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Editorial Note

Once again | am delighted to dish out this fresh issue of Anviksiki
in quick succession. Research Journals are, in fact, the mobile and
readymade repository of newly created knowledge, besides being
the archive of researched ideas. They also am at disseminating the
explored knowledge at a faster pace for the present time and aso
for the posterity.

While presenting this issue of Anviksiki before the academia a
close and vigilant watch has been kept to ensure that the aforesaid
parameters of standard journal be strictly stuck to. The research
articles contributed in this volume are written by noted scholars in
their field. | am sure that researchers and explorers engaged in
philosophical enquiries will get sufficient kinetic academic energy
from these thoughtful articles to keep the whed of ongoing
research in motion.

At the end, | congratul ate the contributors for their help and prompt
cooperation. | also thank the teaching fraternity of philosophy of
various Universities for enriching our treasure-trove of collective
wisdom.

Shriprakash Pandey
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2 3rfPgepTeT oAt




g, ol 5d ARt T8 B Ahdl| fABR $I AWAE T ararerd
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Uil & ety 84 W 3fgd €1 Wiold BN, Wal b1 gdl
=1 8l grar fobg wewy o9 & §aM ° Wahd ©, Hokh
gferfY ff I &1 & Yawy g9ar 2 3. 9e fIeRuey g @
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S @ fHedled @ S ¥ Sfgd @l SUdiel Bl ®, 3 98
|Ee © At IW FREg 78 fear o |@ear @ O Red e
S| R N IEH Y B B Bl BROT G 7, WG oid
fAffa &7 d9R & e faro gmr & @iy Shaga &a
fger faved 2— el aen SR | dwEE BN 9% Iy
8 DT TSUT IMATIDH 2| A I A~ & & faR o o™
gd Pl T T| degER SN dad A9l gie 21 gfa @
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T i PIfe TP T8l € 3R gd orgea~ o1 | Ul Rerfay #
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geIcd freur® & forad el =8 8, o @8 3fgd © | Sl
BT IUMERT AT M= el T 21" JuRMAT &1 " dam
21"y & g@ ? fog orcw W g@ T8 gaT| 39eT aed I8
g fo5 o=t @A, 9 vd e enfe @ g I § 98 Steud ®
Hife aRfee= § & Bgd el & fog 5@ Byl R awwea
& Y Edl § q9 98 I U9 g | S AT d AT 6
JEaRUAG IUMYG (4,/3,/32) H 1T GI AT © | ATAT ®U AT
@ gEfdqy TEdm 8, o a8 fFRue s T8 2 |

SIRIRT sraven # wrerfe vy W9erey & gUe—yud U
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Wl U WA €, I8 QAT Sfaveisl H W REdl & fhe] 9IS
UHwd el el |fdg H dIE We T8 Ul o 2| gy
3TARAT I IFRYT H AT B3N YT I AARAT & I7EH BT TR
&Rl & b H o T81 S, I8 Wi o1 vy &1 €1 8 |l
2 3R gyfta & e # o5 &1 & ged §19 Bl 7 | gy &
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freg Wt dfaq & wA 98 W 9fg & 21 39 weR Al
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Td RS & i I8 WA U9 &1 95 7| e H & U R
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# yda @1 fAfderar @ AT A1 IEgRIY Bar €| yud 7 4y 3
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gug HET AT T | ST FEfe UHMd ®U H HEMUd g9 ® |
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JeaR, GAHT TAT ¥R Pal AT & | JJeeadls & IgAR I
Ml SErRaAaRe  AHEEd AR UldfdEae & 3R
AR STererdl # ufaferraeag ((H 8) Ud €| Aemud qer
IUfRT I P T« AE MAD P AN AYLHE F o W
Juled dag & el ©, AT A WMoad P U@ T8 | 9
PR 9 HB F&1 8 Hel T § | O UbR AR B sRNad
A gord AaR forar S dr enafiie g IdeR H Sdr ® S
UHR AT ST AIfOh Mg a9 2| 39 UHR IvgHy 3T H
EEIEY UUT BT JEIRIT ARAT U & | Yo H 97 oldRIg
& §A I8 fRedr yde B Ioayd ged R gfdaaq §'l & 9y
&l ® s fodl sraareifcr sfera 2 |

TG B fAIT6T IAR] FHT RIHY & JuAE T O,
Rooffdad AU ISOfATS BIAT 81§ JAUATeRIfG D AAIG HHKT
JIRIHY YUT @ FEIHUdT ¥ & | SRIYeNe agfdy fd
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e o o\
Slgddal~ddHd AT AT 7
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AT AF B | A AT IIREY (SIS AT 37T SRIRAT
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T IS B JTAR TUT F& B fad | A yiEawd 9
gRum ol §1 F&1 @ dfaq "Er g oo S9w e T8 R
IfITder®y H I8 Pl SR Bl Ofdl & | U9d &1 981 W AARMT
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Sereudl JEefd: ARd 8| I% g uud & fae W Bdr ¥ S
s <IF H Al ®El ol § 3R s @l ufovwa ud
yfreimfdad a1 dad del a1 g1 o9 Sfa @) sifden efior &
S § S U I Udare Uil WIS BRdl @ oA Sig @l
S 7 YEhR F8Id SUAT Bl & | Uifed 8d $eaRad § &R
FEAHAITRY g Siigdqd AMT T €| Siddhd gd & sed W
uia & fHeared wefid BiaT ® iR I Sfiafad ¥ 59 89 <&
2 9 3 G BT AT 2| a9 B goy @ ufy |9 e &
B T 99 fhed S o R 99 fasg giar g S e
AT | ST ST Al 27 F1aT @ S BT hlg A ol ¢ |
JAug “Af-AR B UATE Il U HI AN R 3rgd
I o) STRIeTgHf @raRRerd 21"

JEATH DI IULATYAT
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2 ¥ 39 oq @1 AfsH o B W I8 IS WY ergd
@ fre yeR ga § Rl g 2, 98 ve wwen 2| siife
YARMEAR B Agd daid § AFART BT AT UH Agedqul @I & |
A DI R RE H GAS (9T TIRER B ST Bl AT
A (981 9QF ORI fHear) @) YR Bl A8l §Hs’ S
FehdT | ST ABRMER 1 FeIGT W 9T I Ugel Hdl & WU
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o5 arfden afife § ok |1 AT &1 HR 7 AT =T srfden
&1 AT 53 qoor ot 9 gfad et et \ac |

AR R IR HRA R b AR A SRIfH BRI
BT ¥ 98 I8 § b SO el AN & W@wd & 9wy #
Hord fHerdr 2, Fife sl U # QxR & I§ $el © ($
AT ¥ IR IR RAMAM &I o B & | 9 QEI A A Gq
g 9dhd g MR T QM 3N B 9hd & HFifes 39 qE &
Rerfoal d 9y €l 81 AHar €1 IAeF BT G BT § SNk
IR PI fHAT AT JAMETAD © S Aq 3R A aF A A=
BT 21 39 UBR fHura & W@ed & o9 8 R ([Rear 98 2
fNIdT 91e BT 8) 9 & WU Bl 3R W g fHerdr g,
Fif I9 81 I8 HE ADhd ¢ b 9q 98 8 foIdr 9 =81 gran
2 (Praremarrd aq) iR S AAd 31T &7 SIS 2 |

THRMEY - AT Bl elol g1l gY Hel © fb— “Hforem:
IRE JEGRIME:"* 3fq o WH W U <@l g8 9% B
T ST 3@ BFT| §9H “URA JaWIT SaTT B AN &l
FU 2| “FfaRy SR QSR I A AT & AP G |

e[ @ fafy @ gfe | 0 sraS # We@ @ 9
el 21 oA TS ¥ W@ AR M iR FaER &
faeeryor et § | S9H st SiR aifden ff g v € ok S
fIeelvor § FII & WU W U © | g9dT A IE gl ©
fh T BT 9T B MR ofdR Tl AMSY AR AT Bl
ey FRe TIH™I BT fAR PRAT AqA | RE BT IS

e o o\
Slgddal~ddHd AT AT 9



B UTEETd T H UT &I Heuell ¥ HaAT = 8, 98 W
U T JHAAE & Sl AR ARV 0 Bl T T ATDR
JHH! BIE PRAT & AR SR gfgdia & Sl Aqda A BIs
T A I g g @ FeR dedldd R [ER aRar 51 3
qF At orgel & FE o) Iyl o B AR FHART AR
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PF @ arafad ref w T wEe € iR gfgard gg
|aed b v @I AT 89 Ag9d & B WR R T8 g B
aqr dadt gfg— TN §RT UK T<d PRI Hod=T A BRI | 37
YARTAR 39T BT [A2elvor A1 IR 8 g 31 gwa &1 | I
T AFaR SEH T 9 T 3R T I T, 39 UPR Bl U
o &1 39 ogWd # O WY Hexd &1 ¥ 98 AN 2| g
JMYR W TAR SNad & & @ TR oear & R a8 g 9
Ay Iy | safely Taxmard fhell o fawasd oreary & 9
PR IE fITIH AT A URW IRd & i SABT TB fa@r
2 f orE favas s &) 99 st &1 9 © | 31 @ faveryor
& o <SG Ued ® SR W e urifie 2 [
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IR I § I8 RAg T | AP AT &I URAINT G 39 UBR
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R exa 21 et @ o e @ gfe el w9
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2| SUBT HRY IE ¥ & AR H weH iR oy gvy Inerd
HeTH oY 3R 3 GO &1 AT A7 e fAear § o Ud 999
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ANALYSISOF NEGATIVE PARTICLE IN

‘OUGHT-SENTENCEFE’
(A PORVA MIMAMSA PERSPECTIVE)

SRBHATT

The objective of the present paper is to present the Parva
Mimarnsa analysis of the use of the negative particle (naii) as it is
employed in Sanskrit language in a normative discourse. It isaso
intended to draw a clear distinction (a) between a positive
injunction (vidhi) and a negative or prohibitory injunctions viz.,
absolute negation (nisedha or pratisedna) and exclusion
(paryudasa), (c) between two varieties of exclusion (paryudasa)
viz., negative row-observance (vrtopakrama) and contingency of
option (vikalpa-prasakti), and finally (d) between limitation
(upasarmhara) and exclusion (paryudasa). The entire exerciseisin
respect of different uses of the negative particle in different types
of negative normative sentence.

An attempt has been made here to analyze the basic
principles of the Mimamsa mode of interpretation in this specific
context and to provide illustrations of these principles not from the
field of rituals as is customary in the traditional literature but from
the ordinary day to day life so as to provide contemporaneity to the
entire discussion and to liberate Mimamsa from the bonds of
sacrificial rituals and thereby rectify the classical error of
overshadowing of the principles by their illustrative examples™
During old times people were familiar with those sacrificial rituals
but in modern times those rituals have become outmoded and out
of practice. So there is a need to substitute them with contemporary
examples with which there is familiarity. Thisway of approaching
the system of Parva Mimamsa, it is hoped, would make it both a
living and a lively system and save it from being extinct. It is



further hoped that this will serve as an example to contemporary
scholarship to undertake an analysis of other Mimarsa principles
along these lines.

Objective of Parva Mimarmsa

The Parva Mimarnsa is primarily concerned with the norms
of moral behaviour. Its entire philosophical enterprise in the fields
of epistemology, metaphysics, linguistic analysis etc. has been
subservient to this prime consideration. These moral norms
(dharma) are of the nature of injunctions to regulate human
conduct for the realization of betterment in living.> By extension
they also serve as the foundations of law in the Hindu tradition.’

The Parva Mimarnsa draws a distinction between the norms
which are man-made (pauruseya) and those which are impersonal
or eternal (apauruseya) like the natural laws of gravitation,
relativity etc. The former are called purusatantra® in the sense that
they are formulated by human beings, are subject to human
authority and control, and have a basis in human free will (ragatah
prapta). They are hypothetical imperatives of conditional nature.
They differ from time to time, place to place and society to society.
The latter are in the form of categorical imperatives of
unconditional nature (nirapeksa). They are derived from a source
which is objective, impersonal, unconditional and having universal
sway. Such a source is technicaly called the Veda®. The Vedic
injunctions are called ‘Codana’. Describing its nature Sabara
writes® that it is trans-empirical in origin. It enables us to know
norms as are valid at all points of time-past, present and future.
These norms hold good irrespective of persons, circumstances or
place. They are beyond falsfication. They do not derive
authoritativeness from any person, human or divine. Though they
are trans-empirical in origin and trans-personal in nature, they are
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not trans-worldly in their application.” This trans-empirical and
trans-personal character provides them with universalisability and
authoritativeness.

The Codana is non-violable in the sense that it does not admit
of exceptions. However, in view of some specia circumstances the
Parva Mimamsa accepts some exceptions (apavadas) which are
objective and rule-governed. There are some such exceptions
technically known as utsarga (giving up), atidesa (extension),
badha (obstacle), vikalpa (alternative) etc.

[l
Distinctions between vidhi and nisedha

As stated earlier, the Vedic norms are in the form of
categorical imperatives and they have an ‘ought-form’, which is
generally expressed through ‘lin lakara’ (optative mood), which is
an essential part of a normative sentence. According to the Parva
Mimarhsa the focal point of a sentence is verb (kriya) which has a
root element (dhatu) and a suffix element (pratyaya). The suffix,
again, has verbality part (akhyata) and an optative part (lin ). It is
the ‘lin’ which is expressive of ‘ought’.

The Vedic norms are of two types, viz., positive injunctions
(vidhi) and negative injunctions (nisedha etc)® The positive
injunctions are normative sentences that enjoin and goad or urge
(pravartana). They generate a propensity in a person (purusa) and
make him/her inclined towards a certain action. They stir a will
(iccha) and a determination (sarikalpa) and make the person
believe that the action is good (isza) or is instrumental to good
(israsadhana) and thereby persuade him/her to perform the action.

A positive injunction has three aspects viz., prescriptive
(vidhatr), assertive (abhidhatr) and performative (viniyoktr)®. One
always ought to speak the truth’ (Sada satyam vadét) is an example
of positive injunction. It contains a prescription which is being
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asserted through these words so as to urge a person to perform the
act of speaking the truth.

A positive injunction, as stated above, enjoins and activates.
A negative injunction (nisedha), on the contrary, does not activate
but deters a person and thus saves him/her from the harm which
may accrue by its performance. A negative injunction (nisedha) is
prohibitory. It prohibits a person from doing some thing or turns
him/her away from some action which would be harmful or have
undesirable result (anisza). It is determent and is thus opposite of
positive injunction. Positive injunction (vidhi) is performative
where as negative injunction (nisedha) is prohibitive. Negative
injunction does not produce any positive result nonetheless it
serves a useful purpose because it saves a person from harm or
undesirable consequences. ‘Madhumeha rogr sarkaram na
bhaksayet’ i.e. ‘Diabetic patient should not take sugar’, this
doctor’s prescription is a prohibitive injunction in non-moral
context. * Vivahetarasambhogam na kuryat’ i.e. ‘Do not have extra-
marital sex’, isan examplein moral context.

Negative injunction is a part of Veda as much as positive
injunction isits part. It also helpsin the performance of dharma by
making a person abstain from doing an act which is bad or
harmful. If dharma is meant for good it follows that whatever
wards off evil is also serviceable to it. So negative injunction also
helps in getting dharma in so far as it gives rise to abstention from
such action which entails harm or evil.

v
Analysis of nisedha-vakya (negative sentence)
A negative sentence contains negative particle like not (na).
About ‘not’ two questions arise, viz.,
(@ Whatisitsexact sense?”
(b)  With which constituent of the sentenceisit to be construed or
connected?
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Among the six possible senses of ‘na (not) in Sanskrit
language it is generally understood either as absence (abhava) or as
opposition (virodha). For instance, asti means existence. When asti
is connected with na it becomes nasti. Depending upon the context,
it may mean absence or opposition. When it is said that there is no
pot on the ground (Bhitale ghato nasti), it means absence of pot on
the ground. But when it is said that one ought not to have extra-
martial sex (Vivahetarasambhogam na kuryat) the negative
particle is not used in the sense of absence but in the sense of
opposition. The point is that in a non-moral context ‘not’ can be
understood as absence but in a moral context the intended meaning
of prohibition can only be brought out if it is understood as
opposition.

Further, in order to bring out the sense of opposition the
negative particle cannot be associated with the verb which
immediately followsit. In anon-moral context where the sense of
absence is to be conveyed this can be done so in saying that thereis
no pot on the ground (Bhitale ghato nasti). The meaning of the
negative particle not (na) can be construed with the meaning of the
word ‘exists (asti) so as to bring out the sense of non-existence or
absence of existence. But in a moral context where the sense of
opposition is to be brought out this cannot be done. So in the
sentence, ‘Do not have extra-marital sex’, if ‘not’ is construed with
the verb and is understood as absence then in a potential form it
would give the sense of acting in the form of abstention. This will
imply that the act of abstention is to be done. (Sambhogahbhavah
karavtvah). But then in this sense it becomes a positive injunction,
an urge (pravartana) and no longer means withdrawal from action
(nivartana). In this sense it means that we are directed to do
something but how can a prohibitory sentence be taken to direct us
to do. This, in fact, will confuse between positive injunction (vidhi)
and negative injunction (nisedha) and obliterate the distinction
between the two.

ANALY SIS OF NEGATIVE PARTICLEIN ... 63



So the Mimamsa rule is that in negative injunction (nisedha)
we cannot construe the meaning of the negative particle (nayartha)
with the meaning of the root (dhatvartha) simply because of the
proximity between the two. Instead, the meaning of the negative
particle has to be construed with the meaning of the suffix
(pratyayartha). In the suffix, again out of the two parts viz.,
verbality (akhyata) and optative (lin) the meaning of the negative
particle is to be construed with the meaning of optative element
only and the Parva Mimarsa gives a convincing reason for this
which we shall discusslater on.

The purport of optative element is to generate an urge to do
(pravartana). When the meaning of optative element is construed
with the meaning of negative particle which expresses opposition
the sense thus obtained is opposite of urge to do (pravartana
virodha) i.e. withdrawal from acting (nivartana). So a negative
injunction (nisedha) inculcates such withdrawal from acting which
is opposite of an urge to do (pravartana virodhi nivartana). It does
not inculcate mere abstention from acting (kriyabhava) but the
withdrawal referred to earlier (nivartana). It is thus anti-thesis of
urging one to act (prerana). In this way the distinction between
positive injunction (vidhi) and negative injunction (nisedha) is
clearly drawn.

The Mimarnsa system gives a justification for construing the
meaning of the negative particle with the meaning of the optative
element rather than with that of the root or the verbality part. It
appeals to a rule of interpretation known as upasarjana
(subordination) based on the distinction between the principal
(upasarjaka) and the subsidiary (upasarjya), and the primacy and
hold of the former over the latter. Upasarjanais arule according to
which a subordinate word loses its original independent character
either by composition or by derivation while at the same time it
determines the meaning of its principal. It serves as a
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distinguishing or determining or defining attribute of the principal
and functions as subservient to the latter. So if any word is
subservient to another word it naturally has to be subservient to
that word only and to none else. For example, a Research
Associate of Y isan associate of Y only and cannot be an associate
of Z. So if aword X is subservient to Y its meaning has to be
construed with the meaning of Y and not with that of any other
word in that sentence.™

In the present situation the root element is subordinate to the
suffix and therefore the meaning of the negative particle cannot be
construed with the meaning of the root element. It can only be
construed with the meaning of suffix. Within suffix, again,
verbality part is subordinate to optative part and therefore the
meaning of the negative particle cannot be construed with the
meaning of the verbality part, it has to be construed with the
meaning of the optative part only. In the technical Parva Mimarnsa
phraseology®®, the akhyatamsa expresses arthibhavana and
linamsa signifies sabdibhavana. Since sabdi bhavana is principal
and arthi bhavana is subordinate to it, the arthi bhavana cannot be
construed with nayartha. Since sabdi bhavana is subordinate to
none, nayartha is to be construed with it only. So in a nisedha
vakya like ‘Nanrtam vadet’ na does not go with the root ‘vad' or
with any other part of the sentence but with the linamsa, i.e. ‘t’
only. The sense of lina is pravartana. When nan is enjoined with
lin it conveys opposite of pravartanai.e. nivartana. When we hear
avidhi vakya the idea (bodha) we get is that we are being urged to
do (kartavya). Similarly when we hear a nisedha vakya we get the
idea that we are being turned away from doing. This determent is
the import of a nisedha vakya. The Parva Mimamsa thinkers,
therefore, define nivartana as a form of mental activity which is
conducive to withdrawal from acting (nivartyanukila vyapara
riapa). What is meant is that when we hear a prohibitory sentence
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the necessary mental inclination to abstain from doing the
prohibited things arises in us. This inclination is exactly what is
intended by a prohibitory sentence.

V
Paryudasa (Exclusion)

Though the general ruleis that in a prohibitory sentence the
meaning of the negative particle is to be construed with the
meaning of suffix, or with the meaning of lin, to be more specific,
but sometimes on account of some obstacles or unfavourable
circumstances technically known as badha, it may not be possible
to do so, otherwise the intended meaning cannot be conveyed. In
such cases the meaning of negative particle has to be construed
with either the meaning of the root (dhatvartha) or with the
meaning of the noun (samjnartha). This gives rise to exceptions
(apavadas) which are technically known as paryudasa (exclusion).
Distinction between nisedha and paryudasa

The difference between nisedha and paryudasa is that
whereas the former is negative, the latter turns out to be positive in
implication in spite of there being the negative particle. Paryudasa
is negative in form but positive in intent, as will be clear when its
examples are discussed subsequently.

Types of Paryudasa

The Parva Mimamsa thinkers have discussed two types of
paryudasa, namely (a) when the meaning of the negative particleis
to be construed with the meaning of the root, and (b) when the
meaning of the negative particle is to be construed with the
meaning of the noun. The first variety consists of those cases
which are in the form of negative vows. The second variety
pertains to those cases where if the meaning of the negative
particle is construed with the meaning of the suffix, it givesrise to
options, a circumstance which Mimarmsakas try to avoid as far as
possible. Let us now discuss these two in detail.
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VI
Tasya Vratamiti upakrama (Negative vows)

When vows (vratas) are expressed negatively we have the
first variety of exclusion. A vow means an observance which has
to be performed. It is of a mandatory or binding character and its
performance has to be undertaken. The expression ‘tasya vratam’
(his vow) occurring at the commencement of a sentence/passage/
section/chapter shows that the sentence etc. contains vows or
observances for some one to practice. The expression ‘his vow’
introduces (upakrama) the vow which is to be observed by that
person. It is a prescription which lays down something which has
to be observed or performed.

When we have negatively stated vows the meaning of the
negative particle has to be construed with the meaning of the root
and not with the meaning of the suffix as is to be done in the case
of negative injunction (nisedha). This is because if the meaning of
the negative particle is construed with the meaning of suffix it will
denote nothing more than abstention or withdrawal from practice
(nivartana). But this is not what is intended in the present case.
Nivartana or withdrawal from doing is not something to be done or
practiced. It is rather the opposite of it. So the meaning of the
negative particle has to be construed with the meaning of the root
to bring out the intended meaning. In this way of interpreting it
would imply a determination to do the opposite of what is
conveyed by the root. A vow is something which ought to be
practiced (acaraniya). It is aduty (kartavya). So when avow is
stated we must interpret it in such a way as to bring out the sense
of duty. In interpreting it by construal of the meaning of the
negative particle with the meaning of the suffix ( as we do in case
of nisedha) the sense we get is mere withdrawal (nivartana) which
is not a duty to be performed (kartavya). But how can something
not to be practiced (akartavya) be stated under avow (vrata) which
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is to be practiced (kartavya). In order to get rid of this
contradiction it is necessary that the meaning of the negative
particle be construed with the meaning of the root. So whenever
vows are stated negatively we must interpret them in such away as
to bring out the sense of duty (kartavya) and this can be done only
by construing the meaning of the negative particle with the
meaning of the root since we do not get the intended sense by
constructing the meaning of the negative particle with the meaning
of the suffix.

The Mimamsa thinkers further point out that if we do
construe the meaning of the negative particle with the meaning of
the root, there will be no harmony between the previous and the
subsequent clauses of the same sentence or the previous and the
subsequent sentences of the same passage. (anyatha parvottara
vakyayorekavakyatvam na syat). This is so because the previous
clause/sentence says ‘ought to do’ and the subsequent would say
‘not to do’ if the meaning of the negative particle is connected with
the meaning of the suffix. This will result in disharmony
(ekavakyatabhariga) between the previous clause/sentence
(upakrama vakya) and the subsequent clause/sentence (upakranta
vakya). On the other hand, if the meaning of the negative particle
is connected with the meaning of the root there would be such a
harmony and the former would act as a means (sadhana) to the
latter which would be its end (sadhya). The two thus would be
mutually supplementary. An example can help us understand this
mode of interpretation. For a believer in the Jainafaith it is a vow
not to take food after the sunset. This can be expressed as, Tasya
vratam na bhaksayet adityasya astam gate. Etavata vyadheh
viyukto bhavati. Here it is stated at the commencement of the
sentence that it is a vow to be observed by a Jaina and it is a
prescription that lays down something which has to be performed.
If it were not to be understood as a prescription laying down a duty
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to be performed (kartavyartha) and if it were to be understood just
a negative injunction (nisedha), the syntactical unity between the
previous and the latter parts would not be secured because the
previous part enjoins a duty to be performed by stating that it is his
vow (tasya vratam) and the latter part would enjoin him to
withdraw from doing. So by connecting the negative particle not
with't’ but with ‘bhaksa’ we can get the sense of discharging of a
duty or observance of a vow (kartavyartha) and the purport of the
latter part will be consistent with the import of the earlier part. The
point is that the latter part, viz, na bhaksayet adityasya astarm gate
must convey a sense of duty. This can not be done if na is
connected with lin element ‘t" which stands for pravartana i.e.
urge to do because when na is connected with't’ it would mean
nivartana i.e. withdrawal from doing or determent and determent is
not something to be performed. Therefore we must construe the
meaning of the negative particle with the root bhaksa. The
implication of this complete sentence will be a determination
(samkalpa) to undertake withdrawal from taking food after sunset.
Here ‘tasya vratam’ introduces the vow, na bhaksayet, explains the
nature of that vow, and etavata etc. mentions the result to be
achieved by its observation. Thus there is syntactical unity among
all the three parts.

VII
Vikalpa-prasakti (contingency of option).

The second variety of paryudasa is known as vikalpa-
prasakti which stands for avoiding of aternatives. It is another
type of exception to the general rule which governs nisedha
(negative injunction). In both these varieties the meaning of the
negative particle is not construed with the meaning of the suffix
and that is why they are regarded as exceptions or exclusions. In
the first variety the meaning of the negative particle is construed

ANALY SIS OF NEGATIVE PARTICLEIN ... 69



with the meaning of the root (dhatu) and in the second variety it is
construed with the meaning of the noun (samj7ia) which stands for
the things excepted from the application of the general rule.

Vikalpa-prasakti (contingency of option) stands for exception
to general rule. When there is a negative statement to the effect
that whatever is prescribed as applicable in general does not apply
to certain exceptions, the negative prescription is known as
vikalpa-prasakti. In vikalpa-prasakti the meaning of the negative
particle can not be construed with the optative element in the suffix
because it is not a case of withdrawal from action (nivartana).
Likewise, the meaning of the negative particle cannot be construed
with the meaning of the root because it is not a case of a vow
(vrata) which entails a sense of duty (kartavyartha) to be
performed.

The first variety of paryudasa is expressed linguistically in
the form of a simple categorical sentence. In case of the second
variety the negative injunction is expressed in the form of an
aternative sentence. The dternates are positive and negative
respectively. Here there are alternatives to be avoided by getting a
categorical sense of the sentence and this is done with the help of
associating the meaning of the negative particle with the noun.
Since getting this meaning precludes the association of the
negative particle with the suffix, it is regarded as an obstacle
(badha).

In case of aternative negative sentence if the negative
particle is construed with the suffix it leads to admission of options
which is not acceptable to the Parva Mimarnsa system as it implies
infirmity or weakening of the injunction (anistra prasanga) as we
shall see later on. For Mimarhsa introduction of option is a fault
(dosa) and it should be avoided as far as possible.

To get rid of option the Parva Mimarhsa system invents a
device of construing the negative particle with the noun standing
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for things excepted by the general rule. For example, take the

following sentences.

i)  Parivaraniyojanakarnksi garbhanirodhakam prayojayet na
santanakami i.e. contraceptives ought to be used by those
who are desirous of family planning but not by those who
want a child.

ii) The classical example is yajatisu ye yajamaham Kkaroti
nanuyajesu. i.e. one should utter the words ye yajamahe in all
yagas but not in anuyagas.

In all these sentences to get the intended sense the meaning of
the negative particle is construed with the noun. If the meaning of
the negative particle were to be construed with the meaning of
suffix, the sentence would mean “Do ain X but do not doain Xa'.
But this would result in inconsistency between the two clauses of
the sentence. In other words, it would give rise to two conflicting
injunctions one favouring the use of a and the other prohibiting it
(of coursein some cases). So the predicament would be to treat the
two injunctions as optionaly binding which is not a happy
situation since owing to the existence of alternatives it does not
become imperative on the part of the agent to follow either.
Further whether we do a or do not do a would be immaterial in
terms of result or consequences because the rules sanction both the
aternatives. This clearly weakens the authority of both the rulesin
guestion which become alternatively unauthoritative (pakse
apramanyavan). That isto say in case of aternation we have either
A or B. If wefollow A, B becomes unauthoritative. If we follow
B, A becomes unauthoritative. This is what is known as paksika
apramanya because we are disregarding any one. Moreover, since
both are rule-permitted, both must be desirable and both must be
yielding good results. To discard any one would mean to be
deprived of its good consequences. This is not a satisfactory
situation.
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In view of the above defects (dosas) the Parva Mimarnsa
system suggests that there should be attempt at resolution of
aternatives. Therefore, they consider various possibilities and
conditions of such a resolution. They point out that in case of a
conflict between rules based on free will (raga) and duty (sastra)
or between hypothetical and categorical injunctions, the latter
prevails and there is no scope for choice, as the latter is stronger
than the former. The Parva Mimamsa system provides a
mechanism to test the strength which we need not discuss here.

There is apossibility of genera rule coming in conflict with a
specia rule (like Article 370 of the Indian constitution providing
specia status to Kashmir). In such a situation the genera rule is
annulled by the special rule. There are three conditions of
annulment (badha) discussed in the Parva Mimarnsa system. They
are asfollows.

i) Both the rules should be mutually independent
(paraspara nirapeksa)

ii)  They must have the capacity of mutual annulment
(badhya badhaka bhava).

i) That which annuls must be positive (bhava-ripa). When
there is a conflict between two equally forcible duties there
can be no annulment (badha) of any one by the other and we
are left only with the contingency of option. Likewise as
stated earlier when they are not mutually exclusive and one
depends upon the other for the things it prohibits, there can
be no annulment.

Coming back to our examples, we find that here is a case of
prohibition of such an act by one rule which has been enjoined by
another rule. We can not say that the second rule annuls the first as
both are of equal strength and the relation of mutual annulment can
not be admitted to exist between them. Therefore in this case
option has to be admitted. This is the Vikalpa prasakti
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(contingency of option) which makes it impossible to connect the
negative particle with the suffix and this forms the second
exception to the general rule regarding the construction of the
negative particle in a prohibitory sentence. The Mimamsa system
gives an example to illustrate this variety and on account of its easy
understanding we discussiit.

The example is, Yajatisu ye yajamaham: karoti nanuyajesu
i.e. the expression ‘ye ygiamahe' should be used in all yajyas but
not in anuyajas. Here‘na’ isto be associated with anuyaja and not
with karoti. Now the sentence, Anuyajesu ye yajamahari na karoti’
has al the appearance of an ordinary nisedha vakya. Therefore, if
following the general rule about the construction of negative
particle in prohibitory sentence we were to connect the meaning of
the suffix with the meaning of the negative particle the sense that
we get would be withdrawal from action (nivartana), but thisis not
the intended meaning here. Therefore ‘na has to be associated
with the noun ‘anuyaga’ .

VIII

The general Mimarnsa position is that we must not construe
the meaning of the negative particle with the suffix if such a
construal lands us in option. The Mimamsa system avoids option
as far as possible for the reasons stated earlier. So it resorts to
paryudasa (exclusion) by connecting the negative particle with
either verb (dhatu) or noun (sarhjiia). But sometimes even at the
risk of having to admit an option (vikalpa prasakto’pi) it admits
connecting of the negative particle with the suffix and thus
resorting to nisedha rather than to paryudasa, only out of
compulsion and only when there is no way out (ananya gatya). In
this situation the aternatives are in the form of diguncts, i.e., A or
not-A. Here avoidance of option is impossible. If two rules (of
equal force) conflict, there is no possibility of conflict resolution in
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the manner discussed in the earlier section and there has to be a
choice of any one alternative. This can be done in terms of an
appeal to some other rule or to circumstances, intention etc. For
example, speaking or not speaking truth, or killing or not killing a
terminal patient etc. are the examples of this type. In such cases
nisedha is to be resorted to by connecting the negative particle with
the suffix. But there are two important considerations which have
to be taken into account in resorting to nisedha. Here nisedha isto
be resorted to only if (&) there is no accrua of harm or evil (anista
prasanga) and (b) the aternatives have only means-value
(krtvartha) and not end- value (purusartha).

From the above analysis it follows that the Parva Mimarhsa
admits two types of negation. One is the pure or absolute negation
(nisedha) discussed in section IV and the other is anegation arising
out of option. There is a difference between the situations
obtaining in the two types. Absolute negation inculcates
withdrawal from activities which may generate evil or harm
(anarthahetu kriyanivrtti janaka).

So if we would do something which is prohibited we would
incur harm or evil. The prohibited object (pratisiddhyaman) is
cause of evil or harm (anartha hetu). But thisis not the case in the
second situation where option is exercised. Here there is no scope
for evil or harm (anista prasanga). For example, arsenic poison is
absolutely prohibited but alcohol is not absolutely prohibited.
Alcohoal is prohibited on the basis of option. Taking it or not taking
it is left to one's choice. Sometimes taking alcohol as a medicine
is good and prescribed. Otherwise it is prohibited. So it is both
prescribed (vihita) and prohibited (nisiddha). The point to be noted
here is that all prohibited things which are not harmful, may aso
be prescribed under special circumstances. So in opting for
acceptance or rejection of such prohibited things we shall not be
doing any thing wrong. But it must be remembered that this option
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is avallable if and only if the following three conditions are
fulfilled;

i)  The aternatives must not be based on free will (raga) but on
rule (Sastra).

ii)  There should be scope for option, and

iili) The prohibition must not have end-value but only means-
value.

The prohibited will be harmful (anartha hetu) and can not be
practiced if the following conditions prevail.

i)  Thealternatives are based on free will (ragatai prapta).
ii)  Thereisno scope for option (vikal pabhava) and
iii)  The prohibition has end-value.

All the three conditions are necessary according to the
hardliners but the moderates regard only vikalpabhava, i.e. non-
availability of option, as the necessary condition. In case of
nisedha (absolute negation) all these three conditions are fulfilled.
For example in the situation of prohibition of kalanja bhaksana i.e.
eating of poisonous food or taking arsenic it is based on free will.
It is prohibited not as an option but absolutely. And the prohibited
has end-value as its eating harms the eater. In case of taking
alcohol the prohibited thing has the earlier stated conditions to
regulate its practice. And thereit is not a case of nisedha. In case
of nisedha which is categorical and which admits of no option, the
prohibited thing is necessarily evil-some or harmful, no matter
whether it is derived from free will or rule or whether it has end-
value or means-value. If, on the other hand, the negation is as an
option the prohibited thing must not be harmful. Further the
options should be sanctioned by the rules.
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IX

Paryudasa and Upasamhara

The Parva Mimamsa draws a distinction between paryudasa
and upasamhara the common feature of which is restriction of the
scope of a general rule to a specific area (samkocana). In
upasamhara there is restriction of the general rule to the thing
stated in the specific rule excepting the others (tanmatra samkoca).
In paryudasa, on the other hand, the restriction is to cases other
than the one stated in the specific rule (tadanya matra samkoca).
Upasamhara is positive whereas paryudasa is negative.
Upasamhara names cases to which genera rule is restricted and
where alone the genera rule is to be followed. Paryudasa, on the
other hand, mentions the cases which are excluded from the
operation of the general rule.
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Peetampura, New Delhi,
PIN :110034

REFERENCES AND FOOT NOTES

1. Ganganath Jha in his scholarly work ‘Parva Mimamsa in its
Sources makes a very significant observation as follows:
“Unfortunately for us, the examples that Jaimini and his
commentators chose for illustrating the rules of interpretation were
al drawn from sacrificial rituals. Naturally, during their time,
every serious student was familiar with these rituals and hence
these were regarded as providing most suitable examples. Laterly,
however, sacrificia ritual has gradually all but disappeared from
the life of the Hindus: and this has led to the neglect of the study of
the Mimamsa-Shastra itself. Attempts were made off and on to
illustrate the more important of Jaimini’s principles (Nyayas) by
means of examples drawn from the practices current among the
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latter Hindus, and we have a number of manuals, called
‘Adhikarana Kaumudi’ — by Devanatha Thakur and Rama Krsna
among others — where the principles are illustrated by examples
drawvn from other fields of human activity.- All along however
these Mimarmsa Nyayas have continued to exercise their due
influence on other matters — in fact on all matters that are affected
by the right interpretation of authoritative texts. This has been
specially manifested in the domain of law” Pp.8-9. Also refer P
323.
Sahi nihsreyasena purusam samyunaktiti pratijanimahe.
(Sabara-bhasyal.1.2)-
Refer (i) Hindu Law by J.N. Bhattacharya

(i) Hindu Law by V.N. Mandalika

(iii) Mimamsa Rules of Interpretation by Kishori lal Sarkar.

(iv) PurvaMimamsain its sources by G.N. Jha
Satsamprayoge purusasyendriyanarm buddhijanma tat pratyaksam.
On the basis of this definition of perceptual cognition one can
legitimately infer that all norms derived from human experience
are to be called as man-made (purusa tantra).
(i) Phalamala pravrttih arthalaksana ragamila, na tu vidhyadhina.
(AdhvaraMimamsa Kutahalavrtti on Jaimini.Satras,. 1V.1.2.
(ii) Apauruseyam vakyam vedah (Artha Samgraha)
(iii) Tatranirapeksaravah srutih. (Artha Samgrana).
Codana hi bhatam bhavantam bhavisyantam siksam vyavahitam
viprakrstamityevamjatiyakam artham saknotyavagamayitum,
nanyat kincanendriyam----------- Na caisa kalantare purusantare
avasthantare desantare va viparyyeti, tasmadavitathah. Yattu
laukikam vacanam, tacceta pratyayitatpurusat indriyavisayam va,
avitathameva tat. Athapratyayi tat anindriyavisayam va tavat
purusabuddhi prabhavamapramanam. (Sabarabhasya, 1.1.2)
Loke yesvarthesu prasiddhani padani tani sati  sambhave
tadarthanyeva siitresvityavagantavyam (Sabhara-bhasya, 1.1.1.)
Anye tu codana sabdena pravartakam nivartakam ca
vakyamucyate. (Adhvara Mimarmsa Kutahalavrtti on J.S. 1.1.2).
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10.

11.

12.
13.
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Tatra nirapekso ravah srutih. Sa catrividhah-vidhatri, abhidhatri
Viniyoktri ca. (Artha Samgraha)

Tatsadrsyamabhavasca tadanyatvam tadal pata.

Aprasastyam virodhasca nafiarthah sat prakirtita.

Tathahi yatha vidhih pravartanam pratipadayan svapravartakatva
nirvahartham vidheyasya yagaderistasadhanatvamaksi panpurusari
tatra pravartayati, tatha ‘ na kalanjar bhaksaye' ityadi nisedho’ pi
nivartanam pratipadayan svanivartakatvanirvahartharm nisedhyasya
kal anjabhaksanasya paranistasadhanatvamaksipan purusam tato
nivartayati (Artha Samgraha).

Na hi anyopasarjanena upasthitamanyatra anveti. (ibid)

Tatrapi nakhyatatvamsa vacyartha bhavanayastasya linarmsavacya
pravartanopasarjanatvenopasthiteh, kintu lingarhsavacya sabda
bhavanayah tasyah sarvapeksaya pradhanatvat. (ibid).
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MURTY'SCRITIQUE OF ADVAITA
ANANDA MISHRA

In the Philosophy of K. Satchidananda Murty (1995) few
serious attempts have been made to analyze and assess Murty’s
critique of Advaita’. Sangaku Mayeda's “Murty and Advaita
Vedanta” and N. Isayeva's “Sitting at the Feet of Shankara’ are
totally devoted to this theme. Besides the above two scholars
Sibgjiban Bhattacharya, R. Balasubramaniam and John Grimes
have also discussed Murty’s contribution to the understanding of
Advaita in their articles. Any attempt towards correct
understanding of Murty’s critique of Advaita cannot be complete
without taking notice of al these works. Here specia mention
should be made of Sibagjiban Bhattacharya and John Grimes.
Sibgjiban Bhattacharya who is the editor of the book together with
Ashok Vohra provides a brilliant exposition of Murty’s philosophy
in his article “The Philosophy of K.Satchidanand Murty”. The
article is al comprehensive and touches amost al important
aspects of Murty’s philosophical contribution. Bhattacharya has
divided his whole paper into five main sections. Out of these one
section is totally centered on Revelation and Reason in Advaita
Vedanta. This section is further divided into two parts. First part is
Murty’s Critique of Advaita Vedanta where Bhattacharya has tried
to give a correct account of Murty’s position regarding the main
tenets of Advaita Vedanta where as in the second part he gives his
own observations on Murty’s critique. Here it is to be noted that
this division follows the style of Revelation and Reason in Advaita
Vedanta, for the book itself is divided in two parts where in the
first part of the book, Book One, an exposition of Advaita doctrines
has been presented and the second part, Book Two, comprises
Murty’s own assessment and critique of the system?. It is generally



accepted that Murty is quite faithful and right while giving an
exposition of the system, only his own assessment and critique
regarding it is challenging and demands enquiry. My contention is
that Murty’s harsh criticism of the Advaita rests on his
misunderstood exposition of the system presented in Book One .In
the following paper | have tried to present a critique of Murty’s
understanding of Advaita Vedanta. | have mainly confined myself
to his Reason and Revelation in Advaita Vedanta and studies
thereon by learned scholars referred to above.

My contention is that the very foundation of religious
experience liesin the idea of two truths. Empirical reality is not the
only reality. There is something transcending this empirical reality.
Though the transcendental reality is not perceived in the same
manner as the objects of this world, though it is neither
experienced nor has proofs in the same way as the world of
experience, yet it is this realm which is explored by Religion and
Philosophy. In fact Murty himself accepts that science and
theology have two separate subject-matter. But in spite of that heis
so obsessed with so called scientific theology that he resorts to the
conclusion that personal theism is the last word of religion. When
he makes assessment of Advaita on the criterion of modern theism,
he finds all its major principles standing on shaky ground. But why
should we take it granted that theism is the last word of religion
and gspirituality. There are a number of world religions viz.
Buddhism, Jainism, Confucianism, Taoism who do not believein a
personal God. Murty argues that if faith of a devotee is to be
secured then God should be conceived as personal and responsive.
But the issue is whose faith is to be protected whether it is of
Christians, Jews, Muslims, Vaisnavas and Saivas or faith of every
religious people? Murty could himself give a satisfactory answer to
this. Since everyone's faith is absolute for him; all revelation is
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revelation of Absolute truth. But he would unfortunately not like to
accord Advaitic revelation the status of absolute truth.

According to Murty, the doctrine of non-dual Brahaman is
contradictory and so logically untenable. Neither scripture nor does
logic provide any proof for this non-dual Brahaman. Here
Advaitins may like to claim that intuition or anubhava is the
greatest proof for non-duality. Murty suggests that intuition too
does not prove the falsity of duality; neither does it succeed in
proving non-duality. Advaita is no way supported. It is supported
neither by sense-experience and logic, nor by scripture and
intuition (anubhava).

Murty rejects that there is any experiential dimension of
Advaita. He argues that since for an Advaitin Shruti is the only
source of knowledge regarding transcendence, he cannot base his
Advaita either on his personal experience or on the experiences of
others. Experience has to be moulded in accordance with the
Upanishadic declaration. Only that experience is true (says the
Advaitin) which leads us to the truth taught by scripture. Thus
according to Murty independent personal experience has limited
role in Shankara Vedanta. An Advaitin cannot take resort to our
experience for ‘non-dual Brahman'. Analyzing the nature of
experience as accepted in Advaita Murty says that it cannot be
accorded as the status of mystic experience. Shankara s *anubhava
is a reasoned conviction arising from deliberation over scriptural
texts'. Here (in the anubhava of Shankara) emotion plays little
part. It is assurance gained by removing the notion of improbability
(asambhavana) and contrariety (viparitabhavana) from the
teaching of the Upanishads. So Murty like Otto will prefer to say
that Shankara’'s mysticism is no mysticism in the usua sense.
Hence anubhava cannot be door to the mystic experience of non-
duality.
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Advaitins say that even if experience is rooted in scripture, it
does not fail to be proof of Advaita. Now taking the Advaitic
answer granted Murty analyses the anubhava of Advaita and says
that even in this stage multiplicities do not vanish. Hence
anubhava cannot prove the duality unreal or prove non-
duality.However, even if Advaitic account of experience of unity
of being is granted, even if it is accepted that there is a state of
mind where there is only unity of being, even there, Murty
remarks, the real difficulty remains as before, for on the one hand
there is the unity of being and on the other side mental state
(cittavrtti) perceiving it. The Advaitin never succeeds to get over
this difficulty.

Murty further says that even if Advaitin's anubhava is
granted, it will not be a lived redlity. Advaitic anubhava is very
much like experience of deep-sleep and hence not a living reality.
For Murty the waking world is more comprehensive, rational and
harmonious and hence is criterion of truth. He like Nalyayikas
rgjects that there is any consciousness of deep sleep.

Murty rejects the Advaitic contention that Brahman as the
abstract unity excluding all distinction is the final teaching of the
sacred scripture. Upanishads never teach the doctrine of non-
duality. Upanishads do talk about the Brahman, but this Brahman
is not nirgura but sagura. Brahman is Purushottama,the supreme
person. He is personal God. Only such a theistic God has been
propagated by the sacred scripture. Advaitins totally failed to
decipher the true import of the Vedas. Advaitins failure lies in
their very approach to the scripture. How a scripture can be thought
of without author. How can a scripture be eternal? The whole idea
of revelation without a revealer or reveded is completely
incomprehensible.

Murty says that Advaitins cannot claim any monopoly to the
experience of unification, for, al religion seeks to achieve
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wholeness. No doubt ultimate religious experience is experience of
unification. But it is union and not identity of Jiva and Brahman as
is proclaimed by the Advaitins. Murty finds Suffis giving a better
interpretation of this anubhava. They believe that this unification
should not be taken literally and not to be confused with identity.
“The Suffis --- believe that a state, where nothing but alhaqq (the
one real ) exists, can be realized; but they are careful to point that
though in that state one may feel ittihad (union) with God, and say,
‘I am God’, what is really experienced is the realization of God’'s
unity or tawhid.” “The suffis give a correct interpretation of
religious experience than Advaitins.

Thus ‘non-dual Brahman' is an untenable conception and
anubhava does not establish an Absolute without the manifold
world. Murty further finds that the arguments offered as proofs for
the existence of God are not proofs, and that they presuppose a
belief in God.

Murty believes that there is universal awareness of God.
Every one of usis aware of God. But this God is not indeterminate
or impersonal. God is personal. To the question how man is aware
of God, Murty’sreply is that God, being spirit, cannot be known in
any way other than a spirit, that is, in the same way in which we
know ourselves and other persons, through immediate awareness.
Murty finds Shankara correct regarding the knowledge of
ourselves. The sdlf is not known through inference, but through an
immediate apprehension. No one doubts one's own self. The self is
the most immediate and intimate. It is the foundation of our all
experience. Though one is aways aware of oneself, yet it is not
object of our knowledge. It is always knower. Self-awareness is
presupposed in al knowledge. Murty agrees with Shankara in
respect of al these. But Murty’s point is that one cannot be aware
of oneself unless one is aware of others. Self-awareness is never
possible without the awareness of other selves, and things. From
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Hegel to existentialists like Sartre the perspective of ‘other’ has
been accepted as indispensable regarding knowledge of one’s own
self. Murty repeats those arguments. However, Murty does not
pause here. He advances this argument farther and says ‘in all
cognition there is an awareness of al these-the self, other selves,
the world experienced by all these, and the Supreme self’. Now
how God, the Purushottama is reveded in al our experiences
Murty does not elucidate. Murty only says “self-awareness can
never be awareness of the self as an independent entity, but(as
Sureshvara himself recognized) of an ‘I’ in relation to other things
and other ‘I's, as well asto an ‘other I', who is wholly unlike the
other ‘I's. We may call al these ‘I’ s persons, while the supreme ‘I’
is the Supreme Person - the Purushottama, God.”*

Murty’s point is that Shankara failed to grasp the true nature
of self-awareness. Shankara is right when he says that self-
awareness is presupposed in all knowledge. But self-awareness
always involves the awareness of other selves, as well as ‘things .
That we live in a‘common world’ shared by ourselves and others
only proves that others are indispensable in every experience.
Murty’s point is that man is born with other fellows in this world
supported and sustained by the Supreme God. So man is always
tied to a relation with the world, other fellow beings and the
Supreme God. Only such a person or ‘I’ related with all these is
revedled in every experience. That is why he says that in all
cognition there is an awareness of al these-the self, other selves,
the world experienced by al these, and the supreme self.

Murty is of the view that we know God in the way we know
ourselves and other fellow men. Knowledge of God is not of
intellectual type .It was a mistake of Shankara that he could not
differentiate the knowledge of God from the intellectual type of
knowledge found in science etc. God is persona according to
Murty, so he is best known in our personal relationship with Him.
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‘If we wish to know God more and more we should develop a
loving trust in him (bhaktya mam abhijanati -Gita)’ .Murty seems
to endorse Ramanuja’s view that knowledge of God must be of the
nature of devotion-bhaktirupapannam jiianam. Now again the way
Murty chalks out the structure/nature of knowledge by giving an
analysis of religious consciousness (knowledge of God) he only
tries to prove that God is personal. Murty says that the conception
of God which the religious consciousness justifies and demands
can only be a God who is personal. By upholding the view that
God is not the highest reality, Shankara only makes religious
consciousness a mockery.

For Murty God is the supreme reality. He is personal. He is
Purusottama, the supreme person. As God is spirit, he can be
known only as spirit. We are aware of God in the same way as we
are aware of ourselves and other fellows. As a person is best
known in relation which we have with him, God too, is best known
in our relationship which we have with him. In order to have full
knowledge of him we have to develop a loving relation with him.
Like Vaisnava Vedantins Murty would like to maintain that God
has absolute reality while individual souls and the world have
dependent reality. The world and souls depend on God for their
being. Murty seems to be correct when he says that the concept of
creation needs revision .God should not be understood as an
efficient cause of the world. Similarly individual souls too are
‘uncreated’. He is right when he says that none of the Hindu
schools except Pancaratra maintain that souls are created. In fact
souls and the world are coeternal with God. God supports and
directs the individual souls of the world. As accepted to most of the
Vaisnava Vedantins Murty almost accepts the principle of Tattva-
traya. God is independent while the world and souls are dependent.
God is controller and these are controlled. A coherent theism can
be supported only by a plurdistic reaism. The existence of
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external world and the individuals are, that is why, very important
for Murty. It is most immediate and intimate fact. Scripture, logic,
perceptual experience only suggest that there is a plurdity,
manifoldness, individuality. There is a material world outside lying
us inherited by so many jivas and supported and controlled by the
supreme God. Only this God has absolute redlity, but it is not the
one and non-dual reality. Besides him there are ‘things and
individual jivas who have dependent reality and who depend solely
on God's being. It is true that God and souls both are similar, for
both are person, but this does not mean that they are identical in
their true nature. Their differenceistrue; it istruein thisworld and
persists even in the world beyond. God is God and we are
ourselves.

Murty agrees with the arguments advanced by Ramanuja and
Madhva against the Advaitic interpretation of ‘Tattvamasi’. ‘ That
Thou art’ does not have the meaning which Shankara and his
followers have given to it. God's supremacy and man's
individuality are not illusion, as an Advaitin finds. They are real.
These can never be purged of them. Murty is against ‘thinking
away’ of rea properties of a man and God and then declaring the
identity of these two. Thisis just abstraction. Murty says “there is
no sense in this kind of abstract thought, for supposing we do
‘think away’ all that makes an orange an orange, and all that makes
a stone a stone; then we may argue that both are non-different
because both are mere ‘things'; but have we gained any insight
there by”®. God is creator, omniscient, omnipotent, while ajiva has
certain body, mind and personality. How can these two be
identical? To say that creatorship, omniscience and omnipotence of
God is just illusion and consciousness is its only true nature,
similarly to ‘think away’ al that which makes an individua
individual and to think of the jiva as having no body, no mind, and
no personality and to say that his true nature is consciousness and
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hence being consciousness as their true nature God and man are
identical is just a false abstraction of thought. If we argue in this
way, anything can be proved to be identical with anything. So
Murty’s conclusion is that ajiva can never be God. God is God and
we are ourselves, and this difference should be relished by
religions and not ‘evaporated’ or ‘thought away’ as has been done
by the Advaitins.

Murty defends a personal theism throughout his whole book.
He seems to uphold the view that personal theism is the last word
of religions. Religious consciousness can be supported, defended
and maintained if we accept theistic world-view. He is so obsessed
with this idea that he could not provide an impartia account of
Advaita. For him this personal theism is not only the teaching of
Judaism, Christianity and Islam, it is the teaching of Vedas as well.
The whole religious and philosophical tradition of India the
Vaisnavas, the Shaivas, the Naiyayikas and Vaisesikas — all
endorse this personal theism. This is the culmination of religious
consciousness. Advaita totally fails to explain this and succumbs to
false abstraction of metaphysics.

Murty does not find the belief in a persona God unjustified.
Similarly the theistic conception of ‘revelation’ made by personal
God to human beings is not incredible. In fact Murty in his book,
by giving an anaysis of Advaita theory of revelation tries to
establish personal theism as accepted to Abrahamic religions and
to some extent to theistic Vedantins and Nyaya-Vaisesika. He is of
the opinion that revelation without revealer is non-sense.
Revelation (knowledge, consciousness or thought also) involves
three factors. Revelation implies revealer as well as the persons to
whom it is revealed. Now since in Advaita Vedanta, there is only
one reality, there would be no possibility of revelation. Not only
the difference between revedler and reveded or God and
individuals is essentia for the very possibility of revelation, it is
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also required that God should be personal, for only a personal and
responsive God can reveal itself. Thus by the very analysis of the
fact of revelation Murty tries to establish personal theism. God is
personal and not impersonal or attribute less. This personal God is
revealed universally. There is no one who does not have the
conception of God. This God is presupposition of al
presuppositions. Though it is neither proved by inferential proofs,
but nor does it demand so. For as the very postulate of reason, it
(God) is postulated. Without this postulation experience will not be
possible. Shankara says that every one of us is aware of oneself.
One is aways aware of oneself and can never doubt one's own
experience. Now Murty would not have any objection to the above
view of Shankara. But he would like to add that by being aware of
oneself, one is aso aware of other fellows, the external world and
the God. One cannot be aware of oneself without being aware of
‘other’. This ‘other’ includes the external world, the human beings
and God without which no experience of this world would have
been possible.

So the real issue which Murty holds is the conception of self-
consciousness . He is of the opinion that consciousness is always
consciousness of some thing and a the same time it is
consciousness of some one. Non-egological view of consciousness
cannot be accepted. Consciousness is always self-consciousness.
Now this self-consciousness if on the one hand suggests that there
is some self-conscious redlity that has the awareness of ‘I’; on the
other hand it also proves the reality of an ‘other’, for without that
there is no experience or consciousness. So the very fact of
consciousness does prove a pluralistic world having innumerable
souls and no doubt God as a presupposition of experience.
Consciousness suggests some conscious reality. God, too, for
Murty being spirit is conscious and not consciousness as is upheld
by the Advaitins. Similarly consciousness being self-consciousness

88 ANANDA MISHRA



again does prove that God so established is always endowed with
‘I know’ and hence he is personal and not impersonal. Thus by the
very fact of consciousness and self-consciousness Murty
establishes that God is personal.

Now this God is presupposition of all presuppositions and is
revealed in our every experience. For no consciousness at the
realm of even empirical is without self-consciousness. And the
existence of an ‘other’ is indispensable condition of self-
consciousness. One cannot be aware of oneself without being
aware of the external world, other fellows, and God. Murty says
that no proofs can demonstrate the reality of others unless they are
revealed in our every experience. Our personal relation with others
(including the external world and God) is necessary postulation of
this fact that we are not living in a solipsistic world. Unless thisis
accepted no human experience or knowledge can be explained.

If on the basis of the analysis of the structure of revelation
Murty finds an argument for theistic God, he advances further and
says that the very faith in God demands that God should be
responsive and self-revealing, otherwise that (faith) can never be
supported. So if on the one hand Murty pleads for a theistic God by
analysis of our experience/revelation, on the other hand he deduces
‘revelation’ by the very nature of God. ‘If God is a silent and
unresponsive deity, faith in him can never be supported’. So an
Advaitic or ‘Aristotelian God who does not respond to man can
hardly be said to exist, and even if he does, he does not concern
us. Thus Murty points out that religion without revelation is
impossible to conceive.

Revelation is disclosure made by God. There are various
ways in which God may disclose himself. He may disclose himself
in verbal inspiration or scripture, incarnation or avataras, in our
experiences and living personal relation. Scriptures are believed to
be authored by God directly or on his inspiration by sacred people.
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Now this version of scriptures that they were revealed to mankind
by God and that every word of scripture is a word of God is
unaccepted to Murty, for he finds that scriptural texts often contain
self-contradictory, meaningless and tautological statements and as
such these could not be called in toto a work of God. Revelation is
not a one-sided activity. Man’srole in receiving and assimilating it
is very crucial. We can say that God's revelation is adjusted to the
capacity of those to whom it is made. As man is limited, revelation
too is limited by man's conditions. Hence, Murty argues that
whether it is Veda or the Bhagavad-Gita, these cannot be free from
limitations of the men who write them. Scriptures are not the only
revelation of God . God discloses himself more directly through his
incarnations (avataras).But here again Murty finds Shankara's
theory untenable. Consistently with his Advaita, Shankara cannot
accept the avatara of Brahman. For Shankara an avatara is an
illusion in double sense, while the appearance of Brahman as Jiva
isanillusion in one sense only. Murty putsit in the hand of faith to
decide whether in a particular event God discloses or not.

No doubt we know someone from what he says but it is only
by having direct personal encounter and feeling the full ‘impact’ of
his activity, we come to know him much more fully and
adequately. Such is the disclosure of God made to the devotee who
has faith. Quoting Gita Murty says ‘by devotion aone can | be
perceived, known and seen in essence, and entered into.” ‘By
devotion he knows me in essence who and what | am’. Summing
up his position Murty says “God reveals himself fully only to those
who ‘appropriate’ him as their father or friend through loving
trust.”’

So ultimately the responsive and personal God is best
revealed in our persona and direct (immediate) contact. Revelation
for Murty is not sui generis, it isakind of direct awareness, which
is essentially similar to our awareness of ourselves and our
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neighbours. All our knowledge of God is self-disclosure of God. ‘It
isfutile to search for anything which can tell us about God in more
adequate way than analogues drawn from the realm of personal
relations'.

Does revelation involve some intellectual content? Murty will
answer in positive. He believes that religion is neither dogma or
practice, nor mere emotion or feeling; it is theory. There is
certainly some knowledge element involved in revelation, for it is
truth that is reveded in it. Revelation is revelation of Truth. But
this revealed truth is not universal truth, such as is found in the
sciences, but it is absolute truth. Murty after the manner of Jaspers
makes a distinction between universal truth and absolute truth.
Former is subject of intellectual knowledge whereas the latter is of
religious knowledge. Absolute truth is that by which a man lives
and for which he dies and from which he derives integration in
himself and harmony with reality. On the other hand universal
truth is relative, particular, and propositional and obtained by fix
inferential method. Absolute truth is the primal awareness of area
presence that confronts man as holy and good. Absolute truth is not
provable, though it is not irrational.

Murty believes that everyone has belief in God. All
arguments given as proofs for the existence of God are not proofs.
Readlly speaking these proofs presuppose a belief in God. Every
one has belief in God and only this can explain religious
consciousness. This universal belief in God is caled by him
‘general revelation” which is presupposition of ‘specia revelation’.
Murty brilliantly defends this notion of ‘general revelation’. He is
of the view that everyone has belief in God, though it may be the
case that some might not be conscious of that. And thisis the case
with atheists. As no awareness of God is possible unless God
discloses himself to us and as everyone has some awareness of
God, so everyone is blessed with God' s revelation. This revelation
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is called by him ‘genera revelation’. Murty says “no body is
deprived of thisrevelation, ----- those who say that they do not have
it are perhaps not conscious of their own belief in God”. Pascal
says that one would not seek God if he had not already found him.
Now Murty charges that Shankara is unaware of this evident truth
of ‘general revelation’. Murty says ‘so what Shankara ought to
have said is that we are already aware of Brahman to some extent,
only we do not know him fully, and fuller knowledge is to be had
from scripture.’” As Vedanta believes that Brahman is known from
scripture alone, it misses the truth of ‘general revelation’ that God
is somehow revealed to everyone. Now as we know that
Shankaracharya too has discussed in details the above issue in his
commentary on the first aphorism of Brahmasatra Athato
Brahmajijiasa. Here he makes the point that one cannot have
curiosity of knowledge of Brahman unless he has some prior
conception of Brahman. He says further that as every one has
consciousness of his own self, the self cannot be said as completely
unknown. However, its fuller knowledge can be obtained only by
Vedanta. So the charge that Shankara does not believe in ‘general
revelation’ is based only on ignorance of his principles. It isrealy
unfortunate that Murty could discern the insights inherent in
thoughts of Pascal and St. Bonaventura but fails to find the most
beautiful exposition of this doctrine in Shankara Vedanta. The
doctrine of universal awareness of Brahman was for the first time
presented by Shankara.

Here, it should be accepted that Murty has very brilliantly
presented his thesis that a special revelation presupposes general
revelation. Unless there is a prior belief in God it is impossible to
believe in any particular revelation. Revelation through a particular
book or person cannot be judged to be genuine without a
knowledge of God derived independently of that book or person.
By giving examples from so many religious beliefs Murty
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establishes that ‘ unless there is ageneral revelation, there can be no
special revelation’. Now Murty’ s analysis of general revelation and
its foundational nature, undoubtedly paves the way for religious
harmony and tolerance. Much of religious fanaticism and
fundamentalism is due to the false belief that one cannot have
knowledge of God independently of the revelation granted in a
particular religion.

Murty is right when he says that ‘it is an intolerable idea to
say that God exclusively disclosed himself to one people and left
the others in darkness’ So any claim to exclusivity has been
thoroughly rejected by Murty rightly. To say that there has been
only one revelation is only making a fundamentalist statement.
Almost all religions claim some sort of exclusivity and their claim
should be reected. However, Murty’s charge against Advaita
Vedanta that it denies universal awareness of Deity should be
rebutted. Shankara, again and again, emphasizes this fact that
every one has experience of Brahman as one's own self. Shankara
would further like to say that though this is a general revelation
(knowledge), special knowledge of self can be had only by the
Vedanta.

Murty has been very much influenced by Vedantic theism.
Though he has written alot on Advaita system and his Reason and
Revelation in Advaita Vedanta is fully centered on Advaita
Vedanta and in The Advaitic Notion he presents a brilliant
exposition of Advaita like Vachaspati Mishra, his favor towards
Vedantic theism can be perceived in all hiswritings. His critique of
Advaita rests on theistic presuppositions. On the pattern of theistic
Vedantins he finds Advaitic conception of Nirguna Brahman
untenable. He attacks the doctrine of Maya very much in the
fashion of Visistadvaitins. Like the Madhva he believes that God is
God and man is man and that a jiva can never be God. God is
personal and the best way for reaching to him is through personal
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relations. There can be nothing like eternal scripture because it will
jeopardize the eternality of God. Revelation cannot be possible
without a revealer and revealed and hence Advaitic notion of
revelation is unjustifiable. To sum up, Murty presents a theistic
critique of AdvaitaVedanta. When | started reading Revelation and
Reason in Advaita Vedanta, | thought it would help me having a
proper understanding of the Advaita and would give the readers
Advaitic account of religious experience. But what | found in the
book an unsympathetic and partial or rather a hostile critique of
Advaita based on so called theistic beliefs.

The whole book may be interpreted as a disguised
glorification of theistic religions . Murty thinks as though personal
theism is the last word of religion. He is so fascinated with theistic
beliefs that whenever he praises Advaita, he interprets Advaitism
as theism. He openly favors ‘a personal, responsive God to an
impersonal, non-responsive one'. Though the book is about
Advaita, what is defended there is a rigorous form of personal
theism. Mayeda says “in this book Murty is not at all an Advaitin
but a theistic Vedantin”®. Murty himself is not hesitant to accept
this. He says that his view on revelation is very much like that of
Naiyayika Jayanta and his concept of God hardly differs from that
of Ramanuja® In fact Murty is so critical of Advaita Vedanta that
Prof. S.C. Chatterji wrote to him “But | wish you had a more
sympathetic understanding of Advaita and of the eternal and
impersonal character of Vedic authority”'®. Here a few words
should be said in favor of Murty. Murty never claims that he is an
Advaitin. He openly accepts that even after his forty year career of
teaching Advaita, he is not sure whether he has any Advaitic
vasana or decided preference for Abheda. Murty is right when he
locates the issue between monastic idealism and realistic pluralism.
Throughout the book Murty defends this realistic pluralism and

94 ANANDA MISHRA



favors for a form of theism where there is a place secured for
difference and pluralities.

One of the major charges against Advaita has been raised
again and again by its critiques that it does not abide by the rules of
Logic. Traditionally there have been accepted three basic laws of
thought, they are also considered to be the laws of reality. Now by
making a distinction between Reality, Empirical reality and non-
existents; and accepting the empirical world as real as well as
unreal, Advaitins violate the basic laws of thought and reality,
Murty accuses. Now as we have seen, this charge has been again
and again and repeated. Out of the three laws, it is argued that
Advaitins do not obey the law of excluded middle, as their
conception of Maya is explicitly the violation of thisrule.

Enough have been said in rescue of Advaitic position
regarding the law of excluded middle. However, | would like to
refer to Prof. S Bhattacharya who rightly upholds that Advaitins
never disobey the basic laws of identity, non-contradiction and
excluded middle regarding their conception of reality. Though it is
true that that the world of appearance has been accepted by them as
full of contradictions. But that is the realm of appearance or
unreality and not of reality.

| have nothing to disagree with Bhattacharya. | will only add
that Murty here seems to misunderstand the Advaitic position.
According to Advaita empirical world or the reAlm of Maya is
neither real nor unreal, and not real as well as unreal as has been
described by Murty. Similarly Advaitins never ascribed to ‘sky-
lotus' or ‘sguare-circle’ any kind of existence. Non-being has never
been a level of redity for the Advaitins. Murty’s statement
“modern logicians have shown that non-existent things such as
‘square-circles’ are not just another class of things and that these
are no kinds of existence. To say that the ‘barren-woman’'s son is
unreal’ means that he has no existence; it does not mean that he has
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a special kind of existence’ is unsympathetic to Advaita™.
Advaitins never say that ‘sky-lotus' has specia kind of existence.
Murty seems to include in Advaitic classification asat as a kind of
reality which Advaitins have never ascribed. They did talk about
satta-traividhya, but asat is out of this. It is mere non-existence.

For Advaitins knowledge is pure and devoid of all
distinctions. The triple distinction of knower, knowledge and the
known is not accepted to Advaitins. Knowledge in its true nature is
without knower and object. Realists cannot accept this, that is why
we find Naiyayikas arguing against it. Murty aso finds himself in
the later camp. Murty argues that ‘Brahman knows itself’ is as
nonsensical as ‘I know I'. But as Bhattacharya says, this is not a
criticism of Advaita. According to Advaita the triple distinction
between knower, knowledge and the known is inconsistent and
illuson. “So if there is only one redlity, it must be knowledge or
consciousness. Brahman is not conscious, but is consciousness.
Brahman does not know, it is not a knower, Brahman is
knowledge.”*

Murty finds difficulty in understanding the Advaita Vedanta
theory of deep sleep or dream. His point is that waking experience
and not dream or sleep should be taken as the standard. He finds
even Shankara endorsing his view when he holds that ‘the waking
world is more comprehensive, rational and harmonious'.
Bhattacharya charges that Murty misunderstands Advaita Vedanta
position. “It istrue that in deep dreamless sleep there is no personal
identity, yet this state is not a state of unconsciousness. If deep
deep were a state of unconsciousness, then there would be no
evidence of deep sleep.”™® When Murty says that there is no
consciousness in deep sleep, he seems to agree with the Nyaya
position which on this point, says Bhattacharya, is not satisfactory.
In fact by analysis of our dream and deep sleep Advaitins succeed
in establishing that personal identity is accidenta for
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consciousness. A non-egological and objectless consciousness is
not mere a theory but an experienced fact. Personality, egoity,
rationality do not characterize the essence of consciousness. Murty
finds it difficult to understand knowledge or consciousness in its
pure form. It is true that he does talk about spirit, and God for him
is spirit and he also does maintain that God can be known only as
spirit. But spirit for him is necessarily endowed with egoity and
personality. For Shankara too, ultimate readlity is spirit and he
would also say that this can be known only as spirit. As spirit is
necessarily endowed with personality, God for Murty is personal
and isreveaed in our personal relations with him, which according
to Advaita is only false. Personality never forms the essence of
spirit. Subjectivity is not mere bodily subjectivity or psychic
subjectivity. Murty misses to reach the level of transcendental or
pure subjectivity.

Murty is of the view that Advaitins fal to refute ‘difference’.
What iswitnessed by our senses cannot be refuted by any scripture.
Bheda is ubiquitously present and cannot be denied by anyone.
Even Shankara, says Murty, has given this argument while refuting
the idealism of Buddhists. So ‘difference and pluralities cannot be
rgjected. Murty’s argument is (1) redlity is of difference and
pluralities and not of non-duality; (2) even if there were non-
duality, no individual would have knowledge of this, for there is
only non-duality and hence no individuas; (3) even if some one
had realized ‘non-duality’, he would not teach it others, for there
would be no others for him; (4) even if ‘non-dual Brahman' were
true, there would be no scriptural testimony at al. For if there is
only one Brahman, there will be no world, no humans and no
scriptureto tell this.

As there is one eterna consciousness (Brahman) without a
second, there would no one else to whom it could reveal anything.
Revelation without a revedler and a recipient is unintelligible.
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Redlly speaking in Advaita, there can be no Veda, no God and no
man. Now the Advaitin’s reply to the above objection is that from
the absolute standpoint there are no scripture and no knowledge of
Brahman, but from the empirical standpoint both of these exist.
Now according to Murty, the Advaitin cannot give a satisfactory
answer to the above question of how an unreal scripture give an
absolute knowledge. Murty says “AdvaitaVedanta seemsto lead to
the absurd conclusion that an illusory individual illusorily knows
from an illusory scripture that what he previously regarded as
‘himself’ is an illusion, and that he is something other than
‘himsel "4,

Prof. Sibgjiban Bhattacharya, the noted Naiyayika finds
Murty’s arguments unsatisfactory and his thesis weak. One of the
major theses of Murty (1974) was that ‘a revelation without a
reveder and recipient is unintelligible’. This thesis is just the
repetition of the beliefs of theistic religions like Christianity etc.
Bhattacharya gives a detailed analysis of the above statement and
comes to the conclusion that the concept of revelation ‘does not
logically preclude the possibility of self-revelation. It is logically
possible that the Brahman reveals himself. However, this self —
revelation of Brahman does not mean that Brahman knows itself,
as is understood by Murty. Murty totally fails to understand the
Advaitic position and criticizes it. Bhattacharya writes “Murty has
argued that ‘ Brahman knows itself’ is as nonsensical as ‘1 know I’.
But this is not a criticism of Advaita position, for according to
Advaita Vedanta, the question ‘what does the Brahman know? is
not a proper question at al. According to Advaita, the triple
distinction between a knower, knowledge and the known is
inconsistent.” > Unnecessary to repeat, that for Advaitins, Brahman
is not a knower or conscious, it is knowledge or consciousness
itself. Like Naiyayikas for Murty too knowledge without a knower
or object is not possible, so he finds this a significant question to
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ask about the object of the cognition of Brahman. But this is not
the Advaitic position. Brahman is of the nature of knowledge and
not a knower.

As the concepts of Brahman and its revelation have been
found unintelligible by Murty, the Advaitic concept of Maya too
has been rejected by him. Murty very much like Ramanuja finds
Advaitic doctrine of Maya unsatisfactory. He almost repeats the
arguments presented by Ramanuja. What is the locus of Maya?
Neither Brahman nor jiva can be the locus of Maya. Brahman is
absolute consciousness and so it cannot have ignorance. Jivas are
themselves product of Maya, so how they can be said as its locus.
If Avidya or Maya is beginning less, it cannot have an end, for
only produced things come to an end. By whom and how was it
known that Avidya has an end? In fact if Avidya or Maya is a
positive principle, it can not be destroyed. Murty aso finds
Advaitic answer to the question of the falsity of falsity
unsatisfactory. He repeats the argument ‘is the falsity of the world
false or true? If ‘falsity’ is false, the world is redl; if ‘falsity ‘is
true, there is another real entity besides Brahman.” Now all these
guestions have aready been answered by the great Advaita
Acharyas. Vidyaranya says that at the realm of the transcendental
which is revealed only by the Shruti there is only Brahman and
here at this level there is no question of any relation with Maya.
Maya exists only at the realm of empirical and here there would be
no difficulty in upholding that it belongs to jivas. Madhusudan
Saraswati has already addressed as the pirvapaksa the question of
falsity of falsity raised by Murty. | am not going to discuss here the
answer given by him. Various other attempts have been exercised
by contemporary Indian scholars taking recourse to Russellian
analysis of liars paradox. Philosophical language cannot ignore the
possibility of meta-language and levels of language. Advaitins only
advance this argument and are of the opinion that levels of
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language presuppose the levels of reality. Brahman and Maya are
never at the same level and hence no problem of the explanation of
their relation ever arisesin Advaitic tradition.

Among few studies devoted to Murty’s Revelation and
Reason in Advaita Vedanta, John Grimes study deserves most
attention. Grimes has presented a brilliant critique of Murty’'s
Reason and Revelation in Advaita Vedanta in his article “Two
Paradigms of Religious Language’'®. John Grimes locates/
addresses the issues raised by Murty correctly. The real issue is
between Philosophical Absolutism and Religious Theism. Murty is
in favor of Religious Theism and favors personal and responsive
God to impersonal and attributeless Brahman which he finds a
sheer abstraction. Non-duality is neither supported by perception or
experience nor does it have any proofs behind it. On the other hand
atheistic God is presupposition of all presuppositions.

Grimes is of the view that there are ‘two paradigmatic
approaches to the question of religious language’. Either religious
language refers to an ‘other’ and the approach to this remote and
foreign ‘other’ must be through perception and mediated concepts
or religious statements may refer to the very constitutive Being of
anything whatsoever and as such will be self-sufficient, immediate,
and certain. The first approach postulates a gap between the
Reality and the individual and the latter approach emphasizes
identity. Now if the redlity is an ‘other’ knowledge about this
‘other’, says Grimes, must be conjectural and hypothetical,
experience becomes downplayed and reason is extolled, proofs
become necessary, a relationship is sought and its orientation is
rooted in difference. On the other hand if Reality is non-dual, it
must be a fact of direct experience, knowledge of it is certain, it
presupposes all proofs, knowing becomes identical with Being, and
relationship becomes identity.
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Now as we have seen earlier that for Murty God is God and
we are ourselves. An individual can never become God. God is
omniscient, omnipotent and creator, whereas individuals have
limitations regarding these and they are dependent on God. Murty
outrightly rejects any identity between the two. Thus God for
Murty ever remains an ‘other’ to us. Now if God is an ‘other’, its
knowledge will be conjectural and not certain. It will ever demand
some proofs and demonstration. On the other hand Advaitins
maintain that their Absolute/Atman is involved in each and every
experience as the experience's as well experiencer’s ground and
substantive Being, it is not open to the charge of being but a
hypothetical postulate. The Absolute is a fact of direct experience.
As long as there is distinction between the knower and the known,
the object can never be completely known. It is only when the
knower and the known are not different that certainty is
established.

As said earlier the controversy is between a non-
anthropomorphic Absolute and a theistic God. To which of these
two does religious language refer? Grimes is of the view that a
non-anthropomorphic Absolute is more consistent and logical than
a theistic God. The charge of anthropomorphism can never be
completely wiped out from theism. If we say that Abrahamic God
is a non-anthropomorphic infinite, which is true, still this God is
conceived as an ‘other’. And if the Redlity (God) is an ‘other’,
“entire legion of difficulty arise’. Knowledge of this ‘other’ would
be conjectural, hypothetical. Grimes says “Y et, no one has able to
prove or demonstrate, in any philosophically plausible sense of
these terms, the existence of this ‘other’. Flaws, inconsistencies,
and contradictions mar the doctrines and traditions which have
tried.”’

Murty on the one hand charges that a non-dual Brahman is
neither proved by perception or personal experience, on the other
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hand he says that even if perception or inference do not proveit, a
theistic God must be postulated, presupposed. This presupposition
is the ultimate presupposition of al experience. Now Grimes
remarks that both Murty and Advaita speak of a presupposition of
al experience. In Murty’s case it is personal God whereas in
Advaita it is Brahman or Atman. But as theistic God is an ‘other’,
the presupposition becomes mere presupposition whereas in
Advaitic case as it is Atman itself, it does not need any proof, it
being the very constitutive of one’s own being, is an indubitable
fact of experience and fundamental and prior to all proofs.

Murty is right when he says that science and theology are just
two languages which seek to describe reality from two different
standpoints. But he fails to draw the necessary implications of his
own position when he is making assessment of Advaita A
presupposition of an ‘other’ is necessarily needed only in the field
of science. Those religions who talk in reference of an ‘other’ are
still not free of presuppositions of science and reasoning. The
greatness of Advaita lies in this that it could exclude the
perspective of the ‘other’ from the field of religion/religious
language. Hence, here no proof is sought, no demonstration is
needed, and no relation is demanded for real. What is
presupposition of all presuppositions and foundation of all
certainty, how could that be proved. Yet it is most immediate and
intimate and no body can deny it, for it is the very self of one's
own.

Murty charges that Advaitic Absolute is sheer abstraction. “It
is an abstraction from which personality has been evaporated
away------- there is no sense in this kind of abstract thought.”*®
However, when we notice that this Brahman is individual self itself
and there is identity between the two, the charge of abstraction
evaporates. Nothing can be more direct and intimate than
experience of our own self. Advaitic Atman is not a theoretical or
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abstract; it is most immediate and intimate. ‘It is the most empirical
of all empirical redlities. Being grounded within each individual’s
own persona experience-not as an object-but as self-luminously
evident, it is an indubitable fact of experience.’

Where did Murty’s failure lie? He failed to understand that
Advaita, too, is areligion and Advaitins too talk about revelation.
As each revelation is absolute to its receivers according to Murty,
Advaita too is absolute true for Advaitins. But Murty would not
agree to accord the Advaita a status of revelation. Advaita for
Murty is neither a science nor a religion but a metaphysics. Now
this Advaitic metaphysics is not true according to Murty. But
Advaitais not mere a hermeneutics or metaphysics. It isreligion as
well. For Advaita is primarily meant for realization of one's own
true self. | think Murty’ s unsympathetic attitude towards Advaitais
due to his understanding of Advaita as metaphysics and not as
religion. He failed to understand that it is religion of all religions.
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IS NAGARJUNA AN ANTI REALIST OR
A SCEPTIC?

SREEKALA M. NAIR

Nagarjuna has been considered as a marked skeptic in Indian
Philosophical Tradition. He has popularly criticized Nyadya
analysis  of  knowledge, specifically its  foundationalist
epistemology, pointing out that the Nyaya attempt to use pramanas
to construct a metaphysical realism is illegitimate for it pre
supposes a conception of reality while constructing pramanas
theory. This gives scope for a reading of Nagarjuna as an anti
realist, for like Michael Dummett, he too argues that we cannot
give content to the metaphysical realist’s notion of mind
independent reality. Granting that there are indications of anti-
realistic approach in Nagarjuna’s writings, the paper argues that,
still it is more suitable to call Nagarjuna a skeptic than an anti
realist, also keeping in mind the fact that in Indian philosophy
skeptics have had a positive role to play in knowledge analysis and
they share the same concern for truth with epistemologists.

SKEPTICS have been traditionally considered as intruders
into the temple of truth. There is a common consensus among
philosophers that skeptics are negative, destructive and
unconcerned about the cognitive progress of human civilization as
such. This is a misnomer. It is known to all that one of the chief
concerns of epistemology is to determine how we can be sure that
the means we employ to acquire knowledge are appropriate. This
suggests that it is imperative even for epistemologists to look
carefully at challenges to all knowledge acquiring enterprises and
this is exactly what skeptics also do. In this sense, skeptics are
helping epistemologists in their endeavor to identify adequate
means of knowledge. The traditional role of skeptics as those who



maintained that no knowledge is possible stands revised now for
two reasons: primarily it is self defeating, though in a trivial
manner; if we can know nothing, we cannot also know this- that
we know nothing. Secondly, there has come up a general
consensus that skeptics have a genuine case to present before the
philosophic community that deserves a serious hearing. Therefore,
when skeptics propose that our ordinary standards of justifications
are vulnerable in many ways it makes a serious demand on us. On
the other hand, in the name of skepticism, if anyone goes to assert
that we do not know this or that, well, we have the right to be
skeptical about it." As B. K. Matilal observes, a philosopher may
better learn to live with the skeptics, for they both are engaged in
the same activity, namely the search for knowledge.” He says, “A
skeptic shares same concern for truth with the philosopher and is
reluctant to accept anything else. A skeptic is first and foremost an
enquirer”.’ Though both the skeptic and philosopher alike are
involved in seeking and probing the possibilities of knowledge, the
skeptic’s efforts are distinguished by his unyielding and persistent
nature of enquiry, which according to the philosopher is severely
blown out of proportion. This in turn, fetches him the ill fame of
being impractical. But this accusation, as rightly pointed out by the
skeptics, is beside the point. It is one thing to search earnestly for
truth, without compromising on the application of methods chosen,
and quite another to worry about the pragmatic inputs of such
inquiries. Further, as Indian skeptics would point out, it is not that
skeptics chose to embrace uncertainty; it is just that they refuse to
pre-judge the issue at hand prior to experience. It is here that we
need to place Nagarjuna as a marked skeptic among Indian
philosophers. In Vigrahavyavartani, he provides a series of
arguments that coherently provides a critique to the Nyaya
epistemology, and anyone who goes through these attacks on the
Nyaya analysis of knowledge would summarily conclude that
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Nagarjuna is indeed a skeptic. Mark Siderits in his paper titled
‘Nagarjuna as Anti Realist’, proposes that a wider reading of
Nagarjuna would reveal that his aim was not to establish the
possibility of universal doubt, rather his motivation, quite similar
to that of Michael Dummett, is to propose an anti-realist position in
Indian metaphysical scenario. Countering Matilal’s depiction of
Nagarjuna as a skeptic Siderits argues that Nagarjuna’s real
intentions were not to prove the impossibility of knowledge, but
rather to close off a common route to metaphysical realism via
Nyaya theory of pramanas. In this paper I wish to argue the
following theses: It is true that Nagarjuna’s theory exhibits
elements of anti-realism. But beyond that it goes up to refute the
very possibility of knowledge, which hinders or at least place
hurdles to human cognitive progress, which has been effectively
resisted by Vatsyayana, once again reinstating Nyaya Analysis of
knowledge. The paper gets divided into three sections. The first
section deals with Matilal’s thesis on Nagarjuna as a skeptic, the
second section provides the anti thesis of Siderites’ depicting
Nagarjuna as an anti-realist and in the third section I shall place
Vatsyayana’s counter position to Nagarjuna’s critique in order to
save Nyaya analysis of knowledge.

Nagarjuna popularly claims that all bhavas (existent entities)
are empty of their svabhava (devoid of meaning). This skepticism
of Nagarjuna about all existent entities/all philosophical positions
was accused of paradoxically/inconsistency by Naiyayikas.
Vatsyayana for instance, in his commentary points out that if all
philosophical theories are devoid of their svabhava or essence, as
Nagarjuna claims, his own theory is no exception to this, and
therefore, the thesis gets cancelled at once. On the other hand, if
Nagarjuna claims exception to this particular theory, well, we will
have to say that there is at least one counter example to what he
wants to prove. To this Nagarjuna gives a befitting reply. In
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Vigrahavyavartani he 1is found raging like this “I’ve no
proposition, no thesis to defend (which may lack any essence). If |
had any thesis, I would have been guilty of the faults you ascribe to
me. But I do not therefore, I have no fault”.* In other words, he
seems to be arguing that no philosophic thesis has svabhava is
itself not a thesis. Matilal is of the opinion that this is admissible
for, as he says, “It is quite possible that every thesis lacks essence
or svabhdava, and this will remain so even if there is no body (not
even Nagarjuna) who asserts it as a thesis. To put in another way,
this thesis will get falsified only if anyone asserted it. We can
imagine a possible world when all assertions made are empty, but
there is nobody to make the crucial assertion that all assertions are
empty”.” Probably Nagarjuna wanted to assert that everything
lacks svabhava or empty of content, but this must remain unsaid
because, to assert it is to falsify it.°

From his basic thesis that all bhdvas are svabhava Sunyas,
Nagarjuna precedes further to question the very concept of
pramana, the Nyaya method of knowing. Note that Nagarjuna did
not choose, like many of his Western counters parts, to point out
the fallibility of our endeavor to attain knowledge, nor like
Descartes raised an argument from illusion, but rather chose to
shake the very foundations upon which the superstructure of
knowledge is erected. In simple language his argument can be put
this way: If pramanas are the ones that reveal the nature of the
world, that bring us the knowledge of the world as it is, we should
stretch out the reasoning further and ask ourselves, what bring us
knowledge of these means? In other words, we need to know what
is the causal route through which these means are produced and
revealed to us? Naiyayikas often concede that at times pramanas
also function as prameyas, thus opening the possibility of the
means of knowing becoming the object of knowing. But this does
not set the problem to rest, if the means of knowledge are
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supported by other means there need to be a further set of standards
that sanction these, which leads to an infinite regress. To quote
Nagarjuna himself: “If the proof of the pramanas were by means of
other pramanas, then there would be an infinite regress
(anavastha). There would be no proof of the first or of the middle,
or of the last”.” Nagarjuna’s this critique should be identified as the
most ancient critique against foundationalism.

The pramana theorists have defended the charge of infinite
regress, like their Western counter parts, by insisting that there are
some means of knowing which do not require any further means
for knowing them as they are self-evident. These basic, self-
supporting theories happened to be the rock bottom, the foundation
which has the function of supporting anything that is erected on
them, all the while providing self-support. In brief, the pramanas
belong to a privileged class, the set of the self-evident, self-
supporting items, while the other items, viz. prameyas, are not so.
Nagarjuna questions this dichotomy as well as the validity of the
principle lying behind it. Thus, we have arrived at the fundamental
question: why is it that certain theories, like the theory of pramana
have a privileged status. The foundationalists, according to
Nagarjuna, have the responsibility not only to distinguish the basic
belief and the superstructures, but should also tell us why are they
distinct? ® Nagarjuna clearly demands that the reason for such
differentiation may be spelled out. Yet another problem raised by
Nagarjuna is that this type of foundationlism proposed by Nyaya
contradicts their original thesis, that everything is made known by
some pramana. Worldly objects are defined as objects of
knowledge (prameya) and there is a category distinction between
pramana and prameya. At the same time Nyaya foundationalism
urges that pramanas are not absolutely independent, but are mere
stopping points in the causal justification chain. If this is the case,
then, asks Nagarjuna, how could they draw the desired distinction
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between pramana and prameya?’ Nydya proclaims that they
follow the method that commences with an initial doubt, and
subsequently, by applying some pramana or the other moves ahead
to reach certitude (Nirnaya). Quite unlike Cartesian doubting, in
the Nyaya system the doubt takes us ahead. The initial doubt gets
removed through the standard means of knowing. But they seem to
have dropped this method at some point (precisely when they
arrive at the pramanas) abruptly. Therefore, if someone charges
Nyaya for crediting preferential/privileged status for pramanas,
she cannot be accused. If Naiyayikas were to say that pramanas,
at the rock bottom need no further evidences, as there exists an
inner certitude for them, it cannot be granted, for one thing
subjective certainty cannot be taken valid for ascertaining universal
certitude.

An alternative to the self-evidence (foundationalist) theory
may be that a piece of knowledge derives its authority from
something other than itself. Matilal points out three such
possibilities.

1. A piece of knowledge deriving its justification from

another piece of knowledge.

2. A piece of knowledge being validating by its object.

3. Means of knowledge and objects validate each other. '°

The first alternative is rejected on pain of the infinite regress.
The second alternative involves circularity since we posit the
pramanas to validate the world and use this very world to validate
the pramanas. The third alternative of mutual dependence has the
great possibility of establishing the Buddhist idealism, including
that of Nagarjuna’s. As Matilal observes: “If the object depends
upon the means and the means upon the object, then both may be
said to be knowledge dependent... If we locate the object in what
appears in experience and identify knowledge with what makes it
appear the way it does, we court some sort of mutuality between
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knowledge and its object, which may point up their essential non-

difference.”!!

In fact Matilal foresees a possibility for Nagarjuna to
avoid embracing skepticism. The third possibility would have
saved Nagarjuna from plunging into skepticism all the while

remaining in his own metaphysical camp.

I
Mark Siderits, in his paper ‘Nagarjuna as Anti realist’ takes
issue with Matilal in characterizing Nagarjuna as a skeptic. It is of
course true that in Vigrahavyavartani, Nagarjuna questions the
very possibility of giving a consistent account of pramanas, thus
posing a critique to the Nyaya theory of knowledge. But a wider
reading of Nagarjuna, Siderits claims, would reveal that his aim
was not to establish the possibility of universal doubt, as done by
the skeptics in the Western camp. Curiously enough, one could
trace anti-realist elements in Nagarjuna’s theory, and concludes
that Nagarjuna in fact, should be understood as an anti-realist, as
someone pointing out that the realist’s route to metaphysical
realism via pramanas should be closed for good.
Realism exercised in Indian philosophy engages three key
theses-
1)  Adoption of correspondence notion: that truth involves
a correspondence between belief and the factual
representation of the world.
2)  Mind-independence of the reality: that physical reality
exists independently of our awareness of it.
3)  Truth exist independent/beyond assertion: that there is
one true theory that perfectly fits the reality. '*
Nagarjuna counters (1) arguing that pramanas cannot be
established without committing the logical flaws of circularity or
infinite regress. With regard to (2) he points out that the Nyaya
attempt to use pramanas to construct a metaphysical realism is
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illegitimate as it carries over the assumptions about reality while
constructing pramana theory itself. Therefore, the journey from
correspondence theory of truth to reach upon metaphysical realism
fails. Hence he advises the Naiyayikas to give up correspondence
and resort to coherentism for justification. This suggested
replacement of correspondence intuition with that of coherentism is
not to block the possible routes to knowledge, argues Siderits, but
to impress us that our empirical world is nothing but a conceptual
fabrication (prapaiica).” If pramanas cannot be established
escaping the faults of circularity/infinite regress, it implies that the
use of them necessarily involves our conception of reality.
Therefore, knowledge can be justified only in a coherentist
manner.

In the previous section we have seen that among the four
possible ways to establish a pramana, Naiyayikas prefer the 2™ in
the list, viz., one pramana establishing another. In order to protect
it from the flaw of regress they seek the aid of an analogy: just as
light illuminates itself, so too a pramana may establish itself. If
Nagarjuna succeeds in proving that this claim is false, then, in the
absence of any other counter example, and in the presence of such
positive evidences as the fact that a knife cannot cut itself, we will
be justified in rejecting the assertion that a pramana establishes
itself."* Countering the light analogy employed by Naiyayikas,
Nagarjuna promptly points out that an object can be illuminated
only if it exists in darkness, since light cannot, by definition exist
in an unilluminated state, this condition cannot be met. Hence it is
meaningless to say that light is illuminated. Matilal, observes
Siderits, countering Nagarjuna’s argument, posits that ‘light
illuminates itself” is a mere stylistic variant of ‘there is light’ or
‘there is illumination of objects’, for, the two events, occurrence of
light and the illumination of objects are inseparable events. Siderits
now examines this problem: Is it true that the occurrence of light is
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nothing over and above the occurrence of the illumination of
objects? Let Physics stay aside for a while and commonsense
prevail. Moving along with commonsense it is reasonable to
maintain that we need not posit a power as a separate entity in
order to explain the occurrence of some phenomenon, if the only
evidence for its existence is just that phenomenon whose
occurrence is to be explained. Arguing in this line, we cannot posit
light as having separate existence, if the illumination of objects is
the only evidence. However, in the case of light, there is
independent evidence for its existence, diffraction phenomenon
occurring with transparent media being the best example. Having
concluded that the light and illumination of objects are distinct
events, Nagarjuna's argument that light does not illuminate itself is
once again back with same force. Siderits also stretches out a
different line of argument: even if we were to grant that light is
nothing more than the objects illumined, the analogy of light does
not hold water here, for pramanas are, for sure, distinct from their
result, the cognition of objects. Naiyayikas, in fact, speak of a
causal relation between pramana and its resultant product prama
or veridical cognition.

Naiyayikas attempt to stop the regress also by way of
denying the KK theory (Knowing that one Knows), the theory that
in order to have knowledge one must know that one knows. Nyaya
in their pramanyavada clearly pronouns that it is only contingent
that a given cognition is verified as a piece of knowledge; one may
not choose to do this and yet may possess knowledge. Such a
position is consistent with the Nyaya theory of knowledge; the
causal theory of justification subscribed by Nyaya maintains that
knowledge is a matter of having a true belief with the right sort of
causal ancestry. This externalist version of justification allows
them to claim justified status to their belief without being able to
show justification.
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Many a philosophers think that the rejection of KK thesis
secures the pramana theory from falling prey to infinite regress.
The argument is that, being a Buddhist, Nagarjuna subscribes to
KK theory, which results in subjecting knowledge analysis to
infinite regress. But here we go wrong. Nagarjuna raises the issue
of the fallacy of infinite regress not from an epistemic position.
The intension behind the regress charge, according to Siderits, is
not to prove the impossibility of pramana theory, but to bring
before light the underlying metaphysical presuppositions involved
in an otherwise innocent and fair looking epistemological theory.
Through a forceful argument he exposes the arbitrariness involved
in the pramana theory. The force of the argument that he employs
in Vigrahavyavartani was purely intended to persuade us to
recognize that our pramana doctrine is nothing but a convenient
myth-making or make-believe, the inherent value of which lies
only in making day-to-day life work smoothly, and rendering inter-
subjective communication.”” By this we are not to judge that
Nagarjuna is utterly against the very possibility of knowledge. On
the contrary, he concedes that we do have knowledge secured
through valid pramanas, but a journey from pramana theory to the
world as such, which Nyaya theory proposes, is something
objectionable.

A closer look at the theory of correspondence established
between pramana and the state of affairs in the external world
would make it clear that a reflective equilibrium is largely being
used: we start with a set of basic beliefs and trace the causal
conditions that produce such belief in us. Having arrived at this
provisional causal account, we observe whether it accords with
other fresh beliefs we arrive at about the world. And what follow
would be a series of adjustment either in our pramanas or in our
beliefs or both, and the process continues until we arrive at a
perfect equilibrium-a one-to-one correspondence. Nagarjuna

114 SREEKALA M. NAIR



observes that following this method any belief could be justified.
Hence the correspondence they proclaim is quite unwarranted. It
would be spurious to consider this position maintained by
Nagarjuna as a skeptical challenge. To put it in Siderits own words,
“It may sound as if the claim made is this: since we cannot know
which of these schemes - the one we have arrived at, or one of the
alternatives we might have arrived at under different assumptions
is correct, we do not in fact possess knowledge about the
pramanas, and prameyas. The point is rather that since, on any of
the multiplicity of possible schemes that might be arrived at
through the process of reflective equilibrium, our beliefs would
accord with our practice, it follows that the notion of the one right
fit between beliefs and world is empty.”'® In brief, Nagarjuna
merely denies the possibility of arriving at one right fit for our
beliefs, in the external world. Here he seems to echo the anti-realist
reflection that if there are different sets of beliefs, each having
equal epistemic warrant, then the notion of a right fit between
beliefs and world must be idle and useless. To put in other words,
it is quite not possible to give a conceptual understanding of the
way the world is independently of our knowing.

This way Siderits convincingly argue his case that
Nagarjuna’s intention behind forcing infinite regress argument
against pramanavada is to impress us that both pramanas and
prameyas are mutually dependent. Pramanas can be established
only with the help of certain assumptions about the world and vice
versa, together leaving us the message that it is hard to make a
watertight compartmentalization between the phenomenal world
and our cognitive apparatus. If we reduce this position of
Nagarjuna to mere subjectivism, a theory that proposes that the
subject with her partial viewpoints fail to see the truth undistorted
by personal biases, we would miss the point. Now does this
amount to saying that there can be no distinction between
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knowledge and error within an epistemic system? Not at all. On the
contrary, even while granting that there is/can be knowledge
arrived at as a result of this aforementioned epistemic program, it
wouldn’t warrant the claim that this also mirrors the nature and
enables us to constitute a mind-independent reality. The point
highlighted here by Nagarjuna is simply this: in order to draw a
correspondence between cognition and the world, we need to
establish both of these in isolation from each other. Reflecting
Nagarjuna’s contention, Siderits writes: “The fact that pramanas
and prameya are mutually dependent in the manner described
above shows that we can have no such conception of cognition and
world, to say of a set of beliefs that they correspond to reality is to
pay them an empty complement. We would do better to say that
they help make things go smoothly for us, that they cohere with
other beliefs we hold and with our needs, interests and
institutions™."”

The metaphysical realist may raise an objection, which at the
surface at least, sounds genuine: they may argue that even if we
grant that p belong to S by sheer virtue of the epistemic method,
and not by virtue of the nature of world, truth out runs justification.
It’s our experience that often we take propositions to be justified,
and subsequently find them untrue; also there are cases where we
find ourselves improving our justification on a particular
proposition. Arguing in these lines we may also proclaim that these
unjustified true propositions would never be justified for us, no
matter what epistemic practices we may employ. With these
arguments realists attempt to establish that truth outruns
justification. This argument that truth outruns justification can be
granted. But in such cases we are smuggling in an omniscient
agency, perhaps God, who is in possession of all truths, who is
justified in accepting it employing his own epistemic method. Once
this presupposition is exposed, Nagarjuna’s original problem

116 SREEKALA M. NAIR



reappears with greater vigor. In brief, according to Nagarjuna the
Nyaya account of pramana and prameya are mutually dependent,
and therefore, they must abandon either their pramanavdada or their
metaphysical realism. As a true epistemologist Nagarjuna suggest
that they may retain the pramanavada and abandon their
metaphysical realism. Siderits argues that Nagarjuna here is very
clearly suggesting an anti-realist alternative, for like Dummett, he
too argues that we cannot give content to the metaphysical realists'
notions of a mind independent reality that can be mirrored in our
cognition.

I

Even as I Acknowledge the merit in the argument posed by
Siderits, I see that Nagarjuna, unlike the antirealists in the Western
camp poses serious threat to the possibility of knowledge.
Vatsyayana truly identifies this and raises effective stoppers to this
attempt of Nagarjuna. Matilal in fact vividly describes this attempt
made by Naiyayikas to safeguard knowledge analysis. He labors
much to prove that Nagarjuna is a skeptic, but a skeptic in the
broader sense of the term. Definitely Nagarjuna in his opinion is
not a skeptic who, as Descartes characterized, doubts upon as many
fundamental beliefs of the pramana theorists as possible. He in
fact, proposes a probable extension of the application of the term
skepticism to accommodate Nagarjuna, and further appeals not to
pay too much attention to these labels, instead concentrate on the
formation of the position and the arguments adduced in favor of it.
Giving what is due to both the parties Matilal observes that the
charges Nagarjuna makes against our standards of knowledge do
not suggest that they work badly or that there are others which
work better. It only suggests that they are logically defective or at
least logically questionable.'®
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Let’s note that Vatsyayana does not interpret light analogy in
the way we normally approach it for, it would stand in
contradiction with the prevailing Nyaya theories of paratah
prakasavada and paratah pramanyavada. According to Nyaya,
knowledge is neither self-revealing nor self-validating, and is
always appraised or known through another episode. Therefore,
Vatsyayana comes up with the interpretation that the lamp post
may play two different roles — the role of a means as far as objects
are concerned, and the role of an object as far as the sense of sight
goes. Thus, light for instance, may play a dual role, the role of a
means when it helps us to see objects, and may become an ‘object’,
when it is itself seen by the sense of sight. This understanding that
the same ontological entity may play different roles reveals that the
difference between means of knowledge and object of knowledge
is not to be analyzed in terms of ontological type distinction, but as
different linguistic expressions. Vatsyayana clearly pronounces
that the different use of Karakas does not refer to distinct
ontological entities, but the different roles the same object may
play in multiple linguistic usages. Similarly, “.... to be a ‘means’
signifies nothing but playing the role of an instrument in the
generation of knowledge, and to be an ‘object’ means to fill in the
role of an accusative case in a knowledge situation”."” Thus, the
problem raised by Nagarjuna, to strike distinctive features for
pramana and prameya seem amicably resolved by Vatsyayana by
reducing it to a mere grammatical distinction.

The problem of infinite regress with regard to
foundationalism is also resolved by Vatsyayana. He starts with a
general thesis that one needs not possess a prior knowledge of
means to arrive at a piece of knowledge generated by it. It is
epistemically inessential to have knowledge of the means through
which cognition gets generated. For instance, our visual perception
does not depend on our prior knowledge of the sense of sight.
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Often it is through inference that we get to know (contingently)
about the means.”

Vatsyayana also uses the analogy of weighting scale (fu/a) to
impress us the distinct roles played by pramana. In a weighting
machine a lump of gold is first measured as the ‘object’ of
knowledge and later as the instrument or as the scale to measure
other objects. Similarly the pramana (which literally means
excellent measuring means) may take different roles, as prameya
and later as pramdna without causing any logical difficulty.
Uddyotakara offers an interesting analogy to show that a piece of
evidence need not be itself justified to act as evidence: just as the
sample water collected from a pool may justify the purity of the
lake along with its own purity (without any implication of self-
justification) so too pramana which functions as the causal
justificatory evidence stands justified pragmatically.”’ The Nyaya
position is clearly this: the inferential justification chain need to be
extended only if practical life (Vyavahara) calls for it, not
otherwise.

The upshot of the argument is that while Nagarjuna’s
writings show a lineage to antirealism, it cannot be branded as a
case of antirealism proper as, he does not share many positions
upheld by antirealists. And also a fair evaluation of his writings
clearly reveal a skeptic outlook with regard to the very possibility
of knowledge, for we find him asserting that means of knowledge
like perception and inference are self defeating for, they do not
reveal the objects in past, present or future. Naiyayikas point out
that Nagarjuna will not be able to establish this without harming
his own theory for it is self-reflective: his statement ought to be a
means in itself, in order to negate other means, and gets burned to
ashes by its own assertion before causing danger to others. It is
quite like one burning one’s own finger in order to burn others.
Some philosophers have felt that Nagarjuna may choose to burn his
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finger if he could point at others. But alas! He gets destroyed prior

to this. Nevertheless his contributions to Indian knowledge analysis

are significant, as he awakened our scholastic philosophers from

their dogmatic slumber.
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THE RITUAL PERSON
CLEMENS CAVALLIN

The following text was originally written as a chapter in my
book Ritualization and Human Interiority (published 2013 by
Tusculanum Press), but as the manuscript was rewritten to become
focused on one single argument, the philosophically inclined
discussion of the human person became a project of its own, while
still retaining a close connection to the thrust of the larger project.

This article is primarily a discussion of personhood as a
preparation for the larger concern of interiority and ritualization;
and the book and the article are favourably read in relation to each
other, while, at the same time, the two discourses are independent
enough to thrive on their own.

Before dealing with the concept of person in earnest, it is
necessary to briefly discuss the dichotomy of subject and object,
and the consequent distinction between subjective, intersubjective
and objective as this has been a prime locus of debate concerning
the dynamism of inner and outer in regard to the human person. In
extending the theoretical focus in this way, one treads on highly
disputed ground, the battlefield of ‘anthropology’ in all its
varieties: philosophical, psychological, biological and religious.
The aim here is, however, not to ultimately solve these, as it seems,
perennial questions once and for all, but to punt ourselves along the
course which serves the present theoretical purpose best, that is,
that of outlining a model which can function as a fond for an
elaboration of forms of ritual interiorization.

The Subject and the I nter subjective World

Subject as a philosophical concept has a history of change; in

scholastic thinking, it denoted the substrate or the substance, the



thing which has accidental qualities. In modern philosophy, on the
other hand, it acquired the meaning of soul or consciousness, the
bearer of its own conscious experiences, a new sense which is,
nevertheless, related to the previous meaning (Liibcke 1988: 529f).

One lens through which to understand modern western
philosophy is actually the subject: from its constitution (Descartes,
Kant) to its death (Foucault, Derrida), or the escape from it into an
intersubjective realm as language (Wittgenstein).! Though the
subject was made the starting point in order to provide stability and
certainty to philosophical reasoning, this was from the beginning
united with a sceptic attitude, which only temporarily or partially
could be held at bay (cf. the whole philosophical project of Kant).
It is this sceptic attitude which erupted in the late 20™ century
under the label of post-structuralism and as a wider phenomenon,
postmodernism. What is at stake in this disenchantment of
subjectivity (Farrell 1994; Archer 2000: 17-50) is not merely
whether the subject, in the modern usage of the term, is a substance
(subject according to the older meaning), but also reason itself is
called into question: its freedom and its ability to gain knowledge.
Postmodern scepticism, therefore, gnaws at its own heart, because
the total loss of a foundation for reason makes doubt itself
impossible (doubt without a doubter), and without freedom
emancipation is unattainable (cf. McNay 2000: 76f.).

One way to go if introspection cannot provide certainty is to
turn the attention to the intersubjective world, making that primary
and the subject secondary. The subject is then constituted in and
through social interaction; it is seen as constructed, thus reversing
the position of idealism that postulates the subject as constructing
the world. In this way, however, the burden of supplying a
fundament falls on the notion of intersubjectivity, as in the turn
away from the subject, the primacy is given to what is between
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subjects, to the inter-subjective field: everything that is accessible
for at least two subjects. This is, consequently, potentially the
whole of the physical world, but in actuality within a group for the
most part only a small segment of it, even if this has changed
dramatically with global communications. Also the world of ideas,
symbols and narratives which is mediated through language is
intersubjective, and the cultural realm is as the material world not
open in the same manner to all subjects, as access is restricted, for
example, by linguistic competence and the level of understanding.
To take as one’s point of departure these shared worlds can be felt
as a relief, as an escape from the esoteric nature of the inner.
However, the temptation is then almost irresistible not only to
argue that the subject is secondary in relation to the intersubjective,
but to radically challenge its interiority by trying to make it wholly
part of the exterior domain. This is relatively easy to achieve with
the physical interior of the human person, but the conquest of
human interiority can be extended to limit more and more the
private sphere of the mind.> A philosophical position taking the
intersubjective as its point of departure has, actually, a problem
with allowing the subject any interior sphere at all. It must insist
that all that is, is intersubjective, otherwise the subject can be
resurrected at the margins of intersubjectivity through the
constitution of intra-subjectivity — a zone of mental interiority.
Such a view of the subject as transparent and public is basic in
Nick Crossley’s book Intersubjectivity.: The Fabric of Social

Becoming, in which he states:
Firstly, that human subjectivity is not, in essence, a private
‘inner’ world which is divorced form the outer (material)
world; that it consists in the worldly praxes of sensuous,
embodied beings and that it is therefore public and
intersubjective. (Crossley 1996: 24)
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This drastic formulation is modified in that he introduces two
forms of intersubjectivity: radical and egological. The former is
the type of intersubjective interaction in which self-awareness is
lost and the latter in which it emerges in reflexivity. True to his
radical statement above though, Crossley holds the view that

radical intersubjectivity is basic and egological only secondary:
It should be added here that the egological attitude always
necessarily entails the radical attitude as an underlying
foundation. /.../ Egological intersubjectivity is only a relative
reflective distancing. It is never absolute. (Crossley 1996: 71)

In this way, he wants to make certain that the autonomous
subject is not constituted once more through the admission of the
egological dimension. His basic statement is, therefore, that human
subjectivity is necessarily intersubjective (Crossley 1996: 24). This
position, however, has to face the metaphysical problem that
intersubjectivity, though linguistically a noun, does not refer to a
substance, but to a type of relation, namely that between subjects.
Despite that a subject is seen as always in relation, the notion of
intersubjective relies upon the meaning of subject in order to refer
to what is between subjects. The subject is then not ‘dead’ but
defined as necessarily standing in relation to other subjects.

One can interpret this approach as being foremost
epistemological and not necessarily ontological, in the sense that
the best way to wunderstand the subject is through the
intersubjective world in which it lives, and not through the fantasy
of a solipsistic consciousness. The turn from the subject to the
intersubjective world is then mainly a question of choosing the
adequate starting point for analysis. The question is, nevertheless,
whether such an epistemological stance does not imply a specific
ontology of mind and world. This ambivalence is, for example,
present in the introduction to a reader in a paradigm within
psychoanalysis called inter alia intersubjectivity theory. One is left
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to wonder whether the rejection of objective truth does or does not
entail some form of constructivism:
Analysts embracing an objectivist epistemology presume to
have privileged access to the essence of the patient’s psychic
reality and to the objective truths that the patient’s psychic
reality obscures. In contrast, the intersubjective viewpoint,
emphasizing the constitutive interplay between worlds of
experience, leads inevitably to an epistemological stance that
is best characterized as “perspectivalist” /.../. (Stolorow 1994:
xi)

The tension between the notion of subject and that of the
intersubjective is also the main point of Robert Dunn’s (1997)
comparison between the theories of George Herbert Mead and
Judith Butler on the nature of the self. Dunn argues both for
similarities and decisive differences between the symbolical
interactionism of Mead and the poststructuralism of Butler. They
are alike in that they are both evidence of a “shift from notions of
innate consciousness to a strategy of locating the subject in a
system of external relations, that is, a relocation of subjectivity to
the exterior world of collectively shared symbols” (Dunn, Robert
1997: 689). But, when for the poststructuralist the subject is a
fiction begotten in the web of discourse, Mead retains a notion of
the subject as self; that is, the self is constructed, but not illusory.
Interestingly for our theoretical purposes, Dunn argues that
“Discerning the difference between Butler and Mead hinges on
how we understand the meaning of ‘internalization’ (Dunn, Robert
1997: 693). Internalization is the process in which an interior is
built up with the help of material from the social world as norms,
attitudes, roles and values. An identity with an interior sphere is in
this way constituted, the Self according to Mead’s terminology.

To retain the notion of interiority and thus self or subject
seems wise as there are major difficulties inherent in the
poststructuralist approach. One is that when killing the subject,
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discourse acquires a subject-like character, and we find ourselves
being once again in the ontological field. For what is discourse and
in what sense can it (as there are no subjects) raise a claim to an
existence besides that gained through the use of it by subjects?
Discursive or not, reasoning always requires a reason, in the same
way as language cannot exist without people speaking or reading
it. We can be fooled by the invention of writing into thinking that
language can exist without users, but a library full of books in an
unknown language to which we have no translation key into any
for us understandable language is merely a lot of systematically
discoloured paper.

If we, then, follow Dunn in this respect, we can say that ritual
interiorization depends on the previous and ongoing process of
internalization: through internalization the interior is constituted,
while by interiorization the interior is given special importance.
The question in what way this interior is private is another matter
which we will have to postpone to the discussion of personhood.
Because private carries with it two meanings: first the sense of
being accessible only to the individual person (cf. Ayer 1963), and
second private in the sense of belonging properly to the person, but
being not in principle outside the reach of others, giving private a
moral and not only an epistemological dimension.

The concept of intersubjective is, as we have seen, connected
to discourses of epistemology and ontology, but it also leads, in
contrast to the notion of subject, quickly into a philosophizing over
human social life, as seen in Nick Crossley’s book where the final
chapters deal with topics such as power and citizenship. However,
if we take with us the concept of intersubjectivity into a
consideration of social life, there is always the danger that it is seen
as the interaction of disembodied subjects and not of human
persons. This is the case also in regard to ritual activity, as what we
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meet are not merely subjects performing together, but I would like
to argue persons.
The Object and Being Objective

The relation discussed up to this point has been that between
subject and subject, that is, the relation between conscious agents.
But if the object is precisely that which one is conscious of, what is
presented to my consciousness, then the question is whether other
subjects are objects to me, and if my consciousness when being
conscious of itself (being self-conscious) is having itself as an
object.

The position chosen in this study as one of the building
bricks for a model of the ritual person is that the subject qua
subject cannot in a direct sense be an object of its own
consciousness nor of others. This is because the subject is not the
same as the psyche, I can be conscious of feeling anger in all its
psycho-physical aspects, and at the same time argue in my head
against acting according to that feeling, but I cannot at will in a
pure act know myself as knower.’

On the other hand, the subject becomes self-conscious when
in act, for example, when reflecting upon its anger. The subject
considered apart from the mental act is then an abstraction, in the
word of Husserl, a pure or transcendental ego, and hence not
present in the mind as an object. Also when engaged in
intersubjective relations, the transcendental ego of the Other does
not enter into the field of objects for my consciousness, for it is not
the abstracted knower that we relate to but to fully fledged persons
with personalities that have psychological and bodily as well as
social aspects.

The subject as knower can thus have its own psyche, the
inanimate material world, the cultural world and other persons as
objects, but it can only have indirect knowledge of the content of
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other person’s minds. And it is here that we find the realm of the
subjective, that is, the mind as object for its own consciousness,
but only indirectly knowable to others. The notion of objective
seems then at first glance to denote the opposite of subjective, what
could be the object of at least two subjects, but this was defined
before as the intersubjective and comprises also deliberate
falsehoods and collective delusions. Objective is, therefore, here
defined as what has being, and as a correspondence theory of truth
is chosen, the truth or falsehood of a statement is determined by its
relation to what is objective, to what exists.* The extension of
objectivity does then include the whole subjective and
intersubjective worlds. According to this account, there is no
necessary opposition between subjective and objective; subjective
is in the order of epistemology and contrasted with what is
intersubjective, while objective is in the order of ontology and
contrasted instead with that which does not have being.

This distinction between the intersubjective and the objective
leads quite naturally to the question in what sense the
intersubjective realm is coextensive with reality, whether the
universe is intersubjectively accessible in its totality or if it could
harbour some radical mystery other than the human interior.
Perhaps the universe is accessible in toto potentially, but not
actually, so that an optimistic view of human intellectual history is
to see it as the gradual expansion and correction of the
intersubjective world to the final goal of making it coextensive
with being.

Nevertheless, to contrast subjective with intersubjective
instead of objective could seem a little confusing, because
subjective is often used not only to refer to the content of the mind
as the feeling of pain over a particular grievance, but also to the
qualities (qualia) of an act of knowing or perceiving which
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pertains to the subject and not the object. In seeing a blue sky, the
bluishness is subjective in the sense that it is an experience had by
the subject, but, on the other hand, it is caused by the perceived
object; thus varying with the frequency and intensity of the light
refracted. A bundle of questions is connected to this distinction as,
for example, to what degree bluishness is objective, in the sense of
being true, that is, if it corresponds to a quality of the object;
furthermore, we find the discussion whether the existence of qualia
is a strong argument for the sSui generis nature of mental
phenomena, thus supporting the rejection of materialism. Qualia
are, nevertheless, intersubjective, or so it seems at least, as we can
speak with each other about different shades of blue skies and
collectively admiring the manifestation of the whole colour
spectrum in a rainbow.’

Subjective is also used as denoting a judgment done
according to the preferences and desires of a person, instead of
what is best for the community or what is true. In this context, the
quality of being objective, impartial, is to be able to disregard
one’s own preferences and interests and to judge what is in
accordance with justice and truth.

The two senses of objective outlined above are both related to
what has been chosen as the basic sense of objectivity, viz. what
has being and what in a second step represent being in a correct
way (i.e. truth). This opens up many exciting avenues of enquiry
due to the centrality of the subject-object dichotomy in western
philosophical discourse, but as we then are in the danger of
venturing too far from the concerns of the ritual person and to
become lured deep into the brushy woods of philosophical debate,
it is necessary to conclude this section and proceed to a discussion
of the notion ‘person’.
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The main outcome of the discussion of subject and object that
is important for our conception of the ritual person is the interplay
between the subjective, intersubjective and objective. In the radical
forms of the postmodern approach, objective reality is left out and
the subject deconstructed, while the choice here is to retain the
concept of subject as the abstracted centre of consciousness, and
subjective as denoting the mental world to which the subject has
privileged access, while intersubjective points to what is accessible
actually or potentially to at least two subjects. As the subject is not
considered as dead, neither is the object in the sense of what is
present to consciousness, nor the derivative ‘objective’ referring to
that which has being: comprising the subjective sphere and the
intersubjective cultural world, plus what lies beyond them both.
The concept of the objective puts constraints on the subjective and
the intersubjective as in the case of death, which marks the
disappearance of a person (and indirectly a subject) from the
intersubjective field, an occurrence which is of prime interest to
religious discourse. To retain the notion of the objective points to
the limitations of the intersubjective realm and preserves an aspect
of mystery, at the same time as this affirms the possibility of an
expansion of the intersubjective field, a necessary condition for the
human quest of making the intersubjective coextensive with being,
with what is objective. In the Christian tradition, this fusion of the
epistemological dimension with the ontological is reached in the
beatific vision of God, corresponding in Indian philosophy to the
tendency of spiritual monism, everything being one unified subject,
and one could interpret the postmodern tendency of making
discourse absolute and the flattening of reality by naturalism as
immanent versions of these transcendent goals.

From Subject to Person

The term subject carries with it, as we have seen, a marked

emphasis on mental life, something which distinguishes it from the
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concept of a human person, which refers to the embodied mind or
the minded body, that is, a totality of mind and body. This is
crucial for the treatment of ritual interiorization, as the inner is both
mental and physical, and as the interior is manifested and enacted
through material and bodily signs. The subject and its subjective
domain are, therefore, not alone in the interiority of the human
person, but share this condition of being hidden with the inside of
the human body. To conceive of the ritual person as solely or
primarily a subject (i.e. as consciousness) is to open up for some
form of idealism which makes both intersubjectivity and
embodiment unnecessarily problematic.

Thus, to the triad formerly introduced consisting of the
subject, the intersubjective realm and objective reality, we have to
add the person. The person as a conscious agent is clearly a subject
and as having being it is objective, but it is not in its totality
intersubjective. Therefore, it can become a microcosm in which the
quest for a fusion of knowledge and being can unfold, at the same
time as it holds out the prospect of radical mystery, of a
transcendent nucleus, as suggested if not affirmed by the notion of
a subject.

The Individual Person and its Self

In moving from subject (consciousness) to person (embodied
mind), we have not exhausted the number of concepts used to
single out and characterize a human being. As these terms tend to
overlap and compete for the primary place, there is a need to
comment upon some of them — and in this way also move along the
elaboration of the concept of person — before taking on personhood
in a ritual context.” Spencer Cahill (1998: 135), for example, in his
reading of Ervin Goffman’s writings on personhood, makes the
comment that Goffman uses the words individual, self and person

THE RITUAL PERSON 131



in an inconsistent way and Cabhill, therefore, proposes the
following conceptual clarification:

I will use the term “individual” to refer to an organic bodily

being. Following Harre (1984: 26), the term “person” will

refer to a “socially defined publicly visible embodied being.”

Finally, I define “self” as such a being’s reflective awareness

of personal agency and identity (Giddens 1991: 35-55)

In light of these distinctions, it becomes apparent that up to
this point we have not clearly differentiated between individual and
person. In Cahill’s definition and article, the emphasis is on the
constructed nature of the person: personhood is socially conferred
or denied of the individual. The difference seems to introduce a
split between the basic material living being, a body, and the social
defining of that material as a person. However, the definition
interestingly neither singles out human bodies nor human
personhood.” As discussed in the article, the favourite pet, for
example, the poodle Sophie, could also be given personhood, as
evidenced in the custom of giving pets a funeral. Consider the
following text found on the website of the Los Angeles Pet

Memorial Park under the heading “Words of Comfort™:
The Rainbow Bridge
There is a bridge connecting Heaven and Earth. It is called the
Rainbow Bridge because of its many colors. Just this side of
the Rainbow Bridge there is a land of meadows, hills and
valleys with lush green grass.
When a beloved pet dies, the pet goes to this place. There is
always food and water and warm spring weather. The old and
frail animals are young again. Those who are maimed are
made whole again. They play all day with each other.
There is only one thing missing. They are not with their
special person who loved them on Earth. So, each day they run
and play until the day comes when one suddenly stops playing
and looks up! The nose twitches! The ears are up! The eyes
are staring! And this one suddenly runs from the group!
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You have been seen, and when you and your special friend
meet, you take him or her in your arms and embrace. Your
face is kissed again and again and again, and you look once
more into the eyes of your trusting pet.

Then you cross the Rainbow Bridge together, never again to
be separated.

~ Author Unknown ~ <www.lapetcemetery.com/> 2006-08-23

To consider animals as persons is of course not a new
phenomenon, the Saami hunters of northern Scandinavia, for
example, ceremoniously buried the skeleton of the killed bear and
had a myth elaborating on the kinship between men and bears (cf.
Willerslev 2007 for a Siberian example). A ‘bodily being’ in
Cahill’s definition, therefore, does not require the potentiality for
rational thought, but incorporates even molluscs. Also, when he
characterizes a person as an embodied being socially defined, the
focus is on the body and not on consciousness or capacity for
conceptual thinking. This relation between the organic body of the
individual and the category of embodied being (person) is
challenged in a religious context when the statue of a god is treated
like a person: washed, given food, entertained and put to bed. It is
mostly considered not merely as a symbol, but as somehow
inhabited by the god, and in this way also inorganic entities can be
socially defined as persons. The individual in Cahill’s terminology
is more clearly an animal of some sort, an organic being, and
individuals constitute the foremost material for the conferring of
personhood, but not the only as we have seen.

At this point a number of oppositional positions clash as
those of the constructivist and the more objectivist, and that of the
‘animist’ and the materialist. If we follow Cahill in considering
personhood as something which is conferred rather than inherent,
then of course anything can be made into a person. However,
according to a definition of personhood which requires an
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objective capacity for rationality in the entity socially defined as a
person, one could argue that many such bestowed personhoods are
mistaken. Therefore, it seems wise, as we have retained the
difference between the intersubjective and the objective, to
acknowledge two types of personhood. The first is the ontological,
either an entity has the potentiality of rational thought or not. The
second is social personhood which could be conferred on both
animals and inanimate objects, but also denied of ontological
persons, for example, when according to a racist ideology
‘primitives’ are not considered as rational, that is, persons, but only
individuals in Cahill’s terminology. There is thus a basic tension
between the intersubjective cultural conferring and refusal of
personhood and the objective nature of the capacity for rationality
and self-consciousness.

If we consider human personhood more specifically, there is
also a problem with saying that personhood is socially conferred on
the individual, because an individual human being, who is not a
person, is not a human being at all. The basic point is that when
singling out a human individual, we use personhood as a criterion.
When personhood is denied mostly also humanity is denied, as
sometimes in the case of slaves or aborted foetuses.® In Michael
Tooley’s discussion of abortion and the right to life, he,
consequently, considers the basic question to be “When is the
member of the species homo sapiens a person?” His answer makes
mature subjectivity the criterion of personhood; the right to live is,
hence, dependent not upon being human (a member of the species)

but upon being a person:
The claim I wish to defend is this: An organism possesses a
serious right to life only if it possesses the concept of a self as
a continuing subject of experiences and other mental states,
and believes that it is itself a continuing entity. (Tooley 2007
[1972]: 428)
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Somewhat ironically this puts into question not only whether
the mentally retarded have a right to life, but also denies advanced
Theravada Buddhists this human right. A somewhat perplexing
result which follows as Tooley in the phrase above does not base
personhood on the potential for rational reflexive subjectivity, but
on the actual possession of the concept and the belief in that one is
a continuing subject. If he, on the other hand, had decided for
potentiality, it would have been much more difficult to differentiate
between being human and being a person.

The question of species identity and personhood becomes
different in regard to animals as rationality and self-reflexivity
does not, for example, enter into the definition of what a duck is, to
define a duck as a person is then to give it a status it did not have
by virtue of its duckishness. An individual duck and Donald the
personal duck are thus both ducks. A human, on the other hand,
who is not a person puts into question the very concept of being
human as in the case of a dead body, a human body in a vegetative
state, or a savage. The human body without reason, but still
breathing, is it a person or not: is it a living dead, a human person
having lost its personhood and with it also its humanity, lingering
on as a morbid caricature of the person it once was? Or is it a
person still and should have the rights of a person?

Consequently, an animal is an individual duck by virtue of its
having the characteristics pertaining to the definition of what a
duck is; and an animal is an individual human being by having the
basic features of humanhood of which personhood is one. The
notion of individual is thus connected to the process of
individuation, the making of the individual (ontological), or the
ascription of individuality (conceptual). On the one hand, we have
the general concept of human person and on the other hand we
have individual persons; it is, therefore, not feasible to distinguish
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between an individual human being and a personal human being.’
An individual human is at the same time a particular person. If not
considered as an instance of a person, then it will not qualify as a
human being at all; instead, perhaps a monster, an uncanny
disguised creature, a zombie, or a robot. But if a robot would
achieve ontological personhood this would not automatically make
it into a human due to that ‘person’ is a more generic concept than
‘human being’; there could, for example, be aliens who qualify as
persons, but not as humans.

Though the difference between personhood and an individual
human person has now been delineated, it still remains to comment
on the nature of self in distinction to person, and in this respect it is
advisable to follow Cahill. The self is thus the picture a person has
of itself. This is of course something which to an overwhelmingly
high degree is generated by the social systems that an individual is
situated within, but this fact should not lead us to deprive the
individual of agency, however limited it may be (cf. Archer 2006).
The definition of self as the picture the individual has of itself is in
accordance with the distinction between self psychology and

personality psychology as summarized by Jonathon Brown:
Self-psychology is concerned with subjective experience (with
what people think they are like); personality psychology is
more concerned with objective experience (with what people
are actually like). (Brown, J. 1998: 3)

But if the self is the picture of myself which I think is true,
and my personality is the way I as a psychophysical being is
objectively formed, we need also concepts for the picture of myself
that I try to project, but which I do not necessarily consider true,
perhaps wanting to make it true — and, on the other hand, the
representations other persons have of me. The first is the persona
and the second, following Brown, the social identity. Persona
carries here the original meaning of person, that is, the theatrical
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mask and in a second step the social role or appearance assumed by
an individual.'® Of course, for an individual, the self and the
persona could be more or less identical and both quite different
from its real personality. Such a lack of insight into one’s own
personality combined with the effort to convince others of the truth
of one’s delusion could easily create a comical effect or turn into a
mental disorder, or merely social catastrophe. On the other hand,
the persona could evince social ambitions and thereby an aspiration
of changing one’s social identity. This identity is foremost the
result of an evaluation of the individual on the basis of its real or
presumed membership in a number of social categories such as sort
of occupation, social class, race and ethnicity, but also personality
traits as benevolent, generous or greedy could be included and
combine as in the concept of the greedy Scotsman. The modern
notion of ‘image’, for example, that of a politician, refers both to
the active effort to project a persona, in this way establishing a
profitable social identity for the politician, and to that person’s
actual social identity. A disclosure of the real personality could
then be disastrous.

However, if we take a look at the complementary notion of
personal identity, we must ask ourselves in what sense it differs
from the concept of self as formerly defined. In the same manner
as social identity, personal identity can be viewed as having an
inclination toward denoting a collection of memberships in social
groups, but as also psychological characteristics were included in
the social identity, there seems to be little difference between self
and personal identity. The choice here is to let personal identity
denote the internalized social identity of the individual, while the
self refers to the whole physical-psychological-social profile. A
change in the social identity as unemployment, thereby, probably
causes a change in the personal identity, threatening the foundation
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of the life project of the individual. In this sense, the personal
identity constitutes one important aspect of the self, but not its
totality. The self contains aspects of me which are socially
irrelevant and which do not come into question when forming my
social identity or the internalized personal identity.""

The persona can in certain situations be seen as a proposal for
a new social identity hiding as a screen the internalized old social
identity, that is, the personal identity, with the intention of letting
the persona become the new personal identity. The figure of the
bourgeois gentilhomme ascending on the social ladder as described
by Moli¢re comes naturally to mind and meeting him, but
descending and thus less cheerful, we find the impoverished
aristocrat, who by his noble persona tries to uphold his former
social and personal identity though these now lack material and
social foundation (cf. Riggs 1986). Both types of discrepancies
between social identity and persona have great potential for
comical as well as tragic effects.
From the Inter subjective to the Inter personal

If we shift our attention from the subject to the person this
entails a simultaneous move from the intersubjective to the
interpersonal, the world as related to persons, stopping at the limit
of the person, which hems in the sphere of the intrapersonal, the
interior of the person. What is intrapersonal can partly be
intersubjectively perceived and made into an object, giving birth to
the curious sense of discrepancy between personal (i.e. me, mine)
and object (i.e. this, that), a feeling of alienation — which
essentially is a conflict between the individual as subject
(consciousness) and as person. And it is this limited range of the
intersubjective gaze that provides the person with an interior both
in a physical and mental sense. The surface of the person, its parts
which enter the intersubjective field, becomes then a canvas on
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which signs are enacted inter alia in order to mediate between
what is interior and exterior. This semiosis is of fundamental
importance for ritual interiorization, as symbols oscillate between
being used as signs of the interior and being ritualized to the point
where the symbol collapses signifier and signified in itself.

We, hence, have to change focus from an emphasis on
epistemology, the subject being the knower, to the instable
boundaries of the person and their semiotic character. The notion
of intersubjective has to give room for the interpersonal, to what is
between persons, to the relations between persons, which brings
with it a shift of attention from an epistemological to a social and
moral dimension. At the same time, we have to retain the
epistemological aspect as the tension between intersubjective and
interpersonal is of importance for the understanding of the ritual
person.

In order to flesh out the implications of the interpersonal, two
aspects will be dealt with in the following. First, the moral
dimension of personhood will be explored, hence, bringing the
rights and obligations of the person to the fore. Second, the
semiotic nature of the person will be revisited, a feature which is
intimately linked to the person due to, on the one hand, the need
for bridging the more or less broad gulf between the intrapersonal
and the interpersonal, and, on the other hand, as a means of
connecting the intersubjective world of culture with the subjective
understanding and use of it.

Moral Personhood

If the surface of the body is seen as the limit of the person,
then private in the sense of hidden and interior is both bodily and
mental, but importantly only relatively so, as during a surgery the
hidden nature of the bodily interior is effectively transcended. If
such an epistemological understanding of private basically gives
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birth to a discussion of what is perceivable and knowable, an
understanding of private as what belongs to the person entails more
a focus on actions and their legitimacy or illegitimacy, with other
words: the moral dimension.'?

This moral aspect is intimately connected with the inherent
social nature of the person as the moral quality of an action is
mostly discussed in relation to how it affects other persons. For
example, all the Ten Commandments endorse or prohibit actions
toward persons (God and fellow humans) and their property. A
discussion of morality and personhood could, however, take two
basic forms. First it can centre on the question whether there are
rights and obligations flowing from the person qua person, as
argued by the proponents of natural law (e.g. Rourke 2005: 100-
107). Second, one could analyse what concrete norms are
considered as pertaining to a person in a specific culture, that is,
what constitutes positive law. The latter question is more
interesting for us in this context as in religious rituals very different
versions of what moral status a particular person should have are
enacted. As in the everyday life of society, rights and obligations
mostly depend on the social identity, and in rituals this relation
becomes accented in a radical way, as in rituals social identities are
manufactured and destroyed, internalized and engraved on the
person through signs as circumcision or affixed to it as royal
insignia.

It is, therefore, not enough to be recognized as an individual
human person in order to gain a private sphere, inclusion in certain
social groups is also required. And with them more or less privacy
is concomitant as the difference between the slave and the king
bears witness to. For the slave not even his own body is private and
he lives on the border of personhood only having minimal rights
and could easily become classified as an animal, a non-person. In a
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totalitarian society, this is extended also to the mind, not even the
thoughts are private in the moral sense, though they may be private
to some extent epistemologically. If we earlier alluded to the
perplexity that emerges when a part of the body is viewed as an
intersubjective object and not as an undifferentiated element of the
whole of the acting person, we now meet a similar dissonance, viz.
that between an organ of my body as belonging to someone else
and it as being a proper part of my person. For a pregnant woman
this is a process which culminates in the delivery and the cutting of
the umbilical cord, but in a psychological and moral-legal sense
this is a much longer process.

Though the moral status of the individual is mostly
dependent on its social identity, the basic classification is of course
to be included in the category of human being and in a second step
to be part of the most generic social group in question: the family,
clan, nation, state or empire. We should, however, expect that in
cultures where a universal order transcending the local society is
not elaborated, the concept of barbarian and nonhuman tend to
converge. In all these categorizations (human, citizen and social
position), we can progressively see a fuller version of moral
personhood emerging, a growing intensity of privacy: of what
belongs properly to the person.

The Legal Person and the Totem

At this point, it could be interesting to dwell for a moment on
the notion of legal person which is the moral aspect of personhood
abstracted from the other characteristics of the individual human,
for example, embodiment and consciousness. As August Reinisch
remarks in his book International Organizations before National
Courts (2000: 37): “Legal personality is generally regarded as the
capability to possess rights and duties under a specific system of
law.” Thus, also social groups as nations and corporations can be
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considered to have moral or legal personhood, as having rights and
running the risk to be punished for transgressions of laws. But, in
principle also animals could be defined as legal persons having
rights (animal rights movement) and obligations thus running the
risk to be condemned for breaches of laws and regulations as in a
proposal of a new law in Belgium."

The discussion of an extended notion of moral personhood is
foremost a legal discourse in which the personality of corporations
is considered as an instance of legal fiction. But, as we are focusing
on religious rituals, we must note similar strategies within a
religious context. We can even choose a topic that has been used as
bridge between the secular and the religious, viz. the practice of
totemism (e.g. Durkheim 1912; Freud 1913). The basic belief of
group totemism is that there is a bond of kinship between a human
group (family, clan) and a species of animals or plants. The totem
animal functions often as the symbol of the social group and is
guarded by special taboos (rights).

In a first step, we may focus on the extension of personhood
to animals or plants through the notion of kinship. This could be
attributed to a primitive mentality of sorts as alluded to in the

article on totemism by Josef Haekel in Encyclopaedia Britannica:
Generally speaking, totemistic forms are based on the
psychomental habits of the so-called primitives, on a
distinctive “thought style” which is characterized, above all,
by an “anthropopsychic” apprehension of nature and natural
beings, for instance, ascribing to them a soul like man's.
Beasts and the things of nature are again and again thought of
as “persons,” but mostly as persons with superhuman
qualities. (Haekel 2006)
If the raven is considered a kin, it can be considered to
possess personal attributes as consciousness, language competence
and rationality. However, another aspect is its protection by taboos.

The animal then also has a moral personhood: if a raven, the totem
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of the clan, is killed, the injury to the totemic species has to be
redressed, or at least explained away. The human group in question
probably also expect the raven to act in ways beneficial to its
human relatives, in this way implying its duties.

In a third sense, the raven is parallel to the legal person of a
corporation or a state, because the raven is not only considered as a
person, but as a token of the human social group, as the
embodiment of it. And if we continue to probe the religious sphere
and leave totemism proper behind, we find deities as
representatives of cities, nations and empires. This is of course a
variant on the general theme of personification in which abstract
entities are given personal characteristics such as the goddess of
victory or of the plague. But the main point here is the necessity of
extending the moral aspect of personhood to supra-human
structures as evinced by the legal person and the totem of the clan.

The fullness of moral personhood varies with the social
identity of the person, reaching its apex in the person that embodies
the social group: the king, the totem or the legal fiction the state;
this order is, however, transcended, or merely extended, when we
take into full consideration the religious sphere. The god has
potentially an even higher level of rights and fewer obligations
than the highest ranking human. The culmination of this
development is reached in a voluntarist view of morality according
to which moral norms are decided solely by the will of the supreme
god; the god then has no obligations toward principles outside his
or her own will. The whole world could be viewed as the body of
the god, that is, his or her private domain. But mostly also the
superhuman world is conceived of as graded and we find a
hierarchical set of levels of perfection, inhabited by various gods
and spirits. This naturally often functions as an ultimate
legitimatizing ground for the human moral and political order, but
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it could also make it possible with an earthly career of personhood
that aspires to the superhuman level, channelling the resources of
the individual in the quest for deification. If this is a particular way
of life for the ascetic or the hermit, it is also an intrinsic part of
religious rituals. One can, therefore, see deification as a variant on
the theme of sacralization, a process at the very heart of the
religious ritual as argued by Henri Hubert and Marcel Mauss
(Mauss 1899) in their theory of sacrifice. The problematic nature
of ritual deification is that it is often achieved by extensive taboos
that restrict the allowed behaviour of the individual to the extreme
point of immobility. Ritual sanctity is, therefore, eminently
unpractical, and is mostly a temporary condition checked by rituals
of desacralization. To combine everyday life with the desire or
obligation toward deification is, hence, a fundamental question for
some religions as witnessed by the anxiety of Arjuna on the
battlefield of Kurukshetra torn between the perfection of ascetic
life and the moral muddle of internecine warfare.

The notion of the divine king constitutes another attempt to
combine both the earthly peak of personhood with its ultimate apex
in the yonder world, while at the same time trying to avoid the
extreme consequences of terrestrial divinity. The latter objective
can be brought about through that it is merely the office which is
divine, or divinely instituted, and therefore the king itself does not
have to be subjected to extreme ritualization (cf. Feeley-Harnik
1985).

The Semiotic Person

Connected to the social identity and the moral status of the
person formed in the laboratory of ritual proceedings is
signification. The person as we have dealt with it has in a sense
been naked; we must, hence, clothe our model. In that way, we are
not dealing only with a tabula rasa and signs as in tattooing, but we
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find that the body is more or less covered with layers of artificial
skin. Through bodily modifications, clothing and other attributes a
cocoon of signification is woven around the person. They signal
both social and personal identity, self and persona. As a
consequence, it is idle to think that the removal of the cloths would
necessarily undo their meaning, as the meaning is interior
(internalized) while the clothes are exterior. We can actually
question the very metaphor of the cocoon, that is, the idea that
beneath the social identity, both in its external signification and in
its interior manifestation as personal identity, the true person
slumbers only waiting to be realized in manifest behaviour. This
might perhaps be ontologically true to some extent, but when
considering socially conferred personhood the result is more
probably a non-person. And this becomes all the more marked as
the social dimension of the person is an intrinsic part of it and not
superficially added to it as an attribute. This means that the social
identity is a manifestation of the nature of the human person and
that it is problematic to remove it without mutilating or at least
depriving the person. Perhaps, the individualistic myth of the true
inner person is particularly strong within societies profoundly
affected by modernity, especially in the form of functional
differentiation with its often swift changes of occupation and
locality leading to an erosion of traditional ways of organizing life
(Giddens 1991). One way to handle the threatening anomy is then
to insist on that beneath the functions and roles temporarily
fulfilled by the person there lays a basic kernel providing a more
stable identity: the real person, subject, self or individual (cf.
Nédoncelle 1984: 31). Another strategy, however, is to reject any
notion of essence and indulge in the fleeting constructed qualities
of the social identity, that is, to embrace the ethos of fashion (cf.
Pippin 2005: 3071f.).
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A successful undressing of the ‘superficial’ layers of the
person must thus proceed also to the interior of the person, the
personal identity must be removed together with the old persona, in
this way undertaking a radical restructuring of the self, the
representation the individual has of itself. But such a penetrating
peeling of the person makes the simple thought of uncovering the
real person problematic, and when combined with attention toward
the moral nature of the human person, it could instead manifest
itself as a purification of the individual, as its moral regeneration.
In this way, it is not only a question of refashioning the self, but
the much more troublesome transformation of the personality. This
is, then, not a hunt for the true person, but an emphasis on the
remaking of the person building on the moral thesis that human
nature is wounded at its core. Such a process of regeneration is
naturally very laborious if undertaken without any prospect of
divine grace, but in the non-essentialist approach the individual in
an idealistic vein merely has to think his or her new personality in
order for it to materialize, even if also this type of thinking require
some consistent exertion. Consider the following quotation from

the webpage SuccessConsciousness.com:
Positive thinking is a mental attitude that admits into the mind
thoughts, words and images that are conductive to growth,
expansion and success. It is a mental attitude that expects good
and favorable results. A positive mind anticipates happiness,
joy, health and a successful outcome of every situation and
action. Whatever the mind expects, it finds.
<www.successconsciousness.com/index _000009.htm> 2006-
10-09.

Another type of laying bare the true person is that of a social
striptease  which do not proceed from a spiritual motive of
liberation, or the more worldly desire of success, but instead
focuses on insight, which though could have liberating and
progressive features. One literary example is H. C. Andersen’s
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often quoted tale of the emperor’s new clothes telling how the
emperor was fooled into believing that he had magnificent new
clothes invisible to the stupid, but visible only to the clever, while
he actually had put on no clothes at all. In the parade, he was hence
made to suffer public ridicule after the pertinent remark of a small
boy that the emperor was naked. In this way, the nakedness of the
royal body becomes a means of social critique: behind the social
identity is not a more perfect person, the butterfly escaping from
the cocoon, but merely raw vanity and stupidity. The undressed
body could then become besides an object of desire, a symbol of
the horrifying or liberating prospect of a person without social
identity. The latter can be exemplified with Francis of Assisi who
took off all his clothes and gave them back to his father, the cloth
salesman, in this way renouncing his social identity, and literally
shielded by the bishop’s mantle embarked on a new career.

But, if the naked body itself is made into the liberating
condition of human personhood, as in nudist practice, this is not
ultimately a safe refuge, because the body as a system is in
constant interaction with its environment; it takes in food, water
and air and has to expunge the waste in solid, liquid and gas form.
The limits of the body and of the person are, therefore, unstable.
For example, there is great anxiety in many cultures connected
with bleeding, cutting the nails and the hair: the basic question
being whether the hair is an integral part of the person or not. In
the story of the nazir Samson in the Book of Judges, his strength is
clearly portrayed as related to his hair. When the hair is cut off, he
becomes weak and can be captured, but when it has grown out
again, he brings down the temple of Dagon crushing both himself
and his enemies."*

When discussing the signs on the body of the person, we can
move further and further away from the body encountering layers
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after layers, and at a certain point the question becomes whether
these are to be considered as parts of the person or not. This
question of the outer limit of the person is clearly connected to the
previously mentioned thought of undressing the person in order to
lay bare its genuine kernel, a process which we saw could penetrate
deeper and deeper still, perhaps without any final result, as in the
peeling of an onion. But, now we move in the opposite direction,
probing how far we can proceed from the body without leaving the
person behind. Perhaps it is wise then to reconnect to the notion of
private, as what belongs to the person, not only in the sense of
ownership as in private property, but as an extension of the limits
of the person. In the interest of avoiding confusion, one could as
Jonathan Brown in his comment on William James’s Self
psychology introduce a distinction between the bodily self and the
extracorporeal, extended, self (Brown, J. 1998: 21). Although this
seems advisable, it is not always easy to uphold the distinction, as
indicated in the case of hair as part of the bodily self and the wig as
part of the extracorporeal self. A distinction which comes to the
fore in the comical cliché of the toupee unexpectedly flying off,
something which can be contrasted with the wig used by the judge
in an English court. And as we have defined the self as the picture
a person has of itself, the artificial hair in both these cases is part of
the self, though in the first case there is a discrepancy between the
persona as basis for a social identity and the personality, while in
the second there is probably none. The removal of the toupee
exposes the individual’s vanity, whereas the wind suddenly lifting
off the wig of the judge accents the distinction between the
individual and its social function.

To insist on an absolute distinction between the bodily person
and the extended person is also not especially fruitful when
analyzing religious discourse where spirits unite with bodies and
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then leave them, and sometimes instead unites with natural objects
such stones, in accordance with the logic of what has been
characterized as an animistic world view. As earlier remarked, the
king could be viewed as owning the whole land, which, therefore,
constitutes a part of his person; which is indicated by notions of a
correlation between the health of the king and of the land, that is,
its fruitfulness. This is, for example, born out by the following
description of the Jukun king in Nigeria made by Luc de Heusch in
an article trying to partly rehabilitate the Frazerian theory of sacred
kingship:

The Jukun king (Nigeria) is the living source of agriculture

since he is called ‘our millet, our groundnuts, our beans’. He

controls the rain and the wind (Meek 1931: 129-30). He

possesses a particularly powerful magical charm which is

none other than a part of the body of one of the former kings.

Moreover, he is supposed to nourish himself periodically by
eating the heart of his predecessor. (Heusch 1997: 214)

We can also see this vitalistic nature of the extended person
in relics which are not only made of the body of the saint, but also
of her or his clothes. One story told to me by a Franciscan friar
started with the fact that in the convent in Assisi nobody of the
friars had permission to handle on his own the habit of St. Francis,
which is kept there, due to the fear that pieces of it would be taken
as relics. But one day, when he was there with another friar, they
looked mischievously at each other and then both of them
simultaneously pulled forth a pair of scissors. The poor garment of
Francis had hence become in one sense an important extension of
his person, mediating contact with his soul: paralleling in a spirit of
divine irony Francis’ rejection of the trade as a cloth merchant.

Now, it is time to leave the discussion of the limits of the
person, of what is properly considered as belonging to the person,
and to focus more explicitly on the sign value of these parts of the
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person. Let us begin with an example: In Denmark, a Sikh youth,
Ripudaman Singh, was in 2005 fined for carrying a dagger in
public, but this dagger thus forbidden by Danish law was a kirpan,
a traditional symbolic sword worn by khalsa Sikhs. The crucial
point was whether the kirpan was a weapon or merely a sign, or
both at the same time. This little sword is clearly an important and
obligatory part of the person who is a khalsa Sikh, together with
the long uncut hair rolled up in a turban, the likewise uncut beard,
a special comb for the hair, a bracelet and a pair of knee length
shorts. The kirpan as a sign points inwards toward the self and the
personal identity; at the same time, it points toward the
intersubjective realm, to his social identity and more broadly to the
religious discourse of Sikh religion and culture. When the kirpan
was taken from Ripudaman, a part of his person was hence
confiscated. In being charged of paying a fine, the moral and legal
dimension was activated, in the way that a right was taken away,
the right to carry a religious symbol, something which ultimately
rests on the right of religious freedom. At the same time, this
prohibition affected the level of the intersubjective cultural-
religious identity of being a khalsa Sikh. The law suit thus became
the concern of a whole social group. It is this anchoring function
that the layers of signs of the person fulfil; they mediate between
the intersubjective and the subjective, between the social identity
and the self, thereby facilitating internalization and externalization.
So Ripudaman would probably continue to be a dedicated Sikh
without his kirpan, but a wedge has been driven into the relation
between inner and outer identity.

If this is an example of how a secular law intended to restrict
public violence can come into conflict with the use of religious
symbols, then the French prohibition against religious symbols in
public schools is directed straight at the symbolical function. If a
religious symbol is not used, the discerning (he is a Sikh) and
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conferring of social identity (you are a Sikh) becomes difficult in
regard to religious belonging. The denial of the morally private
character of the personal religious semiosis makes religious
identity in an epistemological sense private, that is, hidden. In
order to make religion private, the state has to undertake a
limitation of the person’s privacy, increasing its obligations and
lessen its rights. In this way, one strives after making religious and
epistemological privacy coextensive: what belongs to the person as
religious is confined to the subjective or domestic realm. In such a
conflict, the question of a natural personhood, and with it natural
rights, resurfaces as a way to argue for the Sikh community, when
the legal system and the legislative powers of the state are not on

their side:

Bhai Subeg Singh of Singh Sabha Copenhagen and himself an
Amritdhari Sikh commented on how this ruling would affect
the whole Sikh community of Denmark, as any and every Sikh
practising their faith would be seen as breaking the law. He
said this was an infringement on the Sikh community’s right
to practice their faith and a breach of the basic rights of the
free expression of one's religion."

The extension of the person is thus closely connected with
the moral-legal dimension and processes of signification. It is
easier to clip one’s nails, thereby losing a part of one’s body, than
to lose a religious sign as a sword, for with it a connection to the
inner identity, the self, is lost, and at the same time a connection to
the intersubjective world of social identity and religious meaning.
The sign is a link connecting inner with outer, something which
gives it tremendous importance for processes of interiorization, and
all other attempts to connect the intersubjective with the subjective.
Performance and Persona

As previously mentioned, the notion of person has a
theatrical origin, viz. the mask worn by Greek actors, the prosopon,
which in Latin became persona. Persona then developed into the
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concept of social role, the combination of social identity and
function. In a third step, the idea of person, a conscious rational
being, came into being. Boethius, in his classical definition of
person as an individual substance of a rational nature, explicitly
referred to the use of masks in Roman theatre so that the scholastic
tradition inherited a performance aspect of the concept person, if
only in an etymological and historical sense (Marshall 1950).'® On
the conceptual level, we hence move from theatre to society and
arrive at metaphysics. If we leave the heights of abstraction and the
humdrum social space and retrace the conceptual evolution, in this
way returning to the theatre, we also come closer to the ritual
persona and person. In a theatrical setting, however, the persona is
only temporarily upheld and has validity merely within the limits
of the scene, the transcending of which can become funny or
uncanny, as when the actors of, for example, a horror movie do not
change outfit before going out for lunch at the local pizzeria.

The mask, the theatrical persona, makes it possible for the
individual to be somebody else for a restricted time span, and from
the social perspective it makes it possible to see certain agents
acting that it otherwise would be impossible to perceive, due to
their spirituality, absence or death. The theatrical mask is parallel
to the use of a persona in the social space outside the theatre, but
there it is often constructed with the intention of providing a longer
lasting identity. The theatrical persona could hence, as the
emperor’s new clothes, emphasize the disjunction between person
and social identity, on the other hand it makes it possible for supra-
individual persons to act in a cultural space, as they do in a legal
one. The character is, therefore, often a type, a symbol of a social
group, social function or role (cf. Geertz, A. 1990: 329).

It is not necessary that the relation between actor and mask is
conceived in a modern way as wholly arbitrary. In a religious
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festival, to take on a mask and to act a character can be
simultaneous with being possessed by the spirit represented (cf.
Rozik 2002: 76). In this way, the spirit, who is closely connected to
the mask due to symbolical reference or analogy, acts through the
human body. In one sense, there are then two masks: the human
body and the mask proper, both used by the spirit (e.g. Emigh
1996: 14).

These two ways of seeing the relation between the actor’s
persona and his personality create a dilemma confronting modern
skilful acting, as the more successful an enacting of a character is,
the more closely the public conceives the mask to cling to the face
of the actor. The performer becomes ultimately identical with the
figure acted, and if wanting to insist on the arbitrary relation
between persona and person, he or she must exorcise the spirit thus
united with the actor — for example, by donning a mask embodying
the contrary character: the comedian trying on the persona of a
tragic personality. As in an exorcism, the outcome is, however, not
decided beforehand and instead of tragic the result could become
pathetic (cf. Kitto 2003: 29).

Final words

By the chiselling out of a notion of personhood above, taking
the step from the subject as defined by consciousness to the
embodied moral and legal person inhabiting a semiotic world,
created and upheld in performative and ritual contexts, we have
come to a point in which processes of ritual interiorization can be
begin to be outlined. This is, however, not the place to do this, and
I must thus direct the interested reader to the book Ritualization
and Human Interiority.

Furthermore, also this step from personhood to ritualization
can be seen as part of a larger project which aims at arriving at a
basic theory of religion. This is something which I hope to return
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to and I would be very happy to carry out that ambition in the

context of my work within religious studies in India, which

provides an ideal counterpoint to the Swedish situation. That the

part of my work on ritual interiorization which deals with

personhood is published in India is, therefore, I think, significant.

It is a piece in a more extensive jigsaw puzzle of which the larger

structure and organization of the plethora of details are not quite in

place yet — being a true work in progress.
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NOTE & REFERENCES

For an objection against such a characterisation see Carr 1999: 4,
and for the acceptance of it see Cascardi 1992; for a discussion of
the death of the subject see Heartfield 2002 (the book contains also
an argument for the existence and necessity of the free subject in a
political context). For a history of theories of the self which takes
the longue durée starting with the classical Greek civilisation but
ending in resignation, see Martin and Barresi 2006: “The story of
Western theorizing about the self and personal identity is not only,
but centrally, the story of humankind’s attempt to elevate itself
above the rest of the natural world, and it is the story of how that
attempt has failed.” (305)

Perhaps parallel with the totalitarianism of the 20th century which
not only tried to control public discourse and practice, but that also
laboured to extend the power of the state to the interior thinking of
its subjects giving inspiration to fictional narratives such as Georg
Orwell’s 1984.
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In this way, however, the possibility of the ultimate goal of some
mysticism to transcend the subject-object division and establish a
pure consciousness is not categorically excluded; such a condition,
nevertheless, lies beyond what can be characterised as rationality in
the ordinary sense.

That this is not an uncontroversial position is borne out by Mark
Sacks’ remark on ontological objectivity in his book Objectivity
and Insight (Sacks 2000: 169): “I will continue to take it for
granted that in proceeding to assess the available scope of
objectivity, the discussion should take its initial bearings from the
well-motivated and almost universal shared withdrawal from such
metaphysics.” However, he still struggles on the very last pages
with this connection between ontology and objectivity, wanting to
resist relativism.

For an overview see Crane 2000.

For a similar undertaking see Harré 1998: 68—94.

Many of the basic questions concerning personhood vis-a-vis
humans and other animals are activated by Peter Singer’s
utilitarian ethic which has been foundational for the animal
liberation discourse. For a general discussion see Petrinovich 1998.
However, for an analysis of the Japanese ritual of mizuko kuyo in
which inter alia aborted foetuses are treated as persons through the
votive offering of a small statuette of the bodhisattva Jizo see
William R. LaFleur’s (1992) book Liquid Life: Abortion and
Buddhism in Japan. The basic opposition is between giving the
foetus the status of person through a ritual and on the other hand
taking its life (1992: 11).

This position of course becomes problematic if one espouses a
monistic view of the human intellect in the way that there is only
one intellect, but many individual human beings; one can then
argue that there is actually only one person, plurality being illusory
as in Advaita Vedanta, or as Averroes that the individual soul
(intellect) is composed of two parts one human and perishable and
one eternal. The universal concept of intellect is hence both one
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

and many. Coplestone 2003 [1950]: 198. For a neothomistic
discussion of the relation between individual and person see
Maritain 1966 [1946].

For a discussion of the legal protection of one’s persona, dealing
with the question of who has the right to the use the persona, image
and name of a particular person see Smith, Simon 2001.

This could be contrasted with Margaret Archer’s distinction
between self-identity and personal identity (2000: 10). The former
being the universal human capacity for having a continuous sense
of being a self (a distinct person) something which comes
naturally, while the latter constitutes an active achievement relative
to our choice of ultimate concerns. Furthermore, her use of the
notion °‘social identity’ incorporates both social and personal
identity as defined in this book, which gives a more marked flavour
of choice and agency to her notion of personal identity.

Cf. the notion of private life in distinction to public life; the former
being a zone which is partly defined by restricted access partly by
ownership and freedom. A sphere of domesticity to which
considerations of gender can be united. See e.g. Aries 1992, an
edited volume focusing on antiquity and the Middle Ages.
E.g.<www.breitbart.com/article.php?id=061125192946.9d76ak6g&
show article =1>2007-03-13.

Hair is naturally a topic of its own in anthropological and
sociological research see e.g. Leach 1958, Hallpike 1969 and
Synnott 1987.
<www.panthic.org/news/124/ARTICLE/1278/2005-0501.html?
sid= elcbbdd 9befa5b94{6a965c7ffd6cc92> 2006-10-10

For an overview of the concept of person from the viewpoint of
literary studies see Elliot 1982: 19-32.
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THE UNIQUE SPIRIT OF JAINISM
R. K. JHA

Jainism is an important Sramanika tradition which has its
own immense philosophical richness. The sophistication of its
philosophy is clearly evident in its epistemology, metaphysics and
ethics. At the same time, Jainism is also an explicitly spiritual
tradition. The spiritual emphasis of Jainism is clear from the fact
that the grand objective of this tradition is to obtain liberation,
which, in turn, consists in realizing the innate four-fold grandeur
of the spirit or jiva. The proclamation of this grand objective in
Jainism is sought to be justified expressly with reference to the
highest intuitive insights of the perfected masters of this tradition.
Further, as a Sramanika tradition, Jainism also highlights the
point that one can obtain liberation only through the requisite
efforts for realizing the highest level of purity of the self.

These aspects of Jainism are foundational to its character;
yet, these aspects are also common to many other religious and
philosophical traditions in varying degrees. However, the real
challenge for any spiritual tradition lies in formulating an
effective way for communicating the crucial intuitively revealed
spiritual truths to the spiritually ignorant masses in such a manner
that they may become motivated to undertake the necessary self-
reforms for the sake of achieving the highest spiritual objective.
It is at this juncture that the uniqueness of Jainism, as a religious
and philosophical tradition, should be appreciated.

Now, various religious and philosophical traditions profess
different kinds of one-sided views about the nature of reality and
the means of knowing it, e.g. the commonly known world may
be sometimes treated as completely real or unreal or material or
transitory or fundamentally immutable etc. Each one of these



various possible conceptions of reality gives rise to its
corresponding metaphysics and epistemology and these two, in
turn, give shape to its religious and secular ethics. As such, these
various religious philosophical traditions have their own
characteristic frameworks. Nonetheless, one may note a very
interesting common characteristic among them. All of these
traditions seek to present a conception of the world that appears
to be at loggerheads with the worldview of an ordinary
uninitiated person. These traditions, effectively, exhort the
ordinary person to give up his faith in the commonly accepted
worldview and substitute it with the proclaimed worldview of that
tradition. This expectation is explicitly there as the very first step
of initiation into that tradition. But, this is an extremely big and
difficult expectation to fulfil for the ordinary person since it
effectively implies that his ordinary means of knowing the world,
namely rationality, language, sense-experiences etc., have to be
accepted as misleading and hence, ought to be relegated. Any
person in his proper senses can hardly afford to take this decision
easily. It is certainly possible to visualize an intensely miserable,
depressed or frustrated person doing this in a fit of emotion, but
it will then lack the necessary foundational strength and solidity.
It can then be treated only as a religious and philosophical
superstition.

As such, it becomes imperative to find a suitable way to
persuade the uninitiated person such that it does not degenerate
into mere superstition or fanaticism. He must not radically reject
the authenticity and authority of his ordinary means of knowledge
without proper justification. It would be like abandoning your
small floating log in the ocean in the hope of boarding a big ship,
while completely overlooking the immense gap between them and
thus eventually drowning yourself in that ocean. The spiritual
journey of an uninitiated person must start only from where he
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actually finds himself situated at the beginning of that journey.
He must traverse that entire path step by step and hence the
acceptance of the spiritual worldview must be a smooth and
gradual process. It should not demand unjustified quantum jumps
of thoughts and emotions.

It is at this critical juncture that the uniqueness and
excellence of Jainism, in comparison with the other traditions,
becomes evident. The unique spirit of Jainism is reflected in its
all-encompassing theory of non-absolutism or Anekantavada.
Anekantavada represents the great accommodating spirit of
Jainism which seeks to harmonize the worldview of the common
uninitiated person and the esoteric worldview of the perfected
Tirathankaras and Jinas. Jainism recognizes the importance of
such harmonization and realizes it in the fields of epistemology,
metaphysics and ethics. Its great effort to formally situate the
phenomenal aspects of epistemology, metaphysics and ethics
alongside their esoteric aspects is certainly fraught with its own
logical pitfalls and has very often been a point of criticism and
rebuttal. But, such criticism has actually overlooked the
compulsions and sensitivities underlying these steps, as well as
the potential benefits implicit in them.

This accommodative spirit of Anekadntavada is reflected
even in the sequence of spiritual disciplines prescribed in the Tri-
ratnas. Appreciating the psychology of human motivation,
Jainism presents right faith or Samyak darsana as the first
discipline. This consists in believing in the seven or nine basic
categories of Jainism. These categories consist of both the
commonly accepted as well as the mystically intuited truths. The
categories of Jiva and Ajiva are comparatively easier to accept
for the common person, whereas the categories of Asrava,
Bamdha, Samvara, Nirjard, Moksa, Papa and Punya are matters
of mystical intuition. Thus, the broad effort is to add on to the
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commonly accepted categories rather than substituting them with
an entirely fresh list of categories. Similarly, in the fields of
epistemology Jainism accepts both mediate or Paroksa and
immediate or Aparoksa kinds of knowledge. Mediate knowledge
comprises of the ordinary kinds of phenomenal knowledge,
whether perceptual, inferential or testimonial, but by terming
them all as mediate cases of knowledge, Jainism gently draws
attention to their conditionality, incompleteness and inevitable
mediating links. Such mediate knowledge is contrasted with
immediate knowledge since the latter is free from mediating
factors of phenomenal nature. All the three kinds of immediate
knowledge viz. Avadhi, Manahparyaya and Kevala-jiiana, are
cases of spiritual knowledge. As such, here too, Jainism seeks to
add on to the commonly accepted view about the kinds of
knowledge. The epistemic theory of relativity or Syadavada,
amply highlighted by Samantabhadra, too builds up upon the
common observation that all cases of phenomenal knowledge are
inevitably perspectival, conditional and incomplete and hence
they cannot claim absoluteness. Syadavada is the epistemic
corollary of Anekantavada. Here too, Jainism is found adding on
to the common epistemic viewpoint by way of highlighting the
deeper implications of what is already accepted rather than trying
to replace it altogether.

In the field of metaphysics Jainism accepts both the plurality
of the basic metaphysical categories as well as the reality of both
the changing and unchanging aspects, the Paryayas and the
Gunas, of the basic substances or Dravyas. Now, both of these
metaphysical conceptions represent the viewpoint of the common
uninitiated person. It is only to this already available foundational
metaphysical structure that Jainism adds on the finer details about
the various metaphysical categories. The metaphysical claim of
Jainism that any given thing has an infinite number of
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characteristics also echoes the metaphysical understanding of the
common uninitiated person. As such, in the field of metaphysics
too, one finds Jainism only building up further on the already
available and acceptable metaphysical framework of the common
people. It only fine-tunes, elaborates and supplements it. All this
ensures a smooth transition to a higher and more sophisticated
metaphysics.

In the field of ethics too, Jainism accepts the foundational
concepts of moral propriety which ensure the harmonious
sustenance and development of family, society and the world at
large. All the five vows of Jainism, namely Ahimsa, Satya,
Asteya, Brahmacarya and Aparigraha, are representative of the
ethical code accepted by the uninitiated masses for the purpose of
ensuring a harmonious and symbiotic development of both the
human and non-human components of the world. It is only to this
ethical edifice of the common people that Jainism adds on the
finer details regarding these ethical disciplines and also shows the
necessity and desirability of elevating them to new heights in the
light of intuitively realized spiritual truths. Jainism highlights
non-violence or Ahimsa as the greatest of all virtues and justifies
it on the ground that one should do unto others what one would
expect from others. The desirability of universally practised
Ahimsa is one of the basic features of Jainism so much so that
various exceptions and relaxations in its practice have been
pointed out by scholars as later aberrations. For example, S. M.
Jain says,

“The relaxation for Jaina laity (householders),
condoning violence towards one-sense life forms
appears to be a discrepancy in view of the basic
concepts... . In Jainism all life forms have been put on
the same pedestal without any inferiority or superiority
as regards innate capabilities of every soul... . The
injunctions that unripe fruits and attached to plant body
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(Saccita) should not be consumed recognises this aspect
though it is generally not followed. The plants deserve
maximum concern and attention as plants are the only
primary producers of food etc. and all others including
humans are consumers and dependent on products of
plants. This erroneous concept is the concept(tual)
product of change from forest (kalpavrksa) based
model to agriculture based model... . The
discrepancies, aberrations, relaxations were introduced
by learned saints though with stringent riders only to
cope with the evolving, retrogratory situations.
However, the aberrations are aberrations and should
not be mistaken with the fundamental timeless
principles.”

(S.M. Jain, Pristine Jainism, pp.74f).

Further, the Jain advocacy of the kalpavrksa economy is
another superlative development of the basic Ahimsa doctrine.
All these elaborations in Jain ethics are ultimately based upon the
basic ethical edifice of the common uninitiated people.

In view of the above discussion it becomes amply clear that
unlike many other religious-philosophical traditions, Jainism has
desisted from adopting a holier than thou attitude and has not
sought to utterly reject or denigrate the worldview of the common
uninitiated people. It has not only strenuously made room for
these viewpoints but also added on many important spiritual
insight based concepts and practices to that very worldview. This
unique feature of Jainism itself seems to be a great form of
Ahimsa wherein the foundational convictions and sensitivities of
the common people are not unduly hurt or jeopardised.
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