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Comments and Communication

R. SUNDARA RAJAN

When we look back upon:Krisiina Chandra Bhattacharya’s
address “Svaraj in Ideas” delivered almost 60. years back from
where we are now, perhaps the first feeling that one is likely
to have is one of humiliation and a sense of powerless despon-

~dency for the fundamentals of his diagnosis hold true even
~ today, perhaps with an even greater point and urgency. His
. words of warning and_‘agﬁ_monition_,still,ring true and we can
and have to recognise our own portrait in his depiction of .the
soulless, imitative galvanic ‘mind, which is; powerless in action’
- and unserious in.thought. Perhaps on the surface, a few things
| may appear to have changed; for instance; today, we may have
*t0 ‘qualify somewhat. differently the -dangers of national con-

'~ ceit_and :unthinking glorification of everything in our culture.
'sIn the time and contextiof his address, this- required less stres-
sing; the danger then was the.opposite tendency — the contempt
" for our own forms of thought, perception and action. But to-
day, we also have to reckon with this spurious Svaraj in many
quarters. But this does not in the least mean that the danger
. he was talking about has vanished, On the contrary, both ar
. different symptoms of the same spiritual malaise, for in its own
! way, this spurious pride: and conceit, this parading of our
. “Indianness’ is, more often than mnot, a reactive - symptom of
our insecurity.

But it is not merely in his account of the fundamental struc-
ture of our intellectual life that the address speaks to us across
a gulf of half a century. Perhaps the most important thing
that the address can still teach us is the principle of spiritual
growth and spiritual decay. There are, it seems to me, two
striking manifestations of our decadence, which Bhatacharya
has reminded us of — the first may not appear as serious and

deplorable as the second, but in its own way, it is equally
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capable ol humbling our intellectual pride and pretensions.
Also perhaps, as I shall soon try to suggest, the two are com-
nected, and are hence different manilestations or symptoms of
the same root failure. The first is the sterility and superficial-
ity of our intellectual and moral grasp of Western cultural
forms. In spite of the enormous [ascination which it has had
{or us, in spite of the love and labour, time and talent that we
have given to it, our lack of comprehension of Western thought
and culture, as distinguished from merely a techrical familiar-
ity with it is truly striking. As Bhattacharya tells us, we are
yet to produce what we may call our own distinctive apprecia-
tion or judgement on its social, political, moral or philo-

.. sophical forms. Our response to the West continues to be 2

distant and-lifeless echo of the West’s judgement of itself. 1 ieel
this is' important not’ merely as an-indicator of the weakness
of ‘our critical sensibilities, but it is important insofar ‘as it'is
a2 clue to the root cause of our situation.” In other words, T am
suggesting that" the brittleness and -imitative nature - of our
understanding of the West is partly because we have not grasp-
ed its ideas,-principles and values in terms of ‘its own foundat
tional classical formulations; we have been so to say over:

whelmed by the details, by the exuberance of its manifestations

and have missed the classical sources of its vision. We have
not attempted to grasp these classical foundational formula-

tions and hence have failed ‘to understand ' its own specific

 formative forces. The result las been not merely a superficial-

ity of understanding, but more threateningly, the overwhelm-
ing of our critical sensibilities by the details of its surface.
Lacking this awareness of its own cultural foundations, we,
paradoxically, are at the mercy of its present current - self-
definitions and sclf-presentations. I am not suggesting that we
should or could study the classical foundations of the West in
the manner of a Western culture historian, I am not suggesting
an Indian equiilélent to Platonic, or Aristotelian or Kantian
scholarship. Such a programme would be as silly as it is im-

practicable, pbut what am thinking of is the cultivation of a

distinctive approach of our own to the classical forms of West-

ern thought and cultural .perception. 1 think that not only in
physical but also in spiritual vision, there is such a thing as
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missing the forest [or the trees. In the absence of this perspee
tive on the root principles of the West, we are at the mercy
of every changing current formulation of itself; and we some-

times deceive ourselves by thic ‘consolatory thought that we are

. uprodate. : .

I would like to argue that a re-orientation of our intel-
lectual concern ~and preoccupation -with the foundational
classics of the West may be helpful in a number of ways in our
search for the principle ol Svaraj in ideas. For one thing, we
would thereby be- relieved of the. futile and nightmarish
obsession with “éach and every turn and twist in the contem-
porary scenc. I am not suggesting that the contemporary period
has not produced truly -original and creative ideas and prin-
ciples. But what 1" am  having in-mind is something very
different —a  certain.. helplessness brought about by being

overwhelmed by epigoni, ‘of being tossed about from one new.

turn of phrase or thought to the other. It is this intellectual

floundering that disorganises our thinking and thereby re-:

‘produces our dependency. Even if it does nothing else, a turn
to the classics can lighten the useless burden that we now
carry in every nook and cranny of our minds; a load will be
lifted and our perceptions sharpened for the mark of a classic
is that it reveals the fundamental principles and presuppositions
of a certain perspective. An:encounter with a classic is there-
fore a formation of our own perceptions whereas at present,
it is precisely by hiding the basic presuppositions, the moving
principles, that we -are held captive. But an. encounter with
the dlassic’ formulations can also open our critical sensibilities
in yet another manner. ‘A foundational text like .Aristotle’s
Poetics or Kant’s Critique of Judgement. or Marx's Economic-
Philosophic Manuscripts can reveal the unfinished character, the
problematic and contestable nature of the Western intellectual
experiment. They reveal the basic, foundational problems and
_the tensions inherent in their own solutions. If we could but
respond to it, there is a confessional quality about a classic; it
does not pretend to have settled the issue once and for all.
Hence an awareness of the classics of the West can give us a
more human measure and compass in our judgement, whereas

it is precisely this tentativeness and contestability that is sup-
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_ us in a not inconsiderable manner; but: of: course;. this,alliance -
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pressed in the contemporary ‘lilterture,  particularly®/in philo-
sophy (sce, for example; ' the: senseof iassuraice 'about classic
issues in almost every- articléof Mind;'see ragainthe air of " -
finality swhich almost -every _page’’ of \Ryle's The+ Concept--of -
Mind exudes). . S S T i

.1 am suggesting that-in our search for :Sv /
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. araj:in‘ldeas, a ¢er-
tain ‘distinctive orientation to the classics of-the-West:may.help.

must be, to use political terms, on;our pwn:c_dnditions.f:This
is ‘'what '1- was having .in my mind when If-was,fspeaking of.a
distinctive orientation to the Western classics. But -what could
we say further about this orientation ? It is easier -to,see .what
it is not; for one thing, as I have already. said, ‘it.;,isénot':;whai

may be ‘called -the orientation_ ofsscholarship.;Only;too oftea,

we have tried. this andialways ‘to,our jdiscomfiture.
for-ong thing; too demanding in term\ , fic
quip/lourselves in
and sophistication:of ulture-historical {schiol
contemporary iWest, is: ealising; that inj;this,
scholarship, : there : is’ia ;point of ‘sdlmlnléﬁ;slg

understandably, - this threshold of larger; gaip na
t6 beconsiderably lower! Very.early i tich}; i

costs 0f such exacting scholarship are: bdun’ to, grow Jarger and
Teturs ' alsp another;danger; ins
volved jn such a directiony: for. -once :we: engage:in: the, pursuit,
we are drawn,. wheth_epme;like.-.it;'or.po:t',;;’into;‘ai_cert‘ain an-
rewarding competition with Western scholarship. 1:am-not sug-
gesting that the Indian .intellectual . as. a. type cannot have a
chance  in this kind of competition.;I".am not making.a point
about- the limits of individual talent and. dedication; but rather
I am suggesting the cultural function of such intellectual styles.
Scholarship of this type has a tendency to prove more beneficial
to the West than to us. In.matters of the mind and. spiritalso, -

there may be such a' thing as. development or. underdevelop-

»

even':larger. than its;returns:heredds

e

ment. This kind of pursuit is likely to accentuate our depend-
ency and_that too, paradoxically, because 'of its very: success and

'

excellence. . , e T RIS P
_ But Bhattacharya is speaking of another form of competition’
which ‘may strengthen us. 1 am suggesting that it may'be pos-
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-_.what we have felt and not felt. 1 am suggesting that we must
be responsive and responsible to the voices as v_lell as the silences
of the past. Responsiveness and responsibility to our intellec-

“tual past, perhaps best sums up the programme of svaraj in
ideas. But both responsibility and responsiveness have to be
guided by a recognition of the past. Too often, we are likely
to pass over the issue of recognition in 2 native manner, as if
it is a simple matter of historical scholarship,-or we might
think that such cultural recognition may be achieved by ‘go-
ing to the people”. 1 have already said something about the
limits of the scholarly orientation. But the other hope of a
“populist” orientation has to be still reckoned with. The chance
of a true recognition of our cultural essence in the practices
of current social life is based upon a mnoble sentiment which
Bhattacharya also respects. Surely as a propaedeutic .clearing
away of a certain cultural superiority and  bias, as a step tO-
wards svaraj in ideas, this hermeneutic-discipline of trust may
help. But it cannot, it seems to me, give us the substance of
svaraj. Here again 2 certain orientation -to our classical texts
may be an invaluable source of redirection of our thought
and perception, for as we have already seen;, a classic requires
a proper mode of appropriation. In the case of our own classics,
this mode of appropriation requires ;two hermeneutic discip-
lines — one which we ‘have to caTy out and one which has
been carried out for us. On our part, we may have to de-
contextualize the basic form of the vision of life embedded in
the foundational classics of a culture. A cultural text, for the
purposes of our present analysis, may be regarded as a situated
representation from within a specific situation, of the invariants
of a properly ordered life. As such, it moves at two levels —

* the level of contextualized culture (the realm of signification)
and it also has in it the potentiality of representing the essences
(the realm of symbolization). A text is thus a dual structur€
of both signification and symbolization. The symbolic level
transcends the signific and thus in the form of texts, a situated
history transcends its own situationality. But there is another
mode of transcendence also possible at the level of what may

Sbe called exemplary or epochal acts. Thus transcendence of

situationality may be accessible at the level of exemplars of
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meaning as well as exemplars of action (1 owe the rcalisation
of the theoretical importance of the notion to personal dis-

« cussiors with Pof, K. J. Shah). Only when we grasp the process
of exemplary transcendence can we be in sight of genuinc

universality, and only this s the validation of our ‘svaraj iw

ideas.

Department of Phi‘.osophy,
Poona University. l
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MRINAL & SUJATA MIRI

We have read and re-read the lecture and discussed it with
iriends and colleagues. Every time we read it we are struck
afresh by the power of its insight and the utter clarity with
which the insight finds expression in the lecture. We cannot
imagine a better academic articulation of the dissatisfaction
that most of us have undoubtedly felt about the general tenor

of intellectual life in our country. Recently,' the lecture was #

the subject of a seminar discussion in this University. We were’

fortunate to have, among the participants, philosophers from

some other universities as well : The discussion in the seminar
was somewhat of a surprise to us. The lecture was criticised
by some on grounds which we did not think were there at all;
and the rather dogged persistence of such criticism was a little
disturbing. On reflection, we took this to. be only a further
confirmation of the truth of the things that Bhattacharya says
in the lecture. But we are aware that this might not be the
whole story; we would, therefore, like'to communicate to you
some of the points of criticism raised in. the -seminar, along
with our reactions to them. Our hope is that someone will
perhaps take these points up and show to us that they have
more substance than we were able to discover.

(1) . It was alleged that the cultural and intellectual tradi-
tion that Bhattacharya is talking about is really only the
brahmanial tradition; that he completely ignores the other
traditions; and that, in any case, it is a mistake to talk about
one Indian tradition. _, '

Our response: The only evidence that can possibly be cited
in support of the allegation is that Bhattacharya himself was
a Brahmin. While the fact that one belongs to a particular
caste may cxplain many things about one, in this particular
case, Lo cite such a fact in support of the criticism made would
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only demonstrate our ‘inability to overcome certain quite
mecharnical and frequently harmful habits of thinking. In :he
lécture, the brahminical® tradition. is not mentioned even once
whether directly or indirectly. There is-certainly a reference to
s the life of the spirit.. But: surely the idea of the spiritual life
is not the exclusive possession of: the brahminical and non-
brahmanical “traditions” of our country are mutually indepen-
dent and autonomous streams? Is it rather not the case that
the different “traditions” stand in such close organic and vital
_ relationship to one another, that they are much more accurate-
ly described “as the manifestations of one and the same tradi-
tion? And is it not a proof of this latter, that the tradition
has frequently produced persons who, in their life and thought,
~embody the. life-enhancing, . creative unity of  the different
stréams ? ' Mahatma-Gandhi ‘s perhaps the latest in - the ‘chain
of -such persons. }i2.f S T

W
i

) L E e T AT
. (2) : Another " criticism, of. pérﬂapS‘-a;little ‘more substance,
was! that: Bhattacharya:iis varguing for ja- position. of cultural
relativism ‘which'has tquiterabsurd logical - consequences. It i
this, it was further claimed, that is responsible for several con-
tradictions in the statement of Bhattacharya’s thesis. One of
Nthese contradictions ‘was thought ‘to’ be'as follows': On' theé ‘one
" hand, ‘Bhattacharya’ claims that'“ideas "of “one culture “cannot
"be translatéd "iritd déas of another culture; but, on the“other
hand, he also makes a ‘plea for “a genuine translation of
forcign ideas into our mative ideas before we accept or Teject
them”. SN ‘ ‘

. Our response: A .thorough-going cultural relativism is very
possibly. a logically untenable position. But _Bhattacharya’s
position in the lecture is quite the opposite of cultural relativ-
ism. Or else, it will be impossible to make sense of his insistence
that assimilation' of alien ideas is not-only possible but fre-
guently desirable; that one could, in principle, recognize in a
forcign ideal one’s own ideal.

About “translatability”, Bhattacharya has the lollowing to
say : “Mo idea of one cultural language can exactly be trans-

slated in another cultural language. Every' culture has its dis-
tinctive ‘physiognomy’ which is refiected in each vital idea and

ideal presented by the cu
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lture” (italics ours). Impossibility of

exact translation is surely not the same as impossibility of

translation as such.: Also,
talks of the “ideas” of a

it is significant that Bhattacharya
cultural language and mnot just of

language: an idea is vastly more complex than a Particular
word that might happen to signify it. Ideas (and ;c}tf.als) "of a
particular culture may stand in a profoundly unique inter-
relationship to one another which makes up what Bhatta}charya
calls the “physiognomy” of that culture, ¢ is in the light of

this that one must under

stand the meaning of the following

remark of Bhattacharya’s“.... all concepts and  ideas havgﬁ the
distinctive character of the particular culture to which they
belong. What should be our reaction to such cultural ideas?
They have. to be accepted, but as me}taphors and symbo}s to .-
be translated into our -own indigenous. concepts. The ideas~ .
embodied in a foreign language are properly understood .only
when we can express. them in_ our OWII)\WaY" '

(8) Yet another point

méd‘e was that in Philosophy there

is neither-east mor west; there is only good: pﬁilosF)phy«'or bad

philosophy.

Our response : It is amazing that in spite
of philosophical styles an

us, we do not recognize

¥

5f the great variety'
4. idioms ihat are familiar to all of
the degreé Of culturespecificity ofa

particular philosophical ‘tradition. B,:tit pthap§, what is meant

by the critic is not that
of philosophy — but rathe

for assessing a philosophical positio

there may not_be different.traditions
r that there are universal procedures
n of any tradition. There

is, undoubtedly, some truth in this; but it has only a .1,1r:nxted
application. What is meant by “universal procedure here,

presumably, are the logical methods of assessing and evaluat-

ing philbsophical arguments. But, once again

think of the dif-

ferent “logics” evolved in different philosophical .traditi(?ns.
Even il there were a universal logical procedure, pl_ulosophxca]
arguments are notorious for their almost unlimited Po_t:ni
tiality for increasing sophistication and . refinement. So, as Iar

as arguments- are concerned, in most Cascs,

there cannot be a

final judgement. The more important philosophical task —

specially when one is tryl

ng to understand an alien tradition —

4,

bioa,
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is, however, to try and understand (i) why it is that certain
concerns acquire a primary importance in a particular tradi-
tion; (ii) how it is that different philosophical methods are
preferred in different philosophical traditions; and (iii) why it
is that certain things which are never questioned in a’particular
tradition are vigorously_;questioned in another. One, of course,
must also ask these questions of one’s own tradition. But the
point we aré making is that it is equally if not more impor-
tant to ask them of an alien tradition. And these are philo-

sophical questions, not simply questions about causal determina--

tion. What_we have said, we take to be at least part of the
meaning of the following passdge in the lecture: “We have to
distinguish between two forms of rationalism ... In the one,
reason’ is _born:aftcr ‘the travail of the spirit: rationalism 1s
here the efflux of reverence, reverence for the traditional in-
stitutions ‘through which- castomary sentiments are deepened
into transparent ideals. In the other form of rationalism —
what' ié ‘commonly meant by the name, the simplification and
gghérali_za‘tion of ideals is effected by unregencrate understand-
ing “with '_its’-“r‘ne‘c_l'xanical‘sepavration-of the essential from the
unessential”’. g AU

Therc were other poiﬁts raised as well. But we did not think
they deserved much philosdphical attention. About themes for
possible seminars .or workshops we would like, briefly, to sug-

gest the following:. .

(i) Whiting of the history of Indian philosophy with stress
on the availability of traditional ideas for our conmiemporary
-CONCErns. ' R :

(i) \Vriting: of the history of Western philosophy from the
point of view of the Indian tradition (this is an idea suggested
to us by Professor B. Pahi).

'~ (iii) Probllems of ‘understanding t'ne-philosophics and cul-

tures of tribal India.

Department of Philosophy,
North-Fastern Hill University.

“to _ﬂielr,,resﬁe‘t:'tlve‘{gehf‘lfs’ No ‘idea'o

"+ can' exactly .be  translated. in

. -word from K.’ C: Bhattacharya. - The. uﬁc)'StutlngvP°1nt ) S
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_engage in .a recurrent process vof;sclf,‘dx,sgo:yggfy,zh
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#As to the. significance,.and; relgvance, of the: subject chosen,

and my reaction to. Krishna ,.','Chandr.a. Bhattacharya’s lecture, I

too am: immediately -reminded -of ‘Mahatma .Gandhi’s. pioneer-
ing ,.;Hll:ld; Svaraj’ (1909).—a politically. orientéd,philos_ophy of
Indian independence.;If;in the _mist of .today’s .confused .philo-

_sophical. scene in ;Indiagwe, ask,whether at any  time before . -

anyneed,l believe, to shaw’ exciteme
_need of our, time is to underst: h
* of his lectute 20T

aeTot il £

4

o3 (B e
~anothet. cultpral’languag

culturé  has. its. distinctive;iphysiognomy’ “which "is ‘reflected in -

i

each vital idea and ideal presented ,'by@h'é 'c‘ultAure".,»;;’-

. What, .then, .does .‘Svaraj. in. 1deas’ -signify) for us today? i
think\jt significs'd reasseption’ of .that unique’ individuality; of
our ~In>ian culture ‘which \has ‘its own' inner dynamics to evolve

— even if it may be lying dormant. at present— and ;to survive -

all distortions whatever;;and which is, like any other culture, ¢
deéply informed by an all.pervasive universalism, to° borrow a

and to i
Vgt

. L

Indian Philosoph).ij;,twqday_ ‘is* then .to '\-ref:ognise,';this“ "fact :

i

of re-discovery of problems’and phinciples' lying: & ply b

in the’ past cul'tuxjal‘heri‘gagcbf India. And ;this rcertainly ‘en- .
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tails-a rc-onentatxon of, oureducational system as a whole, i.e.
the: developmcntlof mtwhole newnphn.osophy of education -in
lndla*assa ﬁtatvstep ol b E Y )x" 1 tojrtisr el un

i e TR e
Only when ‘we ‘are

viduality as a cultural commumty can we meanmgfully interact
with other such communmes ‘with individualities: of their own,

.- and in the process learn more and more from them, not by a

simple and dull _process: of comparlson ‘but by a healthler pro-

NEIER

cess -of | negatwe feedback ‘as it were. I believe” ‘that’ Indidn_

philosophers . today ‘owé “it. to themselves to - elucidate ‘the

 fundamental- presupposition” of "cultural pluralism - together

/ donc elsewhere m t

. “with the common background principle of universalism. This

edue;dggmn can ’be‘partlally aehleved prov1ded we are able 0

iy

if any,. followed - m anenent Indian phllosophlcal systems . ade-

' quate and could ‘these be further enriched in ways demanded

by, the phllosophlcal problem 51tuat10ns themselves ? ;

,

Wlthout suggestmg here an answer to the questxons raised
above, it is thesc, I think, whxch could be debated at_a future
National Seminar on ‘Svaraj in "deas’. Thus among the issues

~ which could be . debated at such .a seminar are. those which

relate to creatlwty and -rationality in philosophy, problems of
mtellectual slavery -cultural plurahsm,v and standards of

v S

. dppmlsai that cagld, ¢ followed in Indian phi !osophv today.

Above. zui suggest that a fumrc nauonal seminar could

~Qum= n'mtful!y devote consxderable time to debatmg the vanous' '

able gemnely to assert our collecuve mdl-,

par; - v
orld? ‘Are the ‘standards of appralsal B

oo g e
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aspects of ‘bvaraJ in Ideas’ as are brought out or sought to be

brought out in K. C: Bhattacharya’s own brilliant contribution *
on the subject, if only as a first step towards the institution ..
of annual K. C. B. lectures on themes of ever.;ncreasmg relev-

ance to our SOClCty . L

o i g o h,;.;;;,

Departrﬁem of Philoseﬁhy. .
Delhi University. '
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" Ai;mmm CHAKRABARTY

I ’Writtéri zi'.lli‘t'tle;véve,r théli a cehtury ago, Svaraj in Ideas

"_could be expected to have lost at least some of its relevance,

' plausibility, or at least empirical validity. Apart from one or

i

P

i
i

1wo context-bound contingent statements like :—

'That is inevitable where the edu,cati_on_.of, a people is con-
' ,t}rqllvedn_byvfggg‘ign Tulers (Paragraph 28). .

= thése";-twent‘y"‘sixvj'skih‘t’i‘llziti'xig"'f paragraphs have not “only
| retained their relevance but, to my mind, they deserve 'a 'sharper.

' focus now than atthe time they were written. Take the state-

‘ment just :quoted.; The fact. that ‘there was .then, 27 overall
political contral, by the, British could, explain some of the in-
herem,,imglndiar‘;‘ncss;.o_£,',our ‘education. But what about now?
- The ;,_;dcbmvrastj_;bgt\ween{,,-?political‘__ subjection and the more
insidions cultural subjection with which, the esspy opens ought
“to be,more clearly, perceived (but for the -essential vimpe;r:cep'_tiv-
bility. of cultural subjection) now that the former s, absent

" and the latter very much there, as K.C.B. puts it —like a grow-
ing spectral presence, in our cultivated chat, dress, diet, arts,

literature, social. institutions —and most dangerously in our
morals (or in our. lack of them). :

(I.I)?{"Sorﬁe‘ of ‘the pomts which might however be considered
vulnerable (especially by those among us whose cognitive de-
Indianisation has exactly folloWed the pattern predicted by

K.C.B.) are the following :

(a)The essay zbounds with calls like:

“Let us resoiutely think in our own concepts”. Is it logically
or historically- cortect te identily a certain set of culturat,
cthical, and spiritual ideas and ideals as India’s own? What

are the criteria for Tecognising # given life-pattern_L. as the

1
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Sva-dharma of a people P ? Number of years L has been prac-
tised by most (numerically largest -or status-wise important
section) of the members of P? Whether L originated in the
geographical limits of the habitation of P? (K.C.B. does talk
about the ideals of the soil.) Aren't these criteria controversial
and at the same time difficult’to apply to ‘the case of India?
Cc‘ma.xrrence upon some radically ahistorical metaphysical
criteria of “own”-ness of culture may prove impossible. (I per-
sonally think some of these questions’arefsp‘urious but’ they
arve fashionablle all right). B

(b) Obscure but decep{ivély-appea]ing notions like ‘our
native genius’ or ‘the inwardness of our social ideals’ pervade
the essay. Even'if they can be clearly spelt out, do they apply

‘to present-day Indian . society ? - Many " have despaired of-

finding a uniform,“Indianness., in :any;‘,concreté_(;:terms,.;e,ith'er,
across times, Or across, regions of this .vast variegated country. =,

() In the  criicial  paragraph! 20, K.CBL goés s’ ustal

iy

oracular way "in’ pronouncing’ that ‘axiological {judgements

(unlike theoretical)’ cainot He=pa"s‘s'éaf‘-byfﬁaégdcﬁgq;geasoﬁ*fffan‘xj

a zero f)"dih't,o’E'view‘“but“'that’:if new fideal “must (a' moral ‘and .

¥

a logical “must™) be judged from the péint:_bf'view"OE:' the old -

actual ideal. It is ‘not’ “lear ' whether -he' ‘wants 'to ‘deny’ the

objectivity (he comies "\'ze'ry"riezi’r"‘-'tb’dqﬂyingfthé‘univerSélit'y) of -

values when says: “The way to knq’w.v‘faéts,-‘is not the way 10

know values”. These are trobuled ‘questions.”.

It is difficult for me to raise fruitful doubts about K.CB'sz
argument and conclusions pecause 1 agree so completely: with
them. But it is necessary 1o consult people  from disciplines

like Sociology, Politics and ‘History (especially Marxist _histo-

. . . .
rians whose well-known antagonism to the idea of ‘national

individuality qualifies them as the fittest Piirva{Pakga of
K.C.B.) and test the validity of these ‘views; which, if correct,
have most urgent consequences for the way in which each of
us should live and think. o TR

(111) - Finally, 1 shall list the philosophically -'intéresling,>thes-
cussion on Svaraj in’ldeas

Lo

Lions swrounding which further dis
canr be conducted i—




i
:
¢
i

“x o (b) Is Svara; ﬁl

1)
.,
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5

(a) How: does K.C. B formulate-and deploy the kcy dxstmc—
uons between i ; ﬁ- :

(x) assumlauon and acceptance,

(u) cultural and polmcal dommatxon

(i) synthesns and. patchwork of 1deals,

(iv) spmtual compromlse and sccular adjustments
) Confusxon"and c ' T

onﬁxct ?

,}" . A . N

ideas. necessanly a re—bxrth? X always

preceded by a state of Slavery ? (somethmg to be attained like
Moksa 7).

(c) Western 1deas mxght have been’ 'alxcn ‘to those in whds#
3 : ractxces the},tradxtcsnal Indianwcast ..

RSNy

W «generatxon of, che educated In 1an y
ife,

: 'mxddle

Dt *\vhmuu

(d) \Vhat is thc 'csscmmlconnccuon’

e : L .
rolesd trld u::ﬂ’aii

nguages (u he’ does)?'

\ (f) *Why cannot culture be. universal like thought or reason ?

\ (@) Is Rcspect thhcut accentance poss.1ble? Can we, for
‘example, be respectfully tolerant towards those- religious ideas
which are essentially intolerant? (More abstractly: Is it con-

sistent with the prmcxple of tolerance to tolerate a iuew which
preaches intolerance?) -

v (k) Is not K.C.B. 'adixmbratins a'broadly anti- Kantian view

~when he argues that ethical principles should not and cannot

he universal (across communities)?

{i} How does K.CB. diagnose our unquestioning submis-
sion w0 alien cultural subjugation in  ters of the ‘old

IR TR PR I R T - I L. A

Nnincinni s habit of vepa dmg what we ave inughi & satsci
b fevmrard OV Ta rher His e mpilln :

~iear ;;;né {nzyagra h 2y 1« there 2 hing of 5 wiloefuting

12

(e) 'th ’what _]ustlﬁcauon does K.C.B. ralk about_ a mutua.l o

el e iney

e
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paradox here ? To be Indian again we have to question our
stavishly accepted present standards — which we have gulped
because it is t)pxcally Indian not to questxon. ‘

. (j) K.C.B. does allow some place to the ideas of synthesxs

and universalisation. Carefully demonstrate how he makes that
compauble with the leading idea of retammg nationaf” indi-
viduality in our cultural sphere. - 7

(k) Can we agree with K.C.B’s. classxﬁcauon of. d\scnplmes
into those (like Mathematics) which need not show any
national flavour and those which should distinctively imbibe
the ‘own’ flavour of the people developing it? Are there com-
pletely value- ‘free disciplines? What about borderline - cases
Iike Lconomm with n.s value-loaded v.'elfarc-econo—mcs pari?

.. 'Though K.CB. ‘did not write thxs paper‘ in i characteris“t‘ic
phllosophxcal style, he could not ‘help packmg his paragraphs
with new ideas and close- knit argumenls. ‘An’” ehposmon and
critical revaluation’ ‘cannot, 1 plcsumc ignore the points 1 have
indicated thonph others mncly remain which are nlm unpmmnh

i 3 N 2

Department of Philosophy, g
Calcutta U'nver51 ty. -
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. 8.K.SAXENA

" The distinction drawn by K.CB. in para 18 between ‘two
formns of ratiopalism’ fascinates me. But the whole lecture is
admirable because of the spirit it breathes. I say so not merely
because I am an Indian, but because what it says is, in my view
unchallengeabie.: It" deserves to be made compulsory reading
for us all. -. " T e » T

1 adihfré”z}l}sg the spirit-that motivates you and your col-
leagues in your’ venture:Is it mot outrageous that whereas

 Hume's ‘refutation” of self is taught, often as gospel truth, to
5 VRS A e N S, ST =
our students invarlably, hardly a mention is made in our class-

rooms ‘of ‘Sri‘Ramana. Maharshi’s living realization of Self as
the basic reality ? I have ‘for long quietly rebelled against the
easc with which we get swayed by every passing.turn in West-
ern philosophy; add it is as much because of this as out of the
sense of my own limited ability, that I have chosen to confine
myself to the study of our own arts and religious expericnces.
Today, when even our exclamations tend to smack of the West,
it is & good safety-measure to work on subjects that are in some
way distinct and irreducible. )

Senmra 45
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SRI CHANDRA

e there are four things which should be kept in mind.

+ (1) We should not accept ideas and culture simply on th:;_
ground that they are foreign and novel to-us. (2) We shoul
not reject ideas and cultural elements simply on the ground

that they are foreign. (3) We should not- accept ideas and cul-.
ture simply on the ground that they evolved in our own: coun-
try. (4) We should not reject ideas and culture simply on the

ground that they evolved in our own country. Three of these
things Bhattacharya ‘does not. explicitly mention. But all the
four are important. Different ._ideasu, and . cultures, can be
«rationally compared.. Bhattacharya _sr_gys‘-;tha_f.:;pgtgygl sciences
and mathematics have no; nationality and imply no valuation.
Becatise of this reason they, are universal, But different values
enshrined in different cultures can also be ‘Tationally compared.
This is made possible by the fact that there are some basic

. values which can _be"'found_m all cyltures primitive and . ad-

vanced. Those values caa form the basis of rational comparison

and scrutiny. Besides these values, every culture involves many-

questions of fact, which may be decided scientifically. Al
ancient cultures have a load of superstition that can be cleared
scientifically. ‘
Bhattacharya  objecty to cultural patchwork, llxllllcl}l' u:\l:
“critical mixing ol foreign ideas and cultwrnl elemems wi
native ideas and culture. But he is not opposed 1o a propef
synthesis of foreign ideas with native 1'ueas.’ But.ﬂheF.see;n's 1(;;
be laying down two copditious for this sym’.hesxa. .tl::ag’and
says that the synthesis should not be done by aln ex :homd i
superficial understanding of cultures. The synt le;l;, hould b
the result of spiritual searchings of a soul. Seconf )4,. e coms
to be saying that we should accept o:nly thf)se oxexgnb ¢r
and cultural elements which express, in a different garb, ou
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own ideas and values. The second condition scenis (o be un-
necessary. Of course, as some basic values are to.be found in
all cultures, some of the values to be found in foreign cul

. : tures
will have their counterparts in our own-

. ‘ ) “n" culture. But perfectly
new ideas,, which have no counterparts in our cullture, should

not be uncritically rejected simply on the ground of “their
novelty. -

- While . talking  of . universalism Bhattacharya distinguishes
between two Kinds of universalism. He docs not seem to be
opposed to all forms of universalism. There are two factors
from which universalism derives strength. Firstly, some basic

values are to' be found in all culiures. Secondly, different -

countries of the world are being 'prcgressive}y interlinked eco-

_nomically and politically. Economic life influences culture. And

sameness of economic 'life to some extent creates sameness :of
culture.. This, : pniyersalism ~implies critical scrutiny of , all
-cultures. 4 Sy : o

1 .

“ While {discussing cultural ‘synthesis i Bhattacharyasays *that

elemerits: of:a‘ foreign culture ‘are” to’ be assimilated ‘to’ our

cultureand ot ‘our‘culture to a*foreign culture. This’ gives

- primacy’ to-our-culture.s Qur ‘cilture is' to be the basis™sf syn-

thesis. But some culiures may-be spurious; and may havé'to' be
rejected + basically. - Perhaps Bhattacharya was  not- ‘thinking
generally of “all cultures, but only of Indian cultufé¢” and
the culture of the West. Therc ar¢ valuable elements in Tndian
culture which are to be retained in all ‘synthesis.

Lucknow University.

T
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K. B. RAMAKRISHNA RAO

KCB's lecture has many points of caution and of direction.
Some arc generally applicable to circun.ls.tances of cultural qun-
tact and conversion by domination, poll_ucal' and cultuFal. ey
are relevant universally. Some are spgaally‘ .apphcablc. ‘ to
Indian conditions, for the nature of those gondltxons prvev:;ul:;.x(g1
during British domination made him'.:"e?spond the way he ;,
in his talk. Being a great lover of Indias. crl_l;ure a.nd spirit, dﬁ/
did not want any harm to be done to their sanctity andm .1-
viduality; hence his scholarly analysis \of_ th¢ problgn. ”

“A doubt, however, occurs here, standing ‘as we _'ar(i at ‘the
end of the century. How much of his talk could be're'levant
to our times ? If in the present circum\sfan;g when I!{dla is ﬁe:
politically and has built up its own image N’ the’ comity oh
nations and in an inter-cultural context,’.shquldf-oriex adopt suc N
sirict cautions guarding against foregn t;‘ix;ﬁaxga‘xcg 2 ‘Should -not
one receive 1ight or ideas from whgsyg:r :;t-hey‘may com(lef.,.tif};e.
cially in the global context when concepts qf cuAlture: ain_ p 1 ;r
sophy and of values have changed.?;That Is, v‘vhier.xéue-axi ea;
posed to methodologies philosophical and " scientific. (such-

phenomenological, anthropological, sociological, and humanistic

ot one hand and technology on the other), wpich have opened
new vistas of mind behind one’s religion,‘phxlos‘ophy and cul-
ture, socio-economic ideas, - and ‘political: rel:‘mon's,‘.can ,an)é
country. isolate itself by a rigid attachment to a na_t‘xve mzdledo?
life and thinking, and yet look forward to progress in all fields

In the global context no country can afford to be ‘backward

civilisationally and culturally. . .
Culturally, exposure w0 global influcnces does not mean losing
one’s {reedom of the spirit or of ideas.,Culture‘z‘ finds nevfl way,s
of development with contacts, and for an ?nrxchment o lcznz $
culture what KCB suggests as a ‘synthesis may not itse 3 €
sufficient. Perhaps, one needs a new perspective and a reorien-
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r

tation which may not be just a ‘synthesis’ but a 'flight’ into the
new, a more dynamxc state of being reglstermg a greater freq-
dom of the spirit. This does not mean an ‘irreverence’ to one’s
time-tested tradition but a ghmpsmg of a hitherto undiscovered
dimension or mecaning of human relations and spiritual actuali-
sations. For example, what should be the character of human
ideas affecting a culture with civilisational progress in a.‘space-
age’ where the global — not to think of any local — boundary
has completely disappeared?

Jumping beyond the global limit into a boundless ‘space’
could become the proper ‘symbol’ for an ‘invitation to infinite
living’ — an expansion of the spirit, as always being advocated
by Indian culture and phllosophv._

Pelhaps gates are’ now more open for an expansmn of tne
Indian spirit of cosmi unity, harmony and universal peace —
and the desuny of mankind being weighed against an expanded
consciousness more for survival than for destrucuon. The de-
mand for a- quahtame life and’ th'nkmg is pressing more now
than ever. Though c1v1hsatlon has bL‘ought us to the end of
our tether, a revoluuon of ideas in the dxrect:on ‘of human
welfare has become more urgent.

Under the circumstances' ccmpaxatwe study is a must, inter-
personal relationship is a must; and the world is pushed towards
it by the modern aevelopment of science and technology both
of Wthh have shrunk the size of the world to that of a mustard

*" Advanced cxvxhsatxon has given an unexpected turn, but a

good one, to human consciousness, and it is time for ‘culture’ to
take over the reins of human destiny from the hahds of ‘civili-

"sation’. And though spiritual development is not to be linked

with civilisation or history, vet the unrolling of time may raise
4 new dimension of spirit and expand the parameters of its
relationship. for which India has always stood. Perhaps KCB
would have happily nodded his head now at this turn of his.
tory and ideas, even as his ‘anguish’ would have subsided with
xhr» mmm’r ot political freedom to India (entircly due to the

i and craftsmanship of Gandhiji) and of the

: relatlonshxp Thl

act; not on. the basis of, 1m;ned1ate ‘angu
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1t is no bad comment to say that' KCB, when he spoke of
Svaraj in Ideas’, was moved more by.an idealism that was de-
manded of him at the time, when theiwarning he ‘gave: was
necessary .to see that no sabotage of:Indian culture ;was; done
by the ruling masters. One wonders if what he said in 1929 he
would have repeated -at present!

TR TR A

2. With regard to the contemporary development of Indlan
phllosophy with an accent on materlalxsm and commumsm -
as is being increasingly evident in recent writings — KCB's
analysis of the impasse of foreign cultures in affecting -adversely -
the “spirit of native culture, has been correct. He has hit the
nail on’ the head. With all demonstrations to the contrary, the
Indian cultural emphasis has been. distinctly spiritual and" has

a vision (beyond the soul-k:llmg tendency wof materjalism) - in .-
. o

S, éssures "mﬁ good fa \ sval
the mdwxdual (not as.a means 1 but as;an’: end) wammg h1m o

ity ye /. 0z
ness. buton a. farufetched idealism; of the div ivinity, of man and, lus

capacity to Ttise above ieruelty nd wi

relauons Lo

If we' are.:to’ ablde ‘by KCBs >
fatusal to the Indian spirit; are’ ‘of ater:help in the’ present

. age of inter-cultural’ relations and hamony nFOl‘,\ the_direction

of one’s thinking is forcibly turned’ towards 1t, even against
odds mankind is facing. International “institutions and global
welfare organisations are examples of this new direction of
human- development. A cue from KCB'’s lecture-tract will go a
long way in shaping Indian philosophical inquiry, not leaving’
the cultural base of the Indian wr -aditional spirit. yet: obtaining
a newer and fresher appeal to the prospect of human better-
ment, even as Gandhiji had hoped and meditated upon con-
stantly, whoue *pmhmlm.nmn ol ;mlnuq and cconoinics Are in

stancen lll ll‘!lll\

Department of’ Philosophy, o ~
Mysore University. .

sense of forlox\n-.
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“of: self-con
revxew of 1ts

 several pxeces, KCB's Wxttgenstem-anuupatmg and structw al-

~ ism-enhancing plea for intellectual autonomy and rooted univer-

~ sality has;been Jazily;and; fallaciously; equated with throw-back
o chauvxmsm and, purbund patriotism. Without a clearsheaded

’ ; sunderstapdmg, ,chauvmxst and :

be no fn_.utful or even cnu- - - SRR
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