical
world. The senses along with the mind lead one to the knowledge of
objects existent in nature at a limited particular time and space. Generally,
philosophers consider this process alone to theoretize the means of
knowledge. But apart from this, one has to recognize the experience of
non-existence of objects enquired by one within the limitations of
particular space and time even without sense-activity. Mind also fails to
find out the enquired particular thing and thereby one cognizes the non-
existence of that thing. Thus affirmative as well as negative types of
knowledge have prominent place in human life. These two contradictory
types of cognition cannot be originated by similar means of knowledge. In
this way, analyzing human experience of knowledge in a reasonable way,
Purvamimamisa and Advaita Vedanta dared to put forth a unique means of
knowledge named anupalabdhi. The essence of the knowledge arising from
this means of knowledge is negation that brings a uniform kind of voidness
in human mind though related with various objects and affairs. Therefore
this means of knowledge is not divided into many subdivisions as iz done
with the case of other affirmation-sensing means of knowledge.

As the terms indicate, ‘Abhava’ and ‘Anupalabdhi’ have different
meanings and implications. Upalabdhi refers to human cognition and hence
anupalabdhi refers to the absence of it. As a means of valid knowledge,
this is defined in Vedantaparibhasa as follows:

AT TR RO T fsered SHTOM |

Here itself, it is evident that the means of knowledge is named
Anupalabdhi whereas the knowledge arising from this means refers to
‘abhava’. Abhdva is absolute non-existence which embraces the whole
universe. Everywhere one can experience the non-existence (abhiva) of
things which are absent there. When it is mentioned particularly and
brought to peculiar occasion, it reforms itself into a valid knowledge
originated from a valid means. Here the relevance of Anupalabdhi can be
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disclosed. All other means of valid knowledge bring the cognition of
existing objects whereas Anupalabdhi alone is competent to make man
conscious of the non-existence of familiar objects in particular space and
time.

Advaita Vedanta, though it advocates the non-dual Brahman as the
sole reality and considers the whole universe as false, does not hesitate to
admit the fact that Brahman is to be realized while living in this world
itsell. Therefore, up to the attainment of true knowledge, one should
consider the world and the objects in it as real and valid. In such a
context, one should examine and analyze ones own experience not in a
superficial manner, but with deep concentration and justice. This is the
inspiring factor of this system behind the analysis of various types of
knowledge and their means while considering their underlying distinctions.
This is why Advaitins refute the view of Naiyayikas that negative
invariable concomitance leads to negative inference. Negative knowledge
arising out of inference cannot be justified, for, anumana occurs first in the
mind, which brings cognition in a positive manner, Common man's
experience of knowledge also puts forth the fact that the mind brings the
knowledge of existing objects and affairs previously experienced in an
existent form. Possessing this nature of analyzing facts in their utmost
depth, Advaita Vedanta rejected the Buddhist view of non-recognition of
savikalpaka pratyaksa. In this way, if one penetrates into the nature and
purpose of pramipas, it can very well be asserted that there should be the
recognition of six pramipas which can engage in the production of
different kinds of knowledge. Moreover, such an interpretation, being
reasonable and all-embracing, could not affect the true principle of Advaita
Vedanta because according to this system, the universe where these means
of knowledge are valid is merely relatively real. The relatively real is
incapable ‘of nullification of the absolutely real principle. Therelore there
need not be hesitation in admitting all those proposition that can work as
the means of valid knowledge. It will not undervalue any philosophical
system. On the other hand, this true and honest interpretation increases
the value, relevance and public acceptance of the system. Advaita Vedanta
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is undoubtedly successful in this regard which presents and analyzes
empirical affairs in a true and just way. Hence they consider Anupalabdhi
as a separate pramdpa for acquiring the cognition of the non-existence of
particular objects and affairs in the world. In this way, ‘wEEl WEd: is
not . blind following of the facts and doctrines proposed by
Bhattamimamisakas. But with due reflection and observation, Advaita
recognizes almost all empirical theories put forth by Bhattas.

Vol. XIX, No.4 N. Usha Devi

Abhdva, Simanya etc.

1. Is there a Samanya of abhaval' In case there is, is it known by
perception or inference?

2. What is the difference between afyantdbhiva and simanyibhava, in
case the latter is accepted as a genuine universal by those who accept
abhéva as a separate padartha?

3. What is the difference, if any, between abhiva and anuplabdhi?

4. How are prigabhiva and dhvamisabhava known? Is  the
beginninglessness of the former different from the endlessness of the latter
and, if so, how is this difference known?

5. Is anyonyibhava known by pratyaksa ot anumana? In case it is the
latter, how can any vyaptibe established in the usual sense of vyapti in the
Nyiya tradition? Alternatively, if it is supposed to be known by pratyaksa
how could there be two simultaneous indrydrtha sannikarsa which
themselves will have to be different from each other?

6. In case indriydrtha sannikarsa is supposed to be a necessary condition
for Jaukika pratyaksa according to Nyiya, how can there be a pratyaksa of
abhava as, by definition, there can be no indriyirtha sannikarsa in its case?
The same problem arises in the case of samanya, in case its perceptual
apprehension is accepted as is generally alleged to be the case with Nyaya.
Vol. XIX, No.2 Daya Krishna
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Reply ;

1. No samanya or universal of absence (abhdva) is accepted in Nyaya;
every absence is specific to what is absent by akhapdopadhi, by specific
distinction. Thus absence of horse is different from absence of cow. Nyaya
does not recognize a general absence without a specification of what is
absent.

2. Atyantabhava in Nyaya has nothing to do with a universal as simdanya.
It had two phases in Nydya. At first there was a distinction between
simayikabhava (temporary absence) and atyantibhava (constant absence).
The example of the first would be absence of a book from the shelf, of the
second would be absence of cold in fire. In later Nyaya both were put
under afyantabhava with the tag constant (nifya), which ought to be added
only to the second type above. To many the title afyantabhiva for
temporary absence might appear a misnomer.

3. Anupalabdhi is the subjective aspect of non-perception of the absent
object, abhava is the objective aspect of perception of the absence of the
object, in the locus.

4, Absence before creation is easily known when we see the creation of
some thing like a pot by the potter, absence after destruction is seen in the
broken parts or disappearance. The two cannot be identified because that
would lead to rehabilitation of the destroyed object from the beginningless
past, by double negation.

S. Anyonyabhiva is just difference, and can be perceived. The eye, for
instance, can come in contact with two different objects like a horse and a
cow. One might attend to them severally.

6. Indriyartha sannikarsa is not with the absent object, but with the locu§
qualified by the absence of the object. Thus an empty cashbox would be
‘seen as qualilied by cashlessness.

Some ‘of the difficultics in Nyaya theory of absence as a category
{padartha) arise because they do not emphasize the importance of
expectation in perception of atyaniabhiva, specially of the temporary type.
No one perceives the absence of the moon in an empty cashbox because
no one expects the heavenly luminary there. Also the definition given for
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anyonyibhava is meant for different species, but would actually extend to
different members of the same species also.

Vol. XX, No.2 R.N. Mukerji

The Concept of Akdrya-jiina. Some Queries

I have been recently looking into some works by Visvesvara Pandeya,
a thinker of the earlier part of the eighteenth century. Lively and
innovative, Visvesvara has written on a number of subjects. In vydkarana,
he composed a new commentary on the Astadhyayi of Panini, taking
especial note of philosophical issues. The first three chapters of this work
have been published. Visvesvara was also concerned with philosophy more
directly and has two works on Nyaya or rather Navya-nydya: the Tarka-
kutihala” and Didhiti-prakasa; these works, so far as 1 know, are
unpublished. '

What interests me here is a work of Visvesvara on alankdra, the
Alankarakaustubham. It seems to be one of the first works of its kind to
make detailed and extensive use of the full force of Navya-nyaya methods
and terminology in the area of poetics. It defines different alankdra, figures
of poetic speech, with Navya-nyaya precision, carefully distinguishing one
alznkdra from another through definition and analysis, raising questions,
presenting counter-examples of awydptis (examples which the definition
should include but does not), and ativydptis (examples that should lie
outside the definition but do not) and taking up arguments seeking to
demolish the definition presented. This is a procedure which, at its best, in
secking to demarcate boundaries with articulate finesse, imparts,
interestingly, a richness of conceptual detail and nuance to the area that
lies within a boundary. .

Using Navxﬁ-nyaya logic and language, onc cannot avoid bringing in
Nav'ya—nyz‘aya ontology and epistemology—or so it seems to me.
Visvesvara, indeed, uses them deliberately for his own purposes, ds my
query, I hope, will show:

35. The Tarka-kutithala has been published.




270 Agenda for Research

A distinction=—which Visvedvara makes at length and with great
deliberation—is made between two major alankiras, upama ('simile’,
which depends on ‘sidrsya’ or ‘similarity’ between two disparate things)
and ripaka (‘metaphor’, which leans on abheda or ‘identity’). In
Vigvedvara, as in all good Alarkarikas, one is aware of the distinction at
two different levels: the intuitive, or rather the aesthetic, and the structural
or the linguistic, that is, the different words and expressions through which
the two alankaras are articulated. Visve$vara, likt other Alankdrikas seeks
meaningfully to combine the two levels in his exposition. The main focus is
on capturing the unique ‘feel’, the individual evocative force of an
alankdra—its vicchitti-visesa in Vidvesvara's own words—as different rom
others. In doing so, Visvesvara, with his love of Navya-nydya, devotes
great attention to the logical analysis of the language used to express the
two alankaras. He grants, however, that language in poetry has an
evocative power or vyandjand, not amenable to a straight-forward structural
analysis, and that, structurally or grammatically, the same language that
expresses a simile is also used to express an inane, quite wviccAliti-less,
similarity. The judgement of the safirdaya, therefore, must be kept in mind.
Conceptual finesse lies in the skill with which this judgement itself can be
articulated, especially in distinguishing afankdras like upamd and ripaka
which, though distinct; -are yet also felt to be close to each other
(Visvesvara describes 63 distinct alankdras) . The attempt, to take an
example from another field, is like discriminating discursively between
different rigas, close in structure to each other.

What I have tried, briefly, to sketch above is to introduce the context
of my queries and what Visvesvara is intent upon, for it is my feeling that
few, if any, of my rcaders cven among those who are Naiyayikas, would
have heard of this cvidently important thinker, who is better known to
Alankarikas. I do not wish to expound Viévesvara's thought here which,
obviously, needs a lengthier and fuller deliberation.

Let me come now to my queries. They concern a concept used by
Visve$vara in distinguishing rdpaka from wpami the concept of
dharyajpana. According to  Alarkarikas, what distinguishes ripaka
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(expressed in the standard example as, mukham candrah— face-moon’)
from upama (expressed as candra fva mukham— moon-like face’) is an
overpowering sense of abheda (non-difference or identity). Both wpama
and rdpaka, it. is argued, share a sense of sadrsya, similarity, between two
disparate things, but in rdpaka this sddrsya is pushed to the background
and overpowered by abheda, the feeling that the two things are one and
not scparate, and this is what distinguishes rapaka from upama. ‘Everyone
agrees’, Viévesvara remarks at the end of his discussion of ripaka, ‘that
the body of the rdpaka is formed through a sadrsya (similarity) between
two distinct things and is, thus, based on a sense of bheda
(difference}—bhedagarbhasadrsya ripakasariratvena sarva-
sammatatvad...’. However, its soul, which marks it as rdpaka and distinct
from wupama, lies in abheds. Visvesvara expresses this in his formal
‘definition’ of rdpaka, embodied in a kdrika, which initiates his discussion
of ripaka. His ‘definition’ is as follows: ‘rdpaka is the alankira where there
is abheda (non-difference) between that to which something is compared
(this is the upameya; the mukha in our example), and the thing it is
compared to (the wupamina; candra in our cxample}— tadrapakans’
tvabhedah syddupamanopameyayoryatra’. (see pp. 203-44 of the
Alankara-kanstubham, with Visve$vara's Karikas, Vrtti and Vydakhya,
reprinted by Chaukhamba Sanskrit Pratisthan, Delhi, 1987).

The peculiar feel or bodha of abheda, lying in a tension betwcen
similarity and identity, that marks a metaphor, had posed a kind of
theoretical challenge to interested thinkers and many Alarikarikas had tried
to characterize the bodha through different conceptual moves. Viévesvara
summarises and discusses the more ‘modern’ of these moves which had by
his time alrcady bepun to travel the pathways of Navya-nyiya.

The Naiyayikas (meaning the Navya-naiyayikas), he says, make use of
the concept of hdrya-jidna in this context. Ahdryajiana may be roughly
translated as ‘make-beliel knowledge'. The dress an actor assumes in
becoming someone he is not, is known as dhdrya; though | am not sure il
this associationr—obvious to me—is also present in the Naiyayika's mind
in using the word ‘Zharya’ It does not seem so.
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The Naiyayika argues: when we utter a sentence such as, mukhan’
candrah, identifying the mulkha with candra, there is a badha or rather the
knowledge of a badha, a bidha-jidna, an obstructive knowledge, which
prevents the two words to be conjoined into a sentence. In mukham'
candrah (very roughly, just to present the words, ‘face-moon’), the
togetherness of mukha and candra has a grammatical intent of producing a
sense of abheda or identity between mukha and candra. But we know that
the two are distinct things and cannot be identical. This badha-jiana comes
in the way of even letting mukham’ candral become a meaningful sentence.
How, then, do we actually take the expression as a riipaka, despite the
badha-jaana? 1t is here that aharya-jidna comes into play. It overrides the
badha-jidna. Ahdrya-jaana functions through my iccha. When | have an
Fharya-jiana, 1 willingly, out of my own iccha, overcome badha-jiiina and
allow a knowledge to take place which would not have otherwise taken
place. The standard example given here is, vahnind sificati—wets with
fire'—an instance where bddha-jfidna, for the Naiydyika, totally obstructs
sense, since we know that fire cannot wet. Here, too, VisveSvara says,
shirya-jiana can, according 10 certain Naiyayikas, function, allowing
vahnind sificati 1o make sense. This for the Naiydyika is a really extreme
example. Viévesvara does not, however, specify, what kind of sense
vahnind sificati now makes. Is it a figure of speech? He does not say so.
From what he says,‘it appears that #hdrya-jiana is granted the force of
rendering the (for the Naiyayika) nonsensical jumble of words that is
vahnind sificati into an ordinary meaningful sentence.

In Nyaya thinking it is necessary that a yogyatd, a ‘fittingness’ be there
for two words to be related in a certain way in verbal knowledge, and
yogyatd depends not upon grammar but upon the nature of the things being
related. Valning sticati lacks yogyatd, since fire cannot be instrumentally
related to the act of wetting, and hence is absurd; it cannot give rise to any
knowledge at all. Nyaya, 1 should think, can yet allow the possibility of
sense here through more than one move, laksapa for example. The
Alarkarikas among the Naiydyikas had ‘chosen to bring in the concept of
ahirya-jaana. Aharya works through my desire to have the knowledge. |
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willingly grant yogyata (and so it is called Fhdrya-yogyata) where it is not
otherwise there (allowing fire, in our example, an instrumentality it does
not have, and conjoining mukham with candrarh with a relation of abheda).

This is an interesting move, but to my mind it gives rise to a number
of queries.

(1)1t appears to me that the concept of dharya-jiina itself has no
conceptual yogyata (if one might use such a term) to be allowed a place in
the Nyaya scheme of things. Nyaya has a kind of essentialism which insists
that yogyatd is given in the very nature of things and their relations;
expressions which flout it cannot, in principle, give rise to édbdabodha or
verbal knowledge. How, I wonder, can the concept of dharya-jiiana, then,
be at all accommodated in Nyaya? Also, there is the question of the
relation between sccha and jizdna, a question interesting in itself; but taking
the question in regard to Nydya, | cannot see how Jcchd can be
Enstrumenlal in producing knowledge, as it is in Jﬁé:ya-_f}iéaé? One can
imagine ‘desire for knowledge' (jidnmeccha/ in Nyaya but how can one
think of ‘knowledge produced through desire’ (fcehd-janya-jiina)? laksana,
Nyaya allows, and Jaksapa can get rid of badha. But laksand h&-s .an
?ssociative logic of its own and functions as a means for removing quirks
fn language, ‘arising out of usage. It is not iccha-produced, and thus not
incongruous in Nyaya. But /aksand, some thought, might straighten out a
wayward sentence, translating it into a ‘correct’ one. It cannot fully explain
metaphor.

Visvesyara reproduces a line of argument concerning the inadequacy
of Jaksana for rapaka. The argument was that all Jaksand can do in a case
of metaphor such as mukham' candrafi is to project similarity through
association (mukham is similar to candra for it shares the attributes of
beauty, radiance, pleasingness and the like which candra has), and thus
removing the badha produced by the awareness that mukha is not candra,
conjoin mukham and candraf into a sentence. But then what we will have
is a simile and not a metaphor. Because for metaphor a sense of abheda is

essential, and it is for this reason that it becomes necessary to bring in
dharya-jnana.




274 Apgenda for Research

Another thing I remember in this context is that during the samvada,
which was later recorded in the book Samvada: A Dialogue Between Two
Philosophical Traditions (ICPR and Motilal Banarasidass, Delhi, 1991),
Professor Sibajiban Bhattacharyya had raised the question: how does the
Naiydyika understand the meaning of the sentence, Sabdo nityah— ‘sound
is eternal—since for him the sentence is as meaningless as vahnind
sificaii? And if the Naiyayika does not understand the sentence, how does
he refute it (Samivida, p. 151, etc.)? In his interesting answer Badrinath
Shukla had used some intriguing concepts to explain the Naiyayika's
comprehension of such sentences, but not the concept of Zhirya-jnina.
The question is, could the concept have been used?

(2) This brings me to another puzzle. Ahdrya-jiiana, it appears, is
believed by Naiydyikas to be possible only in pratyaksa, ‘direct
perception’. (This may have been why Badrinathji did not use it). But such
a notion seems even more incongruous in the Nyaya scheme than the
notion of dharya-jfiana itself. lllusions are another matter; they are not the
willful seeing of one thing as quite another. And illusion disappears when
the thing is perceived for what it is. Aharya-jiidna, on the contrary, comes
into operation upon seeing things as they are and then moving into a world
of imagination. The question, however, is how can pratyaksa in Nyaya
accommodate Zhdrya?

It seems, though, from what [ have understood from the Nyayakosa of
Bhimacarya Jhalkikar (see urider Zharya) that dhdrya could not only mean a
kind of willing perception but it could also be somewhat similar to bhrama
or illusion. Tt was seeing something with an attribute the ‘opposite’, so to
say, of what it actually had (svavirodhi-dharma-dharmitavicchedam’
svaprakdramoi jidnam). For cxample, seeing a mountain with fire as
without fire. Such ‘seeing’, or such aharya-jidna, has not been
characterized by Jhalkikar as a ‘willing knowledge’, as Visvesvara clearly
characterizes the dhdrya that he speaks of (‘satyapy ukta badhajiine
mukhatvavacchinnavisesyatika — abhedasamsargaka candratvavacchinna
prakiraka ~ bodho  jEyaldmiti yogyatgjiianam’  sambhavatyeva,

icchadhinajidne  bidhabuddherapratibandhakatvat’, op. cit, Vyakhya,
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p- 207, wherc the Vrtti, explained in the Vydkhya here, takes up aharya-
Jnana, calling it a Naiyayika's concept). Jhalkikar notes other examples of
similar bhrama-ifke dhiryas which appear to be different kinds of the same
species. These are not imbued with the spirit of a conceptual reaching out
towards the world of imagination, which Visvesvara's gharya has, and,
moreover, one cannot help wondering why they should not be included
under bhrama? Why form a new category? The Alarikarikas among the
Naiyayikas, who brought in ahrya, had, evidently, felt that they nceded a
concept which was distinct from bhrama if one were to properly
comprehend metaphor. Still, one is bound to ask how the concept was
made to fit into Nydya, if at all. Or, how can a Naiyayika do so within the
system, even though it may not have been done earlier.

(3) Intriguingly, the bhrama -like aharya and the jechd produced
dharya have both been made to share a strange property. They are both
limited to pratyaksa. But metaphors are expressed in language, and should
be a species of $4bdabodha, how, then, can an dhdrya which is confined to
pralyaksa be meaningful in explaining them? One would think that #harya
belongs to the field of paroksa. It is a concept meant to articulate fiction,
and some Naiyayikas, it appears—though not Viveévara—had extended it
to sibdabodha. On what grounds, I do not know. In pratyaksa, too, one
can, I think, imagine instances of #harya-jiana. Theatre comes immediately
to mind. Besides, there are games where one willingly assumes one thing
to be another: a chair could be monster ‘who’ will eat you if you sit on
it...Such a thing is done even in explaining lay-outs: a glass on the table
can become a house from which another glass, the house we want to
reach, is shown to be lying at such a distance, in such a direction. And so
on. But Naiyayikas, even if they be Alarikarikas, do not seem to have such
examples in mind, so far as I know. They do not extend the scope of
dharya beyond metaphor into a realm of #harya worlds in general. Is this
mcr.cly accidental or is there something in the grain of Nyaya which goes
against it?

(4) But can Zhdrya not be extended to ‘virtual' worlds in general, even '
to theoretical models and theory-making? Can we, in fact, not talk of
dharya worlds of different kinds? Let us make some Nyaya-like
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argumentative moves-and probe at possible vydptis and vydvrttis in order
to see how far we can extend the concept of aharya. (Such moves may not
be exactly Nyaya-like, where the usual move is the other way round: to
intuitively assume a field and define it through /2ksapd, examining it for
avydptis and ativyaptis, and modifying it for a better fit, but they are, I
think, quite in the same spirit.) Taking metaphor as the basic (mirdhanya)
example, the vyapti, I feel, can be extended without difficulty to the world
of fiction, theatre, games, and the like. But let us take a possible vydvriti.
Is the world of dream, for example, an aharya world? The vyavrtti here
lics in the fact that iccha does not play a ‘voluntary’ role in producing the
Jjidna, the awareness, of a dream. I say, ‘voluntary role’, purposely,
because jccha can be argued to produce dream in a deep and latent sense,
jccha functioning as vdsand, as some would put it. But even if we grant
that jccha causes dream in some such sense, this, clearly, cannot be a
function of Zhdrya-jidna, because there is no willing suspension of badha
here. There is indeed no hddha cven, which needs to be removed; badha
might arise later on waking up, but that is another matter. But what about
daydreaming? The world of day-dreaming is a willingly created world; it is
a world of the fulfillment of jccha and we enter it through iccha, willfully
pushing the real aside. Take the man in the famous story who found ajar (a
philosopher’s ghata) , and began weaving a wish-fulfilling dream: the jar,
he imagined, will buy him a hen, its eggs will fetch money to buy more
hens; he will become rich and marry a lovely wife; and when she disobeys
him give her a lusty kick, like this. Here the story takes an ironical turn.
The ghata breaks into pieces with the sweep of his leg, and the dream
comes to an unwished-for end; but the question is, can we consider such a
dream as an instance of aharya-jiana? Or does it lie outside the arca
coverced by the concept? Or, rather, does it really, as it might also scem,
lic on the periphery of aharya? How should one place it?

Let us take a different and a more serious instance, [rom truth rather
than imagination. What about scientific hypotheses? Or even ‘established’
scientific theories. Are they not cases of Zhiryajnana? In conceiving a
hypothesis, I enter into a virtual world, a world of imagination, which
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though concerned with truth is not actually true. One might here argue that
such a world is not really one of make-belief, and is conceived as possibly
true; the badha here, thus, is itself a virtual, or provisional badha, and not
an actual one. But then one would have to modify the Jaksana or
characterization of dhdrya-jiidna we have set out with, and a good
Naiyayika will do this, if he feels that the objection is well-taken. (The

‘question, of course, can arise that in comprehending metaphor, too, can

we really speak of a badha, or is it that the Naiyayika feels so because he
takes a certain sense-perceived world to be given and true? But let us not
raise this question here). Yet, supposing we modify our laksana, we can,
may be, move to divide badha itself iato two distinct kinds, (1) actual and
(2) virtual or possible. The problem, then would be to understand the
concept of a possible or virtual badha. Can such a badha really be a
badha? But let us make a further move in what we had been saying earlier.
A scientific hypothesis is just a step towards a scientific theory. But if the
theory, according to a well-known principle, is to be considered essentially
falsifiable, then is the badha not built into the very fabric of the scientific
conception of truth? Why should we not consider scientific knowledge
aharya-jiiana? A scientific theory, one might object, is plainly different
from a metaphor. But why should the concept be limited to metaphor and
not extended to scientific theories—or the world of theories in general—if
this can be done without a proper and valid badha? For if there is a
vyavrtti here, it has to be shown. The concept of abhyupagama in Nyaya
seems to me to come close to the making, or at least the consideration of
hypotheses, why should the knowledge of abhyupagama not be zhirya-
Jjiiana? Siddhanta in Nyaya, however, seems to have been made immune to
gharya. But is it really so? For a non-Naiyayika, for example.

But let me also try and take up what appear 10 me as some avydplis,
which the /aksana of dhirya as the knowledge of imaginary worlds should,
ideally, include but does not. Ahdrya assumes the privileged knowledge of
a ‘real’ world, which creates a badha when we wish to enter a world of
imagination; and we must willingly suspend or override the badha if we
wish to do so. What about music then, the pure music of rdgas, or pure
dance, nrtta, or abstract painting or even pure design? These appear to be
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worlds created through imagination, yet can we speak of #hdrya-joana
here? If so where is the bddha projected by the knowledge of a real
world? We just slip into these worlds of the imagination, without anything
obstructing us. Perhaps we can speak of an jcchd here, but on what
grounds can we speak of a badha? And if there is no bddha, can we speak
of the knowledge (which is a willing, absorbed awareness) of these worlds
as Jdharya’ But why limit ourselves to the arts, granted gencrally to be
rcalms of imagination. What about some realms of thought: mathematics
and logic, for example. Can we not place them in the arena of the ahérya?
But mathematics, it may be argued, is certainly different from music in the
sense that mathematics can apply to reality. But what about those areas of
mathematics which have no such application? Would they be badhita and
need Zhdrya-jidna for us to be able to enter them? These pure worlds of
the arts and of thought have each a sense of yogyaid or appropriateness of
their own. Hence we can speak of badha within them. Is this badha in any

. sense analogous to the bddha arising in the Naiydyika's dharya? If so, can
we suspend or override it through an analogous dharya? It does not seem
so, and so it would appear that dhdrya functioning through an rccha-
created Jharya-yogyatd is out of bounds here.

What I have said may have strayed and meandered, somewhat
frivolously, perhaps, at places, but I feel it has not strayed away from the
questioning and argumentative spirit of Navya-nydya. I hope it will elicit
response, making clarifications and perhaps even stringent or dismissive
counter-arguments, that will help in making the concept more transparent.
Hopelully, there may even be sympathetic responses, carrying the line of
thought into more meaningful directions. I found the concept of dhdrya-
Jidna exciting. Hence this note.

Vol. XIII, No.1 Mukund Lath

Reply 1

The question ‘whether deliberate falsehood in cognition can have a
place in the Navya-Nyidya scheme of things or epistemology’, raised by
Lath is interesting but not one which has not been raised and answered
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(affirmatively) by Nydya authors. Lath need not have been at pains to
search out possible instances—from different fields—of @harya cognitions.
Such instances are just at hand. The jaundiced person seeing the conch
before him as yellow, knowing fully well that it is nothing but white, is an
oft-quoted example of false cognitions known as false by the knower.
Another familiar example of such a cognition is ‘a man seeing the moon as
double by pressing his eye-ball’. Before answering Lath’s question I would
like, to point out that a slightly similar question has been raised by
Gangesa himself about inferential cognition. 1 quote here Gangesa's
remarks on this point as they occur in the Paksatd section of his
Tattvacintiinani.  The remark is this ‘Tc9& m?i aﬂqﬁi

eEEaTaA’. This means that, although ordinarily doubt about the
presence of the major in the minor is necessary for the inference of the
former, yet if there is strong desire to infer the perceived major in the
minor, then even the absence of the said doubt does not obstruct the
occurrence of the inference of the major. Perceptual certainty about the
presence of the major in the minor is certainly preventive of the inference
of the major but the desire for the inference tilts the balance in favour of
the inference and thus the inference emerges despite perceptual knowledge
being already there.

Turning now to metaphoncal cognition and other similar cognitions, it
may be pointed out chat there is nothing unreasonable if it is maintained
that a person can have the cognition which he knows to be false. Doesn't a
debater seck to defena a view just to defeat his opponent when he is fully
aware that the view being defended is false? Not only this, when a person
refutes a certain view, hasn’t he to take. full cognizance of the view
refuted? It is quite natural, for example, for a jaundiced person to assert, ‘I
see the conch as yellow but I know that it is white’. All deliberate
falsehoods are more or less of this type. When the contradictory cognition
is present, the contradicted cognition cannot be prevented even from
emerging into being. The contradiction itself involves reference to the
contradicted cognition. The only difference in the occurrence of the
contradicted cognition from the same uncontradicted cognition is that there
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is present in the former case introspective awareness of the contradictory
character of the contradicted cognition in the mind of the cogniser. The
presence of desire for the occurrence of the contradicted cognition lilts the
balance in its favour by weakening, so to say, the contradictory force of
the contradicting cognition. The causal collocation productive of the
contradicted cognition is strengthened by the addition of desire and thus
despite contradiction the contradicted cognition does arise. There is
nothing unreasonable in this view. Lath has quoted S.J.B.’s query to late
B.N. Shukla regarding the possibility of the occurrence of verbal
cognition—IegaI%—irom the incompetent sentence ‘he irrigates with fire’.
I do not know what answer Shuklaji gave to S.J.B's query. The right
answer to the query—which is very simple—is that when the sentence is
known to lack competence it is not that no verbal cognition is yielded by
the sentence. The false cognition arising from the sentence is
introspectively cognized (37 =494 ferd) as false by the cogniser. Thus
.the false cognition becomes an epistemic qualificand in the introspective
cognition ‘That he irrigates with fire’ is a falsehood’. Of course, the
cc;gniiér‘ is-inwardly aware of the falschood but poses as if he does not
believe in the falsehood. In all deceptions the introspective awareness that
what one is saying or communicating is false is always present in the mind
of the deceiver.

A significant question may be asked here. Granted that the deceiver is
aware of the falsehood of a cognition does he have the (original) cognition
or not? If he has, what is the status of this (object) cognition? Does the
person denying the statement, ‘one irrigates with fire’, first have the
cognition that ‘one irrigates with fire’ and then deny it? If he has, what is
the nature of this cognition? The answer to the question is simple. In the
backdrop of a contradictory cognition the emergence of the contradicted
contradiction is only in the capacity of an ecpistemic qualificand of
‘falschood” as inwardly apprechended. Where a person makes the
remark—to deceive another—that ‘plants are being irrigated with [ire’
what he intends his listener to understand is that ‘his (listener’s) cognition
that fire irrigates’ is true (although he himsell knows it to be false). The
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listener's false cognition of irrigation with fire is presupposed by the
deceiver when he makes the deceptive remark.,

The #hirya cognition is not ordinary illusion. There are illusions and
illusions. Nydya does not enumerate all the different types of false
cognitions or illusions. All these are subsumed by Nyaya under the general
category fqwfa. Vedanta calls it M (which is quite different from

‘ordinary illusion).

One question does yet remain to be answered. The question is this:
‘How does the imaginative falsehood practised in metaphor yield pleasure
or joy when it is known that it is nothing but falsehood?” Nyaya’'s answer
to the question—which is quite different from the poeticians’ and also not
quite satisfactory—is, that often deliberate self-deception is more
pleasurable than other-deception. It is a kind of creative activity by means
of which one seeks as it were to defy reality which is felt as restrictive of
one’s cognitive freedom. Phantasizing is a kind of recreation to which one
takes recourse when one is bored with the stark reality of the external
world.

The dharya cognition that the face is the moon is not inferential. So
the well-known Nydya explanation that even perceived objects can be
inferentially known if there is a strong desire for inference, cannot be
applied straightaway to the said cognition. The cognition is perceptual and
it is supposed to take place in defiance of the contradictory perception that
the face is different from the moon. The desire or predisposition to
perceive the [ace as identical with the moon is Jhdrya cognition as a result
of which the contradictory force of the difference- perception is vitiated.
But since the contradictory perception is not dissipated, the dhdrya
cognition that emerges in succession to the latter is ol the nature of mental
perception (A8 938 as Nyaya calls it). It is therefore almost similar to
the internal perception of one's own pleasure, pain, etc. Thus the
contradictory perception is visual while the Jhdrya perception is mental.
The explanation based on introspective awareness of falsehood applies to
other cases of Jhdrya cognitions mentioned above which need to be
distinguished from the ripaka cognition. There are different types of
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Fharya cognition having different causes like vdsand, desire, predisposition,
disability of sense-organs, strong prejudices, and so on.

The sum and substance of the points discussed above along with a few
more points may be put down as follows;

(1) The ahirya cognition is quite different from the illusory cognition
although both are false cognitions. Because of this difference in nature of
the #harya cognition Samikara calls it adhydsa and illustrates it with the
help of the cognition of the double moon that a person may have by
pressing his eyeball even while knowing that there is only one moon.

(2) The said cognition is sometimes inferential but it is usually
perceptual. It is not always caused by the desire to have it for oneself
although the desire to deceive or may cause it. If the cognition is meant for
oneself it occurs as the qualificand of ‘invalidity’ and has the form, for
example, ‘That plants are irrigated with fire is a falsehood.” To mislead a
credulous person one may however make the blatantly false statement that
‘plants are irrigated with fire’,

(3) The reflective or introspective invites future awareness of the
ahdrya cognition as the epistemic qualificand of falsehood that one may
have, is mental (called A9 WcA& in Sanskrit) but its character of privacy is
unlike the privacy characterizing mental states like pleasure, pain, etc.

(4) As stated above the #harya cognition is usually perceptual
overriding another perceptual cognition which contradicts it. The presence
of passion, obsession, desire, etc. in the causal collocation of the ahdrya
cognition helps it to weaken the causal collocation of the contradicting
cognition. But such weakeni;lg of the causal collocation of the contradicting
cognition ‘(happens in the case of other kinds of cognition t00). What
happens is that the contradicting cognition is followed in the second
moment of its occurrence by the emergence of the L'cmradicu;d cognition
as its causal collocation is reinforced by the induction of #sana, passion,
make-believe, etc. Thus, in the case of the Zharya cognition we have one
kind of perception prevailing upon or overriding another kind of perception
itself. If the contradicting perception disappears due to time-lapse the
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residual impression left behind by it persists till the contradicted cognition
comes into being.

(5) The admission of #harya cognition raises the question of why the
same entity is not cognized again and again by cognitions similar to each
other if one desires to have such cognitions. (Novelly is not—according to
Nyaya—a characteristic feature of a valid cognition). However, the
possibility of monotonous types of cognition pertaining to the same cntity
may be called into question even by Nydya.

(6) Another question that the dhdrya cognition may give rise to is that
Nyaya's admission of this cognition may force it to admit tautological
cognitions too, provided there is a strong desire to have them. The
question may have two answers. One, Nydya can deny that any sensible
person does or will ever have such a desire to know where there is nothing
to know in the tautology. Two, the tautology may be desired to have
propositional or even factual character. In a proposition there have to be
both a subject and a predicate. The subject must be endowed with
subjecthood and the predicate with predicatehood. The predicate cannot
be contained into the subject. The subject is the determinandum and the
predicate the determinant. How can one and the same thing play both
these roles? Of course, a thing can be known or sensed indeterminately
but then such a sensing cannot have the form of tautology.

(7) The &hdrya cognition may be viewed even by Nyaya as an emotive
content masquerading as determinate cognition. This is why it is
sometimes described or called ‘wishful thinking’ which—as per Nydya
view—means wish assuming the form of thinking. Thus it may be treated
as a peculiar type of illusion. Here there are two illusions involved, viz, the
illusion of wish parading as thinking and the illusion of the wished object
as the object of thought or knowledge.

(8) From the above discussion it becomes quite obvious that Nyaya
cannol go all the way with poetics in its explanation of Ripaka. There is
however a mode of interpretation of Ripaka which, without infringing
Nyaya doctrines can maintain the validity ol dhdrya cognition. In the stock
cxample of Ripaka, viz. “The face is the moon’ the word ‘moon’ may be
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taken to mean (cr suggest) by means of ‘Yaksana' a majority of

characteristics of the moon. Then the sentence can bear the interpretation
that the face is endowed with almost all the characteristics of the moon.
Simile may now be distinguished from Ripaka quite easily. If only a few
characteristics are common to two things then they may be described only
as alike and not as identical with each other.

Vol. XIII, No.2 N.S.Dravid

The Concept of Akaryajidna in Navya-Nysya: Some Reflections

A few interesting philosophical problems have been raised by
Professor Lath in connection with the concept of Fhdryajidna in Navya-
Nyaya (JICPR Vol. XII, No.1). As the problems are very much cogent,
inlere,gtiﬁg_ and thought-provoking, an effort has been made to illuminate
these Idgit‘;gjly from the purview of Navya-Nyaya.

A problem of how one can think of ‘knowledge produced through
desire” (fcchajanyajiiina) has been raised (p.174). A solution to this
problem may be offered in the following way. Let us look towards the
exact nature of Zhdryajidna. The knowledge which is produced out of
one’s own desire at the time when there is the contradictory knowledge is
called aharyajidna. ( Virodhijiana k.ilmeccbapm volyajidnatvam
dharyajiidnatvam or Vadhakalinecchajanyam Jjianam).’ "The word Zharya
means ‘artificial’, which is found in the Bhagikavya where the ladies are
described as mqajobbéraﬁr?mlramayaiﬁi (that is, free [rom artificial
beauty). From this, it follows that the word andharya means “natural’
which is expressed by the term ‘amdyaih’. When we talk of ahirys
knowledge, it has to be taken as an artificial knowledge on account of the
fact that between two objects an object is deliberately thought as otherwise
in spite of knowing the distinct character or real nature of these two
objects. In these cases one’s desire of thinking an object as otherwise acts
as an instrument (icchdjanya). 1t is to be borne in mind that the Navy
Naiyayikas have given much importance on vivaksa (that is, will to say).
Let us put forth some cases where we find a knowledge produced through
the instrumentality of desire (icchdjanyajidna). One is allowed to say sthali
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pacati (he cooks with clay-pot) with the nominative case-ending to the pot
instead of the correct expression *sthalyd pacati’,, with the instrumental
casc-ending with the word sthali if one so desires.

Apart from these there are a few cases where we find knowledge
attained through the instrumentality of desire (icchajanya) as in the case of
paksatd. If someone bears a strong desire to infer (sisddhayisa), he can
infer in spite of having siddhi. ( *sisadhayisasative numitirbhavatyeva’ M 1
is permissible as the Naiyayikas believe in the theory of pramdnasamplava
fihat is, capability of applying various pramdnas) to ascertain an object.
According to this theory, ‘fire’ which is perceived can be inferred if
someone so desires. That a cloth is completely different from a jar is
completely known from the perception and hence there is not at all any
necessity to infer a cloth as distinct from a jar. In spite of this one is found
to infer: ‘It {that is, a cloth) is endowed with the mutual absence of a jar,
as it has got clothness’ (ghatanyonyabhavavin patatvat). All these cases are
supportable as an individual desires to do so and hence the role of
jcchdjanyatva in the attainment of knowledge cannot be denied. But it
should be clearly borne in mind that all icchajanya-inferences or
knowledges-are not ahdrya. The icchijanya:jiana as found in the case of
ripaka and tarka are the instances of shiryajidna. From the above
mentioned cases it is proved that desire may act as the instrument of
knowledge which is called icchajanyajitina.

Another problem has been raised how the concept of aharyajiidna can
be accommodated in Nydya as the sentence conveying such cognition has
no yogyatd (p. 176). It may seem strange to us as to why such artificial
nature of knowledge is at all essential in the context of nyaya. Though
there is no direct result of the deliberation of such artificial knowledge due
to not having semantic competency ( yogyatd), it plays a great role in
pointing out the exact nature of an object indirectly.

The importance of accepting Fharyajidna can be realized casily il we
ponder over the importance of tarka as a philosophical method. Tarka is
nothing but an ahdryajfina, which is evidenced from the definition given in
the Nilakanthaprakasika on Dipik “Aharyavydpyavattabhramajanya
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ahﬁryavyapal-:avaltﬁbhramastarkab'h'. That is, zarka is an imposed (Zharya)
erroneous cognition of the existence of a pervader (vyapaka) which is
produced by another imposed erroneous cognition of the existence of a
vydpya. If the knowledge in the form-There is fire in the lake’
(hradovahniman) is produced out of one’s desire at the time where there is
the awareness of the contradictory knowledge in the form-’there is the
absence of fire in the lake’ (hrado vahnyabhavavan), it is called aharya. In
this case erroneous cognition is deliberate which is not found in ordinary
illusion.

The main purpose of accepting 4haryajiana is to ascertain the true
nature of an object (visayapariSodhaka) and to remove the doubt of
deviation (vyabhicirasamkanivartaka). The Zhdryajiana existing in the
former type-‘If it has no fire, it has no smoke’ ( Yadyan vahnimaii na syat
tadd dhiimavan na syif) ascertains the existence of fire in a particular
locus. In the same way, the Navy Naiyayikas have accepted another form
of farka which is also #hdrya in order to eliminate one’s doubt of deviation
(vyabhicirasamka). If someone bears a doubt whether smoke and fire have
an invariable relation or not, this doubt of deviation (wvpabhicarasamka).
can be dispelled by demonstrating the dhdrya-knowledge in the form: ‘If
smoke be deviated from fire, it will not be caused by fire’. (dbdmo yadi
vahnivyabhicari syit tarhi vahnijanyo na syap). From this it is indirectly
proved that as smoke is caused by fire, it will not be deviated from fire.

By virtue of being #hdrya both the parts-the ground (4pidaka) and
consequent (dpadya) are imaginary or hypothetical. If the first part is true,
the second part would become automatically true. But it is a well known
fact that the second part is not true in so far as we do not get any smoke
which is not caused by fire. So, the doubt as to the deviation of fire with
smoke can be removed by applying the farka in the form of dhdrya. It,
being a kind ol mental construction, is useful for removing doubt and
hence it becomes promoter to pramdpas. This dhdrya cognition is
otherwise called anistapatti or anistaprasaiga, that is, introduction of the
undesired through which the desired one is established. This imposition of
the undesired is of two types: the rejection of the established fact and the
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acceptance of the non-established object (Syidamistam dvividham smrtam
pramapikaparityagastathetaraparigrahah). If there is an ahdryajiana in the
form-‘water cannot quench thirst’, there would arise an objection-‘If it is
so, no thirsty people should drink water’. It is known from our experience
that water is capable of quenching thirst, which is denied here and hence it
comes under the first type of anista.

If it is said that water causes burning, there would arise objection in
the form- ‘If it is so, the drinking of water would cause a burning
sensation.’ The burning sensation from water is not an established fact,
which is admitted here and hence it belongs to the second type of anista.
We often take recourse to Zhdryajidna even in our day-to-day debate. If
an opponent says to a Naiydyika that self is non-eternal(anitya), he may
first agree with what the opponent says in the following manner-‘0.K.,
initially I agree with you that self is non-eternal’. This agreement for the
time being is Zhdrya and the next step in the form- ‘If self were non-
eternal in nature, there would not have been the enjoyment of karma,
rebirth or liberation due to the destruction of the self’ is also dharya which
indirectly points to the eternality of self. In the same way, various
expressions like ‘If I were a bird, I would have flown from one place to
another, if you were a firmament, I would have stretched my wings like a
crane’ (which reminds me of a Bengali song- Tumi akaé yadi hate ami
balakar mato pakhi meltdm) can be included under- dharyajiiina.

The accommodation of Zhdryajaana in Navya Nydya is primarily to
promote an indirect method through which truth is ascertained. In the
indirect proof in symbolic logic the negation of the conclusion i
deliberately taken which is also an Jharya and from this it is shown that, if
this is taken as a conclusion, it will lead to some contradiction or
absurdity. I the negation of P which is originally a conclusion is taken as a
conclusion of Fhdrya-type and proved it as contradictory or absurd, it will
automatically follow that the original conclusion, that is P (dndharya) is

true. This method is also called the method of proof by reductio and
absurdum.”

-
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In metaphorical expressions such dharyajidna bears a completely
different import. Rdpaka remains in the representation of the subject of
description which is not concealed, as identified with another well known
standard (rdpakam rapitiropad visaye nirapahnave}.ﬁi In the famous case
of ripaka-mukhacandra the upameya is ‘face’ which is identified with
‘moon’. In this case, the distinction between these is not concealed in
spite of having excessive similarity. Though the difference between them is
‘not concealed yet there is the ascription of the identification between two
objects (atisdmyal anapahn utabhedayoh upamdnopameyayol abhedaropah).
In spite of knowing the distinction between upamana and upameya, there
is the hypothetical ascription of identity deliberately which is also an
Eb‘f;ya.‘ﬁ

From the above discussions, it is known to us that the accommodation
of the Zhdryajfiina presupposes some intention of an individual. In the case
of metaphor, dhdryatva is taken recourse to in order to show the extreme
similarities between two objects. In the same way, aharysjiiana is accepted
by the logicians to ascertain the real nature of an object indirectly. Hence
Gharyajigna can  be utilized as an accessory 1o a pramana
\pramapanugrahakarapena)- Though the semantic competency (yogyatd),
the criterion of the meaningfulness of a sentence, is not found in the
sentences conveying Jhdryajiana, meaning of such sentences is casily

understood by others. Had these been not understood at all, the absence of
yogyati cannot also be known. Moreover, as there is semantic
incompetency, a search for other indirect or secondary meaning is
permissible. As there is the absence of yogyatd in the expressions like
mukhacandra and ‘If 1 were a bird, I would have flown’ etc., a thorough
search for indirect meanings like extreme similarity (afisamya) between
face and moon, the absurdity of describing a man as bird, etc. have to be
ascertained. It is to be kept in mind that the semantic competency is
essential only in the case of direct meaning (Sakydrtha) but not in
implicative or suggestive meaning (Jaksydrtha or vyangyartha). In fact, an
implicative or suggestive meaning is looked for if there is the incompetency
among the words (mukhyarthavadhe). Hence the semantic incompetency
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paves way to the indirect meaning as found in the expressions like ‘I am
building castles in the air’ ctc. Following the same line it can be said that
§b.i‘:yaﬁ§m can communicate something to us indirectly in spite of not
haying the said competency.

* Professor Lath further adds: can we speak of dhdryajiana existing in

the pure music of rigas, pure dance or abstract paintings that are new
wnrlds'created through imagination? In response to this, the followin

suggcslit?ns .can be made. Though aharyajizana is a product of imaginaiiong
all imaginations cannot be taken as ahdryajagna. The imaginary ideas as:
Found in the fanciful stories or fairy tales, etc., are not 4hdrya. Some
imagination is created out of one’s own will (fcchaprayojya) at the time
when. one is conscious of the contradictory knowledge (virodhjjianakalina)

?n sp‘ne of being conscious of the fact that fire cannot stay in the lake wc;
imagine that the lake has fire out of our strong will. It is the case of .Eﬁ,f a
as‘al.ready mentioned. In the case of pure music, dance and abslrg:l
paintings, we are not aware of the contradictory knowledge (virodhiidna)
through which the imaginary states are sublated (v4dhita). Though these
ifl‘e th.e cases of imagination having the characteristic of icchdprayjyatva, or
icchajanyatva, they are not Zharyajiana due to the lack of the ol,her

characteristic, that is, wrodhijianakalinatva or vidhakalinatva. In the case

f}f‘ E{zéry«yﬁﬁm both the characteristic should be taken as adjuncts of

rfnagn?ations. An imaginary cognition associated with rbc!rjpreyajyarv:? or

icchdjznyatva and virodhjjianakalivatva is called Zharya, Due to the

absence of the second characteristic the charge of avydpti of the definition

of aharyajiidna to the pure music, etc., does not stand on logic.

llI am very grateful to Professor Hemanta Kumar Ganguly, retired
Professor of Sanskrit, Jadavpur University and Dr( Mrs.) ,Nandita
Baleyc.:padhyaya, Reader in Sanskrit, Jadavpur University, Ca;lcutta, for
;l;; I:::ldkt;iinacr;d encouragement while writing this paper.) :

' Nyiyakosa Mahi dya Bhimaca i
i o o R

" Bhattikivya 2/14,
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" Siddhaniamuktivali on verse no.70.

“ Niilakanthaprakasiki on Dipiki on Tarkasarigraha, p. 376. edited by
Satkari Sharma Bangiya, with seven commentaries, Chowkhamba, 1976.

* Tattvacintamanl (Anumanakhanda), Gangesa, Vyiptigrahopayah chapter

Y Symbolic Logic (4" ed.), Irving M.Copi, Macmillan, London, 1973, p. 3.

Wi Sahityadarpapa, Chapter X, edited by Haridas Siddhantavagisa, p. 620.
1875 (B.5).

w Kusumapratima on Sahityadarpapa, Chapter X, edited by Haridas
Siddhantavagisa, 1875 (B.S.), p. 621.
Vol XV, No.l Raghunath Ghosh

1.What is the difference, if any, between the notion of dhvani and thz'n
of vyanjand? In case there is none what is the novelty i.n f\nnndvardhan 5
doctrine of dhvan? In case there is any difference, what is it?
Vol. XVII, No.1 Daya Krishna
Rap&:nlandavardhana does not claim that he is discussing the theory of
Dhvani for the first time, and he talks of this theory as a well—kr%o.wn
principle. In fact in the very first Kdrika of his Dhvanyaloka he cxphcn?y
says that the principle of Dhvani is already a well-known theory in
scholarly circles.

In Sahityasastra the word Dhvan/ is used in different conlexts.m
denote five meanings which are (i) the suggestive word, (ii) the sugges}we
meaning, (iii) the meaning suggested, (iv) the process of ptl)etic suggestion,
and (v) the poem where this process materialises. Dfvani therefore has a
wider connotion in the field of Kavya. .

The credit for establishing Dhvan/ theory could be given to
Anan;]avardhana owing to the fact that no ather earlier work is available
on Dhvani-theory in Kavya and also owing to the [act that he was the first
Acharya 1o have discussed the implications of Vyamjand in Kavya at such

an extensive level. o
Vol. XVII, No.3 Radhavallabh Tripathi
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Reply 2

There are similar terms like Dhavanana, Dyotana, Vyanjani

Pratyayana, Avigamana and Praksana to express the fourth power function
(distinct from the three—abhidha, tparya and Jaksapd), Vyanjani
Vyapara. However, a mere presence of Vyangyasamsparasa (suggestion)
does not constitute Dhvani. What constitutes dhvani is that Vyangya which
is also exclusively important in relation to other elements of beauty in the
poem and ideal poetry itself can be none other than Dévani. In fact Dhvani
is the name of the whole poetic process. It is the basic principle of poetic
creation.

It is Anandavardhana’s contention that only the dhvani theory can
adequately explain all the facts of the poetic process to the satisfaction of
the creative poet on the one hand and the appreciative critic on the other.
He succeeded not only in laying his finger on rasa as the soul of Poetry but
also in offering an explanation of it in terms of dhvani Although Dhvani is
the quintessence of poelry, and rasa is the quintessence of dhvans, Dhvani
is an exclusively poctic feature concerned with exploiting the beauty of
every element in the medium of language like alamkara, gupa and it to
serve the ultimate artistic end of rasa.

In verse 13 of uddyota 1, Anandavardhana defines dhvani that the
suggested sense must be dominant over the expressed sense (vachyartha)
in order that the piece of composition be the proper locus of dhvani, The
term dhvani, therefore, is applicable not only to vyangirtha or the
deliberate use of vyanjana vyapars, but also to all the constituent factors of
suggestion of poetry. He further says that not only suggestive meanings and
suggestive expressions can serve the purpose of Kavyatman but the art of
arrangement, the effective employment of them flashes suddenly across the
truth-perceiving mind of perceptive critics.
Vol. XVII, No.3 Dharmanand
Reply 3

Dhvani and Vyanjana are not the same. The difference between the
two can be explained by invoking the idea of ‘sphota’ or the meaning of a
word in the mind of the listner. The listner apprehends the Dhvani uttered

1
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by the speaker in the form of a word and understands its meaning (direct
or implied) through ‘sphota’ of the samé.

Vyanjand is a style of expression of ideas through implication.
Anandavardhana was the first to introduce the notion of Vyamjana.

Vol. XVIII, No.2 Vinod Kumari

Vékyspadiya

‘Has there been a tradition of philosophizing initiated by Vakyapadiya
or it has been an isolated work accepted as outstanding by everybody but
not followed by anybody?’

Vol. XX, No.2 Daya Krishana

Reply

Vyakarapa is one among six Vedangas namely: 1. Siksa (the science of
proper articulation and pronunciation), 2. Chanda (the science of prosody),
3. Vyikarapa (grammar and philosophy of language), 4. Nirukta
(etymological explanation of difficult vedic words), 5. Jyolisa (astronomy),

6. Kalpa (the science of ritual or ceremonial matters). (See, pradhanam ca

sat svanjgesu vydkarapam, Harivrttion Vp. 1/11.) .

Vyakarapa belongs to the tradition of Veda. It can be said that the
vedic spiritual thinking is promoted against the hedonistic way of life
prevailing in vedic time and the language and grammar flourished as means
to enrich the spiritualism. Philosophy of language and grammar, as a
respected discipline, is a result of reflections on the content of language
and grammar for clarification, conception and wisdom and flourished as
‘sarva veda parisadam’in the tradition to which Bhartrhari belongs.

The vedic thinking on language and grammar was developed, basically,
in two separate ways by Panini and by Vyédi. Paini first of all formulated
the rules regarding formation, categorization designation, definition and
abstraction of the words, their meanings and the relation between them.
He on the whole provided us an interpretation of Vaikhari-speech (the
sanskrta language-tokens we use for speaking, reading and writing) without
missing the philosophical influence he derived from the tradition. Vyadi, a
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contemporary to Panini, propounded the philosophical aspect of the
language and grammar in his Sangraha which is not available but the verses
of which are frequently quoted by Mahdbhasyakara Patafijali and
Bhartrhari, Vyadi and Vajapydyana pre-Paninianian advocates of the
philosophical aspect of Vedigama have been referred to by Panini in his
Astadhyayi. Pataijali all has also referred to their theories in his
Mahabhdsya on Astadhydyi. Bhartrhari has eclucidated their theories
respectively in two separate chapters of his Vikyapadiya namely, Dravya-
samuddesah and Jati-samuddesah. Apart from them, Sphotdyana and
Niruktakara Yaska are also enumerated in the tradition who influenced the
philosophical aspect of the tradition of language and grammar. No work of
Sphotdyana is available. Panini has referred to his name in Astddhyd He
was, perhaps, the founder of the sphota theory which later flourished as
sphota theory of language. The Mirukta of the sage Yaska is primarily an

* etymological interpretation of the difficult Vedic terms but contains

philosophical statements of the tradition also.

As we have mentioned earlier, Panini, on the whole, provided an
interpretation of Vaikhari-specch without missing the philosophical
influence he derived from the tradition in his Astadhydyi Points of
philosophical importance of his Astadhydyi attracted Katyayana for his
~ Virttika, Patafijali for his Mahabhasya and Bhartrhari for his Vakvapadiya.
They tricd to show that Vaikhari-fabda is only instrumental in the
cognition of a language which is being revealed (Madhyama-sabda). In this
regard it is notable that the theory of three levels of speech is a Vedic
theory propounded by the Rgvedic verse Catvdri vikaprimitd padani tani
vidurbrdhmana ye manisinah, guha (rini nihitd nengayanti luriyam vico
manusyd vadanti. Rgveda 1/164/45, and was setiled as a basic statement
for the philosophical theory of /znguage and grammar of the tradition to
which Munstraya belong. This and many more vedic verses have been
referred to by the sages, namely Katydyana, Patafjali and Bhartrhari,
Bhartrhari, in his Vrti, has referred to a number of verses (Rgveda
10/17/4, 1/164/45, 4/58/3) and many more verse are quoted in his Vit
on Vp. 1/130, 1/118, 1/ 120, 1/142,
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Bhartrhari is a grammarian philosopher of the tradition of Munitraya
(Panini, Katyayana and Patanjali). As authorities on the tradition of
language and grammar he has specifically referred to the names of these
sages as the Sdtrakdra, Anutantrakdra or Varitikakira and Bhasyakara
respectively (Vp. 1/23). He himself has claimed that he learnt the
philosophy of sdira, varitika, bhisya and of others from his teacher
Vasuratra and that constitutes the subject matter of his Vakyapadiva (Vp.
2/476-82). This is evident from the fact that the subject matter of
Vakyapadiya contains all those concepts which were discussed by Pénini in
his aphorism.

Bhartrhari has repeatedly said that his philosophy of language and
grammar belongs to the tradition of Agama of the $istas (see Vp. 1/27, 29,
30, 41, 43, 141). He has used the term Amndya in the same sense of
Agama (see, Vp. 1/2, 120, 134) and, it is different from Purdnigama,
(Vp. 1/48). From the verses quoted by him in Vakyapadiya it is clear that
he, by Agama, meant Veddgama including Veds, Upanisads, Siksa, nirukta,
etc. (see vedo maharsibhifi ... samamnitam prthak prthak Vp. 1/5,
vedavidbhifh Np. 1/7, Amndya vidoviduh Vp. 1/20, Amniyaveda Vp.
1/134) and not Tantrigama which is not opposed to Vedgama but is a
later scripture. Somiananda, Utpaladeva and Abhinavagupta, philosophers
of Tantrdgama, are seen much influenced by Bhartrhari. They have refuted
some ideas of Bhartrhari but have accepted his basic ideas. Against
Bhartrhari’s theory of three levels of speech they have accepted four levels
of it. They have criticized Bhartrhari for not accepting Pard and, thus, they
claim to represent the Agama in its true spirit. In connection with the
levels of speech-principle, it is notable here that Bhartrhari's theory of
these levels is based on cognitive ground. ﬁabda-principlc, in his holistic
philosophy, is the only Reality pervading all, in different forms and levels
of beings, known by different sources of knowledge, i.e., we know verbal-
tokens (vaikhari-sabda) by perception, language as idea (madhyama-sabda
or sphota) as a unit directly revealed or figured in the mind in
communication. Pasyanti in itself is beyond our knowledge because it is
neither a perceived nor a revealed unit of awareness in nature; it is known
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by implication or by presumption as the ontological substratum of the
language revealed by itself in the mind. Pasyanti is not a philosophical-
object because it is not a being revealed; butl inferred. Pard, the being
beyond these levels, is unacceptable to him as a philosopher. It is not an
object of knowledge even of inference but he does not feel any need to
refute it. It as a transcendental metaphysical reality is a subject matter of
sadhana.

Vakyapadiya as Bhanrhari himself says is the Agamasangraba.
Vasuratra, his teacher, was highly impressed by the Sangraha of sage
Vyadi and so was Bhartrhari and, perhaps, this might be the reason behind
claiming Vakyapadiya as Agamasangraha. Bhartrhari, himself, and his
commentator Punyarja in Vp. 2/476-82 accept that it was Vasurdtra who
initiated the inlcrprclaiion of the philosophy of grammar in the light of the
theories of Munitraya and that of other theories.

The influence of Vikyapadiya is not only viewed in the commentaries
on it, but also in the discussions, on language and its relation to reality,
that occur after it. Almost all schools had to come to term with what
Bhartrhari had said on the issue and they may be seen as ‘defining’ their
position in reference to the position of Vakyapadiya.

Many of the ideas of Vakyapadiya were not only modified and
developed later but have become relevant recently in the context of the
development in philosophy of language in the contemporary western
tradition of philosophizing also.

Vol. XX, No.2 D.N. Tiwari

What exactly is the, difference between S8bdi Bhavans and Arthi Bhavani
- What is the significance of this difference in the understanding of the

relation between language and action?

Vol. XVII, No.3 Daya Krishna

Reply
Professor Daya Krishna asks the following two questions:

(1)What exactly is the difference between Sabdi Bhavana and Arthi
Bhavana?
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(2)What is the significance of this difference in the relation between
language and action?

In reply to his questions I would like to say the following:

Sabdi Bhavana is consciousness of a word or linguistic phrase used as
an imperative. Arthi Bhavand is consciousness of the objective to be
realized by acting in accordance with the imperative. Thus, the former
bhavana is concerned with the understanding of language and the latter one
with doing an action.

Now, either the two bitdvandas are distinct from each other, the former
coming first and the latter next, or they form one psychosis in which they
do not occur separately, even though they can be distinguished from each
other conceptually. If we accept the first alternative, we have to answer the
question: How does languge lead to action? If the second, then we need
to answer the question: Can language and action form one psychical
_ whole?

In answer to the first question just raised we may say that when an
imperative is heard or received by a person who is already disposed to act
very faithfully in accordance with the imperatives of the received type, his
mind is automatically activated to form a will to act in accordance with the
received imperative. In such a person there is a transition from one staie of
mind to another.

But in answer to the next question we have to say that the imperative
received does not start any thinking process, but straightaway ‘triggers’ the
action. 1 am reminded here of Stevenson’s theory of persuasive function
and Austin’s theory of performative function of language, and also of what
is called the niyoga-function of the Vaidic Vidhi What nceds to be
specially noted here is that language can through some of its uses influence
a person straightaway to act in some specific manner. In such actings there
are not two bhavanas or consciousnesses occurring successively in the
mind of the actor. So, there cannot be in such actings any relation between
the imperative language reccived and the recipient’s intention to act. In
such actings there is just one consciousness in which what happens is that
the language acts. If this phenomenon of language acting appears to be too
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unrealistic, we can very well say that in such a unitary consciousness the
imperative language makes its addressee keenly intent to act in accordance
with itself. So, in such consciousness there can hardly exist any relation
between language and action. Perhaps any search here about a relation
between language and action is a wild-goose chase.

Vol. XVIII, No.2 N. Mishra

Different Types of Philosophical Texts in the Indian Tradition?

Philosophical literature in India is usually characterised as Sambhita,
Sangraha, Sd\muccaya, Kinda Kandika, Karika, Satraadhikarapa, Bhasya,
Vyakhya, Prakarana, Vartika, Vitti, Tika, Nibandha, Krodapatra, Panjika,
cirni, etc.

What are the exact differences between them and how does one
demarcate one from the other? Are the texts designated by these terms
characterized as such by later writers on the basis of the characteristics
they had or their authors themselves had characterized them as such.
When did the distinctions get crystallized and was there any overlapping
between texts which could be designated as either?

Vol. XII, No. 3 ' Daya Krishna

Reply

In the first 22 slokas of Parifardpapuriaam, chap. 18, Sri Parséara

said:
Now 1 will state in brief the essence of a Sastra which is worthy of

being known specially by those highly intelligent people who desire
moksa. 1

Y rETEEY YaEn wE: |
Lekieerecice RN AT
Learned ones have given the meaning of the word $astra in two ways:

(i) regulative, as being a source of regulation; (ii) $dsanam, as providing
description. 2

TRATCSHT=Y MreEfiegead g8 |
wrer ey s TR 12 1




298 Agenda for Research

Regulation is of two kinds: (i) prescriptive, and (i) prohibitive.
Similarly $sanam, has some positive thing for an object and is not
concerned with action or activity. 3

s faftretm e e |
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It is the one who does not know, rather than the one who knows or
the dtma or body, who is eligible to know the prescriptive Sastra,
prohibitive $astra and the sastrta which has for its object some positive
thing. Being backed by or based in cdturvarnya, beirg in an asrama-staie,
having attained a certain age and similarly qualified by other conditions
one has a $4stra which is specific to some specific need. However, a noble
person or a good person is motivated into a Sdstra by virtue of one's
nature. Such a one cannot be prevented from following an enquiry. He is
free from impositions such as varpa asrama, age, state, etc. 4-7.
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Onc who knows Brahma would not cast even a side-glance over a
4astra. Such a one is not motivated by virtue of having a body alone. 8
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Sisira is destroyed (may cease to exist), body remains in this world,
but the fruit lies elsewhere. O! Muni! there can be no $astra having for its
subject only 4rma. 9
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The ignorant one (atma) as other than the body, is motivated because
of illusion—illusion generated by samsdra, and is eligible to know sstra.
Because of attachment, bondage and freedom are thought to lic in dtma.
Initially, O! Muni! $2stra appears to have many dimensions and multifacets,
but it turns out to be one-dimensional when rationally determined. On the
command of S7va alone (we) construct the logical rules determining éstra.
10-11
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Having fewer letters, being beyond doubt, pregnant with meaning,
expressing everything,free from stabha and free from defect, those adept in
satras, call (such an expression) sdfra. Where the meaning of a siffra is
described by the sentences and the related terms which are in consonance
with the sidtra, we have bhasya. 12-15

freft g =mn Rderd T |

gl e g 1112 11

e gt Radade g)

STCTIERARIY AT, Tt e 1113 11

IR ¥ g gataer fag:

AT A TERd iem: 114 11

Tl s g G 4 |

Tl v 3 AR GEERO: (115 11

Muni and men with the blessings of Siva explain properly the meaning
of sotras in terms of a bhasya. With the blessing of Rudra-Parvati and with
the strength of their fapa, some people elucidate bhiasva. Separating the
words, stating the meanings of terms, breaking samdsas, etc., ordering

sentences and resolving the objections—these are live characteristics of
elucidation. 16-17
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Some ancestors, with the blessings of Rudra, with already altained
strength of their apa describe the meaning of bhasya in the form of a
virtika. Vartika is that in which are considered what is stated, unstated and
wrongly stated. Some people expound the meaning of a bhasya in briel or
in an elaboratc way in prakarapa according to their own intelligence. Those
who are conversant with the divisions of $dstra, call prakarapa tat which
deals with some part of a $7stra. 18-21
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With additions like satra, bhdsya, etc. a Sdstra provides direct access
to knowledge. 22
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Vol. XIV, No.1 Ambika Datta Sharma

Mahgjans—What Does it Mean?

Arvind Sharma, in his book Hindusim for our Times (OUP, 1996),
interprets the term mahajana in Yudhishthira’s answer to Yaksha, namely
mahdjana yena gata sa pantha in two ways. It may, according to him, mean
(1) a great person {(2) a great number of persons. Even though he agrees
that ‘the first sense is the obvious one’ he considers the second sense to
be ‘surprisingly fogical‘ and avers that ‘tradition, in this context, favours it.”
His contention that the first sense is obvious is apparently based on the
etymology of the word mahajana itself. The term makdjana is derived from
a combination of mahd+jana which means great+man, that is, great man.
put for_the second which he considers to be ‘though /ess obvious’ but
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more plausible’ one, he has advance an argument. His argument is as

‘follows:

Before saying mahdjana yena gata sa pantha, in the first part of the
answer, Yudhishthira asserts that (1) The Srut_is differ among themselves
(2) The Smrtis differ among themselves (3) The sages differ among
themselves (4) The essence of Dharma is concealed in a cave. These sages
are ‘presumably great persons’. ‘And if it has already been asserted that
the sages who were great persons differ among themselves, then how does
the great man/men, the mahdjanas help us overcome the dilemma?’
Therefore, he concludes that ‘the sense of a ‘great number of persons’
must be favoured.

In order to support his contention Arvind Sharma has quoted P.V.
Kane's translation of the same verse, in his History of Dharmasastras, Vol.
V, Part 4, pp. 1271, which goes as follows:

Rationalization is unstable, Vedas are in conflict with each other, there
is no single sage whose opinion is held to be authoritative {by all), the
truth about Dharma is enveloped in cave, (that is, it cannot be clearly
discerned) and that therefore, the path (to be followed) is the one followed
by the great mass of people.

According to Arvind Sharma, ‘Nilakantha, in the Sixteenth century, in
his commentary on the verse (Brahmasitra IV.2.7) takes it clearly in this
sense: for he glosses it as bahujanasammatamityarthah. 1 have found that
even in Satydnandi-dipika, the commentary on the above sdfra the term
mahdjana in evamiyampyutkrantirmahajangataivanukirtyate is used in the
sense of Janasadharanagata, that is, which is found in common people.
V.S. Apte in The Practical Sanskrit English Dictionary describes Wel as the
substitute of We&d, at the beginning of Karmadharaya and Bahuvithi
compounds, and also at the beginning of some other irregular words. He
defines HEWH: as ‘(1) a multitude of men, a great many beings; the general
populace or public; (2) the populace, mob; (3) a great man, a
distinguished or eminent man {4) the chief of caste or trade; (5) a
merchant tradesman. Monier William in his Dictionary trom Sanskrit to
English after saying that TgI9H: is ‘always used in the singular and rarely
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used in the plural’, defines it as *(1) a great multitude of men (2) the
populace; (3) a great or eminent man, great persons; (4) the chiel or a
head of a trade or caste; (5) a merchant. Further he also says that it means
‘(a house) occupicd by a great number of men’.

A tlarification of the term mahjana is of great importance for
understanding the concept of dharma, for if it means ‘greatman’ then the
path is one which is shown by the great man or may be class of great men.
And the question about dharma/path boils down to who is a great man?
Which itself is a problematique. By accepting this definition we concede
that the sages, that is, rsis cannot be regarded as great men as we have
already rejected them to be the source of the path because they differ
among themselves and there is no consensus among them regarding the
nature of the path.

On the other hand, if we accept the definition of mahdjana as “great
mass of pcople’ then the notion of dharma as a categorical imperative
loses sense. For then the path is that which is followed by the great mass
of people. On this view, therefore, the path shall be determined by the
majority of the people. It shall lead to egalitarianism, if the great mass of
people is dishonest, then dishonesty shall be the dharma. If a greater
number of persons, at a given time and in a given state are corrupt then
corruption shall be the norm, the dharma. But dharma cannot be so shifty.
One continues to believe in honesty as one’s dharma even if a Iarge
section, nay even all, the people become dishonest. Such is the force of
dharma. So, path cannot be determined by the masses but is determined
by the classes. In fact, if we look at the history of mankind we find that in
all ages the path is shown by an enlightencd individual who has either
gained it from the study, meditation, experience, insight or intuition of if.
Masses just lollow the path shown to them by him. Rama, Krishna,
Sarkara, Buddha, Mahavira, and in our own times Ramakrishna,
Paramahamsa, Ramana Maharishi, Sri Aurobindo and Mahatma Gandhi are
clear exemplars, Mankind has always looked to this enlightened individual
for guidance in case of doubt and for the resolution of all kinds of contlicts
confronted by them. It is the Sista vyavahara and not the loka vyavahira

i .
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which determines the path. This view is supported by 7aittiriva Upanisad
(1.11.4) which says. .
Accordingly, one has to follow the path shown not even by an ordinary
Brahmana but only by the Brahmana who has high ideals, who has the
expertise, who is devoted to good deeds, who loves everyone, who acts
out of a sense of duty, and who does not act out of avarice, hatred or ill-
will. He has to be one who has attained equanimity and has goodwill for

all. He has to be one whose words and deeds do not differ. In short, he is
the one who is virtuous.
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This is quite close to Mill’s ‘competent judges’, from whose decree
‘there can be no appeal’. Of them he says: ‘On a question which is the
best worth having of two pleasures...the judgement of those who are
qualified by knowledge of both or if they differ, that of the majority among
them, must be admitted as final’

How is this dilemma about the meaning of the term mahajana o be
resolved?
Vol. XV, No.3 Ashok Vohra
Reply

)Iﬁkshuk Vohra in his query cntitled ‘Mahajana: What does it mean?"
pubhrthcd in the JICPR, Vol. XV, No. 3, scems to be worried over the
meaning of the term ‘mahdjana’ which was used by Yudhisthira in his reply
to Yaksa's inquiry regarding the nature of the path to be adopted by
people. The reply, as is well known, was ‘mahdjano yena gatah su
panthaly’. )

. Vohra points out that Arvind Sharma in hig book Hinduisny for Qur
Times (OUP, 1996) has mentioned two meanings of ‘mahdjana’ (1) a
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great person, and (ii) a great number of persons. But none of these two
meanings is acceptable to Vohra in the present context. For, he says, i it
means ‘great man’ then the path is one which is shown by the great man
or may be class of great men. And the question...boils down to who is a
great man?...rsis cannot be regarded as great men...because they differ
among themselves and there is no consensus among them regarding the
nature of the path’ (p. 151). So, whom to follow? The second meaning
also is not acceptable to him. To quote his own words, ‘If a greater
number of persons, at a given time and in a given stale are corrupt then
corruption shall be the norm, the dharma. But dharma cannot be so shifty’
(p.151). 4
Thus, Vohra is under a dilemma and he finds it difficult to resolve. At
the end of his query he almost despairingly asks, ‘How is this dilemma
about the meaning of the term mahdjana to be resolved?’ (p. 152). But
then, why does Vohra think that he is under such a dilemma which does
not allow any escape from it? He himself, in his query, notes that
according to Taittiriya Upanisad what are ultimately relevant are not the
individual persons, but high ideals, sense of duty, equanimity, good will,
virtue, etc. And he has also talked in his query about Mill's ‘competent
judges’ who obviously cannot be competent by being mere persons, nor
even by being a multitude of persons, but by possessing the ability to
discriminate between the desirable and the undesirable in human actions.
Such judges, in adjudicating matters, certainly use principles which are
high or mah, because it is only these which people ought to act on. And
whoever acts on such moral principles is surely a mahdjana. This particular
use of the epithet mahd, which is not a ‘numerical’ use but a ‘moral’ one,
is ncither eccentric nor. unusual. Nor is it linguistically or grammatically
unidiomatic. As Vohra himsclf points out, one of the meanings of
',-f.-ah@'aﬂa "given in V.S. Apte’s The Practical Sanskrit-English Dictionary is
‘a great man, a distinguished or eminent man’. And in Monier William'’s
Dictionary from Sanskrit to English also one of the meanings is ‘a great or
eminent man, great person’. Now, it mahdjana is an eminent ot
distinguished person, and if his eminence ot distinction is not related to
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ca.sl? or trade (each having been mentioned separately in both the above
Dictionaries), but to the treading of the path of dharma (as is indicated by
the context of Yudhsthira's reply), ‘mahdjana’ must mean ‘a person who
acts in accordance with dharma or moral duty’. Gandhi was called

‘mahatma’, not because he was Karam Chand Gandhi, but because he
practised the high moral norms of satya and afimsa. If, thus, ‘mahirma’
can have a moral significance, why can’t ‘mahdjana’ have the same?

. And it is worth noting here that moral norms or principles are not the
ﬁat's of any individual or any group of individuals, nor even of any
sc.:nplurc; these norms or principles have ‘their own sanctity. They truly lie
hidden deep down in the cave (guhiyim), and they need to be dug out
How they are dug out, or, if we drop the metaphor, how they are thuugh;
out and known is not the question at issue here. Here the question simpl
is: What does ‘mahidjana’ mean? And in the light of what we have sziﬁ
earlier, it can quite safely be said thal ‘mahdjazna’ means ‘a great person
who acts in accordance with high moral principles and is worthy of

emulation’. And so the path that he treads is the path which can very well
be an exemplar.

Vol. XVI, No.3 Nityanand Mishra
India’s Intellectual Tradition: Dead or Alive

The Problem that troubles me most concerning Indian tradition is the
‘closed mind-set’ of the traditionalists. What is not clear is the exte.nt to
which one can isolate such a practice from tradition per se, if one believes
Ihat. something of the latter kind indeed exists. Keeping in view the oral
beginnings of the Indian tradition, the problem is all the more serious, The
traditionalists seem to be saying: ‘Accept what we say if you want to imow
\:vhal Indian tradition is all about, You have to first accept the tradition to
become cligible to pass critical judgement on it’. Granted! But what if in
the process one loses one’s eritical discernment and becomes ‘traditional’?
It sc:-e.ms to imply that one has to first become traditional to know wha;
traldmnn is all about. Perhaps, there is nothing wrong in having such an
attitude provided the tradition is ‘attractive’ enough to attract followers
But this does not seem to be the case as the followers of Indian traditior;
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are ever shrinking in number, unless of course one is willing to grant the
status of traditionalists to the saffron brigade. Such an attitude will also not
permit the complaints that traditionalists often make of being ignored,

In such a situation the important thing seems to be to inquire whether .

the Indian tradition is dead or alive. If it is dead, then one can only write
its history and inquire into the reasons for its death, i.e., one has to
account for its death and find out whether it has died for good. If it is not
the case then how are we, as students of philosophy, to provide a criterion
of goodness, for not all good things seem to stand the tyranny of time? In
my view our failure to provide such a criterion would force us 1o accept
some unadulterated form of social Darwinism. However, if it has died for

good (or is in the process of dying) then why should we not celebrate its

death or decline, whatever be the case? In such a situation will not clinging
on to tradition be a sign of backwardness in the sense of traditionalists’
failure t o change with the times, their lack of adaptability? Is it not
therefore the duty of the trationalists to work out ways so that people can
take cognizance of the Indian tradition? It has in any case ceased to be
‘attractive’ enough to inspire people to follow it. Should not followers of
the Indian tradition take note of this fact and work upon it?

Moreover, why should anyone try to follow it? What, for exa.mpl{:
does it offer to a woman or a Sudra? What place does tradition have for
them? Have these sections of society not experienced it as oppressive and
even exploitative? How is one to distinguish the ideological content of the
Indian tradition from its other aspects? What I am also not sure about is
the extent to which such queries can be accommodated within the Indian
tradition. This can perhaps be clarified if one knows whether lndhjm
tradition is a homogencous thing or not, i.e. whether there is a multiplici ty
of voices in it or not. I there is a multiplicity, then is it also not necessary
to identify such voices and work out their relationships? [ wonder If
anyone has really tried to do it. It will also be interesting to know ‘how
successful such attempts, if ever made, have been. These are some of the
issues that come to my mind concerning Indian tradition. May be, someonc
can find time to help me clarify some of these issues.

Vol. XI,No.1 Ravindra M. Singh
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‘Indian Intellectual Tradition : Dead or Alive 7 A Response to Ravindra
M. Singh

The issue, ‘Indian Intellectual Tradition: Dead or Alive?’, is a complex
onc. A lot of conceptual knots have to be untied before we can have a
clearcut view of the matter.

We must, first of all, understand the implications of the terms tradition
traditional and traditionalist, The Chambers’ Dictionary defines tradition a.;
customs, practices , tales and beliefs handed down from generation to
generation’. In other words, tradition stands for the accumulated wisdom
our social practice to prove the irrelevance of tradition. If we could do
away with the ideas of joint family or guru $igya relationship, dismiss the
ideal of moksa, and distort the real meaning of dharma, why could we not
do away with the caste system? Tradition exists in us. It is what we make
of it. So if we could do away with moksa and dharma but retain the caste
system, we can act similarly when we borrow frem the western tradition,
Besides, in the so-called modern societics, do we not find discrimination
against the Jews, the Blacks, the non-cthnic? .

Mankind, at present, is thirsting for change- a change which in reality is
a rootless, restraintless change of the values and norms of life. In this mad
race man sometimes finds himself without an anchorsheet. This has
evoked, most often, an extreme reaction either in the form of ethnic
cleansing in Germany, revival or racism in Britain and America, or the
saffrom brigade in India. These are the perverted ways of reaffirming one's
roots. It will be much saner if the Indian intelligentsia sincerely endeavours

to chalk out a path for the Indian society which can strike a balance
between tradition and modernity,

Vol.XI, No.2 Tantra Patnaik

What exactly is meant by the terms Logos and Nous in Greek
What exactly is meant by the terms ‘Logos’ and ‘Nous’ in Greek
philosophy? What is the difference between them? Are they opposed to

each other? Or, are they complementary to each other?

Vol. XV, No.l Daya Krishna
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We have received the following clarification regarding the distinction
between Logos and nous in Greek philosophy f[rom Professor Richard
Sorabji, King's College, London:

In Greek thought, Logos is contrasted with nous from Aristotle
onwards. The farmer refers to a step by step reasoning process which
leads to an understanding while the latter{zous) does not need to do so as
it has already arrived. Nous is sometimes thought of as intuitive. In the
Neo-Platonist tradition it is considered as timeless. Episteme in Aristotle
believes scientific understanding. Aristotole means that episteme passes
from the premises (often definitions) which are initially grasped by nous
from which inferences are drawn through Logos usually by syllogistic
reasoning to an understanding of the further attributes of the thing defined.
For example, it passes from the definition of triangle to seeing that it
follows from the definition, with other premises, that interior angles will be

equal to two right angles.
Vol. XV, No.2 Richard Sorabji

Kant's Doctrine of the Categories: Some Problems

Kant's famous doctrine of categories suffers from an essential unclarity
which needs to be rectified so that an adequate understanding of Kant’s
position may be possible and its assessment done on that basis.

For Kant, the categories are the transcendental forms of thought,
particularly in the context of what he has technically called
‘understanding’. There would have been no problem with respect to this
except for the fact that the twelve categories he has mentioned have
themselves heen divided by him into those of quantity, quality relation and
modality. These are the four headings under each of which there are
further sub-divisions, leading thus to the famous twelve categorics of
Kant,* . -

36. Immanuel Kant, Critigee of Pure Reason, translated by Norman Kemp Smith,
Macmillan, London, 1963, p. 113,
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The categories under quantity are;

I. Unity
II. Plurality and

[I. Totality

The categories under quality are:

[.Reality

II. Negation and

IIL. Limitation

The categories under relation are:

L. Inherence and Subsistence

1. Causality and Dependence and

1. Community (reciprocity between agent and patient)

The categories under modality are:

L. Possibility-Impossibility

[1.Existence-Non-existence and

III. Necessity-Contingency

It is obvious that the categories arc not all on a par for while the
categories of quantity and quality have only a simple trinity under them,
those under relation and modality seem far more complex even in Kant's
own presentation. Under ‘modality’, we have an intrinsic opposition built
within the category itself while under ‘relation’ the categories seem to have
a dual character almost in all the three sub-divisions under it. This dual
characteristic, however, does not seem to derive entirely from the fact that
a relation generally holds at least between two terms and hence may be
seen from the point of view of ecither of them. ‘Subsistence’, or to use
Kant's term ‘accidens’, is certainly not the complementary of ‘inherence’
(substantia in Kant's language). Similarly there is hardly any notion of
reciprocity or community between ‘agent” and ‘patient’ as given in Kemp
Smith's translation.

The generalized problem with respect to the categorics mentioned by
Kant is that neither can they be regarded as being necessarily a
transcendental form of thought, nor can alf of them together be considered
as such, for the necessity only is that at least one of the categories under
cach of the four sub-headings need be there, However, there is no
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necessity as to which one should be there. To talk of twelve categories
therefore is to be basically mistaken, for, in each act of thought or
understanding what need be present is only one of the categories under the
four headings of quantity, quality, relation and modality and not all of
them,

The first question that needs to be clarified, therefore, is whether all
the twelve categories have to be inevitably present in every act of thinking
or understanding as they are the constitutive forms of what it means (o be
‘thought” or only four need be present, one each out of the sub-set given
under quantity, quality, relation and modality.

The second question is: what is the relationship between the dual
nature of the sub-categories under ‘relation’ and ‘modality’ for, in actual
fact, we have not three but six categories under them. Thus it needs to be
clarificd as to what is meant by the necessity of one of the categories
under ‘relation’ and ‘modality’ being necessarily present in every act of
thinking and understanding for it is obvious that, at least under ‘modality’,
both possibility and impossibility cannot be present together. Nor, for that
matter can existence and non-existence go together. On the other hand
while cause and effect, that is, causality and dependence can be present at
the same time, one is not sure if this is possible in the case of inherence
and, subsistence.

There seems to be also a difference between categories under
‘modality’ and those under ‘relation’. For, while it is clear that out of the
categories under ‘modality’, only one of each pair can obtain in a
judgement, the situation is not so clear-cut in the case of the categories
under ‘relation’.

- The third question that needs to be clarified is the relation between
the first two categories under "quality’, that is, reality and negation and the
second pair of categories under ‘modality’, there is existence-nonexistence
for, prima facie, ‘existence’ seems to be the same as ‘reality’ and ‘non-
existence’ the same as ‘negation’.
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These are some of the problems regarding Kant’s doctrine of the
categories which needs to be resolved, for unless these are clarified the
exact import of Kantian thought cannot be understood.

Vol. XI, No.3

Reply 1

Daya Krishna

Comments on Prof. Daya Krishna’s ‘Kant’s Doctrine of the Categories’
Let us approach the problems raised in the note through Kant’s theory
of judgement in general in the Crtigue of Pure Reason. In this connection,
table of categories and table of judgements are given below side by side:

Table of Categories
I

Of Quantity
Unity
Plurality
Totality

I
Of Quality
Reality
Negation
Limitation

11
Of Relation
Inherence and subsistence
(substantia et accidence)
Causality and Dependence
(cause and effect)
Community (reciprocity
between agent and patient)

v
Of Modality
Possibility-Impossibility
Existence-Non-existence
Necessity-Contingency

Table of Judgements
I

Of Quantity
Universal
Particular
Singular

I
Of Quality
Affirmative
Negative
Infinite

I
Of Relation

Categorical
Hypothetical

Disjunctive
v

Of Modality

Problematic

Assertoric

Apodeictic
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2. 1t is stated in the paper that ‘the categories are the transcendental
forms of thought, particularly in the context of what he has said technically
called ‘understanding’. Here, a distinction does not appear to have been
made between general forms of thought and transcendental forms of
thought, or between general logic and transcendental logic. The categories
listed in the table are general or formal forms of thought, they acquire
transcendental or material character only after they get themselves
schematized in terms of temporal determinations. Similarly, understanding
in its general character requires to be distinguished from its transcendental
character. According to Kant, understanding in general shows its specific
transcendental nature in the process of schematizing its pure forms of
thought called pure or unschematized categories of understanding. In other
words, we have to take cognizance of multiple employments of the faculty
of understanding: Logical, transcendental, empirical, rational, etc.

3. General logic abstracts from all content whether sensuous or
nonsensuous, for it concerns itself solely with the forms of thought. On the
other hand, transcendental logic abstracts from all empirical content, but
not from a priori determinations of space and time, as pure content of
transcendental aesthetic. That is, the pure forms of perception form the
content of transcendental logic. It will not be surprising if we say that pure
categories can be applied to things in themselves if elements of
nonsensuous intuition are provided to understanding for their synthesis into
objects. Kant makes it plain: ‘the categories in their pure significance,
apart from all conditions of sensibility ought to apply to things in general,
as they are, and not, like the schemata, represent them only as they
appear. They ought, we conclude, to possess a meaning independent of all
schemata, and of much wider application. Now, there certainly does
remain in the pure concepts of understanding... a meaning but it is purely

_logical, signifying only the bare unity of represcntations’ (A/147. p.186).
4.1t is fundamental to Kant's thought that the nature of pure
categories is tied up with that of the pure forms of judgements. Kant did
not borrow the pure categories readymade from his predecessors or picked
them up from the given range of experience, but derived them from an
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examination of logical forms of judgement. It is clear from the table that to
each judgement there corresponds a category, and that there is exactly the
same number of judgements as there are categories. Kant writes that ‘there
arise precisely the same number of pure concepts of understanding which
apply a priorito objects of intuition in general, as, in the proceeding table,
there have been found to be logical functions in all possible judgements’
(B/105. p. 113).

5. Keeping the aforesaid in view, we shall look into the specific
questions raised in the note about the nature of the categories, particularly
the sub-categories under ‘relation’ and-'modality’.

6. Since the pure categories are derived from the pure forms of
judgcment, the nature of the latter will be reflected in the former. Let us
take the category of causality and dependence under ‘relation’ and the
category of possibility-impossibility under ‘modality’.

7. A judgement in the hypothetical form takes the form, ‘If A is B,
then C is D’. It makes an affirmation under a condition. Hence, the
category will be the relation of dependence or conditionality. The category
in question is not an aggregate of two conceptions, but a relation of
conditionality between two conceptions. This is likely to be an explanation
of the dual character of the category.

8. The first form of the modal judgement is problematic, ‘A may be
either B or not B'. The assertion is neither conditional nor unconditional.
The category in accordance with this form of judgement is possibility-
impossibility. There does not seem to be any, ‘intrinsic opposition’, for
cach category represents a distinctive moment of the judgement itself. If
we-agcept Kant's traditional method of logic as a guiding principle for the
discovery of categories, then objections against them in the note seem to
be hardly tenable. The dual characteristic of the category of possibility-
impossibility represents the intrinsic dual nature of the corresponding

" judgement, and a similar situation holds good in respect of other categories

under ‘modality’.

9. The first question (p.. 144) may be viewed in the light of what has
been s@id—above, keeping in mind that the categories are moments of
thought or judgement in general Thought in Kant is a unity and its unity is
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presupposed in the unity of consciousness or mind. Kant's holistfc
conception of thought is required to be noted against Hume's atomistic
conception of thought.

10. The Second question (p.144) has received fair treatment in 4 to 9.

11. The third question may be clarified with reference to the peculiar
character of the judgements and the corresponding categories undvjr
‘quality’ and ‘modality’. In the affirmative judgement, the su.bjcclt 15
unconditionally thought under the predicate, while in the negative it is
posited. outside the sphere of the latter, and the relative categories a%re
reality and negation respectively. As to modality, the case is that} the entire
judgement comprising subject and object is referred to the SubjCCt. or the
faculty of cognition. The categories here are existence and non-existence.
The category of reality cannot be the same as existence and ‘that of
negation as non-existence, since the modes of judgement from which they
are derived cannot be the same. The whole philosophy of Kant seems to
rest on distinctions between various types of judgements and the categories
thought through them.

Notes and References .

1. Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, translated by N.K. Smith, Macmillan,
London, 1950, pp. 107 and 113.
Vol. XII, No.3 Kaushal Kishore Sharma
Reply 2 ;

As the first ‘essential unclarity’ to be rectified in Kant’s doctrine of the
categories, Daya Krishna mentions the number of categories, whether
there are only these twelve transcendental or constitutive forms of th{}':lghl
and whether all of them or only four, ‘one each out of the subsel given
under quantity, quality, relation and modality” must be present.

Comment Though Kant declares that in his transcendental classification of

the concepts of pure understanding he had followed Aristatle’s logical

o
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classification of judgemcmsn, he leaves no doubt that with regard to
nature and number of the categories no final reason could be given:
*  'This peculiarity of our intellect that it can bring about a priors unity of
apperception solely by means of the categories, and only by these and that
particular number, is as little capable of further explanation as why we
have just these and no other functions of judgement, or why time and
space are the only forms of our possible intuition,”"

Kant however insists that these twelve categories offered by him are.
the basic/fundamental/primitive ~categorial concepts for and of any
cognitive performance (Stammbegrific). Pertaining tosthe basic concepts of
quantity, Ze., unity, plurality, totality, Kant concedes that there are also
other concepts of quantity which he calls derivative (abgeleitete concepts
or Pridikabilien, yet he maintains that none of these are basic, meaning
that they are not needed in every act of knowing and hence no necessary
formal e!emems of logically correct and objectively valid judgements/
propositions.” Hermann Cohen, founder of the Marburg School of Neo-
Kanl:amsm had already emphasized in his Kants Theorie der Erfahrung
[1873] that it is of minor relevance whether there are just these twelve
or some more categories; what does matter is only that there are such
basic concepts as the necessary a priori conditions of any valid onto-logical
know]cdge Though I would not reckon Heidegger among the most
qualified interpreters of Kant, his often sidelined fundamental statement in
the introduction to Sein und Zejt (p. 12), that the ontical distinction of
Dasein consists in Dasein’s being ontological (meaning that the substantial
characteristic of Dasein is the ability to intellectually understand, to have
reliable knowledge of one's own and other beings' being) marks

A T9IT./B 105fT,

38. B 145f

39. Dryer, p. 137.

40. Kant's Theory of Experience.

41. Ontofogy Kant identifies with his design of transcendental philosophy for it is solely
concerned with the a priori concepts and principles of any objectively valid
knowledge (B 873). Ontology ‘can inform us.. .only of the conditions a priors under
which we can obtain knowledge of things generally in experience”. (N 5936).




316 Agenda for Rescarch

adequately Kant's conception of the self-object relationship, self and object
not being independent entities but correlated elements of all- possible
cognitive experience; for in Kant's doctrine the catcgories are not, as in
Aristotle’s, ontical structures (Seinsformen) but ontological concepts,
formal structures of thinking (Denkformen).

As to the sub-question whether all twelve categories must be present
in the act of knowing, one must realize that in the exposition of the
categories as the a priorf conceptual forms of the understanding, Kant
distinguishes between the ones of quantity and quality (the mathematical
categories) and those*of relation and modality (the dynamical categories);
of these the former only refer directly to what is given in sense-
perception/intuition and are thus constitutive of the time-space manifold as
such, whereas the latter are constitutive of objects in space and time,
which Kant‘formulates in the highest principle of synthetical judgements:

‘ ‘Every object is subj;:ct to the necessary conditions of a synthetical
unity of the manifold of intuition in any possible e.xperience,'ﬂ

This means to say that the categories have no meaning and serve no
purpose apart from spatio-temporal intuitions:

“The notion of connection involves besides the notions of the manifold
and of its synthesis the notion of unity. Connection is the representation of
the symthetic unity of the manifold.”™

Knowledge, in Kant's interpretation, is not ( the comprehension of a
natural, an ontically present relation between things, which is there

“independent of a knower; knowledge is rather the creative act of
establishing a relation between what is given in sense-perception/ intuition
and its a priori concept, the result being knowledge itsell, a refatio
transcendentalis which Kant expresses in the fundamental principle
(Grundsatz) of his Transcendental Idealism that

‘the conditions a prierf of the possibility of experience in general are
al the same time conditions of the possibility of the objects of
u.:Jq:u:rien<:e."M

42. AISB/B 197.
43, BI3OL
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Kant’s definition of ‘object’ however depends on his definition of
‘nature’ in the transcendental (not transcendent) sense, fe. nature as the
sum-total of all objects of expericnce.'s He emphasizes his intention to
show how -

‘the conditions & priori of the possibility of experience are at the same
time the sources from which all the peneral laws of nature must be
derived."*

These conditions being the a priors categories permits him to proclaim
the human understanding/intellect in itgelf as the source of laws of nature:

‘The understanding does not derive its laws (a priors) from nature but
prescribes them to it."’

And since nature is to be understood as the realm of objects, in the
above mentioned sense, the categories (not as material structures of being
but as formal structures of thinking) in co-operation with the a priori forms
of spatio-temporal sense-perception are the principles of all generally
valid/scientific knowledge.

In cach and every cognitive statement in the form of a synthetic
judgement a prior7 at least four of the twelve categories are to be
employed, one each of the four sets. And Kant concedes that others, the
derivative concepts, may also be at work in the process of knowing; but he
‘maintains that these twelve connective concepts are distinctive among
other concepts in being intellectual rather than sensible concepts, in being
pure rather than empirical concepts, and in being basic rather than
derivative,”**

Yet Kant seems to apply special importance to the categories of
relation, and-if one has some difficulties, to cite Daya Krishna, with ‘the
dual nature of the sub-categories under ‘relation’ and ‘modality’, one
should remember Kant’s remark that his table of categorics might evoke

44. A-111; also A 158/B 197.
45. Prol.,A 74 (£ 16),

46. Ibid, A 77 (E17).

47. Ibid., A 113 (£36).

48, Dryer, p. 113,
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some rather meaningful reflections with regard to the scientific form of all
theoretical knowledge, one of them being that the third category of each of
the four classes arises from a connection of the second and first of its
class; so is, for instance, totality nothing else but plurality under the aspect
of unity, limitation nothing but reality connected with negation, community
is the interactive causality between substances, and necessity is nothing
but existence granted by its pussibility,w Kant seems to propose or even to
hold that the third category of ecach set is present in cvery
judgement/proposition, it being the synthesis of the two others of the same
set which are, in this synthesis, annihilated as well as conserved in an
encompassing concept. Stated in a more neutral form one could say that
‘there will then be one elementary a priori concept or category for each of
the different ways in which objective empirical judgements confer
objectivity and generality on the corresponding perceptual judgt:mems.s‘0
Coming to Daya Krishna's question pertaining to the first two
categories in the class of quality and the second pair under modality and
his prima facie impression that ‘reality’ seems to be the same as
‘existence’ and ‘negation’ the same as ‘non-existence’, we should turn to
that part of the Transcendental Analytic which deals with the synthetic 2
priori principles of the understanding (Analytik der Grundsitze), part I,
there we find in the paragraph entitled Anticipations of Empirical
Perception (Antizipationen der Wahrnehmung) the statement that
‘In all appearances the real which is an object of sensation has
intensive magnitude, Le., a degrcc.n
Here the concept of ‘reality’ is restricted to what is given in sense-
perception/intuition and not to a thing as such, a thing as a subject-
independent entity. In this sense ‘reality’ refers to something being in time
and ‘negation’ to something not being in time. What in empirical intuition
corresponds to sensation Kant calls realitas phenomenon. Empirical reality

49. B L10.
50. Korner, p. 49.
51. A 166/B 207.
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means objective validity of appearances; the contrasting concept would be
that of transcendent reality as the mere (empty) thought of a thing in itself.
; The cf)nccpt of “existence' is not identical with that of ‘reality’, sinc;a
E‘.J(-ISIE.HCE 15 not a certain qualification or determination of a thing but the
thing’s absolute position, the concept of ‘position’ taken as identical with
that .Of being. Hence, Kant says under the heading The Postufates of
jE'mp:dcal Thought (Die Postulate des empirischen Denkens) , a sort of an
fntroduction to his refutation of (material) idealism {Descartc:s Berkeley)
in contrast to his own transcendental/theoretical Iidea]ism: , ‘
j\?’hethcr. therefore, perception and its train can reach, according to
empirical laws, there our knowledge of the existence of things can also
reach. But if we do' not begin with experience or do not proceed
according .to the laws of the empirical connection of appearances, we are
::ghi:-zls(;ng a vain display to guess and discover the existence of
We may hold that there exists a necessary being which we are uscd to
call God, but this is a mere, empty thought and not an empiricall
verifiable concept of such a being, which is to say that its cmpiﬁca? rcalily
cannot be scientifically proved by means of the a priori/pure concepts 0);
thle understanding; and we may therefore conclude that not everything that
Img?lt be thought of as existing could also be proved as having empirical
reality, and hence the concept of ‘existence’ has a wider range than that of
(empirical) ‘reality’; it transcends the realm of pure transcendental or
theoretical reasoning into that of the postulates of pure practical reason
. To_sum up: The categories are basic/fundamental concepts ol: an
object in general and as such a2 piiori forms of every objectively valid
knowledge; they are not in themselves knowledge but mere fofms f
thought lfor constituting knowledge from given sense-perceptions/ inluition:
An application of a category to what presents itself in sensible cxpcricnc:;
bccomés lpassiblc only by means of a transcendental temporal
I:Ietermmat:on which Kant calls schema: hence, for instance, the schema of
substance’ is continuity (Beharrlichkeit] of what is real in li;m:.

52. A 6/B273f.
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Whether my comments can serve as a clarification of Daya Krishna's
querics or whether they might even have complicated them is not for me
10 decide; but when working on these comments | realized once more the
validity of Schopenhavuer’s commencing sentence of his Krittk der
Kantischen Philosophie in the Annexe to Vol. 1 of Die Welt als Wille und
Vorstellung (The World as Wil and Idea):

It is much casier to point out the faults and errors in the works of a

: ) 2 : 53
great mind than to present a distinct and complete exposition of its value.
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Reply 3
Kant’s Doctrine of Categories: An Attempt at Some Clarification

In this note I wish to respond to Daya Krishna's note, ‘Kant’s
Doctrine of the Categories: Some Problems’ (JICPR, Volume XI,

Number 3, May-August 1994, pp. 143-44). in which he raises
erning Kant's doctrine of categoris as found in

some questions conc
1 will not deal with these

his Critique of Fure ReasonIn doing this,
one by one. What 1 will do is to say a few

questions directly,
nding of things, strictly kecping in

things, according to my understa

P
53, For a more detailed information on

books Das Problem der Afirktion b
Studien) and Essenirals of Kant's Theoretical an

Publications, Delhi, 1993,

Kant's Epistemology and Ontology | refer to my
o Kant, Cologne 1953 (Supplement 67 of Kant-
d Practical Philosophy, Ajanta
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ﬁe;:::;; ,‘1:‘:::::“3- Il:lopc that what I am going to say will help
(1) Kim‘i mentior‘lg -:l:c.ls“““s- i

djﬁe}-_eﬁt .hgads 'f_h,-e: ve;j categories, which he classifies under four
A quami‘y.,,inmwun er each h.ea'd_: unity, plurality and totality
causality and ; dépen;::c:n{:cilﬁ:ﬁ:n;c ("ﬁ”bﬂ"”da o st
£ nd effect) and communi
poss; m::_yim;::;;;r; agent. and patient) under relation; "‘:::;’
R o mtﬁ, ; existence-non-existence and necessity-
e Wi; ality Now, I ﬁTnd that all these catcgories are
SRR 3 mzne ;nmhcr, JF the sense that each one of
SR el ::; nz:)n{ (;1;1::.;‘mcludinf1 those under relation
ol 0 ; par with one another, in

o und;t :11;;);;1; dl:ffc;em from one another under the same h::z
undér & S hmza s. They are different from one another
i e i h;r .z;is for example, there are the different
o 0ne,ap ha ty and totality under quantity. They are
b undernotlmj unc_ie:r different heads, as for example
catcgor_ies‘ i thrc ation, as far as I can see, are rclationa;
B Sl i .ose u.ndcr any of the other three heads are
e e andgc::;s. Like a? relational term in logic, as the
ki composcde, fa relational category may be defined as
SR n“mnsot two ternf?s yvhich are correlative to one
A 0 say, which are definable only in terms

I have sai
e ::L a:o;e that even the categories under relation are, in
> nd not more than one. This is now easily seer; 1

have said abo
: N ve, that ih!: categories under relation are relational

categeries, :

e g;:ategor?:: 'Iu:jve_ also ldeﬁncd a relational category. Now, if
b et éalcgary ist:r rle:mon are relational categories and' a
T u-ndc as . 'ave d‘cﬁned it to be, then it follows that
NSl o nmr relation, like relational terms, are, in each
N e teml:mrc ti}im one. These catepories may be
B orralati s, as indeed they are, but since these two

clative to, or definable only in terms of, one another
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these categories like relational terms, are,
not more than one. Now, it only remains for me to show that the
categories under relation, as far as I can see, arc relational
categories. And again, this is easily done as follows: (1) to say that
something is a substance (in one sense) is the same thing as to say
that it is the support of accidents; and to say that something is an
accident is the same thing as to say that it is supported by a
substance. (2)To say that something is a cause is the same thing as
to say that it is the cause of an effect: and to say that something is
an effect is the same thing as to say that it is the effect of a cause.
(3) To say that something, say A, is an agent in reciprocity is the
same thing as to say that something else, say B, is an agent in
reciprotry with A; and to say that B is an agent in reciprocity is the
same thing as to say that A is an agent in reciprocity with B. Here
following Kant, we can also say that if A and B are agents in
reciprocity with one another, then B is a patient in relation to, or is
determined by A, and A is a patient in relation to, or is determined
by, B.

I have also said above that the categories under modality are
just as well, in each case, one and not more than one. The first
category is either the category of possibility or the category of
impossibility; and not both. the second category is either the
category of existence or the category of non-existence; and not
both. The third category is either the category of necessity or the
category of non-necessity/ contingency: and not both. And all the
three categories are either the categories of possibility, existence
and necessity, or the categories of impossibility, non-existence and
n0n~ﬂcccssilyf contingency. It is unthinkable that Kant would have

" put under one and the same category both possibility and
impossibility; under one and the same category both existence and
non-existence; and under one and the same category both necessity

in each case, one and

and non-necessity/contingency.

_(‘)uqdcs With-Answers
(2) Kant i i -
. r:ennons twelve categories, which he classifies under
! cerent heads. But, as far as I can see, he does not menti
i . ) ntio
havt:hter bal! thg twcllvc of them, or some number less than thatn
s I:xm: pres;:t In cach and every synthesis of the manifold ol," '
1ons. The question has been asked
i : sked whether, according to
i , all £hc‘twalvc categories have to be present in each ind
me;y synthesis of the manifold of pure intuitions. or only four of
» O :

BIEE"ss ne cﬂll‘:',gt)l’}’ from each head, Now, as Kant himself does not
o .0 t:mntwn anything about it, we have to make up our ow
mind in thi i . :
g :; con.ne‘ctfon. Now, as regards the first alternative in the
i ias éd' if it is the case, as it may be said to be, that all the
O caI egories under any of the four heads (say, the categories of
1 ; ] : » ] D
i :: 0;; urality and. totality under )fhe head of quantity) are distiﬁct
b ¢ another in such a way that all of them, or even two of

fte l-, cannot be present at the same time in the synthesi
r'::1 lolned, that is to Say, noti more than one of them can l::z
se; i i
fouo “r: ;t the same time in the synthesis mentioned; then, it
S - £ »
ot at :;1! ]:hc twelve categories cannot be present in each and
ase of the synthesis mentioned
, that not m
SRS _ ore than four of
; an be present in each and every case of the thesi
mentioned, one category from each head e
Furthe; :
£ ifr,a a's. regards the second alternative in the question asked
manifoid ;f ; it a.ppcars, according to Kant, every synthesis of the
ure intuitions would be subi
. ject to all the fou
categories (thus, to take a concrete instance g
earthly thi i i i ’
underyth lnfs as being perishable is subject to the category of unity
B e ;ad of quantity, to the category of reality under the
4 hcadqu: Jtyl, to the category of substance and accident under
of relation, and to the cate i
. ] gory of existence und
catcg{;ry of modality): and if, as we have already seen 'cr l:c
recedi Z =
p Ing paragraph, not more than four categories can be prese T
1l

in each and every case of the synthesis mentio
from each head; then

the synthesis of all

ned, one categor
. 2 y
, it follows that exactly four categories
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neither more nor less, would have to be present in each and every
case of the synthesis mentioned, one category from each head.

(2) The question has been asked: what is the difference between
the categories of reality and negation, which fall under the head of
quality, and the categories of existence and non-existence, which
fall under the head of modality? I think that the clue to answering
this question could be looked for in Kant’s table of judgments,
upon which his table of categories is claimed to be based. On that
basis, we could say the following; the categorics of reality and
negation, as falling under the head of quality, would in some way
relate to the affirmation or denial of something of something,
respectively. And the category of existence or the category of non-
existence, as falling under the head of modality, would in some
way relate to the relation of actuality (as distinguished from that of
possibility or that of necessity) or non-actuality (as distinguished
from that of impossibility or that of non-necessity/ contingency) of
something with another, respectively.

Vol. X1V, No.l R.K.Gupta

Kant on Reason
What is the relations between theoretical and practical reason in Kant?
What is the difference in Practical Reason as cvidenced in the

prudential action on the one hand and the one displayed in Moral action ?
Vol. XIX, No.1 Daya Krishna

Reply
A Note on Theoretical and Practical Reason in Kant

In this note, I wish to respond to Daya Krishna's Notes and °

Queries 2 and 4 in JICPR, Volume XIX, Number 1, January-March

2002, p. 243, 1 wish to respond to them together, not separately.
One may call Kant’s first critique Critique of Pure Theoretical

Reason, and his second critique Critigue of Pure Practical Reason.
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Pure theoretical reason consists in giving the form of
knowledge. Here we have forms of sensibility and forms of
understanding. Here we also have Ideas of Reason, which arise
from our illegitimate use of understanding beyond sensibility, Pure
practical reason consists in giving the form of morality, This is our
being able to will the maxim of our action as a universal law. Thus
these forms of reason are distinct from one another. But they have
this in common that they both are a source of universality.

Pure practical reason is distinguished from practical _reason
which is not pure. The latter deals with means required for the
attainment of an end, which may be actual or possible. An actual
end is one which we all desire; this is happiness. A possible end is
one which we may or may not desire. In connection with pure
practical reason, we have laws of Morality. In connection with
practical reason dealing with means required for the attainment of
an actual end, we have Counsels of Prudence. In connection with
practical reason dealing with means required for the attainment of a
possible end, we have Rules of Skill. While the Laws of Morality
are categorical in character, both the Counsels of Prudence and the
Rules of Skill are hypothetical in character.

Is morality a subject of theoretical understanding, or rather of
pure theoretical reason, and thus subject to the limitations which it
imposes? Form of morality, as we have seen above, is given by
pure practical reason, which is distinct from pure theoretical reason
having its own form. Further, there are no moral sensible
intuitions, no moral sensible data, which could be subject to the
limitations which pure theoretical reason imposes. As a result, we
can say that the answer to the question just mentioned must be in
the negative. However, there is something else here. The form of
pure practical reason has to be applied to facts of experience in
order to obtain particular moral laws. But these facts of experience
are already subject to the form of pure theoretical reason. As a
result, there must be a meeting point between the form of pure
practical reason and the form of pure theoretical reason in
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obtaining particular moral laws. Kant himself takes cognizance of
such a situation. He says, ‘.. between the realm of natural concept,
as the sensible, and the realm of the concept of freedom, as the
supersensible, there is a great gulf fixed, so that it is not possible to
pass from the former to the latter (by means of the theoretical
employment of reason), just as if there were so many separate
worlds, the first of which is powerless to exercise influence on the
second: still the latter is meant to influence the former-that is to
say, the concept of freedom is meant to actualize in the sensible
world, the end proposed by its laws; and nature must consequently
also be capable of being regarded in such a way that in the
conformity to law of its form it at lcast harmonizes with the
possibility of the ends to be effectuated in it according to the laws
of freedom.” (The Critigue of Judgement, translated by

J.C.Meredith, Oxford at the Clarendon Press, 1952,p. 14.)
Vol. XIX, No.4 R.K.Gupta

Kant on Perpetual Peace

The recent events in Iraq have highlighted once again the problem of
war and peace, and the role that supra-national political organizations such
as the United Nations are supposed to play in this regard. On one side, we
have the notion of ‘independent’ ‘sovereign’ states which can not accept,
by definition, any authority, superior to or higher than, themselves. On the
other hand, if peace is to be preferred to war, then one has to accept
equally the necessity for some supra-national organizations to ensure this,

The problem was examined by Kant who tried to deal with it in his
work entitled Perpetual Peace: A Philosophical Sketch and contains the
blue-print of the ‘articles’ required for an organization which may possibly
ensure peace between states. The work discusses the relation between
politics and cthics, an issue which has generally been ignored by almost all
those who have thought about politics or ethics, as if they had litle
relation to each other. Ethics has been seen as an individual enterprise,
and politics has been seen as an arena where only power matters,
particularly when it concerns relations between states.
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In this connection Kant develops the notion of ‘public right' which he
treats as a ‘transcendental’ presupposition of thinking about the public
domain,

It is time that political thinkers and philosophers become aware of
Kant's pioneering work in this regard and carry it forward for all its worth,
as even after what has happened nations have to return to the peace table
and think of how to avoid wars.

Vol. XX, No.1 Daya Krishna

Reply

Towards Perpetual Peace
Under Focus on page 197 of JICPR, Volume XX, No.1, Daya

Krishna refers to the recent events in Iraq, and then, in that connection, to
Kant’s treatise Perpetual Peace: A Phifosophical Sketch. This treatise has
three parts. The first part contains six preliminary articles, the second two
definitive articles, and the third one secret article. My purpose here is not
to give a synopsis of these articles and discuss them. What I wish to do is
to formulate yet another preliminary article, and incorporate it as the third
article in Kant’s list. There will then be seven, not six preliminary article
as a result of what has currently been happening in Iraq. This shows that
our moral life grows, further opens up, with the growth of our moral
experience. | state below the new article and an explanation. |

A state shall not covet what belongs to another state, and try to
acquire it by deceit or force.

There are problems amongst people. One of the reasons is their
indulgence in dishonest dealings, which is the same things as crookedness.
One of the reasons why they do so is their greed. There are times when

.they reinforce their crookedness by force. When people resort to

crookedness, they treat others merely as means or objects of exploitation.

1 make bold to make here one more point. There is the Indian word
dida. In one of its meanings, it may be said 1o stand for a person who is
ever ready to use force in order to have his will done or make his
presence felt. [ would like to coin the word Dadaism, and define it as the
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attitude or theory to that effect. Dadaism in this sense differs from
Dadaism in another context. In this other sense, Dadaism refers to ‘an
early twentieth century international movement in art, literature, music,
and film, repudiating and mocking artistic and social conventions (7he
Readers Digest Oxford Wordlfinder). The people who are responsible for
the present state of affairs in Iraq exemplify Dadaism in my sense of that
term.

Vol, XXI, No. | R.K.Gupta

War and Philosophy

The issue of war has seldom been a centre of attention in philosophical
thought anywhere in the world, even though 7he Gita in the Indian
tradition starts with it and the problem it poses. The work of Levinas
focusses attention on this issue and suggests that no thinking about ‘values’
can be honest if it does not take it into account. Warfare questions almost
all the values that man strives to seek in order to make his life worth
living. He opens his discussion with the startling statement ‘Everyone will
readily agree that it is of the highest importance 1o know whether we are
not duped by morality.’

Moral values are questioned in life by everybody and those who try to be
moral are considered fools by others who prosper by willful denial of all
values in their life,

War brings this issue to a head and forces one to make a radical
distinction between the ‘we’ and ‘they’ in which the ‘other’ is not seen as
a human being and, thus has no ‘rights’ which derive from that very fact.
In the Mahabhirata Yudhisthira, the son of Dharma explicitly says that
there are situations where to do dharma becomes adharma and where
adharma becomes one s dharma. Levinas asks ‘Does not lucidity, the
mind's openness upon the true, consist’ in catching sight of the permanent
possibility of war?" The state of war suspends morality; it divests the
eternal institutions and obligations of their eternity and rescinds ad-interim
the unconditional imperative. In advance, its shadow falls over the actions
of men. War is not only one of the ordeals the greatest of which morality
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lives; it renders ‘morality derisory’ at the beginning of his work entitled
‘Totality and Infinity’, Tr. by Alphonso Lingis, published by Duquesne
University Press, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, 2002,

The work nceds serious attention as it brings out the question of
politics and ethics in the centre of attention, particularly in the current
context of systematically planncd and organized terrorism in different parts
of the world by ‘convinced idealists’ on the one hand and others who, at
least, prima facie, do not seen to believe in any values whatsoever as they
do not distinguish between guilty and innocent in the orgy of violence and
the two combined in the war perpetuated by America in the contemporary
world in defiance of the collective will of the UN and the world.

Vol. XXI, No.4 Daya Krishna

Reply.

The Issue of War***

It is indeed very timely that Professor Daya Krishna (hereinafter DK),
the Editor of JICPR, has, under the column ‘Focus’ (Vol. XXI, No. 4,
October-December 2004), raised the question of the relevance or
otherwise of war in the present world scenario, He, in this regard, draws
the attention of his readers to the ‘current context of systematically
planned and organized terrorism in the different parts of the world...."],
too, while concluding my Lecture given on November 2005 in an ICPR
sponsored meeting of the Patna University Philosophy Department, had
said, But then, what is the present environment for man in general? Well,
it is certainly the one besieged with perhaps the worst kind of terrorism.
And it is definitely proving to be a very serious and dangerous challenge
for the whole Modern World. Surely, this challenge cannot be met with
any docile, or ‘pacifist’ method. Tt can be met only ‘wisely’, that is, only
philosophically. Philosophy is not concerned merely with knowing but also
with doing.'

So, DK has really done a single service to humanity by bringing the
question of war under the focus of people’s attention. And, while doing so,
he has given too much kudos to Levinas for having brought to the notice
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of the people this issue of war through his book Torality and Infinity
(Trans. By alphonso Lingis, published by Duquense University Press,
Pitisburg, Pennsylvanid, 2002). DK, in his Focus, also points out that
levinas in his work, has denounced the importance and merit of morality
, while dealing with this issue of war, According to this thinker (as pointed
out by DK), “The state of war suspends morality; it divests the eternal
institutions and obligations of their cternity and rescinds ad interim the
unconditional imperatives.....” War is not only one of the ordeals greatest
of which morality lives; it renders morality derisory. So, it appears that
Levinas is very much in favour of political expediency, and that even at the

cost of morality. Maybe, Levinas is more ‘Canakya_n' than Canakya
himself.

But then, I too, from my own side would like to evaluate this very
provocative thinker, And, before I do so, [ would like to say a few words
about DK himself. The very first sentence with which DK begins his
*Focus’ is “The issue of war has seldom (italics mine) been a center of

attention in philosophical thought anywhere in the world (italics mine), .

even thought the Gita in the Indian tradition starts with it and the problemj
it poses’. In this statement the two terms ‘seldom’ and ‘anywhere in the
world” have been, I think, used rather listlessly. If the former term is
‘temporal’, the latter is obviously “spatial’. According to the Oxford
English Dictionary “seldom’ means ‘not often’. But has the issue of war
been discussed by thinkers only rarely? And then, the use of the phrase
‘anywhere in the world” here is all the more deplorable. If, as DK himself
admits, the Gita did at least raise this question, then his use of ‘anywhere
in the world” is, to the least, very caréless.

Think of the Vedic God (deva) Indra (Vrtraghna) who killed Vrira the
demon (danava). This god-demon tussle might be altogether mythological,
but even then it indicates that Vedic people were agog with war-related
ideas and activities. Maybe, there was some historical truth behind this
Indra-Vrtra war myth. Anyway, the phrase devasura sangrama of the Vedic
literature is much too significant in respect of the Vedic culture and
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civilization. And then, if we go down the memory lane, we can come
across such war-heroes and war-sponsors an Rama, Krsna Canakya, Sivaji
‘Maharaja, Rana Pratapa, quite a number of Sikh Gurus-The most
prominent being Guru Govinda Singh-Tilaka; Netaji Subhash Chandra Bose
etc. .

Now, if we turn to other countries we find that thefe, too, there have
been persons or episodes who or which were cither for or against war,
viz., Moses, Christ, Prophet Mumammad, Zarathustra Martin-Luther King,
Tolstoy, Confucius, Nelson Mandela, Crusade, Jihad, Jewish Elimination,
etc. So, I think, neither the use of ‘seldom’, nor of ‘anywhere in the
world’ by DK is justified.

Nmﬁ, Let us come to Levinas who seéms to have made a mockery of
morality. But even then, it appears, he has been covertly applauded and
praised by D.K. But, what are Levinas’s credentials? They are :

1. He himself says, ‘Everyone will readily agree that it is of the highest
importance to know whether we are not duped by morality.” Well, this
statement is, clearly enough, not only befooling all others, but is also a
pre-judging of the entire issue of the role of the discipline or morality. Are
we really duped by morality.

2. He further says, “Moral values are questioned in life by everybody
and those who try to be moral are considered fools by others who prosper
by willful denial of all values in their lives.’

Now, before we somewhat critically investigate Levinas’ views, we
may just point out here the glaring self-contradiction in the statement
quoted above. Well, when moral values are questioned by ‘everybody’,
who are those who try to be moral? Are these latter fellows included in
‘everybody’? If not, what does ‘everybody’ mean after all? Well, when
Levinas does not give any importance to such simple logical requirement,
importance must be given to his arguments against the ‘role of morality in

life can easily be guessed.’
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Now, let us come to Levinas’ Statement that ‘The state of war
suspends morality...".*Well, by making such a statement he ‘undoes’ what
Mahatma Gandhi ‘did’, and ‘did’ rather successfully by means of life-long
struggle virtually on an international platform. We know the Mahatma
established the principle of afimsa or non-violence about which Pandit
Jawaharlal Nehru said’ ‘Gandhiji applied this seemingly negative thing in
an active way to mass problems in South Africa and India’. And this very

‘seemingly negative thing was ‘the bond of union’ between the Mahatma
and the great Russian Prophet, Leo Tolstoy.

Regarding non-violence the Mahatma had said, “The non-violence of
my conception is a more active and more real fighting against wickedness’.
And, he did not go in for any violent war, for that implied suspending or
ignoring of morality. and his reason virtually is that a war, in the final run,
is nothing else but neglect of principles. Principles of behaviour, if they are
genuine, must have to be universal, and were there is universality, there
must have to be welfare, and where there is welfare, there cannot be any
illegitimate bloodshed and killing.

Well, even if Levinas, as a thinker, has been guided above by the easy
ideal of practical expediency, he has atleast been guided by an ideal of
some sort. But then, once you are under the guidance of an ideal,
whatever that ideal may after all be, you are under the grip of some sort of
a principle. And if principles, then universality and also (using the very title
of Levinas’ book) totality and infinity, and, ultimately, welfare. Are all
these ingredients of a genuine principle very derisory of high moral values?

DK, however, in his ‘Focus’ does harp on, ‘The work of Levinas
focuses atlention on this issue and suggests that nothing can be honest, il it
does not take it [Levinas's book] into account”’. And he also gives
credience to Levinas’ statement: “Warfare questions almost all the values
that a man strives to seek in order to make his life worth living.” Well, 1
wonder what sort of a worth Levinas’ worth living” indicates! Anyway, let
DK accept all these observation of Levinas without any mental reservation.
But the question remains : how should one react to these observation of
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Leyinas? Should others, too, discard morality, so that warfare may have an

b L .
unbridled license for destroying the whole world at “its sweet will'? This
question does demand an immediate answer!

Vol. XXIII, No.2

Kant on Morality **

Kant in his Crtrque of Judgement has seen ‘beauty as a symbol of
morality’ (Section 59, JLH. Bernard’s translation, New York: Hafner
Publishing Co., 1964, p. 196). Morality, for Kant, is supposed to be a
purely formal quality of ‘willing’ when it wills the ‘good’ and, if s0, how
can beauty which is necessarily sensuous and uniquely individual symbolize

Nityanand Mishra

something which can never be sensuous or individual, in principle? In case
it is argued, as Kant seems to do, that there is a ‘universal’ element in the
apprehension of beauty as it is the ‘object’ of a ‘disinterested’ spectator,
would it imply that a perceptual object, in Kant's system, can have also a
‘universal’ element in it which is as directly apprehended as the “particular’
or the ‘individual’ that is apprehended by the senses?

Vol XIX, No.3 Daya Krishna

1
Rep‘:!’\dorality, for Kant, is supposed to be a purely formal quality of
‘willing’ when it wills the ‘good’ and, if so, how can beauty which is
necessarily sensuous and uniquely individual symbolize something which
can never be sensuous or individual, in principle?” [ will like to make the
following observations.

Both in allegory and symbol, one sensible thing stands for another,
which is beyond sensibility. But the two have independent origin. Allegory
primarily belonged to the sphere of talk, of the logos, Hence, it is a
thetorical or hermeneutic figure, But symbol is not limited to the sphere
of the logos. Symbol is something sensible, which is shown and enables
one to recognize something else which can never be sensibly present. The
word ‘symbol’ is derived from the Greek word ‘symbolon’. In Greek
tradition, symbolon” was a technical term for a token of remembrance.

“The host presented his guest with the so-called ressera hospitalis by
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breaking some object in two. He kept one half for himself\and gave the
other half to his guest. If in thirty or fifty years” time, a descendant of the
guest should ever enter his house. the two pieces could be fitted together
again to form a whole in an act of recognition, In its original technical
sense, the symbol represented something like a sort of pass used in the
ancient world;‘ something in and through which we TeCognize someone as
already known to us’.

The common structure of representation of one thing-which is never
sensibly present- by another which has sensible presence finds chief
application in religion, since it is not possible to know the divine in any
other way than by starting from the world of senses. But there is a
difference in the way the two relate the sensible to the nonsensible.
Symbol presupposes a metaphysical connection of the visible and invisible,
for the world of the scnses is the outflowing and reflection of truth.
Allegory does not assume an original metaphysical relationship such as
symbol claims but, rather, a connection created by convention and
dogmatic agreement, which enables one to use a presentation in images for
something that is imageless. The symbol is the coincidence of the sensible
and the nonsensible, while allegory is the meaningful relation of the
sensible to the nonsensible. Symbol can be interpreted inexhaustible as it is
indefinite. Symbol is opposed to allegory since the latter stands in a more
exact relation to meaning and exhausted by it. In symbol, what is
represented is itself present in the only way available to it.

When Kant claims to take beauty as symbol of morality, he gives his
interpretation of the intrinsic metaphysical connection. In my essays The
Beautiful as the Symbol of the Morally Good.2 I have tried to give my
undtrstanding to what Kant was doing when he took the beautiful as the
symbol of the morally good. 1 have interpreted his views in light of his
claim in 59 of Crligue of Judgment, ‘Taste makes, as it were, the
transition from the charm of sense to the habitual moral interest possible
without too violent a leap.” Through his theory of symbolization, Kant
bridges the gull between the nonsensible goodwill and sensible action.
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If we keep this interpretation in mind, then the second question you
raise also can be answered in the affirmative. Your second question is, ‘In
case it is argued, as Kant seems to do, that there is a ‘universal’ clement
in it which is directly apprehended as the ‘particular’ or the ‘individual’
that is apprehended by the senses?’ Since Kant is giving his theory of
symbol to correlate the goodwill which is nonsensible, to determinate
action which is sensible, is it not required that in the apprehension of the
determinate morally good action. we also apprehend the goodwill, which

has universality in it?

Notes and References ;
1 Gadamer, Hans-Georg, The Relevance of the Beautiful and Other
Essays, Translated by Nicholas Walker, Cambridge University
Press, 1980, p. 31

2 JICPR, Vol. XX, No.3
Vol. XXI,No. I Binod Kumar Agarwala

Intellectual Work and Morality**

Attention is drawn to the following statement of Russell which prima
facie, seems strange, specially as it suggests that the ‘moral’ quality of
one's consciousness may affect one's intellectual work:

By this time [ had secured Whitehead's cooperation in this task, but
the unreal, insincere and sentimental frame of ‘mind into which I had
allowed myself to fall affected even my mathematical work...This defect in
my work was due to a moral defect in my state of mind. (The
Autobiography of Bertrand Russell, London, George Allen & Unwin,
1967, p.151)

Vol. XVII,No.3 Daya Krishna

Reply 1
A Reply to Professor Daya Krishna's Query regarding Russell moral
effect.
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Observations

In JICPR (Vol. XVII, No. 3, p. 179) Professor Daya Krishna draws the
attention of the readers towards a statement of Russell which according to
the Professor seems strange ‘especially as it suggests that the ‘moral’
quality of one’. consciousness may affect one’s intellectual work’. The
Professor perhaps thinks that a person's moral goodness or moral badness
has nothing to do with his performing an intellectual job. Surely enough,
not only a saint but also a sinner can be a great mathematician.

However, Webster's New Collegiate Dictionary (Indian Edition,
Scientific Book Agency, Calcutta, /985) gives as one of the meanings of
the word ‘moral’ as ‘of, relating to, or acting on the mind, character, or
will’. Now, if we take the word ‘moral’ used in Russell's statement as
meaning what Webster has given in his Dictionary, then perhaps there is
no strangeness in Russell's statement, not even prima facie strangeness.

But there is a difficulty here. Russell himself has used in his statement
the word ‘even’ before his phrase ‘my mathematical work’. The
implication of the use of the word ‘even’ should, I think, be that a
mathematical work is not affected by any moral quality either good or bad.
Even then he says that this mathematical work was affected by a moral
defect.

But then one may argue here that there are certain qualitics of mind
which are very necessary for doing any type of systematic and purposeful
work. They are, to name a few, being realistic (not fanciful), being sincere
(not undevoted to the task), and being calculative or ratiocinative (not
sentimental or not liable to be swayed away by emotions). And because
these qualitics can be cultivated by a person wilfully, they can quite well
be regarded as moral qualities. And lack of such qualities can very well be
regarded as a moral lack or a moral defect. Morality, as we know, is
related: to freedom of will, responsibility, sense of guilt, praise and blame,
reward and punishment, etc. Russell has pointed out in his statement that
the defect of his mind that affected his mathematical work was his own
creation (‘allowed myselfl to fall’), and I think his statement is.suggestive of
his readiness to own the responsibility and even his willingness to be
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condemned for it. Perhaps the building up of a frame of mind necessary
for doing an intellectual work is an indispensable and unavoidable duty of
the person who wants to undertake such a work. Accordingly, such a
building-up becomes his bounden moral duty. And if he fails to carry out
this duty, he acquires a moral defect.

But then it may be pointed out here that what has been regarded
above as a moral necessity is perhaps just a methodological requirement.
Without the qualities of the mind that have been enumerated above, no
difficult goal of any sert can be achieved. But only when the goal is a
moral goal, the method used for its realization is a moral method; and any
defect in respect of such a method will be regarded as a moral defect.
Mathematical excellence cannot be a moral goal, because it is not
concerned with social behaviour, nor is it concerned with social harmony

“or social development. Ignorance of mathematical knowledge can permit

excuses, but not doing of moral action cannot. No person can be
condemned for not writing a Principia Mathematica.

So, it is not just prima facie but really very strange that Russell has
regarded his unrealistic, insincere and sentimental frame of mind to be
morally defective in the context of doing his mathematical work. Now, we
have two options before us. If we go by Webster's Dictionary, we can
reject even the alleged prima facie strangeness in Russell’s statement. But
if we take morality not in its lean psychological sense as taken by Webster,
but in its full-blown social sense in which it is usually taken then we shall
have to admit that there is in Russell’s statement not just prima facie
strangeness, but real strangeness.

Vol. XVIII, No.2 N. Mishra

Reply 2
Knowledge and Morality : a short note
Observations 2

Under Focus I JICPR, Vol. XVIL No 3, p. 179), Daya Krishna quotes
the following statement from Russell: ‘By this time I had secured
Whitehead's cooperation in this task, but the unreal, insincere and
sentimental frame of mind into which I had allowed myself to fall affected
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even my mathematical work...This defect in my work was due to a moral
defect in my state of mind' (The Autobiography of Bertrand Russell,
London, George Allen and Unwin, 1967, p. 151).

He finds it prima facie sirange that the moral quality of one's
consciousness should affect one’s intellectual work. The question which [
would like to ask here is this: what exactly is the relation which Russell
may have in mind in this place between a person’s state of mind which he
may consider morally unsatisfactory and the quality of his intellectual
work? A possible answer to this question is that the person’s said state of
mind produces disquiet in him, and this disturbs his concentration, and this
affects the quality of his intellectual work. However, this answer will not
do. For it will only show there to be a relation between his lack of
concentration. which is an intellectual matter and may be: caused by moral
disquiet as also in a varicty of other non-moral ways, like the loss of a
dear one and the quality of his intellectual work, and not between
something of a moral kind and something of an intellectual kind. But, then,
what other relation may’ Russell have in mind?

One can talk of different kinds of relations between knowledge and
morality. The well-known relations are: knowledge and its use for immoral
ends and the use of immoral means for the acquisition of knowledge. I do
not wish to go into these at the moment. But there is a kind of relation
upon which I would like to spend a little time here. In my paper,
‘Knowledge and Morality’ (Gandhi Marg, Vol. 19, No. 1, pp. 57-67), 1
have mentioned several intellectual and moral qualities which are
presupposed in our pursuit of knowledge; and I have dwelt upon the latter
at some length. The intellectual qualities include the following: (i) a person
who pursues knowledge should clarify his problem to himsell and
formulate it as exactly as possible; (ii) he should be as clear, precise,
simple and straight as possible in his expression and use no jargon; (iii) he
should find out, through his own reflection or discussion or in any other
way, the various objections which may be raised against his position and

give them due consideration; and (iv) he should accept his thesis, even «

after he has done his best to confirm it, only tentatively. The moral
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qualities include: (1) a person who pursues knowledge should make sure
that he is interested in the problem which he wants or undertakes to
explore; (2) he should be determined to persevere in his work in face of
things which threaten to bring it to a premature end; (3) he should allow
his work to take its own course and time; (4) he should do his best to
understand a point of view which is different and opposite, and even to
sympathize with it; that is to say, he should do his best to be tolerant
towards such a point of view; (5) he should be ruthless, that is, totally
unbiased, in his examination of people’s positions, including his own; (6)
he should have the awareness that he may have made some or the other
mistake in the course of his work, that it is possible that his work is not
worth much and that it is not worth much on the whole any way; that is to
say, he should be humble about his work; (7) he should be prepared to

_suffer privations; and(8) he should allow his work alone, and never

considerations of any personal gain, to dictate to him the results of that
work; that is to say, he should be entirely objective and unselfish in
determining the results of his work.

What Russell may have in mind may bring to light yet another moral
quality presupposed in our pursuit of knowledge, or yet another kind of
relation between knowledge and morality.

Vol. XVIII, No.2 R.K. Gupta

(i) A short note in response to Daya Krishana’s query regarding Russell’s
statement

Reply 3
Observations

Under Focus 1, Daya Krishna draws the readers’ attention to what he
calls a ‘prima [acie strange’ statement by Russell in his autobiography,
which implies that one’s morality affects his intellectual work, [ would like
to suggest that this alleged anecdote from Russell supports the following
contention: Knowledge is derived from and determined by one’s “way of
life'. Meaning that since knowledge is a way-of-relating or an act of
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‘defining-a-status (as in Sankara's “This is not’ a snake, but a rope’), this
very way of relating cannot be divorced from the knower. In other words,
a person gains a certain kind of knowledge when he becomes a certain
being. This might be obvious when dealing with ‘spiritual knowledge’: in
order to know Brahman, one has to become Brahman (‘becoming’ which is
phrased in the first-person mahavikya ‘Aham Brahmasmi’). This might be
‘logical’ when speaking of ‘anthropological knowledge': to know a foreign
culture, one has ‘tp get into it’, to live and experience it, to become (as
much as possible) a part of it. But I would like to further claim that the
notion of knowledge-as-way-of-life is in fact applicable to each and every
kind of knowledge, even mathematical, as shown by Russell. The ‘way of
life” in our anecdote is what he calls ‘state of mind’. What Russell actually
says is that a state of mind which he characterizes as ‘unreal, insincere and
sentimental’ and as ‘morally defective’, had an influence over a certain
kind of knowledge, ie. ‘mathematical-knowledge’. His statement implies
that in order to gain (or in his case to regain) such knowledge, one has to
become real, sincerc and non-sentimental. But it can also imply that our
state of mind (any state of mind) affects (positively or negatively) the type
of knowledge accessible to us. ‘Knowledge as way of life’ not referring
then to an outer lifestyle, but rather to an inner-attitude. And if the
contention sketched here briefly is accepted, then what seemed prima facie
strange becomes more understandable.

Vol. XVIII, No.2 Dani Raveh

Death is not an event in life..." {Wittgensteins Views on the Metaphor of
Death

What exactly does Wittgenstein mean, when he writes *Death is not an
event in life: we do not live to experience death’ (Tractatus-6.431), and
‘Death is not an event in life. It is not a fact of the world. If by eternity is
understood not infinite temporal duration but non-temporality, then it can
be said that a man lives eternally if he lives in the present.’ (Notebooks-
9.7.1916). The commentaries on the Tractatus do, not help much. Max
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Black in his A Companion to Witigensiezn's * Tractatus' makes only the
following remarks: ‘It is a sufficiently remarkable thought.’
Vol. XV, No.1 K.C. Pandey

Explication on above

‘...in life we are surrounded by death...’

“To the extent there is courage, there is connection with life & death.’

Ludwig Wittgenstein

At the outset one must say that it would be wrong to reflect upon
Wittgenstein's aphorisms, whether in the Tractatus Logico Philosophicus or
in his other works, in isolation. In order to grasp their full import one has
to see them in the context in which they are made. Wittgenstein himself
exhorts his readers ad nauseam, and is never tired of advising them not to
see the issues raised by him out of their context. So much so, that even in
the Preface of the Tractatus he begins by saying ‘Perhaps this book will be
understood only by someonec who has himself already had the thoughts
that are expressed in it—or at least similar thoughts.’ And again, ‘Each
sentence that | write is trying to say the whole thing..." '(CVp.9). Mr. K.C,
Pandey misses this, and therefore his query regarding the place of a
sporadic remark, or a cluster of occasional remarks on death by
Witigenstein in the Tractatus, in particular and his other writings in
general, in the extensive context of Western Metaphysics, is misplaced.

In the Tractatus the remarks about death are found in the paragraphs
numbered 6.431, 6.4311 and 6.4312. These are the paragraphs, which
occur in the context in which Wittgenstein is labouring to enunciate the
nature and ‘general form’ of a ‘logical proposition’. The question with
which Wittgenstein is concerned here is: ‘why logical propositions cannot
be confirmed by experience any more than they can be refuted by it." (TLP
6.122) The point that he wishes to make is ‘Not only must a proposition of
logic be irrcfutable by any possible expericnce, but it must also be
unconformable by any possible cxperience” (7TLP 6.122). He wishes to
establish that “The propositions of logic describe the scaffolding of the
world, or rather they represent it. They have no ‘subject matter'. They
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presupposc that names have meaning and elementary propositions sense;
and that is their connection with the world' (TLP 6.124),

"To illustrate his point Wittgenstein makes use of analogies with Hertz’s
Mechanics on dynamical models (7LP 4.04, 6.36 1), Law of causality
(TLP 6.31-6.33), Newtonian mechanics (TLP 6.341-6.343), laws, like
principle of sufficient reason (7LP 6.35) and finally uses the simile of
death. In 7LP 6.431 Wittgenstein states ‘So /oo al death the world does
not alter, but comes to an end’ (emphasis added). Here the words ‘so too’
refer to the fact that death in no way alters the world and if at all one
insists that it does alter it, then that alteration is only of ‘the limits of the
world, not the facts—not what can be expressed by means of language’
(TLP 6.43). In TLP 6.4311 Wittgenstein further elaborates his above
contention by saying that ‘Death is not an event in life; we do not live to
experience death.” In Culture and Value he elaborates it further when he
says: ‘...one can only foresee one’s own death and describe it as something
lying in the future, not report as it happens' (p. 12). At the time death
strikes a person, the person ceases to be a person anymore. Personhood is
co-terminus with the occurrence of death. A person and his death cannot
co-exist. This temporal relation is inbuilt in the concept of death.
Wittgenstein in Culture and Value, rebuking the ‘Philosophers who say:
‘after death a timeless state will supervene’, or ‘at death a timeless state
supervenes’ ‘tries to draw lo their notice ‘that they have used in a
temporal sense the words ‘after’ & ‘at’ & ‘supervenes’ & that temporality
is embedded in their grammar’ (p. 26).

Death has no subject. ‘The subject’ according to Wittgenstein ‘does
not belong to the world; rather, it is a limit of the world’ (TLP 5.632). It is
“—not a part of it' (TLP 5.641). For Wittgenstein, | must hasten to add,
‘the world is my world' (TLP 5.62) and ‘The limits of my language mean
the limits of my world” (7LP 5.6). He illustrafes this by taking the ‘form of
the visual field". A representation of the form of the visual field does not

refer to the perceiving eye. In 7LP 5.633 1 he categorically says, the form
of the visual field is surely not like this
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And nothing /n the visual field allows you to infer that it is seen by the
eye’ (TLP 5.633). Similarly, nothing in my life allows me to infer that it is
limited by ‘my’ death. Wittgenstein comparing life with visual field says in
TLP 6.4311: "Our life has no end just the way in which our visual field has
no limits.’ '

To illustrate his point further, Wittgenstein takes the example of a
book, which describes the world as | found it; such a book would not
contain any description of the experiencing F—the subject of the book (Cf.
TLP 5.631). One could further illustrate the concept of ‘limit’ by taking
the example of a circle. What should be regarded as the limit of a circle?
Is the inner edge of the segment forming the circumference of the circle to

“be treated as its limit, or is it the outer edge? The problem is further

complicated by the fact that the line constituting the circumference cannot
have any breadth, as a line by definition cannot have breadth. So, can we
at all regard the circumference to be part of the circle, or do we have to
regard it as the limit of the circle? Whichever way we may decide, it
would in no way change the nature, and our understanding of circle; it can
in no way change ‘what can be expressed by means of language’ (TLP
6.43). But in case the answers to the questions posed by us do change the
nature of a circle then its effect would be ‘that it becomes an altogether
different world. It must, so to speak, wax and wane as a whole’ (TLP
6.43).

The idea of Wittgenstein in taking the example of death in the
Tractatus as well as in Notebooks is not to discuss the nature of death—a
point missed by Pandey—but it is to clarify the distinction between saying
and showing. Just as it can only be shown that death does not alter the
world but only brings it to an end, likewise the general form of a
proposition can only be shown. ‘Propositions’ according to him ‘show the
logical form...They display it' (TLP 4.121). One cannot talk about, or
discuss the nature of logical form within the perimeters of language
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because it itself is the form of language in the sense that it is what makes
language itself possible. Similarly, Wittgenstein maintains, that though ‘only
death gives life its meaning’;s‘ it is" death which is the limit of life and
manifests in life itself. This is in keeping with Wittgenstein's conception of
Philosophy namely that Philosophy sets ‘limits to what can be thought; and
in doing so, to what cannot be thought' (7LP 4.114) and that it tries to
‘signify what cannot be said, by presenting clearly what can be said’ (7LP
4.115). And one has to remember that according to him ‘What can be
shown, cannot be said (TLP 4.1212)." It is also consistent with his general
thesis stated in 7LP 6.522 namely that ‘There are, indeed, things that
cannot be put into words. They make themselves manifest, They are what
is mystical.” Death too, as argued above, manifests itself in life in the sense
that it is the phenomenon of death which prompts us to ask questions
about life and its meaning, and that is why it has a mystical aura around it.
It is mystical, as Niels Bohr puts it, because ‘we are both spectators and
actors in the great drama of existence’. It is also mystical because its
nature and experience cannot, and I mean logically cannot, be put in
words. It is like something about which the Kena Upanishad I3 says:
Yasyamatm' tasya matam’ matam’ yasya na veda sah

Avijiiatant v&}lnffém’ vijiiatamavijanatam.

That is ‘He knows It who knows It not; and he knows It not, who
knows It. To the man of true knowledge, It is the ‘unknown’, while to the
ignorant It is the ‘known’.’ Rahim says about the same thing:

Rahiman baat agamya ki, kahan-sunan ki naahin,
Jo jaanat so kahen nahin, kahe so jaanat naatin.

This is ‘0 Rahim! one cannot talk about the nature of the
-inconceivable; one who knows it, does not speak about it and the one who
speaks about its nature does not know it.” It is something about which not
a lot of blabbering but silence is the best mode of communication. Anyone
who_eventually understands their true nature recognizes all talk about them

54. Quoted in Ray Monk, The Duty of A Genius, Vintage, p. 139,
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as nonsensical. Wittgenstein too says the same thing when he says in TLP
7 "What we cannot speak about we must pass over in silence.”

I am neither sure nor competent to say whether the religions whose
origins are traced to India for example, Hinduism, Buddhism and Jainism
treat death as an event in the world. But if they do, then either they are
saying something very tenuous or they are talking from the third person
perspective alone. It is tenuous in the sense that whatever happens to a
person—even moksa or nirvdpa or mukti—happens in the world (jagar)
and not outside or beyond it. The best description that one may give of a
mukta, or the one who has attained nirvipa or moksa is that he is in the
world yet he is not in it. But on the other hand, if they are talking from the
third person perspective alone then they are missing one of the most vital
characteristics of ‘death’ namely that death certainly is the limit of a
person's life. It cannot be regarded from the first person perspective an
event in the person’s life. ‘My" death, for example, from my perspective
shall be the limit of my life. A moment before my death shall be an event
in my life. The events and circumstances leading to my death can be
painful or peaceful but the death itself can neither be painful nor peaceful.
It is just an occurrence, a happening like many others and is peculiar in the
sense that it brings an end to my conscious worldly life fihfoka); it brings
down the final curtain for ‘me’ from the third person perspective.

Vol. XVIII, No.1 Ashok Vohra

Wittgenstein on Fact

What exactly does Wittgenstein mean by the word ‘fact’ in the
Traciatus? Is it the referent of an atomic proposition and if so, has the
world, constituted as it is by atomic facts, no actual relations between
them except those ‘superimposed’ by the logical connectives which alone
‘connect’ the atomic propositions? JCPR,
Vol. XIX, No. 3. Daya Krishna
Reply

In the Tractatus Wittgenstein introduces two words for ‘fact’: fafsache
(1.11-2) and sachverhalt (2.0122-2.0124). Tatsache is translated as ‘fact’




346 Agenda for Research
and sachverhalt as ‘state of affairs’. While the former may be understood
as a complex of facts, the latter may stand for atomic facts, which are

* independent of each other (2.061). In this sense. we can say that the world
is constituted of atomic facts which are without any actual relation
between them.

Atomic facts are so called because they are ontologically independent
of one another, since from the existence or non-existence of one, nothing
can be inferred about the existence or non-existence of another (2.062).
That is, an atomic fact is unrelated to other atomic facts. However, all the
atomic facts together constitute the world (2.04). They are in the logical
space (1. 13).

The atomic facts or the states of affairs are represented or pictured by
the atomic or elementary propositions. Each atomic proposition T stands
for an atomic fact. This is how a neat pictorial relation is established
between the atomic propositions and the world (4.21).

As regards the relations among the facts which arise in the logical
space, if not in the ontological épace. the Tractatus introduces a
mechanism of connection viz the logical space. The logical space is a
mosaic of relations as the ‘world divides into facts’ (1.2). This is because
the world is represented in a truth-functional language. Language imposes
division on the world. That is why there is a network of relations not only
among the facts but also among the propositions. However, relations are
out and out logical since they are established by connectives and are
imposed on an ontologically discrete world.

Space and time themselves are logical relations among the facts and
not among the things which constitute the atomic facts. Atomic facts or
states of affairs are concatenations of objects (2.0272-2.032). The objects

themselves are not in space and time. They constitute the unchanging
substance of the world (2.021, 2.023).

Vol. XIX, No.4 R.C. Pradhan
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Science and Non-science

How can there be such a discipline as Philosophy of Science when
attempts at demarcation between science and non science have failed in
spite of the Herculean efforts of Popper. In fact, the same fate seems to
have befallen the attempt to demarcate between cognitive and non-
cognitive enterprises of man.

Moreover, if there are no ‘essences’, as is now commonly believed,
how can there is philosophy of anything, or even such a thing as
‘philosophy’ itself. The denial of ‘essence’ entails the impossibility of
demarcating or drawing of boundaries and, if taken seriously, would result
in blurring all sharp distinctions. And, in case this is correct, distinctions
indicated by such old-fashioned phrases as ‘philosophy of..." would only be
archaeological remnants of older, out-moded, confused ways of thinking.
Vol. XVI, No.3 Daya Krishna

Reply 1

The Other Side of Paradigms! Comments on the query
regarding ‘Philosophy of Science’ published in the JICPR, Vol.
XVI, No.3

It has been, of late, noticed that there have been a lot of
questions concerning the essence of science and philosophy. In this
paper I have attempted to figure out the essence of theoretical
pursuits in general and scientific enquiries in particular, by delving
into the potential source of scientific paradigms, from an existential
point of view. This paper, in some way, highlights the point that
subjectivity cannot be outrightly ruled out from the scientific arena,
and that the subjective-configuration of the data is the essence of
science and other theoretical enterprises like philosophy.

Thc. general trend of the time is that our enquiries, to be
deemed worthwhile, must be scientific. Any- unscientific discourse
is classified as mere opinion founded on baseless speculations and
belief. To be scientific, in any discourse, is to meticulously follow
the pertinent set of scientific principles and adhere to its
methodology, The foundation of scientism lies in its methodology.
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Scientific methodology inculcates a certain set of parameters-such
as observation, hypothesis formation, experimentation and
putation, comparison of the results with the facts and evaluation of
it, classification and generalization etc. All these steps are worked
out with much logical precision, so that the investigators would
emulate and embrace what is known as the scientific methodology;
if at all it endeavours in bringing about results that are scientifically
c ally meaningful and convincing. However, scientific investigations
are usually based on a certain sct of already established scientific
theories. It js these theories that pronounce scientific verdict upon
a phenomenon under investigation. Hence these theories are the
foundation principles that Kuhn in his work 7he Structure of
Scientific Revolution calls Paradigms. Paradigms are the set of
theoretical framework, within which scientific investigations
progress. It is a characteristic set of scientific techniques with the
help of which one not only observes the given data but also gives
an explanation of the given phenomenon. Thus, paradigms are the
basic set of principles which determine the course of one’s
‘approach to the given phenomenon and the functional principles
which justify one’s knowledge of the given phenomenon. This is so,
because by making our observations selective, paradigms
distinguish between what one should observe and what should be
neglected in a given phenomenon. Hence, paradigms are the
theoretical framework against which scientific investigations and
theories are adjusted. If an investigation brings forth successful
results, within the parameters of the paradigm, then it is well
vindicated. But if it falls short, it is either negligible or yet to be
adjudged with the future tests, with more evidence This is much
evident in Kuhn's writings, as he puts it in The Structure of
Scientific Revolution (1962, p. 81)
No one seriously questioned Newtonian theory because of
the longrecognised discrepancies between predictions from
that theory and both the speed of sound and motion of
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mercury. The first discrepancy was ultimately and quite
unexpectedly solved by experiments on heat undertaken for a
very different purpose; the second vanished with the general
theory of relativity after a crisis it had had no role in creating.

The foregoing claim is an indication that, usually, paradigms
are unquestioned. They are like the standard foot-scale. In Kuhn’s
account there is no harm in hanging on to a theory, even if at the
moment it cannot produce sufficient explanation for the
shortcoming of its predictions. Kuhn makes it clear in his work that
scientific activity is essentially a puzzle-solving activity. In this
process anomalies of theories are put forth as problems to be
solved. But the task of resolving these anomalies are carried out
without any presumption that failure to solve them will lead to the
rejcctiori of the theory in question. Kuhn here points out the
example of Vulcan which was posited basing on the success of

Newtonian physics in the discovery of Neptune-to be the inter-

Mercurial planet that is responsible for the deviation of Mercury

from its path. But, unfortunately Vulcan could not be discovered.

Dispite this, Newtonian physics continued to be successful in many

other fields. Hence, it would have been irrational on the part of

scientists to give up a knowledge-increasing model of reality like

Newtonian physics. Nonetheless, my contention is that all theories

are probabilistic and render only partial and probabilistic

viewpoints. This is so, because the theories are to a large extent
determined by the subjective conditions that impinge upon the
processes of their discovery. And, if we strictly base our

investigations on a particular paradigm (Like Newtonian physics 2),

our discoveries will be one-sided and what is beyond the reach of

this particular paradigm will never be discovered nor be
understood. Hence, we need innumerable, well-tested, paradigms
to investigate upon and discover the diverse modalities of reality. In

Kuhn's accout a paradigm is a frame of reference into which things

must fall in proper order. If so, Marxism and psychoanalysis too

are some sort of paradigms as theoreticians base their assumptions
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on them. Thus, the function of a paradigm is to direct our cognition
and make them selective. Paradigms determine the standard of a
theory and the predictive characteristic of a theory. But, how does
one determine the accuracy of a paradigm itself? Is there any
authentic set of rules which can justify the feasibility and credibility
of a given paradigm?

It is at this juncture that one may need to call on Popperian
falsification theory, in order to justify the Kuhnian paradigms.
Popper holds that if a theory (that stands as the paradigm) yields to
Falsification criterion, then one must discard it and work out a new
theory that would stay as a paradigm until it is further discarded by
the criteria of Conjecture and refutation. So in Popperian account,
search for refutation, by counter evidence, is the trademark of
scientism. Popper being an anti-inductionist, holds that the reason
behind this is that one can never conclusively prove a theory, but
can only disprove it. This is so, because a generalization based on
induction by simple enumeration is refutable by just a counter
evidence. And proving a theory amounts to the accumulations of
experiences of its previous workability and the subsequent
inductive generalization. This implies that only objective theories
are vulnerable to falsification criterion and be scientific. But,
subjective theories, like psychoanalysis and Marxian economics are
not vulnerable to falsification, as the theoreticians try to defend the
shortcomings(s) of their theories. However, falsification criterion is
used in evaluating theories. So, falsification is, as it were, the
paradigm that stands as an aid in rating the liability of theories;
while these theories (like Newtonian physics) themselves stand as
paradigms that enhance further invcstigalion.l Popperian philosophy
of science, while leaving an open platform for scientists, also, as it
were, propagates innumerable Kuhnian paradigms, and falsification
theory is a major way of judging those paradigms. This not only
renders falsification theory a boost as the paradigms (a Meta-
Paradigm), but also puts it into devastating danger of vindication its
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own scientific spirit by its own laws, That is, if falsification theory
is to be scientific, it should undergo and stand the test of
falsification. The law of contradiction states that a thing (theory)
cannot be both itself and not itself at one and the same time. So in
our endeavours to falsify the theory of falsification, if we could
somehow succeed, then falsification theory, itself false, cannot any
longer stay as a paradigm in justifying the scientific status of other
theories. Thus.

1. The Credibility of a scientific investigation is determined by its
relationship with a paradigm-if it is within the framework of the
paradigm then it is scientific and if not, it is either unscientific or
one must wait for further evidences.

2. Scientific calculations and predictions must be within the
parameters of the set paradigm.

3. Scientific theories (which themselves are paradigms) stand in —
relation to some other paradigms; one paradigm would need
another paradigm to justify itself and one of the ways to justify
itself would be to subject itself to the principle of falsification.

4. Thus, even the theory of falsification itself has to stand before
the falsification-paradigm, in order to establish its scientific
tenability. Is it not a vicious circle?

To go a step further, in Popperian line, to test a theory one
needs to construct sub-theories (or what he calls, conjectures),
which would make bold and unexpected predictions, and if they
are (at least one of them is)false then it would be sufficient to
reject the theory and declare it unscientific. According to popper, a
theory is well corroborated, if it is highly testable and yet survives
severe testing. In other words, for a theory to be scientific it must
be potentially falsifiable. As he writes, ‘statements or systems of
statements, in order to be ranked as scientific, must be capable of
conflicting with possible, or conceivable observations.” The
testability of a theory is related to its capacity to yield testable
predictions with empirical content. Popper’s example to this point
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is the bold and highly improbable predictions, that Einstein made
by his theory of gravitation, about the deviation in the path of light
which was thought to be caused by the presence of a heavy body.
This prediction was not tested until the year 1919, when a total
eclipse of the sun made the testing possible. But should this test
have run against Einstein’s prediction, then he would have
renounced his theory; because counter-evidences stand against it.
However, in this way, in my opinion, even a hypothesis, which is
otherwise unproved can be justified to be a scientific paradigm-
provided that all the bold and unexpected predictions that are
based on the hypothesis in question are proved true. An elegant
example to this point is the Avogadro Number. The Avogadro
Number (6.4 X 10 ™) is in itself a hypothesis, but very much used
in molar chemistry. This is so0, because the predictions based on it
are proved to be workably true. Still more, certain factual
statements like ‘virus exists’, ‘there are cells in the human body
etc. are empirically true, though they do not have potential
falsifiers. Does it mean that they are unscientific? Here, one needs
to keep in mind that certain things are justified by some sort of
relationship that it holds with certain known things, and that they
may also possess some kind of, justifiable, relationship with some
unknown things. Sometimes these unknown relations may be more
valuable in establishing its worth. Perhaps, the same sub-theories
that the Avogadro hypothesis claims to justify could be justified by
some other, may be, yet undiscovered theories. In other words, the
same fact can be proved and justified in innumerable ways by an
infinite number of potential theories. Our ignorance of such
theories could be due to technological limitations or intellectual
limitations, or.both; along with the divergent orientations of our
psychological apparatus. It is worth mentioning here that the
psychological set-up of a person, to a great extent, determines the
scientific aspirations of that person.

e e
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Given the above points, what [ would like to state is that, what
holds true in any scientific investigation is a complex relationship,
in some way, between the subject of knowledge and the object of
knowledge. It is not merely a perceptual relationship, rather a
deep-rooted psychological relationship between the knower-
coloured by the perspective that s/he holds about life, self and the
universe-and the knowee (object of knowledge). Every paradigm is
not only relative to the psychological perspective that one
cherishes, but also that the creation and selection of any theory as
a paradigm for any investigation is the by-product of one's
psychological set-up. Our psychological apparatus is imbued with
certain form of moral. Religious, cultural, socio-economic and
political compulsions and concerns. These compulsions and
concerns can be held responsible for colouring our precepts and
strategies. Thus, our thought processes are determined not only by
our somatic constitution, but also by the impact of socio-cultural
moorings. At this point 1 would like to state that a successful
paradigm is the by-product of some (positive) sort of personal-
situational factors; and that the grooming of a paradigm is not an
accidental act, but an act spontaneously and deliberately
precipitated by some preponderant psychological impetus. This is
not only obvious in Einstein's discovery of relativity theory
(compelled by his obsessive desire to move the clock as fast as
possible), but also well evident in Newton's discovery of planetary
motion. Newtonian theory of planetary motion-though based on the
general gravitational law-is an off-shoot of his faith in some
Supreme Being. That is to say, it might have been inspired by his
theological considerations in understanding and uniting phenomena
and noumena with mathematical accuracy. Here, one may reckon
the age-old aphorism man /s the measurer of ali and juxtapose it
with Berkelian subjective-idealism that perceiver constitutes the
world. The point that, no matter how objective one tends to be,
one’s psychological whims and aspirations determine the strategic
progress of scientific investigation and discoveries is buttressed
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conceretly by various evidences provided by modern science and
technology. Man's desire to fly and establish dominance over other
plane‘ts determines the discovery of scientific theories (in-aero-
physics) that would work as a paradigm in constructing space-ships
and the development of space technology. More so, in information
technology; let alone the advancements in medical science and
missile technology-which are the consequences of man’s desire to
perpetuate his mundane existence by subjugating his enemies, both
at microcosm and macrocosm. Man's desire to communicate with
people afar determines the discovery of theories (in energy physics)
that would work as a paradigm in the invention of sophisticated
information technology. Yet, notwithstanding the initial discoveries,
every day more sophisticated and improvised versions of a
technology emerge: Now, what is the principle behind all this
sophistication? Well, it is none other than (empirical and logical)
configuration possibility. A system, be it abstract or concrete, can
be configurated in an infinite number of ways. And the discovery of
every potential théory is the resultant of configuration of the data in
a particular way or other, depending upon the psychological
orientation and aspiration of the person at work. An example of
this point is that both Newton and Leibniz, being influenced by
their own existential concerns and subjective state, could
independently develop Calculus.4 hence, the foundation of
scientism is built upon the rock of configurational possibility of the
data, which is determined by the existential and subjective state of
the investigator. This not only harkens us to the jigsaw of
psychological relativism operating in scientific investigation, but
also warns us of the threat of a stringent psychological determinism
that it would accentuate. In other words, at the deeper strata, a
theory (or what we call paradigm) is, implicitly, the outcome of a
certain form of configurational activity that, somehow, operates
withing the psyche of the investigator. Anything that is constitute,
abstract or concrete, has a configurative structure, It is this
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‘configurative  structure  that  makes something  what it

constitutionally is and installs on it a convincible meaning. This was
readily understood by Leibniz, as the wrote to Bartholomewde
Bosses, about infinitesimals: Infinitesimals are Psychoogical
fictions, though they have their place in calculations, like the
imaginary roots in algebra’.5 So also is the case with both
philosophy and science. Philosophers and scientists, being
concerned with unfolding the manifold dimensions of reality, are
constantly engaged in the activity of logical configuration of idea"s';‘_
while the genesis of these ideas might have been triggered by some |
subjective concerns. And what is logical is also subjective, because
logical processes are in-here and not out-there, hence the essence
both science and philosophy Ts subjective-configutation. Is it not
what Jainism teaches in syadvada?
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Vol. XVII, No. 3 Charles P. Alexander
Reply 2 _

The demarcation problem of science, indeed was one of the chief '
motivations of early Popper but so was understanding the phenomenon of
science specially its ontological commitment. The first is usually concerned
with the distinction between science and non-science but the other, the
problem of the ontological commitment of science is known as the




356 Agenda for Research

problem of realism as opposed to operationalistic or positivistic
interpretation of science.

Let us first take the demarcation problem. Popper first formulated this
not only in the context of the phenomenon we call science; he had a

deeper intention. Non-scientific propositions are based on unchangeable’

beliefs. Therefore in the absence of some strong requirement which
distinguishes science from religion, it was assumed, we'll not be able to
defend the objective status of scientific theories. On the other hand none
of the existing theories offered any interpretation of science which allowed
cognitive claims made in the sciences, that is about the world, at the same
time leaving the possibility of new sciences.

Popper was working in the thirties at which time two influential views
were operationalism and logical positivism. The first one succeeded in
gaining some ground explicitly because of new discoveries in physics,
namely, relativity theory and quantum mechanics. Both of them departed
substantially from classical mechanics. The Classical picture of the world
could not offer a viable interpretation of those theories, Usual notions like
space, time, matter, causality took a severe beating due to the naturc of
the claim made by these theories. The Classical picture told us that space
and time are different—indeed to believe Kant—they are forms of
external and internal experience. To begin with Einstein needed a concept
of simultaneity to derive his Special Theory of Relativity. But new relativity
claims that they arc dimensions of a ‘frame’ and every frame has its own
time. Time-difference in one frame may be transformed to be different in a
different frame. Further, Classical Mechanics posits point particles having
exact space-time location. This could give us a well defined ontology since
each entity is exactly identifiable in a space-time framework. Quantum

mechanics, on the contrary, claims that there are essentially non-separable -

but, presumably, distinct entities like a pair of electrons having different
spins. They are distinet because they have some distinct properties but
when we treat them theoretically, no scparable description (wave function)
is possible, Operationalism heroically offered a solution. It preached: don’t
think in terms of the world or the entities it is made of. Think of the
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operations taking place in the laboratory [Brigdeman 1960]. Everything is
but codification of that activity. Science is all about that and nothing else.

So we have a solution in the form of dissolving the metaphysical
question. These classical questions are non-questions now. No problem
about absoluteness of space.

Questions regarding the nature of time or simultaneity are eliminated.
So the fate of the questions ‘what are the furniture of the world?" or ‘what
is nature of matter?" are irrelevant. The only philosophical activity possible
was to recover the operational meaning of the scientific propositions.

The positivists started from a general Philosophy of Language armed
with a theory of meaning and their typical reductionism. So they also
preached that doing Philosophy of Science is to get to the meaning of
sentences the theory produces. But for them meaning was ‘method of
verification’. So again we end up in the laboratory. Look at sentences
which are verified (actually or possibly). But what can be verified?
Certainly, or so they claimed, not the existence of an electron or proton
or...Therefore, talking about these entitiecs which are, allegedly, the centers
of various observable properties, need not have a place in science. They
are ‘theoretical terms’ and should be eliminated. With them all questions
about their metaphysical status are converted to non-questions. In this
view philosophy of science is but a reductionist activity with the sole aim
at getting to observable properiies alone. But they were ready to accept
only the verification theory of meaning. So all non-scientific discourses
were claimed to be meaningless. The demarcation problem was solved as a
consequence of the theory of meaning [for a mature view see Carnap
1967, specially the Pseudoproblem part].

When Popper [Popper 1968] was writing on Philosophy of Science
such philosophical attitudes were ruling the horizons of science. He could
correctly see that verificationism could not serve as the foundation of a
viable Philosophy of Science; because lot of labour goes behind deciding
what is observed and what is not. We need, possibly, simpler theories, to
come to the conclusion. To take an example, in any experiment involving a
cyclotron, we shall have to assume that we know the properties of the
electrons fired at the target. But we have already used a lot of magnetism
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and electricity physics to do that. So what about the pure observable
properties? Any meaning depending upon such observable properties is
already theory loaded. Therefore, there is no verification.

But, in physics at least, we do have activities like Michelson-Morley's
experiment (M-M) or Millikan's oil drop experiment. It involves tiny
charged oil drops in a special situation so that they remain suspended
between two charged plates due to combined effects of the gravitational
and electric forces. Why take such trouble? Everyone knew that
Michalson-Moreley's experiment ‘proved’ that classical relativity is wrong,
So Popper thought that here lies the answer. Instead of verification he
offered falsification as the real basis of science. The result was that he
could at once explain the necessity of experiments as well as give us a
ground to demarcate between science and non-science. For no religious
pronouncements are falsifiable. Further, such theory allows us to claim
knowledge of worldly objects because nothing was eliminated in the
process of getting to the meaning of the scientific claims. On the whole
therefore Popper's position was taken to be a significant Philosophy of
* Science.

So what was the issue? Find a place for experimentation within the
activity of science so that we can allow cognitive claims made in science.
But, as is well known, this apparent strength of his position was also his
bane. For Lorentz came up with a theory with the additional hypothesis of
universal force. This additional theory was able to take care of the null
result obtained in the experiment. So did the M-M experiment falsify
classical relativity? Popper sought to dub the hypothesis as ad-hoc. But
when is a theory ad hoc? When it is falsifiable. Well, when is a theory
falsifiable? Only when we separated all the ad-hoc hypotheses. Nice result
it is, but we shall come back to this later.

Thomas Kuhn [19701 came into the debate at this point. He argued
that even falsifiability is not all that unproblematic. For him theories are
never falsified. They gradually die out. A theory is accepted or rejected in
a paradigm society projects. So he was actually asking a different question;
when is a theory accepted in a social paradigm?
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If this little puzzle above shows anything then it is this that Popper was
addressing some other issues also apart from looking for a place for
experiments within the domain of science. One issuc is seen immediately:
that of theory change. When can we say that there is a need for theory
change. Popper’s preaching that a scientist should go for most far fetched
conjectures and look for its falsification, can have a'meaning only when we
have settled this issue of theory change. Lakatos [Lakatos and Musgrave
1970], the man who succeeded him in his chair in LSE thought he had an
answer. He taught us that a theory is part of a research program and has a
hard core and a periphery. This hard core is shared by all the theories of
the program. It cannot be touched. What can be changed in the face of any
challenge from any experiment is its outer layer. So given a core a theory
may be falsified and a new hypothesis may be inducted when experiments
disagree with its prediction. So Lakatos thought we have a different
question to answer: when can a theory succeed another? When is there a
growth of knowledge? Besides, we have now other areas to investigate,
viz., what makes a hard core a hard core, fe. question of rationality and
consequently we should better devote ourselves to internal and external
histories of science. So Philosophy of Science now has a different face. We
now do not talk about the Science but 2 scientific research program. But
there was this spin off. Getting to know the world through science view
was again taken up recently and a battle was fought on Scientific Realism.
The issue is now what motivates the activity? So the old Popperian
problem is resurrected in a different form. The problem now is: What
explains the behaviour of the scientists and what follows from such
explanation? It was argued that realism affords the best explanation of why
should one indulge in constructing and refuting scientific theories at all? If
we forget demarcation and its problems, is falsifiability good enough
reason, as a matter of fact, to explain the behaviour of most of the
scientists in countless laboratories and science departments. If posed this
way [alsiliability as a criterion is hard to defend. So again there is reason
to change tack. Putnam and other scientific realists took the activity of the
scientists as data and thought of explaining on the basis of theory of
language, more specifically a theory of reference. Indeed language is the
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most immediate and therefore the most dependable data we have. But
Putnam & Boyd [see their articles in Leplin 19841 took it for granted that
scientists describe (part of) the world. The problem is then how is it
possible to describe? Or what view of the language allows us to describe?

But again this very basis of explanation was rejected by many
philosophers. Van Fraassen [1980] for example rejects this very premise
that scientists describe at all. For him a scientist only ‘saves the
phenomena’. Very often the description’s view invokes the criterion of
simplicity as a methodological rule of coming to the right description.
Because as we have seen in the case of M-M experiment, there were
several explanations and the simpler explanation, that of Einstein, was
picked up. Einstein and many others, including Chandrasekhar explicitly
argucd that true description must be simple. Van Fraassen with Sellers
rejected this. Nature may not have much to do with simplicity. It is just a
methodological requirement. Unless we reject this there seems to be a
vicious circle. Why is nature simple? Because simple descriptions (read
theory) are true. What description is true? Simple descriptions are true!
Reject this and we have only pragmatics of explanation to defend simple
theory; therefore not defending any particular theory as true description.
Acceptance of a theory is ultimately pragmatic. Simple theories are more
easily unusable. So Van Fraassen has an explanation for the motivation
question. But is the answer true as a matter of fact? Note that at bottom it
is an empirical statement that scientists just try to save the phenomena. |
am almost sure most of the scientists wouldn't accept that. In any case it is
not at all clear that this is the only way to answer the motivational
question. Certainly Van Fraassen’s is not the only answer. What are the
other answers? ’

* Otherslike Larry Laudan [in Hacking 19811 thought our task is to
investigate into the puzzle-solving aspect of science. For this we can look
at history and try to characterize what were the problems posed and how
people thought to have solved them. He thinks solving a problem might be
challenge cnough and a scientist might find enough in a problem to
motivate him. But solving a problem is a response to understanding

Queries with Answers 361
something which is not understood otherwise. So again distancing
ourselves from the experiment and world view to understanding and reason
view of some of the features we call science. In the process we have left
behind verification or falsification.

At this point a different question was asked: What could really be the
very subject of appraisal? To begin with, it is the activity called science of
course. But even science, specially during revolutions, does indulge in a lot
of methodological, conceptual debate. Methodologists are now beginning
to ask: is there a pattern in the methodological debate? Pandit [Pandit
19811 thinks that methodological/ metatheoretical variance at various
levels should also be taken seriously. Science for him is negative feedback
controlled problem solving systems.

However, one thing is sure. Philosophers were taking scientific
theories more seriously than taking them as data for explanation. So these

~ concepts got the prominence, viz., Confirmation, Acceptance, Verfication,

Falsification, Truth, Verisimilitude, Theoretical Term, Theory Change,
Rationalfty, Progress etc. So that when Popper was apparently asking the
question of the divide between science and religion he actually ended up
asking the question, what makes an hypothesis ad foc. Others similarly
reduced the issue of verification or operational meaning.

On the other hand the inevitable consequence of taking theories too
séﬁousl}f led realists like Putnam to accept rnfernalism. Thereby reducing
his position to a kind of nominalism.

" lan Hacking and Nancy Cartwright on the other hand direct our
attention to the fact that the important part of what is called science,
experiments, are left behind. The question raised by Kuhn and Quine and
accepted by internal realists, theory-ladenness of data is pushed too much.
As if we always decide on the basis of a theory. Hacking chooses the
example of Henri Bequerel’s discovery of y-rays. He just discovered that
photographic plates are exposed even after remaining under cover. Did he
have a theory before he discovered the exposed plates? However Hacking
didn't play it too far. We have another question: did he have a theory
before he recognized it to be exposed by 7y-rays? However Hacking
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certainly brought some new blood in the debate between realist and non-
realist in philosophy of science. His suggestion is not to take the overall
meaning indeterminacy at face value and associated scepticism all that
seriously. Instead he asks us to look for what is happening in the
experiments, His slogan is: if we can use something to produce a
phenomenon then it must be real,

This is what we shall have to ascertain; did we use the entity in
question Lo produce some phenomena? If we did, then in what sense is it
unreal? Putnam tried to rescue the reference and therefore realism through
his brain-in-a-vat argument: If we are brains-in-a-vat then we are not
brains-in-a-vat. So reference must exist out there. But what is it that
exists? Putnam prescribes to ‘cut it as you like’. The role of theory comes
in as soon as we (ry to say something! Hacking almost plays the same

 game. It is almost an experimenter’s transcendental argument. Producing a
phenomenon requires doing-with. So if you are not doing-with then you
are doing-with, The focus is now shifted from description to intervention,
But do the theoretical under-determination, that is internal realism, and the
experimenter’s determination supplement each other? That much is not
available. For we do not know how to use the universal to produce some
phenomena. Neither has anybody ever used bare mass.

Nancy Cartwright [1983] proposed a distinction between theory
realism and entity realism. According to her Hacking's intervention thesis’
goes well with entity realism. Cartwright supplements Hacking’s thesis with
the additional requirement of causal efficacy. But to recognize that, we
shall have to know what a cause is. Cartwright [1983] proposes that we
take Mill's method of determining the cause and proceed to look for the
entities. Putnam’s way, to internalism was based on the Lowenheim-
Skolem theorem. Cartwright rejects that. Theories, she argues, are
necessarily products of idealization. ‘Truth doesn't explain much.’ For if a
theory is true then it cannot explain. If it cannot explain then it cannot be
used. Therefore, a theory with data cannot produce a consistent whole. So
there is no model at all. If there is no model at all then there is no
question of innumerably many models. Laws of physics lie.
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But is Mill's method all that perfect? Don’t we get back all the
problems of confirmation we had before? In Cartwright [1978] she gets
back to this question. She doesn’t think that laws of physics lie. They are
true now but because they speak about capacitics and how these capacities
play the causal role. Theories are still false but because there will have to
be a layer of constructions in between phenomenological and the general
laws. As an empiricist she fiopes to eliminate this layer.

In any case several questions remains unanswered. For example, what
if the theories talk about the capacities but have a difference in some
respect—iike quantum theory and hidden variable construction? Will it be
all that easy to solve such puzzles only on the basis of ‘causal efficacy'? 1
have some grave doubts. The possibility of causal laws may not be
sufficient to nad down the form of causal laws. We'll need something in '
the structural level like right geometry or right fogic.

Cartwright did a great job in arguing that the measurement postulate is
an artifact of mathematics. But her scheme does not have a specific place
for geometry or logic. The question of empiricism in logic was first raised
by Quine and forcefully argued by Putnam and many others, It is argued
that foundational problems in quantum mechanics can be solved using a
different logic, 7.e., quantum logic. It was first proposed by von Neumann,
though Reichenbach proposed a three valued logic of quantum mechanics.
But interpreting quantum logic itself became quite a problem. Carwright's
scheme does not answer this question. I think an answer is possible if we
extend her scheme. Quantum logic also explains but this explanation is
structural. It shows why some systems can't fail to behave in the way they
do in Quantum Mechanics, But that is a different topic [Mukherjee 1994].

We are yet to touch mathematics, chemistry, biology, statistics,
economics and cognitive science. In economics we have a parallel view in
Amartya Sen [see ‘Description as Choice’ in Sen 1983]. He also takes
theories to be ol instrumental value only; still true descriptions are
possible. Cartwright confines herself mostly to physics, Sen limits his
discussion to economics only. The question is: can we generalize?

Usual discussions about methodology of inductive ’reascni,ng depended
on logical possibility. Recent work in Ibgic and mathematics shows that
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this criterion of logical possibility, being intimately linked with the notion
of consistency is not all that well defined. Some are of the opinion that
logical possibility is not very useful in discussions about Hume's problem.
Instead they find computability is a better tool to handle such situations
[Glymour et al. 1987 and 1993; Kelly 7995, Gillies 1996]. So models and
ideas from artificial intelligence are coming in a big way in Philosophy of
Science. This I think is a big paradigm shift. Instead of asking if there is
any logical way of settling admissibility and/or unavoidability of a
particular hypothesis, we should ask if there is any computational reason
for acceptance of the same. If not acceptability, can we have good reasons
to refute a putative hypothesis with certainty using effective computability?
Further, given a set of data, one may ask what new concept/concepts it
might support. Even though such works are just beginning, this should be a
very fruitful exercise in Philosophy of Science.

There are other areas also full of interesting possibilitics. There is this
very interesting question in methodology of biology regarding the nature of
explanation in Darwin's The Orgin of Species. Ruse thinks there is an
explanatory core from which a wide class of facts could be obtained. But
the issue of supremacy could not be settled on this account alone. There
are arguments [Recker 1987] to show that a wider perspective is
necessary to account for Darwin’s work.

A related field is Consciousness Studies: There are claims that
consciousness can be explained away [Dennett 1991, 1993]. However
there are contrary claims (using arguments from both Philosophy of
Science as well as philosophy of language) why this could not be done
[Chalmers 1996].

In an interesting article McMullin [in Peacocke 1981, pp 17-57]
addressed the question of the use of the anthopic principle in science. It is
well known that this principle has it roots in theology. In particular he
asks, How should cosmology relate to theology?

So my view is that Philosophy of Science does not need a clear-cut
distinction between science and religion. At issue is explaining and
understanding science. The debate on science taught us to take science not
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at face value but as data to explain and understand. What level we need to
20 to or we shall have to go to may not be settled a priors. It might very
well depend upon the context. Philosophy of Science does not need
essentialism. Neither does it need something like Wittgenstein  family
resemblance.

Further, even theological questions might very well be important to
understand science.
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Bijoy Mukherjee
Reply3 +

Can the ‘Game’ of Wittgenstein Entertain the ‘Essence’ of Daya
Krishna?

1. There is no ‘essence” of any concept that can fill the blank *.’
in ‘philosophy of —'.

2. Denial of the ‘essence’ of a concept entails that there is no
boundary of its applications.

3. Therefore,

(2) The philosophy of - has no boundary (no matter what you put
in the blank).

(b) Philosophy has no boundary.

(c) Distinctions suggested by putting distinct words in the blank of
“philosophy of - * would only be archaeological remnants of older,
out-moded, confused ways of thinking’.”

The question involved in Professro Daya Krishna's que:rys6 is
basically this: Can we deny (3), if we accept (1)and (2)? The query
fas a significant implication. That is, if nothing is wrong in the
above argument, our philosophical investigations are sheer paper
works without any conviction. If our philosophical enquiry
convinces us of the absence of ‘essence’, our use of any concept
should not presume an essence. Consequently, none of our
conceptual study should be confined to any particular concept,
even, our conceptual study need not be just conceptual because,

Below is correct one

55 i

L Daya Krishna (1999), ICPR, Vol. XVI No. 3, p. 157,

" Daya Krishna (1999}, JICPR, Vol. XVI No, 3, pp 156-7
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not only that every ordinary concept is bereft of an essence, the
concept of concef:t may have the same fate, hence, be without a
boundary or definition.

One may try to refute (3) on the ground that (3b) does not
follow from (3a). That is even if philosophy consists of its different
branches which have no demarcated boundaries, it does not imply
that philosophy has no demarcated boundary., An area of
investigation may have a boundary even if its sub-areas do not.
Secondly, one may consider (3c) as harmless as the truth that all
human beingh are mortal. That is, no investigation is endless, the
growth of every kind of investigation has a culmination point that
gives way to a new kind of investigation, hence, the truth of (3¢) is
acceptable without any problem. These two moves are superficial.
Because, like the truth of (3a), the truth of (3b) follows from the
denial of ‘essence’ and (3b) is not dependent on (3a). The reason
for which a subarea has no demarcated boundary, for the same
reason, the main area may not have. In other words, if, for
example, philosophy of science has no boundary because there is
no essence. Secondly, unlike the truth that all human beings are
mortal, the truth of (3c¢) is not natural. Death is natural, so also
life, and each of us has a natural impulse to live. But, is there
anything natural that forces one to do his/her conceptual study on
a well defined area of investigation? No. The only impulse one may
think of is social, if not logical. The logical impulse is to have a
purpose prior to an investigation but the purpose is socially
determined. Were the human society be empty of scientific
investigations; none would have thought of a philosophy of

* s 57
science .

' The fields of interest in different departments of philosophy in India give a
corroborating picture of this. Looking into the social environment in which the
deading figures of a department are trained in the field they have specialized, onc
can realize what has actually gone deep into the departmentds present state of
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To find a fault in the above argument, we may go for the
‘game’ of Wlttgcnstem an important concept of an important anti-
essentialist.” The point of Wittgenstein’s ‘game’ is to argue against
the idea that every concept has an csscnce that we refer to in
expressing the concept through Ianguage For Wittgenstein, no
such essence is available and, since expression of any concept
through language becomes meaningful owing to its ‘use’, neither
such an essence nor a definition conesponding to the concept is
required for an explanation of meaning. Instead of essence, what
we actually observe are the overlapping and cirss-crossing
similarities among the members that come under the concept.
‘Family resemblance’® characterizes the kind of similarities
that different applications of any particular concept actually have.
Of course, one may argue, all the members of a family have one
“traceable common origin®after which the family has been named.
But Wittgenstein’s family resemblance’ accounts only for the
visibles like build, feature, colour of eyes gait, temperament, elc.’“
To avoid the problem that whether we really have one traceable
common origin of a family or not, we can concentrate on ‘game’,
considering ‘game’ the paradigm family resemblance concept that

affairs internationalism, nationalism, regionalism or colonialism proportionate to its
hold in the minds of the leading figures.
ngenmmns idea of agamed is well received, but not lefi unchallenged. Rowe,
M.W. (1992) aThe Definition of 4Games Plifosophy,67, pp. 467-79, offers a

~  definition of dgamed. Of course Roweds definition does not convincingly counter
Witigensteinds argument against essentialism.
Of course, Witlgensteinis coneept of hgamed also attempts 1o explain the
constitutive character of the rules followed in language But, the introduction of
agamed is basically an attempt to explain the absence of essence or common
feature of the instances of a general concepl.
" To characterize the similarities among games, Witigenstein would not think of any
better cdxpression than Afamily resemblahced See PL6T (Wittgenstein, I_
Philosophical Investigations, (trans.) Ansombe, G.E.M., Basil Blackwell, Oxford, 2"
edn., is abbreviated as PL.

“ P 67
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attempts to explain (i) that there is nothing common to all the
members, and (ii) that the overlapping and criss-crossing
similarities in the basis on what the concepl is applicable to
different members.*

One may try to locate the essence of ‘game’ in the similarities
or points of resemblance: every game must have at least one point
of resemblance. For example, if Fl, F2, F3, , Fn are the
different points on which at least one or other game resembles with
at least one other game, then, every game has F1vF2vF3v. . . vFn.
In short one may try to define ‘game’ by disjoining the similarities.
But Wittgenstein considers it ‘playing with words’.®> Because, (i) it
does not specify any particular feature but expresses something
vague, namely, FIVF2vF3v. . . vFn, and (ii) these features of
similarities need not be limited, hence, the compound of disjuncts
may not be limited.* But if the ground of the rejection of
FIVE2vF3v. . vFn is its ‘vagueness and its ‘limitedness’, then no
definition by means of the actual applications of a concept can be
acceptable. For, whether the definition is vague or not, it cannot
account for the infinite possibilities.” Accordingly, we cannot
define phllosophy as an investigation having at least one feature
with which at least one among the philosophy of science, the
philosophy of Ianguage. the philosophy of mind, the philosophy of
history, the philosophy of culture and so on resembles with at least
one other. If we follow Wittgenstein, we cannot define philosophy

2 n fact, the common origin is not the real point to be pondered over because it is
almosl impossible to find out the origin of most of the general concepts.
Pl 67
* Pl 68

“* As Dr. Chinmoy Goswami suggests (in correspondence), perhaps quantification
plays a crucial role in Wittgensteinis philosophy of language. The length of the
compound FIVF2vF3v-vFn is 100 wide to clearly represent one commen factor and,
hence becomes vague; it is too narcow to represent the infinite possibilities, hence,
becomes very limited.
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by means of whatever actual divisions of philosophy we have.
Because, it would fail to account for the infinite possible divisions.
Even if the number of groups is limited, if there is no essence,
none can identify a new group of games when no present game has
any of those features that the new one has and the only way a
game  can be identified is in observing some similarities/
resemblances with the present games. For it is possible to have a
new group of games having completely new features of which none
appears in any of the present gau'ne:s.(’6 Without an essence, in the
process of transformation, the overlapping and criss-crossing
similarities may include anything under this sky. In this process, it
is quite possible to have a group of games in which no feature of
any actual game exists. Perhaps, to resist such unconrolled
transformations we are tempted to adore to an essence.
Accordingly, an unidentifiable branch of philosophy is possible,
if there is no essence of philosophy and the only means of
identification is the finding of some similarities/ resemblances with
the ongoing philosophical activities of one kind or other. But,
should we call an unidentifiable branch of philosophy a branch of
philosophy; an unidentifiable group of games a group of games?

% Let A.B,C be three mutually exclusive sets of features and G a group of games such
that, given anyx,

x belongs to a if and only if x belongs to every member of G,

if x belongs to B then x belongs to at least two members of G

x belongs to C if and only if x belongs to at most one member of G.

il one devides all the actual pames available to us into an n number of groups,
G1,G2,G,. . , Gn, having the mutually exclusive common features, A1AZA3.., An
, the mually exclusive resembling features, B1,B2,B3.... Bn, the mutually
exclusive dissimilar features, C1,C2,C3.. Cn. respectively, such that

(i) (ATOAZ0A30..0An)(B10B20B30..0Bn)=

{ii} - (C10C20C30..0Cn)

(i) (A10A20A30..0An)(B10B20B30..0Bn)-=

{iv) (C1OC20C30..0Cn)

then, no feature of the group Gn+k exists with any actual pame available to us, when
k-2
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No. Then, either we must accept ‘wsscnnce’ or we must employ
some means other than the finding of similarities/ resemblances to
identify. The first alternative 1s unacceptable in Wittgenstein’s
philosophy of language. The second alternative is acceptable and it
clarifies one more point on Wittgenstein’s ‘game’. That is,
Wittgenstein's ‘game’ as a paradigm family resemblance concept
does not account for all the possible games but the actual games.
Family resemblance does not characterize the similarities/
resemblances among the future members of a family; likeness
between unobserved non-existents and the existents is not at all a
point in ‘“family resemblance’.”’

Witgenstein’s game does not claim that, in place of essence,
the similarities resemblances among the individual instances can
enable one to foresee all the possible individuals. Precisely because
whatever enables so would be the other name of ‘essence’.
Wittgenstein’s anti-essentialism claims that nothing really exists in
the possible instances of a concept and, hence, nothing can exist as
a common to both-the actual instances and the yet to come
possible instances. Thus nothing can be common to all the actual
and possible instances of a concept. ‘It is onc of the most
deeprooted mistakes in philosophy to see possibility as a shadow of
reality.""H Such a mistake tempts one to find something common
between the actual individuals and the possibilities and, the, name
that alleged common something the ‘essence’ of a concept.”’

No doubt, Bring me a flower’ means ‘Bring me a,b,c, or some
other flower rather than ‘Bring me a,b.(:,’;‘m the meaning of ‘He is

7 However, this point may be related to arule-followingd and, hence to agamed when
gamed is used Lo explain the constitutive rules of language.

= PG.p.283 (Wittgenstein, L. Phifosophical Garammar, (Ed.)Rhees, R.(Trans) Kenny,
A., Blackwell Publishers, 1974, is abbreviated as PG.)

™ For Wiltgenstein, not only that there is nothing common but also that there is
nothing in between, He says, There is no third thing between the particular
enumeration and the general signd (PG,p.281) T

™ This example is from PG, p. 276..
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playing a game is different from ‘He js playing hockey’, ‘He does
Philosophy of science’ is different from ‘He does philosophy’. But,
al the same time, gettings flower follows from getting a rose,
playing hockery implies playing a game, doing philosophy of
science implies doing philosophy. That is, even if a general concept
and its instances are so different from each other that one does not
touch the other,”' their expressions have a close relationship. The
relation may be described as a grammatical relation. The signs
expressing the concepts and the signs expressing the instances are
used with certain rules. Those rules ensure that the above relation
between the two types of expressions holds good. Nothing else
determines that relation, hence, no common thing or essence is
needed to explain that relation.

‘He is playing a game’ and ‘He is playing hockey’ are empirical
propositions. But ‘he is playing a game follows from he is playing
hockey’ is not an empirical proposition, it is a grammatical
proposition. For, unlike the two empirical propositions, it is a
propasition about the two propositions; a description of language
rather than reality. The rules involved in the use of propositions
describing reality are expressed through the grammatical
Propositions. In Wittgenstein's words, ““(3x).£x follows from 2" is
not a proposition (empirical proposition) of the language to which
“(3x)&" and “‘fz” belong; it is a rule laid down in their
grammar.’”” Byen if the so called essence is taken for granted, it
cannot go against the inference-(3x). fr follows from /2 “expressed
through the grammatical propesition. On the other hand, one of the
main reasons for which ‘essence’ is upheld, though mistakenly, is
to explain that inference. The explanation misleads because it
presupposes a mistaken idea, namely, the idea of considering the
possibilities real. Subscribing to this mistaken idea, one fails to

" Inpg P- 276, Witigenstein says, denumeration does not touch the concepts aplantd
and aegpd at alld
" PG.p.279

== L
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distinguish the propositions about empirical propositions from the
empirical propositions.. Thercfore if we are so much acquainted
with the word ‘essence’ that we do not like to miss it in
philosophy, then, the essence that does not mislead us and helps us
in 'undcrstanding the relationship between a concept and its
instances may be attributed to Grammar. For, ‘Essence is
expressed by g;ramrma:r,'?3 However, in this sense, essence cannot
be a thing, concrete or abstract, to be identified or posited in the
concepts or in their instances. Because, gramn;?r is not a thing,
thought it “tells what kind of object any thing is.’

The argument that represents Professor Daya Krishna's query
concerns us only if (a) we are anti-essentialists, and (b) we do not consider
the conclusion (3c) trivial. This discussion assumes both (a)and (b). The
nontriviality of (3c) demands an answer to the question: HT(;W do we
actually use a concept without demarcating its boundary?” | think,
Wittgenstein’s ‘game’ as a paradigm family resemblance concept answers
it correctly, and Professor Daya Krishna’s query assumes the ‘essence’
that Witgenstein’s ‘game” forbids.
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Reply 4

The denial of ‘essence’ entails the impossibility of demarcation...and if
taken seriously could result in blurring all sharp distinctions.

The above argument which has been used here to deny the possibility
of Philosophy of Science, Law or something else can be refuted by
indicating the fact that each sphere of knowledge has certain basic
principles or-say presuppositions which may be called its privilege points.

-
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™ As (3c) is not an isolated assertion but inferred from (1), (2), (3a) and (3b), if the
asked question has no answer then {3c) can mislead us to acceptd essencedl by
reduction ad absurdum
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Such points are only believed and not questioned within that spuer: At it
does not mean that those presuppositions cannot be questioned at < It is
the function of philosophy to question those presuppositipns; hence we can
meaningfully use the phrases as ‘Philosophy of..."

In case demarcation between science and non-science is noi

- acceptable leading to blurring of all sharp distinctions, can we say th

religion and natural sciences, e.g. physics, chemistry etc., belong tc ghas
same area or level? The progress in any area, as regards its stud
possible only if demarcations are accepted and there is a systema.
approach, otherwise there will be chaos in the realm of knowledge. After
all, we have to distinguish purc imagination from sensory perception and
categorize them accordingly.

The stand taken in the given view will be dogmatic as it does not allow
freedom to question the fundamental assumptions of any area.

Denying the essences entails denial to all abstractions, even ir
mathematics and physics, because there too the formulae are based on th:
belief that all the similar cases will be the possible applicable cases for
formula.
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