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“ 'I:g,‘msh;s‘;araj,ix,ﬁglpas’ (SI1) Professor Krishnachandra Bhatta-

" g:i_lar){é}j(KCB) presents the problem of. our;intellectual life with
simplicity, larity, and

 true also, that, we have
" waygs.all these years;,one of the

-strength. True, it was .m‘itten»long ago;

- ways,all ears . ‘ways has been to discuss the

- problem of sour, intellectyal life in terms of modernization and

but, it is also. true, that. we have found no

‘principle of adjustment between the two, and therefore our ip-
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'Professor Bhattatharya's'discussion” of .the problem articulates

-a‘”j‘)ﬁ.n“cip_lé r6f »adjustmént tand orientation=ofour intellectual

pukposefully so' that the principle of adjustment and orientation
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bétomes an integial part of our intellectual life.

been discussing the problem in many

 indigenigasion — butit s also
te}lé;gu:ﬂ life goes on without any kind . of _clear orientation.
‘life and thus openis up’ the possibilitysof ‘discussing the iproblem
17 pape, 1/fball it present KCBs thesis a5 1 under-
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‘1, suggest that what looks like an advocacy or the accep

competition With alien Va ues > Ut R i e,
tially giving .yeasons for holding on hard to one’s own value

whether we give them up or not, still the comparison and co

: pétitiqx_l with 'oul_;li.deas is a necessary condition of our havin
“an’ independent intellectual life. In the 'second section, I dis

with some concluding remarks. - - .o AR
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. THE.INDIAN:! TRADITION. AND OUR:INTELLECTUAL

1 o' m order 10 Fissmguisn my undersianding |
many other different ways in which it can be understood.

" tance of Indian spiritual values irrespective of comparison and
.‘c?’mpcutlon with alien values is not so. Professor KCB is essen-

‘before modifying or giving them up. I think that in the end

icussthe meaning of the Indian tradition' — a problem that
arises .in the perfor-mance',of this task. In the succeeding section,
1. discuss-some ;steps’ ‘that might facilitate developments. which 5
would make an authentic intellectual life possible. Lastly, T end
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The indian Tradition and Alien Thought

- It is important to notc (hat KCB formulates the problem in
" terms of Svaraj and cultural subjection, and not .in terms of
" modernization and indigenization. Svaraj is to be attained and
cultural subjection is to be rejected, whereas neither moderui-
zation nor indigenization as such is cither to be attained or
rejected. Professor Bhattacharva clearly states the principle of
orientation of our intellectual life: «_ . .when I speak of cul-
~tural subjection, T do not mean assimilation of an alien culture.
That assimilation need not be an evil. There is cultural sub-
_jection only when one’s traditional cast of ideas and sentiments
is superseded without comparison or ~competition by
alien culture which possesses onc like @

e

new
cast representing an

ghost.” (SIT )

‘But for quite a long time, it might be said, the alien and
¢raditional ideas have been in interaction, in comparison and
competition, both explicitly and implicitly. True, but is it re:'-xl
comparison and competition ¥ KCB says that there is conflict
‘proper only whern one is veally serious about jdeas, feels eac?v_
3deat to be 2 matter of life and death. We sometimes senti-
mentally induige in the thongit of a confict before we are
really serious with either ideal. And what we have as 2 result is
patchwork of ideas and ideals. However, we shall disiin;?_ui\"h
Between - conllict: proper and senuimental in
mfict, -not with reference o the subjective seriousness ol
: par(icipahts, Jbut i,wi:h reference to the structure of the
flict . itself. ,;I:\shallf“attempt to explain this difference with
erencék;l.ok‘a: pomt of dispute between Tagore and Gandhi.
{Sce"l‘ ruth Called Them Differently: Tagore-Gandhi contro-
ersy’, Navjivan Publishing House, anmedabad — It 1961.)

ndutaenee

:',I;et me begin by saying that both Tagore and Gandhi
accepted the Indian ideal of man and society, of unity or one-
ress of everything. (It is not important for our purpose to gO
into the details of the nature of this unity.) And yet they dis-
© zgreed on many points. One such point of disagreement was
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~
that Gandhi advocated the burning ol garments made [rom
~ foreign cloth,  whereas Tagore opposed it and advocated that
they be given to poor Indians. To Tagore, this movement was
hased on a confusion between economics and ethics — calling
foreign cloth ‘impure’ etc. If there be anything wrong in wear-
ing‘avpar‘ticular kind of cloth, that would be an offence against
economics, of hygiene or aesthetics, but certainly not against
morality. To this Gandhi replied: 1 must confess that I do not
_draw a sharp distinction between economics and ethics.
~ Economics that hurt the moral well-being of an individual or
a nation are immoral and therefore, sinful. It is sinful to buy
and ‘use articles made by sweated labour. It is sinful to eat
" American wheat and let my neighbour starve for want of
" custom. Thus we find that this difference between Tagore and
- Gandhi is not superficial. The important question is: is there
a sharp distinction between economics and ethics ? For Gandhi
there.is not, and for Tagore there is.

~considers modern developments as a whole destructive of her
- body, mind and soul. Tagore too wants India to discover her
“heritage but he thinks that the West wiil invogorate her bones
and shake her out of her lethargy. If we sce the difference bet-
~ween Tagore and Gandhi rightly, we have conflict proper; and
if we see the difference as merely a difference of means, we have
patchwork of ideas and ideals.

1: The foregoing is indeed a very briel account of the distinc-
tion between proper. conflict and patchwork of ideas. It can be
generally formulated as follows: where comparison and com-
’petitivon is hetween two systems as wholes, we have real agree-
ment. or disagreement; when comparison and competition is
partial — limited to parts of the systems. ignoring the wholes --
we have patchwork of ideas and ideals.

‘But if we have such discrepancy — incoherence — can we not
have a synthesis? But what do we mean by synthesis ? If there
i a fundamental difference in ideals we can have synthesis
only in so far as one ideal can accommodate an application of
the oher ideal. But there are limits to such adaptation.’ Such
adaptation must not distort or destroy the principle itseil. TFor
-example, the range and purpose of practices of economic effi-
ciency would be different under different systems or goals like
capitalism, communism and Gandhism. Capitalism would seek
to maximise economic production and profits, communism
would seek to maximise cconomic production” and equality of
disiribution, Gandhism would seck to maximise economic pro-
duction consistently with aveiding abject helplessness of indi-
iduals and groups. To extend or contract the methods of
ttnining cfficiency ol the one so as to assimilate them to the
;practices ol the other beyond a point would not be adaptation
and synthesis, but replacement of one system by another. But
this leaves open the question of choice between the ideals them-
‘selves. It is important to clearly understand the position of
SII on this issue. But how are we to choose between such funda-
mentally different sdeals? In our illustration, the two princi-
ples are two different interpretations of the Indian idea ot
" unity; but for discussing the foregoing question, we could very
well take it to be the difference between the traditional and

‘_Thiskdiffcren(_:e between Tagore and Gandhi could be under- -
stood in one of two ways : it may be that the difference shows the
different ways the two want to adopt to reach the same ideal; or
it may be'that the difference shows that the two differ in their
~very understanding of the ideal though they express the ideal

_in the same and/or similar terms. A deeper examination of
the differcnce between Tagore and Gandhi shows that thd
difference between the two is of ideals, and not of means to
‘achieve a given ideal. According to Tagore, il we have a rational
aproach to problems, say, cconomic and ethical, we would
_achieve . the ideal of unity. According to Gandhi the broad
structure of the ideal of unity requires that reason in order (o
- be regsod must conform to it.- This means that reason in econo-
“mics and reason in cthics must mutually limit each other. (This §
‘is indeed an oversimplified account, but it helps to illustrate.
the distinction we are trying to explain. Heve we have the
echoes of the two senses of reason distinguished in the SIT — %
mechanical reason and organic reason — which we shall referj
to later on). More concretely we can see the difference between
the two in the difference in iheir vision of India to come.
Gandhi wants an India which has discovered her heritage, but -

(:
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the alien~ideals. (Professor M. P. Marathe ol the Departinent
of Philosophy in Poona University suggested to me that KCB’s

reflects ' the conuroversy between Gandhi and Tagore. This is
indeed a very valuable and almost certainly a true suggestion.)

~KCB is that we can acccept the application of the alien ideal
‘which can be subsumed under the framework of our own ideal.
~This is the principle.of synthesis already suggested by KCB.

- However this.does not answer the basic question of how to
choose ‘between our own and a fundamentally different alicn
‘ideal. Instead of giving an answer to this question, KCB says

_community spring from its past history and. from the soil, they

is _the_reason why we should not forsake our own spiritual
ideal,” T AN

. Certainly, the choice of the, alien ideal rhay be very difficuls,
‘but it may, be the, right choice; the alien ideal is claimed,to‘bq-_.
- supported by reason which is universal. If so, one must face and

 between ‘an abstract mechanical idea of reason which is super-

traditional idea of reason is the organic one, and the alien idea
- is the abstract one, The choice is therefore between one reason
~and k‘ano;ther. And t0 KCB, “The only way to appreciate a new
deal is to view it throtigh our actual ‘ideal, the only way to
find a new reverence is to deepen our old reverence”. Once
* again.what we have is the same principle as before: we must
_accept ‘what can be adapted to our own spiritual ideal.

than our spiritual ideal? KCB seems to accept such a possi-
bility, but says : “it is wrong not to accept an ideal that is felt
to be a simpler and deeper expression of our own ideals. simply
because- it is different from our present spiritual ideal or be-

“cause it hails from a foreign country.

controversy between Svaraj and universalism in intellectual life -

- jOne”pbssible way of dealing with the difference suggested by :

~that such a choice is indeed very difficult. “The ideals of a:

" have. not .necessarily a universal application, and they are not-
"always self-luminous to the other community.” (para XV) This

~overcome the difficulties in the way of the acceptance of the
.‘,alienvigle'ali In response to such an argument, KCB distinguishes :;

ficial and 'a»xconcrg;§‘ organic idea of reason which is the result
_of meditation_ and long experience. According to him -the |

But can there not be an alternative which may be better

k. J. SHAR

To rveject it would be

to insist on individuality for the sake of individuality and

‘would be a form of national conceit and obscurantism” (pard
XVIII). And yct we continue to be within the framework ol

our own spiritual jdeal — a simpler and deeper expression of

our own ideals.

“This may naturally make us suspect that the comparison and
by KCB are not completely open, or
‘ one truly spiritual
f man; and there-

:cdmpctition suggested
.maybe, KCB thinks that there can be only
deal — in accordance with the true nature o and
ore, there cannot be any question of accepting any ot tcr. e
which does not fit into any on¢ f)f the [oreg0111g' pa,t e;ct.m;
will be impossible here t0 enter mtf)'the c.omrow;fsy M’ ¢ ;OT:
there can be more than one true sptntgal ideal. T o-w.ex.e; g
| nt, we can imagine such a possibility” an

the sake of argume : y and
fts tonseqxxencés for the idea of comparison and competinon.

Suppose that there is a radically different alien sp(:rl;uz:llrlif:l‘i
ach that it cannot be reduced to or subsur‘nf-':d un er <1) ot
deal. What would comparison and competition in suc dl al e
mount ta? It would be a struggle between the two 1 ela}s o
mastery over the souls of men. Thi§ mu’st‘nec.ess?x}gv nlwcl:; 3 te no!
nly a struggle in the mind and Me. of ,an_m.dn‘ i 1;;11, d;}{[erent
a"‘s’n‘uggle between groups sup.por.g?g the radicalty ¢ ere
ideals. During this process the mdxyldual agd the socxe;b e
be 1n utter confusion, and the outcomF ‘would bc.. an%l) o yi’
guess ! And whichever of the two wins, 15 1t necessarily bettel s
‘Whatever may be the outcome, comparison and competiton

sould be a necessary part of the struggle.

Sﬁrély, all this smacks of chauvinismaud»unshakeable at‘t(';lch-
ment to onc’s own spiritual ideal. KCB does not w.anlt to. eny
that-it could be a danger, put he has taken _sufﬁgent precau
18 possibility- And in the then cxrcumsta.n?es,
the danger'raiher was from our acceptance of alien cntlc:g:
which was ignorant and/or unsympathetic. (Is the danger m

- less even today ?)

¢ the time the

. ] . e was all ri hti a
It might be caid that all this was & rig he day to

matter was raised by KCB; but is it not too late 1n t
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the task needs an explanation: what is the traditional cast of
- jdeas ? To this question there is no clear o simple answer, Any.
- one who talks about tradition, very olten talks ol some one part
of tradition or other which it is recognized is not the whole
- "of tradition. The whole tradition consists of several strands of
“wradition — Hindu, Buddhist, Jain, Sikh, Tribal etc. — mutually
related, mutually interacting both in an oppressive and an en-
riching manner. This should not present a problem to the task,
“any specific tradition that is taken for coraparing etc. will be
related to the other strands and therefore the whole tradition
will be considered at least indirectly.
However what is true of these parts of the tradition is not
wrue in the same way in the case of Islam and Christianity and:
j'et they too are now part of the Indian tradition. Here to0 the
question arises, what is the Islamic tradition and what is the
Christian tradition? It is true that these traditions go much
‘beyond the border of India. However, what we need to consider
is their Indian presence. Certainly the qomplex tradition that’v
Hinduism is, and Islam and Christianity have mutually inter-
cted in the course of history in a variety‘ of fields like art,
music, politics, religion etc. and continue to do so. However,
the nature and range of such interaction has been complex and
continues to be so. It is important that ‘this mutual interaction
is founded on the principles of mutual fairness and eurichment,
nd not of mutual weakening and derogation. This cannot be
done ‘by the Hindus on the ground of their past memories, true
or imagined, of Muslim or Christian dominance; nor on the
basis of their present political superiority (1). It can be done .
ffb‘nly by a serious attention to the Indian presence of Islam and
‘Christianity and a recognition of their legitimate problems and
their legitimate role. Equally, the Muslims and the Christians
nnot establish a proper relationship with the Hindus on th.e
grdund of their past dominance, nor on their desire to eprO}t
“Hindu weaknesses. It can be done only by ‘recognising their
'-kgitimate problems and their legitimate role. This means pay-
ing serious attention to the Hindu tradition and. not st?ttmg
(A) The discussion in the last section sets the task of com-, it aside as old, religious, anti-secular. Surely what is old is not

parison and ¢ Lt ith 1 ditional f ideas. But B necessarily wrong or to be forgotten. Secularism in our conext
arison and competition with the wraditional cast of ideas. - LS . elioi
' P ¢ tracitior of ideas. but i . involves not only the attitude of the state to religion, but also

rake up all this now ? Have we not gone 100 far in the diree
tion of accepting alien ideals and practices; so that considera- £
tion of our spivitual ideals is mevely an academic exerdise with.
out any practical significance? To such considerations one
“might respond in the following two ways:

: _;‘(a)‘m‘Have we really accepted. the alien ideals and praciices?
"Has our soul been transformed so that we really welcome or
resist new ideas? Or do the alien ideas still possess us like
a ghost ? Or is it that the old spirit has become a ghost and:
is'not leaving us? or wherever we are, is it necessary to know
from where we have come, in order to know iwhere we are?
T am raising these questions to imply that the obligation to
" have -a reference to the past cannot be forsaken, if we are to

| regain our identity, or even to acquire a new identity. Other-

Swise we would be where we are because some one else has put
+us there.. - - . :
= (b) However, this is not all. The theory and practice of
“alien-ideas by the alien as well as by us, in fact, by more or
less. the entire world, has raised serious doubts about the vali-

e dity .of both - the- theory and the practice of modern civili-

_zation. Is science that all-conquering as it at one time seemed
~“to:be? Is it the only science? Is it a wue science at all or
" has its truth got serious limitations? And even if the theory
“of it were to be granted, can it be worked out in practice in
" the context of the depletion of the non-renewable resources,

and a murderous competition between the nations of the
“world > Do modern théory and practice rot need a reconsi-

deration ? And in this reconsideration, are we to presume that

: “the ‘traditional modes of thought must have no role to play?,
s ,Tluis' the neced for a serious consideration of the traditional
. cast of ideas by comparing and contrasting them with the alien
" or modern cast of ideas is a necessary condition of an authentic
E intellectual life for us, and perhaps not only for us.

II

What is the Indian Tradition ?

i
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the attitude of one religion to another religion. And cven when
“something is specifically local in a religion or a theory, it has
universal ‘aspects also. In so far as this is so, the Hindu past
will continue to be the part of the consciousness of the Hindus
_ not merely as past, but also as providing coordinates of thought
- to the present-day India-not -only in religion but also in other
areas of thought. There are general principles which will need
to be carefully worked out with reference to specific issues and
- situations. There are many such — music before mosques, beef-
. eating, common civil code, idolatry, conversion, attitude to one’s
i| - own religion and to the religion of the other. On these ana
il other issues Gandhiji has put forward thoughts and principles
/il which are sound, in any' case, which serve the highest consi-
| deration. |
It might be said that theoretically this may appear to be
~sound, ‘but practically, it is ‘fraught with many dangers. But
_“surely_this is ground for keeping away from such excesses; 10
. claim ‘that it -is ground for giving only historical significance
.- “to the tradition is ‘so unjust that no one with any goodwill
Coowill advocate it. The choice is only between mutial goodwill
. ,_.fyand;,cnrichment on the one hand, and mutual ill-will, barren-
: :'ness‘“"a‘nd destruction on the other. '

(B)' However, to accept the role of the traditional cast -of
ideas in oyr intellectual life is not the end of our difficulties.
‘Now, we are faced. with another question : in view of the fact
- that tradition comes to us through sources which are inadequate

‘changing times, different parts or aspects of tradition get
emphasised; the interpretation of tradition is also changed. It
is this that enables us to establish authentic contact with the
tradition, this enables us to think of our problems in such 2

illuminates our problems. We regard this as unsatisfactory only

a historical one.

and not unambiguous, how are we to get at the authentic tradi-
- tion? This question can never be satisfactorily answered; but
this is not a weakness, it is a strength. It is usual that with’

way that our understanding illuminates the past, and the past

if we think that the role of the study of tradition is purely

82 K. J. SHAIL

(C) 1t might be said, however, that this creative use of the
past is no longer possible for us becanse our CONSCIOUSDESS i
itself contaminated; and we have lost our capacity to under-
stand the tradition. There can 'be no doubt that our thinking

i3 affected to a greater or less extent by western ideas and
‘jdeals; however this makes our task difficult, but it need mnot
“prevent authentic and fruitful contact with tradition.

11t
‘Vhaf can we do?

“{Ve have stated the task, we have cxplained it and shown
that the difficulties are either no difficulties or they can be
overcomes But the question remains; how is the task to be
accomplished ? How is one to avoid - patchwork of ideas and
ideals and institute real fruitful comparison and competition
between the Indian traditional and alien systems of thought ?
“This is a creative task and can-be performed in many ways, as
one can see from the way some individuals have attempt-
ed the task. It must be a priority task to see how differently and
Low usefully this has been done. We shall find that this iv-
'élvvés‘many choices backed by a’general and special back-
ground, hard work and luck. One cannot, lay down rules _fc;':
ihis creative task. Then what? Are we helpless ? Is this develop-
ent to be left to chance? »

’th aliogéther. It is possible for us to take steps which will
Facilitate the. desired development. Quite a few individuals
‘have ‘thought that a significant and satisfying intellectual life
péSsibh; by work in this kind of direction and have worked
s best as they can and with more or less success. Among
contemporaries, to name only illustratively, we may mention
4. K. Saran and G. C. Pande; among the recent ones, Ananda
“Coomaraswamy Or Nirmal Kumar Bose. And towering above
‘them all and very different is Gandhi. In the context of our
cademic life, these have been more less systematically ignored,
“though nowadays some kind of lip-service is paid to them. [
" think, one useful step we can take is to focus attention on this
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kind of work, by these and other authors. Here too there are
bound to be differences of judg;ment. However, this could help
‘in pointing out the problems, possitilities and prospects.

With the lielp of these or indcpendently' of them, one could

attempt another opening. For example, it is. possible to.consider.

a number of traditional texts which are central to the const-
deration of issues say in grammar, political thought, aesthetics,
ethics, metaphysics, and so. on. Certainly there will be diffe-
rences of emphasis and ¢hoice.. However, one can make some
suggestions. It is more. important to emphasize study in depth
of some central texts rather than to go in for exhaustiveness, his
torical development and causal explanations. It is more worth-
while to look for authenticity of contact rather than for his.
torical authenticity. And it is important to vemember that
fairly or highly different theoretical systems can be compared
more fruitfully and int,elligibly@in the context of broader and
more abstract levels than in the context of details.

The foregoing should give us some. su"ggestions about our
studies of western thought also. I think that here too our em-
phasis on the study of classics will help us in many ways. For
example, a study,@of .Kant or Descartes through their texts (in
translation) will give a point of contact to the students of Kant
and Descartes which a study of them through histories of philo-
sophy can never give. A further consideration gives us a sug-
gestion for the jstudy of contempo.ary western thought also.
One: could say that the classics' represent a crystallization ared
culmination of a certain line of thought on certain issaes. For

i

.example, Kant represents ajcrystallization of the issues dis- |

cussed by his predecessors: liké]:}ﬁ'\folff, :Baumgé\rten and others.
In this crystallization the local 'and specific aspects of the dis-
cussion are left in the background and the universal aspects are
brought into focus. In so far as this is so, the conter porary dis-
cussions of many issues’ can be seen as representing a pre-
classical stage arising out of the discussion of earlier classics and
contemporary thought. Is it not worthwhile for us to have owr
own pre-classical stage out of which we may develop our own
crystallization and classical stage, rather than go from one alien
classical stage, through in alien pre-classical stage to the next

481 K. }. snan

alicn classical stage 7 This suggestion will effect an economy of
both thought and expenditure, and may help a better grasp and
understanding.

However, all these steps facilitate, they do not guarantee:
but if we work hard and are lucky, we may strike gold at home !

v

I think it should be clear that in my opinion it is not the
attempt of Krishna Chandra Bhattacharya to advocate the
acceptance of the traditional thought or the traditional systern
of values or the rejection of a particular understanding of
society like Marxist or modern liberal, without . a serious coi-
sideration. This is not to say that he himself may not have been
inclined towards the acceptance of the traditional after serious
consideration. However, what he wants to emphasize is that for
a meaningful intellectual life the co-ordinates of reference for
our thought. must be provided by traditional thought. I do not
think that this point of KCB's is weakened by any other agree-
ment or disagreement that we might have with SIL If so, SII
should have momentous consequences for our intellectual life
in all its aspects.

What will happen as a result of such a development? It will
bring into our intellectual life two or more articulated struc-
tures — along with sub-structures — traditional and alien — of
thought with their problems and possibilities. This would give
depth, clarity and paradoxically, unity and coherence as distin-
guished from fragmentation and confusion to cur intellectual
life. In the context of the present state of western of thought —
no longer full of confidence and certainty — we would be better
able to understand its limitations. But would all this enable us
to make a confident choice between the two structures and
possibly corresponding different life-styles? At this point, it is
too late to take on this question.

Department of Philosophy,
Poona University.
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SVARAJ, REVERENCE AND CREATIVITY

RAJENDRA PRASAD = oo -

K. C. Bhattacharya makes an obviously persuasive appeal to
his -thoughtful contemporaries,. or rather to all thoughtful
Indians, to realise adequately the great importance of what he.
calls svaraj in ideas. According to him it is indispensable in all’
spheres of Indian life and the result of our not having properly
cherished it is the sad fact that “Slavery has entered into our

very soul” (para_;.lﬂ).} L

In the process of presenting the case for svaraj-in ideas he
‘has said several general-_things about the role of alien and

indigenous . traditions and ‘cultures, creativity, inter-cultural’

undcrstandihg.and appraisal, etc. Most ;of the issues he has
raised-are very broad and basic. They have been, and are still

being raised by.modern, Indian thinkers of a certain persi-

asion, and some of them”ghavecharacteiris‘ed, or -attempted to
solve them, in ‘ways quite similar to Bhattacharya’s. In fact, the
prevailing intellectual climate of the country seems to assure
us that the class of such thinkers is not going 'to be extinct in
the foreseeable future. Therefore, the issues, current mode of
their characterisation. and their proposed solutions are likely
to be reincarnatgd,ag'ain and again, in similar or slightly modi-
fied forms, without seeming to be obviously irrelevant, and
thereby giving, the impression that there is in them an element
of eternality. . i '

I shall examine in . the present essay the picture of these
issues as drav-. by Bhattacharya and also the solutions to them
he has proposed. But I shall also try not to lose sight of the
basic factors which motivate such attempts. Consequently my
discussion of Bhattacharya's views has become a little more
detailed or prolix than a close examination of an individual
thinker's views on a particular topic should be. I hope this loss
in respect of conciseness would be compensated for by the relev-
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ance ol the comments made here cven to positions other than
Bhattacharya's, advanced by thinkers of a similar orientation
to his,

By ‘svaraj’ Bhattacharya means self-determination, and meun-
tions two kinds ol it, svaraj in politics and svaraj in ideas. He
does not say much, even enough, about what svaraj positively
is, but explains what it is mostly by saying what its opposite,
1o which he gives the name ‘subjection’, is. He seems to believe
that to say what subjection is is to say what svaraj is not, and
to say what it is not is to say what svaraj is. To say what a
thing is not is somectimes a good way to suggest what it is, but
it is not always an infallible method, since it is possible to
draw a wreng conclusion about what it in fact is {rom a state-
ment saying what it is not. Let us see how: Bhattacharya pro-
ceeds in this matter.

Political subjection, the opposite of political svaraj, is accord-
ing to him, domination of man over man or, more precisely,
the domination of one people by another. Cultural subjection,
the opposite of svaraj in ideas, is on the other hand, “a subtler
domination exercised in the sphere of ideas by one culture
over another” (para 1). It is more serious and difficult to shake
off than the former. “There is cultural subjection only when
one’s traditional cast of ideas and sentiments is superseded
without comparison or competition by a new cast representing
an alien culture which possesses one like a ghost. This sub-
jection is slavery of the spirit” (Loc. Cit.).. When a person
shakes himself free from it, “he experiences a rebirth” and
that is what Bhattacharya calls ‘svaraj in ideas’. It is, thus,
emancipation {rom domination by an alien culture. This
characterisation is, in effect, negative since it only specifies what
one should get rid of, and not what positive trait he should
have, or cultivate, in order to retain, or be blessed with, svaraj
in ideas. ’

Bhattacharya generally uses the negative characterisation
when he wants to highlight the status of svaraj in ideas as an
extremely important national virtue. Since this seems to be the
major objective, or at least one of the major objectives, ol his,
references to the negative form of the concept naturally
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abound in his discussion. Perhaps the reason for this is its
built-in normative force. To, say that we ought to shake our-
selves free from domination by any alien culture is to say
- something  the normative truth of which _is_obvious or un-
questionable. But this is so because of the built-in normative
(and emotive) force of the j terms ‘shake ourselves free from’,
“domination,” and- ‘alien’. Therefore, the sentence ‘we ought to
sliake ourselves free. from domination by an alien cultwe
may be said to express a normative ‘truism or tautology, or at
‘Jeast to possess some ‘jmportant features of a truism or auto-
‘logy. This becomes more clearly visible if one tries to Imagine
the possibility of denying it because, then, he finds that he can
“deny it only at the risk of appearing to be a perverted person,
“or at least a person with no national self-dignity. Who would
‘dare to say that we ought not to, or need not, shake ourselves
free from ...? Bhattachaiya’s call for svaraj in ideas derives
a large part of its persuasiveness from the truistic character of
‘the form he has given to it.

Bhattacharya thinks that ‘the call i one which needs to be
forcefully given and sincerely attended to. He would be justi-
‘fied, however, in so thinking, in spite of its being truistic in
character, if and only if he succeeds in elevating it to a posi-
tion. which accords to it‘,so(me»‘ positive, concrete content with-
‘out making it obviously questionable. :

To enable his conception of svaraj in ideas, as presented
‘above, to function effectively as a viable and intelligible prin-
ciple. in:the world of thought or action, (a) he should have
stated clearly which aspect.or aspects of the alien culture, in his

‘opinion, have dominated. which aspect. or aspects of the in-

digenous  culture. - To make :the statement pointful, (b) he
should have first given an objective ‘characterisation of the
asic features of. the alien and indigenous cultures, and {¢)
empirically substantiated the claim that the former has
dominated the latter. In addition, (d) he should have also ex-
plained, or at least stated, what, according to him, constituted
the positive content of the concept of svaraj In ideas, that is spe-
cified which positive traits of character (i) one should have m
order to be able to shake off the domination, or (ii) which ones

b sttt
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he should acquire, or is automatically endowed with, after he
has shaken off the domination, i.e., after his rebirth. To carry
further the message of his metaphor of rebirth, it is not the
mere fact that one has been reborn, but the kind of life he
leads thercupon, which ensures his moksa. But Bhattacharya
has not done any thing to fulfil any one of the conditions
a to d. ‘

He does not present even the briefest characterisation of the
alien culture, nor even mention any aspect of it which, in his
opinion, has dominated the indigenous culture. He, however,
reminds us of the fact that “we had an indigenous culture of
a high degree of development the comparative value of which
cannot be said to have yet been sufficiently appraised” (para 2).
But in this casc as well he does not give any account of what
this highly developed indigenous culture is, nor mentions any
one of its aspects which has allegedly been dominated or over-
shadowed and which deserves our immediate attention and
respect. He has chosen to speak in terms of extreme general-
ities, with obviously no care for historical, empirical details
or justification. It is extremely difficult, .therefore, to have’
a clear understanding of the naturc of his call to protect the
identity of the indigenous culture, and consequently it turns
cut to be equally difficult to give an assessment of his position
which may not be easily misunderstood or misjudged.

By the alien culture he admittedly means Western cul-
ture and by that, in all likelihood, British culture. By the
indigenous culture perhaps he means classical Hindu
culture, and not the medieval, or modern, Indian culture. It
is very difficult, and in no sense indispensable, to say that every
aspect of, or every idea contained in, classical Hindu cul-
ture is worth respecting, preserving, or protecting. Bhatta-
charya would have very greatly helped us in properly under-
standing him had he said which aspects or ideas of the
indigenous culture he considers rclevant to modern India, ov
the India of his time. It is not even a healthy patriotism, far
from being objective scholarship (or philosophy), to claim or
suggest of a classical or ancient culture that every fibre of it is
of unquestionable value. ﬁ
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Immediately after pdttingl" forth his basic claim, with which
he begins the lecture, that it is the domination :by the aher}
culture which has destroyed or very greatly weakened our svaraj
in ideas, he proceeds:to- complain that western -culture. “t}as
not generally been assimilated by us in an operf‘ eyed way with
our - old-world Indian miind.  That Indian mind l'las simply
lapsed in most Cases for our educated men, and subsided below‘
the conscious level of culture” (Loc. Cit.). It is not, however,

" clear how the fact that. the -alien eulture has remained un-
. assimilated is related to the fact that it- has dominated over

| the indigenous™ culture. - Obviously unassimilatedness and
" domination are not the same thing, nor is the causal hnk_'vbet-
" ween them clearly visible. - - :

The seriousness with which he refers to, the domination by
the alien culture generates: the hope that he would say some-

i thing more concrete and. specific about it.. But unless.we_ are
willing to 'chcedeithatr.by.i§ he just means that t.h.e a}h n cul-
- ture has been acceptegl; without being pr\bperly_assu_mlatedl,; !}e
- seems to; have left it and consequently the mature of svaraj 1u

ideas as well,. the very subject of his lecture, almost undiscus-

' sed. But to concede this would entail .ti}at ‘the way to gttain
- svaraj is to properly assimilate_the assimilable elements of the

alien culture. Such a’ position can be ‘maintained only if there

_are compelling‘fi'easons yfo'r‘_assimilating an alien culture Which
_ “has been simply, upon us”, (Loc. Cit.). But he does not men-
| tion any. In fact, the, claim about the unassimilatedness of the
© alien culture, even if‘y{alid,f‘is, as I have already said, another

" claim, -and not the same ias, the one about its domination or

| consequent subjection, jan,:d ‘;"‘there{ore even if valid, it cannot

" in ideas.

by itself validate. the latter, nor can it show the path to svaraj

According to him, “‘there can be no vital assimilation” (Loc.
Cit.) because the old-world Indian mind, with which the west-
ern culture. skould have been assimilated, has simply lapsed
for most of us. But he never says what this old-world Indian
mind is, why it has lapsed, and what kind of event its lapsing

is. 1t is, therefore, difficult to understand what he means by
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attributing the fack of vital assimilation to its lapse, and almost
impossible to make any effort to resuscitate it. :

One of the major problems with Bhattacharya’s essay is that
he has left vague and unexplained almost all of his key-
concepts. The unassimilated Western ideas “induce in us”, he
says, “a shadow mind that functions like a real mind except
in the matter of genuine creativeness” (para 4), and leaves one
at the mercy of his fancy to guess what ‘induce’ ‘shadow mind’.
‘real mind’, and ‘genuine creativeness mean. These and most
of his other key:terms look like very attractive, beautiful, keys,
but keys one is not told how to use and on which locks to use.
Therefore, he may even doubt if they can open any lock at all.

Following him in using his vague terms vaguely, one can
even sav that earliex: he has attributed the failure tovassirnilate -
to the lapse of the old-world Indian mind and row, in Saying
that the unassimilated, or half-assimilated, WWestern culture
induces in us a shadow mind, he is, in efféct, attribu't'i'ng‘the
lapse of the old-world Ind‘ian’ mind to the un- or half-assimila-
tion. What else cquld_' the_shqdow mind be -if not the lapsed'
Indian mind? ”

Bhattacharya’s concept of assimilation is a little puzling in
another way as well. Alter suggesting that the assimilable
western ideas should be assimilated with indigenous ones, he
adds that “The ideas embodied in_ a foreign language are
properly understood only when we can express them in our
own way”’ (para 25). Therefore, he pleads for “a genuine tran-
slation of foreign ideas into our native ideas before we accept
or reject them” (Loc. Cit). But a little earlier, while arguing
against universalism, he has said that “no idea of one cultural
Janguage can exactly be translated in another cultural lan-
guage” (para 12). This means that a genuine translation docs
mot have to be an exact translation. Let us grant that it does
not. But then he must say how much of inexactitude is per
missible in a genuine translation. Unless he clarifies this issue
his plea for a genuine translation of ideas would neither carmy
any weight, nor would it provide any eflective guidance as t
how to prepare for a vital assimilation. Even avithout giving
precise criteria for the nations involved, one can retrieve thi
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situation by giving appropriate examples, even imaginary or
model-type, of vital and non.vital assimilation (i.e. hybridisa-
tion), and of gepuine bu}tvivnexact translation. But this is some-
* thing Bhattacharya is not at all inclined to do.-
As against universalism, the theory which believes in the
possibility of values or ideals commonly appropriate or valid.
for all humanity, or for several societies, Bhattacharya argucs
for the individuality, the distinctive genius, of communities and
their cultures. He asserts that “the ideals of a community spring
from its past history and from the soil: they have not neces-
sarily a univefsal application and they are not always selif-
luminous - to other: communities” (para 16). “Therefore, in
assimilating a foreign ideal, we have to sce that “the foreign
ideal is to be as_similated'»to -our ideal, and not the other way.
There is no demand. for_the surrender of our individuality in
any case : svadharme nidhanam ....... .’ (para 16). Obviously
he thinks that one who follows this advice of his would achieve
vital assimilation, But to me the truth seems to be the other
way round. One who starts his work of assimilation .with the
assumption  (or = prejudice) that the foreign ideal is to be
assimilated to his, and not his to the foreign, that even destruc-
tion is to be preferred while protecting the .individuality of
his culture, is very unlikely to proceed in an open-eved, objec-
tive, manner. If I am willing to prefer destruction to letting
my dharma be modified, how can I be expected to be fair to
other cultural ideals? If adjusting our indigenous ideals to
foreign ideals is undcsira‘.ble,fthen doing the reverse should also
be equally undesirable : ‘

His entire approach ;in: the:paper may seem to be very
patriotic, and perhapsits patriotic appearance is its main
charm ‘even to-day.. But this patriotism, as will be clear from
the paragraph that follows, is' of a special brand which on
occasions seems to be indistinguishable from traditionalism.

While criticising universalism he makes a distinction bet-

ween two kinds of rationalism, the right kind and the wrong
kind. The right kind of rationalism is “the eflux of reverence,
reverence for the. traditional institutions through which
customary sentiments are deepened into transparent ideals”
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(para 18). The wrong kind is one in which “the simplification
and generalisation of ideals is effected by unregencrate under-
standing with its mechanical separation of the essential from
the inessential. The essential is judged as such here not
through reverence, not through deepened spiritual insight, but

through the accidental likes and dislikes of the person™ (Loc., .

Cit.). It seems he cannot approve of reason-if it is neutral or
objective in its approach to traditional institutions, and. would
definitely disapprove of its being critical of them. It has to be
reverential to them. If it is not, it becomes a slave to the user’s
likes and dislikes. It is obvious now that what he calls the
right kind of rationalism is nothing but a dignified traditional-
ism. There, in effect according to him, only he can rightly
assimilate western ideals with indigenous ones who approaches
the former only after having inculcated an attitude of rever-
ence for the latter.

Since even the classical Hindu traditions do not constitute
a homogenous mass, nor do they ccntain only elements of.
universal or unconditional value, a reverential -attitude is no
guarantee that the traditions one reveres are all desirable, and
therefore the ideals one considers representative of the Indian
culture all impeccable. If such a thing actually -happens, the
resulting assimilation is bound to be.a greater- evil than the
patchwork of ideals, foreign and indigenous, Bhattacharya
declares to be evil. In fact, in his scheme of things there is no
mechanism which may function as a deterrent to the occur-
rence ol the former evil, nor is there any built-in criterion. by
which it can be judged to be evil. Rather, the adoption of his
frame-work can, with ingenuity, be used to defend traditional-
ism, regionalism, or sectarianism, which are in no way less
dangerous than universalism which he has declared tol be “our
greatest danger” (para 21).

Bhattacharya's suggestion for having reverence for the
indigenous traditions and culture may, however, be construed
as filling in an important gap in his theory. It has been pointed
out that he has given primarily a negative characterisation of
the concept of svaraj and therefore needs to provide to it a
positive content. It may be said, in his favour, that the above
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suggestion has been made‘:wit‘h this end in view. That is con-
 sidered  as a - positive: concept, svaraj* in .ideas consists in
assimilating’ the alien traditions with the indigenous traditions
having first inculcated an-attitude of reverence: for -the- latter.
' Then, in order to have svaraj in ideas, one should shake off
the’ domination ' by the alien traditions, generate in himself
reverence for his;*ind'igenous_ -traditions, and ‘assimilate the
assimilable ® elements .of the former. This is a positive enough
‘characteri.sation of svaraj. But one needs to remember that
_one’s reverence may not only ‘create blocks in the way of fair
 assimilation; it may also lead to his domination or subjection
by his own, indigenous, traditions. Any tradition-can dominate
i an individual, and even an-indigenous one can dominate him
to the -extent ‘of destroying, or - very greatly weakening, “his
 judgmental, decision-making ability, his ability to think freely,
objectively and dispassionately. If such a-thing happens, it will
be nothing less than the annihilation, or at least the suppres-
sion, of svaraj in ideas. ‘Therefore, reverenge for the indigenous
: traditions.,-',is'"not *the;&‘ight@kind of material’ to-be-fed into the
negative characterisation of the latter to'give to it a satisfac-

L tory: pQSidVC ‘content.” i !‘

v i

3 One's reverence .fbr‘_aﬂ»,,t‘r_adiiion is very likely to increase. the
' latter’s power. to _influence: and mould his life-style, to make
{ him receptive to the influence, and to weaken his ability to
. resist it. If the tradition 'is_indigenous, its influencing power
| will get fortified by his: nationalist, patriotic, sentiments, which

Uit as the- fulfilment;'of - a;-national duty, . his svadharma, his

~ devotion ‘for - the: cultural, ‘heritage of his country, his right

" response to all that he owes to his forefathers, etc. Besides, the
indigenous traditions Bhattacharya wants us to revere are our
ancient traditions. Generally the ancientness of a tradition adds
to its prestige, sustains it against occasional attacks and
increases its hold on our psychology. Therefore, reverence for
traditions which are both indigenous and ancient i likely to
exercise on us a very tight grip, making it seem almost un-
natural or derogatory to question their sanctity.

| may act as 2 shield. to" protect it and glorify his subjugation to
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In a country open to the influence of an alien culture, one’s
subjugation to his own traditions may be treated .by some a3
a safeguard against his possible subjugation by the former. One
may fcel tempted to believe that it will not let liim be (re)
subjugated by the alien cultures. This may be true, but it is
like the belief that a dead man cannot re-die. But it is not o
be forgotten that the dead man certainly can stink.

One who enjoys being subjugated by one svadition can be
prone to subjugation by another if he finds the latter more
enjoyable or convenient. Even in philosophy, one who thinks
it is good philosophy to reverentially recount the views af
Sankara will very gladly do the same thing with respect to
Kant il he finds Kant equally, or more, convenient, or satisfy-
ing to his taste, or. fashionable. - If he. is. more gen&mus,vhe_‘
would present 2 comparative study of the two philosophers,
recounting with equal reverence, the views of both in the same
work ! , ‘ _

Bhattacharya makes his conception of assimilation further
prone to converge towards a kind of Indian traditionalism by
his associated doctrine of the eternality of the spiritual ideals.
As he says, “In spirimal life, however, there 'is no demand {or
compromising our ideals in order to have a smooth sailing with
the times. Here, if possible and so far as lies in our power, the
times have to be adapted to our life-and not our life to the
times” (para 13). Since we have to have réverence for our
spiritual ideals and they are not to be adapted to the times,
if we come across any spiritual ideal of the west not cohering
with them, we have o simply reject it, or adapt it to suit outs.
In this region, since the ideals are unalterable, we have only
to revere and protect our, Indian, spiritual traditions: Real,
meaningful, assimilation, of the Western ideals, is, thus, ruled
out in a region which is, on Bhattacharya’s own admission, the
most important one. v

“The chances of an indigenous wadition dominating one’s
thoughts and action-patterns in a much more gripping manner,
therefore, would be greater than those of an alien tradition.
Since it is indigenous, he may not cven feel that he is domi-
wated by it, and even enjoy and take pride in his subjection.
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If the domination by an alien cultwe is “subtler”, “ordinavily
of an unconscious character”, and therefore “implies slavery
form the very start” (para. 1), domination by an indigenous
culture is likely to outdo the latter in all these respects.
Bhattacharya does not realise. that it is more difficult to eman-
cipate oneself from the domination by an indigenous tradition
than from that by an alien one, and that any domination can
weaken one’s svaraj.

" He contrasts cultural subjection with political subjection but
does not take noie of indigenous ‘political subjection and
perhaps therefore misses to note the importance of indigenous
cultural subjectiom:-A people can be dominated quite severely
by a.powerful indigenous group ot individual, with all the
undesirable consequences, or €ven INOIC, which a foreig:
domination can bring about. If emancipation from foreign
domination, political as well as cultural, is to be prized, emai-
cipation form indigenous domination, political as well as cul-
wural, is not to be less prized. '

One may take the stand that ‘an indigenous tradition can-
not dominate, but this will:be'empirically untenable. Or, he
may refuse to call its ‘domiixat‘ion domination. Traditionalists
\quite often seem to take the latter stand. To them bondage
is not bondage if it is to an’ indigenous wadition. Using a

satire by Bharatendu Hariscandra, it amounts to drclaring

that ‘Vaidiki Hirsa Himmsd Na Bhavati’

In provoking one to resist or shake off cultural domina-
tion, whether alien or indigenous, man’s reason, or rationality,
plays the most. important‘rolé.:‘élrt makes him realise the short-

comings of the dominating tradition and prompts him to”
assert his independence. But. this can be done only by a critical, -

unbiased, objective, reason, by one which has not lost its ability
to see both sides of -the issue, and not by one which has
already lost -its objectivity by baving become reverential to the
dominating (alien or indigenous) tradition. Reason, which i3
reverential to the indigenous tradition, is the genuine reason

for Bhattacharya, and therefore in his ideal world reason can-

not contribute to emancipation from indigenous cultural sub-

496 , RAJENDRA PRASAD

jection if it ever takes place. But no one can denv that it had
taken place even in Bhattacharya's 1imes. :

Revereﬁce, whether it is for a person, principlc, or practicc,
may sometimes destroy, distort, or unduly restrain, the use of
one's svaraj in ideas if he already has it, and if he does not.
jt may make him incognisant of the latter's worth. It is dis-
passionate yeason which prevents reverence from doing all this.
When reason itself becomes reverential, the distance between
rationalism and dogmatism (or conservatism) becomes to0
short.

For Bhattacharya reason is either reverential to the in-
digenous traditions, or unregenerate understanding working
through one’s accidental likes and dislikes. It is really SUrpris-:
ing that he could not think of the possibility of reason func-
tioning as an objective discriminator, as a neutral ,agent,
which is neither reverential nor arbitrary. 1f non-reverential
reason is only kutarka, then to make use of only that sort of
reason which is reverential to the (indigenous) traditions 18
the best thing for the wise to do. As Vidyaranya says, ‘‘tasmat
Kutarkarh Santyajya mumukguh §rutith a§rayet” (Pancadasi,
Chap. VIII, 68). Bhattacharya’s approach_tb‘the role of reason
is, thus, being in conformity with a dominant strand of classical
Indian tradition, not non-traditional_.,,To say that reason can
deliver the right kind of goods only if it is ;evetential to the -
traditions is only stylistically different from saying that it can
only if it is reverential to §ruti.

He seems to be almost echoing the ancient voice when
declares that “progress in the spiritual world is not achizved
by a detached reason judging an old god and a new god. The
way to know facts is not the way to know values” (para 20).
He does not seem to realise that if objective reason is declar-
ed incompetent to be employed in the spiritual world, it does
not follow that reverential reason is. Nor does he realise that
very much depends upon how the spiritual world is conceived
and that his way to conceive it is not the only possible one.
The way to know facts is definitely not the way to know values,
but the knowledge of facts need not be irrelevant to, or may
even be necessary for, acquiring a sound knowledge of values.
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Here again, to repeat, very much depends upon how facts and
values and thei~ relationship are conceived, and Bhattacharya’s
way to conceiv‘e_the’nfxs rot the only plausible one,

Thgt one’s reverence for his indigenous traditions can also
take away his svaraj in ideas is very vividly illustrated by
PraneSécarya, the hero of Ananthamurti’s Sanskara. He typi-
fies a_very sincere, -erudite, scholar, steeped in traditional
wisdom, reverentially:devoted to his traditions. But when he

_is confronted with the problem what to do with the dead body
of Naranappi, the social-moral rebel who ‘flouted the tradi-
tions in his life-time, he finds himself in a helpless situation.
This happens because the §astras, the respository of the
traditions, give him no answer, and his reverence for them has
enslaved his mind to the extent of depriving him of man's
natural equipment ‘of_reason by using which, in an objective
‘manner, he’ could ‘have found out a solution based on the
't_e;levapt'; facts. The question of his having been dominated by
the alien, Western, culture does not arise ‘because he is a ‘pure’
Indian,"‘}i_ncdiitamixi@tcd ‘by any non-Indian‘culture.
A T RS ' ’

-To regain his, svaraj:in:ideas, his ability to exercise his self-
determination, ‘what Pranesacirya needs is to shake off the
domination by his own traditions, and not by any alien one.
He starts realising the need of self-determination and.expe-
riencing a little taste of it only after having a new experience,
occasioned by his unsolicited, unexpected, physical, amorous,
relationship with Caﬂdri,‘ the low-caste, untouchable, woman,
the concubine of ' late Narahappd, even whose accidental
“touch was considered to be defiling. Lo

The truth exemplified by Pranesdcarya cannot be glossed
over on the ground that he is a fictional character, since he
- exhibits a genuine ‘possibility which r~ theory about cultural
subjection can ignore. Moreover, real examples of his type can
.be easily located, both among the educated and uneducated,
in Indian society even today. I believe they were not more
scarce in Bhattacharya’s times.

If one's reason becomes habituated to work under the censor-
ship or supervision of reverence for his indigenous traditions,

:
h
i
H
i
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hawever ennobled he may feel, it becomes extremely diflicult
for him to be reborn as a [ree-thinking, oo {ree, mdividuald,
or for -the scales to fall off his eyes. Any such ti.ing may hap-
pen to him, if it happens at all, only if he receive a severe jolt,
« big shake-up, affecting his whole being.

In case his reason has not completely lost its power of
critical reflection, he may get the needed shake-up even il con-
fronted with certain things or events belonging to the external

‘world. He may then start examining, in an independent and

objective manner, the strength and weakness of his wraditions
and their influence on him and other members of his society.
Something of this sort seems to have happencd to the prince
Siddhartha. His reason had become reverential t o his
indigenous, the then Vedic, rraditions and culture, whose in-
fiuence on him, consequently, was very great. But his rever-
ence for them had not become powerful enough to make his
rationality completely subservient to them. That is why his
experience of certain things in the external world — the sight
of an old man, a sick man, and a dead body — shook his whole
being and provoked him to critically reflect over the merits
and demerits of the Vedic way of life, its prescriptions and
prohibitions, principles and practices, ideals and utopias. Since
his was an extra-ordinary personality,. equipped with a -mind
not satisfiable by an ad hoc solution, what he gave to the world
was not a patchwork, but an all-pervasive cultural revolution,
set of traditions. To treat him as the mere
tounder of a religion is to insult his genius and underestimate
his contribution to the history of India. His rejecting the
authority of the Vedas which amounted to rejecting the very
foundation of the Vedic culture, rejecting the validity of rutl
and replacing it by Pratyaksa and Anumana,
questioning the utility of-the Varpa-vyavasthé, indudi.ng the
supremacy of the Brahmins who were the chief custodxan§ o1
the Vedic culture, and establishing a casteless society, question-
ing the existence of God, etc., to mention a few of the things
he did, are in no sense less than revolutionary.

It was the later revengeful resurrection of reverence for the
Vedic culture and the consequent employment of reason, as

installing a new

as a pramana
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exhibited in the literature of the time, in 18 service which
rubbed out quite a few of the good effects of the Bt}ddhist
revolution. The result was the return of the Hindu Society, at
least of a large sector of it, to a stage very similar to the one
it occupied in its pre-Buddhist existence. It becune \'L‘-S\}l)-
_jugated to the Vedic culture, which, even today, of course "\\"lth
some modifications, by and large, constitutes  the Hindu
culture, '

When one’s personality 1s not very strong and his reason has
become so greatly reverential to his raditions that it has be-
come almost‘impossible for him to entertain any douht about
their (so-called) eternal utility, something happening in the
external world is not likely to administer him the shgck
required to wake 'him up. If there is any chance of his getting

it, it is only from somgething extraordinary happening to him-
self. L
PraneSacarya is a good example of the '
is reverential to his traditions to the extent of bec9mmg com-
pletely subjugated to them, to the traditions of \‘\‘hl?h he is an
acknowledged &carya. YWhat gives him the requn‘ed.shock,
which. makes his erstwhile inert Teason exhibit some signs ?[
life, is his own, personal, _experience of physical rel?tlonshlp
‘of the most intimate. kind with ‘the woman he cons@ers 100
fowly to be associated with. Not thersigh't of the s-tmkmg‘de.ad
body. of Naranappa, nor _,the;problem of its cremation tovwlu.ch
‘the &astras offer ngsclution,;_nor' the suffering of the Brahmins
of the village caused by’ their remaining hungry till the .dead
body is cremated,fnox‘{_;jtille sight of the help.less, .hated, widow-
- ed, Candri, nor: even:, the devastating epidemic of plaugue
entering almost €very. house, whips up his reason to question
‘of the S§astras, the reverence of his traditions,

above type. His reason

the competence 0O ‘
in respect of such matters as how the dead body of a rebel

against the «-Jitions, an outcaste, should be cremaicd.

Tie does not find any instruction in the §&swas, but stiil goes

To-

on pondering over them. When his body ard mind get <o
pleteiy tired, he goes o the rempie o Narud o ek guid
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the socalled Gadicional wisdom  whidi has befogged  his
vision, and that therefore it is time to emancipate himself, his
re-wson, from the domination of his mind and soul by his tradi-
tions. Only after having the extraordinary experience of enjoy-
ing the body ol an untouchable woman, only after doing, or
having got done by him, what was prohibited by his culture,
his reason starts showing some signs of its dogmatic slumber
having been disturbed. It is not yet completely awakened and
siill lacks the ability to function as a fully alive reason ought
to. His subjugation to the traditions has become - loosened, he
has realised the desensitizing effect of his reverence for the
traditions on his reason. But he still presents the picture of a
man groping with half open eyes. feeling the need of a new,
hitherto untrodden path, but not clearly seeing it. '

1 have discussed the case of Pranedécdrya in some detail be-
cause it very concretely illustrates that the danger of an
individual, or a society, getting subjugated by a culture 15 in-
dependent of the latter being alien or indigenous. To lose
one’s svaraj in ideas by being subjugated to either one is 'to
lose it, and to regain it is extremely difficult in either case. In
all probability it is more difficult in the case of subjugation
by the indigenous culture. And, in either case, a dispassionate,
critical, reason can play quite effiectively the role of a prophy-
lactic as well as of a curative agent. Without the reason’s
prompting, one may not feel the need for svaraj, and with
only a feeble one he may feel the need but is not likely to

attain it.

It is not maintained here that one ought not to revere his
indigenous traditions. The members of a community should
respect their traditions, otherwise their cultural survival may
become difficult. In fact, they have a natural feeling of respect
for them and every community has a distinctive set of tradi-
tions evolved in the cuurse of its history to meet the demands
of its struggle for existence. But it would not be fair to make
one’s reason necessarily reverential to the traditions, since that
would cripple or curtail reason’s freedom, its preparedness and
perceptivencss 1o take note of the dark as well as bright aspects
of the taditions in an objective manncr. I reason has to be
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reverential to anythiing, it should be to truth, and not to any
tradition, and if respect for truth, for the facts and: demands
of life, requires .it ‘to ‘declare that*a tradition 'meeds to be
changed, or discarded, it must not hesitate to do that. On the
other hand, if it finds “that another traditiori” deserves to be
strengthened, it must put its weight on its side.

In the course of their life history, some traditions acquire new
significance, some “outlive their utility but still continue to
exist in the culture as dead wood, some need to be modified,
some neglected ones have to be given greater prominence, some
prominent ones neéd to be kept in check, some new ones have
to be initiated; etc. All this requires a continuous and cautions
critique of traditions which only an unprejudiced, objective,
reason can give, and not one which has compromised its in-
dependence - by becoming reverential to ;some’ tradition or
traditions, alien or.indigenous. In .case of conflict between
tradition-and truth, it must take:the side’ of -truth. Only then
it can function as:an-impo tantfagent.o§-=cultural progress or

advancement. i+ Ly S

Bhattacharya, on the “other 'hand, believes ‘that reason can
 suggest a new departare only if it is reverential to the old
tradition. As_he says, “the only way to find a mew reverence
is to deepen our qld reverence” (para-20). But to find a new
object of reverence, to initiate a new worthwhile tradition, ic.,
one ‘worthy of its reverence, it may have to criticise, lay bare
some of . the serious weakness of, the old, existing, tradition,
and not to deepen its reverence for it. If it has always to re-
main respectful to the latter, it is very unlikely to help the
coming into bcingoi new one. : E
 ¥n what Phatiachmys wps towards the end of the es5aT,
sitiang At 8 Bis Bual comlasion, one Wy T B SR
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traditions. ‘While pointing out that in politics educated men
have been forced by the logic of facts to realise the importance
of carrying the masses with them, in the social sphere and in
the sphere of ideas; he says, the importance of the latter has
not yet been adequately realised. Since, according to him, “We
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can think cffectively only when we think in terms of the
indigenous ideas that pulsate in the life and mind of the masses.”
he urges, “let us come back to the cultural stratum of the real
Indian people and evolve a culture alongwith them suited to
the times and to our native genius. That would be to achieve
“svaraj in ideas” (para 26). That is, to attain svaraj in ideas we
should evolve a culture by thinking in terms of the ideas
pulsating in the life and mind of the masses and this we can
do only by going back to the cultural stratum of the real
Indian people.

The above is indeed a very positive characterisation and
apparently different from the one given in terms of reverence,
assimilation, synthesis, etc. Therefore, one may feel extremely

grateful to Bhattacharya for not concluding his lecture with-

out giving to his concept of svaraj in ideas an obviously positive,
rich, content. This characterisation has also the virtue of a
popular appeal, since .it involves the notion of going back to
the grass-roots, to the real Indian people. But, as in the case
of his other descriptions of svaraj, troubles begin when one
tries to ascertain what exactly he means by some of the key-
terms he has used, eg., ‘thinking effectively’, ‘ideas pulsating
iu the lifc and mind of the masses,’ ‘the real Indian people’,
‘native genius’, ‘evolving a culture ......% etc. All of these are
highly emotive and vague in their denotation as well as con-
notation. The apparent appeal of the characterisation owes a
great deal to their emotivity and vagueness, But to ground the
claim of the adequacy of the characterisation on them would
not be fair logic. Bhattacharya would have helped us a lot
even by giving some examples of what-he meant by these terms.
But he does not, nor does he say anything even by implication
from which we may get any help in understanding him.

W are bebt even here, thas, to pgiess wind specnkide Fovidently
the wleas pubatig the mames e not o Le ascertained by
vote, or induction of any sort, but then in which other way?
Are all of the ideas, like those pertaining to caste-discrimina-
tion, untouchability, religious dogmatism and fanaticism, sati,
child marriage discrimination against women etc, which did
pulsate in the mind of the masses in Bhattacharya’s times, and
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are still alive, to be treated as distinctive of India.n cxflture a}nci
to be retained in the culture to be evolved ? Which 18 UT\e real .
native genius, the one determined by Vivekananda, M. N. Roy,
Nehru, Subhash Chandra Bose or Dange? How shmfld one
proceed 10 think - effectively in terms of ideas pulsating the
lve a culture along with them? Unless these

masses or to €vo ‘ : ! e
and some other relevant questions are given clear answers,

would not know, even ‘after accepting the ~al.)ove characterisa-
tion, how to g0 ahead to. achieve svaraj in ideas, or even to
 rightly apply the concept. '

It seems, then',:;that‘ in this attempt as well Bhattachaa:ya
does not succeed in giving even a workable, let alone 2 precise,
specification of the positive content of his concept of svaraj in
jdeas. What he has given can at the most be t‘reated as the
skeleton of a pdsitix{é-looking character%sa‘tion wl}}ch ca'nnot do
the job of a really positive one unless it 1 suppl.led w1th‘sor_ne
flesh and blood. His failure to give, or not caring to give, 2
satisfactory accoum;off;the positive content of his central con-
~cept is not of negligible. consequence- 1t 'ma.kes the co.ncept a
poor theoretical tool and an ‘unusable principle of action.

" Bhattacharya édmplﬁins that there is’very liulc‘: of creativity
in the works of his * (Indian) contemporaries in almost all
“spheres. The complaint may be genuine, but, as usual, h'e takes
no pains to show -that it is. He does not_even mention the
name, far from examining any work or View, of any on¢ of
them. ‘He seems to be satished with a summary, or intuitive,
. judgement. To jgnore  the works of comfamporafxes,. to com-
- & plain of their uncreativity: without discussing: th.en' views, Is a
- delightful - pastime:; ‘o modern “Indians, ‘I?artx?ularl.y philo-
sophers. Bhattacharya seems 0 be no exfgpt)on in sglte o'f his
strong plea to revere the indigenous traditions. But his amt}zdfz
towards his contemporaries need not look strange to Us since
ours is not different from his. Ave all follow the same (indigen-
ous) tradition. ‘
He seems to be suggesting that an important causé of the
lack of creativity is the lack of vital assimilation of Western

sleas, Indians have arbiteved what he exlls auimilation in 2

-»
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without explaining the nature of the contrast. Assimilation of
the vital ideas of one culture by an alert mind' belonging to
another culture is iikely to be a- good . promoter of creativity
in the latter, and patchwork or hybridisation, if that is what
he means by assimilation in a fashion, is not. This is an obvious
truth. But that assimilation is neither a mecessary, nor a suf-
ficient, condition of creativity is also an equally obvious truth.
1t is not a necessary condition because there are several thinkers,
all over the world, who, without having any contact with an
alien culture, have produced what can be called paradigmatic
examples of creativity. It is not a sufficient condition because
there are also, several scholars, all over the world, who, even
after having assimilated ideas from different .cultures, have
been able to produce only good, deScriptive,-exigetical'works,'
since. they lacked the required innate_abilities to ‘have .done
something really creative. A'Therefore, ‘the link between
assimilation, or even authentic inter-cultural understanding, and
creativity cannot be considered to be v,ery"closg.,To be genuine-
ly creative one needs the ability to ‘make a-new departure, and
this he may lack even while possessing the ability to assimilate
ideas from an alien culture. The assimilatiye ability may at
the most be a helping condition, i.e., one which, in conjunction
with some other conditions, helps one to realise his creative
potentiglities. . A /--'l . _

Assuming that assimilation can be conducive to the pro-
motion of creativity, it should not be forgotten that it can be
conceived in more than one way and it is not that in which-
ever way it is conceived it is going to promote creativity. It
seems to me that the kind of assimilation which Bhattacharya
proposes is not the one which we can hope would be an un-
failing aid to creativity. Rather, some of its important corm-
ponents seem to be positive hindrances to creativity.

According to Bhattacharya, in order to properly assimilate
alien ideas one must have (a) reverence for his "indigenous
craditions and (b) determination to assimilate the foreign to
the indigenous ideals. The indigenous is not in any case to be
assimilated to the foreign. His reverence may mot let him
ignore the genius of his traditions or superimpose a foreign
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idea, or ideal on them, and 'maytherefore be considered to be
a very desirable: equipment. But it may also not let him see,
or, be fair to.some of those features of the alien culture which
though worthy, of his attention in their own right, conflict with
some features of the indigenous culture, or notice those features
of the indigenous which need to. be modified or dropped, ot
after noticing them. have the required courage to make an
honest effort to modify or drop them, in the light of his
authentic understanding of -some alien ideas, or even in the
light of his understanding of some pressing realities. These are
not mere -possibilities; they can be met with in the actual prac-
tice of several Indian thinkers. ' )

His determination to assimilate the foreign to the indigen-
ous will also, in all likelihood, take him in; the same direction.
Since “only’ those  foreign ideals “can- be ! assimilated to the
indigenous' ories which cohere or ‘have affinity with the latter,
“he needs; to’ look only-for such ones, and: not for those which
_ threaten’ the:validity of any.;one of the latter. But then he
would be vcry,,‘,unlikcly;jto. get a challenge to his deepseated

convictions' even if they:were:not wholly justifiable or’ retain-

able. TWé',cannbt,_thjerefdre, ~hope that such a person would be
really: creative,or make: some significantly new departure in
thought or-action. - e S

Suppose an “Indian, ‘who has reverence for his varpa-
vyavasthd, comes in contact with the’ British -soqgl st_ructure
and is motivated to achieve an assimilation of the Indian and
British social jdeals. He' would, and rather should, then, pro-
ceed, if he follows Bhattacharya, to look for such aspects in the
Pritish traditions which, already cohere, or which may 'be suit-
ably modified . to become ' coherent, with the .Indian varpa-
vyavasthé. In case he does not find such aspects in the fom_:er,
he can rightly declare that the British social structure is against
the genius of the Indian culture. Such 2 thing can happen even
in matters concerning intra-cultural assimilation. Some Hindu
scholars did try to present Buddhism as 2 cousin of Hinduism,
Buddha as an avatara of God like Rama or Krishna, and the
practising priests Very gladly,provided a place in their temples
for the idol of Buddha. The result. may be called 2 vital
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assimilation of Buddhism into Hinduism, but is certainly
neither a creative development of Hinduism nor of Buddhism.
In the world of learning as well such things have happened.
Some cminent Indian philosophcrs, including Bhattacharya
himself, who had a reverential attitude towards some kind of
Vedantism, turned towards those Western philosophers of their
time or of the past who were idealists, or had some affinity
with some important aspect or aspects of Vedantism, and then
tried to assimilate some Western idealistic ideas with some

. Vedantic ones. And, quite naturally, what they produced was

very seldom creative or predominantly creative. New depar-
tures are made by men who subject themselves to some chal-
lenging influences to influences which force them to question
their most cherished convictions, which force them to have a
wansvaluation of their old values, and not by those who con-

sider their indigenous traditions ot ideals unalterable.

Even if it is admitted that reverence for one's own, or any,
tradition may not stifle his creativity, of course, if he is blessed
with it, it should also not be forgotten that generally it is not
a good stimulus for doing something creative. Similarly, in
spite of the difficulties discussed earlier, if it is granted that
it can facilitate the assimilation of ideas from different cul-
tures, the outcome of the assimilation may turn out to be a
good example of synthesis and not of creativity.

Perhaps by doing something creative Bhattacharya means the
same as achieving some synthesis. For example, in connection
with his claim that the lack of creativity, in several areas, has
resulted from that of vital assimilation, when he comes to
philosophy, his own feld of work, he complains that “In philo-
sophy hardly anything that has been written by a modern edu-
cated Indian shows that he has achieved a synthesis of Indian

thought with western thought” (para 9). It scems, then, that

he would call an Indian philosopher creative if he has achiev-
¢d such a synthesis. But to synthesise some ideas or trends of
thought is not necessarily to make a new departure, and there-
fore it need not be genuinely creative. And, in any case, it i3
not the only form in which one's creativity may be exhibited,
and its absence therefore cannot be considered a conclusive
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evidence of the absence of creativity. Since one can_ be c1y'eauvt
even without achieving a rynthesis of Indian and Western
thought, it cannot be obligatory fcr an Indian philosopher tG

make it the goal, or even one of the goals, of his philosophising.
' ¢entury; besides®

Some other ' Indian “philosophers Of"tll'ls’ ' Jeside
Bhattacharya,,'havealso considered phx]osoplpcal sy.n.tleu;. '10
almost the best kind of philosophising. But theé surprising t m;l\_;
is that none of them, including Bh‘aftacharya, argues‘ for 1;:
necessity or desirability of synthesising some diﬁ?le?; 01‘0;;
synthesisable (clas:ical) Indian trends or thoug lt.s,] ! a(;,,
diversities in Indian: philosophising‘ are in no way den (_b(;
spicuous, xior‘f‘ére‘, their synthesis, if ac}.nc-ved, bhound to D¢
poorer examples of - philosophical svnthesis. N
It seems to me that, behind Bhauachm:y'a'S (or\ ;?nyone‘elge bt )
insistence> on the importance of sym_hesxsn?g Irx;d'lan: éoxor :::n_
ern) and Western thought,- there exists his unavowe

' ' iori / thought and
ief i uperiority of the Western
declared beiet 1 e co ) be liis point of relerence:

Indian’ thinking - has to ‘Ttassirflilate :fn}d fynthe[m?fs I\;;zsttzrnn
thinking, its svaraj has 0 be judged }n‘. ;exirglsitoeﬁects ation.
ship with the latter, it s self-detcrfmfxc L e hiaves
assimilation of some Western 1deas: it is crf:a_ e
a synthesis of some Indian and Western uTx} s,Whl. One it
legitimately question why it sbnuld'do.all ?ns:n5 )ir)’ltion o
proceed, Areely and creatively, b‘y‘»takxflg 1ts- i lgmé‘ fon. trom
indigenous sources alone ?4"\'\711)' sno_uld it be lxethcM oy -
maintain - at least ‘some 1'elationsb1p with the \ m t " hmc.r
turn 't the West M thenle sd 1135: ‘1)(11 Eze oztizf\allo'fllere is. no
i . but all; this shou - s,
‘jvliiir:icz‘;?;ﬁp:z;ft;:akh}g";‘a'ssimilating or synthesising Western
with Indian ideas its‘.obligation.

' i ibution of
While asserting that: “the most prominent L:,ntrlxbu;l;)lg °
ancient India to the culture of the world dxs mlt ;e i o
“1 ¥ an Min¢
i o that “if the Modern indi
Philosophy,” KCB declares e b .
: : 10 coniront Ea
i i i 11 to any purpose, it has
is to philosophise at a ' e
ern -and Western thought with one another and attemp 3
- . ‘¢ {hat were pOs-
synthesis or 2 reasoned rejection of either, il that were p
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sible” (para 9, italics mine). It must noi, thus, ignore, or be
indifferent to, YWestern thought; it must either try to effect a
synthesis, or reject scme of the latter's ideas after a reasoned
examination.

All this Bhattacharya says in the same context in which he
says that “It is in philosophy, if anywhere, that the task of dis-
covering the soul of India is imperative for the modern mind;
the task of achieving, if possible, the continuity of his old self

. with his present day self, of realising what is nowadays called

the mission of India, if it has any” (para 9). It is unintelligible
why to “philosophise at all to any purpose” one “has to con-
front Eastern thought and Western thought with one another”,
if philosophising to any purpose has anything to do, which it
has to for Bhattacharya, with such noble.aims as “discovering
the soul of India”, “achieving the continuity of his old self
with his present day self”, or realising “the Mission of India”.

For an Indian who suffers from a feeling of some sort of
national self-diffidence or inferiority complex, or has been
brought.- up exclusively or largely on an one-sided diet of West-
ern philosophy, it is natural to keep Western thought or philo-
sophy at the centre of his attention. But none of these deficien-
cies can perhaps be attributed to Bhattacharya, and not
definitely a one-sided diet. Therefore, it is puzzing why he
gives to Western thought or philosophy ‘so central a place when
his main objective is to make his countrymen realise the im-
portance of svaraj in ideas. ’ :

No Western philosopher or thinker has exhibited any serious
concern for assimilation or synthesis, for confronting Western
with Eastern thought (cr English with German, or Fren‘ch,'or
Russian thought, or vice verca) in the name of, or as a means
to, creativity. If it is considered to be a sign of narrow region-
alism, it may be considered to be a sign of intellectual maturity
and national self-confidence. On the other hand, the concern
for muintaining a close liaison with Western thought, which
Bhattacharya and many other Indian thinkers have expressed,
may seem to some to be a sign of colonialism in ideas, which
is, in a fair sense of the term, a good contrary of svaraj in
ideas. '
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Those who argue for synthesis scem to forget that achieving
synthesis is  parasitic on someone else’s having produced the
materials to be synthesised. Primary creativity consists in
generating new ideas, initiating new methods of thinking, etc.
If synthesising some ideas_given by some important “thinkers,

or available in some ‘important Eastern or Western ‘traditions, .

is to be called creative, it would be creative only in a secondary
ot watered-down sense.~Anyone who synthesises Kant's doctrine
of the autonomy, or spontaneous freedom, of the rational will
with the witnessing consciousness (sakgl  caitanya) of the
Advaita Vedanta to get the doctrine of the self, the pure sub-
ject, as freedom, has done ‘something creative, but certainly
that is not creative in the same sense in which, or to the same
extent to which, what the Advaitin philosopher, who gave the
idea of the sakgl caitanya, or what Kant, who gave' the idea
of the autonomy of the. rational will, has done is. Bhattacharya
seems. to have great " fascination for synthesis, ‘and his own

' philosophising exhibits his very serious ;and sincere efforts .to
. achieve it in respect of some classical Indian, mainly Vedantic,
- and - some Western, _philosophical, viewpoints, particularly
~ metaphysical, But my ‘feeling is that has he .proceeded in a

freer. manner, without having been so impressed. with the ideal

of synthesis, his creativity: would have soared to greater heights.

‘Perhaps-he would also have become a little more intelligible.

- An undue regard for the ideal of synthesis has hindered some
_ other, very competent and thorough scholars, like D. M. Datta
and P. T. Raju, who had:the necessary equipment, from mak-

ing any significantly new departure in their philosophising. It
is still one of the major causes of the lack of, or low creativity
in modern Indian philosophy. It is also responsible, when.it

becomes the obsession of poorer thinkers, for the prevalence

of what is called comparative philosophy.

Bhattacharya considers it ‘a lamentable fact that Indians
have not been able to have “distinctively Indian estimates of
Western literature and thought”. No Indian, according to him.
*has passed judgements on English literature that refect his
Indian mentality”, or on Wesern philesophical swstem Tirom
v pardgein of Indien gAieand” (pay Ty Ay in ohe
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cases, here also he does not say what sort of judgement on West-
e literature or philosophy he will consider as truly reflecting
the Indian mentality. Does it mean that one should judge
Shakespeare according to the principles laid down in Bharata’s
Nigyasasuy, Hegelianism in terms of the Advaity, Avistotle’s
theory of syllogism in terms of Gautama’s Pancavayava Vikya,
or Wittgenstein's theory of language in terms of Bhratrhari ?
It does not make much sense to plead for the study of a thinker
or system {rom an Indian or Western standpoint. Any genuine
study should be {rom the student’s own point of view, and its
worth will depend on the maturity, objectivity, insightfulness,
ete., of the standpoint. It would not matter which traditions
and thoughtsystems he studies to acquire his standpoint, or
whether or not he had reverence for his indigenous traditions

and culture.

Though Bhattacharya considers it extremely desirable for an
Indian to approach Western thought and culture from an
Indian standpoint, surprisingly enough he also holds that “it
is very difficult for a foreigner to understand the mind of a
pecple from whem he is widely removed by tradition and his-
tory unless he has intimately participated in their life for a
tong time.” Therefore, “the people in question should receive
his judgement about them with a certain amount of mental
reserve” (para 22). Concerning our reaction to a {oreigner’s
evaluation of Indian culture from the standpoint of his own
culture, he says that “our first impulse here should be one of
celf-defensive resemiment” and also that this would be natural
and *need not imply an uncultured sell-conceit” (para 24). But
if all this is fair for us, why should a foreigner honour mn
Indian’s evaluation of his thought and culture from the Indian
point of view ? And, how can it be not so difficult for an Indian
10 understand the mind of a people in whose life he has not
intimately participated for a long time? Bhattacharya forgets
that if it is sound logic to say that a foreigner would misunder-
stand Indian culture if he approaches it from the point of view
of his culture, it would be no less sound logic to say that' an
Indian, even a K. G. Bhattacharya, would also misunderstand
4 non Indian caltare G he approaches it fromm the point of
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view of his (i.é., Indian) culture, since he is also a foreigner
in respect of any non-Indian culture. Obviously Bhattacharya’s
recommendation to appraise or understand Vestern thought

and culture from-the Indian standpoint, thus, not only seems

_to have no good reason in its favour but also to smack of sell-

inconsistency which no amount of patriotism can wipe off.

It should not be_‘fo\rgotten that the appraisal of Western
‘culture by some Indians also-can be said to be unfair or in-

correct. Not all”of the things which Mahatma Gandhi, for
example, says of an institution like the English parliament, or
of the Western civilisation in general, in his Hind Svaraj, can

be considered to"be‘jfully justiﬁed. It is true that every culture
‘has .got, as Bhattacharya says, its own “distinctive physio-

* gnomy™. But it must 'be accepted as genuinely possible to tran-

scend the boundaries-of .one’s own culture and take an objec
tive, unbiased, look at a foreign' culture. Unless this is done
it would be impossible to have any worth-while ‘Inter-cultural

_understanding or appraisal, and not only the appraisal of

Indian culture by a non-Indian. It is (almost) a truism to say
that the ‘life-style of a people has to be determined by their

culture, but from this it does not follow that their inter-cultural
; understanding (or attempt at it) must also be, in point of logic,
determined by their culture.

As regards the pdssibilily of one’s indigenous culture-deter-

‘mined standpoint - affecting his understanding of a foreign

culture is concerned, it s’ no less existent in the case of intra-
cultural understanding. Every culture consists of so many dif-

- ferent strands,j_A‘person;approadling his own culture from the

standpoint of a. particular strand of it is quite likely to have
an unobjective (eveniunfair or incorrect) understanding of it
or an understanding yery different from that of one approach-
ing if from the standpoint of a different strand. This can hap-
pen even in one's understanding of the literature, philosophy,
ctc. of his country. It may be said not without some justifica-
tion that the conception of the nature of classical Indian
philosophy prevalent today is very much due to the fact that
almost all of the early writers of the histories or text-hooks of
Indian philosophy (e.g., Radhakrishran, D. M. Dana, wisrl
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s, C. Chauerji, M. Hiriy;\nnn.‘.etc“) al);.)l‘(?:lclxcci’ it f:‘mil!\] tt\;:
spiritualist point of view, a"poxr.1t~o£ mev;i;hey.‘ ;::ha oe
Upanisads and saw culminating 1 the Ve L ta.: o tgi ot
is .why‘ some of them even -thought 1%16 .Ved.ama ;0’ e
mination of the entire classical Indian Plulo.sop.q,. and et
reted those strands which were n-ot obviously of & I.nec:: «am
the Vedanta as accidentalxdiver_sxons_ fron} the man “'ri 0.[
The modern Indian students’s un.derstandmg._of the{ _spmthis
classical Indian philosophy is de.r;ved very la;'gefly. rom.labh,3
the spiritualist, Vedanta-biased, m}erprepatxon o 1; ?g:lmost
in the text-books, which has acquired the status o
popu]ar, or official, conception- '

It is only lately that the plausibility ,-oi a xlox}st)(il'r,xzxxriléz‘t
imerpretation‘ has been gi\(en' ;he, ‘sg};xqus}xle;s dxtﬁ "tejl‘ ,(_)m;
Perhaps M. N. Roy is the earhes_.t__,tlnnke_r,_,; and definite gr,awn
of the early thinkers, .who has, _19l.iaf;f\9rge£ul_m‘ann'g\r.‘“ awn

. .
1 [ s R A ST

our attention to {PEPSTE S S S L

Department of Philosophy, ¢ SIS
KANPUR. ,
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.. ‘Svaraj is our ,biptl_lfigh;’, the slogan has soured. And thereby
B hangs a tale,.of promises ‘unredeemed. The Renaissance rhetoric
“has evaporated and;we, are now living in what a sociologist
“described as. a fatherless society. Where have the father-figures
gone? For_ an "prfglzxvgn,_uncgnain. .imperilled India are there
" no_ elders, \in\.‘,tl;;ei,gpaiqeﬁel_ic'l":__to show the way, the way to
 courage, aiticism, and ereativity?.. |

R : ‘ - ‘
-f"*fA’*lrcﬁned‘;, and }‘g—bnrinél scholar, - a * Professors’ Professor,
.Krishnach?.x'zdr‘éf}Blia\t__taggaiya‘ (1875-1949) could fill that role
better-than Io;lzérs.‘*APatt from his ‘pithy, professorial works on
- Kant, Advaitd, and’ Aesthetics, of ‘special importance to. us is
- his"brief, ‘brilliant ,%but‘f{iitle “known’ addressof Svaraj in Ideas.
, Presgnted".",,'somc"*-timg;; duririg 1928-30” before' the Hooghly
E Mghsir‘ifiCol}egq;f.a?jfgw ‘miles 4f_rotn Calcutta, it is a seminal text
to ‘which one returnswith profit. He would have liked nothing
- better nghan‘ihat-"_weiéreethink his thoughts arising out of one
“world dying, the’ other fPOWerle'ss to be born. ‘

We speak today, begins Professor Bhattacharya, of Svaraj or
self-determination in_ politics. For himself he would prefer to
" concentrate on ‘a less immediate but more far-reaching aspect

of the ;situation;sva:aj in ideas. For a Bengaligremarkably
unsentimental, there‘fis ‘a cool, unhurried logic in all that he
writes. Distinguishihg"; between political and cultural domina-
tion, he questionskthe, “subtler domination” that has still not
ceased. Willing slaves, in some ways we have made it worse.

The thesis is bold and explicit. “When 1 speak of cultural
subjection, 1 'do not mean the assimilation of an alien culture.
That assimilation need not be an evil; it may be positively
necessary for healthy progress and in any case it does not mean
a lapse of freedom. There is cultural subjection only when

hit SISIRKUM AR GHIOSE

onc's traditional cast of ideas and sentiments 1$ snpcrseded

~ without comparison or competition by a new cast representing

an alien culture which possesses one like a ghost. This suisjec-
tion is slavery of the spirit; when a person can shake himself

frec from it, he feels as though the scales fell from his eyes.

He experiences a rebirth, and that is what I call Svaraj in
Ideas.”

While sterile and hybrid thinking, else chauvinism, are taken
for the genuine stuff, rooted, complcx and honest ideas will
be understandably in short supply. As Bhattachorya put the
plain truth: “Slavery has entered our very soul” Nothing
proves the point better than the __d_ys{unctioning of de-national-
ised, so-called intellectuals, who import their gods, including
blueprints for revolution, from abroad. Such being the cas, -
there is little to exult. One remembers Coomaraswamy'’s lament
that modern India has created nothing. Bhattacharya’s stance
is less nostalgic. His respect for what he called “indigenous
culture” was a critical reverence. Between unthinking conset-
vatism and unthinking progressivism he found little to. choose.
His own position was less doginatic. and more difficult 10
locate. Indeed, behind the limpid surface of 2 slow and sure
analysis one senses almost an elegant ambivalence, a hooded -
Ilamnletiana, typical of a sensitive commuter - between cultures.
It is a pity that his essay on Anarchism is lost. Apparently a
non-activist, beyond the need for criticism and self-criticism,
he would not posit anything 00 strongly. How one wishes for
an encounter with, say, M. N. Roy or Herbert Marcuse. There
is no doubt that he would have been able to hold his own.

The continuity of culture, an examined life, calls for ve-
appraisal. A hotch-potch ‘synthesis” is not. so essential. “A
synthesis of our ideals with western ideals is not desirable in
every case.” There is a case for the pure and the unique, for
minute particulars that need not be lost in a universal grey.
Internationalism is not necessarily better than nationalism, not
in every case. The deepest values of life may be like that,
themselves, without hurting others. As for the western social,
political, educational, and economic ideas and institutions,
their heedless application has spread miscegenation all around.

———— ,4:




o
—
i

Remembering the PfOchsor

The reasons:are simple. First, these have come [rom outside;
secondly, we have rrsponded with nothing of our owi. The
Larrenness is reinforced by the nullity of our reaction o

English and Furopean literature and —in ' field "fhere we are

supposed to excel —even philosophy. How many of us have
come out with distinctively Indian estimates of Western liter
ature and thought ? asks Bhattacharva, and goes on to add that
since these do not differ materially [rom the judgment of our
English critics, it raises the suspicion whether it is our judg-
mentatall’

His straight recommendation : “Let us think resolutely 1n
our own terms” and 'the appeal to the Indian intelligentsia, —
“a caste more exclusive and intolerant than amy of the tradi-
tional ‘castes” — still ‘holds. The minority, he ‘suggests, should
return to the mainstream and evolve a living culture, “suited

‘to the times ‘and our native genius”. To think productively,.

not reproductively, there is no other way, ndnya panthd. With
such a voice of experience and openmindedness there can be
little to differ. - ‘

o Also-a nice distinction, if not the statement of 2 preference
" —while in regard to the smaller details of secular iife and its
. interests there is. 2 pressing need for adaptation, in matters of
inner; spiritual’ values the case is opposite. Here “it is the
“times that may have-to be adapted”. But why? He does not

fully explain. That too is typical of his unassertive, withdrawn

. character, ‘perhaps an_aristocracy of intellect. If he believes in

timeless, archetypal categorics, he does not say so. Undemon-
strative by nature, ~and not given to polemics, a suggestion
rather than an ipse dixit was _ the language that. suited liim.
The hesitations, a h_omologgie of the integrity of his mind, are
more heuristic than the hortatory recipes of lesser minds.

Adjusting the traditional modes to modern pressurcs will be
the test of our life and thought. Here conflict itself may deepen
awareness. But, as he points out, ncquicscing'in confusion is
not enough. To talk of conflict (and now dialectics) without
being 'serﬁous ‘about any values, any ideas, is an empty
emancipation.

.- "The rational Vthihker"_doc's;i‘nm, bythewyay, éi&ﬂé’l‘fa@?v “‘1

Process. Bhattacharya would ot say ;ppénly;Qﬂfatq.’thc;;min'd:,_;;a‘

enough without anything being
LR RSO S
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duly. In dealing’ with ‘the realm of ;valqi;s;ig docs not “take: too
long to find out the limitations; of s:th.c:”»}ratiqnalg'épp'roacl.};ai!é’

reality-killer, is;:not an- instrument fof fknqwledgb.; I\'fior';:flsig;ply -
he -says that'a “-partiah';fationalism has ;littlespecial audx(f;;i;y .
to ‘deside -matters ;Lhat»obviou’sly : g0'§bcyond‘:'f;,ts_‘.ken.rnAllj‘,-tl‘Le
same, he quic’tlyradds,-‘worthwhile: ideals: should .be. welcome, -
irrespective of their:isource or place .of origin. <I'o ~believq";1§m;
the Guru ma§ come from -any background, culture. or: com-
munity. This is a rar¢ attitude, more than liberal. Here his
only proviso is that the vélué or méssage should be,‘gemiine
and adaptable. . T oL T et i

i

FRa L ESE DS DT IR B o

. 1t goes, without s ying that ancimported, ;and infructuous;”

Cy [T
HE

education — " blessing, e admi its," in certain ways st of which .-

we_have been yictims for long. needs o be, altered, if, not jre- 2

placed... But.; educational “reform.q has.,, been,;tumoured . long

1

What strikes one, ‘even inthis bal‘d:"v'summaf&:'ﬁ”

‘his modest

. but firm mediation between alternatiyf ‘claims. Though"he’ dis o

tinguishes between political and ‘cult.‘gi’al’q's;ubjéc‘tic’;ﬁ,‘ he is niot

~ against assimilation.” Unfortunately,’ ‘much’ "of what_ passes” for

assimilation — like yesterday's coat over the dhoti — is just ‘not

that. As for political institutions, natural in the west, these

“cannot be hastily grafted here without causing strain,” as we

are learning a little late. ‘As for the ‘inwardriess of the Indian
institutions, these are often missed by naive, even native Te-
formers;- who do not know' what it is'they “are reforming.
Altogéther when ‘one surveys the cultural scene it is clear
that our westerni tutelage has ‘ot helped us* much ‘to lead 2
better life, socially and intellectually. ‘We have still to find: our
identity; or, as'he says, find “our ‘real ppsiii_bn in the-world".
Modein Indian; culture lookslike a huge shadow-play..dominat-
ed by, “a shadow-mind that has:no roots in-the past and in -our

/

real present”, description too true to be good. i Fi
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‘not only: with interests but also with
e, Tespected ' without: being imitated
and wvice vers'a..g-Historical‘-diEerencé,-plurality'iaﬁd uniqueness-
have to be admitted, The hop;: of .a universal reason or 2 uni-
versal, religion. guidipg ;and uniting: mankind is‘now. discarded.
The ideal of human unity; is ot the same as a non-human

uniformity. ‘As the Professor parries with. his usual brevity, the
; 0 know values.,

;-.The world confronts us
ideals. Some ideals' may:b

way ,_;vo_’ know facts, is not the way.t

" What' about® science ¥’ Bhattachiarya is too wise and ‘widely
~read to give it an uncritical accolade. For some reason he does
not involve himself directly with the limitations of science, but
is content to drop a hint: weven here. there may be some
doubt”, a subtle summary by a student of Kant, who had his
own ideas of the noumenal. The single; qualifying phrase is
enough to indicate a cultured scepticism about the quantitative

.. and impersonal methods- of -science. G

The suggestions made in “Svaraj in Ideas”, cautious, cumu-.
Jative, open out in several directions. such a clear thinker can-
not be; easily tempted or blown off his feet. As befits a civilized
dialogue, he shuns rhetoric, and does not speak in terms of any
easy Either/Or: His tone usually an undertone, what impresses
is the “critical teserve, .not docile acceptance” either of the
" homemade or that made abroad. R R '

Avoiding patchﬁork’%’_ﬂc)fi‘ the flimsy, the range and depth of
kable as the simplicity of

his mature, musing mind is as remar

_his language.,.He.cQ'ulyd think like a polymath but write with

‘becoming naturalness. If it was now and then aphoristic, that
rather than ‘_packagcd

‘was his: way. of - thinking, of packed
thought. Too intelligent!to be popular, he had no pet dogma
or facile  formula of “his own. Words like ‘religion’ and
spirituality are generally avoided. This in spite of the piety
oA his perwmal life, Even when he holds wome things in oteerm
o 1A, Wikt YeROn, ome can Y suse, S Stitases, sundhoyrns
—he is chary of readymade, holier-than-thou postures. Neither
cranky conservatism nor rootless cosmopolitanism was a model
for his exploring mind. The thinker has to see every.side of

the question. As he saw it, the only cure for cultural conflict

1

and - conlusion is: the primacy.of ,;thoiight,'«.'\’\'hmﬁ‘w
lead. At bottom his ‘plea: .is;:_i)nexpungnabléi:;\_ﬂl, plc.aii‘_;fbr&ia
genuine ‘translation: of :foreign. Jdeas: in’id??ouxiihitiv&.-jdid;ﬁ'fl;g-
fore we accept or reject:them.” Who cén’ quarrel ,E'Wi;h?‘;t}{ht?k;i
These. reflections éf"ﬁ‘iﬂetici{éd Sééadéiiiic};isfﬁeépiy§.~f§éngffifg :
ind responsible, tould "be "the beginning dialoguc "of 1an-
examined life. If there were more mei and thinkers’ L& hik;
the shape of ouf society #hd ‘education’ THight hay

vrre g st gkt o
sha ight“have’ been moré :
achieving as well as self-respecting, His total meglect -by today's -
1 ; N X K Y 2ne RS £V D TN P
intelligentsia is 2, sign. of our racjal, amngsia.’ . oVt AP
Viswa Bharati, |
Santiniketan.
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s I‘[v4hav.'e_rea‘di§11g@ha}tach.afya; discourse several times. Tt
is full of profound ‘insights and far.reaching ideas and un-
‘doubtedly deserves the most. serious attention. Your idea of

' devoting a special ‘number of the IPQ to  this!discourse on
“Svaraj .in,Ideds” is -marvellous and .augurs. well for the intel-

leciualfheglth:.pf _gpngountryAgiying:me\a faint ray of hope

in my despairing .moods.; 1-am, ‘however, :not at all sure if in

a serioixs"wgy;Bhat;aphafyg?s,"‘vaaraj"itf‘ 1deas”itould be compar-

‘ ed,_‘tro,._Qandh,iji"s.ﬂinéag.sy‘ami. In my view'the comparison bet.
{ {{ ween the 'two made by the 1PQ guest editors is gverdone when
. {it is sajd that phgtgachagy’ki’gdixgwx “is no less fundamental

Jin its ‘analysis of Indian, bondage,and,is. possible, cure than -
Mahatma Gandhi s tract of 1909, which latte: has_earlier been
described by ‘the editors a5 a revolutionary text. Gandhi's Hind

LR

RN ArY : N I
@‘ Svaraj is a_yevolutionary  text— more ¥ and_profoundly
| revolutionary than Marx’s _Communist- Manifesto. Bhatta-

3 Lcharyg'_s discourse. 1s Lngt::evolutionary i the right sense of the

" L \erm - mior even in the currently common usage of the term.

Remarkable and full of the most significant insights. distinc-

. #iions and truths, “Svaraj -in Ideas”:is anfortunately flawed in
| ¥ certain fundamental aspeas,This is why it deserves the most
| 1 careful and systematic critique. 1-am sure that though it is not
. pomible for meto make this attempt at present, some of the
| distingnished “contsibators Lo the TPO, will certainly proside

I T R critipe thie G 1447y i B

It does matter whether or not KCB's discourse.ds truly com-
parable ‘to Gandhi's .Hind - Svaraf,~KCB's discourse  does not
» || belong in the class:of Hind Svdraj nor: reach the .level of think-
ing attained.in: Hind Suanaj. vz e - n

REIEINN [ERTRY

vl P
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Comments and Communication ;-

INSTEAD OF AN ARTICLE
(A juxtaposition of KCB and MKG)

S. S. DESHPANDE

MXG:
The English have not taken India; we have given it
1A to them. They are not in India because of their

strength, but because we keeE them — the causes that
gave them India enable them to retain it.

. Hind Swvaraj, pp. 38-40.
KCB: ' I
There is no gainsaying the fact that this Western
Culture which means an entire systcm of ideas and
sentiments . ... has been _gjmply' imposed upon_us.
1 do not mean that it has Been imposed on unwill-
ing minds .... W€ oursclves have asked for this

1B

i ——

education. ,_ .
T .. Sparaj in Ideas, para 3-
KCB: : NV 4

When I speak of cultural subjection. 1 do not meail
(he assimilation of an alien culture; that assimilation

2A need ot be an “ewil; it may be positively necessary
for healthy progress and in any case it does not mean
the lapse of freedom.

Svavaj tp Lideas, para 1.

MKG:
The introduction of foreigners does not neccessarily
destroy the nation; they merge in it. A country is
ane nation only when such a condition obtains in
it, that country must have a faculty for assimilation.
India has ever been such a country. '

Hind Svarvaj, p. 49,

o
e}
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s KCB:"" LT , Mahatma Gandhi’s and Krishnachandra Blattachavya’s intel-

... one is tempted to eXpress a doub' ... l"” norw. lectual patriotisnt. But Jest we forget ou slavery  continuing

vaguely felt but suppressed as uncultured — ‘m\fr [Cn slavery to notself, 1 offer two clarilying quotations, one irom

generally«we have assimilated our western ,Cd‘fc‘mon k KCB and the other from, MKG which clinch, 1 think, the casc
and how far -it.has operated as a4n [ol?sc}aslf)llelt.ié]-‘ | | for Svaraj in Ideas.

of assimi -

_..certainly there has been some sort oL | |

3A — at least by some of us— but even of them it may : KCB: . .

Led whether the alien culture has been accept : : Our education has not so far hell_)C(l_ us to under-
od by them. i1 and open eved struggle had : ' stand ourselves, to understand the significance of our
ed by them ‘after a full and op it and their in- : ¥ ) past, the realities of our present and our mission of

the future. It has tended to drive our real mind in-
(o the unconscious and to replace it by a shadow
mind that has no roots in our past and in our real
present ... The result is that there is a confusion

been allowed :to
~ digenous culture.

develop between it

~ Sparaj in Ideas, para 2,

. MKG:

i b - Western . thought we ‘ . .
- Carried away by the ﬂ°°d. of W e“.el;:_ tho f:)s and ‘ between the two minds and a hopeless Babel in the
- v came tothe conclusion, mtl?out' Welgf lng P fon to : world of ideas. Our thought is hybrid through and
3B - cons that%e;gsho,u‘d give this kind of ecucd through and inevitably sterile. Slavery has entered
" the people. o , o8 into our very soul.
SR ; Hind Svarej, P- > Svaraj in Ideas, para 10.
COMEG: ¢ et the English- MKG: o
“ ., we want the English rule without the Engiish- My Svaraj is to keep intact the genius of our cvili-
© .. 'man. You want the tiger's nature b‘%f,_ﬂ?f,%}%ﬂgg’ : zation. 1 want to write many new things but they
4A | {hat'is 1o say. YOU would make India Eng 154 : must all be written on the Indian slate. 1 would
this not the Svaraj that 1 want. ‘ 3 ¥ gladly borrow from the West when I can return the
¢ 3 e ——————_— ] a1 H . .
M T Hind St 'uai,lp- 50. amount with decent interest. :
B R P Young India, 20.6.21
KCB: sii . o oo , : v
CRLBE G T avery irit. When a per- - - R B
This subjection 13 slavery of the sp! P : Department of Philosophy,
g 1 Phy

' son can shake himself free lrom it, he .fcells as thox'xgh Poona University.
4B the scales fell from his eves. He experiences 3 rebirth )

' and that is what 1 call Svaraj in ldeas.
R varaj in Ideds, para 1.

H'nd Svaraj and Svaraj in 18e5 demand a much fuller stnay
poes ‘;mxmﬁiti}m' (hen what the abane GEOLEHAT rt
1y S, | vegridbis thein ety
frrgm A 1y et tepprims e 1t
ope Wit b Hyaia) TR s
theme of Indian Independence.

produced above are sufficient proo

TE0
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i
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snsts A Bminy i JAeys A T
yul even the guotations re-

{ of the catholicity of
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Comments and Communication :

SVARAJ IN IDEAS OF GOD, M

AN AND NATURE

‘3.°P. §. UBEROT -

Svaraj in- ideas

Bhaitacharya, considering what 1t contains as
“when it was written, and in no wise 1o be compzucd W ]
i by Gandhiji. I am astonished
and expect others o

radical aitique of Hind Svard,

that anyone should take it so seriously. s
A vears alter the decsion
the support ol

do likewise. Tt was written on¢ hundre

to introduce English education was taken with

‘('1928) is 2 rather trite statement of K. C.
well as the time
ith the

‘Rammohun Roy. Intervening in the debute between the Angli
: ' Rov wroie Lo the viceroy

cists and the Ox‘iexxgalists,Rammohun

against the idea of 3 Sanskrjt college, arguing general that

N i
no great benefit to mind or society was to
continued teaching of “grammatical niceties

distinctions”, | Vyakarana, Vedanta,

be expected from the
and metaphysical

Mimarsa and Nyaya-

gastra. He wanted instead the dawn o
* by the Baconian philosophy, and had 1

up thanks to Providence for inspirin

" enlightened nations of the - West with the glor
~of planting in Asia. the arts and sciences of - mo

(1828). Twelve years: latev Macaulay

“education finally. secured the benefits
is programme of

India flowing {rom th

e g ey
["Knowledge as promised
1decd “already offered

o the most generous and
o

jous ambition
dern Europe”

s well-known minute on

known as the “father:of modern India”.
o ) P TN

to England as well s

the man who s righty

After his return from South Alfrica, Gandhiji reopened the
whole question of svaraj and culture. and recst the {ramework
debate, urguing tor verm
ancient Yand

of the Anglicist ,ve:ws;:Oriemaliu

cular education. He said in Talcutia that, in this

of thinkess, the presence of o Tagore
ain (e encite womdey U 1he paining dact

Soot oAbt (V037y dn the suone
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Lwing, W the dissociation of the cite and the

e dualism of the school and the home: “we are unable to
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take home what we receive in our [English] schools”, “He who
thus snaps the cord that should bind the schoollife and the

. home-fe is an enemy of the nation”. Therefore, “it is the first

duty of the learned class now to deliver the nation from the
agony” (Broach, 1917).

Bhattacharya completely ignores the discussions of his pre-
decessors audh‘xshc_ontemf)oxa“ng;w for exam iil‘é— “what A K.
Commaraswamy was saying at the time about art and svadeshi,
and speaks instead from apparently only contemplating his own
navel, the Hooghly college. It may be said in his defence that
he has simply assumed the philosopher’s privilege to proceed
from first principles, so we must try and examine what they
are, implicit and explicit.

Bhattacharya does not stand outside, let alone bi;ing into
question, the master 1sysftgx\jgwgfwc‘lassiﬁcation of the “arts and

oty

sciences of modern Europe”, or the classification of knowledge, ; -

belief, and actic nto the three distinct, not to say disconnect-.
ed and independently variable, spheres of science, religion, or
art and politics. He naturally accepts the two underlying and
intersecting epistemological dualismas that have come to define
the whole'ﬁ“e"ld”b'f"'rii‘iﬁdérnw Eul‘bpéah‘fqt}_l_‘l:&ré in the period from
the Baconian philosophy and Descarics to ‘the modernist Kant:
(2) that “the Way 1o Know facts is not the way to Know values”,
along the fact/value axis (para 20);- and (b) that the “world
of ideas” is separate and different {rom the conditions of
“practical lite”, along the theory/practice axis (para 18). Bhatta-
charya’s argument moves_only along and within_this structure
of modern dualist_positivism, in which the essential meaning
of “ideas” is that of non-scientific ideas, and which can oniy
result in the happily pre-arranged divorce of the universal
«cience of nature in modern times from varied local schools
of poetry, art, religion and politics. After some hesitation and
delay, the inevitable happens as it was fated o happen, just
as in Bombay films, and then behold either (n) at worst, the
Tcdian mind s confined to the “routine of family life” and
yeligionts practices” (piva By v (b)) best, a distinctive Inchian
style is to be cultivated in the humanities, specially in history,
philosophy, and literature (para 4). At the very utmost,

5
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(c) something called the Tocal “form of practical li‘{e" i.s to be
consulted on behalf of the masses before the foreign ideal is

properly assimilated (paras 16, 26).

What I expect, on thé contrary, from the philosopher after
Gandhi is to look at the set of ideas or truths of God, man,

i as a whole; and to
and nature 1n modern_Europear} culture 2.2 Whe'es )
_::‘cplain the two intersecting dualisins of fact fva ue and U cory/
pu:'actiég by the combination of which the mode,rmst‘ episte e
; - : ' imiti as w
'i(;wgwyjq"i;;aceeds to establish the (primitive) homogeneity

~the elements of the set. I
‘as the (modern) heterogencity of "the elements of

e ¢ < snd” smothers” the
i ' logic excludes and smo :
should point out that this logic e thove which

utterance of two other human po§51b111t1 namely, those i
posit a complementary distribution and /or 13 > pone ot
tribution between. the ‘elements of the set. 1 s{y,on e
then look into 'the cpsts/bcneﬁts qf strlflglrtxlg_ ':)Cl;cﬁ’t{f,‘c o
path, defying the European __mc?r}o;?oly 0 ;td e e ehe
of knowledge as well the political m;egho od se]{-réfbrm e
alternative svarajist programme of seh-n}xle an

freedom of mind and society.

rai | ; ‘ a's 1 ught
1n the name of svaraj in ideas, Bhattacharya's hx;e of tixe(; %he
would yield the theory of nature to the West and reco

o e ¢ o notice
-« of man for India, while all the time fallmg. to not!

Es};,am»-sumgmm,.M..ﬁ,.f.-u:-swﬂa:mmﬁp’av‘~ ‘[i\'ist TO gra mme and its ‘lelSlOﬂ

LA TS reciscy o ?S'l m ahgid' that, in this sense, his

i a .hat,

of labour - among nations. e 4 the funda-
; nist an A

s li appeal to the modernist and the TMEC

argument is likely to =ty teading of Hind Svaraj,

mentalist alike, whereas, in my Teac O e am ke
Gandhiji was the enemy of bgth»mlnsme . i
was Rammohun Roy writing as the father of mog e
' . ' rought
1 i not the Mahatma, who g
in the world of ideas, and n > W e P
Providence or God in support of the positiv 1? plxéogrlz: me
-ereignty T
j : " and the sovereignty oi S€
Svaraj, or the freedomt an ol e e
i _achieved through a sim
self-reform, will be ac . g
inati dations of science, art or ,
examination of the foundatio ‘ p : an
politics, their divisions and interrelations with philosophy,

it will not be achieved at all in the world of thought.

Department of Sociology,
Delhi School of Economics.
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KCB's analysis of the nature of our bondage in the area of
politics, literatuve, philosophy, education and language shows
rather precisely where- exactly we have erred and ‘in what
manner. It is enlightening to read through the pages. His dis-
cussion on universal ideas is especially noteworthy, His con-
tention that universal ideas grow as part of the healthy and
critical growth of a people provides a theoretical basis for one
of the major points that he is making, namely, that lack ‘of
svaraj in ideas involves first and foremost the lack of creati-
vity. '

It is in the context of his concept of ‘'universals that his idea
of a healthy interaction of two "cultures takes shape. "He ‘is
absolutely right when he says that we have not assimilated the.
West but have blindly borrowed and copied to the extent of
not remaining ourselves and becoming hybrids who are use-
less. Assimilation involves having ope’s own basis for accept-
ance and rejection. He argues forcefully and primarily against
borrowing and accepting alien ideas thinking that they are
universal ideas. There are no such universal ideas for him. But

‘unfortunately and somewhat surprisingly he himself does not
adhere o his own criterion suficiently strictly. He makes an
exception in the case of mathematics and the natural sciences.

KCB makes a somewhat strict distinction between facts and
values. At one place he says that “The way to know facts is not
the way to know values’. He appears to think that the con-
cept of culture-independent universals has been wrongly im-
ported from the realm of facts into the realm of values, which
has led to non-critical attitude. It is in such a spirit that he
exempts science from culture rooted critical evaluation. How-
ever, he does not seem to be too sure.on this: count. At one




Comments and Communication 527
. PR

place he -writes “But barring - the concepts of the sciences—

even here there may be some doubt —all concepts and ideas

have the distinctive character of the particular culture to which

they belong™ It is rather a weak doubt and Svaraj in ldeas

is so much the less FRi e

The ‘question of science is a somewhat difficult question.
Although. one ‘can. reconstruct Gandhiji's views on it, he had
said rather little on science directly. Such a . reconstruction
- 'through the text and context of Hind Svaraj shall only place
“science as. part ofl a‘package' colonial deal. Without a radical
_critique of modern science no critique of modern civilization
" can be complete. Svaraj in ideas can be a viable proposition
only if there is Svaraj in ideas without exception. KCB's ‘doubt’
"about"sciehce -exprcsses' a dilemma in which, perhaps, the
 radical Indian intellect had found itself trapped for a time.
_ But now a favourable turn may be seen. . o

Science and its“_&toncepts. have now become the object of
culture-rooted criticism: in this country.' Dharampal’s book on

" Science ;and Technology in 18th Century India has provided
quite af definite basis for saying that we had a live and com-
petent science - and- technology in thi§ country before the
~ British onslaught. According to Dharampal societies appear o
develop sciences and't‘eghnologies in tune with their seekmngs.
Indian society, sought after different kinds of ideals than the
West and therefore had a science and technology different
" from Western science and technology. A group at Madras called
'Patriotic and People Oriented Science and Technology (PPST)
group has said much more in the last three years. gTi{ey have

~ shown through documentary evidence relating to agriculture,
forestry, architecture €t that several disciplines of Indian
science and technology. were flourishing till 19th century and
even later and that the indigenous knowledge was uprooted by
force. There never was any competition between Western
science and Indian science. Indian science was first made un-
viable by conipletely eroding its socio-economic basis and in
the vacuum thus created Western science stepped in. The
universality of Western science was a function of the world-
wide domination of the West. As colonies expanded to fill the
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globe, Western 'sciéhee becarme! universal, ‘Western science is in
fact'not’ universal;* but in‘the’conditions created by the:world-
wide ‘domination ofithe ‘West! it appears 'so. "i2ortiioe Boceal

The colorial vénturé ot only disorganised. ind uprooted the
indigenous’ .institutipns’and{sylétéxps} but -also divided the whole -
world into. two: ‘broad categories. There _were -the -‘advanced’
people, comprising the Westerners and the: Westernised among
others; this was the’ small J;hd_ihdéériébiis ‘mass, ‘as opposed 10
the large numbers’of heterogeneous people called “backward’
and ~ ‘primitive’ “who" constituted " the  other category. The
hererogeneous population served the homogeneous mass face-
lessly, Modern ASc»ielncé ‘a'{ldi ﬁééhﬁp}dg{wés, and still is, the
consistent an'd';syst'ek;ilﬁit‘)i'(:"g')ééfg'rl of thxs service. Thus, for the' '

small homogeneous .mass, : modern,,

. USRS, S 5?‘@11@5“3@"greater
wealth and greater . knowledge and , opportunity. - for. -more

productive work and more efficient, exploitation of matural re-

sources. To the extent that the ‘heterogeneous people were not
' S iyt I T B I Mot IR Lol

to be counted as human -and, &@e-box?ogeneous“-mass' became
sty YRR O T E o O s SO R S RN SR Pt

the whole _WOfld,‘fixidde'fh"séiei{ce;v became',universal, objective,
: N e Y R R ST o maf AT T
and value-free. But science shall cease to’be all this when the

faceless majority_attains, an_identity and ‘rises to be counted

as part of the world, It is in thé ideas of il golightened .
or the

_represe'ritative_sf_;df:_,jtl}'is largé ;naJorltyﬂlattlle, embryos or
germinal ideas of alxion-vxfgstégrj;_sc‘iehc'f_: ‘may be found. Gandhi's
not rlecogniSin_g the fact Aand.‘valueréz'xlmis as twWo' separate. and
independent realms gives one clue. Whether in-terms of mind-
body or otherwise,vthe.ivalue-fact,'separation ‘has been one of
the foundational pillars of all modern western. philosophy.' And
this is.also one' of its ‘fundamental errors. Curiously enough,
Gandhi ‘cannot even talk about his Charkha without talking
about cooperation among individuals. ‘A new science, however,
is not a master of philosophical conjecture. Philosophy ‘definite-
ly can, and must, clear-the 'cdnt:eptual"bbstacl'es,:but concrete
work on Tough ground alone shall ‘lead to 2} new indigenous
science —a necessary ‘cormponent’ ofa’'new life. Work' being
done by Dr. C. V. “Seshadri in"Madras ‘may"a "ﬁé)i/nt'e'f;'.H'e ‘;has

extensively challenged the concepts"of’ modern natural ‘science,




 efficiency, etc,, and pro-

with energy _
ot Jof; More “is ‘certai
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NN

Both my positive and negative interpretation and assessment
of this brief paper (‘Svaraj in Ideas’) by one of India’s pene-
trating philosophical minds, should be seen as not only an
intellectual exercise but also as a moral-political act.

' 1

In many ways, the first paragraph of the paper sums up '
Bhattacharya’s essential position and problematic. The first
point made in that paragraph is that political domination of
man over man is less subtle and more visible than cultural
domination, and hence more easy to identify and contest. The
second point following from the first is that it is more easy L0
formulate political strategies to fight political domination in
the cause of political non-dominatibt{ or: political Svara},‘«than
to fight cultural domination or cultural non-Svaraj. The third
point is that cultural subjection or. loss of cultural Svaraj is
to be distinguished from free and voluntary assimilation of
alien ideas and values, predicated on the model of a free com-
petitive market of ideas. This seems to suggest not so much
an ideational content as modality-procedure process. It is
not what it is but it is how it is acquired that imparls to an
idea its Svaraj quality. _ '

The rest of Bhattacharya's paper is an attempt to apply this
frame of analysis to the Indian historical-empirical reality.
The first proposition of his paper is that Indian adoption of

Western culture is a negation of intellectual or cultural Svaraj

because it is not the result of an assimilation filtered through

the perspective of Indian culture and tradition. In other
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- words,: the  traditional culture has ‘been ‘suppressed rather” than
given a historical opportunity. to compete with the alien system
" on at least on a fouting of ‘equality, if not of privilege. it is
" not ‘the ‘content pf"tl}{:,‘ Western, culture that the paper specific:
ally attacks, but;@hc_‘_‘ﬁmt’).dcf;,j,xyLwhich it came to us. Though
Bhattacharya . does }pot:.f‘_s'peﬁﬁéhlly point. this. out, it. is. clear ..
that dlis'.f)roéess'of imposition and suppression of the indigen-
ous - system could. have ' been inconceivable . without the
liiétbrical ‘back-up .of the pqlitical process of “colonialism and
imperialism. But this is not. an important omission insofar as

the . author’s position _presupposes it. However, the author's
p_ositiog does not work .out_t_he‘imp]ications of such a presup-
position. . . o it :

Secondly, Bhattacharya advances the paradoxical proposition
that it -was an jmposition. pn willing minds ; Byt his _anggl.y_sls
of this situation, the sitbation of fmposition without unwilling:
ness, seems ‘to.5_(::fr\i.i'iilil“;:Hére,‘“_Bhatlacharya makes 2 distinc:

tion’ Eétweén.‘é fully. or adequately conscious act of wxllmgness
’ and éﬁ act.of in'ﬂlirign@sntha_t‘ is .pr_agniatic and theoretically
lazy. Hence, the issue is’ not. ‘whether we accept it or not, but -
that we simply do mot ‘know, we haven’t done t?le‘necessar}'
homework. It is weak Westernization or,. if you will, mode'rm-
zation, that lacks- the yesource to overpower the subconscious
indigenous - cultural  undercurrents and their ~tidal violence.
Bhattacharya assumes certain contextuality within 2 totality

{or ideas, and argues that Western ideas in India are function-
s or meaningles became they ek Rl oomiELEEL. T

A

wnulivy, Howe, our compibution wmd Irnpac i umrns of T
; AP, g y

B

Do “dien vywn A Wk wre wElass ATARNE
yhrdd and mawgnd, yotas rer Grvem FrARS T (ARLE

xcepting in the. case of an ot local genius, apprUpratey
applauded for doing the incredible and appropriated intellec-
-tually by the J'Wes;,_?fAs“‘a-‘result,- even - uur . conservatism; -like
our . progressivis‘m; cis .rooted in jmitative -and ~ debilitating
operatiéns. . Using . this citique of Indian- modernization
Bhattacharya ‘rightly ruminates over its character of being
unalive, being uncreative, of being unrelated to anything what-
ever, East>or West. His ‘devastating attack on our achievements

h3l ~ K., RAGHAVENDRA RAO

in modern fields of scholarship and ideas, seems to be entirely
just, il perhaps a lide uncharitable,

The third theoretical prop of his position is a notion of
cultural relativism. Each culture will have to find its own

historical destiny in its own distinctive way, and all inter-
national cultural exchanges should be through one’s own

cultural prisms. Bhattacharya identifies two types of inter-

cultural exchanges —a conflictual/confrontation one and one
in which there is peaceful synthesis. In India, he argues, the
first is hardly present and the second is very often no more
than pragmatic adhocism and shameless opportunism. While

pseudo-competition leads to spineless shadow-boxing, morally -

and intellectually lethargic synthesis -lcads to. ideological
synthesis. Lo : ,

Bhattacharya concludes his dissection of our intellectual
despair and death with two positions. First, in the political
realm, Svaraj has been adequately forced on us by the logic of
circumstances. Second, in the cultural domain, we have not
even begun this process of evolving our cultural modes of per-
ception and expression, our own cultural ireality.

II

1 shall now advance my ‘own ;-'ct'itiQuc of Bhattacharya’s
critique; 1 shall not indicate where 1 agree with him, this may
be inferred by looking at my points of disagreement. My
fist dissenting point is that Bhattacharya runs into @ structural
well contdiction  when he postulates totallty-contextual
model of cultural analysis without following its implications.
Let me explain. 1 think he separates too much the political
aspect or rather culture as 2 political process from culture as
a system of ideas. Even if he may do this for the legitimate
purpose of analysis, he must provide some chie to the inter-
connections between the, separated categories. Secondly, and as
part of this same point, he does not try to relate the ideas to
¢heir material matrix —the context of livelihood, of physical
curvival, biological reproduction. This is all the more surpris-
ing in a thinker who is so acutely aware of the context of total-
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ity, of the interconnecttedness and relatedness of things. Third-
ly, he does not offer us even a highly simplified notion of the
central leitmotifs of the two cultures he argues about — the
Western and the Indian.” This is why he does not see Lhe
theoretical and historica.'ll‘}_)‘gssibility of one culture overpower-
ing another culture, and more importvantl)" he fails to ‘make
clear his own. commitments— to “modernism”, “Indianism”, or
“Indian modernism”. No doubt, one could perhaps interpret
his position as. gravitating  heavily towards some paradigm of
“Indian modernism”." But of course, these issues can, and
should be, sorted out, and the supreme strength of Bhatta-
charya's work™is precisely that it forces us to raise and face
“such issues. As a matter of fact, we have in Gandhi's Hind
Svaraj a work  that goes, far beyond Bhattacharya's literal
academicism into sdb§tantiye and strongly commiitted positions.
1 suggest that Bhattacharya's ‘work read together with the

Gandhian text should illuminate our path towards Svaraj. But

as a Marxist, I‘dro‘_;ffe»él_‘ that, given the fact that the modern
world is a .political product of inxéi'natioxnal, Western-dominat-
ed capitalism, we should be ill-advised to ignore Karl Marx’s
incisive analysis of the process of capitalistic modernization,
whether in the West ,‘or;i‘nF the Third World.
PS. 1 must add that Bhaptacharya overestimales our political
‘ capacity 1o asimilate 25 the erisieto-crisis eareer Of Guy TR
g blie aince s Birth i Ve aennly o

h

Boeyestimers o Yolitics) %
“Karnawk University, .
‘Dharwar.
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1 am not sure I can share Bhattacharya’s conclusions — even
though 1 pdmire the force of his logic, the happiness of the
rare empirical observation, and the keenness of the incidental
cultural insight. The 19th-century Furocentric scheme ¢f pro-
gress has now been rejected by the Europeans themselves. But
Bhattacharya anticipated the intellectual v_revolution, with his
courage and strength of intellectual character. . -

No one will dispute that there had in fact been a ‘slavery of’
jdeas’ imposed from above by imperialist political forces. There
was nothing unconscious, haphazard, or spontaneous about the
wend, as is borne out by the debate between ‘Oriéntalists’ and
‘Anglicists’ on the educational policy of the rulers in the first
half of the 19th century in India. What K. C. Bhattacharya re-
gards as a voluntary servitude of Indians had in fact been
induced. The cultural slavery had been due to political factors,
which again demonstrates the danger of separating culture ico
rigidly from politics. ’

Apint [rom the original motivation, the context in which the
e tion betseary Bivah amed T enlinre took place was
also unfortunate. Atter the Mutiny all free mixing between
Europeans and Indians stopped. Englishmen in India started
cultivating a distant superiority and culture became a badge of
domination. Acquisition of Woestern culture thus depended on
external imitation rather than human intercourse. Secondly, the
class-room where Western culture (or its fragments) were trans-
mitted was insulated from all Jiving contact with the practical
forms of such ideas and valucs. Not only was rote-learning the
rule, but it was not possible to demonstrate to the pupils, or
refer them to, any experience outside the class.room to confirm
those ideas. Further, the new education remained confined to
a microscopic minority who were surrounded by an ocean of

%
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social practice and cultural value radically difterent Tron ideas
acquired by them. The circumstances of acquisition of that
new culture no. only drastically civcumseribed its mmpact but
also seriously deformed it. Yet the wonder is that ic had o vivi-
‘fying role even in st\lch‘inhospitable surroundings. That indi-
cates that Indian society (Bhattacharya -probably. would have
used the word ‘soul’) had 4 nced for those new cultural
acquisitions.

The vernacular literatures were never patronised by the rulers
who did not understand them. Yet these bloomed into new
consciousness of standards and human values. These had to be
based on a synthesis of the Western ideals and the Eastern
heritage. And these proved viable, alive, with a capacity to move
thousands of Teaders through generations. This itself s an
indication that there is nothing inherently sterile- in the con-
tact between _thé East and the West. What vitiated matters was
the colonial tqntexnw&hidi‘ has jxot heen -abolished completely.

Bhattacharya ‘seems to swing between a Spenglerian view of
the unique, origanic, completely isolated character of each. cul-
ture and a more cosmopolitan notion of a traffic between two
cultures. ‘Accordingly he sometimes holds communication bet-
ween two cultures almost impossible, and argues that we receive
" what we give, that we can only receive finer versions of our own
cultural values, insights,-achievements from cther cultures. Else-
where he talks about ensuring that we really acquire and assi-
‘milate, not merely imitate. The former function apparently
requires independemeyand cultural enquiry. "'

~"What Bhattacharya does not say is that it may be both pos-

-~ sible and desirable to modify our existing heritage in the light
“of the achievements'of other culturés. Unless this is admitted a
self-critical review of our own intellectual habits and cultural
ideals becomes impossible. Indeed ¥ faar such an attitude mav
perpetuate inherited injustice and inhumanitv.

True, we may abandon wide-cyed external imitation, Since
we have a heritage, even after assimilating foreizrn elernents w
(o prver beoome their duplicates, Bot 38 1he e
wa- Sura 3t ihe Yamireen oA Nibe by leaenys s rin

Lkl e
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give them a positive hearing. But we had also better be aware
that there is much dead wood, much sterile seed, in the heritage
we call our owa.

How can Bhattacharya be certain that Indian culture was a
homogeneous whole ? Were there no conflicting strands ? Were
there not also historic periods where Indian culture flowed
along uncxpected directions? Do not subterrancan channels
still exist? Long before the British came, did not ideological_"
orthodoxy suppress Lokayata? Do not some Sanskrit romances
breathe an urban and sophisticated milieu that would have
shocked Gandhians with a rural orientation ? What then is the
representative form of the Indian personality? Or are we to
arrive at the forbidding conclusion that the Indian personality
is multiple and therefore formless ? Let us beware therefore of
cultural determination. o -

A living culture is the production of a living society. If
politico-economic factors cripple that society, its culture can-
not thrive. Though K. G. Bhattacharya believes that geniuses
are above laws, it is more likely that they concentrate in them-
selves the power of millions. (Geniﬁses were more common ‘in
India from the twenties to the early fifties, because of the fer-
ment generated by the freedom movement.) If creative indi-
viduals in India today are becoming sterile, it is because they
are being turned into functionaties. of several overlapping
powerful systems — the defunct-Eastern the ‘imitation-Western
and the mechanicak,Marxist. These appear to be exploitative
and parasitical, rather than productive systems. Hence their
function is not to stimulate questions, but to smother them.
How can a living culture emerge and grow out of such a mileu?
Indeed, K. C. Bhattacharya’s paper itself may be used by the
powers that be to kill off any creative unrest. '

Deptt of English,
Gauhati University,
GAUHATL
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The feeling that the members of the educated middle classes,
the intelligentsia, .are -caught between the cultural values of
our own country and: those of the west; the feeling that we
have not been able discriminatingly to accept and harmonize
what is best in both the streams; that as a result we either be-
come ‘slaves’ to western cultural goals or meaninglessly repeat
of assertion those values which are characteristic of out
own — this feeling: is' not new. “This finds eloguent expression
i Bhattacharya's lectur€. .. o R

Unless we are c_lea‘r" y able to identify wha"t' western cultural
values~ are ‘and how they differfrom Indian traditional cul-
tural 'values,‘?vthiss'dis‘éuséi_o’n' “.'be"coi"ne seli-defeating. It may
Vson\xetime_s'bnl'y 'teﬂeci""th‘e sehsé of 'giuﬁf o'f’_'ithe u‘ban':r’nit'idlc

class ‘that ‘they “have moved away from the ‘material life ‘condi-

brethren and have, in'a sense, become para-

sites on them.'
N B .

O S

. Bhattacharya ddesfrgot provide such a clear enunciation of
the differences, but he seeks to. make his points by giving €x-
amples of _‘superimposition' and ‘confusion’ in different aspects

Bhattacharya’é‘ first pomt is that despite long; contact with

" western culture the Tatter has not been assimilated by or crea-

tively interacted with- the ideas and sentiments of the Indian
educated elite. It has remained a superimposition. Fle s2ys that
f assimilation had taken place it would have led to “a vigorous
output of Indian contribution in a distinctive Indian style to
the culture and thought of the modern world.”

To my mind, Bhattacharya has set 100 high an aim for the
generality of the Indian educated elite. 1f one is to point to the
contributions of Gandhi, Tagore, ‘and Aurobindo 10 world

538 .
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thought, he would count them out as men of genius who are in
exception and not the rule.

i t‘hi'nk creativity at the societal level, as distinct from the
creativity of exceptional individuals, is closely related to the
material conditions of life achieved in society. In 2 society
where the majority is struggling for bare sustenance it is diffi-
cult to expect a vigorous creative output.

Yet, since 1928, when Bhattacharya wrote his paper, India
has thrown up many creative minds in physical sciences, in lite-
rature, in art, and in the - medium of the film — individuals
whose contributions comparc with the best. in the world.
C.- V. Raman, Bhabha, Mghalonobis in. the world of science,:
Sharat Chandra Chatterjee -in Iibterature,:]amini Roy in art,
an‘d Satyajit -Ray in flms have stood out as men .of great inte:
grity and creativity. R. K. Narayan kas‘;a.. 'noyelist“‘is‘algb--un-
mistakably Indian though he writes{ in English. S ‘

- Bhattacharya's doubts about -how far‘-«'we_-'liavé .a_bgoiibed the
concept of a democratic. polity An. its- western bcdnn-o,ta,t.ions'. are
probably.more valid. We have had several geheral elections }and
we have maintained so far the structure. of representative demo-
crat'ic institutions. Yet, there is a sense*of Vh‘agilityl, about these
achievements. Decision making by the majority is still somec-
what ‘superﬁcially orchestrated. The Indian mind seems happier
when searching for a consensus rather than for a victory based
upon a majority vote. The ‘good’ Indian is not sufficiently ex-
trovert to ctand for an election and ask for popular support. He
\\:axts to be invited. This is particularly noticed in the func-
uon‘ing_of associations and small groups where the polities of
power is not accepted as legitimate. e

There is also another sense- in which “democratic”" values
have not come to be established: The individual in India docs
not uave the confidence that what he thinks or what he can do
rcally matters. There are no spontaneous g'roup‘f‘oi'matioﬁs' -
except along the traditional ‘caste lines — which would reflect
group opinion or group interest. To some extent in urban areas
o.rganizations of occupational "groups have emerged — profes-
sional groups and workers' groups. They are also powerful.in




Comments and Communicalion B39
some areas, but oxi the”ﬁwholc this process has not spread 1o rural
or even to all urban arcas. :
.at Bhattacharya makes is ‘the hybridisation
"11)..He thinks this is best expressed DY the
fact that most educated Indians, in 1928 (when he wrote) were
unable to conduct a discourse in their own Janguage and that
their conversation was marked by 2 «serange medley of verna-
- cular and English.",:_,frhis situation has‘cer,tairily changed bet
" at least for some of the language Toups:

ween 1928 and 1984,

- Bengali, Marathi, ,Mzilyalam,,Tamil — to mention only a few —
have shown sllbs_t_a.ntial“grox\"tll of serious literature written
originally in -these jjla'nguages. They bave published multi-
“yolumed encyclopaedias, if one may take this as an indication
of growth.: ST :

Another point U
of our ideas’ (para

N

It can, however, be ‘still argued that there is Very little of
world-wide import that has been publishéd in these languages.
But that may be a Teflection not of cultural confusion but of
" the state of overall development of science and technology 10

internationalisation of

" our country and of - the increasing ‘
e of English for original writing 10

science compelling. thé. us
the various disciplines.

ara 15 and 16, Bhattacharya speaks of the glib talk of
a conflict of western and (raditional ideas and also of the syn-
thesis of the ideals of the East and West. 1 find his discussion
in these two paragraphs imprecise. For examplé, in the middle
of para 16 he says, “There are ideals of the West which we
respect from a distance without recognizing any specific appeal
Then again there are ideals that have 2 partial

to ourselves: .
appeal to us because they have an affinity with our own ideals”
es that Bhatta-

‘What exactlyrdoesf he have in mind 2 One wish
charya had specified: the two types of ideals which do or do

“not_appeal to him-

‘Inp

Bhattacharya himself scems (b recognize the difficulty in
" choosing discriminatingly between different ideals that are pre:
sented to us. He says in para 18. “Pecisions as 10 what 1s essen-
tial have indeed to be taken, for time tarries not and mere

historical sentimentalism will not avail, In practical life, one

WD |
MG A QORR

may have e before i

recz; h-nvc l;l) move belore idcals have clarified; but it is well w
nxz oy . !

gnize the need of humility and patience in the adjustment

to the world of ideas.” j

- ) ' v

Ver i . :
. ex? :fl(?n tpcsc choices are made by individuals in response
cﬁonsgmlxes in t;lel; own life. ‘Sometimes, more generalised
z be made by a Vivekananda i
‘ 2l : €. or a Gandhi to rei
pret traditional cultur i 0 reinters
: al elements in the '
' contevt of thecl
values they see ar e clash of
_ ound them. But, to my mi n such
. A . mind, even such
interpr ieni - s y , even such re
neerp etations havel_sxgmﬁcancc only in terms of their articul
time: and: P]ace_ SIFENIERITERR G N et 2P lcular
. - Fanatat BT Try e el

Nt 8¢ L0 a single universa
reason’ . D R L AR B igle universal
reason? (p.z:ra.l7)_1s certainly 2 ,dlstant,qné in so far as, the whole
3 anity is concerned')vef i o T e
. d, yet individuals. may s d in over-
coming the bounds Red, y=b I 1y, succeed 1 OVET
of their particular’c “and_find ele
r “culture -and._find
ments of universali i i \ltures: - At g
. ity in different cultures: - ir insights
ures. - Their insi
and even more im ' ' il
; portantly, the manifestation of their insi
in their own behavi 11 influent fon of thelr Fsighs
iour, will influence oth '
' ! ' : ers who come i
tuct with them or with their ideas. E o FO“‘

AT, .
i)

The goal of “a sinél@:jix.pii"e‘r:s‘éi relig

o
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Comments and Communication :

K. C. Bhattacharya's Jecture certainly 1aises, directly-or in-
directly, -a number ‘of ‘questions that Ffall ‘within the major
i phy of the social sciences

voluntarism-  vs. - -determinism, instrumental ~ rationality - Vs
absolutc'ratio}iality, universalism 'vs. particularism, the issue of
the- translatability of fcﬁltureisl)_eciﬁc' concepts — to ‘identify just

chieves. without smacking of erudition, in a
h el ;z}’ﬁd;sinéeré‘.'f"

Vg E N
3.3

at s’ as imple’: “the thought is %eep

M Pt
Coabd '
s

tosrespond to is-discourse in @ similar man- -
‘willtnot be! tggcmer; into -theoretical’ contro-

1 shall attemp

versies ;but 110 € .
first,,inprder. simply.to understand. ‘and: thien to se€ ‘whether
it is a.'viable; oneth n, be, translated; into action.: For the
idea_of fsvaraj’.is;not rely, not even |primarily, & theoretical

binga yiew of things but one that provides s with

one, of taki

aking,, view, of,
noms for, action, in this case the act
whether ‘svaraj in"ideas’ as ‘Bhattacharya advocates it is a co-

herent and pracncablé " concept, one needs to tease out the
issues that lie bet_ween,the lines.

of thinking. To determize

Bhattacharya tells us that western education was imposed on
ds: “we

us — yet it was not an ‘imposition on unwilling min
ourselves asked for this _education.” We were already in the
process of political slavery; we became cultural slaves as well.
This latter is even more insidicus as it has un unconscious char-
acter. It is a slavery of the spirit of which one is not even aware.
It has created in us a false consciousness as it Were, and only
throngh 4 thoughtrevolution can we be wt free, can we attain
viara), Bhattactiarya pleads o st @ TEiOAtion wham J 3ER 0
“Y a1 va everywinee peyduredy shink i ur OTR t1Rarigs
(jrara 20). Whis is the major message of the discoune. And st
jeaves me bewildered. S o . A

T R DD S N —

thiat:; Bhattacharya takes, .

4y !
het? , ‘ MOITINT MULLICK

For what can it mean? Is it not inconceivable that I think in
any but my own concepts ? What are my own concepts but the
ones in which 1 can think? The author realises this, hence
he introduces into his argument the idea of ‘soulless thinking’.
Again, though he also concedes that there has been some assimi-
lation of western concepts, it is not a ‘vital assimilation’ (para
4). Let me confess I have difficulty with both these concepts.
But for the moment I prefer to raise (in-my view) an even
deeper question. What brought us Indians, willing or un-

-willing, to this state of cultural slavery? What is this malady,

the cure of which seemingly lies in resolutions to think in a
certain manner ? My answer is’: the social and political forces
operating at the time. For clearly in the eighteenth ai;a.tlxe
nineteenth centuries our _political institutions , were: ff:éifeady

crumbling :(AWith the Moghul empire) and could not withstand

tfxexrs; our internal disunities could not contend with their
single-minded purpose; the indolence: and avarice of our: feudal
lords could not match the discipline of their armies. These-are

some sordid. facts. about aour?rpolitipal.'.é,ggavery. Wetsoldsiour

country bit by bit then; we are’ again’ doing’ the same today.

Cultural slavery was a foregone conclusior‘\i;‘fln fact-Bhattacharya
puts it very neatly when he says that »th(‘)s‘éi’of us that were ex-
posed to western ideals — the masses ‘have. never mattered in
this country — received their westérn education with an ‘indi-
genous cultural mind-set, with “the old immemorial habit of
regarding what we are taught as sacred Jearning, and the habit

3

is not easily alteved... . (para 22). Thus we accepted uncriti-
cally the {oreigner’s ideals and»even his view of us.

The social and po]itical forces have changed and now we
begin to see things in a new light. But in the meanwhile, the
¢ stopped and we have' already chang-

historical process has no
ave already been

ed — our culture, our concepts and ideals h
ransformed. (Indeed I am not sure if the very ‘awareness of
our nationhood, our Indian identity, is not part and parcel
ol this transformation.) Again Bhattacharyst is not oblivious of
thie, Hle ways: In practical lile one any have (0 move belme
ideals have daritied”™ fudeed one st ‘T'he historical process

does not wait for the ‘open-eyed debate’ between (WO cultures,
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for the deliberate and selective assimilation of [acets of one
culture into another. No, as he himself notes, “Time does not
tarry”. And.when the Indian people (west-educated ones 110
doubt) ‘chose” democracy, secularism, socialism, . industrializa-
tion, and what-noi, there was no time: for -all-these niceties. The
result is of course the reality as we all know it and live it from
day. to day: caste and region-ridden politics, a veritable com-
munal and religious backlash, economic elitism ol the most
pernicious kind, injustice and - corruption - of incredibly mon-
strous proportions. '

~Can we lay all this at the door of imposed foreign insti-
tutions ? Bhattacharya’s own thesis will not permit this. As he
says, “ideas are carved out of (reason) differently by different
-cultures !accor.dixig;i;'oj their respective genius. No idca of one
culwural language can_exactly be translated in another cultural

 language” (para 12). Thus every western institution that was

either imposed on us or that we adopted, today, bears the stamp
of our indigcnedﬁs:eculmre.'-Wc:,havc, thus created- new con-
cepts that.are truly:ours .and we cannot cast them off by fiat. 1t
"is unrealistic to believe ‘that we can set the clock back (how
far back?), to pretend that we can wipe out the effects of at
least. two centuries' of - foreign . domination. We must go on
from here. i ELT ‘

" 1 reject the metaphor of a svaraj that results from the peel-
ing off a veneer of for_eign institutions, from the scales falling
‘from our eyes to use Bhattacharya’s language, revealing the
light that still ‘shines ‘beneath. Possibly I am a slave to the
‘concept of history . ... e T o P
Horw chcnmaj?)&ywm Yoo thwomal: wilevwveninmis s
wtilh e rMichotn w8 PERSIAIL it A S b nit 0
T A, ¥y hie § aedes 10 e depjaniny, Gt RTOre
goals and aspirations with a realistic and serious appraisal of
the deep structure of our society as -t is today.) It is the sad
iron?' of Bhattacharya's discourse that though he too pleads for
an'mculcation of the aitical attitude — for accepting things
"‘wnh a critical reserve”, he limits his exhortations to the critic-
ism of the foreigner’s view of us. For our own indigenous cul-

544 . MOHINI MULLICK

ture he preaches only reverence. Geniune rationalism (ratio-
nality?) for him springs from reverence for: one’s own tradi-
tional institutions. This demands that only those foreign ideals
that bear a 13l affinity with our own should be accepted.
“What is universal is only the spirit, the loyalty to one’s own
ideals and the openness to other ideals”. But quite apart from
the patent inconsistency in this stand the concepts of reve-
rence and loyalty are quite misplaced in the light of every-
thing else that he has said. Let me ask : why should I regard
my own culture with reverence? Because it is good ? Perhaps
the best? “(Then all must revere it.) Because I belong to it?
Not to say, am condemned to it? Is it not in the last analysis
impossible for me to reject it ? And is not saying that I should
have the attitude of reverence to it like telling the (indigen-
ous) Hindu wife to worship her husband for the sole reason
that he’s the one she's got? (Except that he'is identifiable
whreeas Indian culture is notl)  ° ‘ o

Again we meet this image of 'a ‘real’ Indian ethos/culture
standing outside time, ‘lapsed’ but: untarnished, -just beneath
the surface, waiting to be uncovered. In-fact it has not lapsed.
It is right there and quite visible in Bhattacharya’s plea, on
the one hand to cultivate the critical attitude.and on the other,
his insistence that “rationalism is the efflux of reverence, reve-
rence for traditional institutions™ Somewhere Bhattacharyz
says “The result is not even confiict but confusion™.

And he is surely right....

Department of Humanities
and Social Sciences,

[

LANPUR
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ROOP REKHA VERMA

For Bhattacharya ‘svai'aj in ideas’ is essentially freedom from
the subjection of one culture by another. This cultural: subjec-
tion he defines as the supersession of “one’s traditional cast of

~ jdeas and sentiments without comparison of competition by #
new cast represeminvg' an alien culture” (para 1). He distin-
guishes cultural subjugation from «assimilation” which he does

not regard as an evil and accepts as positively necessary for
healthy ‘prog‘ress.ifji‘zFét".i‘é:Bhattacharya cultural _subjection 13
églavery of the Spirit”™y Shaking this slavery. off is svaraj in ideas.
Theré is"‘iho‘dt{uﬁt,thz{.t"suﬁjugation of 4ny sort’is an evil and
that’ it should -béf‘qﬁ’éf"of’ddf final goals of life to structuré
such' a way. that_each humart being’ can think and
decide for himself and thus be an end-jn-himself. Critical ‘and
independent thotight is,one of the highest virtues and to work
for inc{llrcating‘_it‘ in each individual hould be the ﬁr’st:prin-"

society in ‘such

ciple of any civilised - education system.’ .
TR F R P PISEARL T Do i e fe ol LENE b
d thematic clarifications -aré need-

However, some, notional an
the consciousness

ed in this context. Historically the genesis ‘of
of Svaraj, political or ideal, in the minds of Indian: thinkers
was such that its only enemy was conceived to- be a foreign
culture. This had its point and utility at that time when nation-
alism and national identification were greatly needed to throw
away the yoke of foreign rule. But for real svaraj the danger

to be guarded against is not only the subjection of one culture

by another but that of an individual by any culture. Our in-
tellectuals have been sensitive only to the danger of the sub-
jection of our country’s culture by a foreign culture, but the
danger of the subjectin of an individual by his own heritage

if not more, grave and alarming. In fact

and culture is equally,
1 find the latter not only far more real and relevant today but

also far more powerful and consequently much more crippling

g

Ol
ROOP REKHA VERMA

:]1; lg.';cncrdul, this danger becomes very real if a culture is stag
w.i:h a:, jﬁs) Slle ‘ten'de‘ncy of basking in the glory of the pait
R perfect .A‘tut-udc. Any petrification is injurious to

ideas, and so is cultural petrification. All slavery is

llli(” {o svara leld Lle) ’

) B?mfmclmrya does allow for the growth of
Oassx;mla(:i;wg" some elements of a foreign culturea }‘;Ei[l;: tz)e,
ne lLand his condition of assimilation is too stror; “as i
FO regard all socialisation as slavery, and on thegoz:lsllt -
;:};:3:1:{)’ '(itl)esB n'o‘t' al\lvo“.r for any assimilation of a new ore;oileailgli
o all. By asmnxlfttlon Bhattacharya means critical assi-
md Cl;: [h'lt is, a@qptfon.o{ idea-s; aft.er conscious comparison
and oo p“uumn. Assimilation for him is consequent upon what
slaVZ:y.s ﬁz‘}:’zjzi}'e:mirjilggle" and ‘:anything short of this is
e COI;SCiO ilation need not always be critical and
through be cious struggle.- _.Igicas or cultural patterns or
n assimilated uncritically and without open-eyed

stru as i ir
ggle as is actually done 1n most of the socialisation and -

fi(izcasx;t::l };;(;(t::sses. It is true that these processes are very effec-
> s0 umenis in the hands of the policy makers, edu-
@tmmsts :1nd parents which can be both used ind abusc;i B
these a.re inevitable processes and have to start before the chlil;
can think critically. Indoctrination ‘can be minimised but o
clrxmmated.. Of course, the b'est; socialisation and eduucatli]c::
\;-oulc_l strive to maximise critical thinkin:g and minimise 1
doctrination. Nonetheless, indoctrination is different f'm-
slyavery. Thtj_ iqdoctrinatcd is no slave, although he canml;x:
:crcoex;)%az]cemil:gz}l:ed and therefore _un;des.irab]e. If all uncritica;
acceptand : vef“y, even though it 1s assimilated in one's
cthos ud not imposed or planted as 2 patchwork then mucl {
s;)cmhsauon and education would be slavery, and to rcm]o:')c
; ilzrzoa}r;;i to aclfw,ve sv'amj_ all focif\lisation and education will
removed which is both impossible and undesirable.

.IE the above is correct, Bhattacharya’s definition of slavery
will l}a\'e to be modified. A slave has thé idea of an im )05@3
sgperlo?ity of somebody over him and lacks freedom to 1ursue
his desived goals and objectives just because of the ar}I))itrary
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power of the imposed authority over him. II any individual's
desires themselves.are modified due to culturisation or some
‘similar process, that would not make him a slave. If svaraj is
" taken to require uncaused desires then it scems worth question-
_ing if an autonomous individual is not a myth. o

Bhattacharya repeatedly admits the need and the desirability
of assimilating new ideas and new culture, and of a synthesis
between “Indiahthought” and “‘western .thought”, But when
we look into the prescription which he recommends for synthesis
- and assimilation, we find that all genuine synthesis “and entry
‘of new ideas is in fact negated. While criticising universalism
* he says: “What is_ universal is only the spirit, the loyalty to
our own ideals and -the openness to other ideals, the deter-
mination not to reject them if they are found within our ideals
and not to accept them till they are so found. The only way to
“find a new reverence is to-deepen our old reverence” (para 20).
This .in fact leaves no room. for genuine change or synthesis
'since this allows ':grilyjthe‘ reassertion, or at most elaboration, of
what is already handed down to us by our heritage. If we have
to accept-only that which is already found in “our ideals” then
what are we synthesising with what, and what is new or foreign
which we are assimilating? How does it amount to develep-
ment and progress and change? More importantly, what hap-
pens to the virtue of critical thinking the absence of which
Bhattacharya has himself regarded as slavery ? One also wonders
"how one can avoid the dangers of “national conceit and the
“unthinking glorification of everything in our culture and depre-
ciation of everything in other cultures” if Bhattacharya's afore-
mentioned prescription is accepted.

No doubt, the adopitionv of an ideal or a way of life which
conflicts with, or does not cohere with, the general ethos of the
person, is wrong since it would be artificial and would produce
conflict in his psyche. But restriction of all thought and deve-
lopment to the framework of. one’s heritage would amount to
the imprisonment of the individual in his cultural historicity
as well as the stagnation and dwarfing of a culture. Rootless-
ness in the sense of possessing nothing as one’s own and blind
imitation of others is certainly the surrender of onc's indivi-

H18 ROOP KEKHA VERMA

{
duality and soul. But we must also remember that in the nawme
ol rooted education, if mot managed with sensitive imagin-
nation and broadmindedness, much greater sins can be com-
mitted and the foundations of fundamentalism and revivalism
can be laid which incapacitate both. the individual and the
culture. Our ultimate values should not be curbed by any
Hmits — geographica], social, communal, or cultural — except
those of universal human values. Anything short of that is preg-
nant with dangeféus consequences for humanity.

As rational and enlightened persons what should be our
grounds for the appreciation of, or loaylty to, a culture ? To
me the only genuine ground seems to be its great values and
ideas, and these must be adopted and accepted no matter which
culture or.historical setting they -come from. Suppression. of a
culture by another or annihilation’ of -a culture- is evil only
because some great values or .thoughts or -techniques may- get
lost and forgotten. It is these values and ideas which should be
the criterion for the adoption or rejection - of a’;‘cﬁltgre' rather
than the other way round. Causal historicity “or genesis in geo-
graphical or ethnic or national boundaries -dées not“make a
culture sacred; nor does it becdme'inex'itﬁble' for an indiv%dual.

1 do not find the idea of the cultural relativity of values
acceptable. Similarly T do not agreée with the view 'that philo-
sophical problems or solutions are relative to any culture or
nation. Likewise for the literary appreciation. The essence of
literature is not so much the incorporation of & lifestyle as the
sentiments of people, their love and hate, joys and sorrows, their
crises and dilemmas. These can be commonly appreciated just
as love can grow between persons of different cultures.

If there has not been any original (I am not saying “Indian”
or “culturally rooted”) responsc from Indians to western lite-
rature and ideas, this should surely make us ask why this is so.
And we must make an honest attempt at finding out whether
(or to what extent) this has been due to our cultural subjectiotl
or due to the absence of methodological training in our tradi-
tion. Is it not a fact that investigation into the methodology
of inquiry did not get priority in our tradition, and if so, does

T

it SR A e
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this fact not explain, at Jeast partially, the Jack of originality

' which Bhattacharya laments? The importance -of methodologi-

" cal iﬁquiry7.'£dtl‘~svar"aj'in jdeas must not be underestimated. 1f
“we take wrong 1-'rbu§gs'i;jp'§€o,ur questof knowledge, we are more
likely to meet failures than not; and the more we do so, the
more we are likely to inR¢pg an others for judgements.

There are, several other issues worth our attention which I
have ‘not..‘mentionr:.di here, for-example, the notion of ‘Indian-
ness‘;:.%and‘fi,inte,rlinguistic.-translatability of -idéas. If a seminar
on;this theme is ‘planned, T suggest the foilowing questions for
its deliberations s " T C SRRE e

SE R :;,Whht' iis"’m'e:z‘l\n,t‘by'slvaraj in ideas and whose svaraj should

:,it:\b’e?:a(natibn‘,"’jcu ture, or individual); " . . . ..
: oo ar ot T Ly
ose forces which. are. potential dangers. 10

istrativé forces, gulture, religion

o 3 toar ]

tico-admin

e
¥R

,‘Whaf' yiog gy AT
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ie 233 ¥,
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> be, counte
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THE TDEA OF SVARA]J

ASHOK R. KELKAR

Krishna Chandra Bhaitacharya’s' discourse “Syaraj in ideas”
is as relevant today after more than fifty yéars as it was relev-
ant vlen it was delivered around 1928-30 at 2 time when India
was still about twenty years away from the goal of political
Svaraj. Jts current relevance redounds greatly to its author s
credit (combining as it does an_ jmpassioned plea with
keen analysis), but, what is more to the point, also to the dis-
credit and shame of contemporary Indians. More than three
decades of political independence have not seen us even sub-
stantially nearer the goal of Svaraj in jdeas. In all-'conscience
the discourse by Bhattacharya, should have become by ,r.low only
a document of successful struggle for that second Svaraj. A Te-
consideration of the discourse is certainly:welcomev_thefc{ore,

but the occasion should not be permitted to. degenerate into
oae of collective breast-beating or-one of a rehash of the latest

slogan of ‘“ideational decolonization” currently Tashiorable in
the West or, more insidiously, on¢ of pleading for “Svadeshi
in ideas”. Though “Svadeshi in ideas” was far {from the author’s
intention, there is @ Teal dinger ol .that ool misreading of
Blhattachm ya's discouise ot bhecause the Tuthor way

arhor i dn any way
anctear o anbiguous on the point hut becuse the misremting
vt eany way oul oy the e mbnd or the lethargle TIE
\What 1 propose 1o do on this occasion is two things, namely,
first, to block the way to the misreading, and, secondly, to con-

vt

sider the circumstances that led to the situation lamented by
Bhattacharya and to the lamentable continuance of that situ-
ation. But let us first present Bhattacharya’s argument (as far
as possible, using his own phraseology). This would also help
me to set out more clearly the points on which I have som¢

yescrvations about that argument.
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(1) The domain of ideas is the conscious level ol operation
‘of culture. So any consideration of culture processes is also
applicable to processes that hav: to do with ideas. (Bhatta-

presupposition underlying his argument.)

(2) - Cultural assimilation is acceptance of alien ideas in
place of (or in. addition to) indigenous ideas as a result of
conscious and free choice. This process is typicaliy accompanied
by critical sifting and fair competition between the alien and
the indigenous.:

(3) Cultural ‘subjection is submission to alien ideas with-
out any critical engagement either with the alien ideas being
| accepted or with the indigenous ideas that are being replaced.
| This process is typically unconscious. ‘

1) Cultural self-determination is more "than a desirable
goal —it is the natural condition -of a community in a state of

health. Its absence or loss:is life-harming not only to the com-.

|

L munity but also to ‘the,_;,“yery: soul of its members.

., - (5) Cultural ‘assimilation is compatible with cultural self-
| determination; indeed in a given case il may assist progress.
| Cultural subjection is the “antithesis of cultural self-determina-
. tion and therefore an evil, especially when, in its acute form,
L there is even no consciousness of the restraint on freedom.

| (6) An initial resistance to alien ideas is natural and even
. [\ a healthy defence against cultural subjection. One associates
11 such rcsistancﬁ_with ‘_,_folk wisdom. (Bhattacharya' perbaps
L | should have explicitly adaed : The initial resisvance should re-
|\ main intial, a symptom of critical reserve and not a4 cymptom
of Wing rejection of the alicn.)

charya nowheve says this in so many words, but it is an obvious.

4
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- Now-let us sce'how he brings these ‘controlling ideas to ‘bear
on-india - under British domination.» He accepts the 'receivs .
ed idivision of that society into “our.educated ‘men”-(cultyral - :
dlite-dn today’s jargon):and the 'masses.!(Men presumably do
not include women.) The cultural 8lité ~areusually - further
divided -into; the conservativés or revivalistsion;the one hand
(the two, terms possess, overlapping ;bi;gipgg;igien;ical_ranges.;gf '
application) and the, reformists or Westernizers on..the other
- hand, Bhattacharya offers a somewhat, differént. account of this
customary subdivision of “our 'educated men”. . i o
(7) Indian society under British domination ‘presents‘ an
interesting case. Given the rich, Aindigéﬁbﬁs,‘. ‘pre-British culture
- of 'India, 'one would l}h’Ve expected cultural assimilation. In-
stead "one ‘finds cultiral Subjection, ‘especially among otir. €du-
-, cated men. el Dt ALy o e S
48y “Such Being ‘theTcase; one firds am
w&s&efﬂ‘iiét?%‘f‘f{ffﬁﬁa}'z}l{ib‘ﬂf}gfi%‘eg than*'yn
(Ceptatlcd of the Slien'§d et et i e

!

smentals, “unawiinel Byt Saeri BT bR TARY Cohpitison bet
,ﬂwéei‘i}ihg:iﬁhe;‘i';’édiand-ihe; alién Fathér thari®éritical compar
* between] the :'£WO*,"(’pzis51Ve un}iﬁl;ﬁf{ilnh;eme(ifadeé."s‘?_asf marginal
“Felicy rather-thati"a lively sénise =‘6fi'é?o}1§fﬁ~ﬁ§t¥%}3éﬁéehi‘tﬁé?%’*"
. anid thie " present;? pitch ike? 4ddition "of the talien” to India

* culture vather'than' 4 "t-anslation’of {the’ alien ‘into “indigerous .- -
terms.‘.,Eveh:-the ruse of ‘d. hybrid lénguaéé‘_f ;”ath’é\r_ ;than. alterfiat-. .
ing between-English and the: Indian language appears to ‘reflect
this state of affairs. ;o s 7 e Ve
(9) Even the tonservative of rebivalist ‘stance stems fromﬁn
finportant’ restntment’! puthet “than h ""i‘:t‘mcul, ind 'l\‘iC“’t?f:i)l“(!
selective rejection grounded in a true appreciation of any con-

flict ‘bétween: the. alien.and :the: indigenous. :(One’ wishes that
Bhattacharya had: 7devéldpéd this insight further’and’ brought
out-how: uncritjcal s conservatism/révivalism -and . uncritical: rel. .
*fromism ‘are: but two  sides’ of :thersame- coin; ‘namely, 'a basic '
sense -of  insectirity, lossiof netve.. Freud:wotild have calIed it o
- thé -unconscious -inferiority complex, fwhich-i§qrdetirgésr»par.ad(‘:g '

as boasting ‘aboutithe superiority iof the-indigenous.) A% 25

: 50 tuch for Bhattacharya’ conuolling idess. It may be noved

, by way of a historical footnote that these ideas of his seem to

- }be a reflex of the anti-Benthamite, idealistic trend of European
thought and thus an instance of healthy cultural assimilation
on the part of Bhattacharya. As assimilated alien ideas they
get linked up in his mind with the indigenous idea under}yin;g
the Sanskrit adage about svadharma and paradharma.
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i {10) - How toi 'account t'or sthis - strange and sorry - statei of

ai't'alrs?.JI‘ he: pnmaryt cduse is: of course ithe crippling - serise’ of

,';helplessness Anuther face -ofs ja~foreign- power:

~a genius may escape. -But- there is ‘a “secondary.: ‘cause alsouIt

appe'atrsrthat our: educated men have uncritically swallowed the

Western idea fla 'brusque ratlonalrsrn, ai lea for “the ratronal '

, 2nd- thereiore ! nwersal concerved in abstraqt terms thhout
. any orgamc relatlonshtp_thh'the mhented and. local ‘ ‘.%v-: e
(11) One should ‘rether concewe of the'ratlonal and the’re. '

fore nnwersal in, terms of the concrete umversal and so. brought

into orgamc relat1onsh1p with its partlcular " manifestation.
Thus an allen 1dea 'if found acceptable after’ “critical apprarsal
e thoroughly nssxmrlated to! the mdrgenous if it

e i § ,u(a “
eneficial - eﬁects While” brusq ue
N e Pk g ooy asini i
“only 'm

h“‘%rl}%‘ﬂ;

* byt clear]

T e g

Yz“}F-%P
] ',t

an-Bntrsh e‘minncxst-
th, .Romantrg:-COntmemalm
‘ " 1 o .
have

charya Sr‘plea .forL_ Sv
_ary Indians,.one can see how it mny gwe comfort but no Jusu-

‘fication to the mxsreadmg, namely, that Bhattacharya is plead-
ing for: nativism,. for{Svadeshx in ideas. The parenthetrc obser-
yations; under items: (6) and .(9) are crltlcal—they! lead ‘us 0
see, both how the misreading may ; arise and also, ~how the read-
ing. is. mdeed a mlsreadmg So much for pluggmg the lealt
blockmg the escape route. I\ow for a critical assessment of
1tem 10 wlnch offers Bhattacharyas explanatxon ‘for the sad
state of affatrs. n’ ‘my opipion Bhattacharyas explanatron is
correct in o far as it goes but it 'does’not’ go ‘far "enough.” It
does not tell "us for -example, why - there | were -not_enough
geniuges gtound:to escape the paralysis of political slavery.and
st Temue the “ether ‘yeniuges, it not the rest of the dite, i

fromy; which only
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not
Cou}tjhenr;tasvsve; I’:‘he embarrassing fact is: that even some gcmuses‘
olly escape cultural’ subject I KR
o jection. ‘(I am isure:that
s ttacf:harya would not have defined such figures out oi the
ass of geniuses to save his hypothes:s !) R

I
. ortllo;v offer a hypothesxs supplementary to Bhattachary{asv
Ofp ; sis, w1th 'which I have no essentlal quarrel (For easei
reference, I shall continue numberlng items).

hlgf)de'I;l;: I?d(;an response is puzzling if we recogmze the
e e e i 1 w1

ut not so pu '
nize the high degree of degeneration of thpe iﬁd?gnlfso‘:;tr ecogd
culture of the recent past. While the alien ideas of theYV;:st :
sprang from. real ‘minds functlomng din-a rich. and strong life,
the, mdlgenous 1deas of pre—Brrtlsh Indxa had already lost tlus
support of real mmds and a rich and strong ltfe, ,The_l Paralysrs

of polrtxcal slavery under mvadmg Muslim rurers and Jindigen-
ous, but pertially ,d' ndi :nrzed_Muslxm’rulers“” nnotr Sohbll

Witz »mu«_..owf, sou}??ﬁf
(18) There ‘was ;an : ~earlier. - atrophy  of Indian,
Iudrgenous ideas. couched in highly lrtex\ary language'
Sanslmt and Pali and Praknt had already lost touch~
life as it was lived from day to day in the, vernaculars On't
one hand the vernaculars 'had no prose,, 1deas, forutlte 'ma‘s‘s‘
and even for most “educated men ‘the mdrgenous ‘ideas were ;
either a sealed book or avallable in attenuated or garbled ver-
sions. 'On the other hand, even for' those who could: wield the
literary languages the expressions in these languages had be-
come overly abstract terms with no organic contact: with ‘every:
day llfe or, worse still, mere names to be’ repeated parrot-lrke.

(14) The Indian response to the West involved, among
other thmgs, the repacement of Sanskrit by Ingllsh No wonder
the first attempts at a prose of 1deas in the vernaculars were
very often couched, in English in, the guise of Sanskrrtlzed
translatlons xmperfectly fusing w1th ‘the vemacular :

- (15) The Medical resurgence ; (associated with the blnku

awakenihg  (misnamed  the. Indiun
attempts (o counteract ‘thia atrophy),

account for this '

pocts) -and the * Indian
Renaissanee) were (wo
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Both these attempts fell short of the job on hand, but this
should not detract from their spirit and partial success.

«Our educated men” have too often been made the whip-
ping- boys by the warious ,physicians, Marxist or: otherwise
diagnosing the malaise : of this wounded civilization or giving
the “native” cwxhzatxon a clean bill of health.

. Lustill have no answer to the remoter .question, namely, why
the Indian - civilization atrophied in the first place, - and why
.the two mdlgenous attempts, to pull it out and up by its boot-
straps fell short of .the job. (For a brave attempt to tackle the
first subquesuon, see D D. Kosambi’s writings on the Indian
civilization.)

In any case I feel that we shall g:un a better perspective on
the problem that was.t the occasion of Bhattacharyas anguish,
1f we comparc “the Indlan response 'to the West with the ‘re-

.sponse of the; Islamxc V&Torld of- Chlna, of ]apan, and noii\i'of
Afnca Agam, _before we gllbly plug for’ “roots” and “gomg
natwe" ‘and autl}enucxty" we must 'realize’ that, m India wuh
its re'glonal rehgious, caste—based “and ‘class- based’ heterogenenty
these terms are’ relauve. If cosmopohtan universals’ can be
suspect “to’ the ‘rooted Indian, panlndlan “universals are
equally’ suspect 0 the partlcular Indian ‘rooted in his region,
rehgxon, aste, and class. Fmally, as 1 have hastened to point
out earlier;’ Bhattacharyas diagnosis and remedy are no more
free from ‘alien ideas, well assimilated Western ideas to be sure,
than ‘the thinking of the whipping boys is, at least. some of

whom achxeve cultural assmulanon some of the time.

Deecan College,., .. - . : 1
Pune. -

REFERENCES :

Bhattacharya, Krishna Chandra. 1954. Svaraj in ideas. Visvabharati
. Quarterly 20.103-14.

Kosambi, Damodar Dharmanand 1965. Cultureb and civilization of )

" ancient . Indxa m hlstoncal "outline. London : Routledge and
Kegan Paul, _

Mxll John'Stuart. -1950. 'Mill on Bentham and Coleridge. Ed,, introd.,

Leavis; F. 'R.,.London :- Chatto & Wmdus. Reprmted .Cam-~

; bridge : ,Cambrldge UPp, 1980.-

Al

anf 1 ALt
. tutlons,.or for dogmaucally eafﬁrmmg.:thexr .resPecjuve,;rgj;_’ _ |
; 'h’er’s S

Indian Philosophical Quarterly, Vol. XI, No. 4, Oct. 1984

ot . i ¢ N : by 1, f
civ.d ety |Hlo TRERL R E N b

Comments ‘and Commumcatwn AL

S TR B S IR : Syt T Do verbes
f. Il‘ e LY kn

I SATYA P. GAUTAM

P e R Gt ok

Aspiration for “Svaraj in ldeas is a search for freedom from

- imposed problems and inflicted solutions. This can happen only
when we can identify our problems and then are p*epared to"

struggle on -our-own to find their solutions. But this endeav-

our involves coming to terms with the present and not a retreat

into the past.

’

BRI ~ .-,,-:.AEJ, Fihsao T I IR

FE IR ST A Al Fin :
ntact or enFounter between dnfferent cultures ajnd com-
RERRERE . v

munmes' may Prov ide :in_

i Tk PR AEAR.

T » Ly $Y'S
exammmg and, reconsxdenn their, utlook, practices gnd insti-;

(TS AL it S5 1 AvEyy

,:_ i

ating and, conformlng,to th
SRy Zidiel

I REEIE

uons -or to”bl\mdly imit
s | TS
persPectlve The Peoplr the I

moments durmg , colomal penod anq'

wards the opuons f"dogn_l\atic. rei_terauo

SRl

f@ended 0 ’move

:

>

and,"institutions.” But to’ ' regard thede various alternatives s -
equally plausxble is to 1mp11c1tly _assume that’ the commum-‘

ties mvolved in such an encounter. or contact WOuld always
have the capacity and mdependence necessary to make a self-
conscious choice. But this assumption neglects the conditions

of subordination and sub]ugatxon which are coextensive” thh‘

the explmtatwe and oppressive character of colonialism.

The crisis of cultural identity and the various asplranons for

mdlgenous development are stages in a pattern of conflict which- .

has arisen out of the western domination in the socio-economic

and the, technologlcal fields.. Varxous forms of colomal plunder
2 i

resiiltéd ‘in’ the collapse of ‘the’ Indian economy and acute im-

poverzshment of the people, The mxseryl,mﬂxcted by,the colomal~

masters :was so intense that, Indian: society: continues to: emain
in a prolonged state of relative economic stagnauon and social

Frviiee 2 ol ¥ognyl L ns ﬂ)h REaE

‘ jikigee 2
asion 10 _thelrf‘members"euheg for .
7 DO YR T O ) ¢ B¥]

f the Indlan sub—contment faced ‘snch_ :

or bhnd umtatxon
14 >
‘ rather tllan that of crmcal reappralsal of :thexr own pracuces

i et e
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paralysxs. A recogmnon ‘and understandmg of ‘the heterogeneity
and juneven: characterizof:.the rsocial formation in . the ' sub-
continent is aprerequisite for: initiat:ng the -task -of regene,
tation,- The complexity..of :the situation. demands that we take
cognizance of real: JJife--and’ not - cling fo'a romantic vision of
the pastsIf weiwant to: evade: or remain oblivious of the com-
plexities and. demands: of - the concrete: situation in''which we
are" placed, iwes cantakeorefuge in-an. 'idealised’:past or an
utopian future!'We. 'tend: to-indulge in’ retrospective or futurist
vision when we. long to escapc our emblttered and plagued
condition.. -

In the post-mdependence perrod the cultural fabric of our
hves is $0 rent that we can nelther resrst the charm and ‘power

of the’ consu 1erist hfe.Ptyle o£ the west no{ have we the capa- -

s

I! AR
crtir or ‘wyrﬂ t())( aisrmxlwate«and practrse the norms whrch are pre-
k7 S S Ay ¥ IV %) Ly
supposc /e life: '? yle. erhiy §''the’ donstant . 1alk of an
et RN m.ml vy Al ; S {_
mevrtable cr etion. ‘of esources, acute ahe-
EEYR N % v 0 7y P “;-"‘ iy SR S S N
entauo g f. 1fe m the west, .also funcuo
W3 iR y
a hxdden dlssuader 5nd 'Jeepéns our predxcament. Conseque
B EN LT ‘nnvxeﬂ m 1] [ LAAL] TSR

we a are’ tpm ,
past and the pfoj‘éf)ect ? gechnologlca’lly advanced ‘welfare

society. “Our’ reﬂecuons on: “the current sxiuauop are dominated
lg'y'” ur’ ambl"éléri P attitnde; owards"'these ‘two CODﬂlCUné alien
worl&-Vjiews, fone fc’)s:i; é'n!g tt.he other not gamed "In such al crmcal
srtuauc;ri,"i'é”iswt;erﬁfrtmg o engage “in poeuc fabrxcauoﬁs of
the past afrd arbxtrary speculatlons about the. future since the
dream of v1sxon of emancxpatrou carries a mythrcal tinge. But
the basic 1ssue remams ; Can we recreate and develop our in-
drgenous non-western',»cultqral tradmons without! adversely
affecting. or}.p.revenung .an adequate acquisition and use of
modern science and technology. needed to solve our socio-econo-
mic problems 2, I do;not think that:it is possible for our society.

to reject, modern science. angd, technology without facing a .total

&

_collapse of. exxstmg +$0Ci0-6coNOMIC - pracuces. {The:: colonial
period of economic and--cultural (domination': is very much -a:
part :of. the present - dife- of the colomsed peopleiand the. socio-
political decisions: .continue: to! be taken ander-conditions of in+
-complete : independence and rlack: of :autonomy. ‘All interactions:

\

y .
,vague nostalgia for: “the’ alénost forgotten

558

.between . the periphery. (the third world) .and the centre’ (the
first and also the second world) reflect the 'unbalanced and uns:
equal- exchanges - of values and:ideas. ‘Therefore, it would b(:
wishful thinking to hope that detolonisation -carr be fachieved
merely by -taking a collective, decision. to not to. be trapped f)(r
‘I‘rxre(.ia. Ly--the ‘western': world-view.. and- ,,ré~establishnil:1t wof
.-xndrgenous". or ““authentic”, belief-systems. and values tends "?o
:lglrro:e the fact t.hat_r,t.here is no immediate direct link- bétween
¢. contemporary. situation ‘and the emasculated tradition.

- : » ..:\;v;‘ R T
11
During the British Raj, western ideas’ were forsted on Indlan
soil through ‘the colonial educatronal system. Not only was an
alien cultural tradmon mducted in"'the process, ‘but | even the"? s

perceptron of nauve tradmon “was medxated througﬁ the. wes- |
tern conceptual framework Consequer;dy, ,the colomal mtelle- L
gentsxa was bred’ on a borrowed self-rrnage arld a borrowed e
ey which fo o o miaten o b b -

.. "The mﬂuence was 'so tho-
rough and ‘subtle that it res‘ulted m a gradual erosxon of our“
own identity. The, rnost srgmﬁcant aspect \of the western cul-
tural hegemony has been that even our pelceptxon of our own
past is filtered through the scholarsin'p that has been expounded
at the behest of the master—wlture Most of us, ‘who are p.o-
ducts of the university educatron system, ‘do not ‘have a sEns"
of native traditions apart’ from how they have been discovered,
invented, and projected through the Western scholarsth We
seem to be more keen to make superﬁcral compasisons between
the native and the western ‘traditions’ without exphcatmg them
in their own terms and without examining théir" value and
relevance in the present context. In such comparatxve studies,’
there is'an unwitting superrmposmon of "the western ‘concep- -
tual ‘categories in- the interpretation and: exposmon ‘of Indian’
D et e sbre s It e oo 1 st
ed:itruths. “It.rseems as if all

wisdom s in: the. past and the only taskiiis that .of exposition:
and \interpretation. . The demands:of the cwestern conceptual;
framework considerably.; influence ‘these expdsitions and .inter--

SATYA P, GAUTAM
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pretatxons, consequently most of these articulation often sound
like the struggles of patients ¢ of amnesia trying to recollect their
past with the aiu of those very people who have contributed to-

wards their ;unfortunat€. condition. An individual victim of
amnesia may be enabled to:overcome his loss of Tmemory by
concern and help of his fellow beings. But the same situation
does:not obtain when the . tradmons of 2 community have: been
erod.ed It Tequires, an, mtense “self-conscious struggle to' ridentify
and artxculate new goals for 1tse1£ 10 overcome its despa1r and

defeat., v i _
I is 1mportant to’ recogmse that a cultural wradition cannot
be transmitted passwely Unless it is continuously revalued by
and for the new generauons, a tradition becomes & dead thing,

a burden It is entirely. natural and proper that contemporary
with which

problems ‘and mterests should guxde the qucstxons
we may confront the great thinkers of the past in our studies.

But study and teaching of Phﬂosophy through descriptive his-

'tory of ideas, is doomed to remaln 2 kind of shadow enterprise
. caught - in the net. o[ pre—_;et problems, {ormulated solutions
and the ;appropuatxo “the opinion of such others as are
qulte 1espectab1e i

n the hxstory of ideas. Such an exercisc usually
ends up 3s 2 catal

oguing . of who said what, when, and then a

tracing of similarities among, the. tmnl.ers of the native and the
ﬁ western | t.radxtlons. By "complaining against the abuse to which
descnptwe writing of history of philosophy has been put, 1 do

not wish to undenmne the importance of studying the phﬂo—

sophers of the past. But it needs 1O emphasis that mere exposurc
to the ideas of the great mMasters, without their emerging 43
msugators of thoug.lt and action, and guides 10 otl’Jerwwe in-
accessible dimensions of the problems under the discussion, is
in 2 way seriously at odds with the enterpnse of reflection, the

- endeavour to think [or and upon oneself.’

As long 2as recognition by the west — tO think, write,. and
pubhsh in the western languages and in their ]oumals about
jssues which are. of interest in the west, t0 ake part in their

o get their grants and financial sup-

conferences and seminars, to
port — js going 10 remain the criterion of success: in the aca
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demic caréer, ‘we'sh
ic caréer, we should not: expeet the " Indian academician'to

a
t;};ll;: f(;r intellectual ‘and cultural autonomy. Qur syllabi; on
hole, are mot very" dxﬁerent from' those of Anglo-Amer,lcan

un
iversitiesi: But ‘merely restructuring ‘the syllabi, drumrmng '

up th

nl;t me; teachers, and reforming the mode’ of examination® will

o thertat'e our-thinkers from the hegemony of the west::It s
at “the. ideals of a community sprmg from :its past' his-

" tory and' " |
y frofn the soil”-but these ideals retain their- sxgmﬁcance ¥

only :when they‘are “continuously . apphed and ' re-valuated

in the ¢
cOnfmmotr;text of the new and unforeseen circumstances’ that -
e people. A mere articulation of ideals, be-it_from -

the
o native lor the western tradition, is not going to serve much
pose till we are clear ab
‘ out, the conditions of h
PUcEo: their reah-
dh,msaw‘?elﬁu use terms hke svara] . satyagraha, tolerance
’
dom 2 ‘demo C?wshlp of rehgxons, ,rauonahty, equalxty, :
racy’, soc1ahsm and. so on. B ¥
n. But more. o[ten th
not, we do not mean the a“
e same as, what thers m
use thes ean when the
e terms ,.’Through an analysw of ‘the 1nterna1 mcth

rences on the const
ellauon of “values . and 1deas whlch are un- :

ten
gw::lhty ‘of' sxmultaneous reailsauon of these xdeals m “the
cncumstances, ‘we ‘can’ be
clearer‘ about o 1
-oals and ) ur ong—term
gnd s fshort term’ programmes. Wxthout ﬂxxng these goals
thern“anl ying the. effective steps which’ are necessary to realise
g f°1;: talk ‘of “ideals’ is gémg to_remain a ceremonnl
quatelp o (; e rec\_wed tradmons which!haye been nEIther ‘ade
un -
of tenZnons (:r;tOOd nor properly appremated An identification
ol pursait nd conflicts in our ‘theoretical interests and practi-
lnstxtqun: aca;x be a first step towards a critique of existing
n practlres —a prere
o q‘-“slte for mOVlﬂ
Svaraj in Ideas . g ‘Owards

The, vision of a: future requires 2 critical appraisal of the
present condition wlnch is an outcome of the native traditions
being emasculated and dxstorted by an alien culture in pursuit
of its own mterests “Any Indian caring to reflect on the present
cultural condmon has to ‘¢ome to ‘terms with the contemporary
soc:x&poht:cal reality in its historical perspective and to’expose
the make—beheve ‘of 'a ‘synthetic pzm-Indmn culture. This make-
believe might have been uscful in'the movement for indepen:

‘free-

P
2
i
i
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dence. from ‘the. Colonial master, but it cannot provide a proper

understanding -of the richness and limitations of .our past. The
».multiplicity-,;of;socio~cu1tural.,‘.pra(:ticcs, theories.: of reality. and -

knowledge, the 11istorica1.!context.of their. origin:and growth,
and their relation and relevance for contemporary issues needs
to be studied in depth for a proper reconstruction of the native
(raditions and their interrelations. . et :

Even though the struggle for independence in India ‘derived
its inspiration from the native religious traditions for mobilis-
ing the masses (and it did succeed to some extent in stirring the
people to participate in the freedom movement), yet no lasting
links could be forged between the political struggle and. cul-
tural consciousness. Perhaps this had something to do with the

character of: }he]xx}_gjgl:iﬂt‘y of the intellectual Jeadership (of the

movement) which as alienated from the imasses .and, ‘subcon- ..

sciously ‘aspired § cognition  from the masters — @& T€Cog:
R Sk L 3 i IR L9
nition conceded on ) those ’ :
there “was :never. “well.organised adre-based ;mass ‘movement

the needs and. aspirations of masses neve ‘acquired ‘any urgency.”

Oné would have éxpected that during. the movement: for inde-
pendence,” some _sérious! attempts should have been. made  to-

wards visualising #d articalating social Mructures and cultural
valuey velevant 10 /the’ convenporary Indian situation. Yxoopt
{or Mahatma Gandhi, oné docs not find any serious attempt in
this direction. But even in the case of the Mahatma, there is a
‘relative neglect of ‘the demands of the global political economy
Jon the local situation. The search for a Svaraj in I1deas — both
at’ the collective  and individual level —. involvesa. realistic
understanding of the present, its complexities and a critical
reappraisal of the ‘var‘ious traditions in order to come to terms
with this situation. In order to realise this we have to break
_through our narcissistic isolation and get in touch with what
has been transpiring. We can use our labour and skills to eluci-
date the issues which' confront our society, attack the compli-
city of those colleagues who servilely reproduce the existing
order, and most challenging of all struggle to visualise an alter-

_ pative and articulate the conditions necessary for its realisation.

il

‘those who-join 25 collaborators. Since

independence; the ibsue, of aligning-with .~

- _—

—
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An ideational practice which
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lacks an adequate understanding

of its own socio-cultural basis and its place and purpose is
doomed to remain unconscious of i

sense of identity.
Dept. of Philosophyv

Panjab University
.Chandigarh,

ts'own nature -and lack a
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' DAYA'KRISHNA - - -

There can be little dispute about what K. C. Bhattacharya
has said in his article entitled “Svaraj in Ideas”, but the deeper
problem is how. to foster . that. assimilation and creativity about
which he has written in the article. The traditional scholars
who have remained in’ closer touch with the tradition have
shown as little creativity as those who have been exposed to
the. Western intellectual | tradition and may be presumed to
have been cut off from their roots in their own culture. Even
in:the, West,” creativity-is not found everywhere and hence,
though it is a fairly common belief that 'lack of creativity
amongst India’s Western educated intellectuals derives from the

fact that they have been cut off from their own past, the situ- .
_ation demands 2 deeper ‘and more -critical reflection than has

b
P

been uptil now. . ; ,

There is also ,the‘ambivalence'c\reated By the acceptance of
universal . standards in the realm -of Mathematics and the
Natural Science -and their 'v;lexﬁal in the realm of the social
sciences and the humanities. There has been 2 continuing deve-
lopment in the ﬁeld.of._]\‘iathematics and the Natural Sciences
in the West and it has one of the tasks of the intellectuals in
the non-Western’ world to keep pace with it. To assume that
developments in these fields. have no effect on the disciplines
in the social sciences ‘and the humanities is to belleve in a
cor;ipartmentalization of . the cognitive enterprise which is not
so easily achieved. There is the added problem of what may
be called cultural Monadism. If each culture tries to preserve
its own identity and accepts only that from other cultures
which it can assimilate on its own terms, the situation will be
desperate indeed. For there are at present more than 150
nation states, each providing one with some sort of distinctive
identity whose external hallmark is the passport and the visa
that one needs to move from one national frontier to another.

g
%
4
:
4
=)
5

H04
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:Ihc distinctiveness of cultures in the past was itsell a resul
of their relative isolation Irom each other on the 'one-;:zsxl:r;
and a more continuing interaction within a certain linguis )
and cultural region on the other. These have resulted {i{n Jlilc
expl(?r;uion in depth of certain values and the emergenc lef
certain distinctive styles in thought and living which %erte' (l)
are \-'al‘uuble. But to think that for all future times the (i,lomly
. b‘clungmg to these cultural areas should be confined I:vitlll)ile
tiie range set for them by their past does not seem 'ustiﬁedl
The three thousand years of past history within whichJ re '
cultural styles have taken shape seem long only when \&I')e lsenlz
3:1\5 cléut the 1;noment we look forward to the future, theyogo
not seem o be so g '
humanity should brerlx?:i; alioilr:;i T(l:e:le P why
.. \ he ‘patterns which were
discovered around the sixth century B.C. in China, Greece
and India or that the accident cf one’s. birth should (ietérminé
the tradition to which one should feel compelled to belong.

In the Indian context, there is the still deepei: problem as
to how one can be true to that tradition and yef distinguish
between the “we” and the “they”, or identify the self with any
one of the historical formulations in humanities past. XK. C
B'huttacharya’s article was given as a lecture to students s;)rm;
time during the late 1920. It reﬂecLs,fhe anguish of perhaps
thf: most creative philosopher this “cfount!ry has produced ll)n
this century. The problem has continued to trouble the iﬁtel-
ICCL.UZILS not only in this country but in all: the countries
\\"lnch have felt the global presencevof the West at the preserit
time. Even within the Western culture the American presence
after the Second World War. has preseﬁted similar problems
o th.e countries of Western Europe. The pfobler‘ns of identity
relative creativity, and one's linkage with the tradition are to)(;
cmn[)lf‘f.\ 1o be sorted out by talking about S\'ax';aj in ideas. A
1'(‘:”0(‘:11.011 on K. C. Bhattacharva's philosophising might help
more in understanding what he meant than just discussing
what he said in this article. It may. perhaps be even better itf>
we share experiences regarding our own philosophising and
th'e search for cognitive identity and the relative successes and
[ailures that we may have attained therein. Ultimately, S\';(‘n':;j
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_in ideas can only be achieved by a radical alteration in ouvr
| itions — i d the Western. |
i to both the traditions - the Indian an a ‘ - o
“ it/t::;ifre to deidentify with both and treat them only as take- i . Comments and Communication ;
-4 .

~ off points for our own thinking .which should be concerned

| . RAINI KO
- with what we consider important. RAJNI KOTHARI

Department of Philosophy,

; ¢ Rajasthan There is no doubt at all in nmy mind that the principal burdle
University of Rajas )

: . : in our collective self-realization towards Svaraj lies in our
Jaipur. SRR LEE U : e colonised consciousness, in the uncritical acceptance of borrow-

‘ ' ed ideas. in the deliberate marginalisation of our own culture
under the impact of “modernity”. Krishna Chandra Bhatta-
charya's little essay of 1928 seeks to put the searchlight on this
hasic dimension of our bondage as a people.

Yet it seems to me that looking at the matter 55 years later,
75 years after Hind Svaraj was written, we need to focus on a
radically different settting, or context, of this condition of our
mind.

R Let me lay out what I mean by a radically different context.
L REIRE N Many things have happened since the late twenties. For India,

R 2 : ! it was “‘achievement” of independence followed by its under-
mining not because of foreign sahibs but because of our own
ansl not necessarily because of some evil design of outsiders
but because of an inner debility that found resolution fromi
o ’ flashy formulae of “success” from abroad. For the world at
Bz o . - ! large, it was (a) a horrible war waged on both sides in the name
S ‘ ' of ideas —and ideals, to remind ourselves of Krishna Chandra’s
penetrating dvad — followed by an even more devastating one
‘ (the so-called “Cold” one), also in large parts on behalf of one
ideca against another, for the domination of the whole world,
and (b) a fundamental mutation in the human condition fol-
lowing the advent of the nucear age, its unflinching consum-
mation in the form of militarization of human existence
evervichere and its projected denoucment in the form of a
civilizational collapse.

This changed context calls for not just a defence of India's
; essential concepts, philosophy and worldview against the en-
croachment of alien ones; it calls for a basic affirmation — and
cascrtion — of all these in the defence of life as such, its mean-
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ing, its stress on sipwardness” (Krishna Chandra’s principsl
concern) and the external realization of this inwardness Into
the whole human space (to. vgice my main concern).

There is no need to feel defensive — Of delenceless — any move
about our culture, its moorings, its salience against an admit-
tedly all-encroaching culture of the “iyest”. The latter stands
exposed, naked, in some essentials already defeated, in others
grown more aggressive because of fear of being cvertaken by

+ nemesis. Today it is that culture that is on the defensive. its-

growing aggressiveness and desperation being another symptom
of its defensiveness, of its feeling of being be]eagm'ed by «
worldwide process of .vliberation from its shackics. Tts raison
d'etre was exi)ansion,,domination,»impcrium. Once this gives
way, there is nothing left of it. Nothing {or us to fear about,

nothing to feel cowed down by. -

Provided, of course, we have the confidence and the courage.

vhere we stand in 'relation to the world (another of

to see V
Krishna Chandra’s concerns). Not s0 much in politico-economic
{ the more

terms which are vital and urgent Yet derivative ©
basic realm of ideas. To.see that it is precisely the inherent
exwardness of the West that has brought it 10 its limits, that

this was inevitable, but that as there i nothing else to fall

back on, there is mo way to saving its core — 1 of ils Tole N

the world at Jarge to which it still stands in a positon of
hegemony. Our overall failure to €€ this and to value our
core not just for our own salvation but for that of the species
as a wholc is pitiful. Hence the moral vacuum all over, arising
out of the decline of all visions —pot only ol the \West but of
others too. '

1t is into this vacuum that the worldview based on the prim-
acy of the winward” and then its extension into organising
human relations in the larger social and political spacc will
need to move in.

On this latter we need to return o Gandhiji’s basic theme
that the inward and the outward, religion and politics, are in-
extricably interwoven. Fither the external order is an instru-
ment of morality or it becomes an instrument of some positiv-

r ]
Hoa RAJNU ROTHARI

ist force, ultimately of Evil. Whenever, the external order is
shorn of the moral imperative and the nuances and controls,
the “reverences” that Krishna Chandra so beautifully talks ol
in rebutting Western rationalism, it, becomes oppressive and
just ultimately goes under.

‘[here is need to return to these larger issues (which were in
times gone by posed in the West too). For they are the central
concerns of our time.

It is not surprising at all that in large paris of the world,
including our own, there is this “fundamentalist” revival or
revolt against modernity. In some ways this is a result of a
search for a more authentic identity than is provided by the
homogenizing gospel of modernity. And yet, unless this search
for authenticity is transformed and institutionalised in the
framework of an external order that proves meaningful to the
diverse peoples of the world, it may not -be possible. to avoid
the fanaticism - that.;usually -accompanies such religious - up-
surges, usually arising from outward looking religious tradi-
tions (including the Visva Hindu movement). This will only
provoke much greater backlash from the world secular status
quo than is already taking place in responsé‘ to the rise of the
masses and the Third World. . '

It is here that India’s distinctive :role lies, first in working

A . . .
out its own transition towards 2 post-modern,‘:post-secular social

order, the second in providing clues to the test of the world in
dealing with their own crises (without' any sense of a mission-
ary drive in this respect which, of course, is s0 un-Indian).

It is necessary to realize the great potency and relevance of
our thought structure to the crisis that is engulfing the modern
world. Steeped in a iradition of social pulralism, in a concep-
tion of unity based on dispersed identities that cohere through
shared values, endowed with 2 non-theological religious pedi-
gree without a fixed doctrine or official clergy, given its high
tolerance of ambiguity” and deeply ingrained tradition  of
wholesome scepticism, and above all given its primacy of the
“inward” in handling the “outward” and in limiting the lures
and excesses of the latter, India may be better placed than
most cultures to offer an alternative vision for a world that
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has lost its earlier élan and optimism, its very reason for
survival. i e
To say all this is not.to say fhat. intellectual and  cultural

subjugation does not continue to be our bane even in the 1980s. -

Indeed, the “Indian alternative” laid out above needs to be
applied above all to India. The servility of our intellect, the
mindless hybridization,,xhe absence of a critical attitude to
thoughts —and things — that descend on us are still rampant.
One has only to look around ; our fascination for and un-

.~ critical acceptance -of  wholly irrelevant technologies, our
devotion to the mantra of development, the more so the less

it works, our dying urge to catch up with the West, our great
extravaganzas of late to demonstrate the same, our sustained

Dbrainwashing by the ad ‘man, our “wholesale gulping of the

poison’ of the: video and-the “communications revolution”, our
glorification of crime and widespread acceptance of the use of.

" armed forces by those in power, our-gunning down of rebellious

1

poor —and all this in. the name of progress, of development;

of building a 'strong éecqlar state. ..

And yet I'm convinced that this “new civilization” of ours
is bound to collapse under its own weight and its utter neglect
of the basic principles of limits, of self-control, of reverence
which are central to the survival of any civilization. ‘

Let me end by quoting what an Indian friend of mine who
has always held that it is our culture that stands in the way of
our progress and who has lived in the United States for a long
Gine now secently said in an interview on how we need
“catch uy”’ with Americas “We have to learn wo organiie o
Americans do. My. children learn the pledge of allegiance — it's

.

a beautiful idea:' It’s boundary-bursting consciousness. Indians
are a boundary-building culture”. Co

Krishna Chandra’s message to us is thus put 1 sharp relief :
It is only the boundary-building ethic that can survive the
crisis of a civilization that has “busted” all norms, all limits,
all reverences. '

Centre for the Study of Developing Societies,
29 Rajpur Road, Delhi. -
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ROMESH THAPAR

_ I-found Krishna Chandra Bhattacharya’s “Svaraj in Ideas”
fascxr}ating. That it should have been written in 1929 and
remain vividly pertinent today is a measure of our failure to
understand that this world, made into a vertitable “‘neighbour-
]'100(1" by the advances of science and technology, must retain
its varied t_¢xtu_;ings in thought, in ideas, and perspectives. If
it.does not, we will destroy many sensitives and creativities
which alone are the civilising essence: of the stereotypes that
increasingly influence and mould us.

As 1'see it; when we speak of frecing ‘our minds from the
framework of scientific-technological systems, re-linking to the
vital continuities of our traditions and seeking those mutations -
in - thoughts, ideas, and perspectives  which . would - make - us
valuable to the mainstream of human advance, we are mis-
understood ..as parochial, inhibited, ‘backward " looking. . And,

_ certainly, some of us who overpla : the. achievements . of .our
Y playi the. acli S ., t

past —even in science and technology — confirm  these suspi-
cions. The possessors ol the levers of sc‘i‘g:ncc and technology
enjoy these confusions. They arc 80 obsessed by thelr power
to influence that they helieve, whatever our cautions, that we
will be their willing camp-followers. B R S

So many illustrative scenarios of our ‘confused age litter the '
Third - World ‘with its - pretensions. to national self-respect,
independence, and non-alignment. Each national group is being
polarised by what are called “modernising” processes. The lost
and the damned,.the poor, and the bc_mdgd- will remain con-
demned to a,.hell on earth unless.these frameworks of growth
and ‘developr.neﬁt are removed from the hands of elites wedded
to the ideas and concepts born in the womb of a neo-colonial
aggrandisement and 2 néo-imperial affluence. In our conditions,

the gulfs between the rich and poor will continue to grow with
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' each “advance”, and what's more, in.such a 'petriﬁed situation
our Third: World rich ‘will - remain the servitors of the global
* masters. However,_,thc,se patterns can be broken by freeing our
' minds from tie palsied grip of ideas and concepts which have
~been ‘i_mported_without intensive testing’ and ‘rigorous selec-
. tion. This hard-headed effort is lacking. Without it, there can
| be no svaraj.in ideas... ' :

There is 'no--denj'ing the many global trends towards-
synthesis. Clearly; 1929 is not 1984, But the very concept of
such a synthesis needs- study. Do we seek a multi-faceted syn-
thesis which eﬁibodies,divcrsities'within a harmonised value
syster, OF do we plan a future where a severc, mechanical
uniformity is songht? We are moving without clear Perspec
tives, a kind of hit-and-miss meandering. We can no longer
avoid the Adeadly' impact.of those -who 'ratipnalise,i philbsophi- :
cally, the “globalities"’which are “visibly disrupting the rich
and healthy interg\vinihg::of various traditions. There is &’
growing 'acceptahce- of - the. processes ‘which iron out the indi-

| viduality of , cultures. The silence -on these questions is now:

punctuatgd by noisy thetoric which -pretends to be a response
but is equally damaging: 1t heightens the confusion.

As a first '”sté‘p‘, évery,’éqcie‘ty ‘must _{et itself the task. of
indigenising the. jdeas and concepts that are circulating global-

ly. The cultural matrix of a society should be sufficiently
vibrant to providc' this indigenisation. There is little point in
urging 2 svaraj in ideas if this cultural matrix has been torn
to shreds as in In ia, In the area of language. where Sanskrit
is not 2 shandatory discipline in school and where ‘mother

tongues have MO supporting literature in .the original or in
wranslation, or in the area of education where (here is no rooting
in the life around us and where excellence has been discarded
as some elitist fad, of where. the spirit of balanced and intel-
Tigent enquiry into the wany splendours of our tand has been
largely abandoned in favour ol propagandin cxertisey, it 1%
difficult to organise the anchorages Or moorings so mnecessary
for a cultural matrix. In other words, 1929 was healthier than

1984. The disruptive waves of “globality” had not taken their

. toll. Now, the task 1S doubly difficult — awesome, in fact. A
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mere samipling of our intellectual and cultural expression is

enough to convince us of the profound disorder that has over
taken us. It has to be confronted.

The example of Krishna Chandra Bhattacharya will have to
b‘? emulated at a hundred different levels and in a hundrcld
fhfferem ways. We are a deeply corroded society, ‘ particularly
in the .urban areas which cover some 150 millions o,f our peo le)
But eighty per cent of India lives in its villages with(?ut I:h;:
?had(')WS‘ of an unthinking, imitafive modernisation. The bas
is full sound, and can be salvaged — perhaps, in .encountc{f
which may well be intellectually rewarding. A beginnin mul:t
be made, and by the pure philosophers, and theaotherg. poli-

‘_ncal, economic and cultural.
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