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EDITORS’ PREFACE

The Indian Philosophical Quarterly is committed to the
promotion of independent philosophical thinking in India today
irrespective of dectrinal commitment or affiliation. Such an
endeavour. requires the creation of a national forum of philo-
sophical investigations at advanced levels which would be com-
mitted to the achievement of structures of communication between
classical perspectives, Indian and Western, and contemporary
problems; thus, leading to the formation of a climate of relevance
for our philosophical efforts. .

As part of this objective, we have launched a series of publi-
cations in Philosophy to be called Indian Philosophical Quarterly
Publications. The series will include -monographs, collections of
articles, anthologies, original explorations and critical studies
of specific problems or thinkers. We hope that such publications
would provide a forum for scholars in our country to make
available the results of their studies and reflections to a wider
public. These publications, however, would represent only the
point of view of the authors concerned and not necessarily the
editorial view-point. :

We are happy to release our nineth publication, ¢ The Philo-
sophy of Kalidas Bhattacharyya ’ edited by Professor Daya Krishna
with the assistance of Prof. A: M. Ghose and P. K. Srivastava.
The papers included in this volume were presented at a seminar
on the philosophy of Kalidas Bhattacharyya, planned and orga-
nized during January 1981, by the Department of Philosophy,
Rajasthan University, Jaipur.

We are thankful to Prof. Daya Krishna and other authorities
of the Department of Philosophy, Rajasthan University for making
the manuscript of the proceedings of seminar available to us for
publication under the auspices of I.P.Q. Publication Series.

This publication has been sponsored by the Department of
Philosophy, University of Poona, as a part of its publication
activity under the University Leadership Programme sanctioned
- by the University Grants Commission. Dr. S. S. Deshpande,
Co-ordinator of U.L.P. deserves special mention in this context.
But for his valuable help the publication of the present volume
would have been delayed. .

' S. S. Barlingay
Pune, 1985 - Rajendra Prasad
Editors,
Indian Philosophical Quarterly






INTRODUCTION

There can be little doubt that hardly any attention has been
paid to philosophical thinkers of India’s recent past. Somehow
the attention has either been focussed on contemporary philo-
sophers in the West or on those Indian thinkers who have played
a significant role in the religious or political life of this country.
While Vivekanand, Tagore, Aurobindo and Gandhi have been
discussed a great deal, the same cannot be said of such profes-
sional philosophers as K. C. Bhattacharyya, G. R. Malkani,
S. Radhakrishnan, K. D. Bhattacharyya, N. V. Banerjee and
others. The alleged spirituality of Indian philosophy and its
relation to moksa seem to have continued to haunt contemporary
Indian philosophers also. That perhaps may be one reason
why hard-core philosophers have not attracted the attention
even of those who have considered themselves philosophers in
the current Western sense of the term. There can be little doubt
that after K. C. Bhattacharyya, Kalidas Bhattacharyya was one
of the most original thinkers amongst the professional philo-
sophers in the country in this century.

It has been our desire for long to organize seminars about
the work_ of living philosophers of this country so that they may
* respond to a critical appraisal of their work by their colleagues
in the country. This is the first volume in the series! and has
been rendered invaluable by the fact that it contains Kalidas
Bhattacharyya’s final formulation of his philosophical position
done only about a year prior to his passing away from the world.
Kalidas Bhattacharyya not only undertook the trouble to reply
to most of the criticisms made but also critically responded to
them by reformulating and redefining his position in their light.
Except for two articles included in this volume, all the rest were

1. The other contemporary thinkers on whose work seminars
have been held are Prof. N. V. Banerjee and Prof. J. N,
Mohanty. "

(ix)



specifically written for the seminar. The two articles, one by
Prof. J. N. Mohanty and the other by myself had been published
earlier. They have been included in this volume because they
were circulated as background. papers for the participants so
that they may have some idea about Kalidas Bhattacharyya’s philo-
sophy. However, as Kalidas Bhattacharyya chose to mention
them-in his reply, we thought it fit to include them in the volume
also. The other reason for including them is that they may-be
found useful as introduction to Kalidas Bhattacharyya’s thought
by the reader who is not already familiar with it.

The responsibility for conceiving of the idea of this series
of Seminars and of organising them is that of Dr. K. L. Sharma
of the Department of Philosophy, University of Rajasthan, Jaipur.
He deserves all the praise and credit along with others in the
department for initiation and implementing the idea so success-
fully.

DAYA KRISHNA



KALIDAS BHATTACHARYYA
LIFE AND WORKS

Born August 17, 1911, at Barisal (modern Bangladesh);
educated at Serampur (Dist. Hooghly, West Bengal ) and Cal-
cutta; M.A.Ph.D., Premchand Raichand Scholar; awarded
Hon. ¢ Mahamahopadhyaya’® by Mithila Vidyapith, and Gold
Medal by the Asiatic Society, Calcutta, for being considered the
best philosopher in India.

Lecturer, Vidyasagar College, Calcutta, and Council of Post-
graduate Teaching, University of Calcutta, 1936-51; Associate
Professor and Professor of Indian Philosophy; Post-graduate
Department, Sanskrit College, Calcutta—~1951-56; Professor of
Philosophy and Head, Centre of Advanced Study in Philosophy,
Visva-Bharati, Santiniketan, 1957-71; Principal, Vidya-Bhavan
(P.G. Department), Visva-Bharati, 1962-66; Vice-Chancellor,
Visva-Bharati, Santiniketan, 1967-71; Emeritus Professor, Visva-
Bharati, and National Fellow, Indian Council of Philosophical
Research (I.C.P.R.)

Sometime Guest Professor, North Bengal University, Dist.
Darjeeling, and Rabindra Bharati University, Calcutta; Delivered
Endowment and Extension Lectures, etc. at the Universities of
Calcutta, Jadavpur, Burdwan, Visva-Bharati, Bhagalpur, Magadh,
Gorakhpur, Banaras Hindu University, Banaras Sanskrit Univer-
sity, Lucknow, I.L.T. Kanpur, Delhi, Punjab University ( Chandi-
garh), LI.T. Bombay, University of Rajasthan at Jaipur, Utkal
University at Bhubaneswar (also at Cuttack ), Andhra Univer-
sity ( Waltair ), Sri- Venkateswar University ( at Tirupati), Madras,
Mysore, Gujarat University; Gujarat Vidyapith and L.D. Insti-
tute of Indology at Ahmedabad, P.G. Department of Sanskrit
College, Calcutta, R.K. Mission Institute of Culture (Calcutta ),
University of Hawaii ( Honolulu ), and Vienna.

Invited by Oxford University, U.K. to deliver six Radha-
krishnan Memorial Lectures in 1984-85.

" Sectional President, Indian Philosophical Congress, Patna;
Secretaiy, Indian Philosophical Congress for several years; Presi-
dent, Indian Philosophical Congress, Varanasi; General Presi-

()



dent, Indian Philosophical Congress for several years; Member,
different UGC Committees for several years; Permanent Member,
Board of Directors, Federation Internationale Des Societes De
Philosophie.

Delivered Convocation Address at the University of Magadh
North Bengal and Jadavpur.

Sometime editor, Visva-Bharati Quarterly,' Visva-Bharati
Journal of Philosophy, Visva-Bharati Patrika (in Bengali ); some-
time Guest Editor, Visva-Bharati Quarterly; Editor-in-Chief
Visa-Bharati Journal of Philosophy; on the editorial board of,
the Philosophical Quarterly, Indian Philosophical Quarterly,
Journal of Indian Philosophy ( D. Reidel Pub. Co.), Darshan
(in Bengali), Philosophia and a few other journals.

Edited the following books :
(1) Recent Indian Philosophy (Progressive Publishers, Cal-
cutta ).
(ii) Philosophical Papers ( Centre of Advanced Study in Philo-
sophy, Visva-Bharati, Santiniketan ).
(iii) Rabindra Darshan (in Bengali) (Centre of Advanced
Study in Philosophy, Visva-Bharati, Santiniketan ).

Co-editor, K. C. Bhattacharyya Memorial Volume ( Indian
Institute ‘of Philosophy, Amalner).

Books Published (in English )

1. Alternative Standpoints in Philosophy ( Dasgupta & Co.—now
out of print)

2. Object, Content and Relation ( Dasgupta & Co.—now out of
print ).

3. The Concept of Cause as in India and the West (published in
three instalments in Our Heritage, Vol. I, Pt, 1, Jan.-June
1953; Vol. II, Pt. I, Jan.-June, 1954. Our Heritage is the
bulletin of the P. G. Depti. Research, Govt. Sanskrit Collegs,
Calcutta ).

4. The Indian Concepts of Knowledge and Self (published in
five instalments in Owr Heritage, Vol. II, Part II, July-Dec.
1954; Vol. III, Pt. I, Jan.—June, 1955; Vol. III, Pt. II, July-
Dec. 1955, Vol. IV, Pt. I, Jan.-June, 1956; Vol. IV, Part 1I,
July-Dec. 1956).

(xii)



10.

11.

12.
13.

14,

15.

Philosophy, Language and Logic ( Allied Publishers, Bombay,
1965. Now out of Print).

Presuppositions of Science and Philosophy and Other Essays
(Centre of Advanced Study in Philosophy, Visva-Bharati,
Santiniketan, 1974).

A Modern Understanding of Advaita Vedania (L. D. Institute
of Indology, Ahmedabad, 1975).

Fundamentals of K. C. Bhattacharyya’s Philosophy (Saraswat
Library, Calcutta, 1975).

Possibility of Different Types of Religion (As1atlc Soclety,
Calcutta, 1975).

On the Concepts of Relation and Negation in Indian Plulosophy
( Sanskrit College, Calcutta ).

Humanism in Indian Philosophy and Religion (in five instal-
ments, Bulletin of the Ramakrishna Mission Institute of
Culture, Calcutta, June 1978-Nov. 1978).

The Indian Concept of Man (Jadavpur University, 1982).
The Notion of Transcendence : The Philosophy of Gopinath

Kaviraj (University of Calcutta, 1982 ).
Books Published (in Bengali)

Bharatiya Samskrit O Anekanta Vedanta (Bﬁrdwan Uﬁiver-/
sity, Butdwan, 1982).

Mandukya Upanisader Katha ( University of Calcufta, 1982).
Papérs Published (in English)

. The Business of Philosophy ( The Philosophical Quarterly,

Indian Inst. of Philosophy, Amalner, Vol. 28, No. 4, Jan.
1956 ). _
Language, Logic and Fact (The Philosophical Quarterly, Indian
Inst. of Philosophy, Amalner, Vol. 30, No. 3, Oct. 1957).
Objective Attitude and Idealism Proper ( K. C. Bhattacharyya
Memorial Volume., ed. Maitra, Malkani, Murti and Bhatta-

: cha.ryya, Indian Inst. of Philosophy, Amalner, 1958 ).

Is Philosophy Linguistic Analysis ? ( The Philosophical Quar-
terly, Indian Institute of Philosophy, Amalner, Vol. 32, No. 2,
July, 1959).
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. 1 ‘
‘A Step Beyond K. C. B_hattachahyyd

K. L. SHARMA

Professor Kalidas Bhattacharyya,! one of ,fhe foremost of -
- living philosophers in contemporary India, is greatly influenced
by Professor Krishna Chandra Bhattacharyya® (his father).

‘Prof. K. D. Bhattacharyya acquired from his father the funda-

mental principle of the Alternative Absolute, but on certain points,

for instance, the correlation of the Absolute with the conscious

function, he does not agree with K. C. Bhattacharyya. There-

fore, the present paper aims to explicate Professor K. D. Bhatta-

charyya’s philosophical thoughts in the light of K. C. Bhatta-
charyya’s philosophy. The first part of this paper deals with

K. C. Bhattacharyya’s notion of Alternative Absolute and in;
the second part, K. D. Bhattahcaryya’s views on Alternative

Standpoints have been presented.

1. Professor Daya Krishna, in his paper entitled * Kalidas
Bhattacharyya and the Logic of Alternation ” (published in
Indian Philosophical Quarterly, Vol. III, No. 2 January 1976
pp. 195-208) has suggested that * many of the points he
(K. D. Bhattacharyya ) has made, may be understood better
if seen in the light of his father’s (K. C. Bhattacharyya)
philosophy.” The present paper is an attempt in this direction.

2. K. C. Bhattacharyya ( 1875-1949 ) was a creative thinker of
Modern India. His philosophical writings were edited by
his elder son Professor Gopinath Bhattacharyya under the
title : Studies in Philosophy, Vol. 1 and Vol. 2, ( Progressive
Publishers, Calcutta, 1957). Professor Kalidas Bhattacharyya,
(1912-1984 ) Ex-Professor of Philosophy and Ex-Vice-
Chancellor of Visva Bharati, Santiniketan, West Bengal was
the second son of K. C. Bhattacharyya.



2 : K. L. SHARMA

I

If we look into the writings of K. C. Bhattacharyya we find
‘that his philosophical thoughts have passed through three fairly
distinct stages of development. The first stage covers the period
1914-18 : this period he devoted to the solution of the dichotomy
of the given and the logical or, as one may say of the actual and
the possible. The second stage extends from 1925 to 1932. The
non-given as subjectivity was the main emphasis of his thought
during this period. The- third stage of his philosophising was
the richest, profoundest and most original of all. In this period,
(i.e. roughly from 1934 onwards ) he wrote three important arti-
cles viz., -“ The Concept of Philosophy’, ¢ The Absolute and its
Alternative Forms®’, and  The Concept of Value’.

These three phases are not disconnected with each other.
Actually, to define the Absolute was his idea from beginning to
end. In the first phase of his philosophy he defines the Absolute
as Indefinite; in the second phase as Subject; and in the third
phase as Alternation. ' :

K. C. Bhattacharyya’s Notion of the Absolute :

Philosophy, according to K. C. Bhattacharyya, starts with
reflective consciousness. Reflection is the awareness of a con-
tent as to a mode of consciousness %, In other words, reflective
consciousness implies that we are not merely aware of a content,
bit are aware of it in relation to consciousness. Consciousness
is always the consciousness of a content and we are reflectively
aware of the content as distinct from its necessary reference to

3. The Article entitled * The Concept of Absolute and its Alter-
native Forms ”, the tasic work of his third phase of philo-
sophy, was his presidential address delivered at the me:ting
of the Indian Philosophical Congress (1933 ) and was publi-
shed in 1934 in' the Philosophical Quarteily. It has. also
‘been included in his Studies in Philosophy, Vol. II.

4. Studies in Philosophy, Vol. II, p. 125.
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consciousness. This peculiar relation between consciousness and
content is described by K. C. Bhattacharyya as °implicational
dualism ’.  “It is in reference ‘to this relation that the concept
of the Absolute has to be understood ”.% - '

The relation between consciousness and content is indefinite.
This indefinite telation can neither be denied to be a distinction
nor can it be denied 1o be one of identity. That “the content
is somehow distinct from consciousness is obvious to reflection
but identity is not so obvious”.° But what is indefinite demands
to be definite. Every indefinite stage of consciousness demands
a higher stage of consciousness where that which is indefinite
becomes. definite. The demand is for a “ supra-reflective con-
sciousness”,” where the distinetion or dissociation between consci-
ousness and content becomes clcar. The demanded dissociation
of consciousness from content is neither identity nor identity-in-
difference but distinction. In other words, to begin with orin
unreflective  consciousness, consciousness and content are
thought to be identical. In reflective consciousness the relation
of consciousness and content is known as identity-in-difference,
but in supra-reflective consciousness this relation ( between con-
tent and consciousness) stands as distinction, or, in other words,
consciousness is dissociated from content and known as a mere
distinction. R

Now, as consciousness is of three kinds viz., knowing, feeling
and willing, the implicatofy distinction is also three-fold. In
knowing the content is not constituted by consciousness, in'Willf
ing the content is constituted by consciousness, and in feeling
the content constitutes some kind of unity with consciousness.
In the words of K. C. Bhattacharyya, ¢ the content that is distin-
guished in reflection from consciousness may be spoken of as

5. Ibid. p. 125.

6. Ibid. p. 126.
7. Ibid, p. 125.
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unconstituted by consciousness or as constituted by conscious-
ness. or as along with consciousness constituting some kind of
unity.? Symbolically it can be put like this; “if A is distinct
from B, B may be simply an other or it may be constitutive of-
A or A and B may be both constitutive of C. The ﬁrst mode
of distinction is the relation of content and consciousness in
knowing and the last two will be found to appropriately symbo-'
lise the relation in willing and feeling respectively.””®

There are three ways again in which freedom from this distinc-
tion can be understood, and each has consequently its own formu-
lation of the Absolute. In knowing, the content may be freed
from its reference to consciousness and we have Truth,the Absolute
for knowing. In willing, consciousness may be freed from the
content and we have freedom of will. Freedom is the Absolute
for willing. In feeling, the implicational relation of content and
consciousness may be freed from their distinction as a constituted
unify and we have what K. C. Bhattacharyya calls Value. For
feeling, the Absolute is Value. According to K.C. Bhattacharyya, .
“in the reflective stage these absolutes or formulations of the
Absolute will be found to be un-unifiable and to be in a sort of
alternation.”!° _ ‘

From the standpoint of reflection the Absolute may be defined
as ““what is free from the implicational dualism of content and
consciousness”.!! There is an Absolute for Knowing ( Truth),
an absolute for Willing ( Freedom ) and an absolute for Feeling
(value). This tripple formulation of absclute cannot be avoided.
We cannot say that there are three absolutes or only one absolute.
The reason for this is that * the absolute is not a known content
about which alone the question “one or many’ has meaning.”!2

8. Ibid. p. 112.
9. Ibid. p. 129.
10. Ibid. p. 129. L
11. Ibid. p. 141.
12. Ibid. p. 141.
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In other words, * each is absoluté, but what are here understood
as three are only their verbal symbols, they themselves being
understood together, but not as together ”.!* The absolute is
either truth or freedom or value, but not all of them simultane-
ously. It is an alternation of truth, freedom and value. In
other words, there is no sense in speaking of the absolute as
the unity of truth, freedom and value. It is each. of them, these
being only spoken of separately, but not meant as either separate
or one. ‘Whether a mystical identity of the absolute can be
reached in the supra-reflective consciousness does not concern
us .M o

The absolute * as transcending the enjoyed reality of religion
is positive being (truth) or positive non-being (freedom ) of
their positive indetermination ( value ).”’> The absolute in K. C.
Bhattacharyya’s opinion “is conceived regorously as .trcth in
(Advaita) Vedanta, as freedom in Buddhist nihilism, as value
in Hegel.”'® All these views belong to transcendental grades
of philosophy or philosophy of truth which is the highest level
of philosophy accordlng to K. C. Bhattacharyya. :

The above analysis raises certain issues such as how can the
indefinite distinction of content and consciousness be defined?
How can their apparent identity be denied? How can the impli-
catory distinction be resolved into non-implicatory distinction ?

- We have already seen that the implicatory distinction of
content and consciousness varies according to the various forms
- of consciousness, viz., knowing, willing and feeling. These three
forms of consciousness of content are three indefinite distinction
and they present alternative demands to resolve the implicative
distinction. Thus the implicatory distinction is resolvable in

13. Ibid. p. 142.
14. Ibid. p. 128.
“15. Ibid. p. 117.
16. Ibid. p. 117.
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three different ways in these three ideal forms of consciousness

and. the absolute is understood in the reflective stage in terms

of the mode of resolution in each of these three case. When

these indefinites are definitized we have. three absolutes i.e.,

absolute as truth, as fieedom, and as value. At the supra-

reflective stage these formulations of absolute, viz., absolute as
truth, as freedom and as valve are in a sort of alternation.

The three ways to absolute ( knowing, feeling: and willing )
according to K. C. Bhattacharyya do not -converge; rather they
are intrinsically and essentially divergent from each other. The
mutual relation between Truth, Value and Freedom in the form
of alternation is however, not merely epistemic. In other words,
they are not just alternatives descriptions of the Absolute. There
is no sense in speaking of Absolute as the unity of trutn, freedom
and’ value.: Each of them is only. being spoken of separately,
but not meant either as separate or as one. Gopinath Bhatta-
charyya has rightly said that “alternation appears to be consti-
tutive of the absolite.”!” According to K. C. Bhattacharyya
“it appears to be meaningless to speak of truth as a value, of
value as real or of reality as true while we can significantly speak
of value as not false, of reality as not valueless end of truth as
not unreal, although we cannot positively assert value to be truth,
reality to be value and truth to be reality. Each of them is abso-

lute and they cannot be spoken of as one or many. In one
direction their identity is intelligible though not assertable. Truth
is unrelated to valve, value to reality and reality to truth while
value may be truth, reality, value and truth reality. The abso-
lute may be regarded in this sense as an alternation of truth, value
and reality.”!®

17. Bhattacharyya, G. N. : Studies in Philosophy (Ed ), Vol. II.
Editor’s Introduction, p. 31.

18. Studies in Philosophy, Vol. 11, p. 143.
In the above quoted paragraph K. C. Bhattacharyya has
employed the term reality to mean freedom and has also
given its explanation. -

’



A STEP BEYOND K, C. BHATTACHARYYA 7

The third phase of K. C. Bhattacharyya’s thought, where
he defines Absolute_ as Alternation® yielded a remarkably original
contribution to philosophical thought. These thoughts of K. C.
Bhattacharyya were greatly influenced by Jaina theory of Truth.
"The Jaina theory of Anekantavada (non-abéolutism) or the many-

foldness of truth, according to K. C. Bhattacharyya, ¢is a form
of realism which not only asserts a p‘lurality of determinate Truths
but also takes each truth to be an indetermination of alternative
truths.”?® In this new interpretation of nom-absolutism K. C.
Bhattacharyya found the clue for comprehending the absolute
in a way at once more subtle and more profound than was given
by his earlier notions of the Indéﬁﬁite or of the Subject.
- Kalidas Bhattacharyya2° has further developed K. C. Bhatta-
charyya s concept of Alternative Absolute. K. C. Bhattacharyya s
concept of Alternation is such a powerful concept that it can be
fruitfully applied to various problems in Psychology, Logic,
Metaphysics, Aesthetics, Ethics, Religion,2! Politics®® and even
Technology?. '

11

In this section of the papér an attempt will be made to present
Kalidas Bhattacharyya’s views on the Concept of Alternative-
Absolutes briefly.

19. Studies in Philosophy, Vol. I, p 23.

20. Bhattacharyya Kalidas : Alternative Standpomts in Philo-

‘ sophy (1953). Das Gupta and Co., Ltd. Calcutta.

21. Bhattacharyya Kalidas : “Possz‘bz‘lity of Different Types of
Religion >, The Asiatic Society ( 1975) Cal.

22. Bhattacharyya XKalidas: Alternative -Forms of Politics,
Calcutta Review, 3rd series, 86 (1943)).

23. Krishna, Daya : Technology and Meaningful Patterns of
Life. U.G.C. Seminar Report, 1975, pp. 31-34. -
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In his book Alternative Standpoints in Philosophy (Ph.D.
Thesis 1945) Kalidas Bhattacharyya develops the logic of alter-
"nation and applied it to the three conscious functions of know-
ing, feeling and. willing. The logic of alternation has also been
applied by him to the content of perception. and to relations in
his book Object, Content and Relation, (P. R. Scholarship Thesis
1951). 1In his later writings he modifies the logic of alternation
-and applied it to the ideal and the actual.

The foundation of Kalidas Bhattacharyya’s philosophy may
be said to lie in his  epistemological subjectivism ”, and the
logic of alternation may be said to provide the basi¢ structure
for the building' of his thought. The central problem of philo-
sophy, for him, is ““ how knowledge (any knowledge) is pos-
sible ”? Knowiedge and objéct are opposed to each other in
nature and their conjunction is contradictory; but it is also a
fact that they are not only conjoined but are also united in the
close unity of “knowledge of object”. Thus, the ‘knowledge
situation ’ presents a problem as to how to explain this close unity
of two terms which seem intrinsically opposed to each other 7%

24. Attempts have been made by different philosophers to answer
this question. In these attempts either the primacy of the
subject or of the object or the denial that there is any oppo-
sition between them has been asserted. The logical positivist
thinkers do not consider it a problem at all and call it a mere
linguistic confusion. Daya Krishna has rightly said that—
““in a sense all confusions can be considered to be linguistic
—for, in reality ( whatever that word may mean ), there can
hardly by any confusions. But supposing reality i.e., the
object of our linguistic statements, is itself indeterminate, i.e.,
of such a nature as to make conflicting statements possible.
Is the Order then linguistic or the confusion? What are
the grounds of our belief either way?” ( Kalidas Bhatta-
charyya and the Logic of Alternation. See pp 14-30 below ).
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Kalidas Bhattacharyya believes that unities should not be
regarded as only of the conjunctive type (p and ¢ ). If unities
are only conjuctive there can be no conjunction of elements
having opposed nature. But, if unities other than the conjuc-
tive ones can-be thought of then there may be possibility of in-
compatible elements forming a unity. For him the unity of alter-
natives in a disjunctive judgement (p or q but not both ) is such
a unity. In other words, the disjunctive judgement is the judge-
ment where elements having opposed natures are united. - How-
ever, it should be kept in mind that the judgement does not assert
either the one or the other or both together but only the excluding
relation between them. The nature of such a judgement is that
if one is true the other is rejected or ignored or subordinated or
included and vice-versa. In other words, the logic of alternation,
according to him, asserts the primacy of disjunction in the
understanding of ultimate reality. Disjunction occurs when
alternatives exist at the level of possibility. One alternative
must be asserted, that is, tied to actuality for the speaker,
but if the alternation is real (Ais both opposed to and united
with B) the commitment may be arbitrary to either. The chosen
alternative is developed to its logical conclusion, but so could
the other alternative, if one had chosen otherwise.

The disjunction of consciousness and object offers two alter-
natives, but alternatives to their disjunctive unityis their dia-
lectical unity.. This presents the possibility of a third alternative
attitude viz., the dialectical attitude. These alternative attitudes,
according to him, offer alternative solutions. A philosopher, he
says, “does not become an Idealist or an objectivist through
logical arguments,” but, * at the very start, according as he begins
with the subjective or the objective attitude, he only interprets
phenomena from the standpoint he has already assumed.”” If we
assume the subjective attitude, we have knowing in which the subject

25. Bhattacharyya, K. D. : Object Content and Relation, p. 141.



10 ~ ’ K. L. SHARMA

is seen as determining or creativeits object. If we assume the
objeétive attitude we have feeling in which the object is felt with
immediate certainty. If we assﬁme the dialectical attitude we
have willing wherein a dialectical synthesis of subject and object

is attained.

In the subjective attitude knowing subordinates feeling; in
the objective attitude feeling fejects the knowing, and in dialecti-
cal attitude i.e., willing, the sub_fective incorporates the objective.
The alternative philosophies are equally correct but incompatible
with each other. The alternation is not a fact of empirical world
which is usually a correlate of the self at the non-reflective level.
Ratber, -it is only when the s¢lf reflects that it disintegrates into
these possibilities. In practical life knowing, feeling and willing
tolerate each other, but reflectively each demands the subordi-
nation, rejection or incorporation of all the others. Ultimately,
as an ideal, each demands to the absolute, not simultaneously
but alternatively, pure subjectivity as absolute knowing or Truth,
pure object as absolute feeling or Beauty, dialectical synthesis as
absolute willing or Goodness.?®

The ultimate problem of philosophy for Kalidas Bhatta-
chadryya, is the status of these alternation itself. For' Buddhism,
there is no reality but only alternative philosophies; for Jainism,
reality itself is alternative; for Vedanta, there iS one reality, but
it can be viewed from alternative standpoints. The alternation
of these alternative theories of alternation is the last word of
the philosophy of alternative standpoints.

26. These represents respectively, the three traditional paths of
Hindu Religious philosophy—knowledge, love and action
(Jiana, Bhakti and Karma) characteristic respectively of
schools of Advaita, Vaishnavism (also Nyiya-Vaiesika )
and Tantric Saivism ( also Buddhism ).
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But, one may ask, even if the problem about reality has alter-
native solutions, must we suppose that reality itself is alternating?
This question in turn, according to Kalidas Bhattacharyya, has
and can have only alternative answers.. The three philosophies
mentioned above are alternative images of reality.”’ For example
as already seen, in the case of Buddhism thereis no reality but
only alternative philosophies, for Jainism reality itself is alter-
native.and for Vedanta reality is one, but viewed from alternatlve
standpomts :

Thus, we see that Kalidas Bhattacharya’s philosophy -is
founded on the key doctrine of disjunction, rather than on contra-
diction or conjunction, as the fundamental principle of logic.
Disjunctive alternatives are equally valid as possibilities and in-

27. The phrase ‘image of “reality’ may itself mean either that
reality is nothing but the image, that the image is a function
of the reality and that there is some dlalectlcal unity of one
with the negation of the other. )

28. Kalidas Bhattacharyya’s views regarding the 3 alternative
absolutes as presented in his book Alternative Standpoints in
Philosophy have been developed further in his later work.
Besides the alternation of knowing, feeling, and willing there
is cross alternation also in which each may be alternatively
considéred in terms of either of the others. Besides pure
knowing, which is purely subjective, there can also be know-
ing of objects, which is knowing in terms of feeling. Besides
pure feeling, which is purely objective, thereis also feeling
of self, which is feeling in terms of knowing. The concept
of coincidence must be joined to that of alternation: the
line dividing adjacent squares belongs alternatively and
entirely to either because the squares coincides in one side.
Alternatives dlverge, but there is a sense in Wthh they con-
verge also.

‘Burch, G. B.: “ Search for the Absolute in Neo-Vedanta:
The Philosophy of X. C. Bhattacharyya” International
Philosophical Quarterly, Vol. VII, No. 4, 1967, p. 665.
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deed equally tenable as actualities for different persons, but only
one can be actual for any one person depending on the initial

attitude he adopts to the paradox encountered in the reflective
consciousness. '

The doctrine of Alternative Absolutes is based on the psycho-
logical distinction between the knowing, feeling, willing, functions
of the self and on the epistemological distinction -of subjective,
objective and dialectical attitudes correlated with them. This doctrine
is an original approach to the perennial problems of philosophy-.
On the one hand the doctrine of alternative absolutes avoids
the dogmatism which maintains that-if one viewis tenable the
opposite view must necessarily be untenable. On the other
hand, it avoids the irrational liberalism which would hold contra-
dictory views simultaneously either by some compromise or by
a hierarchical arrangement of by some alleged harmony. We
all start from the same unreflective experience. But as we reflect
philosophically, our paths do not converge but diverge, and their
final goals are the alternative forms of .the absolute.

W

However, his puzzle regarding the unity between two terms
having opposed nature in the knowledge—situation and his pro-
posed solution to this puzzle raise certain questions which demand
an answer in the first place, is the puzzle itself a genuine one?
If so, what is the nature and the origin of this puzzle? Some
Indian philosophical systems such as Nydya and Mimamsa do
not consider-it a genuine puzzle at all. For Nyaya, the relation
between subject and object is a factual one and, therefore, a later
Naiyayika like Raghunath even accepts relation as an independent
category. The unity between two opposite terms is a puzzle
only for Advaita Vedanta and Sarmkhya, because they think the
Subject is a close category and that it can be (or should be)
undérstood independent of any relation. The relation between
one object and another is not a puzzle for them but only the
relation between the subject an. object, because they treat know-
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ledge asa non-relational category or a trans-category. In fact, not
only this but any intentional act would pose a problem for them.

Even if it is granted that this is a puzzle the solution given
by Kalidas Bhattacharyya would still remain the conjunctive rela-~
tion which should be replaced by the disjunctive relation to solve
this puzzle. But, even though it is true that mutually contrary or
contradictory judgements can be united in a disjunction, each
being taken as a disjunct, the components of the resulting dis-
junctive judgement would be symmetrically related. If p is contr-
" ary to g then g too will be contrary to p and if p is the contra-
dictory of ¢ then g too will be the contradictory of p. Thus, the
unity of mutually - opposed elements in disjunctive judgement
presupposes a symmetry of relation among the two. But in the

solution offered by Kalidas Bhattacharyya, this symmertrical
relation is lacking.

The concept of Alternative Absolutes, particularly the third
alternative, is also problematic. - We may validly ask what is
the basis of this assertion regarding knowledge as being sub-
jective, feeling as objective, and willing as dialectical in nature.
Also the classification of consciousness into knowing, feeling and
willing, -seems to be greatly influenced by Faculty Psychology.

But Faculty Psychology has been long given up by most psycho-
logists and -all the criticism levelled against it may be treated as

applying to the positions of K. C. Bhattacharyya and Kalidas
Bhattacharyya also.

ano
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Kalidas Bhattacharyya and The Logic of Alternation*

DAYA KRISHNA

Kalidas Bhattacharyya is, undoubtedly, one of the f/oremost
of living philosophers in contemporary India. Along with K.C.
Bhattacharyya and N. V. Banerjee, he may be said to have renewed
the tradition of creative philosophising in  this country which
had perhaps been blocked by the historical necessity of coming
to terms with an alien traditionin philosophy which was forced
on our notice due to the imposition of British rule in India. Yet,
though * Alternative Standpoints in Philosophy ! was published
as early as 1953, little discussion has taken place regarding the
philosophical thesis of this extraordinary book. Unfortunately
the book has been out of print for a long time and in fact has
been unavailablé to students of philosophy both here and abroad
as large stocks of it happened to have been burnt in some acci-
dent only a few years after its publication. Still, the general
neglect which this work has received on the part of most students
of philosophy in India is inexcusable, and it is time that it receives
the attention which, in my opinion, it so richly deserves.

However, as it is not easy for most students to understand
the contentions of the author due to the difficulties of his thought
and style in this book, I think it would be helpful if this paper
is confined only to an exposition of his major thesis in the work
mentioned above. A ocritical discussion and assessment of the
author’s contentions must await a proper understanding of what
he has said, and may be undertaken later in a sequal to this paper.

* This article was first published in Indian Philosophical
Quarterly, Vol. III, No. 2, January 1976.
1. Kalidas Bhattacharyya’: Alternative Standpoints in Philosophy. -
Calcutta, Das Gupta and Co., 1953.



THE LOGIC OF ALTERNATION 15

The fact of knowledge as everybody knows has seemed
puzzling to most thinkers. From the Sophists and .Socrates to
the logical positivists of today, there has been a continuous
concetn with what has come to be called *“ The problem of know-
ledge ”. However diverse the solutipns to the problem they
have generally seemed uﬁconvincing-to many, if not most, philo-
sophers. Varying from the indubitable certainty of self at the
one end to the equally indubitable certainty of sense-data
on the other, the solutions seem to form a continuum where one
can choose whatever one likes. Mr. Bhattacharyya’s explanatioh of
this variability is so capable and original that any thinker who
still wishes to attempt a unimodal? explanation must first come
to terms with it. ’

Whenever something seems problematic, it is mostly because
we feel the conjoint validity of things® which seems to be in-
compatible in their nature. The solution is generally reached
when we come to feel that either the things are not incompatible
in their nature or that they are not conjointly valid. The various
solutions to the problem of knowledge can be seen as attempts
in either of these directions.

The “ Knowledge-Situation > can seem problematic only if
we find. two things conjoined in it which reveal themselves to
be incompatible in their natures. The occurrence of knowledge
is a fact from which the thinker takes his start. But *knowledge ’
is not a thing like tables or chairs; rather, it is more like relations
which involve a reference to terms between which they hold.
‘Knowledge > is always the ‘ knowledge of object’ and not just
knowledge itself. This ¢ of’, it should be noted, is not the * of’

2. The significance of this word would become clear in the
further course of this exposition.

3. Normally, the .compatibility or 1ncompat1b111ty is supposed
to be between propositions and not “things ”. However,
in the context of Prof. Bhattacharyyas thought, the latter

. - usage is more meaningful as would appear from the sequal.
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of identity as in ‘the City of Calcutta’. Rather, it denotes the
distinctness of the object from the fact of its known and, at the
sanie'time, an equally close unity between them. In fact, leaving
aside error and illusion, the ‘‘ knowledge of.object ”” should be
the same as the object itself. The other term in the “ knowledge-
situation ” is traditionally called the ‘ subject ”” or the ““ self ™.

Whatever may be one’s difficulties with respect to these con-
cepts, a distinction has always been drawn between the way
in which self knows itself and the way in which it knows an object.
Whatever be the name that has been given to this distinction
the difference between self-consciousness and the consciousness
of object has been recognised by most thinkers. It, however
does. not seem to have been noticed that the relation between
the two is of, at least, seeming exclusion. The movement to-
wards self-consciousness is a movement away from the conscious-
ness of the object and while we are conscious of the object we
are just unaware of the fact of consciousness or of the subject
that is conscious of the object.

The “ Kﬁowledge—situation”, thus, presents a problem, for
it reveals a close unity of two terms which, however, seem also
opposed to each other. The usualsolutions of this problern
have taken the form of asserting the primacy or even the absolute
reality of the Subject or the Object or the denial that- there is
any opposition between them.*" The subject has seemed so self-

4, The fashionable solution preferred at the present time would,
perhaps, be that it is all a linguistic confusion. It is gene-
rally forgotten, that, in a sense, all confusions can be consi-
dered to be linguistic —for, in reality (whatever that word
may mean ), there can hardly be any confusions. But suppo-
sing reality, i.e., the object of our linguistic statements, is itself
indeterminate, i.e., of such a nature as to make conflicting
statements possible. Is the order then linguistic or the confu-
sion? What are the grounds of our belief either way?
Mr. Bhattacharyya has thoroughly discussed these possibilities
which are not even dreamt of by the logical positivists of to-day.
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evident to many thinkers and an independent object so incon-
ceivable that they have found it difficult to understand in what
the objectivity of the object lies. The movement from episte-
mological objectivity to metaphhysical objectivity is the central
problem in almost all the great thinkers from Descartes to Kant
and though they all find alternative routes to their solutions (or
do not find a route at all) they are convinbed that the imme-
diate awareness of consciousness is indubitable in a sense in which
the consciousness of the object is not.

. On the other hand, the whole movement of modern realism
is based on the immediately felt independence of the object from
the fact of its being known. The object is, thus, revealed to be
independent in its very being, the situation of being known being
essentially accidental to its very nature. It, thus, is real, self-
subsistent in a sense in which the subject can never be; for it ( the
subject ) is never known as an object, and seems, at most, the
shadowy projection of the grammatical ‘I’ which accompanies
most of our judgements. Further, the conteingency of know-
ledge-situation for the object reacts back onthe subject and
makes it contingent for while the object reveals itself to be in-
dependent of the knowledge-situation, the subject is inevitably
bound to and dependent on it. '

The opposition between the two terms in the * knowledge-
situation >’ is, thus, the reason for the divergent movements in
philosophy. But the very fact of the  knowledge-situation ”
reveals that there is also a close unity between them: The ques-
tion, then arises : “can we intelligibly conceive of a unity of
elements which are in mutual opposition to each other? ”* Bhatta-
charyya’s answer is that we can, and the answer is extensively
elaborated in his doctrine of what we have called in the title of
this paper “ The Logic of Alternation . V

.2
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The unity of alternatives in a disjunctive judgement, is®
according to Bhattacharyya, such aunity. The disjunctive judge-
ment, being a judgement, unitesin itself elements which are in
opposition to each other. The judgement, however, does not
assert either the one or the other or both together but only the
excluding relation between them which is ¢of such a nature that if
one is true, the other is false’ and vice-versaS. . The difficulty, in
fact, has been felt because—so Bhattacharyya contends— almost all
thinkers have presupposed that unities can only be of the con-
junctive type. If the unities were only of the conjunctive type
then, obviously, there could be no unities, i.e., cenjunctions of
incompatible elements. Butif the unities can be of types other
than the conjunctive then there is, at least, a possibility that even

incompatible elements can form a unity.

In fact, Mr. Bhattacharyya contends, the unity formed bet-
ween a positive and a negative is more intimaté than the unity
between two positives. He writes, for example, “ If on a table
an ink-pot is absent, and if we say ‘ the table is without ink-pot’ ”,
we mean some unity of the table and the absence of ink-pot. 1t
is a much closer unity than when we unify two positive entities.
Between two positive entities ( except in one case to be presently

mentioned )7 there is always a factual relation which cements

5. The word “false ” is too strong for a correct characterisation
of Bhattacharyya’s position. A more adequate statement

. would follow later. ' _

6. We are quite aware (and so is Bhattacharyya) that this is
not agreed to by any modern logician. We would give late
his reasons for this differences on this matter. :

7. The case excepted in the inherence of a quality is that to
which it belongs.
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the relata into a unity. But between a positive and a negative
there is no such factual relation felt; the only speakable relation
between them is a predicative one, i.e., a 1elation obtaining
only in‘the judgemental description of the whole affair. We
say ‘the tableis without an .ink-pot ’, positing thereby a relation
inspite of there being no factual relation corresponding to it—
actually the relation is but the identity of the table_ »3

What Mr. Bhattacharyya, perhaps, means tosay is that in
a positive relationship both the entities are affected in a positive
manner and, thus, get modified. But in arelationship between
the positive and the negative, the ‘positive remains unmodified;
in fact, just itself, while the locué of the negative lies nowhere

else in the positive itself.

Now the elements in a disjunctive judgement are actually
related in such a manner. Eachof the elements is negatively
related to the other, but unlike the ordinary negative judgement,
the disjunctive judgement does not assert as to which of the
elements is .to be affirmed or _denied; The judgement merely
asserts the alternative exclusion of each by the other and leaves
the Quest'ion open as to which is to be asserted and which denied.
Rather, by its very nature it suggests that there is no reason to
prefer either and, in fact, that both.are to be asserted but only
alternatively. The relation between the two eleménts in the dis-
junctivé judgemént, thus, is that the negation of each alternative
is predicated of the other. For example, “In ‘Either M is N
or P is Q’ the reality is alternately ‘M is N’ and ‘P is Q’ and
its very identity is explicated respectively in ‘P is not Q’ and

7. and 8. Alternatzve Standpoints in Phllosophy, p. 11, Italics
author’s.
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‘Misnot N’, P’ is not ‘ Q’ is in reality nothing but ‘M is N ’,
and similarly ¢ M is not N’ is nothing but ‘P is Q**.°

Thus, in the disjunctive judgement we are faced by a unity
( which is as close as it can be) of elements which are incompa-
tible, yet real, though only alternatively. But before we can,
on this ground, understand the unity of knbwledge and object
as a disjunctivé unity, we should try to dispose of two serious
objections that may arise. The first is that the alternative dis-
junction belongs only to the indecision in our state of kllowlcdgé
due to. our ignorance about the state of affairs as it is. The
reality in itself is not indeterminate but is quite specific. When
we say, for example, that “he was born either in 1919 or in
1920 ”, we do not mean that he was alternatively born in both
the years.  The “ Either-or > belongs to our ignorance and not
to reality which was only one and not the other—not ‘even alter-
natively. The other objection related to the view that in a dis-
junctive judgement one alternative is necessarily negated on the
affirmation of the other. The commonly accepted view is that
the dlsjunctlve ]udgement excludes only the falsity and not the
truth of both the alternatives contained in it o

The answer of Bhattacharyya to these objections takes the
form of denying the ultimate relevance of the former and ques-

9. Kalidas Bhattacharyya, ibid p. 152. It should be noted
that according to Mr. Bhattacharyya, the disjunctive judge-
ment is better symbolised by “ Either M is N or P is Q”
than by “ Either M is N or Q”. For the latter can mislead
one to suppose that “M > is the subject of the disjunctive .
judgement while the former can never do so.. In fact, it is
only when the former is analysed that we find that in it each
clause is alternatively the subject and the negation of the
other, the predicate. Further, while the latter can be trans-
lated into the former, the former cannot be reduced into
the form of the latter. We can say “ Either M is N or M is
Q” but there is no way of putting ““ Either M is N or P is
Q” into the form ““ Either M is N or Q .
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tioning the adequacy of the latter. He admits that ordinary
disjunctions involve ignorance,” but denies that it is intrinsic
to the very nature of disjunction itself. -Ordinarily we believe
that it is because of our ignorance that we are asserting the’ dis-
junctive ‘judgemént and that it will be removed in a later stage
of experience.  But from the mere fact that ignorance has been
removed in the past in the case of our “ Either—or ” judgements,
it cannot be inferred, without sufficient grounds, ‘that it must
be removable in the case of all such judgements. Norman Mal-
colm has brought out this point in a masterly manner in connec-
tion with the complete verifiability of empirical statements.!

An irremovable ignorance, however, is ignorance only in a
Pickwickian sense. In fact the whole doctrine of ignorance in
this case presupposes the determinacy of reality which, unless
we have some grounds for believing itin a particular case, cannot
be considered self-evident in its own right. In the case of irre-
movable ignorance we can either suppose that we are irremedi-
ably involved in some metaphysical Maya or that the reality itself
is of an indeterminate nature and admits of different formu-
lations. This, is, perhaps, the " wultimate alternation with
which we may be faced in our enquiry about the relations of
knowledge and reality. The alternatives, however, are related,
as before, in such a way that the affirmation of one involves the
negation of the other and vice-versa. Thus, each is valid but
only alternatively. v

This brings us to the second objection, that the disjunctive
judgement does not exclude the possibility of both the alterna-
tives being true together. It is well-known that such a view
has been held by most logicians in the past and by almost all in
the present. But this view seems, in the main, due to a confusion
between what the disjunctive judgement qua-judgement may be

10. ““The Verification Argument” in Philosophical Analysis Ed.
by Max Black, Prentice-Hall, Englewood Cliffs, N.J., 1950.
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taken to mean and the state of affairs as it obtains in reality. As
Mr. Bhattacharyya writes : * There is no denying the fact that
both the alternatives may be, or even are, real; but the question
is whether that is meant in the disjunctive judgement. That
fact may not be denied, but non-denial is widely removed from
positive assertion. Not to deny X does not mAean to assert it
positively, ‘nor even to assert any real possibility of it. Ratio
essendi and ratio cognoscendi ought to be kept apart.”!!

The pomt is that “ we never mean ‘both’in a disjunctive
judgement as such even if it be a fact that both happen to be
true in rerum natura. The compatibility or incompatibility of
the  alternatives is undecided within the disjunctive judgement.
It neither affirms nor denies it. In the words of Kalidas Bhatta-
charyya, ““ If the alternatives may be taken as compatible, equally
they may not, so that the upshot is pure indeterminacy, ~which
means that the. affirmed alternative is completely indifferent to
the other.”!?

The alternatives in a disjunction judgement, therefore, are
related in such a way that one alternative either cancels out or
rejects the other or is entirely indifferent toit. Which of these
relations obtains depends upon the nature of the - alternatives
concerned. The term “ negation ”’, thus, is used by Bhattacharyya
in a wide sense. Ashe puts it : “ There may be negation either
of the content or of the assertion of the content. Either that
other alternative is itself negated or there may be the negation
of stating that alternative, i.e., no statement at all of that.”!®

The unity of elements in a disjunctive judgement, thus, is
an extremely close unity of alternatives which either actively
reject cach other or are, at least, completely indifferent to each
other. In the wider sense of negation, they negate each other

11. Op. cit. p. 156, Italics author’s.
12. Ibid. p. 158, Italics author’s.
13, Ibid. p. 158, Italics author’s.
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and yet form a close unity, for each is related to the negatlve of
the other. The question, therefore, whether we can intelligibly
conceive of a unity of elements which are in mutual opposition
_to each other, gets its answer in the affirmative. The unity, in
such a case, must be conceived of as a disjunctive unity—and,
at least, the disjunctive judgement is no mysterlous or unintelli- -
glblc affair.

The “knowledge situation ”, which has seemed so puzzlingl
to most thinkers, can thus be made intelligible if we conceive of
it as a disjunctive unity between subject and object. If we look
from the side of the objéct, it proclaims its complete indifference
to the fact of its being known. The subject, however, rejects
the objectivity of the object in becoming aware of itself and in
fact, transforms the object more and more into the direction
of and in the interest of pure Subjectivity which it is itself. The
transformation that the object successively undergoes at the
levels of sensation, perceptlon, inferred object, memory-image
and thought is simultaneously both in the direction of and in
the interest of subjectivity. Thereis an increasing rejection of
the object at these levels till we reach a stage where the subject
rejects within itself or goes a stage further and rejects the object
altogether. Thus, the phenomenelogical analysis of the “ know-
ledge-situation ” reveals that while the subject actively rejects the
object, the object is perfectly indifferent to. it—a situation
completely intelligible in terms of the relationship that obtains
between the elements of a disjunctive judgement.

However, the relation between elements in disjunctive unities
is of such a nature that each can be asserted and is, thus, valid
but only alternatively. Similar must, therefore, be the situation
in the knowledge-relationship. The subject and the object both
can be affirmed and are, therefore, valid but only alternatively.
The validity of both cannot be asserted simultaneously except
in the form of * the verbal trite that there are these two alter-
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natives”.'* The objectivistic and the subjectivistic philosophies
can, therefore, both the constructed and are valid but only alter-
natively. To say, therefore, that only one of them is valid, is
wrong. But it would be equally wrong to say that both are
valid. What can correctly be said is that teach is valid but only
“alternatively. “The only standpoint from which bothv can be
spoken of as real is that of the verbal super-philosophic conjun-
ction corresponding to the transdisjunctive togethering of the
alternatives.”’® The subjectivistic and the objectivistic philo-
sophies are, thus, valid alternative constructions from the “Know-
ledge-situation” which is of such a nature as to permit or rather
require both, but only in such a way that the validity of the one
negates the validity of the other and vice-versa.

Among the Subjectivistic philosophies which all involve the
rejection of the object, Mr. Bhattacharyya, however, makes a
distinction. The rejection of the object through which the sub-
jectivity comes to be aware of itself, may be conceived to be a
necessary step as, for example, in the system of Hegel: The
‘subject returns to itself by negating the object and grows richer
by this negation. The object, thus, gets a type of non-being
with which the subject forms a dialectical unity and grows richer
and concentrete just through this unity. But the object may be
rejected altogether, i.e., even the first level rejection itself may
be rejected. This, it should be noted, does not posit the object
once more ‘but rejects -it even in its character of non-being.'$
What remains, then, is pure Subjectivity without any distinctions
and without any ‘ other ’ to itself. This is the position of Sarikara
and though Hegel has characterised it as ©abstract idealism ’,

14. Ibid. p. 153, Italics author’s.

15. Ibid. p. 159, Ttalics author’s. i

16. The denial of the denial, therefore, does not here result in
an affirmation but in an absolute negation. Reasons for
holding this view are given in detail in the work concerned.
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Bhattacharyya shows in detail that there is no reason to 'prefer
one view as a more intelligible account of the ‘ Knowledge-
situation ” than the other. If we characterise Hegel’s solution
of dialectical unity as ab’solutism, then there is a disjunctive alter-
nation between Subjectivism, Objectivism and Absolutism. Each
construction is valid, but only alternatively. '

If Bhattacharya would have stopped With this formulations,
alone even then he would have said something so original that .
a serious consideration of his view would have been incumbent
on any thinker who was not hampered by the style of his presen-
tation or prejudiced against the geographical location of the
philosopher concerned.’” But he goes even further and tries
to show that the three alternatives are not mere theoretic logical
conceptions but actually obtain in our experiential life. * Mere
logical estatlishment of a doctrine ”’, he writes, ‘“is never con-
vincing until it is confirmed by psychological appeal to imme-
diate apprehension. In the absence of such direct psychological
appeal much of the traditional philosophy has been useless logo-
machy, a hair-splitting that has come to nothing substantial.”!®

He, therefore, undertakes an analysis of experience in its
cognitive, affective and conative aspects and tries to test his
theoretical formulations on the basis of such an analysis. The
result is an extremely original and challenging analysis of cogni-
tion, feeling and conation which is sometimes so bold and un-
orthodox that one is left wondering at the author as utterly con=
fused—and one feels it rather too often—one always returns,
if one continues to read, to the conviction that there is some
solid ground for what the author is saying and that it was ‘only
the novelty of the idea that had made one feel that he was confused.

17. The reference to geographical location may surprise some
readers, but it is a fact that it is not only Westerners who
believe that no meaningful philosphical activity could occur
outcide the western hemisphere but Indians also.

18. Op. cit. p. V, Italics author’s.
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The analysis, it should be noted, is undertaken for the con-
firmation or rejection of the theory of knowledge elaborated in
the last section. In fact, while trying.to understand the ““ Know-
ledge-situation ”’, we were trying to understand the relation bet-
ween subjectivity and object. But as subjectivity and object
are involved in all experience, the relationship postulated bet-
ween them by the theory of alternation, if tiue, must throw light
on other aspects of experience as well. The analysis, therefore,
aims at discovering ““ the exact subjectivity and the exact object’,
in each of the psychical procésses and the relationship that
obtains between them. . The results reveal that there is a ““ corres-
pondence between cognition, feeling and conation, on the one
hand, the subjective, the objective and the dialectical attitudes
on the other.”!’

However suprising it may seem, that cognition, at its different
levels, moves towards Pure Subjectivity and involves an increasing
rejection of the object, Mr. Bhattacharyya contends that it is
such. The movement from sensation to perception, memotry
and thought is, in his opinion, simultaneously an increasing domi-
nance of Subjectivity and an increasing rejection of the objecti-
vity of the object. Of course, the reference to object, even at
the highest level, does not cease. But the direction of the move-
ment, he suggests, is fairly clear. The view may perhaps become
more intelligible if we reflect that even in sciences, when there grows
up an increasing theoretic complexity and an increasing distance
from ultimate empirical coirelation, one begins to feel the rece-
ding of the object till it is reduced to mere “ pointer-readings ”
or the reception of visual or auditary signals. The object seems
to grow more and more shadowy while the creative philosophers®
aspect of the Subjectivity comes more and more into focus. The
philosophers reflecting on cognition have, again and again, felt
it difficult to find that bare object which is bereft of any subjective

19. Ibid. p. 208.
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construction altogether. The scientists, on their part, have
equally reduced the object to a complex theoretic construct in
which the overwhelming character of the objectivity of sense-
percepts is reduced to its chastly minimum. The attempt to
deduce the whole set of physical phenomena from certain ultimate
postulates, called “ postulates of impotence ”is another pointer
in theé same direction. The dream or the ideal has always been
‘to weave the whole web of knowledge out of the self-evident
necessity “of thought. The deductive form that the advanced
sciences seem inevitably to take suggests that there is some impe-
rative behind the dream which, even if intrinsically unrealisable,
sets ‘up a goal towards which we can perbaps asymptotically
approach. There seems, thus, some ground for Mr. Bhattacharyya’s
assertion that the movement of cognition is towards pure
subjectivity, though the referénce to the object is never com-
pletely lacking even at the highest level.

Ei]ual]y, surprising, at ficst sight, is his contention that feeling
leads us towards objectivity. So obvious does it seem to most
persons that feeling is purely subjective that it would come as
a shock to find any one seriously contending that it is not such.
However difficult it may be to conceive this at the level of pleasure-
pain, it becomes increasingly clear at the succeeding levels of
emotion, aesthetic creation and aesthetic appreciation. It may,
perhaps, make the situation more intelligible if we disabuse our
minds of the usual notion that only perceptual objects are objects.
The overwhelming character of objectivity that belongs to per-
peptual objects belongs even more so to pleasure or pain. We
“are completely immersed in them and do not, in most cases,
stand back from them. Such a situation obtains at the perce-
ptual level also though even there, in a sense, the subjectivity
may be said to be standing back from the object and confronting
it. But on the higher levels of emotion, aesthetic creation and
aesthetic appreciation the differences are clearly revealed. There
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is an increasing domination of the object and the absorption of
the subject into the Object. The reference to the subject never
completely ceases but it receds more and more in the background
till it remains almost a mere background. : :

Whatever be the different theories of aesthetic appreciation,
there.is a fair amount of common agreement about on thing
at least, viz., that we are interested in aesthetic appreciation
in thé object for itself >, and ‘in itself’. This, if we examine,
is just the character of pure objectivity. In fact, there is just
this difference between ordinary perception and aesthetic appre-
ciaticn. Unlike the theoretic transformations that the perce-
ptual object undergoes at different cognitive levels, its objectivity
merely gets more deepened at the highest level of aesthetic appre-
ciation. In fact, if we reflect on the constructional character of
scientific objects and the concrete character of the objects of
aesthetic appreciation, it would perhaps be easier to understand
what Mr. Bhattacharyya is saying. There is, at least, hardly
any rejection of the object in the aesthetic situation and, -thus,
on a prima facie view, it should be considered to belong more
to the objectivity side of the previous analysis. Most writers
on Aesthetics have noted the fact of depresonalisation both of
pleasure and pain in aesthetic creation and appreciation, a fact
that supports the contention of Mr. Bhattacharyya.

If, then, cognition belongs to the Subjective and feeling to
the Objective attitudes, it is natural to accept that conation
belongs to the third, i.c., the dialectical attitude.” Dialectical
unity, if we remember, involved the negating of the object and,
through this negation, the returning of the Self to itself. The
object had a kind of teing (for it was not mere Nothing) and
its being consisted just in this that it was negated by the subject.
Conation reveals just these characteristics at the levels of (1)
instinctive and other unreflective activities, (2) ordinary volun-
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tary will and (3) moral will (i.e.) willing the good.?’ It is
the very character of conation to negate an.existing state of
affairs. But such negation necessarily presupposes the actuality
of the state of affairs to be negated. At the highest level of
‘ the moral will, such a characteristic is clearly revealed. Further,
the negation involved makes the subject richer and more concrete
and is, thus, necessary to its very being. It is a well-known
problem of morality that, if things were as they ought-to-have-
been, there would be no place for morality. Morality, thus,
presupposes a non-valuational or disvaluational state of affairs
in the negation of which the necessary reality or worth of the
self lies. But if even this stage is to be negated then the self
returns into iteelf, and we move in the direction of Pure Subjecti-
vity, a direction which would seem both abstract and immoral
to the dialectical philosopher.

. Conation, Cognition and Feeling, thus, seem to involve
in themselves movements towards Ideals which are increasingly,
though never completely, realised at different levels. The claims
of Pure Subjectivity, Pure Objectivity and the Absolute are felt
and a movement made towards them at- different levels. But
if the logic of alternation has given us any insight, then the rela-
tions between these ideals must also be of an alternative character.
The relation between Pure Subjectivity (cognition) and the
Absolute (conation) on the one side and Pure Objectivity
( Feeling ), on the other, should on the logic of alternation, be
that while the former rejects the latter, the latter is completely
indifferent to the former. The relation between Subjectivity and
Absolute, however, should be ¢f such a nature that each can admit
the other only as a subordinate movement within itself. The
moment the other tries to dominate, it has to be rejected. The
movement towards pure subjectivity admits tne first negation
involved in the dialectical attitude, but the moment it tries to

20. Ibid. p. 257.
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stop there, it has to be rejected. Similarly, the dialectical atti-
tudve can tolerate the Subjective as an abstraction, but if it refuses
to move out of this abstraction, it has to be rejected. Each,
thus, can tolerate the other as a subordinate movement but has

to reject it when it claims to be the dominant one. /

Such, in brief, is the tentative exposition of Kalidas Bhatta-
charyya’s thought as delineated in his Alternative Standpoints in
Philosophy. Many of the points he has made may te under-
stood better if seen in the light of his father’s philosophy. But
K. C. Bhattacharyya’s philosophical writings are filled with such
obscure profoundity as to vie with Hegel and Heidegger in this
respect. Further, his writings were not available to the early
students of Kalidas’s work, ard they could not have placed it
in its proper context even if they had desired to do so0.! Even
Now when K. C. Bhattacharyya’s work has bteen available in
a compact form for more than a decade, few persons have paid
it the sustained attention which alone could render it intelligible
to students of Philosophy in the country.”? A critical appraisal
must await adequate comprehension of the thought of these two
major philosophers of modern India. The present essay, hope-
fully, is a step in this direction. '

aad

21. This paper is a slightly amended version of something that
was written long time back. It thus also suffers from the
limitation, as the only work of K. C. Bhattacharyya which
was then available was Subject as Freedom. N

22. N. V. Banerjee’s monograph on K. C. Bhattacharyya’s The
Concept of Philosophy published from Calcutta University
and K. T. Kadankavil’s The Philosophy of the Absolute publi-
shed from Bangalore (1972) are notable exceptions to this
but, as everybody knows, even two swallows do not make
a symmer, S
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4 Professor Bhattacharyya’s »
“ Alternative Standpoints” of Philosophy

S. K. CHATTOPADHYAYA

The Department of Philosophy, Rajasthan University is to
be warmly congratulated for initiating a new move for taking
stock of and of arriving at an impartial assessment of the contri-
bution to philosophy made by contemporary Indian philoso-
phical thinkers of repute by arranging seminars on their works.
. Such a mové was very much needed but not attempted so far,
as we had scant regard for the value of anything indigenous,
competed with each other for personal recognition in foreign
circles by a demonstration of our up-to-date knowledge of the
western dicta, and scarcely had the mind to converse with one
another and compare notes on our own individual findings and
acquisitions in the realm of philosophy. Our-ignorance of our
Indian contemporaries is colossal—perhaps only -matched by
our ignorance of classical Indian Philosophy which of late we
have been trying to modernise by coercing its fundamental con-
cepts into certain relations of affinity or idéntity with current
Western models in justification of their philosophicality. While
Western philosophers have developed their thoughts by going
through each other’s writings, amending, supplementing or even
reversing the trends of thought of their living contemporaries,
we, in India have been behaving as Leibnitzian monads without
a harmony—pre-established or newly to be established. While
attempfin_g_ to draft this note on Professor Bhattacharyya’s philo-
sophy I myself plead guilty to this charge of non-acquaintance
with major portion of his philosophical works. I am thankful
to the organisers of the Seminar for exposing my inadequacies
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to meet the challenge of what I am now convinced was a very
needful programme.

Professor Bhattacharyya, I believe, has remained wedded
even to-day to the view that philosophic wisdom, although abso-
lute knowledge, is capable of formulation in alternative ways -
and that there are alternative standpoints of ‘philosophy. In
his published book bearing that title- he seems to have advanced
two-fold claims one retrospective the other prospective and
anticipatory. By a retrospective analysis of previous philosophies,
Eastern and Western he appears to have discovered that all
these, at léast the most epoch-making among them, have in course
of their development adhered in some way to Professor Bhatta-
charyya’s model or models of alternation summed up in the con-
cluding part of the book. This historical survey of the movement
of thought on principles of alternation appears to me as calcu-
lated to furnish some sort of a ‘ Transcendental deduction’ of
the principles of Profess orBhattacharyya’s contemplation. Next,
Professor Bhattacharyya seems to project these patterns or prin--
ciples as binding upon all future philosophies—even justificatory
of their very claims to be tirue “ philosophies”. So the modern
defence of philosophy is possible only through the logic of alter-
nation discovered in the attempt to understand the “ knowledge-
object unity ”—we have been told.!

Professor Bhattacharyya starts with the situation such as,
‘knowledge of object’, and while accounting for the very ‘ close’
unity which the preposition ‘of’ symbolises in the fixture, dis-
covers his principle of alternation and its several forms and this
discovery then convinces him that philosophy has to follow the
alternative lines of formulation advocated by him. One would
be, I feel, simply marvelling at our philosopher’s ingenuity in
constructive interpretation, his grasp of details and penetrative

- analysis of commoen place themes, even when disagreeing either

1. p.vi(Preface). Alternative Standpoints in Philosophy.
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wholly or partly with his plan and programme. Knowledge is

of objects, and this he regards as a solid fact immediately given.

This exhibits a close unity of knowledge and object, and this

close unity is also given. This unity he maintains, cannot be

explained in terms of any additive or conjunctive relation such

as, ‘togetherness’, ‘compresence’ or bare connectedness. One

~ ground, as stated by him, is that in a relation of ‘ togetherness 5, '
or compresen(e, one item cannot be, ‘of’ the other, 'Iand this
“of * relation is so peculiarly referential that it eludes a conjunc-
-tive relation of any form. The other ground is : The items in
relation here, ‘subjectivity’ and °‘object’, are incompatibles,
even contradictories and therefore, ‘ a2 conjunctive unity of two
clashing things is unthinkable’.2 Professor Bhattacharyya begins
with several themes which he regards as incontrovertible as far
as knowledge-relation goes. Knowledge, which means to him
subjectivity, and object are, according to him, both equally evident.
What he means is, perhaps, that one of the items cannot be simply
reduced to the other or made to vanish away. This “ subjecti-
vity and object are matters of immediate feeling”.®> But, since
knowledge is apprehended in the subjective attitude and object
in the objective attitude, the difference between them, we are
told, amounts to contradiction. In Section IV of Chapter 1,
Professor Bhattacharyya has explained this contradiction. In
Section II of Chapter II, he shows how this contradiction is
beyond remedy and rejection. In Section I of the same chapter,
he demonstrates with equal regour how the unity of these in-
compatibles is equally unrejectable. He seems to make out the
~ case that both the contradiction between subjectivity and object
and their close unity are equally given in immediate knowledge
or feeling, and so there can be no propriety in sacrificing the

2. Preface p. iii.
3. p.42.

.3
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testimony of one immediate experience for the sake of that of
anothér.4 In this debate, reason or social and demonstrative
knowledge cannct be an arbiter. Nor can any of the consti-
tuents, ‘particularly the belief in unity, be disposed of as illusion.
Faced with the problem of accounting for a close unity of two
apparently incompatibles, and convinced that such a close unity
of ‘conflicting things’ cannot be explained in terms of any con-
junciive relation, Professor Bhattacharyya falls back upon certain
remarkable innovations of his own. And these have furnished
the basis of his alternative standpoints of philosophy. To these
we shall turn after a brief review of the situation. ‘

I am not sure if a relational unity, such as, “ knowledge is
of otject ” is immediately felt, and is a prime datum. The imme-
diate, in the sense of primary content or datum, may just be a
““This so-and-so ”’, a chair, a table, a running bus. This “ this >,
of course, must have been “given” and ‘““known ”; otherwise
it could not be there in the sense of being presented. But although
its ‘known-ness ” or “ given-ness” is integral to it as a given
“this”’, I am not sure if in my immediate knowledge of a pre-
sentation, I am aware of a « knowledge-object > relation, such
as “knowledge is of object”. The fact of knowledge or sub-
jectivity, the fact called object and the fact of relation seem to
depend on conceptual formulations which all belong to a reflec-
tive level quite different from the pre-reflective level of immediate
experience which precedes it, and which is without that relational
review. If this is correct, a given knowledge, initially, is not a
relation and so not a wumity, but is simply the non-distinguished
one-ness of what are subsequently made out to be distinguishable
entities standing in a bi-polar relationship. A view like this,
I believe, cannct be rejected without a proper hearing, since it
explains the so-called subject-object unity, a “ close umity” in

4. p. 91
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Bhattachafyya’s phrase, is a much simpler way without the inno-
vations of disjunctive or dialectical unities. Professor Bhatta-
charyya, to my mind, starts not with the immediately given, but
with a reflective breaking of it which shows the bi-polar relation
and the situation such as, knowledge of object’. The unity
which he admits as an incontrovertible fact, and the incompati-
bles, subject and object, which he takes as equally incontro-
vertible, are really so. But the close unity of the two incom-
patibles as also their relation of incompatibility will have to be
explained in a different way altogether. The prior state of non-
distinguished and ‘ pure’ one-ness of what is subsequently distin-
guished as two bi-polar entities forms the essential matrix of their
close unity although now broken up, and their bi-polarity or in-
compatibility is due to the reflective, analytic and separating act
which holds them now apart and farther from each other. And
as the reflective process grows in volume, this separation also
becomes greater and greater. What 1 mean is that the prime
datum is a pure one-ness in which the division into act and con-
tent does not hold as a matter of fact. This * one-ness ” which
is non-relational, and so not really any unity of ““‘sides ”, through
reflection and develops into a relational unity of two sides or
poles. Also, the opposition or incompatibility between the two
is a necessary consequence of the reflective division which holds
them as absolutely distinguished from each other in spite of
their necessary relatedness and, perhaps, even as a consequence
of that relation. So the close unity of the subject-object which
Professor Bhattacharyya seeks to discover so laboriously is already
- presaged in the given experience, the pure one-ness of the to-be-
developed act -and the to-be-discovered content. So there ‘is-
_actually no demand for discovering the close unity of the ‘‘ sub-
jectivity - and the ‘‘ object ”’ in a remote reflective context which,
on his own shoWing, can give only a relational unity of alterna-
tives, which in their COunter;poise pave the ground for the alter-
native standpoints of philosophy. o



36 : S. K. CHATTOPADHYAYA

Leaving the foregoing contention apart, I also fail to see
how the possibility of conjunctive unity can be rejected on the
very face of it, if “knowledge-of-object ”, a relational union of
an act and object, is accepted as the prime datum. It seems that
either such expressions as ‘unity’, ‘union’ are inappropriate
as description of what he has attempted to convey by his notion
of ““close relationship”, or that close relation” does not
‘necessarily exclude the relation even of a conjunctive sort. In
a conjun ctive relation also, there is no bar to one thing being of
the other, or their involving each other. The hyphenated space-
time, the compresent mind and object, and the distinguished
subject-object inside a knowledge-relation have been regarded
by some as conjunctively related. Conjunctive relation need
not be adventitious; it may as well be the characteristic of a
complex body. Professor Bhattacharyya is alive to this, and
that is why he has rejected conjunctive relation, be it external
or internal. His basic-reason for this rejection has been that
in a conjunctive relation one thing cannot be ‘of’ the cther,
and the relation € of * is sacrosanct. But Samuel Alexander had -
argued that of two factors, if one is of the character of conscious-
ness and the other unconscious, the conscious one may be cons-
cious of the unconscious as its object. As regards the incom-
patibility of subjectivity and object, I feel that although their v
distinction, as both integral to their interrelation and also inci-
dental to-th at relation, is given in primary reflection, their contra-
diction or absolute incompatibility is not given there. The latter
is rather the result of further comstructions. Further, the unity
or relatedness, symbolised by “ of” in the phrase ‘ knowledge
of objects ”, does not seem to me to have anything to do with
any relation between ‘‘ subjectivity > and * object **, since ““ know-
ledge ” or “ knowing ” does not necessarily imply the * knower >
which alone can be understood as subject or subjectivity. Professor
Bbattacharyya, I feel, has not explained his transition from
“knowledge of object”, fo “subjectivity-object” relationship
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clearly. The -notion of subject ” or “subjectivity” as also
that of “ objectivity ”, I feel, is no part of the primary datum,
speakable (reflectively ) either as - objective knowledge” or
as ““ known object”. Reflectively taken “ knowledge” and.
“Xknown ”, “ thought > and °thing thought of > may be expressed
as distinguishable aspects of a dialectical unity of the Hegelian
type tut T do not feel sure if ¢ knowledge’ and ¢ object* can be
taken as disjunctively related and if their close unity can be ex-
pressed in terms of a disjunctive relation. May be, 1 have failed
to follow up his argument properly in the context.

To my mind, knowledge, by which I mean a revelation or
“ being-there-ness > -of a presentation (I do not really know how
to describe it significantly without incorporating ° figures > which
‘relation ” initially. But,,
in reflection, which is latent in it, it also ‘ shows ’ itself as a rela-
tion by distinguishing itself as an act against itself as a content
thereby giving rise to a new situation, such as, knowledge-and-
known. This relation, which is of the distinguishing kind, cannot
certainly be regarded as a conjunctive relation. This is internal
to the situation, incidental to reflection, and was latent in the
“one-ness” of actand content. This relation of
knowledge to its content relates by way of distinguishing, and is,
therefore, very peculiar, and cannot be identified with what we
mean by ““relation” in common parlance, i.e., something which
brings two things together instead of pushing them apart from
each other. Yet there is another way in which knowledge is
taken as a relation in this latter pesitive meaning, bringing things
together, such as, a mind with an object, a knower with the object
known and so on. - These two relations, one distinguishing one
thing from another, and the other bringing two things together
in a certain situation, seem to me to be characteristically different.
The subject krnows the object by knowing or knowledge, which
stands as a relation between itself and the object. This is a

<

belong to the reflective level ) is no
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38 S. K. CHATTOPADHYAYA

relation of coming together and not one of turning away or falling
apart from one another. This relation has been conjunctively
expressed, and it has been expressed in other ways also, giving
rise to alternative epistemological theories and their cognate
metaphysics. We all are used to such alternative standpoints.
There have also been alternative philosophies in the rival cosmo-
logies, the philosopher taking his stand on a naive objective plane.
There have been rival interpretations of reality, proceeding from
the epistemological angle. In recent times, th-rre has been an
attempt at rival formulations from the linguistic angle and, again,
from the conceptual or meaning angle. And all these may be taken
as illustrative of alternative standpoints. Professor Bhattacharyya’s
showing of alternative standpoints of philosophy is independant
of all these classical formulations in the philosophical tradition.
His formulations are original and his own, and have their roots
not so much in known facts of history of pbilosophy as in his
very singular ‘constructive interpretation’ of such known facts.
Even the solid fact, the ‘ knowledge-of-object > situation which
he takes up as his basis, seems to me, not one of common accep-
tance but rather as one reformulated by his constructive inter-
pretation. His thesis does not help us so much to understand
how knowledge becomes of object, how the close unity of know-
ledge and its object is realised in modes of actual fulfilment of
cognitive enterprise as it calls upon us to regard the values that
philosophy, moving on alternative lines of interpretation of sub-
jectivity and object, is likely to project before us for our choice.
This has very eminently been brought out in his concluding
remarks. On the ultimate analysis, “knowledge of object™ or
philosophy at its highest reflective level turns out to be several
‘images’> of reality, and these images or pictures are capable
of being regarded in three ways—subjectively, objectively and
dialectically. The first gives philosophy as a value in itself but
as a subjective fantasy which may be enjoyed but not objectively
vindicated or realised; the second as objective value or value in
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objectivity with complete annulment of the claim of thought or
subjective stipulation to have made any addition or contribution
whatsoever. The third is to be a mystical unity of the whole
imaging process (to put in my own way) and the negation
of the other pole reality or objectivity. 1f I am not entirely mis-
taken (which is very much probable), Professor Bhattacharyya
also proposes that each of these alternative valuation-processes

is capable of formulation triad-wise (subjectivity, object and '
absolute ).

Professor Bhattacharyya’s programme seems to have three parts.
(1) The discovery of the types of unity and kinds of attitude
that knowledge-relation seems to involve. (2) The discovery
of the same types of relational unity and attitude among the
‘three classical divisions of conscious field into cognition, feeling
and conation. (3) The discovery of the further stretching or
extension of the above kinds of unities and attitudes in the notion
of the three infinites or ¢ absolutes’ realised in the Indian Jadna,
Bhakti and Karma margas. Thereafter, in a final and valuational
assortment of philosophy in the light of the unities and attitudes
analysed and illustrated in course of the main body of his book
he seems to give us three ultimate models, each reallsmg the
three attltudes subjective, objective and dialectical, in terms of
subjectlve playful construction, indifferent objective posited-ness
and in a mystical unity of the playful realising itself in apparent
modes of objective presentation. I refrain from following his
lead in identifying each such development with any existing system,
but T feel almost carried away by his stupendovs power of analy-
sis and forceful logical construction. Yet I discover a line of
resistance.

The attitudes that he speaks of are all post-reflective. It is
on the basis of these attitudes ( which are undoubtedly alter-
native ) that he takes the original unity (or pure one-ness as I
bhave pleaded) in given knowledge as a union of alternatives.
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The fact is : the original datum is no unity at all. 1t is a pure,
undistinguished (not saturated even) onme-ness. But this breaks
up itself into two, distinguishes itself against itself, the “ positing >
against the “ posited”. The subjective attitude and the objective
attitude are thus. born of it, formed in it. These -only thrive in
opposition, but cannot, all the same, cut themselves completely
loose from each other. They shelve each other gradually to
opposite poles, yet cannot break away from that polar relation
altogether. This necessitates a further attitude of taking them
in separably together, both dialectically and synthetically. Thus,
we get three approaches or ways in which they may be taken
together, the. subjective way, the objective ',way, and the compro-
mising, interrelational, and commonly called dialectical way.
Each way, the subjective, the objective, the inter-subjective-objec-
tive may be regarded as a form of unmity in itself. The absolute
impossibility of their breaking éway even from their relation of
opposition gives to each this unity. The subjective involves the
unity of itself with its absolute apartness (distinguishedness)
from the object. The objective involves unity of itself with its
absolute indifference in respect of the subject. None can be
its pure self—or, rather, itself. The so-called dialectic attitude
may better be called the compromising attitude. It is the unity
of the subject and the object in their interrelation and yet mutual
distinction. This is a relational one-ness while the earlier given
knowledge, was a non-relational one-ness, and so 1 designated
it ‘as “ pure one-ness ”‘. The compromising unity, I describe, is
the dialectical unity of Hegel—a combination of opposites, nof
a combination of one opposite with the negation of the other
opposite, as is suggested by Bhattacharyya. This second kind
of unity, the unity of something with the negation of its opposite,
I believe, is more characteristic of the subjective, and of the
objective as understood by me and explained above. What I
like to emphasize particularly is that none of these three unities
are matters of the original matrix; all are liter developments in
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reflective thinkjng, in the reflexive growth, out of the matrix.
But philosophy is incidental to reflection. The reflexive develop-
ment of pure experience brings in philosophy. The separation
into the subjective, objective and, let me say, dialectic attitude,
is only one mode of stipulation. There may be another also.
This is found in not separation or distinguishing the subjective,
the objective, and later on, again, reconciling them under a third.
mode of dialectical union. - It consists in seeking to wumite the
subjective and the objective, already expressed as two sides, to-
gether in some mode of conjunctive union. Dualistic epistemo=
logy has taken this stand. It starts with certain pre-formed or
pre-fixed notions of subject and object and attempts to explain
the how of knowledge by some ingenious stipulation of the mode
of their adventitious union. It indulges in constructions in the
radically opposite ways. With the help of certain pre-formed
notions of the subject and. of the object it indulges in the stipu-
lation how the two could be conjunctively united so that know-
ledge which is some, sort of a joint product of theirs may arise.
Here all philosophical constructions centre around the question
of the nature of knowledge. That the mind conforms to the
object, the object conforms to the mind, that there is a relation
of reciprocity between the two and some such stipulations give
alternative philosophies built upon the foundations of alter-
native forms of dualistic epistemologies in this épproach. The
other direction is the one proposed by Professor Bhattacharyya.
It is starting with knowledge as a given fact and then following
up the implications of the subjective, the objective and the dia-
lectical attitudes. This' speculation may, again, take diverse
forms depending on how we interpret the relation of opposition,
rather the relation of distinction between the subject and the
object and ro what extent. Philosophies built upon this approach
give different accounts of subjectivity, objectivity and their dia-
lectical union. That knowledge of knowledge-relation is a close
unity of the subjective, objective and their dialectic union, seems



42 S. K. CHATTO PADHYAYA

to me a rather loose talk. These developments are incidental
to the self-splitting of the pure ome-ness in reflection, and so, .
incidental to division and blowing up of one-ness and here then
no unity is implied. Only in so far as all these alternations issue
forth from the 1eflexive development of the self-same materia
prima, we can loosely talk of their holding in the original matrix,
or as belonging to it. But that which is the result of division
and self-splitting cannot be taken to be the result of a union.
Yet, as the division takes place inside the original one-ness,
the matrix, even the division or dividedness, of course, presupposes
a certain unity or one-ness since the distinguished and separated
are incapable of falling apart or away from their relation of
distinction. This may illustrate the disjunctive unity of the
subjective, the objective and the dialectical in some sense. But
a principle of alternation, I feel, needs to be regarded as alter-
nation, rather than as disjunction, which holds that *not both
A and B can be true. together .
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¢ Subjective and Objective ’ Attitudes as Alternatives

A Study of Professor Kalidas Bhattacharyya’s view
of ¢ Knowledge-object Unity

K. BAGCHI

Introduction

‘Knowledge of object’ ultimately means ‘knowledge or
object’. It is true that the two are not wholly identical, there
must be some-additional factor involved in the former. But that
does not affect the fundamental position that knowledge of object
is ultimately knowledge or object ”.! 'The imagination that per-
meates the passage cannot at all strike one who is disposed to
understand ¢ meaning’ in terms of ‘synonymy’ : indeed for one
disposed to think thus ‘ knowledge of object ’ cannot mean ¢ know-
ledge or object’. For one thing, ““ of ” is no synonym of *for .
An objection of some such kind, were it made, would enchant
one with its facade of clai'ity. Equally, however, it would sur-
_ prise one with its frivolity : its edge is taken off by Professor
Bhattacharyya’s making explicit reference (in the text quoted)
to the fundamental position ”. That “ fundamental position ”
is called by Professor Bhattacharyya ¢ alternation”. Thus :
“There is an alternation between Idealism and Realism, and
neither...... is justified to attack the other”.? The alterna-
tives are, as we shall presently see, alternative ways of viewing
knowledge. We shall, in this paper, see, first, how the alterna-
tive views emerge; secondly, how, if at all, it is possible to square
the alternative views which are 'philosophical views with the

" 1. Object, Content and Relation : Calcutta, Dasgutpta and Co.,
. Ltd., p. 68, Italics authoi’s.
2. Ibid., pp. 18-19. '
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fact of knowledge, i.e., the fact that knowledge is ‘ knowledge
of l..... > Finally, we try to see what view of °alternation’
emerges through the clash indicated in ‘knowledge or object”
and the conciliation indicated in ““ knowledge of object ”.

I

As is common with the philosophers belonging to the school
founded by his father, Professor Krishnachandra Bhattacharyya,
Kalidas Bhattacharyya’s almost constant refrain is the distinction
between what he calls the subjective or inward attitude and the
objective or outward attitude. The word attitude is signiﬁcant.
It indicates two directions of intérest on the part of conscious-
ness. In both these interests knowledge is attained though “ know-
ledge ” takes on new meaning commensurate with the interest
concerned.

In the objective attitude I come to know individual - things
or events or persons; their aspects, relations, patterns of behaviour
etc. I may know particular periods of history or stretches of
time. I may know things that are general, viz., laws of move-
ment of bodies in space, temporal relations between events etc.
I may make surveys of landscapes. I may submit report to the
University on the state of affairs there. In these several ways
of knowing the world, my attention is completely absorbed in
it and forgets itself wholly. In brief, my objective attitude of
‘seeking knowledge is comprised in the total gamut of conscious
activities I perform in relation to the world:, being absorbed in it
and forgetful of myself.

But what is the world in which I am said to be absorbed in
the objective attitude being forgetful of myself? .Does it not
have a place for myself 2 Like other items, my consciousness,
myself as ego with my mind and body and history and héritége
and social and cultural milien belongs to this world defined by
spatio-temporal category and the category of subjectivity. I am



SUBJECTIVE AND OBJECTIVE ATTITUDES 45

describable in the same way in which any thing or event or attri-
bute is describable, i.e., in objective and spatio-temporal terms.
For example, 1 have, i.e., my body has a spatio-iemporal location;
it is regulated by physico-ch'emi'cal laws; it can be pointed to
in the same way as one may point to a thing. The physiologist
and the anatomist trcat me as a physiological and anatomical,
specimen. The -doctor understands me as a case. The psycho-
logist sees in me a thinking-feeling-knowing being i.e., as-an agent
who does knowing and thinking or as a possessor of feeling, and
the psychiatrist is interested in my case-history. My past history
may be of interest to the passport issuing officer. I may have a
place-name. T may interest persons who want me to play a role.
‘These are the different ways in which the ego comes to be regarded
as a part of the spatio-temporal system or world. In face of
these several ways of describing, identifying, introducing me,
how can it be said that the objective attitude involves self-forget-
fulness ? What tc speak of forgetting myself, I rather loudly
proclaim myself, my capacities and attainments and distinctions
and heritage and history and all that kind of thing when my
mundane- inteérests aire concerned. It is not just because I am
:a man of the world that I bolster up my claim to the highest office
in the institution in which I am working ? Precisely what con-
tent of the self is left out of account in mundane interests so that
we might say that such interest involved self-forgetfulness ? The
self is described, identified in terms of names, roles, etc. Thus
objective descriptions of the self are possible. How then can it
be said that objective attitude is one of self-forgetfulness ?

Now the answer to the objection is lurking in the objection
itself. I can indeed give objective descriptions of maysclf; and
when others too give objective descriptions about me, I may
.acquiesce in them. But neither in giving those descriptions or
.acquiescing in them, I take the world as the standard of reference.
I ascribe to me predicates on condition that they are applied to
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other selves also. I ascribe to myself characters, names, roles
etc., in so far as they can be ascribed to others. My identity may
have to be expressed, but it is expressed to others, not to me,
i.e., to myself. And to express it to others is to place it in a
world which makes for such identification. That world is the
world of intersubjective persons. It is the world of self to others.
But in the world of self to itself, there is no question of expres-
sing identity. Names, roles, castes, clans, lineages, performances,
social class etc., in terms of which one is identified, and that rightly
as a matter of procedure, do not enter into my ‘I’. My ‘I,
which is uniquely mine, eludes all that. I am wnamagotrahina.
I have introduction fo others. But I have no introduction to
myself. So, as we said, the objection that I can say many things
about me as a man of the world, contains the answer to itself
also : only in so far as I am enmeshed in the world, only in so
far as I am not free from its tentacles can I describe me, i.e., as-
cribe predicates to ‘I°. But there are situations in which ascrip-
tions to ‘1’ are not really ascriptions.

This becomes evident when we distinguish between to kinds
of statements, viz., (i) statements which I make about me and
which correspond to statements made by others about me and
(ii) statements which I make about me but which do not corres-
pond to those made by others. For instance, there is corres-
pondence between the doctor’s statement about me in his medi-
cal report. ¢ He is quite fit’ and the statement I make about me
‘I am quite fit’. But there is no such correspondence between
the statement ‘ The body is hot’ and the statement ‘ My body
is hot’. For the latter is no statement about me or ‘I1°; it does
not contain ‘I’ as logical subject to which ascriptions might be
said to have been made. Strictly, it is no statement, for less
a statement about. There is, in this apparent statement, no

- logical subject apart from the speaker, i.e., apart from the speak-
ing subject. It is only the facade of a statement. If it avails
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one who utters it of anything, it gives expression to one’s inward-
ness, as Professor Bhattacharyya would say. My body becomes
interiorised or subjcectivised in being recognised as mine. In
being spoken of, it is drawn away from the spatio-temporal world
into the field of ¢ consciousness expressing itself. Speaking here is
symbolising consciousness’ inwardness.

Consider, again, two statements made in another kind of.
situation. My friend tells me ““You have not changed since I
saw you last’ and I reply  Yes, that’s true. I am what I was’.
Stated in a clearer language, my reply is ‘I who am now am I
who was then.’ My reply is not, as my friend’s remark was,
a statement. To me, i.e., to the speaking subject, there is no
“then ’ T different from the ¢ present ’ I or the speaking  I” which-
might be said to be somehow combined as logical subject and
as logical predicate. My reply is no judgment, not even one
expressing identity-in-difference or bhedasahaabheda. Far from
expressing identity-in-difference, my reply forestalls the suggestion
of the ‘ then’ I being different from the ‘ present ’ speaking I.

I

It is this, viz., consciousness, dalliance with itself, so to speak,
which is lacking in the objective attitude and it is on account
“of such lack that the objective attitude is said to be one of self-
“forgetfulness.

Self-forgetfulness and the conception of self have to be under-
stood in depth. The objective attitude is realised as having
been rooted in self-forgetfulness only when the subjective attitude
has grown, only when the self is realized,—self being nothing
real if not realised. When the interest in self has grown the
objective attitude comes to be retrospectively understood as the
attitude in which self did not attend to itself. Self, so to say,
castigates itself in the words ‘I did not attend to myself’. The
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more of interiorisation, the more is the realisation of self. When
~ the interest in self has grown, when the subjective attitude has
started there is a ‘change of signature’ in Husserl’s words. In
proceeding, then, from the objective attitude to the subjective,
we do not make any tempcral transition from one psychological
state to another. .When we reflect or retrospect upon the pre-
vious attitude it be comes oriented to the present attitude (i.e.,
the subjective attitude). So reflection-retrospection here is no
review of a past s tate of mind : it is, on the contrary, a new achieve-
ment on the part of consciousness. In so far as the objective
attitude is constituted by the subjective attitude, i.e., oriented
to it, we may say that in proceeding from the objective to the
subjective attitude, we really traverse twice on the same straight
line.

And once we view the relation of objective attitude to sub-
jective attitude in this way, i.e., once we understand that the
objective attitude is constituted through the reflective-retro-
spective understanding of it, the traditional controversy between
Idealism and Realism (to which Bhattacharyya refers) appears
to us in a new light. What the Realist calls ¢ object’ would be
viewed by the Idealist as what consciousness did not distinguish
itself fiom : it was outside reflection or non-reflective in short.
But then the distinction between the reflective and. the non-.
reflective point of view is itself reflective i.e., understood in reflec-
tion. So what the Realist calls ¢ object’ is non-reflective; and
since the non-reflective is known in the ieflective attitude, even
the Realist thesis about the independence of ‘ object’ in relation
to knowledge is grasped in reflction,-—a point which the Realist
fails to see.



SUBJECTIVE AND OBJECTIVE ATTITUDES 49

111

To indulge in a bit of retrospection. In the beginning of
this paper, we called attention to the two interests of conscious-
ness. We'may describe these two interests, in both of which
knowledge is sought, as manipulative and contemplative. When,
in the day-to-day conduct of our lives or in the pursuit of the
sciences, we seek information or systematise information relating
to particular items of nature, periods of bistory, genera]v laws
of nature or society, the pattérn’of behaviour of a person or «
community ( which general pattei'n is, so far, different from law ),
our basic interest is, in some way or other, manipulative. On
the basis of what we come to know, we seek to control nature,
adjust ourselves to it or it to us, plan our futme, etc. It will
not do to say that while technology is governed by such mani-
pulative motives, science as pure theory is interested in knowledge
Jor its own sake. From the point of view of science, ‘ knowledge
for its own sake’ is just a howler. So-called pure science is
either a name for pure theory, i.e., a formal-deductive discipline,
in which case it does not amount to ““ knowledge ”’, if by * know-
ledge ” we mean information about nature which science wants
(unless, however, one prejudges the isSiJc, in the manner of a
Cartesian,-in favour of such deductive model by taking it as
representing the essence of Nature); or it is just a system of
ideal contrivances. A scientist may, of course, reflect on_, the
procedures he has adopted, the methods he has followed ‘and
the assumptions he has made. But such reflection is just review
and is not to be passed for distinctively philosophic reflection.
To be sure, such review requires a good deal of thinking on metho-
dology, "law-formulation etc. But such critical review, which
may be called philosophy of science, is not philosophy proper‘.‘.
To the end of the chapter, philosophy of science remains as much -
world-bound, as much mundane in outlook as science itself.

.4
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Knowledge is sought in science in a manipulative interest and
philosophy. of science just consciously understands and proce-
dures and methods of science in order, as it were, to sharpen the
tools of science to help it fulfil its manipulative interest. - When
the knife compels «ttention to itself, that is because it 1equires to
be sharpened in order that it can cut things better. '

Contrast, now, the Inanipulative attitude in which know-
ledge is sought and attained w1th the contemplatlve attitude in
which, too, knowledge is sought and attained. In the contem-
plative attitude, consciousness, in Bhattacharyya’s words, “inwar-
dises” itself. What one comes by through such’ inwardisation
may be, e'.g., the transcendental constants of a Kant, the grades
of consciousness of a Krishnachandra Bbattacharyya, the regions
of intentionality stratified into ¢ noesis’ and ‘ noema ’ as revealed
to the phenomenological epoche of a Husserl, the content-object
distinction (in some modes of awareness) of a Kalidas Bhatta-
charyya etc. ' '

One general name given to the studies founded on such
inwardisation is Epistemology or Theory of knowledge. Now,
the distinction we have made between knowledge as manipulative
and knowledge as contemplative should serve as a warning against
a current misconception about theory of knowledge. It is the
misconception that theory of knowledge deals with the existing
fund of knowledge i.e. - its prmmples postulates, assump‘uons
in other words theory of knowledge is reflection on science or
phllosophy of science. Three conszdera‘uons count against such
interpretation of theory of knowledge two of them have already
been indicated. Fzrst reﬂecnon as understood in the subjective
attitude is no review of already existing knowledge; reflective
oonsciousness of consciousness' is' teally consciousness’s being
conscwusness its achleVement in the way of being 1nward
Secondly, as already pomted out, phllosophy of science is to the
end of the chapter chained to the world : it cannot, indeed it
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must not, forsake its ¢ mundane ’ attitude, to use the Husserlian
diction. And this leads to the third consideration : epistemo-
logy does-nOt deal with knowledge as propadeutic to science,
but with knowledge in its pure subjectivity, i.e., contemplative-
ness. As Krishnachandra Bhattacharyya has pointed out, “An
epistemology must itself be a body of knowledge i...”% “Science’
is of course ¢ knowledgé ’; but in conceiving of a philosophical
discipline like epistemology we must not allow our minds to be
clouded by such lexical synonymy. _There is a positive scientific
view of knowledge—as _d_istinguished from a philosophic view
of it—according to which knowledge . consists in supplying in-
formation, abou_t the world. in the interest of manipulating it to
our purposes. If this scientifie outlook in which knowledge
is treated as an appendage to our mundane interests gets the
better of our philosophic outlook, we fail to appreciate how in
pure subjective reflection we can get another idea of knowledge. -
Epistemology is not only no theory of science but also no ‘science’
itself.

v

From what weé have said so far, we can now find the answer
to the question raised in the introduction, viz., “ how can the
alternative views of knowledge square with the fact that in com-
mon parlance we regard knowledge as ‘ knowledge of ...... 2,77
To state the objection more precisely : Professor Bhattacharyya
gives two alternative views of knowledge but then how would
he bring thosc views conjointly to bear upon the fact of know-
ledge being ‘of’? The answer is- that ‘ knowledge of ....°
would be regarded by him as unreflective knowledge; he would
at the same time hold that in so far as it is ‘ reflection > which
discovers unteflective knowledge, it is the combmatory concept
required by him to answer the aforementioned obJectlon

3. ‘Knowledge and Truth’—in Studies in thlosophy, Vol II
Calcutta Progressive Publishers, 1958, p. 154.



52 K. BAGCHI

The view of alternation that emerges is called by Bhatta-
charyya as ‘disjunctive unity’. We tend to take alternatives
as two. But as he points out, “ The phrase ‘two alternatives’
is in a way meaningless. If they are alternatives there is no
bothness and if there is bothness they cannot be alternatives.”*
In a disjunctive judgment, there is a * unitary 'thoughts of two
alternatives. Further, in a disjunction no alternative is rejected.
“ Disjunction means that when one alternative is real the other
is rejected ...... What.....: is meant by disjunction is that
each member is alternatively real.® In knowledge-object untiy,
too, there is this disjunctive unity between subjective attitude.
“ Each attitude is valid, but alternatively.” It is, then, disjunctive
judgment which truly reflects the knowledge-object unity.

4. Alternative Standpoints in Philosophy, Calcutta, Dasgupta
~and Co., Ltd., 1953, p. 149.

5. Ibid., p. 138.

6. Ibid.,p. 152.

7. Ibid., p. 153.



Kalidas Bhattacharyya’s Philosophy :
‘ Alternative Absolutes
- N. K. SHARMA

It is only with the limitations I have that I can dare to write
something on Kalidas Bhattacharyya’s thought. Prof. Bhatta-
charyya has rightly been admired and placed among the top
thinkers of the country by most of us. It would have béen a
very valuable thing for me indeed if I could have taken stock
of the whole range of his writings and presented it in my own
humble way. But the short notice and other occupations made
it rather difficult to attempt this adventure and I had to satisfy
myself by confining this paper to his earliest, but by no means
less important work, The Alternative Standpoints in Philosophy.
No doubt there has been an evolution in his thought, as he him-
self has remarked and consequently there has been some change
in his ideas in his later writings, yet as he himself admits that
“with the main line of thinking in this book and with the vast
majority of minor points (he is) still in agreement.”! As a
matter of fact, even for those who want to understand his later
writings, acquintance with this basic work is a necessity.

. Like a true philosopher Prof. Bhattacharyya starts by raising
certain basic issues. He wants to start from the very beginning
and build his edifice on the very foundation, developing it into a
complete, comprehensive system. From this point of view he
is different from most of the thinkers of to-day who suffer from
adhocism and who pick up the thread from here and there
and after developing that point to some extent leave it unfinished-

1. Bhattacharyya, Kalidas: The Alternative Standpoints in
Philosophy p. vii, footnote.
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Bhattacharyya, on the other hand, has a vision of his own which
he systematically and comprehensively works out with the help
of his vast knowledge of philosophy. ‘

Bhattacharyya is well aware of the fact that °Philosophy
stands suspect even to this day’.? He thinks that the reason
for this is that ““Philosophy has not yet gone deever and there
is something yet 1o be revealed, some fundamentals till deeper.”?
But, he remarks that “ to go beyond these standpoints is impos-
s1ble unless the standpomts themselves are thoroughly under-
stood.”* ’

We thus find in hlS work an - earnest urge to understand
sympathet1cally and critically different standpoints propounded
by different. thinkers, His main contribution lies in unveiling -
the deeper fundamentals - We shall be emphasmmg this aspect
of his contnbutmn in this paper,. although his presentation and
comments on the different standpoints of philosophy are also
of no less value ' _ ) : ' .

Philosophy, accordmg to h1m is a cognitive acti{/ity. It
is through philosophy that we. understand or interpret reality.
But reality is given to us through knowledge only. The starting
point for philosophy, therefore, can only be knowledge.

Now, as soon as we start reflecting on the knowledge pheno-
menon we find that knowledge is of the object; it is unitary, a
whole uniting knowledge and the object.> Here both know-
ledge and object are equally evident. - They cannot be proved
by any inference, but are a matter of immediate feeling, a matter
of faith. - Any attempt, he argues at length, to reduce subjec-
tivity to object or object to suhjectivity is bound to fail. The
subjectivity and objectivity again do not stand apart. They are

2. Ibid.,pp.ii. =
3. Ibid., pp. ii. -

4. Ibid., pp. ii.

5. Ibid., p. 19.
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united. This unity is also as self-evident as the subject and the
object are.

But this unity poses many problems To understand the
nature of ‘this unity is the basic problem of philosophy w1thout
solving which, he believes, one has ho right to philosophise. To
come to the problems this unity poses, we_find that there is a .
basic contradiction between the subjectivity and the object and
that ““ in apprehénding one of these the other has to be rejected.”®
In section IV of Chapter 1 Professor Bhattacharyya has explained
the nature of this contradiction in detail. But as two contra-
dictions cannot be true together, they cannct be asserted in one
judgement. We cannot assert subjectivity and the object”
even though they seem to be united in our knowledge phenomen'a.
In other words, the relation between the subjectivity and object
cannot be that of conjuncﬁo_n as it is ordinarily understood.

He, ‘therefore, thinks of another relation which' may hold
good between the subject and the object and that he finds in the
relation of disjunction. In section III of Chapter 2 Bhattacharyya
discusses in detail the nature of disjunctive judgement and also
shows as to how the subject—object unity can be uuderstood only
as a disjunctive unity.

The disjunctive unity is the unity of alternatives and is expres-
sed in the form ‘Either A or B’. Here also two things are no
doubt ‘being taken together, but such togetherness of alternatives
is infinitely removed from an ordinary togetherness ”.” Replying
to the objection that the predicative unity in disjunction is no
more than a mere aggregate and hence unity at all, Bhattacharyya
argues that the “ disjunctive unity is immediately felt as unitary
act of asserting the hypotheticals.”® The disjunctive judgement,
according to him, means not merely hypotheticals, but also the

6. Ibid., pp. 73.
7. Ibid., pp. 136
8. Ibid., pp. 139.
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assertion of both simultaneously and in an identical act’ In
reply to another question regarding what is the subject and the
object of this judgement if the disjunctive judgement is a unity ?
Bhattacharyya’s reply is that each clause is alternatively the
subject and then the negation of the other is the predicate.!® He,
thus, writes that “In a disjunctive judgement a negative supposal
is predicated of a positive one.”!! )

Why Bhattacharyya works out the disjunctive logic of the
alternatives and why he makes this logic a pivot to his entire
theme will become clear if we focus our attention on the diffi-
culties which we have to face if we take the relationship between
the subject and the object as that of conjunction symbolised
by the connective ‘and’. While analysing the knowledge situa-
tion, Bhattacharyya says that knowledge is apprehended in the
“subjective ” and object in the ° objective ” attitude. The sub-
jective attitude means to be installed in subjectivity and as being
one with it. It is withdrawal into subjectivity. But if it is a
withdrawal into something, then it must also be a withdrawl
from something and this “ something ™ is the object. Further,
according to him, ““ withdrawal from something means to reject
that thing.”'? This rejection in its turn implies refusal to unity
because ““ A rejects B> means that A resists unification with B.!3
And hence between ‘ subjectivity ” and ‘‘ object” there is at
least one-sided -contradiction and so “they ought not to form
a unity.” “ And yet the strongest of all things is that they have
formed a unity, ¢ knowledge of object’ is a patent fact in which
the two are caught unified. How could this impossible thing
take place ?'* And the basic problem before him is “ How can

¢, ‘Ibid., pp. 139.
10. Ibid., pp. 145.
11. Ibid., pp. 148.
12. Ibid., pp. 73.

13. Ibid., pp. 73.
14. Ibid., pp. 79.
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this puzzle be solved.”!> The history of philosophy has been
a continuous effort to resolve this riddle and make our know-
ledge phenomena acceptable to reason. ‘

The thrust for this solution has been in’three directions—
the subjective, thé objective, and the dialectical. These three
attitudes have given rise to three kinds of philoscphies, Idealism,
Realism and Absolutism. « All the three philosophies are valid
from their own'pc}ints of view and it would not be true to say
that any one of them is more true than the other. All the three
points of view can thus reasonably claim equal validity.

- It is here that Bhattacharyya makes the significant point
that only one of the alternatives of a disjunctive judgement can
be asserted at a time.  Both being opposed to each other are
contradictory of each other, and hence the acceptance of one
implies the rejection of the other, of course alternatively, and
yet the alternatives do form a unity in a disjunctive judgement.
Similarly, the three kinds of philosophies can be asserted, but
only alternatively. ‘ '

It is on the foundations of his analysis of disjuhctive judge-
ment and his categorising the subject-object unity as a disjunctive
one that he builds his philosophy of Alternative Absolutism and
we can do no better than to quote him in order to understand
it. Giving everything in a nut-shell he says, * In the disjunctive
judgement there is a disjunctive unity cf alternatives. So here
also_knowledge and object, or the subjective and the objective
attitudes, have to be taken as alternatives forming a disjunctive
unity. Each attitude is valid, but alternatively. So we cannot
have both knowledge and object at the same time, unless of course,
we utter the verbal trite that there are these two alternatives.
Actual philosopky which is more than this ‘trite’ is either from
the subjective or from the objective point of view, not from both.
The subjective and objective philosophies are each self-complete

15. Ibid., pp. 89.
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and totally in disregard of the other. Each alternative fuifils
itself .in a system, and the two different systems so developing
stand in such a way that from the point of view of each the other
is as good as nothing. Idealism and objectivism are such alter-
natives systems, each absolutely valid on its own ideclogy. There
is no question-of treating both as true, except verbally. Asin
philosophy we must be ‘either Idealists or Objectivists. From
each to both there is no passage in philosophy the ultimate logic
of which-is alternation. This view may be called ¢ Alternative
Absolutism >—each is absolute but alternatively.”!®

' Bhattacharyya’s philosophy comes very close to that of the
Jains. The Jain doctrine of Anekdnta-Vada and Syadvada is
very much similar to the philosophy cf the alternative absolutes.
He himself admits that a  discussion of the Syddvada of the
Jains would have been appropriate and profitable in this connec-
tion.”!7" Professor Bhattacharyya is a philosopher of great repute.
He discusses at length many Western thinkers and most of the
Indian systems in his book. It is, therefore, not at all clear as
to why has he overlooked a system which was most relevant
and important for his purpose simply on the pretext that his super-
ficial acquaintance with Jainism prevents him from entering into
it.'® Had bhe paid attention to this system also carefully and
in detail as he has done in other cases, he would have not only
been greatly benefited but also forced to modify his system consi-
derably.' After carefully reading his book, I am tempted to be-
lieve that where he is in agreement with the Jains, he isright,
but where he differs from them, his position is not that sound.

. ) I
Let us first note the agreement as well as the difference bet-
ween the two philosophies.

16. Ibid., pp. 153.
17. Ibid., pp. 163.
18.- Ibid., p. 163.
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In a sense Jains also accept the philosophy of alternatives.
Jainism does teach that reality appears\ different " from different
points of view, and also that from different points of view alter-
native philosophies which are complete and valid from their
own points of view are not only possible but justified as well.

It is only when a philosophy which is valid from a particular -

point of view alone . starts claiming absoluteness i.e., when any
one of such philosophies claims that it-is only this philosophy
which is valid ‘and all other philosophies are wrong that the dis-
pute arises. The Jains declare any such claim to be fallacious.
So far the two approaches—that of Prof. Bhattacharyya and of
the Jains—seem similar.

But the difference appears as soon as we try to_work out
the relation among these altel natives and their respective status,
Heré Jains have no doubt that they ( the alternatives ) are related
by way of conjunction. The word they use as connéctive bet-
ween different alternatives is ‘ca’ and ‘or’. They clearly argue
that because each system is true from its own point of view and
not absoclutely, that is no contradiction involved in their being
asserted together. ‘The contradiction will hold good only if the
word ““ Syad” (ffom a point of view ) is not added in a judge-
ment. The addition of this word in a judgement steers us clear
of the fallacy of asserting two contradictories together. Not only
‘this they rather insist on the use of the word ‘ and ’ in this judge-
ment. ‘According to them reality is Anckanta. It requires an
infinite number of predicates to describe the reality truly and
completely. No one predicate or set of predicates can ‘be suffi-
cient to give a complete picture of it.

How does Prof. Bhattacharyya respond to this ? It is obvious
that he is strongly oppcsed to the use of the word “and” as a
connective. It is in fact his main thesis and he has explained
and elaborated it in so many words, as we have seen earlier. But
here we may ask him whether jihese different alternatives or philo-
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sophies are true descriptions or interpretations of reality or not?
His answer, obviously, is ““ Yes”. Also, he further agrees that
these alternatives are true from their own points of view. Natu-
rally, the term absolute in his phrase * alternative absolutes ”’
has to be understood in a special sense. Generally we under-
stand the word absolute as contrasted’ with the relative. But
the alternative absolutes of Prof. Bhattacharyya are in this sense
not absolute at all. What he means to say rather is that, human
beings as we are, our mind is capable of understanding the reality
only from these different points of view viz., the point of view
of the subjective, the objective and the dialectical attitudes. These
views are such that they cannot be synthesised in one judgement
as this kind of assertion leads to contradiction. Whether there
is a transcendence from these alternatives or not, we do not
know. At ieast uptil now we do not have any knowledge of
such a transcendance and there is little hope of finding one. We
have therefore to be satisfied with these alternatives.

Bhattacharyya’s attitude thus appears to be that of an agno-
stic. He says : “ The disjunction between knowledge and object is
precisely such a case. It mayinvolve ignorance, most probably
it does. But there is no possibility of transcending this ignorance.
There is no conceivable standpoidt from which one specifically
of these subjectivity or object will appear as the final definite reality.
What we have learnt so far believes any such possibility. Sub-’
jectivity or Object—this is the final disjunctive structure of reality.
If this is incompleteness or indeterminancy, it has to be submitted

to, as there is no way out %

The philosophy of Professor Kalidas Bhattacharyya, then,
cannot be the true understanding or interpretation of reality. It
only refefs to the appearance of it, if it is one. No reality asa
matter of fact can admit disjunction as its true structure; it may
only appear to-us to be so.

19. Ibid., pp. 16 1
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If this interpretation of Prof. Bhattacharyya is accepted then
the difference between the two approaches becomes clear. But,
then, the entire glamour of his thought disppears also. Having
accepted the thesis of an agnostic, he cannot escape the conclu-
sion drawn from the same premises by, for example, the logical
positivists. If we can have no knowledge of reality at all on "
what grounds can we say that philosophy can give us any kind
of knowledge. ‘Not to talk of knowledge, there can be even no
approximation to reality either. If we rebut the dilemma pre-
sented by, him, we may even say that the alternative absolutes
presented by him cannot be regarded as interpretations of reality
as none of them may claim absolute truth. On the other hand,
they cannot be true together either, as they contradict each other.
In such a situation, no knowledge of reality will be possible.
In other words, as there is no method to decide finally the issue
of reality, all philosophy will become non-sense, in the liberal
sense of the word. V

We may also examine the concept of ‘ the disjunctive unity
of the alternatives”—a unity ‘which is very. close according to
Prof. Bhattacharyya. While explaining the knowledge-object
unity which he categorises as disjunctive later on, he tries to
‘make the idea clear by giving an example. He explains the unity
.of disjuncts as the “‘rejection of the supposed negation”. It
s like the unity of the table with the absence of the inkpot. This
unity, according to him, is a much closer unity than Whe_n' we
ﬁnify two positive entities. ‘Between the two positive unities
-there is always a factual relation which cements the relation into
.a unity. But between a positive and a negative there is no such
-factual relation felt, the only speakable relation between them
-is a predicative one, i.e., a relation obtaining only in the judge-

. mental description of the whole affair .2

20. Ibid., pp. 11.
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Here the concept of unity is being understood in the sense
of “being 1elated . But *relatedness” is a much wider con-
cept.  Even disunity is a relation. If we say that X and Y,
are ununited, because the two terms occur in-a judgement; we
may meaningfully say that they are related, but this would not
entitle us to*say that they are united. ‘Mere occurrence of two
terms in a judgement cannot' be called a unity. Such unity can
at most be a verbal one. In what meaningful way, then can the
two or rather three-alternative absolutes of Prof. Bhattacharyya
be said to be wunited ? They contradict each other. One
either rejects the other or is just indifferent to it. Shall we still
call them united for the simple reason that they can be. put to-
gether in a disjunctive judgement by any relation whatsoever ?

Again, in the example given by him, the table is not united
with the inkpot but with the absence of the inkpot. Similarly,
one alternative is united not with another alternative, but with
the denial or negation of it. But would it not amourt to saying
only that the two stand unnuited ?

| thlnk therefore, that hke all phllosophers of the past,
Bhattacharyya also fails to resolve the problem of knowledge.
He also ends his phllosophy with a note of distrust in the power
of human mind to know the reahty as it is. What he is stating
is only a descrlptlon of a phllosopher s attitude' when he is philo-
sophising. But' in phl_losophy the' quest1on of V411d1ty is also
an important one. And this validity transcends the philosopher’s
attitude. ' ' o
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Philosophy and Meta-Philosoph y'

Study of ‘a Fundamental vDichotomy in Kalidas
Bhattacharyya’s thonght

R. S. BHATNAGAR

This essay is a result of an encounter with a paper of Prof.
K. D. Bhattacharyya entitled ‘Presuppositions of Science and
Philosophy * published as chapter one in the book Presuppositions
of Science and Philosophy and other Essays (1974). I regret
that I could not study Professor K. D. Bhattacharyya’s other

-related essays—particularly The Nature of Reflection in Meta-
physics and The Business of Philosophy for which he himself
made recommendations, in the preface to the book mentioned,
for the convenience of other readers. Let me first present a
summary of Prof. K. D. Bhattacharyya’s Paper :

I :

The papet is divided into seven sections. In section one
the author has sought to explicaté the notion of ‘ presupposition ’
and to describe the variety of Presuppositions. ‘In section two
he has shown that Philbsbphy‘as' meta-science studies certain
basic concepts which do not belong to any of -the types of pre-
supposition discussed in’ séction one. Tn section three it is shown
that the concepts which are studied in philosophy are facts of
different o_r'der‘. Epistemology, as a study of these presuppo-
sitions of metaphysics, is a study of third level. In section four
it has been contended "_that there is no higher order study apart
‘from epistemology and, therefore, an unending hierarchy of meta-
studies need not to be postulated. Sections fifth and sixth-consti-
‘tute author’s positive contribution to the nature’ of epistemology
‘studies thé presuppos1t10ns of metaphysws which may be regarded
as pu.re “thought moving sélf-consciously in an autonomous and
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international way. This pure-thought or subjectivity is being
Par. excellence. The seventh section points to the variety
of ways in which meta-physicians may differ from each other
and which may be based on Presu.ppositibns which would form
the subject of detailed study for an epistemologist.

11

Let me now try to place Prof. K. D. Bhattacharyya’s argument
in the perspective of history of thought. It is strange that,
unlike other disciplines, in Philosophy we frequently find the
discipline itself being questioned both in respect of subject matter
and method of enquiry. Almost every great philosopher was
dissatisfied with what others had been doing in the name of doing
philosophy and had sought to being de novo. In our century
the situation has headed almost towards a total breakdown.
Some of the greatest of contemporary philosophers have thought
that almost all past’ philosophers ‘ were utterly  confused with
regard to what they were doing. They either failed to grasp
the nature of language and so were entrapped by its snares or
their worries regarding the nature of being were pathological
in nature and thus what they needed was some sort of analytic
therapeutics for the cure of their anxieties. In short, the official
doctrine was that it is wrong to think that ‘philosophers could
know and describe ultimate reality. However, no panic need
be caused with regard to their professional existence. They
had more urgent things to do for example sort out what kind
of linguistic deceptions had misled the earlier phllosophers or
-what was going around, that is, what the natural scientists and
social- scientists were doing, what was happening in the campus
of historians, artists, and what was going on in the society in
the name of action or inaction. The directions which immedi-
ately became available to ph_ilosophical enterprise were quest
for a criterion of meaning; characterizing discourse and its
varieties; devising criteria for justification in different realms
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of discourse; investigation into: the nature, structure and dyna-
mics of scientific theories or theories in any discipline: for that

" matter; quest for an idea (artificial ) language; inquiry into the

more familier and frequently used concepts in individual and
social aspects of life. One very important distinction that emerged
and which has a sort of pervasive impact on recent thinking was
concerned with object language and meta-language. The enterprise

relating to the understanding of the structure of a theory, whatever
~area it may have been concerned with, involved Tformalisation

as one of the strategies and formalisation required such a distin-
ction to be made. A theory could be treated as a datum or object

Jlanguage to be formalised and meta-language could be treated

as semantics of that theory in the narrow sense and as a meta-
study in the wider semse. This indicates how the relationship-
between. philosophy and science came to be understood at least
in a partial sense but very widely. Now if.philosophy were to
forego its former pursuits and were to adopt a' meta-study
zippr‘oach, then either we give up philosophy (in the later case)
altogether or assume philosophy to be a- meta-philosophy for
it is supposed to be alone as meta-science but also with the older
meta-physics as mefa—philosophy. “Philosophy as meta-philo-
sophy ’ is“obviously a paradoxical phrase. It is intriguine to
the student of philosophy and compels fresh thinking about the
nature of philosophy vis-a-vis a meta-study, and in relation to
other sciences. This motivated Sri Mihirbikash Chakravarti'
tof write Meta-philosophical and model philosophical questions
(1972), and consequently "also Prof. K. D. Bhattacharyya to
take up the problem of redefining philosophy. (K. D. Bhatta-
charyya 1974 page 1).

I

" The basic arguments contained in the paper may be prescnted
as follows

.5



66 R. S. BHATNAGAR

1. . Philosophy studies “ concepts like existence, negation,
space," time, matter, substance, energy, motion; number, attri-
butes, life, psyche and few other allied to these ” ,

These concepts are supposed to be presuppositions of sciences,
but they are neither axioms nor postulates, nor most of them even
heuristic. principles.. (section III, p. 16). They are facts, but
facts of ““the second order” (section III, p. 19). “So far
therefore, philosophy is meta-science, except that unlike the study
of postulates it.is a study of facts, and yet, unlike in supplemeritary
studies, the facts studied are of quite another order ” ( section III,
p. 19). In this sense philosophy is distinguished from all other
sciences. It is also in this sense that philosophy is called meta-

physics.
Add to this a remark made on page 22 ( section IV ).* Meta-
physics ...... studies ...... facts ...... of a trans-natural

world.” The facts of such trans-natural world are subtler, univer-
sal, abstract, and non-temporal. (section IV, p. 23). Since these
concepts formed presuppositions.of older science, philosophy is
a second order study.

2. . Philosophy, too, has presuppositions. It assumes that
trans-natural facts may not be amenable to observational veri-
fication, that they are knowable through. some other method,
that they may be found related to observable facts, and that there
may be specific ways to know them as apart from these obser-
vational facts. It is on assuming these that the study of philo-
sophy can proceed with its investigation of the concepts men-
tioned in (1). Epistemology studies these assumptions and
therefore epistemology is meta-metaphysics - or meta-philosophy.
These presuppositions are tentatively called postﬁlates- ( See from
note on page 23 ). '

Add to this a remark made on page 30 ““ Meta-X is thus
the study of the movements of thought by thought itself—a type
of self-revealing consciousness, not indeed positing itself ‘as an
object for itself, for that is a theoretical impossibility, but just
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moving self-consciously ”. In other words epistemology as meéta-
philosophy studies presuppositions of ph.llosophy as- meta-physwa
-and also self-conscmusness in a self conscious way, whatever
‘that may mean.

3. No study of postulates whether they be of science or of
any other discipline, ‘ presuppose any other postulateé for a
‘higher level sfudy, unless, ...... the postulates “‘jare taken as
historical events”, that is, in the form of actual movement of
‘thought as presupposmg these postulates (p.26). “ The exact
nature of the task of epistemology is no subject-matter for an‘oth'ei*
higher-level meta study ” (p. 28). Like logic and mathematics,
meta-metaphysics is self correcting, not needing correcting from
any higher level study. “ This proves that there is no unending
series of meta studies...... .7 (p. 27) contrary to what Professor
‘Mihirbikash Chakravarti takes to be the case.

4. Meta-meta-physics is a theory of knowledge. But it is
not itself a body of knowledge. It is ontologically non-commital.
The postulate of meta-physics is no fact or entity but a manner
in which “thought (or language) moves in order that some-
thing is at all understood as a fact” (p. 30). “ Meta-X that
studies the postulates of X is only the study of the. movements
of thought by thought itself ...... ” (p. 31).

‘Note : To summarize, we mlght distinguish between two
aspects of philosophical enterprise : (1) in the form of being
a body of belief about the most general features of reality, and
(2) in the form of a self-conscious activity of consciousness itself. -
The second in some or other way illuminates the other. |

’ v o . ._

There are many other insights and- thought—provoking state-
ments found in the. paper, particularly the ones relating to the
criterion of ontological commitment. However, in the context:of
the present paper. it ‘would be convenient to concentrate only on
the above .arguments... The first thing I would like to ‘state “is
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my own predilection for accepting the insights.involved in the
summary above. For quite some time I have been ruminating
on the matter and tended to arrive at these very intuitions, with-
out being sure of this myself. One of my main difficulties has
been how to support these intuitions. I had great hopes when
I started reading Professor K. D. Bhattacharyya’s paper. But
it appears I am not destined to derive much benefit-from his toils.
Perhaps that is an indication for _tbiling for onéself.
' Most of my difficulties in understanding Prof. K. D. Bhatta-
charyya’s argument have been due to "Prof. K. D. Bhattachéfyya*s
indifference to the prevalent usage of certain terms, and his effort
to use of them in his own way. For example, take his use of the -
term ‘postulate’. According to his usage, postulates are a
~variety of presupposition which are relative to a system in such
a way that questioning them is que‘stionihg the systém. so they
cannot be challenged from inside the system though they may
be challenged from outside the system. They are further chara-
cterized as rules which are instrumental in the construction of
the system. They do not have ontological status and they are
not mecessary about the world (p. 7). Normally, postulates
are understood as certain basic propositions which are assumed
in the deduction of further propositions in a system; As propo-
sitions they belong to the same cycle as other propositions of
the system. They are chosen as postulates for pragmatic consi-
derations as they facilitate the deduction of other propositions
of the system given certain rules of inference. Thus, as
propositions, they have cognitive import ‘also. “They are not
instrumental in the sense ‘that they are part of strategy alone.
Now it is no sin to differ from the current usage and stipulate
a different usage, provided that makes things easier.

Unfortunately the use stipulated by Prof. K. D. Bhattacharyya
does not facilitate the understanding of the relation betweén the
postulates and the subject matter of metaphysics. The position
of epistemic. presupposition as postulate is not -at all clear, but
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it is equally difficult to comprehend how °self-consciousness’
can be used as rule of construction for the basic.concepts which
form the subject-niatter of metaphysics. What sort' of deriva-
tion or deduction is stipulated is not at all intelligible. Even
if ¢ self-consciousness’ is used as a rule of construction, how
shall one reconcile with it the non-commital aspect of a postulate?

Prof. Bhattacharyya does not want to accept the idea of an
unending hierarchy of meta-studies. He believes that episte- -
‘mology as meta-metaphysics is self-corrective and hence needs
fio higher tribunal to meddle with its affairs. At least, I would
also not want to have such an intruder. However, we cannot rest
"with this, for if we give up the idea of a meta-study altogether,
to give up the idea of a meta-metaphysics too. In that case, we
shall fail to distinguish epistemology from metaphysics as a study
belonging to a higher order. Moreover, there is no reason why
we should prevent sciences being self-reflexive. Professor K. D.
Bhattacharyya comes close to asserting this while he remarks
that reformulation of the basic concepts of science ‘ makes
modern sciences as much science as also a meta-study, i.e., philo-
sophy ” (p. 13). On the other hand logicians, mathematicians,
and even philosophers would not accept the elimination of meta-
study levels from their respective disciplines.

One\"rnay point to a related problem, the problem of the
subject matter of metaphysids. The question of territorial rights
over basic concepts is not finally settled. Sciences and religion
both are concerned with them. Prof. K. D. Bhattacharyya does
distinguish between religion and meta-physics by asserting that
in religion it is the application of these concepts which is, domi-
nant. But how shall we distinguish meta-physics from the sciences
(even from Qldér sciences ) ? ‘

Thus, the haze which surrounds the problem of defining
philosophy and meta-philosophy is not dispelled. The way to
the far lurking source of light remains still obscure.

a o
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- | Presuppositions of Science and Philosophy*
' A Critical Study

o By
(Mrs.) YOGESH GUPTA -

The present paper aims neither to offer a strengthened version
of Kalidas Bhattacharyya’s analysis nor to present any new alter-.
native analysis which is different from what he has given. The
present paper only attempts to draw attention to some issues
which need clarification. Throughout the article many questions
are raised which as such do not matter to the central thesis of
the first three sections of his article. In this connection, the
plan of the paper may be summarised under the following four
headings : '

(1) The earlier part of the first section gives a general intro-
ductory remark related to the author’s views. In the latter part
of the section, some basic issues concerning the nature of reality
in social sciences, natural sciences and philosophy and .the inter-
relationship between them have been examined.

(2) The Second section of the present article is devoted
to K. D. Bhattacharyya’s views® concerning the presuppositions
of science and the analysis of their epistemic and ontic aspects.

(3) Section third is concerned with the examination and
evaluation of XK. D. Bhattacharyya’s views concerning the relation-
ship between study and meta-study.

(4) The central issue underlying Prof. Bhattacharyya’s
thought has been examined in the last section along »with some
general remarks.

*  Bhattacharyya, K. D. * Presuppositions of Science and Philo-
sophy >, Visva-Bharati, Santiniketan (1972 ), pp. 1-47.



SCIENCE AND PHILOSOPHY 71

X

Prof. Kalidas Bhattacharyya’s article is encyclopaedic in
scope. It gives a synoptic and connected treatment of different
cognitive realms such as logic, mathematics, syntax, semantics,
epistemology, metaphysics, science, economics, anthropology,
psychology etc. In. this sense the article is more general and
raises more foundational issues relating to these various disci--
plines than what the title suggests. If I have not misunder-
stood the author’s intention the main issue which motives him
~ seems to be to save metaphysics from the attack of logical posi-
tivists and establish its statue as a second order or even a higher
order inquiry. For achieving this end, the author wants to make
a clear-cut distinction between science and philosophy on the
basis of the distinction between study and meta-study. In other
words, he argues against those who believe with Quine  that
Philosophy and Science are continuous with each other or that
there is no hard and fast line either between the logico-mathe-
matical truth and empirical truth on the one hand or between
the nature of theorizing and the nature of reality, on the other.
As against this view, Kalidas Bhattacharyya makes a categorial
difference of order between science and philosophy in terms of
the nature of the presuppositions they have. In this connection
the author also indirectly focuses on such issues as the subject
matter of science and philosophy, the distinction between scientific
and philosophical reasoning and the nature of theorising in science
and in philosophy. The question of the distinction between
philosophical reasoning and other types of reasoning is of central
importance for the author and he has raised a number of related
issues in a very attractive and lucid manner and given a view of
philosophy which distinguishes it from other neighbouring dis-
ciplines in terms of the difference in the nature of their respective
presuppositions. . .

But if we take a closer look at the author’s contention we
will discover the possibility of raising a deeper issue which he
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has missed, i.e., whether different disciplines are water-tight
compartments completely distinct from each other, each having
a distinctly different set of its own specific basic concepts with
no possible overlapping or relationship with those belonging
to other disciplines? If we consider K. D. ’Bhattacharyy/a’s
contention in the light of the above quesiion we would find that
the different ideas put forth in his essay are incompatible with
one another. The author has used the. phrase “‘division of
labour > which, according to him, is only a matter of practical
convenience. However, if we consider at .a deeper level it seems
that the phrase ‘‘division of labour” is not just a matter of
practical convenience; rather it implies a certain view of reality
and subtly impels us towards it. In other words, the implicit
idea behind the- use of this expression suggests that reality is a
single unified whole, and the various fields designated by the
disciplines are different aspects of the same reality. They may
differ, but qualitatively they are the same. But according to
Bhattacharyya,- this view of reality or the notion of * division
of labour” is significantly applicable only to those realms the
study of whose presuppositions does not. demand a meta-level
study. However, if we look at other domains of knowledge
such as logic or mathematics or science or philosophy, the author’s
views about them seem radically -different. Here there is a plura-
lity of discourse or multiplicity of truth. Each discipline is not
only autonomous in its own realm but also represents a unique
sort of reality. For example, science is concerned with natural
facts, events, empirical realities, while metaphysics is concerned

with the object which is ‘‘spoken of”, that is, an object
which is of a higher order or which may be regarded as
a trans-natural fact. On the other hand, meta-metaphysics or
epistemology is concerned with what is merely ‘‘spoken” and
not even ‘“spoken of”’. Further, it is not only that science,
and metaphysics ‘or epistemology are concerned with different
and more and more subtle. types of being but they also have
corresponding levels of reflection appropriate to them.
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But, if we accept the division proposed by Kalidas Bhatta-
- charyya, the issue arises whether in the presence of these in-
compatible views of reality (incompatible in the sense that on
the one hand it gives a horizontal picture of reality where the
study of the presuppositions-of any study does not demand any
meta-study while on the other hand it gives a vertical picture
of reality where there is an ordinal or categorial difference amongst
the cognitive disciplines ), can we truly talk about reality in its -
totality or unity? Can we hold both the views simultaneously?
And if we cannot; then can we resolve the tension by fesorti’né
to the logic of alternation ?- If not, then does the author’s notion
of the logic of alternation apply only when a philosopher speaks
of either idealism or realism or speaks from the standpoint of
knowledge or freedom or value, to use his terminology, or shall
we say that the issue of resolution does not arise at all since seem-
ingly incompatible views of reality are not really incompatible ? If we
accept the alternative that there is no inconsistency in the author’s
views, then, either it means that since science and philosophy
are concerned with two different types of reality, the reality with
which social sciences (like Psychology, Economics, Anthro-
pology etc.) are concerned with is of a lower order, inferior to
the reality stiudied in the natural sciences whose presuppositions
are studied in metaphysics. If it is so, then what sort of being”
does the reality corresponding-to social sciences, has, and what
is the status of the reflestion corresponding to them. Further,
what relation .does it have to the reality which science and meta-
physics study and the type of reflection they émbody. Also, if
this view is not inconsistent in the sense that different views of
reality relating to different types of realms cannot be regarded
as of a lower or higher order and that social reality has merely
a different type of being such that the study of its presuppositions
does not demand a meta-level study, then the question which
was raised in the beginning, that is, can we significantly talk about
the nature of inter-disciplinary knowledge in the presence of
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these three types of being and their correlative types of reflection,
arises again.
' I

The second issue concerns Prof. -K. D. Bhattacharyya’s
notion of presupposition itself. According to him a “pre-
supposition ™ is a reflective concept, i.e., X presupposes Y means
that both X and Y are apprehended reflectively and the fact
corresponding to it at the unreflective level is just the fusing of
Y in X. Presuppositions, according to him, are mainly of two
kinds; those which demand a meta-level are in the form of axioms,
postulates, heuristic principles or empirical facts as well as facts
of a higher order. But if we accept the author’s views on the
definition of presupposition and its types, we face some difficulty.
First of all, the first half of the title of the paper i.e. * Presuppo-
sitions of Science ” gives the impression that all types of pre-
suppositions of science will be discussed. But the author has
given importance to and discussed only one particular type of
presupposition of science; i.e., those which are facts of another
order and are studied by metaphysics. But are not all the other
kinds of presuppositions equally important ? Or does the author
mean to say that all types of presuppositions, namely, axioms,
postulates, regulative ideals, facts of higher order as well as
empirical facts are not employed in all the different sciences but
that each discipline presupposes. only one of these types ? If
this is not the case then the question arises as to what are the
presuppositions of science in the form of axioms, postulates etc.
and then which discipline studies the presuppositions in the form
of axioms and postulates ? Does metaphysics as a meta-science
have the right to study all sorts of presuppositions which science
has ? If not, then which other discipline studies them ? In-
toitively it seems that presuppositions of science in the form of
axioms and postulates are studied at meta-level by disciplines
such as logic or mathematics. If it is so, then can we signi-
ficantly call logic and mathematics as meta-science in Bhatta-
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charyya’s framework ? And further how are all these meta-
disciplines - related to philosophy of science ? - Is this branch
of inquiry futile ? Normally, on the one hand, it is supposed
to be a branch of epistemology where it is concerned with ques-
tions regarding the validation of scientific knowledge and on the
other hand, it functions as a branch of metaphysics or ontology
where it cqnéer'ns itself with the reality of such concepts as space,
time, matter, mass etc. But since the author has not vsed the
word epistemology in the sensé We;have just used, the term philo-
sophy of scienceé cannot, for him, be a special branch of episte-
mology and hence has presumably no concern with such issues.
But if philosophy of science is supposed to study only the sub-
stantive issues or, in other words, the reality cf such concepts
as mentioned above, then obviously philosophy of science will
tend to become a patt of ontology or theory of reality or meta-
physics. But, then, how will it be different from physics proper ?

Also how then will philosophy of science be considered as meta-
science ? '

To return back to the original issue, the word used in the
title suggests presuppositions of science (not sciences) whereas -
if we closely look at the presuppositions which the author has
stated we will find that these belong not to science as such but
to different sciences. Some of these belong to physics, some to
life sciences and some to the realms of mathematics and logic.
Now if some of the basic concepts belong to logic and mathe-
matics and are studied by metaphysics as a meta-science, then
this would mean that logic and mathematics are not self-con-
scious or self-correcting domains, a position which goes against
his ‘main thesis. The issue whether these are presuppositions
of science depends on how the word °science’ is to be under-
stood. It is not clear on what basis Prof. Bhattacharyya demar-
cates science from mnon-science. On the one hand, the very
mention of concepts belonging to life sciences such as psyche,
freedom, life testifies to the fact that the world is being used as



76 : YOGESH GUPTA

referring to. a specific subject matter while on the other hand,
it also appears to be the case that the word is also being used
in a methodological sense as testified by his statement that com-
mon sense or common life can be treated in a scientific way.
Now if the author is keen to include the basic concepts of common
life amongst the presuppositions of science, why does he not
include the basic concepts of social science amongst them also
when there are such well established sciences, as say, economics
or psychology, or sociology or linguistics. ‘

Further, the presupbositions are normally in the form of
statements .or propositions .and not in the form of concepts as
the author seems to think. But even if we accept them 'in this
form, the question would arise as to how are these ‘concepts acqui-
red ? According to the author, these are acquired or inferred
by a special mode of consciousness which he -calls “ reflective
apprehension > and whose essential characteristic is that it distin-
guishes entities which are not and can not be distinguished at
the unreflecttive level. But can this inference or transition from
first order to second order or from enipirica_l to trans-empirical
level or from unconscious to conscious or from unreflective to
reflective or from undistinguishéd to distinguished level, be called
objective ? The process of acquiring these basic concepts seems
a purely subjective act or process on the part of the thinker who
reflects. In this sense it seems very similar to the Berkeleyan
position, to be a metaphysical entity is to be reflectively appre-
hended.” However, in Prof. Bhattacharyya’s view, the object
apprehended through reflection at the second order was already
there in the undistinguished form at the first level. Hence in
the process. of reflective apprehension of a particular thinker it
is not created but discovered by him. -But if they are not created,
constructed or posited by any subjective act of the thinker but
only inferred or discovered by him, we may ask whether accor-
ding to Prof. Bhattacharyya metaphysics infers only those basic
concepts which are already admitted a priori though in an
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undistinguished form at the unreflective level of experience ?
Intuitively it seems that such an a priori requirement as to what
concepts. were admissible would not be helpful in understanding
any phenomenon. A philosopher as a metaphysician must have
the freedom to posit or imagine what might in principle be .taken
to exist in the world, that is; he should have the freedom to posit
some other possible concepts than the ones given in experience.

Further, it is not clear how the basic concepts of science
as higher order facts, especially the concepts of substrance, causa-
lity, relation, space, time differ from the Aristotelian or Kantian
categories ? If they are the same then, can we also talk about
conceptual change as we do in respect of the change of categorial
framework from Aristotelian to Kantian or even from Kantian-
to that which is involved in quantum mechanics ? But if the.
possibilify of addition, substraction, abandonment, reformulation
‘or alteration is accepted, then they cannot be treated as a priori.
And if this is not accepted, can we think of the presuppositions
of science as existing independently of any change or progréss,
or innovation or creation in the various cognitive fields ?

11}

- The few remaining questions relate to the author’s -views
oen the relationsﬁip between study and meta-study. According
to the author, study and meta—study belong to two entirely diffe-
rent and disparate orders. However, this or the relationship bet- ‘
ween study and meta-study seems acceptable only if we view meta-
physics as a meta-science, as the author does. But as soon as-
we extend the scope of its-application to other studies the solu-
tion becomes unacceptable. Take for example, Philosophy - of
Science as a meta-study of science. When one deals with the
methodological issues relating to science or is - concerned
with the substantive issues pertaining to it,-one has to be aware
of the actual practice of scientists and take it into account. For
examplé, when -a philosopher of science like Hempel or Salmon -
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as a meta-scientist tries to. find out the structure of scientific
explanation he has to look at what is going on in actual practice
when a scientist explains any particular individual occurrence.
Hence, in this sense, a meta-study has to be parasitic on, the study
itself. It is of course true, as the author points out, that a physi-
cist or a like scientist is not compelled to accommodate or accept
the suggestions given by metaphysics as meta-science. But does
this mean that science is self-contained, complete and autonomous
in itself and does not depend on any meta-inquiry ?

Moreover, this relationship does not seem to hold true in
respect of modern science if it is to be regarded as a meta-science
in relation to classical science. For, according to the author,
classical science or Newtonian science or first level science is
not bound to accept or consider the suggestlons of modern
science or quantum-mechanics as a meta-science, even though
modern science does reflect upon the question the basic concepts
of .classical science .as postulates of classical science. But in
that case shall we say that the same‘co’ncept may be treated as
different presuppositions from discipline to discipline. For the
metaphysician they are facts of a higher order, whereas for
modern science the same concepts are only postulates and not
facts.

But even if we accept the author’s suggestion regarding treat-
ing modern science as a meta-science in relation to classical science,
he would have to accept science itself as a meta-study of common-
sense. or as meta-commonsense. The author thinks that the
process of reformulation occurs only at the stage of modern
science where modern science challenges the classical concept
of science (in the form of postulates ) as it conflicts with some
new experience. The point which has escaped his attention is
that the same process also occurred earlier in the transition from
commonsense belief to sciénce or from perception to conception.
In actual practice the concepts of science as ‘embodied in- the
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language 'of science are acquired by a continuous modification

~or radical reformulation of the ordinary notions. For example,
a common man believes the sun to be moving or the sky to be
blue whereas the scientist explams why they appear as- such even
though the facts happen to be dlﬁ‘erent

v

The crux of the author’s contention lies not only in reviving
the status.of metaphysics as a genuine branch of knowlecge on
the basis of . his distinction between study and meta-study, but in
avoiding the fallacy of regressus adinfinitum which is. necessary
consequence of the distinction, giving thus a unique. status to
epistemology, logic and mathematics. These realms are unique N
in the sense that, according to him, they are self-correcting and
hence do not demand any further meta-study. ‘

The fiest question that may be raised 'in this connection is,
why does the author treat infinite regress as a fallacy in this parti-
cular context. Actually, a situation of an unending process of
questioning should not be treated as a fallacy. And if the author
treats it as a genuine fallacy which should be avoided in a healthy
philosophical system, then the solution which he presents seems
not only arbitrary but also open to the charge of circularity. The
author’s solution seems arbitrary in the sense that it is not clear
why epistemology, logic and mathematics alone are given a secure
position. Why are these realms given such an elevated position
in relation to truth? Why is it that we can talk about philosophy
of science but not about philosophy of mathematics of philosophy
of logic which studies formal pr‘opérties of syntax of the format
logical system. And, what is the .interrelationship between ali
these self-correcting domains (i.e., those which do not demand
a meta-level ) like logic, mathematics, syntactics and semantics
presuppose. Are all the self-correcting domains autonomous,
self-contained and independent of each other ? If not, then,
what are the inter-relationships, for example, between logic and
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mathematics. Traditionally, logic is treated as one of the branches
of epistemology. Again, what is the relationship. of logic with
those realms which are not self-correcting. In other words,
what is the relationship of logic to science and metaphysics. In
a sense, logic must be presupposed by all the sciences, although
the word ¢ presuppbse ”” here is not being used in Kalidas Bhatta-
charyya’s sense. Again, does metaphysics have any relation with
or effect on the nature of logic. It seems that all these disciplines
are not as self:contained or independent, as the author thinks.
Rather, they all are intrinsically interrelated. Any new discovery
in one realm changes the -outlook in others. For example, by
incorporating certain 'assumptions of quantum mechanics we
can build a logic which does. not contain the principle of excluded
middle. Now, if basic laws of thought can be challenged, i.e.,
not regarded as self-evident, then what will exemplify presuppo-
sitions in the form of axioms in Bhattacharyya’s .framework.
Will an axiom, then, be mérely a theoretical entity 7 -
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Kalidas Bhattacharyyas View of Freedom and the
- Existentialist Thought

' MRINAL KANTI BHADRA

In his philosophical speculations Kalidas Bhattacharyya has
come to the notion of freedom agam and again and it seems that
freedom is one of his ultimate concerns. This-has also been
the remark of Jitendra Nath Mohanty in his éssay on “ Kalidas
Bhattacharyya as a Metaphysician ” in the book, Self, Know-
ledge and Freedom. Mohanty WI‘ItCS, « Kahdas Bhattachalyyas :
ultimate concern in metaphysics would seem to be both a theory
of freedom and a theory of the possibility of realising that free-
dom”.! The present paper proposes to devote itself to a study
of Bbattacharyya’s theory of freedom, as explicated in several
of his essays and at the same time it will try to draw some parallels
between Bhattacharyya’s notion of freedom and the analysis of
freedom as found in  the  Existentialist' thought . of the
‘western worId : '

In his essay on “Fr eedom 2 Bhattachalyya wants to show
that there is redlly.no_ contradiction between determinism and
freedom. He thinks that there are empirical circumstances which
give rise to different tendencies. ‘These tendenciés are deter-
mined by natural causes. But the situation as given presents
different courses of action. Human choice does not mean just

1. J.N. Mohanty, “ Kalidas Bhattacharyya as a Metaphysician
" in Self, Knowledge and Freedom, edited by.J. N. Mohanty
" “and S. P. Banerjee, Calcutta, The World Press, 1978, P. XVi,
2. Kalidas Bhattacharyya, ““ Freedom” in The Visva-Bharati
Journal of Philosophy, Vol. VII, Number 2, Febluary, 1971,
Vnsva Bharan

..6
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giving assent to a particular course ofaction which depends
on natural circumstances. Rather, it means I may choose
not to submit to: a natural pressure. In his words, *“ Given a
particular tendency determined by empirical circumstances, there
is the choice fo submit to it or not” .3 But Bhattacharyya adds
further, “ 1Tt is this choice not to submit which constitutes real
freedom and it does not clash with -complete determination at
the empirical level.”* He points out that I thatdoes not sub-
mit is a rcal agent, as it refuses to submit. *“1It is , as Bhatta-
charyya explains, <“...... .a real- free agent who choses not to
submit. to empirical pressure.. ......Herein, precisely, we have

the idea of freedom as transcendence. Free man. transcends
nature. He is over-natural, even though otherwise he .is a part
of Nature, tco. So far as he is a part of nature his behaviours
are fully determined. But in so far as he is above Nature
he is free.”> The question may arise: Is the over-natural
man free only in not submitting to Nature ? May he not. also
freely submit to Nature ? -Bhattacharyya answers that man
refuses to submit to Nature, because he considers it bad, immofal,
anti-spiritual to submit that way. He is of the opinion that
ultimate morality which is but spirituality itself consists in reali-
zing or re-discovering man’s own being and in consciously identi-
fying with it. Bhattacharyya calls it positive freedom. He’
thinks that man’s refusal to exercise this posmve freedom may
be called immorality. As he says, “In other ‘words, it consists
in freely submitting to Nature ”.® Bhattacharyya talks of nega-
tive and positive freedom which we will discuss later in greater
dotail. For the present, we find that in his opinion “ Whenever
man transcends Nature heis so far negatively free, and as and
when he positively constructs something, by way of reorgani-

3. Ibid., p. 26.
4. Ibid.
5. fbid.
6. Ibid., p. 27.
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_ zation or not, he is free positively ”.” Now this positive freedom
may be of two types, one which consists in creating spirituality
and the other which consists in deliberate submission to- Nature
to produce immorality. Though Bhattacharyya -at one. time

'says, ‘_‘ Immorality ...... . consists in freely refusing to exercise
this @ositive freedpm * which in his opinion is the re-discovery of -
man’s spirituality, 'he_says afterwards, ““ we have already mentioned
another form of positive freedom where man deliberately, i.e.,
freely submits to natural pressures, though this freedom consti-
tutes the lmmorahty of his actions.  But immoral or not, there
is freedom here—he’ freely submits to natme———whlch means that
freedom is not incompatible with the acceptance of Nature” 2
He extends the notion of positive freedom to cover the cases of
moral freedom also, i.e., freedom, of abjding by a particular
course of action which one considers right. In Bhattacharyya’s
opinion, the questibn is not whether freedom disallows acceptance
of Nature, but, rather whether such free submissioncan ever

stitute mozallz‘y

In our dlscussmn so far of Bhattacharyya’ s1dca of freedom
we have got the following concepts :
(1) Freedom is an act of choice—either to refuse to submit
to-natural pressure or to choose to submit to it.-
(2) In Freedom, man transcends Naturc

(3) Freedom is negative in the act of transcendence, but
positive in construction of morality or immorality,
' though Bhattacharyya’s sympathy is for positive freedom

as an ideal of morality. :
We shall refer in this context to Jean-Paul Sartre’s theory
of freedom as exemplified in his Existentialistic Ontology Being
and Nothingness. Our aim will be to show that the ideal which

7. Ibid., p. 28.

8. Ibid., p. 27.
9. Ibid., p. 29.
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freedom wants to realize may not be identical in both the cases,
but there are some positive similarities 'in the analysis of the
basic notion of freedom.

Sartre thinks that the whole order of Nature ray be ruled by a
"universal determinism, but it is man who can always ask a question
about natural happenings and may want to know why an event
is thus and not otherwise. So he says that man is a questioner
and he has ° the -permanent possibility of dissociating himself
from the causal series which constitutes being and which can
produce only being.”’® Bhattacharyya has expressed similar
ideas in his essay * Formal and Actual Freedom”. He says
““ Freedom is the fact that man sometimes stands outside nature
and resists all pressure—physical, biological, psychic, social, etc.””!!
Nature, according to Bhattacharyya, means ‘‘ The field where
every event is completely determined by, i.e., predictable in princi-
ple, from other events that either precede it or happen after it
determining it teleologically.”!? It is through sustained effort
that man can acquire a more or less permanent attitude of so
standing aside, and whenever he stands aside, he feels, rightly
or wrongly, that he is more himself, .or this is what Bhattacharyya
feels. Both Sartre and Bhattacharyya speak of man’s standing
outside the causal mexus of nature from where he can raise a
question' and decide whether he will refuse to submit to nature
or accept the submission to nature. Bha’_ctdchgryya speaks of
choice and he thinks that choice can express itself in two ways.
When a man chooses not to submit to nature, we have no diffi-
culty in unde1sta11d1ng that it is a casc of choice. Butif a man
submits to nature, _1_t seems that he is not choosing. Bhatta-

10 Jean-Paul Sartre—Being ..and. Nothmgness New York Philo-
. sophlcal Library, p. 23. .
11. Kalidas Bhattaoharyya———‘ ‘Formal and Actual Freedom, in
Philosophy, Logic and Language, Bombay, Alhed Publlshers
p. 155.
12. ]bld.,p 155.
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. charyya thinks that it is-also a case of choice, for the man himself
deliberately submits to nature. . In a similar context Sartre says
that freedom is the freedom of choosing but is also the freedom
of not choosing. In his words, ‘ Not. to choose is, in.fact, to
choose not to choose ’.* Analysed in the light of Bhattacharyya’s
ideas it may mean that when a man submits to the pressures of
nature, he- is choosing not to choose the. resistance against
natural pressure. . . E
Bhattacharyya speaks of fréedom. fifst as négative and then
as something positive. Freedom as negative may meéan in the
existentialistic’ of Jean-Paul Sartre that man wrenches himself
“from being in.order to be able to bring out of himself the possi-
bility of a non-being.”'* According to Sartre, man is a being
who disengages himself in his being as one who. questions. . This
disengagement is a human process. Man, Sartre thinks, presents
himself as a being who causes Nothingness to arise in the world.
Thus, Sartre tries to show that * Man is the being through whom
ﬁothingness comes to the world.””?® Sartre asks what a man
has to be in order that through him nothingness may come into
being. He gives a namc to this possibility which human being
secretes and which isolates man from other beings—it is freedom.
Sartre goes-further and says, * Human freedom precedes essence
in man and makes it possible; the essence of the human being
is suspended in his freedom.””!S Sartre believes that ‘‘ man does
‘not exist ﬁfs‘t in order to be free subsequently; there is no difference
between the being of man and his being—free ’."”  Bhattacharyya
has not elaborated on the notion of nothingness, but if freedom
is understood as producing something or creating something
even with the materials of nature; it is a negative activity, as what

13. Sartre—BN, p. 481. .
14. Ibid., p. 23.
15. Ibid., p. 24.
16. Ibid., p. 25.
17. Ibid., p. 25.
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does not exist comes into existence. The activity of production
is negative, though what is produced may be something positive.
It may be asked whether Bhattacharyya will call man a nothing
and we may point out that in his opinion man is not identified
with nature; rather, he is more than nature. We may like: to
state that this is an important similarity between the existen-
tialism of Jean-Paul Sartre and Bhattacharyya’s metaphysics
of freedom, though we are aware that Bhattacharyya will not
go all the way to say with Sartre that man is a nothing. But,
perhaps, he will not disagree if it is said that freedom is the being
of man, though that being is completely different from the
Sartrean ideal.

In the essay entitled “ Freedom ”, Bhattacharyya speaks of
the ideal of freedom as advocated by the classical Indian philo-
sophers and in that connection he mentions detachment. He says,
“ Detachment is primarily my free refusal to submit to the causal
determinants stated above.”!® In another essay, “ Nature and
Freedom ” published in Philosophica, the International Bilingual
Quarterly, Vol. 4, No. 3, Sept. 1975, which was also presented
at the International Society for Metaphysics, Second International
Conference on “ Man and Nature > held at Visva-Bharati, Santi-
niketan, January 7-10, 1976, Bhattacharyya analyses the notion
of detachment or non-attachment more lucidly. He says, ““ Non-
attachment ” means, * self-consciously withdrawing from a parti- .
cular desire or aversion which is otherwise compelling. Man gua
man often consciously refuses to succumb to external or internal
pressure ”.'° Detachment, according to Bhattacharyya, is the
negative aspect of freedom thatis trans-natural. He calls it just
n(?gation, a vacuum pﬁré and simple, a hole, in Nature itself,—

2

18. Bhattacharyya—* Freedom *, p. 35. o

19. Bhattacharyya—* Nature and Freedom”, in the papers
presented at the International _Society for Metaphysws Confe-
rence at Visva-Bharati, Jam.ary 1976, p. 3.
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a negation that is still ‘natural’. Butthe moment one under-
stands it as -something positive, it has passed out of Nature and
that which was.thought to be °natural’ stands face to face with
trans-natural freedom which had so long been peering through
the ‘hole’. “ Detachment” Bhattacharyya says, “Iis really ‘the
point” where nature and the trans-natural meet”.?* About the
living body he says that it is natural, in so far as it is subject to
natural, nomological laws. But he points out that the living
body, in so far as it is also a lived body, marks a level of sub-
jectivity, which was thought to be the first hint of freedom by
K. C. Bhattacharyya. For Kalidas Bhattacharyya, however,

the living body is consciously used by man for freedom. It is °
the first means of freedom and so for free man, “ the body that
is consciously used is no mere part of Nature. ?' Bodily move-
ment which is self-consciously introduced with a view to bringing
about change in nature is not entirely Nature’s own. In his
words, “somehow at some point it has originated freely and
out of nothing; and so far Nature’s law seems to have been vio-
lated ”.?* Man’s own nature, Bhattacharyya says, is no mere
part of Nature; it is itself a microcosm, a tiny duplicate of the
entire Nature, it constitutes a world of its own—a Leibnitzian
monad. Viewed in- this way human being is no part of Nature
and no part can possibly represent the whole. It is a full empire
for each man;” Bhattacharyya points out, * with all the offices
and rules of management that are found in Nature”.*® This
aspect of Bhattacharyya’s idea of freedom which speaks of man
as living in nature, yet being trans-nataral may have some simila-
rity to the concept of human being as understood by an Existential
Phenomenologist of the modern age, Maurice Merleau-Ponty.
John Wild in his “Foreword” to Merleau-Ponty’s The Stru-

20. Ibid., p. 9.
21. Ibid.,p. 21.
22. Ibid.

23. Ibid.
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cture of Behaviour says, ‘‘ Human behaviour is neither a series
of blind reactiions to external °stimuli’, nor the projection of
acts which are miotivated by pure ideas of a disembodied, world-
less mind. It is neither exclusively subjective nor exclusively.
objective, but a. dialectical interchange between man and the
world, which cannot be adequately expressed in traditional causal
terms ”.2* Merleau-Ponty states that behaviour is néither physi-
cal nor completely mental, it expresses itself in the: manner in
which human being exists. "As he says, “ The world, in as much
as it contains living beings is no longer matter filled with parts
next to each other but © hollows ’ itself at the place where behaviour
appears.”? . Spiegelberg. in his book The Phenomenological Move-
ment says, . What this metaphor means is apparently that be-
haviour is less of a break in the texture of the universe than full
consciousness, which, according to Hegel and more recently to
Sartre, is not, only a hollow (creux) but a hole (trou) in the
framework of being.”?® Merleaii-Ponty wants to establish the
proper contact between consciousness and the environment through
behaviour. He does not accept the materialistic line in which
behaviour is a modification of the influences from the environ-
ment, nor does he accept the theory that consciousness is com-
pletely separate from the world and that human behaviour is
not at all affected by the environment. He believes that man
is in the world and human consciousness, or rather every consci-
ousness, produces some change or break in the causal order of
the environment creating a new form of existence. Merleau-
Ponty thinks that there are three orders of nature—physical,
vital and human. In the physical order every thing depends

24. John Wild—* Foreword” to Merleau-Ponty’s The Struc-
ture of Behaviour, London, Methuen, 1965, p. xiv.

25. Maurice Merleau-Ponty—La Structure du comporiment, Presses
Universitaires de France, 1942, p. 136.

26. Herbert Spiegelberg—The Phenomenological Movement
Vol. II, The Hague Martinus Nijhoff, 1965, p. 542.
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on the mutual relation between stimulus and response and the
external factors maintain a perfect equilibrium. - In the vitab
order a dialectical relation between the organism and the environ-
ment takes- place. At the human level ‘the pattern of behaviour
is established by man’s intentions, derived from his social and
cultural world. Man-has the power to choose, to vary his points -
of view.and his objectives, as he can understand what he should
do in terms of his possibilities. He has the freedom to go beyond
the present environment and the meanings which have already
been established to create new meanings. In the words of Mer-
leau-Ponty, “ This power of choosing and varying points of view
permits man to create instruments, not under the pressure of a
de facto situation, but for a visible use and especially in order
to. fabricate. others. The meaning. of human WOrk, therefore
is the ‘fecognifion, beyond the present milieu, of a world of things
visible for each ‘I’ under a plurality.of aspects, the taking posses-
sion of an.indefinite time and space;...... Thus the humans
dialectic is ambiguous : it is first manifested by the social or
cultural structures, the appearance of which it brings abouf[' and
in which it imprisons itself. But its use—objects and its cultural
objects would not be what they are if the activity which brings
about their appearance did not also have as its meaning to reject
them and to surpass them .2’ Bhattacharyya says in his essay,
“Nature and Freedom' that three quarters of man’s being lies
immersed in Natute and hence subject to causal determination.
But, the living body is in a way more important for freedom than
for any mechanical behaviour, cognitive or conative. Man not
only uses. it consciously but also knows that he can study and
manipulate it at will. ‘“Free man >, Bhattacharyya writes, “in
other words, is directly concerned with his body : his freedom
finds scope, primarily and chiefly, in his body—his. own nature—

27. Merleau-Ponty—The Structure of Behaviour, London, Methuen,
1965, p. 1976.
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and through it only, in Nature outside ”.® Though three quar-
ters of man, according to Bhattacharyya, is immersed in Nature
there is a remaining quarter which is his freedom. Merleau-
Ponty points out that human existence is a lived body and this
body, as I live it from the inside is quite different from the objec-
tive body which is observed, though each perspective is legitimate
and the two overlap at certain vital points, a situation which intro-
duces an essential ambiguity into the very being of man.

Bhattacharyya refers to the phenomenological concept of
freedom in the essay mentioned above. He says that the pheno-
menologist holds that freedom in its negative aspect is conscious
resistance to nature, conscious withdrawal from it. But in the
course of withdrawal there is also a recovery of itself. The
phenomenologists call it *“ bracketing Nature . But conscious-
ness intends the whole world progressively and thus the two pro-
cesses—the negative withdrawal and the positive intention—
wre in effect one and the same. As Bhattacharyya states, *‘ Just
in so far as X is withdrawal from, it is intended phenomenologi-
cally. This is exactly what we have meant by * free construction .
Phenomenologists, thus, hold in effect that man constructs the
pure strands of his own nature freely and, through them, of Nature
outside.”” "But Bhattacharyya does not accept the phenomenoc-
logical account, as it fails to explain how freedom could construct
all the perceivable deiails either of his own nature or of Nature
outside. Though it is not mentioned clearly, it seems that Bhatta-
charyya has:in mind Husserl and the phenomenologists who
follow the transcendental method with strict. phenomenological
reduction. But Merleau-Ponty opposes the idea of phenomeno-
logical reduction in the sense of complete withdrawal from nature
and according to him, ‘‘ the great lesson of reduction is-the impos-
sibility of reduction”.** In Merleau-Ponty’s opinion the world
28. Kalidas Bhattacharyya—‘‘ Nature and Freedom ”, p. 21.

29. Ibid., p. 31.
30. Spiegelberg—The Phenomenological Movement ‘vol II p. 534.
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is coxlstruCt‘ed by the meanings human being creates in course
of his participation with nature and stich meanings depend on
man’s dialectical interchange with nature as a free being. It
seems that Merleau-Ponty’s account of the construction of the
world is more in agreement with Bhattacharyy’s idea of free
construction. '

Bhattacharyya speaks of freedom as a rational ideal which
operates both at the theoretical and the practical level. At the
theoretical level he speaks of communicability of perception or
of an idea to all human beings. He calls it rational cognitivity
Often it is-found that what we perceive is distorted by our un-’
conscious identification with egoistic instincts. He says that
theoretical reason doubts and questions perception and forbids
us to accept the perceptual verdict until it is supported by reason.
it does not mean that we have to reject perception wholesale.
As Bhattacharyya remarks, ‘“ Much of perception has to be acce-
pted which is tested by reason and that much rejected which with
the blind use of our reason, viz., through its identification with
egoistic instincts emotions and passions was distorted 2.3 In
the pfactical field he speaks of a universal ideal which will be
acceptable to all. But he thinks that in both the fields the prin-
ciple is the same : detachment from the ego. When the practical
principles become universalized, they are regarded as social norms
and it may seem that in many cases such norms are foisted upon
individuals as pressures. But Bhattacharyya is of tlie opinion
that just as logical principles may be thought to be pressures
initially but become gradually realized as identical with rational
freedom, similarly, wise men in their ratlona,l practice of free-
dom come to understand the significance of soc:1al norms. Such
norms are ultimately accepted gladly.

About freedom as a principle of reason in theoretical and
practical areas of life, the Existentialists may not agree with him,

31. Bhattacharyya —Ibid., p. 32. -
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for basically they are anti-rationalists. But in theoretical investi-
gations they are influenced by Husserl’s phenomenology and-
so when Husserl speaks: of the cleansing of mind of all kinds of
presuppositions including the naturalistic prejudice, they agree
with "him and want an unclouded intuition of the given. So
they want that mind should be free from the influence of unclari-
fied .and unexamined assumptions and should concentrate itself
only on the phenomenological datum. At least thls is asserted
by Sartre in his The Psychology of Imagination where he wants
to examine the nature of imagining as a mental act. - He writes,
4 We want to know nothing about the image but what reflection
can teach us...... For the present we only w1sh to attempt
a phenomenolooy of the image. The method is simple : we
shall produce images, reflect upon them describe them; that is,

attempt to determine and to classify thelr distinctive characteri-
»32 When Jean-Paul. Sartre wrote his Being and Nothing-
ness he was accused of sub}ect_msm and anti-humanism. Sartre

stics.

thought that the accusations were unjust and so he wrote his
L’ Existentialisme est un humanisms which was published in 1946
and in that book he said,  The world subjectiv-ism"is to be
understood in two senses, and our adversaries play upon only
one of them. Subjectivism means, on the one hand, the freedom
of the individual subject and on the other, that man cannot pass
beyond human subjectivity. It is the latter which is the deeper
meaning of existentialism . He said further that when it is
said that man chooses hlmself it is meant that everyone must
choose for himself; but by that it is also meant that in choosing
for himself man chooses for all men. As was pointed out by
-Sartre, ““what we choose is always for the better; and nothing
can be better for us unless it is better for all. If, moreover,

32. Jean-Paul Sartre—The Psychology of Imagination, New York,
The Citadel Press, p. 4.

33. Jean-Paul Sartre—Existentialism and Humamsm, London,
Methuen.
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existence preceeds essence and we will'to exist at the same time
as we fashion our image, the image is valid for all and for the
entire epoch in which we find ourselves.”?*
ideal, humanistic ideal of Existentialism and it is claimed to be
~u11i\v:e1'sa1 in its scope. Whether Sartre’s ideal is rationally justi-
fiable or not is another question, but it cannot be denied that
This theory of free choice has as its target the establishment of
universal principles for the betterment of man-kind. Such an
jdeal 'is not distant from Bhattacharyya’s universal gbodness.
About the acceptance of social norms Sartre will not object if
‘they are chosen by the human individual in his freedom, for he
thinks man to be the author of values. Again, the question whether
"such a man is selfish or capricious remains, but Sartre will insist
on the selection of values and their creation by the human sub-
ject. Sartre expresses his view in this way <...... my freedom
is the unique foundation of values and that nothing, absolutely
‘nothing jus'tiﬁe's' me in adopting this or that particular value,
this or that particular scale of values.”®® Again, we would like
to point out that for Sartre the question of justification is not
important;. even though it is important for Bhattacharyya. To
‘Sartre, value is a matter of choice and commitment and if some-
-thing is really good for me, it should also be so for the whole
.of mankind. - ‘

Sartre calls this -

The relatlonl.between ‘I’ and ‘others’ has been taken up
by Bhattachéryya‘in his essay ““ Self and Others ” where he tries
to answer the questwn whether the ‘I’ with its freedom can
haimonlze with ‘you’ who is also a free bemg Bhattacharyya
elucidates the, relatlon between ‘I’ and ‘you’ in a situation of
love and he says, “in love which begins with the. sense of free-
dom (unless it be merely natural) and then freely denies that
freedom, the frée subject is turned into a you,; not merely ii}'idenii-

34. Ibid.,p. 29.
35, Jéan-Paul Sartre—BN., p. 38.
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fying itself with the you that is loved but also in presenting
itself as a you to. be taken up by that loved you. This is literally
a procéss of metamorphosis—I completely changes -into you by
denying its I—hood ”.% He speaks of the realization of the
cognitive freedom in two aspects and in both the reference to
you is present. In the purest level of the realization of the I
subject, “‘the Absolute must be taken as having some special
affinity with the .purest subject, the possibility of its play with
you arising only as it was incarnate in the purest subject”.’’
Analysis of this interpersonal relation in the context of freedom
reminds us of Martin Buber’s ¢ I-thou ’.and ‘ I-it * relation. Buber
. thinks that the “I-thou’ word can -be spoken with the whole
being but it can never be spoken with the ‘I-it’. It is said by
Buber that “.in the ‘i-thou’. relation, however,. we relate totally
to the other and we do so by becoming open to him. He is not
just externally ‘there’ for us; nor is he an end to some satis-
faction beyond himself ”.*® When the ‘I-thou’ relation is lost
it degenerates into the ¢ I-it” relationship. The person is turned
into a thing. There is also the possibility that the  I-it* relation
may blossom into an ‘ I-thou’ relation and according to -Buber,
such relation is also possible between man and nature. A total
relation to a tree is possible and Buber -says, “it.is bodied over
against me and has to do with me as I with it...... Relation
is mutual ”.* Buber says further, “I encounter no soul or
dryad of the tree, but the tree itself ”.#° Buber insist on dialogue
“between persons and thinks that the interpersonal relation is
dialogical. Buber also speaks of an ‘I-you’ relation which res-

36. Bhattacharyya— Self and others” in Philosophy, Logic and
Language, Bombay, Allied Publishers, 1965, p. 138.

37. Ibid.,p. 141.

38. John Macquarrie—Existentialism, Penguin, 1977, p. 108.

39. Martin Buber—I and Thou, trans. R. G. Smith, New York,
1958, p. 5.

40. Ibid., p. 6.
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pects the personality and humanity of the other, but does not
seek to establish with him the depth and intimacy that are custo-
marily associated with the notion of the ‘I-Thou’. As we have
referred to above, Bhattacharyya speaks of an ‘I-you ’ relation
in which. the personality of ‘you” is given an importance, but’
he speaks also of the love in which the sepalate personahtles are’
mingled into one consciousness.

In - his essay on “ Formal and Actual Freedom ” Bhatta-
charyya speaks of the relat:on between two kinds of freedom
as follows :
~ Though we start with ac.tuallﬂ-’freedom; the formal freedom
has been in actual freedom in an undistinguished manner. The
formal freedom is an over-natural presuppoéition of the actual.
But as a postulate, it is not dead becausé'it is the source of some
basic moral rules. Thus, as a presupposition of acts, formal
freedom is also actual. But it can not be regarded as just identical
with acts, for it is the Qri'giﬁal_ urge and have not reducible to
acts. = But the original freedom is idle without realisatibng it
has to be realised in acts. As Bhattacharyya writes; it follows
that if ‘being-good is a state of realisation, it must be of the form. .
‘doing good’. There is no self-contained inward realisation
called * being-good .”*!

If we look to the Existentialism of Jean-Paul Sartre we find
that he makes no such distinction between original freedom and
freedom manifesting itself in acts. On the other hand, he is
against all dualistic talk. He denies the duality between potency
and act. He says that the act is every thing. He points out,
“we shall refuse for example, to understand by °genius”—
in the sense in which we say that Proust ‘had genius’ or that
he * was a genius—a. particulat capacity to produce certain acts.
which was not exhausted exactly in producing them. The genius

41. Bhattacharyya ° Formal and Actual Freedom in Philo-
sophy, Logic and Language, p. 160.
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of Proust. is neither the work considered in isolation nor the
subjective ability to produce it; it is the work considered as the
totality of the manifestations of the person ”.*? Though Sartre
speaks at the beginning about the rejection of all kinds of dualisms,
it is not really true that he has been able to give them up com-
pletely. In fact, Sartre is criticised by many phenomenologists
as a dualist of the Cartesian type, though the criticism seems
too harsh. But Sartre speaks of consciousness as the being of
freedom and even though he says that the being of freedom
consists in non-being, acts of negation, it cannot be.'denied that
he has some idea of the being. of freedom as distinguished from
the acts. Sartre says that man’s freedom is exercised in the
Afulfilment of his desires. He has a,desire, because he suffers
from lack. Desire expresses itself in doing, but ultimately a
~desire can only be.the desire to be. “ Thus ontology ”, Sartre
.explains, * teaches us that desire is orlgmally a desire of bemg »43
Sartre has made in this ‘connection a detailed analysis of the
relation between “ doing” and “ having” into which we will
not enter, but this much we may say that, aocording to Sartre,
““...... desire is determined as a desire to be a certam being,
which is the in-itself-for-itself 4% The question may arise in
this conncction whether the ideal of freedom which according
1o Sartre, is also the being of man through its 'non.-being' as it
does not yet exist, is not also a kind of presupposition. But
as it is the presupposition which is for ever attracting man to
the distant future, is it not also a kind of formal freedom as well
as actual, formal in its character of p1esupposmon but actual
in its eve1present living urge ?

Bha_tta.charyya has mentioned about the hmlta‘uons of free-
dom and these are, according to hlm physical, biological, psychlc
and social. He says that no man is born in avacuum everyone

42. J.P. Sartre—BN p- Xivi.
-43. -Ibid., p. 585.
A4. Ibid., p. 586.
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begins life with a social heritage and ernvironment and his freedom
has initially to accept and operate in and through these. He
says further  Social structures constitute limitation to actual
freedom so far only as we have to start with them .S There
will not be any difference of opinion with Sartre on this point,
for he would say that the situation, which is a product of contin-
gency and the in-itself and of freedom, is something ambiguous
in which it is impossible to separate the contribution of freedom
from that of the brute existents. He says further, ‘° Human
reality everywhere encounters resistance and obstacle which it
has not created, but these resistances and obstacles have meaning
only in and through the free choice which human reality is **.46

Bhattacharyya tries to understand the ideals of freedom
in two broad ways, but to him these are equal alternatives. A
man can choose either of them as the project of his life, to use
an existentialistic term. Freedom, as Bhattacharyya says, can
wholly transcend nature and comnstitute an autonomous region of
non-spatial-temporal eternal truths or it may operate within
nature freely viewing all natural contents as they should be. The
first is called transcendent freedom, while the latter may be,
called immanent freedom. The first is spiritual freedom where
there is no cleaﬁage. between the subjective experience and the object
experienced. Even if there happens to be a cleavage, there is a
sort of community between ‘the subject of experience and the
objéct and in all cases, *“ it is some sort of sport with the Absolute
itself.”7 Both in the cognitive sphere - and the conative sphere
of the spiritual freedom, ‘it is but that spirit narcisistically
turning upon itself with a view to accelerating, or even decele-
rating as the case may be, its spiritual progress, one element of
45. Bhattacharyya—* Formal and Actual Freedom ” in Philo-

“ Sophy, Logic and Language, p. 162, '
46. Sartre—BN. p. 489.
47. Bhattacharyya—~“ Nature and Freedom ”, p. 42
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this spn‘ltual expeuence supphcatmg, another that stands ahead
and repressing. or reorlentmg itself in so far as it stands behind
or as the case may be, playing with the advance element and
whatever remains behind in an attitude of equality.”*® Bhatta-
charyya has not exphcltly mentioned whether the transcendent
freedom is the subject as freedom, like his illustrious_father K. C.
Bhattacharyya. Who says “......it may be.. frce even from this
distinctness, may be freedom itself that is de- 111d1v1duahsed
but .no"t',. therefore indefinite—absolute freedom that is to be
“evident”.® It scems that for Bhattacharyya, the transcendent
freedom is not hnmed to the subject as ﬁecdom but it is the
non—dlstxnctlve dlStllthlOlﬂeS'" ﬁeedom itself,. where the subject
and the object are in communion with each other. It may be
called the I, the subject, but it is a subject beyond individuality.
K. C Bhattacharyya also speaks of a de- lndmduah sed subject
which is the subject as freedom and s so the comparison’ between
the two on this aspect of freedom should be interesting. But
we are _'not gomg to explo_le it here. "However, we would like
to see what exactly immanent freedom implies.

Bhattacharyya calls it first transcendent—
kind of freedom. It is the free man who after enjoying his trans-
cendent freedom returns to nature and views it.as it ought to be
to attain the fulness of his spiritual life. But of the‘imma,nent
freedom there can be another kind in which the function of free-
dom is to organise nature in accordance with itself. But in the,
sphere of immanent freedom Bhattacharyya also talks of a free-
dom which is wholly immanent in nature.” Here freedom is the
driving principle which goes to constitute a depﬂ1—dimension
of nature. Nature proceeds to evolve its. best fr.om,the, stage,
of implicitness to the stage of explicitness, and such an explicit-
ness shows itself with the emergence of man. Man moves on
48. Ibid., p. 43.

49. K. C. Bhattacharyya—* The Subject as Freedom ” in Studies
in Philosophy, Vol. II, Calcutta, Progressive Publishers, p. 92.
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to establish the best form of human society as nature tries to
realise  natuial’ freedem as its highest. In thesc different kinds
of freedom, each of which is self-contained, we may either continue
in the naturalistic attitude or we may adopt the attitude of free-
dom, or we may combine the two attitudes. But in each case,
““ The choice is final, i.e., existential »*.5

It will not be out of place to mention that in the thoughts
of Jean-Paul Sartre freedom is a project and as such the ideal
is.‘‘ the absolute, being. of the self ‘with.its characteristics of iden-
tity, of purity, of permanence, etc., and as its foundation.” 5!
According- to Sartre, the. free project is foundational;, because-
it is. my being. -Ambition, passion, inferiority are not funda-
mental projects, rather, they have to. be understood in terms
of a primary project which can no longer be interpreted in-terms .
of -any other project which is total.. But this fundamental project-
is my total being-in-the-world, and as the world itself is revealed -
in the light of an end, this project. points as its end a certain rela-
tion which the being-for-itself wills to adopt: The choice must
be a choice in the world. Sartre thus speaks of freedom to esta-
blish a satisfactory relation with the world or nature. At least
that is-man’s ideal, but: Sartre thinks that man is for even a failure,
while Bhattacharyya would admit a progressive . realization .
of that freedom which seeks to ‘create a harmony between man
and. nature. So the: ultimate condition of freedom may not be
the same in Bhattdcharyya‘ and- Existentialism, but the {ramework
in which the notion of freedom has been presented exhibits many
undeniable similarities.

50. Bhattacharyya——“ Nature and Freedom ”, p. 46. -
51. Sartre: BN., p: 93. ’ '
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Kalidas Bhattacharyya on
The Indian Concept of Man

RAJENDRA PRASAD PANDEY

Much -of Kalidas Bhattacharyya’s later writing is centred
around philosophical anthropology and philosophy of culture.
-What makes his contribution in these fields particularly remas-
kable is his clear and comprehensive presentation of the unique
Indian perspective on Man, Nature and God. He develops in
and through this perspective an integral humanistic thesis which
preserves within its fold both naturalism and spiritualism. The
striking features of this humanistic thesis are brought out by
Bhattacharyya by contrasting it, on the one hand, with the corres-
ponding western thesis and by showing on, the other, that it in
fact represents the original insight of the traditional Indian
culture. His discussion pre-supposes, however, what he calls
““ the Indian concept of Man ” as the cornerstone of the aforesaid
humanistic thesis. But before we take up Bhattacharyya’s analysis
of this concept for a detailed study it would be of some interest
to note how he develops the unique Indian thesis on Humanism
in contrast with the corresponding western thesis.

I

A most remarkable feature of human life is man’s quest-
for happiness. *And the quest is a real one for him—in fact its
reality constitutes the very foundation of his culture and civili-
zation. Man begins in a life which is full of suffering of all sorts.
How to remove this suffering ? Knowledge in this respect requires
that man understands the underlying causes of his suﬂ"ering
because only then can he be assured of removing the existing
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sufferings and find -the means of avoiding them in future. Un-
like the dominant modern view which discovers these causes in
man’s dependence on Nature and Society, the religio-cultural
views of yore sought them in human nature itself. The tradi-
tional Indian view..in this respect, according to Bhattatharyya,
holds the human “ cognitive imperfection” (mithya-jidna) to
be at the root of man’s suffering—a view radically different from
the Christian view which traces all human suffering to the * original
sin’ of man.! (Infact it can be readily noticed that the said
Christian view may be extended to cover .all religions of Semitic
origin, just as the Indian view would essentially cover all religions
of Indian origin.) '

 Some modern scholars of religions tend to generalize exten-
sively and thereby blur the fine distinctions that obtain between
religions belonging to different cultural traditions. Consider,
for example, the following remark by a noted sociologist of reli-
gion: “...... the true believer can only sin within the frame-
work of his own religious value system and relational system.
The source of morality and, therefore, its requirements of man
are other-worldly. Man’s primary relationship is to God, not
to man; the latter relationship is quite irrelevant, or, at best,
secondary and der ivative.”? 1In his article, “Is Man Originally
a Sinner ”? Bhattacharyya gives at length the reasons why such
a view should apply only to religions of Semitic origin and not .
to .those of Indian origin. The Semitic view, particularly its
Christian variation, incorporates sin at the. very core of human
essence, whereas the Indian idea of °cognitive imperfection’
does not belong to the human essence even as it is associated

1. See his ““Is Man Originally a Sinner?” in Bulletin of the
Ramakrishna Mission of Culture (hereafter BRMIC), Vol
XXII, No. 1, Jan, 1971. .

2. P, Worsley; The Trumpet Shall Sound 1968 McGibbon and
Kee, p. 22.
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with it from the very beginning.? Some very important couse-
quences follow from :this apparently innocuous distinction bet-
ween the two views. Thus, in considering man’s relationship
to God, the Indian view, unlike its Christian counterpart, does
not drag in God to account for human imperfection and the
consequent suffering in man and in the world. ‘ One who is
traditionally Indian will be the last person to call a man sinner
since-his-birth. That, according to him, would be casting .asper-
sion on divine wisdom and kindness. Why should God so arrange
that human being be sinful from the beginning ?...... In
Indian tradition, man is essentially only divine or neutral, and
all imperfection—moral or otherwise—is adventitious, if not
also illusory, and removable largely through man’s own effort.”*
Bhattacharyya goes on to ¢aution us that ““ from the beginning
is not the same as “ essential ”’, for ‘‘ something may well cling
to man from the beginning without being essential to his nature ”.
Again, when something is thought to be essential, “there is neither
any belief that it will one day be removed nor, therefore, any
urge felt to get rid of it.” Thus we have a very clear distinction
drawn between the views held in Indian and Semitic traditions :
-it is only in the Semitic tradition that God is one of the essential
presuppositions of morality. In the Indian tradition, on the
other hand, dharma, which in its broad frame work includes
morality, is a positive force which may sustain itself without a
reference to God, as is most clearly seen in Mimamsa, Samkhya,
Buddhism and Jainism. Even in other systems of Indian thought,
like Nydya and Vedanta, Bhattacharyya points out a similar
understanding of dha;fma is. involved iyn__ the sense that dharma
‘may prepare a man spiritually for final salvation, even without
a helping grace from God; but it is not considered significant
just for this reason only. At the more common level, especially
“in the sphere of the physical and the psychological existence of
3. BRMIC, Vol. XXil, No. 1, Jan: 1971, pp. 5-7.
4. Ibid., pp. 6-7.
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'man, dharma 'is practised for its own sake, and for the sake of
a healthy social and natural organization of the human affairs.

It is true that somewhere along the growth of ideas the ideal
of moksa emerged as the motive force for dharma pursuits—a
development to which, among other things, the Buddhism and
Islam pérhaps contributed most.> But, as pointed out by Bhatta-
charyya, this cannot be regarded as ccnsistent with the original
cultural insight of Indians; for, if moksa were to be the conscious
motive force for dharma practices, that would amount to rejecting
the time-honoured principle of adhikdra.® In fact, Indians had’
an express motive in thus keeping dharma relatively free from
the moksa ideal; it was meant primarily as support of a healthy
growth of man in the areas of artha and kama—the twin puru-
sdrtha along with dharma, traditionally called °trivarga’, as the
commoner’s ideals.” The ‘varga’ called ‘ moksa’, on the other
hand, was meant only for a select few and its relaticn with dharma
was only this that even as dharma is practiced for its own sake,
it would ultimately lead one to moksa.

. The reason why humanism in India grew within the tradition
of religio-cultural thinking, unlike Europe where it arose as a
revolt against the Christian ‘;radition, should now be obvious.
The traditional Christian theology depicted a highly deterministic
universe in which human freedom was more apparent than real,
dominated as it was by the cmniscient }.'j‘ather,from above and

5. See his “ Spiritualism Not Anti-Humanistic ”’, in -BRMIC,
"Vol. XXIX, No. 6, June 1978, pp. 125-127. :

6.. Ibid., p. 125. Prof. Bhattacharyya explains. in a f ootnote
here that the “‘ principle of adhikara is that people sh ould do
their duties according as they are eqmpped o

7. Cf. Prof. Bhattacharyya’s ¢ general formula of Indian Life’ :
“Do everything that nature demands, but do it under the
overall control of dharma”. BRMIC, Vol. XXIX, No. 9,
Sept. 1978, p. 201. ‘His article * Humanism As The Culture
Of Active Social Life ”, appearing in thisissue of BMRIC,
may be read profitably for an Indian theory of praxis.
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by the omnipresent Church here on earth. In india, on the
otherhand, the belief was that the destiny which guided man,
at all levels, including that of spiritual realization, was determined
by man’s own free action within or without the framework of
Nature and with or without the grace of God. In other words,
man creates and re-creates himself in his own - image, in reali-
zation of his primordially unrestricted, but historically developing,
will, thought and action. The initial cognitive imperfection of
man is no doubt a necessary impzdiment on the way to this
realization, but it is also within his competence to over-come
this imperfection through his own efforts (sadhana ). Thus,
man is the original being; he is not made in the image of anything
else, including an alien God as believed in Christian tradition.

Finally, the point of essential neutrality in man, as under-
stood in the Indian tradition, abcording to Bhattacharyya, is
that the secular aspect of the human life is valuable and positfve
and is not necessarily infested with sin. It can be pursued for
its own sake in an orderly and dignified way. Again, what is
secular in life is not by itself antagonistic to the spirirual, though -
indeed it is not on its own a help to it either. In the hoary past
he points out, the Indian materialists called ‘ Susiksita Carvakas’,
like the modern Marxist, Existentialist and Utilitarian thinkers,
developed an elaborate humanist thesis based on the secular
ideals of artha and kéma within the general framework of dharma.
The dharma then signified the very philosophy of life. Later
when. it was oriented to the specific goal of moksa, even there
the basic tenets of humanism were not forsaken : duties to one-
self and to others, including the whole Nature, have to be freely
chosen and followed by the mumuksu. One can become free
from Nature only in so far as one freely incorporates it in his
own being and thereby transcends it}

—

8. Prof. Bhattacharyya writes : ‘“There were indeed philosophies
- of the Samkhya and ( Advaita ) Vedanta types which admitted
that for a very select few it was necessary to transcend all-



INDIAN CONCEPT OF MAN ‘ 105

In short, the humanistic view which déveloped and matured
within the religio-cultural tradition of India permeates the whole
of man, all his existential levels. Most notably, it secures man
in his naturalistic-secular set-up and may yet, unlike its western
counterpart, guidé him on his spiritual journey to moksa through
s@dhing. Bhattachatyya rightly suggests that it is primarily due.
to such a resilient character of the humanistic idea in India that
the Indian tradition and culture survived throi_lgh the long tortuous |
course of history.®

1

It should by now be clear that the concept of man which
the kind of humanism just described must involve as one of its
basic presuppositions would emphasize the unity between man’s
physical-psychological nature, on the one hand, and his trans-
cendental-spiritual existence, on the other. This point of
emphasis would appear particularly interesting when seen in the
light of the Christian rejection of flesh—i.e., the natural side of
man with his earthly interests and aspirations—as totally alien
to spirit. In Indian philosophy and Teligion the two have rarely
been dichotomized that way.!® Man has not only a kind of
spiritual unity with the highest being ( God or Absolute), as
indicated,  for example, in the use of the word purusa for both,

nature...... But there was a principle behind this selec-
tion...... and one of the requirements was that they had
done enough of socio-moral duties...... ‘ Natural > life was
relevant at least to this extent. What more these systems
have permitted is that these men...... (may ) come down
to nature at times of world-crisis, or even earlier, for the
benefit of others. "This was also...... what the Jivanamukta
purusas. ..... were supposed to do”’. BRMIC, Vol. XXIX,
No. 6, June 1978, pp. 124-125. R

9. For a brief story of this ‘ survival ’, see, Ibza’ pp 125 127
10. 1bid., p. 123 f.
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but also the spirit, even as united with the highest being, dwells
in human body, in homely association of care and -concern
for its dwelling, which again is indicated in the significance of
the same word purusa. Bhattacharyya observes, therefore, that
this unity between flesh - 'and spirit in man’s being is no mere
conjunction or juxtaposition of two self-contained exclusive ele-
ments, it rather represents ‘‘two sides’” of man,'! distingui-
shable and yet inseparable.

The two sides can be distinguished in what he calls *“ different
levels of dissociation of the spirit.” In his clucidation of the
-concept of man this idea of °‘ dissociation > plays a key role. ‘
At each level of spiritual dissociation, that aspect of man’s being
from which the spirit gets dissociated is held in clear relief so
as to be seen in its own true and un-affected being. What is
more, one moves deeper into understanding its being in the light
"of the fact that now it is projected as a creation of the spirit,
which, however, coincides: with its real nature.!? In other words,
man moves in-a world ‘which from a higher standpoint.is his own
construction, but which nevertheless is a real world if his spirit
does not attain a higher state of dissociation. Progressive dis-
sociation of the spirit, hcwever, is a basic feature of the histori-
cally developing being of man. The occasion for it arises ‘‘ be-
cause at each lower stage ( the gross Nature being the lowest)
we discover some paradox which cannot be solved except by
postulating a higher stage of dissociation (jf the spirit by and
treating the paradox in question as just symbolic, pseudo repre-
- sentation of that dissociate spirit in the self-defeating language

- of the lower.””13 ‘

.- * The Indian Concept of Man.: Unity of Spirit and Matter”,
BRMIC, Vol. XXII, No. 6, June 1971, pp. 222.

12. ““The Indian Concept of Self”” by Prof. Bhattacharyya, in
BRMIC, Vol. XXII, No. 8, August 1971, p. 305.

13. Ibid., p. 304.
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We may now note the kind of significance human body, in
the form of the ‘flesh’ side of man’s being, achieves in the light
of spiritual dissociation. In its meaning-as the * physicé.l body
-as flesh proper, it no doubt remains the most -basic and irredu-
cible ‘category. Bhattacharyya describes its basicality thus :
. nothing can belong to the material side of man that
has no connection with the physical body.” On the negative
side, even spirit may be distinguished only with reference to the
physical body, as consisting of ““elements, acts and dispositions
that do not owe their origin to the physical body...... 14 '

However, when viewed as an item in the °unmity’ which
" defines man’s being, the human body tends to give its more signi-
ficant ‘meaning in the form of ““ vital body ”’. In fact, the said
unity itself is marked with a kind of ““life ,'> which cannot be
interpreted in its entirity if one were to consider the body or the
spirit exclusively. As remarked earlier, the unity constitutes
the primordial beginning of man in life; and, ‘moreover, it is
because of such a beginning that the matter identified as the
human body is endowed with life, i.e., it is:treated as a living
. body, a purposively attuned organism. For the same reason,
the spirit is identified to be the life-principle having a definite
material “-context. In the words of Bhattacharyya, - the
lowest form of this spirit is life.”!® To.say, therefore, that the
-human body is a living body isalready to affirm that it is in a
necessary association with the spirit. ““Even the primary cell
of cells which first formed the embryo in the mother’s womb
were living; in other words, the spirit in question was somehow
-agsociated even with them....... What it all means is that
though, to whatever extent, the spirit may be recognised in its

14. “ The Indian Concept of Man : Unity of Spirit and Matter ™,
- BRMIC, Vol. XX, No. 6, June 1971, p. 219.

15. Ibid., p. 222. .
16. Thid., p. 223.
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autonomy...... the material side which is transcended is never
dead matter...... »17 .

We may note here that his elucidations on this point' are
not always clear. He seems to be suggesting, on the one hand,
that a human body, even when dead, is not a pure and simple
maiter, because of its association with the °life-principle’ spirit
which imparts a kind of spirituality to the body.'® But, onthe
other hand, he appears to attribute this *life’ only to the given
unity of the body and the spirit.  Perhaps the obscurity here
may be resolved by 1eferring it to the Upanisadic idea of kosa.
In each case, kosa represents a °life-unity > having the body as
its:locus and the spirit as the located purusa therein—the former
as the ‘filled-in’ and the latter as the °filler’. In fact, this
Upanisadic idea seems to be at the root of his idea of * disso-
ciation of spirit . In both cases the spirit or purusa moves on-
wards to subtler states of consciousness and in each case of such
movement the body acquires a new meaning."

Again, in so far as ‘life’ cannot be properly understood
in terms of matter as such, one 'may be tempted to attribute it
to the spirit—much in likeness of Henri Bergson’s ‘ elan vital’.
That he does not seem to subscribe to Samkara’s Mayavada, or
to Hegel’s ““ movement of the Absolute ”’, ‘nor again to Vijidna-
vadin’s dynamic phenomenalism, may strengthen one’s impres-
sion of Bergsonian influence on him. There is no doubt, how-
ever, that there is much beside Bergsonianism in Prof. Bhatta-
charyya’s thinking. His closeness to Sditkhya and Mimdmsa
standpoints may in fact suggest that he would ascribe to the
human body a certain irreducible functional vitality—the asso-

17. Ibid., p. 222.

18. Ibid., p.224.

19. See, e.g., the changing meaning of the word kosa in the
sense of body in forms of annam, prana, manas, vijgdna with
the corresponding forms of Purusa or Spirit as prana, manas,
vijiana and dnanda—the Taittiriya Upanisad, 2. 2-5.
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ciation with the spirit helping only to render it transparent to
understanding and which at the level of the spirit may emerge
in the form of ‘life-principle’. That the human body as living
body is only one beside many other animal bodies, perhaps requires
that even as a vital body it is distinct from all others. Thig
requirement seems to have been met by associating with it the
spirit as its life-principle. There is yet another. way to account
for its unique vitality. In the Aitereya-Upanisad it is suggested
that the finely evolved senses, having reached the luminosity of .
gods, reject animal bodies in preference to the human body.2
This °divine choice’ of the human body must therefore be a
singular feature of the reality of the human body. In philo-
sophical . parlance it finds expression in the form of ¢ my body’,
where ‘my’ or ‘mineness’ signifies as much the body itself as
the spirit in respect of it. Bhattacharyya’s assertion there-
fore that the said ° unity * of the body and the spirit gets expressed
in the *I-feeling” of man?' may be understood in this light.
Now, regarding this ““ I-feeling ”” we need note that it stands
both for immanence and for transcendence of the ‘I’ or the
spirit. . In so far as the spirit is immanent in the body, so that
the body in each case is ‘ my body’ a transcedence of the body
itself in respect of the. Nature is involved. In view of such a
transcedence; the Nature becomes ‘ body-centric’. Or, as Bhatta-
charyya puts it : “ The placement of my body, however, makes
the Nature- ¢ body-centric’—i.e., where ‘my body’ is at the
centre of the Nature—Nature is understood from this standpoint
as experienced or to.be experienced—bhoktd or bhogya %> This
“body-centric” view of Nature may remind one of Merleau
Ponty’s 4phenomenological description of the synthesis of the

20. Op.cit.,i. 2. 1-3.

21. ‘“ The Indian Concept of Man: Unity of Spirit and Matter ”°,
BRMIC Vol. XXII, No. 6, June 1971, p. 219 f.

22. Ibid, p. 223.
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human body. Bhattacharyya seems. to prefer, however, a more
basic approach-to such a synthesis—an approach suggested in
the ancient Indian . religious texts. Merleau Ponty settles for
a cognitive synthesis of the human body, whereas: the ancient
Indians thought that the human body finds its meaning at a. more
basic material-vital level: The buman body is: no doubt an
“ observation post ’, but it is so only as a part of its-more compre- -
hensive meaning as-a b/wgayatana—l €.,.a means or medmm of
experience,.bhoga.”

It may be mentioned in passing, héwever, that' the synthesis -
of the human body at the cognitive level achieves something -
whiclh is generally not attainable at’ the material-vital level of its
synthesis. In cognitions the body is-considered at the level of -
“ manana or thought”,?* where ‘ mind > emerges as the principle -
of understanding the body as distinct from the spirit. In ‘ bhogya- -
bhokta > considerations, on thie other hand; the understanding of
the human body ““ consists just in alternation befween the end
and the person who strives for the end, the means being as much
a sub-end to the person as a ‘part; as.it were, of the person
striving ”.%* In other words, in cognitions the body. tends to
be dissociated from the spirit, and therefore, in manana or thought,
it generalizes itself so as to extend-beyond ° mineness’ to cover
within its significance other bodies, human as well:non-human,
laying thereby the foundation for °natural:sciences’. In cther
words, it is generative of the autonomy of the body and thus:
the autonomy of the matter. In ‘ bhogya-bhokta’ bhava, it is
the individual human body itself which-emerges as an autonomous

23. Ibid, _

24. Ibid., p. 221. The Spirit signifies the * post-manana”’ stage.
It happens, according to Prof. Bhattacharyya, to be merely -
an intellectual account, which as admlttmg alternatwes tend.
to be formal.

25. Ibid., p. 224.
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natural entity, the natural ‘ego’ (ahamkara) which is generally
bracketed with the famus category of being. Here the spirit does
not. dissociate. On the contrary, the body seems to-spill into it.
This appears to be the idea of asrava in Jainism and Buddhism,
and it clearly points to- Bhattacharyya’sidea of the primordial
‘unity ’ in its most basici state. Again, it is.this very basic state
which accounts for man’s ‘ignorance’ which haunts him at the
very beginning of his being. ’ R

Iz

An 111te;est1ng distinction that Bhaihcharyya may draw,
though actually e does not, is the one between ° natu ral man”
and “scientific man’ correspondmg to the aforesaud dlstmchon
between the bhogya—b‘lokta bhava” and ‘the cogmtwe level
of existence. In respect of this latter diSUllCthIl he does however .
seem to distinguish what he calls “intellectual-formalistic 2
from the ¢ hedonic-existentialistic *.27 \

The essence of natural man, according to him, lies in.  sub-
mission to Nature”, which is made possible due to the *“ pre-
willed ” state of the spirit with the physical body. With the
~ exercise of will on the part of the spirit, the spirit becomes dis-
sociated, whereas in its absence it is naturally associative. The
“ pre-willed ” activity of the spirit implies the sense of *non-
freedom > and ‘Nature is the region. of this ¢ non-freedom’. Thus,
on Bhattac_haryya_*s interpretation, the pair ““ Freedom-Nature ” is.
something basic in our understanding of man at all levels.

‘ Bhattacharyya defines Nature as * the totality of contents
that are in space and/or time and are causally determined.?®
Material bodies, including- human- bodies, are.its physical con-

26. Ibid., p. 221.
27. Ibid., p. 223.

28. “Nature And Freedom >, in Man And Nature, Ed. G. F.
Mclean, p. 109.
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tents and they are both in space and in time. Mental contents
such as images, thoughts etc., are only in time. These contents,
physical and mental, are held in a causal nexus which forms the
unified field of Nature. In so far as, therefore, ‘life’ is taken
to be a natural phenomenon, it includes all mechanical, bodily
and mental behaviour ”,*® i.e., ‘““such human behaviours that
are not self-consciously free”, the behaviours which do not
“begin with resisting Nature”. In cther words, the natural
man’s being has a sort of unbroken continuity with Nature.
Man’s “ bhogya-bhokta ” level of existence points to this fact
of natural continuity. Accordingly, rmy body in relation to
Nature seems to enjoy the same kind of freedom which other-
wise is the prerogative of the spirit in its dissociate states. The
body here assumes the role of the bhokta; though, at the same
time, it remains the bhogya, too, being the means of the presen-
tation of the bhogyas to the bhokta.

Now, in man’s being Nature is reflected in the form of body-
mind : “ mind-body complex is itself a microcosm, constituting
a whole world of its own, a Leibnitzian monad.”®® The sugges-
tion here seems to be that, since in man’s being body and mind
thus form a complete causal nexus, its operation makes it pos-
sible for man to understand the whole Nature. The natural
man, Bhattacharyya observes, is strictly subject to the laws of
matter and life.?' In fact, only as obeying these laws is he the
natural man. It is, therefore, possible to view human nature
as a part of the total Nature and then try to interpret all human
behaviour, like other animal behaviour on a physical-physio-
logical basis.’* But he soon points ouf that in so far as there
is no ‘life’ without some form of consciousness®> and since the

29. Ibid., p. 102.
30. Ibid., p. 114.
31, Ibid., p. 104.
32. Ibid., p. 110.
33. Ibid., p. 110-111. ;o
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consciousnes sense of freedom, signifying human spirit, cantiot
be interpreted on a physical-physiological basis, man gia ‘man
must be more than natural man—he must be capable of - such
behaviour as opposes and transcends the causal nexus of Nature.’*
Hence also his observation : ‘““Each iman’s nature .is only acci-
dentally attached to him.” Indeed, in so far as man is free,
each man’s mature is his. It is what he has earned and carved
out of Nature in ordet that it may be managed by him. It is -
what he Has taken over from Nature in order that it may be
brought in line with his genuine freedom, bettered and perfected.
The possibility however lurks that he may succumb to Nature’s
determination and thus turn his possession into an animal’s den.’
‘But, now let us ask : what is man’s nature ? According
~ to Bhattacharyya, it has to be utderstood in the light of what
he -calls *dynamics of Freedom* or *‘ Movément of Dissocia-
tion”, i.e., the way conisciousness moves through the human
life, revealing a"set patterfi of human relationship to Nature and
to omneself. Methodologically, it is distinét both from  pheno-
menological epoche > which  signifies movement in the direction
of a meant ego and from * existential edification ”” in which sub-
Jectmty transverses a lonely path. Rather it sagnlﬁes movement
of a being, both within and without. As cofisciousness” moves in
and through different life-behaviours, its varied levels of refine-
ment may be noticed. - At the lowest level are the organic sensa-
tions, always. with somatic overtones.’ ‘These sensations are
“the body and its changes as experienced from within.”>’ Being
a form of experierice, however, it is nearer to spirit than to the
body- itself and. tlleieforc it is already a.form of dissociation.

'34. Ibid., p. 106.

35. Ibid., p. 115.

36. Ibid., p. 112.

37. ‘BRMIC, Vo. XXII, No. 6, June 1971, p. 224.
.8
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And when this dissociation from the body itself is realised in.
that.form, it becomes what is called * feeling * 3% Above sensation
is perception. As contrasted with sensations, a . perception is
an experience of the body and its changes from without. However,
like sensations, perceptions too, can be seeﬁva's a form of disso-
ciation. When -perceptions are thus seen -as dissociated .from
the -body ‘concerned and its changes, and equally, when percep-
tions of an object through the medium of the body are realised
in dissociatioh'erm it-as-the-medium as-well as from the-objects,
they signify mental phenomena, more specifically perceptions,
involving such factors as memory-.images,'ideas,' decisions  etc..
Perceptions'in-sﬁch 'diésociate states, however, involve no active
thinking. - The su.btle dispositions and traces somehow involved
in p€1C€pt10nS~—Wthh make posmble actlve thmklng at a higher
level“’ —get enlangled tied .or confused with given mattels They
are thcre in the. form of unconscmus even instinctive, dispositions
and traces of a Jower origin in the form of unexplicit remainders.
Such unexphclt remamde1s may obtain even at the level of think-
ing but they afe not necessarily tied and confused with the thought
—process. ‘ Dlsposmons and - traces maturing into - thinking
take up mattcr softly, tackling them from outside, as it were, -
whereas in pelceptlon they mature only in so- far as they unpreg— »
nate sense-matters. 4 o

The -mental behavmm‘ descrlbed above is “mechanical,
causally determined.- - Beginning from the organic sensations, at 7
the lowest, to the mechanical thinking, at the highest, they all
signify the cognitive side of the mind of the natural man. Corres-
pdhding to this cognitive side, there is an equally mechanical -

38. Ibid.
39. Ibid.

40. “ Nature And Frecdom , 1n Man And Nature, Pd G R
. Mclean, p. 112.,

41. Ibid.
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conative side of the ~natural man to which ‘belongs conative
behaviour with appropriate affective tones. The éﬂectivc side
of the mind of the natural man,: however, is always an Qve_rtone'
and mnever substantive. However, ‘the ‘whole picture -changes
radically when this mental region’of the natural man, along: with
its corresponding system of bodﬂy behaviours; is 1ooked at.from -
the point of view of freedom.*? :
IV '

Bhattacharyya’s analysis of the natural being of man-follows
generally the Samkhya account. ~This account has more of less
. found acceptablhty in the Indian ‘tradition. One of the main
features of Samkhya account is that it conmders ‘I-feeling ~'—
ahamkara or, ego- —to be the critical point in the manifest unfold-
ment of Nature, responsible for bringing about'a .clear division -
between °* physical nature ”” and ““ mental nature ”.** The latter
two form a well co-ordinated: system of our understandmg -operative
at two different levels—the level at which Nwture has the gross
body at its centre and the level at which Nature has the: mind
~ or the subtle body at its centre. The I-fecling *’ remains present
at both levels. At the mental level, however; it attains a higher
~ degree of réﬁnenient. The point of higher degree of refinement, -
according to Bhattacharyya, is that mental behaviour is more
subtle thah bodily. behaviour.* But the point of his assertion'
here 'is not quite clear, because he refers back to subtle bodily
behavxou.r as an evxdence of higher refinement of mental behav1our
In his own words : ““as they also involve: increasingly subtle

42, 'Ibzd p. 113. :
43. Ibid., p. 105. - Prof. Bhattacharyya §° expression for ¢ mentalA
_ nature’ is “nataral mental’, which expression he prefers to
- use because he would later distinguish the ‘mental’ which’
collates with, spirit rather than thh nature. . - : S

44. Ibid., p. 112.
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'bodlly behaviours mental behavmurs are higher in the scale of
refinement.”* '

Perhaps the point of the afowsald subtility > would come
in when we consider that feature of mental behaviour, which
‘Bhattacharyya calls, *“detachment”. In contrast with bodily
behaviour which dlsplays only. its positive or Ob_]eCthC side, mental
behaviour is capable of displaying a positive as well as a negative
side. In so far as mental phenomena are positive, i.e., are in
strict co-ordination with physical nature, they are also natural.
~In their mode of detachment, which is their negative side, tliey
remain natural, but as withdrawn from the gross nature they
are now “‘ like a hole in the Nature itself.””*  The sense of ‘ nega-
tion” or ‘detachment’ should not therefore be confused with
that .of ¢ freedom’, as-is often done by °natural psyéhology’,
Detachment is really the point where Nature and transcendence,
ie., Freedom, meet.* And it is also the point where Bhatta-
,chafyya seeks to supplement the Samkhya account of ““ I-feeling *’,
with the Vedantic account of * I-consciousness

Now, like the *‘subtle body ™ and the ““ gross body”, the
mental nature and the physical -nature of man, arealso. both
" mediums, and only the former ‘may be said to be the medium
of experiencing Nature in a proper sense : sensations, perceptions,
imagination and thought in their totality constitute this subtle
medium.*® These experiences do not just occur at definite points
of time. Rather, as Bhattacharyya. points out in a phénonieno—
Jogical strain, they are spirit.itself, i.e., consciousness, at different
stages, discovered at different -levels of dissociation; .and it is
their discovery at different levels that is episodic, not théy them-

45, Ibid.

46. Ibid., p. 106.

47. Ibid. ' S

48. “ The Indian Concept of Man ......”, BRMIC, Vol. XXII,
 No. 6, p. 224. o

49. Ibid.
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selves.”” . Each such. experience is the experlence of an extra-
‘bodily nature -and its items. As associated with an object, the.

experience is but the objcct—as-experlenced but as dissociated
it is the experlence itself, even though still referung to an object.
An experience of the latter form, however, is more spmtual than
the experience of the former kind.

The pomt of a mental phenomenon havmg a reference is,
accordlng_ to Bhattacharyya, -of - great significance : it is- at this
point that dissociation:takes place. Indeed at the natural level
of man’s being, * “natural ” is the direct’ concern of - the mental
and therefore ‘it appears inevitable for it to refer to Nature and
its  items. One way of understandlng this apparent: 1nev1ta,b111ty ;
may-be.to see‘it in the hght of the fact that the * 1eference *? here
is not-uni-directional, i.e., from the mental to the physical. One
may as well use ““ physical > as a sign ‘to refer to the * mental 7.
But, as Bhattachdryya'points ouf, such a equi-directional ‘‘ refe-
rence ’ is made in the second and third person reference by signi-
fication. In the first person use, in which we. have the primary
use: of the words like ‘knowledge’, ¢ awareness ’, ‘ cognition’,
ete., all reference is determinately one-sided : ‘it is knowledge
which refers to the item concerned and mnot vice versa’3 In
fact, here, ‘referring is the same thing as knowing. Cognitions
by their very nature refer, irrespective of whether such a reference
“involves. any first person assertion to that effect. Such being
the nature of reference in knowledge, it is not only shows that
knowledge, as a mental affair, is dissociated from the item of
Nature referred to; it also shows that knowledge cannot but
refer to whatever it actually does. This latter compulsion, - as
: descnbed in Indian philosophical systems, is due to the fact that

“a particular cognition refers to only that item of Nature which
has speczﬁcally caused.it 5t :

50, 1bid., p. 226.
51. Ibid.
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Knowledge, .even ‘as dissociate by virtue of its act of refe-
rence, ‘still -carries ‘‘some dead load of matter”. It requires,
therefore,‘.that dissociation ‘be carried further so that it ‘sheds
its dead load off and moves nearer to the spirit. And this further
step, according to Bhattacharyya, is taken as soon as it is realised
that, even as the object known is the special causal determinant
of knowledge, the act of referring is knowledge’s own function.
This implies that knowledge might not, also, refer to the objectf?
Thus, in a case of illu&io_n, the object actually reférred to is not
the same as oné specifically causing it.  In a hallucination, the
knowledge seems to- create its own object. The sameé thing may
be seen to happen, even more clearly, in constructive imagination
,dl_ld thinking. In such cases we have the second level of thought
and imagination—the one in which they are self-conscious. The
evidence for such self—conscioushess not. being caused by any--
thing in Nature is that it is not found in animals and sub-human
species which are endowed only with first level mental processes.
Still another evidence, says Bhatta,charyya, in favour of self-
consciousness having a being of its own is that it is sui_generis,
i.e., it is realised in its own being or‘i'n\immediacy.’. Self-conscious-
ness realised in this manner is called ‘ introspection’.”’ Every
first level mental affairs discovers itself to be thus self-conscious
and therefore it is not numerically different from introspection.**

In fact, according to him introspection—which in each case
is a procesé .of thinking or imagination—ever accompanies the
mental and.is indeed at the root of all dissociation. At the first
level. mental pr‘ocesses——memor«ya "sensa?tion,‘ perception ete.,—it
52 Ibzd This - is what . elsewhere Prof. Bhattacharyya calls

“spirit’s free' reference to Nature” ‘which akes possible:

‘creation’of its. objects.. See Prof. Bhattachryya’s *“ The Indian

Concept of Self”’, in BRMIC Vol. XXII No. 8, August
1971, p. 305. '

53. BRMIC, Vol. XXII No. 6, p. 227.
54. Ibid., p. 228.




INDIAN CONCEPT OF MAN : 119

is of the form of self-‘conscidus thinking having -a reference to
them. But as referring to the first-level mental processes it refers,
also, through them, to their objects. -The first level mental. pro-
cesses,-on the other hand, refer only to their objects, which happen
to be some jtems of Nature. These items they simply find as
“given’. In introspection, however, a reference to them 1s not
_in_this manner : introspection refers to its objects freely, as if
it created its objects; and the ‘given’ objects coincide. exactly
with the °created’ objects. This leads Bhattacharyya to assert
that the splrlt which is of the form of mtrospectlon, “exactly -
overlaps the Nature *.5 '

In so far as introspection refers to first level mental processes,
it need be noted that it does not at that level distinguish itself
from them. Its reference here may therefore be understood only
as a pseudo-reference—a kind of reference which makes possible,
according to Bhattacharyya, siksita of the spirit.’® - The spirit
being . not clear’ly distinguished by itself at this stage helps also
" the first level mental processes to elevate their conscious character
to a sort of self-consciousness, which means in effect ““ that it
(a mental process ) has set itself free from its naturalistic setting
- and shown itself as the spirit in its full autonomy .5’

_A notable feature of - 1ntrospectlon, which demonstlates that
it is over-natural; is that * ‘though it is a process it is not realised’
“as covering a stretch of time **®—which is possible only- if intro--
.spectlon is not a natural process : imagination and thmkmg whlch,
as items of Nature, cover a period of time are,. as 111tlospect10n,’
realised -as ~non-temporal. = And this means, concludes Bllatta#
charyya, that 111t10spect10n is spiritual.

55.) Ibid. - S S
' 56. “The Indian Concept of Man : Thc‘ Unity of the Spirit as
- Disjunctive ”, BRMIC, Vol. XXII, No. 7, Jaly 1971, p. 257.
57; “The Indlan Concept of Man : Unity of Spirit and Matter ”
~ BRMIC, Vol. XXlI No 6, June 1971 p 228, :

58: Ibid.
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_Spiritual introspection is numerically . the same 'though it
_a,_s_secia,t;es itself " with different first level mental processes and
though these latter discover themselves to be introspection at
different’ occasions.  Accordingly, introspection or spirit has the
peculiar feature of being assaciated and dissociated at the same
time. Considered in its aspect as associated it is manifest, and
as ever dynamic not unlike Hegel’s Spirit—it moves along with
mental prdc.essc.s and through them along with natural processes.
But the same spirit, as dissociated, remains unmoved-and static;
it is beyond all time and is therefore immovable and changeless.
However it seems that, for Bhattacharyya,; the associative featire
of the c,pmt is not -as fundamental as its dissociative aspect; per-
haps, because even in its assooiative aspccg the spirit remains
baéically dissociated, there being no “occasion to confuse cons- .
ciousness with any natural item,including mental processes amongst
such items. -Hence his remark that it is the °dissociate spirit’
which °‘alternates between staticity and dynamism, neither of
which, here, is a phenomenon in Nature ”.%

Now,. just as spirit is seen as progressively dissociate in the
field of cognition, so also may it be seen as dissociate in the ficld
of volition and emotion-and-feeling. But Bhattacharyya points
to a basic difference in the manner of its dissociation in the field
of cogniticn and in that of emotion-and-feeling and volition.
Its progressive dissociation in cognition culminates in complete
withdrawal from mental processes, or from Nature, whereas in
the case of volition there is not only no such withdrawal, there
is not even any tendency in that direction. For, * Volition, -
as volition, has to be positively connected. with Nature all
through ,% in the sense that it is meant to be an effort to change
the exlstmg order of Nature a,ccordmg to aruleand for a deﬁmte

59. Ibid., p 229.
60. “ The Indian Congcept of Man Ihe.Unity of the Spirit as
Dissociative ”, BRMIC Vol. XXII, No. 7, July 1971, p. 258.
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purpose. In the field of volition, therefore, spiritual dissociation
obtains only when such rules and purposes become free of mecha-
nical- biolo¢7‘i6al rules and self-interest. = Volition as a primary
- mental process does of course operate within a natyralistic frame-
work, but at this level it is wholly immersed in Nature, As

v Bhattacharyya writes ‘‘ the moving forces behind them:( that is, =

behind such mental processes immersed in Nature ) are fondness -
(raga) and aversion ( dvesa ) which are but pr 1n01p1es of Nature.

However, ' so far as volition becomes self—cons,c,lous‘ it is
capable of discovering itself - as - the dissociate spirit. .In _facf,
this discovery is at the basis of all {rue morality.. The cccasion
for it arrives in. disinterested action which turns natural volition
into spiritual volition by setting it free from raga-dvesa as its
determinants. Such edification of .VOlit_ibfr may be called * exis-
tential > as it z:u‘ises_freely.62 It has the effect of freeing you from
my field of interests and positing myself as a possible I rather’
than as an actual /—a possible or spiritually. free man as against
the actual or natural man. - Further, since ‘‘the possible 7 is
only one of the you’s or he’s”,% the ‘good’ towards - which
‘the spiritual volition is directed is the ¢ good’ which covers all
" persons equally; in fact, it creates an actual impersonal persd_n
covering all persons, and is therefore over-natural. Thus, it is
exactly what is called ¢ moral Agam, {unity, of all persons may
be taken to constltute God, and from this point of view the
 spiritual volition may be called ‘religious’. The unity of mora--
lity and religjon in the sense of dharma as understood in the Indian

- tradition may be interpreted in this light.%*

61, Ibid.
62. Ibid., p. 259.
63. Ibid. . .

64. Ibid. .Prof. Bhattacharyya rightly draws our attention to a
need to distinguish spiritual morality and spiritual religion
from -social morality and ritualistic religion. Indeed the
former is the ground of the latter, but the latter is meant-

9961 L
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Finally, the spiritual dissociation in the field - of émotionQ
and-feeling make bhakti, love and devotion possible.  Bhakti,
‘according to Prof. Blattacharyya, is its highest and puie form,
as worked out'in some Vaisnava schools. This. is however not
i:eﬁected. in the “main_line of Indian thinking. The dominant
Indian view in this respect is to combine it with spiritual volition
~as its hedonic tone, or treating it as an alternative means of dis-
covering the cognitive spirit all at once.” All, however—except -
the Nyaya-Vaifesikas and the Buddhlsts in general—are unani-
mous on one point, namely that if the spirit proper is cognition
~and- volition in -their - ‘complete dissociation from Nature, it s
also unmtrupted bliss,- #nanda or- spiritual joy, Wthh is in fact
the essence of- all emotioﬁ'-and-feeling. It is this same ananda
which turns into suffering when - ¢ognitive confusion (mithya-
jiidna ) comes to bea,r: on it. The question as to How this happens -
and why a similar situation does not arise of spiritual volition,
have not been answered by Indian thinkers. Nor does Prof.
Bhattacharyya venture to suggest an answer to the above 'Questions:
o . B B
Thus, to sumeé. up Bhattachatyya s analy31s of the Indxan
Concept of Man, he begins by aserting the unity between body
and spirit and explicates it by emphas1z1ng the distinction bet-
ween the gross and the subtle body and- then showmg how the
principle of dissociation of the spirit operates to éxplain and unify
‘the two w1th1n the satie dynamlcs of spmtual 51gn1ﬁcat10n This
:leads him to elaborate the thice-fold movement of the spmt in
man—cognitive, volitional and ‘emotional, and correspondmgly'
to the three-fold spirit itself, in forms of pure knowledge, pure
volition and pure bliss.® And in the course of his elaboration »

mainly for the common people. Social morality and rituali-

stic religion obtain indefinite social and natural contexts and

therefore may vary with the variation in the corresponding
. setting. - Spiritual morality and religion, on the ~other hand,
--remain the ‘same ‘amidst such variations. ~
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he demonstrates that before reaching its pui‘e form, the spirit
in its dissdciét‘jve movement makes possible disciplines like ethics
and religion. Even in its associative movement the spirit is
‘shown by him to be helpful in the rise of scientific disciplines.

The highest manifestation. of the spirit, however, is freedom as
transcendence; ‘Free man transcends Nature. He is over-
natural, even though otherwise he is part of Nature too. So
far as he is part of Nature his behaviours are all fully determinate.
But in so far as he is above Nature he is free.”® . This amply
shows that the spmtual reahzatlon of purest form by man -is
thought attainable in this very life. ~But then the Indian tradition -
does not cohsider human life valuable and meaningful only for

this - r'easc')n it ‘recognizes .and recommends yet other positive
fulﬁlments of life in the physical and psychological areas of life,

‘ both 1nd1v1dua1 and social. :

o 0

65. - ]bzd pp. 257—262 Prof. Bhattacharyya raises and dis-
cusses the metaphysmal problem in this respect, as to whether
the Spirit as identified with pure cognition, pure. volition
and pure feeling-and-emotion is really -one or three. In

~‘answer. to this. problem he .discusses the notion of sakti and

* $aktiman, dakti and Szva——cogm’uon volition :and feehng—
and-emotion being threefold sakti of the Self as the Siva—
_showing that these form a system. This system he describes

" as “ disjunctive unity ’, i.e., *“ The unitary 7 is either pure know-
ledge or pure volition, or pure feeling-and-emotion; it is a
disjunctive unity ...... ” (Ibid., p.-264). Each is realised
as the 7 proper, but in. alternation, in the sense that when
one of these is realised, the other two are absent.

66 “¢The Indian Concept -of Freedom ”; by Prof. Bhattacharyya,
- in BRMIC, Vol. XXII, No. 9, Sept. 1971, p. 351. In this
- article Prof. Bhattacharyya discusses in detail the Indian view..

of morality . and- immorality, showing that what is called

" punye is but the spiritual morality and correspondingly papa

is the spiritual immorality. . In ‘this connection he mentions
vairégya and abhydsa as the two recognized means or ways-
of spiritual dissociation:to-attain Freedom.
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Relzgzon—Sophzstzcated and Unsophzstzcated

K J. SHAH

~ In a paper like thls it is 1mposs1ble to do Ju.stlce to Kahdas
Bhattacharyya’s -book Possibility of Dzﬁ’erent Types of Relzgzon,
‘for it gives scope for dlscusswn at va,nou.s levels. I propose,
therefore, to select” one of ‘the central ‘group of problems and
discuss his thought with reference to it. I propose to’ present
Professor Bhattacharyya’s account of sophisticated va'nd unsophi-
 sticated (or primitive ) religion. I shall not give a full account
of these, but only to the ‘extent it is reQuifed for a meaningful
consideration of the problems that I want to raise, without dis-
torting them. I want then to pomt out some of the ploblems
‘that can be ralsed and the bearing of these on his understanding of
religion and the relationship between religion and philosophy, etc.

In the first section, I give Bhattacharyya’s account of sophi-
sticated religion. In the next, I give his account of primitive
religion. In the third. section, I discuss some of the problems
arising out of these accounts. In the last ’sectio‘_n, I end with
some concluding remarks, ' ’ '
I .
- Sopbhisticated Rellglon
Let me begin with Bhattacharyya’s account of sophlstlcated

religion. According to Bhattacharyya, religion  originates with
a sénse of freedom’. But what is this semse of freedom ?
“ Freedom is either free cognition as we find it in science, or
free action as in thé moral field, or unattached aesthetic view of
nature.” But “religion is not just one form of freedom, co-
ordinate with science, morality and art : it is a total attitude a
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scientist, a moral man or. an artist has toward life and the world
as a whole” (p. 1). It is necessary to point out that any of
these freedoms involves that man step aside nature (I am stick-
ing to a phrase used by Bha.ttaéharyya) or transcend nature,
~ though he himself is. a part of nature. This sense of freedom

can be understood in many ways.. The understanding involves

on the on¢ hand man’s relationship to nature’and, on the other,
man’s relationship to the Absolute (though these two are closely
related, Bhattacharyya rarely - discusses it ). Man’s relation-
ship to nature can be understood in one of three ways : (1)it
is a dialectical movement within nature, and therefore a pheno-
menon belonging to nature, (ii) the transcendence is to be
understood as strictly transcendental, i.e., as. beloﬁging' to the
transcendent field, peopled with trans-natural entities called
spiritual truths, (iii) besides these two, there is ‘a_ third position
in. which transcendence is neither wholly a dialectic of nature,
nor wholly trans-natural involving spiritual entities, but a dialectic
of nature which is functionally spiritual. ‘

Man’s relationship to transcendental entities raises a number
of questions : Bhattacharyya has a number of things to say on
this issue, not all of them in one place or in one context :

1. Which is the highest entity, Absolute or God ?  Another
question is- whether man is identical with the Absolute 7 The
answer to this question will be different accordingly as one thinks
of man as pure consciousness. or man as a natural being. And
what is, or what should be, our relationship to the Absolute—
love,. devotion or action ? According to Bhattacharyya, we are
© introduced into this realm not only by love and morality at their
bést, but also by natural knowledge at its best, i.e., by knowledge
at the highest sub-level to buddhi...... knowledge which. is
ordinarily called thought‘ or reason. Such knowledge, love and
morality are ordinarily the pre-requlsltles for relatlonshlp Wlth
the transcendental. : :
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2. But we may do without these in special cases.
3. As the Absolute is the truth of everything, it IS also the
- truth of the pursuant self. -

4. The Absolute is. to be understood as the ideal of hfe,
i.e.; the goal of life : ‘ v
(a) itisan aspnation and not mexely a 1eahty,
(b) asan asp1ratlon 11: is a whole ' ‘
(c) as an ideal whole, it is a regulatlve prlnmple,
. (d ) it-is also reflective of a sort ( pp. 26-27 ).

5. * Faith (in the Aboolute) is' not entlrely d1vorced ffom
knowledge, it be1ng a sort of knowledge of what ought 0 be
(p. 18)...... ‘Faith is ‘essentially a sort of absolute assurance,'
.or absolute acceptance of, and’ absolute commitment to some
ought-to-be, and following Thomas, we have just seen that this
aSSLiranee; acceptance or commitment is some -form of direct
cogmtlon of the ought-to-be as ouaht to-be (There is alower
form of faith based on the authorlty of samts etc., but not on
“direct cognition ). ’

6. - Religion ( involving relanonshxp W1th the Absolute) is
a form of knowledge—reahzatxon :

7. The -Absolute in-itself and the Absolute as afunc’uon
are mutually: dependent on each other ( pp. 48-49).

_ It is both a strength and a weakness of Bhattacharyya that
he leaves these different accounts: which are re_lated without consi-
dering how far they are the same and what is their relation.
Another point that remains undiscussed ~and is enormously’
important is that of the relationship between the three kinds of
freedom—of knowledge, moral activity and aesthetic experience.
It is true that it is these three together that are involved in the
sense of freedom as realized in religion, but there are problems
(of hierarchy, conflict) that might arise. in .this. I am men-
tioning” only these two pomts, because I propose to raise them )
later on. el
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mo
Primitive Religion »

Let me begin with Bhattacharyya’s conclusion-about primitive
rellglon “Primitive man has rehglon proper, only it is less
conscious and therefore less mature. The quality is the same,
there is only a degree of difference. He is not sophisticated’j
enough to distinguish one approach as rellglous and the other
approach as“.somethmg else. It would be too hasty therefore
to underestimate the religion of some ‘such primitives as animal
-worship or tree-worship pejoratively'-(p. 57). "Thus, K. D.
Bhattacharyya is in no doubt-about the primitive religion being
religion inspite of the fact that there is a difference. True, he- '
says that it is a difference merely of degree, in maturity or sophi-
stication. However, his account does not show this as we shall see..

1. Does peimitive thinking involve stepping aside nature ?
And what is  primitive - man’s - 1elat10nsh1p to nature, and his
relationship to the Absolute ? -

According to Bhattacharyya, thmkmg at-this stage is intuitive.
It remains unrecognisedly fused in the 1ntu1tlons and concrete
actions: Tt is not self-conscious. But it is different froin-animalsf
response to nature, because some incipienf thought has inter-
véned. Somehow we have begun to -subordinate nature to our.
purpose and utlhse itin that way. Transcendmce is only vaguely
felt. ,

2. There is, therefore, no question of relationship to the
transcendental entity—the  Absolute. . ....- Primitive minds are:
in nd need of overstepping nature self-consciously, do hot' require
a God as transcendent gnd substantival, not even as a sélf-consci-
ously apprehended . regulative principle, unlike what people be-
longing to higher cultures do. Primitive people do indeed speak
of God or Gods. This looks like substantivization, but it does
not involve self-conscious. ‘transcendence -which requires the
existence of arguing about it—to. a great extent, though not com=-
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pletely. In the case of the Gods of the primitives this is absent
(pp. 50-51).

Thus, in the thinking of the primitive people, there is no
“transcendence, maturity or sophistication. How can, then, the
difference between this and the ‘sophisticated religion be only one
of degre¢ ? Bhattacharyya puts forward the following consi-
derations in favour of his view. '

(i) K. D. Bhattacharyya says that there are three types of
reflection—any one of which may be meant by the use of such -
words as “ thinking ”’, “ thought ”, or “reason”; ( a) reflec-
tion which is free and fused (undistinguished, because immersed
in nature ), (b) free reflection which operates oni some experierice
from outside, (c¢) free reflection in which experience becomes
self-conscious. (K. D. Bhattacharyya’s distinction between these
three types of reflection is indeed va‘luabie, but it is not-valuable
‘for the purpose he has in view—namely that which will make
the difference between sophisticated and primitive religion one
of degree. As K. D. Bhattacharyya points out very often, the
second type of reflection is taken as paradigm for the other two
types, but the other two types, are also sui-generis to be distin-
guished from each other as also from the second type of reflection.
It is indeed interesting and important to distinguish these three
types of reflection. To recognize primitive thinking as thinking
and reflection enables us to recognize it as religion; without it
primitive religion would lack its character of being & religion and
it would be difficult to relate it to sophisticated religion ).

(ii) The c'oncrete, thought of primitive man and his myths'
serve in a way the purposes of science and .philosophy.

(iii) K. D. Bhattacharyya points out that in the thinking
of primitive man there are the roots of the future development
of transcendence (p. 54). :

(iv). ThlS develops further in the context of 1nter-cu1tural »
contacts.
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(v) But even the highest stage of primitive' man’s thinking,
according to K. D. Bhattacharyya, does not show the awareness
of the Absolute-in- 1tself and the functional Absolute, or of their
mutual dependence. '

_ IO ,
Religion—Sophisticated and Primitive
Given the foregoing accounts of sophiétiéated and’ primitive
religion, it 1s not possible to take them both seriously as religion;

if we take one seriously we have to doubt whe’rher the other
account is an account of religion.

1. If transcendence and relationship to the Absolute are
necessary- characteristics: of religion: then - primitive religion is
hardly religion. As K. D. Bhattacharyya points out, there is
certainly . thinking among the primitive people, both a kind of
thinking about the external world, and a religious thinking in
terms of myths. But this is not-what, according to K. D. Bhatta-
.charyya, characterises religion.

2. There are occasions when K. D. Bhattacharyya unequi-
vocally attributes spiritual experience only when sophisticated
self-reflective thinking is present. For example, he says that

there alone is genuine spiritual experlence, where expenence is
itself reflective.

3.. But K. D.: Bhattacharyya is dissatisfied with a situation
in which the character of being a religion is denied to primitive
religion. " Is " this dissatisfaction justifiable on any grounds other
than those suggested by K. D. Bhattacharyya ? I thinka ook
at the various accounts of the Absolute and their interrelations
could help us out. As K. D. Bhattachar—yya says, the Absolute
is also the ideal for life, the goal of 1ifé, an account of what ought
to.be as a whole, what ought to be life as a whole. ' To be reli-
gious is to be committed to the ideal as a whole. Now this commit-
ment can be present among the sophisticated and such a thinking
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cannot. avoid philosophy. But to think of thinking in terms
of myths or similies as philosophical is to stretch the point a
little too far. N I :

4. In so far as this is so, K. D. Bhattacharyya’s account
of the origin of religion is unsatisfactory, because it makes the
origin of religion wait upon man’s stepping aside nature. Not
only that, though’ K D. Bhattacharyya talks of the togetherness
of the ‘three kinds’of freedom as atotahty that is required, he
does not consider the possibility of conflict between them. Per-
haps it is possible and worthwhile to consider these three free-
doms and their interelationship ini terms of the four purus@riias
and their interrelationship. I Have attempted to argue that it
is better to think of the purusirthas in terms of a matrix of
interacting ¢lements rather thaﬂ as a hierarchy; such _that to
exclude some of them eliminates not only those. purusarthas,
but also the others. Would the same be true of the three elements
mentioned by K. D. Bha*tacharyya—«smentlﬁc knowledge moral
action and aesthetic experience ? '

5. As has been said by K. D. Bhattacharyya, the propoundmg
of the ideal can raise questions and doubts of various kinds. A
consideration of. these helps remove the doubts and establish
the ideal. This is specially imporfant when a living, example
of the ideal is not available; and even when such an éxample is
there, the need for philosophical reflection is there for those who
are not convinced of the ideal.

6. Is it possible to carry on.this kind of philosophical
activity without reference to something transcendental ? Accor-
ding to K. D. Bhattacharyya, reference to something transcen--
dental is necessary, ,even if it is transcendental as functional.
When it is not there, any .ideal {Nill border -on the -irreligious.
However, the function of Anvikshiki may be described as bringing
into focus, bringing a unity to, and illumination to all our thoughts,
actions and feelings, and Kautilya mentions three examples of
Anvikshiki—Sankhya, Yoga and Lok&yata, If the last mentioned
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can also perform the function, reference to something trans-
cendental is not necessary.

7. The foregoing considerations show that polytheism also
could be the théory of a religious life, and there is no need for
it to border on irreligion, if it is not related to the Absolute.

" 8. Butif we accept all this, what happens to the types of
religion mentioned by K. D. Bhattacharyya ? (@) The different
types of religion may be seen as. answers to different kinds of
problems felt by individuals or groups. (&) Different philo-
sophies. may be seen as having some relationship to the different
accounts of the experiences of religious people and (c¢) in the
details of living, there could be as many religions as there are
individuals. o

: v .
Some _Cohcluding Remarks

I must end by saying that I have enjoyed my work for this
Seminar and I have found it fruitful in many ways even when
I have disagreed with K. D. Bhattacharyya. Professor Bhatta-
charyya shows a healthy disregard of definitions, and he has not
allowed them to smother and restrict his thinking—e.g., hisuse
of ““knowledge-realization , ““the Absolute” and so many ‘
other words. However, in spite of this, there is areadiness to
see importaht problems, e.g., the three different uses of terms
such as “‘ thinking ”’, *‘ thought ™, ““ reason ”, arising out of the
possibility of different types of reflection. What is more impor-
tant, there is a. readiness also to the larger problems like the
nature of religion, relationship between philosophy and religion,
primitive religion and sophisticated religion and theism and poly-
theism. The bearing of many of these on the history of Indian
Philosophy is indeed very important. Even when one does not
always agree with his reasons, one has to admire his insights
and understanding. Another important feature of his thought is
the positive use he makes of arguments—rather than a negative use.

a a
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Kalidas Bhattacharyya - as Metaphysician
' ~J. N. MOHANTY '

Those of us who had the good fortune of listening to Kalidas
Bhattacharyya’s lectures on metaphysics and theory of know-
ledge at the University of Calcutta during the late forties and
also of taking part in the philosophical discussions” that. conti-
nued, seemingly endlessly, in his office during the years he served
at the Sanskrit College, Calcutta, and later at the Visva Bharati
( and which were, to our regret, interrupted when he took over
the Vice-Chancellorship at the last-mentioned institution )—and
many of the contributors to this volume of essays are amongst
them—would fondly recall the exciting experience of being in
the presence of, and participating in, a truly authentic philosophi-
cal discourse. If the authenticity of a philosophical discourse
consists in submitting to the rigor of concepts and yet also in
a dissolution- of the sense of authority and the consequent possi-
bility of genuine communicative participation, then I must say
that T have not found another philosopher who can generatet
philosophical discourse in such an authentic manner.

.-In this introductory essay, I intend to bring out some salient
features of Kalidas Bhattacharyya’s philosophy. In his case,
this indeed is difficult to do, for more than in the case of most
philosophers, Kalidas Bhattacharyya’s philosophy is almost in-
separable from his on-going process of philosophising. However,
the effort is worth making. For many of us, trying to reflect
on Kalidas Bhattacharyya’s philosophy is, in varying. degrees,
reflecting on the genesis of our own thoughts—he has played
such an important role in giving shape to the way we think,
It is reflecting on one of the major forces in contemporary Indian
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philosophy. In various ways, Kalidas Bhattacharyya has been
a powerful force in moulding the thought of the younger gene-
ration, of Indian philosophers—not ‘as much by his own system
as by engaging them in a genuine process of dialogue.

In Kalidas Bhattacharyya’s lectures during the forties and
also in the two major publications-of those years!, there was one
central thesis which he sought to amplify, illustrate and defend
by showing the application in various domains and to various
philosophical issues. This is the thesis that in philosophy there
are, in the long run, 'fheoretiéally undecidable alternatives.
Between realism and idealismfto the 0011}roveféy between - their
advocates he devoted a great deal of his time and attention—
no final decision can be made, no- decisive refutation of any is
possible. There are, at the end, based on commitments which
are theoretically neither defensible nor refutable. As a conse-
quence of this elaborately worked out position, Kalidas Bhatta-
charyya’s lectures and writings of this period were ‘marked by
attempts to defend every basic philosophical position against
all possible criticisms, to give it as plausible a formulation as
possible, to trace it back to the strongest arguments in its favour
and to lay bare its most basic presuppositions. The roots of
this liberalism lie, no doubt, in Jaina doctrine of naya,but also
in.the thoughts of his father K. C. Bhattacharyya. In this essay
I do not intend to go into this aspect of Kalidas Bhattécharyya’s
thought. I rather ‘want to restrict myself to his later think.ing,
as documented in the books published since the sixties.

Kalidas Bhattacharyyé is essentially a metaphysician. But
he wants to take into account all anti-metaphysical arguments
of our times. Furthermore, his metaphysics is deeply traditional,
rooted in Advaita Vedanta and Saivism. But he is willing, and
in. fact eager to learn what he can from the principal contem-

1. Object, Content and Relation, Calcutta, Alternative Stand-
points in Philosophy. Calcutta.
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porary philosophical movements viz., logical empiricism, Lingui-
stic analysis and phenomenology. His basic commitment to
orthodoxy is founded on a prior liberalism. The merely liberal
who reveals in ceaseless evaluation of abstract possibilities is,
as he writes in an essay, A4 Modern Defence of Orthodoxy
““a useless gymnast 2. Liberalism should be, for him, only a
preparation for recovering. security in either the old accepted
view, or ““if conversion has taken place, in another >’

Further, true to his basic commitment to phenomenology,
he wants to avoid any hasty system-building which refuses to
take into account other dimensions of our experience. For
example, although basiéally his metaphysics is idealistic, as we
shall see, he rejects an idealism that, at the very beginning, dis-
avows the objective attitude. ‘‘Qur normal attitude to life is
objective.” He ivrites, ““To start with the objective attitude,
to think in terms of the object, is at least less confusing than
idealistic effusions and is therefore initially a more reliable method
of procedure™.?
of metaphysics, he does tell us in broad outlines what metaphysics
is about. ’ )

Although he does not himself give us a system

Metaphysics, which he sometimes identifies with philosophy,
is concerned with the non-empirical, the a priori. The non-
empirical which metaphysics deals with is initially discovered as
the structure of the empirical, but subsequently recognised as
autonomous. Metaphysics is not, according to Kalidas Bhatta-
charyya, construction of a system. It does not aim at explain-
iiig the empirical. Tts aim rather is to discover the non-empirical

2. Kahdas Bhattachalyya, thlosophy, Logzc and Language,
Bombay : Allied Publishers, 1955, p. 87. This book w111 be
referred in these notes as PLL.

3. PLL, p. 100.
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and the~a pricri. - The method for such discovery is reflective,
phenomenological, transcendental and intuitive in.one.*

"One of the pervasive concerns of Kalidas Bhattacharyya
has been with the nature and function of phllosophmal reflection
and its relation to unreflective experience.> The way he formu-
lates the issue is this : if reflection leads to knowledge of anything,
such knowledge must be of something which all ‘along has been
there, for reflection is not felt as bringing into being what it lays
bare. If the object of reflective knowledge was all along there *-
why is it that it was not perceived, recognised, known in pre-
reflective experience ? After rejecting various answers to this
question, Kalidas Bhattacharyya offers his own solution, which
in fact constitutes a corner stone of his thought. What reflection
brings to light was there in pre-reflective experience, but only
as undistinguishedly fused. This state of fusion is not a mere
subjective failure to distinguish, not a mere confusion, but rather
an objective implicitness. Reflection is an act of distinguish-
ing, whose objective correlate is the distinct'entity 4qua distinet.
Space, time or self ,‘wh‘i_ch are objects of metaphysical knowledge,
are all given in pre-reflective experience, but only as undistin-
guished from, and fused with the empirical world. Tt is the
task of metai)hysics to let them emerge in their distinctness and
a metaphysical entity.

There are two more things we need to keep in mind in order
to appreciate the originality of Kalidas Bhattacharyya’s thinking.
First, the distinctness and autonomy of the metaphysical entity
is such that this entity, though objective, is at the same time the

4 PLL, pp. 15, 93 ~
Also : Kalidas Bhattachalyya Prensupposztzons of . Science
and Philosophy and Other Essays (to be henceforth referred
as PSP). Santiniketan, 1972, p. 173.

5. See the essay *The Nature of Reﬂeqtion in Metaphysics”.
PLL. : : '
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correlate of the subjective act of distinguishing i.e., of reflection.
Reflection does not produce the distinctness. -If the latter depends
upon the former, this relation of dependence is not unlike that
which holds good between comparative properties such as ‘larger
than’ and the acts. of comparing, or between the illursory snake
and the illusory perception. It seems to me that the relation
which Kalidas Bhattacharyya seeks to isolate is that which. holds
good between an 111tent10nal act and 1ts noema in Hu.sserllan
phenomenology The sense or noema is. objecuve and yet is
also the correlate of an act. There is, it would seem, a difference
between the two cases : the case of the dependence of a com-
parative feature on the ‘ap'propriate act of comparison, and the
case of the dependence of an illusory snake on the illusory per-
ception. The compaxatlve feature is ObjﬁCthe in a sense in which
the illusory snake is- not. The same comparative feature can
be the correlate of numerlcally many different acts of comparison,
whereas it is difficult to see in what sense identically the same
111us01y snake may be percelved by different percipients or by
the same perclplent on numerically different occasions. It is
the former that comes closer to the Husserlian correlation, andl
more appropriate for Kalidas Bhattacharjya’s purpose.

In the second place, it would be a mistake to say that there
is an X that passes from the state of fusion to the state of distinct-
ness. Although it is the indistinct x which becomes the distinct
X, X proper is x as distinct. ‘X as indistinct’ is not analysable
into x and indistinctness. X appears as x only through reflec-
tion, so that when speaking of ‘indistinct x* we are in fact des-
cribing unreflective experience in terms of what is revealed in
reflection. Unreflective experience however reveals an unanaly-
sable whole. Reflection distinguishes within this whole-a distinct
entity x which, in retrospcect, we ascribe to unreflective experience,
as though it was there all along in an indistinct state. At least
at one 'place Kalidas Bhattacharyya writes that these essences
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were. given in unreflective experience as geneuc 1mages or
schemata.b

Kalidas Bhattacharyya often illustrates hlS thesis with the
help of the concept of form. In the object of pre-reflective
experience, form ° 1s ‘not dlstmgulshed qua form, Tt is rather
fused or implicit. Reﬂectlon d1st1nguxshes it as form. The
perceived table, for example, is mot matter plus form——the form -
¢ table >—but is rather a not further analysable whole. It would
be philosophical common place to say that when the form is
abstracted from this whole, what is left over is the indefinite
matter. But Kalidas’ Bhattacharyya tfotally rejects this thesis,
and does so on good grounds. According to him, “ The table
is the fused state of the table-form, not that form plus matter ».”
Abstraction as ‘Husserl argued in the Second Logical Investi-
gation, is not real separation. What is left over, the remainder
after reflection distinguishes the form °table’, is the same total
object of pre-reflective experience. Wherever this holds good,
we seem to have a typically metaphysical entity, which Kalidas
Bhattacharyya often calls an °essence " or “ideality ’. This
fact that even when A is taken away from an x what remains
over is not x-A, but that x itself is precisely what, according
to him, is meant by ¢ transcendence *.2

Kalidas Bhattacharyya does not regard the essences as ‘real’,
In order to explain why essences are not real, he makes use of
a general principle which runs as follows : ““nothing that is
distinguishable in itself and yet constitutes another reality can
be real ”.° A chair is made of wood. The wood constitutes
the chair, but can never be distinguished in itself, it isalways
a wooden something, it is therefore real. But an essence, though

PLL, p. 55.
PLL, p. 103.
PSP, p. 168.
PLL, p. 55-56.

© oo
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it constitutes real things, is yet distinguishable in itsellf by reflec-
tion : it is therefore not real. To be more specific, qua essences
they are not real. The essences were real qua constituting another
real entity. But they are not for that reason unreal either.
‘Consequently, Kalidas Bhattacharyya 1'egd1"ds them as possi-
bilities which demand to be realised.!® What sort of reality
do they demand ? Or, in other words, how is this demand to
be satisfied ? . )

The rationalist answer would be : even if a single essence
taken by itself is a meie possibility, a coherent system of such
essences must be real. Kalidas Bhattacharyya rejects this answer.!!
The resulting system of essences would only be another coherent
and complex essence’ which has no more reasons to be real than
the single essence to begin with had. Nor would the empiricist
answer do, the ‘essence cannot be puf back to existence in the world
of unreficetive acceptance for the latter cannot contain an essence
qua essence. He therefore looks for an entity such that it is
real bt not an item in the wirkd if ore. refkectuve acqyau-
btabce. There is only one thing which satisfies these require-
ments, i.e., which is discovered in reflection and yet is felt as
having been present prior to that discovery. ( We have noted
earlier that an essence was not, qua essence present prioi to
reflective discovery.) This is nothing other than pure conscious-
ness. Although discovered by reflection, pure’ consciousness
was present, in unreflective experience, as the enjoyment of one’s
own mental states, an enjoyment ( Kalidas Bhattacharyya bor-
rows the term from Josiah Royce, but uses it in the Vedantic
sense of Kevalasaksivedyatva ) which was not itself another state.

There is still another difference between pure consciousness
and an essence : we have noted that an essence, though objective,
is the correlate of a subjective act of reflection. Pure conscious-

10. PLL, pp. 55, 57.
11. PLL, p. 58.
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ness, though discovered in reficetion, is not correlate of another
consciousness. The reflective distinguishing of pure consciousness
and the pure consciousness that is thus distinguished are one and
the same.!

Thus Kalidas Bhattacharyya is led to his final thesis : when
the essences demand reality, it is to pure consciousness that they
refer or la;y claim.® < .., .. .the reality that is demanded by
objective idealities is in the end the intrinsic reality of subjecti-
vity ”.*  We need to ask at this point : what precisely is meant
by this ? In-what precise sense are we to understand the state-
ment that the essences refer to, lay claim to, the reality of pure
consciousness ? This is indeed one of the most difficult ques-
tions in connection with interpreting Kalidas Bhattacharyya’s
thought. Nicolai Hartmann, of all philosophers belonging to
the phenomenological school, recognised a certain ‘‘ nearness to
consciousness ” (Nahe zum Bewusstsein ) as characterising the
idealities.”® But by this Hartmann meant that consciousness
has a direct access to ideal objectivities, an access which may be
characterised as an intuition, an intuition of a higher order :
but it would be a mistake, according to Hartmann, to suppose
that idealities do not possess an autonomous being of their own.
On the contrary, he recognises the category of ideal actuality °,
which implies that the idealities are not mere possibilities. Cert-
tainly, he would be far from assimilating all essences to values,
as Kalidas Bhattacharyya seems to be doing when he regards
them as possessing an inherent demand to be realised. A closer
refation to consciousness may be found in the case of the Husser-
lian noemata, but the latter are to be carefully distinguished
from essences strictly so called. Perhaps, Kalidas Bhattacharyya’s
12. PLL, p. 60.

13. PLL, p. 61.
14. PLL, p. 32.

15. Nicolai Hartmann, Zur Grundlegung der Ootologie Meisen-
heim am Glan, 1948 ( Dritte Auflage ), Ch. 43, Sec.a. -
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thesis may be understood as an attempt to assimilate * essences’
to ‘meanings’ and then to trace meanings back to their original
source in the domain of consciousness—a move that certainly
characterises Husserlian transcendental phenomenology. 16

The thesis that essences are meanings!’ and have their
constitution. in pure consciousness is carried through in two
stages. First, essences are constituted in thought, and thought
is (implicit) speech'®. Essences therefore are cdnstituted by
language which, in the long run, is but speaking consciousness.
An anti-essentialist may precisely use this linguistic constitution
of essences to make the point that there are in fact no essences,
which may véry well be the Buddhist view and also seems to have
been Merleau-Ponty’s view as well.!” Kalidas Bhattacharyya
does not draw this conclusion, chiefly because he has a truly
phenomenological concept of constitution and does not regard
constitution’ as production. We need not here go into his interest-
ing thoughts on language. It would suffice to mention that,
for him, essences are intuited, but the intuition of essences is lin-
guistic®® The next step is taken by maintaining that speaking
consciousness' makes a demand for, and in this sense, is founded
on pure, non-linguistic consciousness, which though not des-

16. There is also another strand of thought that fits in well with
the idea of alternation. According to this, metaphysical
entities may be regarded either objectively or subjectively—
an irreducible alternation. Cp. especially, PSP, p. 169.

17. Kalidas Bhattacharyya dces not explicitly identify meanings

with essences. But his discussion of ‘meaning’ (see esp.
PLL, pp. 82 . ) would support such an identification.

18. PLL, pp. 41-43.
19. Cp. Merleau-Ponty : ‘ The separated essences are those

29,

of language. > (Phenomeuology of Preception, E. Tr. by
C. Smith, New York : Humanities Press, Preface, p. xv ).

20. PLL, p. 41.
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cribable is immediately enjoyed—not merely in specially cultivated
attitudes, but always as a fringe around everyday consciousness.

It is important to note that this is a theory of constitution
of essences, but not of the everyday world of unreflective acéep-
tance. The ‘actual world, as Kalidas Bhattacharyya -wants to
call the latter, does contain analogues of the essences, perhaps
what can be called their schemata : actual space, actual time,
actual self and empirical universals. "We have noted the sense
in which essences are said to belong to the actual world. There
is a sense in which the essences constitute the actual world, there
is another sense in which the essences are comstituted in pure
consciousness. Neither of these senses of ‘ constitution ’ annuls
the autononiy of that which is constituted.

Especially with regard to perception, Kalidas Bhattacharyya
recognises its claim to validity as being sui generis and as ‘natural’.2!
The reliability of perception, descpite errors and illusions, is not
matched by memory and thought. Both memory and thought
“transform’ the fact that was perceived. Memory * transforms ’
it into an image, thought into meaning. The sense of ¢ trans-
formation’ again is peculiar. It is neither subjective and arbi-
trary, nor purely objective change. In “thought °, the domain
of facticity is transcended. Thought, and therefore, language,
constitutes new entities and structures such as the predicative
relation and the inferential °therefore’. In this constitution,
thought reveals its freedom from the actuality of the given. It
constitutes pure p‘ossibilities as an autonomous domain.

Kalidas Bhattacharyya’s ultimate concern in metaphysics
‘would seem to be both a-theory. of freedom and a theory of the
possibility of realising that freedom. Although thoughts on
freedom _pervade all his later writings, in this exposition
I will draw only upon ome of the latest essays on that

21. PLL,p.T9.
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theme. This essay is entitled ‘ Nature and Freedom ”. In it,
Kalidas Bhattacharyya both explores the meaning of free-
dom and brings out the relation between nature and freedom.
To begin with, freedom for him is trans-natural. Nature is under-
stood as the totality of things in space and/or time and subject
to causal dstermination. Material movement, (bofh macro and
micro ). as well as behaviour of living beings considered. as bio-
logical organisms, are taken to be ‘mnatural’. Human action,
when and in so far as it caters to biological needs and yields to
natural pressures, is ‘natural’, it can be ‘mechanically’ predi-
cted. But even in such cases, the counterfactual “‘ He might
not have let himself be influenced by pressure” makes. sense.
This counterfactual is realised ’. in the attitude of non-attach-
ment, in self-conscious refusal to submit to pressure (external
and internal ), in withdrawal from nature. 1t is with this negative
withdrawal, standing back, detachment, that, freedom begins.
Positively, freedom points to something beyond nature, which
may be called ‘spiritual’. The very possibility of such standing
back shows that nature is not all ‘natural’, or—more appro-
priately—that there is a ‘ hole > within the nature itself, as Kalidas
Bhattacharyya puts it.?* It is also suggsstive of a meeting point
of nature and spirit. The withdrawal and the standing back
are acts on the part of the natural man, and yet they are not
amenable to purely natural, mechanistic explanation.

The same is also true of iiviﬁg body. Body is natural, in
so far as it is subjéct to natural, nomoiogical laws. But the
living body, in so far as it'is also lived body, marks-a level of
subjecticity with- which, as the late K. C. Bhattacharyya wrote,
“the first hint of thlS freedom ™’ ( freedom as de tach.ment)

22. Kalidasv Bhattacharyya, ‘ Nature and Freedom,” in : Philo-
sophica, Calcutta, Vol. 4, No. 3 and 4, 1975.
23. Philosophica, Vol. 4, No. 3, p. 23.
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is reached.? Kalidas Bhattacharyya goes further than his father :
for him, living body is consciously used by man for freedom. It
is the first means is no mere part of Nature ”%. Bodily move-
ment which is self-consciously introduced with a view to bring
about change in nature-,'_ is; not entirely Nature’s own : “ some-
how at some point it has originated freely and literally: out . of -
nothing ”.2¢ In fact, the mind-body complex of man, which he
calls ‘“his own.nature” is a  Leibnizian monad, a microcosm '
reflecting the whole of nature within itself, and so is not.a part
- of naturé. For, “no part can possibly present the whole *>.%

Positive freedom ‘may be understood, and cultivated, in
many different levels, of which two are emphasised by Kalidas
Bhattacharyya : these are ‘reason” and reﬂection_’. Reason
brings about the first stage of positi(ze freedom by * ratioﬁalising ?
nature, making it" amenable to intersubjective co‘mmunicabivlity
and universalising the naturél"principleé ‘that operate in mental
life in its natural course. Reason operates both in the cognitive
and conative -domains. In.the former, it operates in the form
of logical ‘principles, in the latter as moral norms. In both
reason confers objectivity, removes selfishness, universalises,
and transforms ‘ natural pressures *.into acceptable ¢ social norms.’
At this ‘level, social norms do not oppose freedom. To the
extent, these norms develop through rationalisation and are not
felt as having been foisted from outside, they are means of free-
dom. Kalidas Bhattacharyya does not adequately distinguish,
in this context, between the ‘ natural > process by which externally
foisted norms are °intérnalised’ and the self-conscious rational
process by which the rationality of a set of norms may come to

24. K.C. Bhattacharyya, Subject as Freedom, Amalner, Bombay :
Indian Institute of Philosophy, 1930, p. 103.

25. Philosophica, Vol. 4, No. 3, p. 18.

26. Ibid., p. 18.

27. Ibid., p. 19.
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be realised by an individual. In fact, for Kalidas Bhattacharyya,
an altogether ‘naturalistic account of social norms is not possible.?

Whereas reason is the highest level of human mentality,
there is a higher levél of positive freedom, which may be called
reflective consciousness. Reflective consciousness withdraws from
nature, either in the manner of phenomenological ‘ epoche’ or
in the manner of Yoga; it realises its own autonomy and purity. v
. But it may go even further, and seek toreduce nature to its own
construction. Nature, then, becomes ° Nature-as-intended’. To
demonstrate that the world is constituted in pure consciousness
would be the goal of this route, but Kalidas Bhattacharyya is
aware of the limitations of this proceduré. He recognises that
even if in principle such constitution may be worked out, it cannot
be extended to the details. The phenomenologist fails to explain,
“ how freedom could construct all the perceivable details of his
own nature or of Nature outside.”?

In the long run, for Kalidas Bhattacharyya th\ere arc several
alternative modes of realising freedom. Freedom may be either
transcendent or immanent. Transcendent freedom, in either of
of its two sub forms, ‘cognitive and conative, transcends natural
life; it purports to be entirely a life of spirit. Immanent freedom
may be either transcendent-and-immanent, or wholly immanent.
In the former case, freedom lies in * organising nature in accor-
dance with itself, not in seeking a special being of its own.””*°
In the latter case, freedom is construed as a new dimension of
nature itself, nature itself  at its best. 1t would be an interesting
task to try to identify these major types ifi the history of thought.
For Kalidas Bhattacharyya, the choice between these types of
freedom cannot be raticnal. There cannot be any external crite-
rion by which one may choose one - rather than the others.

28. Philosophica, Vol 4, No. 4, p. 11.
29. Ibid., p. 9.
30. Ibid., p. 21.
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Reason itself is a type of freedom, it cannot beused to choose
from amongst the various types of freedom. Ultimately, the
choice has to be existential. We are back with the conception
of an ultimate ‘ alternation’ in philosophical thinking with which
Kalidas Bhattacharyya’s philosophical thinking had taken its start.

This brief exposition of some of the most promising thoughts
of Kalidas Bhattacharyya cannot give the readers any idea of
the extreme richness and vitality of the philosophical reasonings
which sustain them. For that one has of course to read his works.
But more importantly one has to converse with him ‘on philo-
sophical matters. It is also necessary to add that these should
not be construed as representing the final form of his thought
which is still in the process of growing and developing.
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My Reaction
KALIDAS BHATTACHARYYA

I am thankful to all the contributors for the trouble they
have taken to gb through many of my published books and
papers and present my points as appreciatively as possible and, .
wherever necessary, either correct them or suggest improvements
or simply point out what they have considered to be the many
errors and inadequacies in my theses.

.
The best way I feel I can demonstrate my reaction to all they

have said to begin with restating my theses as I have developed
them in different ways throughout my phllosophlcal career.

My philosophical career started some time about.1938. Even
the manuscript of my first book Alternative Standpoints in
Philosophy, published as late as 1953, was completed some time
about 1942 when I was only thirtytwo. Naturally, nothing of
excellence could be expected of it. I wonder how yet many of
the participants in the seminar took so sympathetically to even
this my earliest work.

I do admit, as some of the participants have pointed out,
that the notion of alternative absolutes which I too immaturely,
and only in rudiments, took over from my father K. C. Bhatta-
charyya and developed in my own way in my first systematic book
has remained with me till this date, and I confess too that I have
presented it in different ‘ways, not always commensurate with

one another, in my later writings. What I insisted on in my
early. days was (1) that there is no one definite final Truth
(Absolute ), (ii) that there are several claimants to this ulti-
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macy, (iii) that all their struggle with one another for this
ultimacy is only in the Tegion of theoretical possibility and (iv)
that ‘theoretical possibility’ is only another name of actual
alternation, i.e., alternation in the region of actuiality, unless, of
course, (v) on clearly statable and acceptable solid ground,
logical or experiential’, all but one of these alternatives stand
condemned, (Vi) Wthh however, never’ obtalns when it is a
question 'of ultimate Truth.

In many of my later writings, however, I confess that T could
not so forcefully deny ‘the one Truth ( Absolute ) : I was inclined
rather to admit it, though I insisted all the same that it had to
be formulated in different alternative ways, meaning that every
one of these formulations would, logically (or on the ground
of experience ), be as good as every other. We may add that
each is also as bad——lf there is any plnpomtable defect—as every
other, for if any one of these formulations can be shown to be"’
an oveldomg or understatement this is true of every one of them,
though each time in some other respect. This idea I first develo-
ped in my second book Object, Content and Relation and stuck
to it for a long time. : L

By ¢ formulation’ I meant more the idea that one has of the
nature of the Absolute than its linguistic expression. This idea
is a part of the life of one who entertains it.. Linguistic expres-
sion is only an attempt to clarify the idea, whether to others or
to oneself, though I have always insisted that there is equally
a non—linguistic'method of clarification also. If perception could
be both bvague and clear, both indefinite and definite, and if for
the clarification of- perception. one need -not resort to léngllagé
necessarily, so may well be the case with image and idea too.
.Languag‘e is necessary for another type of clarification, one that
operates ab extra, a clariﬁcation imposed on the -percept of the

1. Such experlence may have nothing to do with sense-percep-
© tion directly or indirectly, .
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-image or the idea‘and:réquired for communication, whether with
others. or with oneself——in both the cases, from outside.’

\For such hngurstlc formulatwn, ie., clatification ab extra,
’there may not be any scope for ultimate’ alternation. 'But for
any 11v1ng grasp of- an ultimate’ ideéa 1n ‘its fullest clarity there is,
'I have’ claimed - 1n ‘my Tlater wrltrngs always the scope for the
alternatlon I'am speakmg of. '

Probably there is not much of s1gmﬁcant dxfference between
these two pos1t1ons—between the ‘absolute 1tself as alternating
and alternatlve formulatlons of  the absolute It is only the
differenice between ‘ A or B or C, etc., as the ultimate absolute ’
and ‘the ultimate absolute as A or B or C, etc.” In the latter
case the ab;sblute’ is a ‘substantive‘,'though ‘always grasped in its
Aadjectlval ( one may even say, funct1onal) character like ‘A or
B or C, etc., never by ftself wh1le i the former case there is no
__qu.cst1on at all of any substantwe Absolute ‘to be ultimate
(absolute) bemg 1tself but "a funct1onal (adjectlval) character
of A or B or 'C, ete. The former is more or less like the ultimate®
( absolute) of the Mahayana Buddhlsts partlcularly of the Madhya—
‘m1kas and the latter like” that of the Varsnavas and the Salvas
It “is ‘only” “the Adva1ta-Vedant1ns of the trad1t1ona1 Sankarite
-school who hold that ‘the Absolute can be grasped -and grasped
’deﬁnltely (1n thelr language known )—~all by itself, apart from
'bemg grasped as A or'B or C etc. And, ‘midway,’ there are the
agnostics who admrt that there isa substantive absolute but hold,
at the same tlme, vthat it is knowable neither by 1tself nor even
as AorB or C etc . they hold that it'is altogether unknowable

As for these last two. poss1b111t1es I have in my later days,
learnt to dlscount agnost101sm altogether If the. absolute is
_grasped as A or B or C .or then either it is known as verlly that
AorBorC, or it cla1ms at least to be known, at whatever distant
staoe, apart from . these characterisations. Anyway, there is no
scope for agnosticism or. scepticism-anywhere. = . -
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As for the extreme form of Advaita-Vedanta where the
Absolute is said, or claimed, to be known all by itself, i.e., apart
from all characterisation. I have maintained, in a Bengali mono-
graph published by the University of Burdwan,' that it itself is
one of the many- alternatives, meaning that the absolute ulti-
mately stands either by itself, or as A or B, or C, etc. Add now
to this the other two alternative absolutes—though they obtain
apparently at a higher level of transcendence—viz., (i) the
absolute as A, B or C and (ii) A, B or C as the absolute—and
we have a formidable list of ultimate alternatives. Later on we
shall have occasion to add further alternatives, all in a way basic,
i.e., ultimate.

If “by itself’, ‘as A’, ‘as B’, etc., are the different forms
in which the absolute is grasped, or sought to be grasped, these
constitute the philosophies of the absolute—philosophies prima-
rily as:énlightened living gfasps but, secondarily too, if one so
likes, as intellectual philosophies ab extra. . At.the fag end of
my philosophical carreer, I feel increasingly inelined to believe—
and preeisely this I have now been working out—that the alter-
nation of ‘itself’, A ‘B’ “C”, etc.,is as much a full sympa-
thetic understanding of the positiile possibility of each of these
philosophies through cultivating, as far as possible, an authentic
catholic attitude to each possibility as not also to not commit-
ting oneself permanently to any one of them, and thus maintain-
ing a scrupulously neutral attitude between them. It is a sort
of authentic spiritual neutrality—a sort of genuine averaging—
steering a safe middle course by not committing to any of these
though permitting, at the same time, the possibility of every one
of these—a sort of full exclusion and full inclusion in and the
same attitude. This last attitude is precisely the awareness that
these philosophies afe only alternative philosophies, each equally
acceptable and yet each to be kept at an equal dlstance In

1, Its title is ** Bharatiya Samskrtz o Anekanta Veddma i
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short, it is to have no special philosophy of one’s own but to
maintain a sort of free sympathetic aloofness from all philosophies
of the absolute developed, or to be developed, anywhere in the
world at any time. And this itself is no philosophy. 1f one
likes, one may call it super-philosophy—a strict attitude of neutra-
lity, a transcendence equidistant from every one of these.

Three clear points have to be noted in this connexion. First,
among the different philosophies I do not include pseudo-philo-
sophies—philosophies which are palpably erroneous or  inade-
quate. I include only those perennial philosophies which, resiling
against unceasing attacks, have asserted themselves again and
again. The second point to note is that the super-philosophy
that I am driving at is in an important respect very much like
that of the Maiadhyamika Buddhists. They prescribe that we
should transcend all philosophies ( drstis ) and that yet this trans-
Cendeﬁce of theirs is not another philosophy co-ordinate with
othe1s .But though agreeing with them so far, we, however,
differ in another important respect from them. (And, this is
our third point). While for them all existing philosophies, in-
cluding the resilient ones, are erroneous, we are rather inclined
to hold that all these are correct though, certainly, we have to
transcend all of them in order that we may view each in its full
possibility from a super-philosophic distance. It is only then,
i.e., when we view them from the super-philosophic standpoint,
that we feel we must not commit ourselves to any of them. If
we call them erroneous or inadequate, it is only in that very
restricted sense. ' o

So . far with the substantive absolute as elther itself or as
A or B or C, etc. Inthe case of the functional absolute, on the
other hand, i.e., in the case of A or B or C etc., as absolute’,
there is no question of transcending the philosophies ‘A”°, ‘B,
¢C’ etc., except trivially in'the form ‘X’ = 0:(zero). In such
a case we have perforce to content ourselves with the alternation
1 developed in my first few writings,
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One may-ask at this stage how any of these notions of
alternation. stands compared to the Jaina theory of dnekanta.
The reply, however, is as I understand that theory, not far to seek.

According to the Jains, ‘A’ ‘B’ “C’ etc., are each an
apparently self-complete philosophy from a particular standpoint
which, however being always truncated in whatever measure,
misses Reality as it is in its fullness. It is only the kevalm, the
truly wise, who is free from any such standpoint and who, there-
fore, knows Reality in its fullness. This Jaina view, stated 50
far, is not, however, clear enough. Does it mean that the
kevalin’s philosophy is just the sum of all the truncated philo-
sophies, or does it mean that it consists of only that which is
common to them ? It cannot mean the former. FBach of the
truncated philosophies was coloured in a particular manner be-
cause of the peculiar standpomt from which it was developed
and such coloured philosophies, _put together, _would only present
a bizarre fabric, no .uniform texture no proper unity. The tlunk
a leg, the tail, etc., each of an elephant, when “put together do
certainly preéent the elephant but what could poss1bly result
from the totalling ot *the trunk as the elephant’, * the leg as. the
elephant’, <the tail as the elephant’, etc. The integral “philo-
sophy of the kevalin cannot be of this naive form. Nor could
it be like the total of the trunk, the leg, the tail etc., unless each
of these was already known as having belonged to an elephant '

-~ - It cannot also consist merely of what is common to the diffe-
rent truncated philosophies developed from different angles. of
approach. What possibly could be common to the trunk, the
leg, the tail, etc.? If the Jains intend what is common to ‘the
trunk as -elephant’, ‘ the leg as elephant’, ‘ the tail as elepharnt’
etc., that would certainly be an. elephant, but one that would
have no content : it would scarcely be anything more than the
word ‘elephant’. Attempts to settle disputes among different
contestants by seeking to extract what is common to their
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different claims have ended oftener than not in fiascos, and that
would doubly be the case when it is a question of settling funda-
mental disputes in philosophy. Ozﬂy two other solutions are
left and the Jains must have meant one or the other of them. The
solutlons are : :

(i) The kevalin, standing at a higher level, Just views the
dlﬁ’erent, philosophies to be each as true and/or as false as every
other, and holds that this view is not just another philosophy
over and above these. He knows fully well the worth of each
of the contesting philosophies, he knows their distances from
one another, the relative merits and defects of each and.draws
‘a cosmic map, as it were, of these phxlosophlcs locating each
in its proper place. This map is neither anythmg other than
nor co-ordinate with these philosophies. If this be the correct
interpretation of Syadvada, and if the kevali’s wisdom is under-
stood this way, the notion of alternation that T have tried to deve-
lop at different stages of my philosophical career may not be
very dlfferent at least in pr inciple, from it. .
~ (ii) Or, much as many Madhyamikas have claimed—and
ina Sense what " is ‘claimed by the Samkhyists too—the kevalin,
as the ‘very etymology of the term shows, simply withdraws
from all such philosophies, permlttmg all of them as of equal
validity and equally defective, and remains quietly aloof. But,
assuredly, the Jains will not accept this intefpretation, :though
they would not disfavour the quietude in question. What pro-
bably they meant is some sort of synthesis of this ¢ (ii)’ with

e (i)’ above—full enjoyment.of quietude and yet _looking
detachedly at the different philosophies in the way they have
developed from different points of view. This is essentially the
attitude of the saksin, viewing things (including philosophies )
sub specie aeternitatis, unattachedly. from a distance, and there-
fore, enjoying all thorugh the bliss of quietude also.

¢ Unattachedness > does not mean rejection. Were the philo-
‘sophies 1ejected ‘wholesale there would be no interest - even in
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viewing them and having a comparative estimate. Yet, again,
the kevalin—more correctly, the saksin—does not also get com-
mitted to any of these philosophies. However, there is always
a possible commitment to all of them, followed, as occasioned
in turn, by a possible rejection of each. This possible commit-
ment (followed by rejection ) is as much theoretical as practical,
as much cognitive as actional. Is this not exactly what I have
in my writing called alternation ?

An Indian by birth and temperament whatever I have deve-
loped in my writings is some Indian view or other, only formu-
-lated in philosophical idioms that are Western, and if in deve-
loping these views 1 have, by way of clafiﬁcation, often brought
in the philosophies of Plato, Aristotle, Descartes, Kant, Hegel
or modern phénomenology, existentialism, and naturalism—
whether in the form of crude and logical empiricism or in that -
_of naturalist humanism or-Marxism—that is just to show where
in fundamentals Indian philosophies agree with and where they
differ from Western philosophies. | )

What I have written here so far on the concept of alter-
nation has concerned alternation only as method. In my different
books and papers I have, in considerable detail and as systemati-
cally as possible -applied this method of alternation to study
in depth, almost all the fundamental notions that philosophers
have ever been interested in.

Bl _

I have in this connection—mostly, of course, in my later
publications—tried to understand the precise relation between
epistemology and metaphysics, for which latter I have often also
used the wider and more commonly used term ° philosophy ’.
By ¢ philosophy’ I have understood a systematic study of such
basic notions as space, time, substance, causality, matter, life,
etc., with the help of which, accepted and used uncritically, classi-
cal science explains, i.e., gives a systematic account of, all that
happens in the diverse fields of the world we experience, For
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classical science, these basic notions, including many that are
logico-mathematical, are no mere postulates, no mere working
concepts; they are all reals, never doubted, never questioned
and the propositions representing them are never treated as merely
analytical in character. In Kantian language, they are all synthe-
tic.a priori. It is these presuppositions of ‘classical science—
not those that pass under the names “ axioms * and ° postulates —
that constitute the subjec-t‘-matter .of metaphysics. They are
reals of another order altogether, unquestionable reals that are
willy-nilly accepted by all who say that they know this, our com-
mon world. Only, while for common men thése basic reals stand
undistinguished from ordinary real situations of our life, working,
one may say, only functionally there—ordinary situations, for
them, being spatial or temporal, etc., with neither this space nor
time nor any such basic features standing in any way apart in
their own right—classical scientists use them as though they stand
so- distinguished, " i.e., consciously use them without, however,
seeking to apprehend .them as they are in themselves. The task
of philosophy, in contrast, is exactly this apprehension of the
basic a priori reals in themselves and also.in their interrelation,
and not merely in the way they relate themselves to things of
our common world and, therefore, of these things in relation-
ship with one another. This trans-natural study of the sui generis
behaviours of the basic reals is possible only through a new
transcendental - method,  viz., reflective immediate awareness of
these as distinguished (in their self-containedness) from all
natural situations that contain them as undistinguishedly fused,
i.e., adjectival or functional. That there must be some such trans-
cendental awareness is clear from the fact that there are clear
and normally unchallenged, words precisely for these autonomous
basic reals qua autonomous. If modern empiricists dismiss these
words ‘as fake, or as usurpers, this they do either arbitrarily or
in undue deference to science which, according to them, is the
final account of reality.
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* But classical science is not the final account. Philosophy,.
another name of which is metaphysics, has gone beyond it to
study the basic rules as they are in themselves and also-in their,
interrelation, i.e., systematically. The difficulty arises for . the
first time when modern science seeks to supersede the classical.
To this modern science space, time, matter, causality, self, etc.-,_
are none of them basic realities. For it, all these are only postu--
lates, jus‘t' necessary methodological requirements, for construct-
ing systematic explanations of .or ‘theories: about what happens
in this our common world. The truth of these theories and,
by implication, of the postulates too, is constituted, first, by their.
systematic interrelation, i.e., their logical propriety, and, secondly—
which is more relevant to our present consideration—by their -
reference, however distant, to the things of our common world.
These things of our common world are at least -those that we
start with as reals; and if all other reals, the reals, for example,
that metaphysics so proudly parades as more fundamental, could
only be made intelligible in their context, as only methodological
requirements for understanding them, then. all solid reals would
only be available in this owr common world.” This is how modern
science and, pinning absolute faith- on it, modern empirical
philosophy : have ~ sought to do away with all transcendental
basic reals. ' ‘ , S

For classical science, theories are mostly in - one-one -corres-
pondence with solid facts of the world. Facts are, of course,
allowed any measure of subtlety, down to the subtlest, and even
such subtle entities as look like mere working concepts are given
the -status ‘of solid worldly facts on the ground that other cruder
solid facts could be predicted on their basis and that way verified.
Modern science, on the other hand, takes most of the subtle
entities to be mere theories—in appropriate cases, only postu-
lates—justifiable, i.e., acceptable to the scientist, necessarily: on
a-subtler ground. - Logical positivists have worked hard: on' this
task of justification, and some, like Popper, have taken .these
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theories and postulates as constituting quite another world, all
by themselves. Lest, however, this world be confused with the
backdated tr: anscendental world of the speculauve metaphysicians,
these thmkers of the -Popperian group have insisted on at least
the fa1s1ﬁab111ty of such theories. and. postulates by the crude
solid facts of the world. . , : .

Modern science is at alevel ahead of classical science. It
is more self-reflective in that while classical science has no. free-
dom with the basic concepts which represent, for it, unalterable
(a priori) reals, modern science is absolutely free to manipulate
them, its whole purpose being to construct such a theory as, not
needing justification through any crude observation . of nature,
is sufficiently justified if.only it is, first, self-consistent, secondly,
consistent with .other theories, and, thirdly connected with some
data .of “observation, however remotely and indirectly or, less

still, if it is. sunply falsifiable by the tiniest-datum of crude ohser-
vation.

Modern science as- so | self-reﬂectlve and a level removed
from classical science appears, indeed, to be on a par with philo-
sophy (»met‘aphysics ). But the two disciplines have developed
in the service of two quite different interests. While modern
science builds up elaborate' theories, philosophy. describes . all
basic reals as they are found in themselves.and in 1nterconnex10n

While stating these basic reals as they are fou.nd philosophy has,.
of course, to analyse, define and classify these reals, and justify
'ty_voo-,‘ through ratiocihation,'the descriptive accounf, as. imme-
diate findings may not always be faﬁltless But all this is in the
mterest of com.munlcatlon, not for one’s own lea.rnlng except
that even. for one’s own lea.rnmg such ana.ly31s, deﬁmtlon, classi-
fication and ratiocination may be necessary at the initial stages,
though ‘to be supersedcd sooner or later, by immediate finding
(often called 111tu.1t10n) About thmgs prescnt before me, no
awareness is more convmczng than peloeptlon . To be convinced
is here the primary, if not the only, desideratum, and even though,
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on occasions, immediate perception betrays us we have to revert
to some other perception for final conviction. That other per-
ception may also betray, but there is no way out other than resort-
ing to still another perception. Ratiocination proceeds in quite
another direction. It never yields conviction; it only makes a
content socially acceptable, so that all may work in unison on
the basis of the knowledge already derived—a consideration
which is always more or less pragmatic. Reason, everywhere,
performs only this much task : it builds a bulwork of social
defence after one is convinced of something, or demolishes con-
trary social pictures ( theories ) wrongly woven round it ( or round
some other immediate conviction wrongly taken as this one),
or only escorts others guardedly to it along the pathway of sug-
gestion and symbolization.! The final desideratum in philo-
sophy is always (direct ) conviction; and other than philosophic
intuition there is mo way to it when it is a question of basic
realities, exactly as we resort to such (direct) conviction with
regard to the ordinary reals of our daily life also. What pro-
duces immediate conviction is direct contact ( intuition or obser-
vation. ), all ratiocination only deputizing for it at the most,
and that too not efficiently enough. If in classical science we
have relied so- much on theories ( hypotheses ), that is because
direct verification through observation is either not possible
there or cumbrous enough. This is why mé,ny modern empiri-
cists have insisted on © weak * or “ indirect ’ verification, managing
with whatever (though within manageable manlpulatlon) data
of observation they could afford.

It is only in the case of modern science that, as we have
pointed out earlier, not even this type of weak or indirect veri-

1. Reason may have another task to perform, though that is
not our present concern. It may analyse that of which
we feel we are convinced, and that analysis is done mostly
to offset the possibility that we are not as aware of the thing,
‘i.e., of its -details, as, we feel, we are convinced of it.
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fication is considered necessary. Modern science is almost wholly
a body of theories; its only relation with actual facts of our daily
life is that its task, after all, is to explain these facts; and whether
the theory it offers as explanation is acceptable or not depends
on whether it can or cannot be falsified by any fact of this actual
world—by any observable datum—assuming, however, that logi-
cally the theory stands self-consistent. It is concerned almost
entirely with conceptual constructions—with ‘'ratiocination con~
sisting formally in the uvse of logic (including mathematics) and
materially of more and more efficient postulates. This use of -
logic and postulates, is, however, reflective all through. Itis
self-conscious, not instinctive, no mere unreflective use. This
precisely characterizes the. particular level of study here:: Un-
like classical science, and very much like philosophy, it is a meta-
study from the beginning to the end, very consciously using logic_
and sorts of postulates; which no classical science ever-does.
Yet just as philosophy (as metaphysics) need not study itself
as a subject or the logic and the method it has used, though
'consciously, nor even what this philosophy is really about—need
not, in short, deal with the question. ‘what is philosbphy ’, 80
also modern science need not study these problems, viz., the
nature of logic and mathematics involved in its methodology
or the question regarding its own nature, thatis, < what is science ?’.

This means that in either case there is scope for a further
meta-study—in the case of philosophy, for what is normally
known as. epistemology and in the case of modern science, for
what normally passes under the name °philosophy of science.’
" As a matter of fact, however, as philosophy has often included
epistemology in its own field, understanding by the term © philo-
sophy’ both metaphysics and epistemology, so has been the
case with modern science and the ‘ philosophy of science’ too :
modern scientists themselves have sought to develop their ° philo-

sophy of science’. This means that once we transcend our daily
P...11 S )
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world of solid facts and engage in a meta-study there is, theore-
tically, no end to the series of ¢meta behind meta’ : once we are
self-conscious, there is theoretically no limit to the increasing
degree of self-consciousness. Yet, however, the paradox of
reality is that there is no meta-study beyond either epistemology
or philosophy of science, or if one includes épistemology in
philosophy and ° philosophy of science® in modern science itself
beyond either philosophy or modern science. This is so because
self-consciousness, though of different degrees of clarity, in-
volves no self-bifurcation, meaning that no half of conscious-
ness knows the other half as an object. It is not conscicusness
folding upon itself; it is self-evident, luminous consciousness,
one that requires no other consciousness to illuminate it. For,
had it required that—were consciousness, in other words, know-
able by another consciousness—there would be no end to the
series ‘ consciousness behind consciousness ’; and this would
in -effect, mean that there is no awareness of consciousness—
an evident absurdity, because, whatever be the paradox, conscious-
ness does stand apprehended. That there would be no end to
the series ¢ consciousness behind consciousness’, had not consci-
ousness at some stage—in the absence of any reason to the con-
trary, at the very first step—been self-evident, is, as we have just
seen, only another way of saying that there would be no end to
the series ‘ meta-study behind meta-study’, had not meta-study
at some stage—in the absence of any reason to the contrary,
-at the very first stage, i.e., the very first meta-study—
been so self-conscious that whatever could be more meta,
meta-meta, etc., stood self-consciously revealed in the very
first meta-study. Or, if, for whatever reason, epistemology
could be considered, as by the Kantians and other deonto-
logists, to be a level removed from philosophy ( metaphysics)
and, similarly, °philosophy of science’ from modern science,
we could admit only three levels of study, viz., classical science,
philosophy paralleled by modern science, and epistemology paral-
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leled by ‘ philosophy of science’; and similarly about conscious-
ness too—consciousness of an object, consciousness of conscious-
ness which may be regarded as psychological introspection, and
sel{-evident' consciousness, i.e., consciousness not .of another
consciousness but just of itself., This third may be understood
in the traditional Advaita Vedantic line! as luminous ( svapraka sa)
consciousness; one may also understand it as consciousness fold-
ing upon itself, provided the ‘itself’ is in no way regarded as
broken into two parts, the unbroken itself somehow illuminating
. that unbroken itself, the illuminating being in no way different
from the illuminated except that one is the act of illumination
and the other the illuminated—in short, one and the same thing
as both an act—power and itself. This is the view of the tradi-
tional Saivas and many Vaisnavas.

The series ‘ meta-behind-meta ’ could be continued non-stop
if only at some stage it were not qualitatively different and had
not exposed all its mysteries all at once, only to be deciphered
through patient self-enumeration, not by moving beyond to
another level. Similarly about the seires ¢ consciousness behind
consciousness .. Those—the Naiyayikas, for example—to whom
this self-exposition has no appeal whatsovever, who consider
all things to be after all ultiinately dense, always capable of stand-
ing as object, capable in other words, of being ° taken up ’ and
viewed from outside, and for whom the viewer too has the same
fate (like a torch which, enlightening things outside does not
enlighten itself, for which latter enlightening another torch: is
'required, and so on)—these people would indeed speak too
easily of cousciousness behind consciousness ad infinitum. But
this would be like understanding an ideal as only asymptotically
approached from the empirical point of view rather than having
it bodily in a trans-empirical transcendental awareness. To a

1. ./'Xnd also in the line of wholesale dynamists like the extreme
Saktas and many Buddhists. Corresponding to all the views
stated in the text above we may find representative Western
views also.
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large extent, indeed, there is a sort of alternation—a sort of long-
running tussle—between this asymptotic empirical approach and
the transcendental bodily grasp. ‘But, as I have shown in many
of my later writings—specially in Comparati{fc Indian Philo-
sophy ”’! and “ Spirit and Matter in Man *’?>—, the transcendental
always gets the upper hand in as much as while epiricism always
falls short of the transcendent, unable to bridge over an ever-
’anew yawning gulf, for transcendentalism such gulfs are always
somehow negotiable from the beginning : while empiricism, unable
to cope with the transcendent, kas fo condemn it outright, trans-
cendentalism always extends protecting hands to empiricism and
asks it only to moderate its obstinacy.

What is true of self-consciousness ( consciousness aware of
itself without any rigid self-bifurcation) is true, we have seen,
of every meta-study. h

I

 The absolute alternation that I spoke of in Sec. I is intelli-
gible only at a level of meta-study. At the level of daily normal
experience, whatever appears to be is either really there or not
there, and when it is known to be not there it is rejected, so that
there is no scope, at this level, for our taking more than one thing
to be alternatively real in one and the same spatio-temporal con-
text. We can indeed—and often do——spedk of more than one
thing to be real at different places and times but not easily enough
at the same place and time, and even where we do say that, never
in the same relation. A paper and its whiteness obtain at the
same place and time but never in the same relation. Thus, no
two things of the world of our daily experience are ever alter-
native to each other. '

1. Published in the Souvenu Volume, All India Orzental Confe-
rence, 1980.

2. Published in Visva-Bharati-Journal of P/ulosop/zy, Vol. XI,
Numbers 1 and 2, 1981.
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At the first level of study, too,—a level which is relatively
a stage removed from our normal daily experience of the world
but not, for that reason, meta in any true sense of the term—a
study which, in other words, only presents systematically what
we so experience, the system in such cases consisting partly -of
factual relations and partly of logic that we wuse without our
being (reflectively ) conscious of it in its autonomy—at such
first level of study too there is no scope for alternation. The
term ‘meta’ is ambiguous. For example, to talk of something
is, relatively, a stage removed from  experiencing it, -but this
talking, therefore, is not at a meta-level in the sense in which
we have been using the term here. If mere talking of X is at
a meta-level relatively to our experience of X, this is only meta

-in a mechanical verbal sense and such ‘metas’ may be multi-
plied indefinitely one behind another. The meta that we, on
the other hand, have been speaking throughout is some living
meta-experience. The notion of alternation is valid only at some
such living meta-level of experience, Philosophy as epistemology
claims, clearly, to be at one such meta-level : it is a sort of expe-
rience—no mere mechanical talking—and so is modern science
as K philosophy of science’. Classical science, on the other hand,
is neither mechanical talking nor meta-experience. It, as we
have said above, presents systematically what we experience in
our daily life, and what this systematicness consists in we have
already seen.

Meta-experience proper is otherwise called in the history
of philosophy °transcendental experience’. It is experience of
things that belong to a higher order, an order higher than that
to which the things of our normal daily experience belong. They
are precisely the metaphysical realities we spoke of earlier, realities
like space, time, matter, life, self, etc., which, though they remain
ordinarily as undistinguishedly fused—normally experienced in
our daily life as things that are spatial, temporal material, living
subjective, etc.—, come to evidence themselves as distinguished
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and therefore, experienced in their intrinsic autonomy at this

_higher. level, Consciousness of these entities as by themselves
stands in a peculiar relation to them. In our normal daily expe-
rience, consciousness, whether co-ordinate or not with the things
of which we are said to-be conscious, is always extrinsic, acci-
dental to those things. But the basic reals,' in so far as they are
distinct in themselves, can be experienced only the way we have
distinguished them. If they had been there before we distin-
guished them, that was in undistinguished fusion with, i.e., as
adjectival to or as functional characters of things of our daily
life. In their distinct autonomy they could not be there unless
we had distinguished them, i.e., extricated them from their state
of fusion. Had they stood there all along in their full autonomy,
it passes our understanding why we did not experience them that -
way in our ordinary daily life. We cannot specify any defect
that we could be suffering from, unless it be all an ad hoc hypo-
thesis yielding no real explanation. We cannot also point to
anything that could at that time stand between us and those
"basic reals, shading either our vision or their autonomy.

But this is not the full story of these basic reals. Paradoxi-
cally enough, we cannot deny too that they were there all along
in their truest autonomy : we never feel we created them the
first time we found them in their autonomy. The only intelli-
gible explanation of this situation is that though they distinguish
themselves, they do so only when we distinguish them,! extricate
them, from their fused condition. What we mean is not merely
that the two distinguishing are strictly simultaneous® but that
each in a way conditions the other. We mean, in short, that

1. Or, it may be, after we have distinguished them, i.e., when
we refer to them retrospectively. In any case, our self-
consciously distinguishing them is a necessity as much for their
autonomy as for their apprehension.

2. This has, of course, to be interpreted in the light of Note 1
above, : :
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they show themselves as autonomous only as we approach them
reflectively, i.e., self-consciously, and they lapse into fusion as
soon, as we revert to our normal naturalistic attitude. Reflection
or self-consciousness, we have seen, is consciousness aware of
itself in an inward attitude. Hence what we mean in sum is
that consciousness, turning inward on itself, discovers the meta-
physical reals as constituting the essences of natural phenomena.
There is no réason, again, why these essences should not have
being. If natural phenomena, though correlates of our ( normal)
experience, are yet normally accepted as beings over there, why
should not the same logic apply to the case of essences ?

So far with philosophy ( metaphysics ) as meta, i.e., as trans-
cendental experience of self-distinguished autonomous basic
reals which in contrast, were experienced in our normal daily
life as fused, functional or adjectival. If epistemology, as meta-
expelience.at a level further ahead, has to be distinguished from
philosophy, it would be the explicit experience of the very distin-
ction between philosophic experience and our ordinary expe-
rience of normal daily life. It would be the living story of how,
precisely, metapliysical reals are experienced, how they stand
related to one another and to the matters of our daily life, why
one level is hierarchically different from the other, and equally
the living study of the method i.e., logic whereby all this, expe-
rienced by one, could be communicated to others.

This, in a way, is the ‘s.tory of modern science vis-a-vis, ¢ philo-
sophy of science’ too. The only distinction between philosophy
( metaphysics ) and modern science is that while what we call
basic reals are truly real to philosophy, for modern science they
are one and all only conceptual constructions, postulates of a
sort; and ° philosophy of science’ is the explicit awareness of
this very status of the basic reals, an awareness, therefore of what
modern science is all about, including a general awareness of the
logic and mathematics it employs, all special detailed awareness
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of this logic and mathematics belonging to logic and mathe-
matics as special disciplines. Again, exactly as the basic reals
are understood in two altogether different ways in metaphysics
and modern science, the logics and the types of mathematics
they use also differ : the logic and mathematics that the meta-
physician employs, whether for his own understanding or for
communicating intelligibly with others, are intuitional, while
those that modern scientists seek to use are only formal. There,
of course, may occur unauthorised intermixture, philosophy and
modern science tending to get confused with each other, and so,
too, epistemology and * philosophy of science °.

Two points need to be specially mentioned in this connexion.
They are : :

- (a) We have by now come across three ultlmate alterna-
tions, viz,. (i) between naturahsm and transcendentalism, (i)
between philosophy and modern science (which is the same
thing as that between epistemology and ° philosophy of science ’,
and (iii) between subjectivity and object. More of all these
alternations later. -

(b) Alternation is 1nte111g1b1e only at the transcendental
level (which, as we have already seen, may have different sub-
levels ). At the level of n‘atu.re,‘the level, i.e., of our normal
daily life, there is no question of alternation. Everything there
is exactly as it is experienced to be, and if different people, or the
same person at different times, experience it as of different chara-
cters, then all but one such experience is sought to be rejected,
even though dispute goes on for long about which one precisely
is to remain. So when in Section I we were elaborating our
notion of ultimate alternation we were talking all through from
the transcendental standpoint. And, ‘that is now evident in
another way too : we were, in that Section, studying the position
of different ‘ philosophies ’ vis-a-vis one another, we were seeking
to unveil the mysteries of our experience at the epistemological
level. Disjunction at the level of nature is always privational ;
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it is only -at the transcendental level (at any of its sub-levels)
that alternation can be, and often is, final disjunction, disjunction,
in other words, that stands unreduced. What it means is that
“at this level we oscillate, from the beginning to the end, between
alternative experiences without seeking to fasten specifically upon
one of those : we refuse to apply thé naturalistic logic here and -
do not repent this. It is this precisely which constitutes the full
joy of freedom at this level, the joy not only at the absence of
restraint but, more positively, for the possibility of accepting all
the alternatives, i.e., everything that is offered, and the beauty
of the whole thing is that we do not feel in the least disintegrated.
~ The perpetual swing between the alternatives—whether they are
alternatives at one and the same sub-level of transcendence or
at different sub-levels, alternating with one another, or whether.
it is a case that transcendence and our daily natural experience
are alternating is itself the final decision the final resting place,
the final integration (unity ), if one so likes. Only, as unity
it must be some disjunctive unity as opposed to all forms of con-
junctive unity.

Obviously, this disjunctive unity does not itself alternate
with the philosophies that alternate among themselves. It is
a level removed viz., that of epistemology. There is an alter-
nation even here. One may experience it as absolute silence
complete withdrawal from all possible commitments, without
however experiencing it, for that reason, as existentially nothing
—without, in other words, committing suicide : it may well
be the absolute non-committal as itself the final (and, to that
extent, positive ) anchorage, though keeping completely aloof
at the same time, from all these philosophies. This, however,
is only one grand alternative, and even this grand alternative
may be experienced in two alternative ways—in one, the positi-
vity goes on thinning nom-stop with unceasing withdrawal from
the many phllosophles and in the other the positivity is at its
maximum, being very self-consciously enjoyed as absolutely self-
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contained and equally and absolutely aloof from all these philp-
sophies. - Then, again, there is another grand alternative : far
from being non-committal to the different philosophies one may
feel like committing equally, and at one and the same time, to
all of them—to be more precise, capable of such equal but alter-
native commitments—and, actual opportunity forthcoming, abtually
committing to this or that of them wholeheartedly. There .
are two further—the fourth and fifth—grand alternatives which,
‘however, offer themselves only to be rejected, but why we cannot
say. One of them, which I tried to develop in my Alternative
Standpoints in Philosophy, is that the different philosophies are
the final alternatives and that there is no ulterior unitary grand
pedestal from where one could view these philosophies-as alter- .
natives; and the other is that at one and the same time one stands
actually committed to all these philosophies.

Before we consider the point (a) stated above, and the
alternatives stated there, with or without other alternatives, let
us first, in the next Section turn to a more basic consideration,
viz., why should one admit transcendence at all, over and above
the normal experiences of our daily life and these as organised
in the different classical sciences. The question, in other words,
is about the necessity and propriety of anything that claims to
be trans-natural. Philosophers, known variously as empiricists,
naturalists and materialists, have always fought against this
notion as one that is not only unnecessary but, more importaritly,
illegitimate. Why are we then speaking so confidently about the
trans-natural, the transcendental ?

v

Whoever admits a transcendent level of reality admits it
on any one or several of the grounds to be shortly stated and
elaborated. But the first question here is—why levels of reality ?
Does it mean that one such level, viz., the transcendental, is at
least more real than the other, viz., the naturalistic ( empirical ),
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if not the only reality, the other being condemned as either wholly
or partially unreal? But then, again, do not the naturalists also
speak of two levels (at least ‘ types’) of reality and then reject
the transcendental as all nonsense ?

What should be particularly noticed in this connexion is,
that there is a difference here. The naturalist will not allow
right from the teginning, any serious talk about the (so-called)
transcendental except that some foolish philosophers had, in
the history of philosophy, admitted it. According to them, it
is all nomsense, a sheer prejudice, a linguistic misfire. When,
on the contrary, a transcendentalist speaks of the empirical level
he grants it, from the beginning, some provisional reality—a
type of .reality which, he holds (and that not very wrongly ), is
enough for our ordinary daily life, whether it be the sheer
creaturely life or even human life provided, in the latter case,
it is completely determined by natural laws. They hold that,
living the life of this provisional reality for some good time and,
for that period, in all seriouisness, we, in quite a new interest—
call it spiritual but it is nonetheless cognitive at thebase—, come
to know, initially in an indirect fashion, i.e., through thought
or reason but eventually in some form of intuition, a Aigher, reality
—*‘higher’ in the sense that when it is known the natural reals
that we had been knowing till then as real on their own right
come to be detected as having only borrowed that reality from
what is now known at the higher level. What it all means is
fhat_either the lower reality—the  nature’ of our daily experience
—is, from this higher point of view, i.e., ultimately only a mode
of this higher reality which (i.e., the latter ) alone isreal in its
own right, or this ‘nature’ is, from the higher point of view,
nothing at all—a rootless dream, a fleeting show, a total hallu-
cination. The transcendentalist, thus, is more moderate than
the naturalist in condemning the ‘so-called’ real he does not
recognise : he permits it some provisional being only. Nature,
for him, is real just as long as one lives the life of nature, The
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naturalist, on the other hand, never allows even this much reality
to the. transcendent : the transcendent, to him, is absolute non-
sense from the beginning to the end. Transcendentalists not
only permit the provisional reality of nature, some of them go
a step further and understand the natural as a mode of the trans-
eendental itself. And as the latter is reality in itself, the natural
as its mode is also to. that extent, real. It is not provisionally
real, to be in the long run abjured; it is only partially real tending
always to be somehow integrated with other such reals, that
way either approaching or getting transmuted into the ultimate
reality. '

This is a substantial attitudinal difference between the natu-
ralist ahd the _transcendenfalist, and it explains why modern
scientists and, among the older philosophers, the Greek atomists,
the Naiyayikas and the Mimarhsakas cannot, in spite of all their
doctrines of atoms, electrons, God, adystas, etc., be called trans-
cendentalists, i.e., trans-naturalists, These their atoms, God, etc.
may all be beyond the furthest limit of perception (observa-
tion)!, but still they are, first, inferable from perceived data
and therefore—and that is our second point—intelligible only
in terms of those data, whatever be the status of the formal logic
that is involved. Have the modern scientists, for example, ever
called atoms, electrons etc., trans-natural, i.e., tra’nsceﬂdental,
entities? So is the case with the Naiyayikas and the Mimamsakas.

1. When the Naiyayikas understand them to be supernaturally
perceived by the yogins, this is no concession to transcen-
dentalism. This perception, though supernatural, is not
trans-natural. The so-called supernatural perceptionis here
still all natural, though supernormally natural like the per-
ception of a universal when any corresponding particular is
perceived. They, including the Mimdmsakas’ adrstas, are
also natural in the sense that they are convincingly, unchallen-
gedly (according to them), inferred from empirical data.
When, in contrast, the transcendentalist looks like inferring
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Between transcendentalism and naturalism there could be a
sort of alternation only if, from their respective points of view,
they were equally strong and/or equally weak. So far, however,
we have found transcendentalism better placed. It has permit-
ted naturalism some provisional validity, not only in the sense
that it has after all to be started with but also in the sense of
putting up with nature till the transcendental point of view is
attained admitting that way that till then one will have to remain
in nature—partly, till the transcendental point of view is fully
attained and wholly till it first emerges in a rudimentary form.
And, not merely this, often too—and that is almost the general
rule—it is liberal enough to take everything that constitutes
nature to be even as good as a mode of the transcendental itself
and, therefore, real to that extent. In contrast, we have seen,
naturalism rejects all form of transcendentalism as non-sense from
the beginning.

reals this, as we have already seen, is always a weak, less
convincing procedure : it is either a strong suggestion or addi-
tional confirmation of what is already known or is only a mode
of demolishing contrary theories, assuming that the thing
concerned is already known. We do not subscribe to the
modern philosophers’ distinction between belief and know-
ledge in the senses in which they use these terms. For us,
anything is said to be known when it is admitted on acceptable
grounds, including sense-perception. Sense-perception is an
acceptable ground, because where I, so sense-perceive a thing
others, present there, also sense perceive if, unless, of course on
some specifiable (and acceptable by-all) ground someone’s
sense-perception comes to be doubted or rejected. This logic
applies equally to the cases of inference and other forms of
knowledge. In place of the modern philosophers’ distinction
between belief and knowledge, we like rather to bring in the
distinction between knowledge and its confirmation,the question
of confirmation arising whenever one likes to communicate
his knowledge to others or, in an imagined social context,
to himself. - S :
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Except, of course, one form of naturalism, say that of Kant
in his first Critigue, which permits the transcendental, not indeed
as knowable, i.e., as anything real, but only as regulative, as an
ideal. But this form of transcendentalism is not easily digestible.
It is not certainly the empirical, merely running non-stop beyond
better and better situations. For Kant, it is bodily the ideal,
a priori in its nature, though not known, i.e., certified as real.
But if Kant refuses the name °knowability’ or ‘reality’ of it
this is because he confines these two terms to whatever is natural,
i.e., sensuously given or giveable, meaning by ¢ giveable > whatever
possible empirical is connected with any given empirical by means
of a priori ¢ categories’. But, first, the giveable, obviously, can-
not be taken as real (knowable) unless either the categories, by
means of which it is connected with something actually given,
are themselves also somehow known or knowable, i.e., real, or
if the categories as mere @ priori necessities, not by themselves
knowable or real, could confer reality (knowability) on the
eventual construct simply because, by themselves, they apply
necessarily to some given empirical data. But then—and that
is our second point—why should not the same considerations
apply in the case of a priori ideals too ? If only Kant’s own
view of transcendental ideals be accepted, only then would trans-
cendentalism be as strong or as weak as naturalism; and only
in that case could naturalism and transcendentalism be genuine
alternatives. Otherwise, however, the way we have so long
‘understood transcendence—except, of course, in the extreme
case where it denies nature all types of reality, even the provi-
sional reality normally granted to it in our day-to-day life'—
makes transcendentalism more comprehensive than naturalism,
and not an alternative to it. )

But let us revert to our main question, ‘ why admit the trans-
cendent at all 7’

1. Vide Ajativada and later Samkarite Vedanta.
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It-is admitted on different grounds.

First, people have been admitting it untutored, in some form
or other, since the earliest days. Some people, claiming the
monopoly of culture, have indeed been rejecting it from time to
time as prejudice, illusory anthropomorphism, illusion born. of
misuse of language, hortatory statements misunderstood as. asser-
tory, sheer nonsense and what not ? But it is a fact too that
inspite of such condemnation, every time stronger than what -
it had been earlier, transcendentalism has been reasserting itself,
which proves, as Kant so strongly claims, that there is something
behind it—something, indeed, of cognitive import. If Kant
himself has refused to call it knmowledge, though unlike any
modern empiricist or linguistic philosopher he takes it still as
some exercise of theoretic reason, we have seen where precisely
he strayed.

Lest this is too easily waived as a historical accident we add
the following more solid reasons :

(i) If we have any reasonable occasions to account for
the world as a whole and if such holistic talks are, logically, not
inadmissible, we have to admit something that is somehow
beyond the world, i.e., transcendent. We do have such occasions,
as when we seek the way out from all suffering, all sort of suffering,
suffering as a whole. That we seek such way out. is a fact :
everyone seeks it. Ask any one and he will say he does not like
to have any suffering; it is almost an analytic proposition. In
cases where we seem to court some suffering—say, for the sake
of reaping substantial pleasure through some smaller suffering,
or, say. when a mother courts suffering for the pleasure of her
child, or a lover for the beloved—it is still true that could the
“same amount of pleasure be derived without this pain everybody,
_ including the mother and the lover!, would favour that. It is

1. Except, for the lover, in the case stated in next line in the
text.
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only in two cases that' some doubt arises as to whether suffering
is-desired to be got rid of. - One is the case where suffering chas-
tens a pleasure that without it would have remained rugged and
coarse; and the other where it is an inevitable ingredient of the
spirit in a certain mode, like' the suffering that Christ, for example,
courted for the sinning mankind. The first of these two cases,
however, is not very different from those already disposed of.
If those rugged pleasures could be chastened by other means,
that alternative would certainly be preferred.! "Only, in so far
as such alternatives do not present themselves we have perforce
to tolerate these sufferings, as in the case of a mother suffering
for the child. More difficult is the case of pathos or tragedy
in art where, apparéntly, it is the suffering that lends beauty to
the whole situation. But even there we may say that in so far
as it lends that beauty to it, it does not remain there any longer
as suffering, except retrospectively as what was a suffering. In
the context of art it has been sublimated; only a shadow of suffer-
ing, continuing, lends the distinctive colouring to that particular art.

It is a different case altogether, we admit, with Christ’s
suffering : it continues as suffering—even intenser than other
sufferings because at least quantitatively it is greater than any
particular man’s whole-life suffering. Christ took up the suffer-
ings of all men, and these continue as suffering even in fhe spiri-
tual body of Christ which, otherwise, is divine bliss incarnate.
That way, suffering is certainly courted (by Christ ). But.it is
by no means any welcome accorded suffering at the naturalistic
level.: It is suffering granted quarter at a trans-natural level,
which means that transcendence stands already admitted. Our

1. Sometimes, indeed, a suffering, like that of separation or
one derived from contradiction, lends a special weight to
the joy that involves it. But this, in quality, is not very
different from Christ’s suffering - discussed a little later in
the text. -

s
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task was to prove transcendence on the basis of man’s undeni-
able tendency to- avoid, or get rid of, all sufferings, the. whole
‘open class’ of sufferings; and if in order to counter this the
opponent puts forward ‘Christ’s case, then he can do so only if
he admits that where suffering is at all genuinely courted it must - :
be at a transcendent level. That way, the opponent’s -argument
rather _proves what he was out to refute. Integral perfectionists
too, in all agés and claimes, have incorporated suﬁ’ering, though
as digested and transmuted, in ultimate bliss which, accordmg to
them, is concretely absolute. This is p0531ble solely because per-
~ fection, ultimate bhss etc., are all concepts that belong to the
transcendent level. ‘

The premlse we started from was that man wants to avoid

or get rid of the entire * open class® of suﬂ‘ermgs But it is not
'precxsely here that modern. empiricists, ‘and ‘even Kant in a sense,
have taken exception ? How possibly, they argue, can an open

class be a closed class at the same time ? “We reply : what,

empirically, is an open class. is, transcendentally, a closed one.

 This, evidently, is a reply on Kantian lines. Only, while Kant
would not take such transcendent closed ,cla.5se‘s>as knowable,
i.e., real, we have already seen why we need not be so apologetic.

_ It is difﬁcnlt, indeed, to understand how man, decidedly
an item of nature, can question, and talk about, this very nature
as a whole.. €dn a part ever comprehend the whole ?  But our
reply is straight and simple : it is a fuct that man does raise such
‘questions and talks. about the world as-a whole, which means
that somehow—whether we understand it or not—he is as much. -
a part of nature as beyond it too. This ambivalence we shall
discuss in detail in the next Section and-make it intelligi_blc‘ there.”

We are seriously concerned with the world as a whole not
only in our attempt—instinctive or calculating—to be away from

P..12
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all' suffering but also in" our attempt—equally as much calout
lative as instinctive to find a cause: of this world as a whole. It
“has almost always been a moot pomt with the empiricists to deny
the admlss1b111ty, on: whatever ground of such ﬁrst cause, the
cause of the whole world Formerly they used to criticise the
detalls of the Cosmologlcal Argument in whlchever form it was
formulated whether i in the West or in India. Some of them talked
indeed of thé inadmissibility of the problem itself on the ground
that the very notion of transcendence was, for them 1nadmls-
sible. But that was mostly a lesser 1ssue ‘in those earlier days
What they advanced most in this line was a-denial, as for- examplc
by the Susiksita Carvakas of our country, of the vahdlty of ‘any
inference from empirical dafa to' anything that could - be trans-
emp1r10a1 1t is only 1n recent: days that the very concept of
the trans‘emplrlcal has come to be challenged on the basis of
self-contradiction and/or linguistic mlsuse . In the present context
it has assumed a form llke this. : '

‘ If there be a cause of the world it must hke every. other
cause,: b‘?, an event.and, that far, ‘obtain within thlb world; and
yet it‘cannot do that, because, as a 'cause of the world as a whole,
it has to .be placed. out81de of it as is the /lot of every cause in
relatlon to 1ts eﬁect

- Our reply to-this challenge is exactly on the Kantlan llnes'
'except that whlle for Kant the whole world as having a cause
or- not, though 1nte111g1ble from the transcendental point of view,
1s nothmg that could be: called real or unreal—~1e a matter of

1." There is no sharp distinction here between all”’ as a closed

class of an indefinite number of individuals and * any ’ i.e.,

“self-instantiation of the correspondmg umversal for here we

are either at the transcendent level or on the bo1der1ng hne

f'between transcendence and nature. - Where we  speak of

~“open’ class, i.e. , indefinitely of ¢ any > member of the class,
it is.all from the naturalistic, empirical, point of view.
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.Icnowledge%for us; as we have claifned several: times earlier; it is
'r,eal,' knowable. Our reply, in brief,  is that, normally satisfied
with causation within the world, i.e., among natural phenomena,
we could at all raise the question about . the cause of the ‘world
' itself if only we were already aware somehow, in. and what-
ever measure, direct or distant, of transcendence. "That we
. are.already so aware we have shown in connexion with our attempt
at’ getting- away from all. sufferings. . ¢ All suﬁermgs ‘naturally

" involves all causes (objects) of all sufferings, i.e.; the whole world;

f01:'. there is 4nothing in this-phenomenal wotld; .both physical and
mental, that does not cause some suffering in some context!.
Another namé of all objecis is ¢ the, world as a whole”. =~~~

One may ralse an ob_pectlon hele One may ;argue that ‘what
1s here meéant by * ﬁlSt cause * is. not the cause of the whole- world
but only the ﬁrst in the series of causes behmd causes in the pheno-
mcnal world. "The ob_]ectlon, in. other words is that the ﬁrst
cause has nothing to do with the transcendental level that 1t is
in nature 1tse1f quite as much as every other cause.: But, so
'formulated the argument is equally, 1f not. mo1e, vulnerable
If that first cause is in nature—wholly in nature—lt in 1ts turn, k
~ must need a cause, for all that is wholly in nature has a cause
‘and in that case it cannot be the first cause, which means that,
all phenomena as causes form an ‘ open class’. * This, of course,
could be a clear alternatlve if not for the distirbing consideration
that some entltxes like space, time, the general law:of causality
etc.—in short, all: entities that are considered to: be ‘basic, -i.e.,
metaphysieal—are as much in the world itséf as. also traziscen-
.dent.2 To be in the world is not ilece'ssarily to be wlto‘lly—'—better.

1. Thls last also is as. much a transcendental truth though
mltlally only dimly understood as.that we have. to get away
from all suffermgs ‘ . _

2 This we have developed and substantlated m an ea1hear _
‘Section. :
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merély—in it : it may be transcendent at the same time.  The
‘ first ,_oau'sé’ of the famous Cosmological :Agument is. exactly
of this status. As in the series it is in the world, i.e., a ‘pheno-
menon; but, at the same time, it.is transcendent too, meaning
that the very transcendent First Cause chose to behave ‘also as
~a worldly phenomenon; though, because of its transcendent
nature, it possibly could not have .another phenomenal event
preceding it as cause. This is the true character of all genuine
transcendents—God, self, space, time, etc. Continuing in theif
transcendent status they appear also in the 'pvhenom‘enal world |
and behave.like other phenomena there except that they evince
their. transcendence too throughout, their autonomy, their in-
itselfness in each case.. One may say that here—and only h_e're—
transcendemé and the phenomenal world ‘alternate; for which
some pin their falth entitely on the transcendent, some on the
phenomenal and some, robustly enough, on the transcendent.
that, evinc¢ing transcendence, shares Seat, at the same time, with
other phenomena (but with this difference that it is always a
special seat, a royal seat). The phenomenal world is, in this
third alternative, a democracy where “all are equal but some
more- equal than others”. In each of these alternatives the
penultimate phenomernon is, in th1s sense, the cause of the world
as a whole

The state of affairs, thus, is not as simple as we find it in text
books dealing with the Cosmological Argument. The Naiya-
yikas, aware of such.complication, have formulated the Causal
Argument in a different manner altogether. . They would not,
as we have seen earlier, permit any -transcendence and would,
therefore, understand the cause of the world as much as possible
in the language of ordinary causation—a conscious agent, like
the maker of a table, but of supernormal powers, though by no
means qualitatively different, i.e.,. transcendental, meaning all
the time that he, himself, uncaused, belongs after all to this very
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world——on,e among its ‘various 1tems, though of immence dimen-
sion almost-in every respect. That he is the cause of the world
does not mean, tl}e Nalyaylkas hold, that he is beyond it. The
world here does not mean the totality, a whole, of items; it means
any item—every item that anybody chances to come across—
and not a whit more tha.n that. ¢Any?, accdrdiﬁg' to them,
does. not mean a franscendent viewed Jrom the empirical stand-
point. Tt rather means the correspondlng universal as so viewed, -
and universals are, accordmg to them, all empirical, - belongmg-
to nature as some of its items. The Nalyaylka’s nature = world -
does not consist merely of events that happen at definite instants
" of time (and very often continue too, however briefly) and the
cease to be, it consists equally of eternals which are either non-
temporal altogether or, unborn and never ceasmg, continue for
all times. : ‘ :

-The Naiyiyikas have tried despera,tely to remain empiricists
~ from the beginning to the end, and this is why even though they
have admitted” reals: which others have mostly recognised as"'
transcendent (metaphy}si_cal) they have struggled hard to inter~.
pret them empirically all through, never, indeed, in the line of
modern empiricists, as mere postulates or conceptual constructs—
for that was entirely foreign to their line of thlnkmg-—but as every
b1t real and empmcal

It 13 because of thls emplrlclstlc predllectlon that the Nyaya
argument for the existence of Gaod has perforce been half Cosmo-
logical and half  Teleological. The Teleological Argument of
‘the Western thinkers is, more than.three fourths of it, empiri-
~ cistic, and ‘the. little transcendence that one is forced, say, by
Kant, to recognise in it is but the transcendence which necessarily
characterizes God whichever way it is argued and which, as we
have just seen, the Naiyayikas tried so desperately to get rid of.

" The Teleological Argument, as an argument, is, thus wholly
in the empiricistic attitude. In contrast, the Ontological Argu-
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ment is, even as argument, and certamly in the concept of :God.
‘it arrives at, wholly in the transcendental attitude. It starts with
the notion -of perfection, the ideal, the maxunum (kastha) as
Yoga in Indlan philosophy has it, and each such notion is patently
transcendental something which not only the empirical process
“of contlnued betterment approaches to unceasingly, never attam—
mg it, but also constitutes the main driving force behind- thls
never-ceasing approach never ceasing from the empmcal view-
_point but ever touchmg, ever- itself, from the point of view: of
transcendence - E
. v | |
Thei‘e are other grounds tco for admitting- transcendence.
Only one of them we. propose to discuss- here, and that because
it concerns. a very important department of tranSCendental ph1lo-
sophy. We propose to show that every man’ s authentic -aware-
niess of himself as free. p031ts transcendence in the most evident
and convmcmg form. It s this mnotion ol‘ -authentic man as
freedom- or transcendence ‘which I have developed in all my. later
publlcanons T have developed it chiefly, ‘indeed, in the tradi-
tional Indlan manner but have not hesitated to borrow cop1ou.sly,'
though not without considerable modification, from Kant, post-
Kantlans Hegehans o phenomenologlsts and ex1stent1al1sts and'
even from Marx where necessary. ' ‘

» Quahtatlvely, man’s acts differ as much from the movements

of phys1cal thmgs as from ‘the behav1ou.r ‘of sub-human creatures,
wh10h latter differs from physwal thlngs in, bemg living.  Move-
meénts of physxcal thmgs are all fully determlned every bit calcu- -
lable. If sub-atomic micro-movements are largely indeterminate,
the: correspondmg macro-movements; even as computed statisti- -
cally, are’ completely determined, perfectly calculable, ‘there being
no - exceptlon at the macro-level: Smaller or larger deviations
are all at the mlcro-level It is precisely here that the movements -
of hvmg bemgs, called orgamc behav1our differ from physical
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movements.- If-‘organic behaviours are indeterminate and un-
predlctable, it is-so at the. very macro-level at ‘which their average
Abehavxours are umform and predictable. There is no level-gap
between the1r macro and so-called micro-behaviours. Though
there are evident dev1at10ns from . their normal behaviour, the-
deviations. that are major- are not frequent and those that are.
frequent are always minor, 1e not of much s1gn1ﬁcance . This
means that organic behaviour is almost as debermmed and calcu-
lable as -physical movements but. contains, nonetheless, some
rudiments of freedom.: As dlstmct at the macro-level from mere
phys1cal movements, they are, even at the level, partly sui- generis, -

, free, but that is only to an ms1gn1ﬁcant extent. Freedom
Just emergmg, the behawour yet remains, almost fully under the
: control of physmal matter that largely constxtu.tes them

Some of these creatures, at- hlgher and- higher levels of

‘ _evoluuon, develop even sorts of mind—we mean, better forms

of freedom. But even there these minds are only rudimentarily
free. At lower levels, they just™ feel their. surroundings and at’
higher -and higher levels may: even know them, and in either ‘case
 respond fittingly ﬁbu,teXcept at very high levels—say, where man
- _proper -first- emerges: and, -may ‘be, at some high-grade animal
levels too'—there is no attempt at getting away from Nature’s
c_lutches. ‘Things: are ‘taken in' exactly asthey are presented and
any original response, whether cognitive or emotive or conative,-
is at its. minimum, practically nil. - There is no self-consciousness
anywhere, no self-conscious -remembering of the past or anti-
"cip‘atien_of ‘the future and no use of means as mea_ns-anjwhere.
At the intermediate levels- we are speaking of, practically the
entire organic and mental life is in the same old iron gfip of Nature."
. It is.in the case of ‘mdn—eman-'unambigeusly understood as
' man.—-:that'wefﬁnd' for the. ﬁrst timej a sort of resistance against:

These latter we dehberately leave und1scussed I ‘have tried.
to throw some hght on thls in, my later-day publications, ‘
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nature, a refusal to sacrifice one’s originality, refusal to be bull-
dozed into stale uniformity with others. Here for the first time -
emerges'~the_“ freedom * of man. It emerges equally in a positive
form, not merely in the negative form of refusal. In the positive
form it is, first,. assertion of man’s original statué,_his essential
‘humani‘ty that, in refusing to submit animal-like to nature, has,
in effect asserted itself as self-contained, sui generzs Obviously,
‘as any such self-awareness of orxgxnahty is against bondage to
nature—against, in other words, his naturality—and as this nature
includes as much his mind as his living body and the dead matter
-that belongs to it, this free man this freedom, this his 1n-1tself
is somethmg beyond these somethlng that, in this assertlon, self-
consmously dissociates itself from the natural body and mind;
.and what could thls self- dissociating entlty be if not conscious-
ness-in-itself, consciousness conscious of itself, as what, though
~so long referring to objects without being aware that it was so
referring; is now aware of itself as so referring. This itself as
referring ‘is the subject = subjectivity, self-evidently aware of
itself’_jeveﬁ though it is referring (in Husserl> language ‘ inten-
ding’). WhateVer ‘that be, this consciousness or subjectivity
in its capacity as what is r@ferring, is transcendent in relation to
whatever is _referred to—in relation, in other words, to all that
is object; for whatever is referred to:vis, for that every reason,
an object. This consciousness is transcendent not merely because
as referring to objects it is categorially different from those objects
but, more primatily, because in that capaéity it refers to all dbjects,
‘objects as a whole, object'—in-general. Consciousness -to refer
to a particular object is at all possible only because intrinsically
it refers to all objects, object-in-general. This referring (inten- g
dmg ), thus is' not to beé. understood in terms of what is- referred
to, not in ‘any-manner hyphenated with it—in the phenomeno-
ldgist’s ‘Tanguage; in terms of the “essences’; far less, therefore,
in terms of the objects that are items of nature. It is to be under-
stood in terms of itself, whether as mere referring act or simply
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as that Wthh so refers; in the Iatter case, even the act of 1eferrmg

is sought to be. withdrawn from." These are the two alternatlve

ways of understanding subjectmty—elther as ‘that (undetstood

in itself ) which had been referring or only as that referring act

without any talk of what it is that is referring.! -And, just in
this context, there is a- third alternative too, viz., the—subject

(in itself )—as referring. The Vedantists of the Samkarlte school

have opted for the first alternative, the Mahayana Buddhists and

Kant largely, and the Husserlian phenomenologxets for the second-

alternatlve and all other transcendental subjectivists for the third.
There is a fourth alternative too, to which we shall refer toward

the end of this essay : if is that the ultimate reahty is a sort of

amalgam of the subject (and/or subjectivity as the referrmg act)
-and all objects that constitute nature. )

" Whichever of these alternatives one.chooses, one has to admit
that there is a sharp, categorial difference between - subjectivity
(consciousness) and -object, meanihg that consciousness; i.e.,
pure consciousness, consciousness as the quintessence of freedom,
transc_ends'dll _objects, the entire world of objects, ‘Nature. If
accbrding to many transcendental 'subjectivists free conseious-
ness somehow comprehends ~objects—whether essences or natural
objects——-that too is 1nte111g1b1e only from the transcendental pomt
-of view, : :

If negatixie freedom -consists in resisting, withdrawing from
nature, positive freedom is,-first, this consciousness itself in its
absolute purity. According to Kant (in his first Critigue) and
- many phenomenologists this freedom = pure consciousness- is
nothing regl.. But they could hold this view only because, accor-
ding to them, the real consisted of objects of nature, Kant insisting
as much. on ‘objects’ as on ‘ nature’ and the phenomenologists
solely on ‘ nature’. But there is no reason why realityv" should

. 1 Very soon we shall be expatiating on this as one of the ntany
alternations that constitute philosophy.
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be confined to these. Kant’s and Husserl’s choise has here, at
the very basis. of their ph1losophles been obvrously arbltrary
If in search of the ultimate we have. to transcend nature, that is
no reason why we should refuse the name ‘ reality ’ to it (the
ultlmate) Rather it-is the_very search for the real which has
pushed some phllosophers this way, beyond nature -and made
them ﬁnd it eventually in the transcendent ultlma’re called absolute.
Positive freedom is, first, consciousness in its absolute purity.
But thls is not the only positive form of freedom. To many, thus
~far it is only.a truncated form of positive freedom, mere freedom
from’, not the more concrete ‘ freedom to’. This ¢ freedom to’
is at least a. second altematzve form if not the only ultimate form
of pos1t1ve freedom It is free mampulatzon of natural entities
and is. in its turn again elther cognitive or emotrve or conatrve
br1ng1ng that way another set of fundamental alternatzves
If freedom transcends and is, therefore, more than ‘mecha-
nrcal submrssron to nature cognltlon would no longer, from
that pomt of v1ew be mere. recordmg of presentations.  or, better
_presentations Just got recorded) and their getting mechamcally
combined into unit wholes ‘though mechanical revival of un-
conscious and subconscioiis traces to develop, ‘and that too
mechamcally, into animal dlsposmons The field of feehng would
‘no longer get exhausted in: ‘basic creaturely comforts and- dis-
comforts, developing mechanlcally, in more and more compli-
‘cated matural circumstances, at most intosorts of "disposition
like fear anger, attraction, repulsion, etc.; and the field of cona-
tion ‘would ‘contain much more than mere instinctive and physro-
logical responses, sometlmes even supplanting them. Cogni-
tion, emotion and conation would from now on,: take on quite
- different forms, mostly 1initiated and developed from within and
all self-conscmus (except where they had turned 1nto hablts) 1

. If man often knows, feels and exercises his conative faculty
unconsc1ously (i.e. not self-conscrously ), thrs is because man
s largely an item of nature also, an anlmal :
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, In_the case of man 'proper cognition turns.into viewing nature ’
—and, therefore, things of nature—anew from the transcendental
point of view. In a previous Section we have noted that there
are sub-levels in the sphere of transcendence and that there is
a wide enough region where nature and transcendence more or
less border upon each other higher and h1ghe1 reglons of nature
being more and more consciously impregnated by, more and
more evidencing the role of tr anscendent consciousness. Cogm-'
tion, from thls point of_ view, more and more 1ranscends animal
cognition, developmg, at the ﬁrst few sub-stages, classical natuaral
sciences of different grades of development and then the modern
science that seems to form a world of its own—a world consist-
ing mostly of theory-constructions and yet retaining some last
lingering link with the old world as it was presented to animals.
ngher ‘than that there is metaphysws as a comtructzon still
hlgher the metaphysics that reveals itself and yet, in deference
to the ‘nature’ that we have been tranécending, goes on con-
structing itself speculatively; etc. etc. . At still higher levels there
are subtler and subtler phenomenolo ical self- revelations of the
truths (essences) of pure consciousness and, at the hlghest level—
let us presume—pure, consciousness itself, the unadulterated
subject, in all its self-contained and self-expansive ( ¢ 1ntent10_na1_ Y
grandeur. K

"jEmotion, simiflar_ly,, pa_éses through. stages, erzinci_ng trans-
cendence more and: more. These are’ the different -ascending
stages of art and ‘emotional-religious approaches: ' Details we
need not enter into in this essay. I have worked it out in one
way in my.- ﬁrst'publicétion Alternative Standpoints in" Philosophy
and i in a somewhat different ‘way in some of my later publlcatlons
like The Posszbzlzty of Dzﬁ’erent Types of Relzgzon and most syste-

1 Generally called speculatlve metaphysrcs w1th its fast link
with nature elther snapped or on the point of dlsappearance :
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.matlcally in my latest essays ¢ Spirit and Matter inMan”, ¢ Rehglon
——What it means exactly and ‘ Some Reflections on Art*.! .

Conatlon 100 - passes through similar dlﬂ"erent stages. At
the lowest stage where it first ‘transcends nature it comes out,
mltlally, in the form of defendmg one’s community agalnst aggres-
sion ‘and doing it internal good; then, through differént. sub-
stages, as social norms rendered more and more self- consci’ous‘
and then rationalized into more and more systematized and con-
vincing moral norms, and finally- as sorts of intuited, self-expla—
natory, norms or a body of norms called categorical imperative
( niskama, nirabhimdna, lokasaimgrahdrtha and iévdrdrpitaphala
Karma) as we find these developed, say, in Kant’s second Critique
(and Metaphysics of Morals), Hartmann’s ' Ethics and Snmad-
bhagavadglta ( better known as ¢ Gita’).2 - : )

The three ways toward transcendence—cogmtlve emotlve ’
and conative—being thus alternative to one another, transcen-
dence at its hlghest stage of self—ev1dence may also be understood
as of three alternative forms, viz., as the absolute of cognition,
that of emotion and that of conation. As noted earlier, these
three ‘alternative absolutes may, again, be understood either as
one and the same éb_solute (indeterminate in itself) appeafihg

1. Published or to be published (in press) respectively by the
Asiatic Society, Calcutta, Visva-Bharati Journal of Philosophy,
Vol. XI, Nos. 1 and 2, 1981, The Punjab University, . Philo-
sophy Deptt., Anthology = and Visva-Bharati - Quarterly,
Ramkinkar and Benod Behari, November, 1981. Also The
Notion of Transcendence the Philosophy of Gopinath Kavi-
raj (Published by the University of Calcutta ).

2. Vide Comparative Indian Philosophy, published in- Ainstalments
in the Bulletin of the Ramkrishna Mission Institute of Culture,
1981. 1In this series I have discussed, though in a somewhat
different manner, different stages of emotion and cognition,
also. Vide also my ‘ Ways of Jaana, Karma and Bhakti’
published in Philosophy : Theory and Action : S. S. Barlingay
Felicitation Volume, Deptt. of Philossphy, Poona University.
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as of three alternative fofnis, or as. three ultimate absolutes, with
nothing that is even indeterminately common to them. ‘Neither
of these, however, ‘necessarily implies that at least the ways to the
absolute, if not ‘the absolutes themselves—whether one absolute in
‘th1ee alternatm. forms or three alternative absolutes—, are indep- .
endent of or at least mdlﬁ'erent to one another. On the way to the
absolute, cognition, emotion and conation do. run together——thls‘
is obvious enough; and not only that, each depends too, to
whatever extent on the other two. But, first, on each of these
ways to the absolute, only one atutude remains dominant, en-
gulfing the other two which, ohe may say, remain only involved
in it and never assert themselves, May be, at the start they go
merrily together, hand in hand, ‘but, sooner than expected, one
of them gets the upper hand depending on the path to follow,
whethier it'is going to be cognitive: or emotive or conative—and
then the other two, in each case, remain as only subordinate,
losing their dominance more and more with every step forward.

If th1s. gradual loss of dominance has sometimes been understood
as gradual ceasing to be—the idea being that ultimately there
is either pure cognition or pure emotion or pure conatlon—thls
has been an over- 31mp11ﬁcat10n '

‘ ‘As rémarked in an earlier Seotio,n, wherever one perceives
an alternation it is perception from a level higher fhan that at
which this’ alternation obtains. So this perceiving the alterna-
tion between cognitive, emotive -and conative attidudes is no
‘fourth attitude co-ordinately alternative with them, nor does
what is perceived at this higher level—one might call it the highest
conceivable - level—alternate, co-ordinately, with the cognitive,
emotive and conative absolutes (in K. C.-Bhattacharyya’s
language, Truth Value and F1eedom ). - Yet, however, ——and ,

 1. K. C. Bhattacharyya, Studies in th'los’ophy, Vol. 11, . “ The
Concept of Phllosophy and The Absolute and Its Alter-
~ native Forms .
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that is the greatest: paradox here—this so-called ﬁnal alternatlon
is not that way at ‘a level removed; for were it so, there would
have been no-end to transcendence behind transcendence—there
would have been no reason-why. the very perception of this “final’
alternation should not constitute a still higher level. ~This so-
called final alternation. is nothing but the so-called penultimate
alternation evidencing ver'ily itself, which, in effect, means that
the so-called three °final’ alternations are absolutely identical
with one another. Tt is either silence itself getting alternatively
identified with each absolute—by itself, ~absolute, nought—; or
perfect equidistance, i.e.,- équal dissociation and equal commit-
ment to all these alternatives; or it is but these alternatives
themselves, with. nothing more in addltlon to them. What it all
comes ‘to is that the last alternation. between silence, equidistance
and Just- -the-ultimate-alterniatives is. not at a stage further trans-
cendent than the three alternative absolutes—cogmtlve, emotive
and conatlve ’

. N A o :

- The last. alternation that we would like to discuss in this
essay is that between subjectivity (consciousness) and the things'
that. stand to it as its objects. If .in place of the simple word
‘object’ we here use a more: complex exblessibri ‘the thing
which stands to subjectlvny as its. obJect’ this is because we
here mean alternation between such thing (standing over there
in-nature and on its own right, as the realists understand it ) and
subjectiVity (that refers to it) : we do not ;ﬁean any alternation
between subjectivity (in Husserl’s language, ego = noesis )’ and
content. (in Husserl’s language, -object = noemia ). ~ Between the
latter two there is indeed a so‘r-t of alternation that we touched

1. We mtend here no dlStlllCthll between substance, quahty,
action, event, etc. The term “thing~’ is here, and eclsewhere
also in this essay, used 111 a w1de enough sense to include

" all these. '
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in a plevxous Sectlon—the alternatlon between - ¢ consciousness
as- withdrawn into 1tself i and consclousness as referrlng to -
(mtendmg) But that we studied-in a’ prev1oub Sectxon Ou.r
present concern is with alternation ‘between such conscxousness ;
on the one hand, and the realist’s thing, on-the other, another
nare of whlch latter is nature. ‘This too we know we have dis-.
cussed in a preceding Section in_another form, viz., as the alter-
‘nation between transcendence and nature. Our task in the
present Section ‘is to ‘study the alternation (and ‘whether also
there is at all any such, alternatlon) between one form of such
t1an<cendence, viz., pure subjectivity, on the one hand, and naturo
on the other; and that too we shall study, as far as posmble, with
reference to the three alternatlve forms of this su.bjectmty, Viz.,
cognition, feeling and" conation. (Alternatlons thus - multlply
in" different permutatlons and combm'ltlons This side of the
problem, howevel, viz., how many such alternations could be
there through different permutations and combmauons we propose
to leave undiscussed in thls essay..) '

. There is never any simple togetherness of 'cOgriitiéri and the.
thlng said to.be cogmsed nor any.mere causal relation like the
thmg——whether 31mple ltems or ever—expendmg getstalts—pro-
ducmg some change in- conscmusness , which change pr¢c1sely
is that cogmtlon or, contrarlly, as these * causal theorists’ equally
hold cogmtlon producmg change 1n the world of things.! Thele

1. As a matter of fact' cognition never. changes the world: of

% things; it"is will that does that. What cogmtlon does- is
only adding something, eitfier. arranging things in some
order-system or hierarchy—that order being all its own contrl-
‘bution in the sense tnat logic is nothing but “pure cognition -
(subjectivity ) itself moving among things and that way
clasping them together, or projecting s'dmething anew on
them, and that too in the form of presentation, . the projection
being derived from unconscious - or selm-consmops traces
-and dispositions stored in every individual mind. .
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is never any simple togetherness or mere causal conn_éxio_n. From
“the side-of cognition, it refers sui generis and when it is “found
referring to any particular thing this is becéiuse that particular
thing ‘has chanced. to be there. This, again is not the whole
story. As referred to, i.e., qua taken up by oogmtlon—pheno- -
menologlcally speaking, mtended by (cognitive) consciousness—,
it stands there as content, i.e., phenomenologlcally speaking,
within the noetic field itself, as noema, p1ec1se1y from which
the realist (naturalist) seeks to- distinguish the °thing’. The
thing taken that way as w1thm the noetic field may also be called
“object’ (the Nalyaylkaa visaya "as distinct from paddrtha ),
provided this object is no’_t,-coritrary to what is very usual, mis-
identified" with -the realist’s thing. This is why we preferblhere
the term ‘noema’ or ‘content’. From the side of )cognition
we may say that we start with content and at the same time in-
evitably Delieve it to be-a thing as havmg an autonomous ‘status
of its own absolutely lndependent of the cognition in questlon.
As human beings, however, this is the only way we are in con-
tact with nature. A
As sub-human animals, on the other hand, unaware of our-
selves, unaware of our freedom, unaware that we ourselves are
not just things among things of néturé, our standpoint would -
be entirely that of things. All causal theory is valid from that
standpoint only. What we, as animals, are said to be aware
of are all the realist’s things, though as animals we have no aware-
ness of that\ awareness. It is fundamentally in contrast with
this that human cognition is said to be free. The fundamental
standpoint in an animal’s cognmon is that of thmgs that consti-
tute nature, animals themselves belonging wholly to that nature.
One may develop a whole theory of cognition from this realistic
point of view, but then he would fail to explain the typically
human form of cognition like thought that involves logic, cons-
structive imagination, communication through a ‘whole system
called language, and, above all, self-consciousness or introspec-



MY REACTION » . 193

tion, all of which, directly or indirectly, involve transcendence
that is trans-thingly, trans-natural, i.e., freedom. '

So long as there is no dawning of this sense of freedom which
constitutes the man proper in creatures known as men there is,
decidedly, no scope for any idealistic theory of knowledge such
as what naturally suggests itself to one who speaks from the side
of cognition, not from that of things. That does not, however,
mean immediately that from the side of things all theory of know-
ledge would be realistic. From that point of view there is, as
a matter of fact. no scope at all for any theory, any self-conscious
awareness of the situation one is in. All realism is but a retros-
pective account from an actual idealistic point of view, an
account, viz., as to what that situation was from both the side
of the body—mind being understood as only subtle body of a
sort—and the side of what that bddy responded to. The whole
idea of the realist is obviously this : (self-) consciousness, sub-
jectivity, freedom is either a useful epi-phenomenon which is
used but cast off as soon as the use is over or, as in the world
of nature, a genuine development but nothing of any intrinsic
status or value, all its status consisting in handling thingly situa-

“tions as best as possible but in an animal way, after all. The
idea, in other words, is that between man and animal there is
no fundamental difference, no gap that cannot be bridged over
in terms of animal efficiency. Man, according to all genuine
realism, is the most efficient animal conceivable and, therefore,
more complicated in constitution. One may go even further
and hold that according to these realists—sometimes in their
extreme forms they are called materialists—even animals are but

complicated units of matter—combination, units that are just
as much more complicated than dead matter as man is in relation

“to animals. In a way, thus, realism and materialism coincide,
and this materialsim is obviously as strong an alternative as
idealism (transcendental subjectivism) developed from the side
of cognition as autonomous subjectivity. This is the same funda-
"P.13
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mental alternation between transcendence and nature now under-
Vstood restrictedly as that between cogmtlon as conscmusness sui
generis and things that are said to be known.

In the case of feeling and emotion also, and equally in that
of conation, there is the same alternation between consciousness
sui generis and the things to which it is directed. - The difference
between feeling-emotion. and coﬁation; on the one hand, and
cognition, on the other, is that whereas with progressive self-
consciousness in the former, the content, the noema, at each
advanced stage stands more and more dissociated, even as objects,
from the things of nature, this, as we have seen, isnot the story
of cognition. What stands dissociated more and more in cogni-
tion is primarily the consciousness, the parallel progressive disso-
ciation of contents from things of nature being only ’consequent
on this. In feeling-emotion and conation, on thé other hand,
it is the contents that primarily get dissociated from thiﬁgs and
the progressive dissociation of consciousness is only consequential
—even from the side of consciousness what we are immediately
and primarily concerned with, interested in, are the contents,
the noema, in their progressive purity or transcendence, disso-
ciation of consciousness as such being always a secondary affair,
either so secondaly that it only happens without our being interest-
ed in it at all, as in the case of purer and purer, i. e., more and
more transcendent, feeling or emotion, or - we get interested in it
but just so far as it is directed toward purér and purer contents.

In all the three cases of cognition, feéling-emotion and
conation there is, at each sub-level of transcendence, a content,
noema or essence—purer, more in itself, more distant from things
of nature. In all the three cases, this content is identical with
what we have in some earlier Section called basic metaphysical
realities and is never the realists’ thing, indifferent to the consci-
ousness of which it is a content. The very concept of content
is unintelligible except in reference to the consciousness we have
of it just as, what many phenomenologists have held, and much
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as what is true up to, what one may call, the penultimate level
of transcendence, consciousness toco is unintelligible except -as
consciousness of, i.e., directed to, some content. The difference
between- cognition, feeling-emotion and conation lies in the fact
that while in cognition the content is secondarily consequent
upon the consciousness that has dissociated itself, in feeling-
emotion it is rather the content that first distinguishes itself,
'distinguishment' of consciousness only following upon it; and -
in conation consciousness and content, simultaneously distin-
guishing themselves from the world of things, stand hand in
hand to the end even in the region of transcendence and. at all-
its levels. The phenomenologists have almost as a rule confused
cognitive, feeling-emotive and conative transcendences with one
. another.

So, we arrive at a third type of ultimate alternation, this
time between cognition, feeling-emotion and conatlon as they
seek transcendence.!

One might talk of still another ultimate alternation, viz.,
between the dynamic absolute, i.e., ultimate dynamism, and static
absolute, i.e., ultimate stat1c1ty, as we find it in the form of never
. ending tussle, often made to resolve itself in some acceptable
form of integration, between the philosophies of ultimate dyna-
mism ( ‘ nothing’> or °becoming’) and ultimate staticism ( be--
ing’), both in India and the West. It could well also be shown
that the so-called integration of the two is either another alter-
native co-ordinate with them or an ulterior transcendence of
equidistance from them as much in dissociation as in commit-
ment. Never before in my. philosophical career I have discussed
this alternation even half systematically. So Ileave it intouched
here. ’

1. The central idea of alternation between cognition, feeling-
emotion and conation I have, as I noted earlier, taken from
K. C. Bhattacharyya, thou.gh I have differed in some details
from him.
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VII

~Now that I have stated ¢my philosophy; as completely as
possible, I need not exercise myself overmuch in stating my
reactions to the Seminar papers.

Regafding quite a few of these papers, I find little that I can-
not endorse almost whole-heartedly. These are (i) M. K.
Bhadra’s “ Kalidas Bhattacharyya’s View of Freedom and the
Existential Thought”, (ii) K. Bagehi’s *‘Subjective and
¢ Objective > Attitudes as Alternatives”, (iii) R: P. Pandey’s
‘“ Professor Kalidas Bhattacharyya on the Indian Concept of
Man ”, (iv) Daya Krishna’s ‘““Kalidas Bhattacharyya and the
Logic of Alternation”, (v) J. N. Mohanty’s ““Kalidas Bhatta-
charyya as a Metaphysician” and K. L. Sharma’s “A Step
Beyond K. 'C. Bhattacharyya”. The authors of these papers
have taken very sympathetically to my philosephical theses at
~ different phases of my literary career, have often placed them
in better perspectives in order that these could be as properly
appreciated as they should be, have sometimes, as in the case
of J. N. Mohanty’s paper, connected the different phases of my
philosophical advanture. in a beeiutifuI' whole the like of which
I could not have done; and they have sometimes regretted—
quite reasonably—that certain points in which I was very much
interested in' the earlier phases of my philosophical career I had
only half developed and then left ever uncared for, to get engaged
in other pursuits; and rightly too they have sometimes regretted
that from time to time in my latter career I have 1everted to those
deserted theses, say, the thesis of ultimate alternation, without
however, properly developing it any further. I admit all these
charges and I thank them all for the sympathetic consideration
they have paid to my thoughts. ‘Indeed, I accept all their points.

Some of them have advanced my thoughts in their own lines
which happen to be largely the same as mine. I refer here special-
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ly to Bhadra and Bagchi. Bhadra has very helpfully compared— .
and, where necessary, contrasted—my theses with those of accre-
dited contributors in the field, like Sartre, Merleau-Ponty, Martin
Buber, Spiegelberg and J. N. Mohanty. -All these points in ‘this
comparison and contrast T gratefully accept.

Bagchi, in his paper, appears to have followed a different
line altogether. Just starting with my thesis—particularly with-
what 1 have called subjective and objective methods—he has, in
a way, advanced much beyond and suggested thereby, and that
wisely enough, that I should have proceeded furthef._ I do admit
I ought to have, and I am prepared to accept all that he has
written in his paper except that I feel I have not exactly, at least
not always, meant by ¢ objective method * what he means by it—a
method, viz., which is intelligible only as the forward-looking
attitude of the subjective, once it has been dissociated from the
things of Nature and thus, to whatever extent, possessed in itself.
This ‘was not always what I meant by ‘ objective method’ in my
Alternative Standpoints in Philosophy and Object Content and
Relation, but T admit that T ought to have meant this unambi-
guously. That it was at the back of my mind will be clear from
what I.have written on' it partly in Sec. III and more fully in
Sec. VI above. '

One point on Bhadra again before 1 pass on to Pandey’s
paper. On pp. 84-85 of his paper he writes :
~“When a man chooses not to submit to nature, we have
no difficulty in imderstanding that it is a case of choice.
But if a man submits to nature, it seems that he is not
choosing. Bhattacharyya thinks that itis also a case of

2

chowe ...... k

In quite a number of papers I have dlstlngulshed between
freedom, freedom not to use freedom (i.e., freedom to revert to
nature ) and freedom even to misuse freedom and I have distin-
guished all these three from a fourth phenomenon, viz., lapse
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which is always indeliberate and, therefore, an indeliberate, i.e.,
natural, fall from freedom to nature. If I have not drawn that
distinction in the paper to which Bhadra has referred I plead
guilty. My only defence is that various phases in my philoso-
phical career I have clearly distinguished indeliberate lapse from
the other three attitude of freedom. , -

Pandey has very wisely taken up for cfitical and comparative
study my theses on the concept of manin general and the Indian
concept of man in particular. He is right in insisting that the
humanism I have sought to develop through my various publi-
shed papers mostly written in my fifties and later—is basically
the traditional Indian form of humanism that has been developed
since the Vedic-Upanisadic days, through all the Dharma-Sastras,
right up to the systematic philosophies that developed later in
this country. I am particularly thankful to him for having so
nicely placed my thesis on humanism in the proper perspective
and filled up its gaps and corrected in its errors and near errors
in that light. That way he has placed my theses, as much as
possible, on rational and factual groundstoo. I unqualifiedly
accept whatever he writes on my thesis, whether elucidating it
further or criticising it and suggesting improvements. A master
of Indian concepts vis-a-vis those that form the basis of Semitic
culture and constitute the living force of the West even in the
modern period, he has improved on my thoughts on the genuine
Indian line and in diverse details. '

I confess—and I never hesitate to proclaim it—that none
of my theses are original in content. They are mostly some
typical Indian the§es rendered in the language of modern Western
philosophy, a language which alone is intelligible in the philo-
sophical circle of the world today. Some of these theses are
originally of my father K. C. Bhattacharyya and I only elaborated
these in my own ways—immaturely in my earlier writings, but
better in my later ones. And I sincerely believe that my father’s
ideas are all essentially Indian. He dived straight-away to the
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very fundamentals_of Indian thought and rebuilt it from there
in the.language of the Western philosophy as far as possible
I have, to the best of my capacity, followed the same line. Hence,
Pandey is very much. correct in absorbing me wholly in the Indian
fold and suggesting improvements in-that light at right places.

Daya Krishna, concentrating almost wholly on my first
publication Alternative Standpoints in- Philosophy, has presented
my ‘logic of alternation’, as developed in that book, ( parti-
cularly with reference to my analysis of disjunctive judgment
and the concept of disjunctive unity ) much better and in a more
straight forward manner than I did it myself. That book was
written in my early thirties, and, naturally enough, it lacked the
necessary logical regour. Daya Krishna, fully conscious of this
weakness of mine, has presented all my relevant points as guard-
' edIy and convincingly as possible and in a style much better than
T could write. Often, indeed, in some of my later writings I have
reverted to my first love, the concept of alternation—notably,
for example, here in this ‘ My Reaction ’; but a logical demon-
stration of this concept I attempted only in my first publication.
Daya Krishna, without éommitting himself to any of my theses,
has 'pr,‘esented that logic as best as one could non-committally.
A more sympathetic consideration could hardly be expected.

Also, he has given a full account, and masterly one, though
all as briefly as possible, of how I applied that logic of alternation
to some of the basic human attitudes, viz. first, the subjective,
the objective and the dialectical and, then, of knowing, feeling
and willing. He has also offered the best possible defence, again
without committing himself anywhere—and that is the style he
follows throughout in his present paper—to my attempted identi-
fication of cognition, feeling and will with the subjective, objec-
tive and -dialectical attitudes respectively. Though in my later
years I have strayed considerably from this my first philosophy,
now that I go through -Daya Krishna’s sympathetic exposition
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of it, . I feel like going back to it; and, what is more, to my"
pleasantest surprise I discover that after all T have not strayed
too much. I discovered this while I was writing the preceding
sections of this ¢ My Reaction ’.

Only one lacuna 1 discover in Daya Krishna’s paper. He
has paid scant attention, practically none, to two further alter-
nations I developed in my Alternative Standpoints in Philosophy. .
If T am here referring to this lacuna, it is because in my later
- years I feel T have leaned more and more heavily towards these
Sfurther alternations. What these further alternations are will be
clear from the passage I quote below from the Preface of my
Alternative Standpoints in Philosophy.

“The rés_t ‘of the chapter is concerned with two further
alternations. One of these obtains- between the pure positive
_infinite as of the Advaita, the finite-centric negative infinite as
of the Empiricists and the comprehensive infinite as of Hegel.
The other altérnation is more significant. It is between philo-
sophy itself, on the one hand, and reality, on the other—we
may say, between bthought in general and reality in general. The
alternatives in this last alternation are—(i) There is no reality
whatsoever which ‘philosophy is said to represent, so that all
philosophy is after all an empty, though necessary, fabrication,
(ii) the alternative philosophies are but realities themselves,
so that Philosophy as Philosophy has to be ignored, and reality
itself is disjunctive, and (iii) The ultimateis a type of super-
philosophy in which the alternative philosophies and reality are
dialectically comprehended. These three—(i), (ii), and (iii)—
are each as much alternatively valid as the alternatives in other
alternations.

- ““We have also shown that the alternation of the three in-
finities is, in essence, the old alternation between subjectivism,
objectivism and dialectic. ( which, again, is the same thing as
the alternation between cognition, feeling and conation), and.
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have also” suggested that the last alternation between (i), (ii)
and (iii), stated in the paragraph above, may be identical with it.”

If Daya Krishna has paid no serious attention to the second
of the three sets of alternations noted above and practically none
to the third, that is probably because I have, as just noted above;
ultimately identified, or at least sought to identify, the three sets -
of alternations. But, then, even if two (or more) things are
ultimately identical, approaches to them may well be quite diffe-
rent from one another and that makes a lot of difference, in an
inipdrtant sense, between the contents themselves. This is the
reason why in my later years 1 got more and more interested in
the later two sets of alternation, though not losing interest there-
fore in the first two sets. Why I do not know, I lost interest in-
the logic of alternation, though I have never disowned it, and
now at the fag end of my life I feel like returning to it.

I have nothing but u_nstinted admiration for J. N. Mohanty’s
paper ‘Kalidas Bhattacharyya as a Metaphysician’. 1 agree
with him in all the major and minor points he has written in this
paper—all the points that he puts forward as mine, all points
in connexion with the interpretation of these and, unreservedly,
all the “improvements and corrections he suggests, except one
to be mentioned shortly; and even regarding this last, as I shall
show, 1 am not quite sure which way I should proceed.

Mohanty has not preferred to give an account of one or two
aspects of my philosophy, i.e., how I have tackled this or that
particular fundamental philosophical problein. He has given an
account—and a surprisingly excellent one—of my entire philo-
. sophical thesis touching as many basic philosophical issues as
he could get hold of, and all this he has done within a short com-
pass of fifteen typed pages only. He has referred copiously to
many of my major publications—Alternative Standpoints in
Philosophy, Object Content and Relation, Philosophy, Logic and
Language, Presuppositions of Science and Philosophy and other *
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Essays and ° Nature and Freedom’ published in two instalments
in -Philosophica. He has also traced my philosophical lineage to
the thoughts cf my father K. C. Bhattacharyya.

Mohanty could present my theses so comprehensively, and
yet in so many subtle details, mostly by Way of sympathetic elabo-
ration and often through comparisén and contrast with such
great thinkers as Kant, Hegel, Husserl, N. Hartmann, Merleau-
Ponty and K. C. Bhattacharyya and, not the least, on the back-
ground of the traditional Indian systems—Mohanty, one of the
finest thinkers and scholars of the present day, could do this,
and also chose to do so, mostly because he has known me better
than any other participant in this Seminar. ‘We two have profited
from each other : he was one of my closest students of many
years and I have been goiﬁg througﬁ his writings since. first he
took to it. And my first lessons in Phenomenology and neo-
Kantian philosophy I had from him. I wish there were-a few
more like him who, every bit original, could find as much interest -
m contemporary Indian philosophy as in its counterpart in the
West.

Only on one important point in his paper I have something
special to say by way of comment. I first write down the passage
concerned. On pp. 139-140 he writes : _

“ Perhaps Kalidas Bhattacharyya’s thesis may be under-

stood as an attempt to assimilate °essences’ to ‘ mean-

ings’, and then to trace meanings back to their original
source in the domain of consciousness—a move that
certainly characterises Husserlian transcendental pheno-
menology ”’.
In the next paragraph he continues :

. “The thesis that essences are meanings and have their
constitution in pure consciousness is carried through in
two steps. First, essences are constituted in thought,
and thought is (implicit ) speech. Essences therefore are
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constituted by language which; in the long run, is. but

speaking consciousness. ”’

At 'the end of the first of the above two paragraphs there is a
note, number 16, correspondingly - to which, in the: Sectlon
‘ Notes’;, Mohanty writes :

“ There is also another stand of thought that fits in well

_with the idea of alternation. According to this, 'meta-
physical entities may be regarded either ob_]ectlvely or
subjectively—an irreducible alternatlon

I cannot say at this fag end of my philosophical career which
of these two interpretations was more in my mind when T wrote
about these topics. Even when some weeks back 1 was going
through this paper of Mohanty I could not make out which inter-
pretation was to my maturer liking. I wrote on the margin :

“1 would prefer what is written in the Note 16, although

I would gladly subscribe to what is written in the text.

Or, better, T am not quite sure which one I really prefer.

Or, may it not be that the two are the same thing ulti-

mately ? ‘

It was only when I was pushing ahead with ‘ My reactions’,
writing them down in a systematic form, that I reiterated my
decided view in Section II onward.

K. L. Sharma, an excellent scholar in my father’s (K. C.
Bhattacharyya’é) philosophy has very correctly pointed out that
the very idea of alternative absolutes I had derived from him
though I had developed it sometimes in a very different manner
and had done this even with regard to the basic problem of the
relations of knowledge, will and feeling to object; subject and
their dialectical unity respectively. I strongly feel that anybody
desirous of knowing my philosophy should know how through
my entire philosophical career, specially in its first days as deve-
loped in my Alternative Standpoints in Philosophy, 1 had at the
- back of my mind my father’s Superb but abstruse—and, there-
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fore, to an extent:ever-eluding—philosophy. - To undefstand my
‘philosophy—of whatever value it may be—in the grand pers-
pective of my father’s is decidedly a correct procedure, and 1
thank K. L. Sharma for initiating it. My.only point is that he
has not done it as completely as he could, and ought to have,
so far as my first book is concerned.

I am indebted to him particularly for the fact that my first
adventure in philosophy in my first two p_ubhcat1ons, specially
in the earlier one Alternative Standpoints in Philosophy, he has
very correctly delineated in his paper and also for the fact that
he has developed some details which others have not been in-
terested in.

I have only three special points to note regarding what he
has written in his paper. They are :

(1) I refer him to those Sections of ¢ My Reaction * in which
I have shown in detail the many basic fields to which the logic
of alternation can be applied. There is fundamental alternation
as much between (a) nature (the actual) and transcendence
(the ideal ) as between (b) subject and object and also between
( ¢) knowledge, feeling and will.

(ii) On p. 12 he rightly points out : ~

“Is K. D. B.s puzzle about knowledge-object- relation '

a genuine one...... some Indian systems such as Nyaya

and Mimar s3 do not consider it a genuine puzzle at all.

For Nyaya the relation between subject and object ......

The unity between two opposite terms is a puzzle only to

Advaita Vedanta and Samkhya...... ”

These other philosophies dc not consider it a puzzle because
they do not take self and knowledge, on the one hand, and object
(thing ) on the other, to be in any way opposed.  This point I
have thoroughly discussed in my Comparative Indian Philosophy
now under publication, in ‘instalments, in the Bulletin .of the
Ramakrishna Mission Institute of Culture, and also partly in
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relevant Sections of ¢ My Reaction’. In my Comparative Indian
Philosophy 1 have shown that pan-objectivism and pan-subjectivism
are two alternative theories, in other words, of two alternative
absolutes. Hence K. L. Sharma’s otherwise very intelligent obser-
vation rather comes in my favour than raise any point against
me. . | '
(iii ) In the last line of the last paragraph he writes :
“Thus the unity of mutually opposed...... this symme-
trical relation is lacking.

‘But even if thié symmetricél contradiction is admitted, what
would one spec1ally gain by that ?

Secondly—and that is more 11nportant—1n my Alternative
Standpomts in Philosophy 1 have shown that if A and B contradict
each other, then for A to proceed there are three alternative ways :
it proceeds either. by rejecting B or by ignoring it or by absorbing
it as subordinate, i.e., as involved in its inner dimension and
thus by blunting the edge of contradiction. There is no questlon
of any separate procedure for B. For, ‘A’ here stands for which-
ever of the two we start with and then- precisely the other is B,

viin .
So far with the participants who have been more sympathetic

to me than critical in pointing out my errors. Other participa-
nts, however, have been moré critical than sympathetic, though

most of them have acknowledged that my philosophical theses
are good enough to deserve serious consideration. The sharp
and candid criticisms coming from these participants have done

me an immense good. It has compelled me to rewrite, in * My
- Reaction’, my entire philosophy as systematically and intelligibly
as p0331b1e, particularly in the light of the points they have raised

against me'. I am confident that when these critics go through ‘

. 1. T have, in the last two years, written specially on religion
and art. I do not hesitate to admit that religion, art and the
concept of man are most favourite subjects these days, though
I have not, and shall not, refer to them in this ‘My Reaction’,
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what I have already written in ‘ My Reaction’ they will find
answers to most of their objections, or at least to the most impor-
tant of them.

Except, of course, to those which K. J. Shah has raised in
his paper ¢ Religion—SoPhisticated and Unsophisticated . Shah
is well known in our country as one of the clearest (and, at the
same time, a solid ) writer. But unfortunately I could not, when
I went through his paper, make out clearly where he was presen-
ting my views where elaborating them, where criticising them
mildly and where slashing them. I could not also,make out which
were specifically his views or the views he was supportihg. I
confess I have not understood his points fully. With these limi-
tations I note below some of my specific points :

(i) I fail to follow him when on p. 125 of his paper he writes :

“This sense of freedom can be understood in many ways.

The understanding involves on the one hand man’s rela-

tionship to nature, and on the other man’s relationship

to the Absolute ( Though these two are closely related,

Bhattacharyya rarely discussesit).’

Which two does Shah mean—the two relationships or nature
and the Absolute ? If the former, I cannot imagine any possible
answer to the question. Is the question legitimate at all even
as a question ? 1If, however, he means the relation between
nature and the Absolute, is there not a simple’ answer to it, viz.,
that they stand related to ‘each other precisely through man ?
Further, I cannot quite follow the relevance of this question.

(ii) On p. 126 he writes : ' ‘

“ Religion (involving relationship w1th the Absolute) isa

form of knowledge-realization. ”

I do not remember if I have ever said this so categorically
anywhere, i.e., to the exclusion of its being a realization affair
through feeling or will. Since my earliest days I have been insist-
ing on alternative approaches—cognitive, emotive and conative
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approaches alternatmg with one another; and, whether the Abso-
lute to be realized is ultimately one or three alternative Abso-
lutes, they are at least visualizable as alternative, being in each
case the end-point of one of the three alternative lines of approach
(iii-) On the same page he writes :
- ““It is both a strength and a weakness of Bhattacharyya

‘that he leaves these different accounts which are stated

without considering how far they are the same and what

is their relation.”

But was this consideration necessary at all ? 1 sometimes
suspect that while in my Possibility of Different types of Religion
I had to presume many of the points of logic which I had elabo-
rated in detail in my other works 1 was perhaps uncautious at
places and presumed too much, presumed, that is to say, points
which I ought to have substantiated in that book. If I have
actually done this 1 plead guilty.

(iv) Shah further writes :

“Another point that remains undiscussed and is enorm-

ously important is that of the relationship between the

three kinds of freedom—of knowledge, moral activity and
aesthetic experience. ”’

If T have not even discussed that any;vhere in the book con-
cerned, surely it has been an unparadonable lapse. But I doubt
if I have omitted that discussion wholly in that book. Anyway,
in my various other writings, mostly wherever 1 have discussed
the notion of ‘freedom’, I have referred to three types of free-
dom and discussed- their relationship; and in every such case I
have argued to the relation of alternation between them—a rela-
tion which I have never tired of reiterating.

(v) On p. 128 Shah writes :

“ Thus, in the thinking of the p11m1t1ve people, there is

no tran§cendence, maturity or sophistication. How can

the difference between this and the sophisticated religion
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be only of degree ? Prof. Bhattacharyya puts the
Cevenn ?) considerations in favour of his view. ”

~ Surely, Professor Shah has missed an important pbint of

my thesis. It is that religion proper consists in transcendence;
and what I have held to be true of primitive religion is that there
this transcendence is at its lowest ebb, different types of religion
often differing from one another in degrees of transcedence. In
higher and higher forms‘w of religion transcendence is more and
more explicit.. ‘ Maturity> and °sophistication ’ 'are, in this
context, to be understood as but transcendence.
(vi) Onp. 128, Shah writes :

“ As K. D. Bhattacharyya points out very often, the

second type of reflection is taken as paradigm for the

other two types, but the other two types are also sui

generis, to be distinguished from each other as also from

the second type of reflection. ”

1 do admit both (i) that the different types of religion are
arrangeable in a hierérchy according as the transcendence is more
and more evident and (ii) that each of these types is sui generis.
What I mean is that though each such type is sui generis there
is no bar against understanding any one of them in the language
of others, particularly in the language of the paradigm case. Is
this not the story of evolution everywhere—A evolving out of
B and yet both A and B asserting their ‘autonomy, i.e., each refu-
sing to be reduced to the other ? I am thankful to Shah for
pointing out that my way of expression has been faulty.

(vii) On p. 129, Shah writes :

“If transcendence and relationship to the Absolute are

necessary characteristics of religion then primitive reli-

gion is hardly a religion. ‘

I have already replied to this objection.
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On the same page, and in the same context, he writes :
* But this is not what, according to K: D. Bhatta-
charyya characterlses rehglon

Why not ? It is rellglon, though of a lessel degree of trans-
cendence.
(viii) He writes again :
““ There are occasions when K D. Bhattacharyya unequl-
vocally attributes spiritual experience only when sophisti-
cated self-reflective thinking is present. For example,
he says that there alone is genuine spmtual experlence
where experience is itself reflective.” '

This is because transcendence is at its highest degree of
clarity. I do admit that’ my way of expression: has sometimes
been confusing.

(ix)-On p. 129 he writes :

“Now this. commitment can be preSent among the sophi-

sticated and such a thinking cannot avoid philosophy. But

to think of thinking in terms of myths or similies as

philosophical is to stretch-a point a little too far.”

Bt this is exactly the point I am driving at all through.
Transcendence is as much in the form of (pure ) thinking as in
that of (pure) imagination. One may-even understand it as
pure presentation (intuition) And in each case transcendence
may be understood as much to be operative ( functional ) in the
world as going beyond it.

(x) On the same page hé wrltes further :
“ee though K. D. Bhattacharyya talks of the toge-
therness of the three as a totality that is required, he does

“not consider the possibility of conflict between the three.”

~ The entire burden of the three lectures in the book under

consideration is to show that there oug/zt not to be any genuine

conﬂlct between them. If this has not been clear through the
P..13 | ’ | ‘
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many pages I have wrift_enlI_'plead‘g‘,fuilty. But why“should I
have studied their compatibility so as much in detail if T had not
posu:ed my whole thesis agamst the commonly held v1ew that
they are incompatible with one another 7 o

(xi) On p. 130 he writes :

“ it is better to think of the purusarthas in terms
of a matrix of .interacting elements rather than as a
hierarchy...... Would the same be true of the three
elements mentioned by K. D. Bhattacharyya-scientific
knowledge, . moral action and aesthetic experience 2>

- . - But have 1 not in this book, 'and- practically throughout my
philosophical :career, argued against this sort: of interaction -of
co-ordinate elements ? In my various other books and papers
I have, either distinctly or by not too distantimplication; argued
for some sort of alternation, permitting, of course; in the alter-
nation of @, b and c¢ the presence of b and ¢ in u,-and similarly
of ¢c and ¢in b and of g and b in ¢, provided in each:-case the other
two remain’ as:wholly 'subordinate, just accelerating or decele-
rating the rule of the third, admitting all the while it is the third
which holds the reins. :

(xii) On p. 131 he writes
“ The 'foregoingé"'considéra’blons show that polytheism
also could be the theory of a religious life, and there is
no need for it to b01 der on nrehglon, if 1t/1s not 1elated :
" to the: Absolutc : o

' Wherevel thcre is polythelsm e1the1 1t preaches alternatlve
Absolute or the different gods are office;bearers under one supreme
God or God himself behaves as gods W1th various offices or they
are simply his court1ers If in polythelstlc rellglons these smaller
gods are worsthped this is mostly along w1th the Supreme God,
directly or indirectly, though in some extreme cases he appears
to be excluded.

-
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(xiii) What he writes in the last paragraph. of his Section III
is exactly what I have been claiming all through my philosophical
career and, if not directly, at least indirectly in the book under
consideration. It "is transcendence understood from different
angles of vision.

IX

S. K. Chattopadhyaya has in his paper.candidly admitted
that this.is the first time that he has read any of my writings, and
even then he has read only my. earliest, and the most immature
writing—the book Alternative Standpoints in Philosophy. I may
add that I doubt it he had read even the whole of it.

The points, however, that he has raised in his paper are
worthwhile in themselves. I do not know if the comments I
note below will satisfy him..

(i) Alternative Standpoints in Philosophy is my earliest book.
I have indeed transcended many of the immature arguments stated
in that book. But my genéral attitude to ultimate alternation ( S)
has continued to be the same till ’ioday.

(ii) In my published papers on the concept of man—parti-
cularly.on the Indian concept of man—I have to a great extent
developed the very standpoint that Chattopadhyaya recommends.
But I have done it all in the context of the body-self unity. .

- (ii1) I too have claimed (in the book Alternative Standpoints
in Philosophy) that when we are in the ¢ objective ’ attitude we
have objects bodily, i.e., things of nature. But when at the same
time I have claimed that in the ‘ subjective ’ attitude I expérience
the subject I have never meant that this awareness is all-conce-
ptual.  Undoubtedly, so far, the first attitude is unreflective and
the second reflective. But this need not mean, as Chattopadhyaya
claims, that this second attitude is conceptual. What exactly
this reflection is I have discussed threadbare later in the chapter
‘ The Nature of Reflection’ in my ‘Philosophy, Logic and Language.’
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What I had in mind, and developed to the best of my capa01ty,
when I wrote the earlier book is as follows : :

It is a sort of direct awareness (and, therefore, not conce-
ptual) where we are aware in\deed. of both the object and the
subject (i.e. awareness ) because it is the awareness of the * aware-
ness of the object>. But as such awareness of the piemitive
awareness of the object can be had only when one turns his atti-
tude inward, i.e., away from the object1 this reflective awareness
has, precisely to that extent, abjured the object side and JUSt evid-
énces what it itself has been till then. ,

I confess I had, at that stage, no; acquaintance ‘whatsoever
with Husserl’s phenomenology. Otherwise, I would have in-
sisted that even the objective attitude is not that simple, viz., just
the (unreflective) awareness of things of mature. This naive
awareness of things of nature I would: have called natural (or
naturalistic ) attitude, as against which both the objective and the
subjective attitudes would be reflective. This point I have develop-
ed in Section ITT oaward in this My Reactlon

(iv) I made this confusion in my Altemcztzve Szandpozm‘s in
Philosophy and I thank Chattopadhyaya that directly or indirectly
he has pointed this out. But Chattopadhyaya too should have
noted that the reflective awareness of the primary (i.e., natural )
Knowledge-of-object, is not, for that reason, conceptual.. It is
direct awareness, first, in the form of knowledge that haé self-
consciously and yet directly turned toward, i.e., still been référring
to, thlngs of nature and that way got directly in touch with con-
tents ( = essences = noema) belonging intrinsically to the region
of consciousness (subjectivity ), and, secondly as a further ad-
vance, got even beyond -this ‘reflective’ objective attitude, to
the subjective attitude proper, to: the self-evxdencmg in-itself of
the mere awareness side, away from even the content:

1. In that book I used the term ° object’ mostly, i.e., unless
-explicitly excepted, in the sense of ¢thing that is in nature ’.
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(v) It is this reflection as consciousness turning inward—
away whether from natural thing or from content—which imme-
diately certifies the built-in contradiction between object (no
matter whether natural thing or content ) and subject.

(vi) How could Chattopadhyaya be so sure that the un-
reflective starting situation he so much banks upon is of the form
¢ knowledge-of-object> 7 Might it not be mere * object.” ( con-
tent or noema), his so-called unreflective knowledge-of-object
being only two things of nature in some sort of unity 7 Alter-
natively, might it not be the Bradleyan ‘lower immediacy’ ?
For myself, I would agree with Chattopadhyaya that it is ¢ know-
ledge of object’.” But I held this on the mere, and explicit,
ground that later r_eﬂecﬁon certifies that it was so. If, however,
later reflection certifies that earlier, at the unreflective level, there
were two distinct - entities—knowledge and object, it certifies
equally, and as involved in the very first certification, that the
two elements of this unity were also contradicting each other.
Is this not precisely the key-concept ‘ avidya’ of Advaita-Vedanta
of which Chattopadhyaya has all along been a loud votary ?

(vii) On p. 34 of his paper he writes :
“I am not sure if a relational unity, such as ‘ know-
ledge of object’, is immediately felt, and is a prime datum.
- The immediate, in the sense of primary content or datum,
may just be-a “This so-and-so’, a chair, a table, a running
bus. ” o

This possibility 1 ﬁave ‘touched in my note (vi)’ above.
But whatever it may be, is it not after all a datum to reflection?
Chattopadhyaya, of course, understands this reflection to be
simple ( psychological) intrespection. What I, on the other
hand, have understood it to be is different’. It is introspection
understood in the Advaita or SAmkhya fashion as only a result

1. In this I have followed my father K. C. Bhattacharyya, to
‘the extent I could then understand him.



214 KALIDAS BHATTACHARYA

of getting rid of the paradoxical unity knowledge-of-object— a sort
of transcendental reflection which Kant, the phenomenologists
and many others have started with. '

Then, again, here, and in the next few lines, Chattopadhyaya
has too easily identified (even psychological ) introspection with
‘ conceptual formulation’. Conception is a relational review,
which introspection is not.

(viii) Bn the same page he writes :
“ A view like this, I believe, cannot be rejected without
a proper hearing, since it explains the so-called subject-
object unity, a close unity of Professor Bhattacharyya’s
acceptance, in a much simpler way without the innova-
. tions of disjunctive or dialectical unities. ”

Nobody need deny pre-reflective unity, though it need not
necessarily be of the Bradleyan type. The unity that, in the book
under consideration, I have been concerned with is post-reflective
unity—how, in other ‘words, when reflection has once exposed
the contradiction involved one can consistently speak of their
unity. In a way, indeed, the pre-reflective is the same thing as
the post-reflective, but that is for one who has once passed through
reflection. Did not Bradley too, in a way, admit these pre-and-
post reflective stages ? - And, once he at the reflective - stage
(which he calls the stagé‘ of thought ) discovered sorts of contra-
diction, did he not resort to a sort of dialectical unity to account
for the post-reflective unification, and did he not understand the
stage of pre-reflective unity as a sort of imperfect, confused presen-
tation ? Was his theoty simpler than ours? Indeed, is aﬁy
philosophy simpler in that sense 7 '

(ix) On page 35 he writes : _
“This ‘ one-ness > which is non-relational, and so ‘not
really any unity of ‘sides’, reflexively develops into a

~ relational unity. ”’ k o



MY REACTION .. .. °. , 215

First, what does Chattopadhyaya meanv, by ‘reflexively’?
Does he intend: that to the relational unity, as a fact over there,
there is- some objective’ contribution of reflection as a form of
subjectivity ? Or, does he mean that the relational unity. is but
subjective unification ? Obviously, he means neither. of these.
But then what is it? What is the exact contribution of reflection?

Secondly, .if the pre-reflexive one-ness be no umity of two
different things, like knowledge and object, how, later in reflection,
could we say that it was somehow. such a unity (however unintelli-
gible ) 2 Wherefrom .did they emerge at the reflective . stage?
The difficulty with Chattopadhyaya is that he has too easily taken
reflection as a conceptual activity. Even. Bradley who took it
at the 1ntermed1ate stage to be thought took it ultlmately for
enhghtened zmmedzate experzence

(x) On the same page, a few lines later, he wrltes .
“So the subject-object close unity- which Prof. Bhatta_-'
charyya seeks to discover laboriously in certain jinnovated
contexts is- already presaged in the given experience, the -
pure one-ness of the to-be-developed act and the to-be-
discovered content. * '

‘First, I did not laborlously seek to discover the unity of sub-
ject and object. Even Chattopadhyaya’s ¢ immediate experience’
is what is--found in reflection ( reflection’ meaning here no
conceptual ability ) to be such a unity. ‘Is not what is reflectively
true, true ‘also in fact ? This I have sbught to explain in as con-
vincing a manner .as possible .in many of my later writings (and
nowhere have I taken reflection to be a conceptual activity ).
Chattopadhyaya’s mature thought could well have avoided being
50 . devastatingly critical of my first:immature writing if he had
gone through what I-have written throughout my. later life. -

Secondly, are not ¢ to be developed * and °to be discovered’
only inverted images of the fact (that I have always insisted on)
that what is discovered in reflection was already present at the
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unreflective stage ? - I have jnsisted too in my later writings that
there is a difficulty, at the reflective stage, to understand how
precisely the two sides, evident in reflection, could so peacefully
co-exist at the unreflective stage. I refer the reader to Mohanty’s
paper on me. ‘

(xi) On page 36 he writes : /
“In a conjunctive relation also .......... “ subjectivity-
object’ relationship clearly '

My reply would be as follows :
(a) My central point is that if the constltuents contradict
each other there cannot be COH]UI‘ICUVC umty ‘

(b) My whole difficulty was with the problem how two
contradictories could be conjointly united. Against Alexander
my precise point.was that he had missed their contradictory
character—one * as ‘inward-looking (ih-'the attitude - of with-
drawal, dissociation) and the other as that of from which the
former seeks to get dissociated. ( Of course, in those days I knew
nothing of Husserl’s phenomenology.) So far as Iremember, in
my Alternative Standpoints in Philosophy 1 have refuted Alexander.
Alexander glosses over the difficulty by a clever use of language.
In fact he has admitted the very difficulty, though in the guise of .
a linguistic solution. o o ‘

(c¢) When Chattopadhyaya writes, “...... their contra-~
diction or absolute incompatibility is not there given but is the
result of...... ”.- This could be admitted if, and only.if, the
inwardness of subjectivity (knowledge) or, phenomenologically,
its sui genmeris reference, its ‘intention’ (in Kantian :language,
a priori anticipation ), could -be denied or lost sight of.. But what
is knowledge as ‘consciousness if it is not knowledge of ......2
I wonder how the Advaitin in Chattopadhyaya could miss this
simple point.

(d) In my Alternative Standpomts in Philosophy T have rarely .
brought in the concept of self. By ¢subject’ or ¢ subjectivity >
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1 have meant—and :that is more than evident—only knowing,
i.e., the subjective side of the knowledge-of-object situation.
Throughout the book, and very clearly indeed, I have used the
two expressions ‘ knowledge-of-object situation’ and subJectlvﬂy-
object sxtuatlon synonymously

~ (xii) From the next paragraph on, all that he has urged
against me follows from his initial presupposmon that the know-
lc_dge-known distinction is a conceptual rendering of the origi-
nally given immediate experience. How a”gain, does he know
that the knowledge-known relation was latent in “the original
pure one-ness of act”?

(xiii) My notion- of ultimate alternation he has too. easily
repudiated without, I suspect, paying any serious attentlon to
how I developed it.  On pp. 37-38 he writes : ‘

“ These two relations,.one distinguishing one thing from

-another. . ... .apart from one another.”
again, o .
“We all are uscd ...... from the conceptual or meaning
;angle. ”

It-appears that he has not gone through any substantial
portion of what I have written on °ultimate alternation’. That
constitutes at least two thirds of my book Alternative Standpoints
in th‘losbphy QCh'attOpadhyaya has only too naively presented
the theses Wthh 1 took so much pains to develop.

Secondly, have 1 ever demed that knowledge and object come
together ? I have always maintained that in reflection we dis-
cover them to have been definitely, though bafflingly, together
at the unreflective Ievel Only, what more I have maintained
is that this their coming together is unintelligible, because of their
mutual antagonism evident in reflection; and what further more
I have added is that what is found in reflection is accepted by all
to have been the genuine reality, in whatever form it may have
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been given pre-reflectively.. Another point that I add now is
that reflection is not necessarily a conceptual affair, not necessairly
"~ an act of interpretation. :

(xiv) On p. 38 he writes :
“ His thesis does not help us. .beforé us for our choice.”

But, rightly or wrongly; I have shown in great detail how
synthesis is equally 1ntelhg1ble even in the case of the attitude
which is fundamentally conatlve I wonder how Chattopadhyaya
could miss this pomt '

(xv) On page 39 he writes : »
...... ..each realising the three- attitudes, subjective,
objective and dialectic in terms of ........ modes of ..
objective presentation. o

I cannot follow what precisely he means here.

The last but one senténce of this paragraph he ends with a
sort of eulogy like “ stupendous power of analysis and forceful
logical construction” (italics mine ). For me, however, it was
no. logical construction. Why give a bad name to a dog and then
hang it ?

(xvi) He begins the next paragraph as: =~ =~ o

-““ The attitudes that he speaks of are all post-reflective.”

I cannot fcllow what he intendskby the expression °post-:
reflective’.  Does he mean °conceptual’ ? But that I have
never meant. ' o : ' o
(xvii) He writes again in the same paragraph

““ The subjective attitude and the objective attltude are......

- No. Reflection is as sui genéris as original presentati'o’n.
Indeed, reflection, as I'have understood it, is introspectional

presentation; nothing all-conceptual, and need not contain even
a fragment of conceptual construction, ‘ :
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When I wrote the book Alternative Standpoints in Philosophy,
I knew, I repeat, nothing of phenomenology.  Phenomenology,
undoubtedly, is a sort of synthesis of withdrawal and forward-
looking attitude. But, decidedly, its basic standpoint is with-
“drawal 1eduction or epoche. There are grades of withdrawal.
At no stage in the progressive phenomenological epoche is there
any genuine synthesis of subjectivity and object. (If only 1 had
then known phenomenology I would have written the book in a
new fashion the content however remaining the same. ) '

The papers “ Philosophy and Metaphilosophy” of Bhat-
nagar and ‘“ Kalidas Bhattacharyya’s Philosophy of Alternative
Absolutes ”* by N. K. Sharma are as much, on the whole, good
expositions of my different theses as unsparing criticisms, at the
same time, of some of them, which few, however, have, unfor-
tunately, formed vital parts of my work. In fact, these two parti-
cipants have given me the severest - jolt. I congratulate them,
they have, on the whole, raised very relevant points against me;
and it is mostly by way of defending my theses 'againsl their very
relevant and trenchant criticism that through the first three sec-
tions of ‘ My Reaction’ T have re-stated my entire philosophy
as strongly and carefully, as it has been possible for me. Normally,
after all thatI have written in those sections I do not feel 1 am
under any obligation to reply to their charges in detail. Yet some
of these I take up for rapid disposal here.

(i) On p. 68, for example, in his paper Bhatnagar writes :

“ For example, take his use........ challenged from outside
the system. ” '

~ But what is the harm if I use a certain term in a clearly stated
sense—and not only that, in a sense in which it is also used by
many others? How, otherWise, could Bhatnagar follow me
all .through? '



220 KALIDAS BHATTACHARYYA

(ii) On the same page, he writes furthér :
* *“ Normally postulates are understood...... given certain
rules of inference. ‘ ‘
But have I not said exactly this, and in a clearer way?

(iii) He wrltes again : _

* Thus as propositions they have ......of strategy alone.”

In this sense I would also never dehy their ‘ having cognitive
import ’. ' '
(iv) He continues :

“Now itis nosin ...... makes things easier.,”” .Have I said
anything very different ? =
(v) Again :

“The posmon of epistemic presupposmon as postulate 1s
not at all clear. . .... ”

Have 1 not made it suﬁicienbly clear?. If not, I refer Bhat-
nagar to what I have written in Sections II and IIT of ‘ My Re-
action ’.
(vi) Again : ' ‘

. but it is equally dlfﬁcult Cieaen subject matter of
metaphysics. ”’ '

Why not clear ? Refer, further to Sectlons II and III of
“My Reaction ’. ‘

(vii) The last sentence of this paragraph runs as :
“ Even if ‘ self-consciousness* ...... aspect of a postulate?” -

Fust 1 have never mamtamed that eplstemology is exactl}
as non-committal as postulates are.

Secondly, ¢ self-consciousness’ means here reflective use.
So, where lies the difficulty ? Further, there is no deduction
except in the sense that if you accept the postulates and certain
data (‘the metaphysical concepts ) the system of metaphysics stands
constructed. : ' fe
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(viii) In the next paragraph he writes :

““ We, however, cannot rest .. .~... their respective disciplines”.
I wouild reply :

‘First, why should we give up the idea of metastudy altogether?
Epistemology is a meta-study of metaphysics. Secondly, meta-
physics is not meta exactly -in the sense in which epistemology
is meta. Metaphysics deals with another order of reality, called
transcendent. “Thirdly, any study belonging to a higher order
than that to which another study belongs need not be, for. that
reason only, meta in relation to that other study. Metaphysics,
for example, though at a level higher than that of sciences, is
no meta study of those sciences. At least that I have very expli-
citly denied. Fourthly, even metaphysics is not °self-reflexive .
The only self-reflexive study is epistemology, and, as I have
repeatedly claimed, it is as much meta-metaphysics as meta-
(classical ) science. Fifthly, though in so far as science is ratio-
cinative and theorizing it is reflective, it is not essentially self-
evidencingly intuitive. Epistemology is definitely so, though not
committed to any specific type of reallty and metaphysws is s0
but as comm1tted to a type of reallty

(ix) In the last,but one paragraph he writes ;.

““The question of territorial rights ...... concerned with
them. ”’

There is not much of difference between philosophy ( Meta-
physics ) and religion. Science, in-a way, constructs its basic
concepts, but philosophy takes these as they are there. '

~ As for N. K. Shalma his central reaction to my concepts of
ultlmate alternatlves is

“ After calefully reddmg hlS book, I am tempted to believe
that where he is in agreement with the Jams he is right,
but whele he dlffels from them hlS posmon is not sound.”
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In Sections I and III of ¢ My Reaction’ I have clearly noted
where precisely I differ from the Jain position and yet why I consi-
der my thesis as sound.

As for details of N. K. Sharma’s criticism and my replies :
(i) On p. 58 he writes : l

“If he had attended this system......would have been

forced to modify his system considerably.” ‘

I have shown in ‘ My Reaction’ why I do not feel forced -
that way.

(ii) On p. 59 he writes :
“The word they use as connectlve .......... a complete
picture of it.’ v

Precisely here I beg to differ with the Jains, if by ‘ca > and
‘and’ they intend that the different standpomts that by them-

selves were limited come to be freed of such limitations in the
kevalin’s total view. In the relevant Section of ¢ My Reaction’
I have confessed that I am not sufe if this was the true Jaina view,
if, in other words, in the kevalin’s view the partial truths are simply
added upon one another into a total view. There I have rather
claimed that Jaina kevalism is intelligible in quite another way
not far different from how I have tried to understand the very
alternation of the different ultimate alternatives. Kevalism is no
mechanical aggregation. "
(iii) On pp. 59—60 he writes : _ o

““ But here we may ask him whether...... satisfied with -

these different alternatives. '

What he writes hele is almost entirely acceptable to me.
With but this difference : I am now prepared to admit—what
I did not admit in so many words in my Alternative Stdhdpoinis
in Philosophy but have admitted clearly in Sections I and II of
‘My Reaction’—that to admit several alternatives is also to
transcend these alternatives. To say that ultimately there are so
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many alternatives is not itself another alternative co-ordinate
with them. What this position exactly is I have tried to clarify
in the Sections mentioned above of ‘ My Reaction’. I confess,
however, I am not sure about what exactly the Jains mean. But
I have examined all possible interpretations.
(iv) In the next paragraph he writes :

“ Professor Bhattacharyya’s -attitude thus - appears to

be that of an agnostic...... It may involve ignorance,

most probably it does. ”’ _

I have hever held, and shall never, hold fhat it involves igno-
rance. What I intended is that nothing that is positive and co-
ordinate with these alternatives is superior to, i.e.,in any respect
better than, any of these. And now, as I have shown in the rele-
vant Sections of ‘ My Reaction’, I am prepared only to admit
that the awareness of the ultimate alternatives as alternatives
transcends them. Asso transcendent it is just the awareness
(and absolutely nothing in addition) that these- are the ultimate
alternatives.

(v) On p. 60 he writes : ,

*“If this is incompleteness ... ... ”?

But have I ever said in so many words that this is incomplete-
ness 7 'What much I have claimed is that if anybody calls it
inc‘ompleteness; even then"'zthere is no way out to something that
he might call complete. v
(vi) In the next paragraph he has claimed that disjunction can

be true, if at all, of appe:irance only, never of reality. My
reply is as follows :

I have never said categorically that disjunction is true of
appearance only. What 1 have said is that if anybody confines
it to appearance then-it is such a type of appearance that from it
there is no way out to something else called  reality .

' ‘Secondly, if there is no way out of it, why should one at all
call it ‘appearance’ ? The only acceptable way it could still
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be called appearance would be the one of the Miadhyamika
Buddhists, the reality or the Absolute there being complete non-
commital, madhyapanthd, which again, is,-in fact, none other
than these alternatives constituting the appearance world.

(vii) In the same paragraph he writes :
“ Having accepted the thesis of an agnostic one cannot
escape the conclusion .. ....

But I have never accepted any ‘agnostic thesis. What I have
‘held is that reality alternates among different theses.” I have
never meant that it is somesthing completely other than—either
co-ordinate with or even transcending—these alternatives.

~(viii) On p. 62 he writes :

*“ Here the concept of unity is . ..... is a relation. ”

What I have contended is just the opposite, viz., that dis-
junctive unity is non-relational, predication there being neither
itself a factual relation nor representative of any. Even granting
N. K. Sharma’s point that *“even disunity is a relation ”, what
does he gain thereby ? He writes, ‘“ Mere occurrence of two
terms in a judgement cannot be called a unity ”. But then what
is it ? What does he mean by ‘ verbal unity” ? Does he mean
that there is even no unification ? - I cannot qulte follow him.

When he asks, “ In what meanmgful way, then, can the two
or rather three alternative absolutes of Prof. Bhattacharyya be
said to be united ?” My reply is “ United, because (i) the
union is not merely vexbal and (ii) becnusc it is dlS_]ullCthC

(ix) Towards the end of the next par acraph he asks :
“ But would it then not amount to saying only tnat the
two stand disunited ? ' '

‘When A rejects B, or in any meaningful way negates it, there
is a sort of unity of A with the absence of B in so far as we respond
neither to A as it is.in itself nor to mere absence of B but to ‘ A
in the context of the absence of B’, i.e., to ‘A in which B is
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absent’, or 1o *the absence of B (or to absent B) in so far as
it obtains in A’. May not what I call - d1s1unctlve unity . be
understood thls way ? ~ L
(x) In the last paragraph He writes : v .

““ He also ends his philosophy ...... reality asitis.” »

Have I? Ihave only malntamed that beyond the disjuncts
ﬂ;ere, is no' third entity or that if there were one _lt_could not be
known. What he says in his last but one sentence I cannot follow;
If only the different attitudes could be transcended and the trans-
cendent could be posited as it is in 1tself only then could one
speak of ° validity * that is more than attitude. But my central
contentlon has always been that either there. is no transcendence
at all or, that there:is no such transcendence In either case the
different attitudes are all self-complete; none ever felt as partial.

As for Mrs. Yogesh Gupta, she. has raised many pertinent
questions in replying to which-1 had to re-think some of my
basic theses I developed in the first chapeter of my Presuppositions
,of'_Science and Philosophy, -and -though, fortunately, I find - that
I do not have to alter them I have yet to clarify and substantiate

“them once again. 'She has divided her paper . into four ‘sections.
I will also reply section by section. ‘

I.. She almost begins with say'ing *...... the main issue
which motivates the author. to write is to save metaphysics from
the attack of loglcal positivists and establish it as a second-order -
.e.s.. inquiry.” Undoubtedly, the logwal positivists were in
my mind, but I never thought that my main task was to silence
them, nor was my notion of ¢ second-order i inquiry’ just a defence-
mechanism-in that struggle.. That metaphysics is a second-order
inquiry was the main point I was driving at, irrespective of what
the logical positivists and their kinsfold had said or not, and I
believe that in my book I did establish it to the best of my ability.-
If T used it there against the whole group of positivistic lthinkers,

this is all because lt was the handiest of weapons
S P14 R



226 ‘ _ KALIDAS BHATTACHARYYA

It follows that neither my clear-cut - * drstrnct]on between
study and meta- study ‘nér the one “ between science and phllo-
sophy which is based on it was just designed for “ achieving
this end ”, viz., to silence these posrtmstrc thlnkers S

She then comes to ler main point. - She asks me to throw
more light on the status- -differences - (i ) of physical, psychologxcal,
anthropological and-social science vis-a-vis one another, '(ii) of
these sciences on the one ‘hand and logic,'-‘mathenratics,"_r'neta'-
physics and epistemOlogy (‘the last two together ‘called philo-
" sophy ) on the other, and (iii) between the qecond«level studies
like logic, mathematics and metaphysics “on the one hand and
the third-level study, viz. epistemology, on ‘the other. Her ques-'
tion, in other words, is whether these studies,’ horr7ontally co-
planer or vertically hlerarchlcal, ‘could not in whatever manner
supplement one. another, and if -not, whether they are all to be
hierarchically :arranged,: which latter would mean that there is .
either the mere relation of alternation between them (an oblique
reference, .incidentally, to 1ny"fa\'/ou1ite notion’ of “alternation !)
or on relation’ whatsoever, i.e.; no relevant context whatdoever for
consrdermg them together. - i ‘

My reply—a thesis already developed in the chapter of my
book under consideration—is as follows :

(a') Studle’S' like physrcal blologlcal and anthropologlcal
sciences—the later including psychology and somal sciences—
which all deal with empmcal situdtions and are _horlzontally co-
planer, do always supplement one another. It is only in their
case that I have spoken of * division of labour That they
Supplement ‘one’ another means that thelr provmces add up to
one unitary reality we call Nature or emplrlcal world

(b) But between these emprrlcal sc1ences on the one hand
and logxc mathematres metaphysrcs and eprstemology (the last
two together often called phllosophy ), on_the other, the rela-
tlon is one of hierarchy, every hrgher rung of the ladder being
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meta relatively to the lower. Logic, mathematics and philosophy
are (coplaner) meta studies of various presuppositions of the
empirical sciences; and as between metaphysics:and epistemology,
the relation is that epistemology is meta-metaphysics.. The distinc-
tion between logic and mathematics on the one ‘hand aﬁdrm@ta-
physics on the other is that while the former two study one kind
of presuppositions of the empirical sciences, metaphysics studies
another kind of pre-suppositions. In my Presuppositions  of
Science and }’hilosophy T have thoroughly discussed the two kinds
of presuppositions. I have also discusséd there the type of ‘Pre-
suppositions of metaphysics > that epistemology studies. The
whole hierarchy would therefore look. like :

- Epistemology (C)

Logic (B) | Mathematics (B) ~~ Metaphysics (B)

T - L 1
Empirical :

Sciences (A)

Now, if A, B and C are in a hierarchy they are never meant
to form one comprehensive study like the genuine interdiscipli-
nary °physics ,cum biology cum anthropological - and ‘social
sciences . ‘The provinces of these latter add up to one Nature,
the one subject-matter, though divided among different scholars
~merely for the sake of convenience. But, for all studies céHe,d
‘Science” (in the sense in which ‘I have used the term in my
original essay ), the provinces of the different studies at different
levels of the hierarchy do not add up and expand that Nature
any farther; nor do ‘these latter studies togefhm form any other
intelligible unitary complcte study with a genuine subject—mattel :

The relation between a study and the correspondmg meta-
study is like that between a form distingvished and the total homo-
geneous complex from out of which that form came'to be 11v1ngly
abstracted. Forms are llVan abstractlons when abstracted  they

demand ‘an original status of their own, a sort of’ autonoﬁy', and

J
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can be, and are as a matter of fact, studied on theit own account.
At a lower level, on the other hand, from where they came to
be distinguished they stood as homogeneously fused with con-
tents, Thus, though forms could be 1ecogmsed and studied
by themselves, contents never have.that privilege. There is no
pinpointable content said to be distinguished from the originaly
given whole; it can at most be spoken of indefinitely as «“ What
remains over after forms are. distinguished in the given whole >,
but can in no way be tackled bodily, i.e., by itself. This is what
is meant when it is said ‘that forms tronscend thé given whole that
is Nature., Since content as such has’ no pinpointable status
one can never use the formula °form - content = reality *, be-
cause there is no distinct content for the form to foist upon, nor
a form for a distinct content to run up to and embrace. This
is what T mean by  meta-study’. ~Another name of it is * trans-
cendental study’. All these I have develcped systématically in
my article * The Nature of Reﬂectlon in Metaphysics * in Philo-
sophy, Logic and Language.

Is not at least the relativbn of metaphysics ‘to epistemology

an exception to the rule ? Have I not myself, one may point
‘ out, said in so many words in the first chapter of my Pfesuppo-
sitions of Science and Philosophy that metaphysics and epistemo-
logy, taken »togKethe}r, are called ‘Philosophy’ ? What, how-
ever, I really intended there is that those who use the term in that
sense do 7ot kl}bw what precisely they mean. Either it is only )
a historical accidf;nt that the word has meant both ( for, before
Kant, or even before Descartes, no one thought of distinguishing
epistemology as a systematic study. of the original:status and
movemerts of pure subjectlvxty, often called Thought or Reason,
from metaphysws as the study” of transcendent(al) reals). or,
as 1 myself have Suggested in that chapter, this pure’subjectivity
( = Thought = Reason ) has another sort. of. reality, the two
realities, viz, the realities of transcendent(al) object and . trans-
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cendent( al }: subject being, as realities, identical in" status and,
therefore, permitting mutual supplementation. One may . vety
well object to this identification. But then the position would -
be as follows :

If of the two reals A and B, A as an explanatory prmc1ple
of B- belongs to a higher—a meta-level, what it all meansis :

* (i) B may well remain satisfied with itself all through, and
at its own. level, with even no curiosity for A as A4 ( though con-
cerned all the while with A as undistinguishedly fused in that; v
i.e., in-B), but concerned very much, and quite definitely, with the
associate members atits own Iower level, using them as justifying ‘
grounds of 1ts own existence and relevance. ’

(ii) A:smay- well remain satisfied with itself,’ thhout any
concern for B except at most as that damned fusion it has freed
1tself from. T T oo ; :

(m) Out of a sort of metaphysical generosity A-may stoop
to show:how B (and its -associates at that lower level ) depends
for its broad Ca'tegorial structures and functions on that A.

However, in none of these three poss1bIe alternatives 1s there
anywhere any questlon of adding up, or even organizing, many
¢ constituents * into one whole. ‘Obviously not in. (i) and (ii).
That we have the same non-supplementation in (iii) too is evident
from the fact that the strictures and functions spoken of there’
are all forms as distinguished and we have seen that by the side
of such forms contents never stand as defined c’onstituents, no
matter ‘whether the whole to be formed be a mechanical or an
organic one. To say that before the forms are distinguished
in their" autonomy there was after all a whole (from: out of which
they were distinguished') would not help, for in that whole there
was no form as form. This, precxsely, is the characteristic feature -
of the relatlon between a lower levél and one that is meta.

I am plepared to-call each of the three relations in (i), (ii)
and (iii) one of alternation, though they are three different
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forms of . alternation, and these three forms-of alternation them-.
selves, in their turn, alternate among themselves.. I regret I did
not discuss. this point in the original essay.: '

One may, of course, object still and point to any hvmg body
as.the organic unity of life and matter. Well, in that case I would
reply that life is tio entity at a level that is higher in the sense of

" being meta. For, life as .such-cannot be distinguish‘ed in its
autonomy as forms are, even though it may not be - exhausted
in matter. There can never: be a.systematic study of different
life principles considered by themselves and apart from all consi-
deration. of matter in the way we have . meta studies hke pure
mathematics, logic and metaphysics:

All the difficulties are still not over. Mrs. Gupta might
ask : if there are different studies at the same. meta-leyel—studies
like logic, mathematics and metaphysics——m‘ay they not supple-
ment one.another ?” My reply to this would be as follows :

- Mathematics and Logic as the study of postulates (in my..
‘sense, i.e., as. mere working principles, as mere useful devices, but.
only in so far as they are basic principle§ ) may well supplement
each other and grow, in diverse ways, into one gf*and discipline.
Yet, correspondmgly to thls we do not come across any grand ‘
realtfy Indeed, as I have understood these two disciplines in
my or1g1na1 essay, the subject matter of nelther of them is any
reality none of the pure loglcal and mathematlcal ploposmons
represent any fact anywhere ,

1 admit that.in my original essay I overlooked what is known
s ‘intuitionist mathematics’ and, similarly, tne old Aristotelian
logic which may well be called ‘intuitional logic ’, The basic
concepts of. these two studies do indeed represent realities, though
of a higher order, and when through thinking manipulation these
studies develop from out of these basic realities elaborate sys-
tems, these systems too are somehow. considered as real, and
real of that higher _order But then, such mathematxcs and‘
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logic, in-so far'as they are concerned: directly. with Space, time;

number; etc., and with-our actial ways of thinking, could well
be integrated | with metaphysics (and even with epistemology

in so far as its subject-matter too-is understood as reals of a sort),

though they would largely fly tangentially off it in that most of"
the ‘constructions they indulge in -are just-methods: ( though not
“merely - instrumental® in any ghostly- manner) which meta-
physics. (and even epistemology) might, whenever necessary,
use but ‘not contemplate. Intuitionist ‘mathematics and logic
n’iight’be taken. as -specialization in some of the basic facts with
whrch metaphysms is broadly concerned. '

" Thé second sectlon of her paper too she (almost)
beglns with saying that accordmg to me p1esuppos1t10ns whtch
demand a meta-level are in the form of : axioms, postulates, heuri-
stic prmmples or empmcal facts as well as facts of a h1gher order”
(italics mme) No T have never lncluded any sort of empmcal
facts among such postulates

‘ She next complams that in my orlgmal essay I have glven
1mportance to and discussed only one type. of presupposrtrons _
of scrence, that is, those Wthh are facts of another order.” Well
if I have done that th1s is because I was 1nterested there in the..
s1ngle problem of the relatxon between science and rnetaphys1cs,
(phllosophy) I may add that 1n01dentally in that connexion.
I also studled—-and that too qu1te elaborately—the general nature
of another type of presupposrtlons of science, viz. postulates and
ax1oms and had shown thelr dlfference from postulates that are
' facts (reals) of another (hlgher) order

 When. she asks whether metaphyS1cs as meta-science has.or
has not * the right to’ study. all sorts of -presupposrtrons of Science”
‘my: reply, which I have spared no pain to make absolutely clear
in that essay, is a straight {No' >, There I have shown elaborately.
enough- that meta-physics _studies - only-.-one. particular type .of
presuppositions of science. - Other types of presupposrtrons are
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studied in other disciplines,. viz., formal mathematics, . modern
formal logic and: another discipline which I have called ‘ modern
science’ as distinguished from. classical science. In that conne-
xion I have shown that while classic‘aﬂ science is concerned all
along with natural (empirical) reals—its theories being almost
(or, at least, attemptédv) _exact pictures of Nature—modern
science, as more self-conscious, belongs to a higher ( meta ) level '
co-ordinately with metaphysics. I meant that while metaphysics

studies the °fact’—presuppositions of science, modern science

studies the axioms, postulates and even the methods of that

classical science: Indeed, modern scienceis ever-increasingly all
theory or system of theorzes, i.e. an axiomatic—of course, with

the gOVemmg touch somewhere of Nature but not presentmg,

i.e., picturing, that Nature (1n its correct features)entlrely, or

even largely. That way it is continuous with mathematics and

logic as I have understood these two in my original essay. There
I have considered only -formal mathematics’ and the ‘ modern-

day formal logic’, not the ‘intuitional’ ones. I admit it was

a defect on my part not to have considered intuitionist mathe-

matics and Aristotelian logic. This is why I have maintained

in'that original essay that mathematics and logic—meaning formal

ones—, when they grow more and more self-conscious, may

come very near to the third-level study, viz., epistemology, and

could even identify themselves with it, if not for the fact, which

I too have claimed, that the pure thought ( Reason ) which episte-

mology studies may eventually blaim a sort of feality' which they

would never claim. The same is the story with modern science

0 : growing more and more self-conscious it may, that way,

come very near to epistemology and yet fall short of it exactly for

the same reason. Mrs. Gupta, I am sorry. to say, has been consi-

derably misled by my leaning over much toward formal mathe-

matics and lbgic to the exclusion of the intuitionist ones. Buf

I may be excused, seeing that the latter are, in modern days

rapidly receding in favour of the former.
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Tt follows that many of the points which she has raised later
in this second section of her paper are off the marks. 1 turn
only to those few which require answering. - ' EE

(a) She objects to my use of the phrase ¢ presuppositions
of science’ and suggests instead that here ¢ Science’ should be
¢ Sciences’. But what is the harm if I use the word in the singular
number, seeing that all the sciences (except mathematics and
logic, if they are sciences) are studies of Nature, i.e., of the empm-
cal world, precisely, for which reason they are called * science ’.
The word ‘science’ may indeed be used in a broader sense as
indicating any systématic study. ‘But I have not used the word
in that sense. My aim was to understand the exact difference
(as far as poss1ble) between empmcal and transcendental study
One may deny transcendence, but before that he must under-‘
stand what precisely is meant by it. I have done that and,
addltlon, defended and further developed thlS transcendence.

(b) As for life, psyche, vetc., they are st_udled in metaphysics
quite in the way space‘ and' time are studied there. When life-
sciences study them what they do is only to study the behavmurs
(not covered by the physwal sciences ) that,. in different cases,
presuppose (i in the way space, time, etc., are presupposed in physi-
cal sciences ) these concepts. In life- Sc1ences these concepts are
- just employed (and clarified only that much as is required by
such employment ), not studled in theu own 1nterest Life,
psyche, etc., are only working concepts there

(d) She writes, “ According to the author ”? (meanmg me)
these are acquired or 1nfe1red «e<... at the unreﬂectwe level.”

- No, this is not what I mean by °reflective consciousness ’.
What I mean I have already stated in connexion with form and
matter, both in the present answer-paper and more elaborately,
in my article,  The Nature of Reflection in Metaphysics’. She
does not notice that the aét of distinguishing to which she refers
so.many times in her few lines of comment is, as I have under- .
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stood it in my orlgmal essay, no dlscurswe thinking at all, neither
inferring nor anything of the sort ’

Regarding the next few sentences in the same paragraph
in her paper, I refer her agam to my article ¢ The Nature of
Reflection in Metaphysws In metaphysics there- 1is no question
of understandmg any. (empmcal) phenomenon : such under-
standmg, however necessary elsewhere is no task of meta-
physics. Meta-physics does not want to explam Nature through
intellect only, i.e., by means merely of analysis, ‘inference and
theorization as science does. It seeks to discover the informing
principles of Nature, and W1th more and more attention paid
to such discovery it grows more and more reflective and conse-
quently clearer and clearer and more and more detalled Thls
is why there is no finality here too. What is more interesting
is that at every step of discovery, indistinct or distinct, it is ipso
facto the discoVery of a system of different items.  The system,
in other words, stands presented at every step of discovery, though
in progresswe “clarity and dlstlnctness not constructed intellec-
tuallp. “Better and better systems’ means that the system is
more and more clearly—and therefore also more and more compre-
henswely—dzscovered 1t is only after such dlscovery has taken
place that mtellect with its palaphernaha of analysis, inference,
theor1zatlon etc., comes in order either to convince others (or
in some' cases' to persuade them, though strongly enough) or
erect a bulwork of defence round what has been discovered or
demolish contrary accounts. ’

When, therefore, she wrltes A phllosopher as a meta-
physician must have the freedom to posit or imagnine what might
in principle be taken.to exist in the world ...... ?>.my only
reply is that in metaphysics (and epistemology) such positing
is only secondary and always hanging on to the dz.,covery ( how-
ever faint or clear ) of the system. : '

So far as methodology is concerned I have not dlﬂ'ered much
from Aristotle or Kant, except that unlike Kant I take the cate-
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gories to be-real and knowable. Except for this, has not Kant
clearly spoken of °transcendental reflection’ and has he not,
ln that connexion, put hypothesis in its proper place"

- I After what I have said so far my comments on her
points raised in the third section of her paper necessarlly shink
into. the following : g

(a) The same term used in classical science ( s’ay;»~classical
physics ) and modern science ( modern physics) does not always
_mean the same thing. For example, while-for classical science .
_space, time, etc., are exactly as we have them in our daily life, only
understood -analytically- and more “throughly, for modern science
they are.ghostly extensions of these, the extensions continuing
as far as they are needed for constructing a most efficient system.
In other words, in modern science they are only working con-
cepts (postulates, in the sense in which I have used the term),
taking their cue from ‘the corresponding intuited: space, ‘time-
etc., 'but»'expanding'themselves as far-as, and in ‘whatever direc-
tion, . needed in order that the mewly postulated . ( constructed)
concepts. may work -as satisfactorily as possible for building as
good systems as-possible. ' ; o

This reformulation, 'in' modern science, of the day-to-day
‘concepts is qualitatively different from the way they: were formu-:
lated in classical science. In the latter they ate first stated clearly,
in order that if any extrinsic concepts have been mixed up with
them these are detached and formulated separately—of course,
all in. deﬁned 1nterconnex10“1 All thls however is done, even
there, with the same purpose of using these concepts, not for
studymg them in their own interest. In this aspect of use, the
classical science and modern science sail in the same boat; only
classwal science does not tear itself v1olent1y from the corres-
ponding common notlons which precisely modern science does.
Modern science is.a sort of theoretical technology, its only purpose ‘
bemg success by wnatever means.. Classical -Science, thus, is
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my reply is simple. Yes, there are such discipliies, and we may
very well talk about them; but 'they are not meta-studies for that
1eason, because, as already said, they themselves develop into
these. The Frankensteinian technology is” unendingly self-exa-
mining, self-correcting and self- developmg v

Toward the end of her paper she asks an excellent questlon
“ Axe all of the self—correctmg dominions autonomous ”?
i.e., not sometlmes 1ntenelated ? 1 reply, they are autonomous
unless ‘and untﬂ you aiscover relations between them. Such
relation there certainly is between (formal) logic ‘and (formal )
mathematics. 'What such logic and mathematics deal with ‘are
all postulates (in my sense) and they easily and quitely gllde
- from one region to the other .yielding a more comprehenslve
meta-study but—and this has to be partlcularly noted—at the
very same level. But between logic and epistemology there is
no such smooth passase. For  the presuppositions of meta-
physics, with which epistemology is concerned, are none of them
postulates (in my sense ). Further asI have already maintained,
epistemvology claims a $ort of reality of the things it deals with,
* which (formal) logic and mathematics never do. Mrs. Gupta
writes in. this connexion, “ Traditionally Logic is treated as one
of the branches of epistemology . What I can clarify in thls
connexion: is that I have been using the term ° epls1emology 4
the Kantian sense of ° theory of kno‘WledOc' ’ where knowledge is
not taken ‘as an empirical - phenomenon or.a set of empirical
psychologxcal phenomena.

To what she wr;tes at the end-of her paper my- reply s :
metaphysics is self-correcting but '»11’<')t'sélf-devel'vo‘pi11g because it
is concerned with facts and does not ‘deal with postulates (in
my sense). Further, as I have already shown, if metaphysics
needs, logic’s help that help is all ab extra. Epistemology, on
the other hand, is self-conscious and self-developing,  because it
deals with postulates, and these postulates are .ultiniately :also
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facts- (reals). The last point I would like to emphasise in this -
connexion is that metaphysics bears in no way on.postulational
(formal) logic, although it is on the same footing with—perhaps
comprehends, though partly (this I have already discussed in
this paper )—intuitionists logic and mathematics.



